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Abstract

The paper considers an Fuler discretization based numerical scheme for approximating func-
tionals of invariant distribution of an ergodic diffusion. Convergence of the numerical scheme
is shown for suitably chosen discretization step, and a thorough error analysis is conducted
by proving central limit theorem and moderate deviation principle for the error term. The
paper is a first step in understanding efficiency of discretization based numerical schemes
for estimating invariant distributions, which is comparatively much less studied than the
schemes used for generating approximate trajectories of diffusions over finite time intervals.
The potential applications of these results also extend to other areas including mathemat-
ical physics, parameter inference of ergodic diffusions and analysis of multiscale dynamical
systems with averaging.
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1 Introduction.

Consider the stochastic differential equation (SDE)
t t
X(t) =z0+ / b(X(s))ds + / o(X(s))dB(s), zo € RY, (1.1)
0 0

where B is an m-dimensional Brownian motion. Assume that the coefficients b : R¢ — R?
and o : RY — R™ are such that (LI)) admits a unique strong solution X and that X is
ergodic with invariant distribution 7. We are interested in estimation of w. Of course, 7 satisfies
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the stationary Kolmogorv forward equation (also known as stationary Fokker-Plank equation),
L*m =0, in the weak sense, where £* is the adjoint of the generator £ of X given by

Lo(a) = Y bi@)g(@) + 5 3 ai@dje(e), g€ CXRLR). (12)

Here a = ool. But a closed form expression of the solution of the above partial differential
equation (PDE) is almost always unavailable, except in some simple examples, and numerical
schemes for estimation of solutions of this PDE turn out to be computationally expensive, even
in dimension d = 3.

An alternate approach is to use probabilistic method, where one uses the ergodic theorem
to observe that under some standard conditions

1 (T .
= /0 FX@Ds > 7 = [ faimd) as

as T — 0o. So one could potentially use 7 fOT f(X(s))ds as an estimate for 7(f) for large T', and
because of ergodic theorem this estimator will be asymptotically unbiased (or consistent as is
called in statistics literature). But the problem is that even this integral is hard to evaluate. Even
though exact simulation schemes of the diffusion X are available [2,13], the easiest and oftentimes
the most practical approach in realistic models is to use an Euler-Maruyama discretization, which
results in approximating this integral by a Riemann sum of the form + Zé\le f(ZA(ty)), where

Z3(trs1) = Z2(tr) + 0(Z2 (t)A + 0 (22 (1)) (W (th11) = W(tr)),  tryr — tr = A.

Obviously, for such a scheme to be accurate, N has to be large and A small. But the right
choices of A and N are often not obvious for many models. We now elaborate on this issue.

Euler-Maruyama schemes for simulating trajectories of X and estimates for weak and strong
error over finite time intervals have been extensively studied, and we mention only a few com-
prehensive surveys and books for references [18, 131, 116] (also see [1] for error analysis of Euler
approximation for density-dependent jump Markov process). In comparison, much less is avail-
able on theoretical error analysis of its use in approximation of invariant measure for ergodic
diffusions. To understand the issues here, note that although the error between X and Z over a
fixed time interval [0, 7] is typically O(A) (weak error order), for many stochastic models, the
constant involved grows with T". Thus estimating the error of such approximations of invariant
measure, for example, by ‘naively’ bounding + Zszl f(Z2(te)) — ONA f(X(s))ds does not work
since long-time integration is involved. Even a small but fixed discretization step A can lead to
infinite error!

This shows that much care has to taken for a rigorous error analysis, and important early
results in this context were obtained by Talay [34, 35, 33]. The discretized chain {Z(t;,)} will
often have an invariant distribution 72, at least if the discretization method is conveniently
chosen. Then, under some favorable conditions,

N
%Zf(ZA(tk)) —a2(f), as N — oo,
k=1

and the total error can be split into two parts:
N
G > F(Z3(t) - ﬁf)) + (7)) =7 (£)) -
k=1

2



The second error is ‘purely’ due to the discretization step, while the first depends on the inte-
gration time interval [0,7] (" = NA). Talay provides estimates on the second error in terms
of A in [34] and [35], and notes that the first term is extremely hard to estimate (also see [33]).
But even the estimate on the second error term is given under some strict conditions, which
in particular include boundedness of the coefficients (along with C°° smoothness). For many
stochastic models, where the drift terms satisfy a recurrence condition, including the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process (where, b(x) ~ —z), the boundedness assumption on the drift could restrict
applications of such a result. For SDEs on torus, Mattingly etal. [25] gives estimates on the
error terms in terms of both N and A (also see [24] for some results in the case of additive
noise), but the extension of these results to non-compact case is highly non-trivial.

It is clear, that a proper scaling between N and A is needed for designing a suitable numerical
scheme and a thorough error analysis, which is what this paper is about. Specifically, we not only
prove convergence of our numerical scheme, but also establish optimality of rate of convergence
through central limit theorem (CLT) and investigate moderate deviation asymptotics.

We now briefly describe the results in the paper and make some comments about the math-
ematical technicalities. To discover the right scaling regime, it is convenient to speed up time
by the transformation ¢ — ¢/e, where ¢ — 0. Then by a simple change of variable formula,
it could be seen that the dynamics of X(-/¢) is given by the SDE (1), in the sense that its
distribution is same as that of, X¢, the solution of (2.I]). Consequently, fo £(s))ds — tw(f)
as € — 0. Thus X¢ could be V1ewed as a fast moving process which converges to the invariant
distribution 7 in finite time, in contrast to X, which does this in infinite time. Although the two
formulations are equivalent mathematically, this interpretation is useful in identifying the right
scaling regimes for different limit theorems that are presented in this paper, and simplifying
derivations of some of the estimates required for their proofs.

Letting Z¢ denote the (continuous) Euler approximation of X¢ (see (Z3])) corresponding to
the discretization step A(e), we in fact consider more general inhomogeneous integral function-
als of the form [ f(s,Z%(s))ds (that is, we allow f to depend explicitly on time ¢ as well),

and we show that if A(e) = o(e), then fotf(s,ZE(s))ds — 7(f)t. Inhomogeneous functionals
are more difficult to handle, but arise naturally in many applications including statistical in-
ference of SDEs and in averaging of dynamical systems whose trajectories are modulated by
fast moving diffusions. We then investigate the central limit theorem, which not only estab-
lishes the rate of convergence, but also indicates the optimality of the order of the numeri-
cal scheme. More Speciﬁcally, we prove that if A(e) is such that A(e) — 0 sufficiently fast

(faster than o(g)) then —= ( fo s, Z5(s))ds — w(f )t> converges to a Gaussian process with in-

dependent increments, Whlch can actually be expressed by an appropriate stochastic integral
(see Theorem [2.§)). Notice that the above CLT only implies that if /e < d(¢) < 1, then
P (Tla) fg f(s,Z%(s))ds — F(f)t‘ > x) — 0 as € — 0, but does not give any information about
the rate of decay. This information can be extracted by a moderate deviation analysis, which
in fact shows that the decay rate is exponential with certain speed. The precise statement on
moderate deviation principle (MDP), actually at a more general process level, is the content of
Theorem 210, and we deem it to be the most important contribution of the paper.

The MDP is proved by a weak convergence approach, which has been developed in several
works of Budhiraja, Dupuis, Ellis, and others |9, 15, 6, [7], and which has been successful in
proving large and moderate deviation principles for a variety of stochastic systems (also see [§]
for moderate deviation principles of stochastic equations driven by Poisson random measures
and [10] for a result on moderate deviation for a class of recursive algorithms). The starting




point in this approach is a variational representation of expectations of exponential functionals of
Brownian motion, from which it can be argued that proving an LDP or equivalently, a Laplace
principle entails studying tightness and weak convergence of certain controlled version of the
original process. One advantage of this approach is that it avoids some complicated exponential
probability estimates which are particularly hard to obtain for our Euler approximation problem.
A crucial role in the study of the tightness of both the original and the associated controlled
process is played by the solution of the Poisson equation Lu = — f, and its regularity properties.
Many of the results which provide sufficient conditions for this required regularity properties
can be found in the work of Pardoux and Veretennikov [29] (also see [30]). However, we do note
that, although not explicitly mentioned in [29], the proof of the estimate on the growth rate
of the derivative of the solution of the Poisson equation requires the drift b to be bounded — a
condition which, as mentioned, is restrictive for ergodic diffusions. In our paper, this has been
adapted to cover the case for b having some growth properties. For more on this, see Remark

As expected, similar versions of many estimates that have been developed for studying
tightness of the controlled process, are also used in proving the CLT result. Since the proofs
for the controlled versions were already given, they were not repeated when a similar version
is required for the original uncontrolled process. The latter proofs are often much simpler, and
only the important changes have been pointed out. Although there are quite a few methods
available to prove a central limit type theorem or diffusion approximation, this paper takes a
‘martingale approach’ and uses the martingale central limit theorem to obtain the desired result.

A different kind of numerical scheme and related error analysis for approximation of in-
variant measure has been studied in a series of papers |21, 22, 26, 27, 28]. There, a weighted
estimator of the form Eszl wi f(Yy)/ E]kvzl wy, is considered where {Y;} is a Markov chain ob-
tained by discretizing the SDE (L1]) with decreasing time step Ay such that Ay — 0 as k — oo,
Z]kvzl A — 0, Z]kvzl wg — 00 as N — oo. In contrast, our A does not change with iteration
step k, but is suitably scaled with N. The weights wy in these algorithms could be chosen as
Ay, or could be chosen as some other values subject to some relations with Aj. The recurrent
or stability condition is in terms of a Lyapunov function, and although the convergence of the
numerical scheme is shown for a broad class of functions (like our paper), a CLT for the error
is proved only for a smaller class of test functions. These test functions are of the form Lo,
with ¢ satisfying several conditions including requirement of bounded derivatives up to second
or higher order. No moderate deviation analysis has been undertaken in any of these papers,
and all the results are only for homogeneous functionals (that is, when f just depends on state
x and not on time t).

Interestingly, but not surprisingly, the machineries which we develop here (actually, in their
much simplified versions) also prove a moderate deviation principle of the inhomogeneous integral
functionals of the original process X€. This, by itself, is an interesting problem, homogeneous
version of which has been studied in quite a few papers [23, 14] (also see |17] for such a result
in the context of a stochastic model originating from finance). For the inhomogeneous case,
to the best of our knowledge there exist only one paper [15] on moderate deviation problem,
which assumes that f is bounded (also see [13]). The weak convergence approach allows us
to lift some of the restrictive conditions assumed before including boundedness of f in [15] and
stronger ergodicity conditions in [14]. Since the treatment of this problem is similar and actually
simpler compared to the one which is the main focus of this paper, we only mention the result
in Theorem without proof.



Before outlining the organization of our paper, we note that although we motivated the
usefulness of these results in terms of estimation of functionals of the invariant distribution,
m, when 7 is unknown or complicated, these results are equally useful in many other contexts.
Indeed, understanding asymptotics of integral functionals is important for many other applica-
tions including mathematical physics where they often appear in forms of energy functionals,
statistical inference of SDEs, multiscale dynamical systems where trajectories of a differential
equation is influenced by a fast moving Markov process, and option pricing in financial mar-
kets |17]. For example, consider the area of parameter inference and consider the simple but
widely used Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process (see Example 2.20]), whose invariant distribution
is Normal(u, 0% /2k) (and not something complicated). If u is unknown, then a simple, effec-
tive and asymptotically unbiased estimator of u is i = % fOT X(s)ds. But since the data can
only be collected in discrete time, it is practical to use the Riemann sum-estimator of the form
+ N | Z(ty), where the data {Z(t;)} could be realistically assumed to be coming from the
stochastic model corresponding to the Euler approximation of the original one. In fact, for
many stochastic dynamical systems maximum likelihood or other kinds of estimators of the pa-
rameters are often nice functions of such integral functionals [4, 20]. We cite two other examples
to illustrate this point. In the OU model, a minimum contrast estimator of k (assume p = 0 and
o =1 for simplicity) is given by ir = (% fOT X (5)? ds)~! (see [4]). Estimation of &, which mea-
sures the speed of reversion toward long term mean, is important in mathematical finance and
mathematical physics (where it is the friction coefficient). Next consider the Gompertz diffusion
model (see Example [2.22]), which is used in modeling commodity prices, freight shipping rates
and also tumor growth. A minimum minimum contrast estimator of the parameter p (assume
for simplicity x = 1 and o is known), which in the tumor growth model is the intrinsic growth
rate of tumor, is given by jr = % fOT In X (s)ds 4+ 0 /2. Again, for a more realistic approach,
discretized versions should be considered. Thus asymptotic results for many of these estimators
for high-frequency data can be derived quite easily from the limit theorems proved in this paper
by suitable applications of continuous mapping theorem or contraction principle (and possibly
a little extra work in some cases). These results are instrumental in determining efficiency of
these estimators, finding approximate confidence intervals or testing appropriate hypotheses.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2.1}, we give the mathematical for-
mulation of our model and the statements of our main results. The variational representation
and the controlled process have been described in Section Section 2.3] contains the required
results on the Poisson equation. Section [ gives equivalent forms of the MDP rate functions
which are useful in proving upper and lower bounds, and which are proved, respectively, in
Section and Section [6l Estimates and related tightness results required for these proofs are
discussed in Section Ml and the beginning of Section [5l The proof of CLT is given in Section [b.1]
Finally, the Appendix collects some necessary technical lemmas.

Notation: The following mathematical notation and conventions will be used in the paper. For a
Polish space S, we denote by P(S) (resp. Mp(S)) the space of probability measures (resp. finite
measures) on S equipped with the topology of weak convergence. We denote by Cy(.S) the space
of real continuous and bounded functions on S, and by C’g(S ) the space of bounded Lipschitz
continuous functions on S. The space of continuous functions from [0,7] to S, equipped with
the uniform topology, will be denoted as C([0,T] : S). For a bounded R? valued function g on S,
we define ||g||c = sup,cg ||g(x)||. For a measure v on S, and an integrable function g : S — R,
v(g) = [gg(x)v(dz). For x € R¥, ||z|| will denote its Euclidean norm. For a matrix M, || M || will



denote some appropriate matrix norm. Since we are working in finite-dimension, and al norms
are equivalent, we will not explicitly mention which norms are used, unless it is required. For
g:R? = RF, Dg will denote its derivative matrix, that is, the I-th row is given by (Dg). = Vg.
D?g will denote its second derivative, that is, (D2g)lij = ai?j gi- The big O and little o notations
will be used sometimes. That is f(z) = O(g(x)) as x — a if |f(x)| < C|g(z)| for |z —a| < Kk
for some constants C' and &, or if a = oo, then for x > B for some constant B (or equivalently,
limsup,_,, |f(x)/g(x)] < o0). Similarly, f(z) = o(g(z)) as z — a if |f(z)/g(x)] — 0, as z — a.
These notations will be used mostly for the limiting regimes © — oo and € — 0, and the regime
intended for such a use of big O or little 0o notation will be clear from the context. Sometimes,
f(x) ~ g(x) will be used to mean that f and g have same rate of growth, that is, f(z) = O(g(z))
and g(z) = O(f(z)). This symbol will only be used informally for illustration purposes.

2 Mathematical framework and some prerequisites

2.1 Formulation and main results

For each £ > 0, let X¢ be an R%valued diffusion process given by

X4(#) :x0+§ /0 b(Xe(s))ds—i—% /0 o (X ())dW (). (2.1)

We will always assume that the above SDE admits a unique strong solution X°¢.
The following conditions on the coefficients b : R* — R? and o : R — R%™ will be assumed.

Condition 2.1. The coefficients b : R — R?* and o : R — R¥™ has the following properties:
(i) there exist constants v > 0, > 0 and B > 0 such that

(2,0(2)) < —ll|'**,  for ||| > B;

(ii) there exist strictly positive constants Ay and Ay such that for all z,y € R?
0< M <y’ (o(2)o” (2) y/lly? < Ko

Remark 2.2. In the above condition, (i) is needed for positive recurrence of X, which in
turn guarantees existence of an invariant probability measure. Uniqueness of the invariant
distribution then follows from non-degeneracy of the matrix a = oo’ as formulated in (ii). Note
that, in particular, (i) implies that ||o]/cc = Sup,cpa [|0(2)|/op < 00, Where || - ||o, denotes the
operator norm. Of course, this is true for any other matrix norm as well, since all such norms
are equivalent, and we will drop the suffix op when considering matrix norm.

The uniform ellipticity condition (as well as the boundedness assumption) on a could be
lifted, if it could be shown that a unique invariant distribution and a unique solution of the
Poisson equation (2.I0) exist and satisfy some desired regularity properties. If the bounded-
ness assumption on a (or equivalently, o) is removed, then its growth or decay rate could be
incorporated into the assumptions quite easily.

Under Condition 211 it is well known that X is an ergodic diffusion process with unique
invariant measure 7 [37, 29]. Moreover there exist constants ©, 6; and 6 such that

[Pz, ) — mllrv < ©exp (61]z[]) exp(—62t), /dexp(Hlell)W(dw) < 00,
R



where P(x,-) denotes the transition probability kernel and | - |7y denotes the total variation
norm.

Since we will be dealing with discretization of the original process, much of the required
estimates will need appropriate assumptions on the moduli of continuity of the coefficients. In
particular, in this paper we work with Holder continuity (and thus, of course, covering the case of
Lipschitz continuous coefficients), but we anticipate that these assumptions could be sufficiently
weakened to cover more general stochastic equations, as long as existence and uniqueness of
solutions are guaranteed. But we do note that the following condition is not needed for the
MDP result of the original process X¢ (see Theorem 2.12).

Condition 2.3. (i) b: RY — R? and o : R — R™™ are Holder continuous functions with
exponent v € [0,1] and Holder constants, Ly, and L, respectively, that is,

1y sup 16@) = b

_ /
rH#x! ||3j - x/HV zH#x! ||3j - x/HV
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(ii) there exists a constant B such that |b(z)]| < B(1 + ||z||%), fora < aAl;

Next, for some n € N, let f : [0,00) x R — R"™ be a function satisfying the following
assumption.

Assumption 2.4. For each t > 0, n(f(t,-)) = [ f(t,x)n(dz) = 0, that is, f is centralized.
Furthermore, there exist exponents py,qo € R and a constant C(T') such that

(i) supger [ (£ @)l < C(T)(1 + [|l2[[)™;

(’l’l) Wf(A,x) < G(T)t(A)(l + ”xH)qO) where O.)f(A,.Z’) = Sup\t—s|<A,0<s,t<T ”f(.’,l',t) - f(xa 3)” is
the modulus of continuity of f.

We will need t(A) = o(v/A) for the CLT and v(A) = O(v/A) for MDP.

Remark 2.5. (about notational convention) If py > 0, then by a slight abuse of notation, we
will use the same constant C(7") to write sup,cr || f(£, z)|| < €(T)(1+ ||=[|?°). Similar convention
will be followed throughout for such estimates.

We now consider an appropriate Euler-Maruyama discretization of scheme for X¢. Let {t;}
be a partition of [0, 7] such that A = A(e) =t —tr_1, and let Z¢ denote the (continuous) Euler
approximation of X¢. In other words, let Z¢ be the solution to the stochastic equation:

Z5(t) = xo + é/o b(Z%(0-(s)))ds + %/0 o(Z%(0:(s)))dW (s), (2.3)
where g.(s) =t if tp < s < tgps1.

Let =, defined by Z.(A x [0,t]) = fg 1z=(s)ea}ds, denote the occupation measure of the
process Z¢, and, as standard, Z.(f) will denote the following:

Z(f) = /Rdx[o,-} f(s,2)2(dx x ds) = /0 f(s, Z5(s))ds.

The paper is devoted to study of precise asymptotic estimates of probabilities like P(||Z.(f)(¢)| >
x0(g)) for rightly scaled discretization step A(e) in the following scaling regimes:



e Central limit scaling: §(g) = /2.

e Moderate deviation scaling: ¢ — 0, 6&(e) =0, B(e) =¢/6%(¢) — 0.

Since in the second regime, /e < 0(¢), it is clear that these probabilities cannot be estimated by
a central limit theorem, which can only estimate probabilities of deviation near the mean. The
study of these probabilities falls under the purview of moderate deviation asymptotics, while
the case 0(¢) = 1 requires investigating large deviation asymptotics (which we do not undertake
in this paper).

In this paper, the notation §(e) will be exclusively reserved for moderate deviation scaling
regime.

The paper actually proves a more general result at the process level. Specifically, defining

1 - —L . s, 7%(s))ds
=0 = 55 | 12 s,

Te(f) =

we establish a (functional) CLT and a large deviation principle (LDP) for Y.(f) in C([0, T], R%).
The LDP of Y.(f) is interpreted as a MDP of the process Z.(f).

For implementation, it might be even more practical and convenient to use the Riemann
sum, Z(f) = ZEZ?(&)} f(Z(t;))A(e) as the estimator (the superscript R stands for Riemann
sum). The associated limit theorems could be proved under either one of the following additional
conditions on f.

Assumption 2.6. Fither
(A) f is Hélder continuous with Hélder exponent vy € (0,1]; or
(B) f is differentiable and sup,cp ||Df(t,z)|| < C(T)(1+ [P0, for some pfy > 0.

For understanding asymptotics of the above Riemann sum-estimator, it is convenient to work
with its integral representation:

=80 = [ fleos). Z(au(5))is. (2.4)
0

Before we state our CLT and LDP results, we first state the result guaranteeing the conver-
gence of our scheme.

Theorem 2.7. Let f : [0,00) x R? — R" satisfy Assumption [Z4), with t(A) = O(VA). Let Z¢
be defined by (2.3)), where the the step size A(e) is such that A(e)/e — 0, as e — 0. Then under
Condition [21], Condition [2Z.3, for T > 0, there exists a constant K(T') such that

B sup =) (0] < K(T)VE
t<T
In particular, Z.(f) — 0 in probability in C([0,T],R™) as ¢ — 0. (Recall that f is already
centralized).
Suppose, in addition, that Assumption [2.80 holds. Then the above assertion is also true for

= (f)-



The proof of this theorem follows easily from the proof of the CLT (stated below) which
is given in Section 5.1l Indeed, multiplying (5.I5]) by /¢, one uses similar estimates (actually
simpler versions) used in Section [f.J]and the proof of Theorem 5.9l In fact by Markov’s inequality
and Borel-Cantelli lemma, the subsequences along which the convergence is almost sure can be
precisely constructed.

For the CLT and the MDP results, we first define the matrix M¢(t) by

M0 = [ [ IBEDPLE @ + ARSI dsdr@), (29

where, by a slight abuse of notation, we used {P;} to denote the semigroup corresponding to
the transition probability kernels {P;} of X; in other words, Pig(x) = [pa 9(y)Pi(x, dy).

Theorem 2.8. Let f : [0,00) x R — R" satisfy Assumption [2.4), with v(A) = o(v/A). Let Z¢
be defined by [3), where the the step size A(e) is such that (A(e)/e)"/?/\/e = 0, as e — 0.
Then under Condition [21], Condition [2.3,

—1/2—= . 1/2
) > [ Meav ).

as € — 0.

Moreover the above assertion is also true for 6_1/255(f) if either one of the two conditions
in Assumption holds and A(g) is such that (A(e)/e)"/?/ /2 — 0, as e — 0, where

o U =v Avy for Assumption[2.6-(A), and
o U =v for Assumption[2.0-(B).

Finally, we state our MDP result, which we deem to be the most important contribution
of the present paper. The full statement requires some assumptions on the solution u of the
Poisson equation, Lu = — f, which is the topic of Section 2.3]

Remark 2.9. As the reader might observe, we did not explicitly include similar assumptions
(Condition 2Z13)) for statements of Theorem [27] and Theorem 2.8 The reason for this is that
under the hypotheses of those theorems, the existence of the solution u with some polynomial
growth rate is already given by Proposition [2.17], which is essentially the result of Pardoux and
Veretennikov [29]. That was enough for proof of these two theorems.

Now for our MDP result, although such existence is also guaranteed, the growth rate of u
and its derivatives have to satisfy some further restrictions (Assumption 2.14]), which we don’t
require for Theorem 2.7 and Theorem 2.8l This is because for proof of MDP result, we need to
establish tightness of certain controlled versions of Z¢.

In this connection, Proposition .17 is only a ‘sufficient type’ result, and the growth rate
coming out of Proposition 217 might not always be optimal. In other words, for some functions
f, there might be an alternate way (for example, by direct computation) of computing the
actual growth rates of w and its derivatives. It can turn out that these actual rates satisfy
Assumption 2.I4] whereas the growth rates given by Proposition 217 are higher and do not
satisfy Assumption 214! It would then seem that our MDP result will not apply to those
functions f, where in reality it does. That is why we decided to state the result in more
generality.



Lastly, we do make the obvious observation that if we in fact first choose a u satisfying
Condition 2.13] and Assumption 2.I4] (such functions are of course abundant), then our MDP
results apply to Lu. In other words, our results are applicable to a large class of ‘test’ functions
of the form Lu, where u satisfies Condition [2.13] and Assumption [2.14] It is the inverse problem,
that is where f is given first and MDP results are needed for integral functionals of f, which
requires finding the solution u and verifying its regularity properties.

Theorem 2.10. Let f : [0,00) x R? — R” satisfy Assumption [2.4] with t(A) = O(VA). Let Z¢
be defined by [Z3), where the the step size A(e) is such that (A(e)/e)"/?/\/e = 0, as e — 0.
Then under Condition [2 (with o > 0), Condition and Condition and Assumption
,as e — 0, {Y.(f)} satisfies a LDP on C([0,T],R"™) with speed 3(c) = /6%(¢) and rate
function Iy given by

)T My (s)1E(s)ds, € is absolutely continuous;
15(6) = { s Jo (€)M (26)

00, otherwise.
That s,

lim_gélfﬂ(a) logP(Y:(f) € O) = —1f(0), for every open set O € C([0,T],R"),

and

limsup B(e)log P(Y.(f) € C) < —I¢(C), for every closed set C € C([0,T],R").

e—0

Moreover, ZE(f)/5(g) also satisfies a LDP on C([0,T],R™) with the same speed and the same
rate function if

o Assumption[2.6+(A) holds and A(e) is chosen such that
min {(A()/)"//VE. (A(e)/2)7//3(e) } 0,

as € — 0 (thus, in particular, if (A()/e)?/?/\/€ = 0, where 7 = v Avy); OR,

o Assumption[Z8-(B) holds with ply < o, and A(g) is chosen such that (A(g)/e)"/? / /e — 0
as e — 0.

Here for a set A, Iy(A) = infyeca I5(x).

To prove the above theorem we will actually prove the Laplace principle which is equivalent
to proving LDP [9, Section 1.2]. In other words, we will show that for all F € CL(C([0,T] : R™))

lim B WE |exp (= FOC()/8(6) | == __inf _(T(€) + F(O)) (2.7)
Some remarks are now in order.

Remark 2.11. The following observations and comments are clear from the proofs of the above
theorems.
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e To simplify the notations a bit in the proof, we assumed that b and ¢ have same Holder
exponent v. Of course, for many stochastic models, this might not be true. If b and o are
Holder continuous with Holder exponents v, and v, respectively, then for the above results
to hold the discretization step A(e) needs to be chosen such that (A(e)/)"/?/\/e — 0 with
V=1, A\,

e If o(z) = o (a constant), then v = 15, and for the MDP result to hold, we only need
(A(g)/e)¥/?/5() — 0. This means that the discretization steps can be chosen slightly
bigger. Also, in this case, the assumptions on growth of D?u (Condition ZI3}(v) and
Assumption [ZT4}(iv)) are not needed.

e Finally, a rather obvious comment is that if we are only considering homogeneous func-
tionals, that is, we assume f is only a function of x and not of ¢, then the assumption
on moduli of continuity of f, u and Du are not needed. In other words, for MDP of
Jo F(Z5(s))ds, qo in Assumption 24} (ii) and q1,¢o in (iii) -(iv) of Condition 2.I3] can be
assumed to be 0.

As mentioned, not surprisingly, the same techniques prove a moderate deviation principle of the
inhomogeneous functionals of the original process X¢ under less restrictive conditions. Indeed,
some of the estimates that are essential for study of MDP for Z.(f) do not come up while
considering the case of I'c(f), defined by

I.(f) = /Rdx[o,-] f(s,2)Te(dx x ds) :/0 f(s,X%(s))ds.

Some assumptions can be removed (including Hélder continuity of b and o, provided existence
and uniqueness of solution X are available), and some complex arguments could be simplified
as a result.

Theorem 2.12. Let f : [0,00) x R? — R™ satisfy Assumption[Z.7 with t(A) = O(VA). Let X¢
be the unique solution to (2ZI) Then under Condition 21 (with o > 0), (i) - (iv) of Condition

(213, and (i) - (i) of Assumption[2.13), as e — 0, {Ue(f) = %I‘e(f) = Tls)f(j f(S,XE(S))dS}
satisfies a LDP on C([0,T],R™) with speed B(e) = ¢/6%(e) and rate function Iy given by (2.0).

2.2 Variational representation and controlled processes

Here, we briefly describe the result on variational representation of expectations of exponential
functionals of Y.(f) and the control process associated with Z¢. These form the backbone of a
weak convergence approach to large deviation asymptotics.

Let P denote the predictable o-field on [0, T]x € associated with the filtration {F; : 0 <t < T'}.
Let

T
PM = {h:[0,T] > R™: / h(s)|2ds < MY,
0

and

Py = {v: ¢ is P\B(R™) measurable and ¢ € PM as. P}, Pp= USy— P,

11



Then by the variational representation and an application of Girsanov’s theorem |5, |6],

s [on (- Fr)/@)] = jnt {5 [ wePas s razan} 9

YEP2

where Tg}(f)(t) = % fg f(s, Zw( ))ds and ZY¥ solves the controlled stochastic equation:

Z;/’(t):onrl/Otb(;/’( ds—l——/ )))dW (s)
o) /0 o(Z% (02 (5)))(s)ds. (2.9)

Similarly,
—~B(e) nE [exp (—FPEF()/3(E)/8E) | = mfE {% /0 o + F<é§<f>/a<s>>} :

where 2 fo ), Z% (0-(s)))ds.

Since P2 is a closed ball in L2([0,T]), it is compact under the weak topology, which is
metrizable, and throughout the paper, this topology will be used on P2M . The overbar on a
process will denote its controlled version, and for most part of the paper, superscripts like 1 will
be dropped from the notation of the controlled process, for convenience.

2.3 Poisson equation

Fix t > 0. For each [ = 1,2,...,n, we consider the Poisson equation

ﬁul(tv')(x) = _fl(tvx)v (210)

where f = (f1, f2,..., fn) and L, defined by (L.2]), is generator of the diffusion process X. From
[29, Theorems 1, 2], under Condition 2] for each [ and ¢t > 0, (2.10) admits a unique solution
w(t,-) in the class of functions belonging to W >P for any p > 1. w(t,-) is given by

ul(t,x):/oooPsfl(t, ds—/ / it y) Pal, dy)ds, (2.11)

where recall that Ps(z,dy) denotes the transition kernel of the diffusion process X given by
(L), and by a slight abuse of notation, P; is also used to denote the corresponding semigroup.

The central idea is to show that the integral in (2.I1]) is convergent, and u defined by (2.11])
is continuous and does not increase rapidly to infinity. Also, note that by choosing p > d and
using Sobolev embedding theorem [12, Section 7.7], it follows that for each t > 0, Du(t,-) is
continuous. Moreover, if we assume that the coefficients b and a are C!, f is (weakly) differen-
tiable and sup,<7 | Df(t, z)|| < C(T)(1 + |z[|)Po for some p) € R, then by [12, Theorem 9.19],
it follows that f € Wl?;f for all p > 1. As before, choosing p > d and using Sobolev embedding
theorem, it now follows that D?u(t,-) is continuous.

We will make the following assumptions on regularity of u.

12



Condition 2.13. There exist a constant C1(T") and exponents p1,p2,ps,q1 and g2 such that for
each 1 =1,2,...,n, the following estimates hold:

(i) sup lu(t, 2)| < €(T) (1 + [l=])™,
t<T

(i) sup Vet 2)l| < € (T) (1 + [l2[]),
t<

(iti) wy, (A, z) = sup [w(t,z) —w(s,z)[| < Ci(T)e(A)(1 + [|])?",
{|t—s|<A, 0<s,t<T}

(’l'U) quz(A,x) = sup ”VUl(t,.’L') — Vul(ij)H < el(T)t(A)(l + ”xH)(D;
{lt—s|<A, 0<s,t<T}

(v) SggHDQUz(taw)H < (D) (1 fl=])"
t<

Assumption 2.14. The exponents in Condition [2.13 satisfy the following bounds:

(@)pr<(1+a)/2, (i) pp<aifa<l, and pp<(1+0a)/2 ifa>1,
(i77) max{qo/2,q2} <, q1 <2aliacyy +alggs1y,  (iv) p3 < o

For some models, the solution v can be computed directly and the above assumptions can be
directly checked.

Example 2.15. Consider the following 1-dimensional SDE:

X(t) =z0+ /Ot b(X(s))ds+W(t), zo€R,

where xb(x) = —|z['*®. Then clearly, |b(z)| ~ || Let 7 denote the invariant probability

measure. Let f(x) = —b(x) (notice that [, b(x)r(dz) = 0). Then u(zx) = 2 and clearly, if a > 1,
Assumption 2.14] holds.

However, in most models, a closed form expression of the Poisson equation is not available,
and a general result describing the different exponents of Condition is needed. Toward this
end, |29, Theorem 2] could be useful.

Remark 2.16. However, as mentioned in the introduction, we do note that the proof of the
estimate on the growth rate of Du, [29, Theorem 2, eq. (21)], requires the drift b to be globally
bounded. This is not explicitly mentioned in [29], where b is said to be locally bounded (al-
though in the statement of Theorem 1 of [29], it did mention once that the constant depends on
sup; . [bi(x)|). To see why this is indeed the case, first observe that the proof uses the result on
interior LP-estimates of solutions of the elliptic equation from Gilbarg and Trudinger [12, The-
orem 9.1]. However, the constant in this result depends on the bounds of the coefficients, b and
a, in the domain of interest, ). The coefficient a is assumed to be bounded, but the drift term b
in most examples will be not. More specifically, since the domain 2 = B(z, 1) in the part (e) of
proof of |12, Theorem 9.1], the constant C in |12, Eq. (9.4)], and hence the constant C’ in the
first display of [29, Page 1070] will actually depend on z. For example, for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
SDE, where b(x) ~ —z, it is not hard to see following the chain of arguments leading to |12, Eq.
(9.4)] that this particular C' ~ 22. This affects the growth rate of the gradient of the solution u
in [29, Theorem 2, eq. (21)].
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The statement as stated in [29, Theorem 2, eq. (21)] might still be true for more general b,
but unfortunately, we cannot find a way to adapt the proof given by Pardoux and Veretennikov
or find an alternate proof — except in one-dimension. For one-dimensional SDEs, the original
statement of [29] (at least, a very similar one) is indeed true, and we were able to find an
alternate way to prove it. For multi-dimensional SDEs, through a closer inspection of the proof
of [12, Theorem 9.1], we were able to give a modified statement where the growth rate of Du
needed to be changed.

This modified statement is the content of Proposition 2.17] below. Just like the techniques
used in [29], its proof relies on [12, Theorem 9.1], or more specifically, a version of it. This
version, under the growth condition of the coefficients of £ (c.f. Condition [2.3)), provides a more
closer look into the LP-estimate of the solution w, which is needed in our paper. For sake of
completeness the proof of this version of [12, Theorem 9.1] is presented in Lemma [AJ] in the
Appendix.

Proposition 2.17. Suppose that Condition[21], Assumption[2.7), and Condition[2.3 hold. Then
u € CH R, R™), and for each | =1,2,...,n, (i) - (iv) of Condition 213 hold, with the following
relations between the exrponents:

)" )", g2 = max{q + 2a), go}-

pr=(@Po—a+1)", py;=max{p +2a,po}, q1 = (g —a+1

Here py and qo are as in Assumption [2.4).

Furthermore, assume that b and a are in C1(R?), |D%allo < oo, ||Db|| < B(1 + [|=||%), f
is (weakly) differentiable and sup,cp || Df(t,z)| < C(T)(1 + |z[|)Po for some ply € R and some
constant C(T) > 0. Then u € C?>(R% R"), and Condition [Z13-(v) also holds with

ps = max{pg + 2a, p + 4a}.

Proof. The fact that v € C1(R4 R") (or C%(R?,R"), under additional hypotheses) follows from
the discussion above Condition [2.131

Condition ZTI3H(i) follows from |29, Theorem 2|. Condition 2I3}(ii) and Condition [ZT3
(v) now follow from Lemma [A. 1l Remark [A.2] and Lemma [A.3] applied to f; and wu; for each
[=1,2,...,n.

In fact from the proof of [29, Theorem 2], it is clear that if ||g.(z)| < k(1 + ||z|[P°) for some
parameter x, and u, given by (2II)) (with f; replaced by gx) is the solution to the Poisson
equation Lu, = —g,, then

lun (@)l < Cr(1+ [lz]™), (2.12)

where the constant C' does not depend on x. Now notice that for a fixed [, t and A
w(t+ A x) —w(t,x) = / Psflt’A(x)ds
0

is the solution to the equation Lv = — ;t’A, where flt’A(a:) = f(t+ A,x) — f(t,x) satisfies
||fltA(x)|| < C(T)e(A)(1+||x|)% (by Assumption 2:4}+(ii)). It follows from (2I2]) that Condition
[2Z.I3H(iii) holds, and again Condition [ZI3}(iv) follows from LemmalA T Remark[A.2]and Lemma

(A3
O
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Although the above theorem is nice and might be the only tool available to check Condition
2.13] and Assumption 2.14] for many stochastic models, it is not optimal. Consider an one
dimensional model, where we have xb(x) = —|z|'T®. Clearly, then it is natural to assume that
the drift b satisfies, |b(x)| ~ |z|* Then if Proposition 217 is used to determine the exponents
of u, Du, then it follows from Assumption 2.14] that f has to be chosen from the class for which
po < —1, that is, | f(z)| ~ 1/(1+ |x|). This restricts the applicability of the theorem to a smaller
class of functions than desired.

However, for one-dimensional SDEs, Proposition 2.17] could actually be vastly improved,
and tighter bounds on growth rate of u and v’ can be obtained. This result is presented in
Proposition This makes our MDP results applicable to a wide class of stochastic models,
and to functions f having polynomial-like growth — without doing any extra work for checking
regularity of Poisson equation.

Regularity of Poisson equation for one dimensional SDE

When d = 1, the invariant distribution of X is given by

(z) = %e}(p <2/0 %@) ,

where B is the normalizing constant, and by a slight abuse of notation, we used 7(-) to denote
the density of the invariant distribution 7 . In this case the solution of the Poisson equation,
u(t, ), have the following explicit representation:

up(t,x) = u(t,z) = — /_9; W /_; flt,y)m(y)dy dz. (2.13)

Since in (2.13]), ¢ is just a parameter, for notational convenience, we will drop t from the
following result.

Assumption 2.18. There exist exponents p, (> —1) and constants ¢g,¢1 and b such that
(i) 1f(@)] = O(al"), |o(x)] = O(|a]*)

(ii) |f(@)/b()| = O(Jz|P=2)

(iii) colz|” < |b(a)/a(z)| < er|z]?, for || > b

Proposition 2.19. Suppose that Condition 21+ (i) and Assumption[2.18 hold. Then, us defined
by 2I3), is a solution to the Poisson equation, and

(i) |ug(z)| = O(|z[Po=oT1) for po — v # —1; if po — a = —1, then |u(z)| = O(|Inz|);
(ii) [uy(z)| = O(|z[P>~);
(iii) uy(z)] = O(|z[Po—+7).

Proof. Direct computation shows that u; defined by (ZI3)), is a solution to the Poisson equation.
Notice that

(7(2)a(2)) = 2b(2)7(2). (2.14)
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Also, it is clear from (a) Assumption ZI8H(iii), (b) the expression of invariant distribution ,
and (c) the fact that 6 +1 > 0, that for any m

z™a(x)m(x) =0, as x| — oo. (2.15)

Notice that since f is centered, that is w(f) = 0,

@ e —2 [ trary = —2 [ tm
(o) == s | ety = s [ ey (216)

Since for |x| > B (B was introduced Condition 2.I}(i)) , zb(x) < 0, we have that b(z) < 0
for all x > B and b(z) > 0 for = < —B For our purposes, the second equality in (2.16]) needs to
be used when z > B, and the first needs to be used when = < —B.

We first consider the case when x > B. Observe by Assumption 2.I8}(ii) and the fact that
for x > B, |b(x)| = —b(z), we have for some constant cg

/ 2 <1 f(y)
) < s [ R b imay

202 po—a
) (@) /z Y b(y)m (y)dy.
If po < a, then by (2I4]) and (2.15]), it follows that

|y ()] = O(Jz[*~).

If po > «, then we use (2.14]) and integration by parts to get,

e LA L N A O
= [y

— o PO €2 = po—o—1 a(y) T
e / yoe e b))y

c2/co % o—a—1-0 .
O] /x Y b(y)m(y)dy.

If p—a— 60 <1, then it follows that

< C2$p0_a _

c2$p()—o¢—1—6/c0 [
| pray

= 2co2P07 + ngp_a_l_e/Qto = O(|z|P°™%)

where we have used (2.I4]) and (ZI5). If pg — o — 6 > 1, then let & > 1 be the smallest integer
such that pg — o — 0 < k. Now we repeat the integration by parts technique k£ times to prove
the assertion.

If x < —B then we use the first equality in (2I6]) and the same techniques to prove the
assertion.

To prove the bound on u;ﬁ simply observe that

la()uf (z)] < [b(a)uf ()] + |f(2)]-

and now the assertion follows from (ii) and (iii) of Assumption 2.I8]

\u}(m)\ < oo™ —
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Example 2.20. Let X be the mean-reverting Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process satisfying
¢
X(t)=x0+ /i/ (u— X (s))ds + oW (t).
0

The invariant distribution of X is of course the Normal(u,0?/2k). Here « = & = v = 1.
Then for f, with |f(x)| < C(1 + ||z]|)P°, Proposition 2.19] gives the exponents of Condition 2. T3k
p1 = po, p2 = po — 1. Note that p3 is not needed as the diffusion coefficient is constant o (see
Remark 2.17]). Thus if pg < 1, then Assumption 214l holds, and the MDP result (Theorem 2.10])
holds for such functions f.

Example 2.21. We next consider the Cox-Ingersoll-Ross (CIR) model, which describes the
dynamics of the instantaneous interest rates. Let X (¢) be the solution to

dX(t) = k(p — X(t)) + o/ X(s)dW(s), X(0)==xy >0,

where x, u and o are positive constants. Then it is a known fact that if ku > 02/2, then X(t)
takes values in (0,00). The invariant distribution of X is given by Gamma(2ur/c?,2k/0?), that
is,
2
7T(JZ) _ (2"4’/02)2W{/0 2uk/o?—1
T'(2uk/0?)

Here o = 1, but o(x) = o/x has degeneracy at 0, which, however, X never hits. But as
mentioned before, degeneracy is not an issue, if a unique invariant measure and solution of
Poisson equation exist, which they do in this case. For f, with | f(z)| < €(1+4||z||)P°, Proposition
[2.19] gives the desired exponents: p1 = pg, p2 = po — 1,p3 = po. Assumption 2.14] needs to be
modified for the MDP and CLT results, since o(z) is not bounded in this case. However, with
little extra effort, the right assumption to work with in this case can be formulated. Indeed,
for the MDP result to hold, one needs max{pi1,p2,p3} < 3/4. This means that Theorem [2.10]
will apply to functions f with py < 3/4 (and ¢ < 3/4 if we are considering inhomogeneous
functionals as well), and the discretization step A(e) needs to be chosen such that A(g)/e® — 0.
The CLT result for the discretized process Z¢ (Theorem 2.§]), of course, holds for any f satisfying
Assumption 4] for some pg, and t(A) = o(v/A), under the same choice of A(e).

exp(—2kz/0?), x> 0.

Example 2.22. Let X(t) be the geometric mean-reversion processor the Gompertz diffusion
model defined as the solution to the SDE:

dX(t) = k(g — In X)X (H)dt + o X () dW (£), X (0) = z¢ > 0,

where k, 1 and o are positive constants. This model is used not only in commodity pricing [32],
but also in determining freight rates in shipping [36]. It is also used to model the in vitro tumor
growth [4] with X representing the volume of tumor and the drift parameters capturing the
growth rate. The solution X can be written explicitly in this case and, in particular, X (t) > 0.
The invariant distribution, 7, of X is log-normal(p— g—i, %) Since the drift term is not Lipschitz
a CLT or MDP result for [; f(Z(s))ds, for the Euler discretized process Z¢, will not directly
follow from our results. However, we do note that the MDP result for [; f(X®(s))ds (Theorem
212) still holds (after some simple adjustments to its hypotheses) since its validity does not

require Lipschitz or Holder continuity of the coefficients.)
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But interestingly, with a little trick, we can still get both CLT and MDP result for processes of
the form fo f(Z5(s))ds for a slightly different discretization scheme. Indeed, the transformation
x — Inz, transform the above SDE into an OU process, given by

2

dy (t) =k <,u - ;—I{ - Y(t)> dt + odW(t), Y(0)=Ilnxo.

If Y° denotes the corresponding scaled process (as in (ZI)), and Y denotes the (continuous)
Euler discretization of Y, then defining Z°(-) = exp(Y(-)) gives a discretized version of X¢.
The desired MDP and CLT results for [, f (Z%(s))ds now apply to all functions f satisfying
|f(z)] < C(1+ |Inz|)Po, with MDP requiring pp < 1.

3 Equivalent forms of the rate function

In this section we describe two equivalent forms of the rate function Iy that will be convenient
to work with in the proof of upper and lower bounds of Laplace principle.

Let A7 denote the Lebesgue measure on [0,7]. Let By = [0,7] x R x R™, and let M (Br)
be the space of finite measures R on By such that Ry = Ar and R 31 is a probability measure
on R% x R™. Here for i = 1,2,3, R(; denotes the i-th marginal of R and R(; j;) denotes the
conditional distribution of i-th and j-th coordinate given the k-th coordinate.

For each £ € C([0,T],R), let R¢ denote the family of measures R € M;(B7) such that

| R RGy) < o (3.1)
0 = [ Duls.oiot)zRiay) (32)
/ Lo(@)R(dy) =0, forallt € [0,T], g € CZ(RLR), (3.3)
B

where the [-th row of the derivative matrix Du is given by
(Du(s, )i = V¥iu(s,z) = (O1w(s, ), douy(s, z),. .., 0qu (s, x))
and a typical tuple (s,z,z) € By is denoted by y. Define I : C([0,T],R?%) — [0, 00] by
0 = ut {5 [ PR} (3.
ReRe 2 Jpy
Next, let A¢ denote the space of ¢ € L*(R?% x [0,T],m x Ar) such that

£(t) = / Du(s,z)o(x)é(x, s)m(dz)ds.
R4 x[0,]

Define ff : C([0,T],R%) — [0, 00] by

¢E.A§

i(e) = inf {% / o ||¢<:c,s>||2w<dx>ds} . (3.5)
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Lemma 3.1. My(t) = [qq Du(t, z)a(z)(Du(t,z))  7(dx), where a = oo™, u is defined by ([ZI0)
and My is defined by (2.5]).

Proof. Fix t > 0. By It0’s lemma, we have
wi(t, X(r)) = / L (t (s))ds + /OT VTui(t, X (s))o (X (s))dB(s)
= u(t, X (r / fi(to, X (s))ds + / VTui(t, X (s))o(X (s))dB(s).

Then by integration by parts and observing that the last term on the right side is a martingale,
we have, for any t > 0, after taking expectation with X (0) distributed as 7

Ex (ui(t, X (r))uj (t, X (1)) = Ex (us(t, X(0))u; (£, X (0))) — /0 "B (us(t, X () (8, X(s)) ds
- /0 "B, (uy(t, X (5)) fi(t, X (s))) ds
* / En (V7 ui(t, X (5))o (X (5))0T (X () V7 (1, X (s)) ds.

The result now easily follows from (ZI1)) and from the observation that the left side is equal
to the first term on the right side as for all » > 0, X (r) is distributed as = (7 is the invariant
measure). O

Theorem 3.2. [; = ff = Iy, where these quantities are defined in (3.4), B3) and (Z0),
respectively.

Proof. We first show that I¢(£) = ff(g). Fix K > 0. Let R € R¢ be such that
1 _
3 | IPRdy) < T . (36
2 JB,

Writing R(dy) = R23)1)(dz x dz|s)ds and using (3.3]), for any g € C’I?(Rd,R), we have for a.a
s €[0,T]

0= [ Lol Ruagnlde xdzls) = [ Lola)Ran(dels)
RAxR™
By the uniqueness of 7, we have Ry1)(dz|s) = 7(dx) for a.a s € [0,7] and thus we have
R(dy) = R(3|1,2)(dz]a:, s)R(g‘l)(dx]s)ds = R(3‘172)(dz]a:, s)m(dzx)ds.

Define ¢(x,s) = th zR3)2,1)(dz|z, 5). Clearly, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

/ l6(z, ) [Pr(de)ds < / 121 Reapa.n (dzle, s)m(d)ds = / 121 R(dy).
R4 x[0,T R™ xR4x[0,T]

Br

Also,

£(t) = : Du(s,z)o(x)zR(dy) = A Du(s, z)o(x)zR3j2,1)(dz|x, s)7(dx)ds

:/ Du(s,z)o(x)d(s, z)m(dz)ds.
R4 x[0,]
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Hence ¢ € Ag.
. 1 1 _
i < / |6z, 5)[Pn(dz)ds < = / 112 R(dy) < I1(€) + .
2 Jrax|o,1] 2 /B,

Since this is true for all x, 1;(£) < If(€).
Conversely, for a fixed x > 0, let ¢ € A¢ be such that

1 .

3 [ 6w s) Prtda)ds <Ep() + . (37)
R4 x[0,T

Define the measure R on B; by

R([O,t] x A x B) = / 1{¢(x,s)eB}7T(dx)d3'
Ax[0,t]

Clearly, by the definition of R,

/ 12 R(dy) = / |6(z, s)|*n(dz)ds
Br R4 x[0,7]

and
£(t) = / Du(s,x)o(x)p(x, s)m(dz)ds = | Du(s,x)o(x)zR(dy).
R4 x[0,] By
Thus

7 1 2 1 2
€ <5 [ WIPRE =5 [ ot sl < I5(€) +

)

Consequently, I(&) < I;().
We next show that 1;(€) = I7(€). Let & > 0 and let ¢ € A be such that (B7) holds. Notice
that

5(8) = Du(s,x),0(x)p(x, s)m(dx).

R4
By Lemma [A5 (taking (Q,P) = (R, ), H(s,x) = Du(s,z)o(x), b= &(s)) for a.a s
ENTMH6) ) < [ 1ot 9] n(d),
where we used the fact that by Lemma [B1]
My(s) = H(s,z)H(s,z) n(dz) = Du(s, x)a(z)(Du(s, z)) n(dzx).
R4 Rd

It now readily follows that I;(¢) < I;(£) + , and since this is true for all & > 0, we have
I:(§) < ff(ﬁ). Conversely, for an absolutely continuous ¢, define ¢(x, s) = H™ (s, 2) M (s)"LE(s).
Clearly, ¢ € Ag, and

1 2 _1 TRy O1¢(6)ds
5 [ 10T =5 [ M )

It follows that I;(£) > I;(€).
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4 Some estimates

We begm by making the followmg simple observation. Let {f} be a partition of [0,¢] such that
t, — i1 = A. Let n(s) = ty, if t, < s < tx11. Then for any locally integrable function h, by
changing the order of integration, we get

tk 1 S
/ / r)|dr ds = Z/ r)|dr ds
n(s)
tht1 tk+1
Z/ / r)|ds dr

AZ/MI

For the following result, we just need to assume Condition 2.3] and boundedness of o. Actu-
ally, the latter boundedness assumption can easily be relaxed.

ym_A/m )|dr. (4.1)

Lemma 4.1. Let Z! as in 23), and assume that Condition [Z3 holds, and that o is bounded.
Let A(e) be such that A(e)/e — 0 ase — 0. Then for any M >0 and m > 0, there exist g > 0,
and constants C*, C? such that for any 1 € PY and e < &g

(i) E[1122(5) = Z2 (0 (NI™ |Fout] < C* (™€) + 122 (0:(s)I™ (M) f2)™)
(ii) B [11Z4(s) = Z2(0:())|™] < C2 ("(e) + B Z2 (5)"(A(e) /)™ )

where (g) = 6(e)AY2(e) /e. Furthermore, if m < 2, then

i) [ R[22 ;/’<g€<s>>um]ds<é3<T>((@)mﬂ(@)m /OTEHZ;%&(s))Hmdds),
i) [ E[iZ26 Z;%@a(s)wm]ds@‘l@)((@)WZ(@Y /OTEHZ;"(swmds).

Here C*,C?,C3(T),C*(T) and o depend only on B, Ly, ||o||ee, v, &, M, m.

Proof. Notice that

Z9(s) = Z2(0:()) = ZHZ 0e(5))(5 = () + Sz (2 (ex(s)) (W (s) = W(ex(s)
i) - s

+——0(22(:())) P(r)dr. (4.2)
0<(s)

Using the facts that (a) for any m > 0, there exists a constant C,, such that ||z + y||™ <
Con(llI™ + yl™), (b) E(IWR)[™) = O(R™2), (c) o™ ()] < B™(L + [l«|™*) and () ||s —
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0-(s)| < A, we have for some constant C°.

m/2

B [12¢(6) - 22" |Fra] < & [8m0+ 128001 (2) + 1otz (2)

Holz (%) e ((A [, Hw)u?dr) - fw)

(43)
<o ( (1o 125eeni) (2) s petz (2)
+ oz (me)m)
9

<O (@) +1ZE (DI (A /o)™ (4.4)

)

where ¢(g) = §(¢)A/? /e. The last inequality follows because

(Afe)t? = %C(e) <<le), Ae<(A/e)2c(e) < (o).

Recall that \/e/d(e) — 0 and A/e — 0 as ¢ — 0, and we can assume (¢) and A(e) are such
that max{/e/d(e), A/e} < 1. This proves (i).

To prove (ii), notice that writing b(Z¥ (0:(s)) = b(Z¥(s) + (b(Z¢ (0(s)) — b(Z¥ (s)) in (@),
it follows from the Hoélder continuity of b, and the fact that Holder exponent v < 1, that

E (122 (s) = Z2(0-())I™] < € (™ () + (A /)™ (BIZE ()™ + EIZ2(s) ~ Z2(0-()|™) ) -

for some constant C'2. Choosing ey sufficiently small so that for all £ < g9, C?(A/e)™ < 1/2, we
have (7).
For (ii7) and (iv) first notice that by Holder’s inequality (with p = 2/m) and (4.1])

T s m/2 T ps m/2
2d d \Tl_m/2 2dd
/ (/Qs(s)nw(r)u ) s < (/0 /Qs(s)uwmn )

T m/2
<72 (o [ julPas)

0
< Mm/2T1—m/2Am/2‘

The assertion (iii) now follows after integrating both sides in (£3]) and from the simple observa-
tion max{d(e)A/e, (A/e)/2} < (A/e)'/2. (iv) now follows using the same splitting used above
to obtain (ii).

U

The following is the corresponding result for the original process Z¢.

Lemma 4.2. Let Z¢ be as in (2.3)), and assume that Condition[2.3 holds, and that o is bounded.
Let A(e) be such that A(g)/e — 0 as ¢ — 0. Then there exist constants C*, C? and gy such that
for all € < &g,
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(i) E[12°(5) = Z7 (0" Forto] < O A/2™ (14 127 (@)™
(i) E[|Z°(s) — Z°(0=(s))|™] < C*(A/e)™? (1 +EJ| Z°(5))[I™) ,
Here C',C? and e depend only on B, Ly, llolloo, v, @, M, m.
Note that, in particular, for come constants C3 and 04,

BUZEI™ < O+ BIZ o™, BUZ @)™ < C0+ Bz,
.5

For the proof of central limit theorem, we also need a similar result corresponding to a
coarser partition than {¢x}. A similar estimate in the controlled setting is also needed for the
MDP result, and this is discussed in Remark [5.7]

Lemma 4.3. Assume the hypotheses of Lemma [{.2. Let {t1} be a partition of [0,t] such that
th—tr_1 = A = A(e), and n. the corresponding step function, that is, n-(s) = tg, if ty < s < try1.
Then there exist costants C3, C* and eg such that for all € < g,

T T
i e(g) — Z¢ s m) dsg A A Em/2 £ S ma S
()/O E[12°(s) — Z5(ne(s))|™] ds < C3(T)(A/e) <1+/0 E|1Z%(0.(s) d),

T T
(i) [ B12%) - 2" ds < CHT)(B /e <1+ / EHZE(s))Hm@ds),

The constants C°(T),C(T) and o depend only on B, Ly, ||0]|c, v, @, m.

Proof. Let m > 1. Then for some constant K

125(8) = 2= (n=()) ™ = Ko Lim ( B+ |]Z5(ga(s))|]‘5‘)ds> + Em%

e (t)

/ o( 2 (0e(5)))dW (5)
e (t)

m]
Taking expectation and applying Holder’s inequality

. mAm—1 pt ) ~\ m/2
E|Z5(t) = 2= ()™ <Ko %/ E(1+ |25 (0=(5))||*)™ds + [|o |2 (é) ] .
7]

= (t)

The first assertion now follows by integrating both sides over [0, 7] and using (4.1]), and the

second by (4.5]).
O

5 Tightness results

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that Z¢ satisfies [Z9) and that A(e)/e — 0. Assume that Condition 2]
(with o > 0) and Condition [Z.3 hold. Then for all M > 0, there exists an g9 > 0, such that

T
sup sup E [/ ||Zg’(t)||20‘dt] < o0.
£€(0,e0] YePM 0
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Proof. The main idea is to use Itd’s lemma to the function z — |z||(**®/2 and then obtain
estimates on different expectations. However, if a < 2, some technical issues arise (because of
singularity of the map = — ||z||*~2 at origin) for obtaining bounds on certain terms. One way
to avoid them is to use a C* ([0, 00), [0, 00)) - function ¥ defined by
(14a)/2
T z>1
I(z) = ’
0, 0<z<0.9.
For notational convenience, we will drop the superscript ¢ and use Z. instead of Z;” .
By Ito’s lemma,

D12 (0)12) =0(kao|2) + /19’ 1Z:(5)[2)dl| Z-(s)]12 + /19" TABIRLTARE
—9(llao ) / P (1Z(3) 1) (Ze(5). b Ze0-(5)))ds
! / PZ-) )l (Ze(oo() 2 dis
¢ 2 / F(1Z:(8) )2 (s), 0(Z- (o)) b)) s
+§ /0 F"(1Z:(8) )1 Z-(s)o (Zz o2 (5)))]ds. (5.1
3(]laoll?) / P(1Z(5) ) (2e(5), b(Ze(s))) ds
/ F(I1Z-(5) [2){Z-(5), b( Ze 0-(5)) — b(Ze(5)))ds

o 2 — g o0 t / 7 7

p 1ol [ 19’(||Z€(s)||2)ds+% | 022 o) s
loll3s [* on o 2\ 7 2

el R (CACTDI AN (5.2)

where
2 t / —~ s 2\ 7 s TO' Z s dM/ S

is a martingale. We now estimate some of these terms individually. Let B = BV 1 (B was
introduced in Condition 2.1}(i)) and

/ V(12 ()Y Ze (), b(Z= (02 () = b(Ze () |Lq) 2. 5) > B 55

/ I (1 Z-()2) (2 (5), b(Ze(0-(5)) — b(Ze()) 112, 01505

First, observe that using Holder continuity of b and Lemma [.T}(iv) we have for some constant

CH(T),
BAx(0) < Wl 2l BIE | B (12:(0:05) = Z: g2 018y 0

t
<19 e | BI LG (A ) (1 NINAZ: /0 Enzﬁ’(s)umds) .
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Next, by (a) Holder continuity of b, (b) the fact that [zy| < § (8]z|* + |y|*/8) for any § > 0, and
(¢) Lemma [4.1]- (iv),

E(A1(t)) <Ly(1 + a)E/O 1Z()1*11Z=(0=(5)) — Z=($)1" 1y z. (s> By 45

< Lb(l + a)
2
Lb(l +a)

v ! ~7 s 2a S
< B (@ [ E1zs)

ey (14670 [ EIZGIPs) o))
< CHB(T) (1 + (A/E)"/OtE|]Z€(s)H2a ds> .

/0 (B (I1Z:()IP*) (Afe)” + E( Z(e=(5)) = Z=(s)|*)(/ A)") ds

for some constant C'B(T) (for the last inequality, we used va < «). Also,

(1+a)

t t
/0 I Z- PN 2= g1 2.0 3y < / VZe 612, 013y 05

<Lt ”“) / (IZP + 1)) 112,001 315

(1 —I—a M1+ «)
/ |2 221>y ds +

Now splitting each term according to {||Z. (§)H B} and {||Z.(s)|| > B} (and noting that
va < a) it follows that there exists a constant C%5(T) such that

E (0(1Z-()]1%)) <llwoll '+ + C*5(T) (1 +(A/e)” /0 E|| Z(s)|* d3> /e
1+« t _ o
= - )/0 E (I1Z:(9)P 1z -5 ) ds
(6% a)|lo 2 t —
4 (1+ )H Hoo/o E<”Za(s)Ha_ll{||Zg(s)||>B}) ds

2
265E)|olloe [(1+a) [t - N M1+«
©llal <( - )/0 E||Z-(s)]? 1{||Zs<s>||>B}ds+g>' )

€ 4 4
Putting things together, it follows that

t B R de)M(1+ a)
/0 (12 1P Lz o5 ) ds S o 2ol + CHHT) (1 + a) + =T

+ (oo + =) ez P

ofjo]2,
2vB

t
+ / E||Z.(s)]°ds.
0

Notice that for any 6 > 0, E||Z.(s)|* < OE|Z.(s)||** + 6~'. Now choose g9 > 0 such that
C2B(T)(A/e) + % < 1/4 for € < &g, and choose 6 > 0 such that fa|o||%, /2vB < 1/4.
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Then for all € < &,

1 [t _ B I+ 2,B(T S(a\M(1 2
3 [ Bz ds < pery Sl s £ JOUC ), alell
2Jo Yl+a) v(1+a) 27(1 + ) 20~ B

which proves the assertion. 0

We now state the similar result for the original process Z°.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that Z¢ satisfies [23) and that A(e)/e — 0. Assume that Condition [2]]
and Condition [2.3 hold. Then for all ¢ > 0, there exists a constant ey such that

sup E [/OTHZ‘E(t)qut} < 0.

0<e<eg

Proof. Let p > 2. Then
120l =llaolP + 3@+ 5 [Nz @2zl + P22 [z aze P
ol + 3t(0) + 2 [ 12°(6) P27 (5). B2 x5
0
+ 2 [ 12712l (Z eI ds

+2E2 / 125 ()P4 25 () (27 (o-(s)))|Pds,

where
“(t) = 2= t Z()P2Z.(s) o (Z s S
() - 2 /0 1Z2(5)|P~2 Z2(5) T o (Z- (02 (5)))dW (s)

is a martingale. Splitting the third term according as ||Z(s)|| > B or not, we have for some
constant CLB(T))

t
p 2 p a-
1ZZ@ON < Nloll” + M(2) + ZA°(2) +CMI(T) /e — E/o 125 () [P 1 21> By ds

o 2 - t
L \\00(217:61)(17 2))/0 12 (s) |7~ 2ds, (5.4)

where

A(t) = /0 1Z:(s)I[P~(Z:(s), b(Z= (0:(5)) — b(Ze(s)))ds.

This term has to be handled a bit differently than the estimate of the corresponding term (c.f
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Aq(t)) in the previous proof. Notice that by Lemma FT]

E|A%()] < 2772, (E [ 1z 1750 ) - 2 s+ ||26<ge<s>>—Z€<s>||p+”—1ds>

Foe(s) >> ds

<@ [ E(1Z )P E (125(ecls)) - Z° ()"
[e(

< >(p+u 1/2< +/OtEHZa(S)”(p+u—1)ad8>)
< u/z
(2

+

(Dl

(1 +El|IZ=(o=(s) P~ 7) ds

N >(P+V 1/2< +/0t]E||Zg(s)||(p+V—l)ad8>)
&(r) (é)m (1+] tE\\Za(s)\\““‘lds) ,

where the € are appropriate constants. Here the last inequality uses (4.3)) and the fact that
max{p — 1 +va,(p —1+v)a} < p+ a— 1. Now following similar steps as in the proof of the
previous theorem, it follows after choosing A(e)/e sufficiently small and rearranging terms in
(E4), that there exists an g9 > 0 such that

/A

T
sup E[/ HZe(t)Hf”*O‘_ldt} < .
0

0<e<eg

Corollary 5.3. Under the assumptions of Lemma [5.1],

sup sup eE [sup”Zg’(r)HHa] < 00.
0<e<eg wepé\l r<t

Proof. Tt follows from (5.2) that (again after denoting Z¥ by Z.) for some constant C3B(T)

esup | ZY ()1 2.y < 29l + 2 sup [N+ CHH(T) + 2(Ar(8) + Ao(1)
t
(14 )B [ 1210+ 1201 2,015
o+ 0)lole [*) 7
+f/0 1Z()1° "1y 2.5y By A

t
+3()(1 + ) |0l /0 1Z2() 1)1 g 2, o)1 3y 4

Lemma [5.Timplies that the expectation of A;(t), A2(t) and the last three terms of the above
display are bounded above by a constant C. Finally, to bound eE [sup,.«<; |M:(t)|] notice that
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by Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality

t 1/2
E [sup |M€<t>@ <2VEE ( / 19'<||Z€<s>u2>2uz€<s>Ta<ze<@€<s>>>H?ds)

r<t
t
< \/5||0’||§OE</0 V(1 Z ()11 2= ()" 1114 2. (s)1< By 4

1+«

. 1/2
+— /0|!Za(3)|!2(a_1)HZe(S)TH21{||Zs(s)||>é}d3>

. 1/2
<VeE (W'H%gBQT + /0 HZE(S)|!2a1{||)25(s)||>é}d3>
<VECHH(T),

for some constant C®(T) > 0. Here the last inequality made use of Lemma [5.11
U

We now state the similar result for the original process, which is a corollary to Lemma [5.2]
and whose proof uses similar (in fact much simpler) steps used in the proof of Corollary (.31

Corollary 5.4. Under the assumptions of Lemmal2.3, for any q > 0, there exists a constant g
such that

sup ¢E [sup”Za(r)Hq} < 0.
0<e<eo r<t

Remark 5.5. If o < 1, then it follows from Lemma ET}H(iv) that

T
swp sup B | [ 12200l <.
€€(0,e0] pePM 0

Recall that A(e)/e — 0. But if @ > 1, then it is not enough to have A(e)/e — 0. However, if
A(e) is such that B(e) = §(¢)AY/?(e) /e — 0, then the above display still holds.

Lastly, as mentioned before, for technical reasons, we also need to need to consider a partition
{£1.} which is coarser than {t;} and have bounds for integral moments of Z¢on. (for the original
process) and Z¥ o (for the controlled process), where 7. (s) is the step function corresponding to
a partition {f;}. Specifically, let {;} be a partition of [0, 7] such that A = A(e) = ), — ;1 < ¢,
and define 7. (t) = t;, for t, <t < ty1.

Remark 5.6. From Lemma [£3] and Lemma [5.2] it is immediately clear that for any ¢ > 0,
there exist a constant K*(T") and &y such that

w sup 2| [ |7 0)par] < K0

0<e<eo 1/;6’[)5” 0
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Remark 5.7. If 0 < a < 1, then it is not difficult to see that similar techniques give the
following result for the controlled process Zg’ . Specifically, when the partition {¢;} is chosen
with A < g, then

T
sup  sup E[/ 122 (e ()Pt | < R2(T),
0

0<e<eo ypePM

for some constant eg and K*(T). However for o > 1, it is not difficult to see that this technique
does not work. The problem lies with the fact that we only have L?-boundedness of the controls
1, and the fact that requiring A(e) < ¢ is not enough to guarantee boundedness of §()A/?(g) /e.

However, if 1 < a < 2, we still have a similar result on the a-th order integral moment of zy one.
That is, for 1 < a < 2

T
sup  sup E[ [ 1zzial < &)
0<e<eo pePM 0

For other «, this technique doesn’t work and the following lemma, which makes fresh use of
1t6’s lemma, gives the same result.

Corollary 5.8. Let {t;;} be a partition of [0,T] such that A =1}, — t,_1 < e. Then, under the
assumptions in Lemma 51, for all M > 0, there exists an g > 0 such that

T
sup sup E [/ 1 ZY (n-(t))||“dt| < oo,
e€(0,1) pePM 0

where n. was defined before Remark[5.7.
Proof. As before, we denote zy by Z. for notational simplicity. Next we write
t B t _ _
/0 | Ze(ne(s))|*ds = /0 (HZe(Tle(S))Hal{nz’s(ns(s))n@} + HZa(Tle(S))Ha1{||25(n5(s))||>1}) ds
t
< [ @ (12 u601%) s
t
= [ 0+ 0Z0NIR) = T (Z) +9 (12:)1P)) .
t
< [ (14 Wlon +9 (120 DIP) = 7 (125
12" 2. ) ds: (55)

where 9 is a C°° ([0, 00), [0,00)) function such

_ /2 1
3() = x=, x>
0, 0<z<0.9,

and ||¥||s» denotes the maximum of ¥ on [0, 7].

From Ito’s lemma (5.I) (with 9 in place of ¥), after splitting each term according to
{1Z:(s)|| < B} and {||Z:(s)|| > B} (where B = BV 1 with B as in Condition Tl (iii)), we
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deduce that for some constant C%5(T),

I Zeme())IP) = D(| Z=(s)I%) < C¥F(T) fe + Me(ne(s)) — Me(s)

aLb * 7 oa— 7 7 v
= L 1Z()1°7 M Ze(0e () — Ze ()" 14 2. () > By 45
Ne(s

_’_HUHgo * HZ (7‘)”0{_21 _ — dr
2 Jo(s) € {llZ(r)II>B}

5(3

allollsd(e) [ 5 o
s NG TC e
Ne(s

afo —2)|lo]l3, /8
7

+ 4e s(S)

1 Ze ()L 2. (o> By A1

where M, is as in the proof of Lemma [5.1] with ¢ replaced by 9. Since A < ¢, by (@1) we have

T T
/0 E (0(1Z:(n:(s))1*) = 9(| Z=(s)[I*)) ds < aLbE/O 1Z ()17 Ze(0=(5)) = Ze ()" 1y z.(ry > 3y A

||O-||20E r Z a—21 _ _ d
+ ; 1Z(r)* "L z. o5y 4T
T ~ 1
+Oé||0’||oo5(€)E/0 1 Z (M1 o) gy 2. (1> By AT

4
+ C%B(T).

ala —2)||o|% T a—
+—( ol E/O 1Z(r)1* 1 22 (o> By A

By the assertion of Lemma [5.1] and by the steps used in the same lemma it easily follows that
each of the expectations in the above display is bounded by a constant C7(T) depending on
parameters, B, B, Ly, ||o||oc, v, v, M. The assertion now follows from (5.5]).

O

Proposition 5.9. Let {1.} be such that fOT 10 (s)||?ds < M for some constant M > 0. Let
7. = Z;"s satisfy [239) with v replaced by 1., and define the occupation measure R. on Bt by

t
R.([0,t] x Ax B) = /0 1{25(8)6.4}1{1/15(5)63}(18' (5.6)

Assume that
(i) the step size A(e) is such that (A(g)/e)"/? /\/e = 0, as € — 0;
(ii) f:]0,00) x RY — R™ satisfies Assumption [24), with v(A) = VA;
(11i) Condition 2] (with o > 0), Condition 2.3, Condition [2.13, and Assumption hold.

Then (R., Y:(f)) is tight in My(Bz) x C([0,T] : RY), and any limit point (R, &) satisfies ([3.1))
- B3), where Y.(f) was defined before (Z9).

Moreover, the same assertion is true for (Re,ZE(f)/6(¢)) if
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o Assumption [Z6+(A) holds and A(e) is chosen such that
min { (A(6)/2)12/VE, (A()/2)1/2/52) } — 0,

as € — 0 (thus, in particular, if (A()/e)?/?/\/€ = 0, where 7 = v Avy); OR,

o Assumption[Z8-(B) holds with ply < o, and A(g) is chosen such that (A(g)/e)"/? [/ — 0
as e — 0.

Proof. We start by establishing the tightness of R. and toward this end, we need to show that
for every n > 0, there exists a constant C, such that

sup ER: {y « [|z]| + [l2ll > Co} <n (5.7)
£

where recall that y denotes a typical tuple (s,z, z) in By. Note that for all 0 < e < 1,

T
/ = (s)|2ds = / 1P Re(dy) < M, (5.8)
0 Br
and by Lemma [5.1]
— T —_
supE / 22 Ro(dy) = supE / 1Z2(s)[?ds < oo. (5.9)
€ Br € 0

(7)) now follows after an application of Markov inequality.
Let {tk}i\;o be a partition of [0, 7] such that A = ¢, —tx_1 = . Applying It6-Krylov lemma
[19] to each component wu;, we have for r € [ty, tgi1],

W 2:0) = e Ze6)) + 2 [ 9 ulb )M o)

/r tr (D2uz(fk, Z:(s))a(Z=(0:(5)))) ds>

ty

+— VTul(fk,25(8))0(Z€(Q5(8)))¢5(S)dS
+ — A VT (tr, Z-(s))o(Z:(0=(5)))dW (s).

Let ko = max{k : {;, < t} and without loss of generality assume that kaH = t. Summing over
k, we then have

ko

> (s Ze o) = i Ze(65) = 2 | Lulne(o), )(Zes))ds + S(e)E5 (1)

k=0

+@/0 VTuy(n.(s), Z:(5))o(Z-(0-(5))) e (s)ds

i [ T, 250 (2ol ),
(5.10)
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where, as before, n.(s) = . if x < s < tx41, and

=55 (| {v ui((5), Ze(3)D(Zeo())ds + S tr (D2l (s), Zo(s))a(Ze(o-(5)))) | ds

/cm d>,

and therefore from (510,

ko

57 (10 Z0) = w(0,20)) =50 j 2 (ks ZeCn)) = i Zelis)
ko

(6 Z (frs Ze (1)) — (i, Ze(t)))

=& (t) /fﬁe

/ Du(ne(s), Ze(5))0(Ze(5) o (s)ds

G / Du(n.(s o(Z(0-(5)))dW (s)
—1—50 )+ EL() + E5(t) + E5(t), (5.11)

where the quantities £ (t) are defined below:

HO =% Z( (Frs. Ze(Fren)) — ulfr, Ze(Frg)))

'1</st @—/fm ), Ze(s >

[ Du6), 26 Zelan (Do) — [ Duls, Ze)o 251,
0
and & is of course given by & = (&5, - - - ,5§’n)T.
Recalling that A = ¢, it follows from Assumption24k(ii), the fact that gy < 20 (Assumption
214} (iii)), and Lemma [5.] that
NG

E (swlgsel) < e ([ 0+ EQZ(s)©)ds) o (512)
<s<t ) i(e) </o >
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as € = 0. Next, by Condition 213} (ii) and Holder continuity of o,
t
1€5(s)I < @1(T)H0Hoo\/5/0 (1 +[Z=(8)ID* 9= (s)lds

+ 61(T)Lo/0 (L4 11Z(s)ID)P2]| Z=(5) — Ze(0e ()" lb=(s) || ds
=E51(1) + E55(1).

By (a) the assumption that ¢2 < o (Assumption 2ZT4}(iii)), (b) Lemma 51l and (c¢) Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality,

& (s, 0)) < @ Dlollover | [ s |2 (s)ls)

s<t
t ~ t 1/2
€1 (T)||o|oov/ZE ( / E(1 + || Z-(s))**ds E / ||we<s>u2ds)
0 0
t 1/2
<& (Dlold 2 sup ( [(BO+ 126D ) VE - o
€ 0

as € — 0. Also,

E (sup 16555 >|> < CY(T)L,E ( [ asizenze - z€<g€<s>>||”||¢€<s>uds>

s<t

<eu(r)LoE (sup(1 + 12 [ 12.05) = Zelon (DI o)l

sup(1-+12:(s (/ 12:(s |2”>1/2( () ds>1/2]
sup(1-+ 2.1 / 12:(s <s>>|12”ds>1/2]

<& (1)L A2 B (sup(1 + HZ(S)HV’”H - [ /O "B Z:(s) - 205 ds

s<T

<Cy(T)L,E

<C(T)LyM'Y?E

1/2

. v/ - 1/2
<€1(T)LUM1/204(T)% [EE <§gg(1 + ||Z€(s)||)2p2>]

t 1/2
7 2va 0 (A(E)/‘S)V/2
«| [asmiziopa) < o S

for some constant C%(T'), where we used (a) Corollary [5.3] (b) the assumption that ps < (14a)/2
(Assumption 2.I4}(ii)), and (c) Lemma [5.1l Thus by the choice of discretization step A(e) (see
(i) in the hypotheses of the proposition), as ¢ — 0,

E <sup ]5§2(s)]> — 0.
s<t
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We now consider £§. Note that because of Condition 213} (iii)

ko
£t < m ") (1+ 1 Ze (Fra) |0) AV

k=0
ko+1
_ % eu(T) (1 + | Z- ()| ) ¢
k=1
T
< %em /0 (1+ 1 Ze(ne(s)) ) ds,

and because of Assumption T4} (iii), it follows either by Remark 5.7 or by Corollary 5.8 (de-
pending on whether 0 < o < 1 or not) that E (sup,<r [|E5(s)||) — 0 as € — 0.
To estimate &, note that for each [, by Condition ZT3}(ii) & (v),

T
1) (/0 IV i (ne(5), Ze (9))16(Ze (5)) = b(Ze (02 (5))) | ds

sup ||E5 ()| < —
sup €6.0)] < 57

T — — —
+/ HDzul(na(S%Za(S))HHa(Za(S))—a(Za(Qa(S)))HdS>
0
CH(T)
ST

T
/0 (14 | Ze()[P27) | Ze () — Ze(02(s)) | ds,

for some constant C'(T). Hence by (a) Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (b) Lemma EI}Hiv), (c)
Assumption [ZT4H(ii) & (iv), and (d) Lemma [5.1]

su € 63(T) 4 7 (s 2(p2Vp3) s T 7 (s) — 7 S 2v S 2
 (suplesuol) < S5 ([ B+ 12020 [ B)2.0) - 2ol as)
~3 ~4 (A/E)V/2 T 7 (s 2(p2Vp3) S 4 7 (s 2va S 2
< B ([aa 126 s [ B+ 26 )
< C«4(T) (A/E)V/2 — Cf4(T (A/E)V/zﬁ — 0,

o(¢) Ve 69

as € — 0 by the choice of grid size A(g). Here C3(T'), C*(T') are appropriate constants.
We next show that as ¢ — 0

%E [Sup u(t, Z-(t)) — u(O,xo)H] 0. (5.13)

t<T

Since p1 < (1 + «)/2 (Assumption 2.14H(i)), there exists a constant C® such that ||z]|P* <
C°(1 4 ||| *+)/2). Consequently,

£ 7 ()P ) <=5 = 7 (5| ()2
s (sup 12017 ) <5507+ 558 (supl122(o) 407 )
1/2
€ =5 \/E ~ 14+a
< _ —~— |eE Z, )
(E)C +5(E) [E <Ssilt)” Gl >] -0

as € — 0 by Corollary 5.3l and (5.13)) follows because of Condition 2.I3}H(i).
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For the martingale term we use Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, Lemma [5.T] and the fact
that po < a, to get for each [ =1,2,...,n,

\/_ T —~ ~ ~ 2
[sg;\ A8 [ uln(6), 2o (2 aw ] / 197 (e (5), Ze () (Ze(s)) s
\nanioel( )5 / (L4 1 Z:(s)]P2)ds
— 0,
as € — 0.

It now follows from (E.I1]) that to show tightness T.(f) we only need to show tightness of
A., where

A(t) = A Du(s,z)o(x)zR.(dy) :/0 Du(s, Z.(5))o(Z(s))e(s)ds

Toward this end, notice that by Condition 2.13}(ii) for any K > 0,
~ ~ ~ t+h ~
[Ac(t+R) = Ac()]| < 05’0(T)/t (L+[[Ze(s)[I72)[[4e (s)llds

; t+h
<cooqr [ [z vol]

r t+h t+h
<CP(T) | MY2RY? 1 K / e (s)lds + / |rza<s>up21{”Z-E<S>H>K}H%(s)ﬂds}

r 1 t+h
gCS,O(T) M1/2h1/2+Kp2M1/2h1/2+W/t ‘|Z5(S)Ha||1[)5(8)||d8:|

- 1 T
SCS’O(T) M1/2h1/2 +KP2M1/2h1/2 + W </0 |’Z€(S)H2ad8—|-M>:| 7

where C%9(T) = €1(T)]||o||s is a constant independent of K. Taking K = h=1/42 and using
Lemma [5.1] we have that for some constant C*1(T),

E sup “Aa(t + h) _ Aa(t)H:| < CvS,l(T) (h1/2 + h1/4 + h(oe—pz)/4p2)
0<t<t+h<T

Recalling that a > ps, tightness of A. is now immediate. Here, of course, we assumed py > 0.

The argument for py = 0 (that is, when Du is bounded) is much simpler.

Let (R, €) be a limit point of {(R., T<(f))} and by Skorohod representation theorem assume
without loss of generality that (R, Y<(f)) = (R, &) a.s in My (Br) x C([0,7] : RY) as € — 0, at
least, along some subsequence. Note that ([B.]) follows from (5.8 and Fatou’s lemma.

Now Condition ZI3}(ii), the fact that pe < « (Assumption ZT4}+(ii)), (5.8), (5.9), and an
application of Lemma [A.4] imply that as ¢ — 0,

i Du(s,r)o(z)zR-(dy) — : Du(s,x)o(x)zR(dy).

Thus from (5.I1)) and the above calculations it follows that (3:2) holds, that is,

E(t) = i Du(s,z)o(x)zR(dy).
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Finally, for (33), let g € CZ(R4,R). Then a simpler version of (5.I0) with u replaced by g
and much easier calculations reveal that

Lg(z)R(dy) =0, 0<t<T.
B

For the result on Z£(f), notice we only need to show that 525 , defined by

&0 -5 (| 1009 26— [ flouls) Zi(a-(9)ds)

goes to 0. We work only under Assumption 2.6l B. The steps under Assumption 2.6l A are similar
and simpler.
Writing

- % /0 (F(0e(5). Ze(3)) — F(0e(5). Ze(0x(5))) dis
= 55,1(15) + 525,2(15)7
it is immediate that (c.f. (5.12))
E [sup |é§,1<t>|] S0,
t<T

as € — 0.
Next, for each [ = 1,...,n, by the mean value theorem,

E54,(t) = % /O V£ (7 (0= (), 60(5) Ze 00 (8)) + (1 — 01()) Ze(5)) (Ze(2(5)) — Ze(s)) dis

for some 6;(s) € (0,1). Thus by Assumption [2.6}B,

e CG(T) t B " ) " . )
stllgp!c‘fz,zl(t)’ < 502 /0 (”Za(QE(S))H + || Z(s)]] > 1 Z:(0:(s)) — Z(s)||ds
O 17 7|12 Z 7 7 5
<G | (12011206 = 2o+ 122 0e(s) = Ze() P+ ) s,

where CS(T) and C7(T) are appropriate constants. Now, by Lemma EI}Miv) and Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality,
t N\ 12 t
@ ([Eizee) ([ eizoe)

t
(A fe) Pt / EHZE<3>|1%+1>%],
0

C(T)
d(e)

1/2

x

E sup 65,00 <

and since 2p{ < 2«, (pj + 1)@ < 2a, we have by Lemma [5.1]

se C'(T)(A/e)? _ L2 (Do) e
E [igg’%;,:(ﬂ’] ST < CN(T)(A/e) WT% — 0,

as ¢ — 0. O

N
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5.1 Proof of Theorem 2.8

Notice because of Lemma [5.2] =°¢ is tight and as in proof of Proposition 5.9 any limit point =
satisfies

/ Lg(z)=(dz xds) =0, 0<t<T.
R2x[0,t]

Writing Z(dz x ds) = Zy)1(dx|s)ds it follows from the uniqueness of the invariant measure
that
E(dx x ds) = w(dz)ds. (5.14)

Next, under the hypotheses, by Proposition 217, the solution u of the Poisson equation exists
and satisfies Condition [2.13] for some nonnegative p1, p2, ps, ¢1 and go.

Now, again using the coarser partition {fz} with A(e) = tx — tx_1 = &, similar to (GII]), we
have for the original process Z¢,

ko
VE (ut, 25 (1) = u(0,20)) =VE Y _ (ultirr, Z° (k1)) — wlln, Z°(Fr11)))
k=0

+fZ ull, 2% (Bhe1)) = ull, 2°(01)))

= &)+ E) f/fne ), Z(s))ds

( {v%z(m(s), ZEMZ 0o()ds + tr (DPulne(s), Z°())al( 27 ((5)))) | ds

- [  Lon(ne(s). )2 () ds )

\/EZ tk—i—l’ tk+1)) (fk,Z€(£k+1))) ;
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Notice that
E[igg\\éf(t)ll] < VECHT) Y E(1 + (125 (Brs )| )e(e)

k
(5) r € q1
< Ben /0 E(1 + | 25 (ne(s)) ][4 )ds

=

— 0,

as € — 0. Also, since t(¢) — 0, by Lemma and Lemma
X T
E[fggllgz)f(t)ll] < \/@1(T)||Cf||oot(€)/0 E(1+Z5(s)[|*)ds

T
+Lb€1(T)/O E(L+ [ Z5(s)IP?)11 27 (s) — Z°(0<(s))) " ds
— 0,

as e — 0.
Similarly, it easily follows that E[sup,cp 1€5(s)||] = 0, and by similar techniques used in the
proof of Proposition 59, (A(e)/¢)*/2//z — 0 implies that E[sup,. I€5(s)]] — 0 as e — 0.
Moreover, since Corollary [5.4] holds for any ¢, using Condition 2.13] it could be seen that

VEE [sup,cr |u(t, Z5(t))]] — 0, as € = 0 (c.f. the proof of (EI3).
For the martingale term we look at its quadratic variation. By (5.14]) and Lemma [A.4] it
follows that as ¢ — 0,

[ME]; = /0 Du(s, Z%(s))a(Z(s))(Du(s, Z¢(s))) T ds
= / Du(s, z)a(x)(Du(s, z)) T Z5(dx x ds)
R4 x[0,t]
— Du(s,x)a(x)(Du(s,x))Tﬂ(daﬁ)ds:/ My (s)ds.
0

Rex[0,t]

The last step used the equivalent expression of My (defined in (23])) given in Lemma 3.1l The
result now follows from the martingale central limit theorem [11, Chapter 7].
Finally, just as in the last part of the proof of Proposition[5.9] and using the same techniques,

e 1?E [sup

t<T

/0 (F1e(5), Z()) — F(0e(5), Z°(0x(5)))) dis

]—)0,

as € — 0, and the assertion for ZF(f) follows.

5.2 LDP / Laplace principle upper bound - Theorem [2.10]

The objective of this section is to prove the Laplace principle upper bound, that is, to show that

limsup A(e) nE [exp (— F(Y())/BE))] <= inf  [1;(6) + F(O)) (5.16)

e—0 EEC([(LT} 7Rd)

Note that (2.8)) implies that for every £ > 0, there exists a sequence of {¢°} such that
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1

~B(E)InE [exp (— F(Y(£)/B(e)) | > 3E [ / e lPds+ PO~ (5a7)

Let R. be as in Proposition 5.9 Since F is bounded, using a standard localization argument,
one can assume without loss of generality that

T
sup / 105 (s)[12ds < M (5.18)
0<e<1 Jo

for some constant M > 0. By Proposition 5.9, (R., T-(f)) is tight and any limit point (R, &)
satisfies (B.1) - (B.3), and hence (R, &) € R¢, where R¢ was introduced in Section Bl before (3.1))
- (33). Assume, without loss of generality, that (R., Y<(f)) = (R,¢) along the full sequence.
Then it follows from (5.I7) and Fatou’s lemma that

liminf —3() InE [exp (— F(Y.(/)/8(e)) | > %hggng [ /0 * v (s)li2as + ngggfnn(f))]

e—0
1
> —liminfE [/
2 e—0 ]BT
1
—5 |5 [ 1P REy) + F©)
Br

= I1(§) + F(¢),

which proves (5.16). Here we used the equivalent form of the rate function given in Lemma
The proof for the Laplace principle upper bound for ZE(f)/d(e) follows by the exact same
steps.

122R.(dy) + F<s>]

6 LDP / Laplace principle lower bound - Theorem

The goal of this section is to prove the Laplace principle lower bound, which is equivalent to
proving the LDP lower bound. Specifically, we will show that

liminf 3(e) WE |exp (= F(C())/BE))] > = inf  [1;(6) + F(©) (6.19)

£eC([0,T],RY)

for a bounded Lipschitz continuous function F' : C([0,T],R") — R, Fix k > 0. Let £ be such
that
I + F(¢) < inf I + F(§)] + K/2.
AO+FO< it (€ + () +/
Recall that by Theorem 3.2, Iy = Ir. Choose ¢ € A¢ such that

3 [0 8(s) Pr(da)ds + F©) < 1,(6) + F(©) + /2
Rd x[0,7]

< inf [I;(€) + F(&)] + k.
geC(fél,T],Rd>[ &)+ F@)] +~

Using the denseness of C2°([0,7],R%) in L?(r x A7), find ¢, € C°([0,T],R?) such that
HQSE - ¢H2 < K.
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Define £ by
£ (t) :/ Du(z, s)o(x)p(z, s)m(dx)ds. (6.20)
R4 x[0,t]

Notice that by the boundedness of o, and by Condition Z.I3}(ii), there exists a constant C;(T)
such that

€@) = €5 ()] < / [1Du(, 8)llopllo (@) llopll¢(x, 5) — b (2, )| (dx)ds

Rex[0,t]

<Moo /RdX }(1 + 2Pz, ) — ¢ul, s)||m(dx)ds

R
1/2
< E(T) o]0 ( / (1 + |l ]72)?n(dz)ds / lb(z,s) — mx,s)u?w(da:)ds)
R4 x[0,] R4 x[0,t]
< 02C1(T) |00 T 25, (6.21)

where O3 = [pa(1 + [|z]|P2)*7(dz) < oo.
Let ZF be the solution to the following SDE

75 (t) =z + — /b (0c(s ds—l——/ )))dW (s)
") [ oz el ouZ(5), . (6.22)
0

Since ¢, € C>([0,T],R%) and hence Lipschitz, it readily follows that there exists a unique
solution to (6.22). Define ¥.(s) = ¢,(ZF(s),s) and by the variational representation we have

~BE)ME [exp (~ F(T.(/)/8()) | <E [; /0 DR+ PG| 69

where T5(f) = fotf(s,Z“( ))ds. Let =%, defined by

t
EL(Ax[0,¢]) :/0 LiZx(s)e 4} dS,

denote the occupation measure of Z%(s) on R x [0, T]. We now study the limit of Y%(f). Since

T
supE / |2]|**Z5 (dx x ds)| = supE {/ HZf(s)H%‘ds] < 00,
e R x[0,T] € 0

=¥ is tight in M1 (R?x [0, T]). Let Z be a limit point of =% and assume without loss of generality
that = — 2" as ¢ — 0. Now observe that from (5.11]) using ¢y, in place of ¢

% (u(t, XE(t)) —u(0,x0)) = — TE(f)(s) + / Du(z, 8)o(x) by (z, 8)ZE (dx x ds)

R2x[0,t]
N .
+ @/0 Du(na(s),Za (S))U(Za (QE(S)))dW(s)
+ E5(t) + EF (L) + E5(t) + E5(¢), (6.24)
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where £ are defined analogously. Thus invoking the same calculations in the proof of Proposition
B9 E(sup,< [I€5(s)[[) — 0, 5 =0,...,3 and

{sumf / VT un(ne(5), Z%(5)) (22 (- ()W () 2| — 0,

r<t

as e — 0.
Since (x,s) — o(xz)¢x(x,s) is continuous and bounded and Condition 2I3F(ii) holds, we
have by Lemma [A.4] (actually by a much easier version) that as e — 0

/ Du(z, 8)o(2) by (z, 8)ZE (dw x ds) — Du(z, s)o(x)p.(x, s)Z(dx X ds).
R2%[0,t] Rex[0,t]

Consequently, it follows that YH(f) — f]Rdx[O,~] Du(z, s)o(x)p,(z, s)EF(dx x ds). Now just
as in the proof of Proposition 5.9 much easier calculation shows that for any g € Cg(]Rd),
fRdx[O,t] Lg(x)Z"(dz x ds) = 0 for all ¢t € [0,T]. Writing Z*(dz x ds) = vyF(dx)ds, we have by the
uniqueness of the invariant distribution of 7, ZF(dx x ds) = n(dz)ds. Thus TE(f) — £, where

¢" is defined by ([6.20)).

Next we observe that since (x, s) — ¢, (z, s) is continuous and bounded, and Ef = E*, where
EF(dx x ds) = w(dx)ds,

/ bx(Z, s)ds = / Oz, 8)EL(dr % ds) — ¢ (z, s)m(dx)ds.
Rx[0,T R4x[0,T
Now taking limits in (6.23]), we have
T — —
limsup —f3(e) InE [exp(—F(Ta(f))/B(s))] lim sup E [ / |]¢N(Z§(S),S)”2d3+F(T§(f))

e—0 e—0

= %/0 6w (. 5)|[Pm(da)ds + F(E7)

T
<5 [ Wt olPnldoyds + F©) + 110 - ol
0
LB~ €l
1 T
<5 | o s)Prd)ds + Fie) + w2
0
+ LE02C1 (T)||o || oo T2
< inf (L&) + F(&)) + K+ K

¢£eC([0,T],R4)
+ L£p®2é1(T) ||0||OOT1/2/{.

Here Lﬁp denotes the Lipschitz constant of F', and the fourth step used (G.2I]). Sending x — 0,

we have (6.19).

Again, the proof for the Laplace principle lower bound for Z(f)/é(e) follows by the exact
same steps.
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Appendix

The following version of |12, Theorem 9.11] is used in proving Proposition 2.I7. The proof is
included simply for completeness.

Lemma A.1. Letg € L} (RY,R) andv € W, 2P(R4 R) a solution to the elliptic equation Lv = g,

loc
where the coefficient a is uniformly continuous and satisfies Condition [21-(ii), and b satisfies

o) < B+ [l])®

for some constant B > 0 and exponent & > 0. Then for any R > 0 and 0 < 0 < 1, there exists
a constant & depending on B, A1, X2,0, R, d and p such that

vllw2reor) < Ul9llreBe,R) + @+ 1IN0l e (B, R)))»

Proof. Fix y > 0. Then there exist constants ¢; and 7y depending on d,p and A; (given in
2.11(ii)) such that for any function o € C3(B(y,r)), with r < rg

10?3l < &l £y,

where £ = > i - a;;0?
For 0 < 6 < 1, let 0’ = (1+0)/2, and let n € C3(B(y,0'r)) be a cutoff function such that

2 4
<n<, =1, < DN < m—r5s
0<n n Bly.6r) [V 1—0)r |Dn| (1—0)2r2
Putting © = nv note that
87;2].17 = 0md;v + n(‘? v+ Ojvom + vaun
Thus
ID?|| Lo (By.0r) = ID*0] Lo(B(y.6r) < CLILD|| 2o (B0
<6 Hniv + Z ai0vdin + Uf’nHLP(B(y,G’r))
ij
=0 HU(—Q +6"Vv) + Z ai;O;v0;m + UinHLP(B(y,G’r))
ij
<@ (ol + 0091 ], e safivetion],,
2
S [T — )))
< E2(”9HLP(B(y,0’r)) + L+ [YIDNVlle .oy + 1Vl oo /(1= 0)r
o+ lollr o/ (1 — 022, (f)

Following [12], we define the weighted seminorms for £ = 0,1, 2

®), = sup (1 —0)%"*||D* vll o (By.6r)-
0<f<1
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Multiplying (1) by (1 — #)?7? and observing that 1 — 8’ = (1 — 6)/2, we have
Py <3 (l9llr By + A+ yl*) @1+ @1+ Do), (A1)

for some constant ¢3. Using Sobolev’s interpolation inequality (|12, Theorem 7.28]) it could
easily be seen that the @y satsify the following interpolation inequality ( see (9.39) in [12])

D) < ePy+ EDp /e

for any € > 0, where the constant € depends only on d. Using this inequality twice for the two
@, terms in ([A]), once with e = (4c3(1 + ||y[|%))~", and the second with € = (4¢3)~!, we have

_ 5 1
@2 < &5 (gl oy + (1+ 91 20) + 52
for some constant ¢, whence it follows for some constant ¢g

[ollw2sBey.or < 6 (9lr By + @+ WPl Le(Ber)) -

The case for general R > 0 now easily follows by covering the ball B(y, R) with finite number
of balls of radius 7. O

Remark A.2. In particular, it follows that if |g(z)] = O(||z|[*°), |v(z)| = O(]|z||"*), then for
some constant ¢!

[ollw= By.or < L+ [lylIP2),

where po = max{pg, p1 + 2a}. Next choose p > d. Then by Sobolev’s embedding theorem, there
exists a constant ¢j = ¢} (6r) such that

IVo@)ll < €llollwee pon < @+ y]™).
We now state the result on pointwise bounds of || D?v(-)]|.

Lemma A.3. Assume the setup and hypothesis of LemmalA 1. Furthermore, suppose that that
the coefficients of £ are in C*(R?), and that for each k, ||a® | < 0o and ||b*¥) (2)|| < B(1+]||z|*)
for some constant B and some exponent &', where

o (@) = Opagi(z), WP (z) = Opbi(x).

ij
Also, as in Remark [A.39, assume that |g(z)| = O(]|z|F°),||Vg(x)|| = O(||z|F°), and |v(x)| =
O(||z|[Pr) for some exponents po and p1. Then for some constant ¢

[1D?u(y)|| < €(1 + [|y[)P
where ps = max{py + 2@, p1 + 4a}.

Proof. First notice that v®) = 9, satisfies

Lo®) = g,
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where gy, ®) — p®) . vy — Itr(a® D?v). It now follows from Lemma [AJ] that for each

=49
k=1,2,....d,
1™l w2ppon < < (HﬁkHLP(B(y,r)) +(1+ Hy”2&)Hv(k)”LP(B(ym)))
< E8<”g(k)|HLP(B(y,r)) + L+ YNVl Lo (B + 1DV e (B, R))
+ L+ PVl 2oy )
Thus,

<% (IVgllLesrn) + @+ 191P)vlwze )
<10 IVl o) + @+ WPl ey + @+ 1yl vllLese.m)-

The desired pointwise bound now again follows from Sobolev’s embedding theorem (by choosing
p > d), and the assumption on g and Vg.

HUHW37PB(y,€r)

O

Lemma A.4. Let E; and Eo be separable Banach spaces and h : Ey x Ey — R4 a continuous
function such that ||h(x, 2)|| < Br(1+ ||x\|?)(1 +12|15) for some constants B, > 0,8 = 0,p > 0.
Let py, be a sequence of P(Ey x Es)-valued random variables and p, — p a.s as n — 0o. Suppose
that for some o > (3

supE/ (||z]|** 4 [|2]|%#) o (dzz x d2) < 0. (A.2)
n FE1xFE>

Then as n — oo

E

/ h(z, 2)pn(dx X dz) —/ h(z, z)u(dr x dz)| — 0.
FE1xFE> FE1x FEs

Proof. First observe that by Fatou’s lemma,

E / (2P + 22 u(da x dz) < oc.
FE1xFE>

The assertion is easier if 3 = 0 or p = 0, and therefore, we assume that both § > 0 and
p > 0. Let el : By — [0,1] be a continuous and bounded function on R such that e} (z) = 1
if [|z]l1 < N and el (z) = 0 if ||z]; > N + 1. Similarly, €3, : F2 — [0,1] be a continuous and
bounded function on R such that e3,(z) = 1 if ||2]|2 < M and €3,(z) = 0 if ||z]ly > M + 1. Let

D, = | h(z, 2)pn (dz X dz) — / h(z, z)pu(dz x dz)||.
E1xE> E1xE9
Clearly,
Dy <|| h(w, 2)ey (x)eds (2)pn(da x dz) — / h(z, 2)ey (x)edy (2)u(da x dz)]|
E1xEs E1xE9
+ | h(z,2)(1 = ey (@) pn(da x d2)|| + || h(z,2)(1 = ey (@))p(da x dz)|
FE1xFEso E1xE3
+ |l h(z, 2)en () (1 — €3y (2))pn (da x d2)|| + | h(z, 2)e (2)(1 — €3(2))u(de x dz)|
FE1xFEso E1xE3

= D} + D2 + Dy + D} + Ds.
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Now observe that

Dy =|| h(z,2)(1 — ej(x))un(da x dz)|
E1><E2

<B, / (L 202) L+ 2102y (e X d2)
FE1x FEs

<28 [ allf 1+ AL gy e x 2
FE1x FEs

2B, )
<xvacs [, TS0 I g vyl x )

By, / 2 2
SNag [z[I7* + (L + [[2]15)7) pn(dz x d2).
NCM—B E1><E2 ( ! 2 ) "

Therefore,

supE(D?) <B,©1/N*#, (A.3)

where ©1 = sup,, (fEleQ ([lz]|3* + (1 + [|2]15)?) pn(dz x dz)) < 0o by the assumption in (A.2)).
Similarly,

E(D;) = E|| h(x,2)(1 — ek (2))pu(dz x dz)|| <BpO,/N*P.
FE1x FEs
Next,

D; =| h(z, 2)ey (2)(1 — ey (2))pn(da x dz)|
FE1xFE>

<Bh/E . (L + 217 )+ 21T ey <1y o> ary i (d X d2)
1 X L2

Bu1+ (VD) [ (U I apsan i (do x d2)
E1><E2

B+ (N +1)%)
- 1+ Mp

/ (1+ 11282 n(de x dz).
E1><E2

Thus,

By(1+4 (N +1)%)0,
1+ Mr ’

supE(D3) <

where Oy = sup, E [ | o (1+ [|2]|5)*pn(dz x dz) < oo by (A2). Similarly,

B
E(D°) =E| . h(z, 2)ek (2)(1 — eb (2))u(dz x dz)|| gBh(l 4_1(—1]—\[]\44_01) )62.

Finally, since p, — p and (z,2) — h(z, 2)el (z)e3,(2) is a continuous and bounded function,

D! =| h(:z:,z)e]lv(:n)e?\/[(z)un(dxxdz)—/ h(zx, 2)ek (z)ed; (2)u(de x dz)|| — 0, a.s
E1><E2 E1 ><E2
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as n — 0o. Next since || [, o h(x, 2)ey (v)ed; (2)pn(de x dz)|| < Bp(1+(N+1)7)(1+ (M +1)°),
it follows by the dominated convergence theorem that E(D}) — 0 as n — oo. Putting things
together, we have

E(D,) < E(D}) 4+ 2B,01 /N 4 2B, (1 4+ (N + 1)%)0,/(1 + MP?).

The assertion now follows by first letting n — oo, then M — oo and finally, N — oco.
O

Lemma A.5. Let Eg = L£2(Q,R?) denote the space of square integrable R%*-valued random
variables on a probability space (Q, F,P), and H an n x d random matriz. Assume that M =
E(HHT) is invertible. Then for any b € R",

min{E[[Y|?:Y € £3, E(HY) =b} =b" M,
Proof. Let Y be such that F(HY ') = b. Then notice that
0<SE|Y —H "M b|? =E|Y|?-2E (Y, H M ~'b)) + E|HT M~'b|?
=E|V|? - 2E ((HY,M ') + EG" M~ (HH")M~'b)

=E|Y|? - 2EHY), M b)) + " M'E(HHT )M b
=E[Y|[* - "M,

which proves that E||Y||2 > 6" M ~1b. Finally, observe that equality holds for Y = HT M~1b.
U
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