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CONVERGENCE RATES FOR BACKWARD SDEs

DRIVEN BY LÉVY PROCESSES

CHENGUANG LIU, ANTONIS PAPAPANTOLEON, AND ALEXANDROS SAPLAOURAS

ABSTRACT. We consider Lévy processes that are approximated by compound Poisson processes and, correspond-

ingly, BSDEs driven by Lévy processes that are approximated by BSDEs driven by their compound Poisson ap-

proximations. We are interested in the rate of convergence of the approximate BSDEs to the ones driven by the

Lévy processes. The rate of convergence of the Lévy processes depends on the Blumenthal–Getoor index of the

process. We derive the rate of convergence for the BSDEs in the L
2-norm and in the Wasserstein distance, and

show that, in both cases, this equals the rate of convergence of the corresponding Lévy process, and thus is optimal.

1. INTRODUCTION

Backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs) have become an indispensable tool in stochastic anal-

ysis, because they allow us to describe phenomena that naturally arise in many applications. They also offer

a direct link to other fields of mathematics, such as stochastic control, as an adjoint equation in the Pontrya-

gin stochastic maximum principle, and non-linear partial differential equations, via a generalization of the

Feynman–Kac theorem. They also appear naturally in many applied fields, such as in mathematical finance,

where they describe the hedging strategy for an option position or the price of an option subject to various

valuation adjustments, in game theory, where their solutions characterize the value function of the game at

equilibrium, or in energy and climate economics, where they can model, e.g. the level of emissions and the

price of allowance certificates. A general overview of the theory and applications of BSDEs is beyond the

scope of this article, hence we refer to the textbooks by Carmona [8], Crépey [12], Touzi [32] and Zhang [33]

that cover both the theory and various of their applications.

Lévy processes have been popular in mathematical finance for almost two decades now, because they allow

to describe the reality in financial markets in an adequate way. Indeed they can capture the discontinuities

present in asset prices, model the fat-tails and skews present in asset log-returns under the ‘real-world’ measure

and, simultaneously, they exhibit an implied volatility smile under the ‘risk-neutral’ measure. Let us refer

to the textbooks by Cont and Tankov [11], Eberlein and Kallsen [15] and Schoutens [31] for the theory and

applications of Lévy processes in mathematical finance.

Backward SDEs and Lévy processes, or, more generally, general semimartingales, have been combined

already in several articles in order to extend the theory of BSDEs driven by classical Brownian motions to more

general settings; see e.g. Briand, Delyon, and Mémin [4], Buckdahn [6], Carbone, Ferrario, and Santacroce

[7], Chitashvili [9], El Karoui and Huang [16], El Karoui, Peng, and Quenez [17] and Papapantoleon, Possamaı̈,

and Saplaouras [28] for results in settings where the generator is Lipschitz. The textbook by Delong [13] offers

an overview of the theory of BSDEs driven by jump processes, and their applications in insurance and finance.

The existence and uniqueness results for BSDEs driven by Lévy processes and general semimartingales

were naturally followed by approximation schemes for these type of equations. Let us mention here the articles

by Bouchard and Élie [2], Aazizi [1] in the pure jump case, Lejay, Mordecki, and Torres [26] and Geiss and

Labart [18] where the jump part of the driving martingale is a Poisson process, Kharroubi and Lim [23] where

the jump process depends on the Brownian motion itself, Madan, Pistorius, and Stadje [27] which follows the

approach of Briand, Delyon, and Mémin [3], Dumitrescu and Labart [14] where the jump part of the driving
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Key words and phrases. Lévy processes, backward stochastic differential equations, compound Poisson approximation, L2-norm,

Wasserstein distance, Blumenthal–Getoor index, convergence rate.

We thank Christel Geiss for a motivating discussion that initiated this project. AP gratefully acknowledges the financial support

from the Hellenic Foundation for Research and Innovation Grant No. HFRI-FM17-2152. AS gratefully acknowledges the financial

support from the Hellenic Foundation for Research and Innovation Grant No. 235 (2nd Call for H.F.R.I. Research Projects to support

Post-Doctoral Researchers).

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01337v1


2 C. LIU, A. PAPAPANTOLEON, AND A. SAPLAOURAS

martingale is a Poisson process and were reflected BSDEs are considered, Khedher and Vanmaele [24] for

BSDEs driven by càdlàg martingales, and also Papapantoleon, Possamaı̈, and Saplaouras [29] where discrete-

and continuous-time BSDEs driven by general martingales are considered.

However, to the best of our knowledge, convergence rates for these schemes are only considered for BSDEs

driven by Brownian motion, namely in the articles by Briand, Geiss, Geiss, and Labart [5] and Geiss, Labart,

and Luoto [19, 20].

The aim of the present article is to derive convergence rates for BSDEs driven by Lévy processes. More

specifically, we consider Lévy processes that are approximated by compound Poisson processes and, corre-

spondingly, BSDEs driven by Lévy processes that are approximated by BSDEs driven by their compound

Poisson approximations. This approximation is very natural in this setting, since it gives rise to an exact sim-

ulation scheme for the compound Poisson processes. As is well known, the rate of convergence of the Lévy

processes depends on the Blumenthal–Getoor index of the process, which encompasses information about the

properties of the path of the Lévy process. We derive the rate of convergence for the BSDEs in the L2-norm

and in the Wasserstein distance, and show that, in both cases, this is equal to the rate of convergence of the

corresponding Lévy processes, and thus optimal. This is contrast to the results for Brownian motion, where the

rate of convergence in the Wasserstein distance is optimal, but not in the L2-norm; see Briand et al. [5].

This article is organized as follows: in Section 2 we discuss the approximation of Lévy processes by com-

pound Poisson processes and derive the Blumenthal–Getoor index for popular classes of Lévy models. In

Section 3, we present the setting and the main results on the rate of convergence of BSDEs driven by Lévy

processes. In Section 4, we briefly discuss the case where the generator of the BSDEs is also approximated

by another sequence. In Section 5, we prove that the rate of convergence in the Wasserstein distance is indeed

optimal. Finally, Section 6 contains the proofs of the results, while Appendix A contains an auxiliarry result on

the approximation of Lévy processes by random walks.

2. APPROXIMATION OF LÉVY PROCESSES

The aim of this section is to provide some auxiliary results on the approximation of Lévy processes by

compound Poisson processes, while Appendix A contains a (negative) result on the approximation of Lévy

processes by random walks under the supremum norm. These will be useful for determining the approximating

process in the next section, when we will consider the approximation of BSDEs driven by Lévy processes.

Let T > 0 be fixed, set T := [0, T ], and consider a complete stochastic basis (Ω,G,G,P) in the sense of

Jacod and Shiryaev [22, I.1.3], i.e. the filtration G = (Gt)t∈T satisfies the usual conditions. Moreover, let

E denote the expectation with respect to the measure P. Let us consider an infinite activity pure-jump Lévy

process, that will be approximated by a compound Poisson process. We want to set the notation and derive the

rate of convergence for this approximation.

Let X = (Xt)t∈T denote a pure-jump, square integrable Lévy martingale with triplet (0, 0, ν) and canonical

decomposition

Xt =

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

xµ̃(ds,dx), (2.1)

where µ̃(ds,dx) = µ(ds,dx)−ν(dx)ds, and µ is the Poisson random measure associated with (∆Xt)t∈T. The

square integrability of the process means that the following condition is satisfied:
∫
‖x‖≥1 ‖x‖

2 ν(dx) < +∞.

Moreover, we will assume in the sequel that the filtration G is the usual augmentation of the natural filtration

generated by the Lévy process X.

Let us introduce an approximating sequence for this Lévy martingale. Let Xn = (Xn
t )t∈T be a pure-jump,

square integrable Lévy martingale with triplet (0, 0, νn) and canonical decomposition

Xn
t =

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

xµ̃n(ds,dx), (2.2)

where µ̃n(ds,dx) = µn(ds,dx)−νn(dx)ds, and µn is the Poisson random measure associated with (∆Xn
t )t∈T,

for every n ∈ N. The natural choice for the Poisson random measure µn is

µn(ds,dx) := 1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
}µ(ds,dx), (2.3)
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i.e. we truncate the small jumps of the process in a ball of radius 1
n and send n → ∞. The definition of µn

implies that, for every n ∈ N, the associated Lévy measure equals

νn(dx) = 1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
}ν(dx). (2.4)

This approach gives rise to a simulation scheme, since Xn is a compound Poisson process that can be simulated

exactly; see e.g. Cont and Tankov [11, §6.3]. Let Gn denote the filtration generated by the Lévy martingale

(Xn
t )t∈T. Assuming that (2.3) holds, then Gn ⊂ Gn+1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ G for every n ∈ N. Additionally, an

immediate, nevertheless important, observation based on the special form of the random measure (2.3) is that

every Gn−martingale remains a G−martingale.

The Blumenthal–Getoor index β∗ of the Lévy process X, defined below in terms of the Lévy measure ν,

β∗ := inf

{
β > 0,

∫

‖x‖≤1
‖x‖β ν(dx) < +∞

}
,

plays a particular role in the computation of the convergence rate.

Lemma 2.1. Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–(2.4) and assume that the Blumenthal–Getoor index

satisfies β∗ < 2. Then, for any n ≥ 1 and β ∈ (β∗, 2), we have the following inequality

E

[
sup
t∈T

‖Xt −Xn
t ‖2

] 1
2 ≤ Cβ

√
T

n1−β
2

,

where Cβ = 2
( ∫

Rd ‖x‖β ν(dx)
) 1

2 .

Proof. Using the definition of Xn and X, we have that

Xt −Xn
t =

∫ t

0

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

xµ̃(ds,dx),

which is a martingale in the filtration G. Then, by Doob’s inequality, we get for β ∈ (β∗, 2) that

E

[
sup
t∈T

‖Xt −Xn
t ‖2

]
≤ 4E

[ ∥∥∥∥∥

∫ T

0

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

xµ̃(ds,dx)

∥∥∥∥∥

2 ]
= 4

∫ T

0

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2 ν(dx)ds

= 4T

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2−β ‖x‖β ν(dx) ≤ 4T

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

1

n2−β
‖x‖β ν(dx)

≤ 4T

n2−β

∫

‖x‖≤1
‖x‖β ν(dx).

Setting Cβ as above and taking the square root on both sides completes the proof. �

Remark 2.2. The Blumenthal–Getoor index contains information about the variation of the paths of a Lévy

process. Moreover, the Blumenthal–Getoor index is strongly related to the Sobolev index, see Glau [21], that

determines the smoothness of the distribution of the Lévy process.

Let us now compute the Blumenthal–Getoor index for certain popular classes of Lévy processes.

Example 2.3 (Generalized Hyperbolic process). The Lévy measure of the generalized hyperbolic (GH) distri-

bution has the following form:

νGH(dx) =
eγx

|x|

(∫ ∞

0

exp
(
−
√
2y + α2 |x|

)

π2y{J2
|λ|(δ

√
2y) + Y 2

|λ|(δ
√
2y)}dy + λe−α|x|

1{λ≥0}

)
dx,

where α, δ > 0 and γ ∈ (−α,α), while J|λ|, Y|λ| denote the modified Bessel functions of the first, resp. second,

kind with index |λ|; see e.g. Eberlein and Kallsen [15, Chapter 2]. Using Raible [30, Proposition 2.18], we

have that the Lévy measure of the GH process behaves like 1{|x|≤1}ν
GH(dx) ∼ |x|−2

1{|x|≤1}dx. Therefore,

we get that the Blumenthal–Getoor index equals β∗ = 1, since for any β > 1,
∫

|x|≤1
|x|−2+β dx < +∞.
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Example 2.4 (CGMY process). The Lévy measure of the CGMY Lévy process equals

νCGMY(dx) =
C

x1+Y

(
e−Mx

1{x>0} + eGx
1{x<0}

)
dx,

where C,G,M > 0, and Y < 2; see again [15, Chapter 2]. Obviously, we have that 1{|x|≤1}ν
CGMY(dx) ∼

|x|−1−Y
1{|x|≤1}dx. Therefore, the Blumenthal–Getoor index equals β∗ = max{0, Y }, since for any β > Y,

∫

|x|≤1
|x|−1−Y+β < +∞.

Example 2.5 (Meixner process). The Lévy measure of the Meixner process equals

νMeixner(dx) =
δ exp

(β
αx
)

x sinh
(
π
αx
)dx,

with α, δ > 0 and β ∈ (−π, π); see Schoutens [31]. We have that sinh
(
π
αx
)
∼ x when |x| ≤ 1, hence

νMeixner(dx) ∼ |x|−2 dx. This implies that the Blumenthal–Getoor index equals β∗ = 1.

Example 2.6 (Pure-jump Merton model). The canonical decomposition of the pure-jump Merton model is

Xt =
Nt∑

k=1

Jk,

where N is a Poisson process with parameter λ > 0, while Jk follows a normal distribution N (µ, σ2), for

k ≥ 1; cf. [15, Chapter 2]. The Lévy measure of the Merton model equals

νMerton(dx) =
λ

σ
√
2π

exp
(
− x2

2σ2

)
dx.

This implies 1{|x|≤1}ν
Merton(dx) ∼ 1{|x|≤1}dx. Therefore, the Blumenthal–Getoor index equals β∗ = 0.

3. SETTING AND MAIN RESULTS

The aim of this section is to describe the setting we will employ, as well as the main results on conver-

gence rates for BSDEs driven by Lévy processes. The starting point is the convergence result for BSDEs by

Papapantoleon et al. [29, Theorem 3.1]. Based on the results of the previous section and Appendix A, we

choose a sequence of compound Poisson processes (Xn)n∈N to approximate the Lévy martingale X driving

the BSDE. The approximating process is quasi-left-continuous, therefore the integrator in the generator of the

approximating BSDE in [29, Theorem 3.1] can be chosen continuous, and in particular it can be the Lebesgue

measure.

Let us thus consider the following BSDE driven by the Lévy martingale X:

Yt = ξ +

∫ T

t
f
(
s, Ys, Us(·)

)
ds−

∫ T

t

∫

Rd

Us(x)µ̃(ds,dx), (3.1)

where the terminal value ξ is GT -measurable and E[|ξ|2] < +∞. The approximating sequence for this BSDE

is driven by the process Xn and satisfies

Y n
t = ξn +

∫ T

t
f
(
s, Y n

s , Un
s (·)

)
ds−

∫ T

t

∫

Rd

Un
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx), n ∈ N, (3.2)

where the terminal value ξn is Gn
T -measurable and E[|ξn|2] < +∞, for any n ∈ N.

We will first assume that the terminal condition is general, i.e. as described above, and will derive a general

result on the rate of convergence. Afterwards, we will consider the case where the terminal value is a Markovian

function of the Lévy process, in order to derive an explicit convergence rate.
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3.1. Setting. The following assumptions will be in force at certain stages of this work.

(S1) The generator of equation (3.1), f : [0, T ] × R × L2(ν) → R, satisfies a globally Lipschitz condition,

uniformly for t ∈ [0, T ], i.e. for any y, y′, z, z′

∣∣f(t, y, z(·)) − f(t, y′, z′(·))
∣∣ ≤ Lf

[ ∣∣y − y′
∣∣+
( ∫

Rd

∣∣z(x)− z′(x)
∣∣2 ν(dx)

) 1
2
]
.

(S2) The terminal values satisfy ξ = g(XT ) and ξn = g(Xn
T ), where the function g : Rd → R is Lipschitz, i.e.

∣∣g(x)− g(x′)
∣∣ ≤ Lg

∥∥x− x′
∥∥ .

Remark 3.1. The structure of the approximating process Xn in (2.2)–(2.3), which implies that νn(dx) =
1{‖x‖≥ 1

n
}ν(dx), immediately yields that L2(ν) ⊂ L2(νn). Moreover, for every h ∈ L2(νn) it is also true that

h1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
} ∈ L2(ν). This observation and Assumption (S1) imply an analogous Lipschitz condition for νn,

i.e. for f : [0, T ]× R× L2(νn) → R and any y, y′, z, z′ holds that

∣∣f(t, y, z(·)) − f(t, y′, z′(·))
∣∣ ≤ Lf

[ ∣∣y − y′
∣∣+
(∫

Rd

∣∣z(x)− z′(x)
∣∣2 νn(dx)

) 1
2
]
.

Remark 3.2. We have written the Lipschitz property in its usual form, while in Papapantoleon et al. [28,

Condition (F3)] the (stochastic) Lipschitz property is written in quadratic terms. We can easily verify that (S1)

implies the quadratic form. Indeed, using the notation of [28, Lemma 2.13, Conditions (F3)] we have

∣∣f(t, y, z(·)) − f(t, y′, z′(·))
∣∣2 ≤ 2L2

f

[ ∣∣y − y′
∣∣2 +

(∫

Rd

∣∣z(x)− z′(x)
∣∣2 νn(dx)

)]

= 2L2
f

[ ∣∣y − y′
∣∣2 + |||z(x) − z′(x)|||2

]
.

Moreover, the Lipschitz constants are deterministic and the Lebesgue integrator is atomless. In other words,

for A,Φ as described in [28, Conditions (F4)], the process A is continuous, bounded and deterministic with

Φ = 0. Consequently, given that
∫ T

0
|f(t, 0, 0)|2dt < ∞,

we can legitimately use [28, Theorem 3.5] in order to conclude the existence and uniqueness of solutions for

the BSDEs in (3.1) and (3.2) in the present setting.

3.2. Main results. This subsection contains the main results of this work, which concerns convergence rates

for BSDEs driven by Lévy processes in the L2-norm and in the Wasserstein distance.

Theorem 3.3. Let (Y,U) and (Y n, Un) be the solutions of equations (3.1) and (3.2). Let f satisfy Assumption

(S1), and assume that the approximating process Xn has the form (2.2)–(2.4). Then, there exists a constant

C = CLf ,T such that

E

[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

] 1
2 ≤ CE

[
|ξn − ξ|2

] 1
2 , (3.3)

and
(∫ T

0

∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt

)1
2

≤ CE
[
|ξn − ξ|2

] 1
2 . (3.4)

The proof of this result is deferred to Section 6.

Remark 3.4. In the statement of the previous theorem, the approximating process Xn depends on the mea-

surable set {‖x‖ ≥ 1
n}, n ∈ N. However, this set does not (explicitly) appear in the rates. Essentially, this

information is hidden in the convergence of the terminal values, which – in turn – encode the convergence of

the σ−algebrae Gn
T

w−−−→
n→∞

GT .

Assuming now that the terminal condition is a Markovian function of the Lévy process, we can combine the

results of Theorem 3.3 with Lemma 2.1 and compute an explicit convergence rate.
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Corollary 3.5. Let (Y,U) and (Y n, Un) be the solutions of equations (3.1) and (3.2), where f satisfies

Assumption (S1) and g satisfies Assumption (S2). Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–(2.4) and as-

sume that the Blumenthal–Getoor index satisfies β∗ < 2. Then, for any β ∈ (β∗, 2), there exists a constant

C ′ = C ′
Lf ,Lg,T

= CLf ,TLg (where CLf ,T is the constant from Theorem 3.3), such that

E

[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

] 1
2 ≤ C ′Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

, (3.5)

and

(∫ T

0

∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt

)1
2

≤ C ′Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

. (3.6)

Proof. Using Assumption (S2), we have immediately that

E
[
|ξn − ξ|2

] 1
2 = E

[
|g(Xn

T )− g(XT )|2
] 1
2 ≤ LgE

[
|Xn

T −XT |2
] 1
2 .

A direct application of Lemma 2.1 concludes the proof. �

Remark 3.6. The rate of convergence in the L2-norm is obviously optimal, as it coincides with the rate for the

approximation of the Lévy process itself.

Moreover, we want to deduce the rate of convergence in the Wasserstein distance. The following result

shows that, in the case of BSDEs driven by pure-jump Lévy processes, the rate of convergence is the same

in the L2-norm and in the Wasserstein distance, while in Section 5 we argue that this result is optimal. On

the contrary, for BSDEs driven by Brownian motion the rate in the L2-norm is n− 1
4 , while in the Wasserstein

distance it equals n− 1
2 ; see Geiss et al. [19, 20] and Briand et al. [5].

Let v, v′ be two probability measures on (D(T),B(D(T))), where D(T) is the space of càdlàg paths on

T = [0, T ].
Define the Wasserstein distance between these measures by

Wρ(v, v
′) = inf

Γ∈H(v,v′)

(∫

D(T)×D(T)
ρ2(y, y′)Γ(dy,dy′)

) 1
2
,

where ρ(y, y′) := supt∈T |yt − y′t| and H(v, v′) is the set of couplings between v and v′, i.e.

H(v, v′) =
{
Γ ∈ Pr(D(T)×D(T)) | Γ(A×D(T)) = v(A),Γ(D(T) ×B) = v′(B), ∀A,B ∈ B(D(T))

}
.

Similarly, let U,U ′ be two probability measures on D̃(T), where D̃(T) = L2(ν(dx)× dt). Define the Wasser-

stein distance between these measures by

Wρ̃(u, u
′) = inf

Γ̃∈H̃(u,u′)

( ∫

D̃(T)×D̃(T)
ρ̃2(y, y′)Γ̃(dy,dy′)

) 1
2
,

where ρ̃2(y, y′) :=
∫ T
0

∫
Rd |y′t(x)− yt(x)|2 ν(dx)dt and H̃(u, u′) is the set of couplings between u and u′, i.e.

H̃(u, u′) =
{
Γ ∈ Pr(D̃(T)× D̃(T)) | Γ̃(A× D̃(T)) = u(A), Γ̃(D̃(T)×B) = u′(B), ∀A,B ∈ B(D̃(T))

}
.

Corollary 3.7. Let (Y,U) and (Y n, Un) be the solutions of equations (3.1) and (3.2), where f satisfies As-

sumption (S1) and g satisfies Assumption (S2). Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–(2.4) and assume that

the Blumenthal–Getoor index satisfies β∗ < 2. Then, for any β ∈ (β∗, 2), there exists a constant C ′ (the same

as in Corollary 3.5), such that

Wρ

(
Y n, Y

)
≤ C ′Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

, (3.7)

Wρ̃

(
Un, U

)
≤ C ′Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

. (3.8)
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Proof. Using the properties of the Wasserstein distance and Corollary 3.5, we get immediately that

Wρ

(
Y n, Y

)
≤ E

[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

]1
2 ≤ C ′

Lf ,Lg,T

Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

,

and

Wρ̃

(
Un, U

)
≤
( ∫ T

0

∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt

)1
2 ≤ C ′

Lf ,Lg,T

Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

. �

4. APPROXIMATION OF THE BSDE GENERATOR

The aim of this section is to briefly discuss what happens in case the generator of the approximating BSDE

(Y n)n∈N is not the same as the generator of the BSDE Y , but instead is a function fn that approximates the

generator f . The main question then is whether this approximation will affect the rate of convergence or not.

Let us consider the BSDE Y given by (3.1), while the approximating BSDE Y n takes now the form

Y n
t = ξn +

∫ T

t
fn
(
s, Y n

s , Un
s (·)

)
ds−

∫ T

t

∫

Rd

Un
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx), n ∈ N. (4.1)

In addition to (S1) and (S2), the following assumptions will be used in this part of the work.

(S3) The generator of equation (4.1), fn : [0, T ] × R× L2(νn) → R, satisfies a globally Lipschitz condition,

uniformly for t ∈ [0, T ], i.e. for any y, y′, z, z′

∣∣fn(t, y, z(·)) − fn(t, y′, z′(·))
∣∣ ≤ Lf

[ ∣∣y − y′
∣∣+
(∫

Rd

∣∣z(x)− z′(x)
∣∣2 νn(dx)

) 1
2
]
.

(S4) The generators fn and f satisfy the following condition: for any (t, y) ∈ [0, T ] × R and any uniformly

Lipschitz continuous function u (i.e., u for which |u(x)| / |x| is bounded over all x ∈ Rd\{0}) , holds

∣∣fn(t, y, u(·)) − f(t, y, u(·))
∣∣ ≤ cn

(
1 + |y|2 +

∫

Rd

|u(x)|2 ν(dx)
) 1

2
, (4.2)

for some cn > 0, that depends on n ∈ N. Moreover, the sequence (cn)n∈N is assumed bounded.

Theorem 4.1. Let (Y,U) and (Y n, Un) be the solutions of equations (3.1) and (4.1), where f and fn satisfy

Assumptions (S1), (S3) and (S4), while g satisfies Assumption (S2). Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–

(2.4) and assume that the Blumenthal–Getoor index satisfies β∗ < 2. Then, for any β ∈ (β∗, 2), there exists a

constant C ′′, such that

E

[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

] 1
2 ≤ C ′′

{
Cβ

√
T

n1−β

2

+ cn

}
, (4.3)

and
(∫ T

0

∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt

)1
2

≤ C ′′
{
Cβ

√
T

n1−β
2

+ cn

}
.

The proof of this result is deferred to Section 6. Next, we present two examples of situations where an

approximation of the generator arises naturally, and discuss the implications for the convergence rate.

Example 4.2. Assume that the generator f of the BSDE Y takes the following form

f(t, y, u(·)) =
∫

Rd

Φ(t, y, u(x))δ(x)ν(dx),

where δ(x) = 1 ∧ ‖x‖β̄ , for β̄ such that
∫

‖x‖≤1
‖x‖β̄ ν(dx) < +∞,

and |Φ(t, y, z)| ≤ C̃(1 + |y|+ |z|), for C̃ > 0. Obviously, β̄ > β∗. Considering the form of the Lévy measure

in (2.4), we set the generator fn of the approximating BSDE Y n equal to

fn(t, y, u(·)) =
∫

Rd

Φ(t, y, u(x))δ(x)νn(dx).
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Then, for Cβ as defined in Lemma 2.1, we can verify that

∣∣fn(t, y, u(·)) − f(t, y, u(·))
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

Φ(t, y, u(x))δ(x)ν(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

|Φ(t, y, u(x))δ(x)| ν(dx)

≤ C̃

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

(1 + |y|+ |u(x)|)δ(x)ν(dx)

≤ C̃ cn{1 + |y|+ ‖u‖
L2(ν)},

where

cn := max
{∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖β̄ ν(dx),
(∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2β̄ ν(dx)
) 1

2
}
≤ Cβ max

{ 1

nβ̄−β
,

1

nβ̄−β/2

}
=

Cβ

nβ̄−β
,

for any β ∈ (β∗, β̄). In other words, the rate of convergence will become worse in case β̄ < 1 + β
2 .

Remark 4.3. The example above is inspired by the portfolio liquidation problem studied in Kruse and Popier

[25], where the function Φ takes the form

Φ(t, y, u(x)) = (y + u(x))

(
1− λt(x)(

(y + u(x))q−1 + λt(x)q−1
)p−1

)
1{y+u(x)≥0}, (4.4)

where λ is deterministic and time-dependent (in our framework), and p, q are Hölder conjugates; see [25, eq.

(24)]. This function obviously satisfies the conditions of the previous example. Note that we have omitted the

term Y q from the driver, since we consider Lipschitz BSDEs.

Example 4.4 (Time discretization). Assume that the generator f of the BSDE Y is an α-Hölder continuous

function in time for 0 < α ≤ 1, i.e. for any t, s ∈ T holds

|f(t, y, u(·))− f(s, y, u(·))| ≤ C |t− s|α {1 + |y|+ ‖u‖L2(ν)}.
Then, we set the generator fn of the approximating BSDE Y n equal to

fn(t, y, u(·)) = f(tni , y, u(·)), tni ≤ t ≤ tni+1,

where tni = iT
n and i = 0, . . . , n − 1. In this case, we can verify that cn = (Tn )

α. In other words, the rate of

convergence will become worse in case α < 1− β
2 .

5. OPTIMALITY

The aim of this section is to discuss the optimality of the convergence rate in the Wasserstein distance, i.e.

inequality (3.7). In order to make the argument clear, we just consider the following special case: the dimension

d = 1, the generator f ≡ 0 and the terminal conditions equal ξ = XT and ξn = Xn
T . In this case, the solutions

in (3.1) and (3.2) are exactly (Yt)t∈T = (Xt)t∈T and (Y n
t )t∈T = (Xn

t )t∈T. Then we have the following results.

Lemma 5.1. Let X be a Lévy process as in (2.1) and τ be its first jump time, i.e. τ := inf{t > 0, |∆Xt| > 0}.
Then τ is independent from the first jump size |∆Xτ |.
Proof. Compound Poisson processes: In this case, we have that ν([−1, 1]d) < +∞, which implies that (Xt)t∈T
is a compound Poisson process. Hence, by the construction, the first jump time is independent from the first

jump size.

Infinite activity processes: In this case, we have that ν([−1, 1]d) = +∞. We are going to show that τ = 0
almost surely, which implies that τ is independent from the first jump size. For any a > 0, define τa :=
inf{t > 0, ‖∆Xt‖ ≥ a}. Then τa is also the first jump time of a (simple) Poisson process with decomposition∫ ·
0

∫
‖x‖≥a µ(ds,dx). Hence, for any ε > 0,

P(τa > ε) = P

(∫ ε

0

∫

‖x‖≥a
µ(ds,dx) = 0

)
= e

−ε
∫
‖x‖≥a

ν(dx)
,

therefore P(τ > ε) ≤ P(τa > ε) = e
−ε

∫
‖x‖≥a

ν(dx)
. Letting a → 0, we have for any ε > 0, that P(τ > ε) = 0,

which implies τ = 0 almost surely. �
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Theorem 5.2. Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–(2.4). Then we have the following inequality:

Wρ

(
Xn,X

)
≥ cT

(∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx)
) 1

2
, (5.1)

where cT > 0.

The proofs of this theorem and the next corollary are deferred to Section 6. The next result is the main

outcome of this section, and shows that the convergence rate obtained in Corollary 3.5 for the Wasserstein

distance is indeed optimal.

Corollary 5.3. Let X and Xn be as in (2.1) and (2.2)–(2.4), and assume that the Blumenthal–Getoor index

satisfies β∗ < 2. Then, for any 0 < β < β∗, holds

lim sup
n→∞

n1−β

2Wρ

(
Xn,X

)
= +∞. (5.2)

5.1. The case β = β∗. In this subsection, we will consider the case β = β∗ and show, using two examples,

that an optimal rate cannot be determined in this case.

Example 5.4. Assume that the Lévy measure equals ν(dx) =
∑∞

i=1 δ 1
i
(dx), where δ is the Dirac measure, i.e.

δx(A) = 1 if and only if x ∈ A. We consider the following series:

∞∑

i=1

1

ip
. (5.3)

This series converges if and only if p > 1. Hence, the Blumenthal–Getoor index is exactly 1. We also have that

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) =
∞∑

i=n

1

i2
≤

∞∑

i=n

1

i(i− 1)
=

1

n− 1
.

In the same way we get that
∫
‖x‖≤ 1

n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) ≥ 1
n . Hence, from Theorem 5.2 and the proof of Proposition

2.1, we finally get that

cT√
n
≤ Wρ

(
Xn,X

)
≤ CT√

n
.

which means that the optimal rate is exactly n− 1
2 .

Example 5.5. Assume that the Lévy measure equals ν(dx) =
∑∞

i=1 δ
√

ln(i)

i

(dx). The series
∑∞

i=1

(√ln(i)

i

)p

converges if and only if p > 1. Hence, the Blumenthal–Getoor index is again equal to 1. By the same analysis

as in the previous example, we get

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) =
∞∑

i=n

ln(i)

i2
≥

∞∑

i=n

ln(i)

i(i+ 1)
=

∞∑

i=n

ln(i)
(1
i
− 1

i+ 1

)

=
ln(n)

n
+

∞∑

i=n

ln(i+ 1)− ln(i)

i+ 1
≥ ln(n)

n
.

On the other hand, for n ≥ 2 we have
∫

‖x‖≤ 1
n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) =
∞∑

i=n

ln(i)

i2
≤

∞∑

i=n

ln(i)

i(i− 1)
=

∞∑

i=n

ln(i)
( 1

i− 1
− 1

i

)

=
ln(n)

n− 1
+

∞∑

i=n

ln(i+ 1)− ln(i)

i

(c)

≤ ln(n)

n
+

∞∑

i=n

1

i2

≤ ln(n)

n
+

1

n− 1
≤ 2 ln(n)

n
,
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where for inequality (c) we have used the fact that ln(1 + 1
i ) ≤ 1

i . Therefore,

cT
√

ln(n)√
n

≤ Wρ

(
Xn,X

)
≤ CT

√
ln(n)√
n

.

which means that the optimal rate is
√

ln(n)n− 1
2 but not n− 1

2 .

6. PROOFS

This section contains the proofs of the main results from Sections 3, 4 and 5.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let us consider the setting of Subsection 3.1, i.e. we assume that the terminal random

variables ξ, ξn are arbitrary GT -,Gn
T -measurable random variables, while the Lévy process X is approximated

by Xn in (2.2) and its Lévy measure satisfies νn(dx) = 1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
}ν(dx). Set U

n
s (x) = Un

s (x)1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
}. Since

νn is supported on {‖x‖ ≥ 1
n}, we can directly verify that

∫
Rd U

n
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx) =
∫
Rd U

n
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx)

and, using the Lipschitz property (S1), we can show that f(s, Y n
s , Un

s (·)) = f(s, Y n
s , U

n
s (·)). This implies that

(Y n, U
n
s ) is indistinguishable from the unique solution of (3.2). Thus, we can write Y n

t − Yt as follows:

Y n
t − Yt = ξn − ξ +

∫ T

t
f
(
s, Y n

s , U
n
s (·)
)
− f

(
s, Ys, Us(·)

)
ds

−
∫ T

t

∫

Rd

U
n
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx) +

∫ T

t

∫

Rd

Us(x)µ̃(ds,dx)

= ξn − ξ +

∫ T

t
f
(
s, Y n

s , U
n
s (·)
)
− f

(
s, Ys, Us(·)

)
ds−

∫ T

t

∫

Rd

U
n
s (x)− Us(x)µ̃(ds,dx). (6.1)

Step 1: In this step, we are going to compute an auxiliary bound. Using Itô’s formula, we have for b, λ > 0 that

E
[
ebs |Y n

s − Ys|2
]
+ E

[
b

∫ T

s
ebt
∣∣Y n

t− − Yt−
∣∣2 dt+

∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt
∣∣Un

t (x)− Ut(x)
∣∣2 ν(dx)dt

]

= E
[
ebT |ξn − ξ|2

]
+ 2E

[ ∫ T

s
ebt(Y n

t− − Yt−)
(
f
(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
− f

(
t, Yt, Ut(·)

))
dt

]
(6.2)

≤ E
[
ebT |ξn − ξ|2

]
+ (2 + λ)LfE

[ ∫ T

s
ebt|Y n

t − Yt|2dt
]

+
Lf

λ
E

[ ∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt
∣∣Un

t (x)− Ut(x)
∣∣2 ν(dx)dt

]
, (6.3)

where in (6.3) we used the Lipschitz property of the generator f and afterwards Young’s inequality for some

λ > 0. In addition, we used the fact that the Lebesgue measure is atomless, which allows to substitute within

the Lebesgue–Stieltjes integrals the variable Y n
t−, resp. Yt−, with the variable Y n

t , resp. Yt, for every t ∈ T.

Regarding the identity (6.2), we used the fact that the stochastic integral is a true martingale. Indeed, using the

Burkholder–Davis–Gundy (BDG) inequality for p = 1, we have

E

[
sup

0≤s≤T

∣∣∣∣
∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt(Y n
t− − Yt−)

(
U

n
t (x)− Ut(x)

)
µ̃(dt,dx)

∣∣∣∣
]

≤ CE

[ ∣∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∫

Rd

e2bt
∣∣Y n

t− − Yt−
∣∣2 ∣∣Un

t (x)− Ut(x)
∣∣2 µ(dt,dx)

∣∣∣∣

1
2 ]

≤ CebTE
[(

sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

) 1
2

∣∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 µ(dt,dx)
∣∣∣∣

1
2 ]

≤ CebT

2γ
E
[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

]
+

CγebT

2
E

[ ∫ T

0

∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 µ(dt,dx)
]

=
CebT

2γ
E[sup

t∈T
|Y n

t − Yt|2] +
CγebT

2
E

[ ∫ T

0

∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 ν(dx)dt
]
< +∞,
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where C is the constant from the BDG inequality and γ > 0.

Now, using (6.3) for λ = 2Lf and b = (2 + 2Lf )Lf + 1
2 we have for every s ∈ T

E
[
ebs |Y n

s − Ys|2
]
+

1

2
E

[∫ T

s
ebt
∣∣Y n

t− − Yt−
∣∣2 dt

]
+

1

2
E

[∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt
∣∣Un

t (x)− Ut(x)
∣∣2 ν(dx)dt

]

≤ ebTE
[
|ξn − ξ|2

]
. (6.4)

Step 2: Let us now derive an upper bound for the desired norms. To this end, we have from (6.1)

Y n
t − Yt = E

[
ξn − ξ +

∫ T

t
f
(
s, Y n

s , U
n
s (·)
)
− f

(
s, Ys, Us(·)

)
ds

∣∣∣∣Gt

]
,

which further implies using Doob’s inequality, Jensen’s inequality and the Lipschitz property of the generator

E
[
sup
t∈T

|Y n
t − Yt|2

]
≤ E

[
sup
t∈T

(
E

[
|ξn − ξ|+

∫ T

0
|f
(
s, Y n

s , U
n
s (·)
)
− f

(
s, Ys, Us(·)

)
|ds
∣∣∣∣Gt

])2]

≤ 2E

[
|ξn − ξ|2 + 2LfT

( ∫ T

0
|Y n

s − Ys|2ds+
∫ T

0

∫

Rd

|Un
s (·)− Us(·)

)
|2ν(dx)ds

)]

≤ CLf ,TE[|ξn − ξ|2], (6.5)

where the last inequality is an outcome of (6.4), for some constant CLf ,T which depends on the Lipschitz

constant Lf and the time horizon T . �

In order to prove the main results of Section 4, we need the following preparatory result.

Lemma 6.1. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.1. Then, there exists a constant CLf ,Lg,T , such that

sup
t∈T

E
[
|Y n

t |2
] 1
2 ≤ CLf ,Lg,T ,

and
∫ T

0

(
|Y n

t |2 +
∫

Rd

E
[ ∣∣Un

t (x)
∣∣2 ]ν(dx)

)
dt ≤ CLf ,Lg,T ,

where again U
n
t (x) = Un

t (x)1{‖x‖≥ 1
n
}.

Proof. We first rewrite (4.1) as follows:

Y n
t = ξn +

∫ T

t
fn
(
s, Y n

s , U
n
s (·)
)
− fn

(
s, 0, 0

)
ds+

∫ T

t
fn
(
s, 0, 0

)
ds

−
∫ T

t

∫

Rd

U
n
s (x)µ̃

n(ds,dx). (6.6)

Similarly to Step 1 in the proof of Theorem 3.3, where now we consider only Y n
t , we get that,

E
[
ebs |Y n

s |2
]
+ E

[
b

∫ T

s
ebt
∣∣Y n

t−
∣∣2 dt+

∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt |Un
t (x)|2 νn(dx)dt

]

= E
[
ebT |ξn|2

]
+ 2E

[ ∫ T

s
ebt(Y n

t− − 0)
(
fn
(
t, Y n

t , Un
t (·)

)
− fn

(
t, 0, 0

))
dt

]

+ 2E

[ ∫ T

s
ebtY n

t−f
n
(
t, 0, 0

)
dt

]
(6.7)

≤ E
[
ebT |ξn|2

]
+ (3 + λ)LfE

[∫ T

s
ebt|Y n

t |2dt
]
+ ebT

∫ T

s
(fn)2(t, 0, 0)dt

+
Lf

λ
E

[ ∫ T

s

∫

Rd

ebt |Un
t (x)|2 νn(dx)dt

]
, (6.8)
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and, for b ≥ (3 + 2Lf )Lf + 1, we arrive at
∫ T

s
ebtE[|Y n

t |2]dt+ ebsE[|Y n
s |2] + 1

2

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

E

[
|Un

t (x)|2
]
νn(dx)dt ≤ ebTE[|ξn|2] + ebTCT , (6.9)

where CT := 2
∫ T
0 f2(t, 0, 0)dt + 2 supn≥0 c

2
n ≥

∫ T
0 (fn)2(t, 0, 0)dt due to (S4).

The definition of U
n
t implies

∫

Rd

E
[
|Un

t (x)|2
]
νn(dx) =

∫

Rd

E
[ ∣∣Un

t (x)
∣∣2 ]ν(dx).

Since s ∈ [0, T ] is arbitrary and

sup
n≥0

E[|ξn|2] = sup
n≥0

E[g2(Xn
T )] ≤ 2g2(0) + LgE[‖Xn

T ‖2] ≤ 2g2(0) + Lg

∫

Rd

‖x‖2 ν(dx) < +∞,

we get from inequality (6.9) that

sup
t∈T

E
[
|Y n

t |2
] 1
2 ≤ sup

t∈T
ebtE

[
|Y n

t |2
]
≤ ebTE

[
|ξn|2

]
+ ebTCT ≤ CLf ,Lg,T ,

and
∫ T

0

(
|Y n

t |2 +
∫

Rd

E
[ ∣∣Un

t (x)
∣∣2 ]ν(dx)

)
dt ≤

∫ T

0

(
ebt |Y n

t |2 + 1

2
ebt
∫

Rd

E
[
|Un

t (x)|2
]
νn(dx)

)
dt

≤ ebTE
[
|ξn|2

]
+ ebTCT ≤ CLf ,Lg,T . �

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Analogously to the proof of Theorem 3.3, using Itô’s formula and integrating on both

sides over (s, T ], we get

ebT |ξn − ξ|2 − ebs |Y n
s − Ys|2 =

= b

∫ T

s
ebt |Y n

t − Yt|2 dt− 2

∫ T

s
ebt(Y n

t − Yt)
(
fn
(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
− f

(
t, Yt, Ut(·)

))
dt

+ 2

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

(Y n
t− − Yt−)

(
U

n
t (x)− Ut(x)

)
µ̃(dt,dx) +

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 ν(dx,dt). (6.10)

Using Cohen and Elliott [10, Chapter 19] or Delong [13, Chapter 4.1] together with Assumption (S2), which

means we are in the Markovian setting, Y n
t can be expressed as un(t,Xn

t ) for some Lipschitz function un.

Together with Assumption (S4), this implies that U
n
t (x) = un(t,Xn

t−+x)−un(t,Xn
t−) is uniformly Lipschitz

continuous; see also Madan et al. [27, Assumption 1, (iii)].

Hence, we could bound the term (Y n
t − Yt)

(
fn
(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
− f

(
t, Yt, Ut(·)

))
by

2(Y n
t − Yt)

(
fn
(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
− f

(
t, Yt, Ut(·)

))
=

= 2(Y n
t − Yt)

(
(fn − f)

(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
+ f

(
t, Y n

t , U
n
t (·)
)
− f

(
t, Yt, Ut(·)

))

≤ 2 |Y n
t − Yt|Cn,t + 2Lf |Y n

t − Yt|2 + 2Lf |Y n
t − Yt|

( ∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 ν(dx)
) 1

2

≤ |Y n
t − Yt|2 +C2

n,t + Lf

[
(2 + λ) |Y n

t − Yt|2 + λ−1

∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 ν(dx)
]
, (6.11)

where Cn,t = cn

[
1 + |Y n

t |2 +
∫
Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)

∣∣2 ν(dx)
]1

2
. Then, taking an expectation in (6.10) and using (6.11),

we get that

ebTE[|ξn − ξ|2]− ebsE[|Y n
s − Ys|2] ≥ [b− (2 + λ)Lf − 1]

∫ T

s
ebt |Y n

t − Yt|2 dt

+(1− Lfλ
−1)

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt−

∫ T

s
E[C2

n,t]dt.
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As in (6.3), setting λ = 2Lf , b = (2 + 2Lf )Lf +
3
2 , and using Lemma 6.1, we arrive at

ebsE[|Y n
s − Ys|2] +

1

2

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

E

[ ∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2
]
ν(dx)dt ≤ ebTE[|ξn − ξ|2] + CLf ,Lg,T c

2
n. (6.12)

Moreover, from equality (6.10) and inequality (6.11), we have

ebT |ξn − ξ|2 − ebs |Y n
s − Ys|2 ≥

≥ 2

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

(Y n
t− − Yt−)

(
U

n
t (x)− Ut(x)

)
µ̃(dt,dx)

− 1

2

∫ T

s
ebt
∫

Rd

∣∣Un
t (x)− Ut(x)

∣∣2 ν(dx)dt−
∫ T

s
C2
n,tdt.

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.3 once again, using the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality for p = 1,
we can also deduce that

E
[
sup
t∈T

ebt |Y n
t − Yt|2

]
≤ 2ebTE[|ξn − ξ|2]

+ 4C2
E

[ ∫ T

0

∫

Rd

ebt
∣∣Un

t (x)− Ut(x)
∣∣2 ν(dx)dt

]
+ 2

∫ T

0
E[C2

n,t]dt.

Recalling (6.12) and that Lemma 2.1 together with Assumption (S2) yield

E[|ξn − ξ|2] ≤ L2
g E[‖Xn

T −XT ‖2] ≤
(LgCβ)

2T

n2−β
,

allows us to conclude the proof. �

Proof of Theorem 5.2. For any Γn ∈ H(Xn|P,X|P), it is possible to find another probability space (Ω̂, F̂ , P̂)

such that (X̂n|
P̂
, X̂ |

P̂
) ∼ Γn, where ∼ denotes equality in distribution, and we just need to verify that

Ê

[
sup
t∈T

∥∥∥X̂n
t − X̂t

∥∥∥
2 ] 1

2 ≥ cT

( ∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx)
) 1

2
.

Here Ê denotes the expectation under P̂ and cT > 0 does not depend on the choice of Γn. Let us denote the

first jump size of (X̂t)t∈T and (X̂n
t )t∈T by ∆X̂ and ∆X̂n respectively. Obviously ∆X̂| ˆP⋉⋊⋊⋗⋗⋉≈∼

∼ ∆X|P
and ∆X̂n|

P̂
∼ ∆Xn|P. We also denote by τ̂ and τ̂n the first jump time of X̂ and X̂n. Then, we have

Ê

[
sup
t∈T

∥∥∥X̂n
t − X̂t

∥∥∥
2 ]

≥ Ê

[
sup
t∈T

∥∥∥X̂n
t − X̂t

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂≤T}

]

≥ Ê

[(∥∥∥X̂n
τ̂n − X̂τ̂n

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂>τ̂n} +

∥∥∥X̂n
τ̂n − X̂τ̂n

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂=τ̂n} +

∥∥∥X̂n
τ̂ − X̂τ̂

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂<τ̂n}

)
1{τ̂≤T}

]

= Ê

[(∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂n −∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n=τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n>τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T}

]

≥ Ê

[( ∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂n −∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n=τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n>τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]

≥ Ê

[(∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

( ∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
− 2

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
∥∥∥∆X̂n

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∆X̂

∥∥∥
2 )

1{τ̂n=τ̂}

+
∥∥∥∆X̂

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n>τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]

= Ê

[(∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
(∥∥∥∆X̂n

∥∥∥− 2
∥∥∥∆X̂

∥∥∥
)
1{τ̂n=τ̂}

+
∥∥∥∆X̂

∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n≥τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]

(α)

≥ Ê

[(∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n≥τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]

(β)

≥ Ê

[( ∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n<τ̂} +

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂n≥τ̂}

)
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]
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= Ê

[ ∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{τ̂≤T,‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]

(γ)
= P̂(τ̂ ≤ T )Ê

[ ∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥
2
1{‖∆X̂‖≤ 1

2n
}

]
= P̂(τ̂ ≤ T )

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx)

= P(τ ≤ T )

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx).

Inequalities (α) and (β) hold since ∆X̂n is supported on ‖x‖ ≥ 1
n and under the event {‖∆X̂‖ ≤ 1

2n}, which

together imply that

∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥ − 2

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥ ≥ 0 and

∥∥∥∆X̂n
∥∥∥ ≥

∥∥∥∆X̂
∥∥∥. Equality (γ) holds since X̂|

P̂
∼ X|P,

which implies the independence between ∆X̂ and τ̂ from Lemma 5.1. Notice that P(τ ≤ T ) does not depend

on the choice of Γn. Hence, setting cT =
√

P(τ ≤ T ) concludes the proof. �

Proof of Corollary 5.3. Using Theorem 5.2, we just need to prove, for any 0 < β < β∗, that

lim sup
n→∞

n2−β

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) = +∞.

From the definition of the Blumenthal–Getoor index we have, for any 0 < β < β∗, that
∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2

‖x‖β ν(dx) = +∞.

Let Ai :=
∫
‖x‖≤ 1

2i
‖x‖2 ν(dx), then we can decompose

∫
‖x‖≤ 1

2
‖x‖β ν(dx) as follows:

∫

1
2(n+1)

≤‖x‖≤ 1
2

‖x‖β ν(dx) =
n∑

i=1

∫

1
2(i+1)

<‖x‖≤ 1
2i

‖x‖β ν(dx) =
n∑

i=1

∫

1
2(i+1)

<‖x‖≤ 1
2i

‖x‖2 ‖x‖β−2 ν(dx)

≤
n∑

i=1

(2(i + 1))2−β

∫

1
2(i+1)

<‖x‖≤ 1
2i

‖x‖2 ν(dx) =
n∑

i=1

(2(i + 1))2−β(Ai −Ai+1)

≤ 42−βA1 +

n∑

i=2

[
(2(i+ 1))2−β − (2i)2−β

]
Ai − (2(n + 1))2−βAn+1

≤ 42−βA1 +
n∑

i=2

[
(2(i+ 1))2−β − (2i)2−β

]
Ai

= 22−β
{
4A1 +

n∑

i=2

i2−β
[(

1 +
1

i

)2−β
− 1
]
Ai

}

≤ 22−β
{
4A1 +

n∑

i=2

i2−β
[(

1 +
1

i

)2
− 1
]
Ai

}

≤ 22−β
{
4A1 +

n∑

i=2

i2−β
[2
i
+

1

i2

]
Ai

}

≤ 22−β
{
4A1 +

n∑

i=2

i2−β 3

i
Ai

}

≤ 22−β
{
4A1 + 3

n∑

i=2

i1−βAi

}

≤ 22−β3

n∑

i=1

i1−βAi.

Hence,
∫
‖x‖≤ 1

2
‖x‖β ν(dx) = +∞ implies

∑∞
i=1 i

1−βAi = +∞ for any 0 < β < β∗.
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Next, we are going to show that

lim sup
n→∞

n2−β

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) > 0.

Otherwise, there exists a 0 < β0 < β∗, such that lim supn→∞ n2−β0
∫
‖x‖≤ 1

2n
‖x‖2 ν(dx) = 0. This implies,

for any i ≥ 1, that

Ai =

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2i

‖x‖2 ν(dx) ≤ εi
i2−β0

.

with limi→∞ εi = 0. This means for any 0 < β < β∗,
∞∑

i=1

i1−βAi ≤
∞∑

i=1

i−1−(β−β0).

By choosing β0 < β < β∗, this leads to
∑∞

i=1 i
1−βAi < +∞, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for any

0 < β < β∗, holds

lim sup
n→∞

n2−β

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) > 0,

hence we have that

lim sup
n→∞

n2−β

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx) = lim sup
n→∞

n
−β+β∗

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
+∞

n2−β+β∗
2

∫

‖x‖≤ 1
2n

‖x‖2 ν(dx)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0

= +∞. �

APPENDIX A. APPROXIMATION OF LÉVY PROCESSES BY RANDOM WALKS

In this appendix, we show a negative result about the approximation of Lévy processes by random walks,

namely that it is not possible to approximate a pure-jump Lévy process in the uniform norm using a random

walk. Indeed, the following simple counterexample demonstrates that we cannot approximate even a (plain)

Poisson process in the uniform norm using a random walk approximation. In case the topology is weakened to

the Skorokhod J1−topology, then it is possible to approximate the desired process by a random walk; see e.g.

Lejay et al. [26, Lemma 3] for the case of a Poisson process.

Let us denote by {kn}n≥1 an increasing positive integer sequence tending to +∞ as n → +∞. Let

(Yni)1≤i≤kn denote random variables (not necessarily i.i.d.), and define the partial sum process as

Sn(t) :=

⌊knt⌋∑

i=1

Yni.

Let N = (Nt)t∈T denote a Poisson process with rate λ = 1. Then we have the following inequality.

Proposition A.1. The uniform distance between (N(t))t∈T and (Sn(t))t∈T is positive, for any T > 0, i.e.

E

[
sup
t∈T

|N(t)− Sn(t)|
]
≥ 1− e−T

2
.

Proof. Denote ti(n) := i/kn for i = 0, 1, . . . . Notice that the jump times of Sn belong to the set Tn =
{t0(n), t1(n), . . . }. Let τ be the first jump time of the Poisson process N. Since t0(n), t1(n), . . . are all

deterministic times, we have that P(τ ∈ Tn) = 0. Therefore

E

[
sup
t∈T

|N(t)− Sn(t)|
]

≥ E

[
sup
t∈T

|N(t)− Sn(t)| 1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}
]

≥ E

[
max

{
|N(τ)− Sn(τ)| , |N(τ−)− Sn(τ−)|

}
1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}

]

(A1)
= E

[
max

{
|N(τ)− Sn(τ)| , |N(τ−)− Sn(τ)|

}
1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}

]
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(A2)
= E

[
max

{
|N(τ−) + 1− Sn(τ)| , |N(τ−)− Sn(τ)|

}
1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}

]

≥ E

[1
2

{
|N(τ−) + 1− Sn(τ)|+ |N(τ−)− Sn(τ)|

}
1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}

]

≥ 1

2
E[1{τ≤T,τ /∈Tn}] =

1

2
E[1{τ≤T}] =

1− e−T

2
.

Equality (A1) follows since Sn(t) does not jump at τ for τ /∈ Tn, while (A2) holds since τ is the first jump

time of N(t), which implies that N(τ) = N(τ−) + 1. �
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