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Abstract

Let A be a transition probability kernel on a finite state space A° = {1,...,d} such that A(x,y) > 0
for all x,y € A°. Consider a reinforced chain given as a sequence {X,, n € Ny} of A’-valued
random variables, defined recursively according to,

n—1
1
L=~ 6%, PXpa €1 Xo.. Xo) = L'AC).
n i=0

We establish a large deviation principle for {L"}. The rate function takes a strikingly differ-
ent form than the Donsker-Varadhan rate function associated with the empirical measure of the
Markov chain with transition kernel A and is described in terms of a novel deterministic infi-
nite horizon discounted cost control problem with an associated linear controlled dynamics and
a nonlinear running cost involving the relative entropy function. Proofs are based on an analy-
sis of time-reversal of controlled dynamics in representations for log-transforms of exponential
moments, and on weak convergence methods.

Keywords: large deviation principle, reinforced random walks, empirical measure, Laplace
principle, time-reversal, stochastic control, infinite horizon discounted cost, stochastic
approximation

1. Introduction

Processes with reinforced dynamics have been used to model systems in ecology and biology
(see, e.g., [10, [14]) and have been applied in a wide range of sampling and optimization prob-
lems, including non-linear Markov chain Monte Carlo [2] and stochastic optimization [3, |6, [13].
In many such settings, the time-asymptotic properties of processes have been extensively studied,
and laws of large numbers and central limit theorems have been established under broad condi-
tions. In the current work our focus is on the study of large deviation asymptotics for certain
types of reinforced dynamics on a finite state space which, to the best of our knowledge, have
not been studied in the literature to date. One of the reasons for a lack of results in this direction
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is that the state dynamics in such systems is not Markovian and the evolution of the state depends
on the full path history, making the usual methods of empirical measure large deviation analy-
sis challenging to implement. To motivate the problem of interest consider first the elementary
setting of a Markov chain {X,?, n € Ny} with values in the finite state space A° = {1,...,d} and
a transition probability matrix A with A(x,y) > 0 for all x,y € A°. The celebrated results of
Donsker and Varadhan [11,112] give a large deviation principle (LDP) for the empirical measure
nZ dyo, n € N, with rate function given as
= O

i=

sequence {Lj, n € N} defined as Lj = n!
1(0) = inf R(y||6® A), 6 € P(A°), @))
YEA®)

where P(A°) is the space of probability measures on A’, ®A is a probability measure on A X A°
defined as, for x,y € A%, 6@ A(x,y) = 6(x)A(x, y), A(0) is the space of all probability measures y
on A°XA? for which the two marginals are the same as 6, i.€., Y\yep0 (X, ¥) = X yen0 Y0, X) = 0(x),
for all x € A°, and R(:||) is the relative entropy function (see Section[I.T)). Consider now the rein-
forced chain {X,,, n € Ny} associated with the transition probability kernel A which is constructed

n—1
recursively as Xy = xo for some xp € A’ and, having defined Xo, ..., X,,-; and L" = n! Z;,) 0x;s

the conditional distribution of X, given {Xy, ..., X,-1} is L"A(:) = Y en0 L"(X)A(x, -). Tilus, at
each time instant, one of the previously visited sites x* is chosen at random (with probabilities
proportional to visit frequencies) and then the new site is selected according to the distribution
A(x*,-). The law of the large numbers for L" and Lj is the same, namely both converge to the
unique stationary distribution of the Markov chain {X?}. However, as we will see, the study of
the large deviation behavior of {L", n € N} requires a rather different type of analysis than the se-
quence {L{, n € N}, and the associated rate function, which is introduced in (3)), has a strikingly
different form than the rate function in (I). In particular, the emergence of a discount factor in the
rate function and the rate function’s characterization as the value function of an infinite horizon
discounted cost problem is novel in the context of empirical measure large deviation theory.
One special case of our results is the following. Let p = (p,)iear be a positive probability
vector on A°. Then Sanov’s theorem (cf. [§, Theorem 3.3]) tells us that if {XS} is an iid sequence

n—1
with law p, then the empirical measure Lj = n~!' Y 640 satisfies a LDP with rate function 1(6) =
i=0 '

R(8||p), 8 € P(A°). Consider now the setting where plisa positive probability vector on A’ U {0}
and p, = pg/(l - pg), x € A°. We construct a chain {X,,} for which the conditional distribution

n—1
n 90y An— l’l’ - - s s =n X
of X, given {Xo X1} is p", where p = p + (1 — p)L", x € A, where L" = n™' ) 6,
i=0

For this chain, at each instant the new state is chosen, independently of the past, according to
the probability vector p°, but if the chosen state is 0, the chain immediately moves to a state
chosen at random from the collection of previously visited states (with probabilities proportional
to visit frequencies). These types of reinforcement mechanisms have been used for numerical
approximations of quasi-stationary distributions of Markov chains (see, e.g., [1, 4]). Once again
the law of large numbers for Ljj and L" are the same, namely both converge to the probability
measure p = p0 /(1 — pg), however, as will be seen, the large deviation behavior of L" is more
complex and is governed by an infinite horizon discounted cost problem. Another special case
is where A(x,y) = py, x,y € A?, where p is a probability vector on A°. In this case the model
simply reduces to an iid sequence (with no reinforcement) for which the empirical measure large
deviation principle is given by Sanov’s theorem. In this special case the rate function given in
2



(@) is easily seen to be the same as the familiar rate function in Sanov’s theorem (see Remark [)).

We now comment on proof techniques. The starting point is a reformulation of the large de-
viation principle in terms of Laplace asymptotics (cf. [§, Theorem 1.8]) and a stochastic control
representation using relaxed controls (cf. (IQ)) for log-transforms of exponential moments of
empirical measure functionals. Inspired by the ODE-method for the study of stochastic approx-
imation schemes (cf. [3, 7, [15]), we introduce a suitable continuous time interpolation for the
controlled processes in the stochastic control representation. The impact of reinforcement on the
large deviation behavior becomes evident when one considers the asymptotics of these interpo-
lated controlled sequences. It turns out that this asymptotic behavior is particularly well under-
stood when one considers the time-reversed trajectories (for interpolated controlled sequences)
going back from states far off in the future. The asymptotic time-reversed paths have a simple
form linear dynamics which also reveals the exponential discounting of the contribution, to the
cost, of initial segments of near-optimal paths. Proof of the large deviation upper bound relies on
tightness and characterization of weak limits of time-reversed trajectories and their costs. For the
lower bound, one takes a constructive approach. We first argue that by suitable approximations,
mollification, and discretization one can find simple form piecewise-constant near-optimal tra-
jectories for the variational problem describing the Laplace asymptotics. The remaining work is
to then construct suitable controlled state sequences for which the associated interpolated paths
and the corresponding costs converge in probability to these simple form near-optimal paths and
associated costs.

We remark that the current work considers the simplest forms of reinforcement mechanisms
in finite-state models. A general form of reinforced dynamics corresponds to a setting where the
conditional distribution of X,,,; given {Xo,...,X,_} is given as L"A(L"), where A is a suitable
(nonlinear) map from P(A°) to the space of stochastic kernels on A° X A and L" is as before the
empirical measure. This general setting introduces significant new challenges, particularly in the
treatment of the lower bound, and is a topic currently under study.

1.1. Notation.

The following notation is used. Fix d € N. Let A = {0,1,...,d}, and let A° = {1,...,d}.
For a metric space S, B(S) denotes the corresponding Borel o-field and P(S') denotes the space
of probability measures on (S, B(S)) equipped with the topology of weak convergence. Recall
that a function I : S — [0, o] is called a rate function if it has compact sublevel sets, namely
Sy ={x e S : I(x) < k}is compact for every k € [0,00). For x € §, 6, € P(S) is the Dirac
probability measure concentrated at the point x. For v, u € P(S), we denote the relative entropy
of v with respect to u as R(v||i), which is the extended real number defined as

ROl = f (1og ?)dv,
S H

if v is absolutely continuous with respect to u, and +oco otherwise. Let Vi = {ey,...,eq), Where
e, is the x-th unit coordinate vector in R?, and denote by M(V? x IR, ) the space of locally finite
measures on V¢ x R, with the vague topology. Denote by U the collection of all measurable
maps from R, to P(A?). We denote by C,(P(A?)) the space of bounded continuous functions
from P(A°) to R. For m,m € P(A%), we write ||m — m|| = 3, |m(x) — m(x)|. We use the

xeA°
. . . b . .
same notation for the norm of a vector in R?. As a convention fa f(s)ds is taken to be O if
a > b. For R¥valued random variables {X,,n € N}, X, we say that X;, — X in Lrasn — oo if
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E||IX, — X||> = 0 as n — oo. For a vector v € R we use the notation v, and v(x) interchangeably
to denote the x-th coordinate of v.

1.2. Description of the Model
Consider a map K : P(A%) — P(A°) satisfying Assumption [I]below.

Assumption 1. There is a d X d stochastic matrix A such that 69 = inf, yepo Axy > 0, and, for
m € P(A?), K(m) = mA.

For fixed xy € A°, we consider a collection {X,, n € Ny} of A’-valued random variables,
a collection {L", n € N} of P(A%)-valued random measures, and a filtration {#,, n € Ny} on
some probability space (Q, ¥, P), defined recursively as follows. Let Xo = xo, Fo = {0, Q}, and
L' = §,,. Having defined {X;, L', 0 < i < n} and o-fields {F;, i < n} for some n € Ny, define
P(Xu1 = V) = KL O), y € A, Frt = o{Xe, k <+ 1), and

s ’Hla 2
PR @

For m € P(A%), let p(m) € P(V?) be defined as
p(m)(ex) = K(m)(x) = (mA)x, x€A”.
Let {v¥(m), m € P(A°)}ren be iid random fields with values in V¢ such that, for each m € P(A°),
P(v'(m) = ex) = p(m)(ex) = K(m)(x),  x € A”.

Then, we can write the evolution equation for L" as

=1+ - ! (L™ -L"], neN. (3)

+1
1.3. Statement of Results

For m € P(A?), let U(m) be the collection of all n € U such thatif M : R, — P(A’) satisfies

M(t)=m—fn(s)ds+fM(s)ds, reR,, )
0 0

then M € C(R; : P(A°)). Note that, given n € U and m € P(A°), @ always has a unique
solution in C(R, : R9); however for such an 7 to be in U(m) we require that the solution is in
fact in C(R, : P(A?)).

Given M € C(R, : P(A°)) that satisfies (), with some m € P(A°) and p € U, forall r € R,
we say that M solves U(m,n).

Define I : P(A°) — R, as

I(m) = ) inf )fo exp(—=$)R (- | HIK(M(s)) ds, m e P(A%), &)

eU(m



where M solves U(m,n). For an € U, define A7 : R, — P(V?) as A(s)(ey) = n(s)(x), for
s € R, and x € A°. Then the above rate function can equivalently be written as

I(m) = inf f " exp(-9R (AT | S)lp(M(s))ds, m € P(A°), ©6)
neUim) Jo
where M solves U(m,n).

The following theorem is the main result of this work, which establishes a large deviations
principle (LDP) for {L", n € N}.

Theorem 2. Let I : P(A°) — R, be the function defined in (). Then I is a rate function and
the sequence {L"*', n € N} satisfies an LDP with rate function I. Namely, for each closed set
F CP(A?),
limsupn~'P(L"' e F) < — inf I(m),
m

n—oo

and for each open set G C P(A°),

liminfn ' P(L" € G) > — inf I(m).
me

n—oo

Proof. In view of [8, Theorem 1.8] it suffices to show that for every F' € C,(P(A?)),

liminf —n~"log E exp[-nF(L""")] = ig(fA )[F(m) + I(m)]

n—0o me o0
and that / is a rate function (namely it has compact sublevel sets). The first statement is shown
in Theorems[8land [0 which establish the Laplace upper bound and Laplace lower bound respec-
tively, whereas the second statement is shown in Section[5} O

1.4. Examples

We note three examples that are covered by the model studied in this work.

Example 3. (a) Let p € P(A) satisfy infiep py > 0, and let p° be the sub-probability measure
obtained by restricting p to A°. Consider the transition matrix A given by A = P° + pol,
where P° is the d X d matrix whose every row is p°, and I is the d X d identity matrix. Then,
Assumption [l is satisfied and the corresponding {L"*', n € Ny} is a special case of the
algorithm for approximating quasi-stationary distributions studied in [1l], for the case when
the system’s dynamics are not state-dependent.

(b) Let A be a transition probability matrix on A° satisfying inf, yepo A, > 0. Then, Assumption
[ is satisfied and {X,,} can be interpreted as a genetic-type algorithm for a population with

n—1
uniform fitness, as P(X,, = x|F,-1) = X, n’lAX‘.,_,C, see [19].
i=0

(c) Fixa € (0,1), let p° € P(A°) satisfy infepo p > 0. Let B be a transition probability matrix
on A°. Then A = ap® + (1 —a)B satisfies Assumption[lland describes a setting where, at each
step, a new state is chosen according to the iid law p° with probability «, and according to
L"B with probability 1 — a. As « ranges from 0 to 1, these models interpolate between the
reinforced setting of part (b) and the iid setting of Sanov’s theorem (see also Remarkd)).



Remark 4. The setting of Sanov’s theorem corresponds to the case A = P° where, for some
p° € P(A®) satisfying infepo pr > 0, P° is the d X d matrix whose every row is p°. In this case
it is easy to verify that for m € P(A°) the infimum on the right side of @) is achieved at the
constant function n(s) = m for all s € R, and, furthermore, with this choice of , M(s) = m and
p(M(s)) = p° for all s € R,. Thus, the rate function in (3) reduces to the familiar rate function
R(m||p) in Sanov’s theorem.

1.5. Organization

Rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we present the stochastic control
representation that is key in the proofs of both upper and lower bounds. This section also presents
some basic tightness and limit point characterization results. Section[3is devoted to the proof of
the Laplace upper bound (Theorem[8) while Sectionproves the Laplace lower bound (Theorem
[O). Finally, Section[3]shows that I has compact sublevel sets.

2. A Stochastic Control Representation

The key ingredient in the proof is a certain stochastic control representation for exponential
moments of functionals of the empirical measures {L", n € N}, which we now present.

The controlled stochastic system, for each n € N, is a sequence (L™, k € N} of P(A°)-valued
random variables which is defined recursively in terms of a collection of random probability
measures on V¢, {"*,k € N}, where for each k € N, g** is F¢ = o({L"/,1 < j < k})
measurable, and, having defined {L"/, 1 < j < k}, L"**! is defined as

ot _ o L keo o
s [k -1, k21,

where 7 is a V“-valued random variable such that
Pl = e, | T = [ (ey), x € A°.

We denote the collection of all such control sequences {i"*,k € N} as ®". It is convenient
to consider a continuous time interpolation of the sequences {L"*, k € N}. Define the time
interpolation sequence {t;, k € No} by o = 0, and #; = Z’;zl(j + 1), fork > 1. Foreachn € N,
define the C(R, : P(A°))-valued random variable L" by linear interpolation: namely, for each

k € No,
in(t) . Ln,k+1’ =1ty (8)
L e+ 20 = )IL? = D r e (it

Consider random measures on V¢ x [0, t,] defined as follows: for A € V¥ and B € B[0, 1,],
A AXB) = f/_\"(A | Hydt, @"(A X B) = f,a”(A | dt, 9)
B B

where, fork <n—1andt € 1, txs1),

A1) = Gpuin (), J'C 1 1) = 7).



The following variational representation follows from [8, Theorem 4.5]. For each F' € C;,(P(A?)),

n—1

FA' @) +n7' ) R(E o). (10)
k=0

—n~'log Eexp[-nF(L"™"] = inf E
{ﬁn,x)egu

We now rewrite the right side above using the continuous time interpolation introduced in (8))
and the ‘relaxed control’ representation in (9). For each s € R,, let m(s) = sup{k : #; < s} and
a(s) = tys). 1t follows from the definitions above that, for 0 <z <1,

L'(t) = L'(0) +f Z(v — L"a(s))A"(v | 8)ds. (11)

0 veyd

Define ¢, : Ry — {2,3,...}as ¥.(tx) = k + 2 for k € Ny, and, for k € Ny and ¢ € [#, tx+1), define
¥.(7) by constant interpolation as i, (¢) = ¥, (t;). From this definition it follows that

n—

nfl

R (7 oL ) = n™! fo R (@' | 9o (a(s))) ds. (12)

1
k=0

Define P(‘V¢ x R,)-valued random variables as follows: for r € R, and x € A, let

ty At

Y'({ex) X [0,1]) = n! ) Yoty — HN"(ex | 1, — $)ds

ty At

B'(ex) x[0,£]) = n! Yoty — A (ex | 1y — s)ds (13)
0

0" (lex} x [0, 1) = n”"! | We(ty = 9)p(L"(alty = 5)))(ex)ds.

The fact that the quantities on the right side of (I3) define probability measures on V¥ x R,
follows from the identity n~! fot” Y.(s)ds = 1. From (I2) and chain rule for relative entropies
(see [18, Corollary 2.7]), it follows that

n—1

Y R(E@ L) = R (14)

k=0

With the identity in (I4), the expectation on the right side of (I0) can be rewritten as
E[F(L"t)) + R(B'16")]. (15)

It is convenient to analyze the dynamics of L viewed backwards in time. Towards that end, for
each n € N, define the C(R, : P(A”))-valued random variable L by

L = {L”(t,, -1 0<t<, (16)

'0) t>t,.
Also, for each n € N, define M(V? x R,)-valued random variables An by, for A C V4 and
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teR,,
Ly t
AMAx[0,1]) = f AYA | s)ds = f AMA | s)ds, (17)
t,—t 0

where A"(A | s) = 0 for s < 0, and lv\”(A | s) = A"(A | t, — s) for s € R,. For these time-reversed
processes one can easily verify the following evolution equation: for r € R, and m(f) < n,

() = 1(0) - f > vA"s)ds + f "1, - a(s)ds. (18)
0 h—t

veyd n

We now establish tightness of these time-reversed controlled processes and related collections of
random variables.

2.1. Tightness and Weak Convergence

We use the following estimate, for the difference between the harmonic series and the loga-
rithm function, established in [16] (see also [[17] for a slightly sharper estimate): for any n > 2

1
2+ 1)

y+ <Zk—1—1ogn<y+2 (19)
k=1

1
(n—1)
where y ~ 0.57721 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
Recall the map m : R, — Ny defined by m(f) = sup{k > 1 : f; < t}. As an immediate
consequence of the estimate in (I9) and the observation that #, — 5 < #,(,—s)+1, We see that for all
neNandseR,,

log(n+1) +

= (s+ 1) < tyy-9+1 —y < log(m(t, — s) +2) +

1 1
2(n+2) 2(m(ty — 5) + 1)

The next lemma is a straightforward consequence of the above estimate (proof is omitted).

Lemma 5. Foreacht € R, asn — oo, n”'m(t, — 1) — exp(—t). Additionally, for each t € R,
asn — oo,

sup ln_'z,be(t,, —5) — exp(—s)l — 0. (20)
s€(0,1]
The next lemma establishes the tightness of the controlled processes introduced in Section 2]

Lemma 6. The collection {(L", A", y",8",6"),n € N} is tight in C(R, : P(A)) x M(V¢ x R,) x
PV xR,

Proof. We begin by showing that {I.”, n € N} is tight. Since P(A°) is compact, it suffices to show
that there is a constant C € (0, oo) such that forall n € Nand 5,7 € R, IIIVJ’(t) 1) < Cle—ss.
Note that for all k1, k> € N such that k; < k, < t,, we have that ||[L"(t,) — L"(ti,)|| < 2(tx, — t,)-
Using the linear interpolation property it then follows that for all 0 < s < ¢, |[L*(£)—L"(s)| < 2(t—s)
which in turn shows that, forn € Nand 0 < s < 1, |[L*(r) = L"(s)|| < 2|t — s|. Thus, it follows that
(L, n e N}is tight in C(R, : P(A?)).

The tightness of {A",n € N} in M(V? x R,) is immediate on observing that for each k € N
sup, .y A(V4 x [0, k]) = k.

Next, since V4 is compact, the sequences {[y"];, n € N}, {[8"]1, n € N}, and {[#"];, n € N},
are tight. Also, for each n € N, [y"], = [8"], = [8"]», so it suffices to show that the sequence

8



{[y"]2, n € N} is tight. Observe that, for each n € N, if n > m(¢), then, since [t,,—p+1,2:] €
[tn - t7 t]»

[Y'1(10,1]) = ™! f Yoty — $)ds = n”! f " u(s)ds
0 ty—t
n-l1 li+1
>n! Z Ye($)ds = 1 —n~Ym(ty — 1) + 1).

k=m(t,—n+1 ¥

From Lemma [3 for fixed & > 0 and ¢ > log(3&™!), we can find some ny > 3&~! such that
no = m(t) and

sup [n"'m(t, — 1) — 7’| < 37 e,
nxn

Thus,
inf [y"|,([0,1)) = 1 —&.
n=ny

Since € > 0 is arbitrary, the desired tightness follows. O

The next lemma gives a useful characterization for the weak limit points of the tight collection
in Lemmal6l

Lemma 7. Let (L*, A*,y*, B*, 0°) be a weak limit point of the sequence (L, A", y", 8", 6"). Then,
the following hold a.s.

(a) The measure A* can be disintegrated as

A*(dv,ds) = A*(dv | s)ds.

(b) Forallte R, t t
L (f) = L*(0) - f Z vA*(v | s)ds + f L*(s)ds. 1)
0 0

yeyd
(c) v =p
(d) Fort e R, and x € A°,

¥ ({ex}t X [0,1]) = f exp(—s)A* (e, | s)ds.
0
(e) Forte R, and x € A°,

0" ({ex} X [0,1]) = fo exp(=s)p(L*(5))(e)ds.

Proof. (a) This is immediate on noting that foreachn € Nand e, € 4%

A'(ey, ds) = N'(ey | s)ds.



(b)

(©

Assume without loss of generality (by selecting the weakly convergent subsequence and
appealing to Skorohod representation theorem) that {(L", A"), n € N} converges almost
surely to (L*, A*). For t € R, and m(¢) < n, recall the evolution equation (I8). Also note that

tfnﬂwa—a@»dwzhfnLW%—a@Wﬁ—;fnLW%—SMQ+1[17@M& 22)
ta—t ta—t ta—t 0

and, for each t € R,,

n A
f L*(t, — a(s))ds — f L"(t, — s)ds
t,—t t,—t

As in the proof of Lemmal6] for all n € N satisfying 7, > r and s € [1, — 1, 1,],

<t sup [IL"a(s)-L"()Il.  (23)

s€lty—t,1,]

IL"(a(s)) — L"(s)Il < 2(m(t, — 1) +2)7". (24)

Combining @2), (23), and 24) and using the almost-sure convergence of {(L", A"), n € N}
to (L*, [v\*) we see that, as n — oo, for each t € R,,

Zv]\(ws)dH f L (s)ds,
0

veyd

U@eﬁ@—f
0

almost surely. The result follows.

Fix t > 0 and x € A°. Then, for all n € N such that ¢, > ¢,

Y'({ex} X 0,1]) = B"(fer} X [0, 1) = n”' f Yelty — N (ex | 1, — 5) = @"(ex | 1, — 5))ds
0

1)

= [ WA ex | 5) - ' (ex | $)1ds.

ty—t

(25)
Using the martingale-difference property, we see that for 1 <1 < m,
- ’ I+1
lf(”1:E][avwﬂ(ex>—-p"**l(exn] < (26)
k=l n
Noting the identity
Tm+1 _ Lid
n! V(IR (ex | 5) = '(ex | )lds = 0" > [Spun(ed) = B ()],
U k=l

we have from 23) and 26) that for some C; € (0, o),
E[y"({fe} X [0, 1]) = B"(fex} x [0, 2]))* < C: /n.
The statement in (c) is now immediate.

10



(d) Asin part (b), without loss of generality, suppose that
(@ A"y, B",6"),n € N},

converges almost surely to (L*, lv\*, v, B*,6%). Fix x € A° and observe that for each n > m(¢),

n! f Yoty — )N (e | 5)ds — f exp(—s)A*(ex | s)ds
0 0

<

n! f Yoty — )N (e, | s)ds — f exp(—s)A"(ey | s)ds
0 0

+ . @7

f exp(—s)A"(ex X ds) — f exp(—s)A*(ex X ds)ds
0 0

Next,

n! f Yoty — )N (e | 5)ds — f exp(—=)A"(e, | 5)ds
0 0

!
< f |0~ ety = 5) = exp(=9)| [A"(ex | $)] ds < 1 sup [0 ety = 5) = exp(=s)].
0 s€(0,7]
and, by convergence of A" to lv\*, asn — oo,

- 0.

’f exp(—s)A" (e, X ds) — f exp(—s)A* (e X ds)
0 0

This, together with Lemmal[3] and (27), shows that, as n — oo,

n! f Welty — )N (e | 5)ds — f exp(—s)A*(ex | s)ds.
0 0

On recalling the definition of y" we now have the statement in (d).

(e) Note that for each t € R,, n > m(t), and x € A°,

’0"([0, 1% {ey)) - fo exp(—s)o(L*(s))(ex)ds
< ’n_l \/0‘ we(tn - S)p(in(a(tn - S)))(ex)ds - \[0‘ exp(_s)p(l_‘n(a(tn - s)))(ex)ds'

+' fo exp(—s)p(L"(a(t, — s)))(ex)ds — fo eXp(—S)p(ﬂ*(S))(ex)dsy

n*‘u/e<rn—s>—exp<—s>|ds+ fo exp(=)|p(L" (alty — $)))(ex) — p(L7 (5))(ex)|ds.
(28)

!
= f”
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From @24), for all s € [0, 1],
oL alty = ) = pL* ()| < |L"(a(ts = ) = L'(tn = 9)|| < 20mt, =) +2)7". (29)

Combining Lemmal[3l 28), and (29), and sending n — oo, we now see that, for each x € A?,

°(10, 7] X {ex}) = fo exp(—s)p(L"(5))(ex)ds.

The result follows.

3. Laplace Upper Bound

The main result of the section is Theorem[8] which gives the Laplace upper bound.

Theorem 8. For every F € Cp(P(A?)),

lim inf —n~! log Eexp[—nF(L"”)] > i;)l(fA )[F(m) + I(m)].

n—0oo me 0
Proof. Fix F € Cp(P(A°)) and & > 0. From the variational representation in (I0), for eachn € N
we can find {I’*'} € ®" such that

n—1
—n"'log E exp[-nF(L™")] > E|F(L"(t,)) + n”" Z R (p””‘” ||p(l_,"’k+1)) —& (30
k=0

where the sequence {L*} is defined by @).

For each n € N, define the the P(A°)-valued continuous process L and random measures
A", 1" on V9 x [0, T,] according to (IT) and (9)), respectively. Also define, for each n € N, y",
B, 0", L" and A" as in (I3), (16, and (I7), respectively. Recalling the identity in (I4) we have
that

—n"'log E exp[-nF (L™ > E [F(U(O)) + R(,8”||9”)] - &. (31)

From Lemmal[@ the collection {(L", /V\”,y”,ﬂ”,é”), n € N} is tight in C(R, : P(A%)) X M(V? x
Ry) X (P(V! X R,))*.

Let (IL*, A*,y*, B, 6*) be a weak limit point of the above sequence and suppose without loss
of generality that the convergence holds along the full sequence and in the a.s. sense. Disinte-
grating A* as in Lemmalf[7] (a), we see from part (b) of the same lemma that, a.s., {i/*(- | 5),s €

R} € UD*(0)), where
Z vA*(v | s)] .

veyd

(x| s) =

Also from parts (c), (d) and (e) of Lemmal[7]

7,0 = (8,07 = (exp(=9)A*(- | 5)ds, exp(=s)p(L" (s))ds). (32)

12



Thus, using Fatou’s lemma,

& + liminf —n~! log E exp[-nF(L™")] > lim inf E [F(IZ"(O)) + R(ﬂ"ue")]

> [FI ) + R0 = [FAL(0) + R (exp(~=5)A*(- | s)ds|| exp(—=s)p(L*(s))ds)|
= [F(Ii*m)) - f exp(=$)R (R"(- | s)[|p(L" (s))) ds]
0
> [FILr©O) + 1A O)] = inf [Fm) + I(m)],
meP(A?)

where the second inequality uses (32)) and the lower semicontinuity of relative entropy, the sec-
ond identity uses the chain rule for relative entropies (see [§, Corollary 2.7]), and the last two
inequalities use the fact that L*(-) solves (1)), the relationship between 77* and A*, and the ex-
pression of the rate function I given in (@). The result follows on letting & — 0. |
4. Laplace Lower Bound

The main result of the section is Theorem[9] which gives the Laplace lower bound.

Theorem 9. For every F € Cp(P(A?)),

lim sup —n~! log E exp[-nF(L"")] < i;;(fA )[F(m) + I(m)].
me' 2

n—oo

The proof of Theorem[Blis postponed until Section[4.3] In the next section we establish some
estimates that are used in the proofs of Lemmal[l1]and Lemmal[l2]

4.1. Preliminary Estimates

Fix F € C,(P(A?)) and £ > 0. In order to prove Theorem [0l we can assume without loss of
generality that F' is Lipschitz (see [§, Corollary 1.10]): for some F,, € (0, o0),

|[F(m) = F(m)| < Fyllm —mll, m,fi € P(A%).
Choose mygy € P(A?) such that

F(mgy) + I(mg) < )[F(m) + I(m)] + &. (33)

inf
meP(A?
Recalling the definition of the rate function, we choose 779 € U(imy) such that
f exp(=$)R (o(- | HIK(Mo(s))ds < I(mo) + €, (34
0
where M solves U(myg, ny).

Now we make a series of approximations to My and np in order to get a more tractable and
simple form near-optimal trajectory.

13



4.1.1. Step 1: Ensuring Nondegeneracy.

The relative entropy function R(:||6) is not well behaved when a probability measure 6 places
small mass to points in its support. The following step addresses this problem. Under Assump-
tion () there is a unique stationary distribution for the transition probability matrix A, which we
denote as m,; note that infepo (1) > 0. Let, for s € R, M,(s) = m. and n.(- | s) = m... Observe
that M., solves U(m.,n.). Define, for k € (0, 1) and t € R,

M (1) = (1 = )Mo(1) + kM.(0),
(- 10 = (1= moC- | 1) + k(- | 1), (33)

and observe, with m, € P(A°) defined as m, = (1 — k)mg + km.., that M, solves U(m,,n,). Note
also that

f eXP(—S)R(nK(-IS)IIK(MK(S)))dsS(l—K)f exp(=5)R (o (- | s)ds||K(Mo(s)) ds
0 0
< f exp(=$)R (mo(- | $)dsIIK(Mo(s))ds,
0

where the first inequality follows from the convexity of relative entropy, the definitions of m,, 1,
and M, and the fact that

f exp(—=$)R (. (- | $IIK(M.(s)))ds = 0.
0

Let ; > 0 be such that |lmg — m,, || < min{(F,,)~", 1}e, and, for convenience, write (my, 1, M;) =
(m/q 5 T]K] 5 MK] ) Then,

Fm)+ fo exp(—$)R (1 (- | KM () ds

< F(mp) + fo exp(—=$)R (mo(- | HIIK(Mo(s))ds + &

< inf [F(m)+I(m)] +3e. (36)

meP(A?)
Also, note that with §y > 0 defined as in Assumption[I]

K@m)(x) = 6y, x € A%, m € P(A°), 37
which implies that for each s € R,

R (i (- | 9IK(M;(s))) < —logdo. (38)

Also, since m, is a positive vector, there is a ¢ > 0 such that for each s € R, and x € A?,
Mi(s)(x) =0, ni(x|s)=0. (39)

Recall from the proof of the upper bound that the trajectories in the variational problem in the

Laplace upper bound are related to the controlled trajectories by time reversal (see e.g., (I6)).

Thus, we now introduce a time reversal of M, which, after further approximations, is then used
14



to construct suitable controlled trajectories. Fix T € (0, o) large enough so that
exp(—T + 1)|logdp| < & (40)
Throughout the rest of the section, this T is fixed. Define, for t € [0, T],
Mi(1) = Mi(T =0, 1D =mC|T -0,

and note that, since M| solves U(my,n), for t € [0, T,

M](T)+ff71(s)ds—f M, (s)ds = M,(?). 41)
0 0

Recalling the non-negativity of relative entropy, note that

00 T
fo exp(—)R (o (- | IK (M () ds > exp(=T) fo exp(R (in(- | KOV () ds.  (42)

4.1.2. Step 2: Continuity of Control
Our next step mollifies the control #; in a suitable manner so that it can be discretized at a
later step. For x > 0, define

HOELS f i (uwdu, s €[0,T], (43)

where 71 (1) = 71(T) foru > T. Also, define for ¢ € [0, T],
A t t A
M) = M(T) + f 1 (s)ds — f Mi(s)ds. (44)
0 0

Note that there is a unique M’f e C([0,T] : RY) that solves (@4), and that this M’]‘ satisfies, for
each s € [0, T],

Z M(s)(x) = 1.

xeA°

We now show that for « sufficiently small, for each s € [0, T] we have
inf Mt(s)(x) > 0,
XeA?

namely that the solution to (44} in fact belongs to C([0, T] : P(A?)). We can write, for ¢ € [0, T],

!

M(t) = M\(T) + f (s)ds — f M¥(s)ds + RE(2), (45)
0 0

I+K U 13
RE(1) = f (k™! f dsdu — f i (uw)du.
0 (u—k)*+ 0

where
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Observe that, for each ¢ € [0, 7], [IR; (1| < 3k. Combining this estimate with (41) and [@3), we

have, fort € [0, T],
!
M7 (1) = Myl < 3k + f IM7(s) = Mi(s)llds,
0
from which we see, by an application of Gronwall’s lemma, that

sup IIA;[’]((I) — Mi(0|| < 3kexp(T).

0<t<T

We now assume that « is small enough so that, with ¢ as in (39)
3kexp(T) < 6/2.
This, in view of (39), ensures that M’f € C([0,T] : P(A?)), and in fact

inf  MS(s)(x) > 6/2.
s€[0,T],xeA°

Note that for x € A? and u, s € [0, T] satisfying |u — s| < «,
| Tog(K (M (u))(x)) — log(K(M{()(x))] < 85 1K(M;1())(x)) — K(ML(5))(x)),

so using the definition of relative entropy, (46), and (9) we see that

(46)

(47)

(48)

(49)

R (i | w)||KOV @) = R (in - | )| KOE(s)) < 65" (IT5(s) = My(s)ll + 191 () = My (s)]])

< 65" Brexp(T) + 24).

Using (38) and the fact that &~ !(1 — e ™) < 1 for each k € (0, 1), note that
T K+ .
f exp(s)x”! f R(fyl(- | u))”K(Ml(u)))duds
0 s
T
<k fo R (i (- | w)||K(V () (exp(u) — exp(u — K))du

T+k
+x7! f [log 6ol(exp(u) — exp(u — k))du
T

T
< fo exp(u)R (71 (- | w)||K (W1 (u))) du + k exp(T + k)| log 8.

so it follows from (30), (31)), and convexity of relative entropy, that

T
exp(=T) fo exp(s)R (if{(- | IKVI{(s) ds

T
< exp(-T) fo exp()R (i1 (- | 9||K (M1 (s))) ds

+ kexp(k)| log 8ol + 6" (3kexp(T) + 2).
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Now fix «, small enough so that in addition to (47) (with k = k,) we have
max{k; exp(kz)|log do| + 661(3/(2 exp(T) + 2kz), 3k exp(T)(1 + F,)} < .

Henceforth, write (2, M>) = (7%, M!*). Then, from @), for ¢ € [0, T,

Mo(t) = My(T) + f fia(s)ds — f My(s)ds,
0 0

and, from (46) and our choice of 5,

sup [IMa(t) = My (Dl < eminfl, (F,,)""}.

0<t<T

Furthermore, from (52) and our choice of «;

T
exp(-T) fo exp(s)R (- | 9)||K(Ma(s))) ds

T
< exp(-T) fo exp($)R (1(- | w)||[K(M1(s))) ds + &.

By construction, 7}, is continuous and we can find C; = C; (k) € (0, o) such that
lIi2(s) = @Il < Cils — I, 5,1 €[0,T1],
and, with ¢ as in (39), for s € [0, T] and x € A,
(x|s) =6

4.1.3. Step 3: Piecewise Constant Approximation

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

Now we carry out the last step in the approximation which is to replace continuous controls

by piecewise constant controls. For « > 0, define 75 as
G s) =] jo, seljx(G+ D), j= 0,...,|_TK_]J.
Also, fort € [0, T], let

ME(6) = My(T) + f i (s)ds — f M(s)ds,
0 0

so that, with R}(r) = fot 5 (s)ds — fot (s)ds, we have that, for t € [0, T],

13 13
M5(t) = M\(T) + f f(s)ds — f M5(s) + R5(1).
0 0
From (36) and the definition of 75,

sup Ry() < T sup  lin(s) = il < Ci«T,

0<t<T s5,t€[0,T],|s—1]<k
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Combining the last estimate, (33)), and (60), we have from Gronwall’s lemma that

sup |M5(1) — Ma(Dl| < C1«T exp(T). (61)

0<t<T

Assume that « is sufficiently small so that C1kT exp(T) < §/4. Then, from (@S8)) it follows that Mg
isin C([0, T] : P(A?)). Next, for s € [0, T],

IR (72 1 9| K () - R (75 | )| Ktscs)|
< [R (1 1 9||K W) - R (75 | 9)||[K WD (5))
+[R(1C 1 9l[KOI(0) - R (151 9||[KOT )|
and, using (7). (6), and &7,

IR (72 | DKWL) - R (75 | IKWa(5))

< 37 (2001 9)10g@a(v | 9 = 10 | ) ogW | 9]+ 10| 5) = 7 | 9]l log(K(Wa()])
veyd

< Z (v | s) =7 (v | I logdol + [logdl + 1) < Cik(|logdo| + [logdl + 1).  (62)
vevd

Using estimates analogous to those in (50) along with the estimate in (&), we see that

1R (715 1 || KWEa(s)) - R (75(- | s>||K<M§<s)))| < 65 IM5(s) = Ma(s)l| < 85" C1kT exp(T).
Combining the estimates in the last three displays we see that, for s € [0, T'],
'R (faC- 1 || KWEa(s)) - R (75(- | s)”K(Mg(s)))’ < Cik(|log 8| + |log 8| + 1) + 85" C1kT exp(T).
It then follows that

T
exp(~T) fo exp(s)R (5(- | 9)||K(W5(s))) ds
T
< exp(-T) fo exp()R (- | 9)||K(Ma(s))) ds
+ Cik(|log 6ol + [log 8| + 1) + 6, C1kT exp(T). (63)
Now, fix k3 > 0 such that, in addition to C;x3T exp(T) < §/4,
Cik3((|log 6ol + |logo| + 1) + (661 + 1+ F,)Texp(T)) < e.

Writing, (f13, M3) = (s, M), we have from (&)

sup [|[M5(t) = Ma(d)|| < emin{l, (F,)""}, (64)

0<t<T
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and, from (39), for r € [0, T,

Mi(t) = My(T) + fo fi(s)ds — fo M;(s)ds. (65)

Furthermore, from (63)) and our choice of 3,

T
exp(-T) [ exp(R (iaC | |KWx(5)) ds
T
< exp(-T) fo exp()R (- | 9)||[K(Ma(5)))ds +&. (66)

Finally, for each j < [T«7'], if s € [jk, (j + 1)k), then f3(s) = A3(xj), and from (57)),

inf 7 > 6.
endlo fla(x]s) =0 (67)

Now we are ready to construct the control sequence.

4.2. Constructing the Control Sequence

Let T be large enough so that @Q) holds, and let ¢ = M{(T), where M is as in Section 4.1l
From (37), we have that

sup R(qllK(m)) < —log . (68)
meP(A?)
Let gy > 0 be such that
max{l, F,,}exp(T)eo(1 + 50T) < &. (69)

Let {Y;, i € N} be iid A°-valued random variables with common distribution g. Using the law of
large numbers we can find np € N such that

n—1
P[ n! {% + Z‘SK] —q
i=1

Construction 10. Fixn > m(T), and let ¢ = k3, where k3 is defined as in Section.1] For s € R,
define A3(s) € P(VY) as

> 80] <eg& n2>ny. (70)

As(s)(ex) = i3(5)(x), x € A°.

(i) Let ag(n) = m(t, — T), so that t, — T € [ty n), taymy+1)- Assume that n is large enough so that
0(n)> Lao(n) : 8 8

ap(n) = ng. For1 <i < ap(n) + 1, let v = oy, and g™ i_q, define the random measures
L™ recursively as in () using this choice of ¥*'. Also, let ¥ = o{L"™/, 1 < j < i}.

280}.

For i > ay(n) + 2, define the random measure ﬁ"’i, together with v and L, recursively as

in @), as follows.

(ii) Consider the set

Ap = {IL" 0" — gl| 2 o) = {

ap(n)+1
(ao(m) +2)”" [% + > 6n] —q

i=1
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o OnA, € FMOW2 let fori> ap(n) + 2, @™ = p(L™).

o On AS, define @™, for i > ap(n) + 2, as follows. Let o} = tam+1 and for j
0,1,...,lTc "] and t; € [0} + je,ot + (j + 1)), define @™ = As(cj). For i
m(ot + (ITc™'| + 1)c), define @™ = p(L™).

vV

(iii) Using the above (L'}, define L'(-) using ) and random measures A" and i* on V¢ %[0, t,]
using ©).

(iv) Foreachn € N, define the continuous process L) using (I6) and the M(V? xR,)-valued
random variable A" using (7).

(v) For eachn € N, define P(V¢ x R,)-valued random variables v", 8", 0" using (13).
With {7} and {L"*} sequences defined as above, we have from the variational representation
in (I0)
n—1

—n""log E exp[-nF (L") < E|F(L(t,)) + n”" Z R (™ o)) . (71D
k=0

We begin with the following lemma.

Lemma 11. We have that, with dy = 2||F||e + 1,

lim sup E(F(L"(0))) < F(M3(T)) + d, .

n—oo
Proof. Recall o = tg(nm+1. Also define sequences {o,}, {o;} by
on=t, =T, 0, =tgym, nEN,

and observe that o, € [#4,), tay(m+1)- For each n € N and s € R, define also 0, s = 5 + 0. For
eachn € Nand ¢ € [0, T], define
M'(t) = L"(0)s (72)

and observe that £./(0) = L*(t,) = M"(T). For each ¢ € [0, T] and x € A?, let 7' (f)(x) = A"(ey |
o,,y) and

R"(t)ifM"(s)ds—fi"(a(a,,,s))ds.
0 0

Note from (1)) that, for each ¢ € [0, T,

t

M"(t) = M"(0) + f 7(s)ds — f M"(s)ds + R(f). (73)
0 0

From an estimate as in the proof of Lemmal6l we see that
T
< 2f loy + s —aloy,s)lds
0

141
<2 Z f s — tjlds < 2ap(n)™".
t

J=ao(n) ¥

fo t (L"(0n0) = L' (a0 ))) ds

sup [IR* (Il = sup

0<t<T 0<t<T
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Let R!(1) = [ " (s)ds + (F7(0) - L'(0y)) + RY(2), so that

! !
M'(t) = L'(o},) + f 7'(s)ds — f M"(s)ds + R} (t). (74)
o =0y 0
Note that, as in the proof of Lemmal6]
sup [[RI ()] < (of = 0) + IL"(00) = L"(0)I| + 2a0(n) ™" < Sap(n)~. (75)
0<t<T

Forn e Nandt € [0, T], define

! !
RA(1) = f 7' (s)ds — f A5(s)ds.
ot =0y 0

Then, for t € [0, T,
t 3
f 7'(s)ds = f A3 (s)ds + RL(1). (76)
o, 0

+
n~0n

For t € [0, T'], define

R;’l(t) = f (/_\n(o_n,s) _pn(' | O-n,s))ds

+
n~O0n

R (1) = f (@ | Tns) — As3(s)ds,

+
n~O0n

+
Op=On A

and let R§‘3 == M3(s)ds, so that
R = R (1) + RZ(1) + R,
Observe that for each f € [0, T], on A,

IR ()l < 2(LTe™" ] + Dag(n) ™!
1RSI < (o = 07) < ap(m) ™", (77)

where the first inequality follows on recalling the definition of " in Construction Now,
consider random signed measures {A™,n € N, i € Ny} and {A"(s),n € N, s € R, } defined by

AM = Oy —ﬁn’i, neN,ieNy
A'(s) = N'(s)—f(-1s), neN,seR,,

and observe that, for each n € N and x € A°, {A"’i(ex)}[eNo is a martingale difference sequence.
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Thus, using Burkholder’s inequality, we see that, for all n € N,

1+a,
f A'(s)ds

0<t<T 0<t<T

2 m(o,7)+1
]s4d Do E[G+2) e — 7P

E( sup ||R;"<r)||2) = E[ sup

n i=ap(n)+1
m(o,r)+1
<4d Z (i +2)72 < 4d(ap(n))™".
i=ap(n)+1
From (Z7) it then follows that
sup RSOl < ag(m)™' LT c™" |+ 4) + 1, (78)

0<t<T

where r, — 01in £2 as n — oo. Thus, with RE(1) = (L"(o;) —q) + R} (#) + R(2), we have from
(74) and (76) that, for r € R,

! !
M) =q+ f N3(s)ds — f M"(s)ds + Ry(1).
0 0
From (73) and (Z8), on the set AS,

sup 1RSI < ao(n)™ (5 + LT | +4)) + 1, + llg = L™ |

0<t<T

<aom) 'O+ 2\Tc™ ') + ry + €.
For notational convenience write C7,. = 9 + 2| Tc™!], so that

,1 ~
sup [|REDIl < ao(n)™ Cre + 1y + £o.
0<t<T

Now, from (63), Gronwall’s lemma, and the fact that M (T) = g, on AS,

sup [I41°() = M3l < exp(T) (ao(m)™'Cr.c + iy + &0). (79)

0<t<T

Finally,

lim sup E(F(L"(0))) < lim sup E(F(L"(0))14c) + ||Fllwe = lim sup E(F(M"(T))14¢) + ||Fllwg

n—oo n—oo n—oo

< lim sup E(F(M3(T))1A5) + ||F|lo€ + lim sup F, exp(T) (ao(n)’IC‘T,C + Ery + so)

n—oo n—oo

< F(M5(T)) + 2||F |l + Fyexp(T)eg < F(M5(T)) + Q2||Fll + e,

ip

where the first inequality uses (Z0), the identity uses the observation below (72), the second
inequality uses (79) and the last inequality is due to (69). O

The next lemma estimates the cost of our constructed controls.
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Lemma 12. Let {8",0", n € N} be as in Construction[IQ Then,

T
lim sup E [R(B"]16")] < exp(~T)E f exp(s)R (ﬁ3(- | s)||K(M3(s))) ds + 2e.
0

n—o0o
Proof. From ({4), for each n € N,

ap(n) n—1

R@BE") = 0! Z R(ﬂn,k+1||p(in,k+1)) ! Z R(pn,k+l”p(in,k+l))' (80)

k=0 k=ap(n)+1

Recall from our choice of T made below (39) that exp(—T + 1)|logd| < &, so, from Lemma[3]
we have that for all sufficiently large n,

ap(n)

n! Z R (@ |lp(L+1)) < n™"(ao(m) + 1)l logdol < exp(=T + 1| log | < &.
k=0

Next, note that, by Construction[I0] on the set A,

n—1

! Z R(ﬁn,k+1||p(in,k+l)):0.

k=ag(n)+1
Now we estimate the above relative entropy on the set AS. Along the lines of (12),

n—1

T
ot Y R(E o) n! f @R (E'C | 0| |p(L (@) d.

k=ap(n)+1 Ty =0y

Let
An(s) = R (B | o 9o (aon.5)) = R(AsC- | 9)]|o(L" (@0 ))) |

and
Bu(s) = [R (As(- | 9)[|p(L"(a(on.0)))) = R (Rs(- | 9)|JoL(@s)) |

Then, recalling the definition of M" from (72)), we have

T
n! f Ve(on IR (7' | T pllp(L" (a(on 1)) ds

nfo-; )
<n! f 0@ IR (RsC | 9o (5)) ds + f @A) + B9 (81)

Estimates analogous to those in (62)) show that

An(s) < (11ogdol + [log ] + D) IZ"C- | o7s) = As(- | Il
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so it follows, on recalling the definition of [ from Construction (I0), that, on A¢,

T T
n! f Ye(on)An(s)ds < (Ilogdol +[logol + 1) |~ NIE"¢10ns) = AsC | 9)lids

< 2ap(n)~ (|log 6ol + |log d| + 1) (| Tc™ '] + 1),

where the final inequality follows as the estimate in ([7Z). Next, using estimates similar to (24)
and (30), we see that forn € Nand s € [0 — 0, T,

B,(s) < 85 1L (@(0n,5) = L' (0 )l < 8y 2a0(n) ™.

It now follows from Lemmal[3] that as n — oo,

T
n! f Ye(0n.5)Bu(s)ds — 0.

+
Op=0hn

From an estimate analogous to (30), and (&9) and (Z9), it follows that,

T
! f U@ IR (AsC 1 9)[oh"(s)) ds
T
<n’! f U@ IR (AsC 1 9)[o5(5)) ds + &+ Rn),

where R(n) — 0in L2 as n — co. Also, from Lemma[3] it follows that

sup |~ (0ns) — exp(—(T — 5))| > 0 as
0<s<T

as n — oo. Combining the preceding bounds and convergence, we have, on A{, for sufficiently
large n,

n—1 T
n Y R(E o) < exp(-T) fo exp(R (Rs(- | )llo(M(s)) ds + & + Ri(n),

k=ap(n)+1

where R (n) — 0 in £? as n — co. Finally, taking expectations in (80),

T
E[R(@"6")] < exp(-T) fo exp(s)R (As(- | $)lp(3(s)) ds + 2& + ERi (1),

and the result follows on sending n — oo, and recalling the relations between 73 and Az, and
p(m) and K(m), m € P(A°). O

We now complete the proof of the Laplace lower bound.
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4.3. Proof of Theorem[9]
From (36) and @2)), and recalling that M, (T) = m;,

T
F(M\(T)) + exp(=T) f exp(s)R (i (- | 9)||K(M1(s)))ds < inf [FOm) + 10m)] + 35, (82)
0 me'
Combining this with (34), (33)), (©4), (®8) we have
T
F(M5(T)) + exp(=T) f exp(s)R (ﬁ3(. | s)||K(M3(s))) ds < iyl;l(fA n)[F(m) +Im)]+7s. (83)
0 me'

Using Lemmal[TT] the identity in (I4), and the inequality in (71},

lim sup —n~" log E exp[-nF(L""")] < limsup E [F(IL"(O)) + R(ﬂ"l|€")]

< F(M3(T)) + lim sup E [R(B"(|0")] + d; &.
Also, from Lemma[12]
T
limsup E [R(B"]|0")] < exp(=T) f exp(s)R (713(- | $)[|[K(M3(s))) ds + 2e. (84)
n—oo 0

Combining the above bounds we have that

lim sup —n~! log E exp[-nF(L"")] < i;)l(l“A )[F(m) + I(m)] +9¢ + d; .
n—oo meP(A?
Since € > 0 is arbitrary, the result follows. O

5. Compactness of level sets.

In this section we show that the function I defined in (3)) is a rate function. For this it suffices
to show that for any k € (0, 00), the set S = {m € P(A°) : I(m) < k} is compact in P(A’). Let
{m,, n € N} be a sequence in Sy. Since P(A’) is compact, {m,} converges along a subsequence
to some limit point m € P(A?). It suffices to show that m € S. Since m, € Sy, foreachn € N
we can find " € U(m,) such that

f‘x’ exp(=)R (" (- | HIK(M"(s))ds < I(m,) + nl<k+n!, (85)
0

where M" solves U(m",n"). Define probability measures ¥", 0" on A° X R, as, for t € R, and
x €A,

?”({x}X[O,t])=f0e_sU"(XIS)ds

" ({x} x [0, 1]) = f e K(M"(s5))(x)ds.
0
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Since A? is compact and [y"]»(ds) = [0"15(ds) = e~*ds, it follows that the sequences {y", n € N},
{0",n € N} are tight in P(A° X R,). Consider a further subsequence (of the subsequence along
which m" converges) along which 9" and & converge to % and 6 respectively, and relabel this
subsequence once more as {n}. Note that since M" solves U(m",n"), we have, for t € R,

! !
M) =m" - f n"(s)ds + f M"(s)ds.
0 0
A straightforward calculation shows that ||M"(f) — M"(s)|| < 2(t — s) forall 0 < s < f < o0, from
which it follows that {M", n € N} is relatively compact in C([0, c0) : P(A%)). Assume without

loss of generality (by selecting a further subsequence if needed) that M" — M in C([0, o) :
P(A°)) as n — oo. Note that we can write, for 7 € R, and x € A?,

M"(t)(x) = m"(x) — f Y ({x} x ds) + f M"(s)(x)ds.
0 0
Sending n — oo in the previous display, we get
M(t)(x) = m(x) — f e P({x} x ds) + f M(s)(x)ds. (86)
0 0

Furthermore, since [¥].(ds) = e”*ds, we can disintegrate ¥ as §(- X ds) = 7j(- | s)e”*ds, where
s > f(s) = A(- | s) is a measurable map from [0, co) to P(A?). With this observation and (86),

we have, forr € R,,
! !
M) =m-— f n(s) + f M(s)ds
0 0

fi € Um). 87)

Next, note that for each ¢t € R, and x € A?

which shows that

f 0" ({x) x ds) = f K(M"(s))(x)ds.
0 0

Sending n — oo in the above display, we have, for each r € R, and x € A,

f e*0({x) x ds) = f K(M(s))(x)ds.
0 0

Also, since [9]2(ds) = e~ %ds, we can disintegrate 0 as @(-xds) = k(- | s)e *ds, where s — I%(S) =
k(- | 5) is a measurable map from [0, co) to P(A®). This says that for all € R, and x € A?,

f K(M(s))(x)ds = f K(x| s)ds
0 0

and so K(M(s)) = K(- | s) for a.e. s. Finally, by the chain rule for relative entropies (see [8,
Corollary 2.7])

fo exp(—)R (7" (- | DIK(M"(s)) ds = RG"II6"),
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Using this, together with the lower semicontinuity of relative entropy and (83) we now have

R(319) < liminf RGG"||9") < k.
Using the chain rule again and the disintegrations of % and & we now have
f exp(—)R (A(- | HIK(M(s))ds = RGN9) < k.
0

Together this, (7)), and the definition of I show that I(m) < k. The result follows.
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