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SMALL NOISE PERTURBATIONS OF STOCHASTIC ERGODIC
CONTROL PROBLEMS

K. SURESH KUMAR AND DESAI, VIKRANT

ABSTRACT. Using small noise limit approach, we study degenerate stochastic
ergodic control problems and as a byproduct obtain error bounds for the e-
optimal controls. We also establish tunneling for a special ergodic control
problem and give a representation of the ergodic value using the tunneled
Markov chain.

1. INTRODUCTION

We study degenerate stochastic control problems using ”small noise” perturba-
tion analysis. i.e., we approach the original as a limit of non-degenerate controlled
diffusions given by small noise perturbations. This is in the spirit of a proposal
of Kolmogorov as cited in [7] to select a ’physical solution’ for an ill-posed prob-
lem by looking at the small noise limit of its stochastic perturbation. This is also
the philosophy behind the vanishing viscosity method for solving elliptic/parabolic
pdes. Since we are concerned with ergodic control problems, the behaviour of the
invariant probability measures of the state dynamics enter the picture. Naturally
one expects that the asymptotic behaviour of the invariant measure of the small
noise perturbation, as perturbation noise approach zero, play a role in the small
noise limit of the ergodic control problem. Small noise perturbation of dynamical
systems governed by odes and the asymptotics of the invariant probability mea-
sures is studied in Chapter 6, [9] when state space is compact and in [2] when state
space is R?. Small noise limit analysis leads to a selection procedure of invariant
measure for the limiting dynamics which may possess multiple invariant probability
measures, see [15]. Analogous to the selection procedure for the invariant measures,
does small noise perturbation of the ergodic optimal control problem selects in the
limit a unique optimal ergodic control problem for the original degenerate controlled
state dynamics We get an affirmative answer under suitable conditions. We call
this as ’physical’ ergodic control problem. The selection is achieved through the
selection of an invariant probability measure from the multiple invariant probability
measures of the optimal state dynamics and hence our result also can be thought as
a controlled version of the selection procedure described in [9]. For a special case,
we see a tunneling of the optimal state dynamics and arrive at a representation of
the ergodic value through the tunneled Markov chain.

We consider degenerate stochastic control problem with state dynamics governed
by the controlled degenerate stochastic differential equation

(1.1) AX(t) = m(X(t),U(t))dt + o (X (£))dW (¢).
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The functions m : R? x P(U) — R?, o : R - R ® R? are bounded measurable,
with P(U) denoting the space of probability measures on a compact metric space U
endowed with the Prohorov topology. Note that P(U) is a compact Polish space®.
W (-) is a d-dimensional Wiener process and U(-) is a P(U)-valued process which is
progressively measurable with respect to a right-continuous filtration {F;} which
is complete with respect to the underlying probability measure, and furthermore,
is non-anticipative with respect to W(-), i.e., for t > s > 0, W(t) — W(s) is inde-
pendent of Fs. We denote the set of admissible controls by U.
Furthermore, we assume that m is of the form

(1.2) m(z,U) = /Um(a:,u)U(du),x c R4 U € P(U)

where m : R? x U + R? is locally bounded and measurable.
The cost criteria is given by

(1.3) o2, U() = liminflEz{/O (X (s),U(s))ds|, U() U

t—oo

where the prescribed ‘running cost function’ r : R x P(U) ~— R is of the form

(1.4) r(z,U) = /Uf(x,u)U(du)

and E,[-] denote the expectation with respect to the law of the process (X (-),U(-))
given by (1.1) with initial condition X (0) = 2z € R%. We set p(z,U(-)) = oo if
corresponding to U(-) € U, the stochastic differential equation (in short sde) (1.1)
has no solution with initial condition x.

The structural assumptions (1.2), (1.4) on m,r given above is a part of the so
called relaxed control formulation introduced by L. C. Young [17], which in partic-
ular ensures the existence of an optimal control under fairly general conditions.

We say that an admissible control U(+) is a Markov control if U (¢) = wu(t, X (t)),t >
0 for some measurable map u : [0, 0o) x R? — P(U), where X (-) is a weak solution
to (1.1) corresponding to u(-). We denote the set of all Markov controls by Uy; and
by an abuse of notation we take

Upr = {u: [0, c0) x RY — P(U) | u is measurable, sde (1.1) has a weak solution

corresponding to u(+)}.

When a Markov control u(-) doesn’t has an explicit depedendence on ¢, we call
it as a stationary Markov control and the set of all stationary Markov controls is
denoted by Usps. Set

Usyr = {u:R? — P(U)|u is measurable}.

We use the following topology on Us s described in [1], p.57. Consider L>°(R%; M, (U))
endowed with weak*-topology, where M(U) denote the space of signed Borel mea-
sures on U endowed with weak* topology. Then Usa is a subset of the unit ball in
L>(R%; M,(U)) and hence is given the relative topology. Under this weak* topol-
ogy Usns is compact due to Banach-Algaoglu theorem and is metrizable and the

More generally, we shall denote by P(---) the Polish space of probability measures on the
Polish space ‘- - -’ with Prohorov topology.
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topolgy can be characterized by the following convergence criterion. u, — u in
Usyy if for f € LY(RY) N L2(RY), g € Cp(R? x V),

(1.5) lim g f(x)/ujg(x,v)un(:v)(dv)d:vz/Rd f(x)/Ug(:C,v)u(x)(dv)dx.

n—00

For Usyr, we use the relative topology described above. When o = 0, we can see
that LA{SM =Us .

We also use smooth controls defined in the following sense. u € Ug s is said to be
smooth if z — [, f(v)u(z)(dv) is smooth for all f € C(U). We denote the set of
all smooth controls by U7,

We can view any admissible control U(-) as a Up-valued random variable, where
Up = {u: [0, 0) — P(U)| u is measurable}. We then say that U,(-) — U(-)
in law if the law of U, (-) converges to the law of U(-) in P(Up). By Prohorov’s
theorem, P(Up) is a compact Polish space.

We can also view U(-) € U as a prescribed control in the sense that, one defines
U(:) on a given (Q, F,{F;}, P,W(-)). For instance, given a feedback control u(-),
if (X(-),W(-)) is a weak solution to (1.1) defined on a filtered probability space
(0, F,{Fi}, P) and { F; } - Wiener process W (-), then the process U (t) = u(t, X|o.4),
where Xjo4 = {X(s)|0 < s <t} is a prescribed control on (2, F,{F:}, P,W(.)).
This way we treat any feedback control as a prescribed control.

Before proceeding further, we briefly list notations used in the article. For the
Euclidean space R?,z € R?, x; denotes its ith component and | - || denotes

lz|| = /2% + - + 22, z € R,

x € R? is treated as a row vector. For A € R? ® RY, the set of all d x d real

matrices, we use ||Al = \/Zijzl a3, A = (aij), AT denotes the transpose of A
and I € R? ® R? denotes the identity matrix. C*(R?), k = 0, 1,2, denote the space
of all functions with continuous partial derivatives of order upto k. For a function
f € CYR?), V£ denotes the gradient and for a function f € C?(R?), V2f denotes
the Hessian of f and Af denotes its Laplacian. C2°(R9) denote the space of all
smooth compactly supported functions defined on R?. For the compact metric
space U, C(U) denotes the space of all continuous functions f : U — R with sup
norm || f|lec = sup,cy |f(u)]. Also we denote the set of all Lipschitz continuous
function on R? by C%!(R%). For f € C%1(R?), we denote its Lipschitz constant
by Lip(f). We also use the Sobolev space W2P(R),p > 2, the set of all f € LP(R)
such that f’ € LP(R) with the p-Sobolev norm.

We use K > 0 to denote the constant appearing in (A1)(ii). Other constants
are denoted by K , Ko, K1, K3 etc., their values will change from place to place
depending on the context.

Controlled diffusion process {X (¢)|0 < ¢ < oo} will also be denoted by X or
X (-). We use the following parametric family of infinitesimal generators.

1
(1.6) LY fz) = §trace(a(:v)v2f) + (m(z,U),Vf),
1
LOf(@) = Ftrace(ac (@)V2S) + (m(a,U), V1),
where a = 00”7, a. = 0.0, 0. is a suitable non degenerate perturbation of o

defined in forthcoming sections.
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We say that (X (-),U(:)) is an admissible pair if U(-) € U and X(-) is a weak
solution to the sde (1.1) corresponding to U(-).
Definition 1.1. (i) Admissible control U*(-) is ergodic optimal if
(1.7) plx, U*(-) < plx,U()), for all U(:) e U, = € RY.
(ii) Admissible pair (X*(-), U*(+)) is an ergodic optimal pair if

1 L . o1 ¢
llggf gE[/o r(X*(s),U (s))ds} < llggf gE[/o r(X(s), U(s))ds]
for all admissible pair (X (-),U(-)) of (1.1).

Let G denote the set of all ergodic occupation measures of the process (1.1), i.e.

G = {ﬁ € P(R% x U)’ //ﬁUf(a:,u)ﬂ'(dxdu) = 0, forall fe O§°(Rd)},

see Chpater 6 of [1] for details. We introduce various notions of values for ergodic
optimal control.

@*8) = inf //f(:v,u)w(dwdu), pr o= inf liminf%E{/Otr(X(s),U(s))ds}

n€g (X(LU() 1=
pule) = inf p(x,U()), v eRY py = inf pjy(a),
@) = nf P UO) R i, = it i),

where infimum in the second equality is over all admissible solution pair (X (-), U(-)).

Clearly p* < p** < pjy < pjy.,,- Under (Al) and standard stability assumptions, all

the above ergodic optimal values coincide when (1.1) satisfies the non degeneracy

condition but that may not be the case with out the non degeneracy condition.
We assume:

Assumption (A1). e The functions m = (Mmy,--- ,Mmq), T are jointly con-
tinuous and Lipschitz in the first variable uniformly with respect to the
second, o is Lipschitz continuous and bounded and ool > 0.

o There exists K € R such that

_ _ 1
(m(@,u) = m(y,v), @ —y) + 5llo@) —o@)* < Kllz—y|*, z,y,€R,uel.
Now let us briefly indicate what is known about ergodic control problems when
the state dynamics are degenerate, i.e. when the diffusion matrix doesn’t satisfies

the uniform ellipticity condition. Following general result is known, see [[1], Chapter
7, Theorem 7.2.1, p.254].

Theorem 1.2. Assume (A1) and that the map (z,U) — LYV (z) is inf-compact for
some non negative inf-compact V€ C?(R?). Then there exists an optimal ergodic
pair (X (+),U()) such that X () is a Markov and U(-) can be taken as a stationary
Markov control.

Hence Theorem 1.2 doesn’t give an optimal control in the sense of Definition 1.1
(i) but give an existence result in the sense of Definition 1.1 (ii).

Under an additional assumption of asymptotic flatness on the state dynamics,
ie, K <0in (A1) (ii), the following is proven in [[1], Chapter 7].
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Theorem 1.3. Assume (A1) with K < 0. Then there exists 7 € G such that
p* = [[7(z,u)m*(dzdu) and if (X*(-),U*(-)) denote a stationary solution pair
corresponding to T, then given any x € R?,

. ' . .
htrglogngz{/o r(X(s),U (s))ds} = p,

where X (+) denote the solution to (1.1) corresponding to U*(-) and initial condition
x € RL. More over

p(z, U*(1)) < p(z, U(")), for all z € RT,U(-) € U.

Thus, Theorem 1.3 gives the existence of optimal control in the sense of Definition
1.1 (i). But neither the theorem nor the method of proof throw any light on the
computation of the optimal control, though they give a characterization of the value
p* as a viscosity solution of the corresponding HJB equation in the asymptotic flat
case, see Theorem 7.3.10 of [1], p.260.

Our contribution is manyfold. Firstly we observe in Theorem 2.1 that small
noise limit of the degenerate ergodic optimal control problem selects the ergodic
optimal control problem which seeks minimization over all admissible pairs, i.e.,
Definition 1.1 (ii). Also Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.4 indicate that this need
not be a solution for the ergodic control problem in Definition 1.1 (i). i.e., small
noise limit need not select in general the ergodic control problem in the sense
of Definition 1.1 (i). This parallels the selection of physically relevant invariant
probability measure from the set of all invariant measures/equilibrium of a given
dynamical system. Hence we can observe that ergodic control problem in the sense
of Definition 1.1 (ii) is the relevent problem when the underlying state dynamics
seeks ‘thermalization’. When the state dynamics of the ergodic control problem is
a controlled deterministic gradient flow, we establish a tunneling behavior for the
one dimensional ergodic control problem and give a representation of the value p*
in terms of the continuous time Markov chain which represents the tunneling of the
controlled state dynamics corresponding to the ergodic optimal Markov control.

Secondly, we explore sufficient conditions for the small noise approximation of
the ergodic control problem in the sense of Definition 1.1 (i). We show that the
small noise approximation of the ergodic control problem converges to ergodic op-
timal control problem in the sense of Definition 1.1 (i) first in the case when the
state dynamics satisfies the asymptotic flaness condition given by (A1) with K < 0.
Under a different set of sufficient conditions, i.e. (B) and (D), we show the con-
vergence to the ergodic optimal control problem in the sense of Definition 1.1 (i)
among the class of stationay Markov controls.

Thirdly, we obtain error bounds for approximate controls which are ergodic
optimal control for the perturbed non degenerate ergodic control problem whose
optimal control can be characterized using the minimizing selector of corresponding
HJB equation and hence computable, see Theorem 4.6.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give a selection theorem for
the degenerate ergodic control problems using small noise limit, see Theorem 2.1.
In Theorem 2.3, we show that the optimal control corresponding to the value p* is
optimal in the sense of Definition 1.1 (i) for the initial values « in the support of the
invariant probability measure of the sde (1.1) correponding to optimal control. This
in particular implies that p* = p;;. In Section 3 we address the problem when the
state dynamics satisfies certain asymptotic flat condition. In Theorem 3.3, we show
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that small noise limit of the ergodic control problem is the ergodic control problem
in the sense of Definition 1.1 (i) and also gives an error bound for the approximate
optimal controls. In Section 4, we consider the degenerate ergodic control problem
under more general conditions. Under suitable conditions, in Theorem 4.6, we show
that the small noise limit of the ergodic control problem becomes Definition 1.1 (i)
among the class of stationay Markov controls. We also show the existence of e-
optimal controls over the space of stationary Markov strategies in Theorem 4.7.
Also under an additional condition, we obtain error bounds in Theorem 4.9. Note
that we were only showing the existence of e-optimal controls when minimization is
over Usps. So we do not know whether the value pj; coinsides with the value pl’j{SM.
But we have affirmative answer for a special case in Theorem 4.12. In Section 5,
we prove in Theorem 5.10 which gives a characterization of the optimal ergodic
value p* in terms of the underlying Markov chain which represents the tunneling
of the optimaly controlled state dynamics. In Section 6, we give the proof of a
characterization for invariant probability distribution for solutions of sdes which
are probably non Feller.

2. DEGENERATE ERGODIC CONTROL: GENERAL RESULTS

In this section, we give a selection theorem for degenerate optimal control prob-
lems in the following sense. The small noise perturbation limit of the ergodic control
problem pick the ergodic value p* which is the minimum among all ergodic optimal
values given in (1.8). Along with (A1), we assume the following stability condition.
Assumption (L). The map (z,U) — LUV (x) from R? x U to R is inf-compact

for some positive inf-compact V€ C*(R?), where LY is as in (1.6).

Consider the small noise perturbation of the ergodic optimal control problem
(1.1);(1.3) with state dynamics

(2.1) AXE(t) = m(XE(t), U(t))dt + oo (X=(t))dW (1),

and cost criterion
t
(2.2) pe(z,U(+)) = liminfle[/ r(XS(s),U(s))ds}, U(-) elU.
t—oo 0

where X¢(+) is a solution to (2.1) satisfying X¢(0) = x corresponding to the admis-
sible control U(+). The choice of the perturbation o, of o is as follows.
For € > 0, choose 0. : R* — R? ® R? such that

(i)oco2 > e, (id) sup [lo=(z) = o(@)|| < el K], (id)]o-(2) = o=(y)]| < K[|z =y,
z€R

for some K € R. The constant K is chosen without any loss of generality as the

constant in (A1)(ii). One such choice is given by 0.0 = ool + €21, ie. , 0. is a

small 'noise’ perturbation of o.

Assumption (H1). For n(dxdu) = u(z)(du)n(dz) € G, we assume that n(dx) is
a limit point of the invariant probability measure n°(dx) of the process X¢(-) given
by (2.1) corresponding to u(-).

Assumption (H2). For each u € Uspyr and § > 0, there exist us € Uspr which is
continuous and a limit point ns(dx) in P(R?) of the invariant probability measures
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n5(dx) of the process X5(-) given by (2.1) corresponding to us(-) such that

// 7(z,v)us(z)(dv)ns (dz) < inf plz,u(-)) + 6.

zeR
Theorem 2.1. Assume (A1), (L) and (H1) or (H2). Then
LN €0 — HF d
lim inf pe (2, U=(-)) = p*, 2 € RY,
where US(+) is an ergodic optimal control for (2.1);(2.2).

Proof. Let (X?(-),UZ(+)) be an optimal ergodic stationary pair and ¢ € P(R% x U)
be the corresponding ergodic ocupation measure for (2.1); (2.2). Using (A1), it fol-
lows that the laws of (X7 (-), UZ(+)) is tight and hence has a limit point (X (-), U(-)).
Let the convergence be along the subsequence {¢,,}. One can see that (X(-),U(-))
is a stationary admissible pair for (1.1). Let 7 be its ergodic occupation measure,
and hence 7° converges weakly to m along the same subsequence {e,}. Thus we
have

lim p., (z,UZ () = lim // F(z,u)m®" (dedu) = //f(x,u)w(dwdu)
n—oo n—00

Let G* denote the set of all limit points of {n¢}. Then from above, it follows that

(2.3) liminf p.(z,U°(-)) = inf //f(x,u)ﬂ'(d:cdu) = Pings
e—0 TEGH

limsup pe(z,U%(-)) = sup //F(m,u)w(dwdu) = Paup
e—0 TEG*

Now assume (H1). Let (X*(-),U*(-)) be an optimal ergodic pair as in Theorem
1.2 and u*(-) be a corresponding stationary Markov control. Then 7*(dxdu) =
u*(x)(du)n*(dx) € G for some invariant probability distribution n*(dx) of X*(-).
Let X<(-) be the solution to (2.1) corresponding to w*(-) with initial law X*(0).
Using (L), a unique invariant probability measure 7°(dz) of X¢(-) exists. Then
¢ (dxdu) = u*(2)(du)n®(dx) is an ergodic occupation measure of (X<(-),u*()). In
view of (H1), n*(dz) is a limit point of 7°(dz) and hence 7*(dxdu) is a limit point
of 7¢ (dxdu). Let 7o — % in P(RY x U) as n — oo. Since

(x, U= (- // x,u)7 (dedu),

by letting n — oo, it follows that

liminf p.(z,U°(-)) < lim // 7z, u)m® (dedu) = //F(:v,u)w*(d:vdu) =p* =
e—0 n—>00

The last equality above is due to Theorem 1.2. Hence
(2.4) P < plag <P
Hence using (2.3) and (2.4), we have
liminf p. (2, U%(+)) = p*.
e—0

Now assume (H2). Let u*(-) be as above. For § > 0, there exists uj(-) € Usnr,
continuous and 75 (dr) € P(R?) such that

// 7z, v)us(z)(dv)ns(dz) < plz,ul(-) + 6,z € R
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Let X§(-) be the solution to (2.1) corresponding to w}(-) with initial law X*(0).
Using (L), a uniqu invariant probability measure nj(dz) of Xj(-) exists. Then
75 (dedu) = wj(z)(du)ns(dr) is an ergodic occupation measure of (X5(-),uj(+)).
Consider

liminf pe(2, US(-)) < lim / / Pz, u)rsn (daedu) = / / 7z, w)ul () (dv)ns (dz) < p* + 4.

n—00

Since § > 0 is arbitrary, the proof is completed. O

Remark 2.2. (i) In (H1), if n(dz) is the limit of n°(dz) or in (H2) ns(dx) is the limit
of n5(dx), then in Theorem 2.1, lim inf becomes lim.
(ii) We only need to assume (H2) for an optimal «*(-) in Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 2.3. Assume (A1) and (L). Then there exists U*(-) € U and a stationary
process X*(-) corresponding to U*(-) satisfying (1.1) such that

p(x, U () < p(z,U(:)) for all U(-) € U, x € supp(n*),
where n* is the law of X*(0). More over

p nf pr(x)
Proof. Using (A1), i.e., the map (z,U) — LYV (z) from R? x U is inf-compact for
some positive inf-compact V € C?(R%), from Theorem 7.2.1, p.254, [1], there exists
an optimal pair (X*(-),U*(+)), with U*(t) = v*(X*(t)),t > 0 and u* € Ugyp. i.e.
(2.5)

1 i 1 i
pr= o nf  limint gE[/O (X (s), U(s))ds} = lim inf gE[/O r(X*(s),U*(s))ds] ,
where infimum is over all admissible pairs of (1.1). For the presribed control U*(-),
let X (x;-) denote the solution to (1.1) with initial condition X (x;0) = x. Then
from the fact that conditional law of {X*(¢) : 0 < ¢ < oo} given X*(0) = x is same
as the law of {X (x;¢) : 0 <t < oo}, we have for each ¢ > 0,

E[/Otr(X*(s),U*(s))ds} = /RdE[/OtT“(X*(S)aU*(S))dS‘X*(O) :x} UNCED)
- /RdE[/Otr(X(x;s),U*(s))ds} n*(dz),

where n*(dz) denote the Law of X*(0). Hence using Fatou’s lemma, we get,

p* = liminf /Rd %E[/Otr(X(x;s),U*(s))ds} n*(dx)

t—o0

Y

t—o0

1 t
/ (hminf —E{/ r(X (z; s), U*(s))ds}) n*(dx) = / p(x, U*())n* (dx).
Rd t 0 Rd
Now from the definition of p*, we have p* < p(z, U*(+)
the above inequalities, we get p* = p(z, U*(-)) a.s. (
)

2.6 *= inf inf U()).
(2.6) p mleanU(u)leup(x, ()

), for all z € R%. Combining
*). Thus we get,
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Observe that, we can take X (x;-) in the above proof as a Markov process, since
using Theorem 6.4.16, page 241 of [1], there exists a Markov process in the marginal
class of X (z;-). Let n¥,t > 0 denote the family of emipirical measures of X (z;-),
ie.

[ it = 3E[ [ X @y e o,

For = € RY, let n* be a limit point of n¥. Set T} f(z) = Ef(X(x;t)), f € Cp(R9).
Then one can see that T} f is Lipschitz continuous for all f € C? Rd), see Lemma
11. Hence for f € CZ(R?),

n—r00 n—00 n

1 tn+t 1 t
= nlinioﬂ/o Tsf(:v)ds—nlggoa/o Tof(x)ds = /f(:v)n (dx

Hence n” is an invariant distribution of X (x;-). Since X*(-) and X (z;-) has the
same Markov semigroup, it follows from Theorem 5.1, [11] that either n* = n* or
n* and n* are singular to each other.

[t
/th(x)nw(d:r) = lim [T, f(z)nf (dz) = lim _/0 Toiif(x)ds

Set
(2.7) Dy = xeRd‘ /f ?(dy) = /f *(dy) for allfeOb(Rd)}
n*eEH*
where
(28) H" = {77* € P(R?) “(dz) = n*(dz,U), for some

T € argmin, g //F(x,u)w(d:vdu)}.

Theorem 2.4. Assume (A1), (L) and that
Fz,u) = r(x) +72(u), € R ueU.
Then U*(-) € U given in Theorem 2.3 satisfies
p(z, U*(+)) < p(z,U(")) for all U(-) € U,z € Dy.
More over, if Dy C R?, then the above inequality need not hold for x ¢ Dy.

Proof. For x € Dy, let X (x;-) denote the solution to (1.1) corresponding to U*(-)
and initial condition z. Then

plxz, U*(-)) = l1m1nf tE[/Ot (X(x;s),U*(s))ds}

— 00

hmlnfi{ [/trl(X( +E / /7'2 du)ds]}
/ “(dxz) + /Rd/rg 7 (dzedu) = p*.

Since p* < p(z,U(+)) for all U(+) € U, it follows that
pr = p(:E, U*()),{E € Do.

IN
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For « ¢ Dy, for any U*(-) which is an ergodic optimal stationary control, the
corresponding 7n* is singular to n* € H*. Hence when r; satisfies argmax 71 (x) N
U,-en- supp(n™) = 0, we get for z € D satisfying

min r; > max 7q,
supp(nz) supp(n*)

plx,U*() = litrgirolf %E{/Otr(X(x;s),U*(s))ds]

= [ @t + [[ mir @ >

where n* is the limit point corresponding to the liminf. This completes the proof.
O

3. DEGENERATE ERGODIC CONTROL : ASYMPTOTICALLY FLAT DIFFUSION

In this section, we assume (Al) with K < 0, i.e. the controlled diffusions are
asymptotically flat, see Lemma 7.3.7, p.257 of [1]. We have the following result
from [1], Theorem 7.3.7, p.257, Theorem 7.3.9, p.259, Theorem 7.3.10, p.260.

Theorem 3.1. Assume (A1) with K < 0. Then there exists U*(-) € Ugspyr such
that

*

P = @) = p@,U()),x € RY.

Also there exists ¢ € COY(R?) such that (p*, ) € R x COY(R?) is a viscosity
solution to the HJB equation

_ 1 2 d
p = Uelr%f(U)Km(:C,U), Vo) +r(z,U)] + 2trace(a(:v)v v),x € R™.

More over, if (p,%) € R x C%(R?) is a viscosity solution to the HJB equation

: 1 2 d
Uelr%f(U)Km(x, U), V) +r(z,U)] + 2trace(a(x)v v),x € RY,

then p = p*.
i.e., as opposed to the non degenerate case, it is not known whether any mini-
mizing selector is an optimal stationary Markov control. Also Theorem 3.1, only

guarantee uniqueness of the value p* but not ¢(-). Using small noise perturbation
to a specific example, first we illustrate what more one can expect.

Lemma 3.2. Assume (A1). For a prescribed control U(-) € U, let X°(-), X(+)
denote respectively, solutions to (2.1), (1.1) with initial condition x € R%. Then
fort >0,

£ 2Kt 3
5 _ 2 < W(e — 1) lf K # O
slx< - xoP < { & P
Proof. We have

Xe(t)-X (1) = / (m(X¥(5), U (s)—m(X(s), U(s)))ds+ / (00(X*(5))— 0 (X()))dW (s).
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Using It6’s formula we get

M=

dlX°() - XOI* = 2) (mi(X°(t),U®) = ma(X (1), U)X (t) — Xi(t))dt

2

d
(3.1) + Z (o9 (X5 (t) — o™ (X (t))2dt

Il
-

d
+2 ) (X7 (1) = Xi(£) (0 (X°(8) — o™ (X (1)))dW; (b).

i,j=1
Using (A1) (ii), we get

BIX(t) - XWI* < B[X(s) - X(s)|I” + 2K /t B[ X=(s") — X(s')||%ds’
(3.2) +e¥(t - s), O§s<t<oof

Now using standard comparison theorem for odes, we get

E|[X*(t) = X()]* < h(t), 0 <t < o0,
where h(-) is the solution to the ode
h(t) = 2Kh(t) + €2, h(0) = 0.

Hence for ¢ > 0,

ElIXE(t)—X(t)H?g{ (@K —1) if K#0

Theorem 3.3. Assume (A1) with K < 0.
(i) Following inequality holds.

—Ke<p(z,U() — plz,U*(-)) < Ke, z € RY,

for some constant K which depends only on K and the Lipschitz constant of r,
where UZ(+),U*(-) are optimal control for (2.1);(2.2) and (1.1);(1.3) respectively.
(ii) For z € R,

;%p(% U2() = plz,U*()).

Proof. Consider

t—oo

g i) = i 1 [, uzenas] - i 1| [ rone). vz

> liminf %E{/Ot(T(XE(S), Us(s)) = (X (s), U;(S)))dS]
> Lip(r) litrgg)lf ( - %/OtEHXE(s) - X(s)||ds)
>

. /| €
_Llp(T) Ma

(s))ds
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where X¢(-), X () denote the solutions of the sdes (2.1), (1.1) with initial condi-
tion z € R? corresponding to the control UZ(+) in the prescribed form. The last
inequality above follows from Lemma 3.2. Again consider

pi(x) — pj(z) < liminf %Er [/Ot r(Xe(s), U*(S))ds} — liminf %Em {/Ot r(X(s), U*(s))ds}

t—o00 t—o00

< limsup 1E{/Ot(r(X‘f(s), UZ(s)) —r(X(s), U:(s)))ds]

t—o0

1 t
< Lip(r) limsupg/0 E||X(s) — X(s)||ds

t—o00
S

where X¢(-), X (-) denote the solutions of the sdes (2.1), (1.1) with initial condition

r € R? corresponding to the control U*(-) in the prescribed form and the last

inequality follows from Lemma 3.2. This completes the proof of inequality in (i).
(From the above calculation, we can see that

pela U2 () = ple, U2 () > ~Lip(r) \/%

Hence we have from (i),

limsup p(z, UX(-)) < p(z, U*(-)),z € R%

e—0

Since p(z, UX(+)) > p(z,U*(+)) for all z € RY, (ii) follows.

4. BEYOND ASYMPTOTICALLY FLAT DIFFUSION

In this section, we go beyond the asymptotically flat diffusions framework. We
assume that

Assumption (B). o There exists uniformly continuous b; = (b},--- bd) :
R? — R satisfying linear growth condition such that
bll('r - y) < T?LZ(I,U) - ml(y7u> < bé(x - y)v T,y € Rdau € Uv
where b;, i = 1,2 is such that
XUt) = bi(X'(t)),i=1,2
has a unique stable equilibrium at 0 and R¢ is attracted to 0.
e There erist non-negative and inf-compact h € C(R?) and a constant kg

satisfying
(4.1) L.iV(z) < ko — h(x), Vo € RY,
where V' is non-negative, inf-compact and V€ C%(R?), such that V2V is
bounded,
2
(4.2) Leid = (bi(2), Vo) + Stx((0)5(0)" V29),

6. : R4 x R — R @ R? defines the perturbation o. of o as given by

Ge(x,y) = o(y) +e6(z —y), v,y €RY, 0:(2) = b:(z, )
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and & : RT = R @ R? is uniformly elliptic and Lipschitz continuous.

Assumption (C). The function r is bounded, and b; : R? — R4, 5 : R? — RI@R?
are bounded, smooth with bounded derivetives of order upto 2. Also satisfies
[ ]
Az|2 < 276(0)5(0) 7 < Allz|%, = € R

for some 0 < A < A.
e There exists constants o >0, 0 < 8 <1 such that

1
limsup |aA + —<bl(x),x>} < 0.
[l2:]| =00 (|
We consider the small noise limit of the control problem with state dynamics
given by

(4.3) AXE(t) = m(XE (), U(t))dt + 6. (XE(t), X () dW ()

and cost criterion given by (2.2).

We will be using the following comparison theorem for multi dimensional sdes.
The proof essentially follows from the proof of Theorem 1.1 of [10]. The key idea
in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is application of Itd’s formula to the difference of the
processes under consideration which turns out be same as ours. So we omit the
details. In the theorem below, we use = < y,z,y € R? for z; < y; for all 4 where
x;,y; respectively denote the ith component.

Theorem 4.1. Let X (), Y (-), Z(-) be {Fi}-adapted processes with a.s. continuous
paths on a complete probability space (2, F, P) such that {Fi} satisfies the usual
conditions. Further, let X (), Y (-) be pathwise solutions of the sdes

dX(t) = a(t,X®)dt+ (Z(t) + o(X(t)))dW(¢),
dY (t) = b(t,Y(t)dt + (Z(t) +o(Y (t)))dW (t),
where a = (ay,...,aq),b = (b1,...,bq) : [0,00) x RY — R%, are continuous func-

tions, o : R — RY@R? is Lipschitz continuous and W (-) is a {F;}- Wiener process
in R, If
a;(t,x) < bi(t,y) whenever x; =y;, z; <y;,j #1
and X (0) <Y(0) a.s., then P(X(t) <Y (t),t >0)=1.
Consider for U(+) € U,
(4.4)  dYF(t) = bi(Yi(0)dt + (o(X°(t) — o(X (1)) + €0(0))dW (1), i = 1,2,

where the processes X°(-) and X (+) are given by the solutions of the sdes (4.3) and
(1.1) corresponding to U(-). Following observation is kept in mind for the mext
Lemma. Given U(-) € U, the laws of X¢(-) is tight and any limit point X (-) in law
is a solution to the sde (1.1) corresponding to U(-) when U(-) is either a prescribed
control or a continuous Markov control. When U(-) is a continuous Markov control,
then there may be multiple limit points which are all weak solutions of (1.1).

Set for z = (y,z1,22) € R34 u € Usyy,

(45) EZf(Z) = Es,if + <m(x1,u(x2)), V11f> + (m(xg,u(xg)), vx2f> + ‘ClZ,sf(Z>a
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where

Elzﬁsf = %trace(a(acl ,x2)o(xy, :Cg)TV§f) + etrace(o (21, l’g)&(O)TV?Jf)
—i—%trace(o(xl)o(xl)TVilf) + %traee(o(xg)o(xg)TVif)

1y

+e trace( )a(xl)TVilyf) + trace(o(z1, z2)o(22)TV2 . f)

0
+etrace(6(0)o(z2) V2, f), f € C2(R3),

2y

+trace(o(z1)o(22)T V2 . f) + trace(o(z1, 22)0(21)" V2, f)

2y

and L. ; is given by (4.2).

Lemma 4.2. Assume (A1) and (B). For U(-) € U, given by U(t) = uw(X(t)),t > 0,
where u is a measurable map such that (Y(-), X<(), X (+)) be solutions of (4.4),
(4.8) and (1.1) respectively satisfying X°(-) — X () in law along a subsequence as
en — 0. Then any limit point 0., ; of the empirical measures of Y " (-) converges
weakly to d.

Proof. Fix i =1 and suppress n from ¢, and we denote L., by L.
Set Z¢(t) = (Y (1), X=(t), X(1))T,t > 0 and o(z1, x2) = o(x1) — o (x2), 71, 72 € RY
Then the infinitesimal generator of Z¢(-) is given by the differential operator £
defined in (4.5).

Consider the family of empirical measures ui € P(R3?) of Z¢(-), i.e.,

// IRSdf(Z)/ﬁ(dZ) = %E[/Otf(Zf(s))ds], f e Cy(R3), t > 0.

Let 7, denote the exit time of the process Z¢(-) from B,,, the ball in R3¢ of radius
n centered at the origin. Define

V(z) =V(y) + V(21) + V(22), 2 = (y,1,22) € R¥,
where V is the Lyapunov function given in (B). Then observe that
L5V (2) = LV(y)+ LV (1) + L2V (22),
where
) 1
Lif = (m(zi,u(x), V) + §trace(a(xi)a(a:i)TV2f), feC*RY, i=1,2.

Then using Ito-Dynkin’s formula, we get

V(@m0 = Ve[ i@

IN

V(2) + KoEslra A t] — B, { /0 o h(yla(s))ds}

_Ez[/(:wh(xs(s))ds} - Ez[/OTth(X(s))ds},

where Z¢(0) = z, the constant Ky > 0 depends only on ko and the bounds of o, &,
and V2V. Now by letting n — oo with the help of Monotone convergence theorem,
we get for each R > 0,

B[ [ (056 + X (5) + X (e opods] < V() + Fot
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This implies

1 ¢ K0t+ V(Z)
4.6 - [ P(||z° >R)ds < ——m—.
( ) t /0 (” (S)H - ) 5= 3t ianIHZR h({E)

Since inf|,>r h(7) — 00 as R — oo, from (4.6), the tightness of the empirical
measures {uf : t > 0} follows for each € > 0.

Let puf € P(R3?) be a limit point of {u5 : ¢ > 0} for each € > 0. Then it follows
that

(4.7) / / / *(dz) = 0 for all f € C(R™).

Hence, pf is an invariant probability measure for Z(+), see Lemma .12.

Again from (4.6), it follows that {uf|e > 0} is a tight family and let p € P(R?’d)
be a limit point of it. For each f € C°(R3?), it is easy to see that L5 f — L f
uniformly, where £ is the differential operator given by substituting ¢ = 0 in £5,.
Note that for f € CZ(R??), we have

LY Fnm) = (i, u(e), Vo, ) + étracewml)a(xlfvilf)

(4.8) +(m(z2, u(r2), Ve, f) + —trace( (21)o(21)" V2, f)
+trace(o(z1)o(22) Vimf)

which defines the infinitesimal generator of the process (X (-), X(-)) given by

(4.9 AX() = mX(0),u(X (@)t + o (XO)W0),

(4.10) dX(t) = m(X (1), u(X(1))dt + o (X (1))dW (t).

Since sde (4.10) has a unique solution given by X () for any given solution X (-) of
(4.9) corresponding to any given initial condition z € R?, it follows that LY given
in (4.8) defines the infinitesimal generator for (X (-), X ()).

For f € C(R3), by letting € — 0 in (4.7), it follows that

flf somer-o

By disintegrating u°, u, we have
uf (dydxydas) = ¢° (dy|xy, xo)v® (derdas), u(dydxidrs) = g(dy|zr, xo)v(drdas),

where v° is an invariant probability measures of (X¢(-), X(+)). Also from (4.11), it
follows that

/ EOZf(‘rlux2)V(d$1d(E2) = O7 for all f c CSO(R2d)

Hence v is an invariant measure for the process (X(-), X(-)). Therefore, v is sup-
ported in {(z1,x2)|z1 = x2}. Hence (4.11) takes the form

(412) [ 010, Tr)nias) = 0 for all £ € O (R,
where 7(dy) comes from the distintegration of u given by
pu(dydayds) = h(dzydas|y)n(dy)
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and clearly 7.1 — n as ¢ — 0. (From (4.12), we get that n(dy) is an invariant
probability measure for

dY (t) = by (Y (£))dt.

and hence n(dy) = do(dy), using assumption (B). In particular, the conclusion of
Lemma follows. O

Remark 4.3. e In Lemma 4.2, when w is continuous, then if X () is limit point
in law of X¢(-), then one can see that X (-) solves the sde (1.1) corresponding
to the stationary Markov control u(-). But this is not known to be true
when wu(+) is just measurable.

If w(-) is Lipschitz continuous, then the sde (1.1) has a unique solution
and hence X*(-) converges in law to the solution of the sde (1.1).
e Even when v is smooth, the empirical measures of Y,7(-) can have multiple
limit points but Lemma 4.2 guarantees that all these limit points converges
to dg as € — 0.

Li
For R > 0, define h(s) = 4 P(1)% sl <7
Lip(r)R, |s| > R.
For u € Ug, if X(+) is a solution to the sde (1.1) with initial condition X (0) = z,
then
1 t
p(x,U(+)) = liminf ng [/ r(X(s), U(s))ds} ,
0

t—o0

where U(t) = u(X(¢)),t > 0 is in prescribed form and note that X (-) is a unique
solution to the sde (1.1) corresponding to the prescribed control U(-). Now let
X¢(-) denote a unique solution to the sde (4.3) corresponding to U(-) with initial
condition X¢(0) = x, then X¢(-) converges in law to X (-) as ¢ — 0. Hence,

/O (r(X%(5), U(s)) — r(X(s),U(s)))ds

1
-B
t

/O (r(X=(s), U(s)) = r(X(s), U(s))) ] x=(s)-x(s)| <rRDS

1
=-E
t

‘/0 (T‘(XE(S), U(S)) — T‘(X(S), U(S)))IHXE(s)fX(s)HZRdS

1
-FE
+t

<38 [ hall(s) = X()as

el [ PUX ()= X ()] > Ryds

(4.13) =: Il(R) + I2(R)

Set Ye(t) = X°(t) — X(¢t),t > 0. Then Y*¢(-) is a solution to the sde
dye(t) = (m(X°(t),U(t)) —m(X(t),U(t))dt

(4.14) +o(XE(t)) — o (X (1)) +ea(YE(1))]|dW (1).

Using Theorem 4.1, we get
P(Yf(t) S Y°(t) < Y5 (t) for allt) = 1.
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This implies
(4.15) V5] < max{[[Y7, [Y5 ]} a-s.

Since, hg(+) is a non decreasing function, using (4.13), we get

R = 18 [ have s
(416) < max {15 [ na(VE@ds, 58 [ hevE e as)
< 31e [ el o
Also,
BR) < 2y [ PV O > Rds
(1.17) < 2|r||oo§;% [ P = mas

Let 7 ;[u] be a limit point of empirical probability measures of Y;*(-) satisfying

limsup%E[/ot hR(HYf(s)H)dS} = /hR(HCC”)ne,i[U](dCL')a

t—o0

1 t
mswp g [ POV = Bids < 0. ul(B).

t—o00

Hence, we have

2
(4.18) fmsup1i(R) < 3" [ el eslul(da),
t—o0 i—1 /R4
2
h?lSupIQ(R) < 2”7””002775,1'[“](3%)-
> i=1

Using Lemma 4.2, we get,

(4.19m lim sup I (R)

=0 t—o00

IN

2
tiy > [ hadlelmestiae) = o
2

e=0 (o0

limlimsup Io(R) < 2[r| e lin% E Ne,i[u](Bg) = 0 because do(Bg) = 0.
e—
i=1
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Thus,

pe(x) = p(z,U())

IN

ligglf %Ew [/Ot r(X*(s), U(s))ds}

— lim inf %Em [ /0 t (X (s), U(s))ds]

(4.20) < timsp B[ [ (10X (9).U) = r(X(:).U ()]
2 2
< > [ hnllelnetel(dz) + 2l Y neslul(B). R > 0.
i=1 /R i=1

Hence using equations (4.19) and observing that p(z, U(+)) = oo if the the sde (1.1)
has no solution corresponding to the stationary Markov control u(-) with initial
condition z, we arrive at the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Assume (A1) and (B). Then we have

Ly o ).
lim pz(z) < u<,>1§£mp(x’“( )

Set for z = (y, 21, 29) € R34,
(4.21) LZf(2) = Leif + (m(z1,u(21)), Vo, ) + (m(22, u(21)), Voo f) + L . f(2),
where £ _ is given in (4.5).

Lemma 4.5. Assume (A1) and (B). For U(-) € U, given by U(t) = u(X*(¢)),t > 0,
where u(-) is a smooth map such that (Y£(-), X°(:), Xc(+)) are solutions of (4.4),
(4.8) and (1.1) respectively. Then any limit point n., ; of the empirical measures
of Y (+) converges weakly to do.

Proof. Again, fix i = 1 and we denote L1 by L.
Set Z=(t) = (Y£(t), X°(t), Xo(t))T,¢t > 0. Then the infinitesimal generator of Z°()
is given by the differential operator £ given in (4.21).

Using the smoothness of u and (A1), it follows that (X*(-), Xc(-)) converges in
law to (X (-), X (:)) given by

(4.22) dX(t) = m(X (), u(X(t)))dt + o(X(t))dW (t).
Consider the family of empirical measures uf € P(R3?) of Z¢(-) given by

/] [ TG = 28| / 2 9)s]. £ e CoES, >0,

By repeating the arguments as in the proof of Lemma 4.2, the tightness of the
empirical measures {u7 : t > 0} follows for each £ > 0.

Let pf € P(R3?) be a limit point of {u5 : t > 0} for each ¢ > 0. Then it follows
that

(4.23) // L5 f(2)pf(dz) = 0 for all f € C>(R3?).

Hence, p€ is an invariant probability measure for Z°(+), see Appendix, Lemma .12.

Again from (4.6), it follows that {u|e > 0} is a tight family and let u € P(R3?)
be a limit point of it. For each f € C2°(R3), it is easy to see that L5 f — LY f
uniformly, where £ is the differential operator given by substituting ¢ = 0 in £5.
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Now repeating the arguments as in the proof of Lemma 4.2, i follows that 7. 1 — do
as € — 0. This completes the proof. (I

(D) Assume that

lim  sup sup Z/ hr(|z|)n;:(dx) +2HTHOOZ771 BR) = 0,

£20 yeygmooth n e M,

where H, ;[u] denote the set of all invariant probability measure of Y;*(-) given by
(4.4) corresponding to the stationary Markov control u(-), X=(-) is given by (4.3)
correponding to the stationary Markov control u(-) and X (-) denote the solution of
the sde (1.1) corresponding to the control u(X¢(-)) and U7 denote the set of
all smooth stationary Markov controls for (4.3).

Theorem 4.6. Assume (A1), (B) and (D). There exists a sequence of admissible
controls U (t) = uf(X5(t)),t > 0,u € UM satisfying
(1) U=(-) is e-optimal for the problem (4.8); (2.2) and
(i)
: €(.)) — : . d
lim pe (2, U%(-)) U@)llelzgmp(“”U( ), T €R%

Proof. For € > 0 and § > 0, define a smooth Markov control u* as follows.
uo(z) = ul * ps(z), z € RY

where u} is a stationary optimal Markov control for the problem (4.3); (2.2), ps is
the density of N(0,4) and x denote convolution product. Then

(4.24) hm/f u (2)(dv) /f ), fe€C).

£,0

Since Ug s is compact under the topology given in (1.5), along a subsequence u®° —

uf in (1.5) as 6 — 0. Hence, we have for g € C(U), f € L*(R%) N L?(R%),

§—0

im &9 () (dv)dx = z v)us(x)(dv)dx.
li df(a:)/g(v)v (2)(dv) /Rdf()/g() (2)(dv)
Hence we have

;ig% Ug(v)us’é(x)(dv) = /Ug(v)us(x)(dv) a.e. z for all g € C(U).

Hence uf = u, therefore u®% — u} in Usps as § — 0.

Now for each € > 0 fixed, using Lemma 3.2.6, p.89, Lemma 3.3.4, pp.97-98, [1],
it follows that n°° — n* in P(R?), where °%,1* denote respectively the invariant
measures of the processes (4.3) corresponding to the controls u*° and u’. Hence
there exists a smooth control u® such that

(4.25) [pe(@,uf () = pela, ul ()] < <.
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Let X=°(-) denote the solution of the sde (4.3) corresponding to the smooth
stationary Markov control u®® and X°(-) denote the solution of the sde (1.1) cor-
responding to the control U%°(t) = u®°(X=?(t)). Then we have

1

-F
t

/O (r(X=°(s), U= (5)) = r(X° (), UE"S(S)))dS]

< -FE

S

/0 hR<|X€=5<s>—X6<s>|>ds]

1 [f 5
2l [ PUX) = X005)] > Ryds

= L(R)[u™"] + I(R)[u™’]
Let 7e,;[u] be a limit point of empirical probability measures of Y(-) given by (4.4)
corresponding a smooth Markov control u satisfying

imsup 1| [ n(¥E@Ds] = [ bl i),

t—o00

t—o00

t
mswp 1 [PV = Bjds < 0. ul(B).

Hence, it follows that

2
limsup I1 (R)[u] < Z/ hr([|z)ne,:[u](dz),
t—o00 =1 R4
2
(4.26) limsup I (R)[u] < 2frfloc 3 mes[u) (BR).
Therefore,
t
(4.27) 1irnsuplE /(T(XE’J(S),UE’(;(S))—T(Xé(s),UE’é(S)))dS‘|
t—o00 0
2 2
< swp s (30 [ halleln) + 2l - 0(B7).
ueUZTeoth nEH i [u] (; R ; )
Using (4.27), we have
pe(x) — inf  p(z,U() = —e—p(z,U()) — p(z,U"°("))
U(-)eEUsm
(4.28) > —e—limsup I1 (R)[u*°] — limsup Iz (R)[u*]
t—o00 t—o00
>

2
—&—  sup sup /hR(HxH)n(d:v)
(X

ueUgmeoth neH. ;i
2
2o Do n(B5) ).
i=1

Now combining the above with Lemma 4.4 and the assumption (D), we complete
the proof. (I

From the above Theorem, we can deduce the following.
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Theorem 4.7. Assume (A1), (B) and (D). Then there exists a sequence of e-
ergodic controls U(-) of for the problem(4.3);(2.2) such that

iii% p(x,U°(-)) = inf p(z,u(-)), v € R

w(-)EUs M

Proof. Set uf(-) = u®*, where u= as in the proof of Theorem 4.6 and U®(t) =
u®(X€(t)),t > 0. Then using (4.28), we have

2 2
o= sw sw (3 [ hallelnt) + 20l Yo n(B5)

ueUgmeoth neHe ;i [u]
< pi( )— p(x,U%(:))

<  sup sup Z/ hr(|lz])n(dx) +2||’I”||OOZ’I7 BR)

ueu 7nooth neHE z

The last inequality folows from (4.20). Now combining the above inequality with
Theorem 4.6, we get

lim p(z,U%(-)) = inf p(z,u()), z € R
e—0 u(-)EUs M

Now we give a sufficient condition for the assumption (D).

Lemma 4.8. Assume b;(+) in assumption (B) satisfies (b;(x),z) < —d?||z|*,z € R?
and Lipschitz constant L of o;; for all i,j satisfies d>L? < 2, then (D) holds.

Proof. Set & = 6(0)6(0)”. For u € Uy, let Y(-) denote the solution to (4.4)
corresponding to u(X¢(+)). Then using Ito’s formula, we have

d
1
dB|Y: (02 = (2B( () +75 D Blop(X*(1) - on(Xe(1)?
7,k=1
d
= ajk)dt
j,k=1
1 d
< (—2BIVFO + FEL2Y O+ Y a)dt
g k=1
Set
5t = BIYE @I + Y5 (02 = 0.
Then we get
d
df(t) < (=2f(t)+ LBV + ) azu)dt
g k=1
d
< —@-dELAf()dt+ Y agdt.

Jk=1
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The second inequality follows from Theorem 4.1. Now using comparison theorem
of odes, we get

82 _(o_ 42712 d .
(429)  B[IYF®)I? + Y5 @] < (1= GBI N " a1 > 0.

— 2—d2L? Py
Now using Chebychev’s inequality, we get
PV 2 ) € S (1- ) 3 6
i == RI)R ¢ P @j-
Hence
1/t g2 d Kqe?
4.30 - P(||Y? >R)ds < —————— ajr = ——,t > 0.
@ 4 [ POV = Ras < e DI
From (4.30), we get for u € Usy,
K, &2
(431) N(BR) <~z 0 € Heilul
Hence for f € Cp(R?),
swp s [ fads) = s s [ fan(d)
uEUs M NEH <, [u] uEUs M nEH e, i[u] J ||z]|<V/E

+ sup sup / f(x)n(dz)
u€Usn n€He,i[u]l J||z]| >/

sup |f(@)] + [ flloc e

lzl|<veE
— 0Oase—0.

(4.32)

IN

Hence (D) follows.
O

Theorem 4.9. Assume (A1), (B1)(i), (C) and (b;j(z),z) < —d?||z||?,z € R? and
Lipschitz constant L of o5 for all i,j satisfies d*L* < 2 Then

5 (x) = plyg,, ()] < KVE zeRY,
where K > 0 is some constant.

Proof. Note that given hypothesis implies (B). Hence from Lemma 4.4, and using
(4.31) and (4.32), we get

uEUs M i EHei[u

2 2
)b @) < s s (30| halelmn) + 2l S m(BR)
=1

i=1
Kie?
< 22 sup (el + 2 Kie + 4l
llzll<ve
2|7 co . .
= 2(1+ M)K152 + 2Lip(r)y/e + 2Lip(r)Kie.

R2
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From (4.25), (4.27), we get

2 2

pi(@) = pirp (@) = = s sup () / Ralllel)ni(dz) +2rlo > mi(BR)) - =
u€Usy ni€He iu] N ;=7 /RE i—1

2(|7]| 0o . .

—2(1+ %)Klg — 2Lip(r)y/e — 2Lip(r)Kie — €.

Combining the above two inequalities, the result follows.

Y

O

Remark 4.10. Neither Theorem 4.6 nor Theorem 4.7 implies that pj;(z) = pj., ()
for all z € RY. But from Theorem 2.3, it follows that p(z, U*(-)) = pj;(z) for all
x € supp(n*).

i.e.,, U*(-) is ergodic optimal for all initial conditions 2 € supp(n*), in the sense of
Definition 1.1(i).

4.1. Constant Diffusion matrix. We consider the case when o is a constant non
negative definite matrix. Set 6(0) = &. The sdes (4.3), (4.4) and (4.14) respectively
takes the forms

(4.33) dXe(t) = m(X°(t),Ut))dt + (o +e6)dW(t),
(4.34) dYF(t) = bi(Y7(t))dt +e6dW (t),
(4.35) dYe(t) = (m(X°(t),U(t)) —m(X(t),U(t)))dt +eodW(t).

Let V;(0,z) denote the quasi potential given by

1 T
Vi0.0) = int {5 [ () = bilole). o))  bilelt)) de s

o€ Cl0, T],p(0) = 0,(T) = 2, T > o}

. T -1
= u(glefui ; u(t)' a” u(t)dt
where @ = 667 and U; is the set of all measurable u : [0, o) — RY such that the
solution y;(+) of
dyi(t) = —(bi(yi(t)) + u(t))dt, y(0) = =
satisfies y;(t) — 0 as t — oo.

Under (B), the sde (4.34) has a unique invariant probability distribution. Since
the process Y7 (+) is Feller, it follows that any limit point 7. ; of empirical measures
given in Lemma 4.2 is an invariant distribution, see for example Theorem 1.5.15,
p-22, [1], and hence empirical measures converges to its unique invariant probability
distribution 7, ;. Therefore from Lemma 4.2, we have 7. ; — 0y weakly.

We use the following large deviations result about the invariant probability mea-
sures of (4.34).

Lemma 4.11. Assume (C). The process Y (-) given by (4.84) has a unique invari-
ant probability measure 1. ; has a density ¢ ; and satisfies
(i)
lim e*Inn.;(D) = — inf V; i =1,2
lim e”In7.i(D) = — inf Vi(0,2), 1=1,2,

for any domain D C R<.
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(it)
lim 2 In e ;(x )=—Vi(0,:v),:v€Rd.

e—0

Proof. The first part follows easily by mimicking the arguments of Theorem 4.3,
pp.111-113, [9]. The second part follows from Theorem 2, [2].
O

Theorem 4.12. Assume (A1), (B) and (C) and that o is a constant non negative
definite matriz.
(i) The following inequality holds:

inf”z‘|>l Vi (0,x)

2

@) = i@l <2 [ lal)e
(it) Py, () = pjy(x) for all x € RE.
(iii) If UZ(-) denote the ergodic optimal control of (4.33);(2.2), then

. * () _ * d
;I_I)I(lJp(CL', Us()) pu(x),xER ’
lim pe (2, U2 () = p"
Proof. For z € R, an admissible pair (X (-),U(+)) of the sde (1.1) such that X (0) =
x, we can assume without any loss of generality that U(-) is in prescribed form. Let

X¢() respectively denote solutions to (1.1) corresponding to the control U(-) and
initial condition z. Then

p(z) = p(x,U() < pe(@,U() = plz,U())

< li?is;}plE /0(r(Xe(s),U(s))—T(X(S),U(S)))d81
< li?ii}p%E /OhR(llXE(S)—X(S)UdS}

1 t
+2|\r||oo1imsup—/ P(IX“(s) — X(s)]| > R)ds
t—o00 t 0

Now using the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 4.4, we have

2

pe(x) = py(x <Z/ I (l[/1)e,i(dz) + 2rl|oo > 1 (BY),

=1

where 7, ;(dz) is the unique invariant probability measure of Y7 (-). Now repeat the
argument with U¢(t) = u}(X°(t)), t > 0, where u} is an ergodic optimal stationary
Markov control of (4.33);(2.2), we get

2 2
pi@) = pite) = = (3 [ mallelmestde) + 2lrl Y- nea(B5)).
i=1 /RY i=1

Thus we have
2

2
(430 i) = @) < 3 [ el meae) + 2] S (B

1=1
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From Lemma 4.11 (i), we get for small enough ¢
inf”zHZl V;(0,2)
2

(437) 0 S 7’]571(35) S 2e” € 5 = 1, 2.

From Lemma 4.11 (ii), we get for small enough &
(4.38) 0< [ mnllelnestdn) <2 [ ma(al)e 5 do, i< 1,2
R R

Now combining (4.36), (4.37) and (4.38), we get the desired bounds(i). Now proof
of (ii) is easy and the proof of second limit in (iii) follows from Theorem 2.3.
O

5. TUNNELING OF CONTROLLED GRADIENT FLOWS IN R

The assumption (B) in Section 4, implicitly enforces that m(-,-) can not have
multiple local extrema for any control strategy. Hence it is not suprising to see that
pe(x,U%(")) — pi/(z) for each x € RY. This will not be the case in general which
is the subject matter of this section. In this section, we establish tunneling for
the state dynamics under optimal stationary Markov control when the controlled
dynamics is given by deterministic gradient flow in R with an additive control taking
values in U which is a closed and bounded interval.

Let V : R — R be a smooth function with finitely many points of extrema and
satisfies the growth condition

) V(x)
\ml\li)noo |I|1+ﬁ = %%
for some 8 > 0.
We consider ergodic control problem with state dynamics

(5.1) dX(t)= (= V'(X(t)+U(t))dt
and cost criterion
(5.2) plx,U(1) = ligg)lf%Em [/0 r(X(s),U(s))ds},

where U(:) € U and X (-) is the solution to (5.1) with initial condition X (0) = z.
The corresponding small noise perturbed ergodic optimal control problem is given
with state dynamics

(5.3) dX(t) = (= V'(X(t)) + U(t))dt + edW (t)
and cost criterion
(5.4 pe@ V() = Hmint B[ [ (). UG s]

where U(-) € U and X¢(-) is the solution to (5.3) with initial condition .

Let u%(-) be an optimal stationary Markov control for (5.3); (5.4). We make the
following assumption about u®(-).

We assume:

Assumption (T). (i) The potential V. given by

(5.5) Ve(z) = Vi(x) — /OI u®(y)dy,x € R

has finitely many critical points .
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(ii) Along a subsequence u converges pointwise and we denote its limit point by
0
u’.
(i11) The potential Vi given by

(5.6) Vo(z) = V(x) — /Ox u’(y)dy,z € R

has finitely many critical points.

(iv) There exists 6-ergodic optimal u® for (5.1); (5.2), which is smooth and
ud — u0 pointwise.

(v) u® is piecewise smooth and (u®)', is uniformly bounded on compact sets.

For the remaining analysis, we take the subsequence as ¢ itself. Observe that
Ve — V, uniformly on compact sets and hence any extremum of V. converges to
the corresponding local extremum of Vj. Hence without any loss of generality, we
assume that V., V[ have the same set of local extrema given by x7 < y; < z2 <

- < yn-1 < xn where y;’s are local maxima and z;’s represent local minima. Set

El — (_007 y1)7EN = (yN—lu OO), Ei = (yi—h yl)u 1227 7N_1
For 6 > 0, set

(5.7) = 5/ y)dy, ud(z) = 5/

Using the arguments for the proof of (4.25) in Theorem 4.6, we have
(5.8) pe(,ug(-)) = pe(,u(-)) + O(9).

We will use the following facts. For a piecewise smooth function f: R — R,
e If f is right continuous, then f5 is differentiable and

fi(e) = 5+ 64) = floh),

where f(z+) denote the right limit of f at .
e More over

1~ !/ — !/
61_13ng6($) f+(117),

where f! (z) denote the right derivative of f at x.
Define the potentials

(5:9) Veslo) = Via) = [ sl
0
Vose) = Vo)~ [ uu)dyae R
0
It is easy to see that for 6 > 0 small enough, set of local extrema of V5, Vp s is
{z1,y1, "+ ,yn—1, 2N} Also using assumption (T), it follows that
(5.10) [Ves(z) = Ve(z)] < Ki(a,b)d, x € [a, b,
(5.11) Ves(z) = Vos(z)] < wap(e),  €la, b,
(5.12) llII(l)V s() = Vis(x), 2z €R,
e— 0 ’

where K1(a, b) is a constant depends only on a, b and w, p is a modulus of continuity.
Set

(5.13) Ves(y;) = Ves(yj) — Ves(ai), j=1i—1,i,e > 0.
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Consider the ode

(5.14) dX(t) = =V s(X(t))dt

and the small noise perturbed sdes given by

(5.15) dX5(t) = —V!s(X5(t))dt + edW (t)
and

(5.16) dXe(t) = —VI(X(t))dt +edW (),

where W (-) is a {F;,}-Wiener process in R. Define the stoping times 7=°,7¢,i =

1,2,--- /N as
(5.17) 50 = inf{t > 0|X5(t) ¢ Ei},

(5.18) 75 = inf{t > 0|X°(t) ¢ E;).

K2

Lemma 5.1. For each § > 0, follow holds.
lim e?In B, 5% = min{Vos(yi_1), Vos(yi)} :=2X0, 2 € Ej,i =1,2,--- , N.

e—0
Proof. Observe that V. ; — Vi ; uniformly on compact subsets and V5 — Vs
pointwise. By closely mimicking the arguments in the proof of Theorem 4.1, pp.106-
109 of [9], it follows that
lim (52 In Esz’(; — min{f/&g(yi,l),zﬁg(yi)}) =0.

e—0

Hence the result follows.

O
Let
S = argmax; )} = {Zpmys Togs 5 Ty by Ty < Tny < o0 < Ty,
(5.19) A = max\?,
(2
Wl = (_007 ym1)7 W’i = (ymm-fw OO),
Wi = (ymifu yml)u 1227 K

denote the deep wells and their respective local minima. Define X¢(t) = Xg(es%xst), t>
0. Let (y}, v?) =V, Cc V! CW,;,i=1,2,---,k be such that z,,, € V; for all i and

V! is a distance > 0 from the boundary OW;. Set V' = U{_;V;. Define the trace

of X5(-) as follows.

(5.20) YE(t) = X5(S59(t)),t >0, where
t
,0 _ )
Te9(t) = /()I{Xg(s)ev}ds,tz(),
SE9(t) = sup{s >0:T(s) < t},t > 0.

It is easy to see that for each ¢, S5°(t) is a {F;}- stopping time. Set G; = Fs@),t =
0.
Let W : R\ {Ymy, " +Ym,.t — S be defined as

U(z) =2, if 2 € Wii=1,2,--- K.
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Consider the process
Z5(t) = w(Y5 (1), t = 0.
To characterize the limit of Z5(-), we need some auxillary results. Set
1
(5.21) Cs = Z —_—
=14/ IVols(@m, )

Lemma 5.2. Follwing estimates holds.

(i)

e =Ves@ gy = \/%se_s%)‘sc(;(l + 0(e)).

R
(ii) Let n°° denote the invariant distribution of (5.15). Then
1
(5.22) (V) = ———=(14+0()),i=1,2,- -+ , k.

T \/IV5ls(@m,)|

Proof. Applying Laplace method, we get

/ e~ 2 Ves @y = ﬁaefs%)‘s Z S N (14 0(g))
R i=1 IV s (@m, )|
Jree =N Z ;(1 + 0(e)).

i=1 4/ IVols(@m, )|

The last equality follows from (5.12). This completes the proof of (i) .
A similar application of Laplace method to the interval V; yields (ii).

O
Let 75 denote the exit time of the process X£(-) from W, i = 1,2,--- , k. Set
Py, (X5G5°) = ymi) = b5,
P (X5G0) =ym._)) = iy,
Vol (Ymis)]
(5.23) .

VIVEs @) 1V (m,)
|V0/7/5(ym1)
VIVEs @) 1V (m,)

Since () = P, (X§ (?f’(s) = Ym, )« € W; uniquely solve

5 _
Pi—1 =

2
(5:24) L= S = Vi = 0, (g y) = 0.4(m) = 1.

Hence, we get
fwmi e% VE"S(I)dCC

Ym;_q

o

0
Piit1 =

S .
Ym; eE_QVE,(?(I)d:L-
Ym; g

Now repeating similar compuations as in the proof of Lemma 5.2, we have the
following.
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Lemma 5.3. Follwing estimates hold.

pf{il = Py +O0(e),
pfiil = phi1+0(e).
Set
1
P (wm,) = ———,
C(s |V()/,/6(‘Tmz)|
1
A1) =
C5M5(‘Tm1) |V0I,/6(ym1)|
1 1 1
(5.25) A(i) = . ( " )Z 9,
Cor? @ma) Y [Vils o)l Vs ()
1 .
Qé(xmwxmi+1) = s s ” 722172,"',5_1,
Z W (Imz) |V0,5(ymi)
1
Q(s(xmmxmi,l) = 71'227... ,KJ.

Z(sﬂé(‘rmi) |‘/0/,/5(ymi71)|

Let Zs(-) denote the continuous time Markov chain with state space S with rate
matrix Q°. Then its generator is given by, for i = 1,2,--- , K,

(526) L(sf(xmw) = )‘(i)p(i;ifl (f(‘rmz) - f(‘rmi—l)) + )‘(i)p(i;iJrl (f(xmw) - f(xmi+1))'

Let h; : R — [0, 1] be a smooth function such that h;(x) = 1,z € Vi, h;(x) =
0,z e R\V/,i=1,2,- k.

Lemma 5.4. For F': S — R, the ode
(5.27) 2N L0 f = =T LOF (20,
i=1

has a solution f- € W2*P(R),p > 2 such that f-(x) — F(zm,),xz € Viyi =
1,2, k.

Proof. Let V; = (y}, v?),i=1,2,--- k. Let (a(i),b(i)), i = 1,2,k are chosen
such that

F(wp,) = LF(p,)+ b(l)pllsz
(528)  F(zm,) = LF(xm,)+a(i)py_i+ b(i)pgﬂai =2, ,k—1,
F(rp,) = LF(zm,)+ a(“)pin—l'

Observe that the choice is not unique. Set a(1) = b(k) = 0. Consider the ode

L = —e =N [OF(zn.), z €V,
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Let %f"; denote the exit time of X§(-) from V;,i =1,2,--- , k. Then it is easy to see
that solution f! € C*(V;), of (5.29) satisfies

fix) = e FN LF (2, B[]+ b(1)ply + O(e), 2 € Vi
fie) = € BV LE (e, )E70) + a(i)pl_y +b(i)pl,, +O(e),x € Vi,
i = 4, R 17
K —2)\° ~e,8 5
fE(x) = e % LF(xm, ) EL[7°] + a(k)p,. 1 + O(e),x € V.
Consider the ode
L9g = —e & LOF(zm,)hi, x € Wi\ Vi,
(5.30) 9w} = flw),9i) = fiyi),
g(y) = Wi\‘/;/u i:1727"'7"<‘7'

Then there exists unique solution g: € C%(W; \ V;) to (5.30). Then

K

fe= Z (f;IVi +92]Wi\w)'

i=1

is a weak solution to (5.27) in WIP(R),p > 2. A straightforward regularity argu-
ment implies that f. € W2P(R),p > 2 and hence an a.e. solution as well. From
Lemma 5.1 and the definition of A%, we have

lim &*In B, 77" = A’
E—r

Hence f.(z) = >0 F(zm,), z € V; pointwise.

Now by mimicking the arguments from [16], we have the following result.
Lemma 5.5. (i) For each t > 0,

lim sup P, ( #° <t) < Kit,
EHOIGVI'

for some K1 > 0, where 7“'1-5’6 denote the exit time for Xg() from W;.
(ii) For x €'V,

t
lim E, [/O Is(erveds| = 0,¢>0.
Following the arguments of [16], using Lemma 5.5, we have
Lemma 5.6. For each 6 > 0, the laws of the process Z5(-) is tight.

Theorem 5.7. For each § > 0, the process Z5(-) converges in law to the continuous
time Markov chain Zs(-) as € — 0.

Proof. Consider the process Z5(-). Let Z(-) be a limit point, we take € — 0 as the
corresponding subsequential limit for simplicity. Set

9= L'F(xp,)hi.
=1
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Consider the martingale

Mi) = FG0) - [ LR )

0

t
— L0 - [ o5 o)s
~ Ot ~ t ~
= [fA(X5(0) - /o Q(Xg(s))l{f(;(s)ev}ds +/0 Q(XE(S))I{Xg(S)evc}dS-
Since S°(t) is a stopping time with respect to {JF;}, it follows that
M (t) = M5 (S7°(t)),t > 0
is a {G;}-martingale. Now from the definition of S°(-) and h;, it follows that

() = f(Z5(t) - Z / 0P (o) I (Z5(9)ds + O(e).
ForO0<ti <tg---<t,<s< t,n?w € Cp(R™), we have
Bl(Z5(t), Z5 (t2), -+, 25 (t) (M5 (1) = N5 (5))| = 0
Now by letting e — 0, using Lemma 5.4, we get
Blo(Z(t), Z(t2), - Z(ta)) (M () = M(s))| = 0,

where

¢

M(t) = F(Z(1)) —/ LOF(Z(s))ds,t > 0.
0

Therefore M (+) is a martigale. Hence Z(+) is a continuous time Markov chain with

generator L. This completes the proof.
O

Let Z(-) denote the continuous time Markov chain with state space S and gen-
erator L given by

(531) Lf(l'ml) = )‘(i)pii—l (f(l'ml) - f(‘rmi—l)) + )‘(i)pii-i-l (f(xmw) - f(xmi+1))7
where
|V0/I(ymi71+)|

Dii+1 =

VIVE Wi D+ VIV (Y, 1)
D — VS (m, +)]

VIVG Wi D+ VIV (Y1)

& 1
Co = —_—

Z} Vo (@, +)]

1
0:32) Wem) = T o

A1) = !

Ooﬂ(xml) |V()H(ym1+)|

1 1 1

i) = + 0> 2
) Cou<wmi>(\/lva’<ymi,l+>| \/IVO”(ymﬂl)
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Lemma 5.8. The invariant distribution n°° converges to the unique invariant
ditsribution of Z(-) as € — 0,6 — 0 in that order.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 5.2 (i) and the observation that x° given in (5.25) is
the unique invariant distribution of Z%(-). Now from (5.31), it follows that u® — u,
the unique invariant measure of Z(-). O

Lemma 5.9. Assume (T). Then assumption (H2) holds for u°.

Proof. Let u’(-) be a d-optimal smooth stationary Markov control for (5.1); (5.2),
i.e., there exists 7° € G such that

// Pz, u)n’ (dedu) < p* +90,
(5.3) [ swmtdndn) = [ s @) aa),
for some 7° € P(R). Set
(5.34) Vs(x) = V(x) — /01 u’(y)dy,z € R

Let X=%(-) and X°(-) denote respectively the solution to (5.3) and (5.1) corre-
sponding to u%(+). Let #°°(dx) dnote the unique invariant probability measure of
X=9(-). Set

Vs (yma )

~0
Piiv1 =
" VIVE Wi DI+ VIV (ym,)]
R V' (ym.,)|
(5.35) p?i—l = 77 d 7 5
VIVE Wi )+ VS (ym,)|
. - 1
Cs = ——,
; IV o )]
I
Csv/ V5! (zm,;)
A 1
M) = o .
511 (Tmy )V IV (Y )|
. 1 1 1
A(’L) — ~ + 7i Z 27
OJué(xmi) \/l‘/g/(ymi—l)l \/"/:S”(yml)l)
R 1
(5.3600° (Tomss Tmiry) = —— L i=1,2,-- k—1,
o Cs i (@m: )V V5 (Ym,)]
)° Ton, s Tomy = L J1=2,- K.
Q° (T, Tm,y_,)

éJﬂé(xmi) |‘/5N(ymi—1)|
Let Z;(-) denote the continuous time Markov chain with state space S with rate
matrix Q°. Then the generator is given by for ,i=1,2,--- &,
(537) .Eéf(l'ml) = )‘(l)ﬁfz—l (f(‘rmz) - f(‘rmi—l)) + )‘(l)ﬁfz-i-l (f(xmw) - f(xmi+1))'
Now by mimicking the analysis used to prove Theorem 5.7, it follows that 7% (dx
converges to the unique invariant probability distribution i° of Zs(-). Clearly fi°
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is an invariant probability distribution of Zs(-). Now
[ e @)t < 5

Hence (H2) holds for u°.

Theorem 5.10. Assume (T). Then

*

lim lim p.(x, us(-) = p*.

6—0e—0
More over p* is given by
* : 1 ! 0
p _tliglo gE[/o r(Z(s),u (Z(s))ds}

Proof. Consider

)
m
—
&
<
M
—
~
I

t—o0
[ e an)

= [ (0) ~ rla (e ) + [ o) @)
Since u§ — ug uniformly on compact sets, it follows from Lemma 5.8

i (o, 05()) = [ (o, b)) (da).

e—0

liminf%E[ /0 r(XE(s), us(XE(s))ds

Hence using (5.8), we get

lim po(,u5()) = T [ (e, ul(e))u (d2)

— [ @utdn)

where p(dx) is the unique invariant probability measure of Z(-) given in (5.32).
The last equality follows since u’, ;i are supported on S. From Theorem 2.1 and
Lemma 5.9, we have

*

lim pe(w,u*(-)) = "
Hence we get
(5.38) pr = /r(x,uo(:zr)),u(da:).

This completes the proof.

Lemma .11. Assume (A1). For any prescribed control U(-), let X(-) denote a
unique solution to the sde (1.1). The semigroup {T} : t > 0} of X(-) satisfies the
following. For each f € C? (RY), Ty f is Lipschitz continuous for each t > 0.
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Proof. For z1, 79 € RY, let X (71;-), X (x2;-) denote unique solutions to (1.1) corre-
sponding to U(+) and initial conditions x1, zo respectively. Now using Ito’s formula
we get for f € CZ(R?),

(:39) df (X (x5;1)) = LY F(X (2i;0))dt + V(X (235 1))0 (X (1)) dW (1),0 = 1, 2.
Using (A1) and (.39), we have

Tef(21) = Tef(22)] = [Ef(X(215t)) — Ef(X(22;1))]
[Fan) = fw2) + K / B[ X (2135) - X (w23 )| ds

Ksllz1 — 22|,

IN

IN

where the last inequality follows from Remark 2.2.6, p.39, [1] and K7, K> are con-

stants which may depend on T, f but not on x, xs.
O

Lemma .12. Assume (A1). Consider the process Z¢(-) given in Lemma 4.2. If
ue € P(R3) satisfies

/// (dz) = 0 for all f € C2°(R3?),

then p€ is an invariant probability measure of the process Z¢(-).

Proof. For f € C°(R34), using 1t6’s formula), we have

B.f(ZF) = / E.[L5£(Z9))
Define
Tif(z) = E.f(Z5), 2 e R* ¢ > 0, T f = f.

Then {Tt t > 0} is a strongly continuous semigroup with generator £5. Then for
f € D(LS), from Propostion 1.3.1, p.10, [1], we have

Tif € D(LY), LZ(Tif) = Te(LZ)
and

Ef(X) = f(2) + / £5(Tuf)(2)ds

Integrate the above with respect to u®, we get

J|[ s = [[[ sewa+ [ [[[ e
-l

The last equality holds, since Ts f € D(L£%). In particular, since C2°(R3¢) C D(L3),
we have

///EfZ5 (dz) ///f “(dz)for all f € C(R3), t > 0.

Hence p© is an invariant probability measure for Z¢(-). O

Remark .13. The above result doesn’t assume that process Z¢(-) is Feller instead
we assume C2°(R3) C D(L3) but the proof is standard. We give it for the sake
completeness.
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