arXiv:2402.08973v1 [math.NA] 14 Feb 2024

Convergence rate and exponential stability of backward Euler method for neutral stochastic delay differential equations under generalized monotonicity conditions^∗

Jingjing Cai^† Ziheng Chen^‡ Yuanling Niu^§

Abstract

This work focuses on the numerical approximations of neutral stochastic delay differential equations with their drift and diffusion coefficients growing super-linearly with respect to both delay variables and state variables. Under generalized monotonicity conditions, we prove that the backward Euler method not only converges strongly in the mean square sense with order 1/2, but also inherit the mean square exponential stability of the original equations. As a byproduct, we obtain the same results on convergence rate and exponential stability of the backward Euler method for stochastic delay differential equations with generalized monotonicity conditions. These theoretical results are finally supported by several numerical experiments.

AMS subject classification: 60H10, 60H35, 65C30

Key Words: Neutral stochastic delay differential equations, backward Euler method, mean square convergence rate, mean square exponential stability, generalized monotonicity condition ∗ This work was supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China (Nos. 12201552, 12031020, 12371417 and 12071488), Yunnan Fundamental Research Projects (No. 202301AU070010) and Innovation Team of School of Mathematics and Statistics of Yunnan University (No. ST20210104).

† School of Mathematics and Statistics, HNP-LAMA, Central South University, Changsha, 410083, China. Email: 212111072@csu.edu.cn

‡ School of Mathematics and Statistics, Yunnan University, Kunming, Yunnan, 650500, China. Email: czh@ynu.edu.cn

§ School of Mathematics and Statistics, HNP-LAMA, Central South University, Changsha, 410083, China. Email: yuanlingniu@csu.edu.cn. Corresponding author.

1 Introduction

This work concerns the following non-autonomous neutral stochastic delay differential equations (NSDDEs) of Itô form d(X(t) − D(X(t − τ))) = b(t, X(t), X(t − τ)) dt + σ(t, X(t), X(t − τ)) dW (t), t > 0 (1.1) with the initial value X(t) = ϕ(t) for t ∈ [−τ, 0], where the delay τ > 0 is a constant. Here, {W (t)}_{t≥0} is an m-dimensional standard Brownian motion on the complete filtered probability space (Ω, F, P, {F_t}_{t≥0}) with the filtration {F_t}_{t≥0} satisfying the usual conditions. Moreover, ϕ: [−τ, 0] → R^d , D : R^d → R^d , b: [0, +∞)×R^d ×R^d → R^d and σ : [0, +∞)×R^d ×R^d → R^{d×m} are Borel measurable functions; see Assumption 2.1 below for precise conditions. As an important type of stochastic differential equations (SDEs), NSDDEs (1.1) not only depend on the past and present states but also involve derivatives with delays and the functions themselves, consequently becoming complex but performing better to capture the complexity and uncertainty of real-world systems; see, e.g., [27, Chapter 6]. Nowadays, these equations have been widely used to model different evolution phenomena arising in various fields, such as signal processing in neural networks [17], collision problem in electrodynamics [2] and lossless transmission in circuit systems [23].

Since the analytic solutions of most NSDDEs are rarely available, numerical approximation has become a powerful tool to study the behaviour of their solutions. Up to now, much progress has been achieved in constructing and investigating different kinds of numerical methods for NSDDEs with the traditional global Lipschitz condition (see, e.g., [11,39,49]) and for NSDDEs with the popular global monotonicity condition (see, e.g., [7, 12, 20, 21, 34, 43, 46, 50, 51, 53, 54] and references therein). However, both global Lipschitz condition and the global monotonicity condition are still restrictive in the sense that some practical NSDDEs, such as neutral stochastic cellular neural networks [14] and neutral stochastic delay power logistic model [29], violating such conditions. This situation motivates us to establish efficient numerical methods for solving NSDDEs (1.1) with generalized monotonicity condition.

Compared with a large amount of valuable results (see, e.g., [5, 8, 18, 19, 22, 40, 42, 44] and references therein) for the usual SDEs beyond global monotonicity condition, just a very limited number of literature [9, 10, 15, 28, 37] focus on the numerical approximation of NSDDEs with generalized monotonicity condition. The authors in [9] propose two types of explicit tamed Euler–Maruyama (EM) schemes for NSDDEs and derive the L^p(Ω; R^d )-norm convergence for the first type scheme, the mean square convergence rate for the second type scheme and the mean square exponential stability for the partially tamed EM scheme. It is worth emphasizing that the remainder works [10, 15, 28, 37] actually deal with numerical approximations of stochastic delay differential equations (SDDEs), i.e., NSDDEs (1.1) with the neutral term D ≡ 0, under the generalized Khasminskii-type condition. The seminal work [28] proves that the explicit EM numerical solutions converge to the true solutions in probability. Subsequently, the strong convergence (without rate) [15], the almost optimal strong convergence rate [10] and the optimal strong convergence rate [37] of the explicit truncated EM method have been discussed in sequence. Although the explicit numerical methods possess the advantage of simple algebraic structures and low computational costs, they usually face a severe stepsize restriction in solving stiff SDEs, which is due to stability issues and makes the overall computational costs extremely expensive; see, e.g., [6,32,40,41] and Section 5. Owing to these facts, our aim here is to establish the strong convergence rate and exponential stability in the mean square sense of an implicit numerical method, i.e., the backward Euler method (2.7), for (1.1) under generalized monotonicity condition.

As a class of standard implicit numerical method, the backward Euler method and its variant methods have already been applied to SDEs [1, 3, 16, 18, 24, 31, 41], SDDEs [30, 47, 48, 52, 55] and NSDDEs [33, 43, 45] with non-globally Lipschitz conditions. All these existing results indicate that the backward Euler method is able to provide strongly convergent numerical approximations for the considered equations satisfying polynomial growth condition and global monotonicity condition. This theory will be further strengthened by one of our main results Theorem 3.2, showing that numerical solutions generated by the backward Euler method (2.7) converges strongly with order 1/2 in the mean square sense to exact solutions of NSDDEs (1.1) under polynomial growth condition (2.2) and generalized monotonicity condition (2.8). Concerning another main result of this work, we also prove that the backward Euler method (2.7) is able to inherit the mean square exponential stability of NSDDEs (1.1) under another generalized monotonicity condition (4.2), which is weaker than Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2 in [9]. As a direct consequence of our main results, we additionally derive the convergence rate and exponentially stability in the mean square sense of the backward Euler method for SDDEs with global monotonicity condition (i.e., V ≡ 0 in (2.8) and (4.2)) or generalized monotonicity condition (i.e., V ≠ 0 in (2.8) and (4.2)). Both cases allow the drift and diffusion coefficients of SDDEs to super-linearly grow not only with respect to the delay variables but also to the state variables, which has not been reported before (see, e.g., [4, 30, 47, 48, 52, 55] for more details).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section provides the upper mean square error bound for the backward Euler method, which will be exploited to establish the corresponding mean square convergence rate in Section 3. Section 4 discusses the mean square exponential stability for NSDDEs and the considered method. Finally, some numerical experiments are conducted to verify the theoretical results in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries and upper mean square error bound

We start with some notation that will be used throughout the paper. Let R^+ := [0, +∞), R := (−∞, +∞) and N := {1, 2, · · · } be the set of all positive integers. For any a, b ∈ R, we set ⌈a⌉ as the smallest integer that is greater than or equal to a, a ∨ b := max{a, b} and a ∧ b := min{a, b}. Let ⟨·, ·⟩ and | · | and denote the Euclidean inner product and the corresponding norm of vectors in R^d . By A^⊤, we denote the transpose of a vector A ∈ R^d or a matrix A ∈ R^{d×m} . For any matrix A, we use |A| := √ trace(A^⊤A) to denote its trace norm. For any p ≥ 1, let (L^p(Ω; R^d ), | · |_Lp_{(Ω;R}d_)) be the Banach space of all R^d -valued random variables η on the probability space (Ω, F, P) with norm |η|_Lp_{(Ω;R}d_) := (E [|η|^p ])^{1p} < ∞. Fix τ > 0, we denote by C ([−τ, 0]; R^d ) the space of all continuous functions ϕ: [−τ, 0] → R^d equipped with the norm |ϕ|_{C ([−τ,0];R}d_) := sup_{t∈[−τ,0]} |ϕ(t)|. By C (R^d ; R^+ ), we denote the space of all nonnegative continuous functions defined on R^d . By V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ), we denote the space of all functions V : R^d ×R^d satisfying V (x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ R^d . For simplicity, the letter C will be used to stand for a generic positive constant whose value may vary for each appearance, but independent of the stepsize of the considered numerical method.

In order to ensure the well-posedness of NSDDEs (1.1), we give the following conditions.

Assumption 2.1. Let D(0) = 0 and assume that there exists ν ∈ (0, 1) such that |D(x) − D(y)| ≤ ν|x − y|, x, y ∈ R^d . (2.1) Let |b(t, 0, 0)| + |σ(t, 0, 0)| ≤ K for all t ≥ 0 and some constant K > 0. Also let b and σ satisfy the polynomial growth condition, i.e., there exist q > 1 and K > 0 such that for all t ≥ 0 and x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d ,

|b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)| + |σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)| ≤ K(1 + |x_1|^{q−1} + |x_2|^{q−1} + |y_1|^{q−1} + |y_2|^{q−1})(|x_1 − x_2| + |y_1 − y_2|). (2.2)

Further, let b and σ satisfy the Khasminskii-type condition, i.e., there exist p^∗ ≥ 4q−2, K_1, K_2 ≥ 0 and function V_1 ∈ C (R^d ; R^+ ) such that

(1 + |x|^2)^{p∗2 −1} ( 2⟨x − D(y), b(t, x, y)⟩ + (p^∗ − 1)|σ(t, x, y)|^2 ) ≤ K_1(1 + |x|^{p∗} + |y|^{p∗} ) − K_2(V_1(x) − V_1(y)), t ≥ 0, x, y ∈ R^d . (2.3)

Owing to |b(t, 0, 0)| + |σ(t, 0, 0)| ≤ K for all t ≥ 0 and (2.2), one can present the superlinearly growing bound for b and σ, i.e., there exists K > 0 such that |b(t, x, y)| + |σ(t, x, y)| ≤ K(1 + |x|^q + |y|^q), t ≥ 0, x, y ∈ R^d , (2.4) which indicates that the coefficients b and σ grow super-linearly not only with respect to the delay variables but also to the state variables. Furthermore, (2.2) shows that b and σ are locally

Lipschitz continuous, i.e., for every R > 0, there exists K(R) > 0, depending on R, such that for all t ≥ 0 and x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d with |x_1| ∨ |x_2| ∨ |y_1| ∨ |y_2| ≤ R,

|b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)| ∨ |σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)| ≤ K(R)(|x_1 − x_2| + |y_1 − y_2|).

Together with (2.1) and (2.3), Theorem 3.1 in [25] guarantees that (1.1) admits a unique global solution {X(t)}_{t≥−τ} , described by X(t) = ϕ(t) for all t ∈ [−τ, 0] and X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) = ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) + ∫_t 0 b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) ds + ∫_t 0 σ(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) dW (s), t ≥ 0. (2.5) Following the proof of [27, Theorem 4.5 in Chapter 6], one can further bound the moment of {X(t)}_{t∈[−τ,T ]} for any given T > 0, i.e., there exists K > 0, depending on ϕ, p^∗ and T , such that sup −τ ≤t≤T E [ |X(t)|^{p∗} ] ≤ K. (2.6)

Armed with these preparations, we are in a position to consider the numerical approximations of (1.1). To this end, let Δ > 0 be an equidistant stepsize with τ = MΔ for some M ∈ N and let t_n := nΔ, n = −M, −M + 1, · · · be the corresponding uniform grids. The backward Euler method applied to (1.1) is given by X_n = ϕ(t_n) for n = −M, −M + 1, · · · , 0 and

X_{n+1} = D(X_{n+1−M} ) − D(X_{n−M} ) + X_n + b(t_{n+1}, X_{n+1}, X_{n+1−M} )Δ + σ(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} )ΔW_n, n = 0, 1, · · · , (2.7) where X_n denotes the numerical approximation of X(t_n) and ΔW_n := W (t_{n+1}) − W (t_n) is the Brownian increment. Concerning the well-posedness and convergence analysis of (2.7), we put the following generalized monotone condition on the coefficients of (1.1). Assumption 2.2. Assume that there exist constants η > 1, L > 0 and function V ∈ V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ) such that

2⟨(x_1 − x_2) − (D(y_1) − D(y_2)), b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)⟩ + η|σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)|^2 ≤ L(|x_1 − x_2|^2 + |y_1 − y_2|^2) − V (x_1, x_2) + V (y_1, y_2), t ≥ 0, x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d . (2.8)

Under Assumption 2.2, we establish the well-posedness of (2.7).

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that Assumption 2.2 holds with LΔ < 2. Then (2.7) admits a unique solution {X_n}_{n≥−M} with probability one.

Proof. For each step of the backward Euler method (2.7) with X_{n−1} given, to find X_n via (2.7) is equivalent to solve the implicit problem H(x) := x − b(t_n, x, a)Δ + c = 0, where a, c ∈ R^d are known numbers. Utilizing (2.8) and V ∈ V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ) shows that for any x_1, x_2 ∈ R^d ,

⟨x_1 − x_2, H(x_1) − H(x_2)⟩ = |x_1 − x_2|^2 − Δ⟨x_1 − x_2, b(t_n, x_1, a) − b(t_n, x_2, a)⟩ ≥ |x_1 − x_2|^2 − Δ 2 (L|x_1 − x_2|^2 − V (x_1, x_2)) ≥ ( 1 − L 2 Δ ) |x_1 − x_2|^2.

Then we complete the proof via the uniform monotonicity theorem [38, Theorem C.2].

In order to perform the convergence analysis of (2.7) on any finite time interval, we fix T = NΔ > 0 for some N ∈ N and define the local truncated error. More precisely, we first replace X_n in (2.7) by X(t_n) for n = −M, −M + 1, · · · , N to get X̃_{n+1} := D(X(t_{n+1−M} )) − D(X(t_{n−M} )) + X(t_n)

+ b(t_{n+1}, X(t_{n+1}), X(t_{n+1−M} ))Δ + σ(t_n, X(t_n), X(t_{n−M} ))ΔW_n,

and then define R_{n+1} := X(t_{n+1}) − X̃_{n+1} as the local truncated error, i.e.,

R_{n+1} = X(t_{n+1}) − X(t_n) − (D(X(t_{n+1−M} )) − D(X(t_{n−M} ))) − b(t_{n+1}, X(t_{n+1}), X(t_{n+1−M} ))Δ − σ(t_n, X(t_n), X(t_{n−M} ))ΔW_n. (2.9)

As a consequence of (2.7) and (2.9), we have ( X(t_n) − X_n ) − ( D(X(t_{n−M} )) − D(X_{n−M} ) ) = ( X(t_{n−1}) − X_{n−1} ) − ( D(X(t_{n−1−M} ) − D(X_{n−1−M} ) ) + ( b(t_n, X(t_n), X(t_{n−M} )) − b(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ) ) Δ + ( σ(t_{n−1}, X(t_{n−1}), X(t_{n−1−M} )) − σ(t_{n−1}, X_{n−1}, X_{n−1−M} ) ) ΔW_{n−1} + R_n. (2.10)

For any n = 1, 2, · · · , N, setting e_n := X(t_n) − X_n, ΔD_n := D(X(t_{n−M} )) − D(X_{n−M} ) and Δb_n := b(t_n, X(t_n), X(t_{n−M} )) − b(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ), Δσ_n := σ(t_n, X(t_n), X(t_{n−M} )) − σ(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ) enables us to rewrite (2.10) as

e_n − ΔD_n = e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1} + Δb_nΔ + Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1} + R_n. (2.11)

The following lemma provides a upper mean square error bounds via the previous local truncated error, which is a key tool to establish the mean square convergence rate of (2.7).

Lemma 2.4. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold with ν + LΔ ≤ ρ for some ρ ∈ (ν, 1). Then there exists C > 0, independent of Δ, such that for all n = 1, 2, · · · , N, E [ |X(t_n) − X_n|^2 ] ≤ C (_N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ] + Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] ) . (2.12)

Proof. Based on the identity |u|^2 − |v|^2 + |u − v|^2 = 2⟨u, u − v⟩, u, v ∈ R^d , (2.13) we use (2.11) to obtain that for all n = 1, 2, · · · , N,

|e_n − ΔD_n|^2 − |e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}|^2 + |(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})|^2 = 2⟨e_n − ΔD_n, (e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})⟩ = 2⟨e_n − ΔD_n, Δb_nΔ + Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1} + R_n⟩ = 2⟨e_n − ΔD_n, Δb_nΔ⟩ + 2⟨(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}), Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1} + R_n⟩ + 2⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}⟩ + 2⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, R_n⟩. (2.14) By the properties of conditional expectations and the independence between ΔW_{n−1} and F_{tn−1} , one has E [ ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}⟩ ] = E [ E ( ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}⟩ | F_{tn−1} )] = E [ ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, Δσ_{n−1}E (ΔW_{n−1} | F_{tn−1} )⟩ ] = 0.

Taking expectations on the both sides of (2.14) leads to E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] − E [ |e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}|^2 ] + E [ |(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})|^2 ] = 2ΔE [ ⟨e_n − ΔD_n, Δb_n⟩ ] + 2E [ ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, R_n⟩ ] + 2E [ ⟨(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}), Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1} + R_n⟩ ] =: I_1 + I_2 + I_3. (2.15)

We will estimate I_1, I_2 and I_3 one by one. Applying (2.8) yields

I_1 ≤ LΔ ( E [|e_n |^2] + E [|e_{n−M} |^2] ) − ηΔE [|Δσ_n |^2] + ΔE [ − V (X(t_n), X_n) + V (X(t_{n−M} ), X_{n−M} ) ] . (2.16)

For I_2, we utilize the properties of conditional expectation, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ εa^2 +^{b2}_ε for all a, b ∈ R with ε = Δ > 0 to get

I_2 = 2E [ E ( ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, R_n⟩ | F_{tn−1} )]

= 2E [ ⟨e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}, E (R_n | F_{tn−1} )⟩ ] ≤ ΔE [ |e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}|^2 ] + Δ^{−1}E [ |E (R_n | F_{tn−1} )|^2 ] . (2.17)

Concerning I_3, the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ εa^2 +^{b2}_ε for all a, b ∈ R with ε = η − 1 > 0

and the fact E [ |Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}|^2 ] = ΔE [ |Δσ_{n−1}|^2 ] help us to derive

I_3 ≤ E [ |(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})|^2 ] + E [ |Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1} + R_n|^2 ] = E [ |(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})|^2 ] + E [ |Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}|^2 ] + 2E [ ⟨Δσ_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}, R_n⟩ ] + E [ |R_n|^2 ] ≤ E [ |(e_n − ΔD_n) − (e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1})|^2 ] + ηΔE [ |Δσ_{n−1}|^2 ] + η η − 1 E [ |R_n|^2 ] . (2.18)

Inserting (2.16), (2.17) and (2.18) into (2.15) shows E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] − E [ |e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}|^2 ] ≤ LΔ ( E [|e_n |^2] + E [|e_{n−M} |^2] ) + ηΔ ( E [|Δσ_{n−1} |^2] − E [|Δσ_n |^2] ) + ΔE [ − V (X(t_n), X_n) + V (X(t_{n−M} ), X_{n−M} ) ] + η η − 1 E [ |R_n|^2 ] + Δ^{−1}E [ |E (R_n | F_{tn−1} )|^2 ] + ΔE [ |e_{n−1} − ΔD_{n−1}|^2 ] . By summation, we have E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] − E [ |e_0 − ΔD_0|^2 ]

≤ LΔ n∑ i=1 ( E [|e_i |^2] + E [|e_{i−M} |^2] ) + ηΔ ( E [|Δσ_0 |^2] − E [|Δσ_n |^2] )

+ Δ n∑ i=1 E [ − V (X(t_i), X_i) + V (X(t_{i−M} ), X_{i−M} ) ] + η η − 1 n∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ]

+ Δ^{−1} n∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] + Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [ |e_i − ΔD_i|^2 ] . (2.19)

Here we claim that for any n = 1, 2, · · · , N, n∑ i=1 E [ − V (X(t_i), X_i) + V (X(t_{i−M} ), X_{i−M} ) ] ≤ 0. (2.20)

Actually, for the case n ≤ M, we use V ∈ V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ) and V (X(t_{i−M} ), X_{i−M} ) = 0 for

i = 1, 2, · · · , n to get n∑ i=1 E [ − V (X(t_i), X_i) + V (X(t_{i−M} ), X_{i−M} ) ] = − n∑ i=1 E [ V (X(t_i), X_i) ] ≤ 0.

For the case n > M, the fact V ∈ V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ) further shows n∑ i=1 E [ − V (X(t_i), X_i) + V (X(t_{i−M} ), X_{i−M} ) ] = − n∑ i=n−M+1 E [ V (X(t_i), X_i) ] ≤ 0. Noting that (2.1) gives E [ |e_i − ΔD_i|^2 ] ≤ 2E [ |e_i|^2 ] + 2E [ |ΔD_i|^2 ] ≤ 2E [ |e_i|^2 ] + 2ν^2E [ |e_{i−M} |^2 ] , we take advantage of (2.19), (2.20) and X(t_i) = X_i = ϕ(t_i), i = −M, −M + 1, · · · , 0 to derive E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] ≤ LΔ n∑ i=1 ( E [|e_i |^2] + E [|e_{i−M} |^2] ) + 2Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [ |e_i|^2 ] + 2ν^2Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [ |e_{i−M} |^2 ]

+ η η − 1 N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ] + Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] , (2.21)

and consequently E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] ≤ LΔE [|e_n |^2] + (2L + 2 + 2ν^2)Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [|e_i |^2]

+ η η − 1 N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ] + Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] . (2.22)

Applying (2.1) and the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ εa^2 +^{b2}_ε for all a, b ∈ R with ε = 1−ν ν > 0 yields E [ |e_n|^2 ] = E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + 2E [ ⟨e_n − ΔD_n, ΔD_n⟩ ] + E [ |ΔD_n|^2 ] ≤ (1 + ε^{−1})E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + (1 + ε)E [ |ΔD_n|^2 ] ≤ 1 1 − ν E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + νE [ |e_{n−M} |^2 ] . (2.23)

Observing that for any n = 1, 2, · · · , N, there exists r ∈ {1, 2, · · · , ⌈^T_τ ⌉} such that n − rM ≤ 0

and n − (r − 1)M > 0, we use (2.23) and e_{n−rM} = 0 to show E [ |e_n|^2 ] ≤ 1 1 − ν E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + ν 1 − ν E [ |e_{n−M} − ΔD_{n−M} |^2 ] + ν^2E [ |e_{n−2M} |^2 ] ≤ · · · ≤ 1 1 − ν E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + ν^rE [ |e_{n−rM} |^2 ] + 1 1 − ν ( νE [ |e_{n−M} − ΔD_{n−M} |^2 ] + ν^2E [ |e_{n−2M} − ΔD_{n−2M} |^2 ] + · · · + ν^{r−1}E [ |e_{n−(r−1)M} − ΔD_{n−(r−1)M} |^2 ])

= 1 1 − ν E [ |e_n − ΔD_n|^2 ] + 1 1 − ν r−1∑ j=1 ν^j E [ |e_{n−jM} − ΔD_{n−jM} |^2 ] . (2.24)

As (2.21) indicates that for any j = 1, 2, · · · , r − 1, E [ |e_{n−jM} − ΔD_{n−jM} |^2 ] ≤ (2L + 2 + 2ν^2)Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [|e_i |^2] + η η − 1 N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ]

+ Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] , we use (2.22) and (2.24) to see that E [ |e_n|^2 ] ≤ LΔ 1 − ν E [ |e_n|^2 ] + (_{r−1}∑ j=0 ν^j ) 2L + 2 + 2ν^2 1 − ν Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [|e_i |^2]

+ 1 1 − ν (_{r−1}∑ j=0 ν^j )( η η − 1 N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ] + Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ]) . Together with ν + LΔ ≤ ρ < 1, we get

E [ |e_n|^2 ] ≤ ( ⌈^T_τ ⌉−1∑ j=0 ν^j ) 2L + 2 + 2ν^2 1 − ρ Δ n−1∑ i=0 E [|e_i |^2] + η (1 − ρ)(η − 1) × ( ⌈^T_τ ⌉−1∑ j=0 ν^j )(_N∑ i=1 E [ |R_i|^2 ] + Δ^{−1} N∑ i=1 E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] ) .

By the discrete Gronwall inequality [31, Lemma 3.4], we obtain (2.12) and end the proof.

3 Mean square convergence rate

This section aims to develop the mean square convergence rate of (2.7) on any finite time

[−τ, T ]. For this purpose, the Hölder continuity of the exact solutions of NSDDEs (1.1) is

needed.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. If ϕ ∈ C ([−τ, 0]; R^d ) satisfies the

global Lipschitz continuous condition, i.e., there exists K > 0 such that |ϕ(t) − ϕ(s)| ≤ K|t − s|, s, t ∈ [−τ, 0], (3.1) then for any δ ∈ [2,^{p∗}_q ] and 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T with t − kτ ∈ [−τ, 0], s − kτ ∈ [−τ, 0], k ∈ N, there

exists C > 0, depending on T, ϕ and k, such that |X(t) − X(s)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} ) . (3.2)

Proof. Owing to (2.5) and the Minkowski inequality, we have |X(t) − X(s)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ |D(X(t − τ)) − D(X(s − τ))|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) + | | ∫_t s b(r, X(r), X(r − τ)) dr | |_{Lδ (Ω;Rd)} + | | ∫_t s σ(r, X(r), X(r − τ)) dW (r) | | L^δ (Ω;R^d) . It follows from (2.1), (2.4), the Hölder inequality and the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality that |X(t) − X(s)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ ν|X(t − τ) − X(s − τ)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) + ∫_t s | |b(r, X(r), X(r − τ)) | |_{Lδ (Ω;Rd)} dr

+ C ( (t − s)^{δ−22} ∫_t s | σ(r, X(r), X(r − τ)) |_δ L^δ (Ω;R^d ) dr ) 1_δ

≤ ν|X(t − τ) − X(s − τ)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) + C ∫_t s 1 + |X(r)|^q_{Lqδ(Ω;Rd)} + |X(r − τ)|^q_{Lqδ (Ω;Rd )} dr + C ( (t − s)^{δ−22} ∫_t s 1 + |X(r)|^{qδ}_{Lqδ(Ω;Rd )} + |X(r − τ)|^{qδ}_{Lqδ (Ω;Rd)} dr ) 1_δ . By (2.6) and qδ ≤ p^∗, one gets |X(t) − X(s)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} + |X(t − τ) − X(s − τ)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ) . Applying iterative arguments leads to |X(t) − X(s)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} + C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} + |X(t − 2τ) − X(s − 2τ)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) )) ≤ · · · ≤ (C + C^2 + · · · + C^k) ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} ) + C^k|X(t − kτ) − X(s − kτ)|_Lδ_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} + |ϕ(t − kτ) − ϕ(s − kτ)| ) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} + (t − s) ) ≤ C ( (t − s) + (t − s)^{12} ) , where (3.1) has been used. Thus we complete the proof.

Now we are able to derive the mean square convergence rate of (2.7) on any finite time [−τ, T ] with the help of the previously established upper mean square error bound. Besides, we would like to mention that the convergence result in Theorem 3.2 still holds for the backward Euler method applied to SDDEs, i.e., NSDDEs (1.1) with the neutral term D vanishing.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that ϕ ∈ C ([−τ, 0]; R^d ) satisfies the global Lipschitz continuous condi-

tion (3.1) and that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold with ν + 2LΔ ≤ ρ for some ρ ∈ (ν, 1). Then

there exists C > 0, independent of Δ, such that for all n = 1, 2, · · · , N, E [ |X(t_n) − X_n|^2 ] ≤ CΔ. (3.3)

Proof. In view of Lemma 2.4, it suffices to estimate E [ |R_i|^2 ] and E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] for i =

1, 2, · · · , N. We first note that (2.5) and (2.9) promise

R_i = ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} )) ds + ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} σ(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − σ(t_{i−1}, X(t_{i−1}), X(t_{i−1−M} )) dW (s). (3.4) It follows from the Hölder inequality and Itô isometry that E [ |R_i|^2 ] ≤ 2E [| | | ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} )) ds | | | 2]

+ 2E [| | | ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} σ(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − σ(t_{i−1}, X(t_{i−1}), X(t_{i−1−M} )) dW (s) | | | 2]

≤ 2Δ ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E [ |b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} ))|^2 ] ds + 2 ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E [ |σ(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − σ(t_{i−1}, X(t_{i−1}), X(t_{i−1−M} ))|^2 ] ds. Utilizing (2.2) leads to E [ |R_i|^2 ] ≤ CΔ ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E [ (1 + |X(s)|^{q−1} + |X(s − τ)|^{q−1} + |X(t_i)|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−M} )|^{q−1})^2 × (|X(s) − X(t_i)| + |X(s − τ) − X(t_{i−M} )|)^2 ] ds + C ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E [ (1 + |X(s)|^{q−1} + |X(s − τ)|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−1})|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−1−M} )|^{q−1})^2 × (|X(s) − X(t_{i−1})| + |X(s − τ) − X(t_{i−1−M} )|)^2 ] ds. Along with the Hölder inequality, (2.6) and Lemma 3.1, we deduce that E [ |R_i|^2 ] ≤ CΔ ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} ( E [ (1 + |X(s)|^{q−1} + |X(s − τ)|^{q−1} + |X(t_i)|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−M} )|^{q−1})^{4q−2q−1} ])^{2(q−1)}_{4q−2}

× ( E [ (|X(s) − X(t_i)| + |X(s − τ) − X(t_{i−M} )|)^{4q−2q} ])^{2q}_{4q−2} ds

+ C ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} ( E [ (1 + |X(s)|^{q−1} + |X(s − τ)|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−1})|^{q−1} + |X(t_{i−1−M} )|^{q−1})^{4q−2q−1} ])^{2(q−1)}_{4q−2}

× ( E [ (|X(s) − X(t_{i−1})| + |X(s − τ) − X(t_{i−1−M} )|)^{4q−2q} ])^{2q}_{4q−2} ds ≤ CΔ^2. (3.5)

Concerning E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] , we apply (3.4), the conditional Jensen inequality and the previous arguments used for (3.5) to derive E [ |E (R_i | F_{ti−1} )|^2 ] = E [| | |E ( ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} )) ds | | | Ft_{i−1} )| | | 2]

≤ E [ E (| | | ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} )) ds | |^2 | | Ft_{i−1} )]

= E [| | | ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(t_i, X(t_i), X(t_{i−M} )) ds | | | 2]

≤ CΔ^3. (3.6)

As a consequence of (3.5), (3.6) and Lemma 2.4, we obtain (3.3) and complete the proof.

4 Mean square exponential stability

This section devotes to discussing the exponential stability of NSDDEs (1.1) and the backward Euler method (2.7) on the infinite time interval [−τ, +∞) in the mean square sense. We will prove that the backward Euler method can reproduce the mean square exponential stability of the original NSDDEs. The mean square exponential stability states that the second order moments of any two solutions with different initial values will tend to zero exponentially fast; see, e.g., [26, 27, 36] for more details. Let us first give the precise definition of the mean square exponential stability.

Definition 4.1. The exact solution of (1.1) is said to be mean square exponentially stable if for any two solutions {X(t)}_{t≥−τ} and {X̄(t)}_{t≥−τ} with different initial values ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C ([−τ, 0] ; R^d ) respectively, there exists a constant ω > 0 such that lim_{t→∞} 1 t ln E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ −ω. (4.1) In order to develop the exponential stability of NSDDEs (1.1), we put another version of generalized monotonicity condition.

Assumption 4.2. Assume that there exist constants ζ > 1, c_1 > c_2 > 0, c_3 > c_4 ≥ 0 and function V ∈ V(R^d × R^d ; R^+ ) such that

2⟨(x_1 − x_2) − (D(y_1) − D(y_2)), b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)⟩ + ζ|σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)|^2 ≤ − c_1|x_1 − x_2|^2 + c_2|y_1 − y_2|^2 − c_3V (x_1, x_2) + c_4V (y_1, y_2), t ≥ 0, x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d . (4.2)

The following result concerns the exponential stability in mean square sense of the origin equations (1.1). To state clearly, in what follows we adopt the conventional definition^1_0 = +∞ and use 1_{{c4>0}} to denote 1 for the case c_4 > 0 and +∞ for c_4 = 0.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 4.2 hold. Then for any two different initial values ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C ([−τ, 0]; R^d ) of (1.1), the corresponding solutions {X(t)}_{t≥−τ} and {X̄(t)}_{t≥−τ} satisfy lim_{t→∞} 1 t ln E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ −ω (4.3)

for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧ ω_2 ∧^1_τ ln(^{c3}_{c4} 1_{{c4>0}}) ) with ω_2 ∈ (0,^1_τ ln^1_ν ), where ω_1 is the unique root of

−c_1 + (1 + ν)ω_1 + c_2e^{ω1τ} + (1 + ν)νω_1e^{ω1τ} = 0.

Proof. According to (1.1) and the Itô formula (see, e.g., [25, (3.9)]), we have that for any ε > 0, e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ] = |ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) − ϕ̄(0) + D(ϕ̄(−τ))|^2 + ω ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [ |X(s) − D(X(s − τ)) − X̄(s) + D(X̄(s − τ))|^2 ] ds + ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [( 2 ⟨ X(s) − D(X(s − τ)) − X̄(s) + D(X̄(s − τ)), b(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − b(s, X̄(s), X̄(s − τ)) ⟩ + |σ(s, X(s), X(s − τ)) − σ(s, X̄(s), X̄(s − τ))|^2 ]) ds =: |ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) − ϕ̄(0) + D(ϕ̄(−τ))|^2 + J_1 + J_2. (4.4)

Noting that [27, Lemma 4.1 in Chapter 6] shows that for any a, b ∈ R, ε > 0 and p > 1, |a + b|^p ≤ ( 1 + ε^{1p−1} )_{p−1}( |a|^p + |b|^p ε ) , we take p = 2, ε = ν and use (2.1) to get

J_1 ≤ ω ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [ (1 + ν) ( |X(s) − X̄(s)|^2 + |D(X(s − τ)) − D(X̄(s − τ))|^2 ν )] ds

≤ ω(1 + ν) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] ds + ων(1 + ν) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s − τ) − X̄(s − τ)|^2] ds. (4.5) Applying (4.2) shows J_2 ≤ ∫_t 0 e^{ωs} ( − c_1E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] + c_2E [|X(s − τ) − X̄(s − τ)|^2] − c_3E [V (X(s), X̄(s))] + c_4E [V (X(s − τ), X̄(s − τ))] ) ds. (4.6) It follows from (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6) that e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ] ≤ |ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) − ϕ̄(0) + D(ϕ̄(−τ))|^2 + (ω(1 + ν) − c_1) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] ds + (ων(1 + ν) + c_2) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s − τ) − X̄(s − τ)|^2] ds − c_3 ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [V (X(s), X̄(s))] ds + c_4 ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [V (X(s − τ), X̄(s − τ))] ds. (4.7) Owing to ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s − τ) − X̄(s − τ)|^2] ds = e^{ωτ} ∫_{t−τ} −τ e^{ωs}E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] ds ≤ e^{ωτ} ∫_0 −τ |ϕ(s) − ϕ̄(s)|^2 ds + e^{ωτ} ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] ds, and similarly ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [V (X(s − τ), X̄(s − τ))] ds ≤ e^{ωτ} ∫_0 −τ V (ϕ(s), ϕ̄(s)) ds + e^{ωτ} ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [V (X(s), X̄(s))] ds, we utilize (4.7) to show e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ] ≤ |ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) − ϕ̄(0) + D(ϕ̄(−τ))|^2 + c_4e^{ωτ} ∫_0 −τ V (ϕ(s), ϕ̄(s)) ds

+ (ων(1 + ν) + c_2)e^{ωτ}

∫_0 −τ |ϕ(s) − ϕ̄(s)|^2 ds + H_1(ω) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [|X(s) − X̄(s)|^2] ds + H_2(ω) ∫_t 0 e^{ωs}E [V (X(s), X̄(s))] ds (4.8)

with

H_1(ω) := ω(1 + ν) − c_1 + ων(1 + ν)e^{ωτ} + c_2e^{ωτ} , H_2(ω) := c_4e^{ωτ} − c_3. (4.9)

In view of c_1 > c_2 > 0, we have H_1(0) = −c_1 + c_2 < 0 and H_1(^1_τ ln^{c1}_{c2} ) > −c_1 + c_2e^{( 1τ ln c1c}2^{)τ} = 0. Together with the fact H^′_1(ω) > 0 for all ω > 0, we deduce that there exists a unique constant ω_1 ∈ (0,^1_τ ln^{c1}_{c2} ) such that H_1(ω_1) = 0 and consequently

H_1(ω) ≤ 0, ω ∈ (0, ω_1]. (4.10)

Concerning H_2, we have

H_2(ω) < 0, ω > 0 (4.11)

when c_3 > c_4 = 0. For the case c_3 > c_4 > 0, we use H_2(0) = −c_3 + c_4 < 0 and H_2(^1_τ ln^{c3}_{c4} ) = 0 to see that H_2(ω) ≤ 0 for any ω ∈ (0,^1_τ ln^{c3}_{c4} ], which along with (4.10) and (4.11) implies

H_1(ω) ≤ 0, H_2(ω) ≤ 0, ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧ 1 τ ln (c_3 c_4 1_{{c4>0}} )] . (4.12)

Inserting (4.12) into (4.8) and using ω_1 <^1_τ ln^{c1}_{c2} shows that for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧^1_τ ln(^{c3}_{c4} 1_{{c4>0}}) ] , e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ] ≤ |ϕ(0) − D(ϕ(−τ)) − ϕ̄(0) + D(ϕ̄(−τ))|^2 + c_3

∫_0 −τ V (ϕ(s), ϕ̄(s)) ds + ( ν(1 + ν) τ ln c_1 c_2

+ c_2 ) c_1 c_2

∫_0 −τ |ϕ(s) − ϕ̄(s)|^2 ds =: Ĉ. (4.13)

By (2.1) and the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ εa^2 +^{b2}_ε for all a, b ∈ R with ε =^{1−ν}_ν > 0, we obtain |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 = |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 + 2⟨X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ)), D(X(t − τ)) − D(X̄(t − τ))⟩ + |D(X(t − τ)) − D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ≤ (1 + ε^{−1})|X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 + (1 + ε)|D(X(t − τ)) − D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 ≤ |X(t) − D(X(t − τ)) − X̄(t) + D(X̄(t − τ))|^2 1 − ν

+ ν|X(t − τ) − X̄(t − τ)|^2. In combination with (4.13), we have that for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧^1_τ ln(^{c3}_{c4} 1_{{c4>0}}) ] , e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ Ĉ 1 − ν + νE [ e^{ωt}|X(t − τ) − X̄(t − τ)|^2 ] , which indicates that for any T > 0, sup 0≤t≤T e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ Ĉ 1 − ν + νe^{ωτ} sup_{0≤t≤T} e^{ω(t−τ )}E [ |X(t − τ) − X̄(t − τ)|^2 ]

≤ Ĉ 1 − ν + νe^{ωτ} sup_{−τ ≤t≤0} E [ |ϕ(t) − ϕ̄(t)|^2 ] + νe^{ωτ} sup_{0≤t≤T} e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] . (4.14)

Observing that for any ω_2 ∈ (0,^1_τ ln^1_ν ) and any ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧ ω_2 ∧^1_τ ln(^{c3}_{c4} 1_{{c4>0}}) ) , one can use 0 < νe^{ωτ} ≤ νe^{ω2τ} < 1 and (4.14) to derive sup 0≤t≤T e^{ωt}E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ 1 1 − νe^{ω2τ} (^ C 1 − ν + sup −τ ≤t≤0 E [ |ϕ(t) − ϕ̄(t)|^2 ] ) . By taking the limit T → ∞, we see that for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω_1 ∧ω_2 ∧^1_τ ln(^{c3}_{c4} 1_{{c4>0}}) ) and any t ≥ 0, E [ |X(t) − X̄(t)|^2 ] ≤ e^{−ωt} 1 − νe^{ω2τ} (^ C 1 − ν + sup −τ ≤t≤0 E [ |ϕ(t) − ϕ̄(t)|^2 ] ) , which immediately implies (4.3) and completes the proof.

Due to the fact that Assumption 4.2 implies Assumption 2.2, repeating the proof of Lemma 2.3 shows that (2.7) admits a unique solution {X_n}_{n≥−M} with probability one for any Δ > 0. Now one can follow Definition 4.1 to define the exponential stability in mean square sense for numerical solutions generated by a numerical method.

Definition 4.4. The numerical solution generated by (2.7) is said to be mean square exponentially stable if for any two solutions {X_n}_{n≥−M} and {X̄_n}_{n≥−M} with different initial values ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C ( [ − τ, 0 ] ; R^d ) respectively, there exists a constant ω > 0 such that lim_{n→∞} 1 t_n ln E [ |X_n − X̄_n|^2 ] ≤ −ω. (4.15) We finally prove that the backward Euler method can inherit the mean square exponential stability of the original equations.

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 4.2 hold and Δ ∈ (0, log_( c_{3c4 1{c4>0})} 1_{τ ∧(} c_{1c2 )} 1_τ ζ).

Then for any two different initial values ϕ, ϕ̄ ∈ C ( [ − τ, 0 ] ; R^d ) of (1.1), the corresponding

numerical solutions {X_n}_{n≥−M} and {X̄_n}_{n≥−M} generated by (2.7) satisfy lim_{n→∞} 1 t_n ln E [ |X_n − X̄_n|^2 ] ≤ −ω (4.16)

for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω̄ ∧ ln ((_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )) with ω̄ ∈ (0,^2_τ ln^1_ν ), where C^∗ ∈ (1, (^{c1}_{c2} )^1τ ) is the

unique root of

(1 + ν)

C^Δ − 1 Δ − c_1 + (1 + ν)ν

C^Δ − 1 Δ C^τ + c_2C^τ = 0.

Proof. Since {X_n}_{n≥−M} and {X̄_n}_{n≥−M} are generated by (2.7) with different initial values ϕ_n

and ϕ̄_n respectively, we have X_n = ϕ(t_n), X̄_n = ϕ̄(t_n) for n = −M, −M + 1, · · · , 0 and X_n − D(X_{n−M} ) − X̄_n + D(X̄_{n−M} ) = X_{n−1} − D(X_{n−1−M} ) − X̄_{n−1} + D(X̄_{n−1−M} ) + ( b(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ) − b(t_n, X̄_n, X̄_{n−M} ) ) Δ + ( σ(t_{n−1}, X_{n−1}, X_{n−1−M} ) − σ(t_{n−1}, X̄_{n−1}, X̄_{n−1−M} ) ) ΔW_{n−1}, n = 1, 2, · · · . (4.17)

Adopting the notations ê_n := X_n − X̄_n, ΔD̂_n := D(X_{n−M} ) − D(X̄_{n−M} ) and Δb̂_n := b(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ) − b(t_n, X̄_n, X̄_{n−M} ), Δσ̂_n := σ(t_n, X_n, X_{n−M} ) − σ(t_n, X̄_n, X̄_{n−M} ) helps us to get

ê_n − ΔD̂_n = ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1} + Δb̂_nΔ + Δσ̂_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}, n = 1, 2, · · · . (4.18)

It follows from (2.13) and E [ ⟨ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}, Δσ̂_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}⟩ ] = 0 that for any n = 1, 2, · · · , E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] − E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n − ê_{n−1} + ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] = 2ΔE [ ⟨ê_n − ΔD̂_n, Δb̂_n⟩ ] + 2E [ ⟨ê_n − ΔD̂_n, Δσ̂_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}⟩ ] = 2ΔE [ ⟨ê_n − ΔD̂_n, Δb̂_n⟩ ] + 2E [ ⟨Δσ̂_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}, ê_n − ΔD̂_n − ê_{n−1} + ΔD̂_{n−1}⟩ ] . (4.19)

By Assumption 4.2 and E [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}ΔW_{n−1}|^2 ] = ΔE [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] , we obtain E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] − E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n − ê_{n−1} + ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] ≤ − c_1ΔE [ |ê_n|^2 ] + c_2ΔE [ |ê_{n−M} |^2 ] − c_3ΔE [ V (X_n, X̄_n) ] + c_4ΔE [ V (X_{n−M} , X̄_{n−M} ) ] − ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ] + ΔE [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n − ( ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1} ) |^2 ] , and consequently E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] + ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ]

≤ E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + ΔE [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] − c_1ΔE [ |ê_n|^2 ] + c_2ΔE [ |ê_{n−M} |^2 ] − c_3ΔE [ V (X_n, X̄_n) ] + c_4ΔE [ V (X_{n−M} , X̄_{n−M} ) ] . (4.20)

For any C ≥ 1, we multiply C^{tn} on the both sides of (4.20) and subtract C^{tn−1} E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + C^{tn−1} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] to derive C^{tn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] − C^{tn−1} E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + C^{tn} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ] − C^{tn−1} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] ≤ (C^Δ − 1)C^{tn−1} E [ |ê_{n−1} − ΔD̂_{n−1}|^2 ] + (C^Δ − ζ)ΔC^{tn−1} E [ |Δσ̂_{n−1}|^2 ] − c_1ΔC^{tn} E [ |ê_n|^2 ] + c_2ΔC^{tn} E [ |ê_{n−M} |^2 ] − c_3ΔC^{tn} E [ V (X_n, X̄_n) ] + c_4ΔC^{tn} E [ V (X_{n−M} , X̄_{n−M} ) ] . By iteration, one has C^{tn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] + C^{tn} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ]

≤ E [ |ê_0 − ΔD̂_0|^2 ] + ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_0|^2 ] + (C^Δ − 1) n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_i − ΔD̂_i|^2 ]

+ (C^Δ − ζ)Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |Δσ̂_i|^2 ] − c_1Δ n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] + c_2Δ n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ |ê_{i−M} |^2 ]

− c_3Δ n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] + c_4Δ n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ V (X_{i−M} , X̄_{i−M} ) ] . (4.21)

Noting that (2.1) and the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ εa^2 + ε^{−1}b^2 for all a, b ∈ R with

ε = ν imply E [ |ê_i − ΔD̂_i|^2 ] = E [|ê_i |^2] + E [|ΔD̂_i |^2] + 2E [⟨ê_i , ΔD̂_i⟩]

≤ (1 + ν)E [|ê_i |^2] + (1 + ν)νE [|ê_{i−M} |^2],

we combine this with (4.21) to see that C^{tn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] + C^{tn} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ] ≤ E [ |ê_0 − ΔD̂_0|^2 ] + ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_0|^2 ] + c_1ΔE [ |ê_0|^2 ]

+ (C^Δ − ζ)Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |Δσ̂_i|^2 ] + ( (1 + ν)

C^Δ − 1 Δ − c_1 ) Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_i|^2 ]

+ ( (1 + ν)ν

C^Δ − 1 Δ + c_2 ) Δ n∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_{i−M} |^2 ] + c_3ΔE [ V (X_0, X̄_0) ]

− c_3Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] + c_4Δ n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ V (X_{i−M} , X̄_{i−M} ) ] . (4.22)

Owing to n∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_{i−M} |^2 ] = n−M∑ i=−M C^{ti+M} E [ |ê_i|^2 ]

= −1∑ i=−M C^{ti+M} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] + n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti+M} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] − n−1∑ i=n−M+1 C^{ti+M} E [ |ê_i|^2 ]

≤ C^τ −1∑ i=−M C^{ti} |ê_i|^2 + C^τ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] , (4.23) and n∑ i=1 C^{ti} E [ V (X_{i−M} , X̄_{i−M} ) ] = n−M∑ i=−M+1 C^{ti+M} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ]

= −1∑ i=−M+1 C^{ti+M} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] + n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti+M} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] − n−1∑ i=n−M+1 C^{ti+M} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ]

≤ C^τ −1∑ i=−M+1 C^{ti} V (X_i, X̄_i) + C^τ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] (4.24)

with the formal definition of summation^b ∑ i=a g(i) = 0 for b < a when M = 1, we utilize (4.22)

to obtain C^{tn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] ≤ C^{tn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] + C^{tn} ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_n|^2 ] ≤ E [ |ê_0 − ΔD̂_0|^2 ] + ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_0|^2 ] + c_1ΔE [ |ê_0|^2 ] + c_3ΔE [ V (X_0, X̄_0) ]

+ ( (1 + ν)ν

C^Δ − 1 Δ + c_2 ) ΔC^τ −1∑ i=−M C^{ti} |ê_i|^2

+ c_4ΔC^τ −1∑ i=−M+1 C^{ti} V (X_i, X̄_i) + h_1(C)Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} ΔE [ |Δσ̂_i|^2 ]

+ h_2(C)Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ V (X_i, X̄_i) ] + h_3(C)Δ n−1∑ i=0 C^{ti} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] (4.25)

with h_1(C) := C^Δ − ζ, h_2(C) := c_4C^τ − c_3 and

h_3(C) := (1 + ν)

C^Δ − 1 Δ − c_1 + (1 + ν)ν

C^Δ − 1 Δ C^τ + c_2C^τ . (4.26)

For the case c_3 > c_4 = 0, we have

h_2(C) < 0, C ≥ 1. (4.27)

For the case c_3 > c_4 > 0, we use h_2(1) = −c_3 + c_4 < 0, h_2((^{c3}_{c4} )^1τ ) = 0 and h^′_2(C) > 0 for all

C ≥ 1 to get h_2(C) ≤ 0 for all C ∈ [ 1, (^{c3}_{c4} )^1τ ] , which in combination with (4.27) promises h_2(C) < 0, C ∈ [ 1, (c_3 c_4 ) 1_τ 1_{{c4>0}} ) =: [1, Ĉ). (4.28)

Observing c_1 > c_2 > 0, the facts h_3(1) = −c_1 + c_2 < 0, h_3((^{c1}_{c2} )^1τ ) > −c_1 + c_2((^{c1}_{c2} )^1τ )^τ = 0 and

h^′_3(C) > 0 for all C ≥ 1 guarantee that there exists a unique constant C^∗ ∈ (1, (^{c1}_{c2} )^1τ ) such that

h_3(C^∗) = 0 and therefore

h_3(C) ≤ 0, C ∈ [1, C^∗]. (4.29)

Due to Δ ∈ (0, log_( c_{3c4 1{c4>0})} 1_{τ ∧(} c_{1c2 )} 1_τ ζ), we use Ĉ ∧ C^∗ = (_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ and take C = e^ω ∈ (1, (_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗) to derive

h_1(e^ω) ≤ (( c_3

c_4 1_{{c4>0}} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )_{log( c3c} 4 1{c 4>0} ) 1 τ ∧( c1c 2 ) 1 τ ζ − ζ ≤ 0 (4.30)

for all ω ∈ ( 0, ln ((_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )) It follows from (4.25), (4.27), (4.28), (4.29) and (4.30)

that for any n = 1, 2, · · · , e^{ωtn} E [ |ê_n − ΔD̂_n|^2 ] ≤ E [ |ê_0 − ΔD̂_0|^2 ] + ζΔE [ |Δσ̂_0|^2 ] + c_1ΔE [ |ê_0|^2 ]

+ ( (1 + ν)ν e^{ωΔ} − 1 Δ + c_2 ) e^{ωτ} Δ −1∑ i=−M e^{ωti} |ê_i|^2

+ c_3ΔE [ V (X_0, X̄_0) ] + c_4e^{ωτ} Δ −1∑ i=−M+1 e^{ωti} V (ϕ_i, ϕ̄_i) =: C_{ϕ,}¯_ϕ. Together with (2.1) and the weighted Young inequality 2ab ≤ ϵa^2 + ϵ^{−1}b^2 for all a, b ∈ R with

ϵ > 0, we show that for all ω ∈ ( 0, ln ((_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )) and all i = 0, 1, · · · , n, e^{ωti} E [ |ê_i|^2 ] ≤ (1 + ϵ)e^{ωti} E [ |ê_i − ΔD̂_i|^2 ] + (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ωti} E [ |ê_{i−M} |^2 ] ≤ (1 + ϵ)C_{ϕ,}¯_ϕ + (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ωτ} sup_{−M≤j≤n} e^{ωtj} E [ |ê_j |^2 ] , which also holds for all i = −M, −M + 1, · · · , 0 and therefore implies sup −M≤j≤n e^{ωtj} E [ |ê_j |^2 ] ≤ (1 + ϵ)C_{ϕ,}¯_ϕ + (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ωτ} sup_{−M≤j≤n} e^{ωtj} E [ |ê_j |^2 ] . For any ω̄ ∈ (0,^2_τ ln^1_ν ) and any ω ∈ ( 0, ω̄ ∧ ln ((_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )) , we choose any ϵ >^{ν2eω̄τ}_{1−ν2eω̄τ}

to get 0 < (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ωτ} ≤ (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ω̄τ} < 1 and sup −M≤j≤n e^{ωtj} E [ |ê_j|^2 ] ≤ (1 + ϵ)C_{ϕ,}¯_ϕ

1 − (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ω̄τ} . Letting n → ∞ indicates that for any ω ∈ ( 0, ω̄ ∧ ln ((_{c3} c_4 1{c^4>0} ) 1_τ ∧ C^∗ )) and any n = 1, 2, · · · , e^{ωtn} E [ |ê_n|^2 ] ≤ (1 + ϵ)C_{ϕ,}¯_ϕ

1 − (1 + ϵ^{−1})ν^2e^{ω̄τ} , which results in (4.16) and finishes the proof.

5 Numerical experiments

This section aims to perform some numerical experiments to illustrate the previous theoretical results, including the mean square convergence rate and the mean square exponential stability. Before doing this, we emphasize that in what follows the Newton–Raphson iterations with precision 10^{−5} are employed to solve the nonlinear equations arising from the implementation of the considered implicit method in every time step. Besides, the expectations are approximated by the Monte Carlo simulations with 1000 different Brownian paths.

Let us first consider the scalar NSDDE d ( X(t) + 1 2 X(t − τ) ) = ( 1 1 + t

+ X(t) − 5X^3(t) + 2 sin(X(t − τ)) ) dt + ( 1 + cos t + X^2(t) + |X(t − τ)| ) dW (t), t ∈ (0, 5] (5.1)

with the initial value ϕ(t) = cos t, t ∈ [−1, 0]. Here {W (t)}_{t∈[0,5]} is a standard R-valued Brownian motion on the complete filtered probability space (Ω, F, {F_t}_{t∈[0,5]}, P). In order to detect the mean square convergence rate of backward Euler method, the unavailable exact solution is identified with a numerical approximation generated by (2.7) with a fine stepsize Δ = 2^{−14}. The other numerical approximations are calculated by (2.7) applied to (5.1) with six different stepsizes Δ = 2^{−i}, i = 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12. From the left part of Figure 1, we see that the root mean square error line and the reference line appear to parallel to each other, showing that the mean square convergence rate of the backward Euler method is order 1/2. A least square fit indicates that the slope of the line for the backward Euler method is 0.55, identifying Theorem 3.2 numerically.

(a) order simulation for (5.1) (b) order simulation for (5.2)

Figure 1: Mean square convergence rates of backward Euler method

We next focus on the following two-dimensional NSDDE d ( [ X_1(t) X_2(t) ] −^1_2 [ X_1(t − 1) X_2(t − 1) ] )

= ( − ( [ 4 0 0 4 ] + [ t 0 0 t ] ) [ X_1(t) X_2(t) ] + [ −4X^3_1 (t) −4X^3_2 (t) ] ) dt

+ [ X^2_1 (t) + X_1(t − 1) 0 0 X^2_2 (t) + X_2(t − 1) ] d [ W_1(t) W_2(t) ] , t ∈ (0, 5] (5.2)

with the initial value (ϕ_1(t), ϕ_2(t))^⊤ = (cos t, sin t)^⊤ for t ∈ [−1, 0]. Here {W_1(t)}_{t∈[0,5]} and {W_2(t)}_{t∈[0,5]} are two independent standard R-valued Brownian motions on the complete filtered probability space (Ω, F, {F_t}_{t∈[0,5]}, P). It is worth noting that (5.2) is a concrete example of the neutral stochastic cellular neural networks [14], which have been widely used in the fields of signal processing, pattern recognition, combinatorial optimization and so on. Under the same numerical setting of stepsizes for (5.1), the right part of Figure 1 shows that the slopes of the error line and the reference line match well, indicating that the backward Euler method has the mean square convergence rate of order 1/2. Additionally, a least square fit produces rate 0.52. These facts further support the previous theoretical result in Theorem 3.2.

Figure 2: Mean square exponential stability of backward Euler method for (5.3)

In order to test the exponential stability of numerical method, we modify Example 6.1 in [9] as follows d ( X(t) + 1 2 X(t − τ) )

= ( − 9X(t) + 11 2 X(t − τ) − 11 ( X(t) + 1 2 X(t − τ) )| |X(t) + 1 2 X(t − τ) | | | ) dt

+ ( X(t) + sin(X(t − τ)) + | | |X(t) + 1 2 X(t − τ) | | | 3 2 ) dW (t), t > 0 (5.3)

with two different initial values ϕ(t) = cos t and ϕ̄(t) = sin t for t ∈ [−4, 0]. Here {W (t)}_{t≥0} is a

standard R-valued Brownian motion on the complete filtered probability space (Ω, F, {F_t}_{t≥0}, P).

Noting that (5.3) tells D(y) = −^1_2 y, b(t, x, y) = −9x + 11 2 y − 11 ( x + 1 2 y )| |x + 1 2 y | | |, σ(t, x, y) = x + sin y + | | |x + 1 2 y | | | 3 2 for all t ≥ 0 and x, y ∈ R and we have ν = 1/2. For any x_i, y_i ∈ R, i = 1, 2, we denote

Z_i := x_i +^1_2 y_i, i = 1, 2 to get

|b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)| + |σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)|

≤ 20|x_1 − x_2| + 11|Z_1 − Z_2| + 11 | |Z_1|Z_1| − Z_2|Z_2| | | + |x_1 − x_2| + | sin y_1 − sin y_2| + | |Z_1|^{32} − |Z_2|^{32} | ≤ 21|x_1 − x_2| + 11|Z_1 − Z_2| + 11 ( |Z_1| + |Z_2| ) |Z_1 − Z_2|

+ |y_1 − y_2| + ( |Z_1|^{12} + |Z_2|^{12} ) |Z_1 − Z_2|

≤ K(1 + |x_1| + |x_2| + |y_1| + |y_2|)(|x_1 − x_2| + |y_1 − y_2|), (5.4)

where we have used the inequalities | |x|x| − y|y| | | ≤ (|x| + |y|)|x − y| and | | ||x|^{32} − |y|^{32} | | | ≤ ( |x|^{12} + |y|^{12} )| |x| − |y| | | ≤ (|x|^12 + |y|^12 ) | |x − y | | (5.5)

for all x, y ∈ R; see Appendix in [35]. It follows that (2.2) holds with q = 2 and thus p^∗ ≥

4q − 2 = 6. Taking p^∗ = 6 leads to

(1 + |x|^2)^{p∗2 −1} ( 2⟨x − D(y), b(t, x, y)⟩ + (p^∗ − 1)|σ(t, x, y)|^2 ) = (1 + |x|^2)^2 ( 2 ( x + 1 2 y )( − 9x + 11 2 y ) − 22 | |x + 1 2 y | |^3 + 5 | | |x + sin y + | |x + 1 2 y | |^32 | | |^2 )

≤ (1 + |x|^2)^2 ( − 18x^2 + 13 2 xy + 11 4 y^2 − 12 | | |x + 1 2 y | | |^3 + 10|x + sin y|^2 )

≤ (1 + |x|^2)^2 ( − 18x^2 + 13 4 x^2 + 13 4 y^2 + 11 4 y^2 − 12 | | |x + 1 2 y | | |^3 + 20|x|^2 + 20|y|^2 )

≤ (1 + |x|^2)^2 ( 6x^2 + 26|y|^2 − 12 | |x + 1 2 y | |^3 )

≤ K(1 + |x|^6 + |y|^6) (5.6)

for all x, y ∈ R with some constant K > 0, which is due to

(1 + |x|^2)^2|x|^2 ≤ 2|x|^2 + 2|x|^6 ≤ 2 ( (|x|^2)^62_6 2 + 1^64_6 4 ) + 2|x|^6 ≤ 3|x|^6 + 2, and (1 + |x|^2)^2|y|^2 ≤ 2|y|^2 + |x|^4|y|^2 ≤ 2 ( (|y|^2)^62_6 2 + 1^64_6 4 ) + (|x|^4)^64_6 4 + (|y|^2)^62_6 2 ≤ |x|^6 + |y|^6 + 2.

Then (5.4) and (5.6) support Assumption 2.1. Concerning Assumption 4.2, one can use Z_i := x_i +^1_2 y_i, x_i, y_i ∈ R, i = 1, 2 to show

2⟨(x_1 − x_2) − (D(y_1) − D(y_2)), b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)⟩ + ζ|σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)|^2 = 2 ⟨ (x_1 − x_2) + 1 2 (y_1 − y_2), −20(x_1 − x_2) ⟩

+ 2 ⟨ Z_1 − Z_2, ( 11Z_1 − 11Z_1|Z_1| ) − ( 11Z_2 − 11Z_2|Z_2| )⟩ + ζ|(x_1 − x_2) + (sin y_1 − sin y_2) + (|Z_1|^{32} − |Z_2|^{32} )|^2 ≤ − 40|x_1 − x_2|^2 − 20(x_1 − x_2)(y_1 − y_2) + 22|Z_1 − Z_2|^2 − 22 ⟨ Z_1 − Z_2, Z_1|Z_1| − Z_2|Z_2| ⟩ + 3ζ|x_1 − x_2|^2

+ 3ζ|y_1 − y_2|^2 + 3ζ | | ||Z1|^{32} − |Z2|^{32} ) | | |^2

Noting that |Z_1 − Z_2|^2 = |x_1 − x_2|^2 + (x_1 − x_2)(y_1 − y_2) +^1_4 |y_1 − y_2|^2, we take ζ =^5_4 and utilize (5.5) as well as − ⟨ Z_1 − Z_2, Z_1|Z_1| − Z_2|Z_2| ⟩ ≤ − ( |Z_1| + |Z_2| )( |Z_1| − |Z_2| )_2

to derive that for all x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ R,

2⟨(x_1 − x_2) − (D(y_1) − D(y_2)), b(t, x_1, y_1) − b(t, x_2, y_2)⟩ + ζ|σ(t, x_1, y_1) − σ(t, x_2, y_2)|^2

≤ − 17|x_1 − x_2|^2 + 26 4 |y_1 − y_2|^2 + 3ζ|x_1 − x_2|^2 + 3ζ|y_1 − y_2|^2

− 22 ( |Z_1| + |Z_2| )( |Z_1| − |Z_2| )_2

+ 6ζ(|Z_1| + |Z_2|) ( |Z_1| − |Z_2| )_2

≤ − 13|x_1 − x_2|^2 + 41 4 |y_1 − y_2|^2 − 1 4 |x_1 − x_2|^2,

i.e., c_1 = 13, c_2 = 10.25, c_3 = 0.25, c_4 = 0. Theorem 4.5 shows that the backward Euler method for (5.3) is mean square exponentially stable for any Δ < log_( c_{1c2 )} 1_τ ζ ≈ 3.75, which has been numerically confirmed with six different stepsizes in Figure 2.

Finally, we consider the following two-dimensional nonlinear NSDDEs d(X(t) − D(X(t − τ))) + AX(t) dt = b(X(t), X(t − τ)) dt + σ(X(t), X(t − τ)) dW (t), t ∈ (0, 1] (5.7) with the initial value X(t) = ϕ(t) = (cos t, sin t)^⊤ for t ∈ [−0.25, 0], where the coefficient D : R^2 → R^2 and the symmetric positive definite matrix A are D(y) = [ −0.2(sin y_1)^2 −0.2(sin y_2)^2 ] , A = 1 2 [ 1 + α 1 − α 1 − α 1 + α ]

for y = (y_1, y_2)^⊤ and α ≫ 0. Besides, the functions b: R^2 × R^2 → R^2 and σ : R^2 × R^2 → R^{2×2} are given by b(x, y) = [ x_1 − 0.6 ( x_1 + 0.2(sin y_1)^2 ) |x_1 + 0.2(sin y_1)^2| x_2 − 0.6 ( x_2 + 0.2(sin y_2)^2 ) |x_2 + 0.2(sin y_2)^2| ] ,

σ(x, y) = β [ x_1 + y_1 0 0 x_2 + y_2 ] , x = [ x_1 x_2 ] , y = [ y_1 y_2 ] , β ≥ 0. Taking α = 96, β = 0.04 shows that the matrix A admits a very large eigenvalue λ = 96, which leads to (5.7) being a stiff system [1].

Figure 3: Convergence order simulations for (5.7)

Recall that the tamed EM method proposed in [9] applied to (5.7) reads as X_n = ϕ(t_n) for n = −M, −M + 1, · · · , 0 and X_{n+1} = D(X_{n+1−M} ) + X_n − D(X_{n−M} ) +^{(b(Xn ,Xn−M )−AXn)Δ} 1+ √ Δ(|X_n|+|X_{n−M} |) + σ(X_n,X_{n−M} )ΔW_n 1+ √ Δ(|X_n|+|X_{n−M} |) (5.8) for n = 0, 1, · · · , N. Stepsize Δ = 2^{−16} and six different stepsizes Δ = 2^{−i}, i = 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 are used to generated the unavailable exact solution and the other numerical approximations via (2.7) and (5.8), respectively. Figure 3 shows that the backward Euler method achieves the precision ϵ = 0.001 with the strong approximation problem ( E [|X(T )−X_N |^2] ) 1_2 ≤ ϵ for all given stepsizes, but the tamed Euler method does not. Thus, the considered backward Euler method performs better than the explicit tamed EM method in terms of dealing with stiff NSDDEs.

6 Conclusion

This work investigates the convergence rate and exponential stability of the backward Euler method for NSDDEs as well as SDDEs under generalized monotonicity conditions. Our main results show that the investigated method converges strongly in the mean square sense with order 1/2 and preserves the mean square exponential stability of the original equations. These theoretical results are finally validated by some numerical experiments. Concerning that strong convergence rates for numerical approximations are particular important to design efficient multilevel Monte Carlo approximation methods [13], there are two interesting ideas for our future work on NSDDEs satisfying generalized monotonicity conditions. One of them is to derive the strong convergence rate in L^p(Ω; R^d )-norm with general p ≥ 2 [24], and the other is to develop numerical methods with higher order convergence rates [40].

References

[1] A. Andersson and R. Kruse. Mean-square convergence of the BDF2-Maruyama and backward Euler schemes for SDE satisfying a global monotonicity condition. BIT, 57(1):21–53, 2017.

[2] J. Bao, G. Yin, and C. Yuan. Asymptotic analysis for functional stochastic differential equations. SpringerBriefs in Mathematics. Springer, Cham, 2016.

[3] W.-J. Beyn, E. Isaak, and R. Kruse. Stochastic C-stability and B-consistency of explicit and implicit Euler-type schemes. J. Sci. Comput., 67(3):955–987, 2016.

[4] W. Cao, J. Liang, and Y. Liu. On strong convergence of explicit numerical methods for stochastic delay differential equations under non-global Lipschitz conditions. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 382:Paper No. 113079, 20, 2021.

[5] L. Chen, S. Gan, and X. Wang. First order strong convergence of an explicit scheme for the stochastic SIS epidemic model. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 392:Paper No. 113482, 16, 2021.

[6] Z. Chen and S. Gan. Convergence and stability of the backward Euler method for jumpdiffusion SDEs with super-linearly growing diffusion and jump coefficients. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 363:350–369, 2020.

[7] Y. Cui, X. Li, Y. Liu, and C. Yuan. Explicit numerical approximations for McKean- Vlasov neutral stochastic differential delay equations. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. Ser. S, 16(5):1111–1141, 2023.

[8] L. Dai and X. Wang. Order-one strong convergence of numerical methods for SDEs without globally monotone coefficients. arXiv:2401.00385, 2024.

[9] S. Deng, C. Fei, W. Fei, and X. Mao. Tamed EM schemes for neutral stochastic differential delay equations with superlinear diffusion coefficients. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 388:Paper No. 113269, 24, 2021.

[10] W. Fei, L. Hu, X. Mao, and D. Xia. Advances in the truncated Euler–Maruyama method for stochastic differential delay equations. Commun. Pure Appl. Anal., 19(4):2081–2100, 2020.

[11] S. Gan, H. Schurz, and H. Zhang. Mean square convergence of stochastic θ-methods for nonlinear neutral stochastic differential delay equations. Int. J. Numer. Anal. Model., 8(2):201–213, 2011.

[12] S. Gao, Q. Guo, J. Hu, and C. Yuan. Convergence rate in L^p sense of tamed EM scheme for highly nonlinear neutral multiple-delay stochastic McKean–Vlasov equations. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 441:Paper No. 115682, 25, 2024.

[13] M. Giles. Improved multilevel Monte Carlo convergence using the Milstein scheme. In Monte Carlo and quasi-Monte Carlo methods 2006, pages 343–358. Springer, Berlin, 2008.

[14] C. Guo, D. O’Regan, F. Deng, and R. P. Agarwal. Fixed points and exponential stability for a stochastic neutral cellular neural network. Appl. Math. Lett., 26(8):849–853, 2013.

[15] Q. Guo, X. Mao, and R. Yue. The truncated Euler–Maruyama method for stochastic differential delay equations. Numer. Algorithms, 78(2):599–624, 2018.

[16] D. J. Higham, X. Mao, and A. M. Stuart. Strong convergence of Euler-type methods for nonlinear stochastic differential equations. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 40(3):1041–1063, 2002.

[17] X. Hu, Y. Xia, Y. Zhang, and D. Zhao, editors. Advances in neural networks—ISNN 2015, volume 9377 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, Cham, 2015.

[18] M. Hutzenthaler and A. Jentzen. Numerical approximations of stochastic differential equations with non-globally Lipschitz continuous coefficients. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 236(1112):v+99, 2015.

[19] M. Hutzenthaler and A. Jentzen. On a perturbation theory and on strong convergence rates for stochastic ordinary and partial differential equations with nonglobally monotone coefficients. Ann. Probab., 48(1):53–93, 2020.

[20] Y. Ji and C. Yuan. Tamed EM scheme of neutral stochastic differential delay equations.

J. Comput. Appl. Math., 326:337–357, 2017.

[21] G. Lan and Q. Wang. Strong convergence rates of modified truncated EM methods for neutral stochastic differential delay equations. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 362:83–98, 2019.

[22] Z. Lei, S. Gan, and Z. Chen. Strong and weak convergence rates of logarithmic transformed truncated EM methods for SDEs with positive solutions. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 419:Paper No. 114758, 21, 2023.

[23] X. Liao. Dynamical behavior of chua’s circuit with lossless transmission line. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems I: Regular Papers, 63:1–11, 03 2016.

[24] Z. Liu. L^p-convergence rate of backward Euler schemes for monotone SDEs. BIT, 62(4):1573–1590, 2022.

[25] Q. Luo, X. Mao, and Y. Shen. New criteria on exponential stability of neutral stochastic differential delay equations. Systems Control Lett., 55(10):826–834, 2006.

[26] X. Mao. Exponential stability of stochastic differential equations, volume 182 of Monographs and Textbooks in Pure and Applied Mathematics. Marcel Dekker, Inc., New York, 1994.

[27] X. Mao. Stochastic differential equations and applications. Horwood Publishing Limited, Chichester, second edition, 2008.

[28] X. Mao. Numerical solutions of stochastic differential delay equations under the generalized Khasminskii-type conditions. Appl. Math. Comput., 217(12):5512–5524, 2011.

[29] X. Mao and M. J. Rassias. Khasminskii-type theorems for stochastic differential delay equations. Stoch. Anal. Appl., 23(5):1045–1069, 2005.

[30] X. Mao and S. Sabanis. Numerical solutions of stochastic differential delay equations under local Lipschitz condition. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 151(1):215–227, 2003.

[31] X. Mao and L. Szpruch. Strong convergence rates for backward Euler–Maruyama method for non-linear dissipative-type stochastic differential equations with super-linear diffusion coefficients. Stochastics, 85(1):144–171, 2013.

[32] G. N. Milstein and M. V. Tretyakov. Stochastic numerics for mathematical physics. Scientific Computation. Springer, Cham, second edition, 2021.

[33] M. Obradović. Implicit numerical methods for neutral stochastic differential equations with unbounded delay and Markovian switching. Appl. Math. Comput., 347:664–687, 2019.

[34] M. Obradović and M. Milošević. Almost sure exponential stability of the θ-Euler- Maruyama method, when θ ∈ (^1_2 , 1), for neutral stochastic differential equations with time-dependent delay under nonlinear growth conditions. Calcolo, 56(2):Paper No. 9, 24, 2019.

[35] S. Sabanis. Euler approximations with varying coefficients: the case of superlinearly growing diffusion coefficients. arXiv:1308.1796, 2013.

[36] L. Shaikhet. Lyapunov functionals and stability of stochastic functional differential equations. Springer, Cham, 2013.

[37] G. Song, J. Hu, S. Gao, and X. Li. The strong convergence and stability of explicit approximations for nonlinear stochastic delay differential equations. Numer. Algorithms, 89(2):855–883, 2022.

[38] A. M. Stuart and A. R. Humphries. Dynamical Systems and Numerical Analysis, volume 2 of Cambridge Monographs on Applied and Computational Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1996.

[39] W. Wang and Y. Chen. Mean-square stability of semi-implicit Euler method for nonlinear neutral stochastic delay differential equations. Appl. Numer. Math., 61(5):696–701, 2011.

[40] X. Wang. Mean-square convergence rates of implicit Milstein type methods for SDEs with non-Lipschitz coefficients. Adv. Comput. Math., 49(3):Paper No. 37, 48, 2023.

[41] X. Wang, J. Wu, and B. Dong. Mean-square convergence rates of stochastic theta methods for SDEs under a coupled monotonicity condition. BIT, 60(3):759–790, 2020.

[42] X. Wu and S. Gan. Split-step theta Milstein methods for SDEs with non-globally Lipschitz diffusion coefficients. Appl. Numer. Math., 180:16–32, 2022.

[43] Z. Yan, A. Xiao, and X. Tang. Strong convergence of the split-step theta method for neutral stochastic delay differential equations. Appl. Numer. Math., 120:215–232, 2017.

[44] Y. Yi, Y. Hu, and J. Zhao. Positivity preserving logarithmic Euler–Maruyama type scheme for stochastic differential equations. Commun. Nonlinear Sci. Numer. Simul., 101:Paper No. 105895, 21, 2021.

[45] B. Yin and Z. Ma. Convergence of the semi-implicit Euler method for neutral stochastic delay differential equations with phase semi-Markovian switching. Appl. Math. Model., 35(5):2094–2109, 2011.

[46] H. Yuan, J. Shen, and C. Song. Mean square stability and dissipativity of split-step theta method for nonlinear neutral stochastic delay differential equations with Poisson jumps. J. Comput. Math., 35(6):766–779, 2017.

[47] C. Yue and L. Zhao. Strong convergence of the split-step backward Euler method for stochastic delay differential equations with a nonlinear diffusion coefficient. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 382:Paper No. 113087, 17, 2021.

[48] C. Zhang and Y. Xie. Backward Euler–Maruyama method applied to nonlinear hybrid stochastic differential equations with time-variable delay. Sci. China Math., 62(3):597– 616, 2019.

[49] H. Zhang and S. Gan. Mean square convergence of one-step methods for neutral stochastic differential delay equations. Appl. Math. Comput., 204(2):884–890, 2008.

[50] W. Zhang. Convergence rate of the truncated Euler–Maruyama method for neutral stochastic differential delay equations with Markovian switching. J. Comput. Math., 38(6):906– 936, 2020.

[51] J. Zhao, Y. Yi, and Y. Xu. Strong convergence and stability of the split-step theta method for highly nonlinear neutral stochastic delay integro differential equation. Appl. Numer. Math., 157:385–404, 2020.

[52] S. Zhou and H. Jin. Strong convergence of implicit numerical methods for nonlinear stochastic functional differential equations. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 324:241–257, 2017.

[53] S. Zhou and F. Wu. Convergence of numerical solutions to neutral stochastic delay differential equations with Markovian switching. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 229(1):85–96, 2009.

[54] X. Zong, F. Wu, and C. Huang. Exponential mean square stability of the theta approximations for neutral stochastic differential delay equations. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 286:172–185, 2015.

[55] X. Zong, F. Wu, and C. Huang. Theta schemes for SDDEs with non-globally Lipschitz continuous coefficients. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 278:258–277, 2015.