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Abstract

In this paper, we consider the following distribution-dependent SDE driven by fractional Brow-
nian motion with small noise

t t
X :X0+/ b(s,XS,E,EXS’E)ds+sH/ o(s,Lx, . )dB t€10,T),
0 0

where the initial condition Xy is a real number, Lx, _ denotes the law of X, ., {B};,t >0} is a
fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index H € (%, 1) and ¢ is a small parameter. We study
the rate of Fisher information convergence in the central limit theorem for the solution of small
noise SDE, then we show that the convergence rate ¢2# is of optimal order.

Keywords: Fisher information; distribution-dependent SDE; fractional Brownian motion;
Malliavin calculus.

Subject Classification: 94A17; 60HO7; 60H10.

1 Introduction

Given a random variable I’ with an absolutely continuous density pr, the Fisher information of F
is defined by

(e’ / T 2
)= [ g g

—0o0 pF(‘T)

where p/. denotes a Radon-Nikodym derivative of pp and pp = i—;‘: is the score function. Let N be
a normal distribution N (i1, 02), then the Fisher information distance of F to N can be defined by

F—yu 2
F .
(petr+ 25 ]
Moreover, if the derivative p} does not exist, the Fisher information distance is defined to be
infinite.

I(F|[N) =E

The research on Fisher’s information convergence can be traced back to a paper published by
Linnik [13] in 1959. This has aroused the research interest of many scholars and produced many
research results on Fisher information convergence. However, most of the existing results are
devoted to the sums of independent random variables (see [1], [6], [10], [11], [12] and references
therein). Recently, Nourdin and Nualart [15] used Malliavin calculus method to obtain quantitative
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Fisher information bounds for the multiple Wiener-It6 integrals. This provides a basis for Dung
and Hang [2] to establish the bounds of the Fisher information distance to the class of normal
distributions of Malliavin differentiable random variables. Furthermore, they study the rate of
Fisher information convergence in the central limit theorem for the solution of small noise stochastic
differential equations (SDEs):

t t
Xep = Xo+ / b(s, X s)ds + E/ o(s, X 5)dWs, te|0,T],
0 0

where the initial condition Xy = zg € R, b, : [0,7] x R — R are deterministic functions, W is a
standard Brownian motion and € € (0, 1) is a small parameter.

The above SDEs consider the case of distribution independent and can be used to characterize
linear Fokker-Planck equations. Generally, nonlinear Fokker-Planck equations can be characterised
by distribution dependent SDEs, which are also named as McKean-Vlasov SDEs or mean field
SDEs. A distinct feature of such systems is the appearance of probability laws in the coefficients
of the resulting equations. Wang [19] established strong well-posedness of distribution dependent
SDEs with one-sided Lipschitz continuous drifts and Lipschitz-continuous dispersion coefficients.
Under integrability conditions on distribution dependent coefficients, Huang and Wang [9] ob-
tained the existence and uniqueness for distribution dependent SDEs with non-degenerate noise.
Recently, Fan et al. [4] proved the well-posedness of distributed dependent SDE driven by frac-
tional Brownian motion (fBm) and then established the Bismut formulas for both non-degenerate
and degenerate cases. Galeati et al. [7] studied distributed dependent SDEs with irregular, pos-
sibly distributional drift, driven by additive fBm and established strong well-posedness under a
variety of assumptions on the drifts.

To our knowledge, there is a certain distance between distribution dependent SDE and distri-
bution independent SDE, and also significant gap in the estimation of Fisher information bound
for SDE in these two cases driven by fBm. Note that, the study of Fisher information convergence
in the central limit theorem for the solution of distribution-dependent SDE driven by fBm with
small noise has not been studied. Thus, in this paper we will consider the following distribution
dependent SDE driven by fBm with small noise:

t t
Xi. = Xo + / b(s, Xoo, Lx. )ds + & / o(s,Lx. )ABY, Xo=z, te[0,7),  (L1)
0 0

where the initial condition X¢ = zg is a real number, Ly, . denotes the law of X;, B is a fBm
with Hurst index H € (3,1) and € € (0,1) is a small parameter.

For some 0 € [1,00), let F»p(R) be the space of probability measures on R with finite 6-th
moments. We define the L~-Wasserstein distance of any two probability measures y, v € F5(R) by

Wo(u,v) := inf (/RR |:E—y|97r(d3:dy)>1/6, (1.2)

mnel(p,v)

where £(u,v) is the set of probability measures on R x R with marginals ¢ and v. In order to
ensure the existence and uniqueness of the solution, we impose the following assumptions on the
coefficients b : [0,7] x R x Fp(R) — R and o : [0,T] x F»p(R) — R ® R. Throughout this paper,
we use |- | and () for the Euclidean norm and inner product, respectively, and for a matrix, || - ||
denotes the operator norm.

Let f : Fo(R) — R, f is called L-differentiable at p € F(R), if the functional L*(R —
R,p) > ¢ — f(po (Id+ ¢)~ ') is Fréchet differentiable at 0 € L?(R — R,u). A function g
is called differentiable on R x F3(R), if for any (z,u) € R x F2(R), g(-, p) is differentiable and



g(z,-) is L-differentiable. Furthermore, if Vg(-, 1)(z) and D¥g(x,-)(1)(y) are jointly continuous in
(z,y, 1) € R x R x Fo(R), we denote g € CHLO(R x Fp(R)). More details of L-differentiable see
in [4, 5].

(A1) There exists a non-decreasing function K (t), such that for any ¢t € [0,7], z,y € R, p,v €
]:G(R)7
bt 1) — b(t,y,0)] < K(2)(|2 — y] + Wo(ps, ),

lo(t, ) —o(t, V)| < K&)Wo(p,v),

and
b(t,0,00)] + llo(t,00)|| < K(2),

where dy denotes the initial experience distribution.

(A2) For every t € [0,T),b(t,-,-) € CHLO(R x Fy(R)), and there exists a non-decreasing function
K (t) such that

(i) for any z,y € R, p, v € Fo(R),
[Vb(t, -, ) ()] + D bt z, ) (1) ()] < Ka(t).

(ii) for any z,y, 21,20 € R, u,v € Fo(R), b(t, x, u) is twice differentiable in x and

Vb(t, -, ) (&) = Vb(t, -, ) (y)| + |D"b(t, 2, ) (1) (21) — Db(t,y, ) (v)(22)]
< Ki() (o =yl + |21 — 22| + Wo(p, v)).

By Fan et al. [5], under the assumption (A1), there exists a unique function {z,t € [0,T]} such
that z; € C([0,T];R) and x; satisfies the deterministic equation

t
Tt = T +/ b(s,xs, Ly,)ds, te€[0,T]. (1.3)
0

Under the assumption (A2), as ¢ — 0, X;. =
t € [0,T], where Z; satisfies

Xte—x . . . .
=be ™t converges in distribution to Z;, for every
15

Iy = tCZbS';C LUdS“‘ tEDDS'LL',C Ts) = ds
t /0 s ( P -'Es)( S) /0\ ( ( ( » )( -'Es)( 3) 3)|u -Ts)
+ o(s H, 5 .
/0 ( 7£ms)ng t e [0 T]

Note that

E [Db(s, u, ) (Lo () Zs] = lim 2t Eaataze) = b(st L)

a—0 a

This result provides a foundation for our study of the convergence in Fisher information distance.
In this paper, we mainly focus on the following two results. The first one (Theorem 3.1) is the
order of convergence in Fisher information distance,

1 (Xt,eHZt) S Cupper(ta H)EzH;
The second one (Theorem 3.2) is that the rate O(27) is optimal,

o1 >
gl_% €2—H[ (Xt’gHZt> > Clower(ta H)
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The rest of this paper is orgnized as follows. In Section 2, we present some preliminary properties
of fBm, Malliavin calculus and some basic propositions. In Section 3, we impose our main results.
The rate of Fisher information convergence for the solutons of (1.1) is given in Theorem 3.1 and
Theorem 3.2 proves that this rate is optimal. Section 4 and Section 5 provide detailed proofs for
Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2, respectively.

2 Perliminaries

In this section, we present some preliminary properties and some basic propositions that will be
used in the rest of our paper.

2.1 Fractional Brownian motion

Let {Bf1,t > 0} be a fBm with Hurst parameter H € (0,1). It is a centered Gaussian process with
covariance function

1
B(BJ1BIT) = (21 + 21 — |t — 5™,

for all t,s > 0. This process was first introduced by Kolmogorov and studied by Mandelbrot
and Van Ness [14] and it became an object of intense study due to its self-similarity, long range

1
dependence and Gaussianity. Note that B? is a standard Brownian motion. To ensure the existence
and uniqueness of the solution in equation (1.1), we only consider fBm with Hurst index H > 1/2.

FBm admits the following Wiener integral representation
¢
B = / Ky (t,s)dWs,,
0
where W is a standard Brownian motion an Kp is the kernel function defined by

t
KH(t,S):CHS%_H/ (u—S)H_%uH_%du, s <t,
S

1
with Cy = (H(L_l)l) * and [ denotes a beta function. Moverover, we can see that
B(2—2H,H-1)
0Ky 1 g3 (8\aH
'5?“”**W<H—§>“—$ ((3)

Next, we will introduce the Cameron-Martin space (more details see in [8]). The Cameron-
Martin space Ky associated to the covariance E[Bff BH] is defined as the closure of the space of
step functions with respect to the scalar product

T T
(0, )y = CH/O /0 (u)p(u)|u — v 2 dudv.

For any ¢ € Kg, we can define an operator K7,

T
K@) = [ o0 5 t.s)ar (2.)

Then (Kj114)(s) = Kr(t,s)1j4(s) and we have an isometry between Ky and L?[0,T7,
(0, V), = (K (8), Kir () £210,17-
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Thus, the Wiener integral with respect to fBm B can be rewritten as a Wiener integral with
respect to Wiener process W

T T
/ o(s)dBH = / (K3 6)()dW . (2.2)
0

0

2.2 Malliavin calculus

In this section, let us recall some elements of Malliavin calculus (for more details see [16]). We
suppose that {W;,t € [0,T]} is defined on a complete probability space (2, F,F, P), where F =
(Ft)tejo,r is a natural filtration generated by the Brownian motion W.

Let S denotes a dense subset of L2(Q, F, P) that consists of smooth random variables of the
form

where n € N, f € C°(R™) and hy,...,h, € L?[0,T]. If F has the form (2.3), we define its
Malliavin derivative as the process DF := D,F, t € [0,T] given by

D\F = Z axk W ()l ().

More generally, for each k& > 1, we can define the iterated derivative operator on a cylindrical
random variable by setting

D F =Dy D F = Y ax“- 8:%( (h0),oes W ()i (82) @ - @ i (),

iyernylh=1

where h;; ® --- ® h;, denotes the k-fold tensor product of h;,, ..., h;

Tk *

For any 1 < p, k < oo, we denote by D*P the closure of S with respect to the norm

IF|? = E|F|P+ZE 1D FI[8 2y o)
i=1

Observe that, by computing the Malliavin derivative of X;., combining (2.1) and (2.2), we can
easily get:

t t
K
DrXt,gz/ Vb(s,',£X575)(Xs75)DrXs7ed8—|—/ €HU(S,£X575)8%7(SS7T)dS (2.4)
and
t
DeD, X, = / (Vb(s,-,ﬁXS,E)(X&E)DgDTX&E+V2b(s,-,£XS,E)(XSvE)DT,X&EDgXSvE)ds. (2.5)
rveo

For any F' € D2, the Clark-Ocone formula says that

T
F—E[F] :/O E[D,F|F.|dW.

An important operator in the Malliavin calculus theory is the divergence operator 8. It is defined
as the adjoint of the derivative operator D in the following manner. The domain of § denoted by
Domé which is the set of all functions v € L?(2 x [0,77]) such that

[E((DF, U>L2[O,T})’ < C(u)||Flr2(@),
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where C(u) is some positive constant depending on w. In particular, if w € Domd, then d(u) is
characterized by following relationships

§(uF) = Fé(u) = (DF, u) 210 17 (2.6)

and
E[(DF,u) 21 7y) = E[F§(u)], VF € DY,

2.3 Some propositions

In this section, we will introduce some propositions that will be used in the proof of our main
results.

Proposition 2.1 ([5], Lemma 4.1) Suppose that o satisfies (A1) and p € C([0,T]; Fp(RY)) with
p>0 andp > % Then there is a constant C > 0 such that

E( sup
te[0,7

The next proposition is a general bound of Fisher information which is very important to the
proofs of our main results.

t
/ U(snus)stH
0

p T
) <c /0 lo(s, 1) Pds. (2.7)

Proposition 2.2 (/2], Theorem 3.1) Let F € D** and N be a normal random variable and N ~
N(p,0?). Define
@ = (DF, u>L2[07T} 5

where uy := E[D F|Fy], t € [0, T]. Assume that © # 0 a.s. Then, we have
1
I(F|IN) < ¢ (Q (E[F] — pu)* + Ap|Var (F) — 6> + Cp <E||D®|I%Q[O7T}>> ,

where ¢ is an absolute constant and Ap, Cr are positive constants given by
. 1
8 -8\ 4
Ar = = (Ellulfap B0 ) 4,

1
Cr 1= Ap + (EJula nEI0]0)4.

Throughout this papar, C' denotes some positive constant which may change from line to line.

3 Main results

Theorem 3.1 Let {X;.,t € [0,T]} and {x¢,t € [0,T]} be the solutions to the equations (1.1) and
(1.3), respectively. Define
Xt,a — Tt

Xt@: o , L€ [O,T]

Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold and that for some py > 16,

t t 2
/ (/ a(s,ﬁxs,s)aKféiMds> dr
0 r S

—Po

< oo, Ve € (0,1), t e (0,7T). (3.1)




Then, for all € is a small number and t € (0,T], we have

“r OKpg(s,r) 2
Var(Z;)? * Var(Z;)? /0 </T J(SvﬁXS,s)Tds> dr

4
t t 2 |TPON po
—l—(/ </ a(s,ﬁxsyg)al(%i(s’r)ds> dr > g2,
0 r S

where C(t, H) is a positive constant only depending on t and H, Z; satisfies

I(X;c||12,) < C(t, H) 1 1 (

= t . T S t L S, u, - xXT — S
7 - /0 Vb5 L) (i2)ds + /0 (E(D(s, 1, ) (La,) (29) Z) s, ) d

t
+/ o(s, Ly )dBHE, te[0,T]. (3.2)
0

—p
Note that, if o = 1, the condition (3.1) degenerates to <f0t K%(t,r)dr) Do ol <o,
Therefore, condition (3.1) is feasible.

Theorem 3.1 tells us, the rate of Fisher information convergence in the centeral limit theorem
for the solution of (1.1) is O(¢?). Moreover, the next theorem will prove that this rate is optimal.

Theorem 3.2 Under the assumptions (A1) and (A2), for each t € (0,T], we have
.1 1 2
lim EQ—H[(Xt,aHZt) > ————— (E[E [§(V:DU)|U4, |)” (3.3)

N 4HDUtHL2[0,T]

where Z; is defined as in Theorem 3.1, (Ut)te[o,T] and (Vi)ie(o,r) are stochastic processes defined by

t t t
U, = / Vb(s,.’ﬁxs’s)(xs)Usds—EiH / (b(s, 25, Lx. ) — b(s, s, Lo, ))ds + / o (s, L0, )dBH
0 0 0

(3.4)
and

t

v = / L 92(s, -, Lx, ) (@s)U2 + Vb(s, - L, ) () Vids
0 2
1 "
+ g (0(s,Lx,.) —o(s,Ls,))dBy . (3.5)
0

Note that, as € — 0, there exist some p,v € Fo(R) and c1, ¢o, such that

€_H(b(s7 xs? EXS,E) - b(87 ':US7 ‘C-'Es)) — CIDLb(S, x? )(lu’)

and
E_H(U(S7 ‘CXs,s) - O'(S, ﬁxs)) — CQDLU(Sv ')(V)7
since (4.5) and assumption (A1l). This ensures the rationality of the definitions of U and V.



4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

By the Proposition 2.2, we can see that the estimate of Fisher information distance between X't,g
and Z; can be divided into three parts, that is the estimation of (E[F] — u)?, Var (F) — 02 and
E||DO[}. 0,77 S0 that, our proof of Theorem 3.1 can be divided into three estimates for each part.
Here are some lemmas we need in our proof.

Lemma 4.1 Under the assumption (A1), the equation (1.1) has a unique solution {X;.,t € [0,T]}
satisfying for each p > 6 and p > %,

sup E|Xt,€|p S Cl (t7p7 H)7 (41)
te[0,T

where C1(t,p, H) is a positive constant only depending on t, p and H.

Proof. By Theorem 3.1 in [4], under the assumption (A1), the equation (1.1) has a unique solution
{Xie,t €10,7]} with the form

t t
Xio = Xo+ / b(s, Xse, Lx, )ds + " / o(s,Lx, )dBE.
0 0

Then, by (2.7) and the Holder inequality, we have

P
+CE

p

t t
E|X;c|P < C+ CE / b(s, X5, Lx,)ds / o(s,Lx, . )dBY
0 0

t t
§C+C/ Elb(S,Xs,e,ﬁxs,s)lpdSJrC/ lo(s, Lx,..)[[Pds
0 0
¢ t
§C+C/ E(1+[XselP + [Wo(Lx, ., 00)") d8+0/ <1+|W9(/;X575,50)|P>ds,
0 0

where we use the assumption (A1) in the last inequality. By (1.2), since p > 6, we can use the
Hoélder inequality to obtain that

(Wo(Lx,.,00)/" < (BIX,e)F < E|X, P

So that .
E|X; P <C+ C/ E| X |Pds.
0

Then, by Gronwall’s inequality, we can obtain
E|X; P < Ce < C.

This completes the proof. [
Note that, by the assumption (Al) and the Holder inequality, we have

|’U(t7 EXt,s)H < |’U(t7 EXt,s) - U(tv 60)” + HO’(t, 60)”
< K(t)(1+ Wy(Lx,.,00)) < K(£)(1 + (E[X,[?)7). (4.2)

Combine (4.2) and (4.1), o is a bounded function. In the rest of our paper, we put the boundness
of o into assumption (Al).



Lemma 4.2 Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold. Then, for each p > 0 and p > %, we
have

sup E|D, X [P < Co(t,p, H)eP! (4.3)
te[0,7
and
sup E|DgD, X |P < Cs(t,p, H)e*H, (4.4)
te[0,7]

for any e is a small number, where Co(t,p, H), Cs(t,p, H) are positive constants only depending
ont,pand H.

Proof. Since the assumption (A1) and the Hélder inequality, we have

p

t
E|D,X,.|” < CE / Vb(s,-, Lx..)(Xs2) Dy X ods

+ CE ‘ </t efo(s, EXS,E)(?KHi(S’T)ds)

p

Js

P

LOKy(s,r)
/T s ds

t
< C/ E[|Vb(s,, Lx,.)(Xs)["|Dr X5 |P]ds + CePTE

t

<C / E|D, X, [Pds + CePH | Ky (t,7)[P
t

<C / E|D, X, [Pds + CePH,

Then by Gronwall’s inequality, we can obtain (4.3). It remains to prove (4.4). Recall the form of
DyD, X;, that is (2.5), we have

t p

Vb(s, -, Lx,.)(Xs:)DgDy X, ods
rVve
t

+ CE V2b(5, S Lx, . )(Xse) Dy X e DX ods
Vo

E|DgD, X .| < CE

p

Then by the assumptions (A1)-(A2) and the Holder inequality,
t
E|DyD, X [P < C/ E[|Vb(s, -, Lx, . )(Xse)|'|[DoDr X c|P] ds
Ve

t
0 [ B[P0, £, )Xo 1D, XD X P
vl
t

t
<C [ E|DyD,X,.Pds+C | E[|D,X,.|P|DoXsc|P]ds
rVve rVvo

t

t
<C / E[DgD, XoclPds + C | \/EID, X, o[E| Dy X, o[?ds.
rveo

rVvo

Consequently, we can use the estimate (4.3) to get
t
E|DpD, X, [P < C / E|DgD, X o|Pds + C*H.
Vo

Thus, (4.4) is obtained by Gronwall’s inequality. ]

The following lemma characterizes the distance relationship between X;. and z;, which has
been proven in [5], so we directly present this result here.



Lemma 4.3 (/5/, Lemma 4.2) Under the assumptions (A1), for each p > 0 and p > %, we have

E| sup [Xie —af" | < Calt,p, H)eP™ [ 14 sup |z ], (4.5)
t€[0,T] te[0,T

for e is a small number and t € [0,T], where Cy(t,p, H) is a positive constant depending on t, p
and H.

Lemma 4.4 Let X;. = X“ Tt Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold, then we have

[E(%] - E[Zt]f < Cy(t, H)E2M, (4.6)

" Var (X ) — Var(Z)| < Cs(t, H)e", (4.7)
var (%) |

for € is a small number and t € [0,T], where Z; is defined as that in Theorem 3.1, C5(t,H) and
Cs(t, H) are positive constants only depending on t and H.

Proof. We first verify the estimate (4.6). By (1.1) and (3.2) together with the Holder inequality,
E|Xie — ZifP

_E / (S 06 X £, = o0 £2) = Vs £2,)02) ) s

p

/ E (Db (s,u,-) (La,) (25)Zs) |uza,ds —i—/o (0(s,Lx,.) —o(s, Ly,))dBY

]1:{ S XS €7£X5 5) b(sax87£x5)) - va,sb (37’7£XS,5) (xs)

<c/

P

-E (DLb (s,u,-) (Ly,) (ms))@@) lu—z,| ds
t
+ 0/ E (sz b (s, Lx,. ) (05) = Vi,b(s, -, L) ()| ds
; ,
t B p t p
n 0/ E ‘DLb(s,u,-) (L2 () <X - Zs) lucs.| ds+ CE / (0(s, Lx..) — o(s, La,))dBY
0 0

Then by repeating the proof of Theorem 3.9 in [5], we can get that
~ t t
E|X,. — Z,JP < 0/ E| X, — Z|Pds + 0/ E| X, — x4|Pds.
0 0
Thus, by the Lemma 4.3
t
ElX: . — ZiP < C/ E|X; . — Zs|Pds + CePH.
0

Next, we can use Gronwall’s inequality to obtain that
E|X;. — Z;P < CePH. (4.8)

We take p = 2 in (4.8), we can get
~ 2 ~
E(X:.] —E[Z]| <E|Xic—Z)* < CeM.
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It remains to prove (4.7).

(var (Xm) Var (Zy) ‘ ‘E E[Zf]‘ n ‘(E[Xt,e]f—(za[zt])?‘ — Gy + Ga.

Let us consider the estimate of G,
G1 = [EIX2] - E[2})| < BlXe + Zill Ko — Z)

Then, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

[E(X2.) - BlZ])| < \EIX.o + 20| %0 - 222

Recall the definitions of X;. and Z;, then by the assumptions (A1)-(A2) and (4.5) (take p = 2)

combining the Hélder inequality, we have
E|X;. + Zi|*

tr1
/ <€H (b(s, Xoes Lx..) — b(s,:ns,ﬁxs))+VZSb(8,-,£mS)(:ES)> ds
0

2

+ /tE (D b (s,u,-) (La4,) (w5)Zs) ds + /t (0(s,Lx,.) + (s, Ly,)) dBY
0 0

2

< CE +CE

t
/0 ;I (b(s, Xse,Lx,.) —b(s,xs,Ls,)) ds

t
< c/ L Elb(s, Xue Lx,.) — b(s,xs,ﬁxs)]2ds+C/ lo(s, Lx,.) + o (s, Lo, )|[Pds + C
0

t
/ (a(s,ﬁxm) + a(s,ﬁxs)) dBf
0

2

+C

t
<0 [ (B =l W (€)Y s 4.C [ (oo, £, P + oo, £2,)IP) s +C
0 0

t
1
S C/ WE|XS’€ — $s|2ds + C é C.
0o €

Hence, by (4.8) (take p = 2) together with (4.10),

Gy = ‘E[Xze] . E[ZE]( < Cet,
Next, we consider Go. By (4.8) and the Holder inequality, we can get

_ N2 _
Go = ‘(E[Xt,eD — (E[Z4))? ‘E Xie] — E[Zt]‘ ‘E[Xt,e] + E[Z]

- 2 _ 2
< \/E‘Xt,s — Zt‘ \/E‘Xt,s + Zt‘

< et

Combining (4.9), (4.11) and (4.12), we can obtain (4.7). This completes the proof.

Lemma 4.5 Let Xtvg = % Define

t
Oy, = /0 D, X1 B | Dy X\ Fy | dr

11

(4.10)

(4.11)

(4.12)



Then, under the assumptions (A1) and (A2) and the condition (3.1), we have

t t 2 |“Po\ 7o
/ </ a(s,ﬁxs,s)al(%i(s’r)ds> dr > , (4.13)
0 T S

where C7(t,p, H) is a positive constant only depending on t, p and H.

E|6y, |7 < Crlt,p, H) (

Proof. First, let us recall the form of D, X; .. Solving the equation (2.4), we can obtain

t t
Dy Xy =€ / o(s,Lx, E)M%i(s’r)e‘ Jo b Ly e)(Xue)du g g (4.14)
r ’ S

By (4.14) and the assumption (A1),

1 t
@Xt,s = 82—H /0 DTXt,€E [DTXt7€|]:7‘] dr

t t
:/ (/ 0(5’ﬁXs,s)aKféi(j’”e‘ffVb(uv'vﬁxu,s)(xu,s)duds>
0 \Jr

t
< [(/ 0(8,£Xs,5)8K%(SS7T) — [1b(u, L, ) (Xue) dud8> |}-}

>/t (/t (s £XSE)6K%7(;’T)6_CT(18>E[(/Tta(s,ﬁxs’s)((ﬂ{%ii&me_CTd(s) |}‘,} dr

_0/ (/ .cX”)M%if’”dﬁ E [/:a(s,cxw)m{%if’”ds|f,} dr

e £X”)6KH7(S’T)ds 2dr.
/ (/ ds >

Thus, by the Holder inequality
t K 2
< / o(s,Lx,. 8%7((:7“%%) dr

t 2 7P
/ </ o(s,Lx,.) 8K%is T)ds> dr

-p
E|©%, |7 < CE

Lemma 4.6 Let O, = be given in Lemma 4.5. Under the assumptions (A1) and (A2), we have
E|DOx, 72107 < Cs(t, H)'M, (4.15)

for € is a small number and t € [0,T], where Cs(t, H) is a positive constant only depending on t
and H.

Proof. Write the Malliavin derivative of O,
1 t
D@th = €2—H/ (DgDrXt7€E[D7«Xt75|fr] + DTXt’eEI:DeDTXt7€|fT:|)dT
’ 0

12



Hence, we have

2
1 T t 2
1065, 201 = o ( /O ( /O (D(;DTXLEE[DTXLE\}}]+D,,Xt7EE[D9DTXt75].FT])dr> d9> .

By the Holder inequality, we get

T (T t 4
EHDQ)@EH%z[O,T} < W/ E / (Dg D, X1 (E[D, X | Fy] + Dy X¢ cE[Dg Dy Xy | Fp])dr| d
’ € 0 0
C T rt .
< 68—1{/ / E‘DeDrXt,sE [Dy Xt | Fr] + Dr Xt cE (Do Dy Xy | Fy | drdf
0o Jo
C T rt 4 .
< €8—H / / (E‘DQDrXt,eE [DrXt,€|]:r] + E‘DTXt7€E [DeDTXt,5|]:r] > drdf
o Jo
C T rt
S 37 /0 /0 \/E‘DGDrXt,a‘8E‘DrXt75’8d7’d9.
Thus, use (4.3) and (4.4), we can complete this proof. -

_Proof of Theorem 3.1: Let u = E[DTXLE]]-}] for 0 < r < T. Then, by Proposition 2.2
(X;e € D?>* is implied by Lemma 4.2),

W <E[Xt,e] - E[Zt]>2 +Ag, [Var (Xtﬁ) — Var(Z,)|?

+Cx,. (EIDO, lia01)) (4.16)

I(Xt,EHZt) <c (

where ¢ is an absolute constant and

-

1 8 8
Az, = Var(Z,)? (EHUHLQ[O,T}E|@)~Q75| ) ;

=

. 8 ~16
CXt,s T AXt,s + (EHUHLZ[OvT]E‘(—)Xt,s’ > :
Using Holder inequality and the estimate (4.3) we have

C t
EHUH%2[O,T] S ES—H/O E’E [DrXt,&‘fr] ’8d7’

C t
< ES—H/ E|D,X; - [8dr
0

<C.

Combining (4.6), (4.7), (4.13), (4.15) and (4.16), we can obtain that

t /ot 2
/ </ a(s,ﬁxsyg)a[(%i(s’r)ds> dr
0 r S

Var(Z;)? * Var(Z;)?

2
—Po> 70

[(XillZe) < C(t, H) 1 1 (

13



5 Proof of Theorem 3.2

It is well known that the Fisher information and total variation distance satisfy the following
relation (see in [17] and [18])

VI AIZ) 2 dry(%ie.20) = goun B[ (%) - Elo (Z0)]. (51)

where the supremum is running over all measurable function g bounded by one. Thus our main
task is to find a lower bound for lim._,o dry (Xt ., Z;). We use the same idea as Section 4.3 in [2],
so that our proof can be divided into several lemmas.

Lemma 5.1 Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold. Then, for each p > 0 and p > %, we
have

sup E‘Xt,a - Ut’p S Cg(tapa H)EpHa (52)
te[0,T
sup E‘Ut‘p < ClO(tapa H) (53)
te[0,7
and
sup E|V2|p é Oll(t7p7 H)7 (54)
te[0,7

for any € is a small number, where Cy(t,p, H), C1o(t,p, H),C11(t,p, H) are positive constants only
depending on t, p and H, Uy, V; are defined in (3.4) and (3.5).

Proof. Recall the definitions of X;. in Theorem 3.1 and Uy in (3.4), we have

t
(b(87 XS757 ‘CXS,E) - b(s7 xs? EXS,&))dS
0

Xt,e—Ut = E_H

4 /0 (o5 Lx.) — ols, £2.)) dBY — /O "b(s, - Lx, Yan)Usds.  (5.5)
Then by the Taylor’s expansion
b(s, Xse,Lx,.) —b(s, x5, Lx,.)
= Vb(s, - Lx, )(2s)(Xse — 25) + %V%(& SLx, ) (@s F (X = 25))(Xse —25)% (5.6)

Wwe can see
p

t
E|X,. — Uy < CE / Vb(s,-, Lx,.)(xs) (X . Us>ds
0

C t
+gE / V2b(s, - Lx, ) (s + 0(Xe — 24))(Xos — 25)2ds
0

p

t
+CE / (o(s,Lx,.) —o(s, Ls,)) dBH
0

Then by the Holder inequality and (2.7), we have

- t R
E|Xt,€ - Ut|p < C/ EHVZ)(Sv '7£Xs,s)($s)|p |XS,€ - U8|p] ds
0
C t
+ s ; EHV%(S, SLx, ) @s +n(Xse — xsmp X, — $s|2p]

+C ||U(S, ‘CXS,E) _J(S7£$s)||pd8'

14



Thus by assumptions (A1)—(A2), (4.5) and (1.2) combining the Hélder inequality, for any p > 6,
. t t
B U < C [ 8%~ UPlds + o [ BIXee =)+ C [ Woll, . L)
0 0
t ~
< 0/ E [|XS,€ - Us|p] ds + CePH.
0

Finally, we can use Gronwall’s inequality to obtain (5.2).
It remains to prove (5.3) and (5.4).

p

t
E|U,]P < CE / Vb(s, - L, )(ws)Usds
0

P
+CE

p

t t
+—ESHE‘ / (b(s, 25, Lx. ) — b(s, s, Lo,))ds / o(s, Lo, )dBY
0 0

By the assumptions (A1)—(A2) and (2.7), we have

t
E|U[" < C/ E[Vb(s, -, Lx,.)(x:)Us|" ds
0

C t t
+ pH/ E[b(s, s, Lx..) — b(s,xs,ﬁws)|pd5+0/0 o (s, Lo,)|[Pds

t
g()/ E|Us|pd8+€p—H/ BIWo(Lx, . L) ds +C [ flo(s. £2,)|ds.
0 0 0

Then, by (1.2) and the Hélder inequality, for any p > 6,
t C +
]E‘Ut’p S C/ E‘Us‘pds + EP—H/ E’XS,E — xs‘pds + C
0 0
t
< C/ E|Us|Pds + C.
0

Finally, we can use Gronwall’s inequality to obtain (5.3).

Note that, by using the similar method as the proof of (5.3), we can easily get that for any
p>06and p> 4, E|Vi|P < C(t,p, H). L

Lemma 5.2 Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold. Then, we have

t
sup / E|D, X;. — D.U|*dr < Cyao(t, H)e*
tef0,7]J0

where Ca(t, H) is a positive constant only depending on t, Uy is defined as (3.4).

Proof. Compute the Malliavin derivative of Uy

OKp(s,r)

s ds.

¢ ¢
DU, = / Vb(s, - Lx..)(ws)D,Usds + / o (s, La))
By solving this equation, we can get

t
DU = / J(S,Exs)al{%i(ss’r)e— I Vb(u,r, Ly o) (@a)du g

15



Recall the solution of D, X . in (4.14), and the definition of DTX't,e,

. 1 ¢ K
Dy Xie = g DrXie = / o(s, Lx, s)me_ J2 Vbl L) Xue)du g g
€ - : 0s
Then, by the Holder inequality and the assumptions (A1)—(A2)
E|D Xy — D, Uy

t t
/ w |:(O-(S’ ‘CXS,E) - 0(87 £Is)) e ‘fs Vb(u7.7£Xu’5)(Xu'E)du

Os
+o(s, La.) (e_ JIVb(us Lx, ) Xue)du _ = [ Vb(u,-,ﬁxuyg)(ms)du)] ds‘z
<c {E
t
sup (O‘(S,Exs’s) — O'(S,Exs)) / ((?K%i(:’r)ds

=E

Ts

2

/t ang)i(sST) (0(s,Lx..) — (s, Ls,)) ds

+E

/t IKp (s,r) (e— JETb(u L x ) (K )du _ o~ f! Vb(uﬁllxu’s)(:cu)du) ds
’ s

§
YOKy(s,r)

< CE
<C , Os

2
o

2
ds‘ ds

Sup(Xu,s - xu)
< CE [sup | Xse — xs\p} + CE [sup | X e — xulz]

Thus, by (4.5), .
E|D,X;. — D, U,|*> < C*H.

[ |
Lemma 5.3 Under the assumptions (A1) and (A2), for each p > 6 and p > %, we have
- P
. Xt,a - Ut _
limE | = vl =o, (5.7)
where Uy and Vi are defined as (3.4) and (3.5), respectively.
Proof. By (5.5) and (5.6),
X,.— U, t X,.—U, 1 [t 5
% = /0 Vb(s, '7£Xs,5)($5) <727H> ds + 5/0 v2b(37 '7£Xs,€)(xs +1(Xse — $S))X3,ad8
I i
+ o (O‘(S,ﬁxs’s) —o(s,Ly,)) dBy'.

0

Then, recall the definition of V;, we have

¢ Xs — Us
/ Vb(s, -, Lx, . )(xs) (721{ Us _ Vs> ds
0

t
/ (V2b(s7 "y ﬁXs,s)(‘TS + T,(Xsya - ‘TS))XS2,E - V2b(37 ) ﬁXs,s)(xS)Ug) dS
0

P
<CE

S p
Xt,a - Ut

E 0

-V

P
+CE

16



By the Holder inequality,

<c/

e / E (vzb (5,4 £x..) (o 11 (X — ) (X2, - 02)[as

p

X _
t,e ds

B - o

+o/ IEJ| (V2D (5, £x...) (@ + 7 (Xae — 25)) — V2b (5, Lx...) (x5)) U2|"ds
~c [e Rl

— Vil ds+ Ri + R».
By the assumption (A2), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (5.2) and (5.3), we have

2
"ds < et (5.8)

L. p
ngc/ E(Xga—Uf
0

E[%,.-U

S

Also, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

t
Ry<C / VE[(V2 (s, £x...) (2 + 1 (Xoe —2.) = V2 (5, Lx...) () [ E U] Pds.
0

So that, by (5.3) and the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain that
Ry — 0, as € — 0. (5.9)

Thus,

- P
X — U,
e — O < C(Ry + Ry). (5.10)

E
cH

- Vi

Combining (5.8), (5.9) and (5.10), we can obtain (5.7).

Lemma 5.4 Suppose the assumptions (A1) and (A2) hold, then for each continuous and bounded
function g and each t € [0,t], we have

Blg ()| Bl

) A DUy

Elg(U)s(ViDUy)], (5.11)

where Uy and V; are defined as (3.4) and (3.5) respectively.

Proof. According to the proof of Proposition 4.8 in [2], we can see that this proof does not use
the exact form of U; and V;. Thus, by combining Lemmas 5.2-5.3, then repeating the deduction
of Proposition 4.8 in [2], we can easily get this result. Here we give a sketch of this proof.

17



By using the formula (3.2) in [3],

E|g (%) ~Elg ()] =E

Xt’s DUt
q (z) dz0 | ——5——
/Ut ||DUt||i2[07T}

gQ@Q<D&£—DmJn@

L2[0,T)]
_E .
||DU1‘/||L2[07T}
L ey [
= E Ut/ g(z)dz
||DUt||%2[0,T] Ut
1 N -
-——IF X DX, .— DU, DU, .
||DU15||%2[0 7 [g < t’e) < te b t>L2[07TJ

Then, by (2.6)
6 (ViDUy) = ViUp + (DVy, DUy 1210 77 -

So that
Efg(%i.)] —Els )] R
et DUy T
L) 1/&£()d UV, | U
=T — g(z)dz—g
DU B |\ Jus YA

1 _ DX, .— DU,
- F X:.) — g (U, U 51 5
IDU[Z210.19 (g( t@) ! t)>< eft 7 t>

L2[0,T]
1 DX,.— DU,
_ —E |g(U) { == == _ DV,, DU,
|[DU| |2 cH
til2 [0,7] L2 [0,T]

= Al,a - A2,a - A3,a'

Thus, the proof of (5.11) can be transformed into the proof of convergence for A; ., Ay, and As..

Hence, by repeating the deduction of Proposition 4.8 in [2], we can see lim._, 4; . =0, i = 1,2, 3,
under the results in Lemmas 5.2-5.3. [

Proof of Theorem 3.2: Note that, by Theorem 3.9 in [5] combining (5.2), for each ¢ € (0,77,
U can be regarded as Z;. So that, we have I(X;.||Z;) = I(X:||U:). Hence, by (5.1) and Lemma
5.4, we can get

1 1
D T U)o(Vi DU, —_—

1
hm— (Xt€||Zt) || ||
L20T L20T

lim — [E[g(U+)E[8(V; DU)|U] .

for any continuous function g bounded by 1. Then, by the routine approximation argument, we
can choose g(r) = sgn (E[&(‘/}DUt)|Ut = :E]) Hence we obtain (3.3).
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