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Abstract

Let X := (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic Markov process on Rd, and p > 0. We derive up-
per bounds of the p-Wasserstein distance between the invariant measure and the empirical
measures of the Markov process X. For this we assume, e.g. that the transition semigroup
of X is exponentially contractive in terms of the 1-Wasserstein distance, or that the iter-
ated Poincaré inequality holds together with certain moment conditions on the invariant
measure. Typical examples include diffusions and underdamped Langevin dynamics.
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1 Introduction and main results

It is an interesting and fundamental problem in probability theory, (random) dynamical systems
and numerical analysis to study the quantitative behaviour of the convergence of empirical
measures in the Wasserstein distance.

To make this precise, let us state this problem in an Euclidean setting. By P(Rd) we
denote the set of all probability measures on Rd, and C (ν0, ν1) ⊂ P(Rd ×Rd) denotes the set
of couplings with marginals ν0, ν1 ∈ P(Rd). For ν0, ν1 ∈ P(Rd) and c(x, y) := |x − y|p with
x, y ∈ Rd and p ∈ (0,∞), we define the optimal transport cost as

Tp(ν0, ν1) := inf
π∈C (ν0,ν1)

∫
Rd×Rd

|x− y|p π(dx, dy).

The (p-)Wasserstein (Kantorovich) distance is defined as Wp(ν0, ν1) := [Tp(ν0, ν1)]
1∧ 1

p , see
Villani [20, Theorem 7.3].

Let (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic temporally homogeneous Markov process on Rd with invariant
probability measure µ, and let (Pt)t≥0 be its transition semigroup, i.e.

Ptf(x) := E
x [f(Xt)] , t ≥ 0, x ∈ Rd, f ∈ Bb(R

d),

where Ex denotes the expectation if X0 = x. We write Lp(µ) := Lp(Rd, µ) for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ with
norm ∥ · ∥Lp(µ). Let L be the infinitesimal generator of (Pt)t≥0 on L2(µ) with domain D(L).
Consider the empirical measure

µT :=
1

T

∫ T

0

δXt dt, T > 0,
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where δXt is the Dirac measure at Xt. One main problem is to establish convergence rates for
Tp(µT , µ) both in expectation and almost surely as T → ∞.

Recently, there has been considerable progress in this problem. Following the ideas of
[1, 13], several works [19, 23, 25] obtain bounds for E [Tp(µT , µ)] by regularizing the empirical
measure µT by a symmetric Markov semigroup (which is related to the original semigroup) and
comparing the Wasserstein distance with negative Sobolev norms. This so-called PDE approach
is particularly effective if p = 2. On the downside, this approach requires that the underlying
distance is induced by a symmetric semigroup associated with the invariant measure, as well as
a spectral gap – and both conditions fail for typical degenerate models, e.g. the underdamped
Langevin dynamics. Recall that this is the process (Xt)t≥0 := (Yt, Zt)t≥0 ∈ Rn × Rn, which is
given by the following stochastic differential equation (SDE):{

dYt = Zt dt,

dZt = −
(
Zt +∇V (Yt)

)
dt+

√
2 dWt,

(1.1)

where V ∈ C2(Rn) is a confining potential, and (Wt)t≥0 is a standard n-dimensional Brownian
motion. The generator of this process (Xt)t≥0 is not uniformly elliptic. The recent work [24]
further develops the PDE approach and obtains quantitative bounds on E [T2(µT , µ)].

In this paper we use a method that differs from the approach in [24]. Our technique is
related to the strategy in [9], which was useful for related questions in an i.i.d. setting. For the
underdamped Langevin dynamics, an important observation is that, under suitable assumptions
on the potential V , the process (Xt)t≥0 defined by (1.1) satisfies the iterated Poincaré inequality,
which enables us to use a Bernstein-type inequality. These ingredients yield quantitative bounds
for Tp(µT , µ), both in expectation and almost surely, for the underdamped Langevin dynamics.
Our results do not only improve the bound obtained in [24] for p = 2, but also extend it to all
p > 0; moreover, our approach gives new almost sure bounds; see Section 5.2.

In fact, our arguments are valid for general Markov processes that satisfy one of the following
conditions: (i) the exponential contractivity condition in the 1-Wasserstein distance, (ii) the
iterated Poincaré inequality, (iii) the L2(µ)-coercivity. Within this setting, we improve and
extend several results from [5, 23]. Besides the key lemma from [9], our proof relies on a
smoothing procedure via compactly supported smooth densities (cf. [5, 7]) and on Bernstein-
type inequalities (cf. [19, 25] for the compact setting). A new feature of our method is that
it avoids any direct use of estimates involving the transition density pt(x, y) of the semigroup
(Pt)t≥0.

Notation. Most of our notation is standard or should be clear from the context. We use LX for
the law of the random variable X, and we write Pν and Eν for the probability and expectation
corresponding to the initial law ν respectively. We also write X ∼ µ if LX = µ. By µ(f) we
denote the integral

∫
f dµ; in particular, µ(| · |q) :=

∫
Rd |x|qµ(dx) is the q-th moment of µ. We

write 1A for the indicator function of a set or event A.
The shorthand A ≲ B means that there is a constant C > 0, depending only on the

parameters in the assumptions, such that A ≤ C ·B; if both A ≲ B and B ≲ A hold, we write
A ≃ B; Id×d denotes the d-dimensional identity matrix. For any a > 0, ⌊a⌋ denotes its integer
part; ⟨·, ·⟩L2(µ) denotes the inner product in L2(µ). Finally, a ∧ b stands for the minimum of
a, b ∈ R, and a+ := max{a, 0}.

Now, we introduce some assumptions and our main results.

(H1) (Exponential contractivity in the 1-Wasserstein distance) There exist constants C ≥ 1
and λE > 0 such that for any ν ∈ P(Rd) and t ≥ 0,

W1(νPt, µPt) ≤ Ce−λEtW1(ν, µ).
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(H2) (Iterated Poincaré inequality) There exists a constant λI > 0 such that for any f ∈ D(L)
with µ(f) = 0,

∥Lf∥L2(µ) ≥ λI ∥f∥L2(µ).

(H3) (L2(µ)-coercivity) There exists a constant λC > 0 such that for any f ∈ D(L) with
µ(f) = 0,

⟨−Lf, f⟩L2(µ) ≥ λC ∥f∥2L2(µ).

If L is symmetric, then (H3) is also known as the Poincaré inequality or the spectral gap
inequality. In Section 2.1 below, we will discuss the relationships among the assumptions
(H1)–(H3), and present some typical examples.

We will now state our main results on Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)].

Theorem 1.1. Let (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic Markov process on Rd with invariant measure µ.
Assume that (H1) holds, let p > 0, and assume that µ has for some q > max{p, 1} a q-th
moment µ(| · |q) <∞. Define

ζ := ζ(p, q, d) := max

{
q

q − p
,
d

p

}
∈ (1,∞).

Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all T ≥ 2,

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≤ C T− p
2ζp+1

(
(log T )

2d
2d+11{q= dp

d−p} + 1{q ̸= dp
d−p}

)(
(log T )

2q
2q+(q/d)−11{p=d} + 1{p̸=d}

)
.

(1.2)

Theorem 1.2. Let (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic Markov process on Rd with invariant measure µ.
Assume that (H2) holds, let p > 0, and assume that µ has for some q > p a q-th moment
µ(| · |q) <∞. Define

γ1 := γ1(p, q, d) := max

{
1

4
, 1− p

d

}
∈ (0, 1).

Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all T ≥ 2,

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≤ C T− 2
3(1−max{γ1, p

q}) (1{γ1q=p} log T + 1{γ1q ̸=p}
) (
1{p= 3

4
d} log T + 1{p̸= 3

4
d}
)
.

In particular, if q > 4p, then

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≤


CT− 1

2 if p > 3
4
d,

CT− 1
2 log T if p = 3

4
d,

CT− 2p
3d if p < 3

4
d.

(1.3)

The Cauchy–Schwarz inequality shows that (H3) implies (H2). Under the stronger as-
sumption (H3), we get better rates.

Theorem 1.3. Let (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic Markov process on Rd with invariant measure µ.
Assume that (H3) holds, let p > 0, and assume that µ has for some q > p a q-th moment
µ(| · |q) <∞. Define

γ2 := γ2(p, q, d) := max

{
1

2
, 1− p

d

}
∈ (0, 1).
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Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all T ≥ 2,

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≤ CT−(1−max{γ2, p
q
}) (1{γ2q=p} log T + 1{γ2q ̸=p}

) (
1{p= 1

2
d} log T + 1{p̸= 1

2
d}
)
.

(1.4)

In particular, if q > 2p, then

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≤


CT− 1

2 if p > d
2
,

CT− 1
2 log T if p = d

2
,

CT− p
d if p < d

2
.

(1.5)

Theorems 1.1–1.3 characterize the behaviour in expectation. We can also get almost sure
upper bounds for Tp(µT , µ):

Theorem 1.4. Let (Xt)t≥0 be an ergodic Markov process on Rd with invariant measure µ.
Assume that (H2) holds, let p > 0, and assume that µ has for some q > p a q-th moment
µ(| · |q) <∞. For the rate function

Rη(T ) :=


T− p

2(p+d) (log T )η if p+ d < q
4

T− 2p
q (log T )

3
2 if p+ d = q

4

T− 2p(q−p)
q(3p+4d) (log T )η if p+ d > q

4

with a fixed η > 1,(1.6)

one has

lim sup
T→∞

Tp(µT , µ)

Rη(T )
<∞ almost surely.(1.7)

If instead of (H2) the stronger condition (H3) is assumed, we get the same a.s. result (1.7)
with the following modified rate function in place of Rη(T ):

R̃η(T ) :=


T− p

2(p+d) (log T )η if p+ d < q
2

T− p
q (log T )

3
2 if p+ d = q

2

T− p(q−p)
q(p+2d) (log T )η if p+ d > q

2

with a fixed η > 1.(1.8)

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we explain the relations
among the conditions (H1), (H2) and (H3), and we provide some useful lemmas needed in the
proof of the main results. Section 3 is devoted to the proofs of the p-Wasserstein convergence
in the mean sense, and Section 4 is about almost sure convergence. In Section 5 we apply our
findings to specific processes, including diffusions and underdamped Langevin dynamics, and
compare them with existing works.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 More about the assumptions (H1)–(H3)

Let us briefly discuss the relations among the assumptions (H1), (H2) and (H3). In practice,
the exponential decay of the variance Varµ(f) :=

∫
(f − µ(f))2 dµ = µ ((f − µ(f))2) along the

semigroup is frequently considered. Therefore, we introduce the following auxiliary assumption:

(H2′) There are constants C ≥ 1 and λV > 0 such that for all f ∈ L2(µ) and t ≥ 0,

Varµ(Ptf) ≤ Ce−2λVt Varµ(f).
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This condition is in-between (H2) and (H3), to wit

(H3) =⇒ (H2′) =⇒ (H2).

Indeed, since Varµ(Ptf) = µ ((Ptf)
2)− µ (Ptf)

2 = µ ((Ptf)
2)− µ(f)2, we have

d

dt
Varµ(Ptf) = 2⟨LPtf, Ptf⟩L2(µ),

so (H3) yields (H2′) with C = 1 and λV = λC.
Now we assume that (H2′) holds. For any f ∈ D(L) with µ(f) = 0 we can use ∂tPtf = PtLf

and L2(µ)- limT→∞ PTf = 0, to see

f = −
∫ ∞

0

PtLf dt.

Combining this with (H2′), we obtain

∥f∥L2(µ) ≤
∫ ∞

0

∥PtLf∥L2(µ) dt ≤
√
C

∫ ∞

0

e−λVt dt · ∥Lf∥L2(µ) =

√
C

λV
∥Lf∥L2(µ).

Hence, (H2) holds with λI = C− 1
2λV.

Because of the Kantorovich duality, cf. [20, Remark 7.5], (H1) implies that for any Lipschitz
function f on Rd, all x ∈ Rd and t ≥ 0,

|Ptf(x)− µ(f)| ≤W1(δxPt, µPt)[f ]Lip ≤ Ce−λEtW1(δx, µ) [f ]Lip,

where [f ]Lip := supx̸=y |f(x)− f(y)|/|x− y| denotes the Lipschitz constant (or Lipschitz semi-
norm) of f . Moreover, if µ(| · |q) <∞ for some q ≥ 1, then f ∈ Lq(µ) and

∥Ptf − µ(f)∥Lq(µ) ≤ Cµe
−λEt[f ]Lip(2.1)

for some constant Cµ > 0 depending only on µ. If the generator L is normal, i.e. LL∗ = L∗L,
and q = 2, then the spectral representation of normal operators allows us to deduce (H3) with
λC = λE from (2.1), see [21, Theorem 4.1.4]. The same theorem also shows that (H2′) implies
(H3). Summing up, we have

if L is normal, then: (H1) & µ(| · |2) <∞ =⇒ (H3) ⇐⇒ (H2′).

It is well known that functional inequalities of the type (H1)–(H3) are closely connected
with curvature conditions. A classical example is provided by the symmetric diffusion on Rd

under the Bakry-Émery curvature condition CD(ρ,∞) for some ρ > 0: set µ(dx) := e−V (x) dx,
where the potential V ∈ C2(Rd) satisfies Hess V ≥ ρ Id×d and is such that µ becomes a
probability measure. Consider the diffusion with the generator L = ∆ − ∇V · ∇ and the
transition operators Pt = etL. For this diffusion, (H1)–(H3) are satisfied, see e.g. [2] or
[21]. Recently, (H1) (even with both µ and ν being arbitrary probability measures) has been
extended to diffusions whose potentials are not uniformly convex, see e.g. [8, 15, 22]. For related
functional inequalities under a variable curvature lower bound, see also [4].

For the proof of our main result, we will need Bernstein-type inequalities for Markov pro-
cesses, which quantitatively describe the concentration behaviour of the processes. The tail
inequality under (H2) can be found in [11, Theorem 3.4], whereas the analogue under the
weaker assumption (H3) was obtained in [14, Theorem 1.1 and Remark 1.2].
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Theorem 2.1. Let ν = LX0 denote the initial distribution of the ergodic Markov process (Xt)t≥0

on Rd with invariant measure µ, and assume that ν(dx) = hν(x)µ(dx). Let f : Rd → R be a
measurable function such that µ(f) = 0, ∥f∥∞ ≤M and Varµ(f) ≤ σ2 for some M,σ > 0.

(i) Assume that (H2) holds and hν ∈ Lp(µ) for some p ∈ (1,∞]. Denote by q := p/(p − 1)
the conjugate index of p. Then for any T > 0 and δ > 0,

Pν

(∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

)
≤ 2∥hν∥Lp(µ) exp

[
− λITδ

2

4qM
√
4σ2 + δ2

]
≤ 2∥hν∥Lp(µ) exp

[
− λIT

4
√
5q

·min

{
δ2

Mσ
,
δ

M

}]
.

Consequently,

Eν

[∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣] ≲ ∥hν∥Lp(µ)

√
M
(√

σ T− 1
2 +

√
MT−1

)
.(2.2)

(ii) Assume that (H3) holds and hν ∈ L2(µ). Then for any T > 0 and δ > 0,

Pν

(∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

)
≤ 2 ∥hν∥L2(µ) exp

[
− λCTδ

2

(σ +
√
σ2 + 2Mδ)2

]
≤ 2 ∥hν∥L2(µ) exp

[
− λCT

4 + 2
√
3
·min

{
δ2

σ2
,
δ

M

}]
.

Consequently,

Eν

[∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣] ≲ ∥hν∥L2(µ)

(
σT− 1

2 +MT−1
)
.(2.3)

The moment bounds (2.2) and (2.3) follow directly from the tail bounds via the layer-cake
formula:

Eν

[∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣] = ∫ ∞

0

Pν

(∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

f(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

)
dδ.

For large T ≫ 1, the inequalities in (ii) are better if σ ≪M .

2.2 Upper bounds for Tp
Let us briefly recall a key tool, due to [9, Lemma 5 and 6], to obtain upper bounds for Tp; see also
[6, 10] for related bounds. For each ℓ ∈ N, denote by Pℓ the natural partition of (−1, 1]d into
2dℓ dyadic cubes of side-length 2 · 2−ℓ. For F ∈ Pℓ and n ∈ N, we write 2nF := {2nx : x ∈ F},
and set

B0 := (−1, 1]d, Bn := (−2n, 2n]d \ (−2n−1, 2n−1]d, n ≥ 1.

Lemma 2.2. For every p > 0, there exists a constant Cp > 0 such that for all ν0, ν1 ∈ P(Rd),

Tp(ν0, ν1) ≤ Cp

∑
n≥0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

|ν0(2nF ∩Bn)− ν1(2
nF ∩Bn)| .

With the help of this lemma, the problem of estimating Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] reduces to that of
controlling mean differences of the form Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] , where A is a Borel subset of Rd;
this is why the concentration results from Theorem 2.1 will come in.
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3 Proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we establish upper bounds for Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] under (H1). Since µT is singular
with respect to µ, we first mollify it by convolving it with smooth densities, which has the
form ρϵ(x) := ϵ−dρ(x/ϵ), where ρ is a smooth function with support in B1(0). As usual, Br(x)
denotes the open ball in Rd centred at x with radius r > 0.

Let ξ be a Rd-valued random variable, which is independent of the process (Xt)t≥0 and has

a probability density function ρ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) such that supp ρ ⊂ B1(0). If Y ∼ ν is a further

Rd-valued random variable, which is independent of ξ, then for any ϵ > 0, LY+ϵξ = ν ∗ Lϵξ.
Observe that ϵξ ∼ ρϵ(x)dx. From the definition of Tp, we see that for all p > 0,

Tp(ν ∗ Lϵξ, ν) ≤ E[|Y + ϵξ − Y |p] = ϵpE[|ξ|p] ≲ ϵp.

Combining this with the triangle inequality for Wp shows

Tp(µT , µ) ≲ Tp (µT , µT ∗ Lϵξ) + Tp (µT ∗ Lϵξ, µ ∗ Lϵξ) + Tp (µ ∗ Lϵξ, µ)

≲ ϵp + Tp (µT ∗ Lϵξ, µ ∗ Lϵξ) .
(3.1)

We can now use Lemma 2.2 in order to estimate the second term on the right-hand side.
For any Borel set A ⊆ Rd, it is easily checked that

(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A) =
1

T

∫ T

0

P(Xt + ϵξ ∈ A) dt, (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A) = P(X + ϵξ ∈ A),(3.2)

where X is a random variable that is independent of ξ with LX = µ. If LX0 = µ, then
LXt = µ, since µ is an invariant measure. Consequently,

Eµ [|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)|]
≤ Eµ [(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)] + (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)

≤ 1

T

∫ T

0

Eµ [P(Xt + ϵξ ∈ A)] dt+ P(X + ϵξ ∈ A)

= 2P(X + ϵξ ∈ A).

(3.3)

For ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and any Borel set A ⊂ Rd, we define the function fA,ϵ : R
d → R by

fA,ϵ(z) := (δz ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)

=

∫
A

ρϵ(x− z) dx−
∫
Rd

(∫
A

ρϵ(x− y) dx

)
µ(dy), z ∈ Rd.

(3.4)

Clearly, µ(fA,ϵ) = 0 and ∥fA,ϵ∥∞ ≤ 1. Furthermore, fA,ϵ is Lipschitz continuous with

[fA,ϵ]Lip ≤ min
{
ϵ−d−1 vol(A), 2 vol(B1(0))ϵ

−1
}
· [ρ]Lip,(3.5)

where vol(·) is Lebesgue measure. Indeed, since supp ρϵ ⊂ Bϵ(0), we have for any z1, z2 ∈ Rd,

|fA,ϵ(z1)− fA,ϵ(z2)| =
∣∣∣∣∫

A∩Bϵ(z1)

ρϵ(x− z1) dx−
∫
A∩Bϵ(z2)

ρϵ(x− z2) dx

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
A∩(Bϵ(z1)∪Bϵ(z2))

|ρϵ(x− z1)− ρϵ(x− z2)| dx

≤ vol(A ∩ (Bϵ(z1) ∪Bϵ(z2))) · [ρϵ]Lip|z1 − z2|,
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which gives (3.5). By the Markov property of (Xt)t≥0 and the invariance of µ under the operators
Pt for all t > 0, we deduce that

Eµ
[
|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)|2

]
= Eµ

[∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

fA,ϵ(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣2
]
= Eµ

[
1

T 2

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

fA,ϵ(Xt) fA,ϵ(Xs) dt ds

]
=

2

T 2

∫ T

0

∫ T

s

Eµ [fA,ϵ(Xs) fA,ϵ(Xt)] dt ds =
2

T 2

∫ T

0

∫ T

s

µ (Ps (fA,ϵ Pt−sfA,ϵ)) dt ds

=
2

T 2

∫ T

0

∫ T

s

µ (fA,ϵ Pt−sfA,ϵ) dt ds ≤
2

T 2

∫ T

0

∫ T

s

∥Pt−sfA,ϵ∥L1(µ) dt ds.

Assuming (H1) and µ(| · |) <∞, we get from (2.1) that for any t > 0,

∥PtfA,ϵ∥L1(µ) = ∥PtfA,ϵ − µ(fA,ϵ)∥L1(µ) ≲ e−λEt[fA,ϵ]Lip.

Therefore, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality along with (3.5), we have

Eµ [|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)|] ≲
1 ∧

√
ϵ−d vol(A)√
Tϵ

.(3.6)

Combining (3.3) with (3.6), we see for any Borel set A ⊆ Rd and ϵ ∈ (0, 1),

Eµ [|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)|] ≲ min

{
P(X + ϵξ ∈ A),

1 ∧
√
ϵ−d vol(A)√
Tϵ

}
,

where we recall that X ∼ µ is independent of ξ.
We will now use the notation introduced in Section 2.2. For every n, ℓ ∈ N and ϵ ∈ (0, 1),∑

F∈Pℓ

Eµ [|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)|]

≲ min

{∑
F∈Pℓ

P(X + ϵξ ∈ 2nF ∩Bn), T
− 1

2 ϵ−
1
2

∑
F∈Pℓ

(
1 ∧

√
ϵ−d vol(2nF ∩Bn)

)}

≲ min

{
P(X + ϵξ ∈ Bn), T

− 1
2 ϵ−

1
2

∑
F∈Pℓ

(
1 ∧

√
ϵ−d vol(2nF ∩Bn)

)}
.

Since |ξ| ≤ 1 a.s., we find for the ϵ-enlarged set Bϵ
n :=

{
x ∈ Rd : |x− y| < ϵ for some y ∈ Bn

}
that P(X + ϵξ ∈ Bn) ≤ P(X ∈ Bϵ

n) = µ(Bϵ
n), Since µ has a finite q-th moment µ(| · |q) < ∞,

we can use the Markov inequality to get for all ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N,

µ(Bϵ
n) = P(X ∈ Bϵ

n) ≲ 2−qn,

and, therefore, P(X + ϵξ ∈ Bn) ≲ 2−qn.
Using that #Pℓ = 2dℓ and vol(2nF ) = 2d · 2(n−ℓ)d, we obtain∑

F∈Pℓ

1 ∧
√
ϵ−d vol(2nF ∩Bn) ≲

[
(2n−ℓϵ−1)

d
2 ∧ 1

]
· 2dℓ.

Combining all estimates from above, we see that∑
F∈Pℓ

Eµ [|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)|]

≲ min
{
2−qn, T− 1

2 ϵ−
1
2

[
(2n−ℓϵ−1)

d
2 ∧ 1

]
· 2dℓ

}
.

(3.7)
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For fixed p > 0 and q > max{p, 1} and every n ∈ N, T ≥ 2, ϵ ∈
(
0, 1

2

)
, we define

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) :=
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ min
{
2−qn, T− 1

2 ϵ−
1
2

[
(2n−ℓϵ−1)

d
2 ∧ 1

]
· 2dℓ

}
.

Set k := log2(ϵ
−1) and k′ := log2(T

1
2 ϵ

1
2 ). Then

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) =
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ+min{−qn,−k′+dℓ− d
2
(ℓ−n−k)+}.

Consequently,

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲
∑

0≤ℓ<ℓ0

2−pℓ−k′+dℓ− 1
2
d(ℓ−n−k)+ + 2−qn

∑
ℓ≥ℓ0

2−pℓ,

where

ℓ0 :=


0 if T

1
2 ϵ

1
2 < 2qn,

k′−qn
d

if T
1
2 ϵ

1
2 ≥ 2qn & T

1
2 ϵd+

1
2 ≤ 2(q+d)n,

2(k′−qn)
d

− n− k if T
1
2 ϵd+

1
2 > 2(q+d)n.

To keep notation simple, we define for T ≥ 2 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1
2
),

N1 :=
log2

(
T

1
2 ϵd+

1
2

)
q + d

and N2 :=
log2

(
T

1
2 ϵ

1
2

)
q

.

It is not hard to see that N2 −N1 = O
(
log2

(
Tϵ−(2q−1)

))
. Now we consider three cases. Below,

we use several times the fact that a geometric series can be estimated by its leading term times
a constant.
Case (i) p ≥ d: A direct computation leads to

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲ 2−qn1{n>N2} +

{
(Tϵ)−

1
21{n≤N2} if p > d,

(Tϵ)−
1
2 [ℓ0 ∧ (n+ log2(ϵ

−1))]1{n≤N2} if p = d.

Therefore,

∑
n≥0

2pnIp,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲

{
(Tϵ)−

1
2
(1− p

q
) if p > d,

(Tϵ)−
1
2
(1− d

q
) log(Tϵ−(2q−1)) if p = d.

(3.8)

Case (ii) p ∈ [d/2, d): In this case we have

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲ 2−qn1{n>N2}

+

{
(Tϵ)−

p
2d2−(1− p

d
)qn1{N1≤n≤N2} + T− 1

2 ϵ−(d−p)− 1
22(d−p)n1{n<N1} if p ∈

(
d
2
, d
)
,

(Tϵ)−
1
42−

qn
2 1{N1≤n≤N2} + T− 1

2 ϵ−
d
2
− 1

22
dn
2 (ℓ0 − n− log2(ϵ

−1))1{n<N1} if p = d
2
.

Therefore, if p ∈ (d/2, d),

∑
n≥0

2pnIp,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲


T− q

2(q+d) ϵp−
(2d+1)q
2(q+d) if q > dp

d−p
,

(Tϵ)−
p
2d log(Tϵ−(2q−1)) if q = dp

d−p
,

(Tϵ)−
1
2
(1− p

q
) if q < dp

d−p
.

(3.9)
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If p = d/2, we use that for n < N1,

ℓ0 − n− log2(ϵ
−1) ≤ 2k′ − dk

d
− log2(ϵ

−1) = O
(
log
(
Tϵ2d+1

))
,

and so

∑
n≥0

2pnIp,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲


T− q

2(q+d) ϵ
d
2
− (2d+1)q

2(q+d) log(Tϵ2d+1) if q > d,

(Tϵ)−
1
4 log(Tϵ−(2q−1)) if q = d,

(Tϵ)−( 1
2
− d

4q
) if q < d.

(3.10)

Case (iii) p < d/2: In this case we have

Ip,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲2−qn1{n>N2} + (Tϵ)−
p
2d2−(1− p

d
)qn1{N1≤n≤N2}

+ T− p
d ϵ−p− p

d2[p−(1− 2p
d
)q]n1{n<N1}.

Therefore,

∑
n≥0

2pnIp,q(n, T, ϵ) ≲



T− p
d ϵ−p− p

d if q > 2dp
d−2p

,

T− p
d ϵ−p− p

d log(Tϵ2d+1) if q = 2dp
d−2p

,

T− q
2(q+d) ϵp−

q(2d+1)
2(q+d) if q ∈

(
dp
d−p

, 2dp
d−2p

)
,

(Tϵ)−
p
2d log(Tϵ−(2q−1)) if q = dp

d−p
,

(Tϵ)−
1
2
(1− p

q
) if q < dp

d−p
.

Combining Lemma 2.2 with (3.1) and (3.7), we obtain for any T ≥ 2 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1) that

Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] ≲ ϵp +
∑
n≥0

2pn Ip,q(n, T, ϵ).

Optimizing in ϵ ∈ (0, 1) yields, if p ∈ (0, d), then

Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] ≲


T− p

2d+1 if q > dp
d−p

,

T− p
2d+1 (log T )

2d
2d+1 if q = dp

d−p
,

T− q−p
2q+(q/p)−1 if q < dp

d−p
;

if p ≥ d, then we get in this way

Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] ≲

{
T− q−p

2q+(q/p)−1 if p > d,

T− q−d
2q+(q/d)−1 (log T )

2q
2q+(q/d)−1 if p = d.

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3.2 Proofs of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3

We will prove Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3 with a unified argument based on the Bernstein-
type inequalities from Theorem 2.1.

Because µ is an invariant measure of the semigroup (Pt)t≥0, we obtain that for every Borel
set A ⊂ Rd

Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] ≤Eµ[µT (A)] + µ(A)

=
1

T

∫ T

0

Pµ(Xt ∈ A) dt+ µ(A) = 2µ(A).
(3.11)
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Define the function fA : Rd → R by

fA(z) := 1A(z)− µ(A), z ∈ Rd.

Clearly, µ(fA) = 0 and ∥fA∥∞ ≤ 1. A simple computation gives

Varµ(fA) = ∥fA∥2L2(µ) = µ(A)(1− µ(A)) ≤ µ(A).

Together with

Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] = Eµ

[∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

fA(Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣] ,
we deduce from (2.2) and (2.3) that, under (H2),

Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] ≲ T− 1
2µ(A)

1
4 + T−1;

while under (H3),

Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] ≲ T− 1
2µ(A)

1
2 + T−1.

Combining this with (3.11), we obtain

Eµ [|µT (A)− µ(A)|] ≲

min
{
µ(A), T− 1

2µ(A)
1
4

}
under (H2),

min
{
µ(A), T− 1

2µ(A)
1
2

}
under (H3),

where we use the fact that 0 ≤ µ(A) ≤ 1. This, together with Lemma 2.2, yields

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≲
∑
n≥0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

min
{
µ(2nF ∩Bn), T

− 1
2µ(2nF ∩Bn)

α
}
,(3.12)

where α = 1/4 (respectively, 1/2) under (H2) (respectively, (H3)).
For every α ∈ (0, 1) and T ≥ 2, define

Kα(T ) :=
∑
n≥0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

min
{
µ(2nF ∩Bn), T

− 1
2µ(2nF ∩Bn)

α
}
.

The following lemma gives an upper bound for Kα(T ).

Lemma 3.1. Let Kα(T ), α, p and q as above, and define

γ := γ(α, p, d) := max
{
α, 1− p

d

}
∈ (0, 1).

Then, for all T > 2,

Kα(T ) ≲ T− 1−max{γ, p/q}
2(1−α) ·

(
1{γq=p} log T + 1{γq ̸=p}

)
·
(
1{p=(1−α)d} log T + 1{p̸=(1−α)d}

)
.

Proof. First, for each n, ℓ ∈ N,∑
F∈Pℓ

min
{
µ(2nF ∩Bn), T

− 1
2µ(2nF ∩Bn)

α
}

≤ min

{∑
F∈Pℓ

µ(2nF ∩Bn),
∑
F∈Pℓ

T− 1
2µ(2nF ∩Bn)

α

}
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= min

{
µ(Bn),

∑
F∈Pℓ

T− 1
2µ(2nF ∩Bn)

α

}
.

Hölder’s inequality shows

∑
F∈Pℓ

µ(2nF ∩Bn)
α ≤ (#Pℓ)

1−α

(∑
F∈Pℓ

µ(2nF ∩Bn)

)α

= 2(1−α)dℓµ(Bn)
α.

Hence, we obtain

Kα(T ) ≤
∑
n≥0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ min
{
µ(Bn), T

− 1
22(1−α)dℓµ(Bn)

α
}
.

Since µ(| · |q) <∞, we can use the Markov inequality to get that for all n ∈ N

µ(Bn) ≲ 2−qn.

Therefore,

Kα(T ) ≲
∑
n≥0

2−(q−p)n
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ min
{
1, T− 1

22(1−α)(dℓ+qn)
}
.

Set L := 1
d

(
1

2(1−α)
log2(T )− qn

)
. If L < 0, i.e., if n > log2(T )

2(1−α)q
, then

∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ min
{
1, T− 1

22(1−α)(dℓ+qn)
}
≲ 1.

If L ≥ 0, i.e., if n ≤ log2(T )
2(1−α)q

, then∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ min
{
1, T− 1

22(1−α)(dℓ+qn)
}
= T− 1

22(1−α)qn
∑

0≤ℓ≤L

2[(1−α)d−p]ℓ +
∑
ℓ>L

2−pℓ

≲


T− 1

22(1−α)qn if (1− α)d < p,

T− 1
2 (log T )2(1−α)qn if (1− α)d = p,

T− p
2(1−α)d2

pq
d
n if (1− α)d > p.

We distinguish among three cases.
Case (i): (1− α)d < p. We have

Kα(T ) ≲ T− 1
2

∑
0≤n≤ log2(T )

2(1−α)q

2(p−αq)n +
∑

n>
log2(T )
2(1−α)q

2−(q−p)n ≲


T− 1

2 if αq > p,

T− 1
2 log T if αq = p,

T− q−p
2(1−α)q if αq < p.

Case (ii): (1− α)d = p. We have

Kα(T ) ≲ T− 1
2 (log T )

∑
0≤n≤ log2(T )

2(1−α)q

2(p−αq)n +
∑

n>
log2(T )
2(1−α)q

2−(q−p)n

≲


T− 1

2 log T if αq > p,

T− 1
2 (log T )2 if αq = p,

T− q−p
2(1−α)q log T if αq < p.

12



Case (iii): (1− α)d > p. We have

Kα(T ) ≲ T− p
2(1−α)d

∑
0≤n≤ log2(T )

2(1−α)q

2[p−(1− p
d
)q]n +

∑
n>

log2(T )
2(1−α)q

2−(q−p)n

≲


T− p

2(1−α)d if q > dp
d−p

,

T− p
2(1−α)d log T if q = dp

d−p
,

T− q−p
2(1−α)q if q < dp

d−p
.

The assertion of Lemma 3.1 follows from these three cases.

Finally, Theorem 1.2 (resp. Theorem 1.3) follows from (3.12) and Lemma 3.1 with α = 1/4
assuming (H2) (resp. α = 1/2 assuming (H3)).

4 Proof of Theorem 1.4

We continue to use the notation introduced in the proof of Theorem 1.1. We use (3.1) and
Lemma 2.2 with T ≥ 2 and ϵ = ϵ(T ) := ⌊T ⌋−θ ≃ T−θ. The parameter θ will be chosen in the
course of the proof. Then,

Tp(µT , µ) ≲T
−pθ +

∑
n≥0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)| .(4.1)

Let N = N(T ) := ⌊κ log2⌊T ⌋⌋, where the parameter κ > 0 which will be chosen later on. In
particular, 2N ≃ T κ. Set

(4.2) J1(T ) :=
∑

0≤n≤N

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)|

and

(4.3) J2(T ) :=
∑
n>N

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)| .

We are going to bound J1(T ) and J2(T ) separately.
Estimating J1(T ): For every ϵ > 0 and x ∈ Rd, define

ϕϵ(x, z) := ρϵ(x− z)− µ(ρϵ(x− ·)), z ∈ Rd.

By (3.4), we have for every Borel set A ⊆ Rd

|(µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)| =
∣∣∣∣∫

A

1

T

∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt dx

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
A

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx.
Using that

⋃
F∈Pℓ

(2nF ∩Bn) = Bn is a union of disjoint sets, we have

J1(T ) ≤
N∑

n=0

2pn
∑
ℓ≥0

2−pℓ
∑
F∈Pℓ

∫
2nF∩Bn

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx
= (1− 2−p)−1

N∑
n=0

2pn
∫
Bn

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx.
(4.4)
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Define

Φ(T ) :=
N∑

n=0

2pn
∫
Bn

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx.
We use Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.1(i)) to estimate Φ(T ). We subdivide the cube
[−2N , 2N ]d into disjoint smaller cubes with side-length h = h(T ), where h is the reciprocal of
an integer. The exact value of h will be chosen later. Let Qn denote the collection of all cubes
from the above partition that are contained in Bn; clearly #Qn = vol(Bn)/h

d. Set Q := ∪nQn.
Denote by xQ ∈ Rd the centre of the cube Q ∈ Q. Then

Φ(T ) ≤
N∑

n=0

2pn
∑
Q∈Qn

∫
Q

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(xQ, Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx
+

N∑
n=0

2pn
∑
Q∈Qn

∫
Q

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

(ϕϵ(x,Xt)− ϕϵ(xQ, Xt)) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx
= : Φ1(T ) + Φ2(T ).

(4.5)

We begin with the estimate for Φ2(T ). Since for fixed z ∈ Rd,

|ϕϵ(x, z)− ϕϵ(x
′, z)| ≤ 2∥∇ρϵ∥∞|x− x′| = 2∥∇ρ∥∞ϵ−(d+1)|x− x′|, x, x′ ∈ Rd,

we have

Φ2(T ) ≤ 2∥∇ρ∥∞ ·
N∑

n=0

2pn
∑
Q∈Qn

∫
Q

ϵ−(d+1)|x− xQ| dx ≲ ϵ−(d+1)h
N∑

n=0

2(p+d)n

≲ ϵ−(d+1)h2(p+d)N ≲ hT (p+d)κ+(d+1)θ.

(4.6)

We will now estimate Φ1(T ). From the definition of ϕϵ, we see that for any x ∈ Rd and ϵ ∈ (0, 1),

µ(ϕϵ(x, ·)) = 0, ∥ϕϵ∥∞ ≤ 2∥ρϵ∥∞ = 2∥ρ∥∞ϵ−d

and

Varµ(ϕϵ(x, ·)) = ∥ϕϵ(x, ·)∥2L2(µ) ≤ ∥ρϵ∥2∞ · µ(Bϵ(x)) ≤ C1(1 + |x|)−qϵ−2d,

where in the last line we used µ(| · |q) <∞ and the fact that 1+ |x| ≤ 2(1+ |y|) for all y ∈ Bϵ(x).
In order to keep notation simple, we write w(x) := 1+ |x| for x ∈ Rd. Putting all the estimates
above together and using Theorem 2.1(i), we have for any δ > 0 and T ≥ 2

Pµ

(∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−C2Tϵ

d min
{
w(x)

q
2 ϵdδ2, δ

})
(4.7)

for a suitable constant C2 = C2(λ, ∥ρ∥∞) > 0. Since vol(Q) = hd and w(xQ)
p ≃ 2np as xQ ∈ Bn,

we get

Φ1(T ) ≲ hd
∑
Q∈Q

w(xQ)
p

∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(xQ, Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ .(4.8)

Now we use the elementary inequality P(
∑

i Zi ≥
∑

i ui) ≤
∑

iP(Zi ≥ ui), and combine it
with (4.7) and (4.8) to get

Pµ (Φ1(T ) ≥ δT ) ≤
∑
Q∈Q

Pµ

(∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

ϕϵ(xQ, Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ αQδT
hdw(xQ)p

)

≤ 2
∑
Q∈Q

exp

(
−C2Tϵ

d min

{
ϵdα2

Qδ
2
T

h2dw(xQ)
2p− q

2

,
αQδT

hdw(xQ)p

})
.
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In the above calculation, {αQ}Q∈Q ⊂ (0, 1) is any positive sequence with
∑

Q∈Q αQ = 1, and
the parameter δT > 0 will be chosen later in such a way that limT→∞ δT = 0. We will use the
following αQ’s. Let {βn}0≤n≤N ⊂ (0, 1) such that

∑N
n=0 βn = 1, and define

αQ :=
βn

#Qn

=
βn

vol(Bn)/hd
for Q ∈ Qn.

Then,

Pµ (Φ1(T ) ≥ δT ) ≲ h−dT dκ · max
1≤n≤N

exp

(
−C3T ·min

{
(ϵdδT )

2β2
n

2(2p+2d− q
2
)n
,
ϵdδTβn
2(p+d)n

})
,(4.9)

where we used that vol(Bn) ≃ 2dn and w(xQ) ≃ 2n for Q ∈ Qn. Set ζ := ϵdδT ∈ (0, 1). By
(4.9), we have

Pµ (Φ1(T ) ≥ δT ) ≲ h−dT dκ · exp (−C3T ·K(ζ)) ,(4.10)

where

K(ζ) := max
βn :

∑N
n=1 βn=1

min
1≤n≤N

min

{
ζ2β2

n

2(2p+2d− q
2
)n
,
ζβn

2(p+d)n

}
.

We will now determine the order of magnitude of K(ζ). From its definition, we see that there
exist positive numbers {βn}0≤n≤N with

∑N
n=0 βn = 1 such that, for each n = 0, . . . , N ,

ζ2β2
n

2(2p+2d− q
2
)n

≥ K(ζ) and
ζβn

2(p+d)n
≥ K(ζ).

Therefore,

βn ≥ ζ−1 max
{
2(p+d− q

4
)n
√
K(ζ), 2(p+d)nK(ζ)

}
.

Using the fact that
∑N

n=1 βn = 1 yields

N∑
n=0

2(p+d)n ·max
{
2−

q
4
n
√
K(ζ), K(ζ)

}
≤ ζ.(4.11)

It would be helpful to write the left-hand side of the previous inequality by using the function
S : [0,∞) → R, which is defined as

S(r) :=
N∑

n=0

2(p+d)n ·max
{
2−

q
4
n
√
r, r

}
.

Since the function r 7→ S(r) is strictly increasing, the equation S(r) = ζ has a unique solution,
which we denote by r∗. In view of (4.11) we have K(ζ) ≤ r∗. Furthermore, we see that
K(ζ) = r∗, if we choose β∗

n := ζ−12(p+d)n ·max
{
2

q
4
n√r∗, r∗

}
. Set

s := min
{⌊

2/q log2(r∗
−1)
⌋
, N
}
∈ {0, . . . , N}.

Then,

S(r∗) =
s∑

n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗ +

N∑
n=s+1

2(p+d)nr∗ = ζ,
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where we use the “empty sum convention”, i.e.
∑N

N+1 := 0. Consequently,

max

{
s∑

n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗,

N∑
n=s+1

2(p+d)nr∗

}
≃ ζ.(4.12)

A elementary computation reveals that

K(ζ) = r∗ ≃



min
{
ζ2, 2−(p+d)Nζ

}
if p+ d < q

4
,

min
{

ζ2

(log(ζ−1)∧N)2
, 2−(p+d)Nζ

}
if p+ d = q

4
,

min
{
2−(2p+2d− q

2
)Nζ2, 2−(p+d)Nζ

}
if p+ d ∈ ( q

4
, q
2
],

2−(2p+2d− q
2
)Nζ2 if p+ d > q

2
.

(4.13)

Exemplarily, let us deal with the case p+ d > q
4
in (4.13); the other regimes follow similarly. If

s < N , that is, if r∗ > 2−
q
2
N , then

s∑
n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗ <

N∑
n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗ ≲ 2(p+d− q

4
)N√r∗ ≲ 2(p+d)Nr∗,

so that

max

{
s∑

n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗,

N∑
n=s+1

2(p+d)nr∗

}
≃

N∑
n=s+1

2(p+d)nr∗ ≃ 2(p+d)Nr∗.

If s = N , that is, if r∗ ≤ 2−
q
2
N , then

max

{
s∑

n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗,

N∑
n=s+1

2(p+d)nr∗

}
=

s∑
n=0

2(p+d− q
4
)n√r∗ ≃ 2(p+d− q

4
)N√r∗.

Combining these two cases with (4.12), we immediately obtain (4.13).
Recall that N = N(T ) was chosen in such a way that 2N ≃ T κ. In order to apply the

Borel–Cantelli lemma, we need to find ζ(T ) such that K(ζ) = CT−1 log T for a sufficiently
large C. Since ϵ(T ) ≃ T−θ and ζ = ϵdδT , it follows from (4.13) that the choice

δT :=



T−[1−(p+d)κ−dθ] log T
if p+ d ≤ q

2
, p+ d ̸= q

4
, min{p+ d, q

4
}κ ≥ 1

2
,

or p+ d = q
4
, (p+ d)κ > 1

2
;

T− 1
2
+dθ(log T )

3
2 if p+ d = q

4
, (p+ d)κ ≤ 1

2
;

T−[ 1
2
−(p+d− q

4
)+κ−dθ](log T )

1
2

if p+ d ≤ q
2
, p+ d ̸= q

4
, min{p+ d, q

4
}κ < 1

2
,

or p+ d > q
2

(4.14)

achieves K(ϵdδT ) ≃ T−1 log T . Of course, the parameters κ, θ > 0 have to be sufficiently small,
so that all powers of T appearing in the expression for δT are negative.

Once κ and θ are fixed, we can choose h = h(T ) = ⌊T ⌋−υ in (4.6) with a sufficiently large
integer υ > 0, which ensures that

Φ2(T ) = o(δT ) as T → ∞.(4.15)

As h = h(T ) is determined, we can combine (4.10) and (4.13) with (4.14), and find a constant
C4 > 0 such that

Pµ (Φ1(T ) ≥ C4δT ) ≲ T−2,(4.16)
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where δT is defined by (4.14).
Set T := Tk := k for k ∈ N with k ≥ 2. From (4.5), (4.15), (4.16) and the Borel-Cantelli

lemma, we obtain

lim sup
k→∞

Φ(Tk)

δTk

≤M a.s.(4.17)

for some constant M > 0. If T ≥ 2 is not an integer, then, by construction, N(T ) = N(⌊T ⌋)
and ϵ(T ) = ϵ(⌊T ⌋). Because of the definition of Φ,

Φ(T ) ≤⌊T ⌋
T

N∑
n=0

2pn
∫
Bn

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

⌊T ⌋

∫ ⌊T ⌋

0

ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣∣ dx+ 1

T

N∑
n=0

2pn
∫
Bn

∣∣∣∣∫ T

⌊T ⌋
ϕϵ(x,Xt) dt

∣∣∣∣ dx
≲
⌊T ⌋
T

Φ(⌊T ⌋) + 1

T
·

N∑
n=0

2(p+d)n∥ϕϵ∥∞

≤Φ(⌊T ⌋) +O(T−[1−(p+d)κ−dθ]).

(4.18)

Combining (4.4), (4.17) and (4.18), we deduce that there is some constant M ′ > 0 such that

lim sup
T→∞

J1(T )

δT + T−[1−(p+d)κ−dθ]
≤M ′ a.s.(4.19)

Estimating J2(T ). Now we bound the term J2(T ) from (4.3). It follows from (3.2) that, for
any Borel set A ⊆ Rd and ϵ ∈ (0, 1),∣∣ (µT ∗ Lϵξ) (A)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (A)

∣∣ ≤ 1

T

∫ T

0

P(Xt + ϵξ ∈ A) dt+ P(X + ϵξ ∈ A),

where X denotes a random variable that is independent of ξ and has the law µ. Then, for each
n, ℓ ∈ N and ϵ ∈ (0, 1),∑

F∈Pℓ

∣∣ (µT ∗ Lϵξ) (2
nF ∩Bn)− (µ ∗ Lϵξ) (2

nF ∩Bn)
∣∣

≤
∑
F∈Pℓ

1

T

∫ T

0

P(Xt + ϵξ ∈ 2nF ∩Bn) dt+
∑
F∈Pℓ

P(X + ϵξ ∈ 2nF ∩Bn)

=
1

T

∫ T

0

P(Xt + ϵξ ∈ Bn) dt+ P(X + ϵξ ∈ Bn) ≤
1

T

∫ T

0

1{Xt∈Bϵ
n} dt+ µ(Bϵ

n),

(4.20)

where we used that if Xt /∈ Bϵ
n then P(Xt+ ϵξ ∈ Bn) = 0, and so P (Xt + ϵξ ∈ Bn) ≤ 1{Xt∈Bϵ

n}.
Recall that ϵ(T ) ≃ T−θ and N(T ) ≃ log2 T . If T ≫ 1 is sufficiently large, then there exists

a constant c > 0 such that for all n > N(T ) and x ∈ Bϵ
n,

c 2n ≤ |x| ≤ c−12n.

Combining this with (4.20), we obtain for sufficiently large T there exists c′ > 0 such that

J2(T ) ≤ (1− 2−p)−1
∑
n>N

2pn
(
1

T

∫ T

0

1{Xt∈Bϵ
n} dt+ µ(Bϵ

n)

)
≲
∑
n>N

{
1

T

∫ T

0

|Xt|p 1{c 2n≤|Xt|≤c−12n} dt+ µ
(
| · |p1{c 2n≤|·|≤c−12n}

)}
≲

1

T

∫ T

0

|Xt|p 1{|Xt|≥c′Tκ} dt+ µ
(
| · |p1{|·|≥c′Tκ}

)
=: Ψ1(T ) + Ψ2(T ).

(4.21)
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In the last line we use the elementary estimate ∥
∑

n≥0 1{c 2n≤|·|≤c−12n}∥∞ <∞.
The term Ψ2(T ) is deterministic. Since µ(| · |q) <∞, the Markov inequality shows that

Ψ2(T ) ≲ T−(q−p)κ.(4.22)

Let us turn to Ψ1(T ). Split this term into two parts

Ψ1(T ) =
1

T

∫ 2

0

|Xt|p 1{|Xt|≥c′Tκ} dt+
1

T

∫ T

2

|Xt|p 1{|Xt|≥c′Tκ} dt =: Ψ1,1(T ) + Ψ1,2(T ).

Clearly,

Ψ1,1(T ) ≲ T−1−(q−p)κ

∫ 2

0

|Xt|q dt.

Using the Tonelli-Fubini theorem,

Eµ

[∫ 2

0

|Xt|q dt
]
=

∫ 2

0

Eµ [|Xt|q] dt <∞,

which implies that

∫ 2

0

|Xt|q dt <∞ almost surely. Thus,

lim sup
T→∞

Ψ1,1(T )

T−1−(q−p)κ
<∞ a.s.(4.23)

Using the Tonelli-Fubini theorem once again, we get for any η > 1

Eµ

[∫ ∞

2

|Xt|q

t(log t)η
dt

]
=

∫ ∞

2

Eµ [|Xt|q]
t(log t)η

dt <∞.

Consequently,

∫ ∞

2

|Xt|q

t(log t)η
dt <∞ almost surely. Since

Ψ1,2(T ) ≲ T−(q−p)κ · 1
T

∫ T

2

|Xt|q dt ≲ T−(q−p)κ(log T )η ·
∫ T

2

|Xt|q

t(log t)η
dt,

we deduce that for any η > 1,

lim sup
T→∞

Ψ1,2(T )

T−(q−p)κ(log T )η
<∞ a.s.(4.24)

From (4.21)–(4.24), we obtain that for any η > 1,

lim sup
T→∞

J2(T )

T−(q−p)κ(log T )η
<∞ a.s.(4.25)

Combining (4.1), (4.2), (4.3) and (4.19) with (4.25), and optimizing in κ, θ > 0, we conclude
that

lim sup
T→∞

Tp(µT , µ)

Rη(T )
<∞ a.s.,

where the rate function Rη(T ) is given by (1.6). To see this, we deal with the case p + d = q
4
;

the remaining regimes follow with similar arguments. Indeed, it suffices to choose κ, θ > 0 so
as to maximize

min

{
1−max

{
(p+ d)κ,

1

2

}
− dθ, (q − p)κ, pθ

}
.
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The optimal choice can be taken as κ = θ = 1
2(p+d)

. This gives precisely the rate function (1.6).

If assumption (H2) is replaced by (H3), then the Bernstein inequality improves from the
form of Theorem 2.1(i) to that in Theorem 2.1(ii). Consequently, in (4.7) q/2 should be replaced
by q, causing the same change in (4.14). The same argument, with (4.25) unchanged, now yields

lim sup
T→∞

Tp(µT , µ)

R̃η(T )
<∞ a.s.

where the rate function R̃η(T ) is given by (1.8).

5 Examples

In this section, we present several examples to illustrate our main results and subsequently
compare them with related results in the literature.

5.1 Diffusions

Consider the following SDE

dXt = b(Xt) dt+ σ(Xt) dWt(5.1)

with measurable coefficients b : Rd → Rd, σ : Rd → Rd×d and a standard d-dimensional
Brownian motion (Wt)t≥0. The recent paper [5] establishes convergence rates in theW2-distance
assuming uniform dissipativity and Lipschitz continuity of the coefficients. The argument in
[5] relies essentially on assumption (H1), so Theorem 1.1 applies directly to that setting and
yields, in addition, bounds in the Tp-distance for general p > 0. In the following example, we
consider a slightly different case where (H1) holds under a weaker long-distance dissipativity
condition, cf. (II).

Example 5.1. Assume that σ(x) ∈ Rd×d is uniformly elliptic, i.e., there is a constant θ > 0
such that for all x ∈ Rd, σ(x)σ⊤(x) ≥ θ Id×d. Write

(σσ⊤)(x) = θ Id×d + (σ̂σ̂⊤)(x), x ∈ Rd,

where σ̂ : Rd → Rd×d is measurable. Assume also that there are constants L, α1, α2, R > 0
such that for any x, y ∈ Rd,

(I) ∥σ̂(x)− σ̂(y)∥HS ≤ L|x− y|,

(II) 2⟨b(x)− b(y), x− y⟩+ ∥σ̂(x)− σ̂(y)∥2HS ≤ ϕ(|x− y|) |x− y|,

where ∥ · ∥HS denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, and the function ϕ : [0,∞) → R is defined by

ϕ(r) := r ·
[
α1 1[0,R](r) +

{
α1 − (α1 + α2)

( r
R

− 1
)}
1(R,2R](r)− α2 1(2R,∞)(r)

]
.

Then, the SDE (5.1) admits a unique strong solution (Xt)t≥0, and has a unique invariant prob-
ability measure µ satisfying µ(| · |q) < ∞ for some q > 2. Moreover, we have for Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)]
and any p < q the bound (1.2).

Proof. It is shown in [12, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.4] that, under assumptions on the
coefficients b and σ in the example, the SDE (5.1) has a unique strong solution (Xt)t≥0, and
has a unique invariant probability measure µ such that (H1) is satisfied. In order to apply
Theorem 1.1, we need to show only that µ(| · |q) <∞ for some q > 2.
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For q > 2, set g(x) = (1 + |x|2) q
2 . Then

∇g(x) = q(1 + |x|2)−1g(x)x, ∇2g(x) = q(1 + |x|2)−1g(x)

(
Id×d +

q − 2

1 + |x|2
xx⊤

)
,

Since the generator of the solution of the SDE (5.1) is

Lf(x) = ⟨b(x),∇f(x)⟩+ 1

2
Tr
(
(σσ⊤)(x)∇2f(x)

)
, f ∈ C2(Rd),

a short computation yields

Lg(x) = q(1 + |x|2)−1g(x) ·
[
⟨b(x), x⟩+ 1

2
Tr
(
(σσ⊤)(x)

)
+

q − 2

2(1 + |x|2)
|σ⊤(x)x|2

]
≤ q(1 + |x|2)−1g(x) ·

[
⟨b(x), x⟩+ q − 1

2
∥σ̂(x)∥2HS +

θ(q + d− 2)

2

]
,

where the last inequality is due to

Tr((σσ⊤)(x)) = θd+ ∥σ̂(x)∥2HS, |σ⊤(x)x|2 ≤ θ|x|2 + ∥σ̂(x)∥2HS|x|2.

By the assumptions (I), (II) and the triangle inequality, for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and x ∈ Rd,

⟨b(x), x⟩+ 1

2
∥σ̂(x)∥2HS

≤ ⟨b(x), x⟩+ 1

2

[
(1 + ϵ)∥σ̂(x)− σ̂(0)∥2HS + (1 + ϵ−1)∥σ̂(0)∥2HS

]
≤ ⟨b(x)− b(0), x⟩+ 1

2
∥σ̂(x)− σ̂(0)∥2HS + ⟨b(0), x⟩+ ϵL2

2
|x|2 + (1 + ϵ−1)

2
∥σ̂(0)∥2HS

≤ ϕ(|x|)|x|
2

+
ϵ(1 + L2)

2
|x|2 + ϵ−1|b(0)|2

2
+

1 + ϵ−1

2
∥σ̂(0)∥2HS,

and

∥σ̂(x)∥2HS ≤ (L|x|+ ∥σ̂(0)∥HS)
2 ≤ (1 + ϵ)L2|x|2 + (1 + ϵ−1)∥σ̂(0)∥2HS.

The above estimates and the definition of ϕ show that for any 2 < q < 2 + α2L
−2, one can

choose ϵ sufficiently small so that there exist constants K1, K2 > 0 so that for all x ∈ Rd,

Lg(x) ≤ K1 −K2 g(x).

Together with the invariance of µ, this implies that µ(| · |q) <∞.

For the classical Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process, our approach yields the p-Wasserstein con-
vergence rate for the empirical measure. The next example treats a more general case, which
has originally been considered by Wang in [23, Example 1.4].

Example 5.2. Suppose that

σ(x) = Id×d, b(x) = −κα|x|α−2x+∇φ(x),(5.2)

where α > 1, κ > 0, and φ ∈ C1(Rd) satisfies ∥∇φ∥∞ < ∞. Then the SDE (5.1) has a unique
strong solution (Xt)t≥0, and has a unique invariant probability measure

µ(dx) :=
1

Z
e−κ|x|α+φ(x) dx, Z :=

∫
Rd

e−κ|y|α+φ(y) dy.
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Define, for R > 1, a smooth function J(x) satisfying J(x) = e|x| for |x| ≥ R and J(x) ≥ 1 for
|x| < R. By ∥∇φ∥∞ <∞ and α > 1, we can show that, for R > 1 large enough,

LJ ≤ −c1J + c21BR(0)

holds with some constants c1, c2 > 0, where L := 1
2
∆ + ⟨b,∇⟩ is the generator of the process

(Xt)t≥0 that is symmetric with respect to µ. From Lyapunov’s criterion (see, e.g., [2, The-
orem 4.6.2]), we can conclude that the assumption (H3) is satisfied. Consequently, Theorem
1.3 and Theorem 1.4 apply, yielding bounds for Eµ[Tp(µT , µ)] as well as almost sure bounds for
Tp(µT , µ).

When p = 2, by a different method, [23, (1.20)] establishes that

Eµ[T2(µT , µ)] ≲


T− 2(α−1)

(d−2)α+2 if 4(α− 1) < dα,

T−1 log(1 + T ) if 4(α− 1) = dα,

T−1 if 4(α− 1) > dα.

(5.3)

Our results here extend the findings of [23] to any p > 0 and yield sharper bounds for p = 2,
provided that 1 < α < αc(d), where

αc(d) :=

{
6

6−d
if d < 4,

d+2
2

if d ≥ 4.

Furthermore, let κ = 1, α = 2 and φ = 0 in (5.2). Then we get the classical Ornstein–Uhlenbeck
process. Combining (1.5) with (5.3), we obtain the best known bound for its empirical measure
under the W2 distance.

Corollary 5.3. Let (Xt)t≥0 be the d-dimensional Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process defined by

dXt = −Xt dt+ dWt.

Then its empirical measures µT satisfy

Eµ [T2(µT , µ)] ≲



T−1 if d = 1,

T−1 log T if d = 2,

T− 1
2 if d = 3,

T− 1
2 log T if d = 4,

T− 2
d if d ≥ 5.

5.2 Underdamped Langevin Dynamics

Let us consider the following underdamped Langevin dynamics (Xt)t≥0 = (Yt, Zt)t≥0 onR
n×Rn:

(5.4)

{
dYt = Zt dt,

dZt = −
(
Zt +∇V (Yt)

)
dt+

√
2 dWt,

where V ∈ C2(Rn) is a confining potential, and (Wt)t≥0 is the standard n-dimensional Brownian
motion. Under mild assumptions (see [17, Chapter 6]), the process (Xt)t≥0 defined by (5.4) has
a unique invariant probability measure given by

µ(dy, dz) := µV (dy)N (dz) ∈ P(R2n),
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where N is the standard Gaussian measure on Rn and

µV (dy) :=
1

ZV

e−V (y) dy, ZV :=

∫
Rn

e−V (x) dx.

Let (Pt)t≥0 be the associated Markov semigroup of the process (Xt)t≥0, whose infinitesimal
generator is

L = ∆z − ⟨z +∇V (y),∇z⟩+ ⟨z,∇y⟩, (y, z) ∈ Rn ×Rn.

In order to apply our main results to (5.4), we have to verify the assumptions (H1)-(H3).
We first note that, in general, assumption (H3) is not expected to hold for this dynamics.

Indeed, for any potential V satisfying µV (|y|2) < ∞, denote mV :=
∫
Rn yµV (dy) ∈ Rn. Let us

consider the function f(y, z) = ⟨a, y −mV ⟩, where a ∈ Rn is a fixed nonzero vector. Clearly,
f is in the (extended) domain of L and with (Lf)(y, z) = ⟨a, z⟩. Moreover, it’s obvious that
µ(f) = ⟨a, µV (y −mV )⟩ = 0. Note that

⟨Lf, f⟩L2(µ) =

∫
Rn

⟨a, y −mV ⟩µV (dy) ·
∫
Rn

⟨a, z⟩N (dz) = 0;

thus (H3) does not hold.
The assumptions (H1) and (H2) are known to hold under suitable conditions on V , see

[18, Section 2] and [3], respectively; a very recent work [16] indicates validity of (H2) in the
non-equilibrium case. Therefore, our results apply to the underdamped Langevin dynamics
(5.4), and yield quantitative Wasserstein convergence rates for the empirical measures. From
now on, we focus on the case where (H2) holds. In this setting, we may use the main theorem
of [3]. As in [3], we impose the following assumptions on V ∈ C2(Rn):

(i) Assume that the potential V satisfies a Poincaré inequality: there exists a constant c1 > 0
such that for any f ∈ H1(µV ) (this is the standard Sobolev space) with µV (f) = 0,

µV (f
2) ≤ c1µV

(
|∇f |2

)
.

(ii) The potential satisfies V ∈ C2(Rn), and there exist constants c2 ≥ 1 and δ ∈ (0, 1) such
that for any y ∈ Rn,

n∑
i,j=1

|∂ijV (y)|2 ≤ c2(1 + |∇V (y)|2), ∆V (y) ≤ c2 +
δ

2
|∇V (y)|2.

(iii) The embedding H1(µV ) ↪→ L2(µV ) is compact.

The assumption (i) implies the exponential integrability of Lipschitz functions with respect to
µV , see e.g. [2, Section 4.4.2], and therefore the measure µ = µV ⊗ N has finite moments of
any order. The assumption (iii) is satisfied, if

lim
|y|→∞

V (y)

|y|β
= ∞

for some β > 1, see [3] for details. Under the above assumptions, Theorem 1 in [3] yields (H2′),
which implies (H2), cf. the discussion in Section 2.1. Thus, we obtain the following corollary.
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Corollary 5.4. Assume that the potential V satisfies (i)–(iii). Then, for the underdamped
Langevin dynamics (Xt)t≥0 given by (5.4) and any p > 0, we have

Eµ [Tp(µT , µ)] ≲


T− 1

2 if p > 3
2
n,

T− 1
2 log T if p = 3

2
n,

T− p
3n if p < 3

2
n,

and for any η > 1,

lim sup
T→∞

Tp(µT , µ)

T− p
2(p+2n) (log T )η

<∞ a.s.

To further illustrate our results, we consider [24, Example 3.1] in the special case where
m = n. The potential is given by

V (y) = ψ(y) +
(
1 + c|y|2

)θ
, y ∈ Rn,

where ψ ∈ C2
b (R

n), and constants c > 0 and θ > 1
2
. Then, assumptions (i)-(iii) are satisfied

(for the verification of (i), see [24, Example 2.1]). Therefore, for p = 2, Corollary 5.4 yields

Eµ [T2(µT , µ)] ≲

{
T− 1

2 if n = 1,

T− 2
3n if n ≥ 2,

which improves the bound in [24, (3.24)] in the case m = n ≥ 2 and α = 1.
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