arXiv:2405.18851v1 [math.PR] 29 May 2024

APPROXIMATION OF THE STEADY STATE FOR PIECEWISE STABLE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK PROCESSES ARISING IN QUEUEING NETWORKS

XINGHU JIN, GUODONG PANG, YU WANG, AND LIHU XU*

ABSTRACT. We shall use the Euler-Maruyama (EM) scheme with decreasing step size Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} to approximate the steady state for piecewise α-stable Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes arising in queue networks. These processes do not have an explicit dissipation. We prove the EM scheme converges to the steady state with a rate η^{1/α}_n in Wasserstein-1 distance. In addition, we utilize the Sinkhorn–Knopp algorithm to compute the Wasserstein- 1 distance and conduct the simulations for several examples.

1. INTRODUCTION

A large family of diffusion-scaled queueing networks converge to a universal limit, which is governed by the following stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dX_t = g(X_t) dt + σ dZ_t, X_0 = x ∈ R^d ,

(1.1) where X_t is R^d -valued for each t ⩾ 0, the coefficient σ = [σ_1, . . . , σ_d] is a non-singular constant matrix in R^{d×d} with each column vector σ_i ∈ R^d , and g : R^d → R^d is a Lipschitz function defined as g(x) = ℓ − M(x − ⟨e_d, x⟩^+v) − ⟨e_d, x⟩^+Γv

(1.2) = { ℓ − (M + (Γ − M)ve^′_d)x, if e^′_dx > 0, ℓ − Mx, if e^′_dx ⩽ 0,

where ℓ ∈ R^d , the vector v ∈ R^d_+ satisfies ⟨e_d, v⟩ = e^′_dv = 1 with e_d = (1, · · · , 1)^′ ∈ R^d , the matrix M ∈ R^{d×d} is a non-singular M-matrix (see, its definition below and more details in [7, Chapter 6]), the term ⟨e_d, x⟩^+ means the positive part of ⟨e_d, x⟩, and Γ = diag(γ_1, · · · , γ_d) with γ_i ∈ R_+ , i = 1, · · · , d. Here, notation ′ means the transpose. Furthermore, the α stable noise Z_t is one of the below processes:

(i) For α = 2, the noise Z_t is the standard d dimensional Brownian motion; (ii) For α ∈ (1, 2), the noise Z_t = (Z^1_t , . . . , Z^d_t )^′, and Z^i_t , i = 1, . . . , d are i.i.d. symmetric α-stable processes in dimension 1 with Lévy measure ν_1(dz) = c_α|z|^{−1−α} dz where the constant c_α is given by c_α = α2^{α−1}π^{−1/2}Γ

(_{1+α} 2 ) /Γ ( 1 −^α_2 ) ; (iii) For α ∈ (1, 2), the noise Z_t is the d–dimensional rotationally symmetric α stable process with Lévy measure ν(dz) = C_{d,α}|z|^{−α−d} dz where the constant C_{d,α} is given by C_{d,α} = α2^{α−1}π^{−d/2} Γ(^{d+α}_2 ) Γ(1 −^α_2 ) . The cases in (i) and (ii) arise from multiclass parallel server networks and many-server queues with phase-type service times with light-tailed and heavy-tailed arrival processes, respectively. We also consider the case (iii) which have applications in data science (see, e.g., [15], [45]) and mathematical finance (see, e.g., [47]).

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 60H10; 37M25; 60G51; 60H07; 60H35; 60G52. Key words and phrases. Euler-Maruyama scheme; piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck driven by α-stable motion; Wasserstein-1 distance; Poisson equation. 1

2 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

The SDE (1.1) is often called piecewise Ornstein Uhlenbeck (OU) process and has been widely used to model queueing networks (see, e.g., [3, 4, 9, 22]). It is often hard to find steady states for queueing networks directly, whereas the invariant measure of the limiting SDE can be used as an approximation in the appropriate scaling regimes. Therefore, it is highly desirable to figure out the limiting distribution of SDE (1.1) and design an algorithm to generate random variables with this distribution.

Throughout this paper, we assume the matrices M, Γ and the vector v satisfy the following assumption:

Assumption 1.1. One of the following conditions holds:

(i) Mv ⩾ Γv ≩ 0;

(ii) M = diag(m_1, · · · , m_d) with m_i > 0, i = 1, · · · , d and Γv ≠ 0, where notations ⩾ and ≩ are given below.

Under Assumption 1.1, the process (X_t)_{t⩾0} is exponentially ergodic with the ergodic measure μ (see, [4, Theorem 3.5]). We shall use the following Euler-Maruyama (EM) scheme to approximate the ergodic measure μ. Let Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} be the step size, for n ∈ N_0 = N ∪ {0}, and

Y_{tn+1} = Y_{tn} + η_{n+1}g(Y_{tn} ) + σΔZ_{ηn+1} , Y_0 = X_0 = x,

(1.3)

where t_n = ∑_n i=1 η_i, t_0 = 0 and ΔZ_{ηn+1} = Z_{tn+1} − Z_{tn} . Then (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} is a nonhomogeneous Markov chain.

1.1. Related works. Queueing systems. The piecewise Ornstein–Uhlenbeck diffusion in (1.1) is the scaling limit of a large family of queueing networks. In [19, 44], such diffusions are established for multiclass GI/P h/n and GI/P h/n + GI queues, respectively, in the Halfin-Whitt regime, and their ergodic properties are then studied in [22] and the numerical analysis of the stationary distribution in [18, 20]. In [4, 40], the α-stable (controlled) limiting diffusions are established for G/M/n(+M) and multiclass G/M/n(+M) queues, respectively, when the arrival processes are heavy-tailed (such as regularly varying interarrival times) and converge to an α-stable motion or independent α-stable motions, and the ergodicity properties of such processes are studied in [3, 4]. In fact, for (multiclass) G/P h/n and G/P h/n + GI queues, when the arrival processes are heavy-tailed and converge to an α-stable motion, one also obtains the limiting process as given in (1.1) (the proof follows from slight modifications of [19, 40, 44]).

The stationary distribution and ergodic properties of these queueing networks/systems, are impossible to derive directly, because of the non-Markovian and network complexities, and therefore, the (jump) diffusion approximations become useful, since helpful techniques have been developed to study their invariant measures and ergodic properties. We refer to the recent studies on the relevant ergodic properties in these networks and queueing systems in [1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 22, 25]. In this paper we focus on the approximations of the invariant measures of the limiting diffusions. This is in the same spirit with the Euler schemes for constrained diffusions as scaling limits of stochastic networks in [12] and for piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck diffusions as scaling limits of GI/P h/n + GI queues and parallel server networks in [29].

EM scheme. Recently, [23] used the EM scheme to approximate the invariant measure for diffusion with help of Malliavin calculus and Stein’s method and obtained the convergence rate under Wasserstein-1 distance. There are also some references concerning on the computation of the invariant measure for SDEs, see [6, 41, 42] and references therein, most of them are asymptotic type. Strong convergence for EM scheme can be found in [33] and

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 3

references therein. [29] used the EM scheme to approximate the invariant measure for the piecewise OU process driven by Brownian motion and considered the related asymptotics for the original process and its EM scheme.

Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm. The Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm is widely used in approximating the Wasserstein type distances, see [16, 17, 30, 34, 35, 51] and references therein. [17] introduced the Sinkhorn distance to study the optimal transportation problem between two probability measures, and then used the Sinkhorn distance with a Lagrange multiplier for the entropy constraint which can be computed at a much cheaper cost. This Sinkhorn distance can be computed by the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s fixed point iteration. In addition, [35] gave some differential properties for the regularized Sinkhorn distance and show the convergence rate at approximating the Wasserstein distance. We refers readers to [32] and references therein for more details about the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm.

1.2. Our contribution and main result. [29] develops an EM scheme for approximating the invariant measure of piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck diffusions driven by Brownian motion. However, the numerical scheme in [29] has a constant step size, which leads to a bias in the approximation, see [29, Theorem 1]. In order to remove this bias, we will use a numerical scheme with decreasing step sizes, which can approximate the steady states exactly as the time tends to infinity.

The very recent works [13, 14] provide an approximation to the ergodic measure of SDEs driven by α-stable process and get convergence rates in Wasserstein-1 distance. However, they have to assume that the drift g ∈ C^2(R^d , R^d ) satisfies the following dissipation condition: ⟨x − y, g(x) − g(y)⟩ ⩽ −c|x − y|^2 + K with some positive constants c and K. Most of the works on approximating the ergodic measures of SDEs need a similar assumption, see [28, 33, 36, 41, 42, 43]. However, the piecewise linear drift g in (1.2) does not satisfies such a dissipation condition, see (2.8) below, hence the known approximation methods do not work. Borrowing the mollification technique in [29] and the intermediate matrix Q proposed in [4], we are able to establish a desirable dissipation property in the drift g, and surprisingly find that a straightforward strong approximation works.

Besides proving a theorem about the approximation error, we use the recently developed Sinkhorn algorithm to verify the convergence of our numerical scheme in Wasserstein-1 distance. This algorithm works very well for both the light tailed stochastic systems and the α-stable heavy tailed ones, but its convergence speed in the latter case slows down as α decreases.

Before giving our main result, we put some assumptions on the step size sequence Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} . Conveniently, for some constant β ∈ (0, 1], define ω as below: ω = lim_{k→∞} { η^β_k − η^β_{k+1} η^{1+β}_{k+1} } . (1.4)

Assumption 1.2. The positive decreasing step size sequence Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} satisfies the following conditions:

(i) η_1 < 1, ∑_∞ n=1 η_n = ∞ and ∑_∞ n=1 η^2_n < ∞;

(ii) ω < αβθ where the constant θ is defined in (2.10) below.

Our main result is stated in the following theorem, whose proof will be given in Section 2 below.

Theorem 1.3. For α ∈ (1, 2], under Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, let μ be the ergodic measure for the process (X_t)_{t⩾0} in SDE (1.1), and the EM scheme (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} be given by (1.3). Then

4 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

there exists a positive constant C independent of (η_n)_{n∈N} such that for any n ∈ N and x ∈ R^d , one has

W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n ,

where Y^x_{tn} means the marginal random variable of process (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} at time t_n with Y_0 = x and W_1 is the Wasserstein-1 distance defined in (1.5) below.

1.3. Notations. Throughout this paper, the following notations will be used. We use normal font for scalars (e.g. a, A, . . . ) and boldface for vectors and matrices (e.g. x, y, A, B, . . . ). For any a ∈ R, define a^+ = max{a, 0}. For x, y ∈ R, x ∨ y = max{x, y}, x ∧ y = min{x, y}. And we use R^d (and R^d_+ ), d ⩾ 1, to denote real-valued d-dimensional (nonnegative) vectors, and write R (and R_+ ) for d = 1.

For any vector u = (u_1, . . . , u_d)^′ and v = (v_1, . . . , v_d)^′ in R^d , let ⟨u, v⟩ = u^′v = ∑_d i=1 u_iv_i be the inner product. This induces to the Euclidean norm |u| = ⟨u, u⟩^{1/2}.

Besides, denote u./v = (u_1/v_1, . . . , u_d/v_d)^′. On the other hand, for any vector z = (z_1, . . . , z_d)^′ ∈ R^d , let ‖z‖_{max} = max{|z_i|, i = 1, . . . , d} be the maximum absolute value of complements of z. And we write z ⩾ 0(z > 0) to indicate that all the components of z are non-negative (positive), and z ≩ 0 stands for z ⩾ 0 and z ≠ 0, and analogously for a matrix in R^{d×d} .

For any matrices A = (A_{ij} )_{d×d} and B = (B_{ij})_{d×d} in R^{d×d} , denote their Hilbert Schmidt inner product as ⟨A, B⟩_{HS} = ∑_d i,j=1 Aij Bij and denote the Hilbert Schmidt norm as ‖A‖HS = √ ⟨A, A⟩_{HS}. The operator norm of matrix A is defined as ‖A‖_{op} = sup_{x∈R}d_{,|x|=1} |Ax|, and we have relation ‖A‖_{op} ⩽ ‖A‖_{HS} ⩽ √ d‖A‖_{op}. Besides, let λ_{min}(A) and λ_{max}(A) be the minimum and maximum eigenvalues for symmetric matrix A respectively. On the other hand, a matrix M ∈ R^{d×d} is called a M-matrix (see, [7, Definition 1.2, p. 133]) if its off-diagonal entries are less than or equal to zero and it can be expressed as

M = sI − N

for a constant s > 0 and a matrix N ∈ R^{d×d} with its entries being all nonnegative and ρ(N) ⩽ s, where I and ρ(N) denote the identity matrix in R^{d×d} and spectral radius of N respectively.

Given any two probability measures ν_1 and ν_2 defined on R^d , the L^p-Wasserstein distance W_p with p ⩾ 1 is defined as

W_p(ν_1, ν_2) = inf_{Π∈C(ν1,ν2)} (∫ R^{2d} |x − y|^p dΠ(x, y) ) 1_p , where C(ν_1, ν_2) is the set of probability distributions defined on R^d × R^d with the marginal measures ν_1 and ν_2 respectively. Using the Kantorovich duality (see, [48, Theorem 5.10]), the Wasserstein-1 distance W_1 also can be defined as

W_1(ν_1, ν_2) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)} (∫ R^d h(x)ν_1(dx) − ∫ R^d h(x)ν_2(dx) ) , (1.5)

where Lip(1) is the set of Lipschitz functions with Lipschitz constant 1, that is, Lip(1) = {f : |f(x) − f(y)| ⩽ |x − y|, ∀ x, y ∈ R^d }. For a probability measure π(dx) and an integrable function f, we write π(f) = ∫ R^d f(x)π(dx). In addition, denote by L(X) the

law of a given random variable X.

We denote by C(R^d ) all the continuous functions from R^d to R, by C_b(R^d ) all the bounded continuous functions from R^d to R. For f ∈ C_b(R^d ), denote ‖f‖_∞ = sup_{x∈R}d |f(x)|. C^k(R^d ) denotes the collection of k-th continuously differentiable functions with integer k ⩾

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 5

1. For any f ∈ C^2(R^d ), let ∇f and ∇^2f be the gradient and Hessian matrix for f, and denote ‖∇f‖_∞ = sup_{x∈R}d |∇f(x)| and ‖∇^2f‖_{HS,∞} = sup_{x∈R}d ‖∇^2f(x)‖_{HS}. For any f ∈ C^1(R), we often denote by ḟ its derivative. Besides, for two sequences {f(n), n ∈ N} and {g(n), n ∈ N}, f(n) = O(g(n)) as n → ∞ means that lim_{n→∞} f(n)/g(n) < ∞, f(n) = o(g(n)) as n → ∞ means that lim_{n→∞} f(n)/g(n) = 0 and f(n) ≍ g(n) as n → ∞ means that lim_{n→∞} f(n)/g(n) = 1.

2. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.3

2.1. The strategy of the proof. Let us give a brief strategy for the proof of the Theorem 1.3. Since g(x) is not differentiable, we consider its mollification in [29] as the following: for any 0 < ε < 1,

g_ε(x) = ℓ − [Mx + (Γ − M)vρ_ε(e^′_dx)] , x ∈ R^d ,

(2.1)

where the function ρ_ε : R → R is defined as

ρ_ε(y) = 0, y < −ε, y, y > ε, 3ε 16 −^1_{16ε3} y^4 +^3_{8ε} y^2 +^1_2 y, |y| ⩽ ε.

(2.2)

It is easy to check that lim_{ε→0} ρ_ε(y) = y^+, ∀ y ∈ R, ρ_ε ∈ C^2(R), and ‖ρ̇_ε‖_∞ ⩽ 1 for all ε ∈ (0, 1). Consequently, g_ε ∈ C^2(R^d ) and

∇g_ε(x) = −M − ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx)(Γ − M)ve^′_d.

(2.3)

And the coefficient g_ε(x) is a global Lipschitz function, whose Lipschitz constant is independent of ε.

We shall consider the following auxiliary SDE:

dX^ε_t = g_ε(X^ε_t ) dt + σ dZ_t, X^ε_0 = X_0 = x ∈ R^d ,

(2.4)

and its EM scheme with decreasing step-size Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} is as the following:

Y^ε_{tn+1} = Y^ε_{tn} + η_{n+1}g_ε(Y^ε_{tn} ) + σΔZ_{ηn+1} , Y^ε_0 = x,

(2.5)

where t_n = ∑_n i=1 η_i with t_0 = 0, and ΔZ_{ηn+1} = Z_{tn+1} − Z_{tn} . Then (Y^ε_{tn} )_{n∈N0} is a nonhomogeneous Markov chain.

For any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t, denote X^x_{s,t} as the value of process (X_t)_{t⩾0} at the time t with X_s = x. Similarly for X^{ε,x}_{s,t} , Y^x_{s,t}, and Y^{ε,x}_{s,t} . When s = 0, we will omit the subscript s if there is no ambiguity.

Under Assumption 1.1, the processes (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} in (2.4) are exponential ergodicity (see, Proposition 2.4 below) with ergodic measures μ_ε. By the triangle inequality,

W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ W_1(μ, μ_ε) + W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) + W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )).

(2.6)

To estimate W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )), it is sufficient to give estimates for these three Wasserstein-1 distances on the right hand of (2.6). W_1(μ, μ_ε) is bounded in Proposition 2.5 by a generator comparison argument and solving a Poisson equation, while W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )) is the distance between the two Markov chains and is bounded in Proposition 2.6. Finally, W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) is bounded by a generalized Lindeberg principle developed in [38].

6 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

2.2. Property of g_ε and auxiliary lemmas. It is easy to show that the coefficient g_ε(x) is a global Lipschitz function, and its Lipschitz constant is independent of ε, that is, there exists some constant κ > 0 independent of ε, such that |g_ε(x) − g_ε(y)| ⩽ κ|x − y|, ∀ x, y ∈ R^d . Additionally, there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that |g_ε(x) − g(x)| ⩽ Cε1_{{|e}′_{dx|⩽ε}}, ∀ x ∈ R^d . (2.7) Moreover, lim_{ε→0} g_ε(x) = g(x) for all x ∈ R^d . The coefficients g_ε(x) and g(x) do not satisfy a dissipation condition, that is, there exist some x, y ∈ R^d such that for some constant c > 0 sup |x−y|→∞ ⟨x − y, g_ε(x) − g_ε(y)⟩ |x − y|^2 ⩾ c, sup |x−y|→∞ ⟨x − y, g(x) − g(y)⟩ |x − y|^2 ⩾ c. (2.8)

Our work is based on the following lemma from [4].

Lemma 2.1. ([4, Theorem 3.5]) Under Assumption 1.1, there exists a positive definite matrix Q such that matrices M^′Q + QM and (M^′ − e_dv^′(M^′ − Γ))Q + Q(M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d) are both positive definite.

For positive definite matrix Q in Lemma 2.1, denote

λ_1 = λ_{min}(M^′Q + QM), λ_2 = λ_{min}([M^′ − e_dv^′(M^′ − Γ)]Q + Q[M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d]), and λ = λ_1 ∧ λ_2,

(2.9) θ = 1 2 λλ^{−2}_{max}(Q).

(2.10) Under Assumption 1.1, it follows from Lemma 2.1 that we can get the following kind of dissipation condition and its proof is in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumption 1.1 and for the positive definite matrix Q in Lemma 2.1, for any x ∈ R^d and ε ∈ (0, 1), the matrices [−∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[−∇g_ε(x)] are positive definite. And we have that −λ = sup_{x∈Rd} {λ_{max}([∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[∇g_ε(x)])} < 0,

where λ is in (2.9). In addition, for all x, y ∈ R^d , we know ⟨Q(x − y), g_ε(x) − g_ε(y)⟩ ⩽ − λ 2 |x − y|^2.

(2.11)

The moment estimates are given below and the corresponding proofs are in Section 3. Lemma 2.3. For α ∈ (1, 2], under Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that for all x ∈ R^d E |X^{ε,x}_t | ⩽ C(1 + |x|), ∀ t ⩾ 0, (2.12) E [|X^{ε,x}_{tn−1 ,tn} − Y^{ε,x}_{tn−1,tn} |] ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1+ 1α}n , ∀ n ∈ N, (2.13) E |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} | ⩽ C(1 + |x|), ∀ n ∈ N_0 . (2.14) In particular, one has μ_ε(|x|) ⩽ C.

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 7

The following contraction property of (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} will be proved in Section 4.1. Proposition 2.4. For α ∈ (1, 2], under Assumption 1.1, for any ε ∈ (0, 1), the processes (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} in (2.4) satisfy that for all x, y ∈ R^d and t ⩾ 0,

W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_t ), L(X^{ε,y}_t )) ⩽ λ_{max}(Q) λ_{min}(Q) |x − y|e^{−θt}, where the constant θ is in (2.10) and the positive definite matrix Q is in Lemma 2.1. Furthermore, the processes (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} are exponentially ergodic with ergodic measures μ_ε.

Next, we give bounds for W_1(μ, μ_ε) and W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )), their proofs are postponed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 respectively.

Proposition 2.5. For α ∈ (1, 2], under Assumption 1.1, there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that W_1(μ, μ_ε) ⩽ Cε, where μ and μ_ε are the ergodic measures of processes (X_t)_{t⩾0} and (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} respectively. Proposition 2.6. For α ∈ (1, 2], under Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, for the two EM schemes (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )_{n∈N0} and (Y^x_{tn} )_{n∈N0} defined in (1.3) and (2.5) respectively, there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that for all x ∈ R^d and n ∈ N_0 , W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ Cε^{12} .

2.3. Proof of Theorem 1.3. In order to use semigroup theory in the proof, we first introduce a function space C_{lin}(R^d ) as below:

C_{lin}(R^d ) = { f ∈ C(R^d ) : sup_{x∈Rd} |f(x)| 1 + |x| < ∞ } . For a f ∈ C_{lin}(R^d ), we define P_{s,t} f(x) = E [f(X_t )|X_s = x], ∀ 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t.

By the same argument as in [21], we can show that {P_{s,t}}_{0⩽s⩽t<∞} is a well defined semigroup in C_{lin}(R^d ).

Similarly, the semigroups on C_{lin}(R^d ) for processes (X^{ε,x}_t )_{t⩾0}, (Y^x_{tn} )_{n∈N0} , and (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )_{n∈N0} can be defined as below: for any f ∈ C_{lin}(R^d ) P^ε_{s,t} f(x) = E [f(X^ε_t )|X^ε_s = x], 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t,

(2.15) Q_{ti,tj} f(x) = E [f(Y_{tj} )|Y_{ti} = x], 0 ⩽ t_i ⩽ t_j , Q^ε_{ti,tj} f(x) = E [f(Y^ε_{tj} )|Y^ε_{ti} = x], 0 ⩽ t_i ⩽ t_j .

Proof of Theorem 1.3. It follows from (2.6) that

W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ W_1(μ, μ_ε) + W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) + W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )), the bounds for W_1(μ, μ_ε) and W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )) are given in Propositions 2.5 and 2.6 respectively. Thus, it suffices to give the bound for W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )).

By the generalized Lindeberg principle in [38], it follows from (1.5) that W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{P^ε_{tn} h(x) − Q^ε_{tn} h(x)}

= sup_{h∈Lip(1)} {_n ∑ i=1 Q^ε_{0,ti−1} ∘(P^ε_{ti−1,ti} − Q^ε_{ti−1 ,ti} ) ∘ P^ε_{ti,tn} h(x) } .

8 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

We firstly give the estimate for (P^ε_{ti−1,ti} − Q^ε_{ti−1 ,ti} ) ∘ P^ε_{ti,tn} h(x) for i = 1, 2, · · · , n. Actually, for α ∈ (1, 2], we have that |(P^ε_{ti−1,ti} − Q^ε_{ti−1,ti} ) ∘ P^ε_{ti,tn} h(x)| = | P^ε_{ti,tn} h(X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} ) − P^ε_{ti,tn} h(Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} )| ⩽ Ce^{−θ(tn−ti)}E |X^{ε,x}_{ti−1 ,ti} − Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} | ⩽ Ce^{−θ(tn−ti)}η^{1+ 1α}_i (1 + |x|), where the first inequality is due to Proposition 2.4 and the last is due to Lemma 2.3. Combining this with Lemmas 2.3 again and B.1 below, we can obtain that for α ∈ (1, 2],

| P^ε_{tn} h(x) − Q^ε_{tn} h(x)| = | | | | n∑ i=1 Q^ε_{ti−1} ∘(P^ε_{ti−1 ,ti} − Q^ε_{ti−1,ti} ) ∘ P^ε_{ti,tn} h(x) | | | | ⩽ C n∑ i=1 e^{−θ(tn−ti)}η^{1+ 1α}_i E (1 + |Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1} |)

⩽ C(1 + |x|) n∑ i=1 e^{−θ(tn −ti)}η^{1+ 1α}_i ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n , which immediately implies that W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n .

Moreover, combining this with Proposition 2.4 and Lemma 2.3, we know W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) ⩽ W_1(μ_ε, L(X^{ε,x}_{tn} )) + W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) ⩽ C(1 + |x|)e^{−θtn} + C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n . This, together with Propositions 2.5 and 2.6, implies that for α ∈ (1, 2]

W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ W_1(μ, μ_ε) + W_1(μ_ε, L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} )) + W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )) ⩽ Cε + C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n + Cε^{12} ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}n , where the last inequality holds by choosing ε ⩽ η^{2/α}n . The proof is complete. □

3. MOMENT ESTIMATES Before giving the moment estimates in Lemma 2.3, we give the expressions for the infinitesimal generators of the processes (X_t)_{t⩾0} and (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} in (1.1) and (2.4), respectively.

If Z_t = (Z^1_t , . . . , Z^d_t )^′, Z^i_t being i.i.d. symmetric α-stable process in dimension 1 with α ∈ (1, 2), we denote the infinitesimal generator of σZ_t by G^α_{iid} in this case, given by (see, [5, Proposition 4.1])

G^α_{iid}f(x) = d∑ i=1 ∫ R\{0} [ f(x + σ_iz_i) − f(x) − z_i⟨σ_i, ∇f(x)⟩1_{{|zi|⩽1}} ] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i.

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 9

Recalling that σ_i ∈ R^d is the i-th column vector of coefficient σ. Hence, for α ∈ (1, 2], the generator A^α_ε is written as

A^α_ε f(x) = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇f(x)⟩ + 1 2 ⟨∇^2f(x), σσ^′⟩_{HS}1_{{α=2}} + G^α_{iid}f(x)1_{{α∈(1,2)}}.

(3.1)

Additionally the infinitesimal generator A^α for the process (X_t)_{t⩾0} in SDE (1.1) is given by

A^αf(x) = ⟨g(x), ∇f(x)⟩ + 1 2 ⟨∇^2f(x), σσ^′⟩_{HS}1_{{α=2}} + G^α_{iid}f(x)1_{{α∈(1,2)}}.

If Z_t is the d-dimensional rotationally symmetric α stable process with α ∈ (1, 2), we denote the infinitesimal generator of σZ_t by G^α_{sym}, given by

G^α_{sym}f(x) = ∫ R^d\{0} [ f(x + σz) − f(x) − ⟨σz, ∇f(x)⟩1_{{|z|⩽1}} ] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz. To make notations simple, we also denote the infinitesimal generators of processes (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} and (X_t)_{t⩾0} by A^α_ε and A^α respectively, which are given as the following in this case:

A^α_ε f(x) = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇f(x)⟩ + 1 2 ⟨∇^2f(x), σσ^′⟩_{HS}1_{{α=2}} + G^α_{sym}f(x)1_{{α∈(1,2)}},

(3.2) and A^αf(x) = ⟨g(x), ∇f(x)⟩ + 1 2 ⟨∇^2f(x), σσ^′⟩_{HS}1_{{α=2}} + G^α_{sym}f(x)1_{{α∈(1,2)}}.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. (i) For the positive definite matrix Q in Lemma 2.1, define a function V : R^d → [1, ∞) as

V (x) = ( 1 + ⟨x, Qx⟩ )_{1/2} , x ∈ R^d . (3.3)

Then, we can know λ^{1/2}_{min}(Q)|x| ∨ 1 ⩽ V (x) ⩽ 1 + λ^{1/2}max(Q)|x| and

∇V (x) = 1 V (x)

Qx , ∇^2V (x) = −1 V^3(x)

Qxx^′Q + 1 V (x) Q, ∀x ∈ R^d . It is easy to check that ‖∇V ‖_∞ ⩽ 1 and ‖∇^2V ‖_{HS,∞} ⩽ 1. We will find a differential inequality of E V (X^{ε,x}_t ) firstly, and split the proof into three parts based on the type of the noises (Z_t)_{t⩾0}.

We shall prove the following Lyapunov’s condition in the three cases: there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that

A^α_ε V (x) ⩽ − λ 2λ_{max}(Q)

V (x) + C.

(3.4)

Case 1: α = 2. Equation (3.1) yields that

A^α_ε V (x) = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ + 1 2 ⟨∇^2V (x), σσ^′⟩_{HS}.

(3.5)

For the first term, by a straightforward calculation and (2.11), there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ = 1 V (x)

⟨Qx, g_ε(x) − g_ε(0)⟩ + 1 V (x) ⟨Qx, g_ε(0)⟩ ⩽ − λ 2 V^{−1}(x)|x|^2 + λ_{max}(Q)|g_ε(0)| |x| V (x) ⩽ − λ 2λ_{max}(Q)

V^{−1}(x)⟨x, Qx⟩ + λ_{max}(Q)|g_ε(0)| |x| V (x)

(3.6)

10 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU = − λV^{−1}(x) 2λ_{max}(Q)

[⟨x, Qx⟩ + 1] + λV^{−1}(x) 2λ_{max}(Q)

+ λ_{max}(Q)|g_ε(0)| |x| V (x) ⩽ − λ 2λ_{max}(Q)

V (x) + C.

As for the second term, it is easy to check that by Cauchy inequality

⟨∇^2V (x), σσ^′⟩_{HS} ⩽ ‖∇^2V ‖_{HS,∞} · ‖σσ^′‖_{HS} ⩽ √ d‖σ‖_{op} ⩽ C. (3.7)

Combining (3.5), (3.6) and (3.7), the Lyapunov condition (3.4) immediately follows.

Case 2: Z_t = (Z^1_t , . . . , Z^d_t ) with each Z^i_t being i.i.d. symmetric with α ∈ (1, 2). Combining with (3.1), one knows

A^α_ε V (x) = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ + d∑ i=1 ∫ R\{0} [ V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x) −⟨σ_i, ∇V (x)⟩z_i1_{{|zi|⩽1}} ] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ + d∑ i=1 ∫ |z_i|>1 [ V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x) ] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i (3.8)

+ d∑ i=1 ∫ 0<|z_i|⩽1 [ V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x) − ⟨σ_i, ∇V (x)⟩z_i ] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i. The first term ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ is bounded by (3.6). For the second term of equality (3.8) and any i = 1, . . . , d, by the Taylor’s expansion and absolute value inequality, one has | | | ∫ |z_i|>1 [V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x)] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i | | | = | | | ∫ |z_i|>1 ∫_1 0 ⟨∇V (x + rσ_iz_i), σ_iz_i⟩ dr c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i | | | ⩽ c_α‖∇V ‖_∞‖σ_i‖_{max} ∫ |z_i|>1 |z_i| |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i ⩽ C. Similarly, for the third term of equality (3.8), we know | | | | ∫ 0<|z_i|⩽1 [V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x) − ⟨σ_i, ∇V (x)z_i⟩] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i | | | | = | | | |c^α ∫ 0<|z_i|⩽1 ∫_1 0 ∫_r 0 ⟨σ_iσ^′_i, ∇^2V (x + sσ_iz)⟩_{HS} z^2_i |z_i|^{1+α} ds dr dz_i | | | | ⩽ c_α‖∇^2V ‖_{HS,∞}‖σ_i‖^2_{max} ∫ 0<|z_i|⩽1 |z_i|^{1−α} dz_i ⩽ C. Hence, we can obtain that d∑ i=1 | | | ∫ R\{0} [ V (x + σ_iz_i) − V (x) − ⟨σ_i, ∇V (x)⟩z_i1_{{|zi|⩽1}} ] c_α |z_i|^{1+α} dz_i | | | ⩽ Cd. (3.9)

Combining (3.6), (3.8) and (3.9), the Lyapunov condition (3.4) immediately follows.

Case 3: (Z_t)_{t⩾0} being rotationally symmetric with α ∈ (1, 2). By (3.2), one knows

A^α_ε V (x) = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ + ∫ R^d\{0} [V (x + σz) − V (x) − ⟨σz, ∇V (x)⟩1_{{|z|⩽1}}] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz = ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ + ∫ |z|>1 [V (x + σz) − V (x)] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 11 + ∫ 0<|z|⩽1 [V (x + σz) − V (x) − ⟨σz, ∇V (x)⟩] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz. (3.10)

The first term ⟨g_ε(x), ∇V (x)⟩ is bounded by (3.6). For the second term, by the Taylor’s expansion, one has | | | | ∫ |z|>1 [V (x + σz) − V (x)] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz | | | | ⩽ ∫ |z|>1 ∫_1 0 | |⟨∇V (x + rσz), σz⟩ | | dr C^{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz ⩽ ‖∇V ‖_∞‖σ‖_{op} ∫ |z|>1 C_{d,α}|z| |z|^{d+α} dz ⩽ C. (3.11)

Similarly, for the third term, we know | | | | ∫ 0<|z|⩽1 [V (x + σz) − V (x) − ⟨σz, ∇V (x)⟩] C_{d,α} |z|^{d+α} dz | | | | ⩽ ∫ 0<|z|⩽1 ∫_1 0 ∫_r 0 | |⟨σz, ∇^2V (x + sσz)σz⟩ | | C^{d,α} |z|^{d+α} ds dr dz ⩽ ‖∇^2V ‖_{HS,∞}‖σ‖^2_{op} ∫ 0<|z|⩽1 ∫_1 0 ∫_r 0 C_{d,α}|z|^2 |z|^{d+α} ds dr dz ⩽ C. (3.12)

Combining (3.6), (3.10), (3.11) and (3.12), the Lyapunov condition (3.4) immediately follows.

Using the Itô’s formula, we know

E V (X^{ε,x}_t ) = V (x) + E ∫_t 0 A^α_ε V (X^{ε,x}_s ) ds

⩽ V (x) + ∫_t 0 [ − λ 2λ_{max}(Q)

E V (X^{ε,x}_s ) + C ] ds. It follows from [25, pp. 32-33] that

E V (X^{ε,x}_t ) ⩽ e^{− λt2λmax(Q)} V (x) +

Cλ_{max}(Q) λ ( 1 − e^{− λt2λmax(Q)} ) . (3.13)

Combining this with the fact λ^{1/2}_{min}(Q)|x| ∨ 1 ⩽ V (x) ⩽ 1 + λ^{1/2}max(Q)|x|, we can get the estimate (2.12) for E |X^{ε,x}_t |.

Let X^ε_0 follow the ergodic measure μ_ε, then X^ε_t follows measure μ_ε for all t ⩾ 0 and the inequality (3.13) implies that for all t > 0,

μ_ε(V ) ⩽ e^{− λt2λmax(Q)} μ_ε(V ) +

Cλ_{max}(Q) λ ( 1 − e^{− λt2λmax(Q)} ) . Thus, we know μ_ε(V ) ⩽ C, and so does μ_ε(|x|), while the constant C is independent of ε.

(ii) For any s ∈ (t_{i−1}, t_i] and α ∈ (1, 2], one has

X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,s} = x + ∫_s t_{i−1} g_ε(X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,u}) du + σZ_{s−ti−1} . It follows from the estimate for E |X^{ε,x}_t | above and the linear growth for function g_ε, we know for any s ∈ (t_{i−1}, t_i], E |X^{ε,x}_{ti−1 ,s} − x| ⩽ C ∫_s t_{i−1} E |X^{ε,x}_{ti−1 ,u}| du + ‖σ‖_{op}(s − t_{i−1})^{1α} E |Z_1 | (3.14)

⩽ C(1 + |x|)[(s − t_{i−1})^{1α} ∨ (s − t_{i−1})] ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1α}_i ,

where the last inequality holds since s − t_{i−1} ⩽ η_i < 1.

12 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

On the other hand, we have Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} = x + ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} g_ε(x) ds + σZ_{ti−ti−1} , which leads to X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} − Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} = ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} [g_ε(X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,s}) − g_ε(x)] ds. Combining (3.14) and the global Lipschitz property for function g_ε, we know E |X^{ε,x}_{ti−1 ,ti} − Y^{ε,x}_{ti−1,ti} | ⩽ ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E |g_ε (X^{ε,x}_{ti−1,s}) − g_ε(x)| ds ⩽ C ∫_{ti} t_{i−1} E |X^{ε,x}_{ti−1 ,s} − x| ds ⩽ C(1 + |x|)η^{1+ 1α}_i ,

(3.15) which is the estimate (2.13) for E |X^{ε,x}_{tn−1 ,tn} − Y^{ε,x}_{tn−1,tn} |.

(iii) Similar to estimating E |X^{ε,x}_t |, we give the estimate for E |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} | with n ∈ N_0 . Let us now estimate E V (Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ). We have E V (Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) = E V (Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) − E V (X^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) + E V (X^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) ⩽ ‖∇V ‖_∞E |X^{ε,y}_{tk ,tk+1} − Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} | + E V (X^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ). Using (3.13) and (3.15), there exist some positive constants c and C such that

E V (Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) ⩽ C(1 + |y|)η^{1+ 1α}_{k+1} + e^{−cηk+1} V (y) + C(1 − e^{−cηk+1} ) ⩽ ( Cη^{1+ 1α}_{k+1} + e^{−cηk+1} ) V (y) + Cη_{k+1}.

(3.16)

Due to Assumption 1.2, (η_n)_{n∈N} decreases to 0, there exists a positive integer k_0 such that for all k ⩾ k_0, one has Cη^{1+1/α}_{k+1} + e^{−cηk+1} ⩽ 1 − cη_{k+1}/2 and thus E V (Y^{ε,y}_{tk,tk+1} ) ⩽ ( 1 − c 2 η_{k+1} ) V (y) + Cη_{k+1},

which implies that

E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk+1} ) = E {E [V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk+1} )|Y^{ε,x}_{tk} ]} ⩽ ( 1 − c 2 η_{k+1} ) E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk} ) + Cη_{k+1}.

(3.17)

By induction, one knows for any k ⩾ k_0, there exists some positive constant C independent of k satisfying

E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk+1} ) ⩽ ( 1 − c 2 η_k ) (1 − c 2 η_{k+1})E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk−1} ) + Cη_k ( 1 − c 2 η_{k+1} ) + Cη_{k+1} ⩽ k∏ i=k_0 ( 1 − c 2 η_i ) E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0} ) + C k∑ j=k_0 η_j k∏ i=j+1 ( 1 − c 2 η_i )

⩽ CE [ 1 + V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0} ) ] , (3.18)

where the last inequality holds from the facts that ∏_k i=k_0 (1−cηi/2) and ∑_k j=k_0 ηj ∏_k i=j+1(1− cη_i/2) are bounded.

Due to Assumption 1.2 and for any k ⩽ k_0, we know Cη^{1+1/α}_k + e^{−cηk} ⩽ 1 − cη_k + Cη^{3/2}_k . Combining (3.16) and with a similar argument for (3.18), one yields that

E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0} ) ⩽ ( 1 − cη_{k0} + Cη^{32}_{k0} ) E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0−1} ) + Cη_{k0} ⩽ ( 1 − cη_{k0−1} + Cη^{32}_{k0−1} ) ( 1 − cη_{k0} + Cη^{32}_{k0} ) E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0−2} )

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 13 +C ( 1 − cη_{k0−1} + Cη^{32}_{k0−1} ) η_{k0} + Cη_{k0} ⩽ C(1 + V (x)).

Combining this with (3.18), for any n ∈ N_0 , there exists some positive constant C independent of n satisfying E V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) ⩽ C(1 + V (x)), which implies the estimate (2.14) for E |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} | by combining the relationship between V (x) and |x|. The proof is complete. □

4. ESTIMATES FOR AUXILIARY WASSERSTEIN-1 DISTANCES We give proofs of estimates for Wasserstein-1 distances in Propositions 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6.

4.1. Proof of Proposition 2.4. We refer [3, 4, 22, 49, 50] and references therein about the exponential ergodicity for SDEs driven by standard Brownian motions and α-stable processes with α ∈ (1, 2).

Proof of Proposition 2.4. (i) For α ∈ (1, 2] and any x, y ∈ R^d , one has

d(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t ) = [g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t ) − g_ε(X^{ε,y}_t )] dt, X^{ε,x}_0 − X^{ε,y}_0 = x − y. By the Itô’s formula and (2.11), we know

d|Q(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t )|^2 = 2⟨Q(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t ), g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t ) − g_ε(X^{ε,y}_t )⟩ dt ⩽ −λ|X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t |^2 dt = −λ|Q^{−1}Q(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t )|^2 dt ⩽ −λλ^{−2}_{max}(Q)|Q(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t )|^2 dt, which implies that |Q(X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t )|^2 ⩽ exp { −λλ^{−2}_{max}(Q)t } |Q(x − y)|^2.

Due to λ_{min}(Q)|x − y| ⩽ |Q(x − y)| ⩽ λ_{max}(Q)|x − y| for any x, y ∈ R^d , we can obtain that

|X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t |^2 ⩽ λ^2_{max}(Q) λ^2_{min}(Q) exp { −λλ^{−2}_{max}(Q)t } |x − y|^2.

(4.1)

From the definition of Wasserstein-1 distance in (1.5) and (4.1), we know W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_t ), L(X^{ε,y}_t )) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E h(X^{ε,x}_t ) − E h(X^{ε,y}_t )} ⩽ E |X^{ε,x}_t − X^{ε,y}_t | ⩽ λ_{max}(Q) λ_{min}(Q) exp { − 1 2 λλ^{−2}_{max}(Q)t } |x − y|. (4.2)

(ii) For a sequence {x_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ R^d and x satisfying lim_{n→∞} x_n = x, it follows from (4.1) and dominated convergence theorem that for any continuous bounded function ϕ, lim_{n→∞} P^ε_t ϕ(x_n) = lim_{n→∞} E [ϕ(X^{ε,xn}_t )] = E [ϕ(X^{ε,x}_t )] = P^ε_t ϕ(x), which implies that the semigroup P^ε_t is Feller.

The existence of an invariant measure will be given below by Krylov-Bogolioubov theorem ([26, Theorem 1.10]). Let X^ε_0 = x. For any measurable set A and T > 0, define

μ^x_{ε,T} (A) = 1 T ∫_T 0 P^ε_t (x, A) dt.

14 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

Since P^ε_t is Feller, it suffices to show that {μ^x_{ε,T} }_{T >0} is tight from Krylov-Bogolioubov theorem. For the function V in (3.3), one gets (3.13), then there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that

μ^{ε,x}_T (V ) = 1 T ∫_T 0 E V (X^{ε,x}_t ) dt ⩽ C. Since V (x) ⩾ 1 and V (x) → ∞ as |x| → ∞, for any fixed δ > 0, there exists a compact set K_0 such that V (x) > C/δ for x ∈ K^c_0, where K^c_0 is the complement set of K_0. Then we have C δ μ^x_{ε,T} (K^c_0) < μ^x_{ε,T} (V ) ⩽ C,

that is, μ^x_{ε,T} (K^c_0) < δ, which implies μ^x_{ε,T} (K_0) > 1 − δ. So {μ^x_{ε,T} }_{T >0} is tight. Hence the limit of a convergent subsequence μ^x_{ε,T} as T → ∞ provides an invariant measure of (P^ε_t )_{t⩾0}.

The inequality (4.2) implies the invariant measure is unique. Indeed, let μ_1 and μ_2 be two invariant measures, for any function h ∈ Lip(1), we have W_1(μ_1, μ_2) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)} {μ_1(h) − μ_2(h)}

= sup_{h∈Lip(1)} {∫ R^d ∫ R^d E h(X^{ε,x}_t )μ_1(dx)μ_2(dy) − ∫ R^d ∫ R^d E h(X^{ε,y}_t )μ_1(dx)μ_2(dy) }

⩽ ∫ R^d ∫ R^d sup h∈Lip(1)

{E h(X^{ε,x}_t ) − E h(X^{ε,y}_t )}μ_1(dx)μ_2(dy) = ∫ R^d ∫ R^d W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_t )L(X^{ε,y}_t ))μ_1(dx)μ_2(dy) → 0,

as t → ∞ by (4.2). The proof is complete. □

4.2. Proof of Proposition 2.5. For α ∈ (1, 2] and any function h ∈ Lip(1), we consider the following Poisson equations: A^α_ε f(x) = h(x) − μ_ε(h),

(4.3) where A^α_ε and μ_ε are the infinitesimal generators and ergodic measures for processes (X^ε_t )_{t⩾0} in (2.4) respectively. Then, we can get the following expression and estimates for the solution to the Poisson equations in (4.3).

Lemma 4.1. Let α ∈ (1, 2] and Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2 hold. Then the Poisson equations (4.3) admits a solution f_{ε,h} with the following representation: f_{ε,h}(x) = − ∫_∞ 0 P^ε_t [h(x) − μ_ε(h)] dt,

(4.4)

where P^ε_t are semigroups defined in (2.15). Furthermore, there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that |f_{ε,h}(x)| ⩽ C(1 + |x|), ‖∇f_{ε,h}‖_∞ ⩽ C. We will prove this lemma in Appendix A.3. Applying this lemma, we can prove Proposition 2.5 as follow.

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 15

Proof of Proposition 2.5. In this proof, the expectation E is with respect to measure μ, that is, E^μ , and we omit the superscript. For g in the domain of A^α, i.e., A^αg ∈ C_{lin}(R^d ), we have μ(A^αg) = μ ( lim_{t→0} P_t g − g t ) = lim_{t→0} μ ( P_t g − g t )

= lim_{t→0}

E [g(X^x_t )] − μ(g) t = lim_{t→0} μ(g) − μ(g) t = 0,

(4.5)

where the second equality is by dominated convergence theorem and the fourth one is by the stationarity of X_t. Hence, (4.6) E [A^α f_{ε,h}(X_0)] = 0.

From the definition of Wasserstein-1 distance, Poisson equations in (4.3) and (4.6), one knows that for α ∈ (1, 2],

W_1(μ, μ_ε) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E h(X_0 ) − μ_ε(h)} = sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E A^α_ε f_{ε,h}(X_0)}

= sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E [(A^α_ε − A^α)f_{ε,h}(X_0)]}

= sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E [⟨g_ε (X_0) − g(X_0), ∇f_{ε,h}(X_0)⟩]} ⩽ CεE 1_{{|e}′_{d X0|⩽ε}} ⩽ Cε, where the first inequality holds from the estimate for ‖∇f_{ε,h}‖_∞ in Lemma 4.1 and (2.7). The proof is complete. □ 4.3. Proof of Proposition 2.6. Recall that for α ∈ (1, 2] and any ε ∈ (0, 1), Y_0 = Y^ε_0 = x and EM schemes in (1.3) and (2.5) respectively, Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} = Y^{ε,x}_{tn} + η_{n+1}g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) + σΔZ_{ηn+1} , n ∈ N_0 , Y^x_{tn+1} = Y^x_{tn} + η_{n+1}g(Y^x_{tn} ) + σΔZ_{ηn+1} , n ∈ N_0 , where t_n = ∑_n i=1 η_i with t_0 = 0 and ΔZ_{ηn+1} = Z_{tn+1} − Z_{tn} .

Proof of Proposition 2.6. For positive definite matrix Q in Lemma 2.1, denote ^V (x) = 1 2 ⟨x, Qx⟩, ∀x ∈ R^d , Then, one has 1 2 λ_{min}(Q)|x|^2 ⩽ ^V (x) ⩽ 1 2 λ_{max}(Q)|x|^2.

(4.7)

It follows from those two EM schemes that for any n ∈ N_0 Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} = Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} + η_{n+1}[g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )].

Then, by a straightforward calculation, one has

^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ) = 1 2 ⟨Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} , Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ]⟩ = 1 2 ⟨Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} , Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ]⟩ + η_{n+1}⟨Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ], g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )⟩

(4.8) + 1 2 η^2_{n+1}⟨g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} ), Q[g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )]⟩.

It suffices to give estimates for the last two terms.

16 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

For ⟨Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ], g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )⟩, it follows from (2.7), (2.11) and (4.7) that there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that |⟨Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ], g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )⟩|

(4.9) = |⟨Q[Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ], g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g_ε(Y^x_{tn} ) + g_ε(Y^x_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )⟩| ⩽ − λ 2 |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} |^2 + Cε|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} | ⩽ − λ 2 |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} |^2 + Cε|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} |^2 + Cε ⩽ ( − λ λ_{max}(Q) + Cε ) ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) + Cε,

where the second inequality holds from the Young’s inequality, that is, ε|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} | = ε^{1/2}ε^{1/2}|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} | ⩽ (ε + ε|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} |^2)/2.

For ⟨g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} ), Q[g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )]⟩, it follows from (2.7) and (4.7) that there exists some positive constant C independent of ε such that |⟨g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} ), Q[g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )]⟩| ⩽ λ_{max}(Q)|g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )|^2 = λ_{max}(Q)|g_ε(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − g_ε(Y^x_{tn} ) + g_ε(Y^x_{tn} ) − g(Y^x_{tn} )|^2 ⩽ C|Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} |^2 + Cε^2 ⩽ C ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) + Cε^2.

(4.10)

Combining (4.8),(4.9) and (4.10), we yield

^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ) ⩽ ( 1 − λ λ_{max}(Q) η_{n+1} + Cη_{n+1}ε + Cη^2_{n+1} ) ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) +Cη_{n+1}ε. Due to Assumption 1.2, (η_n)_{n∈N} decreases to 0. Hence, there exists some positive integer k_0 such that for any n ⩽ k_0, one knows that ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ) ⩽ C ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) + Cη_{n+1}ε.

Since ^V (Y^{ε,x}_0 − Y^x_0 ) = ^V (0) = 0, this inequality implies that there exists some positive constant C (depending on k_0) independent of n and ε such that ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) ⩽ Cε, ∀ n ⩽ k_0. (4.11) In addition, for all n > k_0, one has

^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ) ⩽ ( 1 − λ 2λ_{max}(Q) η_{n+1} ) ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) + Cη_{n+1}ε.

By induction, for any n ⩾ k_0,

^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn+1} − Y^x_{tn+1} ) ⩽ n+1∏ i=k_0+1 ( 1 − λ 2λ_{max}(Q) η_i ) ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0} − Y^x_{tk0} )

+Cε n+1∑ j=k_0+1 η_j n+1∏ i=j+1 ( 1 − λ 2λ_{max}(Q) η_i ) .

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 17

Combining this with (4.11) and the fact 1 − x ⩽ exp(−x) for all x ∈ R, there exists some positive constant C independent of n and ε such that for n > k_0,

^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) ⩽ exp { − λ 2λ_{max}(Q)

(t_n − t_{k0} ) } ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tk0} − Y^x_{tk0} ) + Cε ⩽ Cε. Thus, there exists some positive constant C independent of n and ε such that ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ) ⩽ Cε, ∀n ∈ N_0 , which implies that

W_1(L(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ), L(Y^x_{tn} )) = sup_{h∈Lip(1)}{E h(Y^{ε,x}_{tn} ) − E h(Y^x_{tn} )}

⩽ E |Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} | ⩽ C(E ^V (Y^{ε,x}_{tn} − Y^x_{tn} ))^{12} ⩽ Cε^{12} .

The proof is complete. □

5. OPTIMAL ERROR BOUND FOR THE CLASSICAL ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK PROCESS In this section, we shall show that the convergence rate obtained by our method is optimal for the classical Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

We consider the following Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process defined as dX_t = −X_t dt + dZ_t, X_0 = 0,

(5.1) where (Z_t)_{t⩾0} is a one-dimensional symmetric α-stable process with α ∈ (1, 2]. It is known that the solution to (5.1) is

X_t = e^{−t}X_0 + e^{−t} ∫_t 0 e^s dZ_s = ∫_t 0 e^{s−t} dZ_s, ∀t ⩾ 0. It follows from [46, Proposition 3.4.1] that the characteristic function for X^0_t is

E [exp(iλX^0_t )] = E [ exp ( i ∫_t 0 λe^{s−t} dZ_s )]

= exp ( − ∫_t 0 |λe^{s−t}|^α ds ) = exp ( − 1 α |λ|^α[1 − e^{−αt}] ) , for any λ ∈ R. It immediately leads to that E [exp(iλX^0_t )] → exp(−|λ|^α/α) as t → ∞.

The EM scheme of (5.1) is given as follows: Y_0 = X_0 = 0 and Y_{tn+1} = Y_{tn} − η_{n+1}Y_{tn} + ΔZ_{ηn+1} , n ∈ N_0 ,

(5.2) where t_n = ∑_n i=1 η_i with t_0 = 0 and ΔZ_{ηn+1} = Z_{tn+1} − Z_{tn} .

Proposition 5.1. Denote the invariant measure of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (X^0_t )_{t⩾0} in (5.1) by μ and let (Y^0_{tn} )_{n∈N0} be defined in (5.2). Under Assumption 1.2, if β = α^{−1} and ω = α in (1.4) for any α ∈ (1, 2], we have

0 < lim inf_{n→∞}

W_1(μ, Y^0_{tn} ) η^{1/α}n < lim sup n→∞ W_1(μ, Y^0_{tn} ) η^{1/α}n < ∞. Proof. By induction, it follows from (5.2) that Y_{tn} = (1 − η_n)Y_{tn−1} + ΔZ_{ηn} = (1 − η_{n−1})(1 − η_n)Y_{tn−2} + (1 − η_n)ΔZ_{ηn−1} + ΔZ_{ηn} = n∑ j=1 ΔZ_{ηj} n∏ k=j+1 (1 − η_k).

18 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

Hence, the characteristic function for Y^0_{tn} is given by E [ exp ( iλY^0_{tn} )] = exp ( −|λ|^α n∑ j=1 η_j n∏ k=j+1 (1 − η_k)^α ) (5.3)

for any λ ∈ R. Besides, the fact 1 − x ⩽ e^{−x} and t_n = ∑_n k=1 η_k yield that n∑ j=1 η_j n∏ k=j+1 (1 − η_k)^α ⩽ n∑ j=1 η_j e^{−α(tn −tj )} ⩽ 1 α (1 − e^{−αtn} ) + Cη_n (5.4)

holds for some constant C > 0 independent of n. The last inequality above is obtained by n∑ j=1 η_j e^{−α(tn −tj )} − 1 α + 1 α e^{−αtn} = e^{−αtn} [_n ∑ j=1 η_je^{αtj} − ∫_{tn} 0 e^{αs} ds ]

= e^{−αtn} n∑ j=1 ∫_{tj} t_{j−1} (e^{αtj} − e^{αs}) ds ⩽ e^{−αtn} n∑ j=1 ∫_{tj} t_{j−1} αe^{αtj} (t_j − s) ds

= α 2 n∑ j=1 e^{−α(tn −tj )}η^2_j ⩽ Cη_n, where the first inequality holds from the mean value theorem and the last inequality holds from Lemma B.1 below.

Combining (5.3) and (5.4), we have E [ exp ( iλY^0_{tn} )] ⩾ exp ( −|λ|^α [ 1 α ( 1 − e^{−αtn} ) + Cη_n ]) . Hence, there exists a constant C > 0 independent of n such that ∫_1 −1 [ E [ exp ( iλY^0_{tn} )] − E [ exp ( iλα^{− 1α} Z_1 )]] dλ ⩾ ∫_1 −1 [ exp ( −|λ|^α [ 1 α ( 1 − e^{−αtn} ) + Cη_n ]) − exp ( − 1 α |λ|^α )] dλ = ∫_1 −1 exp ( − 1 α |λ|^α ) [ exp ( 1 α |λ|^αe^{−αtn} + C|λ|^αη_n ) − 1 ] dλ ⩾ ∫_1 −1 exp ( − 1 α |λ|^α ) [ 1 α |λ|^αe^{−αtn} + C|λ|^αη_n ] dλ = C ( e^{−αtn} + η_n ) . (5.5)

For constants ω and β in (1.4), we claim that e^{−αtn} η^βn = { O(1), if ω = α, o(1), if ω < α. (5.6)

Furthermore, by the similar argument as in the proof of [13, Proposition B.1] and taking h(y) = 1 M ( sin y y 1_{{y≠0}} + 1_{{y=0}} ) , y ∈ R, with constant M = sup_{z∈R\{0}} |^{z cos z−sin z}_{z2} | ∈ (0, ∞), we can obtain that

W_1(μ, Y^0_{tn} ) ⩾ | |E [h(Y^0_{tn} )] − E [h(α^{−1/α} Z_1)] | | (5.7)

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 19 = 1 2M | | | ∫_1 −1 [ E [ exp ( iλY^0_{tn} )] − E [ exp ( iλα^{−1/α}Z_1 )]] dλ | | | ⩾ C(e^{−αtn} + η_n) = O(η^{1α}n ),

where the inequality arises from (5.5) and the last equality holds by taking β = 1/α and ω = α in claim (5.6).

The reminder is to verify the claim (5.6). Recall that ω = lim_{n→∞} { η^β_n − η^β_{n+1} η^{1+β}_{n+1} } < ∞,

which leads to 1 +^{ηβn−1−ηβn}_{η1+βn} η_n ≍ exp(ωη_n). Let ω_n = exp(−αt_n)η^{−β}_n , ∀n ∈ N_+ , then one has ω_n = w_{n−1}e^{−αηn} · η^β_{n−1} η^βn = w_{n−1}e^{−αηn} ( 1 + η^β_{n−1} − η^β_n η^{1+β}n η_n ) ≍ ω_{n−1}e^{(−α+ω)ηn} . By induction, one gets that

ω_n ≍ ω_1e^{(−α+ω)η1} e^{(−α+ω)tn} = O ( e^{(−α+ω)tn} ) . Thus, the claim (5.6) holds. The proof is complete. □

6. SINKHORN ALGORITHM We consider distributions ν_1, ν_2 ∈ P(R^d ), the set of probability measures defined on R^d , that can be written as linear combinations ν_1 = ∑_n i=1 a_iδ_{xi} and ν_2 = ∑_m i=1 b_j δ_{yj} of Dirac’s deltas centered on a finite number n and m of points (x_i)^n_{i=1} and (y_j )^m_{j=1} in R^d . In order for ν_1 and ν_2 to be probabilities, the vector weights a = (a_1, · · · , a_n)^′ ∈ Δ_n and b = (b_1, · · · , b_m)^′ ∈ Δ_m must belong respectively to the n and m-dimensional simplex, that is,

Δ_n = {p ∈ R^n_+ : p^′e_n = 1},

where R^n_+ is the set of vectors p ∈ R^n with non-negative entries and e_n ∈ R^n denotes the vector of all ones in n dimension. In this setting, the evaluation of the Wasserstein distance corresponds to solving a network flow problem in terms of the weight vectors a and b (see, [35, Eq. 4] or [8])

W_1(ν_1, ν_2) = min_{T∈C(a,b)}⟨T, M⟩_{HS},

(6.1)

where M = (M_{ij} )_{n×m} is the cost matrix with entries M_{ij} = |x_i − y_j |.

6.1. Some preliminary of Sinkhorn algorithm. A more practical approximation of (6.1) is Sinkhorn distance S^λ(a, b), given by

S^λ(a, b) = ⟨T^λ, M⟩_{HS} with T^λ = arg min_{T∈C(a,b)} { ⟨T, M⟩_{HS} − 1 λ h(T) } , (6.2)

where λ > 0 is a regularization parameter, h(T) = − ∑_{n,m} i,j=1 Tij(log Tij −1) and matrix T =

(T_{ij} )_{n×m}. Then, we have the following approximation between S^λ(a, b) and W_1(ν_1, ν_2):

20 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

Lemma 6.1. ([35, Proposition 1]) For any pair of discrete measures ν_1, ν_2 ∈ P(R^d ) with respective weights a ∈ Δ_n and b ∈ Δ_m, we have |S^λ(a, b) − W_1(ν_1, ν_2)| ⩽ Ce^{−λ}, where the constant C is independent of λ but depends on the support of ν_1 and ν_2.

It follows from [11, Eq. (3)] that there exist vectors r = (r_1, · · · , r_n)^′ and c = (c_1, · · · , c_m)^′ such that the matrix T^λ = (T^λ_{ij} )_{n×m} satisfies T^λ_{ij} = r_ie^{−λMij} c_j, 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ m. To make notations simple, we write A^λ_{ij} = e^{−λMij} for each i, j and denote by A^λ the corresponding matrix. Then, T^λ = diag(r)A^λdiag(c).

(6.3)

For any marginals a, b and matrix M, the above vectors r, c and matrix T^λ can be solved by the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm. It follows from [32, Section 2] that the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm is perhaps the simplest method for finding a doubly stochastic scaling of a nonnegative matrix A^λ. It does this by generating a sequence of matrices whose rows and columns are normalised alternately, that is, T^λ = diag(r)A^λdiag(c), while the vectors c and r can be solved as below: c = b./((A^λ)^′r), and r = a./(A^λc).

The above expressions for vectors r and c can be obtained by solving T^λe_n = a and (T^λ)^′e_m = b, and suggest the fixed point iteration by the Matlab:

c_{k+1} = b./((A^λ)^′r_k), and r_{k+1} = a./(A^λc_{k+1}), k ∈ N.

(6.4) Furthermore, it follows from (6.2) and (6.3) that W_1(ν_1, ν_2) can be approximated by S^λ(a, b).

In all, for two empirical measures

ν_1 = 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{xi} , and ν_2 = 1 m m∑ j=1 δ_{yj} , the W_1(ν_1, ν_2) can be approximated by S^λ(a, b) with a = n^{−1}e_n and b = m^{−1}e_m.

6.2. Some examples. Before giving some examples, we shall cite the following lemma which gives the simulation for one dimensional symmetric α-stable random variables with α ∈ (1, 2), see, [37, Theorem 1.3] or [46, Proposition 1.7.1].

Lemma 6.2. Let Θ and W be independent with Θ uniformly distributed on (−π/2, π/2), W exponentially distributed with mean 1. Then, and for any α ∈ (1, 2), Z = sin(αΘ) [cos(Θ)]^{1/α} [ cos((α − 1)Θ) W ] 1−α_α

has the characteristic function E exp(iuZ) = exp(−|u|^α).

In the following examples, let the step size Λ = (η_n)_{n∈N} of EM scheme be η_n = 1/(10 + n), ∀ n ∈ N, and the corresponding time be t_n = ∑_n k=1 η_k, ∀ n ∈ N with t_0 = 0. Besides, let the regularization parameter λ = 20 in Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm for 1-dimension. In the case of 2-dimension, we let the regularization parameter in the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm λ = 80 to obtain a better estimation.

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 21

Example 6.3 (Piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process). We consider GI/M/N+M queues with a renewal arrival process, whose stationary distribution cannot be explicitly calculated. Suppose that the interarrival times are scaled such that the diffusion limit for the arrival process is (λc^2_a)^{1/2}B(t), where c^2_a is the squared coefficient of variation parameter (the ratio of the variance and square of the mean of an interarrival time). The limit queueing process (see, [39]) is given by X_t = X_0 − βϱt − ∫_t 0 [ϱ(X_s ∧ 0) + γ(X_s ∨ 0)] ds + √ λc^2_a + ϱB_t, where λ = ϱ in the critically loaded regime, and β is the slack in the arrival rate relative to a critically loaded system. The parameters λ, ϱ and γ represent arrival, service and abandonment rates, respectively. We choose ϱ = 1/2, γ = 1 and β = 1/2 so that ℓ = −1/4, and c^2_a = 3. In our SDE setup, we have d = 1, α = 2, ℓ = −1/4, M = 1/2, (M+(Γ−M)v) = 1, and the diffusion coefficient σ = √ 2 and the drift g is g(x) = { −x −^1_4 , if x > 0, −^1_2 x −^1_4 , if x ⩽ 0.

The corresponding process (X_t)_{t⩾0} satisfies that

dX_t = g(X_t) dt + √ 2 dB_t, X_0 = x,

where (B_t)_{t⩾0} is the standard Brownian motion. By a straightforward calculation, the ergodic measure μ for process (X_t)_{t⩾0} can be expressed explicitly as below (see, [31, Eq. (6.69)]) μ(x) = C_1 2 [ exp ( − 1 4 x^2 − x 4 ) 1_{{x⩽0}} + exp ( − 1 2 x^2 − x 4 ) 1_{{x>0}} ] , ∀ x ∈ R, (6.5)

where the constant C_1 = 2[ √ 2π exp(1/8)(1 − Φ(1/4)) + 2 √ π exp(1/16)Φ( √ 2/4)]^{−1} and Φ(·) is the cumulative distribution function for standard Normal distribution. We shall use the following three steps to estimate W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )).

Step 1. Empirical distribution of L(Y^x_{tn} ). Let N_1 = 1000 be iteration for the EM scheme and generate N_2 = 2000 trajectories for the Markov chain (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} , denote by {Y_{tn} (ω_i)}^{N2}_{i=1}, that is, for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N_2} and n ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , N_1 − 1}, one knows

Y_{tn+1} (ω_i) = Y_{tn} (ω_i) − η_{n+1}g(Y_{tn} (ω_i)) + √ 2η^{12}_{n+1}ξ_{n+1}(ω_i), Y_0(ω_i) = 0,

where (ξ_n)_{n∈N} are the standard Gaussian distribution random variables. Then, the law L(Y^0_{tN1} ) can be approximated as L(Y^0_{tN1} ) ≈ N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y 0_{tN1 (ωi)}.

Step 2. Empirical distribution of μ. We shall use the Acceptance-Rejection method in [24] to generate random variables {ζ_j}^{N2}_{j=1} which follow the invariant measure μ in (6.5), that is, μ ≈ N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} j=1 δ_{ζj} .

Step 3. Run the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm. Let vectors c_0 = r_0 = e_{N2} , a = b = N^{−1}_2 e_{N2} , two empirical measures N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y 0_{tN1 (ωi)} and N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} j=1 δ_{ζj} , one obtains the value of S^λ which is the approximation of W_1(μ, L(Y^0_{tN1} )).

Furthermore, we can get the following figures. Two figures in Figure 1(a) are values for {Y^0_{tN1} (ω_i)}^{N2}_{i=1} and {ζ_j}^{N2}_{j=1} respectively. Three figures in Figure 1(b) are the density functions for {Y^0_{tN1} (ω_i)}^{N2}_{i=1} and {ζ_j}^{N2}_{j=1} by the ksdensity function in Matlab and the expression for μ in (6.5) respectively. Figure 1(c) is the Wasserstein-1 distances for various iterations, that is, W_1(μ, L(Y^0_{tk} )) with k ∈ {10, 20, 30, · · · , 1000}.

22 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

(a) Values for Samples (b) Density functions (c) Wasserstein-1 distances with different iterations

FIGURE 1. Values, density functions and Wasserstein-1 distances for Example 6.3

Example 6.4 (Stable piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process). As shown in [40], assuming that the arrival process is heavy-tailed and under the proper scaling, it converges to a symmetric α-stable motion, the scaling limit for the G/M/N + M queues with such an arrival process is X(t) = X(0) − βϱt − ∫_t 0 [ϱ(X(s) ∧ 0) + γ(X(s) ∨ 0)]ds + Z_α(t), where Z_α(t) is a symmetric α-stable process with α ∈ (1, 2). Here we take γ = 2, ϱ = 1, β = 1, so that ℓ = −1. The parameters in our SDE are: α ∈ (1, 2), d = 1, ℓ = −1, M = 1, (M + (Γ − M)v) = 2 and σ = 1. Hence the coefficient g is g(x) = { −1 − 2x, if x > 0, −1 − x, if x ⩽ 0, and the corresponding process (X_t)_{t⩾0} satisfies

dX_t = g(X_t) dt + dZ_t, X_0 = x,

where (Z_t)_{t⩾0} is the symmetric α-stable process with Lévy measure ν_1(dz) = c_α|z|^{−1−α} dz.

The ergodic measure μ in Theorem 1.3 does not have an explicit form, and we shall take the law of Y^x_{tn} with a sufficiently large n as its estimation, denoted by μ̂. We shall use the following four steps to estimate W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )). In our simulation, we take α ∈ {1.25, 1.5, 1.75}. Step 1. Empirical distribution of L(Y^x_{tn} ). Let N_1 = 1000 be iteration for the EM scheme and generate N_2 = 2000 trajectories for the Markov chain (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} , denoted by {Y_{tn} (ω_i)}^{N2}_{i=1}, that is, for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N_2} and n ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , N_1 − 1}, one has

Y_{tn+1} (ω_i) = Y_{tn} (ω_i) + η_{n+1}g(Y_{tn} (ω_i)) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{n+1}(ω_i), Y_0(ω_i) = x = 0,

where the constant σ̃ = (^α_{2cα} )^{1/α} and the stable random variables (ξ_n)_{n∈N} can be simulated in Lemma 6.2. Then, the law L(Y^0_{tN1} ) can be approximated as L(Y^0_{tN1} ) ≈ N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y 0_{tN1 (ωi)}.

Step 2. Estimation of μ. Let N_4 = 2N_1 be iteration for the EM scheme and generate N_2 = 2000 trajectories for the Markov chain (Ỹ_{tn} )_{n∈N0} with different initial values y = linspace(−20, 20, N_2) which are all independent of those in Step 1, denote by {Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j)}^{N2}_{j=1}, that is, for any j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N_2} and n ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , N_4 − 1}, one knows

Ỹ_{tn+1} (ω_j) = Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j ) + η_{n+1}g(Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j)) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{n+1}(ω_j), Ỹ_0(ω_j) = y(j),

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 23

where y(j) means the j-th element of vector y, and the stable random variables (ξ_n)_{n∈N} is simulated via Lemma 6.2. We use the empirical measures μ̂ = N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} j=1 δ_Ỹ y(j)_{tN4 (ωj )} as an

estimation of the invariant measure μ.

Step 3. Run the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm. Let vectors c_0 = r_0 = e_{N2} , a = b = N^{−1}_2 e_{N2} , two empirical measures N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y 0_{tN1 (ωi)} and μ̂, one obtains the value of S^λ

which is the approximation of W_1(μ, L(Y^0_{tN1} )).

Step 4. Obtain a better approximation. Repeat the above three steps for N_3 = 20 times, and we can obtain the values of W^{(i)}_1 (μ, L(Y^0_{tN1} )) with i = 1, · · · , N_3 in Step 3, and then take the mean of those N_3 = 20 distances to approximate the Wasserstein-1 distance.

In addition, we can get the following figures. Figures 2(a), 2(b) and 2(c) are the Wasserstein- 1 distances for various iterations with α ∈ {1.25, 1.5, 1.75}, that is, W_1(μ, L(Y^0_{tk} )) with k ∈ {10, 20, 30, · · · , 1000}.

(a) Wasserstein-1 distances with different iterations and α = 1.25

(b) Wasserstein-1 distances with different iterations and α = 1.5

(c) Wasserstein-1 distances with different iterations and α = 1.75

FIGURE 2. Wasserstein-1 distances for Example 6.4 with different iterations and α = 1.25, 1.5 and 1.75

Example 6.5 (The stable noise with independent components.). We consider a two-class G/M/N + M queues (the ‘V ’ network, see, [4, pp. 1086-1087]), where the limit will have M = diag(m_1, m_2) with m_1 = 2, m_2 = 1 and Γ = diag(γ_1, γ_2) with γ_1 = 1, γ_2 = 2, we can choose the control v = (1/2, 1/2)^′, and ℓ = (−1/2, −1/4)^′, then the coefficient g is given as

g(x) = ( −^1_2 −^1_4 ) − (_3

2 −^1_2 1 2 3 2 ) x, if x_1 + x_2 > 0, ( −^1_2 −^1_4 ) − ( 2 0 0 1 ) x, if x_1 + x_2 ⩽ 0,

where x = (x_1, x_2)^′ ∈ R^2 . The corresponding process (X_t)_{t⩾0} satisfies that

dX_t = g(X_t) dt + dZ_t, X_0 = x,

where Z_t = (Z_{1,t}, Z_{2,t})^′ and Z_{i,t}, i = 1, 2 are independent one-dimensional symmetric αstable processes with Lévy measure ν_1(dz) = c_α|z|^{−1−α} dz. We shall use the following four steps to estimate W_1(μ, L(Y^x_{tn} )). In our simulation, we choose α = 1.8.

Step 1. Empirical distribution of L(Y^x_{tn} ). Let N_1 = 800 be iteration for the EM scheme and generate N_2 = 6000 trajectories for the Markov chain (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} denote by {Y_{tn} (ω_i)}^{N2}_{i=1}, that is, for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N_2} and n ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , N_1 − 1}, one has Y_0(ω_i) = 0 and

Y_{1,tn+1} (ω_i) = Y_{1,tn} (ω_i) + η_{n+1}[g(Y_{tn} (ω_i))](1) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{1,n+1}(ω_i),

24 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

Y_{2,tn+1} (ω_i) = Y_{2,tn} (ω_i) + η_{n+1}[g(Y_{tn} (ω_i))](2) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{2,n+1}(ω_i),

where Y_{tn} = (Y_{1,tn} , Y_{2,tn} ), and [a](i) means the i-th element of vector a and the constant σ̃ = (^α_{2cα} )^{1/α} and the stable random variables (ξ_{i,n})_{n∈N} , i = 1, 2 can be simulated in Lemma 6.2. Then, the law L(Y^0_{tN1} ) can be approximated as L(Y^0_{tN1} ) ≈ N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y0_{tN1 (ωi)}.

Step 2. Estimation of μ. Let N_4 = 10N_1 be iteration for the EM scheme and generate N_2 trajectories for the Markov chain (Y_{tn} )_{n∈N0} with different initial values which are all independent of those in Step 1, denote by {Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j )}^{N2}_{j=1}, that is, for any j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N_2} and n ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , N_4 − 1}, one knows Ỹ_0(ω_j) = (y(j), y(j)) and

Ỹ_{1,tn+1} (ω_j) = Ỹ_{1,tn} (ω_j ) + η_{n+1}[g(Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j))](1) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{1,n+1}(ω_j),

Ỹ_{2,tn+1} (ω_j) = Ỹ_{2,tn} (ω_j ) + η_{n+1}[g(Ỹ_{tn} (ω_j))](2) + 1 σ̃ η^{1α}_{n+1}ξ_{2,n+1}(ω_j),

where y(j) means the j-th element of vector y = linspace(−20, 20, N_2), and the stable random variables (ξ_{i,n})_{n∈N} , i = 1, 2 can be simulated in Lemma 6.2. We use the empirical measures μ̂ = N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} j=1 δ_Ỹ(y(j),y(j)) tN 4 (ω_j ) as an estimation of the invariant measure μ.

Step 3. Run the Sinkhorn and Knopp’s algorithm. Let vectors c_0 = r_0 = e_{N2} , a = b = N^{−1}_2 e_{N2} , two empirical measures N^{−1}_2 ∑_{N2} i=1 δ_Y0_{tN1 (ωi)} and μ̂, one obtains the value of S^λ which is the approximation of W_1(μ, L(Y^0_{tN1} )).

Step 4. Obtain a better approximation. Repeat the above three steps for N_3 = 20 times, and we can obtain the values of W^{(i)}_1 (μ, L(Y^0_{tN1} )) with i = 1, · · · , N_3 in Step 3, and then take the mean of those N_3 = 20 distances to approximate the Wasserstein-1 distance.

In addition, we can get the following figures for the Wasserstein-1 distances for various iterations with α = 1.8. Figure 3 is for the number of sample N_2 = 6000 and the iteration of EM scheme N_1 = 800.

FIGURE 3. Wasserstein-1 distances for Example 6.5 with different iterations and α = 1.8, N_2 = 6000.

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 25

APPENDIX A. COMMON QUADRATIC LYAPUNOV FUNCTION We cite the strong common quadratic Lyapunov function from [22, Definition 6], that is, let A and B be real R^{d×d} matrices having only eigenvalues with negative real part. For Q ∈ R^{d×d} , the quadratic form ~V given by ~V (x) = ⟨x, Qx⟩ for x ∈ R^d is called a strong common quadratic Lyapunov function for the pair (A, B) if matrices Q, QA + A^′Q and QB + B^′Q are all positive definite. We refer more details for positive stable matrices and Lyapunov theorem in [27, Section 2.2]. A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.2. Proof of Lemma 2.2. (i) Recall that −∇g_ε(x) = M − (M − Γ)ve^′_dρ̇_ε(e^′x).

Case 1: If e^′_dx < −ε, we know ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx) = 0 and −∇g_ε(x) ≡ M, it follows from Lemma 2.1 that matrices [−∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[−∇g_ε(x)] ≡ M^′Q + QM are positive definite.

Case 2: If e^′_dx > ε, ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx) = 1. Then one has −∇g_ε(x) = M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d, and the result can be obtained similarly from Lemma 2.1.

Case 3: If |e^′_dx| ⩽ ε, we know ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx) ∈ [0, 1] and [−∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[−∇g_ε(x)]

(A.1) = [M − (M − Γ)ve^′_dρ̇_ε(e^′_dx)]^′Q + Q[M − (M − Γ)ve^′_dρ̇_ε(e^′_dx)] = ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx) { [M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d]^′Q + Q[M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d] } +(1 − ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx))[M^′Q + QM].

It follows from Lemma 2.1 that matrices

[M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d]^′Q + Q[M − (M − Γ)ve^′_d] and [M^′Q + QM] are both positive definite. By the fact ρ̇_ε(e^′_dx) ∈ [0, 1], we know matrices [−∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[−∇g_ε(x)] with |e^′_dx| ⩽ ε are also positive definite.

Combining above Cases 1, 2 and 3, one can derive the desired result. (ii) According to the definitions of λ_1 and λ_2, we know that

−λ_1 = λ_{max}([−M^′]Q + Q[−M]), −λ_2 = λ_{max}((−M^′ + e_dv^′(M^′ − Γ))Q + Q(−M + (M − Γ)ve^′_d)).

Besides, by the fact λ = λ_1 ∧ λ_2 and (A.1), one has

−λ = (−λ_1) ∨ (−λ_2) = sup_{x∈Rd}{λ_{max}([∇g_ε(x)]^′Q + Q[∇g_ε(x)])}.

(iii) Applying −λ above, one can obtain that for any x, y ∈ R^d ,

⟨Q(x − y), g_ε(x) − g_ε(y)⟩ = ⟨Q(x − y),

∫_1 0 ∇g_ε(y + r(x − y))[x − y] dr⟩ = ∫_1 0 [x − y]^′Q∇g_ε(y + r(x − y))[x − y] dr

26 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU = ∫_1 0 [x − y]^′

Q[∇g_ε(y + r(x − y))] + [∇g_ε(y + r(x − y))]^′Q 2 [x − y] dr ⩽ − λ 2 |x − y|^2.

The proof is complete. □ A.2. Jacobi flow for processes (X^{ε,x}_t )_{t⩾0}. Recall that for α ∈ (1, 2], dX^ε_t = g_ε(X^ε_t ) dt + σ dZ_t, X^ε_0 = X_0 = x ∈ R^d .

It can be solved as

X^{ε,x}_t = x + ∫_t 0 g_ε(X^{ε,x}_s ) ds + σZ_t.

The corresponding Jacobi flow is defined as for any u ∈ R^d ,

∇_uX^{ε,x}_t = lim_{δ→0} X^{ε,x+δu} t − X^{ε,x}_t δ , which satisfies ∇_uX^{ε,x}_0 = u and d∇_uX^{ε,x}_t = ∇g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t )∇_uX^{ε,x}_t dt.

Then, we have the following estimate.

Lemma A.1. For any u ∈ R^d , the following inequality holds

|∇_uX^{ε,x}_t |^2 ⩽ λ_{max}(Q) λ_{min}(Q) exp { − λ λ_{max}(Q) t } |u|^2. Proof of Lemma A.1. The inequality holds obviously for u = 0 due to ∇_uX^{ε,x}_t = 0, ∀ t ⩾ 0, it suffices to show the inequality for u ∈ R^d \ {0}.

For the matrix Q in Lemma 2.2, denote ^V (x) = 1 2 ⟨x, Qx⟩. Using Itô’s formula, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that

d ^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ) = ⟨Q∇_uX^{ε,x}_t , ∇g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t )∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ⟩ dt

= [∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ]^′

Q∇g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t ) + [∇g_ε(X^{ε,x}_t )]^′Q 2 ∇_uX^{ε,x}_t dt ⩽ − λ 2 |∇_uX^{ε,x}_t |^2 ^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t )

^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ) dt ⩽ − λ λ_{max}(Q)

^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ) dt,

where the first inequality holds from the fact ∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ≠ 0, therefor ^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ) > 0 for all u ≠ 0. Hence, one derives that

^V (∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ) ⩽ exp { − λ λ_{max}(Q) t } ^V (u). The definition of ^V (x) leads that λ_{min}(Q)|x|/2 ⩽ ^V (x) ⩽ λ_{max}(Q)|x|/2. Thus, one can obtain 1 2 λ_{min}(Q)|∇_uX^{ε,x}_t |^2 ⩽ 1 2 λ_{max}(Q) exp { − λ λ_{max}(Q) t } |u|^2,

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 27

which implies the desired result immediately. □ A.3. Poisson equation.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. (i) For any h ∈ Lip(1), it follows from Proposition 2.4 that | | | ∫_∞ 0 P^ε_t [h(x) − μ_ε(h)] dt | | | ⩽ ∫_∞ 0 W_1(L(X^{ε,x}_t ), μ_ε) dt is well defined and |f_{ε,h}(x)| ⩽ ∫_∞ 0 |P^ε_t [h(x) − μ_ε(h)]| dt ⩽ ∫_∞ 0 C(1 + |x|)e^{−θt} dt ⩽ C(1 + |x|). The expression for f_{ε,h} in (4.4) can be proved similarly as that in [23, Proposition 6.1]. We omit the details here.

(ii) For any u ∈ R^d \ {0}, one knows that

∇_uf_{ε,h}(x) = ∫_∞ 0 ∇_uE h(X^{ε,x}_t ) dt = ∫_∞ 0 E [∇h(X^{ε,x}_t )∇_uX^{ε,x}_t ] dt.

It follows from the estimate for |∇_uX^{ε,x}_t | in Lemma A.1 and ‖∇h‖_∞ ⩽ 1 that |∇_uf_{ε,h}(x)| ⩽ ∫_∞ 0 ( λ_{max}(Q) λ_{min}(Q)

) 1_2 exp { − λ 2λ_{max}(Q) t } |u| dt ⩽ 2 ( λ^3_{max}(Q) λ^2λ_{min}(Q)

) 1_2 |u|, which implies the desired result. □

APPENDIX B. PROOFS OF AUXILIARY LEMMAS Lemma B.1. For α ∈ (1, 2], the step size (η_n)_{n∈N} satisfies Assumption 1.2, then there exists some positive constant C such that n∑ i=1 e^{−θ(tn −ti)}η^{1+ 1α}_i ⩽ Cη^{1α}n , where the constant θ is in (2.10).

The proof of above Lemma is similar to that of [38, Lemma B.1]. Proof of Lemma B.1. For convenient , we denote

u_n = n∑ i=1 e^{−θ(tn −ti)}η^{1+ 1α}_i η^{− 1α}n , then, u_{n+1} and u_n have the following relationship u_{n+1} = λ_nu_n + η_{n+1}, where λ_n = e^{−θηn+1} ( η_n η_{n+1} ) 1_α = e^{−θηn+1} ( 1 + η^β_n − η^β_{n+1} η^{1+β}_{n+1} η_{n+1} ) 1_{αβ} . Then, Assumption 1.2 leads that λ_n ⩽ e^{−θηn+1} (1 + ωη_{n+1})^{1αβ} ⩽ e^{(−θ+ ωαβ )ηn+1} ,

28 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

which implies that

u_{n+1} ⩽ e^{(−θ+ ωαβ )ηn+1} u_n + η_{n+1}.

Thus, multiplying e^{(θ− ωαβ )tn+1} both sides, we can obtain e^{(θ− ωαβ )tn+1} u_{n+1} ⩽ e^{(θ− ωαβ )tn} u_n + e^{(θ− ωαβ )tn+1} η_{n+1}. By induction, we know

e^{(θ− ωαβ )tn+1} u_{n+1} ⩽ e^{(θ− ωαβ )t1} u_1 + n+1∑ k=2 e^{(θ− ωαβ )tk} η_k. Notice that ω < αβθ and then n+1∑ k=2 e^{(θ− ωαβ )tk} η_k = n+1∑ k=2 e^{(θ− ωαβ )tk−1 +(θ− ωαβ )ηk} η_k ⩽ e^{(θ− ωαβ )η1} n+1∑ k=2 e^{(θ− ωαβ )tk−1} η_k

⩽ e^{(θ− ωαβ )η1} ∫_{tn+1} t_1 e^{(θ− ωαβ )t} dt ⩽ ( θ − ω αβ )_{−1} e^{(θ− ωαβ )(η1 +tn+1)}. Hence, there is a positive constant C such that u_{n+1} ⩽ C, ∀n ∈ N_0 . Consequently, we complete the proof according to the definition of u_n. □

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

L. Xu is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China No. 12071499, The Science and Technology Development Fund (FDCT) of Macau S.A.R. FDCT 0074/2023/RIA2, and the University of Macau grants MYRG2020-00039-FST, MYRG-GRG2023-00088- FST. G. Pang is supported in part by the US National Science Foundation grant DMS- 2216765. X. Jin was supported in part by the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities grant (JZ2022HGQA0148; JZ2023HGTA0170).

REFERENCES

[1] AGHAJANI, R., AND RAMANAN, K. The limit of stationary distributions of many-server queues in the Halfin-Whitt regime. Mathematics of Operations Research 45, 3 (2020), 1016–1055. 2 [2] ARAPOSTATHIS, A., HMEDI, H., AND PANG, G. On uniform exponential ergodicity of Markovian multiclass many-server queues in the Halfin-Whitt regime. Mathematics of Operations Research 46, 2 (2021), 772–796. 2 [3] ARAPOSTATHIS, A., HMEDI, H., PANG, G., AND SANDRI^´C, N. Uniform polynomial rates of convergence for a class of Lévy-driven controlled SDEs arising in multiclass many-server queues. In modeling, stochastic control, optimization, and applications, vol. 164 of IMA Vol. Math. Appl. Springer, Cham, 2019, pp. 1–20. 2, 13 [4] ARAPOSTATHIS, A., PANG, G., AND SANDRI^´C, N. Ergodicity of a Lévy-driven SDE arising from multiclass many-server queues. The Annals of Applied Probability 29, 2 (2019), 1070–1126. 2, 3, 6, 13, 23 [5] BASS, R. F., AND CHEN, Z.-Q. Systems of equations driven by stable processes. Probability Theory and Related Fields 134, 2 (2006), 175–214. 8 [6] BENAÏM, M., BOUGUET, F., AND CLOEZ, B. Ergodicity of inhomogeneous Markov chains through asymptotic pseudotrajectories. The Annals of Applied Probability 27, 5 (2017), 3004–3049. 2 [7] BERMAN, A., AND PLEMMONS, R. J. Nonnegative matrices in the Mathematical sciences, vol. 9 of Classics in Applied Mathematics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 1994. Revised reprint of the 1979 original. 1, 4 [8] BERTSIMAS, D., AND TSITSIKLIS, J. N. Introduction to linear optimization, vol. 6 of Athena Scientific books. Athena Scientific Belmont, MA, 1997. 19

APPROXIMATION OF STEADY STATE OF PIECEWISE OU PROCESSES 29

[9] BRAVERMAN, A., AND DAI, J. G. Stein’s method for steady-state diffusion approximations of M/P h/n + M systems. The Annals of Applied Probability 27, 1 (2017), 550–581. 2 [10] BRAVERMAN, A., DAI, J. G., AND FENG, J. Stein’s method for steady-state diffusion approximations:

An introduction through the Erlang-A and Erlang-C models. Stochastic Systems 6, 2 (2016), 301–366. 2 [11] BROWNE, S., AND WHITT, W. Piecewise-linear diffusion processes. In Advances in Queueing Theory, Methods, and Open Problems. CRC Press, 1995, pp. 463–480. 20 [12] BUDHIRAJA, A., CHEN, J., AND RUBENTHALER, S. A numerical scheme for invariant distributions of constrained diffusions. Mathematics of Operations Research 39, 2 (2014), 262–289. 2 [13] CHEN, P., DENG, C.-S., SCHILLING, R. L., AND XU, L. Approximation of the invariant measure of stable SDEs by an Euler-Maruyama scheme. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 163 (2023), 136–167. 3, 18 [14] CHEN, P., JIN, X., XIAO, Y., AND XU, L. Approximation of the invariant measure for stable SDE by the Euler-Maruyama scheme with decreasing step-sizes, 2023. 3 [15] CHEN, X., YANG, L., DUAN, J., AND KARNIADAKIS, G. E. Solving inverse stochastic problems from discrete particle observations using the Fokker–Planck equation and Physics-Informed Neural networks. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 43, 3 (2021), B811–B830. 1 [16] CHIZAT, L., ROUSSILLON, P., LÉGER, F., VIALARD, F.-X., AND PEYRÉ, G. Faster Wasserstein distance estimation with the Sinkhorn divergence. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (2020), H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. Balcan, and H. Lin, Eds., vol. 33, Curran Associates, Inc., pp. 2257–2269. 3 [17] CUTURI, M. Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation of optimal transport. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (2013), C. Burges, L. Bottou, M. Welling, Z. Ghahramani, and K. Weinberger, Eds., vol. 26, Curran Associates, Inc. 3 [18] DAI, J., AND HE, S. Many-server queues with customer abandonment: Numerical analysis of their diffusion model. Stochastic Systems 3, 1 (2013), 96–146. 2 [19] DAI, J., HE, S., AND TEZCAN, T. Many-server diffusion limits for G/P h/n + GI queues. Annals of Applied Probability 20, 5 (2010), 1854–1890. 2 [20] DAI, J. G., AND HE, S. Numerical analysis for diffusion models of GI/P h/n + GI queues. ACM SIGMETRICS Performance Evaluation Review 39, 4 (2012), 37–37. 2 [21] DENG, C., SCHILLING, R. L., AND XU, L. Wasserstein-1 distance between SDEs driven by Brownian motion and stable processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.03372 (2023). 7 [22] DIEKER, A. B., AND GAO, X. Positive recurrence of piecewise Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes and common quadratic Lyapunov functions. The Annals of Applied Probability 23, 4 (2013), 1291–1317. 2, 13, 25 [23] FANG, X., SHAO, Q.-M., AND XU, L. Multivariate approximations in Wasserstein distance by Stein’s method and Bismut’s formula. Probability Theory and Related Fields 174, 3-4 (2019), 945–979. 2, 27 [24] FLURY, B. D. Acceptance-rejection sampling made easy. SIAM Review 32, 3 (1990), 474–476. 21 [25] GURVICH, I. Diffusion models and steady-state approximations for exponentially ergodic Markovian queues. The Annals of Applied Probability 24, 6 (2014), 2527–2559. 2, 11 [26] HAIRER, M. Convergence of Markov processes. Lecture notes 18 (2010), 26. 13 [27] HORN, R. A., AND JOHNSON, C. R. Topics in matrix analysis. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994. Corrected reprint of the 1991 original. 25 [28] HUANG, X., AND LIAO, Z.-W. The Euler-Maruyama method for S(F)DEs with Hölder drift and α-stable noise. Stochastic Analysis and Applications 36, 1 (2018), 28–39. 3 [29] JIN, X., PANG, G., XU, L., AND XU, X. An approximation to the invariant measure of the limiting diffusion of G/P h/n + GI queues in the Halfin–Whitt regime and related asymptotics. Mathematics of Operations Research (2024). 2, 3, 5 [30] KHAMLICH, M., PICHI, F., AND ROZZA, G. Optimal transport-inspired deep learning framework for slow-decaying problems: Exploiting Sinkhorn loss and Wasserstein kernel, 2023. 3 [31] KLEBANER, F. C. Introduction to stochastic calculus with applications, third ed. Imperial College Press, London, 2012. 21 [32] KNIGHT, P. A. The Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm: Convergence and applications. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications 30, 1 (2008), 261–275. 3, 20 [33] KÜHN, F., AND SCHILLING, R. L. Strong convergence of the Euler-Maruyama approximation for a class of Lévy-driven SDEs. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 129, 8 (2019), 2654–2680. 2, 3 [34] LIAO, Q., CHEN, J., WANG, Z., BAI, B., JIN, S., AND WU, H. Fast Sinkhorn I: An O(N) algorithm for the Wasserstein-1 metric. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.10042 (2022). 3

30 X. JIN, G. PANG, Y. WANG, AND L. XU

[35] LUISE, G., RUDI, A., PONTIL, M., AND CILIBERTO, C. Differential properties of Sinkhorn approximation for learning with Wasserstein distance. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (2018), S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, Eds., vol. 31, Curran Associates, Inc. 3, 19, 20 [36] MENOUKEU PAMEN, O., AND TAGUCHI, D. Strong rate of convergence for the Euler-Maruyama approximation of SDEs with Hölder continuous drift coefficient. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 127, 8 (2017), 2542–2559. 3 [37] NOLAN, J. P. Univariate stable distributions: Models for heavy tailed data. Springer Series in Operations Research and Financial Engineering. Springer, Cham, 2020. 20 [38] PAGÈS, G., AND PANLOUP, F. Unadjusted Langevin algorithm with multiplicative noise: Total variation and Wasserstein bounds. The Annals of Applied Probability, 1 (2023), 726 – 779. 5, 7, 27 [39] PANG, G., TALREJA, R., AND WHITT, W. Martingale proofs of many-server heavy-traffic limits for Markovian queues. Probability Surveys 4 (2007), 193–267. 21 [40] PANG, G., AND WHITT, W. Continuity of a queueing integral representation in the M_1 topology. The Annals of Applied Probability 20, 1 (2010), 214 – 237. 2, 22 [41] PANLOUP, F. Computation of the invariant measure for a Lévy driven SDE: Rate of convergence.

Stochastic Processes and their Applications 118, 8 (2008), 1351–1384. 2, 3 [42] PANLOUP, F. Recursive computation of the invariant measure of a stochastic differential equation driven by a Lévy process. The Annals of Applied Probability 18, 2 (2008), 379–426. 2, 3 [43] PROTTER, P., AND TALAY, D. The Euler scheme for Lévy driven stochastic differential equations. The Annals of Probability 25, 1 (1997), 393–423. 3 [44] PUHALSKII, A. A., AND REIMAN, M. I. The multiclass GI/P H/N queue in the Halfin-Whitt regime.

Advances in Applied Probability 32, 2 (2000), 564–595. 2 [45] RAJ, A., ZHU, L., GURBUZBALABAN, M., AND SIMSEKLI, U. Algorithmic stability of heavy-tailed SGD with general loss functions. In International Conference on Machine Learning (2023), PMLR, pp. 28578–28597. 1 [46] SAMORODNITSKY, G., AND TAQQU, M. S. Stable non-Gaussian random processes. Stochastic Modeling. Chapman & Hall, New York, 1994. Stochastic models with infinite variance. 17, 20 [47] TANKOV, P. Financial modelling with jump processes. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2003. 1 [48] VILLANI, C. Optimal transport, vol. 338 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2009. Old and new. 4 [49] WANG, J. Exponential ergodicity and strong ergodicity for SDEs driven by symmetric α-stable processes. Applied Mathematics Letters. An International Journal of Rapid Publication 26, 6 (2013), 654– 658. 13 [50] WANG, J. L^p-Wasserstein distance for stochastic differential equations driven by Lévy processes.

Bernoulli 22, 3 (2016), 1598–1616. 13 [51] XIE, Y., WANG, X., WANG, R., AND ZHA, H. A fast proximal point method for computing exact Wasserstein distance. In Proceedings of The 35th Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence Conference (22– 25 Jul 2020), R. P. Adams and V. Gogate, Eds., vol. 115 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, PMLR, pp. 433–453. 3

XINGHU JIN: SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICS, HEFEI UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY, HEFEI, ANHUI, 230601, CHINA.

Email address: xinghujin@hfut.edu.cn

GUODONG PANG: DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTATIONAL APPLIED MATHEMATICS AND OPERATIONS RESEARCH, GEORGE R. BROWN SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING, RICE UNIVERSITY, HOUSTON, TX 77005.

Email address: gdpang@rice.edu

YU WANG: 1. DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, FACULTY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, UNIVER-

SITY OF MACAU, TAIPA, MACAU, 999078, CHINA; 2. UM ZHUHAI RESEARCH INSTITUTE, ZHUHAI,

GUANGDONG, 519000, CHINA.

Email address: yc17447@um.edu.mo

LIHU XU: 1. DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, FACULTY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, UNIVER-

SITY OF MACAU, TAIPA, MACAU, 999078, CHINA; 2. UM ZHUHAI RESEARCH INSTITUTE, ZHUHAI,

GUANGDONG, 519000, CHINA. CORRESPONDING AUTHOR.

Email address: lihuxu@umac.mo