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Abstract

The paper concerns the stochastic approximation recursion,
9n+1 = en + an+1f(9n; (I)n+1) , n > 07

where the estimates ,, € R%, and ® := {®,,} is a stochastic process on a general state space,
satisfying a conditional Markov property that allows for parameter-dependent noise. In addition
to standard Lipschitz assumptions and conditions on the vanishing step-size sequence, it is
assumed that the associated mean flow %1% = f(9;), is globally asymptotically stable, with
stationary point denoted 6*. The main results are established under additional conditions on
the mean flow and a version of the Donsker-Varadhan Lyapunov drift condition known as (DV3)
for ®:

(i) An appropriate Lyapunov function is constructed that implies convergence of the estimates
in L4.

(ii) A functional central limit theorem (CLT) is established, as well as the usual one-dimensional
CLT for the normalized error. Moment bounds combined with the CLT imply convergence
of the normalized covariance E[z,z]] to the asymptotic covariance Y in the CLT, where
Zp = (0, — 0%)/ /0.

(iii) The CLT holds for the normalized version 2°R of the averaged parameters 7R, subject to
standard assumptions on the step-size. Moreover, the normalized covariance of both 65F and 2°R
converge to XEF, the minimal covariance of Polyak and Ruppert.

(iv) An example is given where f and f are linear in 6, and @ is a geometrically ergodic Markov
chain but does not satisfy (DV3). While the algorithm is convergent, the second moment of 6,
is unbounded and in fact diverges.

This arXiv version 3 represents a major extension of the results in prior versions.
The main results now allow for parameter-dependent noise, as is often the case in applications to
reinforcement learning.
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1 Introduction

The stochastic approximation (SA) method of Robbins and Monro [51] was designed to solve the
d-dimensional root-finding problem f(#*) = 0, where f: R? — R is defined as the expectation
F(0):=E[f(0,®)], 0 € R? with f:R?x X and ® a random variable with values in X. Interest in SA
has grown over the past decade with increasing interest in reinforcement learning (RL) and other
“stochastic algorithms” [57, 37, 1].

Algorithm design begins with recognition that 8* is a stationary point of the mean flow,

%ﬁt = f(d). (1)

A standard assumption is that this ODE is globally asymptotically stable, so that in particular
solutions converge to #* from each initial condition 9y € R?. In applications, the first step in the
“ODE method” is to construct the function f that determines f so that stability and other desirable
properties are satisfied.

The mean flow can be approximated using an Euler scheme. Subject to standard Lipschitz
conditions, it is recognized that the Euler approximation is robust to “measurement noise”, which
motivates the SA recursion,

Ont1 = On + ng1 f(On, Pryr), (2)

where {a,,} is the non-negative step-size sequence, and the distribution of ®,, converges to that of ®
as n — oo. Writing Ay 41 := f(0n, Ppi1) — f(6,), the interpretation as a noisy Euler approximation
is made explicit:

Ont1 = On + ang1[f(On) + Apia], n=>0. (3)
Analysis of the SA recursion traditionally proceeds by comparison with solutions of the mean
flow (1) [7, 3]. This requires a time-scaling: Take, T9p = 0 and define,

Th+1 = Tk + Qpt1, k> 0. (4)

Two continuous-time processes are then compared:

(i) Interpolated parameter process:
©; = 0;, when ¢t = T}, for each k > 0, (5)

and defined for all £ through piecewise linear interpolation.

(ii) Re-started ODE: For each n > 0, let {Bgn) : t > T, } denote the solution to (1), initialized
according to the current parameter estimate:

490 —FOM), t>1,, o=, ©)

Iteration of (3) gives, for any 0 < n < K,
K—1 B K—1 .
O =bOnt+ Y i1 f(B) + Y ain1Ais = O, + / @) dr + &, (7)
i=n =n Tn

where 8}? is the sum of cumulative disturbances and the error resulting from the Riemann-Stieltjes
approximation of the integral. The disturbance term EI(?) will vanish with n uniformly in K subject
to conditions on {A;} and the step-size. This is, by definition, the ODE approximation of {6, } [7, 3].

A closer inspection of the theory shows that two ingredients are required to establish convergence

of SA: The first is stability of the mean flow (1), as previously noted. The second requirement is



that the parameter sequence {6,} obtained from the SA recursion is bounded with probability one.
Rates of convergence through the central limit theorem (CLT) and the law of the iterated logarithm
require further assumptions [3, 33, 30, 7, 22, 42].

There are two well-known approaches to establishing boundedness of the parameter sequence
based on properties of the mean-flow. The relationship between these two approaches is discussed
in [37, Ch. 4] and in [60, 59].

Lyapunov criterion: The existence of a smooth function V: R — R, that has a Lipschitz
gradient VV, along with & > 0 satisfying f(6)TVV (0) < —¢l|0 — 0*||? for all §. See [28] for examples
of this approach and further history.

ODE®@oo: Suppose that the following limit exists for each 6:

T () := lim r—1f(r0). (8)
r—00

This defines the vector field for the ODE@oo of [8, 7]. The so-called (see, e.g., [4, 49]) “Borkar-Meyn
theorem” states that: If this ODE is globally asymptotically stable, and the process ® = {®,,} is
such that the sequence {A,} appearing in (3) is a martingale difference sequence, then the sequence
{6,} is bounded with probability one. Relaxations of the assumptions of [8] are given in [4, 49].
Reference [50] presents an extension of [8] in which ® = {®,,} is parameter dependent. The setting
is adversarial: It is assumed that the ODEQoo is stable under the worst-case noise sequence.

The advantage of the ODE@oo over Lyapunov techniques is that f., is often very simple
compared to the vector field f, and its stationary point is always the origin. Consider for example
stochastic gradient descent for the Rastrigin loss function I', whose gradient is given by [VI (z)]; =
[22; + bsin(27z;)], with b > 0. In this case f = —VT results in f,, = —2z.

Of the many applications of the results in [8], the majority are in the context of RL. However,
two essential assumptions in this prior work appear to be often overlooked and may indeed be
violated, especially in RL applications:

e The martingale difference sequence assumption in [8] holds only in very special cases, such as
tabular Q-learning; the martingale difference property is exploited in [58] to obtain error bounds for
this special case.

e It is assumed in [8] that ® is a Markov chain, which rules out parameter-dependent exploration,
such as e-greedy policies.

One of the main aims of this paper is to rectify these problems. We provide much more realistic
assumptions on the “noise” process ®, which are valid in a broad range of applications and lead
to far stronger conclusions than anticipated in prior research. Specifically, we consider a family of
Markov processes ®7 and assume that the evolution of each ®Y is specified by a transition kernel P?
from family {Py : § € R?}; these define a conditional Markov property as in [45, 50]. For example,
such a parameter dependent model may take the form,

(bn—i—l = g(q)na 0717 Wn-‘rl)? (9)

in which W = {W,,} is an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sequence. Such models
are required, e.g., in analysis of Q-learning, of off-policy TD-learning with parameter-dependent
exploration, and of actor-critic methods [57, 37].

It is assumed that each transition kernel Py satisfies (DV3)—a slightly weaker version of the
well-known Donsker-Varadhan Lyapunov drift condition [13, 14]—which is used in [31, 32] to
establish exact large deviations asymptotics for the partial sums of functions of a Markov chain; see
Section 2.2. Details and connections with other drift conditions are discussed in the next section.

The main results we obtain are the following. We hope to make the theory more accessible by
conveying the main ideas in the body of the paper, and leaving tedious calculations to the Appendix.



Contributions

e Subject to Lipschitz bounds on f and f, a Lyapunov function is constructed for the joint
process {0, ®,}. It satisfies a drift condition that implies boundedness of {6, } almost surely
and in Ly. (Thms. 1 and 2.)

e Conditions are provided that ensure almost sure convergence for the parameter sequence,

and also an associated CLT: 2, 4N (0,%6), where the convergence is in distribution, with
Zn = 0p/\/On, On:=0, —0% and with the covariance ¢ explicitly identified. A corresponding
functional CLT (FCLT) is also established (Thms. 3 and 4).

Convergence and the FCLT follow quickly from the strong bounds in Thm. 2 combined with
techniques in the existing literature [7]. The following results are not in the current literature in
any form, except in a few very special cases discussed below.

e Conditions are provided to ensure the sequence {z,} is bounded in L4, and convergence of
the normalized covariance is established in Thm. 4:

1~ -
_— o 1 M _
11113;@ o E[0,0] ] nl;rglo E[zn2]] = X6 . (10)
These results have significant implications for estimates obtained using the averaging technique
of Polyak and Ruppert:

1 n
QZR:;ZOM n>1. (11)
k=1

e Thm. 5: Suppose that the step-size a1 = 1/(n + 1) is used in (2), with 1 < p < 1. Under
the same conditions as above, the CLT holds for the normalized sequence ;% := VbR, with
OrR = O'R — 6*. Moreover, the rate of convergence is optimal, in that,

Tim nE[FER(EE)T] = lim E[N(E)T] = S, (12)
where X is minimal in a matricial sense [53, 46]. The proof (in Appendix A.6) also establishes
the refinement, 3

EA G + LHP) < bra2,  n>1, (13)

in which the matrix A* is defined in (42) below, {H; : k > 1} is a martingale, and the constant
b, is independent of «, but depends on p and the initial condition (6p, ®y). This bound easily
implies (12) based on the definition of X in Thm. 5.

The discussion surrounding Prop. 3 indicates that condition (DV3) cannot be dropped. On the other
hand, (DV3) is not overly restrictive, e.g., it holds for linear state space models with disturbance
whose marginal has Gaussian tails, and the continuous-time version holds for the Langevin diffusion
under mild conditions [32].

However, (DV3) fails for Markov chains on Euclidean space that are skip-free, i.e., when the
increments ®,,41 — ®,, n > 0, are deterministically bounded. For example, the M/M/1 queue in
discrete time is geometrically ergodic under the standard load assumption [39, Ch. 3], but it does
not satisfy (DV3). This motivates the further contribution:

e An example is given in which the assumptions of Thm. 1 hold; a scalar model in which
f(0) = —6. Consequently, lim 6, = 0* = 0 with probability one from each initial condition.
n—oo

The driving noise is in some sense ideal: The (parameter-independent) Markov chain ® is



constructed so that it is reversible and geometrically ergodic. It also satisfies the L-mixing
conditions imposed in [23]. However, (DV3) does not hold. Therefore, not only is there is no
available theory to obtain moment bounds but indeed it is shown in Prop. 4 that the second
moment diverges: nh_)n(;lo E[[[65]]%] = oo

Prior work There are few results on convergence of moments, such as (10) or (12), in the SA
literature. Most closely related to this paper is [23] which contains the error bound E[||6,[|9]"/¢ =
O(1/+/n) for every q > 1, but this conclusion is for a version of SA that requires resetting: A
compact region ©0 C R? is specified, along with a state ° € ©°, and the algorithm sets 6,1 = 6°
if 0, ¢ ©°. It is assumed that #* lies in the interior of ©°. The major statistical assumptions
include Condition 1.1: {f(0, ®,+1)} and {9y f(0, Pp+1)} are L-mixing, and Condition 1.2: For some
g0 > 0, sup,, E[exp(eof(0, Pp+1))] is uniformly bounded for 6 in compact sets. It is not clear how
these conclusions can be extended to the present setting, or if finer results such as (12) are even
achievable.

The optimal asymptotic variance in the CLT for SA and techniques to obtain the optimum for
scalar recursions were introduced by Chung [9], soon after the introduction of SA. See also [54, 19]
for early work, and surveys in [62, 45, 3, 33, 7]. The averaging technique came in the independent
work of Ruppert [53] and Polyak and Juditsky [46, 47]; see [43] for an elegant technical summary,
and [15] for the best results for linear SA. The reader is referred to [3, 33, 7] for more history on the
substantial literature on asymptotic statistics for SA.

The roots of the ODEQoo can be traced back to the fluid model techniques for stability of
networks [10, 11, 39], which were extended to skip-free Markov chains in [20]. See [7, 37] for further
history since [8].

Much of the recent literature on convergence rates for SA is motivated by applications to RL,
and seeks finite-n error bounds rather than asymptotic results of the form considered here. The
article [56] treats temporal difference (TD) learning (a particular RL algorithm) with Markovian
noise, which justifies the linear SA recursion of the form f(6,®) = A(®)0 + b(P). The primary
focus is on the constant step-size setting, with parallel results for vanishing step-size sequences. The
uniform bounds assumed in [56] will hold under uniform ergodicity and boundedness of A and b as
functions of ®. Improved bounds are obtained in [16], but subject to i.i.d. noise; this paper also
contains a broad survey of results in this domain. While not precisely finite-n bounds as in [56],
they are asymptotically tight since they are refinements of the CLT.

Finite-n bounds are obtained in [43, 2] for stochastic gradient descent, with martingale difference
noise. This statistical assumption is relaxed in [17, 44] for linear SA recursions; the assumptions
of [17] include (DV3), along with conditions on the functions A and b that are related to the bounds
imposed here. Most of the effort is devoted to algorithms with constant step-size combined with
averaging as in (11).

In [26] a functional law of the iterated logarithm is obtained for linear SA recursions with
constant step-size, and subject to an L-mixing condition similar to [23].

2 Background and Assumptions

This section contains some of the main assumptions that will remain in effect for most of our result,
and an outline of important background material.

2.1 SA model

The stochastic process ® = {®,,} evolves on a Polish state space X, equipped with its Borel sigma-
algebra B(X). Its dynamics are defined by a family of transition kernels {Py : § € R%}. In the special



case (9) we define Py(x, A) := P{g(x,0,W,+1) € A}, foreach n > 0,0 € RY, 2 € X, A € B(X).
This is consistent with the general model in which,

P{®pi1 € A| Frsbp =0, &, =z} = Py(z,A), with F, =00k, P : k <n). (14)

While ® is not necessarily Markovian, analysis is based on consideration of the Markov chain
®? with transition kernel Py, for § € R? fixed. For the realization (9), this evolves according to the
recursion, (I)le = g(®Y,0, W, 41), n > 0.

It is assumed that each ®7 is geometrically ergodic with unique probability invariant measure .
The mean flow vector field is then defined as the expectation,

7(0) = / £(6,2) m(d). (15)

For any B(X)-measurable function g: X — R™ and any measure p on (X, B(X)), we use the compact
notation p(g) := [ g(z) p(dz), whenever the integral is well defined.

2.2 Markov chains

We next lay out notation for a single Markov chain ® on X with transition kernel P. As above, it is
assumed that ® is geometrically ergodic with unique probability invariant measure 7.

A pair (C,v) are called small if C € B(X) and v is a probability measure on (X, B(X)), such
that, for some € > 0 and ng > 1 the minorization condition holds:

P™(z,A) > cv(A), for A € B(X) and x € C.

If the particular v is not of interest, then we simply say that the set C' is small. It is sometimes
convenient to replace the set C' by a function s: X — R;. Then we say that s is small if,

P (z,A) > es(z)r(4), for A € B(X) and all z € X. (16)

In analysis it is often more convenient to work with the resolvent R := Y > 2-n=1pn_ which
satisfies a one-step minorization condition under (16):

R(z,A) > sy(xz)v(A), for A€ B(X)and all z € X, (17)
where s (z) = 270" te [ R(z,dy)s(y).
The Markov chain is called aperiodic if there exists a probability measure v and € > 0 such that,
for each x € X and A € B(X), there is n(z, A) > 1 such that:
P"(z,A) > cv(A), for all n > n(x, A).

For any measurable function g : X — [1,00), the Banach space L% is defined to be the set of
measurable functions ¢: X — R satisfying:

1
||¢”g = Sl;p m|¢($)| < 00.

For a pair of functions g,h : X — [1,00), and any linear operator P: L — LQO, the induced
operator norm is denoted:

1P|l
1llg

1Pl = sup{ "= < 6 € L, [llly # 0} (18)



We write || P 4 instead of H]ﬁm g, When g = h. In particular, we view of transition kernels @ as linear
operators acting on functions g on X via Qg(x) = [ g(y)P(z,dy), z € X.

Suppose that 7(g) := [ gdm < oo. Then the rank-one operator 1 ® m has finite induced operator
norm, |1 ®@ 7|, ;, < oo, for any choice of h, where,

1 &7 (z)=mn(p), for v € X and ¢ € LY.

Consider the centered semigroup {]3” =P"—1®m:n>0}. The chain ® is called g-uniformly
ergodic if m(g) is finite, and [P g — 0 asn — oco. Necessarily the rate of convergence is geometric,
and it is known that seemingly weaker definitions of geometric ergodicity are equivalent to the
existence of g for which g-uniform ergodicity holds [41]. We say ® is geometrically ergodic if it is
g-uniformly ergodic for some g.

The Lyapunov drift criterion (V4) holds with respect to the Lyapunov function v : X — [1, 00), if:

For a small function s, and constants 6 > 0, b < oo,

E[0(ray) — 0(Py) | B = 2] < —Sv(x) + bs(z),  x € X. (V4)

Under (V4) and aperiodicity, the Markov chain is v-uniformly ergodic [41, Ch. 15.2.2].

We establish almost sure (a.s.) boundedness and convergence of {6,,} in (2) subject to (V4) for
the family of transition kernels {Pp : € R%}, and suitable conditions on the step-size sequence and
on f. A stronger drift condition is imposed to establish moment bounds:

For functions V: X — R4, W: X — [1,00), a small function s: X — [0, 1], and b > 0:

E[exp(V(®s41)) | Pr = 2] < exp(V(z) — W(z) + bs(z)) , xz e X (DV3)
The bound (DV3) implies (V4) with v = €"; see [32] or [41, Ch. 20.1].
Proposition 1. Suppose that the Markov chain ® is aperiodic. Then:
(i) Under (V4), there exists o € (0,1) and b, < oo such that for each g € LY,
Elg(®a) | @0 = 2] - 7(9)| < bollglev(@)e™, >0, zEX. (192)

(ii) If (DV3) holds then the conclusion in (i) holds with v = e". Consequently, for each
g€ LXOH and k > 0, we can find by 4 < oo such that

El|lg(®n)|" | Po = z] < by gv(x), n>0, zeX. (19b)

Proof. The geometric convergence (19a) follows from [41, Th. 16.1.4], and (19b) follows from v-
uniform ergodicity and the fact that |||g|*||, < co under our assumptions [31, 32]. 0

2.3 Disturbance decomposition and ODE solidarity

The decomposition of Métivier and Priouret [36] provides a representation for {Ay11:= f (0, Ppi1) :
n > 0}, where f(0,2) := f(0,z) — () for 6 € R and x € X, with f defined in (2) and f defined
n (15). Let f:R? x X — R? solve Poisson’s equation:

E[f(97q)z+1)_f(97q)fz) ’ (I)z:x] :—fN(Q,x), QERd, z € X (20)



Provided a measurable solution exists, we obtain a disturbance decomposition based on the
three sequences:

Cnt1 := f(em (I)n—i-l) - E[f(@n, (I)n—i-l) ‘ ]:n] v Tni= w(em D),
| | A (21)
Y, = o [Q,D(Gn, D) — Y(On_1, @n)] . with ¥(0,z):=f(0,z)— f(0,x)
Recall the sequence {Tx} defined in (4).
Lemma 1. We have, Ay, = ( — Tn + Tno1 — an Ty, and,
K
ZaiAi:MTK_MTn+gn,K7 0<n< K,
i=n-+1
K
with M =Y aple, 1<K <oo, Mg=0, (22)
k=1
K K
En K = — Z a3+ ani1Tn — a1 Tk — Z [o; — ;1]
i=n—+1 i=n+1

Moreover, {(x} is a martingale difference sequence and { M, } is a martingale.

Proof. The representation for {A, 1} follows from (20), and (22) is then obtained through summa-
tion by parts. O

The disturbance decomposition in [36] subsequent papers is applied in the simpler setting in
which ® is Markovian [3, 33, 7]. Obtaining useful bounds on {Y,;} is more challenging in our
present, more general setting. The value of Lemma 1 is clear only after we establish that {&, x}
has a very small contribution to estimation error as compared to the martingale { M-, }; much of
the work in the Appendix is devoted to quantifying this claim.

The indexing of the martingale { M, } by Tx (defined in (4)) is to facilitate ODE approzimations.
These are defined by comparison of two continuous-time processes: ® = {0}, defined in (5), and
the solution 9" = {1‘}§n)} to the re-started ODE (6). The two processes are compared over time
blocks of length approximately 1", with T' > 0 chosen sufficiently large.

Let To = 0 and T),41 = min{tg : Ty > T, + T}. The n-th time block is [T, T),+1] and T <
Th+1— T, < T+ a by construction, where &:=supy, o, is assumed bounded by 1 in Assumption (A1)
below. The following notation is required throughout:

mo := 0, and m,, denotes the integer satisfying t,,, = T}, for each n > 1. (23)
Lemma 1 is one step in establishing the ODE approximation,

lim sup |©;— ﬁgn) | =0, a.s. (24)

n—00 Th StSTn+l

This, combined with global asymptotic stability of the mean flow (1), quickly leads to convergence
of {6, }, provided this sequence is bounded. Boundedness is established through examination of a
scaled vector field defined next.



2.4 ODEQoo

The ODE@oo technique for establishing stability of SA is based on the scaled vector field, denoted
fo(0):=f(ch)/c, for any ¢ > 1, and requires the existence of a continuous limit: f_(0):=lim. f.(0)
for any 6 € R?. The ODE@co is then denoted:

9 = Foo (D). (25)

We always have f. (0) = 0, and asymptotic stability of this equilibrium is equivalent to global
asymptotic stability [8, 7].

An ODE approximation is obtained for the scaled parameter estimates: On denoting ¢, :=
max{1, |0, ||}, and 8 = 0i/c, for each n and m, < k < mu,1, we compare two processes in
continuous time on the interval [T}, T),+1):

~ 1
6; = ;@t, T, <t< Tn+1, (26&)
49, =T,, (), with initial condition 97, = O, = Ly, (26h)
The scaled iterates {ék} satisfy, for m,, < k < my41,
Opi1 = O, + it fo (Or, @rir) = Ok + ey [Fo, O) + g ] (27)

where fo, (0, ®pi1) = f(cnOk, @ri1)/cn and Agyy := Agyy/cpn. The representation (27) motivates
an ODE analysis similar to what is performed to establish (24). The desired approximation is
established in Prop. 10:

lim  sup H@t —dl =0, a.s. (28)

N=00 T <t<Thi1

The short proof of Prop. 9 shows that (28) implies a.s. boundedness of {6 }.

3 Main Results

Since we will be working with a family of Markov chains {®°}, where each ® has transition kernel
Py in some family {FP : 0 € Rd}, we require a family of drift conditions. For simplicity we assume
a common Lyapunov function, and a common small set condition in the form (17). In particular,
from now on, when we say that (DV3) holds we mean the following:

For functions V: X = Ry, W: X — [1,00), s: X — [0, 1], and b > 0,
E[exp(V(q)ZH)) | @Y = z] <exp(V(z) — W(z)+ bs(x)) ,

for all x € X, 6 € R%. Moreover, s(x) > 0 for all x, and there is a probability (DV3)
measure v on B(X) such that,

Ry(z, A) > s(z)v(A), for A e B(X) and all z € X, § € R%. (29)

The uniform version of (V4) is analogous.
We require a Lipschitz continuity assumption for the family of transition kernels: For a constant
bg, and any 6,6’ € R¢,

bd /
le < 10 — Il (30)
=140+ o]

where the choice of the function of H: X — [1,00) depends on the context; recall (18) for notation.

1Py — Py



In applications to RL, this Lipschitz condition can be obtained by design. In particular, in the
stability analysis of Q-learning found in [38], exploration is designed so that Py = Py for ||0| > M
and all r > 1, where M >> 1 is a design choice. Local Lipschitz continuity of {Ps} in L then
implies the global bound (30).

Our main results depend on Assumptions (A1)—(A3) below. Assumption (Al) is standard in
the SA literature, and (A3) is the starting point for analysis based on the ODE@oo. The special
assumptions on ® in (A2) are less common; especially the introduction of (DV3).

(A1) The non-negative gain sequence {ay,} satisfies:
o0 o0
0 < ap <1, for all n, Zan = 00, Zai < 0. (31)
n=1 n=1

Moreover, with v, := a;}rl — a;l, v = limy,_, o 7 exists and is finite.
(A2) There exists a measurable function L : X — R such that for each z € X,

1700, 2)|| < L(x),

1F6,)— F@. ) < L@o—0], 6,0 e RY, (32)

with L: X — R;. The remaining parts of (A2) depend on the drift condition imposed:
o Under (V4), it is assumed that L8 € LY and that (30) holds with H = v9, for any 1/4 < § < 1.

o Under (DV3), it is assumed that 07, := || L||w < oo (so that L € LY) and that (30) holds with
H =1+ V? for p=1,2. In addition, for each r > 0,

Sw(r):={xz: W(x) <r} is either small or empty for any Pp. (33a)
by (r) :=sup{V(z) : z € Sw(r)} < oc. (33b)

(A3) The scaled vector field f. (6) exists: f.(0) — f..(0) as ¢ — oo, for each § € R?. Moreover,
the ODE (25) is globally asymptotically stable.

Given ¢ > 1, let ¢.(t,0) denote the solution to,
49, =F.(9:), D=9, (34)

and define ¢ (t,0) accordingly, so that it solves (25) with initial condition 4y = . It is known
that (A3) implies global exponential asymptotic stability of the ODEQoo:

Proposition 2. Under (A3) there exists T, > 0 such that ||¢oo(t,0)|| < 5[|6]| for t > T, and every
0 € RY. Moreover:

(i) There exist positive constants b and § such that, for any 8 € R and t > 0,
oo (2, 0)I| < BJ10]]e~°".
ii) There exists co > 0 and L < o, < 1 such that whenever ||0| < 1,
2
llpe(t, 0)| < or, forallt € [T, T, + 1], ¢ > cp.

Part (i) is [8, Lem. 2.6] and (ii) is [7, Cor. 4.1].
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3.1 Convergence and moment bounds

Thm. 1 is anticipated from well established theory.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the mean flow (1) is globally asymptotically stable. If, in addition, (V4)
and (A1)—(A3) hold, then the parameter sequence {0y} converges a.s. to the invariant set of
E0 = F(9).

The main challenge in the proof is establishing boundedness of the parameter sequence. Once this
is established, convergence of {6y} to the invariant set of the ODE follows from standard arguments [7,
Th. 2.1], subject to uniform bounds on the terms in Lemma 1. The proof of boundedness is established
in Appendix A.3, based on the ODE approximation (28). The inequalities obtained in Appendix A.3
will also be used to obtain moment bounds.

The subscript ‘r’ in 7, stands for “relaxation time” for the ODEQooc. Moment bounds require
either a bound on 7}, or a stronger bound on L. Recall ¢r, := || L||w was defined in (A2). We say
that L = o(W) if,

lim sup —|L($)|
r—oo ex max{r, W(x)}
That is, lim,_,« || L||w;, = 0, with W;.(z) := max{r, W(z)} for x € X. These are summarized in the
following two-part assumption.
(A4a) T, in Prop. 2 can be chosen so that T, < 1/(44p) (A4b) L = o(W).
Theorem 2. Suppose that (DV3) and (A1)—(A3) hold. Assume in addition that (A4) holds in
form (a) or (b).
Then, iggE[(HGkH + 1) exp(V(@p11))] < 0.

=0.

The bound 7, < 1/(491) assumed in Assumption (A4a) appears difficult to validate. It is
included because it is what is essential in the proof of Thm. 2. Assumption (A4b) implies (Ada)
provided we modify the function W used in (DV3).

Lemma 2. Suppose that (DV3) holds, subject to the bounds (33). Then:

(i) (DV3) holds and the bounds (33) continue to hold for the pair (V,W,) for any r > 1, with
W, (x) := max{r, W(x)}.

(i) If in addition (A4db) holds, then (Ada) also holds with W replaced by W, for ro > 1 sufficiently

large.

The proof of Lemma 2 follows from the definitions.

The bound (DV3) is used in multiplicative ergodic theory for Markov chains [31, 32]. Motivation
in the present paper is similar, and made clear from consideration of the linear scalar recursion,
with f(0,®) = a(P), so that for m,n > 0,

n+m n+m
yen+m|=\9m I1 (1+aka(®k))‘§]9m|exp( 3 aka(cpk)). (35)
k=m+1 k=m+1

This suggests that strong assumptions are required to obtain bounds on L, moments of the parameter
sequence even in this simplest of examples. The following is a crucial step in the proof of Thm. 2.
Its proof is contained in Appendix A.1.

Proposition 3. The following holds under (DV3): For any initial conditions 0y, o, any no,n, and
any non-negative sequence {0 : 1 < k < n — 1} satisfying > o < 1,

no+n—1

E[exp(V(@nO+n)+ 3 6kW(<I>k))‘}'nO]§b§ebv(<I>no) a.s., (36)

=no

where b, > 0 is as in Prop. 1, and b > 0 is the constant in (DV3).
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3.2 Asymptotic statistics

We now turn to rates of convergence, and for this it is assumed that the ODE (1) is globally
asymptotically stable with unique equilibrium denoted 6* & R%. The accent ‘tilde’ is used to
represent error: We write @i”) =0y, — 19?,:) and 0 := 60, — 0*. Two normalized error sequences are
considered:
1 1
2= —— —
A/ A/
The domain of the latter is extended to all T > T, by piecewise linear interpolation. It is convenient
to move the origin of the time axis as follows:

0p, ZW=—20W  k>n. (37)

e = ot > 0. (38)
The two fundamental approximations of interest here are:

Central Limit Theorem (CLT): For any bounded continuous function g: RY — R,

lim Elg()] = Elg(X)],  where X ~ N(0, o), (39)

for an appropriate covariance matrix Xg.
Functional Central Limit Theorem (FCLT): The sequence of stochastic processes {Z (T’_) :n > 1}
converges in distribution to the solution of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck equation,

dX, = FX,dt+ DdB,, X,=0, (40)

where B = {B;} a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion, and F, D are d x d matrices.

Consider the family of martingale difference sequences, parametrized by 0,
() := f(0,8%) —E[f(0,8%) | F_1], @7 is Markovian with tr. kernel Py. (41)
The steady-state covariance matrices are denoted:
Sc(0) = En [ (O)G(0)T], B = Sc(07). (42)

The CLT is obtained under the assumption that A* is Hurwitz, where A* := A(6*) with A = A(6)
given in (A5a) below. This assumption combined with global asymptotic stability of the mean flow
implies that it is globally ezponentially asymptotically stable [35, Prop. A.11]: for some b < 00,
and ge > 0,

|p(t;0) — 0%|| < belld —0*|le™%!, ORI t>0 (43)

This bound is required in consideration of bias, starting with the approximation E[f; — 6*] ~
O (Tk—n; 0,) — 0* for large n and all k£ > n. For the CLT to hold, the bias must decay faster than
1/\/ag. Assumption (A5b) is introduced to ensure this.

(A5a) f:R? — R? is continuously differentiable in 6, and the Jacobian matrix A = df is uniformly
bounded and uniformly Lipschitz continuous.

(A5b) The step-size is o, = 1/n” with 3 < p < 1, and (43) holds with ge > 0. It is furthermore
assumed that g > 1/2 in the special case p = 1.

Theorem 3 (FCLT). Suppose (DV3), (A1)—(A4) and (Aba) hold. Assume moreover that the mean
flow (1) is globally asymptotically stable, and that 3I + A* is Hurwitz, where A* := A(6*) with
A = A(0) given in (Aba) and 7 defined in (Al). Then, the FCLT holds: {Z£|n_) : T >0} converges
in distribution to the solution of (40), with F' =3I+ A*, D any solution to ¥f = DDT, and Xe > 0
1s the unique solution to the Lyapunov equation:

(371 + A*|Se + Be[37I + A*]T + If = 0. (44)
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We write h = o(w) if lim sup __1hO)]
r—00 gcpa Max{r, w(f)}

establish a strong version of the CLT which, in addition to weak convergence, includes convergence
of the normalized covariance.

= 0, for functions h,w : R - R;. We can now

Theorem 4 (CLT). Suppose that (A5b) holds, along with the assumptions of Thm. 3. Then
the CLT (39) holds, with asymptotic covariance given in (44). Moreover, the set of functions
for which (39) holds includes any continuous function g: RY — R satisfying ||g|| = o(w) with
w(0) = [|0]|* for 6 € R, In particular, the following limit holds:

1 - -
nh_{rolo a—nE[Gnﬁfl] = Yo.

Thm. 4 suggests that the step-size au,+1 = ag/(n+1) is required to obtain the optimal convergence
rate of O(1/n) for the mean-square error (subject to the constraint that <1 4 A* is Hurwitz). In
fact, it is far better to use a larger step-size sequence and employ averaging via (11). This is made
clear in Thm. 5.

One representation of the covariance matrix X} appearing in (12) is based on the stationary
version of the Markov chain with transition kernel Py, denoted {®} : k € Z}. Let ¥} denote the
asymptotic covariance of {Af:=f(0*,®;) : k € Z}, and G:=—(A*)~! the stochastic Newton-Raphson
gain of Ruppert [52]. Thm. 5 that follows justifies the representation,

SR = GUAGT. (45)

The standard definition of asymptotic covariance gives:

Sa= ) ELf(6",®0)f (6", @) = =¢. (46)

k=—o0

We also have ¥} = X7 (defined in (42))—a consequence of the noise decomposition (21).

It is well known that 3gF is the optimal achievable covariance for SA when {A, 41} is a martingale
difference sequence, and this is achievable using the averaging technique of Polyak and Ruppert (11)
(recall the history at outlined at the close of Section 1). The following extends this result to the far
more general setting of this paper.

Theorem 5 (Optimizing asymptotic covariance). Suppose the assumptions of Thm. 4 hold.
Then, (12) holds for the estimates (11) with X2} given in (45).

Thm. 5 improves upon Thm. 4 in two respects: The mean square error convergence is accelerated
to O(1/n) rather than O(ay,), and the asymptotic covariance is optimal — that is, minimal. Its proof
follows from Prop. 17, in which the coupling bound (13) is established.

3.3 Counterexample

Consider the M/M/1 queue with uniformization, that is, a reflected random walk Q@ = {Q,} on
X =1{0,1,2,...},
Qn+1 = maX(O, Qn + D?"H—l) ) n Z 07 (47)

in which D is iid on {—1,1} with o = P{Dy =1}, p =1 — a = P{Dj = —1}. This is a reversible,
geometrically ergodic Markov chain when p = o/u < 1, with geometric invariant measure = and

with n:= Ex[Qn] = p/(1 - p).
However, the drift inequality (DV3) fails to hold for any unbounded function W [32].

13



Consider the scalar stochastic approximation recursion,

9n+1 =0n + %_H{(Qn—i-l -n- 1)971 + Wn+1}7 b € R, (48)

where W = {W,,} is i.i.d. and independent of Q, with Gaussian marginal N(0,1). The mean vector
field associated with (48) is linear,

f(6) :=Ex [(Qn—H —-n—1)0+ Wn—i—l] = -0,

so that Thm. 1 implies convergence. Moreover, this example satisfies all of the assumptions imposed
in [23], so that L, bounds hold subject to the resetting step imposed there.

To obtain moment bounds for (48) without resetting, it is helpful to compare solutions: For two
initial conditions 6}, 62 we obtain a bound similar to (35):

64 — 621 < 105 — 63l exp (3 cwl@k —n —1]).
k=1

We find that the right-hand side cannot admit useful bounds for all p < 1.

Proposition 4. The following hold for the SA recursion (48):
(i) For all p <1, we have lim 6, = 0* =0 a.s.  (ii) But if p > 1/2, then lim E[#?] = oo.

n—oo n—o0

The proof of Prop. 4 is rooted in large deviations theory for reflected random walks. A standard
object of study is the scaled process q;' = %Ql_nt |- As n — oo this converges to zero for each ¢ with
probability one. The large deviations question of interest is the probability of a large excursion over
a finite time-window as illustrated in Fig. 1. There is elegant theory for estimating this probability,
e.g., [21], which leads to the proof of Prop. 4.

toma gem
— G

o1 4 o) o= 5(t+¢) W1+ 7

[es}
™
N|=
—
~

Figure 1: Constraint region for scaled queue length process.

Prop. 4 does not say that the CLT fails, rather, it says the limiting covariance cannot be used
to inform the convergence analysis. Given the form (48) and the fact that {6,,} converges to zero,
we might establish a CLT by comparison with the recursion,

i1 = 05 + = [F(05) + Waga] = 05 + 25 (=05 + Wil

for which the CLT does hold with asymptotic variance equal to one.

All of assumptions for the CLT imposed in [45] are satisfied for this example, except for one:
Assumption C.6 would imply the following: For each r > 1 there exists b, , such that for each initial
condition 8y and Qg = qo,

Eoo.qo [{110k]] < 7: 1<k <n}QR] < bpo[1+ gf-

This is unlikely, since 6 — 0 almost surely, and theory implies the weaker bound when the indicator
function is removed: Eg[QP] < by[1 + qﬁ“]; see [41, Prop. 14.4.1].
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Fig. 2 shows histograms of the normalized error y/né,, for two values of load. In each case the
approximating density is N(0,1). What is missing from these plots is outliers that were removed
before plotting the histograms. For load p = a/p = 3/7 the outliers were few and not large. For
p =6/7, nearly 1/3 of the samples were labeled as outliers, and in this case the outliers were massive:
Values exceeding 102 were observed in about 1/5 of runs.

AN

0 5 -5 0 5

Vb, p=3/7 Vb, p=6/T
-5

Figure 2: Histograms of the normalized error for the scalar SA recursion (48), with outliers discarded,
and its Gaussian density approximation. The time horizon was 10* for the smaller load, and 10° for

p=06/T.

4 Conclusions

This paper provides simple criteria for convergence and asymptotic statistics for stochastic approxi-
mation and RL. There are of course many important avenues for future research:

(i) We are currently investigating the value of resetting as defined in [23]. In particular, with
resetting, can versions of Thms. 4 and 5 be obtained under (V4) and appropriate assumptions on f?
(ii) Extensions to two time-scale SA are of interest in many domains. Such generalizations will be
made possible based on the present results, combined with ideas from [29, 27, 61].

(iii) Is there any hope for finer asymptotic statistics, such as an Edgeworth expansion or finite-n
bounds of Berry-Esséen type?

(iv) Many practitioners in RL opt for constant step-size algorithms. When «,, = «y is fixed but
sufficiently small, it is possible to obtain the drift condition (82) under the assumptions of Thm. 2
(with (A1) abandoned). In [34] it is shown that this implies that the fourth moment of 6, is
uniformly bounded. Open questions here include:

o Can we establish a topological formulation of geometric ergodicity for {(6,,®,) : n > 0} to justify
steady-state bias and variance formulae? Ideas in the prior work [25] might be combined with recent
advances on topological ergodicity for Markov chains—see [12, 48] and their references.

o Once we have established some form of ergodicity, does it follow that {zj} converges in distribution

as n — oo? Is the limit approximately Gaussian for small op? Can we obtain convergence of
moments as in Thm. 47
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A Technical Proofs

The appendix begins with bounds on sums of functions of the Markov chains ®’. Appendix A.1
is devoted to bounds under (V4) leading to a proof of Prop. 3, and finer bounds are applied
in Appendix A.2 to obtain bounds on solutions to Poisson’s equation (20). The remainder of the
appendix is organized in correspondence with the presentation of the main results: Appendix A.3
establishes boundedness of parameter estimates under the assumptions of Thm. 1, and hence
convergence. Appendix A.4 contains parallel theory for establishing L, bounds on the parameter
estimates and, based on this, Appendix A.5 contains proofs of the main results of the paper
concerning asymptotic statistics.

A.1 Markov chain bounds

This subsection is organized into two parts. We first investigate implications of (V4), and then
establish a key lemma under a weaker drift condition.

Consequences of (V4) Recall the constant b, was introduced in Prop. 1 in the ergodic theo-
rem (19a), which is equivalently expressed [|[P" — 1 ® 7|, < b,0™.

In this Appendix we consider the family of transition kernels {Py : § € R?}. It follows from the
main result of [40] that the following hold under (V4) or (DV3), for constants b,, ¢ < 1 independent
of 6:

1561l < boe™  and ||FGl, < by, 0 =0, (49)
with v :=¢e" under (DV3), and 139” =Py - 1®m.

We can generalize the second bound in (49) to the stochastic process ®:

Lemma 3. Under (DV3) we have the bound E[v(®y,) | Fi| < byv(Py) a.s., for a possibly larger
constant by, for any initial conditions 0y, ®g, and any n >k > 0.

Proof. Subject to (DV3), denote S = {x : exp(W(z) — bs(x)) < 2}. Then, for any 6y, Py,
E[o(@mt1) | Fn) < exp (V(®rn) — W(Ppn) + bs(Pr))
< st (B) bo(@n) +Is(@) | supexp (V () — W () + bs())|
TE
< 30(®) + by, m>0,
where bg < oo can be found due to (33b). The desired result then follows, with b, = 2bg, by

induction and the smoothing property of conditional expectation. O

These uniform bounds lead to the proof of Prop. 3:

Proof of Prop. 3. The proof amounts to obtaining a bound on the nonlinear program, max{I'(J) :
d € R}, > 6, <1}, with I' the function of ¢ on the left-hand side of eq. (36). To simplify discussion
we take ng = 0, so that the objective becomes,

n—1

1(0) i=E[exp(V(®n) + Y W (@) )|

k=0

with 0y € R? and &y = = € X arbitrary.
The function I': R — R, U {oo} is strictly convex, which means the maximum is attained at

an extreme point: The optimizer 6* is a vector with all entries but one equal to zero. Consequently,
") = [max E[exp(V(®n) + W(P))].
<k<n
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To complete the proof of (36) we obtain the bound,
Elexp(V(®,) + W(®))] < b2ePv(x), 0<k<n-1, &g=x€X. (50)
On applying Lemma 3 we have for each k,
Elexp(V(®n) + W(Pk)) | Frg1] < bov(Pry1) exp(W (D)),
Hence by the smoothing property of conditional expectation,
E[exp(V(®n) + W (D4))] < byE[exp(V(Ppra1) + W (D))] < bye’Elexp(V(®1))]

where the second inequality follows from (DV3) and the uniform bound s(z) < 1. This and a second
application of (49) completes the proof of (50). O

Condition (V3) and its consequences. Condition (V3) is a relaxation of (V4): For functions
G,H : X — [1,00], a small function s: X — (0, 1], and constant b < oo,

E(H(® ) — H(®)) | ¥} = 2] < —G(z) +bs(z), axeX (51)

Or in operator-theoretic notation, PpH < H — G + bs. Consequences of this drift criterion is a focus
of [41, Ch. 14]. Condition (DV3) implies (V3) with V.= H and G = W.

In later results, in particular Prop. 6, we construct a solution to (51) in which the small function
differs from the function s appearing in (29). The next result justifies replacing s by an indicator
function of a sublevel set of the function H.

Lemma 4. Suppose that (51) and (29) hold. Then the set Cp, = {x : H(xz) < m} is either empty
or small for each m > 1: There exists €, > 0 independent of 0 such that Rg(z, A) > emv(A) for
each A € B(X) and x € Cy,.

Proof. The fact that C,, is small follows from [41, Th. 14.2.3]. The proof of the lemma involves
obtaining &,,, depending only on {H,b, s, v}.

It is assumed in (29) that s is everywhere positive. Consequently, there is § > 0 such that the
set S = {x: s(x) > ¢} satisfies v(S) > 0. We next obtain a bound on the first return time to the
set 9, denoted Tg = min{k > 1: ®/ € S}. We obtain from [41, Th. 14.2.2] and the assumption that
G>1,

Tg—1 1 Tg—1
Elts] < V() + bE[ 3 s(q>2)] <V(z)+ b—E{ 3 Rg(qﬁ,S)} . forall z = &,
' 8 iz
where the second inequality follows from (29). The following bound on the sum on the-right hand
side is justified in the proof of [41, Th. 14.2.3]:

Ts—1 0o Tg—1 o]

E[ kzzo RQ(@Q,S)] - ZQ‘”‘lE[ Y e, € S}} <Y 2 mln=1,

n=0 k=0 n=0

From the definition of C,, we conclude that E[tg] < B, :=m + b/v(S) for all x € C,,.
Markov’s inequality then gives P{tg <n} > 1 — By, /n for any n and any x € C,,. Hence with
Ny > 1 chosen so that By, /ny, < 1/2, we have >3 PF(z,S) = P{ts <ny} > 1/2 for x € Cy,.
We have ngRg < 27k=1Ry for any k, giving for € C,, and A € B(X),

[kzlzkl}m(a;,A) > (;PekRe) (2, 4) 2 Y min Byly, 4) = $0(4).

This gives the desired inequality with ¢, = %(5 [Zz;’”l 2*’“*1] -1 O
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A.2 Poisson’s equation and consequences

This subsection is devoted to bounds on the solution to Poisson’s equation f appearing in (20),
which is the basis of the noise decomposition (21).

We first require a representation in terms of the fundamental kernel [41], defined as the inverse
Zg:=[I — Py]~t, with Py defined below (49). We will see that the inverse exists on an appropriate
domain under the assumptions of our main results. Throughout the Appendix we consider exclusively
the solution to (20) defined by:

f(0,z):= /Zg(x,dy)f(H,y), 0 cR? xeX (52)

When adopting operator theoretic notation we denote folz) = f(0,z) and fy(z) = f(0, ) for z € X,

giving fo = Zg fo.
Subject to geometric ergodicity, the fundamental kernel may be expressed as the sum:

Zg=) Pf=I1+> [Pf—1@m) (53)
k=0 k=1

Under (V3) we then have || fg| < cov(z) for all z, with ¢y < oo for each 6. The following provides
more useful bounds.

Proposition 5. Suppose that (51) and (29) hold. Then the fundamental kernels admit the uniform
bound || 2ol gy < bz :=buby + bu[l + buby], with by :=1+2b and b, :=b + ls/H||Z.

Proof. Under the assumptions of the proposition the Markov chain is positive Harris recurrent with
mp(G) < oo and || 2yl < oo [24, Th. 2.3]. The remaining work is to construct the universal
constant b,.

The minorization condition is expressed Ry > s®v, which justifies the notation Up = > 7 ((Rp —
s®@wv)"™. It is well known that g = vUy is an invariant measure for both Ry and Py, that pg(s) =1,
and that Ups = 1 everywhere (see [31, 32] for history).

Based on this theory we obtain a representation for the fundamental kernel as follows: First,
Zyr:=Up[l —1®my)| is a version of the fundamental kernel for Ry, so that Ry 2y, = Zy, — [ —1®mg].
The identity Ry[Py —I] = Ry — I then implies that Zy o := RpZy,, solves PZyg = Zp — [[ — 1 @ mp].
We add a rank one operator to obtain:

292:1®W9+2970 = 1®7T9+U9R9[I* 1®7T9].
This solves PZy = Zy — [[ — 1 ® mp], and also mg(Zyg) = me(g) for any g € LS, which is consistent

with (53).
The value of b, will be obtained as an upper bound on the right-hand side of the inequality,

1Zollc:zr < I © 7olle i + Vs Roll (1 + 11 @ o). (54)

The first step is to express (V3) in terms of the resolvent. Writing (51) as [P — I|H < —G + bs we

apply Rp to each side and use Ry[Py — I] = Ry — I to obtain a version of (V3) for the resolvent

kernel, [Rg — I|H = Ry[P — I|H < —RyG + bRys, and hence RyG < bRys+ [[ — (Ryp — s®@v)|H.
Following standard arguments (e.g., [31, Lem. 3.2]) we conclude that:

UgReG < H + bUgRys = H + bUgRys. (55)
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From the definition of Uy we have UgRy = Up(Ryg — s@v) + [Ups| @ v = Uy — I + [Uys| @ v. Recalling
wo(s) =1 and Ups = 1 gives UgRys < Ups + v(s)Ups < 2, and from (55),

1
0o Roll g1 < sup ——[H(z) + bUpRy s(x)] < by :=1+ 2.

H(x)
Next, consider [|1 ® mgllg 5 = sup, m9(G)/H (x) < mp(G). We have,
G
mo(G) = t6(G) < pp(G) = pp(RoG) = v(UpRyG) < v(H)||UpRollg; gy < v(H )bu,

119 (X)
where the first inequality follows from py = vUy > v, so that pg(X) > 1, and the identity that
follows is a consequence of invariance of pyg.

To bound v(H) we combine the pair of bounds RygH (z) > s(z)v(H) and RgH < H + bs(z), to
obtain v(H) < b+ H(x)/s(z). The ratio admits the bound H(z)/s(z) < ||s/H||} for all z, from
which we obtain v(H) < b, :=b+ ||s/H||}, and hence ||1 @7l i < buby. This and (54) completes
the proof. a

Lipschitz bounds on fg are obtained by invoking the resolvent equation,
Zyg— Zg = Z@[ﬁg — ﬁg/]Z@/ R 0, 0 c Rd, (56)

and its corollary mg — mgr = my[Py — Pyp/]Z¢. This is one ingredient in perturbation theory for
Markov chains [55], which is at the heart of the actor-critic method of RL—see commentary in [37].
Lemma 5 provides conditions under which (56) is justified and an essential bound.

Lemma 5. Suppose that for functions measurable functions H;: X — [1,00), i = 1,2,3, we have
1Poll i, + 1120l e, 1, , < 005 and wo(Hiy1) < oo for eachi=1,2 and each 6.

Then, 1By — Pyllyy, < 1Py — Polly, + wo(Ho)IPs — Pollyp I Z0lyy, pr, for each 6,6’ € RY.

When (49) holds we have || Zg]|, < b,/(1 — ). Consequently, if (A2) also holds then fy € L,
and from (56) we obtain a useful formula for differences: For 6,6’ € R?,

fo— for = Zolfo — forl + 20[Pp — Po] for- (57)
Far better bounds are obtained in Prop. 7 whose proof is based on the following;:
Proposition 6. (i) Under (V4), supg || 2|, < oo for each e € (0,1].
(ii) Under (DV3), supy [|Z9ll;, v, < oo with Gp =1+ WVP=t V, =1+ VP, for eachp > 1.

Proof. Part (i) follows from Jensen’s inequality: If (V4) holds, then the same drift condition holds
for v® using Pyv® < (Pyv)®; see [24, Th. 2.3] or [41, Lem. 15.2.9].

The proof of part (ii) also begins with Jensen’s inequality. The function G(z) = log(z)? is
concave on the interval [a,, c0) with a, = exp(p — 1). Consequently, under (DV3),

E[V(®]41) + W(®F) — bs(®F) + kpl” | Fil (where kp = a, +b)
= E[g(exp (V((I)ZH) + W(@i) - bs(q)g) + kp)) | —Fk]
< G(exp (V(R]) +kp)) = [V(RF) + ky|".
From this we obtain a version of the drift condition (51):
E[Vp(®hi1) | Fi < Vo(®F) — 6,Gp(®F) + bpls(DF),

where 0, > 0, b, < o0, and S = {z : Vp(z) < m} for some m. The proof is completed on
combining Prop. 5 and Lemma 4. O

Proposition 7. Suppose that (A2) holds. We then obtain a Lipschitz bound on f defined in (52)
under one of the following conditions:
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(i) If (V4) holds and L* € LY, then there exists a constant by < oo such that:

1F(0,2)I| < bpo(a)t [1+ 0], (58a)
1f(0,2) = f(¢,2)| < bpo(@)i|o— ¢, 60,0/ €R zeX. (58b)

(ii) If (DV3) holds and L € LY, then there exists a constant bj < oo such that:

10, 2)]| < bs(1+ V() [1+116]] (59a)
1£(0,2) = F(O )l <bp(1+V(@)[|0-0, 6,0 eR zeX (59b)
Under either (i) or (ii), the function f solves Poisson’s equation in the form (20).

Proof. We adopt the alternate notation fy(x) = f(0,z) and fy(z) = f(6,z).
We begin with (i). It follows from (32) and the assumption L* € LY, that,

Ifo(x)Il < L)1+ [10]] < by(0)v(x)*,  where bp(6) = || LI| y[1+ [0]]].

That is, || fp||,1/4 < bf(0), and we then obtain (58a):

1 .
o)} 1fo (@)l < 120 foll1e < bpO)IZall 1, for each 6 € R, z € X,

1
v4
The proof of (58b) uses (57):

1o = Forllows < UZo, 1o — Forlly + W26l 4085 — Porll 4 1ol 4
<2l 4 ILI 4 16 — &'l + W26l 4 1B — Boll 3 1 furl .

where the second inequality follows from (32) in (A2). Applying (58a) and Lemma 5 with H; = v
for each ¢ we bound the second term,

-~ o~ . By
By — By , <<—9—9’>bA1 0|1 < b;Ba|6 — 0|,
where By = by 891215)[1 + o (H)|| 20| ]-

Part (ii) reqilires repeated applications of Prop. 6 (ii), which tells us that Zp is a bounded linear
operator from Lfg’ to ng for each p, with G, = 1 + WVP~1 and Vp = 1+ VP. Recalling (18),
this is expressed [|Zy|, 1, < oo for each p > 1. Applying this result with p = 1 gives |[fy[[y; <

126/l v; I folly - This bound combined with (32) implies (59a).
The proof of (59b) uses (57) as in the proof of (i): We have, with p = 2,

1fo = forllve <N Zollc, v |1 fo = forllcn + 1 Z6ll gy 15 1P — Porlly, i, 20l v L forll s -

Each term is bounded via Prop. 6 (ii) as in the proof of (58b), except for a slightly different
application of Lemma 5:

I - By
1P = Porlly, ., < 1P0 = Porlly, <

< — =l
1+ 61 + [1¢"]

where By = bgsupgg/[1 + mo(Vi)|Zollv; v,) < basupg,e (1 + mo(Vi)[IZ0llc, v, 0
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The following is a crucial corollary to Prop. 7.

Proposition 8. Under (A2) we obtain bounds on the terms in the decomposition of Ay+1 in Lemma 1.
Under (V4),

1G]l < b [(E[vF (@ns1) | Ful + v (@ng1) ] [1+ [16a]]
1o all < bpot (@) [+ [16,]] (60a)
I nsall < BFILI 302 (@) [1+[[6n]] -

Under (DV3),
nr1ll < bp[2+ E[V(Prsr) | Frsa] + V(®nga) [ [1 + [16n]]

1 Tnall < 51+ V(@npa)] 1+ [16n]l] (60b)
[REFSTIES bf[l + V(®Prs1)] L(Prt1) [1 + Henu]

A.3 Almost-Sure Bounds

As discussed immediately after Thm. 1, boundedness of the parameter sequence {6y} is sufficient to
obtain a.s. convergence under (A1) and (A2). Lemma 6 is one ingredient in establishing convergence;
the bounds are easily established under (A1).

Lemma 6. Under (Al), the following hold: (i) lim I _ 1,

00 Mpt+1—1
(i) D lansr —om| <oo (i) Tim > Var — Varrl = 0.

Recall from Section 2.4 that we introduce a “hat” on the parameter or its candidate ODE
approximation to denote the scaled process. In particular, ék = O /cp for my, < k < mp41, with
¢n :=max{1,||0m,||}. In Prop. 9 we show that the ODE approximation (28) for {6} implies
boundedness of {f;}. The remainder of the section is devoted to verifying the (28) under the
assumptions of Thm. 1.

Proposition 9. If (28) holds for each initial condition, then there is a deterministic constant
by < 0o such that lim sup ||0k| < by, for each (0, Po).

k—o00

Proof. Assuming that T,,.1 — T}, > T, for each n, and recalling the definition (26b),
1

o) q ) 3 1
m“emnﬂ\’ =107, | < V7 +1O7,1 = V740 < 5+ 0(1),
in which 97, - = tTl%m ¢, from which it follows that lim sup,, ... [|0m, | < 2 a.s. Applying the
n+1

same arguments to ||0x||/||0m., ||,

1 ~ ~ R
—_—  max Ocl| < sup ||+  sup O; — 9.
max{1l, |0, ||} ma<k<mnii 18l Ty <t<Tni1 el To<t<Tpi1 H |

This combined with (28) establishes the desired bound with by = 2 supg<;<71 supg [9¢||, where the
inner supremum is over all solutions to the ODE@oo satisfying |9/ < 1. O

Given Prop. 9, the remaining work required in establishing boundedness of the parameter
estimates rests on establishing solidarity with the ODE@Qoo:
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Proposition 10. If (V4) and (A1)-(A2) hold, then (28) follows:

lim  sup H@t — ¥ =0, and sup [|0x]] < o0 a.s.
N=00 T, <t<Thi1 k>0
The proof of the proposition takes up the remainder of this subsection. While many arguments
follow closely [8] and [7, Th. 4.1], the Markovian setting introduces additional complexity. Key
inequalities established here are also required for moment bounds.
We begin with an application of the fundamental kernel and Prop. 6.

Proposition 11. Suppose that the assumptions of Thm. 1 hold, so that in particular (V4) holds
along with the bound (30) using v and L® € LY . Consider any function g: X — R satisfying
|9|%/3 € LY., and denote §g = g — m9(g). Then, the partial sums converge: For each initial condition
®q, 0y, there is a square-integrable random variable S, such that,

g
nl;ngoz;azgg i) =S, a.s.
7

Proof. The proof is similar to [3, Part II, Sec. 1.4.6, Prop. 7], though more complex because the
noise is not exogenous. In the exogenous case we only require g> € LY, and jy is independent of 6.

Denote gy := Zgg. Prop. 6 tells us that |gg(z)| < b,v*/8(x) for a fixed constant b, and all
0,x. We have E[gg,(Piv1) | Fi] = go,(Pi) — go,(P;) for each i, from which we obtain gg,(®;) =
¢ — {77 -T2} + asRY, where,

¢! = Go,(Piv1) — E[go,(Pir1) | Fil s T =G0, (®i1), RY = 2[00, (®i) — Go,_, (Ps)] -

Hence the partial sums of interest can be expressed,
S9= " ide, (®;) = ZaZ{T 77} +Za27z9 (61)
i=1

where M = >"" | o;¢] is a martingale that is square integrable:

= Zn:agg[(gg) < b (sup E[v( Za
=1

n>0

Therefore, it is convergent to a square-integrable random variable, denoted M.
Convergence of the second term in (61) is established using summation by parts:

n—1
Zaz{’rg T} = anTf —on T = TH{ougr — o}
=1 =1

From this we obtain a candidate expression for the limit:
oo oo
89, =M% + Rl + Ry +onTf, with R, =) T{aip1 -}, RL =D aiR{.  (62)

Justification requires lim, o o, 7Y = 0 a.s., and the existence of the two infinite sums in (62) as
square integrable random variables.
The first limit is obtained as follows:

E[i{an’ﬁf’}z} < <SupE {T9} )Za < 0.
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This implies that o, 7,y — 0 as n — oo a.s. and in L. Similarly, applying the triangle inequality in

L27
IR < S [T nalair — ol < faup EL(T 1 1S Jos — il < oo,
=1 =1

To show that RY, exists as a random variable in Ly it is sufficient to obtain a uniform Lo bound
on {R?}. In view of (56) we have for any = and i, and with H = v3/8,

1 N . ~ ~
mlgei () = Go,_, ()| < bllZoll gz 2ol gl Po — Porllyy, 6 =0;, 6" =6i4

This, combined with (30) implies that there is a constant b’g such that,
2
IRIZ < b, [ LH(®:)[0: — 0:1]|]” < 0 H? () L(2;)* < byo'/*(Di)o™ (i) < byo(®s).
Applying Lemma 3 it follows that sup; E[|RY|?] < occ. O

This is now used in the following proof establishing boundedness of {ék}

Lemma 7. Under (V4) and (A1)-(A2), we have:

L 0k l] < exp(arsnL(@xen))(L+ 4], >0, (63)
lim sup ||| < 2exp(7(L)T), where (L) = supmg(L) < oo. (63b)
k—o00 0
Proof. We have |0 1]l < [|0x]| + Oék+1chn(9k,q’k+1)H for each m, < k < my41. The Lipschitz

bound for f is inherited by fo,, giving | fe (9, 1) < L(Bxs1)(1 + []]). Applying the bound
1+ 2z <e® with z = a1 L(Pr41) gives (63a).
On iterating this bound we obtain, for each m,, < k < my1,

L 186l] < (1+ 110, 1) exp( zk: o L(®;)) < 2exp( zk: o L(®))),

i=mn+1 i=mn+1
which implies, with with g9 = L — my(L),

Mn+41

fell < 2exp( (@)
s 20l 3 i
Mn+41
< 2exp(R(L) Tos1 — Tol) exp( Y aign, (@),
i=mnp+1

where we used ||0,,, || < 1 in the first inequality. The bound (63b) follows from Prop. 11. O

The simple proof of the following error bounds is omitted.

Lemma 8. Under (Al) there is a constant by such that for each n > 1, m, < k < my41 and
t € [Th—1, Tkl

18; — 3| < max{(|©x, — 35|, O,y — 95, |[} + bo max{ |8, 8%, | }au
18 — 3¢|| < max{||©s, — Ve, |, [Or,_, — T,HH} + bo max{ e[|, 9+, -
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Bounds on HC:)t — 9| for t € {T : k > 0} require the representation of Ay in (21). Denote the
scaled variables by:

Aps1:=Ceg1 — Thg1 + T + a1 Tig1

(64a)
= [Cht1 = Tew1 + Tk — a1 Vg1l /cny mn <k <mpir.
On scaling the bounds in Prop. 8 we obtain,
1G]l < bF[E[w (Prsr) | Fiea] + vF (Pry2) ] [1+ 16kl] (64b)
f
[Troall < b0t (@) [1+ O] (64c)
~ N .
IThiall < OFILI 102 (pra) [1+ [16k]]- (64d)
Proposition 12. Under (V4) and (A1)—(A2):
n
(i) The martingale {Z ozkfk 'n > 1} converges a.s. as n — oo.
k=1
mn+171
(ii) gm | ax g1 || Tl =0 (i) lim kz ki1 = gal[| Tt | = 0 a.s.
=M
mn+171
. . 2 A o
(iv) nh_}ngo kz 1| Teg1ll = 0 a.s.
=My

Proof. Lemma 7 tells us that by := supy>; 10k < oo a.s. Given (64b),

EIChrall® | Fi] < 4bsz[v%(‘1>k+1) | Fil (1 + [16x])?
< 4b3(1+ by)2E[v2 (Pg41) | Fil, for each k > 1,
S QNG | Fil < 4021 +8))* " 0FEl (@) | Fil . s
k=1 k=1
The right-hand side is finite a.s. since by Lemma 3 and Jensen’s inequality,

e[ aiE[%(ékHHﬁ}gé% Zak<oo r =y eX
1

WE

b
Il

Part (i) then follows by martingale convergence.
For (ii), it follows from (64c) that for each n > 1,

max  op|[Tell Sbp(1+b5)  max  agvd(Pg).

mp<k<mp41 mn<k§mn+1

On denoting gy = vi — mp(v), the series {3 7_, ards, (Pr)} is convergent, by Prop. 11, and hence
a Cauchy sequence. Consequently,

lim ma; arvi(®.) = lim ma: e ()] = 0.
”men<k§§n+1 i ( k) nlaoomn<k§§n+l| kg@k( k)’

Part (iii) follows from Lemma 6 (ii) and Prop. 11, and arguments similar to the proof of (ii).
Part (iv) follows from the fact that ||a; Y| is vanishing as k — oo: It is square summable in Ly
and almost surely du to Lemma 7 and (60b). 0
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The identity (22) combined with (27) gives for k > m,,,

k—1
Ok = O+ > iy fe, (0:) + &k,
1=Mn

) (65)
with gk = Z [OAZCAZ — OJZQYZ — [ai — 0(7;4,_1],?\;] + amn+17A'mn - Oék+17\7€
i=mn—+1
Lemma 9 is based on (65) and the representation:
A ~ Te+1
'8Tk+1 = an + / fcn (‘Bt) dt, k>m,. (663)
Lemma 9. For m, <k < mpu41,
~ N k A Te+l ~
Opr1 — Oy = Z aiv1fe, (0;) — / fe,(O) dt + Epta (66b)
k pa— ~ — ~ ~
= 3" win1{F e, (0:) = Fop On)} + Epsr + EFy (66c)

=Mmn

where {E : my < k < mpi1} is given in (65), and EI?H is the discretization error resulting from
the Riemann-Stieltjes approrimation of the integral (66b).

Proof. The identities (66b, 66¢) follow from (65) and (66a). 0

We next obtain bounds on the error sequences:

)= max P, W)= max |G (672)

mn<k§mn+l mn<k§mn+l
from which we obtain the desired ODE approximation for the scaled parameter sequence.

Lemma 10. Under (V4) and (A1)—(A2), the limit (28) holds, along with the bounds,

max  [|f; — 1§Tj. | <b(n)exp(LT) . (67b)

Mn S] Smn+1

where L is the Lipschitz constant for f, and b(n) = bP(n) + bV (n) is a vanishing sequence:

Mn+1
bD(n) < by Z 0412, with by, a deterministic constant; (67c)
i=mn+1
k o~ o~
M < max {0 ol +ama T} + et [T (67d)
mn§]<mn+l P——

k
+ Y {adITill + lai — Il }

i=mn+1
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Proof. The bound (67¢) follows from uniform Lipschitz continuity of f, , and (67d) follows from the

definition of & in (65). The conclusion that b(n) = b2 (n) + bV (n) is a vanishing sequence follows
from (67c) and Prop. 12.
Lipschitz continuity of f, also gives,

k
Z O¢Z+1{f 19’(1 <L Z i+1”9i —1%-”7
= =mn z:m

where L is the common Lipschitz constant for any of the scaled functions {f, : ¢ > 0}. Consequently,
from (66¢) and the triangle inequality,

k
i 25 1 105 =1l < L Z Qi1 MAX ||9 — B, || + b(n). (68)

The discrete Gronwall inequality and (68) implies (67b).
Finally, (68) together with Lemma 8 completes the proof that (28) holds. O

A.4 L, Bounds

The proof of Thm. 2 is similar to the proof of Thm. 1, but more challenging. Startlng with the
scaled iterates {;}, we first show in Prop. 13 that the condltlonal fourth moment of 6, is uniformly
bounded in k. Prop. 15 establishes an ODE approximation of {Qk} in the L4 sense, based on
the almost sure ODE approximation Prop. 10. The ODE approximation of {ék} combined with
Assumption (A3) leads to a recursive “contraction inequality” in Lemma 13 which then quickly
leads to the proof of Thm. 2.

Details of Proof Recall that T' > 0 specifies the length of time blocks used in the ODE method
described in Section 2.3. We fix T' = T, throughout this section with 7, defined in (A4). All of the
bounds obtained in this Appendix are for “large n”: Let ny, > 1 denote a fixed integer satisfying,

_ 371
a:=sup{ay, :n >ng} < Z(E - Tr), (69a)

where 07, := | L||w. For n > ny we obtain under (A4),

Mpr1—1
3/ 1 3 1
< < 2 7. _
46, k} gy < 400(Th + @) 45L<T 42 (45L T)) S T 40 < 1 (69b)

Recall the definition ), := 6y /¢, for my, < k < mpy1, where ¢, = max{1, ||0m, ||}.
Proposition 13. Under (DV3) and (A1)—(A4), the following bounds hold for each n > ng and
mp < k< mpyq1:

(i) Efexp(V(@rr1)) (L + [16kI)* | Frnr] < 1605” exp(V(@n,11));
(i) (0k] + 1)* < 16 exp(46.S)Y )([|0m,, || + 1)*, where,

mMn ,mn+1—1

k

Sh=> aW(®j), 0<E<k (70)
j=¢
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Proof. The bound L < 65, combined with (63a) gives,

1+ |1 ]| < exp(Spans1 W (@rr1)) (1 + [|0]]).-

Iterating this inequality, we obtain for each m, < k < my41,

Lt (1041l < exp (818, 1) (L + 16m, ])

— ot W] < exp(555%, ) (en-+ 101, ). i
Then (ii) follows from the facts that 1 < ¢, <14 ||, |-
Since 1+ ||, || < 2 by construction, (71) also gives,
exp(V(@x11)) (1 + [0ks])* < 16 exp(V(@ria) + 46180 1)
E[exp(V(@ke))(1 + Wil | Foryr] < 16E[exp(V(@per) + 4288, 1) | Fo]
< 16b2eb exp(V(®m,+1)),
where the final inequality follows from Prop. 3 and (69). This establishes (i). O

1
For any random vector X, we denote HXHEL") := E[||X]|* | Fm,+1]*, and obtain bounds for
various choices of X.

Proposition 14. Under (DV3) and (A1)-(A4), there exists a constant b,, < oo such that for all
n>ng and my, <k < myy,

1Cka1 11§ < bus exp(AV (@, 1) (72a)
1Tis1 11§ < b1y exp(3V (@, 41)) (72b)
it ll§” < buexp(3V (@p,i1)). (72c)

Proof. Bounds identical to (60b) hold for the scaled noise components:

ISkt < bp(2+ E[V(®hya) | Fil + V(Prr)) [1+ [|0]]]
1 Tesall < b[1+V(@i)] [1+ 1105
ITksall < b[1+ V(@rr1)] L(®hra) [T+ [16]]-
Consider first the martingale difference term ka:
(Gl < 42+ EV (@) | Fil +V(@0i0) (14 el
Taking conditional expectations gives,

E[ICks1ll* | Fonta]
< bsz[@ FEV(®rar) | Fil + V(®rsr)) (1 + 10k])* | fmm}

— BAE[(1 4+ 18I E[2 + EIV(@ain) | Fil + V(@es)' | Bl | Fon]

We next apply the bound the bound V4 < b§e for a finite constant b§, along with (2+E[V(<I>k+1) |
Fi] + V(<I>k+1))4 <32+ 16E[VH(Pri1) | Fi] + 16V4(@r 1), to conclude,

E [(2 FE[V(®pp1) | Fil + V(®hi1)) " | }—k} < 324 32E[VH(Dpy1) | Fi)
< 32[1 + b]E[exp(V(Pp1)) | Fi]
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Therefore, E[||§k+1||4 | Frnt1] < 32[1 + b§]E[exp(V (Pry1)) (1 + 16 )? | Fmn+1]- The bound (72a)
then follows from Prop. 13 (i). R )
The telescoping term admits the bound ||7;41[* < bjﬁ[l + V(@0 )]*1 + |16;]]]* for any m, <

§ < mpt1. The fact ||(14 V)*|, < oo gives (72b).
Turning to the final term, we have for some by < oo,

E[ITesall* | Fonpa] < BLE[(1+ 164) {1+ V(@pe)IL( @)} | Fony]
with {1+ V(®1)]L(Ph11)}' < boexp(V(Dpi1))

where the existence of by < oo in the second inequality follows from the fact that ||LP||, < oo and
(14 V)P||, < oo for any p > 1 under (A2). Consequently,

E[ITksall* | Frnpia] < b1b0E[(1 + [16k]1)* exp(V (@4+1)) | Fin1]-

The desired bound in (72c) follows from another application of Prop. 13 (i). O

Lemma 11. Let {X}} be a martingale difference sequence satisfying E[|| Xx||*] < oo for each
k. There exists a constant by, < oo such that for any non-negative scalar sequence {0y} and
m>0,n>m,

max HZ&X” ] < b 252 max [l Xx|4.

Proof. Burkholder’s inequality [3, Lem. 6, Ch. 3, Part II] implies the desired bound: For a constant
by < o0,

m@gnHZaxu ] <b,E (Zaﬂxu) ] <b,E (ia?)(iafn&ll“)}

=m
n

<0 (30 67)° max E[|1Xk] Y,

i=m msks
where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. O
The bound (68) continues to hold:
max [|f; — || < L Z Qi1 max He e, | + 6P (n) + 8V (n), (73)

i <j<k+1 P
n

The first error term is bounded by a deterministic vanishing sequence (recall (67¢)), and {&V (n)}
defined in (67a) is bounded in the following.

Lemma 12. For a deterministic vanishing sequence {€(n) : n > 1} we have:

1N ()11 < €2 (n) exp(V (@, 41)).
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Proof. Applying Lemma 11 to the sum of martingale difference terms in (67d),

7 Mn41

E[mglg};kHi%H ai&i||4| ]:mn+1] <by, (ign:ﬂ a?)Zmng}g%ﬁnH E[||ék||4 | anH]

M1 )
< bufbu) exp(V(@m, ) (Y aF)

i=mp+1

where the second inequality follows from (72a) in Prop. 14.
Consider next the supremum involving {7;}:
Mng1—1

€l max, a7 | ) € Y aha BT | F

i=mn .
< bl exp(V(®m,11)) D aiys.

1="Mn

By the triangle inequality and (72b) of Prop. 14,

k ) k o
| > Jei—anall T, = D2 i = a7

i=mnp+1 i=mp+1

Mn41

< b, eXp(%V(CI)mn—&-l)) Z ’ai — Q41

i=mn+1

Lemma 6 (ii) asserts that the sum vanishes as n — oo.
Similarly, it follows from (72¢) of Prop. 14 that for k < my,41,
Mn41

k
| > eI, < biexp(GV(@m,i0) D ok

i=mp+1 i=mn+1

‘ (n)
4

Combining these bounds completes the proof. O

The next result extends Prop. 10 to an L4 bound.

Proposition 15. Under (DV3) and (A1)—(A4), there is a vanishing deterministic sequence {E)\° :
n > 1} such that:

E[ sup (1€ = &il|* | Fon, 1] ¥ < E7exp(GV (@i, 11)). (74)
tE[T7L7Tn+1)

Proof. Returning to (73), recall that bP(n) is a vanishing deterministic sequence. Applying Lemma 12,

we can find a deterministic vanishing sequence {b(n)} such that,

s A 4 1
E[mnrﬁnjaé)§6+1H9j =, 1" | o]

k
_ ~ ~ 1 —
<L Y7 aa[ max 16— e, | Fouya] 4 5() exp(V (@i 10)),
1=Mn ==

for all m,, < k < mpu4+1. By the discrete Gronwall’s inequality,

A A 1 — _
E[ max 8 — V)l | Funor] T < B(n) exp(LV (@, 41)) exp(EIT + 1).

mMn S.] Smn+1

This combined with Lemma 8 completes the proof. O
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Lemma 13. Under (DV3) and (A1)-(A4), we can find a constant b,y < oo such that for all n > ng,

E[10mes I | Foni1]* < (0 + E8° DGV (@) ) (10| + 1) + b, (75)
where 0 < o, < 1 is defined in Prop. 2.
Proof. The proof is similar to Prop. 9. We begin with Prop. 2, giving:
l|pc(t,00)|| < or <1, forallte [T, T, +1], ¢> cp. (76)

By the triangle inequality, for each n > ng and ¢,,, = max{1, ||, ||},

1
[y | Fony1]

Mmn

N
=

= E[[lm . I* | Fin1]

~ A 1 A 1

S E|:H®Tn+l - 8Tn+1 ||4 ‘ ’an+1] : + E|:H19Tn+1 H4H{||9mnH Z CO} | ‘an+1:| !
A 1
+ B[0TI T 0m, || < co} | o] -

As in the proof of Prop. 9, H1€}Tn+1 |4 1{||0pm,, || < co} < sup sup|d¢]|, where the inner supremum
0<t<T+1 3}
is over all solutions to the ODEQoo satisfying ||[9g]| < co.
Prop. 15 and (76) give, respectively,

FNT

E[1On,,, — 1, ' | Frns1] * < EX exp(RV (@p41)),
N 1
E[I97 00 1 110l = co} | Frnntt] 2 (1l V1) < 00 (|6 ]| V 1)

Combining these bounds gives (75). O

The ODE approximation in (74) combined with the asymptotic stability of the origin for
49, = F.o(t) (see (A3)) leads to the following “contraction bound”:

Lemma 14. Under (DV3) and (Al)-(A4), there exists constants 0 < o'* < 1, by, < o0, and a
deterministic and vanishing sequence {E)' : n > ng} such that for all n > ng,

4 4
(sl + 1) | Fir] < (04 €30 @ 0)) (1 | +1) " + b ()
The following simple bound is used twice in the proof:

Lemma 15. b, :=sup{(z + ¢)* — (1 +¢)z*} < oo, for any c,e > 0.
x

Proof of Lemma 14. By Lemma 15, for any € > 0, we have,
E[(10msill + D | Fansr] < (L4 B0y I* | Finy1] + bre. (78)

It follows from (75) that,

N 4
E[0ma 1| Fmia] < { (0 + £ XDV (@pn 1)) (| +1) 4+ bis )

By Lemma 15 once more, for any g > 0,

{0t &7 exp(4V (@ 1)) (10, ]|+ 1) + b13}4

4
< (1+20) (o + & xp(GV(@m,+1))) (0m, | +1)* + b1,

34



with b; a constant that depends on b5 and £¢. The following bound holds because 0 < g, < 1 and
V(x) >0 for z € X,

(o + EF exp(AV (Ppn,11))) " < 0 + Eo(n) exp(V (@, +1)), (80)
where Ey(n) := [E}°)* + 485 + 6[€)°]? + 4[E}°]3 is a vanishing sequence.
We arrive at the bounds,
E s I | o] < {01+ 0)2 + (14 20)E0(m)v(@e) bl |+ 1)* + b,
E[(10mp I + 1) | Fi,1]
< (1 ){ (1 + 20)of + (1+ 20)E0(n)0 (@ 1) b1l |+ 1) + b+ (1 + 2o,

where the first inequality is obtained on combining (79) and (80), and the second follows from the
first and (78).

Since € and gp can be taken arbitrarily small, we can find ¢'* < 1 and b,, < oo such that the
desired bound holds for all n > ng,

E (B |+ D | Foner] < {0 4 E4'exp(V (@1 0)) } (11 |+ ) + b1
with &4 = (14 ¢)(1 4 €9)&o(n). O

Lemma 14 inspires us to construct a Lyapunov function of the form L,, = L7, + 3 LB%” with
L, = ([|6m, |l +1)* and,
Ly, = (10m,l + D) *Elexp(V (@, 1) + W (@im,)) | Fin, ).

It is assumed throughout that 0 < 8 < 1 and €° := 1 — 67}, > 0. It follows from the identity in (69)

that for all n > 0,
s 3 1

. 1
e +45 Y op < 7= 0T+ T+ T 40 < 1. (81)
k=my,+1

The desired contraction is as follows: For constants gg < 1 by < oo and integer ng > 1,
E[Lmn+1 ’ fmn] < QOLmn + bo, n > no. (82)

It will follow that the mean of L,,, is uniformly bounded, and then the proof of Thm. 2 is completed
by invoking Prop. 13 (ii) and Prop. 3.

Proof of Thm. 2. Most of the work involves establishing the bound (82).
Applying (DV3) and (33b), the following simple bound holds,

LEnn < exp(V((I)mn) + b) Ly, as., (83)

and hence LP < exp(by(r) +b)L%, when W(®,,,) < r, for any n and r.
The bound (77) combined with the definitions gives:

ElLpy | Final < 0L, + & (10m, | + 1) E[0(Pin,11) | Fin, ] + b

Mn+1
472 14 o b (84)
=0 Lmn + En exp(—E W((I)mn))Lmn + bua.
By definition and the smoothing property of conditional expectation,

ElLm iy | Fina) = EIL A+ 8 1) exp(V (@i 1) + €W (Prnyi)) | Fon.

Mn41

35



Using Prop. 13 (ii) implies that E[L], 1 | Fm,] is bounded above by:

Mn+1
1610, |+ 1 E [exD(V(Bpn, 1) + W (B, ) 445> axW(®1)) | .
k=mn,+1
Recall that by construction €° + 46 kajﬁnﬂ ap < 1 for each n > ny from (81). Prop. 3 then

implies,

= 16b2e” exp (—e°W (@, )) LE,
ElLm,.: | Fmnl < QMLf;M + (57114 + 16ﬂb12,eb) exp(—»soW(CI)mn))LB%jL bia,

where the second bound follows from the first and (84).
To obtain the desired bound (82) we consider two cases. If the coefficient of L}, ~satisfies,

(5,114 + 16Bb?)eb) exp(—eOW(i)mn)) < 0",
then we obtain the desired bound with g9 = ¢'* and by = b,4. In the contrary case, we have,
exp(eOW(CDmn)) < (5%4 + 165(),[2}61))/@14 < (5%4 + 16b12]eb)/g14.

We apply (83), which implies that we can find a constant bj, that is independent of 3, such that
Lb < by L2, . giving (note that exp(—e°W(®,,)) < 1):

E[Lm, i | Fina) < 0°L2, + (E4' + BL6b2€") by L2, + by,
Choose 0 < 8 < 1 so that 16,6’b12)ebb’{/ < 1— p", and define,

00 = 0" + %&gg{gﬁ +163b2" b},

We can choose ng > 1 large enough so that gp < 1. Choosing by, = by gives (82):

E[Lm, i1 | Final < 00Ly, +b0 < 00Lm, +bo, n>ng,

which gives sup E[L,y, ] < co. Prop. 13 (ii) combined with Prop. 3 finishes the proof. O
n>0

A.5 Asymptotic statistics

Recall that the FCLT is concerned with the continuous-time process defined in (38), and the CLT
concerns the discrete-time stochastic process defined in (37). Most of the work here concerns the
FCLT, with the CLT obtained as a corollary.
For the FCLT it is convenient to introduce the notation:
(n)
QY= S SN B I S (85)
yk Tk k T 13 Tk \/07k7 -

Analysis is based on familiar comparisons: For k& > n,

9l =0 4 g [FOU) — €7 (86a)
Opt1 = Ok + g1 [f(Or) + Dgta], (86b)

where EP denotes the error in replacing the integral | TT:“ 7(815")) dt by akﬂf(ﬁg,:)).
We require the following corollary to Thm. 2:

Corollary 1. Suppose the conditions of Thm. 2 hold. Then, there exists a finite constant b, such
that for all n > ng,
[Cntilla < oy [Tnlla < b0y [Tnyilla < i (87)
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Overview of proofs of the CLT and FCLT Define w, = min{k : 7, > 1, + T'}. If n = my,
for some integer ng, then w, = my41 follows from (23). We obtain an update for the scaled error

sequence {z(n) :n < k < wy,} in order to establish tightness of the family of stochastic processes:

{Z )t e (0,7}, defined in (38) and also identify the limit.
The proof of Lemma 16 is found in Appendix A.5.

Lemma 16. Under (A2)-(Aba) we have the approzimation,

yl(:k)l = yli & + ak‘-i—l[Al(c )y(n) + gl? + SI? + A}, k=, (88)

where Z,ﬁ”) = A(ﬁgz)), and the error terms are interpreted and bounded as follows:

(i) & is the error in the Taylor expansion:

N =T0) — TOY =AW 0, — 01, 1L = o™ 12 A1) (89)

(i) [|EP] = O(ax||fr]l) (defined below; cf. (86)).

(i) Agi1 = (o1 — 77§+1 + Tr — a1 Lha1, n which {Ck} s a martmgale difference sequence. The
remaining terms Ty = f(Ok, Pri1), and —ps1Thr1 = f(Orr1, Prrz) — F(Ok, Pria) satisfy, with by
a finite constant,

I Tell 0L+ V(@) Ol o1 Lol < 0p(1+ V(Pri2)) |0r1 — Oll-

The following companion to Lemma 6 is required. The proof is omitted.
Recall that -y is defined in (A1) and n is defined in (69a).

Lemma 17. The following bounds hold for each k > 1,

O Yk
=1+ Zap+0(ad), | — age1] = a2 + 0(a3), (90a)
Ok+1 2

Moreover, with by, = eWT/Q/T and every n satisfying n > ng,

k—1

H(l + '71051 % <e Z '71041 (90b)
i=l

H <14 byt — 1], n<l<k<w,. 0 (90c¢)
= 0414—1

Dividing each side of (88) by /axt1 gives,

Z(n)_(

(n) _ [ () A ) 4+ JanialEF + EP + A,

Zhl =\ aeg e T okl

Olk+1
This combined with Lemma 17 provides the approximation:

Lemma 18. For k > n,

A =2 [T+ A1 4 e + VaRER”, (91a)
where ' = —Toy1 + T + EL + EP — a1 Tip1 + VoOr 1 EL, (91b)
with &, satisfying ||E¢|| = O(ay sz )H is the error due to the approxzimation of -~ T
o 1 [ ( ) ( )
& = o (/32 - 1+ Jard) o + (o2 - 1) A7,
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The following summarizes the bounds obtained in this subsection. It will be seen that these
bounds combined with standard arguments complete the proof of Thm. 3.

Proposition 16. The following hold under the assumptions of Thm. 3, for any T > 0: There exists
a constant b, < oo such that:

E[I12" = 2 [14] < byl — 1l

E[||z,(€n)||4] < by, foralln >ng andn <1 <k < wy,.

We next explain why (A5b) combined with the conclusions of Thm. 3 and Prop. 16 imply the
CLT. Let {m,} be any increasing sequence satisfying the assumptions in the convergence theory:
Tmpir = Tm, + 1 for each n, and lim, o0 [Tpn,,,; — Tm,] = T The FCLT implies the following limit
for any continuous and bounded function g: R — R:

1 n) — .
lim E[g(=4))] = Elg(X7)]; (92)
here X7 is Gaussian: The solution to (40) with initial condition Xy = 0. Prop. 16 implies that we
can go beyond bounded functions. The following uniform bound holds,

max ||z,(€m")|]4 <b,,

mnSkSanrl

where b, grows exponentially with 7', but independent of n. It follows that (92) holds for any
function satisfying g = o(w), with w the quartic function introduced in Thm. 4. The extension to
unbounded functions is via uniform integrability.

The challenge then is to replace 27(71721)1 by zp := (0, — 6*)/\/ay, in this limit, which amounts to

bounding bias:

my, 1 (mn) 1 * (mn)
Z7(’7ln+)1 — \/ﬁ{emn+1 - ﬁTanrl} - Zm’ﬂ+1 + \/ﬁ{e - 8Tmn+1 }

It is here that we require the stability condition (43), which provides the bound,
167 =9 1 = 1167 = (T T b)) | S Vi, bee ™ (12,

and hence from the prior identity,

Hzmn+1H S Hzmi)l" + gmn(T)Hzmn”

Hzmn+1 - z’r(nnjlj_)l H S gmn (T)Hzmn H ’ Where Emn (T) = a?n:il bee_QeT_

(93)

It will be seen that &, (T') is vanishing with 7', uniformly in n.
It is convenient here to flip the window backwards in time: For each k > w; denote w, =

max{n : w, < k}, and let,
& (1) = (fay, Jox Jbee™®. (94)

Lemma 23 tells us that {£, (T")} vanishes with 7', uniformly in %, from which we obtain the following:

Lemma 19. Suppose that the conclusions of Thm. 3 and Prop. 16 hold. If in addition (A5b) is
satisfied, then:

(i) klim E[g(z,(gw’:))] = Elg(X7)] for any continuous function satisfying g = o(w).
—00
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(ii) The error Ly norm ||zx||l4 is uniformly bounded in k, and moreover,

lim sup ||z — Z](ka)||4 <& =0, asT — oo.
k—o0
Proof of Thm. 4. The proof is presented here with the understanding that Thm. 3, Prop. 16
and Lemma 19 have been established. Full details of the proofs are found below.
We first establish (39) for bounded and continuous functions, and for this it is sufficient to
restrict to characteristic functions. That is, it is sufficient to establish the family of limits,

klggo E[¢v(zk)] = E[¢U(X)] ) v E Rd>

where ¢, (z) = exp(jvTz) for 2 € R? and j = /=1 [6, Th. 29.4]. Letting Ly, denote a Lipschitz
constant for ¢, Lemma 19 (ii) and Jensen’s inequality give,

lim sup [E[¢y (2)] — Elpo(zt* )| < Ly, tim sup E[] 2 AU < Ly, (€214,
— 00

k—o0

Combining this with Lemma 19 (i) gives,
lim sup [E[¢o(2)] — E[oo(X)]| < Lo, {€F}* + [Eldo(X7)] — E[du(X)]].

k—o0
The right-hand side vanishes as T' — oo for any v, from which we conclude that (39) holds for
bounded and continuous functions.
Prop. 16 and Lemma 19 imply that {g(zx)} are uniformly integrable when g = o(w), which
justifies extension of (39) to unbounded and continuous functions satisfying this bound. a

Tightness and the FCLT We begin with a proof of tightness of the distributions of the two
families of stochastic processes {Zt(ri) ,t €10, T]}92, and {1915‘"_) ,t€1]0,T]}>2,, along with L, bounds
required for refinements of the FCLT.

Using a well-known criterion for tightness of probability measure over C([0, T]; R?) in [5, Th. 12.3],
we establish a form of uniform continuity: There exists a constant b,; < 0o such that for all n > n,
and n <[ < k < wy,

E[”B’(CZ) - 1()”(frzl)||4] < bw‘Tk - Tl|2; (95&)
ENIZe = 2814 < bl — . (95b)

The bound (95a) follows directly from Thm. 2. The bound (95b) is the major part of Prop. 16 that
is the main outcome of this subsection, whose proof requires the proof of Lemma 16 and another
simple lemma.

Proof of Lemma 16. Part (ii) follows from Lipschitz continuity of f, and part (iii) follows from Lemma 1
and (59) of Prop. 7.
For part (i) we begin with the definition (89), written in the form,

€T = RO ,00),  R(6°,0) = F(0) — J(6°) — A(6°)(9 — 6°) for 6,6° € RY,
and with A(0°) = df (0°). The bound ||R(0°,0)| = O(]|0° — 0]|?) follows from (A5a). Also, R(6°,0)

is Lipschitz continuous in € with Lipschitz constant 2L, giving,
IR(6°,0)|| < bomin(]|6° — 0], [|6° - 6]]%).

The desired bound in (i) then follows from the definition & = R({}gj),ﬂk) and the definition
y](gn) =0 — 19’(:;)' O
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Recalling the notation Zén) = A(ﬁﬁz)) introduced before (88), consider the collection of d x d
matrices {Pl‘f‘k : 0 <1 <k} defined by induction: for each [,

PA=TI, and Pl =[+aA Ph 1, k>1

We also consider the scaled matrices {P;j :=/a;/ akPlAk : 0 <1 < k}. These are written informally

as
k—1

Pﬁk::H[I—i—alegn)], 0<i<k, Pﬁ::[,
i=l
o (n)) V@i

Py = I+« Zln 71, 0<I<k, Pry=1.
[T0r+ o

With n > 0 and [ > n fixed, iterating (88) for k > [, gives,

(96)

k
) =Pl + > aPAIEL +ER L+ A, (07)
j=i+1

We consider next a similar recursion for {z,gn) } obtained by iterating (91a).

Lemma 20. For eachn, and n <1 < k < w,,

k
A =P+ Y vaPslel, + €2+ ). (98)
j=l+1
Moreover, there exists a deterministic constant bp < oo such that for all n > 0,
(i)  _max - (PN + 1Pl < bp, (i) (1P — 11| < bp(T — ).
Proof. Dividing both sides of (97) by /oy, gives (98) since Pjj = \/al/akpfk
Since ||A()| < L for all € R?, we apply Lemma 17 to obtain the pair of bounds:

|< H 1+ ;L) < exp(LT), (99a)
1=7+1

\/»
<1+ bty — <1+4bT, <l <k <w,y,. b
Hm +[k Tl] + n<l<k<w (99)

Therefore, Pfk, Pj 1 are uniformly bounded for all n < j < k < wy,, and all n. This establishes (i),

and writing P[f‘k —I=[+ akﬁl(gi)l][Pfk_l — I+ akﬁgi)l brings us one step towards (ii): For a

fixed constant by,
1P — Il < by(te — ), k>L. (99¢)

The remainder of the proof of (ii) uses the identity,

Plk—[Plk_Plk +Plk_ H +1 Plk+7)lk
) Z
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Applying (99b) and (99¢) establishes (ii):

k-1
1Pue = Il < |I] H \F = IPLN + 1T =P
=l

V 7,
< bty — ] exp(LT) + [T - Pl
< bpltr — 1], with bp :=bexp(LT) + b,

O

Next we establish bound for each disturbance term on the right-hand side of (98). The bound (i)
in Lemma 21 is far from tight. Once we obtain L4 bounds on {z,(gn) :n <k <w,}, we can expect
that the left-hand side of (i) will vanish as n — oco. Our immediate goal is only to establish L4

bounds.

Lemma 21. The following hold under the assumptions of Thm. 3: There exist a constant b,; < o0
and a vanishing sequence {&€;' : n > 1} such that for alln >0 andn <1 <k < wy:

k k—1
Q) | >0 va Pl < b > a2l
j=I

j=l+1

k
() || Y vagPiklEl — a0y, < & (v —)*.

j=l+1
k 1
(iii) || Z V& Py [T = Ti-]||, < min{&2, boy (1 — 1) 2 }.
j=I+1
k 1
(V) || D0 vV PinGlly < b — ).
j=l+1

The following bounds are required in (i)—(iii): For a finite constant b, :

1ET 14, < brooy/j 12" |14 1EP 14 < abion,

(100)
||Tj||4 § bmo, H’EHAL § bloo~

The first bound follows from SJT = O(||y](n)||2 A IIyJ(")II) < O(\/oTsz](n)H) The remaining bounds
follow from Lemma 16 combined with Thm. 2 and Corollary 1.

Proof of Lemma 21. Applying Lemma 20 and (100),
k k
IS VaPiels | < bubr S vazaill= .
j=1+1 j=l+1

The bound in (i) then follows. The proof of (ii) is similar.
Applying summation by parts to the objective in (iii) gives,

k
> VA PiklT; = Ti-i)

j=i+1

k
= VT — Vs P e Tl + Z \/OTjaj—l{'Yj—II + A(l‘}%l) 1)}733',1«73’7

j=l+1
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which leads to the bound,

| > VAPl - T

j=1+1
k
< VarRITill + Varl Pl + - vagag||[{n] + A8} PuT|
j=l+1

Using (100) and the inequality (a + b+ c)* < 16{a* + b* 4 ¢*}, we may increase the constant by, to
obtain,

]S vapuln -7

j=l+1

k 4
< b0 ZENI TRl ) + b LT + boE [ (Y vazmae||T5]) |

j=l+1

The first two terms on the right-hand side are bounded as follows:

2
O‘%E[HEW] +O‘l2+1 HTH <b41L00 Z O‘]—&-1 < blOO Z aj+1) .

j=l+1 j=l+1

The right-hand side vanishes with n, as it is bounded by a constant times (T — 7;)%. Next,

(3 vl ml)] = (3 aj>4E[(Z > yaselml) ]

j=l+1 j=Il+1 Jj=l+1 ]] I+1
k
<(> o Z o5 110gE [ T;11%)
j=l+1 j=l+1

314 2 2
< T7by, Z Q1145 < (Tk _TZ) En,s
j=l+1

where the first inequality follows by Jensen’s inequality, and the final inequality holds with &, :=

30}, max{oz? 41/ 1 j > n}, which vanishes as n — co. Combining these bounds gives (iii).

For each n, [ > n define FZ(T;) =0 and FZ(T,? = Z?:H—l V0 Pj C; for k > 1. We have the recursive
representation,

iy = \/K[I—i—akA(n) T+ Vot
= 111(,71?—1 + [( ak =D+ o/ Ak 1]FZ(SLC)_1 + vk,

and summing each side then gives,

k
= 3 (%5 = DI+ vaja A + > e

j=l+1 j=l+1

Applying Lemma 17 once more we obtain, with a possibly larger constant b,,, < o0,
H(,/aéi;l—1)I+\/aj,/aj+1A(19»([?))H S blOOaja _7 > 0.
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Then, by the triangle inequality,

i k
HFZ(,TI?HZL < bigo Z a]HF ”4 + by ks bl,k: = H Z @CJH‘l
j=1+1 j=t

Denote El’k = max;<j<k by j. The discrete Gronwall’s inequality then gives,

k
||Fl(j;€)||4 < eXp(bmo Z aj)l;l,k < eXP(bmoT)Bl,k, n<l<k<w,,
=141

and we obtain via Lemma 11,

k

b < E[max }|Z ViG] < by max E[J 93 @)’ <on m]aXE[||Cj||4] (e — ).

1<j<k
i=l+1

This and Corollary 1 establishes I_)l,k < blbh/ 4 (Tk — Tl)%, and concludes the proof of (iv). O

Proof of Prop. 16. Applying the triangle inequality to (98) in Lemma 20,

k k
el <l Y varwellla+ | S vaPi s

k
D
Z \/a»jpj,k[gjq — oY =T+ T4l n<k<w,.
j=n+1

Applying Lemma 21 to the above inequality implies that for n sufficiently large,

k
157 la < b Zajuz "l 3 [tk = Tl < b D7 g2 fla + 30, TE.
j=n j=n

The discrete Gronwall’s inequality gives:

sup sup |]z,(€n)H4<oo. (101)
n n<lk<wp

An application of the triangle inequality to (98), for arbitrary n <1 < k < w,, gives,

k k
I = =47 < 1P = 1l + || 32 varPela|, + | 3 v,
j=l+1

j=l+1
k
D
+ H > VOPiklEL L — 0T = T + TH]H;
j=l+1
The proof is completed on combining this with (101), Lemma 20 (ii) and Lemma 21. O
Having established tightness of the sequence of stochastic processes {Z (n_) :n > 1}, the next

step in the proof of the FCLT is to characterize any sub-sequential limit. The following variant
of Lemma 21 will be used in this step.

Lemma 22. The following hold under the assumptions of Thm. 3: There exists a vanishing sequence
{& :n > 1} such that for alln >0 andn <1< k < w,,
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l )4
() E[max |3 vagael P <& (i) E[max |3 vagalel - apnllf] <&
j=l j=l

I<t<k I<t<k

I<t<k

¢
(iii) E[max HZ NGy 73,”‘2] <&z,
=1

Proof. The proofs of (ii) and (iii) are identical to the corresponding bounds in Lemma 21. Part (i)
requires the tighter bound EjT = O(||y§n) 12 A Hy](n)H), so that,

IETI? < B3 min{a?||= 14, oyl 2412,
for some constant by, and also,
EllET 1% < 63 min{a2E[| 24" |4), o[\ |21}

Applying the triangle inequality in Lo gives,

wp—1

3 1
[f?&’i”z vamel It < Y vagae|er |
j=n
wp—1
<by Y vagrmin{agl|zi”[3, yajl=" 2}
j=n

Choose ng > 1 so that a?E[Hz](-n)H‘L] < ojE [||z(n |I?] for j > ng. The preceding then gives, for all
n>ng, l>nandl <k <w,,

wp—1

1
vargl P < < byT{max /a; 1
L%HZ e 1] <o 3 vl 1 < it e il
The right-hand side vanishes as n — oco. O

We next place the problem in the setting of [18, Ch. 7], which requires a particular decomposition.
As motivation, first write (40) (with F' = 31 + A*) as,

T
Xe=Ye+ M., 0<t<T, where YT:/ (A1 + A X, dt
0

and {M,} is Brownian motion. The required decomposition of Zir_) (defined in (38)) is,

7 _ YT(C) X MT(E) ., 0<T<T,n>1, (102)

L

AN

in which {M } is a martingale for each n, and the first term approximates [J[31 4+ A*]Z o

The representatlon (91a) suggests the choice of martingale,

k
Z \/aj<j7 TkST<Tk+17

Jj=n+1
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valid for T > T2, with M (|n) =0 for T < T42. Its covariance is denoted = E[M; (n)(M (n))T].

|

The representation (91) combined with Lemma 22 then gives us (102) with Y(|n) Z (‘ r) MT(‘??,
and a useful bound:

T
° (103)
in which lim E[ sup HETZ(n)H ] =0

n—00 <<

Proof of Thm. 3. We apply Theorem 4.1 of [18, Ch. 7] to obtain the FCLT. It is sufficient to
establish the following bounds:

0= lim E[ sup HZ Eﬁ)‘ HQ] (104a)
N0 0<t<T -
n 2
0= Jim E[ sup " ") |] (104b)
= lim E IO 51 104
0= lim B[ sup [[=<" — =] (104c)
0= lim P{ sup [jy{” - / 31+ 472 at]| > £}, e>0 (104d)
n—eo Lo<t<T 0
™y D = lim i 0<t<T. (104e)

These five equations correspond to equations (4.3)—(4.7) of [18, Ch. 7].

Observe that (104a) is vacuous since Z (T_) is continuous for each n. Proofs of the remaining
limits are established in order:
(104b): We have YT(@ — YT(:LI)— = /a;_1(j—1 if T = 7; for some j, and zero otherwise. Consequently,
for each n,

(n) 112
E[OEHETH T|_ Y~c—|_H ] <E[ g}ix 1[G ] \/E[ gjlix 043 l1¢i-1114]-

The right-hand side is bounded as follows:

o0

E[ gjlix aj G- 1|| ZE o UG-l ] < (maxE 1Gi- 1” Z

The fourth moment is uniformly bounded by Corollary 1, and Assumption (A1) then implies that
the right-hand side vanishes as n — oo.

104c): 2&”) —x™ g - 1E[¢;_1¢T ] if T = T; for some j, and zero otherwise. Applying Corollary 1
J J—165-1 J

T—

once more gives, lim sup HEQL) — Zgi) | = 0.
n—oo TZO

(104d): Applying the definitions,
T
v - /0 31+ A%z dt = €2(n) + /0 [A®)) — a%) 2y dt,

and hence for each n and 0 <t < T,
- [ atzp ) < lezol + [ a0 - 4122
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The limit in (103) tells us that supg< <7 ||EZ (n) H converges to zero as n — 0o, where the convergence
is in Lo. We next show that the second term vanishes in Lq.

Thanks to Assumption (Aba) we can apply Lipschitz continuity of A to obtain the following
bound, for some fixed constant L4 < oo,

T
e [ a0y - a1z o] < 2 [ Ellof? - o) 2 a

<LAW ellof? — 00| ar [ €[22 ) ar

Thm. 1 combined with Thm. 2 implies that the first integral converges to zero. Corollary 1 tells us
that E[HZ(n)H ] dt is bounded in n and ¢t > 0.
The hmlt (104e) is immediate from the definitions. O

Technical results for the CLT Recall that the proof of Thm. 4 rests on Thm. 3, Prop. 16
and Lemma 19. It remains to prove the lemma, which requires the following bounds whose proof is
omitted.

Lemma 23. The following bound holds under (A5b): For a constant b independent of k or T':

bexp(T), p=1
a, — /o <
W b(1+ T)P/(l—ﬂ)7 p<1.

Consequently, with {& (T) : k > w1} defined in (94), hm sup &, () = 0.

00 k>

Proof of Lemma 19. Part (i) is immediate from Thm. 3 and Prop. 16. For (ii) we first establish
boundedness of ||zx||4, which is based on (93) written in “backwards form”:

k< N0+ € (D)2l and iz — 2 ) < & (T2, - (105)

For given n > 1, suppose that the integer k satisfies m,, < k < my,41, with {m,,} used in (92). We
then have m,_1 < w, < m,, and from the first bound in (105),

(w?) .
P = < N T .
ne = max [l 2k]la < o H8X ll2; 7 lla+ & ( )mnffl?f%mn 125 |4

< B+ & (DY,

where B? is a finite constant bounding each of Hz](-wj_)H4, and £ (T) = supysy, & (T). Lemma 23
tells us that we can choose T so that {~(T) < 1, which implies that {||z;]|4 : ¥ > 1} is bounded.
The second bound in (105) gives the final conclusion:

lim sup ||z — 20|14 < Ef7 = £ (T) lim sup |||

k—o0 k—o0
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A.6 Optimizing the Rate of Convergence

The covariance matrix (46) appears in consideration of the pair of martingales,

K K
Hig:=)» G, Hi=Y ¢, 1<K<oo, (106)
k=1 k=1

in which ¢}, := f(6*, @} ,) — E[f (6%, oy 1) | Fn for any n > 0 (in analogy with (21)). We have:

1 1
YA = lim —Cov(H,) = lim —Cov (H,).

n—oo N n—oo N
The following result implies Thm. 5:

Proposition 17. Under the assumptions of Thm. J there is a constant b,,, depending on the initial
condition (0o, ®g), such that (13) holds.

Proof. We begin with a version of (88):
Or1 = Ok + a1 [A" O + E + Arpa], k>0,

where EF = f(0y) — A*0y, which satisfies |E|| < La||0x|?, with L4 the Lipschitz constant for A(6).
Dividing each side by aj4+; and summing from k& = 1 to n gives,
1 = 1

Opi1 — —01 = A% 0+ > [EF + Apiq + vibi],
el +1 0411 kz_lk ;[1@ E+1 T Yk Ic]

with {7%} defined in (A1), which for the choice of step-size assumed here gives v, < pk?~ L.
Rearranging terms and dividing by n,

n

~ 1 - 1 -~ 1 ~
* —1 7% —1 7% T
AR +n" " Hy o=n""H; |+ P On+1 — E% - ;[& + Dpy1 + 0]
where H; | is defined in (106). Applying Lemma 1 gives:
- 1 & -
A+ 0 ) < 5 S LalBl + g T (1072)
k=1
1, 1 I T
+ O — —01] + =Y Y|k (107b)
n Op+1 aq n 1
1 *
+ EHHnJrl —Hy (107¢)
1 1T s X
+ EH%JA =Tl + EHHn—f—l — Hy| (107d)

On taking Lo norms we obtain,
E[| A6 +n " Hy P12 < )+ ep + e+ en,

in which €2 is the Ly norm of the right-hand side of (107a), €% is the Ly norm of the right-hand

side of (107b), €¢ is the Ly norm of the right-hand side of (107c), and €% is the Ly norm of the
right-hand side of (107d). Repeated application of the bound E[[|6, "] < O(azﬂ) for 1 <r <4,
gives €2 = O(ay), % = O(n~177/2), ¢ = O(n=(1#°)/2) and £ = O(n71).

The error term €% dominates, which completes the proof. a
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A.7 Counterexample

The proof of Prop. 4 begins with a representation of (48):

n

On =00 [J11+ cw(@r—n—D]+ > Wi J[ 1+(@—n-1)] (108)

k=1 k=1 l=k+1

The two elementary lemmas that follow are used to obtain lower bounds. The first is obtained based
on comparison of the sum with the integral f:/Z_lH % dx.

n
1
L 24. Fi >1 —>log2—1/n.
emma orn>1, Z k_og /n
k=n/2+1

Denote o = log(1+26)/(29) with § = p—a. A first and second order Taylor series approximations
of the logarithm leads to the following:

Lemma 25. If6 > 0 theno > 1—4 and exp(oz) < 1+z forx € [0,25]. Moreover, o > 0/(4alog?2)
if a>1/3.

The two lemmas provide bounds on (108), subject to constraints on the sample paths of the
queue. The next step in the proof is to present a useful constraint, and bound the probability that
it is satisfied. For this we turn to the functional LDP for a reflected random walk.

Define for any n > 1 the piecewise constant function of time ¢}' = %th |- For each € € [0,1/2)
we define a constraint on the scaled process as follows: Let X denote the set of all cadlag functions
¢:[0,1] - R4, and let R. C X consist of those functions satisfying the following strict bounds:

de + min{dt,6(1 —t)} < g, < 20t for all t € [e,1] when ¢ € R.. (109)
If ¢" € R. this implies a bound on the term within the product in (108):

Lemma 26. For given € € (0,1/2), suppose that ¢" € R.. Then, there is n. such that the following
bounds hold for each n > n., and each ¢ satisfying en < < mn:

min{d, d(nay — 1)} < ap[Qr —n — 1] < 26. (110)
Proof. Fix £ > en and denote t = £/n. Under the assumption that cy = 1/¢,

1, 11

;fItn 7 nQ(Z) = OZEQ(E)-

The upper bound is then immediate: If g™ € R. then,
1
Qe —n—1] < aQ(f) = ZQ? < 20.

The lower bound proceeds similarly, where we let n. = (n + 1)/(¢26). For £ > en,

1 1 1 1
ae[Qe—ﬁ—l]:*QF—zUH'l)Z*Qf—g(U‘Fl)

t
1 1
P i - S
> (55 + min{t, 5(1 t)}> —(n+1)
1
> n min{dt,5(1 —t)}, when n > n.,

where the final inequality uses the bound %(56 > Ein(n + 1) for n > n. and ¢t < 1. The proof is
completed on substituting 1/t = n/¢. O
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We now have motivation to bound the probability that ¢" € R..
The log-moment generating function for the distribution of Dy, appearing in (47) is A(9) =
log(ae? + pe=?). Its convex dual is finite only for |v| < 1, with

1+ 1
I(v):%(l—l—v)log(ﬂv) +%(1—v)log( 2;), 1<v<1. (111)

Lemma 27. For each ¢ € (0,1/2) the following holds:

Tim % log(P{q" € Re}) = —{eI((1 +) + (2 —)I(0)} >~ 62 102,  (112)

1
a
Proof. The functional LDP for the sequence {¢"} C X is obtained from the LDP for {Dy : k > 1}
via the contraction principle [21], which for (112) gives

o1 n .
nlgréoglog(P{q ER.}) = —¢1€n7£

1
/0 I(4 ) dt.

Convexity of I implies that the optimizer ¢* is piecewise linear as illustrated in Fig. 1, with slope
(1 +¢) on the interval [0,¢), § on the interval (,1), and —§ on the remainder of the interval. The
proof of the limit in (112) is completed on recognizing that I(—4J) = 0.

The inequality in (112) is established in two steps. First, eI(5(1 + ¢)) = €I(5) + O(£?). The
proof is completed on substituting v = § in (111) to obtain I(§) = dlog(1 + d/a) < 62 /a. O

Proof of Prop. 4. The almost sure convergence in (i) follows from Thm. 1.
For (ii), let £ € (0, 1) be fixed and denote ng = [en] (the least integer greater than or equal to
en). Given {W,} is i.i.d. with zero mean and unit variance, we have for each n > nyg,

E02) > E|a2, W2y [T [+ an(@k —n— 12| = a2, EIPZ)

k=ng
n

P = T] [+ ew(@r — (n+ 1)

k=ng

The remainder of the proof consists of establishing the following bound:

log E[PY] > log E[I{¢" € R-}PY] > log P{¢" € R.} + [2n(log 2 — ¢)]do. (113)
Since € € (0, %) can be arbitrarily close to zero, (112) combined with Lemma 25 leads to the
conclusion that the right-hand side of (113) is unbounded as n — oc.

Lemma 26 gives ax[Qr — (n+ 1)] € [0,20] for ng < k < n if ¢" € R., and so by Lemma 25,

P2 > exp(a[ D 204Qk = (n+1)]]), a" € R..

k=ng

A second application of Lemma 26 provides bounds on each term in the sum:

whenever ¢" € R..

s, no <k <n/2,
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Putting these bounds together gives,

n/2 n
P ZeXP(U D 2@+ +0 ) 2Oék[Qk*(77+1)])
k=ng k=n/2+1

> exp((n — 2ng + 2)d0) exp(—éan + 200n Z ak) > exp([2nlog2 — 2neldo)
k=n/2+1

where the last inequality follows from n) o1 Ok 2 nlog2 — 1 (see Lemma 24), and the
substitution ng = ne. This establishes (113) and completes the proof. O
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