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Abstract

We present some new results on sample path optimality foretgedic control problem of a class of non-
degenerate diffusions controlled through the drift. Th@dthesis most often used in the literature to ensure the
existence of an a.s. sample path optimal stationary Markotrol requires finite second moments of the first hitting
timest of bounded domains over all admissible controls. We showttfia can be considerably weakenéijz?
may be replaced witliE[tIn™ (1)], thus reducing the required rate of convergence of averfiges polynomial
to logarithmic. A Foster—Lyapunov condition which guaesad this is also exhibited. Moreover, we study a large
class of models that are neither uniformly stable, nor hamea-monotone running cost, and we exhibit sufficient
conditions for the existence of a sample path optimal statip Markov control.

Index Terms

ergodic control, sample path optimality, controlled déffon, subgeometric ergodicity, empirical measures.

. INTRODUCTION

Sample path optimality in the ergodic control of diffusidres been studied inl[1]-[4]. For the analogous problem
in Markov decision processes (MDP) we refer the readef te[1Z]. In this paper we focus on non-degenerate
diffusions with a compact action space and controlled thhotihe drift.

Consider a controlled diffusion process = {X;, t > 0} taking values in thel-dimensional Euclidean space
R?, and governed by the Itd stochastic differential equation

AX; = b(Xy, Uy) dt + o(Xy) dW, . 1)

All random processes i J(1) live in a complete probabilitase(2, §,P). The procesdV is a d-dimensional
standard Wiener process independent of the initial camdiliy. The control proces¥ takes values in a compact,
metrizable setU, and U;(w) is jointly measurable int,w) € [0,00) x Q. Moreover, it isnon-anticipative for

s < t, Wy — Wy is independent off; which is defined as the the completion ®f Xy, U, W,., r < s} relative to
(§,P). Such a proces¥ is called anadmissible contrgland we letil denote the set of all admissible controls.
We impose the usual assumptions on the data of the model tamjea the existence and uniqueness of solutions
to (). These are described in Section]I-A.

We adopt the relaxed control framewofK [4, Section 2.3]. §lhue extend the definition df so that it takes
values in(U), the space of probability measures on the Borel sef§,adnd for a functionf: R? x U, we let
f(,Us) = [y f(-,u) Us(du). For further details on relaxed controls seé [4, Sectioh Bidice the set of optimal
stationary controls, if nonempty, always contains precisarols, the ‘relaxation’ of the problem that allo§&U)-
valued controls results in the same optimal value as thaénadiggroblem. Thus, adopting relaxed controls serves
only to facilitate the analysis.

Let c: R¢ x U — R be a continuous function bounded from below, which withass| of generality we assume
is honnegative, referred to as thenning cost As is well known, the ergodic control problem, in @most sure
(or pathwisg formulation, seeks to a.s. minimize over all admissiblatoas U the functional

1 t
lim sup z/o c(Xs,Us)ds. 2

t—o00

In equation[(R),X denotes the process under the conirol
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A weaker,averageformulation seeks to minimize

t

oy = limsup 1/ EY [C(XS,US)] ds. 3
t—o00 t 0

In this equationJEV denotes the expectation operator associated with the Ipititpaneasure on the canonical

space of the process under the controlWe define theoptimal ergodic value. := infyey ov, i.€., the infimum

of @) over all admissible controls. We say that an admissiaintrolU/ is average cost optimaf 0 = 0« Also,

an average cost optimal contrbl is calledsample path optimalor pathwise optimalif

t—o00 t—o0

1 [t . L[t
limsup — [ ¢(Xs,Us)ds < liminf — [ (X, Us)ds (4)
t 0 13 0

a.s., for allU € L It is evident that[{4) asserts a much stronger optimality {fo viz., the most “pessimistic”
pathwise cost unddgy is no worse than the most “optimistic” pathwise cost under atfier admissible control.
For a controllU € & we define the procesy’ of empirical measures asfa(R¢ x U)-valued process satisfying

v_ 1/
|orad =1 [ ] rxuuawas, >0, ©

for all f € C,(R? x U), where X denotes the solution of the diffusion inl (1) under the cdnifo Suppose for
simplicity that the running cost is bounded. It is then wellolwn that a sufficient condition for the existence
of a pathwise optimalktationary Markov control is that the famil{/CtU: t > O} is a.s. tight inB(R? x U) [4,
Theorem 3.4.7]. The hypothesis most often used in the fitezato guarantee the tightness of the famiif’},
requires that the second moments of the first hitting timeoafes bounded domain be bounded uniformly oXgr
in a compact set, and all admissible contrblse 4l.

We define the family of operator®: C?(R9) v C(Rd) by

L) = 3 X e @)+ L ¥

ihj

(6)

for u € U. We refer toL" as thecontrolled extended generataf the diffusion. A Foster—Lyapunov condition
which is sufficient for the uniform boundedness of the secominents of hitting times is the following: There
exist a bounded domai c R?, and nonnegative functiong; andV, in C2(D¢) N C(D¢) which satisfy

£ < —1, and £ < -V onD°, (7)

for all u € U. Here, D and D¢ denote the closure and the complement/frespectively. Letr(D) denote the
first hitting time of the setD for the process in[]l) and defifé [-] := EY[- | Xo = z], with = € R The
Foster—Lyapunov condition iri](7) implies th&f/[t(D) | Xo = 2] < Vi(z), andEY [t(D)?] < 2V (x) for all
U e Y andz € D¢ [4, Lemma 2.5.1].

The hypothesis that second moments of hitting times are dedican be considerably weakened. As we show
in this paper, a sufficient condition for the the fam{ly/ } to be a.s. tight is

sup sup EV [t(D) In"(t(D))] < o
zeK Ued

for any compact seil’ ¢ D¢, whereln™ denotes the positive part of the natural logarithm. We alswsthat the
second inequality in{7) may be replaced 8%V, < —In* (V).

A. The model

The following assumptions are in effect throughout the pape
(A1) Local Lipschitz continuityThe functions

b=[b",... 09" R x U s R
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ando = [0%]: R? — R%*4 are locally Lipschitz inz with a Lipschitz constant depending on > 0.
In other words, ifBr denotes the open ball of radiiscentered at the origin iR¢, then for allz,y € Br
andu € U,

[b(z, u) = b(y, w)| + [lo(z) — o(Y)|| < Krlz—yl,

where||o]|? := trace (00"). We also assume thatis continuous in(z, ).
(A2) Affine growth conditiond and o satisfy a global growth condition of the form

b, w)” + llo(@)* < (1 + 2]

for all (z,u) € R% x U.
(A3) Local non-degeneracytet a := o o'. For eachR > 0, we have

d
Z aij(l’)fifj > I{El|£|2 Vx € Bp,
1,j=1
forall € = (&,...,&) € R
(A4) The running cost functior: R? x U — R is continuous.
The conditions in (A1)-(A3) are standard assumptions ondttié b and the diffusion matrixoc to guarantee
existence and uniqueness of solutions[fo (1). The runnisg«cts usually assumed to be locally Lipschitz in its

first argument. However, this is only used to obtain regutdutfons to the Hamilton—Jacobi-Bellman equation,
something which does not concern us in this paper.

B. Markov controls

Of fundamental importance in the study of functionalsXfis 1td’s formula. Forf € C?(RY) and with £* as
defined in[(6), it holds that

f(Xy) = f(Xo) / LY f(X,)ds + M, a.s, (8)

where
M, = / (VF(X), o(X,)dWW,)
0

is a local martingale.

Recall that a control is calleMarkov if U; = v(t, X;) for a measurable map: R x R? — B(U), and it is
calledstationary Markovf v does not depend of i.e.,v: R? — B(U). It is well known that under Assumptions
(A1)-(A3), under any Markov controb, the stochastic differential equation inl (1) has a uniquenst solution
[13].

Let tlgy; denote the set of stationary Markov controls. Under amryilgy, the processX is strong Markov, and
we denote its transition function b&?(z,-). It also follows from the work of[[14],[[15] that under anye g,
the transition probabilities oKX have densities which are locally Holder continuous. Thisdefined by

af
v zg )
LY f(x E a axlax] )+ E b (z,v(z 8:L'Z' ()

for v € Ugy and f € C2(RY), is the generator of a strongly-continuous semigroupCgii®?), which is strong
Feller, i.e., if f is bounded measurable functighn and¢ > 0, then the map: — E[f(X}) | Xo = =] is continuous.
We let P} denote the probability measure aRd the expectation operator on the canonical space of the ggsoce
under the controb € $igy;, conditioned on the process starting fromz € R? att = 0. The operatorCV for
U € 4 is analogously defined.

In the next section, we summarize the notation used in therpap




SOME NEW RESULTS ON SAMPLE PATH OPTIMALITY IN ERGODIC CONTRO 4

C. Notation

The standard Euclidean norm Rf is denoted by} - |, andR. stands for the set of non-negative real numbers.
The closure, the complement, and the indicator functionsstal ¢ R are denoted byl, A¢, and1 4, respectively.
We denote byr(A) the first hitting time ofA C R4, i.e.,

T(A) == inf {t>0: X, € A}.

The open ball inR¢ centered at the origin, of radiug > 0, is denoted byBg.

The Borelo-field of a topological spac# is denoted byB(FE), andB(F) stands for the set of probability
measures o3 (FE). The spacel(FE) is always viewed as endowed with the topology of weak coremrg of
probability measures (the Prohorov topology).

We introduce the following notation for spaces of real-ealdunctions on a domaib C R?. The spac&® (D)
refers to the class of all functions whose partial derivegtiup to ordef exist and are continuous, ad(R?) is
the subspace at*(R?) consisting of those functions whose derivatives up to ofdare bounded.

We also need the following definition.

Definition 1.1: A functionh: X — R, whereX’ is a locally compact space, is called-compacton a setd C X
if the setAn {y: h(y) < B} is compact (or empty) i’ for all 3 € R. When this property holds fod = X,
then we simply say thai is inf-compact.

Il. SAMPLE PATH OPTIMALITY FOR UNIFORMLY STABLE DIFFUSIONS

Recall that a controd € gy is calledstableif the associated diffusion is positive recurrent. Wetlgty; denote
the set of stable controls, and lgt stand for the unique invariant probability measure of thiéusiion process
under the controb € Ugsy. Forv € tssy, we define theergodic occupation measure, € B(R? x U) by

Ty (dz, du) = py(dz)v(du | z),

and let§ denote the set of ergodic occupation measures (see Sectdnii3 [4]). It is well known that thag is a
closed and convex subsetPfR? x U) [4, Lemma 3.2.3]. The controlled diffusion il (1) is calladiformly stable
if the set of ergodic occupation measures is compact. It it kmewn that the following condition is sufficient for
uniform stability: T(D) is uniformly integrable with respect tiP?: v € gy} for some bounded open domain
and somer € D¢. Conversely, if the controlled diffusion is uniformly statihen the uniform integrability property
holds with respect to the larger familf¥ : U < u}, for any bounded open domai and anyz € D¢ over [4,
Lemma 3.3.4].

It is well known (see([16, p. 19]) that uniform integrabilif T(D) is equivalent to the existence of some
nonnegativep € C(R) satisfying¢(z) — oo asz — oo, and

sup EY [t(D)¢(t(D))] < oo. 9)
Ues

A gquestion posed in [17, Remark 5.10(i)] in the context of dable MDPs was whether uniform integrability of
the hitting times is sufficient for pathwise optimality. Awtterexample to this appeared very recently_in [7]. Note
though that the optimal control problem in this example isieglent to minimizing the lim inf” for a function
which is bounded above. Even though this counterexampleatdre adapted for diffusions due to the nature of the
transition probabilities, it suggests that (9) may not biiciant for pathwise optimality. It turns out, however, tha
if (8) holds with ¢ = In™, uniformly over allz in compact subsets ab¢, then the family of empirical measures
{¢V: t >0} defined in[(b) is a.s. tight for anf/ < 4l

As seen from the proof of [4, Theorem 3.4.11] the hypothesigniform boundedness of second moments of
hitting times is used in applying Kolmogorov’s strong law lafge numbers for martingale difference sequences
(for more details see [18, Lemma 2.12]). But this can be agtishred under weaker hypotheses. {éf,} be
a sequence of integrable random variables defined on a ctamplebability spacd€(,§,P), and defineg,, :=
o(Y1,Ys,...,Y,), and

n

Sp= Y (Y —E[Yi|k-]), neN.
k=1
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Fairly recently, Stoica has established[in|[19, Theoremha if sup,,cy E|[[Y,| In™|Y},|] < oo, then it holds that

S a.s.
S LR
n n—oo

This result is sharp. As shown in_[20], given any centereddoam variableZ satisfying E[|Z|] < oo, and
E[|Z| In*|Z|] = oo, there exists a martingale difference sequefi¢e} of identically distributed random variables,
having the same law a8, such that% diverges almost surely as — oo.
We present the following theorem.
Theorem 2.1:Suppose that for some bounded domairc R¢, and any compact sét C D¢, it holds that
sup sup EU[t(D)In" (1(D))] < .
zeK Uesl
Then{¢Y: t > 0} is a.s. tight for anyU € 4l.
Proof: We follow the proof of [4, Theorem 3.4.11]. Without loss ofngeality we may assum® is an open
ball. Let D be a ball containingD. Let t, = 0, and fork = 0,1,... define inductively an increasing sequence of
stopping times by

'E2k+1 = inf {t > Top 1 X4 € DC},
’Egk+2 := inf {t > ’fglﬁ_l : X € D} .

The assumption of the theorem implies of course ttiat) satisfies[(), or, equivalently that it is uniformly integla
with respect to{P?: v € Ugy}. Thus, by Lemma 3.3.4 iri [4] there exist inf-compact funeti@ < C%(R?) and
h: R x U — R,, and a constant,, satisfying

LU®(x) < ko—h(z,u)  V(z,u) e RTxU.
This implies that
(D)
sup sup EY [/ h( Xy, Uy) dt
0

< 00.
zedD Ued
Sinceh is inf-compact, and alsgie%% I}ng EY [t(D)] > 0, it follows that set of probability measuresdefined
by
EY, [ o £(X0) at] )
/Rd fdv= E)U<U [%2] Vf e Cy(RY), (10)

for U € 4, and with the law ofX supported or9D, is tight. By [4, Theorem 2.6.1 (b)], we have
. U | k(e
s i B[P0 <o
for any k € N. This, together with the hypothesis of the theorem, implst th
sup sup ExU ['fg In* ('Eg)] < 00.
zeD Uesd
Therefore, we can use the strong law of large numbers for éingafe difference sequence to deduce that, for all

f € Cy(RY),
1 Tom 1 n—1 U
E/o f(Xt)dt_E%EXo

for all f € C,(R%). We then proceed as in the proof 6f [4, Theorem 3.4.11] to slusing [11) and the tightness
of the measures defined in [(ID), that for any > 0 there existsN (¢) € N such that if f,: R? — [0,1] is any

continuous function which vanishes d#y and is equal ta on Bf,, then

/ x| 3%] 250 (11)

m

1 '%271
limsup — fo(Xy)dt < e as., VI> N(e).

n—oo T2n 0
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Then a standard approximation argument using the numbectdsccompleted at timedefined as«(¢) = max {k :
t > Tox} shows that

1 t
lim sup z/ fo(Xy)dt < e as., VL>N(e),
t 0

which implies that the family of empirical measurggd’} is a.s. tight. This completes the proof. O
We continue with the following lemma.
Lemma 2.1:Let D be a bounded? domain. If there exist nonnegative functiops and, in C2(D¢) NC(D®)
satisfying, for some» € gy,

ﬁvgol(w) S _17
(12)
LVps(z) < —InT(p1(x)),
for all x € D¢, then
E;[t1(D)] < ¢i(x),
(13)

E3 [1(D)In* (T(D))] < 2¢1(2) + ¢2(2),
for all z € D°.
Proof: Without loss of generality, sincg; andp, can always be scaled, we may assume that 1 on D¢,
The first inequality in[(IB) is standard.
It is simple to verify that for anyl” > 0 we have

T
ThhtT < / Int(T —t)dt +T. (14)
0
Let T := t(D) A T(B%), R > 0. Using Dynkin’s formula, we obtain

EU

xT

/ ‘ln(sﬁl(Xt)) dt] < pa(x). (15)
0
Conditioning att A Tr, and using optional sampling and Jensen’s inequality, waiob

E? |:/ ‘1n+(’AER—t) dt:| < E? / In(tg —t+1) ]1{1&<~ER} dt:|
0 0

= E? / E? [ln(’fR —t+1) ]l{t<”fR} ‘ ggg\%R} dt:|
0

IN
&=
<

[ bt (B o 1)

§ Eg / 111((,01 (Xt/\'iR) + 1) ]l{t<fR} dt:|
0

<E! [/OTR(ln(gpl(Xt)) +1)dt| , (16)

where we use the inequalityi(z) + 1 > In(z + 1) for all z € [1,00). Combining [(14)+(16), and letting — oo,
we obtain the second inequality in_{13). O

Remark 2.1:1t is evident from the proof of Lemma 2.1 that if we replacén (12) by somelU € 4, then [I13)
holds for the process controlled undér Likewise, if (12) holds for allu € U, then [18) holds uniformly over
U e il

Consider the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2.1:There exist a bounded domaid ¢ R?, and positive functiond’; and Vs, with V; € C?(R%),
1 =1,2, such that

LY (z) < -1, (17a)

LY(z) < —In" (Vi(z)) (17b)
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for all z € D¢ andu € U.

We have the following corollary.

Corollary 2.1: Let Hypothesi$ 2]1 hold, and suppose that there exigtsissy such thato; is finite. Then
(a) There exists a stationary Markov control which is averagst optimal.
(b) Every average cost optimal stationary Markov contrgbashwise optimal.

Proof: As shown in [4, p. 65] for any bounded domaih it holds thatEY [t(D)] — oo as|z| — co. Since
by 1t8’s formula and[(I7a) we have (z) > EY [t(D)] for all U € 4, it follows thatV; is inf-compact. Therefore,
(178) implies that the set of ergodic occupation measg@rés compact (see Lemma 3.3.4(iv) inl [4]). Sincés
bounded below, part (a) follows byl[4, Theorem 3.4.5].

Part (b) follows by Theorermn 2.1, LemrhaR.1, and Renfark 2.1. O

The pair of Lyapunov equations in Hypothelsis|2.1 may be oeulaby a single equation, which in many cases
it might be easier to verify (see Example]2.1 later in thistisag. Consider the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2.2:There exist an inf-compact function CQ(Rd), with ¥V > 1, and a constant’ such that

LY(z) < C-In(V(z)) V(z,u) eRIxU. (18)

Let D be an open ball such that(V(z)) > 2C + 1 for € D*. Then, if we define/; :=V and), := 2V, itis
clear that[(1B) implies (1T7a)=(1l7b). Thus Hypothésis 2.plies Hypothesi§ 211. The Foster—Lyapunov condition
in (A8) results in subgeometric ergodicity for the procéaE, [Theorems 3.2 and 3.4]. A similar estimate as in
LemmalZ.1 can be derived directly froim [18), albeit we haveestrict to stationary controls. Without loss of
generality, letp(y) := 1+ In(y), y € [1,00) and selectD and a constant’ such that

LY(z) < Clp(z) —¢(V(z))  V(v,u) eRYxU. (19)

LetZ: [1,00) — R, denote the ‘shifted’ logarithmic integral

= ds
T = .
(=) /1 1+ In(s)
Combining the identityZ~!)’(z) = ¢(Z~'(z)) and [21, Theorem 4.1] we obtain

E[Z7'(v(D))] < V(@) —1 VazeD, VYovéellgy.

SinceZ~!(z) grows asd(zIn(z)), the estimate of Theorem 2.1 follows.
The Foster-Lyapunov condition ib_(19) implies that, undey atationary control, the process is ergodic at a
logarithmic rate. Indeed, applying [21, Theorem 3.2] withthe identity function, and@, = 1, it follows by (3.5)

in [21] that there exists a positive constartf, such that
v Co d
HPt (xf)_:uv(')HTV < mv(x) V(t,(L')E(0,00) x R )

and for allv € Ygyi, where|| - ||, stands for the total variation norm. See also [22, p. 136#iHe corresponding
results for Markov chains. For some other recent developsriarthis topic see [21]=[25].

The following is an example of a uniformly stable controlléiffusion which satisfies€?[t(D)?] = oo for all
p>1, and allv € Ugy, but EY[t(D) In™ (t(D))] < oo.

Example 2.1:Consider the one-dimensional controlled diffusion

X, (1 + [In(2 + X?)] i Ut)
B 2+ X2
with U = [1,2]. We apply Theorem 3(c) in [26] wittd(z) := 2, B(x) := 2 and
z? (1 + [In(2 + 22)] 2 v(:n))

2+ x2

It then follows that for any € gy, 7 > 0, |z| > r, andp > 1, we haveE’[t(B,)’] = co. Here, B, = [—r,r].
Thus the hitting times do not have any moments larger than

dX, = dt + v2dW;, (20)

C(x) == —
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LetV(x) := 1422 [ln(2—|—$2)]2. A straightforward calculation shows that for some largewgrh constant > 0
we have

LY(x) < k— g [In(2 + 3:2)]3/2 V(z,u) e RT x U. (21)
This of course can be written as
LY(z) < C—In(V(z)) V(z,u) eRIxU,

for some large enough constafit Therefore, Hypothesis 2.2 is satisfied. #t) := [In(2 —|—ac2)]3/2. By (21) and
Itd’s formula we obtain [, h(z) pu,(dz) < %FL for all v € Ugy. In addition, [21) implies that the set of ergodic
occupation measures is compact. It then follows by Cowplad (a), that ifc is a running cost which is bounded
below and such that — max,cy|c(x,u)| does not grow faster tha(in+\x])3/2, then there exists* € sy
which is average cost optimal for the diffusion [n20) [4,ebBhem 3.4.5]. Moreover, every average cost optimal
stationary Markov control is pathwise optimal by Coroll& (b).
Remark 2.2:If the running costc is not bounded below, one may obtain the same results by densy the

modulated hitting times

(D)

T(D) := / max |c( Xy, u)| dt.
0

uelU

Theoren 211 then still holds if we replaaewith 7 in the hypothesis. Analogously, if we replage (17a) by
LY (x) < —g(z) V(z,u) € D°x U,

whereg > 1 is some function that grows at least as fast as the map max,cy |c(z,u)|, then Corollanf211
remains valid for a running costwhich is not necessarily bounded below.

I1l. SAMPLE PATH OPTIMALITY FOR A GENERAL CLASS OF DIFFUSIONS

The running cost is calledear-monotonef there exists some > 0 such that the level sef(r,u) € RY x
U: e(z,u) < o« +€} is compact. It is well known that if the running cost is neasratone then every average cost
optimal stationary Markov control is necessarily pathwagpdimal [4, Theorem 3.4.7]. In this Section we consider
a general class of ergodic control problems for which th&usliién is not uniformly stable, and the running cost is
not near monotone. They are characterized by the propeatytlte running cost is near monotone when restricted
to some subset’ ¢ R¢, while a suitable Foster—Lyapunov condition holds /6h Models of this nature appear,
for example, as the limiting diffusions of multiclass quingenetworks in the Halfin—Whitt regime _[27].

Consider the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1For some open subsét ¢ R?, the following hold.

(i) There existsU € 4l such thato;, < <.
(i) The level sets{(x,u) € K x U: ¢(z,u) <~} are bounded (or are empty) for alle (0, c0) .
(i) For some smooth increasing concave functionR; — R, satisfying¢(z) — oo asz — oo, some positive
inf-compact functiony € C2(R?), and some positive constants, i = 0, 1,2, it holds that
LY(z) < ko — k1 0(V(2)) V(x,u) € KxU,
(22)
LY(x) < ko1 + c(z,u)) V(z,u) e LxU.
(iv) The functionso and% are bounded ofR?.
Observe that wheltt = R? then the problem reduces to an ergodic control problem wétirsmonotone running
cost, whereas ifC is bounded, we obtain an ergodic control problem for a umfgrstable controlled diffusion.
Theorem 3.1:Let Assumptiori 3J1 hold. Then

(a) There exists* € tggy Which is average cost optimal.
(b) Every average cost optimal stationary Markov contradteble and pathwise optimal.

Proof: Part (a) follows by[[2[7, Theorem 3.1], which also shows thrateerage cost optimal stationary Markov
control is necessarily stable.
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To prove part (b), defin@y: R, — R,, for N € N, by
# 1
z) = ——dy,
Y (2) /0 Nt o) Y

en(z) = vn(V(z)), 2eR’

Let U € 4l be some admissible control such that

liminf/ c(z,u) ¢ (da,du) < oo, (23)
RExU

n—o0

andpy: R — Ry by

for some increasing divergent sequer¢g}. Sincec is inf-compact onC x U, it follows thatg‘t[i is a.s. tight when
restricted toB(K x U). SinceVyy and o are bounded, by Itd’s formula and (22) we obtain

on(Xy) —on(Xo) 1 [
_ ;/0
1

; EUscpN(Xs)ds
t

1 [ Fen ), o ). (2

Arguing as in [4, Lemma 3.4.6], it follows that the secondrtesn the right hand side of(8) converges a.s0to
ast — oo. We have

. “rsoa) +hn@)  onke,
Ly (z) < k2 (1+c(z,u))
Nroomy thwlz) o onk,
where T i
\YA%
i) 1= (V@) LS g
(N +6(V()))

Hence, by[(2B)£(24), for some constartwe obtain

: o(V(x)) C
hzlﬂ_)solip /chwmftn(d%du) < N

from which it follows that¢! is a.s. tight when restricted 8 (K¢ x U). Therefore, it is a.s. tight if3(R? x U).
Hence, almost surely every limit point ({fgtUn} is an ergodic occupation measuré [4, Lemma 3.4.6]. Thezefor

1 [t
lim inf —/ c(Xs,Us)ds > inf c(z,u) m(dz, du)
n—oo tn 0 neG RexU
This completes the proof. O

IV. CONCLUSIONS

It is well known that uniform stability, or equivalently, tiorm integrability of the hitting times, is equivalent to
the existence of a solution to the Lyapunov equation

LYV(z) < C—g(z) Y(x,u) eRIxU, (25)

for some inf-compact functiog and a constan€’. Comparing [(IB) to[(25), it follows that i grows no faster
thaneY then the conclusions of Corollafy 2.1 follow. This closegnsicantly the gap between uniform stability
and sufficient conditions for pathwise optimality.

Even though the results of Sectidn Il are specialized torotlatl diffusions, they are directly applicable to
irreducible MDPs with a countable state space, i.e., theahtvdated in[[5].
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