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Abstract

We study large deviation properties of systems of weakly interact-
ing particles modeled by Itd stochastic differential equations (SDEs).
It is known under certain conditions that the corresponding sequence
of empirical measures converges, as the number of particles tends to
infinity, to the weak solution of an associated McKean-Vlasov equa-
tion. We derive a large deviation principle via the weak convergence
approach. The proof, which avoids discretization arguments, is based
on a representation theorem, weak convergence and ideas from stochas-
tic optimal control. The method works under rather mild assumptions
and also for models described by SDEs not of diffusion type. To illus-
trate this, we treat the case of SDEs with delay.
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1 Introduction

Collections of weakly interacting random processes have long been of interest
in statistical physics, and more recently have appeared in problems of engi-
neering and operations research. A simple but important example of such

a collection is a group of “particles,”

each of which evolves according to the
solution of an It6 type stochastic differential equation (SDE). All particles
have the same functional form for the drift and diffusion coefficients. The
coefficients of particle i are, as usual, allowed to depend on the current state
of particle 4, but also depend on the current empirical distribution of all
particle locations. When the number of particles is large the contribution
of any given particle to the empirical distribution is small, and in this sense
the interaction between any two particles is considered “weak.”

For various reasons, including model simplification and approximation,
one may consider a functional law of large numbers (LLN) limit as the num-
ber of particles tends to infinity. The limit behavior of a single particle
(under assumptions which guarantee that all particles are in some sense ex-
changeable) can be described by a two component Markov process. One
component corresponds to the state of a typical particle, while the second
corresponds to the limit of the empirical measures. Again using that all
particles are exchangeable, under appropriate conditions one can show that
the second component coincides with the distribution of the particle compo-
nent. The limit process, which typically has an infinite dimensional state, is
sometimes referred to as a “nonlinear diffusion.” Because the particle’s own
distribution appears in the state dynamics, the partial differential equations
that characterize expected values and densities associated with this process
are nonlinear, and hence the terminology.

In this paper we consider the large deviation properties of the particle
system as the number of particles tends to infinity. Thus the deviations we
study are those of the empirical measure of the prelimit process from the dis-
tribution of the nonlinear diffusion. Of particular interest, and a subject for
further study, are deviations when the initial distribution of the single par-



ticle in the nonlinear diffusion is invariant under the joint particle/measure
dynamics, and related questions of stability for both the limit and prelimit
processes.

One of the basic references for large deviation results for weakly inter-
acting diffusions is [10]. This paper considers a system of uniformly nonde-
generate diffusions with interaction in the drift term and establishes a large
deviation principle for the empirical measure using discretization arguments
and careful exponential probability estimates (see Section 7.1). Properties
related to a large deviation principle such as fluctuation theorems have been
studied in [33, 1, 26, 3, 21|. A proof of the large deviation principle for sys-
tems with constant diffusion coefficient that is based on a comparison result
for a related infinite dimensional Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation appears
in [17: Section 13.3].

Later works have developed the theory for a variety of alternative mod-
els, including multilevel large deviations [11, 13|, jump diffusions [25, 24],
discrete-time systems [9, 12|, and interacting diffusions with random inter-
action coefficients [2] or singular interaction [18|. In the current work we
develop an approach which is very different from the one taken in any of
these papers. Our proofs do not involve any time or space discretization of
the system and no exponential probability estimates are invoked. The main
ingredients in the proof are weak convergence methods for functional occu-
pation measures and certain variational representation formulas. Our proofs
cover models with degenerate noise and allow for interaction in both drift
and diffusion terms. In fact the techniques are applicable to a wide range of
model settings and an example of stochastic delay equations is considered in
Section 7 to illustrate the possibilities.

The starting point of our analysis is a variational representation for mo-
ments of nonnegative functionals of a Brownian motion [5]. Using this rep-
resentation, the proof of the large deviation principle reduces to the study of
asymptotic properties of certain controlled versions of the original process.
The key step in the proof is to characterize the weak limits of the control
and controlled process as the large deviation parameter tends to its limit
and under the same scaling that applies to the original process. More pre-
cisely, one needs to characterize the limit of the empirical measure of a large
collection of controlled and weakly interacting processes. In the absence of
control this characterization problem reduces to an LLN analysis of the orig-



inal particle system, which has been studied extensively [27, 19, 20]. Our
main tools for the study of the controlled analogue are functional occupation
measure methods. Indeed, these methods have been found to be quite useful
for the study of averaging problems, but where the average is with respect
to a time variable [23]. In the problem studied here the measure valued pro-
cesses of interest are obtained using averaging over particles rather than the
time variable.

The approach presented here can be applied to interacting systems driven
by general continuous time processes with jumps provided the systems are
scaled in the right way. Indeed, the driving noise process could be a Brownian
motion plus an independent Poisson random measure. A key step to make
the approach work is a variational representation of Poisson functionals,
which has recently been established in [8].

Finally, we remark that variational representations for Brownian motions
and Poisson random measures [6, 7, 8] have proved to be useful for the study
of small noise large deviation problems and many recent papers have applied
these results to a variety of infinite dimensional small noise systems. A small
selection is [14, 29, 30, 31|-see [8] for a more complete list. We expect the
current work to be similarly a starting point for the study, using variational
representations, of a rather different collection of large deviation problems,
namely asymptotics of a large number of interacting particles.

An outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the in-
teracting SDE particle model, the related controlled and LLN limit versions,
and discuss the relevant topologies and sense of uniqueness of solutions. Sec-
tion 3 discusses the relation between Laplace and large deviation principles,
states assumptions and the main result of the paper, and then outlines how
this result will be proved using a representation theorem. In Section 4 we
describe the martingale problems that will be used in the proof. The proof
itself is divided into lower and upper bounds in Sections 5 and 6, respectively.
The constructions in the proof are set up to handle a more general case than
just the model introduced in Section 2, and in Section 7 we use this gener-
ality to state and prove a large deviation theorem for systems with delay.
This section also reviews the prior work of [10] . The appendix contains the
proof of a technical point that was deferred for reasons of exposition.



2 The model

For each N € N, the N-particle prelimit model is described in terms of a
system of N weakly coupled d-dimensional stochastic differential equations
(SDEs). The system is considered over the fixed finite interval [0,7]. Set
X = C([0,T],R?) and equip X with the maximum norm, which is denoted by
||l Similarly, set W= C([0, T],R%) and equip W with the maximum norm.
Let (2, F,P) be a probability space and suppose that on this space there is
a filtration (F3) satisfying the usual conditions (i.e., (F3) is right-continuous
and Fy contains all P-negligible sets), as well as a collection {Wi,i eN } of
independent standard d;-dimensional (F;)-Wiener processes.

Let b and o be Borel measurable functions defined on R¢ x P(R%) taking
values in R? and the space of real d x dj-matrices, respectively. If (S,ds)
is a metric space, then P(S) denotes the space of probability measures on
the Borel o-field B(S). The space P(S) is equipped with the topology of
weak convergence, which can be metricized, using for example the bounded
Lipschitz metric, making it a Polish space.

The evolution of the state of the particles in the N-particle model is given
by the solution to the system of SDEs
(2.1)

dX N () = b(XPN (), N (1)) dt + o (XN (), 1 (1)) dW(t), XN (0) = 2P,

where 2%V € R? i € {1,..., N}, and

N
1
N - E .
7 (t,Ld) = N 2 5X’L,N(t’w), w € Q,

is the empirical measure of (XVN(¢),..., XN (¢)) for t € [0,T]. By con-
struction, p™(t) is a P(R?)-valued random variable. Denote by u” the
empirical measure of (XY ... X™N) over the time interval [0, T, that is,
p!Y is the P(X)-valued random variable defined by

N
1
N - E )
H, = N 2 6X7“7N(.,w)7 w € Q.
1=

Clearly, the distribution of ™ (¢) is identical to the marginal distribution of
pN at time t, ie., N (t) = pN o 7wt where 0 X — R? is the projection
map corresponding to the value at time ¢.



Our aim is to establish a Laplace principle for the family {u”, N € N} of
P(X)-valued random variables. When 3 Zi]io 0,4~ converges weakly to 1
for some vy € P(R?), the asymptotic behavior of 4V as N tends to infinity
can be characterized in terms of solutions to the nonlinear diffusion
(2.2)

dX(t) = b(X(t),Law(X (t)))dt + o (X (), Law(X (t)))dW (t), X(0) ~ vy,

where W is a standard d;-dimensional Wiener process. Thus we are inter-
ested in the study of deviations of uV, N large, from its typical behavior,
namely the probability law of the process solving Eq. (2.2).

In the formulation and proof of the Laplace principle, we will need to
consider a controlled version of Eq. (2.1). For N € N, let Uy be the space of
all (F;)-progressively measurable functions u: [0, T] x Q — RV*41 such that

E UOT |u(t)]2dt} < o0,

where E denotes expectation with respect to P and |.| denotes the Euclidean
norm of appropriate dimension. For v € Uy, we sometimes write u =
(u1,...,un), where u; is the i-th block of d; components of w.

Given u € Uy, u = (uq,...,uyn), we consider the controlled system of
SDEs

dXPN () = (XN (1), 1N () dt + o (XPV (), 1N (1)) us(t)dt

(2:3) + o (XN (), gN (@) aw'i(t), X"N(0) = 2"V,

where iV (t) and iV are the empirical measures of X»V(¢) and XV, re-
spectively:

N N

_ 1 N . 1

,uN(t,w) =N E 5Xi,N(t7w), MLV =N E 55(77,1\/(.7‘0), w € €.
i=1 i=1

The “barred” symbols in the display above and in Eq. (2.3) refer to objects
depending on a control, here u. We adopt this as a convention and indicate
control-dependent objects by overbars. The existence and uniqueness of
strong solutions to Eq. (2.3) will be a consequence of Assumption (A3) made
in Section 3; see comments below Assumption (A5) there.

It will be convenient to have a path space which is Polish for the compo-
nents u;, ¢ € {1,..., N}, of a control process u € Uy. We choose the space



of deterministic relaxed controls on R% x [0,T] with finite first moments.
Let us first recall some facts about deterministic relaxed controls; see, for
instance, [23: Section 3.2| for the case of a compact space of control actions.
Denote by R the space of all deterministic relaxed controls on R% x [0, 77,
that is, R is the set of all positive measures 7 on B(R% x [0, T]) such that
r(R1x[0,t]) = tforallt € [0,T]. If r € R and B € B(R™), then the mapping
[0,T] >t — r(Bx]0,t]) is absolutely continuous, hence differentiable almost
everywhere. Since B(R?) is countably generated, the time derivative of r
exists almost everywhere and is a measurable mapping r;: [0,7] — P(R%)
such that r(dy x dt) = r.(dy)dt.

Denote by R4 the space of deterministic relaxed controls with finite first

moments, that is,

R1i{r€7€: |yr(dy><dt)<oo}.

R4 x[0,T
By definition, R1; C R. The topology of weak convergence of measures turns
R into a Polish space (not compact in our case). We equip R with the topol-
ogy of weak convergence of measures plus convergence of first moments. This
topology turns R into a Polish space, cf. [28: Section 6.3]. It is related to
the Monge-Kantorovich distances. For T' = 1 (else one has to renormal-
ize), the topology coincides with that induced by the Monge-Kantorovich
distance with exponent one, also called the Kantorovich-Rubinstein distance
or Wasserstein distance of order one. The topology is convenient because
the controls appear in an unbounded (but affine) fashion in the dynamics.
Thus ordinary weak convergence will not imply convergence of corresponding
integrals, but convergence in R; will.

Any R%-valued process v defined on some probability space (Q, F,P)
induces an R-valued random variable p according to

(24)  pu(BxI)= /5v(t,w)(3)dt, B e BRM), I C0,T], we .
1

If v is such that fOT lu(t,w)|dt < oo for all w € Q, then the induced random
variable p takes values in R;. If v is progressively measurable with respect
to a filtration (F;) in F, then p is adapted in the sense that the mapping
t— p(Bx|0,t]) is (F;)-adapted for all B € B(R*) [23: Section 3.3].



Given an adapted (in the above sense) R1-valued random variable p and a
Borel measurable mapping v: [0, 7] — P(R?), we will consider the controlled
SDE

dX (t) =b(X(t),v(t))dt + (/R U(X(t),v(t))ypt(dy)> dt
+ o (X(t),v(t)dW(t), X(0)~ v(0),

dy

(2.5)

where W is a d;-dimensional (F;)-adapted standard Wiener process. Eq. (2.5)
is a parameterized version of Eq. (2.7) below, the controlled analogue of the

limit SDE (2.2). We will only have to deal with weak solutions of Eq. (2.5)
or, equivalently, with certain probability measures on B(Z), where

Z=X xRy xW.

For a typical element in Z let us write (¢, 7, w) with the understanding that
peX, reR,weW.

Notice that we include W as a component of our canonical space Z.
This will allow identification of the joint distribution of the control and
driving Wiener process. Indeed, if the triple (X,p, W) defined on some
filtered probability space (Q, F, P, (F;)) solves Eq. (2.5) for some measurable
v: [0,T] = P(R?), then the distribution of (X, p, W) under P is an element
of P(2).

When Eq. (2.5) is used the mapping v : [0,T] — P(R?) appearing in
the coefficients will be determined by a probability measure on B(Z). To be
more precise, let © € P(Z). Then © induces a mapping ve: [0,7] — P(R?)
which is defined by

(2.6) ve(t)(B) =O({(p,r,w) € Z:¢(t) € BY), BeBRY, tecl0,T].

By construction, vg(t) is the distribution under © of the first component
of the coordinate process on Z = X x Ry x W at time t. Therefore, if
© corresponds to a weak solution of Eq. (2.5) with v = vg, then © also
corresponds to a weak solution of the controlled limit SDE

(2.7)
dX (t) = b(X(t),Law(X (t)))dt + (/R J(X(t),Law(X(t)))ypt(dy)> dt

+ o (X(t),Law(X(t)))dW(t), X(0) ~ ve(0).

dy

8



Here W is a di-dimensional standard Wiener process defined on some prob-
ability space (€, F,P) carrying a filtration (F;) and p is an (F;)-adapted
Ri-valued random variable such that (X, p, W) has distribution © under
P. The process triple (X, p, W) can be given explicitly as the coordinate
process on the probability space (Z,B(Z),0) endowed with the canonical
filtration (G;) in B(Z). More precisely, the processes X, p, W are defined on
(2,B(2)) by

X(tv (90’ Ty U))) = Qo(t)) ,O(t, (907 Ty U))) = TIB(R4 x[0,1]) W(tv (907 e w)) = w(t)'

Here we abuse notation and use p(t,.) to denote the restriction of a measure
defined on B(R% x [0,T]) to B(R% x [0,¢]). The canonical filtration is given
by

G =0 ((X(s),p(s),W(s)): 0<s<t), tel0,T]

Notice that p(s) takes values in the space of deterministic relaxed controls
on R4 x [0, s] with finite first moments.

One of the assumptions we make below (Assumption (A4) in Section 3) is
the weak uniqueness of solutions to Eq. (2.7). If (Q, F,P), (F), (X, p, W))
is a weak solution of Eq. (2.7) then Po (X, p,W)~! € P(Z). The property of
weak uniqueness can therefore be formulated in terms of probability measures

on B(Z2).

Definition 1. Weak uniqueness is said to hold for Eq. (2.7) if whenever
0,0 € P(Z) are such that ©,0 both correspond to weak solutions of
Eq. (2.7), V@(O) = l/é(O) and ®|B(R1><W) = ®|B(R1><W)7 then © = ©.

Thus, weak uniqueness for Eq. (2.7) means that, given any initial dis-
tribution for the state process, the joint distribution of control and driving
Wiener process uniquely determines the distribution of the solution triple.

3 Laplace principle

A function I: P(X) — [0,00] is called a rate function if for each M < oo
the set {# € P(X) : I(6) < M} is compact (some authors call such functions
good rate functions). We say that a Laplace principle holds for the family
{uN, N € N} with rate function I if for any bounded and continuous function



F:PX)—=R,

(3.1) ]\}gnoo —% logE [exp(—N - F(u™))] = aeig(fx) {F(@)+1(0)}.

It is well known that in our setting the Laplace principle holds if and only
if {4V, N € N} satisfies a large deviation principle with rate function I
[16: Section 1.2].

Let us make the following assumptions about the functions b, o and the
family {2V} C R? of initial conditions:

(A1) For some vy € P(R?), SN 8, — 1o as N tends to infinity.
(A2) The coefficients b, o are continuous.

(A3) Forall N € N, existence and uniqueness of solutions holds in the strong
sense for the system of N equations given by (2.1).

(A4) Weak uniqueness of solutions holds for Eq. (2.7).

(A5) If ¥ € Uy, N € N, are such that

1 LT
NZ/ va(t)th] < 00,
i=1 70

then {", N € N} is tight as a family of P(X)-valued random variables,

where iV is the empirical measure of the solution to the system of

equations (2.3) under u".

sup E

Assumption (A1) is a sort of law of large numbers for the deterministic
initial conditions. The assumption is necessary for the convergence of the
empirical measures N associated with the state process. The continuity
Assumption (A2) implies that the coefficients b, o are uniformly continuous
and uniformly bounded on sets B x P, where B C R is bounded and
P c P(R%) is compact.

Assumption (A3) about strong existence and uniqueness of solutions for
the prelimit model will be needed to justify a variational representation for
the cumulant generating functionals appearing in (3.1), see Eq. (3.2) be-
low. Assumption (A3) and an application of Girsanov’s theorem show that
Eq. (2.3) has a unique strong solution whenever fOT |u(t)|>dt < M P-almost

10



surely for some M € (0,00). In fact, there is a Borel measurable map-
ping AV = (A, ... RY) with AN : Q — X, i € {1,..., N}, such that, for
P-almost all w € €, the unique strong solution of (2.1) is given as

Xi’N(.,w) = hﬁV(W(.,w)),

and under the above integrability condition on u, the unique strong solution
of (2.3) equals P-almost surely

XN () = B (W(.,w) +/O'u(s,w)ds>.

By a localization argument one can now show that (2.3) in fact has a unique
strong solution for all u € Uy, which is once more given by the above relation.

Weak uniqueness as stipulated in (A4) for the controlled nonlinear dif-
fusions given by Eq. (2.7) is meant in the sense of Definition 1. It is typical
that such weak uniqueness holds if it holds for the uncontrolled system (2.2).

Grant Assumption (A1l). Then Assumptions (A2)—(Ab) are all satisfied
if b, o are uniformly Lipschitz (with respect to the bounded Lipschitz metric
on P(R%)) or locally Lipschitz satisfying a suitable coercivity condition. A
simple example of such a condition on b, o would be that for some constant
C >0, all z € R? and all v € P(R?),

2(b(x,v), z) +tr(JUT) (z,v) <C(1+z%).

The reason for Assumption (A5) being stated as it is, is that there are
many different sets of conditions on the problem data (i.e., b and o) and
the initial conditions which imply tightness of the empirical measures of the
XN For instance, (A5) is automatically satisfied if the coefficients are
bounded. It also holds if b, o are Lipschitz continuous. More general condi-
tions can be formulated in terms of the action of the infinitesimal generator
associated with Eq. (2.7), given in (4.2) below, on some “Lyapunov function”
¢:R?Y — R; also see Subsection 7.1.

For a probability measure © € P(Z), recalling that Z = X x Ry x W,
let ©x, Or denote the first and second marginal, respectively. Let Po, be
the set of all probability measures © € P(Z) such that

(1)

/ / \y|2r(dy><dt)®7g(dr) < 00,
R1 JR4 x[0,T]

11



(ii) © corresponds to a weak solution of Eq. (2.7),

(iii) vo(0) = vy, where vy € P(R?) is the initial distribution from Assump-
tion (Al).

The main result of this paper is the following.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions (A1)~ (A5) hold. Then the family
of empirical measures {MN,N € N} satisfies the Laplace principle with rate
function

1
10)=__jinf 3 2 (dy x dt) O (dr).
0) = ocpf 2/72/Rdlx[my\ r(dy x dt)Or (dr)

Remark 3.2. The above expression for the rate function [ is convenient
for proving the Laplace principle. An alternative and perhaps more familiar
form of the rate function is the following. By definition of Py, and since the
control appears linearly in the limit dynamics, we can write
I 5
1(0) = inf Eg |- t)|“dt

(©) OCPmiOx=0 O {2/0 fu(?)] } ’
where inf () = co by convention, u(t) = [za, ypi(dy), (X, W, p) is the canon-
ical process on (Z,B(Z)), and ©-almost surely X satisfies

dX (t) =b(X(t),0(t))dt + o (X (t),0(t))u(t)dt + o (X (¢),0(t))dW (t).

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is based on a representation for function-
als of Brownian motion, a martingale characterization of weak solutions of
Eq. (2.7), and weak convergence arguments.

By Assumption (A3), for each N € N, the N-particle system of equations
(2.1) possesses a unique strong solution for the given initial condition. By
Theorem 3.6 in [6], for any F' € Cp(X) the prelimit expressions in (3.1) can
be rewritten as

— %logE [exp(—N - F(,uN))]

(32) 1 1 N T N )
— inf JlE N;/o u (4)|2dt

ulN cEUN 2
where iV is the empirical measure of the solution to the system of equations

+E[F(a")] } :

(2.3) under ¥ = (uf,...,ul) € Uy. The representation in [6] applies

12



to an infinite dimensional Brownian motion, and thus strictly speaking the
infimum would be over a collection of controls indexed by ¢ € N. However,
since those controls with i > N have no effect on i we can and will assume
they are zero.

Based on Eq. (3.2), the Laplace principle will be established in two steps.
First, in Section 5, we establish the variational lower bound by showing that

for any sequence (u¥)yen with u?¥ € Uy,

l}\rfnmf{ Z/ (t)|2dt

1
> inf { = >r(dyxdt)Or(dr) + F(Ox) ¢ .
_@16%00{2/7Q/RM[0’T}|11| r(dyx dt)Or (dr) <X>}

Second, in Section 6, we verify the variational upper bound by showing that
for any measure © € P, there is a sequence (u™)yen with Y € Uy such
that

+E [F(a")] }
(3.3)

lim su / u; dt
man{ 18|52 [ hior

<! / / lyl? r(dy x dt)Or (dr) + F(Ox).
2 Jr Jra1x[0,1)

+E[F(n )]}

(3.4)

To see that those two steps establish Theorem 3.1, first observe that

1
A inf 5 21 (dyx dt)Or (d
QG%I(X){ ( )+@€’Polor}(—)/y:9{2/R/Rdlx[QTHy‘ T( Y X ) ’R( ’I”)}}

= inf 1// ly|? r(dyx dt)Or (dr) + F(Ox) ¢ .
[SISYESS 2 R Rdlx[O,T}

Hence, in view of (3.2), we have to show that for all F' € Cy(&X),

N—oo F
f J — f JX(©e
Juf Jy(w) = inf J(8),

where

JE(u fE + E[F(EY)],

NZ/ g (t))?dt

J;Z(@)i2/ /Rle0T}\y|2r(dy><dt)®7g(dr)+F(@X).

13



Let ¢ > 0. For the lower bound, choose v € Uy, N € N, such that
JE@WN) <infueyy JE(u) + . Then (3.3) implies that

liminf inf J&(u) > inf JE(©)—ec.

pinf Il v 2 lnf Je(©) -
For the upper bound, choose a probability measure ©® € P, such that
JE(©) < infeep,, JL(O)+e. Since infucyy, J(u) < JE (@) for any 7 € Uy,
(3.4) implies that

Ii]I\fnjllop ulerzlfIfN Jh(u) < @iergoo JE(©) +¢.
Since € > 0 is arbitrary, the assertion follows.

There is a technical observation to be made about the probability spaces
and filtrations underlying the stochastic control problems, namely that there
is a certain flexibility in the choice of the the stochastic bases. This flex-
ibility will be needed in establishing the variational upper bound. To be
more precise we note that the representation theorem in [6] holds for any
stochastic bagis rich enough to carry a sequence of independent standard
(ft)—Wiener processes. The filtration (]:"t), which is assumed to satisfy the
usual conditions, need not be the filtration induced by the Wiener processes,
but may be strictly larger. As a consequence of Assumption (A3), the left-
hand side of (3.2) does not depend on the choice of the stochastic basis.
The stochastic optimal control problem on the right-hand side of (3.2) can
therefore be regarded in the weak sense, i.e., the infimum is taken over all
suitable stochastic bases; see Definition 4.2 in [34:p.64|. The definition of
the sets Uy and Assumption (A5) are to be understood accordingly.

As a consequence of the weak formulation of the control problems, in the
proof of the variational lower bound, the control processes u”, the driving
Wiener processes W1, ..., W and thus the empirical measures iV could
live on stochastic bases which vary with N. While we do not make this
variation explicit, it is easy to see that the arguments of Section 5, being weak
convergence arguments, do not rely on having a common filtered probability
space. The variational upper bound, on the other hand, will be established
in Section 6 by taking an arbitrary © € P, and then constructing a sequence
of control processes and independent Wiener processes so that (3.4) holds.
The prelimit processes will be coordinate processes on a common stochastic
basis which however will depend on the limit probability measure O.
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4 Auxiliary constructions

This section collects useful results for characterizing those probability mea-
sures in P(Z) which correspond to a weak solution of (2.7). Let © € P(2).
Recall from (2.6) the definition of the mapping vg: [0,7] — P(R?) induced
by ©. The mapping vg is continuous. To check this, take any tg € [0, 7]
and any sequence (t,) C [0,T] such that ¢, — to. Then for all f € Cy(R%),
the fact that elements of X are continuous and the bounded convergence
theorem imply

f(@ve(ty)(dx) = / f(go(tn))@(dapxdrxdw)
Rd X XRxW
n—Qo / f(p(t0)) O (dpx dr x dw)
XXRXW
_ / f(@)ve(to) (dz).
Rd

Therefore vg(t,) — ve(t) in P(R?). The continuity of vg implies that the
set {ve(t) : t € [0,T]} is compact in P(R?).

The question of whether a probability measure © € P(Z) corresponds
to a weak solution of Eq. (2.7) or, equivalently, of Eq. (2.5) with v = vg can
be conveniently phrased in terms of an associated local martingale problem.
We summarize here the main facts that we will use; see [32], [23: Sect. 4.4]
and [22: Sect. 5.4, for instance.

Given f € C?(RY x R%), define a real-valued process (M]@(t))te[oﬂ on
the probability space (Z,B(Z),©) by

MP(t, (¢, w)) = f(p(t),w(t)) — £((0),0)

4.1 .
o _/0 RdlAs@(f)(“’(s)ay7w(8))7's(dy)ds,
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where for s € [0,T], z € RY, y, 2 € R%,

The expression involving A9 (f) in (4.1) is integrated against time and the
time derivative measures r of any relaxed control r. The measures rg are
actually not needed in that we may use r(dy xds) in place of r4(dy)ds.

The key relation, which we formulate as a lemma, is a one-to-one corre-
spondence between weak solutions of Eq. (2.7) and a local martingale prob-
lem.

Lemma 4.1. Let © € P(Z) be such that ©({(p,r,w) € Z : w(0) =0}) = 1.
Then © corresponds to a weak solution of Eq. (2.7) if and only if MJ(? s a
local martingale under © with respect to the canonical filtration (Gy) for all
f € C?R% x R%),

Moreover, in order to show that © corresponds to a weak solution of
Eq. (2.7), it is enough to check the local martingale property for those MJ@
where the test function f is a monomial of first or second order, that is, for
the test functions

(x,2) =z, ke{l,...,d}, (x,2) = zjxp,  j, ke{l,...,d},
(z,2) — 2z, le{l,...,d1}, (x,2) = zjz, 4,le{l,...,di},
(x,2) = xrz, ke{l,....d}, le{l,...,di}.

Proof. See for example the proof of Proposition 5.4.6 in [22:p.315]. Note
that since the canonical process on the sample space (Z,B(Z)) includes a
component which corresponds to the driving Wiener process, there is no need
to extend the probability space (Z,B(Z),0) even if the diffusion coefficient
o is degenerate. O
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Remark 4.2. There is a technical point here concerning the canonical fil-
tration (G;) in B(Z). That filtration is not necessarily ©-complete or right-
continuous, while in the literature solutions to SDEs are usually defined with
respect to filtrations satisfying the usual conditions (i.e., containing all sets
contained in a set of measure zero and being right-continuous). However, any
stochastically continuous and uniformly bounded real-valued process defined
on some probability space (Q, F,P) which is a martingale under P with re-
spect to some filtration (.7:}), is also a martingale under P with respect to
(ffjr), where (FF) denotes the 13—augnrlentattiom~ of (F}); see the solution to
Exercise 5.4.13 in [22: p.392]. The filtration (Ff) satisfies the usual condi-
tions. Since the localizing sequence of stopping times for a local martingale
can always be chosen in such a way that the corresponding stopped processes
are bounded martingales it follows that if M]@ is a local martingale under ©
with respect to (G;) then it is also a local martingale under © with respect
to (gﬁ) The local martingale property of the processes M]? under © with
respect to the canonical filtration (G;) thus implies that the canonical process
on (Z,B(Z2)) solves Eq. (2.7) under © with respect to the filtration (QNSF),
which satisfies the usual conditions.

Remark 4.3. The reason why we use a local martingale problem rather
than the corresponding martingale problem is that it gives more flexibility
in characterizing the convergence of Itd processes which are not necessarily
of diffusion type. In Subsection 7.2, we extend the Laplace principle of
Theorem 3.1 to interacting systems described by SDEs with delay. In that
case, the coefficients b, o are progressive functionals; thus, they may depend
on the entire trajectory of the solution process up to the current time. An
appropriate choice of the stopping times in the local martingale problem
gives control over the state process up to the current time and not only
at the current time. In particular, the proof of Lemma 5.2 below, where
the local martingale problem is used to identify certain limit distributions,
continues to work also for the more general model of Subsection 7.2.
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5 Variational lower bound

In the proof of the lower bound (3.3) we can assume that

1 T
> |u£V<t>|2dt] < 2|7,
=1

since otherwise the desired inequality is automatic. Let (u”)yen be a se-

(5.1)

quence of control processes such that (5.1) holds. This implies in particular
that for P-almost all w € Q,all N e N, i € {1,...,N}, fo [ulN (t,w)|dt < oo.
Modifying the sequence (uV) on a set of P—measure zero has no impact on
the validity of (3.3). Thus, we may assume that ul¥(.,w) has a finite first
moment for all w € Q.

For each N € N, define a P(Z)-valued random variable by

(52)  QN(Bx RxD) ZaXlN( w)(B) -8 ,in (R) - Syri_ (D),

Pw

BxRxD € B(Z),w € Q, where X® is the solution of Eq. (2.3) under u" =
(ud, ..., u¥) and piY is the relaxed control induced by ul (., w) according
0 (2.4). Notice that pﬁjN € Ry. The functional occupation measures Q*,

N € N, just defined are related to the Laplace principle by the fact that
(5. 3)

+ E [F(a")]

Z/ (t)|?dt

where QZXX, QU]XR denote the first and second marginal of QY € P(Z2),
respectively, and we recall that Z = X x Ry x W.

Thanks to Assumption (A5) and the bound (5.1), the first marginals
of (QN)nen are tight as random measures. The next lemma states that

tightness of (Q")yen as random measures follows. Thus we are asserting
tightness of the measures vV € P(P(Z)) defined by vV (A4) = P(QN € A),
Ae B(P(2)).

Lemma 5.1. The family (QN)nen of P(Z)-valued random variables is tight.

18



Proof. The first marginals of (QV)yen are tight by Assumption (A5) and
(5.1). Since the third marginals are obviously tight, we need only prove
tightness of the second marginals. Observe that

o(r) = / ly[? r(dyx dt)
R41 x[0,T)

is a tightness function on Ry, i.e., it is bounded from below and has compact
level sets. To verify the last property take ¢ € [0,00) and let R, = {r € R :
g(r) < c¢}. By Chebychev’s inequality, for all M > 0,
(%) sup r({y c R4 . ly| > M} x [O,T}) < #

reER.
Hence R, is tight and thus relatively compact as a subset of R. Consequently,
any sequence in R. has a weakly convergent subsequence with limit in R.
Let (r,) C R. be such that (r,) converges weakly to r, for some r, € R. It
remains to show that 7, has finite first moment and that the first moments of
(rn) converge to that of r.. By Holder’s inequality and a version of Fatou’s
lemma (cf. Theorem A.3.12 in [16: p. 307]),

VT - ¢ > liminf ly| rn(dy x dt) > / ly| i (dy x dt).
n=00  JRd1 x[0,T] R91 % [0,T]
Let M > 0. By () and Holder’s inequality we have for all r € R,
/ ] r(dyxdr) < o
{yeR™M:ly|>M}x[0,7T] M

Therefore, using weak convergence,

fimsup [ pylraldyxdn < 5+ i ra(dyxdt)
n—oo JRd1 x[0,7] M Jiyerhjy|<myx[0,7)
C

< —+ ly| 7« (dy x dt).

M Jraixjo,m)

Since M > 0 may be arbitrarily big, it follows that
lim | (dy x dt) = / (| o (dy ).

N0 JRd1 x[0,7T) R x[0,T]

We conclude that g is a tightness function on Rq. Now define a function
G:P(Z)— [0,00] by

G(@)i/zg(r)@(dgoxdrxdw).
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Then G is a tightness function on second marginals in P(Z), see Theo-
rem A.3.17 in [16:p.309]. Thus in order to prove tightness of the second
marginals of (Q")yen (as random measures) it is enough to show that

sup E [G(Q™)] < o0.
NeN

However, this follows directly from (5.1). O

In the next lemma we identify the limit points of (QY) as being weak
solutions of Eq. (2.7) with probability one. The proof is similar in spirit to
that of Theorem 5.3.1 in [23:p. 102].

Lemma 5.2. Let (Qi )jen be a weakly convergent subsequence of (QN) Nen.
Let @Q be a P(Z)-valued random variable defined on some probability space

(Q,]:“,f’) such that QNi I Q in distribution. Then Q, corresponds to a
weak solution of Eq. (2.7) for P-almost all w € Q.

Proof. Set I={Nj,j € N} and write (Q")nes for (Q™7);en. By hypothesis,
Q" — @ in distribution.

Recall from Lemma 4.1 in Section 4 that a probability measure © € P(Z)
with O({(¢,r,w) € Z : w(0) = 0}) = 1 corresponds to a weak solution of
Eq. (2.7) if (and only if), for all f € C?(R? x R%), M]@ is a local martingale
under © with respect to the canonical filtration (G;), where M]@ is defined
by (4.1). Moreover, the local martingale property has to be checked only for
those MJ(? where the test function f is a monomial of first or second order.

In verifying the local martingale property of MJ(? when © = @, for some
w € Q, we will work with randomized stopping times. Those stopping times
live on an extension (Z,B(Z)) of the measurable space (Z,B(Z)) and are
adapted to a filtration (G;) in B(Z), where

2=zx[0,1, G =G xB(0,1), teloT],

and (G;) is the canonical filtration in B(Z). Any random object defined
on (Z,B(2)) also lives on (Z,B(Z)), and no notational distinction will be
made.

Let A denote the uniform distribution on B([0,1]). Any probability mea-
sure © on B(Z) induces a probability measure on B(Z) given by © = © x \.
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For each k € N, define a stopping time 75, on (2, B(Z)) with respect to the
filtration (G;) by setting, for (z,a) € Z x [0,1],

Tk(z,a) =inf {t € [0,T] : v(z,t) > k + a},
where
o(er)t) = [ jylr(yxds) + sup o)+ sup [us)]
R41 x[0,t] s€[0,t] s€[0,t]

Note that the mapping ¢ — v((¢, 7, w),t) is monotonic for all (¢, r, w) € Z.
Hence the stopping times have the following properties. The boundedness
of ¢ and w (being continuous functions on a compact interval) and the
boundedness of fRle[O’T]|y| r(dy x ds) imply that 7, T as k — oo with

probability one under ©. The second property of note is that the mapping
Z % [0,1] 3 (2,a) — 1k(z,a) € [0, T

is continuous with probability one under 0. To see this, note that for every
z € Z the set

A, ={ceRy :v(z,s)=cforall s €ltt+d], somet € [0,T], some d > 0}

is at most countable. However, Z — 74(2) fails to be continuous at (z,a)
only when k + a € A,. Therefore, by Fubini’s theorem,

0({(z,a) € Z : 7 discontinuous at (z,0)}) = / 14, (k+a)O(dz x da)
z

_ / / 14 (k+a)A\(da)O(dz)
zJjo,1
—0

Notice that if M}T) is a local martingale with respect to (G;) under © =
© x A with localizing sequence of stopping times (7x)xen, then M]@ is also
a local martingale with respect to (G;) under © with localizing sequence of
stopping times (7%(.,0))ren; see Appendix A.1. Thus it suffices to prove the
martingale property of M]? up till time 7, with respect to filtration (Qt) and
probability measure o.

Clearly, the process M](?( A Tp) is a (Gy)-martingale under © if and only
if

(5.4) Eogx) [\I/ (M}(?(tl/\Tk) —Mj(ca(to/\Tk))] =0
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for all tg,t; € [0,T] with tyg < t;, and Gy -measurable ¥ € Cy(Z).

To verify the martingale property of M]@( A Tg) it is enough to check
that (5.4) holds for any countable collection of times tq, ¢; which is dense in
[0, 7] and any countable collection of functions ¥ € Cy(Z) that generates the
(countably many) o-algebras G;,. Recall that the collection of test functions
f for which a martingale property must be verified consists of just monomials
of degree one or two, and hence is finite. Thus, there is a countable collection
T Cc Nx[0,T]? x Cy(Z) x C2(R*xRH) of test parameters such that if (5.4)
holds for all (k,to,t1, ¥, f) € T, then © corresponds to a weak solution of
Eq. (2.7).

Let (k,t0,t1, ¥, f) € T. Define a mapping ® = @, ;. w r) by

P(2) 30— &(0) = Eguy [T (MP(ty A1) — MP(to ATi))] -

We claim that the mapping ® is continuous in the topology of weak conver-
gence on P(Z). To check this, take © € P(Z) and any sequence (0;)en C
P(Z) that converges to ©. Recall the definitions (4.1) and (4.2). As a conse-
quence of Assumption (A2) and by construction of the stopping time 7, the
integrand in (5.4) is bounded; thanks to Assumption (A2) and the almost
sure continuity of 7, it is continuous with probability one under 6 =0xA\
By weak convergence and the mapping theorem [4: p. 21], it follows that

E@l></\ [\If . (Mf)(tl VAN Tk) — M?(to AN Tk))]

l—00

(5.5) . .
— Egxa [\I/ . (Mf (tl /\Tk) _Mf (to/\Tk))] .

Since the sequence (0;) converges to O, the set {©; : | € N} U{©} is com-
pact in P(Z). Recalling (2.6), we find that the set of probability measures
{ve,(t) : 1€ N,t € [0,T)}U{ve(t) : t € [0,T]} has compact closure in P(R?).
We claim that together with Assumption (A2) and the construction of 7%,
this implies that

ooy

sup MYt A T(2),2) — MP(t A Tr(2), 2) 0.

te[0,T),2€ 2

To see this, we consider for example the integral corresponding to the first
term in the drift, which is

tATE(2)
[ 000, (5. Tttt wio) ds.
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By the assumed continuity properties of b this converges uniformly in t €
[0,T],% € Z to

tATE(2)
/0 (b((5), v6(s)), Vo f(o(s), w(s))) ds,

and a similar result holds for each of the other terms. Since ¥ is bounded,
it follows that

{EQIXA [\If . (M](?(tl ATg) — Mj(?(tg /\Tk))]

l
_E®l><>\ [\If . (M?l(tl /\Tk) - M]?l(to /\Tk))}‘ 2? 0.

In combination with (5.5) this implies ®(0;) — ®(0).

By hypothesis, the sequence (Q"),ec; of P(Z)-valued random variables
converges to @ in distribution. Hence the mapping theorem and the conti-
nuity of ® imply that ®(Q") — ®(Q) in distribution.

Let n € I. By construction of @™ and Fubini’s theorem, for w € ,

(I)<QZ) = EQQX)\ [\I/ : (]wQZ (tl A Tk) — M?z (to AN Tk))}

=Z/ ((X5(ow), P, W, ), 0)

. (f(XZ’”(tl AT W), Wity AT, w))

- f(Xi7n(t0 A 7—_2:7”’“;)7 w (tO A Tknv ))

—i,n

oNTy,

AT . .
[ AR (X (50), 7 5,0, W5, ) s ) o
t

where A" is defined according to (4.2) with i in place of ve, and 7" =
fé’"(w,a) is defined like 73 ((, 7, w), a) with ¢ replaced by X®*"(.,w), r re-
placed by pl", the relaxed control corresponding to u'(.,w), and w replaced
by Wi(.,w).

For all a € [0, 1], by Ito’s formula, it holds P-almost surely that

FXE AT, Wi ATY)) = F(X (0 AT, Wit ATT))

—i,n

oNTy’

_/tl Tk Agn(f)(Xi,n(s),u?(s),Wi(s))ds
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_/tl Tk VZfT(Xi’"(S)’Wi(S))U(Xi’n(s),ﬂ"(s))dwi(s)

—i,mn

UATk

4 / N VLT (s), W (s)) W (s),
to/\ﬂi’"

where 7" = 7"(.,a) and 7", @, X“", ul, are random objects on (£, F).
By Fubini’s theorem and Jensen’s inequality, we have

E [2(Q")?]
< /01 E [E% [W(.a) - (M (11 A7y(0) ~ Mty A a)))ﬂ da.

For all a € [0,1], by the It6 isometry and because ¥(.,a) is Gy -measurable
and 7(.,a) is a stopping time with respect to (G;), it holds that

B |Bo: [9(.a)- (M (1 A na)) = M (o At

= E|Eqgn |:\II('7G)'1{T;€(.7a)2tO}

(010 ) =212 )

n

AT () . ,
(s Z/t W) L gy (VT (X060, W7(5))

=1 JtonT " (L)

FV [T (X0 (5), W(s))o (X7 (5), 1" (5)) ) AW (s) 2]

/t1 ATPT(.a)
toATY" (a)

FVL ST (X0 (), Wi(s)) o (X0 (5), 17 (5)) ) \QdS]

V(sa) Liim oy} (VZfT (X" (s), W'(s))

1 n
— EZE
=1

n—oo

0.

It follows that for each (k,to,t1, V¥, f) € T thereis a set Z, 401, w ) € F
such that P(Z(k,to’thq,,f)) =0 and

Q(kvtoﬂtl?qjvf) (Qw) = 0 for all we Q \ Z(kvt()vtla\llvf)'
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Let Z be the union of all sets Z. 4o 11 w,p), (k,to,t1, ¥, f) € T. Since T is
countable, we have Z € F, P(Z) = 0 and

(I)(kjo,tl,‘laf)(Qw) =0 forallw e \ Z, (k,to,tl,\p, f) cT.

It follows that Q,, corresponds to a weak solution of Eq. (2.7) for P-almost
all we Q. O

The function F'in (3.3) is bounded and continuous. The variational lower
bound now follows from Eq. (5.3), Lemmata 5.1 and 5.2, Fatou’s lemma and
the definition of I.

6 Variational upper bound

Let © € Py. We will construct a sequence (uV)yey with uV € Uy on a
common stochastic basis such that (3.4) holds:

1 1 &7
limsup¢ - E | — / lulN ()| 2dt
e

N—o0 2
1
<2 / / (W[ r(dyx dt)Or (dr) + F(Ox).
2 Jr JrUx[0,1)

+E [F(ﬂNﬂ}

Let (X, p, W) be the canonical process on Z (cf. end of Section 2). Then
((2,B(2),0), (QNSF), (X, p,W)) is a weak solution of Eq. (2.7). The filtration
(g}i) satisfies the usual conditions, where (G) denotes the ©-augmentation
of the canonical filtration (G;) (cf. Section 4).

Since the relaxed control process p appears linearly in Eq. (2.7), it cor-
responds, as far as the dynamics are concerned, to an ordinary (G;)-adapted
process u, namely

u(t,w) i/ Ypur(dy), t€0,T], we Z,
R41

where p,, ¢ is the derivative measure of p,, at time ¢. For the associated costs,

25



by Jensen’s inequality,

B [/j\a(twdt} B _/OT [ vt ]
:/OT /Rdl Iy!2pt(dy)]

., / |y2p<dy><dt>]7
R4 x[0,T

IN
=

whence u performs at least as well as p. Let p be the relaxed control random
variable corresponding to u according to (2.4). In general, p # p. However,
since both (X, p, W) and (X, 5, W) are solutions of Eq. (2.7) under © and
since the costs associated with u and thus p never exceed the costs associated
with p, we may and will assume that p = p.

Define a probability space (oo, F°, P ) together with a filtration (F7°)
as the countably infinite product of (Z,B(Z),0) and (GZ, ), respectively. For
a typical element of Qo let us write w = (w1, ws,...). For i € N define

WHe(t,w) = W(t,w;), w(t,wi) = u(t,w;), w € oo, t€[0,T].

Let p"> be the relaxed control random variable corresponding to u$®. By
construction, (p»>°, W), i € N, are independent and identically distributed
with common distribution the same as that of (p, W). In particular, W,
1 € N, are independent d;-dimensional standard Wiener processes.
For N € N, let XV ..., XN:N be the solution to the system of SDEs
dXN(t) = o(XHN(8), N () dt + o (XN (2), @Y (£))uS®(t)dt

+ o (XN @), i () dWER (), XN (0) =2t

where fiN(t) is the empirical measure of XV .. , XNV at time ¢. Thus,
X%N solves Eq. (2.3) with the same deterministic initial condition as before,
but on a different stochastic basis.

For each N € N define, in analogy with (5.2), a P(Z)-valued random
variable according to

N

~ o1

QN(B x Rx D) = v D i (B)- 8 oo (R) - Sy (L (D),
=1

26



BXxRxDeB(2),we Q. In analogy with (5.3) we have
(6.1)

Eo + Eoo [F(")]

1L T )
~ E lug® (t)|"dt
N i_1/0

1
2

Since (p>>°, W), i € N, are ii.d., the second and third component of
(QV)nen are tight. Tightness of the first component is an immediate con-
sequence of Assumption (A5). Thus, (QV)yen is tight as a family of P(Z)-
valued random variables.

Let Q be any limit point of (Q)yen defined on some probability space
(Q,]},f’). By Lemma 5.2 and its proof, it follows that, for P-almost all
w € Q, Q, corresponds to a weak solution of Eq. (2.7). Moreover, since
(p>°, W) i € N, are i.i.d. with common distribution (under P,), the
same as that of (p, W) (under ©), Varadarajan’s theorem [15: p. 399| implies
that, for P-almost all w € Q,

QuiBR1xw) =00 (p, W)™,

that is, the joint distribution of the second and third component of the
canonical process on Z under a typical Q,, equals the joint distribution of
the control and Wiener process with which we started.

By Assumption (A4), weak sense uniqueness holds for Eq. (2.7). There-
fore, for P-almost all w € Q,

Qw =0o (X7pa W)il-
In view of Eq. (6.1), the above identification of the limit points establishes
(3.4), the variational upper bound.
7 Remarks and extensions

A feature of the weak convergence approach to large deviations is its flexi-
bility. To illustrate this point we show in Subsection 7.2 how to extend the
Laplace principle established in Theorem 3.1 to weakly interacting systems
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described by stochastic delay (or functional) differential equations. Before,
in Subsection 7.1, we compare our result to the classical large deviation
principle (LDP) established in [10].

7.1 Comparison with existing results

In this subsection we compare our results with the now classical work [10].
One of the main assumptions in the latter work is the non-degeneracy of
the diffusion coefficient o. Although the expression for the rate function

T is not

(see Eq. (7.1) below) is well-defined even if the diffusion matrix oo
invertible, the assumption of non-degeneracy is important in the proof of the
LDP. Additionally, weak interaction is allowed only through the drift term.
Proofs proceed by first establishing a local version of the LDP which is then
lifted to a global result using careful exponential probability estimates.

The approach taken in the current paper does not require any exponential
estimates and proofs cover the setting of a degenerate o and models with
weak interactions in both the drift and diffusion coefficient. The significant
additional assumption made in the current work over [10] is (A3)—we require
strong existence and uniqueness of solutions to Eq. (2.1) whereas the cited
paper only assumes weak existence and uniqueness.

Of somewhat lesser significance is the difference in the topology consid-
ered on P(R?) and the space over which the LDP is formulated. In par-
ticular, in [10] the drift coefficient b need not be continuous on the entire
product space R% x P(Rd), where P(Rd) is equipped with the topology of
weak convergence, but only on R? x M., where My, is a set of probabil-
ity measures on B(R?) which satisfy certain moment bounds in terms of a
“Lyapunov function” ¢ : R — R. The set My is equipped with the “in-
ductive” topology induced by ¢ [10:Section 5.1]. Additional assumptions
in terms of this Lyapunov function are imposed which in particular ensure
that (u¥(t))o<i<r is a Moo-valued process with continuous sample paths
(see (B.2)—(B.4) in [10:Section 5.1]). With some additional work, we can
relax Assumption (A2) on the continuity of b, o in their second argument
and, under Lyapunov function conditions analogous to (B.2)—(B.4), obtain
an LDP in a space similar to the one used by [10], namely C([0,T], M). A
minor difficulty, with the approach taken here, in working with M, is that
the inductive topology is not metrizable. However, one can proceed as fol-
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lows. Let Py(R?) be the set of all probability measures v € P(R?) such that
[ Mz)v(dz) < oo, where A(x) = |z|ko(|z|, |z|) for some (suitable) symmet-
ric, continuous, non-negative and non-decreasing function kg [cf. 28:p. 123].
The topology of A-weak convergence, i.e., weak convergence plus convergence
of A-moments, makes Py (R%) a Polish space; cf. Theorems 6.3.1 and 6.3.3 in
[28: pp. 130-134]. Instead of (A2), we would assume that b, o are continuous
as functions defined on R% x Py(RY) with Py(R?) carrying the topology of
A-weak convergence. The function A plays the role of the Lyapunov func-
tion ¢ used in [10: Section 5.1|. The only further modification would regard
Assumption (A5). In addition to tightness of the sequences of empirical
measures (fi'V), one would have to guarantee that the time marginals i'¥ (t)
stay in Py(RY). An appropriate condition (which would be analogous to
conditions (B.2)-(B.4) in [10: Section 5.1]) could be formulated in terms of
the Lyapunov function.

The expression for the rate function as given in Eq. (1.5) in [10] is different
from the form given in Theorem 3.1 of the current paper. For simplicity we
consider the case where o is the identity matrix. The rate function (called
“action functional” in [10]) S is given by

17 - (B(t) — L(0(£))*0(t), I
(1) S(00)) = 2/0 feD:(G(t),\prP);éO 0t), IVf1%) at

if 6(.) : [0,T] - M is absolutely continuous and S(6(.)) = oo otherwise.
Here D is the Schwartz space of test functions R? — R with continuous

derivatives of all orders and compact support and L£(6(¢))* is the formal
adjoint of the generator £(0(t)), which operates on f € D according to

d
L)) = (bl 60)), VI (@) +5 >

Probability measures on B(R?) are interpreted as elements of D', the Schwartz
space of distributions consisting of all continuous linear functionals on D.
Absolute continuity of #(.) and the time derivatives 6(t) are defined accord-
ingly. With an abuse of notation, for ¢» € D" and f € D, ¥(f) is written as
(1, f). The operator L(6(t))* maps elements of D’ to D'.

As mentioned in Remark 3.2, for the special case where ¢ is the identity
matrix the family {4V (.), N € N} satisfies a large deviation principle with

29



rate function

(7.2) I0)= inf Ee [1/0T|u(t)|2dt},

= in
OEPoo:Ox=0 2

where inf () = oo by convention, u(t) = [ga, ype(dy), (X, W, p) is the canon-

ical process on (Z,B(2)) and ©-almost surely X satisfies,
dX (t) = b(X(t),0(t))dt + u(t)dt + dW (¢).

In order to see the relation between the rate functions (7.1) and (7.2) we
proceed, somewhat formally, as follows. Let © € P, be such that for some
measurable function v: [0,7] x R? — R% with v(t,.) € D for all ¢ € [0, T],
Jrar ype(dy) = Vu(t, X (t)), ©-almost surely. We denote the collection of all
such © by PL. Let 6 € P(X) be such that, for some © € PL 6 = ©4. Fix
such a ©. Under O, the first component X of the canonical process solves

dX(t) =b(X(t),0(t))dt + Vo(t, X (t))dt + dW (¢).
For f € D, applying It6’s formula to X, we get
F(X(t+h)) = f(X(1)
t+h ~ t+h ~ -
=/ L(0(s))(f)(X (s))ds + t Vf(X(s)) - Vo(s, X(s))ds
+ M(t+h) — M(1),
where M is a (G¢)-martingale under ©. Taking expectations in the above

display, dividing by h and sending h — 0, we obtain
<9(t) - £(9(t))*0(t), f> = <0(t>7 Vf ’ V’U(t, )> , te [O>T]

Then
sup (0(t) — LOW)0(), /I _ sup (0(t), V£ - Vo(t, )
repuo), w20 (0), IV FI?) FeDuo), v 2)20 (0(), [VFI?)
= (0(1),[Vo(t, )
= E¢ Uu(t)ﬂ .

Since the above relation holds for every © € PL satisfying § = O, we get

S(())= inf Eeg [1/OT|u(t)|2dt].

OecPL :0x=0 2
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A formal relation between the rate functions (7.1) and (7.2) is now appar-
ent. Making this connection more precise requires some work. In particular
one needs to argue that the infimum of the cost in the rate function (7.2)
can be restricted to Markov controls of the form u(t) = Vu(t, X (t)).

7.2 Processes with delay

Our approach allows one to treat more general It6 equations than those of
diffusion type with very little additional effort. A good example are SDEs
whose coeflicients are allowed to depend on the entire past of the state tra-
jectories. Let us make this more precise. Suppose that the coefficients b,
o are progressive functionals defined on [0,7] x X x P(R?), where we re-
call that X = C([0,T],R%); that is, b, o are Borel measurable and for each
t € [0,T], b, o restricted to [0,¢] x X x P(R?) is measurable with respect
to B([0,t]) x G¥ x B(P(R?)) where Gi* is the o-algebra generated by the
coordinate process on X. Eq. (2.1), the prelimit equation for an individual
particle (the i-th out of V), takes the form

(7.3) dX N () = b(t, XN N (8))dt + o (¢, XON, uN (1)) dWE (1),

The system of N equations given by (7.3) is a system of stochastic functional
differential equations or stochastic delay differential equations (SFDEs or
SDDESs). The corresponding uncontrolled limit equation reads

(7.4) dX(t) = b(t, X, Law(X(t)))dt + o (¢, X, Law (X (t)))dW (¢),

while the controlled versions of (7.3) and (7.4) will be

(7.5)
dXWN(t)y = b (6, XN, @V () dt + o (6, XN EN (1)) wi(t)dt
+o (8, XN N (1)) wi(8)dW (t)

(7.6)

AX(t) = b(t,X,Law()_((t)))dtJr( /]R dla(t,X,Law(X(m)ypt(dy)) it
+o (t, X, Law(X (t))) w(t)dW (¢)

respectively. In Eq. (7.5) wu; is the i-th component of u = (uq,...,uy) for
some u € Uy, while p in Eq. (7.6) is an adapted Ri-valued random variable
as in Eq. (2.7).
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The Laplace principle can now be established in the same way as above
except for two points which need modification. Those are the formulation
of the local martingale problem in Section 4 and the continuity assumption
(A2). Let us denote by (A3’) - (A5’) the analogues of Assumptions (A3) -
(A5), which are obtained by replacing all references to Equations (2.1), (2.2),
(2.3), (2.7) with Equations (7.3), (7.4), (7.5), (7.6), respectively.

As to the martingale problem, we have to redefine the processes M}a and
the “generators” A9 (f) according to

MP(t, (p,r,w)) = f((1), w(t)) = f((0),0)
~ [ [ A2 ranis,
0 JR%N
where for s € [0,7], o € X, y, 2z € R%,

A2 (1)@, y,2) = (b(s, 0, v0(5)) + 0 (s,0,v0(s))y, Vaf(p(s), 2))

+1 i (ooT); (s,,v0(s)) f (p(s),2)
2 = jk\S, ¥, Ve 8x38xk 2 )
dy

1 H?
L1 f

2 = 0210z

d d 32f
+ Z Z Okl (37 s V@)(S)) 0x1L02 (¢(s), 2).

k=11=1

(v (s), 2)

Notice that the test functions f are still elements of C?(R% x R%). With
these redefinitions, Lemma 4.1 continues to hold.

Assumption (A2) about the continuity of b, o has to be modified in
order to account for the time dependence and supplemented by a condition
of uniform continuity and boundedness, which is automatically satisfied in
the diffusion case.

(A2’) The functions b(t,.,.), o(t,.,.) are continuous, and uniformly contin-
uous and bounded on sets B x P whenever B C X is bounded and
P C P(R?) is compact, uniformly in ¢ € [0, 7).

Define the set P of probability measures on B(Z) as the set Py in
Section 3, replacing reference to Eq. (2.7) with Eq. (7.6). Then the following
large deviation (or Laplace) principle holds.
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Theorem 7.1. Grant Assumptions (A1), (A2’)—(A5’). Then the family of
empirical measures {N, N € N} associated with Equations (7.3) satisfies
the Laplace principle with rate function

1
1(0) = inf = 2 '
() @epg(axza 2/72/Rdlx[0,T]y| r(dy x dt)Or (dr)

Note that there is also a simpler looking form of the rate function as in
Remark 3.2. The proof of Theorem 7.1 is completely analogous to that of
Theorem 3.1 given in Sections 5 and 6. The proof of Lemma 5.2, in particular,
and specifically the use of the local martingale problem and randomized
stopping times there was tailored to fit not only the diffusion case, but the
case of dynamics with delay as well.

Lastly, note that we could further generalize our model to include the case
of coefficients b, o which also depend on the past of the empirical process. In
this case, b, o would be progressive functionals defined on [0, 7] x X x P(X),
and a Laplace principle could be established in the same way as before.
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A Appendix

A.1 Local martingales with respect to (G,) and (G,)

Let the notation be that of the proof of Lemma 5.2 in Section 5. Let © €
P(Z), f € C3(RY), and set M(t) = Mf@(t), t € [0,T]. Notice that M is a
random object defined on (2, B(Z)) with values in X = C([0, T], R?), which
can be identified with the random object living on (Z,B(Z)) given by

Z x[0,1] 3 (2,8) = (M(, 2))seco1] € X-

Let k € N. Suppose that M(. A 73) is a martingale under © = © x A with
respect to the canonical filtration (G;) in B(Z). Set

T (2) = 1(2,0), z€ Z.

We claim that M (.A7y) is a martingale under © with respect to the canonical
filtration (G;) in B(Z).

Proof. Since 7y, is a (G;)-stopping time and G; = G; x B([0,1]), t € [0,T7, it
follows that 77 is a (G;)-stopping time. Moreover, 77 is also a (Gy)-stopping
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time, because G; can be identified with G; x {0,[0,1]}, t € [0,7T], and (G X
{0,[0,1]}) is a subfiltration of (G;).
Let s,t € [0,T], s < t. We have to show that

Eo [M(tNT;) -1zl =Eg[M(sAT;)-1z] forall Z € G;.

Since M(. A7) is a martingale under © with respect to (G;) and 70 is also
a (Gy)-stopping time, it follows that M (. A 7p A 72) is a martingale under ©
with respect to (Gy). Yet for all (z,t) € Z,

(T AN2) (2, 1) = T (2,8) A i(2,0) = 11(2,0) = 77 (2)
by construction of 7, and definition of 7. Hence we know that
Eg [M(tATD) 1,] =By [M(sAT)-1,] foral Z € G,
Let Z € Gs. Then Z x [0,1] € G, and, by Fubini’s theorem,
Bo M(t A7) 121 = [ MtATE() - 12() 0(d2)
_ /[071] /Z M(EATE(2) - Lzx o) (22 @) ©(d2)A(da)

_ / M(t AT2(2) - 102 0) O(dz % da)
Z2x[0,1]

=Eg [M(t A7) 1zxp0,1]
=Eg [M(sAT)- lzx[o,lﬂ

= / M(s ATy (2) - 1zx(0.1)(2, @) O(dz x da)
Zx[0,1]

= Eo [M(sAT) 1],
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