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Abstract

The voltage-conductance kinetic equation for an ensemble of neurons has been studied
by many scientists and mathematicians, while its rigorous analysis is still at a prema-
ture stage. In this work, we obtain for the first time the exponential convergence to
the steady state of this kinetic model in the linear setting. Our proof is based on a
probabilistic reformulation, which allows us to investigate microscopic trajectories and
bypass the difficulties raised by the special velocity field and boundary conditions in the
macroscopic equation. We construct an associated stochastic process, for which proving
the minorization condition becomes tractable, and the exponential ergodicity is then
proved using Harris’ theorem.
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1 Introduction

We consider a kinetic equation from neuroscience, which is referred to as the voltage-conductance
equation. It describes an ensemble of neurons via p(t, v, g), the probability density to find a neuron
with voltage v ∈ (VR, VF ) and conductance g ∈ (0,+∞) at time t. Its evolution is governed by

∂tp+ ∂v(J(v, g)p) = ∂g((g − gin)p) + a∂ggp, t > 0, v ∈ (VR, VF ), g > 0. (1.1)

This model was originally proposed in [5, 6] and it has many successful applications in neuroscience
[4–7, 26, 34, 35] as a computational tool or a theoretical framework. Nevertheless, its mathematical
study is still at a premature stage due to its specific structures, which we shall elaborate as follows.
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In g-direction, the equation (1.1) has a usual Fokker-Planck operator for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
(OU) process on the half line, with the no-flux or reflective boundary condition at g = 0:

(g − gin)p+ a∂gp = 0, g = 0 , v ∈ (VR, VF ) , t > 0 (1.2)

for mass conservation. Here, the parameters gin > 0 and a > 0 are taken to be constants for simplicity.
In v-direction, the equation structure is more complicated. The velocity field J is given by

J(v, g) = gL(VR − v) + g(VE − v), (1.3)

where the fixed parameters satisfy

gL > 0 , VE > VF > VR . (1.4)

In (1.3), the first term gL(VR − v) models the leaky effect, which drives the voltage to a lower value
VR. Here gL > 0 is the constant leaky conductance. The second term g(VE − v) drives the voltage
to the firing potential VF . Here VE > VF is the excitatory reversal potential. In other words, the
velocity field manifests a competition between two mechanisms, where the strength of the former is
fixed to be gL, and the strength of the latter is depicted by the conductance variable g.

A neuron spikes when its voltage reaches VF , which happens only if J(VF , g) > 0, or equivalently
g > gF := gL(VF − VR)/(VE − VF ). In this case, the voltage is immediately reset to VR after the
spike. This leads to the boundary condition

J(VR, g) p(t, VR, g) = J(VF , g) p(t, VF , g), g > gF , (1.5)

matching the fluxes at v = VR and v = VF . On the other hand, for 0 < g ≤ gF , we have J(VR, g) > 0
and J(VF , g) ≤ 0. So we impose the Dirichlet boundary condition

0 = p(t, VR, g) = p(t, VF , g), g ≤ gF . (1.6)

Note that the flux equality (1.5) actually holds for all g > 0, but the boundary condition changes
type as J(VF , g) changes sign. See Figure 1 for an illustration.

Figure 1: Illustration of the velocity field J(v, g) and the boundary condition in v. Red arrow represents
the velocity field J . Blue arrow indicates that the voltage v is reset to VR after its arrival at VF in {g > gF }.
For g ≤ gF , the zero Dirichlet boundary condition is imposed.

We complement the system with an initial condition

p(0, v, g) = pinit(v, g), (1.7)
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which is assumed to be a probability density. The boundary conditions (1.2),(1.5) and (1.6) ensures
that the total mass of p is conserved by the dynamics.

We refer to [5] for a comprehensive biological interpretation of the system. Note that taking
gin > 0 and a > 0 to be fixed constants simplifies the equation to the linear case. In more general
situations, the two parameters can depend on time and even the solution p in a nonlinear way. The
nonlinearity can give rise to diverse phenomena, such as the periodic solution observed numerically
in [3]. Nevertheless, even in the linear setting, the velocity field and the boundary condition in v
already brings difficulties in rigorous analysis.

In a pioneering work ([31]) in the mathematical analysis of the voltage-conductance equation
(1.1), the authors study the steady state problem and derive several global bounds for the dynamical
problem. Subsequent developments can be classified into two branches: either directly investigating
the linear structure of (1.1) [16, 17], or studying a nonlinear but simplified model [9, 25, 32]. In
particular, several asymptotic limits and limiting models are studied in [25, 32], and [9] fully charac-
terizes the long time behavior of a variant model with motivations to understand the emergence of
the periodic solution in the original model. In all these works above, the dynamics in v, in particular
the boundary conditions (1.5)-(1.6) are simplified. To exemplify the difficulty of the original equation
even in the linear case, we note that since the L(8/7)− integrability of the steady state was obtained
in [31], the integrability index had not been improved until the recent L∞ estimate [16].

The primary goal of this paper is to explore the exponential convergence to the steady state for
the linear equation (1.1), which has been an open question since [31]. In [31], only the convergence for
the g-marginal is shown. Recently, qualitative convergence for the full solution p(t, v, g) is established
in [16] via a compactness method without a convergence rate. A simplified model is proposed and
studied in [17] via the resolvent estimate. To the best of our knowledge, whether the solution of (1.1)
converges to the steady state exponentially fast is not known before.

To illustrate the difficulty, we note that the diffusion in (1.1) appears only in g direction, while in v
direction there is only the convection term ∂v(J(v, g)p). The situation resembles the classical kinetic
Fokker-Planck equation, where the voltage v is like the position variable, and the conductance g is like
the velocity variable. To prove convergence to the equilibrium, one needs to exploit the interaction
between the convection in v and the diffusion in g, which may “pass” the dissipation from the g
direction to the v direction. This is of course not a new challenge, as it appears in the analysis of
many classical kinetic models, known as hypocoercivity [38]. Indeed, various hypocoercivity methods
have been developed in the literature to address the convergence to the equilibrium for kinetic models
[1, 14, 19, 38]. However, it seems difficult to apply many existing hypocoercivity methods to (1.1)
due to its specific structures.

The equation (1.1) is distinguished from many classical kinetic models by the velocity field J(v, g)
and the boundary conditions (1.5)-(1.6) in v. As defined in (1.3), the velocity field J(v, g) can not
be written in a separable form like f(v)h(g), which results in several difficulties. Most importantly,
it causes the steady state not to have a local equilibrium structure. To be more specific, the steady
state p∞(v, g) can not be written as a separable form θ(v)M(g), where M(g) is in the kernel of the
Fokker-Planck operator in g (sometimes known as the local Maxwellian in classical kinetic models).
Therefore, hypocoercivity methods based on the local equilibrium could not be applied to (1.1).

Closely related to J(v, g), the boundary conditions in v ((1.5) and (1.6)) also raise many difficul-
ties. They make existing hypercoercivity methods inapplicable, which are designed only for problems
in the whole space or on periodic domains.

We remark that these difficulties not only appear at the technical level, but are also essential
to the dynamics, e.g., to the emergence of periodic solutions in the nonlinear case. Indeed, once
J(v, g) is simplified to g(VE − v) (i.e. the leaky mechanism is removed and the boundary conditions
are simplified accordingly), [9] excludes the possibility of having periodic solutions in the resulting
nonlinear but simplified model. Hence, investigating the original linear equation (1.1) plays an
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important role in understanding the various intriguing dynamics in the nonlinear case.
In this work, we aim to prove the exponential convergence to the steady state of the voltage-

conductance equation (1.1) based on a probabilistic reformulation. The strength of the probabilistic
approach lies in leveraging the ergodicity property of the microscopic trajectory, which helps to
bypass the above-mentioned difficulties when applying a macroscopic PDE method.

More precisely, we construct a stochastic process which can be viewed as a microscopic description
of (1.1). The probability density of this process gives a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7), analogous to
the classical link between a stochastic differential equation and its Fokker-Planck equation. For the
process we construct, we will verify the conditions of Harris’ theorem, which implies the exponential
convergence of its density to the steady state. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1 (Main result). For the stochastic process constructed in (2.1)-(2.4), its law (µt)t≥0
is a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) as defined in Definition 3.1. Moreover, we have the exponential
convergence

‖µt − π‖β ≤ Ce−λt‖µ0 − π‖β, t ≥ 0, (1.8)

to the unique invariant measure π, where ‖ · ‖β is a weighted total variation norm defined in (4.3),
and C, λ and β are positive constants independent of initial data µ0.

Our probabilistic reformulation is indeed closely related to the stochastic process considered in
[5], which is the scientific motivation in deriving (1.1). However, as far as we know, prior to our work
the mathematical analysis on (1.1) in literature [9, 16, 17, 25, 31, 32] focuses on the PDE side and do
not take a probabilistic perspective. Nevertheless, we note that both the PDE and the probabilistic
aspects have been studied for some other neuron models, e.g. the NNLIF model [2, 12, 28].

Harris’ theorem is a classical tool for convergence of Markov processes [21, 22, 30]. It gives
sufficient conditions to obtain an exponential convergence. In particular, a minorization condition
is needed, which roughly means a uniform lower bound for solutions with initial data in a given
compact set. Recently, Harris’ theorem has been successfully used for many kinetic equations from
physics and biology ([8, 10, 36, 39]), where its conditions are verified by PDE estimates for the time-
evolution semigroup. Nevertheless, it seems difficult to verify the minorization condition for (1.1)
via a purely PDE argument, which motivates us to resort to the corresponding stochastic process.
Note that exponential convergence for kinetic models has been studied from the stochastic process
perspective in earlier works ([29]). In our case, to obtain the minorization condition, special strategies
are designed, making use of the velocity field structure and the jump mechanism of the stochastic
process, where the latter is a microscopic reflection of the boundary conditions (1.5)-(1.6).

The rest of this paper is arranged as follows. In Section 2, we construct a stochastic process which
we also establish its link to (1.1) in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to the proof of the exponential
ergodicity for the stochastic process. A summary and discussions on further direction are given in
Section 5. Appendix A briefly introduces Hörmander’s theorem.

To simplify the notations, in the rest of the paper, we fix the parameters

VR = 0, VF = 1, a = gin = 1. (1.9)

Such a simplification is not essential for our analysis. Note that we keep gL(> 0) and VE(> VF = 1)
as unspecified parameters.

2 Probabilistic formulation: an associated process

To show the exponential convergence to the equilibrium of (1.1), we first reformulate it from a
probabilistic viewpoint. To this end, we construct a renewal type stochastic process whose Fokker-
Planck equation is given by (1.1)-(1.7).
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We denote the stochastic process by (Vt, Gt)t≥0, where Vt corresponds to the voltage variable
v and Gt corresponds to the conductance variable g. Its dynamics is constructed as the following
stochastic differential equation with renewal in Vt.

dVt = J(Vt, Gt)dt, when Vt ∈ [0, 1), (2.1)

Vt− = 1, ⇒ set Vt = 0, (2.2)

dGt = −(Gt − 1)dt+
√

2dBt + dLt, (2.3)

with initial condition
(V0, G0) ∼ µ0, (2.4)

where µ0 is a probability measure on the state space X defined by

X := [0, 1)× [0,+∞). (2.5)

In (2.3), the local time {Lt}t≥0 is the minimal non-decreasing process with L0 = 0 which ensures
Gt ≥ 0 for every t ≥ 0. Note that Lt increases at time t only if Gt = 0, which corresponds to the
reflective boundary at the origin. Since the term “dLt” in (2.3) does not take effect when Gt > 0,
Gt just acts like an ordinary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process on {t : Gt > 0}. We conclude that
(2.3) gives an OU process on R+ with a reflective boundary condition at the origin (see e.g. [11, 20]).
Note that the evolution of Gt does not depend on Vt.

The dynamics of Vt is governed by two mechanisms. When Vt ∈ [0, 1), (2.1) indeed gives an ODE
for each realization of trajectory of Gt

dVt
dt

= J(Vt, Gt) = −gLVt +Gt(VE − Vt) , when Vt ∈ [0, 1) . (2.6)

On the other hand, when the left limit in time of Vt approaches 1, i.e., Vt− := lims→t− Vs = 1, by
(2.2), we set Vt = 0 and reinitialize the ODE (2.6). See Figure 2 for a typical trajectory of (Vt, Gt).

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0

0.25

0.5

1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0

1

2

4

Figure 2: A typical trajectory of (Vt, Gt) via numerical simulations. Parameters: gL = 1, VE = 2, other
parameters are the same as in (1.9).
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We denote such a time t when Vt has a jump as a jump time or a spike time. Biologically, a
neuron spikes when its voltage reaches the threshold VF = 1. And its voltage is reset to VR = 0
after the spike. The “renewal condition” (2.2) can be viewed as a manifestation of the spike-reset
mechanism. Indeed, the SDE system (2.1)-(2.3) is closely related to the particle system considered
in [5, 6], which is the physical motivation to consider the PDE (1.1).

We first give the (pathwise) global well-posedness of (2.1)-(2.4) in the following.

Theorem 2.1. For every initial data µ0, a probability measure on X , the solution to the SDE system
(2.1)-(2.4) exists for all time t ≥ 0 and is trajectory-wise unique almost surely.

Proof. The global well-posedness of (Gt)t≥0 is immediate since (2.3) gives a standard reflected OU
process (see e.g. [11, 20]). Moreover, Gt has a continuous trajectory almost surely.

It remains to study (Vt)t≥0. According to the ODE structure, we first solve (2.6) when Vt ∈ [0, 1),
and reset Vt = 0 whenever Vt− = 1, and then repeat this procedure. To show global existence, it
suffices to show that there are no infinite jump times in any finite time interval, so that we can repeat
the above-mentioned piecewise construction forever. This situation is similar to [13, Lemma 3.3]. Let
τ0 = 0. For k ≥ 1, let τk be the k-th jump time given by

τk := inf
{
t > τk−1 : lim

s→t−
Vs = 1

}
. (2.7)

Then it suffices to show

P
(

lim
k→+∞

τk = +∞
)

= 1. (2.8)

For fixed N > 0, if τk ≤ N for every k ≥ 0, then by (2.1) and that J(v, g) ≤ gVE , we have

τk − τk−1 ≥
1

max0≤t≤N J(Vt, Gt)
≥ 1

VE max0≤t≤N Gt
. (2.9)

The last quantity in (2.9) tends to 0 if and only if max0≤t≤N Gt = +∞. Therefore, we obtain

P
(

lim
k→+∞

τk ≤ N
)

= P
(

lim
k→+∞

τk ≤ N, lim
k→+∞

(τk − τk−1) = 0
)
≤ P

(
max
0≤t≤N

Gt = +∞
)

= 0.

Then (2.8) follows by sending N → +∞.

Next, we connect the stochastic process (2.1)-(2.4) with the PDE (1.1)-(1.7) in Section 3. And
we prove the exponential convergence to the steady state for the SDE (2.1)-(2.4) in Section 4.

3 From the process to its Fokker-Planck equation

To justify the probabilistic reformulation introduced in the previous section, we derive (1.1)-(1.7) as
the Fokker-Planck equation of (2.1)-(2.4). More precisely, we shall show the law of (Vt, Gt) gives a
weak solution to the PDE (1.1)-(1.7).

In Section 3.1 we introduce our definition of weak solution (Definition 3.1), discuss its basic
properties (Propositions 3.1 and 3.2), and show its connection with the SDE (2.1)-(2.4) (Theorem
3.1). Some of the proofs are postponed to Section 3.2 and 3.3.

We define the generator L by

Lu = ∂ggu+ (1− g)∂gu+ J∂vu . (3.1)

Its adjoint L∗ is thus given by

L∗u = ∂ggu− ∂g((1− g)u)− ∂v(Ju) .
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3.1 The Fokker-Planck equation: weak formulation

The definition of a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) is introduced as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Weak solution of (1.1)-(1.7)). Let (µt)t≥0 be a family of probability measures on
[0, 1) × [0,+∞) indexed by t ≥ 0. We say (µt)t≥0 is a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) with initial data
µ0 if the followings hold:

1. For each t > 0, µt is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on X =
[0, 1)× [0,+∞).

2. We have the identity∫
X
φ(T, v, g)µT (dv, dg) =

∫
X
φ(0, v, g)µ0(dv, dg) +

∫ T

0

∫
X

(∂t + L)φ(t, v, g)µt(dv, dg)dt, (3.2)

for every T > 0 and φ ∈ Φ . Here the admissible class of test functions Φ is defined by

Φ :=
{
φ(t, v, g) ∈ C∞c

(
[0,+∞)×X

)
: φ(t, 0, g) = φ(t, 1, g), ∂gφ(t, v, 0) = 0

}
. (3.3)

Remark 3.1. The restriction (3.3) on the test function φ is a reflection of the boundary conditions.
We shall see it more clearly in the discussion around Proposition 3.2 and in the proof of Theorem 3.1.
We should notice that the domain [0,+∞) × X for (t, v, g) includes the boundaries {t = 0} and
{g = 0}. Hence, φ having compact support in this domain does not imply φ(t, v, 0) = 0 (and we do
not require it). In fact, we need to allow our test functions to have arbitrary values at g = 0 to ensure
the boundary condition (1.2).

Let us give two propositions to elucidate Definition 3.1 before we state its connection to the
stochastic process (2.1)-(2.4). We shall see in the first proposition that the second condition (3.2)
implies (1.1) in the distributional sense, by restricting to appropriate test functions. Further, the
second condition itself also ensures the interior regularity of µt thanks to the hypoellipticity, which
implies that the equation (1.1) is indeed satisfied in the classical sense.

Proposition 3.1. Let (µt)t≥0 be a family of probability measures on [0, 1)× [0,+∞) satisfying (3.2).
Then µt is a C∞ function inside (0, 1)× (0,+∞). More precisely, there exists a smooth non-negative
function p ∈ C∞

(
(0,+∞)× (0, 1)× (0,+∞)

)
such that for every t > 0, one has

µt(A) =

∫
A
p(t, v, g)dvdg, for all measurable A ⊆ (0, 1)× (0,+∞) . (3.4)

Moreover, the equation (1.1) is satisfied in the classical sense.

Proof. We restrict φ ∈ C∞c ((0,+∞)× (0, 1)× (0,+∞)) ⊂ Φ in the weak formulation (3.2) to derive∫ +∞

0

∫
X

(∂t + L)φ(t, v, g)µt(dv, dg)dt = 0, ∀φ ∈ C∞c ((0,+∞)× (0, 1)× (0,+∞)) . (3.5)

This exactly gives that µt satisfies the equation (1.1) in the distributional sense, that is,

(∂t − L∗)µt = 0 in D′
(
(0,+∞)× (0, 1)× (0,+∞)

)
. (3.6)

Recall an operator K is hypoelliptic in a domain Ω if Ku ∈ C∞(U) implies u ∈ C∞(U) for every
open set U ⊆ Ω. By Hörmander’s Theorem, ∂t−L∗ is hypoelliptic (see Lemma A.1 for more details).
Thus by (3.6) we deduce that µt is indeed has a smooth interior density p. Combining this with
(3.6), we derive that (1.1) is indeed satisfied in the classical sense.
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In view of the interior regularity given in Proposition 3.1, the main point of the first condition
in Definition 3.1 is to ensure the boundary regularity, that is, µt is not singular at v = 0 or g = 0.

Although the boundary conditions (1.2), (1.5) and (1.6) do not show up in Definition 3.1 explicitly,
they are indeed encoded in the class of test functions (3.3). Formally they arise if we integrate by
parts for the last term in (3.2), and use the boundary constraints for test functions in (3.3). In
particular, the first constraint φ(t, 0, g) = φ(t, 1, g) corresponds to the boundary condition at v = 0,
and the second constraint ∂gφ(t, v, 0) = 0 corresponds to the boundary condition at g = 0. For a
rigorous statement, we have the following.

Proposition 3.2. Let (µt)t≥0 be a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) as in Definition 3.1. Denote its
interior density function as p(t, v, g). Then the boundary conditions in v (1.5)-(1.6) are satisfied in
the following sense: for every test function ψ(t, g) ∈ C∞c

(
(0,+∞)× (0,+∞)

)
, we have

lim
v→0+

∫
R+×R+

J(v, g)p(t, v, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg = lim
v→1−

∫
R+×R+

J(v, g)p(t, v, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg, (3.7)

where both limits exist and are finite. If in addition ψ ≥ 0 with support in (0,+∞) × (0, gF ), then
both limits in (3.7) are 0.

Here we only state for the v boundary condition as it is a unique feature of this problem, and the
g direction is similar. We postpone the proof of Proposition 3.2 to Section 3.3.

Note that Proposition 3.2 only assumes (µt)t≥0 satisfying Definition 3.1, and Proposition 3.1 only
assumes (µt)t≥0 satisfying (3.2). In particular, they do not assume any relationship between (µt)t≥0
and the process (Vt, Gt).

In what follows, we will turn to the process (Vt, Gt). We first have the following proposition
concerning its boundary behavior. Its proof is postponed to Section 3.2.

Proposition 3.3. Let (Vt, Gt)t≥0 be the solution of (2.1)-(2.4). Then we have

P (Vt = 0) = P (Vt− = 1) = 0, t > 0, (3.8)

and
P (Gt = 0) = 0, t > 0. (3.9)

We are now ready to establish the relation between the stochastic process (2.1)-(2.4) and the
PDE (1.1)-(1.7). This is the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let (Vt, Gt)t≥0 be the unique solution to the SDE (2.1)-(2.4) established in Theorem
2.1. Denote the law of (Vt, Gt) as µt. Then (µt)t≥0 is a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) with initial data
µ0 in the sense of Definition 3.1.

Proof. Part 1: weak formulation. First, we show that µt satisfies the weak formulation (3.2), which is
the second condition in Definition 3.1. For φ(t, v, g) ∈ C∞c (R3), by Itô’s formula for semimartingales
with jumps (see for example [33, Theorem 2.33]), we get

φ(T, VT , GT )− φ(0,V0, G0) =

∫ T

0
(∂t + L)φ(t, Vt−, Gt)dt+

√
2

∫ T

0
∂gφ(t, Vt−, Gt)dBt

+

∫ T

0
∂gφ(t, Vt−, Gt)dLt +

∑
k≥1: τk≤T

(
φ(τk, 0, Gτk)− φ(τk, 1, Gτk)

) (3.10)

where τk is the k-th jump time in v direction defined in (2.7). Note that the first two terms on the
right hand side of (3.10) appear in the usual Itô’s formula, the term of the integration with respect
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to the local time Lt appears since the reflective boundary in g-direction, and the last term appears
since Vt jumps from 1 to 0 at the boundary in v-direction.

Then, we restrict φ ∈ Φ defined in (3.3) to get rid of the latter two terms in (3.10) and derive

φ(T, VT , GT )− φ(0, V0, G0) =

∫ T

0
(∂t + L)φ(t, Vt, Gt)dt+

√
2

∫ T

0
∂gφ(t, Vt−, Gt)dBt (3.11)

Indeed for φ ∈ Φ, the sums of the jumping terms vanish since φ(t, 0, g) = φ(t, 1, g), and the inte-
gration with respect to local time process Lt also vanishes since Lt changes only when Gt = 0 but
(∂gφ)(t, v, 0) = 0 for φ ∈ Φ. Taking expectation on both sides in (3.11) gives (3.2).

Part 2: regularity of µt. We now confirm the first condition in Definition 3.1. Since µt satisfies
(3.2), we can apply Proposition 3.1 to obtain the interior regularity of µt given in (3.4). Combining the
interior regularity and Proposition 3.3 above, we immediately deduce that µt is absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1)× [0,+∞).

The rest of this section is arranged as allows. Section 3.2 is devoted to proving Proposition 3.3,
which completes the proof of Theorem 3.1. In Section 3.3 we start from Definition 3.1 to explicitly
derive the boundary conditions, i.e. proving Proposition 3.2.

3.2 Boundary regularity: Proof of Proposition 3.3

This section is devoted to proving the boundary regularity in Proposition 3.3. We give details for
(3.8) only since (3.9) is a standard property for the reflected OU process (see e.g. [11, 20]).

For the interior regularity (Proposition 3.1), we used the hypoellipticity of the operator ∂t − L∗
thanks to Hörmander’s theorem. Since hypoellipticity is a local property, a direct use of Hörmander’s
theorem does not imply the boundary behavior. To prove the boundary regularity in Proposition 3.3,
an auxiliary process is introduced in (3.12) which extends the domain of v beyond (0, 1).

Consider the Markov process V̂t without jumps, given by

dV̂t = J(V̂t, Gt)dt, V̂0 = V0, V̂t ∈ R. (3.12)

Note that J(v, g) = −gLv+ g(VE − v) is naturally defined for all v ∈ R. The process (3.12) is just Vt
in (2.1) without the renewal condition (2.2). Because the v-domain is extended, v = 1 becomes an
interior point for V̂t, thus allowing us to apply Hörmander’s theorem.

We first give the smoothness of the density of (V̂t, Gt) in Lemma 3.1 by the hypoellipticity property
given in Lemma A.1.

Lemma 3.1. For every (v0, g0) ∈ X , the distribution of (V̂t, Gt) with initial data (V̂0, G0) = (v0, g0)
has a density ρ̂v0,g0t (v, g) for t > 0, and the mapping

(t, v0, g0, v, g) 7→ ρ̂v0,g0t (v, g) ∈ C∞(R+ × (0, VE)× R+ × (0, VE)× R+).

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as [18, Theorem 4.3]. The difference is that the state space
of (V̂t, Gt) has a reflective boundary in g-direction. We only provide details to the continuity with
respect to (t, v, g) to demonstrate the modified calculation on the reflected OU process.

For every T > 0 and every smooth function φ with ∂gφ(t, v, 0) = 0 and with compact support in
C∞c ((0, T )× R× R+) , by Itô’s formula, we have

0 = φ(T, V̂T , GT ) =

∫ T

0
(∂t + L)φ(t, V̂t, Gt)dt+

∫ T

0
∂gφ(t, V̂t, Gt)dLt +

√
2

∫ T

0
∂gφ(t, V̂t, Gt)dBt.

(3.13)
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Again, note that the local time Lt only increases when Gt = 0, the term with the local time process
vanishes almost surely. Taking expectations on both sides of (3.13) and integrating by parts, we have

〈φ(t, v, g), (−∂t + L∗)ρ̂v0,g0t (v, g)〉t,v,g = 0.

By the choice of φ,
(∂t − L∗)ρ̂v0,g0t = 0

holds in the domain (0, T )×R×R+ in the distribution sense. By Lemma A.1, ∂t−L∗ is hypoelliptic
in (0, T )× (0, VE)×R+, which implies that the mapping (t, v, g) 7→ ρ̂v0,g0t (v, g) is smooth in the same
domain. Therefore, the desired result holds since T > 0 is arbitrary.

Similarly, the continuity with respect to the initial data (v0, g0) follows from the Kolmogorov
backward equation in the distribution sense and the hypoellipticity of ∂t + L given by Lemma A.1.
For the proof of the Kolmogorov backward equation, we can modify the details in [18, Theorem 4.3]
as above to treat the local time term caused by the reflection boundary in g-direction.

Note that the SDE of V̂t has the same form as (2.1) except that Vt jumps to 0 when approaching
1. The two processes are the same before the first jump time τ1 of Vt defined in (2.7). Hence we have

V̂(t∧τ1)− = V(t∧τ1)− . (3.14)

Now we are going to prove Proposition 3.3. As mentioned, the g-boundary regularity (3.9) is standard
for the reflected OU process (see e.g. [11, 20]). It remains to show the v-boundary regularity (3.8).

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We first note that for t > 0, the event {Vt = 0} is the disjoint union of the
two events {Vt− = 1} and {Vt− = 0}. Hence, we have

P (Vt = 0) = P (Vt− = 1) + P(Vt− = 0), t > 0. (3.15)

If Vt− = 0, we can deduce that the evolution of V follows the ODE (2.1) in a left neighborhood of
t. This implies Gt = 0 since J(0, g) > 0 for every g > 0. Hence {Vt− = 0} ⊆ {Gt = 0} which has
probability zero due to (3.9). By (3.15), we get

P (Vt = 0) = P (Vt− = 1) =

∞∑
k=1

P(τk = t),

where τk is the k-th jump time defined in (2.7). It remains to prove P(τk = t) = 0 for every k ∈ N+.
We first consider k = 1. Since V̂t has the same trajectory as Vt before τ1, by (3.14), we have

P(τ1 = t) ≤ P(V̂t = 1) .

Since v = 1 is a interior point of (0, VE), Lemma 3.1 implies

P(V̂t = 1) =

∫
X
Pv0,g0(V̂t = 1)µ0(dv0, dg0) = 0,

where Pv0,g0 is the probability measure conditioned on (V0, G0) = (v0, g0). Hence, P(τ1 = t) = 0.
Now we turn to k ≥ 2. Denote the distribution of (τ1, Gτ1) conditioned on {V0 = v,G0 = g} by

T v,g, which describes the joint distribution of the first jump time and location. By strong Markov
property, the joint law of (τj+1 − τj , Gτj+1) conditioned on (τj , Gτj ) does not depend on the value of

τj , and is exactly T 0,Gτj . Now we compute the probability P(τk = t) by cutting the trajectory at
time τ1. More precisely, we have

P(τk = t) =

∫
X
Pv0,g0(τk = t)µ0(dv0, dg0)

=

∫
X

∫
0<t1<t

∫
g1>0

P(τk − τ1 = t− t1|Gτ1 = g1)µ0(dv0, dg0)T v0,g0(dt1, dg1).
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Proceeding this procedure, we cut the trajectory at the time τj for 2 ≤ j ≤ k − 1 successively to get

P(τk = t) =

∫
X

∫
0<

∑k−1
j=1 tj<t

∫
~g∈(R+)k−1

P
(
τk − τk−1 = t−

k−1∑
j=1

tj

∣∣∣∣Gτk−1
= gk−1

)

µ0(dv0, dg0)T v0,g0(dt1, dg1)
k−1∏
j=2

T 0,gj−1(dtj , dgj),

where ~g = (g1, g2, . . . , gk−1). By strong Markov property and that P(τ1 = t) = 0, we get

P
(
τk − τk−1 = t−

k−1∑
j=1

tj

∣∣∣∣Gτk−1
= gk−1

)
= P0,gk−1

(
τ1 = t−

k−1∑
j=1

tj

)
= 0

for t−
∑k−1

j=1 tj > 0. Therefore, we obtain P(τk = t) = 0 for every k ∈ N+.

3.3 Deriving the boundary conditions: Proof of Proposition 3.2

We have shown that the law of (Vt, Gt) gives a weak solution to (1.1)-(1.7) defined in Definition
3.1. Now we start from a weak solution to derive explicitly the boundary conditions in the sense
of Proposition 3.2. As a preparation, we need the following consequence from Definition 3.1. In
particular, it uses that µt is not singular at the boundaries v = 0 and v = 1.

Lemma 3.2. Let (µt)t≥0 be a weak solution to (1.1) and (1.2)-(1.7) in the sense of Definition 3.1.
For t > 0, denote the density of µt as p(t, v, g). Let

q(t, g) :=

∫ 1

0
p(t, v, g)dv = lim

ε→0+

∫ 1−ε

ε
p(t, v, g)dv, t > 0, g > 0.

be the marginal density in g. Then, for all ψ(t, g) ∈ C∞c (R+ × R+), we have∫ +∞

0

∫ +∞

0

(
∂t − (g − 1)∂g + ∂gg

)
ψ(t, g)q(t, g)dtdg = 0. (3.16)

In other words, q satisfies the equation

∂tq = ∂g((g − 1)q) + ∂ggq , (t, g) ∈ R+ × R+ (3.17)

in the weak sense, which is the Fokker-Planck equation for the reflected OU process G.

Proof. By Definition 3.1, for every t > 0, µt is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure with density p. Therefore, we can rewrite (3.2) as∫
X
φ(T, v, g)p(T, v, g)dvdg =

∫
X
φ(0, v, g)µ0(dv, dg)+

∫ T

0

∫
X

(∂t+L)φ(t, v, g)p(t, v, g)dtdvdg. (3.18)

Note that for ψ : (t, g) 7→ ψ(t, g) in C∞c (R+ × R+), the function φ(t, v, g) := ψ(t, g) belongs to the
class of test function Φ defined in (3.3). Moreover, as ψ has compact support in R+ × R+, we can
choose T large enough such that the first two terms in (3.18) both vanish, which gives∫ T

0

∫
X

(∂t − (g − 1)∂g + ∂gg)ψ(t, g)p(t, v, g)dtdvdg.

The result then follows from integrating out the v variable.
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Now we begin the proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. By Proposition 3.1, the solution p to (1.1) is smooth in (0,+∞)× (0, t)×
(0,∞). Hence, we can integrate (1.1) for v ∈ (ε1, 1− ε2) ⊂ (0, 1) to get

∂t

(∫ 1−ε2

ε1

p(t, v, g)dv

)
+
(
J(v, g)p(t, v, g)

)∣∣v=1−ε2
v=ε1

= ∂g

(
(g − 1)

∫ 1−ε2

ε1

p(t, v, g)dv

)
+ ∂gg

(∫ 1−ε2

ε1

p(t, v, g)dv

)
, t > 0, g > 0.

(3.19)

We now take the limit ε1, ε2 → 0+. Formally, in view of Lemma 3.2 and the boundary condition
(1.5), we expect (the two sides of) (3.19) to converge to those of (3.17).

To justify this, we need to move the derivatives to test functions, and the boundary condition is
obtained in a weak sense. More precisely, multiply (3.19) with a test function ψ(t, g) ∈ C∞c (R+×R+),
and integrate by parts for (t, g) ∈ R+ × R+. Then we have∫ +∞

0

∫ +∞

0

(
J(v, g)p(t, v, g)

)∣∣v=1−ε2
v=ε1

ψ(t, g)dtdg = Bψ(ε1, ε2), (3.20)

where

Bψ(ε1, ε2) =

∫ +∞

0

∫ +∞

0
[(∂t + ∂gg − (g − 1)∂g)ψ(t, g)]

(∫ 1−ε2

ε1

p(t, v, g)dv

)
dtdg. (3.21)

Consider the limit ε1, ε2 → 0+ in (3.21). By dominated convergence and Lemma 3.2, we get

lim
ε1,ε2→0+

Bψ(ε1, ε2) =

∫ +∞

0

∫ +∞

0
[(∂t + ∂gg − (g − 1)∂g)ψ(t, g)]q(t, g)dtdg = 0,

where in the last equality we use that q satisfies (3.16). Hence, in view of (3.20), we deduce

lim
ε1,ε2→0+

∫
R+×R+

[(
J(v, g)p(t, v, g)

)
|v=1−ε2
v=ε1

]
ψ(t, g)dtdg = 0, ∀ψ ∈ C∞c (R+ × R+). (3.22)

We claim that, as a consequence of (3.22), for every ψ ∈ C∞c (R+ ×R+), the two limits in (3.7) exist
and are equal. Indeed, for fixed ψ, denote

C1(ε1) :=

∫
R+×R+

J(ε1, g)p(t, ε1, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg,

C2(ε2) :=

∫
R+×R+

J(1− ε1, g)p(t, 1− ε2, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg.

Then (3.22) reads
lim

ε1,ε2→0+
(C2(ε2)− C1(ε1)) = 0. (3.23)

Since the above limit exists as ε1, ε2 → 0 in arbitrary ways, we deduce that both C1(ε1) and C2(ε2)
converge to finite numbers as ε1, ε2 → 0, and their limits agree. This proves (3.7).

Finally, suppose the support of ψ(t, g) is in (0,+∞)× (0, gF ) and ψ ≥ 0. Recall gF is the unique
zero of J(1, g) on (0,+∞). Then, noting that J(0, g) > 0 and J(1, g) < 0 for g ∈ (0, gF ), we derive
from (3.7) that

0 ≤ lim
v→0+

∫
R+×R+

J(v, g)p(t, v, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg = lim
v→1−

∫
R+×R+

J(v, g)p(t, v, g)ψ(t, g)dtdg ≤ 0, (3.24)

since p ≥ 0 and ψ ≥ 0. Hence the equalities in (3.24) hold, which implies both limits are zero. This
proves Proposition 3.2.
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4 Exponential convergence

In this section, we will show the exponential ergodicity of the Markov process (Vt, Gt). By Har-
ris’ theorem, the exponential convergence follows from the Lyapunov function structure and the
minorization condition. The following is a version of Harris theorem given in [21, Theorem 1.3].

Theorem 4.1. Let P be the Markov operator of a discrete-time Markov process on a measurable
space X , and P∗ denotes its adjoint. Suppose the following two assumptions hold.

1. (Lyapunov function) There exists W : X 7→ [0,+∞) and α1 ∈ (0, 1), α2 > 0 such that

(PW )(x) ≤ α1W (x) + α2 (4.1)

for every x ∈ X .

2. (Minorization condition) There exist η > 0, R > 2α2
1−α1

and a probability measure ν on X such
that

inf
x∈C(R)

P∗δx ≥ ην , (4.2)

where C(R) := {x : W (x) ≤ R} and δx is the Dirac measure at the point x.

Then there exists a unique stationary distribution π with respect to the semi-group P. Furthermore,
there exist β > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 1) such that we have the exponential convergence

‖(P∗)nµ− π‖β ≤ θn‖µ− π‖β

for every initial distribution µ and every n ≥ 1, where

‖ν1 − ν2‖β :=

∫
X

(1 + βW (x))|ν1 − ν2|(dx). (4.3)

is the total variation distance norm weighted by the Lyapunov function W and constant β > 0.

Applying Harris’ theorem to our model, we obtain the main result on the exponential ergodicity
of the process (Vt, Gt).

Theorem 4.2. Let (Pt)t≥0 be the Markov semigroup for the process (Vt, Gt), and (P∗t )t≥0 be its
adjoint. Then, there exists a unique stationary distribution π with respect to (Pt)t≥0. Furthermore,
there exist β,C, λ > 0 such that

‖P∗t µ0 − π‖β ≤ Ce−λt‖µ0 − π‖β (4.4)

for every initial distribution µ0 on X and every t > 0, where ‖ · ‖β is the weighted total variation
distance norm defined in (4.3).

The exponential decay (4.4) will first be proved along a subsequence tn = nT for some fixed
T > 0 (to be specified later in Proposition 4.1), and then extended to all t > 0. To prove it along
such a subsequence, we will verify the assumptions in Theorem 4.1 for the Markov operator PT .



4 EXPONENTIAL CONVERGENCE 14

4.1 Lyapunov function structure

Since the domain X given by (2.5) is bounded in v-direction, the Lyapunov function can be chosen
to depend on g only.

Lemma 4.1. For every T > 0, the function W (v, g) := (g− 1)2 is a Lyapunov function with respect
to the Markov operator PT , as it satisfies Assumption 1 in Theorem 4.1 .

Proof. Fix (v0, g0) ∈ X . Define

f(t) := E(v0,g0)W (Vt, Gt) = E(v0,g0)(Gt − 1)2.

Recall Itô’s formula for semi-martingales given in (3.10). Taking φ(t, v, g) = W (v, g) = (g − 1)2, we
obtain

1

2

(
(Gt − 1)2 − (G0 − 1)2

)
=

∫ t

0

(
1− (Gs − 1)2

)
ds+

√
2

∫ t

0
(Gs − 1)dBs +

∫ t

0
(Gs − 1)dLs.

Taking expectations on both sides, we get

1

2

(
f(t)− f(0)

)
= t−

∫ t

0
f(s)ds+ E(v0,g0)

[ ∫ t

0
(Gs − 1)dLs

]
. (4.5)

Recall that Ls changes its value only when Gs = 0, so we have∫ t

0
(Gs − 1)dLs = −Lt .

Differentiating with respect to t and using that L is increasing, we get

f ′(t) ≤ 2− 2f(t) .

Hence by Gronwall’s inequality, we conclude

E(v0,g0)W (Vt, Gt) = f(t) ≤ e−2tf(0) + (1− e−2t) = e−2tW (v0, g0) + (1− e−2t), (4.6)

which verifies (4.1).

4.2 Minorization condition

Now we are going to check Assumption 2 in Theorem 4.1. Recall that we choose W (v, g) := (g−1)2 →
+∞ as g → +∞., then for R ≥ 1, we have

C(R) = {(v, g) : W (v, g) ≤ R} = [0, 1)× [0,M(R)], (4.7)

where M(R) :=
√
R+1. The minorization condition is a direct corollary of the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. There exists T > 0 such that for every R ≥ 1, there exists a constant η(R) > 0
and a probability measure ν on X such that

inf
(v0,g0)∈C

Pv0,g0((VT , GT ) ∈ A) ≥ ην(A) (4.8)

for every Borel measurable A ⊂ X , where C is given in (4.7).



4 EXPONENTIAL CONVERGENCE 15

C

(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0,M)

(V0, G0)

(v∗, g∗)

{J = 0}

J > 0

J < 0

after

time T1

C

(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0,M)

(V0, G0)

(v∗, g∗)

2vr

2gr
N

(VT1
, GT1

)

after

time T2

C

(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0,M)

N(
VT1

, GT1

)

supp ν

(
VT , GT

)

Figure 3: The strategy for the proof of Proposition 4.1. In these coordinate systems, horizontal axes represent
v-direction, vertical axes represent g-direction. In the first illustration, the blue curve represents the zero set
of the velocity field J , and it splits the domain C into two parts. The point (v∗, g∗) is a particular zero point of
J . The red point (V0, G0) represents the initial point of the process. In the second illustration, the rectangle
domain N is a neighbourhood of (v∗, g∗). The blue arrows represent the direction of the velocity field J . The
red curve represents the trajectory of (Vt, Gt) ending at time T1, and the end point (VT1

, GT1
) belongs to N . In

the third illustration, ν is a probability measure and the circle represents its support. The red curve represents
the trajectory of (Vt, Gt) ending at time T , and the end point (VT , GT ) belongs to the support of ν.

Figure 3 demonstrates the strategy of proving Proposition 4.1. We decompose the Markov process
{(Vt, Gt)}0≤t≤T into two parts: t ∈ [0, T1] and t ∈ [T1, T ], where T1 is a proper time independent of
R, which will be specified later in the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Step 1 : Notice that the function J(v, g) has zeros in the domain C, and we choose a proper zero
point (v∗, g∗) of J and its neighbourhood N . Under some restrictions, (Vt, Gt) can stay in N by time
T1 once entering N . And the restrictions of (Vt, Gt) can only be attached to the reflected OU process
{Gt}0≤t≤T1 since {Vt} is totally determined by {Gt}.

Step 2 : For the second part, we choose T2 > 0 independent of R and find a uniform lower bound
of transition probability at time T2 with initial data (v, g) for every (v, g) ∈ N (see (4.12)). Note
that T := T1 + T2 is independent of R. Combining two parts yields the desired lower bound (4.8).

We choose the following zero point of J

(v∗, g∗) =

(
1

2
,

gL
2VE − 1

)
, (4.9)

and we are going to specify the proper neighbourhood N later in (4.14).
Consider the Markov process (Ṽt)t≥0, which is the same as V but absorbed at 1. More precisely,

it is given by

Ṽt :=

{
Vt, t < τ1;

1, t ≥ τ1,

where τ1 is the first jump time defined in (2.7). Let ρ̃t be the density of Ṽt. We have the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.2. The map
(t, v0, g0, v, g) 7→ ρ̃v0,g0t (v, g)

is smooth on R+ × (0, 1) × R+ × (0, 1) × R+. Furthermore, there exists a time T2 > 0 and a point
(v, g) ∈ (0, 1)× R+ such that

ρ̃v
∗, g∗

T2
(v, g) > 0. (4.10)



4 EXPONENTIAL CONVERGENCE 16

Proof. The proof of the smoothness is essentially the same as [18, Theorem 4.3] except that we have
the reflective boundary in g-direction, which can be dealt in the same way as the proof in Lemma 3.1.
We omit the details here.

Now we choose T2 = 1
(2g∗+3)VE

, the above result implies that ρ̃v0,g0T2
(v, g) is continuous with respect

to (v, g). Then it suffices to prove

Pv
∗, g∗(T2 < τ1) =

∫
X
ρ̃v
∗, g∗

T2
(v, g)dvdg > 0,

where Pv∗,g∗ is the probability measure conditioned on {V0 = v∗, G0 = g∗}. In fact, if Gt < g∗ + 1
for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T2, then we have J(Vt, Gt) < (g∗ + 1)VE for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T2, and hence

ṼT2 = v∗ +

∫ T2

0
J(Vt, Gt)dt < v∗ + T2(g

∗ + 1)VE < 1.

Therefore, we obtain

Pv
∗,g∗(T2 < τ1) ≥ Pg

∗
(

max
0≤t≤T2

Gt < g∗ + 1
)
> Pg

∗
(

max
0≤t≤T2

Gt < g∗ + 1, min
0≤t≤T2

Gt > 0
)
,

where Pg∗ is the probability measure conditioned on {G0 = g∗}. For the event {max0≤t≤T2 Gt <
g∗ + 1,min0≤t≤T2 Gt > 0}, we can replace the reflected OU process Gt by the OU process without
reflective boundary since Gt does not touch the reflective boundary. By the support theorem for
diffusion process given in [37], we have

Pg
∗
(

max
0≤t≤T2

Gt < g∗ + 1, min
0≤t≤T2

Gt > 0
)
> 0. (4.11)

This completes the proof.

For the time T2 chosen in the above lemma, we can find a point (v, g) ∈ (0, 1) × R+ such

that ρ̃v
∗,g∗

T2
(v, g) > 0. By the continuity of ρ̃v0,g0T2

(v1, g1) with respect to (v0, g0, v1, g1), we can find
sufficiently small constants δ, ε > 0 and a non-empty open set K with (v, g) ∈ K ⊂ X such that

ρ̃v1,g1T2
(v2, g2) ≥ ε, ∀ (v1, g1) ∈ Bδ(v∗, g∗), ∀ (v2, g2) ∈ K. (4.12)

Note that the choice of the set K is independent of R since K depends on the function ρ̃T2 only.
Now we choose a small constant vr < δ and a sufficiently small constant gr such that

g2r + v2r < δ2, J∗ := min
g∈[g∗−gr,g∗+gr]

|J(v∗ − vr, g)| ∧ |J(v∗ + vr, g)| > 0, (4.13)

where the last condition ensures that (Vt, Gt) moves toward the domain between two lines v = v∗−vr
and v = v∗ + vr with velocity at least J∗ in v-direction if Gt ∈ (g∗ − gr, g

∗ + gr). Then the
neighbourhood N is determined by (see Figure 3)

N := [v∗ − vr, v∗ + vr]× [g∗ − gr, g∗ + gr]. (4.14)

We are going to bound the probability of {(VT1 , GT1) ∈ N}, which corresponds to step 1 in
Figure 3. First we provide a technical lemma about Gt, which will be used in Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.3. Consider the reflected OU process Gt given by (2.3). For every M,m > 0, b > 2c > 0,
we have

inf
g0∈[0,M ]

Pg0(Gt ∈ [b− 2c, b+ 2c], ∀ t ∈ [1, 1 +m]) > 0,

where Pg0 denotes the probability measure conditioned on {G0 = g0}.
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Proof. By Markov property of Gt, we have

Pg0(Gt ∈ [b− 2c, b+ 2c], ∀ 1 ≤ t ≤ 1 +m)

≥ Pg0(G1 ∈ [b− c, b+ c]) · inf
g∈[b−c,b+c]

Pg(Gt ∈ [b− 2c, b+ 2c], ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ m) .

Then it suffices to prove the bounds

inf
g∈[b−c,b+c]

Pg(Gt ∈ [b− 2c, b+ 2c], ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ m) > 0; (4.15)

inf
g0∈[0,M ]

Pg0(G1 ∈ [b− c, b+ c]) > 0. (4.16)

For (4.15), before exiting the interval [b − 2c, b + 2c], the process Gt is controlled from below and
above by two OU processes without boundary reflection starting from b − c and b + c respectively.
More precisely, for

G
(1)
t = e−t(b− c) + (1− e−t) +

√
2

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)dBs, G

(2)
t = e−t(b+ c) + (1− e−t) +

√
2

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)dBs ,

we have

inf
g∈[b−c,b+c]

Pg(Gt ∈ [b− 2c, b+ 2c], ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ m) ≥ P(b− 2c ≤ G(1)
t ≤ G

(2)
t ≤ b+ 2c, ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ m)

= P(e−tc− 2c ≤ G(3)
t ≤ 2c− e−tc, ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ m) .

where

G
(3)
t := (1− e−t)(1− b) +

√
2

∫ t

0
e−(t−s)dBs .

Therefore, (4.15) holds by the support theorem for G
(3)
t . For (4.16), we have

Ξ(g0) := Pg0(G1 ∈ [b− c, b+ c]) =

∫ b+c

b−c
ρ̃(1, g0, g)dg.

Since (g0, g) 7→ ρ̃(1, g0, g) belongs to C∞(R+ × R+) ∩ C([0,+∞) × R+), we have the continuity of
Ξ. By the support theorem for reflected diffusion processes established in [15, Theorem 8], we get
Ξ(g0) > 0 for every fixed g0 ∈ [0,M ]. (4.16) then follows from the continuity of Ξ.

Now we are ready to prove the main lemma in step 1.

Lemma 4.4. There exist constants T1 > 0 and γ(R) > 0 such that we have

inf
(v0,g0)∈C

Pv0,g0((VT1 , GT1) ∈ N ) > γ(R)

Proof. We will choose a proper constant T3 > 0 and let T1 := 1+T3 so that we can control (VT1 , GT1)
in N if we restrict the reflected OU process in [g∗−gr, g∗+gr] for t ∈ [1, T1], then it suffices to bound
the probability depending on {Gt}0≤t≤T1 only.

By the monotonicity of J in v-direction, we have

min
(v,g)∈[0,1)×[g∗−gr,g∗+gr]\N

|J(v, g)| = J∗ > 0.

Choose T3 := 1
2J∗ . If Gt is restricted in [g∗− gr, g∗+ gr] for t ∈ [0, T3], then (Vt, Gt) moves toward N

with velocity at least J∗ in v-direction and will be trapped in the domain N by time T3. Therefore,
we have the relation

{Gt ∈ [g∗ − gr, g∗ + gr], ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ T3} ⊂ {(VT3 , GT3) ∈ N}.
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Recall that T1 = 1 + T3, we have

inf
(v0,g0)∈C

Pv0,g0((VT1 , GT1) ∈ N ) ≥ inf
g0∈[0,M ]

Pg0(Gt ∈ [g∗ − gr, g∗ + gr], ∀ 1 ≤ t ≤ T1).

By Lemma 4.3 with c = gr
2 , b = g∗,m = T3, the right hand side of the above inequality is positive

and depends only on R since M(R) =
√
R+ 1 depends on R only.

Now we have all ingredients to prove Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Choose T = T1 + T2 = 1 + 1
(2g∗+3)VE

+ 1
2J∗ which is independent of R.

Recall the choice of K satisfying (4.12), the choice of N given in (4.14) and the lower bound of the
transition probability given in (4.12). For every A ⊂ X , we have

Pv0,g0((VT , GT ) ∈ A) ≥ Pv0,g0((VT1 , GT1) ∈ N ) inf
(v,g)∈N

∫
A∩K

ρ̃v,gT2 (v2, g2)dv2dg2 ≥ γε|A ∩ K| ,

where the last inequality follows from (4.12) and Lemma 4.4.
Finally, let ν be the probability measure normalised by the Lebesgue measure on K and choose

η = γε|K|. We have
γε|A ∩ K| = ην(A)

for every A ⊂ X . Recall that K and ε are independent of R, and γ is independent of the choice of
(v0, g0) ∈ C but depends on R. We can conclude that the time T and the measure ν are independent
of R, and the factor η(R) is independent of (v0, g0) ∈ C. Therefore, the bound (4.8) holds.

4.3 Exponential ergodicity – proof of Theorem 4.2

Combining the Lyapunov function structure and the minorization condition of (Vt, Gt), we can con-
clude the proof of Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Recall the constants g∗ defined by (4.9) and J∗ defined by (4.13). Choose
T = 1 + 1

(2g∗+3)VE
+ 1

2J∗ . Lemma 4.1 showed that there exists a Lyapunov function for the Markov
operator PT . Proposition 4.1 showed that the minorization condition also holds for PT . Thus
assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied with P = PT . Therefore, by Theorem 4.1, (4.4) holds along the
subsequence tn = nT with C = 1. More precisely, there exist β > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 1) such that

‖(P∗T )nµ0 − π‖β ≤ θn‖µ0 − π‖β

for every probability distribution µ0 on X and every n ∈ N.
To extend it to all times, for every t > 0, we decompose it by t = nT + t′ where t′ ∈ [0, T ) and

n ∈ N+. By Theorem 4.2, we get

‖P∗t µ0 − π‖β = ‖(P∗T )n(P∗t′µ0 − π)‖β ≤ θn‖P∗t′µ0 − π‖β.

Recall the metric defined in (4.3), we obtain

‖P∗t′µ0 − π‖β ≤
∫
X

(1 + βW (v, g))(P∗t′ |µ0 − π|)(dv, dg) =

∫
X

(1 + βPt′W (v, g))|µ0 − π|(dv, dg),

where the first inequality follows from P∗t′π = π. Note that we can control Pt′W (v, g) as in (4.6) by

Pt′W (v, g) ≤ (g − 1)2 + 1.
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Then we have∫
X

(1 + βPt′W (v, g))|µ0 − π|(dv, dg) ≤
∫
X

(1 + β(g − 1)2 + β)|µ0 − π|(dv, dg)

≤
∫
X

(1 + β)(1 + β(g − 1)2)|µ0 − π|(dv, dg) = (1 + β)‖µ0 − π‖β.

Combining the above inequalities, we obtain the desired result by choosing λ = − log θ
T and C =

θ−1(1 + β).

5 Conclusion

In this work, we address the exponential convergence to the steady state for the voltage-conductance
equation (1.1), based on a probabilistic reformulation. In particular, we construct a stochastic process
(2.1)-(2.4) which is closely related to that in [5], the scientific heuristics to derive (1.1).

As a by-product, we establish rigorously a link from the constructed stochastic process (2.1)-(2.4)
to a weak solution to the PDE (1.1), which partially justifies the derivation in [5]. However, it is
beyond our focus to develop a complete theory here. The following questions remain open: whether
a weak solution in Definition 3.1 always corresponds to the stochastic process, and whether it has
classical regularity at the boundaries. To the best of our knowledge, while various a priori estimates
have been obtained and some roadmaps are outlined in [31], there has not been a precise definition
for a solution to (1.1), let alone a proof for the well-posedness. These questions might be subtle for
kinetic equations with boundaries; see also [24, 27] for the classical kinetic Fokker-Planck equation.

Beyond the exponential convergence, the nonlinear version of (1.1) exhibits various phenom-
ena including periodic solutions [3], for which our knowledge is limited. Our results give a better
understanding for the linear regime, which might serve as a preparation towards rigorously analyz-
ing the nonlinear dynamics. In particular, it might be interesting to see whether the probabilistic
reformulation here can be extended to the nonlinear problem and help understand the dynamics.
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Appendix A Hörmander’s theorem

In this section, we will briefly introduce Hörmander’s theorem and its applications. Hörmander’s
theorem is a powerful tool to verify the hypoellipiticity of differential operators. First we introduce
the notion of hypoellipticity.

Definition A.1. A differential operator A is said to be hypoelliptic in a domain Ω ⊂ Rn if, Au ∈
C∞(U) implies u ∈ C∞(U) for every open set U ⊆ Ω.

In [23], Hörmander provided a sufficient condition of the coefficients of the differential operator
for hypoellipticity, and this condition is called Hörmander’s condition. To formulate Hörmander’s
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condition, we recall the Lie bracket between two C∞ vector fields V and W defined on Rn. The Lie
bracket [V,W ] is a new vector field given by

[V,W ](x) := DV (x)W (x)− V (x)DW (x),

where DV is the derivative matrix of V given by (DV )ij := ∂jVi. Then Hörmander’s condition can
be formulated as follows.

Definition A.2. Let A0, A1, · · · , Am be C∞ vector fields on Rn. They are said to satisfy Hörmander’s
condition in a domain Ω ⊂ Rn if, for every x ∈ Ω, the vector fields

Ai(x) (0 ≤ i ≤ m), [Ai, Aj ](x) (0 ≤ i, j ≤ m), [ [Ai, Aj ], Ak](x) (0 ≤ i, j, k ≤ m), · · ·

span Rn.

Now we are ready to state Hörmander’s theorem given in [23].

Theorem A.1. Consider the differential operator A defined on Rn of the form

A := A0 +
m∑
i=1

A2
i , (A.1)

where the operators Ai(0 ≤ i ≤ m) are given by Ai := Ai · ∇. Here A0, A1, · · · , Am are C∞ vector
fields on Rn. If {Ai}0≤i≤m satisfy Hörmander’s condition in a domain Ω ⊂ Rn, then the operator A
is hypoelliptic in Ω.

For elliptic operator A of the form (A.1), it is easy to see that {Ai}0≤i≤m satisfy Hörmander’s
condition. Hence, Hörmander’s condition can be viewed as a non-degeneracy condition to generalize
the ellipticity for differential operators. As an example, we apply Hörmander’s theorem to our model
to verify the hypoellipticity of ∂t + L and ∂t −L∗, where the operators L and L∗ are given by (3.1).

Lemma A.1. The operators ∂t + L, ∂t − L∗ are hypoelliptic in R+ × (0, VE)× R+.

Proof. We write the operator ∂t + L as the form A0 +A2
1, where

A0 := ∂t + J∂v + (g − 1)∂g, A1 := ∂g.

Let A0 = (1, J(v, g), g − 1) and A1 = (0, 0, 1), we have Ai = Ai · ∇ for i = 0, 1. Note that the Lie
bracket [A0, A1] = (0, VE − v, 1). It can be checked that the vector fields A0, A1 and [A0, A1] span R3

at (t, v, g) ∈ R+ × (0, VE)×R+. Therefore, A0, A1 satisfy Hörmander’s condition. By Theorem A.1,
we obtain the hypoellipticity of ∂t + L. The hypoellipticity of ∂t − L∗ can be treated in the same
way and we omit the details.
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role of fluctuations in coarse-grained descriptions of neuronal networks. Communications in
Mathematical Sciences, 10(1):307 – 354, 2012. Cited by: 4; All Open Access, Bronze Open
Access.

[8] C. Cao. The kinetic fokker–planck equation with general force. Journal of Evolution Equations,
21(2):2293–2337, 2021.

[9] J. A. Carrillo, X. Dou, and Z. Zhou. A simplified voltage-conductance kinetic model for inter-
acting neurons and its asymptotic limit. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.02746, 2022.
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[39] H. Yoldaş. On quantitative hypocoercivity estimates based on harris-type theorems. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2203.00096, 2022.


	1 Introduction
	2 Probabilistic formulation: an associated process
	3 From the process to its Fokker-Planck equation
	3.1 The Fokker-Planck equation: weak formulation
	3.2 Boundary regularity: Proof of Proposition 3.3
	3.3 Deriving the boundary conditions: Proof of Proposition 3.2

	4 Exponential convergence
	4.1 Lyapunov function structure
	4.2 Minorization condition
	4.3 Exponential ergodicity – proof of Theorem 4.2

	5 Conclusion
	A Hörmander's theorem

