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Abstract

In the analysis of Markov chains and processes, it is sometimes conve-
nient to replace an unbounded state space with a “truncated” bounded
state space. When such a replacement is made, one often wants to know
whether the equilibrium behavior of the truncated chain or process is close
to that of the untruncated system. For example, such questions arise
naturally when considering numerical methods for computing stationary
distributions on unbounded state space. In this paper, we study general
truncation-augmentation schemes, in which the substochastic truncated
“northwest corner” of the transition matrix or kernel is stochasticized (or
augmented) arbitrarily. In the presence of a Lyapunov condition involving
a coercive function, we show that such schemes are generally convergent in
countable state space, provided that the truncation is chosen as a sublevel
set of the Lyapunov function. For stochastically monotone Markov chains
on Z4, we prove that we can always choose the truncation sets to be of
the form {0,1,...,n}. We then provide sufficient conditions for weakly
continuous Markov chains under which general truncation-augmentation
schemes converge weakly in continuous state space. Finally, we briefly
discuss the extension of the theory to continuous time Markov jump pro-
cesses.

Key words: Markov chains, stationary distributions, numerical methods,
Lyapunov functions.

1 Introduction

Let X = (X,, : n > 0) be a positive recurrent Markov chain taking values in
an unbounded state space S. In many settings, one is interested in producing a
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positive recurrent Markov chain approximation to X with bounded state space,
perhaps motivated by numerical considerations. For example, in analyzing an
irreducible positive recurrent Markov chain X on countable state space S, nu-
merical computation of the stationary distribution 7 for X requires truncating
its state space to a finite subset A, having n elements. Since the “northwest
corner” matrix (P(x,y) : x,y € A,) is necessarily substochastic, it is natural
to then “augment” the probabilities P(x,y) so as to create a stochastic matrix
P, = (P,(z,y) : x,y € A,,). One then hopes that the stationary distribution m,
of P, will be a good approximation to w. However, it is well known that univer-
sal convergence (as n tends to co) for such truncation-augmentation schemes is
not guaranteed in general; see, for example, (2.5) in Wolf (1980) and Example 1
of this paper.

However, when one constructs the augmentation via a “fixed state” aug-
mentation, Wolf (1980) showed that convergence of ,, to 7 is guaranteed when
X is an irreducible positive recurrent countable state space Markov chain. In
Infanger and Glynn (2022), we show that such convergence can be generally
validated when the underlying Markov chain or process is suitably regenerative.
This allows us to develop a convergence theory, in a suitably chosen weighted
total variation norm, for irreducible positive recurrent Markov chains on count-
able state spaces and, more generally, for Harris recurrent Markov chains on
general state spaces.

In this paper, we seek conditions under which one can be assured that any
truncation-augmentation scheme is convergent. In the countable state space
setting, one of us developed such results in Liu (2010). However, as we shall
discuss in Section 2, the argument given there relies on results from Borovkov
(1998) that are not correctly stated. Section 2 therefore provides new sufficient
conditions guaranteeing universal convergence. Our sufficient conditions require
that the truncation set be chosen as a sublevel set of a coercive Lyapunov
function. This result suggests that a Lyapunov function for the Markov chain
X can be useful in designing convergent truncation-augmentation schemes. We
also use our approach to recover a convergence result of Gibson and Seneta
(1987b) and Tweedie (1998), for stochastically monotone Markov chains; see
Theorem 2.

In Section 3, we study this convergence question in the setting of Markov
chains taking values in a complete separable metric space. We generalize the
results of Section 2 by establishing weak convergence of 7, to 7 (in contrast
to the total variation convergence of Infanger and Glynn (2022)), when X has
suitably continuous transition probabilities. The arguments in Sections 2 and
3 do not assume Harris recurrence. Rather, they rely on Prohorov’s theorem
and related tightness ideas, and the methods establish convergence for arbitrary
augmentations. Section 4 uses an argument based on regeneration to establish
that general augmentations are valid for strongly uniformly recurrent Markov
chains on general state space, thereby generalizing the known theory for Markov
matrices on discrete state space to the continuous setting.

This paper concludes, in Section 5, with a brief discussion of the related
convergence theory for continuous time Markov jump processes.



2 Truncation-Augmentation for Markov Chains
with Countably Infinite State Space

In this section, we consider an irreducible positive recurrent Markov chain
X = (X, : n > 0) taking values in a countably infinite state space S. We
let P = (P(z,y) : x,y € S) be the one-step transition matrix of X, and we
denote the (unique) stationary distribution of X by # = (w(x) : € S). Let
(A, : n > 0) be a strictly increasing sequence of subsets of S satisfying Ay C
Ay C Ay C ... such that ()2, A% = 0. For the n’th truncation A, let B, =
(Bn(z,y) : x,y € A,) be the corresponding “northwest corner” truncation of
P in which B,(x,y) = P(z,y) for z,y € A,. The irreducibility of P then
guarantees that there exists at least one row of B,, with a row sum strictly less
than 1.

We say that P, is a general augmentation of By, if P, = (P, (x,y) : ¢,y € A,)
is a stochastic matrix for which

P.(z,y) > Bn(z,y) = P(x,y)

for z,y € A,. If there exists a probability distribution v, = (v,(x) : © € A,)
for which

Py(z,y) = P(z,y) + > Pz, 2)va(y), (2.1)
ZEAS

then P, is said to be a linear augmentation of B,,. If there exists a probability
v=(v(z):xzeS) for which

v(z)

yEA, v(y)

VH(I) = Z

for x € A, then we say that P, is formed from a fized linear augmentation v.
If v = 0, for a fixed y € S, where §, = (dy(z) : x € S) is a unit point mass
distribution at y, then we say that P, is a fized state augmentation of B,. When
S =74 and A, ={0,1,...,n}, setting v = §y is called first state augmentation,
whereas the use of v, = ¢, is called last state augmentation.

Let II,, be the set of stationary distributions on A,, associated with P,. Since
| A, | is finite, IT,, is always non-empty. It is easily seen that when P, is a general
augmentation, IT,, may not be a singleton. However, for linear augmentations
(whether fixed or not), II,, is always guaranteed to consist of a single unique
stationary distribution 7, for P,. This follows because the irreducibility of P
guarantees that the probability of an exit to A¢ is positive from every x € A,,.
Once X attempts to exit to A, the chain is re-distributed on A,, according
to vy; see (2.1). Hence, every state y € A,, for which v, (y) > 0 is reachable
from every x € A, as are all the states reachable from such states y € A,.
Consequently, P,, has exactly one closed communicating class, so that P, has a
unique stationary distribution 7,,; see also p. 261 of Seneta (1980).



To make our discussion as self-contained as possible, we now provide an
example showing that even when X is very well-behaved, m,, may fail to converge
to mas n — oo.

Example 1. Suppose that S = Z; with P(2i,2i + 1) = 1/2 = P(24,0) for
i€Z,, and P(2i +1,2i+2) =1 for i € Z,. Then,

1
P%(2i,0) > P(2i,0)P(0,0) = T
for i € Z4 whereas,
1
P?(2i 4+ 1,0) > P(2i + 1,2i + 2)P(2i + 2,0) = 3

for i € Z,. Hence P%(z,0) > 1/4 for € Z, so that the two-step transition
matrix is a Markov matrix, and X is uniformly ergodic.

Suppose we use last state augmentation. Then, when A, = {0,1,...,n}
with n odd, state n is absorbing, and the single closed communicating class
corresponding to P, is just {n}. It follows that m, = d, for n odd, so that m,
fails to converge to the stationary distribution 7 of X, despite the fact that X
is uniformly ergodic.

A significant literature has developed over the years, focused on obtaining
conditions under which various augmentations are guaranteed to converge. As
noted in the Introduction, Wolf (1980) proved that fixed state augmentation is
always convergent. This supplemented earlier work of Golub and Seneta (1974),
in which it was shown that last state augmentation converges for upper Hes-
senberg transition matrices. Gibson and Seneta (1987a) showed that general
augmentations always converge when P is either a Markov matrix or when it is
upper Hessenberg. They also showed that when P is lower Hessenberg and P, is
a linear augmentation for which the sequence (v, : n > 0) is chosen to be tight,
then 7, is guaranteed to converge to w. Gibson and Seneta (1987b) showed that
convergence also holds for general augmentations when the underlying Markov
chain is stochastically monotone. Tweedie (1998) proved convergence for the
special case of last state augmentation when P corresponds to a stochastically
monotone Markov chain (although most of the paper, as with much of the sub-
sequent literature, focuses on identifying computable rates of convergence of 7,
to 7).

In Liu (2010), convergence of 7, to 7 for general augmentations is discussed,
in the presence of a Lyapunov condition denoted there as D1(V,b,C). The ar-
guments given there rely on the following result (Theorem 5.1) from Borovkov
(1998) (suitably re-stated for our current exposition).

Suppose that (P, : n > 1) is a family of one-step transition matrices
defined on a countable state space S for which there exists a finite
subset C' C S, XA > 0, ¢ < oo, and a probability ¢ = (¢(x) : z € S)
such that:



i) Under P,, X is guaranteed to hit C' from any state x € S;
il) Py(x,y) > Ap(y) for x € C,y € S;
ill) maxgec En[7(C)|Xo = 2] < ¢, where E,(-) is the expectation
on the path-space of X associated with P, and 7(C) = inf{n >
1: X, € C} is the first return time to C.

Then, P, has a unique stationary distribution m,,, and

sup » [P (x,y) — ma(y)| = 0 (2.2)

nZlyeS

as m — o0.

Unfortunately, this result is not valid as stated, as made clear by the follow-
ing counter-example. (The above statement is also missing the obvious aperiod-
icity requirement, but the aperiodic example below focuses on the more subtle
flaw in the statement.)

Example 2. Suppose that S = Z; with P,(i,i —1) =1for i > 1 and n > 1.
We put P,(0,0) =1—(1/(n+1)) and P,(0,n) = 1/(n+ 1) for n > 1. Then,
we let C'= {0}, A =1/2, and ¢ = dp. Note that

— <2
n+17—

)

E,m(C)Xo=0]=1- <1 - ﬁ) +(n+1)-

so that conditions i), ii), and iii) are all in force, uniformly in n > 1. For this
example,

with

for 1 <i <mn. Also,

P,T(o,mz(l— ! )m

SO

1 \" 1\ ! 1
P™(0,0) — 7, (0)] > 1-— —(2- =,
sup [2(0,0) ”()]—f;‘iﬁ’“ n+1> < n+1> 1 2

0 (2.2) fails to hold.



In view of this example, we now provide here a new discussion of the con-
vergence theory of general augmentations that does not rely on this mis-stated
result from Borovkov (1998), and that is of interest in its own right. We start
by recalling that a function f :.S — R is said to be coercive if the sublevel set
K (f) 2 {z € S: f(x) <m} has finite cardinality for each m > 1. Our theory
relies on the following Lyapunov condition assumption:

A1l. There exists g : S — Ry, b < o0, and a coercive function r
such that

(Pg)(x) < g(z) —r(x) +b (2:3)

forx € S.

Remark 1. We refer to the function g appearing in (2.3) as a (stochastic) Lya-
punov function.

We note that because g is non-negative, (Pg)(-) is non-negative, so that
r(z) < g(z)+ b for x € S. Hence, if g(z) < m, it follows that r(z) < m + b, so
Kn(g) € Kpqp(r). Consequently, the sublevel sets of the Lyapunov function g
have finite cardinality, so g is also coercive.

We now assume that we construct our truncation sets based on Al. In
particular, we use the Lyapunov function g to design our truncation sequence
(A, 1 n > 1), specifically putting A,, = K,,(g).

Theorem 1. Assume A1 and suppose that A, = K, (g) for n > 1. Then, for
any general augmentation sequence (P, : n > 1) associated with the A,,’s, and
for any m, € 11,

> mn(@) = w(@)] =0 (2.4)
TEA,

as n — 0.

Proof. We first show that the Lyapunov bound Al for P can be extended (uni-
formly) to the P,’s associated with a sequence of general augmentations. In
particular, we observe that for z € A,,

D Palzy)gly) = Y Play)gy) + Y (Palay) — Plz,))9(y)

yEA, yeEA, yEA,
< > P(.ygly)+ > (Pulz,y) — Plz,y)) sup g(2)
yEA, yEA, zZEA,
- .
< > P(x,ygy)+ > Pla,y) _inf g(2)
YyEA, yeAS "



< Y Pl,ygy) + Y Play)gy)

yeA, yEAS
= (Pg)()
< g(x) —r(z) + b, (2.5)

which, of course, is the desired uniform version of (2.3). (Note that the fact that
A,, is chosen as the sublevel set K,,(g) is used in a critical way in our second
inequality above.)

We can now apply Corollary 4 of Glynn and Zeevi (2008), p. 202, to (2.5)
to conclude that

Z n(x)r(z) <b
TEA,

for n > 1. For € > 0, choose m = m(e) large enough that b/m < e. Then,
Markov’s inequality guarantees that

Z 7 (z) <b/m < e

xQKm(T)
TEA,

and hence
Z () > Z () >1—¢
z€K (1) zEKm(r)NA,

uniformly in n > 1. It follows that (m, : n > 1) is a tight sequence of probabil-
ities on S. Consequently, Prohorov’s theorem implies that every subsequence
(7, © k > 1) contains a further subsequence (7, : k > 1) for which

T (T) = 7' (x) (2.6)
at each x € S as k — oo, where 7’ = (n/(z) : « € S) is a probability on S; see,
for example, Billingsley (1968). Then, for y € S,

/ = 1. ’
m(y) = hm m, (y)

= lim T, (y)PnﬁC (z,y)
k—o0
TEA,

> Z kli_m T, (x)Pnjc (2,9)
TES o0

= 7 (2)P(z,y), (2.7)
resS
as a result of Fatou’s lemma. Since,

1= "7(y)=> Y «'(@)P(x,y) (2.8)

yes yeSaxesS



it is evident that (2.7) must hold with equality. Since 7 is the unique stationary
distribution of P, we find that # = 7/. Since every convergent subsequence
(g + k > 0) must have the same limit 7, we conclude that for each z € S,

T (x) = 7(x) (2.9)
as n — 0o. Since S is countably infinite, this easily implies (2.4). O

Remark 2. The novel element in the above proof is establishing tightness. Seneta
(1980) proves that tightness implies convergence; our argument of (2.6) through
(2.9) is provided in order to make the argument as self-contained as possible.
The argument also makes clear that if A,, S is chosen so that sup_. 4 g(z) <
inf.c 4. g(z) for n > 1, the proof continues to be valid. This observation is used
in the proof of Theorem 2.

Remark 3. For Example 1, we note that if g(2i) = e/ and g(2i + 1) = e/(+3/2)
for ¢ > 0, then

1 1
—g(0) 4 =g(2i+ 1
59(0) + 59(2i +1)

1 1
=g(20) — (1 - 5639/2)6‘“ + 3

(Pg)(2i)

while

(Pg)(2i 4+ 1) = g(2t + 2)
=g(2i+1) - (639/2 - 69) e,

Hence, if we choose # > 0 so that €*¢/?2 < 2, we find that Al holds with r
coercive. In this case, we note that the sublevel sets of g can only take the form
{0,1,...,2i} for i € Z, so that the bad A,’s of Example 1 are precluded by our
choice of Lyapunov function.

Remark 4. Note that Theorem 1 establishes that no strictly increasing Lya-
punov function g can be constructed for Example 1, for otherwise we would be
guaranteed convergence along the sequence of truncation sets given by A, =

{0,1,...,n}.

Remark 5. For Example 1, the uniform ergodicity of X implies that one can
find a bounded non-negative g for which

(Pg)(x) < g(z) —1 (2.10)

for x > 1. (In particular, we can take g(z) as the expected hitting time of {0},
starting from z.) Inequality (2.10) is closely related to condition D1(V,b,C') of
Liu (2010). Note that the sublevel sets of this g form truncation sets that either
equal S (when the level is chosen higher than the bound) or take the same
form as in Remark 3. Thus, in this example, Theorem 1 holds, even though
the function r associated with (2.10) is non-coercive. In particular, we do not



know whether Theorem 1 continues to hold when one chooses A, = K,(g) in
the presence of (2.10) holding outside some finite subset C' C S. (Of course, we
would want to add the requirement that g be coercive, in order to ensure that
K, (g) has finite cardinality for each n > 1.)

Remark 6. When Al holds, the coerciveness of r guarantees that

(Pg)(z) < g(x) -1 (2.11)

for « outside some finite subset C' (say). This implies that the expected hitting
time of C' from z € C° is bounded above by g(z); see, for example, p. 344
in Meyn and Tweedie (2009). Hence, Al implies that C' can be reached with
positive probability from each z € C°. On the other hand, the irreducibility of
P and finiteness of C' ensure that each y € C' can be reached from each x € C by
a path lying entirely within K, (¢) when n is chosen sufficiently large. Hence A1l
guarantees that for n large, II,, is guaranteed to have a single (unique) element.

We conclude this section by showing that the general augmentation result
for stochastically monotone Markov chains due to Gibson and Seneta (1987b) is
a special case of Theorem 1, as is the last state augmentation result of Tweedie
(1998). We recall that a Markov chain is stochastically monotone on Z, if
> wsy Pz, w) is non-decreasing in z for each y.

Theorem 2. Suppose that X is an irreducible and positive recurrent stochas-
tically monotone Markov chain on Z, with A, chosen to be A, ={0,1,...,n}.
Then, for any general augmentation sequence (P, : n > 1) associated with the
A,’s, and for any w, € 11,

S faa) — ()] 0

as n — 00, where m = (n(x) : x € S) is the unique stationary distribution of X.

Proof. Put

and set



S w2
< Z du

-0 P(k+1)

1
/ w2 < / Py =2<o00.  (212)
P(n+1) 0

—

Hence, (2.12) shows that
o2 S riie
k=0

As a consequence, we can put 7.(x) = r(z) — « and consider Poisson’s equation
(P-1I)g = (2.13)

It is shown in Glynn and Infanger (2022 ) that because X is stochastically
monotone and r. is non-decreasing, (2.13) has a finite-valued non-decreasing
solution g. Also, we note that g(z) = g(z) — g(0) is guaranteed to be non-
negative. Hence,

(Pg)(z) =g(z) —r(2) +

for x > 0, where r is non-negative and coercive and ¢ is non-negative. We can
therefore apply Theorem 1. Because g is non-decreasing, the sublevel sets K,,(g)
take the form {0,1,2,...,g7*(n)} = 1(n), 80 that Theorem 1 and Remark 2
yield the desired result. O

The key special feature of a stochastically monotone Markov chain is that
we may always choose A, to be an “interval” of the form {0,1,...,n}, and yet
retain convergence for general augmentations.

3 Convergence of General Augmentations for Con-
tinuous State Space Markov Chains

In this section, we assume that X = (X,, : n > 0) is a Markov chain taking
values in a complete separable metric space X. For z,y € S, let

P(z,dy) = P(X,41 € dy|X,, = )

and let P = (P(z,dy) : x,y € S) be the one-step transition kernel of X.
We assume that X has a unique stationary distribution 7 = (w(dx) : € S)
satisfying the equation

w(dy) = [ wldo)Pla.dy)

for y € S.

As in Section 2, our theory requires a Lyapunov function assumption. In
this setting, we say that a function f : S — Ry is coercive if for each n > 1,
K,(f)={z € S: f(z) <n} is either empty or compact in S.

10



A2. There exists a coercive function r, a non-negative function g :
S — Ry, and b < oo for which

[ Pladia) < o) - r(a) +b (3.1)

for x € S.

As in Section 2, K,,,(9) € Kpyp(r). If g is continuous, the fact that [0, m)]
is closed in Ry implies that K,,(g) is closed. Also, K,,(g) is a closed subset of
the compact set K, 14(r), and so K,,(g) is then compact; see p. 73 of Copson
(1968). In other words, if ¢ is continuous, A2 guarantees that g is coercive.

Let A, = K,,(9), and put B,, = (Bp(x,dy) : z,y € Ay,), where B, (z,dy) =
P(z,dy) for x,y € A,. Let P, = (P, (z,dy) : x,y € A,) be a general augmen-
tation for B, so that it is a stochastic kernel on A,, for which

P, (z,dy) > By(x,dy) = P(z,dy)

for x,y € A,. Suppose that II,, is the set of stationary distributions for P,.
Given our assumptions up to this point, II,, may be either empty, consist of a
singleton, or contain a multiplicity of elements.

Theorem 3. Suppose A2 holds and that I1,, is non-empty forn > 1. Ifm, € 11,,
then (my, : m > 1) is a tight sequence of probabilities on S.

Proof. Because A, is chosen as a sublevel set of g, the same argument as used
in Theorem 1 proves that

/A Po(e, dy)g(y) < gx) — r(z) + b

for z € A,. Again, Corollary 4 of Glynn and Zeevi (2008) proves that

/An 7 (dx)r(z) < b

for n > 1. For € > 0, choose m = m(e) so that b/m < e. Then, Markov’s
inequality implies that 7, (K,,(r)¢) < ¢, and hence
Tn (K (1)) > 1 —¢

uniformly in n > 1. Since K,,(r) is compact, this establishes the tightness of
(mp :n > 1). O

Remark 7. As in the proof of Theorem 2, it suffices that A, S with
sup,e 4, 9(2) <inf.cac g(2), in order that the result be valid.

11



We now wish to argue that any weak limit point of (7, : n > 1) must equal
m. For this purpose, we let bC' be the space of real-valued bounded continuous
functions with domain S, and assume:

A3. If f € bC, then

GOE /S F(5)P(- dy)

also lies in bC.

A transition kernel satisfying A3 is said to be weakly continuous (or equiv-
alently, Feller continuous).

Theorem 4. Suppose A2 and A8 hold with g continuous, and that I1,, is non-
empty forn > 1. If m,, € 11,,, then

Ty = T
as n — 0o, where = denotes weak convergence in S.

Proof. In view of Theorem 3, let (wn;c : k > 1) be a weakly convergent subse-
quence of (m, : n > 1), so that there exists a probability 7’ on S for which

Ty = 7 (3.2)

as k — oo. For f € bC, it follows that

/

as k — oo. Since Tt € Ly

md0)f(e) = [ my i@~ [ #nf@  63)

"k

[ 7 @0)(P () = [ g (d) 12 (3.49)
S S

For f € bC, let || f]| = sup{|f(z)| : = € S}. Also, for € > 0, the tightness of
the sequence (m, : n > 1) guarantees the existence of a compact set K = K (¢)
for which 7, (K) > 1 — € uniformly in n > 1. We can then write

[ ) Pap)@) = [ mal@a)(Pr))
S

S

< ] [ malan) (Pu) - <Pf><w>>] e

_|_

/ T (dz) [/ fW)(Pu(z,dy) — Pz, dy)) — [ f(y)P(z,dy)
KnA, An

AL

12



2 | £
<171 /K mdn)|Pue A = Pl 4] +

malde) [ 1) Plady) + 21

KnNA,
< an/ ()| P (i, A%) — Plar, A%)| +
T / P, A%) + 2¢| f|
<2|If| /K wn<dx>P<x,Az>+2e|\f|\. (3.5)

We claim that

sup P(z, AS) — 0 (3.6)
zeK

as n — oo. To prove this, suppose that (3.6) does not hold. Then, there exists
0 > 0 and a sequence (x,, : n > 1) such that z,, € K and

Pla,, AS) > (3.7)

A

forn > 1. If P,(-) = P(-|Xo = ), (3.7) is equivalent to requiring that

P, (X1 €45)>46

n

or, in other words,
P, (9(X1) >n) 24 (3.8)

for n > 1. Because K is compact, we can extract a subsequence (2, : k > 1)
of (x, :n > 1) and xo € K for which x,, — 2 and (3.8) is in force along the
subsequence.

Choose r € Z, large enough that

P, (g(X1)<r)>1-—

(3.9)

NGRS

For h € bC, the continuity of Ph (due to A3) implies that (Ph)(z,,) —
(Ph)(rs0) as k — oo. It follows that

P, (Xi€)= P (X1 €") (3.10)

as k — oo. The continuity of g implies that {z : g(x) < r} is open. The weak
convergence statement (3.10) implies that

lim P, (9(X1) <r)>Pr (9(X1) <r)>1-

k—o00 -

N |

(3.11)

13



Hence, for ny > r,

r
=1-"P,, (9(X1) <r). (3.12)
As a consequence of (3.11) and (3.12), we find that
k@o Py, (X1 €A47,)<1- lim P, (9(X1)<r)

k—o00

0
Sl—(l—i)ﬁ

)

N >

contradicting (3.8) and proving (3.6).
With (3.6) in hand, we find from (3.5) that

/ o (dz) (Po f) () — / 7o (dz) (P f) (2)
S S

whenever f € bC'. Since € was arbitrary, we conclude that

/ o (d) (Po f) () — / 7 (d2) (P£)(z) = 0 (3.13)
S S

as n — oo. Because of A3, Pf € bC, so (3.2) implies that

)
/Wn;c(dx)(Pf)(I) %/W’(dx)(Pf)(x) (3.14)
S

as k — oo. In view of (3.3), (3.4), (3.13), and (3.14), we conclude that

/S // (d2) Pz, dy) £ ()

for each f € bC, which implies that

7' (dy) :/Sw’(dac)P(:v,dy).

lim
n—00

< 2¢|fll

So, 7’ is therefore a stationary distribution of P, and must coincide with 7 (due
to the assumed uniqueness of 7). So, (m, : n > 1) can only have one (weak)
limit point, namely m, proving the theorem. O

The question of when II,, is non-empty (at least for n sufficiently large) must
be settled separately. One approach is to impose sufficient conditions on the
augmentation P, so as to guarantee that the Markov chain having the one-step
transition kernel P, is positive Harris recurrent on A,,.

The other obvious approach is to leverage ideas related to A3. In particular,
it is known that if P, is weakly continuous as a one-step transition kernel on A,,,
then the compactness of the state space A, guarantees that II, is non-empty;
see Karr (1975). However, if P, fails to be weakly continuous, then II,, may be
empty, even when the augmentation is chosen to preserve as much continuity as
possible.

14



Example 3. Suppose that S =[0,2], A =[0,1], and

Pz, dy) 50142(dy) + 502(dy), 0<=z
’ $02—a(dy) + 302(dy), 5 <

1
29
2

IA A

where §.(-) is a unit point mass distribution at z € S. Then, P is weakly
continuous on S.

Of course,

PL(X) ¢ 4) = {%’ reiny

1, 0<z<l1

for x € A. Suppose that our augmentation takes the form
P(z,dy) = P(z,dy) + P.(X1 ¢ A)G(z,dy) (3.15)

for z,y € A, where G = (G(z,dy) : z,y € A) is chosen to be weakly continuous.
We claim that even when G is so chosen, P may fail to have a stationary
distribution (despite the compactness of its state space). In particular, choose

G(z,dy) = 6z (dy)

2

for x,y € A. Then,

) 301(dy) + 360(dy), = =0;
P(x,dy) = { 6z (dy), O<z<l;
$61(dy) + %%(dy), x=1.

At any initial point z € A, the Markov chain clearly converges weakly to dg.
As a consequence, for each f € bC, x € A,

[ 1P )~ [ s = o)
as n — oo. Hence, if P has a stationary distribution 7, then for f € bC,
[ #ans) = [ #) [ Pdniw - 10

(by the Bounded Convergence Theorem). So, the only possible choice for 7 is
60. But

/ bo(da) Pla, dy) = P(0, dy) # o,

S0 Jg is not a stationary distribution for P. This example proves that even when
augmentations are constructed via (3.15), the augmentation may fail to have a
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stationary distribution.

Hence, if one is relying on the compactness of A, to directly imply that
I1,, # 0 (rather than to use, for example, Harris recurrence), one must exercise
care in ensuring that P, is weakly continuous, even when starting with a weakly
continuous P.

We finish this section with a generalization of Theorem 2. For S = R, we
say that X is stochastically monotone if P, (X; > y) is non-decreasing in x for
each y > 0.

Theorem 5. Let X be an Ry -valued stochastically monotone Markov chain for

which F(-,y) s a continuous function for each y > 0, where F(x, y) P.(X; <
y). Suppose X has a unique stationary distribution m = (w(dz) : © > 0) for
which ww[a,b) > 0 for all a,b for which 0 < a < b < oco. Then, if A, =[0,n], I,
is non-empty for n > 1, and 7w, € I1,,, we have that

Ty = T
as n — oo.

Proof. We start by recognizing that we can apply the argument of Theorem 2 to
establish the existence of a strictly increasing sequence (r(k) : k > 1) converging
to infinity such that

ir(k + D)m([k, k+1)) < o0
k=0

By setting r(0) = 0 and defining r(-) between consecutive integers via linear
interpolation, we construct a continuous function r(-) such that

/]R+ r(z)n(dz) < oo

We next take advantage of the uniqueness of 7 to guarantee that the shift
operator defined by # o X = (X4, : n > 0) is not only measure-preserving
when X has distribution 7 but is also ergodic; see p. 141 of Ash and Gardner
(1975). Let Tp = 0 and T;41 = inf{n > T; : X,, < 1} for i > 0. The ergodic
theorem for stationary sequences implies that

1 T,—1
T 2 ) [ r@nnas (3.16)
and
PDRD DO ) Joy mdEs (X))
Zj;o (Tj1 — Ty) f[OJ] 7(dx)E, T
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as n — 00, so that we may conclude that

 Joym(de)Es Yt (X))
/g+7(x)w(dx)-— AT

In view of (3.16), we find that

/ w(dz)k(z) < oo (3.17)
0,1]

where

Let 8, = inf{j > 0: X; > n} and observe that the ergodic theorem implies that
B, < oo a.s. when Xy has distribution 7. It is therefore evident that the set
of z-values in [0, 1] for which P, (8, < T1) > 0 must have positive m-probability
and the set of z-values for which k(z) < oo must have m-probability one, so that
there exists w < 1 for which P, (8, < T1) > 0 and k(w) < co. Hence,

/ P, (Xp, € dy, B, <Th)k(y) < k(w) < oo,
(nxoo)

so that there exists y,, > n for which k(y,) < cc.

The stochastic monotonicity of X and the monotonicity of r imply that k()
is a non-decreasing function, so that k(z) < oo for z < y,,, and hence k(z) < co
for all z € Ry. Furthermore, the continuity of r and weak continuity of P
ensure that k is continuous on (1, c0); see Glynn and Infanger (2022) for related
arguments.

Conditioning on X; establishes that for x > 1,

o) =@+ [ PO dpkl)
1,00
So, if we set k(z) = k(z) for z > 1 and k(x) = k(1+) for z < 1, we find that

<%mwuumagnaﬁ)mxemm>

<k(1+)+ /(1 )P1+(X1 € dy)k(y)

=k(1+) + k(1+) — r(1)
= k(14) + k(z) — (1)
for € [0,1]. As a result, A2 is satisfied with a continuous k, so that we can

apply Theorems 3 and 4. Finally, observe that because k is non-decreasing, it
is evident that when 4, = [0,n],

k(z) < inf k
wseuﬁl (x)_mlenA% (x),
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so that A,’s of this special form are legitimate truncation sets. O

This result generalizes Gibson and Seneta (1987b) and Tweedie (1998) to
continuous state space. In particular, for stochastically monotone Markov chains,
general augmentations yield convergent approximations when the truncation
sets A,, are chosen to be of the form A, = [0, n].

4 Convergence for Strongly Uniformly Recur-
rent Markov Chains

In this section, we use the theory of regeneration to establish convergence of
general augmentation schemes for a class of general state space Markov chains
that generalize the theory developed for Markov chains having Markov transition
matrices. In contrast to the earlier sections, the theory developed here pertains
to arbitrary truncation sequences, so that (A, : n > 1) can be any sequence for
which () # Ay C As C ... for which U2, A, = S.

We say that X = (X,, : n > 0) is strongly uniformly recurrent if there exists
A > 0 and a probability ¢ such that

P(z,dy) > \p(dy) (4.1)

for z,y € S.

Remark 8. Uniform recurrence requires the existence of m > 1 such that
Po(Xm € dy) > Xp(dy) (4.2)

for z,y € S, so that (4.1) is clearly a strong version of (4.2). We note that
Example 1 satisfies (4.2) with m = 2, and yet presents a setting in which general
augmentation schemes can fail to converge. So, some condition (like strong
uniform recurrence) is needed beyond uniform recurrence in order to guarantee
convergence for general augmentations.

Without any real loss of generality, we may assume that ¢ is supported on Ay
(at the possible cost of needing to reduce A in (4.1)). As in our earlier sections,
we allow a general augmentation P, = (P, (z,dy) : x,y € A,,) associated with
A,, to take the form

for z,y € A,,, where P, is a stochastic kernel, and R, isa non-negative kernel.
In the presence of (4.1), Athreya and Ney (1978) and Nummelin (1978) ob-
served that the transition kernel P can be put in the form

P(x,dy) = \o(dy) + (1 — N)H (z, dy) (4.3)

for x,y € S, where H = (H(x,dy) : x,y € S) is a stochastic kernel. (Note that
H is defined so as to make (4.3) valid.) With the “splitting representation” (4.3)
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in hand, we can see that the right-hand side is a mixture of two distributions.
Consequently, we have a probabilistic mechanism for how to envision the transi-
tions of the Markov chain that evolves according to P. In particular, if X,, = z,
we first flip a A-coin having probability of “heads” given by A. If the coin comes
up heads, we distribute X,, 1 according to ¢, and X regenerates at that time.
Otherwise, we distribute X,,+1 according to H(X,,,-). If we let P,(-) and Ey4(-)
denote the probability and expectation under which X has distribution ¢, the
theory of regenerative processes (see, for example, Smith (1955)) asserts that
the unique stationary distribution 7 associated with P is given by

7—1
By )y o 1(X; €)

Eor (4.4)

()

where 7 is the first time at which X distributes itself according to ¢.
Because ¢ is supported on A;, we note that

Py (z,dy) = A\p(dy) + gn(x)H (2, dy) + 1 () R (2, dy) (4.5)

where A+ ¢, (z) + 7, (x) =1 for x € Ay, gn(z),rn(z) > 0 and R, = (R, (z,dy) :
x,y € A,) is a stochastic kernel. In view of (4.5), we can view the transitions of
X under P, as being implemented through a more complex randomization. In
particular, if X,,, = x, then with probability A, X,,+1 distributes itself according
to ¢, and X regenerates. On the other hand, with probability ¢, (X)), Xmt1
distributes itself according to H(X,,, ), while with probability 7, (X,,), Xm+1
distributes itself according to R, (X,,,-). As in the discussion of the dynamics
of X under the transition kernel P, we let 7 be the first time at which X
regenerates and distributes itself according to ¢. Also, let 5, — 1 be the first
time at which X,,41 is drawn from the distribution R, (X,,,-), so that the
conditional distribution of f3,, has probability mass function

k—1
P(Bn =k +1|X0, X1, ..., Xp) = [J (1 = 70 (X;))rn (Xe). (4.6)
j=0

A final key observation is that
P¢((X0,X1, ...,Xk) € TN Pp > k) = Pg((XQ, ,Xk) € TN B > k) (47)

for £ > 0, where Pg() is the probability under which X has distribution ¢ and
X evolves under P,.
We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem 6. Suppose that X is strongly uniformly recurrent under P with a
unique stationary distribution w. Then, X is strongly uniformly recurrent under
P,, with a unique stationary distribution m,, and

sup |m,(A) —7(A)] =0
ACS

as n — o0.
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Note that 7, converges to 7 in total variation norm (rather than in the sense
of weak convergence used elsewhere in this paper), regardless of how the A,’s
are chosen, and regardless of how the sequence of augmentations is defined.

Proof. We first recognize that since X regenerates at time 7 under P}, m, can
be expressed in terms of regenerative cycle quantities (as in (4.4)) as

() = Epy oo l(X; € ')7

EgT

where £ (-) is the expectation associated with Pj'. We now couple the dynamics
of X under P} to its evolution under P by drawing X, from H (X—1, ) under
P, whenever we draw X, from R, (X,,—1,-) under Pq’;. Then, on account of
(4.7),

T—1 T—1
By 10X, €)= By ) I(X; €)
j=0 j=0
T—1
|ZP¢ X; € B AT> ) +E} Y I(X; €7 > B,)
j=0 J=Bn

= Py(X; € B AT > )= Ey > I(X; €7 > B,
j=0 j:ﬂn

< EQ(T — Bn)I(T > Bn) + Eo(1 — Bn)I(T > 5Bn)
S ETI(T > Bn) + EymI(T > By)
< (BRr)'YPPR (T > Ba)' 2 + (Byr®) P Py(r > Ba)'/2.

Since 7 is geometric with parameter A under both Py and Pj', E¢T = Eyr? <
2/A2. On the other hand,

M8

Py(r>Bn) =) Py(Bn=14,7>])

<.
Il
—

8 IMES

H Xk 7"n Jj— 1)
J_2

= Z ¢ HQn Xk rn(X]—l)
k=0

j=1
= P¢(T > ﬂn)
Since ¢, (X) <1 — A, it follows that

Jj—1

[T 40 (Xi)ra(Xi) < (1 =AY,
k=0
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But r,(X;) | 0 a.s. as n — oo, so the Dominated Convergence Theorem implies
that Py(1 > B,) = Py (1 > B,) — 0 as n — oo. Consequently,

T—1 T—1
Sgp|EgZI(Xj €B)—Ey,» I(X;€B) =0
j=0 Jj=0

and this implies that Ef7 — E,7 as n — oo, thereby proving the theorem. O

5 Convergence of General Augmentations for Markov
Jump Processes

We now briefly describe the extension of our discrete time theory to the
setting of Markov jump processes. In particular, suppose that S is a finite or
countably infinite state space. We say that Q = (Q(x,y) : x,y € S) is a rate
matriz if Q(z,y) >0 for z # y,

M) 23 Qa,y) < 0o
y#T

and

Az) = ~Q(,2)

for z € S. We shall assume that the associated Markov jump process X is
non-explosive; Meyn and Tweedie (1993) provide a Lyapunov condition that
guarantees non-explosiveness. In the presence of non-explosiveness, X = (X (¢) :
t > 0) can be realized as a stochastic process having piecewise constant paths
that are right continuous. Miller (1963) shows that when X is non-explosive,
then positive recurrence is equivalent to finding a stationary distribution = =
(m(z) : x € S) satisfying

Q) =0, (5.1)

in which case 7 is the stationary distribution of X.

For a given truncation A, C S, we say that @, is an augmentation of Q
if Q,, is a rate matrix on A, for which Q,(x,y) > Q(z,y) for all x # y with
z,y € Ay.

A4. There exist non-negative coercive functions r = (r(z) : z € S)
and g = (g(z) : z € S), and b < oo for which

(Qg)(x) < —r(x) +b

forx € S.
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Assumption A4 is the continuous-time analog of A1. The continuous-time ana-
log of Theorem 1 is our final result.

Theorem 7. Suppose X is an irreducible non-explosive Markov jump process
with rate matriz Q and probability m satisfying (5.1). If A4 is in force, then for
any augmentation sequence (Q, : n > 1) for which A, = K,(g), we have that

Ty = T
as n — 0o, provided that m, is a probability satisfying 7,Qy, = 0.

The proof of Theorem 7 is essentially identical to that of Theorem 1. The
key observation is that m,r < b for n > 1, (from Glynn and Zeevi (2008)) so
that (m, : » > 1) is again tight. Continuous-time analogs to all our other main
results can be similarly derived.
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