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Abstract

We consider Palm distributions arising in a Markov process with time homoge-

neous transitions which is jointly stationary with multiple point processes. Moti-

vated by a BAR approach studied in the recent paper [4], we are interested in two

problems; when this Markov process inherits the same Markov structure under the

Palm distributions, and how the state changes at counting instants of the point pro-

cesses can be handled to derive stationary equations when there are simultaneous

counts and each of them influences the state changes. We affirmatively answer the

first problem, and propose a framework for resolving the second problem, which is

applicable to a general stationary process, which is not needed to be Markov. We

also discuss how those results can be applied in deriving BAR’s for the diffusion

approximation of queueing models in heavy traffic. In particular, as their new ap-

plication, the heavy traffic limit of the stationary distribution is derived for a single

server queue with a finite waiting room.

Keywords: Palm distribution, Markov process, point process, basic adjoint relation-

ship, stationary distribution, heavy traffic approximation, generalized Jackson network,

finite queue

1 Introduction

We mainly consider a Markov process with time homogeneous transitions which is jointly

stationary with multiple point processes. If these point processes have finite intensities, we

can define Palm distributions concerning them (e.g., see [2, 11]). In the recent paper [4],

these Palm distributions are used as one of the key tools for deriving a diffusion approx-

imation in heavy traffic for the stationary distribution of a multi-class queueing network
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with static buffer priorities (SBP) which has generally distributed exogenous inter-arrival

and service times. In particular, the Palm distributions are used to derive stationary

equations, which are called basic adjoint relationship, BAR for short, whose asymptotic

versions are called asymptotic BAR’s. Those BAR’s enable the diffusion approximation

of queueing networks in heavy traffic. This method coins a BAR approach. In those

derivations of BAR’s, the following two facts are used; (1st) the dynamics at the jump

instants of the process is unchanged under Palm distributions, and (2nd) simultaneous

exogenous-arrivals and/or service completions do not influence the BAR. (1st) is proved

for a marginal type of the Palm distribution in [4], while, for (2nd), it is suggested to de-

compose the state change due to those simultaneous events into a sequence of intermediate

states in [3, 4] (see also the detailed Palm distribution in [11]) .

These facts motivate us to consider them in a more general context than those studied

in [4], that is, for a general Markov process jointly stationary with multiple point processes

in which all the jump instants of the Markov process are counted by those point processes.

In this general framework, we have two questions; (Q1) what kind of Markov properties

are inherited when the probability law is changed to the Palm distribution, and (Q2) how

can the state changes of the process be handled in deriving BAR’s when point processes

have simultaneous counts and each of them change the state of the Markov process ? We

refer to (Q1) and (Q2) as Palm problems.

We affirmatively answer (Q1) by Theorem 3.1, and propose a framework for resolving

problems in (Q2). Namely, for (Q1), we show that, under the Palm distributions, the

strong Markov property is preserved with the same transition operator while the jump

kernel at state changes at counting instants of the point processes is unchanged if the

counting instants are predictable stopping times. For (Q2), we show the proposed frame-

work works well, for which the process is not needed to be Markov, namely, it is applicable

to a general stationary process. We then discuss how those results can be applied to derive

the BAR’s.

We consider two examples to see how the solutions for (Q1) and (Q2) work. The

first example is a generalized Jackson network, studied in [3]. We derive the BAR for

this network under the proposed framework. In this example, we focus on how (Q2)

is resolved. The second example is a single server queue with a finite waiting room.

We derive the limit of its stationary distributions in diffusion scaling under heavy traffic

conditions. This limit is identical with that of the corresponding Brownian model ([7]).

This example demonstrates the power of the BAR approach. A further application can

be found in [12].

This paper makes up four sections. In Section 2, we first give a framework for a general
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continuous-time process and point processes which are jointly stationary motivated by a

queueing network, which answers (Q2). Then, we introduce a framework for a Markov

process. In Section 3, (Q1) is answered, and the BAR is derived under the proposed

framework for a piecewise deterministic Markov process. Finally, in Section 4, the BAR

approach is applied to a generalized Jackson network and a single server queue with a

finite waiting room.

2 Modeling assumptions and BAR approach

In this section, we introduce a general framework for deriving the BAR. We start with an

example, which motivates to propose the general framework.

2.1 Motivated example

Consider a generalized Jackson network with d stations, GJ-network for short. This is the

queueing network which has d service stations for positive integer d. Those stations are

indexed by 1, 2, . . . , d, and let Jd = {1, 2, . . . .d}. Let Ke be the index set of the stations

which have exogenous arrivals. Ke is a subset of Jd, but need not be Jd. Namely, there

may be stations which do not have exogenous arrivals. At each station, customers are

served in the first-come first-served manner by a single server.

The inter-arrival times of exogenous customers are assumed to be i.i.d., and the service

times at each station do so. Furthermore, they are independent, and positive a.s. (almost

surely). After service completions at station i, customers are independently routed to

station i′ with probability pi,i′ or leave the network otherwise. Let P ≡ {pi,i′; i, i
′ ∈ Jd},

which is called a routing matrix. For this network to be a non-explosive open network,

we assume that (I − P )−1 <∞ for the routing matrix P .

As is well known, this GJ-network can be described by a continuous-time Markov

process. For this description, let Li(t) be the queue length (including customers being

served) at station i ∈ Jd at time t ≥ 0, and define a queue length process of the network

by L(·) ≡ {(L1(t), L2(t), . . . , Ld(t)); t ≥ 0} with state space Zd
+, where Z+ = {0, 1, . . .}.

For t ≥ 0, let Rj(t) be the remaining arrival time of an exogenous customer at station

j ∈ Ke. Similarly, let Rd+j(t) be the remaining service time at station j ∈ Jd. We

here conventionally define Rd+j(t) = the service time of the next customer (even if no

customer there) whenever service is completed at station j at time t. This convention does

not change L(·), and is important for the heavy traffic approximations in [3, 4]. However,

for a newly started service time to be independent of the past history of the system, we

have to replace the remaining service time by a newly and independently sampled service
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time when the service starts. This is needed to well keep the Markov property of X(·)

defined below under the convention, and only possible for the service times which are

independent of everything else at each station when they start to be processed.

For notational convenience, we put Rj(t) ≡ 0 for j ∈ Jd \Ke. Then, Rj(t) is defined

for all j ∈ K ≡ {1, 2, . . . , 2d}. Let R(t) be the 2d-dimensional vector whose j-th entry is

Rj(t). Define continuous-time process X(·) ≡ {X(t); t ≥ 0} by

X(t) = (L(t), R(t)) ∈ S ≡ Zd
+ × R2d

+ .

where R+ = [0,∞). It is easy to see that X(·) is a Markov process with state space S.

As usual, we can assume without loss of generality that X(t) is right continuous with

left-had-limits at all t ≥ 0 for each fixed sample. We denote its left-hand-limit at time t

by X(t−).

We next introduce counting processes. Let Ks = {d+ 1, d+ 2, . . . , 2d}, and let K+ =

Ke ∪Ks. Taking the convention on the remaining service times into account, we define

counting process Nj(·) ≡ {Nj(t); t ≥ 0} for j ∈ K by

Nj(t) =
∑

s∈(0,t]

1(Rj(s) > Rj(s−) = 0), j ∈ K, t ≥ 0, (2.1)

where 1(·) is the indicator function of proposition “·”. Note that Nj(t) ≡ 0 for j ∈

K \ K+ = Jd \ Ke, which is called null, and that Nj(t) for j ∈ K+ is finite for each

t ≥ 0, that is, Nj(·) is locally finite, as long as finitely many customers arrive at station

j in a finite time interval. Furthermore, Nj(t) is right continuous because Rj(t) is right

continuous. Obviously, all the discontinuous instants of X(·) are counted by some Nj(·).

A counting process can be viewed as a point process, which is a nonnegative integer-

valued random measure on (R+,B(R+)) in which B(R+) is the Borel field on R+. For

the counting process Nj(·), define the point process Nj through

Nj((0, t]) = Nj(t), t > 0, (2.2)

where Nj(B) is the measure of B ∈ B(R+). Obviously, the counting process Nj(·) is also

determined by point process Nj , which is also called null for j ∈ K \K+.

Thus, the point process Nj and counting process Nj(·) are different expressions of the

same stochastic process. It will be advantageous for us to use both of these expressions.

Note that the sample paths of Nj(·) are right continuous with left-hand-limits because

X(·) has those properties. Note that Nj is a simple point process, that is, ∆Nj(t) ≡

Nj(t)−Nj(t−) ≤ 1 for t ≥ 0 because the counting intervals are almost surely positive.

Then, we can construct a stochastic basis (Ω,F,F,P), where F ≡ {Ft; t ≥ 0} is a

filtration on Ω, and a shift operator semi-group Θ• ≡ {Θt; t ≥ 0} on it, namely, Θ0(ω) = ω

and Θs+t(ω) = Θs ◦Θt(ω) ≡ Θs(Θt(ω)) for ω ∈ Ω and s, t ≥ 0, such that
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(2.a) X(·) and Nj(·) for j ∈ K are F-adapted, that is, X(t) and Nj(t) are Ft-measurable

for t ≥ 0, and their sample paths are right continuous with left-had-limits.

(2.b) Θ• is B(R+⊗F)/F measurable, that is, {(t, ω) ∈ R+×Ω;Θt(ω) ∈ A} ∈ B(R+)⊗F

for each A ∈ F, where

B(R+)⊗ F = σ({B ×A;B ∈ B(R+), A ∈ F}),

in which σ(A) denotes the minimal σ-field containing A,

(2.c) F, X(·) and Nj(·) for j ∈ K are consistent with Θ•, namely,

A ∈ Ft implies Θ−1
s A ∈ Fs+t, s, t ≥ 0, (2.3)

X(t) ◦Θs(ω) = X(s+ t)(ω), s, t ≥ 0, ω ∈ Ω, (2.4)

Nj(t) ◦Θs(ω) = Nj(s+ t)(ω)−Nj(s)(ω), s, t ≥ 0, ω ∈ Ω, (2.5)

where, for random variable W and A ∈ F,

W ◦Θs(ω) =W (Θs(ω)), Θ−1
s A = {ω ∈ Ω;Θs(ω) ∈ A}.

Let Te,i for i ∈ Ke and Ts,j for j ∈ Jd, be random variables which represent the inter-

arrival and service times at stations i and j, respectively. Let α ≡ (α1, α2, . . . , αd) be the

solution of the traffic equation:

αj = λj +

d∑

i=1

αipi,j, j ∈ Jd. (2.6)

Because of the condition (I − P )−1 < ∞, α uniquely exists and is finite. Define the

traffic intensities ρi ≡ αi/µi, where λi = 1/E(Te,i) for i ∈ Ke, λi = 0 for i ∈ Jd \ Ke,

and µi = 1/E(Ts,i) for i ∈ Jd. Then, it is well known for the GJ-network that X(·) has a

unique stationary distribution if

(2.d) ρi < 1 for all i ∈ Jd and the distribution of Te,i is spread out for all for i ∈ Ke.

If we take this stationary distribution as the distribution of the initial state X(0), then

Markov process X(·) and point process Nj for j ∈ K are jointly stationary processes,

where a point process is said to be stationary if its distribution is unchanged by time

shift. Since (2.5) implies

Nj(B) ◦Θs(ω) = Nj(B + s), B ∈ B(R+),

where B + s = {u ≥ s; u − s ∈ B}. Nj is indeed a stationary point process under the

probability measure for which X(·) is a stationary process. This is the typical framework

on which we work in this paper.
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2.2 Framework for stationary processes

We aim to consider a Markov process, but (Q2) can be answered for more general pro-

cesses. Because of this, we start with a general continuous-time process X(·) ≡ {X(t); t ≥

0} with state space S and general point processes Nj for j ∈ K ≡ {1, 2, . . . , k}, where S

is a d + k dimensional real vector space with Euclidean norm for positive integers d and

k. Denote the Borel σ-field on S by B(S). The index set of the non-null point processes

is denoted by K+ ⊂ K. Here, K can be reduced to K+, but it is convenient to keep both

of them for describing the dynamics of X(·). Let Nj(·) ≡ {Nj(t); t ≥ 0} be the counting

process determined by point process Nj through (2.2).

Taking the framework for theGJ-network process into account, we further assume that

there is a stochastic basis (Ω,F,F,P) and a shift operator semi-group Θ• ≡ {Θt; t ≥ 0}

satisfying the following conditions.

(M1) The conditions (2.a), (2.b) and (2.c) of Section 2.1 hold.

(M2) For each j ∈ K+, Nj is a locally finite simple point process, and, for j ∈ K \K+,

Nj is a null point process.

For the counting processes Nj(·)’s, define Nall(·) ≡ {Nall(t); t ≥ 0} by

Nall(t) =
∑

j∈K

Nj(t), t ≥ 0.

Let Nall be the point process determined by the counting process Nall(·). Note that Nall

may not be simple. We next generate a simple point process N0 from Nall. To this end, let

t0 = 0, and let tn be the n-th jump instant of Nall(·) for n ≥ 1, then define the counting

process N0(·) ≡ {N0(t); t ≥ 0} by

N0(t) =
∞∑

n=1

1(tn ≤ t), t ≥ 0.

and let N0 be the point process determined by the counting process N0(·). Obviously, N0

is a simple point process.

(M3) All the discontinuous instants of X(·) are counted by N0(·).

To answer (Q2), we next consider the state changes at the discontinuous instants tn’s

of X(·) caused by the simultaneous counts of the Nj(·)’s. Since tn’s are stopping times,

we need a σ-fields up to a stopping time to describe such state changes. For this, we

introduce the following two σ-fields for a stopping time τ .

Fτ = {A ∈ F;A ∩ {τ ≤ t} ∈ Ft, ∀t ≥ 0},

Fτ− = σ(F0 ∪ {A ∩ {t < τ};A ∈ Ft, t ≥ 0}).
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We are now ready to propose the following decomposition for the state changes of X(·)

at instants tn’s, which is answer to (Q2).

(M4) There are S-valued random variables Yj,n for j ∈ {0} ∪ K and n ≥ 0 satisfying

the following three conditions, where recall that t0 = 0: For n ≥ 0,

(M4.a) Y0,n = X(tn−), Yk,n = X(tn), and, for j ∈ K, Yj,n = Yj−1,n if ∆Nj(tn) = 0.

(M4.b) For j ∈ K, Yj,n is a Ftn-measurable function of Yj−1,n.

(M4.c) Yj,n is consistent with {Θtn ;n ≥ 0}, that is, Yj,n ◦Θtm = Yj,m+n for m ≥ 0.

We call Yj,n an intermediate state for j ∈ K \{k}. We will see how (M4) works well in

Lemma 2.1. Note that X(tn−) is Ftn−-measurable. This σ-field has a important role to

describe the state change from X(tn−) to X(tn) in Sections 2.3 and 3. This is the reason

why not only Fτ but also Fτ− are introduced.

Remark 2.1. In some queueing applications, assigning indexes to the point processes

may be important for (M4) to be satisfied. For example, consider the single server queue

in which customers are served autonomously in batches, then the queue length may be

differently changed depending on the order of the arrival and service completion when

they occur simultaneously. However, this is not the case for our applications because

(M4) is satisfied for any their order (see Section 4.1).

We now make a key distributional assumption:

(D1) The time-shift operator {Θt; t ≥ 0} on (Ω,F,F,P) satisfies

P(A) = P(Θ−1
t A), A ∈ F∞, t ≥ 0. (2.7)

Remark 2.2. The assumption (D1) is essentially equivalent to assuming that X(·) and

Nj for j ∈ K are jointly stationary. From this stationarity, X(·) can start at any time

s < 0. To see this, for fixed s < 0, define Xs(t) = X(t− s) for t ≥ s, then

Xs(t) ◦Θu = X(t− s) ◦Θu = X(t+ u− s) = Xs(t+ u), t ≥ s, u ≥ 0,

and the probability laws of {Xs(t); t ≥ s} and {Xs(t); t ≥ 0} are identical with that of

X(·). Hence, we can shift the starting time of X(·) from 0 to s < 0. Thus, X(0−) is well

defined, and

X(0−) ◦Θtm = X(tm−), m ≥ 1. (2.8)

This X(0−) will be used under Palm distributions.
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As for the point processes Nj for j ∈ K, it is a stationary point process by (D1). We

denote its intensity E[Nj(1)] by αj, then αj = 0 for j ∈ K \K+. For the non-null point

processes, we assume:

(D2) 0 < αj <∞ for j ∈ K+.

For stationary point process Nj for j ∈ K+, we define Palm distributions on (Ω,F).

Let tj,m be the m-th be the counting time of Nj(·) for j ∈ K+. By the definition of N0,

there is a unique n such that tj,m = tn. From the stationary assumption, 0 < tj,m < ∞

for m ≥ 1 and tj,m ↑ ∞ as m → ∞. Since Nj(·) is adapted to F, tj,m is a stopping time

with respect to the filtration F. Define the Palm distribution Pj on (Ω,F) for j ∈ K+ as

Pj(A) = α−1
j E

[
∞∑

m=1

1A ◦Θtj,m1(tj,m ≤ 1)

]
, A ∈ F∞. (2.9)

It is easy to see that Pj(∆Nj(0) = 1) = 1 because Θ−1
tj,m{∆Nj(0) = 1} = {∆Nj(tj,m) = 1}.

Recall the simple point process N0 which has the same counting time as Nall. Let

α0 = E[N0(1)], then α0 ≤ E[Nall(1)] =
∑

j∈K+
αj . Similarly to (2.9) we define the Palm

distribution concerning N0 as

P0(A) = α−1
0 E

[
∞∑

n=1

1A ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)

]
, A ∈ F. (2.10)

Note that this Palm distribution may be different from that of Nall. Namely,

Pall(A) = α−1
all E

[∫ 1

0

1A ◦ΘtNall(dt)

]
, A ∈ F. (2.11)

Define ∆h(t) = h(t)−h(t−) for the function h from R+ to R which is right continuous

with left-hand-limits. Let f(X)(t) = f(X(t)), then ∆f(X)(t) = f(X(t)) − f(X(t−)),

which is well defined for t = 0 by Remark 2.2. Define

∆jf(X)(tn) = f(Yj,n)− f(Yj−1,n), j ∈ K, n ≥ 1, f ∈ Cb(S).

We note the following fact, which will be used together with Theorem 3.1 in applica-

tions.

Lemma 2.1. Under the assumptions (M1)–(M4), (D1) and (D2),

E0 [∆jf(X)(0)|∆Nj(0) = 1] = Ej [∆jf(X)(0)] , j ∈ K+, (2.12)

α0E0 [∆f(X)(0)] =
∑

j∈K+

αjEj [∆jf(X)(0)] , (2.13)

where Ej represents the expectation under Pj for j ∈ {0} ∪K+.
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Remark 2.3. Equation (2.13) is obvious if Nj ’s have no common point. However, if they

have common points, then it is not immediate, and requires a proof.

Proof. We first prove (2.12). Since, for j ∈ K+,

∆jf(X)(tn)1(∆Nj(tn) = 1) =

∞∑

m=1

(f(Yj,n)− f(Yj−1,n))1(tn = tj,m)

=

∞∑

m=1

∆jf(X)(tj,m)1(tn = tj,m),

we have

∞∑

n=1

∆jf(X)(tn)1(∆Nj(tn) = 1)1(tn ≤ 1) =
∞∑

n=1

∞∑

m=1

∆jf(X)(tj,m)1(tn = tj,m)1(tj,m ≤ 1)

=
∞∑

m=1

∆jf(X)(tj,m)
∞∑

n=1

1(tn = tj,m)1(tj,m ≤ 1) =
∞∑

m=1

∆jf(X)(tj,m)1(tj,m ≤ 1). (2.14)

Hence, taking the expectation of both sides of this equation and applying the definitions

P0 and Pj, we have

α0E0 [∆jf(X)(0)1(∆Nj(0) = 1)] = αjEj [∆jf(X)(0)] . (2.15)

Similarly, α0P0 [∆Nj(0) = 1] = αj , so

E0 [∆jf(X)(0)|∆Nj(0) = 1] = E0 [∆jf(X)(0)1(∆Nj(0) = 1)] /P0 [∆Nj(0) = 1]

=
α0

αj
E0 [∆jf(X)(0)1(∆Nj(0) = 1)] .

Hence, (2.15) proves (2.12). From (2.14), we have

∞∑

n=1

∆f(X)(tn)1(tn ≤ 1) =

∞∑

n=1

∑

j∈K+

∆jf(X)(tn)1(∆Nj(tn) = 1)1(tn ≤ 1)

=

∞∑

m=1

∑

j∈K+

∆jf(X)(tj,m)1(tj,m ≤ 1).

Taking the expectation of this equation proves (2.13),

2.3 Framework for a Markov process

Similar to the GJ-network in Section 2.1, the process X(·) is a Markov process in most

applications. In this section, we first recall definitions on a Markov and strong Markov

processes, and introduce notations for them.
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Definition 2.1. For stochastic process X(·) with state space S which is adapted to

filtration F, define transition operators T• ≡ {Tt; t ≥ 0} as

Ttf(x) = E[f(X(s+ t))|X(s) = x], s, t ≥ 0, x ∈ S, f ∈ Cb(S),

where Cb(S) is the set of all bounded continuous functions from [0,∞) to S. Then, the

X(·) is called a Markov process with respect to F if

E[f(X(s+ t))|Fs] = Ttf(X(s)) a.s. P, s, t ≥ 0, f ∈ Cb(S), (2.16)

and called a strong Markov process with respect to F if for every finite stopping time τ ,

E[f(X(τ + t))|Fτ ] = Ttf(X(τ)) a.s. P, t ≥ 0, f ∈ Cb(S). (2.17)

We next define kernels for the state transitions of X(·) at the counting instants of

N0(·) under the assumptions (M1) and (M2).

Definition 2.2. Define jump trasition kernels Q• = {Qn;n ≥ 0} with respect to N0 by

Qnf(x) =

{
E[f(X(0))|X(0−) = x], n = 0,

E[f(X(tn))|X(tn−) = x], n ≥ 1,
x ∈ S, f ∈ Cb(S), (2.18)

where recall that tn is the n-th counting time of N0(·).

The jump kernel Q• has a similar conditional property to (2.17) of T•, as shown below.

Lemma 2.2. Assume (M1) and (M2). If X(·) is a strong Markov process with respect

to F and if τ is finite and predictable stopping time, then

E[f(X(τ))|Fτ−] = E[f(X(τ))|X(τ−)] a.s. P, t > 0, f ∈ Cb(S). (2.19)

In particular, if tn’s are predictable, then

E[f(X(tn))|Ftn−] = Qnf(X(tn−)) a.s. P, n ≥ 1, f ∈ Cb(S). (2.20)

Proof. We refer to the following fact in Theorem 3 in Section 2.4 of [5].

E[f(X(τ + t))|Fτ−] = E[f(X(τ + t))|X(τ−)) a.s. P, t > 0, f ∈ Cb(S), (2.21)

where Feller property is not needed because t > 0. Taking the limits of both sides of

(2.21) for t ↓ 0, we have (2.19) by the right-continuity of X(·). It remains to prove (2.20),

but this is immediate from (2.19) because tn’s are finite stopping times by (M2) and the

definition of N0.

Both of T• and Q• are important for our stochastic analysis, so we focus on them to

answer question (Q1).
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3 Main results

We now answer the questions (Q1).

Theorem 3.1. For positive integrers d and k, letX(·) and Nj for j ∈ K ≡ {1, 2, . . . , k} be

a process with state space S ≡ Rd+k and point processes, respectively, on (Ω,F,F,P) such

that they satisfy the assumptions (M1)–(M3), (D1) and (D2) and are jointly stationary. If

X(·) is a strong Markov process with respect to F which has time homogeneous transition

kernel T•, then X(·) is also a strong Markov process with the same transition kernel T•

under P0. That is, for any finite stopping time τ ,

E0[f(X(τ + t))|Fτ ] = Ttf(X(τ)), a.s. P0, f ∈ Cb(S), t ≥ 0. (3.1)

Furthermore, if tn’s are predictable stopping times for n ≥ 1 and j ∈ K+, then, for

f ∈ Cb(S),

E0(f(X(tn))|Ftn−) = Qnf(X(tn−)), a.s. P0, n ≥ 0, j ∈ K+, (3.2)

where recall t0 = 0, and E0 stands for the expectation under the Palm distribution P0.

Remark 3.1. Not strong but just Markov property (2.16) is also unchanged under P0,

which is proved, replacing τ by a positive constant in the proof below.

Proof. Since (3.1) is equivalent to

E0[f(X(τ + t))1A] = E0 [Ttf(τ)1A] , f ∈ Cb(S), A ∈ Fτ , t ≥ 0, (3.3)

(3.1) is obtained from (2.10) if we prove

E [(f(X(τ + t))1A) ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)] = E [(Ttf(τ)1A) ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)] , n ≥ 1. (3.4)

Since X(t) ◦Θtn(ω) = X(t)(Θtn(ω)(ω)) = X(tn(ω) + t)(ω),

X(τ + t) ◦Θtn(ω) = X (tn(ω) + (τ ◦Θtn)(ω) + t) (ω).

Hence, (3.4) is equivalent to

E[f(X(tn + τ ◦Θtn + t))(1A ◦Θtn)1(tn ≤ 1)]

= E[Ttf(tn + τ ◦Θtn)(1A ◦Θtn)1(tn ≤ 1)], n ≥ 0. (3.5)

Here, tn + τ ◦ Θtn is a finite stopping time by Theorem 11 in Section 1.3 of [5]. Since

Θ• is consistent with F, Θ−1
tn A ∈ Ftn+τ◦Θtn

for A ∈ Fτ . Hence, using the strong Markov
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property of X(·) under P, the left-hand side of (3.5) for A ∈ Fτ becomes

E[E(f(X(tn + τ ◦Θtn + t))1A ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)|Ftn+τ◦Θtn
)]

= E[E(f(X(tn + τ ◦Θtn + t))|Ftn+τ◦Θtn
)1A ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)]

= E[E(f(X(tn + τ ◦Θtn + t))|X(tn + τ ◦Θtn))1A ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)]

= E[Ttf(tn + τ ◦Θtn)1A ◦Θtn1(tn ≤ 1)].

Thus, (3.4) is obtained, so (3.1) is proved. As for jump kernel Q•, for n ≥ 1, (3.2) is

immediate from (2.20) because the transition structure of X(·) is unchanged under P0,

which is just proved. For n = 0, (3.2) follows from the definition of P0 and the fact that

E[(f(X(0))1A) ◦Θtn ] = E[(Q0f(X(0−))1A) ◦Θtn ], n ≥ 1, A ∈ F0−.

Since Θ−1
tn A ∈ Ftn− for A ∈ F0−, this is equivalent to

E[f(X(tn))1A] = E[Qnf(X(tn−))1A], n ≥ 1, A ∈ Ftn−
,

which is immediate from (2.20) of Lemma 2.2. Thus, the proof is completed.

The following corollary is immediate from (3.2) for n = 0 of Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 3.1. Under all the assumptions of Theorem 3.1,

E0[∆f(X)(0)] = E0[Q0f(X(0−))− f(X(0−))], f ∈ Cb(S). (3.6)

We consider the special case that the sample paths of Markov process X(·) are de-

terministically and continuously partially differentiable between adjacent discontinuous

instants. We call this X(·) a piecewise deterministic Markov process, which is known to

be a strong Markov process (e.g., see Section 25 of [6]). Let Xi(t) be the i-th entry of

X(t) for i ∈ D ≡ {1, 2, . . . , d+ k}, and denote its derivative by X ′
i(t). Let Cp(S) be the

set of all continuously partial differentiable function from S to R+. Define operator H on

Cp(S) as

Hf(x) =
∑

i∈D

hi(x)
∂

∂xi
f(x), f ∈ Cp(S), hi ∈ C(S), i ∈ D,

where C(S) is the set of all continuous functions from S to R, and function hi is determined

through X ′
i(t) = hi(X(t)). Then, by elementary calculus, we have

f(X(t))− f(X(0))

=

∫ t

0

Hf(X)(u)du+
∑

j∈K+

∞∑

n=1

1(tj,n ≤ t)∆jf(X)(tj,n), t ≥ 0. (3.7)

Taking the expectation of (3.7) and applying Lemma 2.1, we have the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.1. For the piecewise deterministic Markov process X(·) and point processes

Nj for j ∈ K satisfying the assumptions (M1)–(M4), (D1) and (D2),

E [Hf(X)(0)] +
∑

j∈K+

αjEj [∆jf(X)(0)] = 0, f ∈ Cp
b (S), (3.8)

where Cp
b (S) is the set of all bounded functions in Cp(S).

Remark 3.2. Neither strong Markov nor the predictability of tn’s is needed for this

lemma to hold. However, we do need both properties to evaluate Ej [∆jf(X)(0)] using

the dynamics of X(·) at time 0 under P0. In our applications in Section 4, they hold

true because X(·) is piecewise Markov and X(t−) has the information on ∆N0(t) for any

t ≥ 0, which implies that tn’s are predictable.

Equation (3.8) is a stationary equation, and a special case of the rate conservation

law, but different from the standard one which assumes that Nj’s do not have a common

point. We refer to (3.8) as a basic adjoint relationship, BAR for short. It is shown in [10]

that (3.8) can be used to characterize the stationary distribution of X(·).

4 Applications to queueing models

In this section, we apply the BAR of Lemma 3.1 for two queueing models to see how the

answers to Q(1) and Q(2) works,

4.1 Generalized Jackson network

Let us consider the GJ-network of Section 2.1. Let Te,j,n be the n-th inter arrival time

of exogenous customers at station j ∈ Ke, let Ts,i,n be the n-th service time at station i,

and let Ψi(n) be the station to which the n-th service completion customer at station i is

routed or vanish otherwise. It is assumed that {Te,i,n;m ≥ 1} for i ∈ Ke, {Ts,i,n;n ≥ 1}

and {Ψi(n);n ≥ 1} for i ∈ Jd = {1, 2, . . . , d} are sequences of i.i.d. positive random

variables which are independent of everything else. Note that P(Ψi(n) = i′) = pi,i′ for

i, i′ ∈ Jd. Recall that Ni(·) is the counting process of arrivals at station i for i ∈ Ke and

null for i ∈ Jd \Ke, while Nj(·) is the counting process of service completions at station

j − d for j ∈ Ks. Recall that Ks = {d+ 1, d+ 2, . . . , 2d} and K+ = Ke ∪Ks.

In Section 2.1, we described this network by X(t) = (L(t), R(t)); t ≥ 0} whose state

space is S = Zd
+ × R2d

+ . It is easy to see that X(·) is a piecewise Markov process, so it is

strong Markov as noted in Section 3. We assume the stability condition (2.d), then we can

consider X(·) to be a stationary process. Then, it can be shown that Nj are stationary
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point processes with intensity αj obtained from (2.6). Hence, (D1) and (D2) is satisfied.

Furthermore, the n-th counting time of Nj(·) for j ∈ K+, tj,n is predictable because

tj,n = inf{t > tj,n−1;Rj(t−) = 0} for n ≥ 1 by (2.1). Then, the n-th counting instant tn

f N0(·) is also predictable, which is the n-th jump instant of X(·). Since (M1)–(M3) are

obviously satisfied, all the assumptions in Theorem 3.1 holds.

For this X(·) and the counting processes Nj forK = {1, 2, . . . , 2d}, we define {Yj,n;n ≥

1, j ∈ {0} ∪K} in the following way. Let ej be the unit vector in R3d
+ whose j-th entry

equals 1 while the other entries vanish. For j ∈ Jd, n ≥ 1, define

Yj,n =

{
Yj−1,n + ej + Te,j,Nj(tn)ed+j , ∆Nj(tn) = 1 (obviously j ∈ Ke),

Yj−1,n, otherwise,

where Te,j,Nj(tn) is independent of Yj−1,n under P. This Yj,n is the state changed from

Yj−1,n by exogenous arrivals at station j at time tn. For j ∈ Ks, define

Yj,n =





Yj−1,n − ej−d +
∑

j′∈Jd

1(Ψj−d(ℓ) = j′)ej′ + Ts,j−d,Nj(tn)ed+j , ∆Nj(tn) = 1,

Yj−1,n, otherwise,

where Ts,j−d,Nj(tn) is independent of Yj−1,n. Similarly to the arrival case, this Yj,n is the

state changed from Yj−1,n by service completion at station j − d at time tn.

It is not hard to see that {Yj,n; j ∈ K, n ≥ 0} satisfy (M4), so Yj,n’s are intermediate

states. Note that these intermediate states describe the case that exogenous arrivals

occurs before service completions. However, the state change from X(tn−) to X(tn) is

unchanged for any order of exogenous arrivals and service completions in this network

model. Namely, (M4) is satisfied for any their order.

We next consider how the intermediate state changes are incorporated in computing

a BAR. In Section 3, S = Rd+k, while k = 2d and the state space S = Z+ × R2d
+ for the

GJ-network. However, Z+ × R2d
+ can be embedded into Rd+k as topological spaces, so

all the results in Section 3 are available for the GJ-network. Since X ′
j(t) = L′

j(t) = 0,

R′
j(t) = −1 for j ∈ Ke and R

′
j(t) = 1(Lj−d(t) ≥ 1) for j ∈ Ks, we have

Hf(X(t)) = −
∑

i∈Ke

fd+i(X(t))−
∑

i∈Jd

f2d+i(X(t))1(Li(t) ≥ 1), f ∈ C1p(S),

where C1p(S) is the set of all functions from S to R which is partially continuously differ-

entiable. Obviously, tj,n’s are predictable, and fj(x) is the partial derivative concerning

the j-th entry xj of x. Then, by Lemma 3.1, we have the BAR:

E

[ ∑

j∈Ke

fd+j(X(0)) +
∑

j∈Jd

f2d+j(X(0))1(Lj(0) ≥ 1)
]

=
∑

j∈K+

αjEj [f(Yj,0)− f(Yj−1,0)] , f ∈ Cp
b (S), (4.1)
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where Ej stands for the expectation under Palm distribution Pj concerning Nj, and

Ej [f(Yj,0)] =

{
Ej

[
f(Yj−1,0 + ej + ed+jTe,j,Nj(tn))

]
, j ∈ Ke,∑d

j′=1 pj,j′Ej

[
f(Yj−1,0 − ej−d + ej′−d + ed+jTs,j−d,Nj(tn))

]
, j ∈ Ks.

This is the way that we resolve (Q2).

To use (4.1) for applications, it remains to evaluate the expectations under the Palm

distributions Pj in (4.1). This is a hard problem. We resolve it by choosing a test function

f so that those expectations vanishes or is ignorable. In [3], the following test function

fθ,r is chosen for parameter θ ∈ Rd
− and scaling factor r ∈ (0, 1], where Rd

− = (−∞, 0].

fθ,r(x) = exp (〈z, θ〉 − 〈η(θ, r),ye ∧ 1/r〉 − 〈ζ(θ, r),ys ∧ 1/r〉) , (4.2)

where x = (z,ye,ys) for z ∈ Zd
+ and ye,ys ∈ Rd

+, and, for θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θd), η(θ, r) =

(η1(θ1, r), η2(θ2, r), . . . , ηd(θd, r)) and ζ(θ, r) = (ζ1(θ, r), ζ2(θ, r), . . . , ζd(θ, r)) which are

uniquely determined by

eθiE
[
e−ηi(θi,r)(Te,i∧1/r)

]
for i ∈ Ke, ηi(θi, r) = 0 for i ∈ Jd \Ke, (4.3)

d∑

i′=0

pi,i′e
−θi+θi′E

[
e−ζi(θ,r)(Ts,i∧1/r)

]
= 1, i ∈ Jd, (4.4)

where Te,j and Ts,j are random variables subject to the same distributions as Te,j,n and

Ts,j,n, respectively, pi,0 = 1 −
∑d

i′=1 pi,i′ and θ0 = 0. Since the dynamics of X(·) under P

is unchanged under P0 by Theorem 3.1, we have, by (4.3),

E0 [∆jfθ,r(X)(0)1(∆Nj(0) = 1)] = E0 [(fθ,r(Yj,0)− fθ,r(Yj−1,0))1(∆Nj(0) = 1)]

= E0

[
(fθ,r(Yj−1,0)[e

θj+ηj(θj ,r)(Te,j,Nj (0)
∧1/r)

− 1]1(∆Nj(0) = 1)
]

= E0 [(fθ,r(Yj−1,0)1(∆Nj(0) = 1)]E
[
eθj+ηj(θj ,r)(Te,j∧1/r) − 1

]
= 0.

Hence, Ej [f(Yj,0)− f(Yj−1,0)] = 0 for j ∈ Ke by (2.12) of Lemma 2.1. Similarly,

Ej−d [f(Yj,0)− f(Yj−1,0)] = 0 for j ∈ Ks. Thus, it follows from (4.1) for f = frθ,r that

∑

i∈E

ηi(rθi, r)E [frθ,r(X(0))] +
∑

i∈J

ζi(rθi, r)E [frθ,r(X(0))1(Li(0) ≥ 1)] = 0. (4.5)

This is the BAR for deriving the weak limit of rL(r) as r ↓ 0 in [3], whereX(r) ≡ (L(r), R(r))

is the random vector subject to the stationary distribution of the r-th GJ-network which

satisfies heavy traffic conditions as r ↓ 0.

4.2 GI/G/1 queue with a finite waiting room

We next consider a single server queue which accepts customers only when its queue

length including a customer in service is less than the threshold ℓ0 > 0. In this model,
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customers arrive subject to a renewal process, and served in the FCFS manner. Their

service times are independent and identically distributed. We refer to this queueing model

as a GI/G/1/ℓ0 queue.

The GI/G/1/ℓ0 queue corresponds to a one-dimensional Brownian motion with two

reflecting barriers, which is fully studied in [7]. For example, the stationary distribution is

derived in Proposition 6.6 of [7]. We note that the GI/G/1/ℓ0 queue has slightly different

behaviors on the lower and upper boundaries while those of the reflecting Brownian motion

are basically the same reflecting structure. Nevertheless, it will be shown in Theorem 4.1

that the heavy traffic limit of the stationary distribution of the scaled queue size agrees

with that of the reflecting Brownian motion.

This limiting distribution is closely related to that of a two node closed network which

has a fixed number of customers, studied in [8], but it is different from ours because the

arrival processes in a closed network are not renewal.

We index the GI/G/1/ℓ0 queue by r ∈ (0, 1], which is also used as a scaling factor for

its queue size. Since we only consider its stationary distribution, we do not scale time.

For the r-th model, let ℓ
(r)
0 be the threshold, and let L(r)(t) be the number of customers

in the system at time t. Let t
(r)
e,n be the n-th arrival time of a customer, and let T

(r)
s,n be the

service time of the n-th served customer. Let T
(r)
e,n = t

(r)
e,n − t

(r)
e,n−1, which is assumed to be

independent of {t
(r)
e,n′; 0 ≤ n′ ≤ n− 1}, and has a common distribution. Denote a random

variable subject to this distribution by T
(r)
e . Similarly, we assume that {T

(r)
s,n ;n ≥ 1}

is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables, and denote a random variable subject to their

common distribution by T
(r)
s .

We will use the following notations.

m(r)
e = E(T (r)

e ), λ(r) = 1/m(r)
e , σ(r)

e = E[(T (r)
e −m(r)

e )2],

m(r)
s = E(T (r)

s ), µ(r) = 1/m(r)
s , σ(r)

s = E[(T (r)
s −m(r)

s )2],

ρ(r) = λ(r)/µ(r), i = 1, 2,

where all of those quantities are assumed to be finite and positive.

For the r-th model, let X(r)(t) ≡ (L(r)(t), R
(r)
1 (t), R

(r)
2 (t)), and let N

(r)
1 (·) and N

(r)
2 (·)

be the counting processes for the arrival and service completion instants of customers,

respectively. Since we only consider a countable number of r ∈ (0, 1] such that r ↓ 0, we

can construct a stochastic basis (Ω,F,F,P) such that X(r)(·), N
(r)
e and N

(r)
s are defined

on a stochastic basis (Ω,F(r),F(r),P) satisfying (F(r),F(r)) ⊂ (F,F) and the conditions

(M1)–(M4) for all countable r’s. Obviously, X(r)(·) ≡ {X(r)(t); t ≥ 0} is a strong Markov

process with respect to F(r), and t
(r)
e,n, t

(r)
s,n are predictable stopping times.

In our formulation of a Markov and counting processes in Section 2.2, this model has
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d = 1 and k = 2. We assume the following assumptions, in which we write h(r) = o(r)

for a function h of variable r if limr↓0 h(r)/r = 0.

(4.a) {(T
(r)
e )2; r ∈ (0, 1]} and {(T

(r)
s )2; r ∈ (0, 1]} are uniformly integrable.

(4.b) m
(r)
e , λ(r), σ

(r)
e converge to me, λ, σe, respectively, as r ↓ 0. Similarly, m

(r)
s , µ(r), σ

(r)
s

converge to ms, µ, σs, respectively, as r ↓ 0.

(4.c) There is a b ∈ R such that µ(r) − λ(r) = rµb+ o(r) as r ↓ 0.

(4.d) rℓ
(r)
0 = ℓ0 + o(r).

Note that (4.b) and (4.c) imply λ = µ and ρ ≡ λ/µ = 1. Furthermore, 1−ρ(r) = rb+o(r).

Assume that X(r)(·) has the stationary distribution, and let X(r) ≡ (L(r), R
(r)
1 , R

(r)
2 )

be a random vector subject to this stationary distribution. Let α
(r)
i = E[N

(r)
i (1)] for

i = 1, 2 under the stationary framework. Obviously, α
(r)
1 = λ(r), but α

(r)
2 is not µ(r) but

must be the arrival rate of customers who can get service. Hence, we only know that

α
(r)
2 ≤ λ(r) <∞ at this moment, but we can define the Palm distribution P

(r)
i concerning

point process N
(r)
i for i = 1, 2. Then, we can see that

α
(r)
2 = lim

t→∞

N
(r)
1 (t)

t

1

N
(r)
1 (t)

∫ t

0

1(L(r)(u−) < ℓ
(r)
0 )N

(r)
1 (du)

= λ(r)P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) < ℓ

(r)
0 ), (4.6)

which is not a concrete expression for α
(r)
2 , but will be used to prove Theorem 4.1 below.

We aim to derive the limiting distribution of rL(r)(t) as r ↓ 0. We have the following

answer to this problem.

Theorem 4.1. For the GI/G/1/ℓ0 queue, assume that X(r)(·) has the stationary dis-

tribution and the conditions (4.a), (4.b), (4.c) and (4.d) are satisfied, then the limiting

distribution of rL(r) exists as r ↓ 0, and has a density. Denote this density function by g,

then we have two cases.

(i) For b = 0,

P(rL(r) = 0) = P
(r)
1 (rL(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ) =

1

2ℓ0
(λ2σ2

e + µ2σ2
s)r + o(r), (4.7)

and g is uniform on [0, ℓ0].

(ii) For b 6= 0, let β =
2b

λ2σ2
e + µ2σ2

e

, then

P(rL(r) = 0) =
beβℓ0

eβℓ0 − 1
r + o(r), (4.8)

P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ) =

b

eβℓ0 − 1
r + o(r), (4.9)
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and g is a truncated exponential function on [0, ℓ0] with parameter β. Namely,

g(x) =
β

1− e−βℓ0
e−βx, x ∈ [0, ℓ0], (4.10)

where g(x) is decreasing for b > 0, while it is increasing for b < 0.

Remark 4.1. Since L(r)(t) is bounded by ℓ
(r)
0 , X(r)(·) has a unique stationary distribution

under a mild regularity condition such that the distribution of Te is spread out (e.g., see

[1] for this condition and [13] for the stability).

Remark 4.2. The distributions obtained in (i) and (ii) agree with those of the corre-

sponding reflecting Brownian process [7, Proposition 6.6]. If this Brownian process is

obtained as the weak limit of the sequence of rX(r)(r−2t) as r ↓ 0, so called a process

limit in diffusion scaling, then (i) and (ii) are immediate from the tightness of the sequence

of the stationary distributions because their supports are uniformly bounded. Thus, (i)

and (ii) may not be new results. However, the present approach skips the derivation of

the process limit. Furthermore, it derives the finer asymptotic results, (4.7), (4.8) and

(4.9), which may not be obtained through the process limit. These are the advantages of

the BAR approach.

Proof. We first derive a BAR for this queueing model. Our first job is to find a good

test function for the BAR (3.8). Similar to the GJ-network case (see (4.2)), we take the

following test function fθ,r parametrized by θ ∈ R and r ∈ (0, 1].

fθ,r(X
(r)) = eθL

(r)−η(r)(θ)(R
(r)
1 ∧1/r)−ξ(r)(θ)(R

(r)
2 ∧1/r),

where η(r)(θ), ξ(r)(θ) are uniquely determined by

eθE(e−η(r)(θ)(T
(r)
e ∧1/r)) = 1, e−θE(e−ξ(r)(θ)(T

(r)
s ∧1/r)) = 1.

We will use the test function frθ,r, replacing θ by rθ. As shown in [3] (see also [4]), η(r)(rθ)

and ξ(r)(rθ) have the following asymptotic expansions as r ↓ 0.

η(r)(rθ) = λ(r)rθ +
1

2
λ3σ2

er
2θ2 + o(r2), (4.11)

ξ(r)(rθ) = −µ(r)rθ +
1

2
µ3σ2

sr
2θ2 + o(r2). (4.12)

Furthermore, by Lemma 5.8 of [4], there are constant de, ds, a > 0 such that, for r ∈ (0, 1]

and θi ∈ R satisfying r|θi| < a,

∣∣η(r)(rθ)(u1 ∧ 1/r) + ζ (r)(rθ)(u2 ∧ 1/r)
∣∣ ≤ |θ| (de(ru1 ∧ 1) + ds(ru2 ∧ 1)) . (4.13)
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Then, we can see from this and rL(r) ≤ rℓ
(r)
0 ≤ ℓ0 + o(r) that there is r0 ∈ (0, 1] for

each θ ∈ R such that

sup
r(0,r0]

frθ,r(0, R
(r)) ≤ max

i=1,2
e|θi|(de,i+ds), (4.14)

sup
r∈(0,r0]

frθ,r(L
(r), 0, 0) <∞, sup

r∈(0,r0]

frθ,r(L
(r), R(r)) <∞. (4.15)

Hence, E
[
frθ,r(L

(r), R(r))
]
and E

(r)
i

[
frθ,r(L

(r), R(r))
]
for i = 1, 2 are well defined, and

lim
r↓0

E
[
frθ,r(0, R

(r))
]
= 1, lim

r↓0
E
(r)
i

[
frθ,r(0, R

(r))
]
= 1, θ ∈ R, (4.16)

by the dominated convergence theorem, where recall that P
(r)
i is the Palm distribution

for i = 1, 2, and E
(r)
i is expectations concerning P

(r)
i . These facts legitimate computation

below.

Let us compute the BAR (3.8) for f = frθ,r. Since E1[∆frθ,r(X
(r)(0))1(L(r)(0−) 6=

ℓ
(r)
0 )] = 0,

E
(r)
1 [∆frθ,r(X

(r)(0))] = (e−rθ − 1)E
(r)
1 [frθ,r(L

(r)(0−), R(r)(0−))1(L(r)(0−) = ℓ
(r)
0 )]

= (e−rθ − 1)eθℓ0E
(r)
1 [e−ξ(r)(rθ)(R

(r)
2 (0−)∧1/r)1(L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )]

= (e−rθ − 1)eθℓ0E
(r)
1 [1(L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )frθ,r(0, 0, R

(r)
2 (0−))],

and E
(r)
2 [∆frθ,r(X

(r)(0))] = 0. Furthermore, (R
(r)
1 )′(t) = −1 and (R

(r)
2 )′(t) = −1(L(r)(t) ≥

1). Hence, (3.8) yields
(
−µbr2θ +

1

2
(λ3σ2

e + µ3σ2
s )r

2θ2 + o(r2)

)
E[eθrL

(r)

frθ,r(0, R
(r))]

+

(
µrθ −

1

2
µ3σ2

sr
2θ2 + o(r2)

)
E[1(L(r) = 0)frθ,r(0, R

(r))]

− (rθ +O(r2))erθℓ
(r)
0 λ(r)E

(r)
1 [1(L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )frθ,r(0, 0, R

(r)
2 (0−))] = 0. (4.17)

This is an asymptotic BAR for our analysis. In this formula, frθ,r(0, R
(r)) under E and

E
(r)
1 can be replaced by constant 1 + o(1) because of (4.16). However, P(L(r) = 0) and

P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ) are unknown, so we need to see their asymptotic behavior.

Recall the definition of β in (ii) and note that θ = β is the solution of the equation

−µb+ 1
2
(λ3σ2

e + µ3σ2
s)θ = 0. Since λ/µ = 1, (4.17) with θ = β yields

P(L(r) = 0) = (eβℓ0 +O(r))ρ(r)P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )) + o(r), (4.18)

where h(r) = O(r) if lim supr↓0 |h(r)|/r is finite for a function h with variable r. We next

apply f(X(r)(t)) = R
(r)
2 (t) to (3.8), then

− P(L(r) > 0) + α
(r)
2 E

(r)
2 [T (r)

s ] = 0.

19



By (4.6) and E
(r)
2 [T

(r)
s ] = (µ(r))−1, this formula yields

λ(r)(1− P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )) = α

(r)
2 = µ(r)(1− P(L(r) = 0)).

Hence,

1− ρ(r) = P(L(r) = 0)− ρ(r)P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ). (4.19)

Define functions ϕ(r) and ψ(r) as

ϕ(r)(θ) = E[eθrL
(r)

], ψ(r)(θ) = E[eθrL
(r)

frθ,r(0, R
(r))], θ ∈ R,

then, by (4.15) and (4.16),

lim
r↓0

|ϕ(r)(θ)− ψ(r)(θ)| = 0, θ ∈ R. (4.20)

Hence, if the limit of ψ(r)(θ) is obtained as r ↓ 0, then ϕ(r)(θ) has the same limit. Denote

this limit by ϕ̃(θ) if it exists. If we can show that ϕ̃(θ) is the moment generating function

of a probability distribution on R+, then, denoting this distribution by ν̃, it can is shown

that the distribution of rL(r) weakly converges to ν̃ as r ↓ 0 by the weak convergence of

a family of distributions under equicontinuity (e.g., see Lemma 5.2 of [9]).

To compute ϕ̃(θ), we separately consider the asymptotic BAR (4.17) for b = 0 and

b 6= 0. We first assume that b = 0. In this case, it follows from (4.17) and (4.19) that

λ2(σ2
e + σ2

s )

2
rϕ(r)(θ) +

1− erθℓ
(r)
0

θ
P(L(r) = 0) = o(r). (4.21)

Since this formula uniformly holds over r ∈ (0, 1] for θ such that |rθ| < a for each finite

a, letting θ → 0, we have

λ2(σ2
e + σ2

s)

2
r = rℓ

(r)
0 P(L(r) = 0) + o(r).

Hence, we have (4.7), and therefore, it follows from (4.20) and (4.21) that

lim
r↓0

ϕ(r)(θ) = lim
r↓0

ψ(r)(θ) =
eθℓ0 − 1

ℓ0
, (4.22)

which shows that ν̃ is the uniform distribution on [0, ℓ0]. Thus, (i) is proved.

We next assume that b 6= 0. Substituting P(L(r) = 0) of (4.18) into (4.19), it follows

from 1− ρ(r) = rb+ o(r) that

br = (eβℓ0 +O(r))ρ(r)P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ))− ρ(r)P

(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ) + o(r)

yields

(eβℓ0 − 1 +O(r))P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )) = br + o(r). (4.23)
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From this and substituting this into (4.18), we have

P
(r)
1 (L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 ) =

b

eβℓ0 − 1
r + o(r), (4.24)

P(L(r) = 0) =
beβℓ0

eβℓ0 − 1
r + o(r). (4.25)

Then, substituting (4.24) and (4.25) into (4.17) and letting r ↓ 0 after dividing by θr2,

we have, for θ 6= β,

lim
r↓0

ψ(r)(θ) = lim
r↓0

P(L(r) = 0)− eθℓ0P
(r)
1 [L(r)(0−) = ℓ

(r)
0 )

(β − θ)λ2(σ2
e + σ2

s)/2
=

(eβℓ0 − eθℓ0)β

(eβℓ0 − 1)(β − θ)
. (4.26)

Hence,

ϕ̃(θ) =
(eβℓ0 − eθℓ0)β

(eβℓ0 − 1)(β − θ)
, θ 6= β.

Obviously, this is the moment generating function of the distribution whose density is g

of (4.10). Thus, the proof of (ii) is completed.
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