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APPROXIMATION OF THE INVARIANT MEASURE OF STABLE SDES BY AN
EULER-MARUYAMA SCHEME

PENG CHEN, CHANG-SONG DENG, RENE L. SCHILLING, AND LIHU XU

ABSTRACT. We propose two Euler-Maruyama (EM) type numerical schemes in order to ap-
proximate the invariant measure of a stochastic differential equation (SDE) driven by an «-stable
Lévy process (1 < o < 2): an approximation scheme with the a-stable distributed noise and a
further scheme with Pareto-distributed noise. Using a discrete version of Duhamel’s principle
and Bismut’s formula in Malliavin calculus, we prove that the error bounds in Wasserstein-1 dis-
tance are in the order of n' ~¢ and 17%_1, respectively, where € € (0, 1) is arbitrary and 7 is the
step size of the approximation schemes. For the Pareto-driven scheme, an explicit calculation
for Ornstein—Uhlenbeck a-stable process shows that the rate n% ~! cannot be improved.

1. INTRODUCTION

We study the solution (X;):>o of the following stochastic differential equation (SDE) driven
by an a-stable Lévy process:

(1.1) dX, = b(X,)dt +dZ,, Xo==,

where z € RY is the starting point, (Z;);>¢ is a d-dimensional, rotationally invariant a-stable
Lévy process with index € (1,2), and b : R¢ — R? is a function satisfying Assumption A
below.

The Euler-Maruyama (EM) scheme of the SDE (1.1), with a step size n € (0, 1), is defined
by

(12) }/0 =, Yk+1 - Yk + nb(Yk) + (Z(k+1)17 - an)7 k= 07 17 27 )

see, e.g. [45, 20]. Tt is easy to see that (Y)r>o is @ Markov chain. A drawback of the scheme
(1.2) is that there is no explicit representation for the probability density of «a-stable noise
Z(k+1)y — Zgn» @ € (1,2), making the numerical simulation is complicated and numerically
expensive, see the very recent monograph [32, Section 1.9] for a detailed discussion about the
difficulties arising in the multivariate stable distribution simulations. See also [5, 29, 31] for
sampling stable distributed random variables. In contrast, the Pareto distribution has a simple
probability density and thus can be easily sampled by the classical acceptance and rejection
method. Since the stable and the Pareto distribution have the same tail behaviour, and inspired
by the stable central limit theorem (see, e.g. [ 16, 6]), we replace the stable noise in (1.2) with a
Pareto ciistrjbuted noise, and consider the following EM scheme:

Let 71, Z5,--- be an iid sequence of d-dimensional random vectors, which are Pareto dis-
tributed, i.e.

~ (0%
1.3 7.~ - - 11 :
( ) 1 p(z) O'd_1|Z|a+d (1, )(|Z|)
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we denote by o4 = 272/ I'(£) the surface area of the unit sphere $7~' C RY. We will
approximate the SDE (1.1) by the following approximation scheme:

1/

(14) }7(]:37, ?kJrl :?k+77b<?k)+n ZkJrlu k:071727"'7

where 7 > 0 is the step size, 0% = o/(04-1C4.4), and

«a dy )_1 a—1_-d/2 I (dJQFO{)
1.5 C a — 1— 9 = a2 )
(1.5) d, €| </Rd\{0} (1 —cos(&,y)) [yJo+d a T (1-2)

see e.g. [4, Example 2.4.d)] and [2, I11.18.23]. It is easy to see that (Y/k)kzo is a Markov chain.
We aim to study the error bounds in the Wasserstein-1 distance for the above two schemes,
in particular for large time.

1.1. Motivation, contribution and method. The EM approximation of SDEs is a classical
research topic, both in probability theory and in numerical analysis, and over the past decades
there have been many contributions, see for instance [1, 14, 22, 429  35] for SDEs driven by
a Brownian motion, and [ 19, 39, 17, 37, 28, 20] for SDEs driven by Lévy noise. Most of these
papers focus on error bounds of the solution to the SDE and the EM approximation in a time
interval [0, T'] for some finite T' > 0; typically, there appears a constant Cr (depending on T")
in the error bounds, which tends to co as 7' — oo.

The recent use of Langevin samplings in machine learning, has caused a surge of interest
error bounds for the invariant measures of the solution of the SDE and of the EM discretization,
see e.g. [30, 43, 51, 7, 18]. We refer the reader to [23, 40, 44] for discrete schemes for the
invariant measure of SDEs driven by a Brownian motion. Panloup [36] uses certain recursive
procedures to compute the invariant measure of Lévy-driven SDEs, but he does not determine
the convergence rate. To the best of our knowledge, our paper is the first contribution studying
the bound between the invariant measures of solutions to SDEs driven by stable noise and their
EM discretizations.

A further motivation of our research is to show that the EM scheme with Pareto distributed
innovations can indeed be used to approximate the invariant measures of SDEs driven by an
a-stable noise with o € (1,2). In order to speed up the EM scheme, actual implementations
of the discretization (1.4), use iid random variables (Zc)kzl with Pareto distribution rather
than stable innovations. The advantage of this approach is that the Pareto distribution has
an explicitly given density (see (1.3)) which allows for a much simpler sampling than stable
random variables. We also show that the convergence rate 7%/~ is optimal for the Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process on RR.

For a = 2, the stable process Z; is (essentially) a d-dimensional standard Brownian motion
and the convergence rate for the corresponding invariant measure is /7 (up to a logarithmic

correction), see for instance [13]. Our optimal rate 77%_1 will tend to O(1) rather than /1 as
a T 2; this type of “phase transition” has been observed in many situations, e.g. in the stable
law CLT [16, 49]. This is due to the fact that a-stable distributions with « € (0, 2) do not have
second moments, while the 2-stable distribution is the Gaussian law having arbitrary moments.

Our approach in proving the main results is via a discrete version of Duhamel principle
and Bismut’s formula in Malliavin calculus. More precisely, we split the stochastic process
(X)e>0 into smaller pieces (X¢)(x—1)n<i<ky for & > 1 and replace (X;)(x—1)n<t<ky With Y}, and
Y%, respectively. This procedure is reminiscent to Lindeberg’s method for the CLT. In order
to bound the error caused by these replacements, we use the semigroup P; given by (X;):>o

and study its regularity using Malliavin’s calculus for jump processes. In order to bound the
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second-order derivative of F;, we need to adopt the framework of the time-change argument
established in [50] and use the Bismut formula.

1.2. Notation. Whenever we want to emphasize the starting point Xo = x for a given z € R,
we will write X instead of X;; we use this also for Y}’ and V! for a given y € R¢. By P, Q»
and ()5, we denote the Markov semigroups of X, Y}, and Y}, respectively, i.e.

Pif(z) =Ef(X)., Qunf(z)=Ef(Y?), and Quf(z)=Ef(Yy).

for a bounded measurable function f : R - R,z ¢ R, ¢t >0and k=0,1,2,....

As usual, C(R%, R) denote the continuous functions f : R — R, and C*(R¢, R) [CZ (R4, R)]
are the twice continuously differentiable functions [which are bounded together with all their
derivatives]; V f(z) € R?and V2 f(x) € R?*? are the gradient and the Hessian. For v, v1, vy, €
R4, the directional derivatives are given by

V1) = (V) 0) = limg TELED 2D

e—0 g

VUQVvlf <v f U1U2 >HS lim vvlf(x + EUQ) — vv1f(x)’

e—0 g

where (A, B)yg = ZZ 1 AijBij for A, B € R4, The Hilbert-Schmidt norm of a matrix

A€ ROis | Allns = /S0, 4%
The directional derivatives are similarly defined for (sufficiently smooth) vector-valued func-

tions f = (f1, fo, -, fa) " : RT = R% letwv, vy, v0, 2 € R, then V, f(2) = (Vo f1, Ve, ..., Vo fa) ',

vavlf(ff) = (VU2VU1f17 ceey vavvlfd)T-

For f € CZ(R¢, R), we will use the supremum and the supremum Hilbert-Schmidt norm

IV flloe = sup [Vf(@)], IV fllus.co = sup |V f(z)]|ns.

z€R4 rzeR4
The Wasserstein-1 distance between two probability measures j; and p5 on R? is defined as

1.6 W- = inf EX -Y
(1.6) (1, p12) vt | |,

where C(p1, 112) is the set of all coupling realizations of i, 119, i.e. all random variables with
values in R?¢ with marginals 1;, p1o. We also have the following dual description of the Wasser-
stein distance

Wi(p, p2) = sup  |pi(h) — pa(h)],
heLip(1)

where Lip(1) = {h : R — R; |h(y) —h(z)| < |y — 2|} and p1;(h) = [ h(2) pi(dz), i = 1,2.
We will frequently need the following weight function
Va(x) = (1+|2[)*?2, zeR’, 520
Finally, we write |z| for the largest integer which is less than or equal to x € R, and
throughout Cy ,, is the constant (1.5).
1.3. Assumptions and main results. Throughout this paper, we make the following assump-

tion:

Assumption A. The function b : R? — R is twice continuously differentiable and there exist
constants 61,0y > 0 and 63, K > 0 such that

(1.7) (b(z) —b(y),z —y) < —01|x—y|2+K Va,y € R¢
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and
(1.8) IVb(2)] < Oy |v], |V, Vib(2)| < O3 |v1]|va]  Yo,v1, 09,2 € R

Remark 1.1. Note that (1.8) immediately implies the following linear growth condition
(1.9) |b(z) — b(0)| < Bolz|, =€ R

Under Assumption A, we will show that both (X});>o and (f/k) k>0 are ergodic; we write /i
and /i,), respectively, for their invariant measures, see Propositions 1.5 and 1.7 below. Through-
out the paper the constants C, ¢1, ¢, 3, ¢4 and A may depend on 0y, 65,05, K, o, d, |b(0)| and
B for some constant § € [1, «), but we often suppress this in our notation; moreover, the exact
values of the constants may vary from line to line. Our main results are the following two
theorems:

Theorem 1.2. Let (X;):>o and (Y/k)kzo be defined by (1.1) and (1.4) (step size n), and denote
by p and [i,, their invariant measures. Under Assumption A, there exists a constant C' such
that the following two statements hold:

(1) For every N > 2 and step sizen < min {1, 6,/(863), 1/6,}, one has
Wi (law(X,n), law (Yy)) < C(1+ ||
(2) For every step sizen < min {1, 6,/605, 1/6,}, one has
Wi (i) < ol

Theorem 1.3. Let (X;)i>0 and (Yi)r>o be defined by (1.1) and (1.2) (step size n), and denote
by p and p., their invariant measures. Under Assumption A, for any 3 € [1, a), there exists a
constant C' depending on [3 such that the following two statements hold:

(1) For every N > 2 and step size n < min {1, 6,/(863), 1/6,}, one has
Wi (law (X,n ), law(Yy)) < C(1 + |2|*)n'*575,
(2) For every step sizen < min {1, 6,/605, 1/6,}, one has

1

Wi (p, ) < C'tes,

Remark 1.4. The rate >/~ in the first theorem is optimal for the one-dimensional Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process, see Proposition B.1 below.

The proofs of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 are presented in Section 2. In Section 3, we use a time-
change argument and the Bismut formula to prove Lemma 2.1, which is the key to the proof
of our main result. Appendix A includes the proofs of the propositions in this section for the
completeness. Finally, in Appendix B, the exact convergence rate n>/*~! is reached for the
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process on R, which shows that the rate in Theorem 1.2 (2) is sharp.

1.4. Auxiliary propositions. Here we collect a few auxiliary properties of (X;):>0 and (Y )x>o0-
The proofs are standard, but we include them in Appendix A to be self-contained. Recall that
Va(z) = (1+[a]?)72.

Proposition 1.5. Let Assumption A hold and denote by (X;):>o the solution to the SDE (1.1).

Then, (Xt)i>0 admits a unique invariant probability measure p such that for 1 < < «

(1.10) sup [E[f(X7)] = u(f)] < eVs(a)e =", >0,
<Vs

for some constants ¢y, co > 0. In particular, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

(1.11) EIX?)P < C(1+|z)?), t>o0.
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Proposition 1.6. Under Assumption A, there exist for every t > 0 and x,y € R? constants
C > 0and \ > 0 such that

Wi (law(X7), law(X})) < Ce M|z — y).

Proposition 1.7. Let Assumption A hold and denote by (Y},) x>0 and (Yi)r>0 the Markov chains
defined by (1.2) and (1.4), respectively. Assume that the step size satisfiesn < min {1, 6,/65, 1/6,}.
Then

(1) the chain (Yy,)r>0 admits a unique invariant measure [i,, such that for all v € R and
k>0,

(1.12) sup [Ef(YE) = p(F)] < eaVi(w)e 2",

for some constants cy,cy > 0.
(2) the chain (Yy,)r>0 admits a unique invariant measure [i,, such that for all x € R and
k>0,

(1.13) sup [EF(YE) = fin ()] < esVa(w)e e,

for some constants c3, cy > 0.

Lemma 1.8. Let Assumption A hold and denote by (Y},)r>o and (Yi)r>o the Markov chains

defined by (1.2) and (1.4), respectively. If the step size satisfies 7 < min {1, 8%, %} then
2

there is a constant C' > 0, which is independent of ), such that
(1.14) B[V < C(1+]al?),
(1.15) E[Yy| < O(1+ Ja)),
hold for any B € [1,a), x € R and k > 0.

2. PROOF OF THEOREMS 1.2 AND 1.3

We begin with several auxiliary lemmas which will be used to prove Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

2.1. Auxiliary lemmas. The first auxiliary lemma is about the regularity of the semigroup
induced by (X;):>o-

Lemma 2.1. Let h € Lip(1) and X[ be the solution to the SDE (1.1). For all vectors v, vy, vy €
R? and t € (0, 1], we have

2.1) Vo Pih(x)] < e o
and
(2.2) IV, Vo, P(x)] < Ct Y oy |vg]

for some constant C' > 0.

Remark 2.2. We will prove the above lemma using Malliavin’s calculus [33] in Section 3
further down. A very careful and knowledgeable referee suggested a shorter argument which
avoids the use of Bismut’s formula and Norris’ formalism. The idea of her/his proof is to use the
so called "variance of constants method" to establish the corresponding Bismut-Elworthy—Li
formula. The alternative proof of Lemma 2.1 will be added in Appendix C below.

Using the inequalities (1.11) and (1.14), we can obtain the following estimates:
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Lemma 2.3. Let (X;);>0 be the solution to the SDE (1.1) and (Yy,)r>o be the Markov chains

defined by (1.2). If the step size satisfies n < min {1, 8%, %}, then the following estimates
2
hold for all t € (0,1], B € [1,a):

(2.3) ElYY — |’ < C(1+|z|")n?,
(2.4) E|X? —z|® < C(1 4+ |z|*)t?/°,
(2.5) E|XZ - Y{1P < C(1+ |af)nfta.

Proof. The first inequality follows immediately from
EYy — |’ = Enb(z) + Z,|” < 2 [0 b(x)” + E|Z,|"] < O(L + |2 )n?/e.
From the Holder inequality and (1.11), we obtain

B

t
EX? -z’ = /0 b(X?)ds + Z;

t B
/ b(Xf) ds
0

t
§2t51/ Elb(X7)|? ds + 2E|Zy|ta
0

<2E +2|7,|°

< O+ |2,
which implies the second inequality.
For the last inequality, the Holder inequality, (1.9) and (2.4) imply

B
E|X)—Y|"=F

/0 "Ib(x?) — b)) ds

n
< P / E[b(X?) — b(x)|? ds
0
n
genﬁlf EIX? — x|’ ds
0

n
<c(+ |a;|ﬁ)nﬂ—1/ o2 ds
0
< C(1+ ol mPs. O

In order to prove Theorem 1.2, we need the following two lemmas. The first is just an in-
termediate step for the proof of the second lemma, which is the key to proving Theorem 1.2.
Notice that the fractional Laplacian operator (—A)®/2 is the infinitesimal generator of the rota-
tionally invariant a-stable Lévy process process (Z;);>0, wWhich is defined as a principal value
(p.v.) integral: for any f € C2(R%, R),

2 dy
.6 (82 f(@) = oo [ (1o ) = ) il

R4

Lemma 2.4. Let o € (1,2) and f : R? — R satisfying |V f|leo < 00 and ||V f|las.c0 < 00.
For all .,y € R? one has

Caal [V f18,000d-1
2—-a)(a—1)

|z —y[*.

2.7) [(=2)*2 f(x) = (=A) 7 f(y)] <
6



Proof. From the definition of the fractional Laplacian (2.6) and the symmetry of the represent-
ing measure we have for any 2 > 0

A)/2 f$’+7"0 f( )—T<0,Vf(l‘)>ﬂ(03( )
(=A) = f(x Cda/SdI/ i drde
0, Vf(xr+0s)—Vf(z))
—Cda/Sd 1/ / ] dsdrdf

+Cda/ // eviijes»dsdrde
gd—1

Then, for all z,y € R4,
[(=A)* 2 f(z) = (=A) f(y))
co [ [ [T V) VS0 09 £ 910 4

Ta+1

+Cda/ / / |V f(z+0s) — vf<y+98)‘dsdrd«9.
gd—1

Ta+1

For the first integral we have

o [ [ [ 00 = V1) - D120 TS0 g
gd—1

Ta+1

<o | /R [ 0) = (91 0) =TI g
gd—1

Ta+1
~ CualV? o0d—
<200V s [ eV T tsonis oo,
2—-«
and for the second term we get
/ / / |\Vf(x+0s)— Vf(y+08)|d8d7“d0
gd—1 Ta+1
< Cya V2 fHHSOo/ / / =0l 45 dr do
rotl
CualV? 000 d— _
_ Caall V2 fllus,000d-1 e
a—1
Hence, the assertion follows upon taking R = |z — y|. O

Lemma 2.5. Let (X;)¢>0 and (fﬁg)kzo be defined by (1.1) and (1.4), respectively. There exists
a constant C' > 0 such that for all v € R, n € (0,1), f : R — R satisfying ||V f]loo < o0
and |V? f|las.co < 00,

1P, f () = Qi f ()] < CL+ 1)) (IV Flloo + IV fll1s.00) 77/
Proof. From (1.1) and (1.4), we see

E[f(X;) — f()] =E {f <:c+/0nb(X;?) dr+z,7) —f <:c+?76(:c) + 77:“2)]
=Ji+ s,



where

J1=E [f <x—|—/0nb(Xf)dr+Zn) — f(z 4+ nb(x) +Zn)} :

1/

Ui

Jo=E[f(x+nblz)+ Z,) — f(x +nb(z))] — E {f (:c + nb(x) +
We can bound J; using (1.8) and (2.4) with 5 = 1:

il < IVFlE

/0 "B(XT) dr — b(a)

n
< IVl / E|b(X?) — b(x)|dr
0
n
< 0,V /1l / E|X? — | dr
0

n

< Ohy(1 + |x|)||Vf||Oo/ ri/edy
0

< CA+ |2 Vflloon T

For the first term of J; we use Dynkin’s formula (see e.g. [8]) to get
U
E[f(z+nb(z) + Z,) — f(z +nb(z))] = /o E[(=A)*2f(z +nb(z) + Z,)] dr.

For the second part of J, we use that Cy, = ao—d’_llo—_“‘ and Taylor’s formula to see

la _

E {f (:c—irnb(:c) + ”a Z) - f(a:+nb(:c))]

_ WWE [/1<Vf <x+77b( ) + nl/atz) Z> dt]

<fo+77b() tz), z> di d=

o 1|Z|oz—|—d

l2>1
dtd

= / / (Vf( x+77b()+tz),z>T+Zd
| |>o_1171/0‘ | |

O4_10%

= (=) f(a +nb(z)) — R,

where

1
R:= nCd,a/ / (Vf(z+nb(z)+tz), 2) dt—dfd
|z|]<o—1nt/a Jo |Z‘

Together, the above estimates yield

[Jo| <R+

/0 "E[(=A)Y2f (2 + nb(x) + Z,)] dr — n(—A) f(x + nb(a))]
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Further, we have

1 dtdz
Rl = nCas /|| //0<Vf(x+nb(w)+t2)—vf(af+nb( ). ) e
Z<o-—1n1a
1 dtd
SnCd@/ll //O}Vf(x+77b(:p)+tz) Vf(x+77b }HQTZl
<o-—1n1a

dz

1
éncdanv f”HSoo/ W_CHV Flls.con™®

\z\<0‘1n1/0‘
By Lemma 2.4, we also have

/0 "B [(=A)2f (2 + nb(x) + 2,)] dr — n(=A)*" f(z + nb(a))

< /OnE [(=2)*2f (z + nb(x) + Z:)] = (=) (2 + nb(x))| dr
< OIS lnsoe [ B2 ar
0

n
:cnv?anSm/ E [|Z,*] /o dr
0

< CE |2 ] IV? f s oo™
The proof follows if we combine all estimates. U

In order to prove Theorem 1.3, we need two more lemmas. The first is just an intermediate
step for the proof of the second lemma, which is the key to proving Theorem 1.3.

Lemma 2.6. Assume that f satisfies |V f |l < 00 and ||V?f||lus.co < 0. Forany 3 € [1,2]
and z,y € R?, we have

IV f(@) = VW< @IVl + 1V fllsoo) 2 =yl
Proof. For |z —y| > 1 we have

IVf(2) = VI <20V llo < IV fllocl =917,
and for |z — y| < 1 we have

IV f(z) = V) < IV fllusoolz =yl < [V fllasccle — 917 O

Lemma 2.7. Let (X;):>0 and (Yy)k>o be defined by (1.1) and (1.2), respectively. There exists
a constant C > 0 such that for all v € R%, n € (0,1), 8 € [1,a) and f : R* — R satisfying
IV fllos < 00 and ||V f|[s,00 < 0,

1Py () = Quf ()] < O+ [217) (IV flloo + [V llisic) 75
Proof. We use a Taylor expansion to get
Bf(X7) - Bf(YT)

=E(Vf(Y), XZ—Y") + ]E/01 (VY +r(XE=Y") = VYY), XE =Y )dr

=E(Vf (@ +nb(x)+ Z,) = V[ (x+nb(x)), X = Y{) + E(VS (z +nb(z)), X: - Y{")
+ ]E/O1 (VI (Y7 +r(XE=Y7) = VYY), Xy =Y )dr

= L 11111,



For the first term | we have
| =E(Vf(z+nb(z)+ Z,) = Vf(x+nbx),X; =Y (Loy(Z,]) + L) (1Z,]))
=: |1 + |2.

We need the following estimates for the truncated moment of order A > « and the tail of the
a-stable random variable Z, and < 1:

P(|Z,)>1)<en and E[|Z,"(Z,)] < Cn.

Both estimates follow from a straightforward calculation using the standard estimate g, (7, ) <
Cn/ (Y + |z|)>+ for the density of Z,, see e.g. [3, Theorem 2.1]. Since 561 > @, we can
use the Holder inequality and (2.5) to get

W S E[IVf (2 +nb(x) + Zy) = Vf (x +nd(2))| Lo (1Z,]) | Xy - ¥77]

< IV fllns.oc® [1 25| Lo (12]) | X5 — ¥77]
B8—1

_B_ T z|B
< IV llns e (B 12075 100020]) © (B]XG - ¥2 )
B-1
O(L+ o) IV fsoon 7 7'+
= O(1 + [V Fllus con® >,

=

=

Q=

whereas by the Holder inequality

Ll <E[|Vf (ﬂf+ﬁb(~”€) + Zn) = Vf (@ +nb(@))| 1,00 (| Zy]) | X5 = Yi7]]

< 2|V flloo (Bl (1,00)(|Zy I))% (E}Xx ’By
< C(1+ 2DV f oon Tt
— (1 + )|V fllar? 2.

=

Hence, we have

=

1] < O+ |2]) (IIV Fflloo + [IV2 fllirs,c0) ™ 5.

For |l we use It6’s formula and the definitions (1.1), (1.2) of Xf; and Y7" to see
T <Vf (2 + nb(x)) /0" B(XT) — b(z)] ds>
= (V1 Gt nb(o)). [ EBOE) - o] as)
<Vf x4+ nb(x / / [(VB(XZ),b(XE)) + (=A)2b(X7)] dr ds>

< ClIV flloo(X+ |2)n

In the last inequality we use the estimate (1.9) (for b(x%)) and Lemma 2.4 (for (—A)®/2b(X?)),

combined with the moment estimate (2.4).
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Finally, |l is estimated by Lemma 2.6 and (2.5),

< C(|V flloo + [IV2f|l115.00) E | X7 = V7|
B8
<O+ 12%) (IV Flloo + IV2f|ls.00) n*F5

< O+ |2%) (IV flloo + V2 l11s.00) 7

This finishes the proof. O

2.2. Proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Thanks to the discrete version of the classical Duhamel principle, it is
easy to check that for h € Lip(1)

N
(2.8) Pyyh(z) = Qnh(z) =Y " Qi1 (Py — Q1) Piv—ipyh(x).

i=1

Then we have

W, <laW(XnN),laW(}~/N)>: sup | Pryh(z) — Oxh(z)|

heLip(1)
N-1 ) )
2.9) <> sw (@i (P~ Qi) Pvinh(a)|
i—1 h€Lip(1)
+ sup QN—l(Pn - Ql)h(x)’ .
heLip(1)

First, we bound the last term. By (2.4) with § = 1, (1.4) and (1.8), for h € Lip(1) and n < 1,
(P, = Qu)h(x)| = [ER(X3) — BA(T)|
< [EA(XT) — h(z)| + ’Eh(ffl) - h(a:)’
< E|X? —z| +E[Y; — 2|
< C(L+[a) "™ +nlb(@)| + o'/ E|Z|
< C(L+ [z 7"/ + 0" ([b(0)] + Oo|z]) + o'/ *E|Z, |
< C(1+ |z|) nt=.
Together with (1.15) we get

@10) s [@ua(PBy — Quh(a)| < OO+ BV < O(1 4 Jal)n?

heLip(1)

Next, we bound the first term in (2.9); we distinguish between two cases:
Case1: N <n~ !+ 1. By Lemmas 2.5 and 2.1,

’(Pn - Ql)P(N—i)nh(fU)’ < C(1+ |z]) (IVPw—imhllso + V> Piv—ipyhllns.c0) 0/
< C(L+[a)[(N = i)y~ one.
Combining this with (1.15), we get

Qi1 (Py = Q1) Piv-anh(@)| < COL+ BV N — i)~/

sup
2.11) heLip(1)

< C(L+ [2)[(N — )],
11



Since N -1 <n!

N-1 N-1 N-1
Z[(N _ ’L)Tl] l/a _ nfl/a Z Z-fl/a < nl/a/ ,r,fl/a dr
i=1 i=1 0
R —1/a+1 O
= N -1 < — .
a—1" ( ) =a—1"

This gives the upper bound
N—-1

=

-1

Qier(Py = Qu) Plv-ipgh(@)| < COL+ [/ YN = i~/

1

sup
"~ heLip(1)

< c% (1 + |zt
Case 2: N > n~!' + 1. By Proposition 1.6, for any z,y € R¢, there exist constants C' > 0 and
A > 0 such that

|Ph(x) — Pih(y)| < Ce™|x —y|, heLip(1), t>0.
This implies that

sup ‘Qi_l (R7 — Ql)P(N,i)nh(x)‘ = sup
heLip(1) heLip(1)

i1 (P — @1)P1P<Nfz>n—1h($))

< Qe MW=i)n—1] sup
g€Lip(1)

Qi—l (Pn - Ql)Plg@) )

where i < |N —n~!]. By Lemmas 2.5 and 2.1,
(P, = Q1) Prg@)] < OO+ fal) (19 Prglle + 9 Prgllns ) 12 < C(1L+ )

Combining this with (1.15), we get

N ) N1 | )
sup )Qz 1 P Q1)P(N h(:p)) < 0772/04 Z e~ AWN=i)n—1] (1 + E|Yzil|>
i=1 heLip(1 pry

—n~ 1

(1+|$‘ 2/a Z —)\[(N i)n—1

Observe that
[N—n~1] N-1
7)\[(N . ef)\(zn 1) < e / ef)\m’ dr
<e)\?71/‘00 )\rd,r,_)\l)\fl
- 0
Thus, we get
|[N—n~1]

iy }Q’ 1(Py = Q1) Piv—i) h(x)} < CXTlML A Jz)nPe
i=1 heLip(1

Fori > | N —n~!| + 1, by almost the same as the calculation in the first case, we find
N-1

N W < Sy,

i=[N—y1 41 a-l

12



Combining this with (2.11), we obtain

N-1

sup @z‘q (Pn - @1)P(N7i)nh(ﬂf)‘
i N1 |41 heLip(1)
N-1

2/ _ iyl < o 2/a—1
C(L+z))n > IN—im < Co— (27

i=|N-n=1]+1

We have just shown estimates for ) | Z.U:Vl_" ~oand 00 (N—y-1]41 - - - - Adding them up we
arrive at
N-1
sup | Qi-1(Py = Qu) Pv-ashlx)|

=7 heLip(1)

N-1

[N—n~"]
(s ¥ )
i=1

i=|N—p=1]+1 heLip(1)

Qima (P = Ql)P(N—i)nh@)’ <O+ |x)p¥ L.

Both Case 1 and Case 2 lead to an estimate of the form
N-—1

sup | Qi1 (P, — Ql)P(N—i)nh(x)’ < O+ |al) /ot

"7 heLip(1)

Substituting this and (2.10) into (2.9), the first assertion of Theorem 1.2 follows.
It remains to prove Part (2). It is easy to see from (1.10) and (1.13), that we have
klggo Wi (p, law (X)) = ]}Lrilo Wi (law (Yy), fi;) = 0.
By the triangle inequality and Part (1) with x = 0,
Wi (g, i) < Wi (e, law(Xyn)) + Wi (law (X n), laW(YN)) + W (law(f/N),ﬂn)
< W (,u, law (X, )) + 0772/0‘ Lywy (law YN )

Letting N — oo finishes the proof. U
Proof of Theorem 1.3. In the above proof, replacing Lemma 2.5 and (1.13) with Lemma 2.7
and (1.12), the proof of Theorem 1.3 is similar to that of Theorem 1.2. ]

3. MALLIAVIN CALCULUS AND THE PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1

3.1. Jacobi flow associated with the SDE (1.1). The Jacobian flow is the derivative of X}
with respect to the initial value z; the Jacobian flow in direction v € R¢ is defined by

Xa:—f—ev Xm
V. Xy —hmit, t>0.
e—0 €
This limit exists and satisfies
d
(3.1 3 Ve = Vo, xib(XY), VX5 =v.

Similarly, for v;, v, € R?, we can define V.,V X, which satisfies
d
EVWVUIX;” = Vvvgvletwb(Xf) + VVUQthVvletwb(Xf), Vi, Vo, X5 = 0.

Then, we first have the following estimates of V,, XJ" and V,,,V,, X7.
13
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Lemma 3.1. For any starting point x € R and all directions vi,v, € R? the following
(deterministic) estimates hold:

(3.3) |V, X7| < e |uy], t € (0,1],
03

3.4 Vi, Vi, X7| < —2— %% |uy| |vg] t€(0,1].

( ) ‘ t| = 2\/592 ‘ 1|| 2| ( ]

Proof. By (3.1) and (1.8), we have
d
&|vv1th|2 =2 <VU1thv vvlefb(th» < 202|VU1th|27
and Gronwall’s inequality yields for ¢ € (0, 1]
|vv1Xta:|2 S eQth |1)1|2 S 8292 |U1|2 '

This proves the first assertion. Writing ((¢) := V,,V,, X7, we see from (3.2), (1.8), (3.3), the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the elementary estimate 2AB < A% + B? that

d
a\((t)ﬁ = 2(C(t), Vewb(XT)) +2(C(t), Vv, x: Vv, x:0(X]))
< 265[C(8)]? + 2636 |vy| s [C(2)]

92
<ABICOR + 2 6 oy o)
20,
Since ((0) = 0, we can use again Gronwall’s inequality and get for all ¢ € (0, 1]

2

0 t 02
) < 53 e oy fuf? / ) ds < 5 5 o oo O
0

=%, 863

3.2. Bismut’s formula. (See also [33]). Letu € L2 ([0,00) x (Q, F,P); R%), i.e. we have
E fot |u(s)|*ds < oo for all t > 0. Let {W;};>0 be a d-dimensional standard Brownian motion
and assume that v is adapted to the filtration (F;)¢>o with F; := o(Ws : 0 < s < t); i.e. u(t) is

J: measurable for ¢ > 0. Define

(3.5) U= /. u(s)ds.
0

Forat > 0, let F} : C([0,t], R?) — R™ be an JF; measurable map. If the following limit exists
F,(W +eU) — (W)
€

in L*((Q, F,P); R™), then F;(W) is said to be m-dimensional Malliavin differentiable and
Dy Fy(W) is called the Malliavin derivative of F(WW) in the direction U.

Let ¢ € CZ(RY, R) and both F;(W) and G(W) be d-dimensional Malliavin differentiable
functionals. Then we have the following product and chain rules:

Dy ((F:(W),Gu(W))) = (DuFy(W),Gu(W)) + (F,(W), DyG(W)),

DyF,(W) = 11_{%

and

DyVo(F(W)) =V, rw) Vo(F,(W)).

The following integration by parts formula is often called Bismut’s formula. For a Malliavin
differentiable F;(W) such that F;(W), Dy Fy(W) € L*((Q, F,P); R), we have

(3.6) E[DyF,(W)] =E [Ft(W) /Ot <U(S),dWs>] -
14



3.3. Time-change method for the SDE (1.1). (See also [50]). We will now turn to the SDE
driven by a rotationally invariant a-stable Lévy process with o € (1,2). We can express such
drivers as subordinated Brownian motion. More precisely, let {S;},>¢ be an independent §-
stable subordinator. Then, Z; := Wj, is a rotationally invariant a-stable Lévy process, see e.g.
[41]. This means that we can re-write (1.1) as

(3.7) dX; = b(X,) dt + dWs,, Xo=u.

Let W be the space of all continuous functions from [0, 00) to R¢ vanishing at t = 0;
we equip W with the topology of locally uniform convergence, and the Wiener measure jiyy;
therefore, the coordinate process

Wi(w) = wy

are a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. Let S be the space of all increasing, cadlag
(right continuous with finite left limits) functions from [0, c0) to [0, c0) vanishing at ¢ = 0;
we equip S with the Skorohod metric and the probability measure pg so that for any [ € 5 the
coordinate process

Si(l) =1,
is an -stable subordinator. On the product measure space
(€, F, P) == (W x 8, B(W) ® B(S), pw X ps) ,
we define
Li(w, 1) :==wy,.

The process {L;}:>o is a rotationally invariant a-stable Lévy process on (2, F,P). We will
use the following two natural filtrations associated with the Lévy process L; and the Brownian
motion W,:

Fi=0{L,(w,0);s<t} and FV :=o{W,(w);s<t}.

In particular, we can regard the solution X of the SDE (3.7) as an (F;)-adapted functional on
), and therefore,

Ef(X?) = / /W F (0 () o (duw) ps ().

For every fixed [ € $, we denote by X/ the solution to the SDE
(3.8) dX! =b(XHdt +dw,, X} ==

We will now fix a path [ € 3, and consider the SDE (3.8). Unless otherwise mentioned, all
expectations are taken with respect to the Wiener space (W, B(W), uw). First of all, notice
that t — W), is a centered Gaussian process with independent increments. In particular, W}, is
a cadlag ]:le—martingale. Thus, under Assumption A, it is well known that for each € R?,
the SDE (3.8) admits a unique cadlag .EYV—adapted solution X’ L see e.g. [38, p.249, Theorem
6].

The main aim of this section is to establish the following result:

Lemma 3.2. Under Assumption A one has for all functions ¢ € CZ(R%, R), all directions
v1,v9 € RYand z € R4, t € (0, 1]

(3.9) Vo X7 < e |y
15



and

‘E |:vvv2 Xf‘”vvlef;lQb(th;l)]

1 ey [ . 0 ,
< \E [Evmleﬂas(xt ) / <vmxsvl,dwls>} \ +196loe = ¢ funl el

where V,, Xf;l (1 = 1,2) is determined by the following linear equation:
d . : :
(3.10) &vwavl = vvvixf;lb(val), Vo X3 = u;.

In order to prove Lemma 3.2, we use a time-change argument to transform the SDE (3.8)
into an SDE driven by a standard Brownian motion; this allows us to use Bismut’s formula
(3.6). For every € € (0, 1) we define

1 t+e 1
l; ::—/ lsds+et:/0 lesteds + et.
t

€

Since ¢ — [; is increasing and right continuous, it follows that for each ¢ > 0,
Ll as €l0.

Moreover, t — [{ is absolutely continuous and strictly increasing. Let 7 be the inverse function
of [¢, i.e.

L=t t>15 and f =t t>0.

By definition, ¢ is absolutely continuous on [I5, 00). Let X" be the solution to the SDE
(3.11) AX7" = o(XT) At + AWy, X5 =z
Let us now define
Y= X >
Changing variables in (3.11) we see that for ¢ > [,
Vi t

(3.12) Y =a+ / b (X)) ds+ Wy = + / b (Y1) A4S ds + Wi

0 1§
(¢ denotes the derivative in s). Hence, for any vector v € R9, we have

t

(3.13) VY = v | Vg peach (V) Ads,

15

and the differential form can be written as

d .]J€ .]J€ .J€
A (val ) ALY >,
which has a solution of the form
(3.14) Vvyf?le — Jlgﬁ:v,

involving a matrix exponential
t
(3.15) JI = exp U Vb (Y1) A ds] , li<s<t<oo.

It is easy to see that Jz;leJl”gl; = Jiéjf forall lf < s <t < 0.
Now, we come back to the Malliavin calculus from Section 3.2. Fixing ¢ > [f and xz € RY,

the solution Yf;l is a d-dimensional functional of Brownian motion {Ws}lggsgt.
16



Let U be as in Section 3.2. The Malliavin derivative of th;le in direction U exists in
L? ((W, B(W), uw); R?) and is given by

;1€ _ynle
6—0 0

To simplify notation, we drop the W in Dy Y;"" (W) and write Dy Y;"" = Dy Y" (W). By
(3.12), it satisfies the equation
t
Dy = / (VDUY:;Zeb (Y") Ac + u(s)) ds,
l6
the differential form of the above equation can be written as
d

S Doyt = Wb (V) 4 DoY), 121

and this equation has a unique solution which is given via the matrix exponential (3.15):

t
(3.16) DyYH = / JEV u(s) ds.

15

For a fixed ¢ > 0, for any vy, v, z € R%, we define u;, U; : [I§,t] — R? by

1 e s
(3.17) ui(s) == Vwa’l , Usg = / w;(r) dr
t—1§ ’ 0
for [ <s <tandi=1,2. Then
.J€ - lE .J€E
(3.18) Dy Ymlt = 220y ymlt e < g <,

ot
In addition, (3.13) implies that for s € [I§, ¢]

S

A x;l€ ;1€ T €
(3.19 Dy, V, Y = /z (VDU2YTw;l€ Vvvlyrﬂc;lfb (Yr ) + VDUQVNYT““Z’ (YT )) Ay dr.
0
The following lemma contains the upper bounds on the derivatives.

Lemma 3.3. Let vy, vy, 7 € RYand t € (0,1]. Then,

< ef27s

(3.20) |V, Yol vy
and
.]€ 9 €
(3.21) | Dy, Vo, YU | < —2= €275 /7€ |y [0g] .

V20,

forly < s<tandi=1,2
Proof. Recall that #; > 0 and 4 > 0. By (3.13) and (1.8), we have for any [§ < s <t

d e
—|V,, Y&
d8| 17 S

2
)

?= 25 (Vo ¥, Vg, e (V7)) < 200319,V

and this implies, because of Gronwall’s lemma,

vi]? = 2027 |y, |2

‘vviy;aﬂ;lﬁ|2 S exp [292/ '7; d’f’] |,Ui‘2 _ 6292(72*“/;8)
l€

0
17



Using (3.19) and (1.8) we find for any [ < s <1

d ;
—\D vv Yaz;l 2
dS‘ Uz 178

= 2/7; <DU2vv1Y;x;l€7 VD Vo, Vi zlﬁb (Yrm le)>

24 (D Vo Vi, Vi e Vg b (V)

s%ﬂﬂDwmﬂff2+wﬂwavmnw Do Y| [V, Y57
Now (3.18) and (3.20) imply
d ;1€ 2 € x;l© 2 c€ ;1€ x;l¢ ;1€
& ’DUQ vvly; < 29273 }DUQ vvl}/; + 29373 vvl}/; VUQY;; vvl}/;
s € z;le |2 s € z;l€ |2 z;l€ |2
< 49275 }DUQVUl}/s , ﬁf}/s U2}/s 7 ’vUIX/S 7
2
2 € z;lc |2 92 € 40 2 2
< 46575 | Dy, Vo, Y| + 2, 2y5e 5 oy |7 oy
Since Dy, VUIYlg;lE = 0, we can use Gronwall’s inequality to see
a3l 03 40275 (402 ) 03 20, 12,4027 €
| Dy, Vo, Y3 < 2 o oo agl®2050) du = oy PlogPeti g O
20, 20,
Proof of Lemma 3.2. From (1.8) we see that
d x;l 2 x;l x;l x;l 2
= ]vvl)q _9 <Vv1Xt’ Vg b (X7 )> < 20, |, X7

This yields for all ¢ € (0, 1]

x;l 2
‘vlet ,

< e2€2t |U1|2 < 6292 ‘Ul‘Q,

1.e. (3.9) holds.
Using (3.18) with s = ¢ and ¢+ = 2, the chain rule and Bismut’s formula (3.6), we see that

E |Vg, v Ve, yer o () |
— E |:VDU2Ytz;l€ Vvvl Ytﬂv;l6 (b (}/;fx;le)]

[ ()| [ 057
::?%75E{va“”wﬁymﬁ)/n<VWY“F‘ﬂV>} B[V, 0 e o ()]

We can now use the fact that for each ¢ > 0,
Vel = X and VY = v, X0
Replacing ¢ with [§ in (3.17), this yields
x;l€
]E [VVUQ HA vvletz;lﬁ(b(Xt ):|

1 ey [T e e
“EoE {Vvle?”b(Xt ") ; (VoY ’dWs>} —E {VDUQVHYI?ZEQZ)(Xt ! )]
t t

1 x;l€ ¢ x:1l€ e
= [e — ¢ E |:VVUIXZ”;ZE¢(X,5 il ) /(; <VU2XS il 7dVVl§>:| —E |:VDU2VUIYI”€”;ZE¢ <Xt ;1 ):| .
t 0 ‘

18




Since f; = ¢, (3.21) implies that for every ¢ € (0, 1]

’E [VDUgvvmgﬂeaﬁ(Xf”e)} ’ = [ [(Vo(xi™), Du v Y] |

0 20575
< Vol e\ /7 ol o
2
0
Sy A IR AT
20,
< Vol —2 e oy Jua]
- /20,
and so
(3.22)

B[ Vo e Ve, w0 (57 |

t
x:l€ x:l€ 9
E {Vvlegw(Xt ") / (Ve X7 ,szg>H+HV¢Hw — &% il 2]
0 2

I =10

By the same argument as in the proof of [50, Lemma 2.5], we obtain
Y

t
BTy, o6 [ (7,30 i)
0
1

t
e [ey e (57) [ (07 a]
On the other hand, from [50, Lemma 2.2], we know that
. ;¢ - x;l
(3.24) i E (Vo oV, v d(X)| = B[ Vg Vo, o (X)),

Letting in (3.22) ¢ — 0 and using (3.23) and (3.24), completes the proof. ]

(3.23)

3.4. Proof of Lemma 2.1. Because of (3.3), we can use the differentiation theorem for param-
eter dependent integrals to get

V. Ph()] = [V, EB(X])]| = |E [Vo,xeh(X7)]]
= [B[{VA(X?), VXD < [VA] e [o] < e [o].

In order to see the second inequality, we define for every € > 0

(3.25) helz) = /R )iz~ y) dy,

where ¢, is the density of the normal distribution N (0, €21;). It is easy to see that A, is smooth,
lime 0 he(x) = h(x), lim_,o Vh(x) = Vh(x) and |h(x)| < C(1 + |z|) for all z € R?
and some C' > 0. Moreover, |Vh.|| < ||[Vh| < 1. Using the differentiability theorem for
parameter dependent integrals we get

Vi, Vo, B [he( X)) = E [V, v, x2he(X7)] + E [V, x: Vo, xehe(X7)] -
From (3.4) we get
|E [Vv,,v., x2he(XT)]| = [E[(Vh(X]), Vo, Vo, X7)]| < —=

19



It follows from Lemma 3.2, [50, (3.3)] and (3.3) that
[E[Ve.,x: Vo, xzhe(X7)]]

1 t 0
<|E | Vv, xehe (X7) [ (Vy, X2, dW, Vhelloo 202
< B g Vo 060) [ (Vs aws)| | + 190l ] s
1]/t 0
< e E |- Ve, X5, dW, 20 .
<ol B| ¢ | [ (Fuxzama)|| + e ullus

The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, [td’s isometry and (3.9) give

1 1 t
. {_ } B / L " / (Vi X5 AW, )| prs(dl)
St 0

Sy
1 t 1/2
< / - (E / \vvgxsf%l\?dzs) s (dl)
S Ut 0

1
< ey /— dl
|va S\/EMS< )
— ¢ |uy| E [S;W}

< CeP2 vy |tV

t
/ <vv2X§7 dWSs>
0

where the last inequality is taken from [10, Theorem 2.1 (ii) (c)]. Thus, we have for all ¢t €
(0,1],
Vi, Vo B [he(XO)| < |E [V, 9., x2he (XD | + [E [V, x: Vo, xshe(X)]|
03
<
= 2v/20,
< @lf2 <793 + OtV 4 s ) 1] |v2]
- 2v/20, V20,

< Cetf2t7 1 |y | [y .

05

V20,

102 |v1| |ve| + ef2 |v1 Ce |vg] ey 202 |v1| |ve]

Finally, we can let ¢ — 0 using dominated convergence,
lli% Vi, Vi, [he(Xf)] =V, V, [h(Xf)] )

completing the proof of Lemma 2.1. U

APPENDIX A. PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS 1.5, 1.6 AND 1.7, AND LEMMA 1.8

Proof of Proposition 1.5. The generator L of the process X; is given
Lof(x) = (b(x), V(@) + (-A)*?f(2), feC(R"R)

where (—A)*/? is the fractional Laplace operator, which is the generator of the rotationally
symmetric a-stable Lévy process Z;; it is defined as a principal value integral

a dy
A1) (“AI (@) = Cao-p. [ (o) = fla) oy

Rd

It is not difficult to see that for all functions from the set

D= {fec®R): [ ifea) - ) oy < ool

20



L f is well-defined; moreover D x L*(D) can be embedded into the full generator ZE i.e. the
set of all pairs of (bounded) Borel functions ( f, g) such that f(X;) — fo s)dsisa
(local) martingale, see the discussion in [4, pp. 24-26].
Recall that V() = (1 + |2|?)?/2. It is easy to check that V3 € D(L®). Since
.
W)=~ V= SO e
(L+|zf?) = T+ fzP)e I+ |2?)* 2

(I, denotes the d x d identity matrix) we see that for any = € R?
VVa(@)| < Blal™™", [[V*V(a)llns < B(3 - B)Vd.

Thus, (1.7) and Young’s inequality (AB < %AP + %Bq withp = fand g = /(6 — 1)) imply

B B
—————5 (0(x) = 0(0), %) + ———== (b(0), z)
(L [2f?) " (Lt [af?) "

x|? K b(0)||z
AP K 3Ol
T+ lz?)= (A4 fef) = A+ 2?)
< ~018V(x) + 015 + B + Bl(0)]|]*~
—0,Va(z) + 018 + BK + 60, "[b(0)|°.

Therefore, we see from (A.1) that
(A.2)
dy

(=A)**Vs() = Cua / (Valw +9) = Valw) = (VVi(@).9) Lo (D) oz

{b(x), VVs(z)) =

S_

d
~Cua [ //<v2vﬂx+sy yy " Yy dsdr
lyl<1 [yl

d
+C’d7a/ / (VVs(z +1y),v) drTerd
wi=1Jo ]

B3 —p) ly|? 2P y| + |y|?
< Cha—"—Vd dy + Cyof
T2 i<t [ylote R - |y|otd

~ CgaB(3 — B)Wdog |21 1
N 2(2 — «) +Cd’a60d_1(a—1+a—ﬁ)'

dy

Again by Young’s inequality we get

Cd,aﬁ(?)—ﬁ)\/aadq Cd,aﬁadq th 7 Cd,ao'dq g 01
san el (7)) (Geon) e

|(=A)*2Vs(x)] <

Hence, we have
(A3) LYV(x) < =MVs(@) + @1la, (2),
with )\1 = %91,

@1 = 0,8+ BK +0,771b(0)]° +

CaaB(3 — B)Vdoay n CaaBoi n <ﬁ)1_6 <Cd,agd—1)6
2(2 — a) a—p3 4 a—1 ’

and the compact set A; = {x e R : |z] < (491_191)1/[3}-
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Thus, [27, Theorem 5.1] yields that the process (X[ ):>¢ is ergodic, i.e. there exists a unique
invariant probability measure . such that for all z € R and ¢ > 0,

lim [[F(z,-) — pllrv =0,
t—o00

where P;(z,dz) is the transition function of the process (X);>o and || - ||rv denotes the total
variation norm on the space of signed measures. Furthermore, because of the inequality above
and [27, Theorem 6.1], we have

sup |E[f(X7)] = pu(f)] < erVp(w)e
[fI<Va

for suitable constants c¢1,co > 0. In addition, by Itd’s formula, the integrability of X;° can be
derived directly from the Lyapunov condition (A.3). U

Proof of Proposition 1.6. For any x,y € R%, (1.8) implies that
(b(x) = b(y), & — y) < Oslz —y|?,
and (1.7) shows for all |x — y|? > 2K /6, that
0
(b(z) = b(y),x —y) < ~Orfx —y[ + K <~ o~y

Hence, we can use [48, Theorem 1.2] with K = 6,, Ky = %1 and Ly = % to get the desired
estimate. U

Proof of Proposition 1.7. We show only (1.12), as (1.13) can be proved in the same way.
Denote by P(x,dy) = P(Y; € dy | Yo = z). Since Vi(y) < |y| + 1 and

we have

/ Vi(y) Pz, dy) < / Iyl + 1)p (1, — = — b)) dy
Rd R4
= [ (o b+ 1) ol 2) d

< [ el 1o+ )]+ 1) pln,2) 0z
R
< E|Z,| + |z +n(b(x) — b(0))| + n[b(0)] + 1.
By (1.7) and (1.9), we further have
2
|2+ n(b(x) — b(0))|” = |2]* + 21 (b(x) — b(0), z) + 1*|b(x) — b(0)[
< (1—20im+ 037%) |z + 2K,
which implies
[ Vi) Plady) < g EIZ + (1= 2600 4+ 6092 la] + /2K + nb(0)] + 1
R
< (1—60in) |z] + 0= B[ Zi| + /2K +n]b(0)] + 1,

where the last two inequalities hold because of 7 < min {1, 6,6;2, 67" }. Hence, we have

[ a0 Pa.dy) < M) + a )

22



with

7 0
=120 <1, qo=1+50+07E|Z| + 2K+ q]b(0)].

2
2vV2K 1 2[b(0
¢9 - |<>|},
1

2
and the compact set Ay = {x cR?: |z| <1+ 9—]E|Z1|n§ + 7
1 1

The proof of irreducibility is standard, see e.g. [24, Appendix A].
We can now use this and [26, Theorem 6.3] to see that the process (Y;’)>o is exponentially
ergodic, i.e. there exists a unique invariant probability s, such that for all z € R? and ¢ > 0,

sup |Ef (Vi) — pq(f)] < exVi(z)e™

[fI<V1

for suitable constants ¢, ¢ > 0. ]

Proof of Lemma 1.8. We show only (1.14) as the inequality (1.15) can be proved in the same
way.
Notice that |y|® < Vj(y) and

Ve(Yit1) = Vg (Vi +nb(Ye) + Zy)
= Vs (Vi +1b(Yy)) + Vs (Yi +n0(Ye) + Z,,) — Vs (Yi + nb(Yy))

— V(%) + / " TV (Ve rb(Y2)) b(YR)
+ Vg (Y +nb(Y) + Zy) — Vi (Vi +n1b(Yz)) ,

where Z, is independent of Y. Since VVj(z) = fx(1 + \x|2)*¥, (1.7) implies that

< /” B (Y, b(Yy)) + Br|b(Yy)[? 4
o (L4 Vb (V)P E

(A . / B (Yis bY2) = b(O)) + BIOIIYE] + Brib(iP
0 (L+ ¥+ rb(YOP) T
< [ OB+ BK + BIBO)[[Yl + Arib(Ye)®

- /o (1+ |V + (V)27

One can write by (1.9) and the fact » < 7 < min {1, g é}
2
— 1 8IYi” + BK + BIb(0)[| Y| + Br(b(Ye)|?

Blb(0)?
01

3
< —1915\Yk|2 + 2005 8| Yi|* +

_ 8B, SO
- 2 0,

+287|b(0)* + BK

Yi|* + + 2837 |b(0)|> + 8K,
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whereas
Vi +rb(Yi)]? + 1
= Y32+ 2r (Y3, b(Y2)) + r?b(Yi)? + 1
< Vil? 4 2r (Y, b(Y3) — b(0)) + 27[b(0)|[Ye| + 2r263|Y3|* + 2r%[b(0)[* + 1
< (1 —27601)|Ye|* + 2r[b(0)[|Ya| + 2r°603| Y22 + 20°[b(0))* + 1 + 2nK
2r[b(0)/?

< Vi + 7
1

+2n°|b(0)]* + 1 + 2n K.

Noting that (1 + |Y} + rb(Yk)|2)¥ > 1, we get
—0181Yi|? + BK + B[b(0)]|Ye] + Br|b(Ye)?
(1+ Ve + rb(Y)[2) 2
6,53 V|2 Blb(0)[>

< —— 5 T +20r[b(0)]* + K
+ ZBOP = O
(I¥al? -+ 222 + 22 lb() + 1+ 20K)
6, 2r|b(0) > :
<22 (e + 28OL ooy 1+ 206) " €y
1
0
where
0.3 ( 2r|b(0)]? b(0)?
i 175 (% 22 [b(0)2 + 1 + 277K) + meﬂ +26r(b(0)* + BK.
1 1

Combining this with (A.4), we arrive at
K 0
/ (VVs (Y +7b(Yr)),b(Yy)) dr < —175 nVs(Yy) + Cin.
0

In addition, for any y € R?, 1t6’s formula and the inequality (A.2) imply that
[E Vs (y +nbly) + Zy) = Vs (y + nb(y))]|

/0 E[(—A)V (y + nbly) + 2] dr

S/
0

(3= WA ylft + P b(y) P + E| Z,]P 1
< Cd,aﬁad_lf ( /3)\f+ "t + 0" () P+ EZT 4
o | 22—a) a—1 a—p

a—1 o —

_ s—1
Cd,a5<23(2 _ﬁ)\)/ﬁadl | Confouns <E\y+nb(y)+zr| . 15)] i,

This yields, in turn,
1E[Vs (y +nbly) + Zy) — Vi (y + nb(y))]]
(3_5)\/377 n 1+‘96 ' B—1 -1 /n E‘Zr‘ﬁ_l
< _ b(0)|? —d
_Cd,a50d1< 22— a) +a—ﬁ+ o1 nly|” + nlb(0)" + a1

(3 — B)Vdn n 1+ «96 ! 51 51, B2
<
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where the first inequality uses (1.9) and the fact that 0 < n < 1. Since Z, is independent of Y},
we can derive that

Vs (Vi +nb(Ye) + Zy) — Vi (Ye +nb(Yr))]|

(3 _5)\/877 n 1 +9§_1 B8—1 B—1 ]E|Zl|ﬁf1
< - -
< Caafoi— ( 22— a) +a_6+ ] nE[Y|""" +nlb(0)[" + a1 "

0 —1
Lo, Vs(Ye) + Can,

2
where the last inequality follows from Young’s inequality and

G-pvd, 1, |b(0)|ﬁ‘1+‘ELZﬂB_1>

22—a)  a-p -1
3
(C’d@adl(l + 955) ( 9 )f“
+ —_— .
a—1 01

EVi(Yian)] < (1= %) B0+ (C1+ Con

which we can iterate this to get

Cy = Cd,aﬁgd—l (

Therefore,

E[Vs(Vii1)] < (1 _ %n) h Vs(z) + (Cy + 02)77;: (1 — %n)j

2(C1+ Cy)
0
Using that V() < 1 + |z|%, we finally get
E[Y7|” < E[Va(Y)] < CO+ [a]),

for some constant C' which is independent of 7. U

< Vs(z) +

APPENDIX B. EXACT RATE FOR THE ORNSTEIN—-UHLENBECK PROCESS

In this section, we assume that 4 is the invariant measure of the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process
on R:

(Bl) dXt = —Xt dt + dZt, X(] =,

where Z, is a rotationally symmetric a-stable Lévy process (1 < « < 2), and [i,, is the invariant
measure of

. - - o
Yk+1:Yk_77Yk+nO_ Zk‘-i-l) k?ZO,l,Q,...,
¥ a \Ve . 00 1—cos -1 ~
where n € (0,1), Yo =z, 0 = (E) withd, = Cy, = (2 fo yaﬂy dy) ,and Z; are
i.i.d. random variables with density
Q@
(B.2) p(z) = Sz L1,00)([2)-
Proposition B.1. For every z € Rand a € (1,2),
4% [ Wi, it
0< liminfM < limsupM < 0.
77~l/0 77 /Oé—l T]J/O ,'/]2/(1—1
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Proof. Since X; = e 'z +et fot e* dZ,, we get
E [eiﬁXt] _ eige_tmE |:eif0t Eete® dZS} _ 1§e_tm ffo |€e—tes|* ds
plbe ™ w—a g (1—e)
e R [eisa*/azl] _
t—o00

Hence, the invariant measure ;. is given by the law of a1/ 7.
It is easy to see that

1/a k

n i
- Z(l - 77) Zs1—i-

o <
=0

Vipr = (1 =)o+
Denote by p(§) = E [615 Z ] the characteristic function of the Pareto distribution. Then we have

N k 1a
o] o ] v s (2 )

1=0
Letting K — oo and denoting by Y a random variable with distribution fi,, we get

(B.3) B |7 = H 0 ( )f) .
dz

For ¢ > 0, we have
1=p(©) =2 [ [ - cos(ealp()dz —a [ 1 - cos(éa))

o > du ¢ du
=af (/0 [1—cosu]ua+1—/0 [l—cosu]uaH)

¢ du
=0%Y — af /0 [l—cosu]uaﬂ.

Since p(z) is symmetric, cf. (B.2), we have p(§) = ¢(—¢), and so

€] d
P(€) = 1= o7l¢l" + gl [ (L cosu) T

for all ¢ € R. Since ¢ := info.,<; (1 — cosu) /u? > 0, we get for all [¢] < 1,

€l , du
p(§) 2 L—og|" +alg]* [ cw'—7 =1-0"¢]"+
0 ut

Thus, for || < 1land 0 <n < 1A 0%,

nl/a _ 2
10g<p< . (l—n)’f) > log (1—0“ )

—tog (1= 01~ WPIER 4 G e = ).

1/a

770 (1—n)'¢

1/a

—(L—n)'¢

ca [

+2—04

(B.4)

Observe that

Lo o8 (1-etgme)+o e
%?ol x2/ (2 -a)o?
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Therefore, there is some constant C' = C'(«, o) > 0 such that for small enough = > 0

log(l—x+

o 2/a 2/a

If we use this in (B.4), we obtain for all |{| < 1 and small enough 7 > 0,

log ¢ (?7
o

1/a

(- n)iﬁ) > (1 — )M El 1 Ol (1 — )P

Inserting this into (B.3), we see for all |{| < 1 and small enough > 0

log £ [ei@?’?}

0 1/a )
= logy (770 (1- n)’E)
=0

> —nl¢]* D (1 =)™ + O EP ) (1 —n)*
=0 =0

2/a

a n U
R R e

= el lel () + [P,

In the last equality we use that

Ui

li -
i |

Here and in the following, the notation f(n) = Q(g(n)) as n | 0 means that lim,,

= and lim
o 2

1 -1 __ a—1 772/a —2/a+1 __ 1
7 a o 1 —(1—1)? )

f(n)

g(n)

18

a positive (finite) constant, where f and g are some positive functions. With the elementary

inequality e > 1 + x for x € R we see for all || < 1 and sufficiently small > 0 that

B (5] 2 exp [ 61" - I + IS0

which yields

(B.5)

-1

Define

where

Since h € Lip(1) and

> e K% [1 —1g1°Q(n) + [€]*Qn** )],

= —Q(n) + Q¥ = Q).

1 /sinx
h(z) = — 1y, Ty |, eR,
(x) M( Lz + 1y 0}) x
M= sup xcost—smx € (0, 00).
z€R\{0} xz

1

1 .
h(z) = 7 1e1€x d¢, zeR,
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it follows from Fubini’s theorem and (B.5) that

Wi, ) = [E [n(¥;)| = B [(a™/2,)]|

1 1
_ / (ﬁ/ RIS dg) IP(Y/U c dl‘) _/l; <ﬁ /1 RIS dg) P(a—l/azl S dZL‘)

i 1 ! iga~1/a
= 2M/ £Yn dg_ _— ]E [ef Zl] d{'

2M
1§Y ica=1/ez
QM‘/ ! —E[e 1})d§‘
2/a 1
Combining this with the upper bound in Theorem 1.2 (2), finishes the proof. U

APPENDIX C. ALTERNATIVE PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1 BY MALLIAVIN CALCULUS [34]

In this section, we will prove Lemma 2.1 by Malliavin calculus established in [34]. Keep the
same notations as in Subsection 3.3 and we consider the integral form of SDE (3.11), that is,

t
(C.1) X =+ / bXE) dr + Wi e
0

Then X" is Malliavin differentiable. In the following we will use the standard notations from

[34].
Recall that ~¢ is the inverse function of [¢. The Malliavin derivative D, X}’ = 0fors > lg,
which amounts to 7§ > ¢. Thus,

DX = 1y DX
Fort > ~¢, (C.1) implies

t
DX =1+ / V(X ) D X5 dr.

Vs

Now, we consider the tangent flow V, X}’ " which verifies the equation
t
Vo X7 =1+ / V(X7 )V X5 dr
0

t
=V, X5+ / VH(XZ)V, X5 dr.
Vs
It is clear that Vfogle is invertible, so it holds that
DX = Vo X (VLX)

Using the chain rule, for ¢ € C} (R, R),

D, (X)) = V(X[ ) DX = Vo (X )V X (VX5
Hence, we have

V(X7 )V X = Dg(X )V, X5

Based on the above framework, one can derive the following Bismut—Elworthy—Li formula.
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Lemma C.1. Let G be a d-dimensional vector which is Malliavin differentiable. Then for any
f e CLRYR),

E

EVf(X/)V.XT G =

lg . I .
FXE) (G / Vo X5 AW,y + / V. X5 DSGds>
1§ Is

Is— s
Proof. For any s € [[§, [{] (this amounts to ¢t > 7<), we have
E [v f(X;f;“)vaf?”G} _E [Ds f(X;f;“)vaing} .

Integrating over s € [If, [f], one can derive from the duality relation [34, (1.42)] that

1 i ‘ "
_ / E |D,f(X:)V.X5"G] s
Iy =15 Jie °

E V(X)X G =

1
S-S

E

I .
FxE [ovxs GdWs_lgl ,

5

where aWS_lg denotes the Skorohod integral (see [34, Subsection 1.3.2]). Recall the following
well-known formula (cf. [34, (1.56)])

i i I
;le 3 ;le ~ ;le
VJCX’QYC; GdWsgs =G Vfof; AW e + Vfof; DG ds.
o 15 A

Noting that Xf{l depends on W, with r < s —[§, it follows that s Vfo{gle is ]-"Swlg—adapted
and consequently the Skorohod integral coincides with the It6 integral (see [34, Subsection
1.3.3]). Then the desired result follows. ]

Now, we can use the above Bismut-Elworthy-Li formula to prove the following lemma.

Lemma C.2. Under Assumption A, for all $ € C2(R*, R), x € R¥and t € (0, 1],
. 1

2 x;l < ]

|E[v20(xi )(x)} | <Vl (1 + 75)

Proof. By the chain rule, fori,j =1,...,d,

0;0,6(X7") Zam (X7 ) 00X 5" +ZZaak¢ (XY or X o, X

p=1 k=1

where ka is the k-th component of the d-dimensional vector X', k = 1,2,...,d. Using
LemmaC.l withd =1, G = &kal and [ = Oy¢, we have

E 0,000 (X" )0 X0 0:X |

l; € €
E [ 9o(X7") (aing;f/ 0; X3 AW, le,,+/ 0; X3 DO X d )]

€ €
lO

1
-1

where W_c ., is the p-th component of the d-dimensional Brownian motion W_;e,p =1,...,d.
Then we obtain that

B [9,00(X") ]| < V6] Xd:E LOXE

kuoo :
Ry

;1€ ;1€
0, X / 0 X AW, iep| +

0

4
x;l€ x;l€
/l 0, X5 DOXE ds
0
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In addition, by a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.3, it is not hard to verify that for
anyt € (0,1], s € [I§,I¢] and i, j, k = 1,...,d, the derivatives @»@Xﬁ}f, @kal and Ds@-Xg’f}f
are all bounded. Then it follows from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and Itd’s isometry that

£ [0,00(x")]| < CI9ol + Sy (VE—To+1f - 1)

1
<OVl | 1+ ———= |,
I — 1o

which further implies

1
VE=Ig

By the same argument as in the proof of [50, Lemma 2.2], one can prove that
(C2) lim E (V2o (xi)| =B [2o(x)].

It remains to let € | 0 to get the desired estimate. U

HE[W X ”] <OVl [ 1+

With the help of Lemma C.2, we can prove Lemma 2.1 as in the proof presented in Subsec-
tion 3.4.
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