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Abstract

In this paper, we proved moderate deviation principles for a fully coupled two-time-scale
stochastic systems, where the slow process is given by stochastic differential equations with
small noise, while the fast process is a rapidly changing purely jump process on finite state
space. The system is fully coupled in that the drift and diffusion coefficients of the slow process,
as well as the jump distribution of the fast process, depend on states of both processes. Moreover,
the diffusion component in the slow process can be degenerate. Our approach is based on the
combination of the weak convergence method from [A. Budhiraja, P. Dupuis, and A. Ganguly,
Electron. J. Probab. 23 (2018), pp. 1-33; Ann. Probab. 44 (2016), pp. 1723-1775] with Poisson
equation for the fast-varying purely jump process.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we study moderate deviation principles (MDPs) for a fully coupled two-time-scale
stochastic system (Xε(·), Y ε(·)). The Xε is a d-dimensional stochastic process given as the solution
of the following stochastic differential equations:

dXε(t) = b(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dt+
√
εσ(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dW (t), Xε(0) = x0, Y

ε(0) = y0, (1.1)

where ε is the small parameter, W (·) represents a d-dimensional Brownian motion. The functions
b : Rd × L → Rd and σ : Rd × L → Rd×d are continuous functions satisfying suitable conditions,
which will be specified later.

The Y ε is a fast-varying jump process defined over a finite state space L = {1, . . . , |L|}, and its
transition probabilities are determined by q : L× L× Rd → [0, 1], which depends on both Xε and
Y ε. Specifically, the transition rates of Y ε are defined as:

P(Y ε(t+∆) = j|Y ε(t) = i,Xε(t) = x) =

{
ε−1qij(x)∆ + o(∆), if j ̸= i,
1 + ε−1qii(x)∆ + o(∆), otherwise.

Here qij(x) is the shorthand of q(i, j, x) for x ∈ Rd, and Q(x) := (qij(x))i,j∈L is the generator
of a Markov chain. The process Y ε is also called state-dependent regime-switching process and is
widely used to model the discrete random events in systems such as manufacturing, product planing,
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queuing networks, Monte Carlo simulations, and wireless communications, and so on. We refer to
the work [40] for its comprehensive study on switching process.

A key feature of system (1.1) is its combination of continuous dynamics (via Xε) and discrete
events (via Y ε). The process Xε evolves on a slower timescale compared to Y ε, which oscillates
rapidly due to the timescale factor ε−1. Under suitable conditions, the fast process Y ε, for fixed
x ∈ Rd, admits a unique invariant measure µx = {µxi }i∈L, leading to the well-known averaging
principle. That is, Xε converges to the solution of an averaged equation:

dX̄(t) = b̄(X̄(t))dt, X̄(t) = x0, (1.2)

in various sense, where b̄(x) :=
∑

i∈L b(x, i)µ
x
i ; see recent work [27] on averaging principle for two

time-scale regime-switching diffusions. For x ∈ Rd and i, j ∈ L, we sometimes write b(x, i), σ(x, i), q(i, j, x)
as bi(x), σi(x), qij(x) for notation convenience. For each (x, i, j) ∈ Rd ×L×L, we let Eij(x) be the
interval [0, qij(x)]. Define

ζ := sup
(x,i,j)∈Rd×L×L

|qij(x)|+ 1 <∞.

We denote by λ = λζ the Lebesgue measure on the space ([0, ζ],B([0, ζ])).
In this paper, we focus on deviations of Xε(t) from the averaged solution X̄(t) as ε → 0,

specifically on analyzing the asymptotic behavior of trajectory:

ηε(t) =
Xε(t)− X̄(t)√

εh(ε)
, t ∈ [0, T ], (1.3)

as ε→ 0, where h(ε) is the deviation scale satisfying

h(ε) → +∞,
√
εh(ε) → 0, as ε→ 0. (1.4)

The result concerning to decay rate of probabilities for ηε is called moderate deviation principles.
It bridges the gap between central limit theorems (CLTs) and large deviation principles (LDPs). If
h(ε) = 1, the limiting behavior of ηε(t) falls in the domain of CLTs; see [37]. For h(ε) = ε−1/2, the
limiting behavior of ηε(t) leads to large deviation principles in [6], where the authors established
the large deviation principle for Xε in C([0, T ];Rd) as ε → 0, using the weak convergence method
[9]. Define the function ℓ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) by ℓ(x) = x log x− x+ 1. Let

T := {(i, j) ∈ L× L : qij(x) > 0 for some x ∈ Rd},
R := {φ = (φij)(i,j)∈T : φij : [0, T ]× [0, ζ] → R+ is a measurable map, (i, j) ∈ T}.

They demonstrated Xε adheres to LDPs with speed ε−1 and rate function J(·) given by

J(ξ) = inf
(u,φ,π)∈V(ξ)

{∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φij(s, z))πi(s)λζ(dz)ds

}
, (1.5)

where V(ξ) is the collection of all {u = (ui), φ = (φij), π = (πi)} ∈ (M([0, T ];Rd))|L| × R ×
M([0, T ];P(L)), such that

∫ T
0 ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds <∞, and for each i ∈ L,

ξ(t) = x0 +
∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
bj(ξ(s))πj(s)ds+

∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
σj(ξ(s))uj(s)πj(s)ds, t ∈ [0, T ],
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and ∑
i∈L

πi(s)Γ
φi,·(s,·)
ij (ξ(s)) = 0, for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L, (1.6)

where, for ψ = {ψj}j∈L with each ψj : [0, ζ] → R+ measurable, the Γψij is defined as

Γψij(x) =

{ ∫
Eij(x)

ψj(z)λζ(dz), i ̸= j,

−
∑

y:y ̸=j Γ
ψ
jy(x), i = j.

(1.7)

Here M([0, T ];Rd),M([0, T ];P(L)) denote the space of measurable maps from [0, T ] to Rd and from
[0, T ] to P(L), respectively.

The primary objective of this paper is to investigate moderate deviation principles (MDPs) for
the process Xε (or say large deviation principle for ηε), focusing on the intermediate regime between
CLT and LDP. To the best of our knowledge, no prior results have been established for the MDP
of Xε in a fast-varying purely-jump random environment on a finite state space. We address this
gap in current paper. For a general theory of large deviations, we refer to the works of [8, 9, 11].

The study of large and moderate deviation principles for two-time-scale (or multi-time-scale)
stochastic dynamics has attracted considerable interest in the research community recent years.
Early work on moderate deviations for diffusion processes can be traced back to [1, 12], which
considered cases where the slow motion has no diffusion coefficients. In [14], Guillin explored the
MDPs for the diffusion process Xε of the form (1.1), where the fast-varying environment Y ε is
modeled as an exponentially ergodic Markov process, independent of the Brownian motion W (·).
Such work builds on [15], which addresses MDPs for inhomogeneous functionals of exponentially
ergodic Markov processes. When the fast-varying process is modeled by a finite-state homogeneous
or non-homogeneous Markov chain, MDPs were developed in [17] for diffusion processes and in
[34] for Langevin dynamics. The literature mentioned above generally assume that the fast-varying
process is independent of the slow process.

In contrast, coupled systems have also been investigated a lot. In [28], Morse and Spiliopulos
examined MDPs for fully coupled fast-slow diffusions using Poisson equations and weak convergence
method. The Poisson equation approach can also be extended to study infinite dimensional fast-
slow dynamics, where an elliptic Kolmogorov equation in Hilbert space replaces the role of the
Poisson equation. Interested reader are referred to the work of [13] which studied MDPs for fast-slow
stochastic reaction-diffusion equations, where the slow process has diffusion coefficients independent
of the fast dynamics. The MDPs of fully coupled fast-slow stochastic reaction-diffusion equations
still remain an open problem due to the lack of regularity results for elliptic Kolmogorov equations
in infinite dimensional space. For further insights on LDPs and MDPs in two- or multi-time-scale
stochastic dynamics, readers are referred to [16, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 32, 38, 39] and references therein.

The MDPs for fully coupled stochastic differential equations where the fast process is given by a
state-dependent regime-switching process is still unknown. Though we still rely on Poisson equation
technique, the discrete feature of fast process makes analysis more difficult and results are different
compared to that of fast-slow diffusions in [28]. The starting point of our approach is the variational
representation for the expectation of positive functionals of Brownian motions and Poisson random
measures, as developed in [2] and [7]. Using this representation, we apply the weak convergence
method to analyze asymptotic behavior of the system. One major advantage of this method is
that it avoids proving exponential tightness and calculating exponential-type probability estimates,
which are typically challenging with traditional methods. Instead, one only needs to establish the
tightness of a controlled dynamics and analyze limiting behaviors of key quantities. In the context
of moderate deviations, the controlled dynamics are described by (Xε,uε,φε , Y ε,uε,φε), the solution
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to (2.11). Our primary focus is on the limiting behavior of ηε,uε,φε , the controlled version of ηε,
defined as:

ηε,u
ε,φε(t) :=

Xε,uε,φε(t)− X̄(t)√
εh(ε)

, t ∈ [0, T ]. (1.8)

Despite various advantages of the weak convergence method, there are still challenges in proving
the tightness of the controlled process, particularly in two- or multi-time-scale systems. The first
challenge arises from a singular term in the decomposition (2.14) of ηε,uε,φε :

1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0

[
b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))

]
ds,

which involves the factor 1/
√
εh(ε) that diverges as ε → 0. To address this difficulty, we apply

Poisson equation techniques combined with some approximation methods allowing us to use Itô
formula to manage the singular term. Compared to the case in [28], where the fast process is a
diffusion process, our state space of fast processes is finite and discrete. Furthermore, the diffusion
coefficient in the slow process can be degenerate. For the study of Poisson equation concerning to
diffusion, we refer to the work [30, 31] and reference therein. Recently, Sun and Xie [37] studied the
Poisson equation for the fast-varying purely jump process and apply them to investigate averaging
principles and CLTs for multi-scale stochastic differential equations with state-dependent switching.
One of the motivation of this work comes from [37].

The second challenge is identifying a suitable space in which the centered and normalized control
{ψε} is tight, where ψε := (φε−1)/

√
εh(ε). In case of LDPs for Xε, the boundedness of the control

cost LT,2(φε) in (2.7) ensures the tightness of φε in a suitable space, which guarantees the tightness
of the controlled process Xε,uε,φε(·). However, in the moderate deviations setting, even though we
have a stronger bound on the control cost, i.e., LT,2(φε) ≤ Mεh2(ε) for some constant M > 0,
the tightness of φε alone does not guarantee the tightness of ηε,uε,φε(·). Remember in moderate
deviations context, the focus is on ηε,u

ε,φε and we need to establish the tightness of ψε. However,
although each ψε is square integrable for fixed ε > 0, the family {ψε} does not admit a uniform
L2([0, T ]× [0, ζ]) bound as ε→ 0. The singular coefficient 1/(

√
εh(ε)) can cause the norms to blow

up and prevents {ψε}ε>0 from being tight. To resolve this, we use the idea in [5] to split ψε into
two terms: one of which lies in a closed ball in L2([0, T ]× [0, ζ]), while the other approaches zero in
a suitable manner. By combining the Poisson equation for fast-varying purely jump processes, the
splitting technique in [5], and some approximation methods, we establish the tightness of ηε,uε,φε

and subsequently prove the MDP of Xε using weak convergence method.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we introduce notation and

assumptions, followed by some preliminary results and our main findings. Section 3 presents an
equivalent form of the rate function and establishes its goodness. In Section 4, we examine the
limiting behavior of the controlled process, with a focus on proving its tightness. Section 5 is dedi-
cated to proving large deviation upper bound for ηε, while Section 6 establishes the corresponding
lower bound. In Section 7, we extend our main results from bounded to unbounded drift. Finally,
Section 8 extends the result to the case where the slow process is a jump diffusion, discusses the
main challenges in generalizing the analysis from a finite to a countable state space for the Markov
chain, and presents the corresponding result when the fast-varying process belongs to a specific class
of jump diffusions in the Euclidean space.

2 Preliminaries and main results

In this paper, we use the following notation. For a Polish space S, let P(S) denote the space of
probability measures on S, and MF (S) denote the space of finite measures on S, both equipped with
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the topology of weak convergence. The space of continuous functions from [0, T ] to S, equipped with
the uniform topology, is denoted by C([0, T ];S). We denote the space of continuous and bounded
functions on S by Cb(S). For a finite set L, |L| represents the cardinality of L, and M(L) denotes the
space of real-valued functions on L. Given f ∈ M(L) and a probability function r : L → [0, 1], we
use r(A) to denote

∑
x∈A r(x) for any subset A ⊂ L, and

∫
L f(x)r(dx) to represent

∑
x∈L f(x)r(x).

The space of Borel maps from [0, T ] to S is denoted by M([0, T ];S). For a vector z ∈ Rd, z⊤ denotes
its transpose. In the following, we use K to denote a generic constant varying from time to time.

We proceed with the following assumptions.
(H1) For each i ∈ L, the function b(·, i) is bounded, continuously differentiable, and has a bounded
first-order derivative. Moreover, there exists a constant L0 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all i, j ∈ L and
x, x′ ∈ Rd, the following Lipschitz continuity holds:

∥b(x, i)− b(x′, i)∥+ ∥σ(x, i)− σ(x′, i)∥+ |q(x, i, j)− q(x′, i, j)| ≤ L0∥x− x′∥. (2.1)

(H2) The generator Q(x) = (qij(x))i,j∈L : Rd → RL×L is measurable function such that for x ∈ Rd,
qij(x) ≥ 0, ∀i ̸= j ∈ L,

∑
j∈L qij(x) = 0,∀i ∈ L. Moreover, we assume Q(x) is irreducible. That is,

for any x ∈ Rd, the following equation

µxQ(x) = 0 and
∑
i∈L

µxi = 1, (2.2)

has a unique solution µx = (µx1 , . . . , µ
x
|L|) with µxi > 0 for all i ∈ L. The transition probability

matrix P xt := {P xt (i, j)}i,j∈L associated with Q(x) is assumed to be exponentially ergodic uniformly
in x, i.e., there exists K > 0, ϱ > 0 such that

sup
i∈L,x∈Rd

∥P xt (i, ·)− µx∥var ≤ Ke−ϱt, ∀ t > 0.

(H3) There exists a constant KQ > 0 such that for all x, x′ ∈ Rd,

∥Q(x)−Q(x′)∥ℓ1 := sup
i∈L

∑
j ̸=i

|qij(x)− qij(x
′)| ≤ KQ∥x− x′∥,

and
κ̄Q := sup

i∈L
sup

j∈L,j ̸=i
sup
x∈Rd

qij(x) <∞ κQ := inf
x∈Rd

min
(i,j)∈T

qij(x) > 0.

Remark 2.1. Under assumptions (H2) and (H3), the invariant measure {µxi }i∈L is unique and has
a positive lower bound, i.e.,

inf
x∈Rd

min
j∈L

µxj := µ > 0, (2.3)

see [6] and reference therein.

It is well-known that the dynamics of discrete component or the switching process Y ε can
be described by a stochastic differential equation driven by a finite collection of Poisson random
measures (PRMs); see [26, 36]. For (i, j) ∈ T, let N̄ij be a PRM on [0, ζ] × [0, T ] × R+ with
intensity measure λζ ⊗ λT ⊗ λ∞, where λT and λ∞ denote the Lebesgue measure on [0, T ] and R+,
respectively, on some complete filtered probability space {Ω,F , {Ft},P} such that N̄ij(A× [0, t]×
B)− tλζ(A)λ∞(B) is a {Ft}-martingale for all A ∈ B([0, ζ]) and B ∈ B(R+) with λ∞(B) < ∞. It
implies that N ε−1

ij (dz×dt) := N̄ij(dz×dt×[0, ε−1]) is a PRM on [0, ζ]×[0, T ] with intensity measure
ε−1λζ ⊗ λT . It can be regarded as a random variable with values in the space of finite measure
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MF ([0, ζ]×[0, T ]) on [0, ζ]×[0, T ] endowed with weak convergence topology. We assume (N̄ij)(i,j)∈T
are mutually independent and there is an d-dimensional Ft-Brownian motion W , independent of
{N̄ij}, on {Ω,F , {Ft},P}. Moreover, we assume for 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T ,

{W (t)−W (s), N̄ij(A× (s, t]×B) : A ∈ B([0, ζ]), B ∈ B(R+), (i, j) ∈ T}

is independent of Fs.
For each (i, j) ∈ T, let φij belong to the class of measurable mapping from [0, T ]× [0, ζ]×Ω →

[0,∞), we define the counting process Nφij
ij on [0, ζ]× [0, T ] by

N
φij
ij (U × [0, t)) =

∫
U×[0,t]×[0,∞)

1[0,φ(z,s)](r)N̄ij(dzdsdr). (2.4)

The above Nφij
ij can be recognized as a controlled random measure with φij selecting the intensity

for points at location z and time s in a possible random but nonanticipating way. If φij(z, s, ω) ≡
ϑ ∈ (0,∞), we write Nφij

ij = Nϑ
ij .

The Markov process (Xε, Y ε) = {Xε(t), Y ε(t)}0≤t≤T then can be written as the unique pathwise
solution of the following fully coupled stochastic differential equations driven by Brownian motions
and Poisson random measures:

dXε(t) = b(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dt+
√
εσ(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dW (t), Xε(0) = x0,

dY ε(t) =
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,ζ]

(j − i)1{Y ε(t−)=i}1Eij(Xε(t))(z)N
ε−1

ij (dz × dt), Y ε(0) = y0. (2.5)

For the existence and uniqueness of (2.5), we refer to the work [36, pp. 103-104], as well as
[21, 22]. The uniqueness of the solution implies that for every ε > 0, there exists a measurable
map, denoted by Ḡε : C([0, T ];Rd) × (MF ([0, ζ] × [0, T ]))|T| → C([0, T ];Rd), such that Xε =
Ḡε(

√
εW, {εN ε−1

ij }). Consequently, there exists a measurable map Gε : C([0, T ];Rd)× (MF ([0, ζ]×
[0, T ]))|T| → C([0, T ];Rd) such that ηε = Gε(

√
εW, {εN ε−1

ij }), where ηε is defined in (1.3).
To study the LDP for ηε (i.e., moderate deviation principle for Xε), we will employ the weak

convergence method; see [2, 7, 9, 33]. To this end, we first give a variational representation for
the positive exponential functional of ηε. Denote by PF the predictable σ-field on [0, T ] × Ω
associated with the filtration {Ft}0≤t≤T . Let PF [T] := {φ = (φij)(i,j)∈T : φij is PF ⊗ B([0, ζ]) \
B[0,∞)-measurable for all (i, j) ∈ T}. For h : [0, T ] → Rd, we let

LT,1(h) =
1

2

∫ T

0
∥h(s)∥2ds. (2.6)

For φ = {φij}(i,j)∈T such that φij : [0, T ]× [0, ζ] → [0,∞), let

LT,2(φ) =
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φij(s, z))λζ(dz)ds. (2.7)

For any φ ∈ PF [T], the quantity LT,2(φ) =
∑

(i,j)∈T
∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ] ℓ(φij(s, z, ω))λζ(dz)ds is well defined

as a [0,∞]-valued random variable. For n ∈ N, let PF [T]b = {φ ∈ PF [T] : ∃n ∈ N, φij(s, z, ω) ∈
[n−1, n],∀ (s, z, ω) ∈ [0, T ]× [0, ζ]× Ω, (i, j) ∈ T}.

For ε > 0 and M <∞, we will consider the following space:

SM+,ε := {φ : [0, T ]× [0, ζ] → R+|LT,2(φ) ≤Mεh2(ε)},
SMε := {ψ : [0, T ]× [0, ζ] → R |ψ = (φ− 1)/

√
εh(ε), φ ∈ SM+,ε}.

(2.8)

6



Define SM2 = {h : [0, T ] → Rd : LT,1(h) ≤ M}, SM2,ε = {h : [0, T ] → Rd : LT,1(h) ≤ Mh2(ε)}.
Let AM

2 be the set of h : [0, T ] → R such that h(·, ω) ∈ SM2 ,P-a.s., and define A2 := ∪∞
M=1AM

2 .
Similarly, let A2,ε be the set of all h such that h(·, ω) ∈ SM2,ε, P-a.s., and define A2,ε = ∪∞

M=1AM
2,ε.

Moreover, let AM
+,ε be the set of all φ(·, ·, ω) ∈ PF [T]b such that φij(·, ·, ω) ∈ SM+,ε,P-a.s. for each

(i, j) ∈ T. Define A+,ε := ∪∞
M=1AM

+,ε. Likewise, define AM
ε as the set of all φ(·, ·, ω) ∈ PF [T] such

that φij(·, ·, ω) ∈ SMε , P-a.s. for each (i, j) ∈ T, and let Aε := ∪∞
M=1AM

ε .
Define Ũ+

b = A2,ε ×A+,ε and U+
b = A2 ×A+,ε. Using these space, and recalling the variational

representation formula for functionals of Brownian motions from [2] as well as for Poisson random
measures from [3, 7], we obtain the following:

Theorem 2.2. Let F be a bounded and measurable real-valued function, we have

− logE
[
e−F (W (·),Nϑ)

]
= inf
(v,φ)∈Ũ+

b

E
[
LT,1(v) + ϑLT,2(φ) + F

(
W (·) +

∫ ·

0
v(s)ds,Nϑφ

)]
,

(2.9)

where ϑ ∈ (0,∞) is a constant and Nϑ := (Nϑ
ij)(i,j)∈T with Nϑ

ij defined under (2.4).

In Theorem 2.2, we set F (W (·), Nϑ) := h2(ε)F ◦ Gε(
√
εW, {εN ε−1

ij }) = h2(ε)F (ηε(·)). Dividing
by h2(ε) to both sides of (2.9), we obtain variational representation formula for functional of ηε:

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
= inf
(v,φ)∈Ũ+

b

E
[ 1

h2(ε)
LT,1(v) +

1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ) + F ◦ Gε(

√
εW +

∫ ·

0
v(s)ds, εN ε−1φ)

]
= inf
(u,φ)∈U+

b

E
[
LT,1(u) +

1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ) + F ◦ Gε(

√
εW (·) +

∫ ·

0
h(ε)uε(s)ds, εN ε−1φ)

]
.

(2.10)

where u := v/h(ε). For the remainder of the paper, we will use control variable u in place of v.
Using the control pair (uε, φε) ∈ U+

b , we consider the controlled processes:
dXε,uε,φε(t)= b(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))dt+

√
εσ(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))dW (t)

+
√
εh(ε)σ(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))uε(t)dt

dY ε,uε,φε(t)=
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,ζ]

(j − i)1{Y ε,uε,φε (t−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (t))(z)N
ε−1φεij
ij (dz × dt),

(2.11)

where Xε,uε,φε(0) = x0, Y
ε,uε,φε(0) = y0. Define

ηε,u
ε,φε(t) :=

Xε,uε,φε(t)− X̄(t)√
εh(ε)

, t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.12)

From the pathwise solvability of (2.11) and Girsanov’s theorem, we have Xε,uε,φε = Ḡε(
√
εW (·) +∫ ·

0 h(ε)u
ε(s)ds, {εN

ε−1φεij
ij }) is the unique solution of (2.11). Hence ηε,uε,φε

= Gε(
√
εW (·) +

∫ ·
0 h(ε)u

ε(s)ds, {εN
ε−1φεij
ij }). Therefore, the variational representation (2.10) yields

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
= inf
(uε,φε)∈U+

b

E
[
LT,1(u

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε) + F (ηε,u
ε,φε))

]
. (2.13)
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Letting ε→ 0, from (2.13), we need to study the asymptotic behavior of ηε,uε,φε by proving its
tightness and characterizing its limiting behavior. To do this, based on the definition of (2.12), we
can decompose ηε,uε,φε as follows:

ηε,u
ε,φε(t) =

Xε,uε,φε(t)− X̄(t)√
εh(ε)

=

∫ t

0

1√
εh(ε)

[
b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(X̄(s))

]
ds

+

∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds+

1

h(ε)

∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

=

∫ t

0

1√
εh(ε)

[
b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))

]
ds

+

∫ t

0

1√
εh(ε)

[
b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(X̄(s))

]
ds

+

∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds+

1

h(ε)

∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

=:

4∑
k=1

ηε,u
ε,φε

k (t).

(2.14)

We note that the only term above causing trouble to prove tightness is ηε,u
ε,φε

1 whose coeffi-
cients 1/

√
εh(ε) diverge as ε → 0. For the singular coefficient in ηε,u

ε,ηε

2 , we note that the mean
value theorem implies (b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s)) − b̄(X̄(s)))/

√
εh(ε) = ∇b̄(X+,ε(s))ηε,u

ε,φε(s) hold for some
X̄+,ε(s) = aXε,uε,φε(s) + (1 − a)X̄(s) with a ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, the singular coefficient 1/

√
εh(ε) in

ηε,u
ε,ηε

2 is effectively absorbed into ηε,u
ε,φε(s), ensuring the application of Gronwall’s inequality.

This term is harmless. In Section 4, we will first address the singular term ηε,u
ε,φε

1 using the Poisson
equation discussed in [37]. Specifically, we let Φ(x, y) satisfy the following Poisson equation on finite
state space L:

Q(x)Φ(x, ·)(i) = −
[
b(x, i)− b̄(x)

]
with

|L|∑
i=1

Φ(x, i)µxi = 0, (2.15)

where Q(x) is the generator of a Markov chain {Y x,i} with initial value Y x,i(0) = i, and {µxi }i∈L
is the unique invariant measure of Y x,i. Define b̃(x, i) := b(x, i) − b̄(x), then it satisfies so-called
“central condition”: ∑

i∈L b̃(x, i)µ
x
i = 0, ∀x ∈ Rd.

Under our assumptions, the Poisson equation (2.15) has a unique solution Φ which is bounded
and Lipschitz continuous; see [29] for details. Due to the lack of regularity of Φ under (H2) and
(H3), we approximate it by Φm in Lemma 4.1, enabling us to apply Itô formula. This leads to
establishing the uniform boundedness and tightness for ηε,u

ε,φε

1 in Lemma 4.5. We then prove the
tightness of ηε,uε,φε and characterize its limit in Proposition 4.8.

2.1 Main results

Recall the definition of Γψij in (1.7). We note that for any ψ = {ψj}j∈L with ψj : [0, ζ] → R+

which is measurable and integrable for each j ∈ L, it can be identified with θ = (θj)j∈L, where
θj := ψj(z)dz takes values in MF ([0, ζ]) for each j ∈ L. We define Γθ(x) as follows:

Γθij(x) =

{
θj(Eij(x)), i ̸= j,
−
∑

y:y ̸=j θy(Ejy(x)), i = j.
(2.16)
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In the above, we encode ψ as measure θ. This measure formulation is more convenient when
discussing topologies.

We now in the position to state our main results. For η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd), we define:

I(η) = inf
(u,ψ,π)∈V(η)

{∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

∑
(i,j)∈T

1

2

∫ T

0

∫ ζ

0
|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds

}
, (2.17)

where V(η) is the collection of all {u = (ui), ψ = (ψij), π = (πi)} ∈ (M([0, T ];Rd))|L| × (L2([0, T ]×
[0, ζ]))|T| × M([0, T ];P(L)) such that for each i ∈ L and each (i, j) ∈ T,

∫ T
0 ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds < ∞

and
∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ] |ψij(s, z)|

2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds <∞ and for each i,

η(t)=

∫ t

0
∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)ds+

∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
σj(X̄(s))uj(s)πj(s)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,t]×[0,ζ]

[
Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)

]
πi(s)1Eij(X̄(s))(z)ψij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds,

(2.18)

and for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L, ∑
i∈L πi(s)Γij(X̄(s)) = 0. (2.19)

Here, Γij denotes Γψij in (1.7) with ψ = 1.
We say a function I : C([0, T ];Rd) → [0,∞] is a good rate function if it has a compact level sets

on C([0, T ];Rd), that is, for every α > 0, the set {η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) : I(η) ≤ α} is a compact subset
of C([0, T ];Rd). The following is our main result.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose (H1)-(H3) hold. The function defined in (2.17) is a good rate function on
C([0, T ];Rd). The {ηε}ε>0 satisfies the Laplace principle on C([0, T ];Rd) with speed h−2(ε) and rate
function I defined in (2.17). That is, for all bounded and continuous function F : C([0, T ];Rd) → R,
we have

lim
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
= inf

η∈C([0,T ];Rd)

{
F (η) + I(η)

}
. (2.20)

Due to the equivalence between the Laplace principle and large deviation principles, we have {Xε}
satisfies a MDP with speed h−2(ε) and rate function I.

We would extend the above main result to allow for unbounded drift coefficient b(·, i) for each
i ∈ L, thereby removing the boundedness condition on b(·, i) in (H1). We assume
(H1)′ For each i ∈ L, the function b(·, i) is continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives.
Moreover, the Lipschitz conditions (2.1) hold.

Corollary 2.4. Under conditions (H1)′, (H2) and (H3), the process {Xε}ε>0 satisfies the moderate
deviation principle on C([0, T ];Rd) with speed h−2(ε) and rate function I given by (2.17).

For the rest of the paper, we aim to prove (2.20). To this purpose, it is sufficient to prove the
Laplace principle lower bound

lim sup
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
≥ inf

η∈C([0,T ];Rd)
{F (η) + I(η)}, (2.21)

and the Laplace principle upper bound

lim inf
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
≤ inf

η∈C([0,T ];Rd)
{F (η) + I(η)}. (2.22)

The proof of (2.21) is in Section 5 and the proof of (2.22) is given in Section 6. The proof of
Corollary 2.4 is discussed in Section 7.
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3 The equivalent form of the rate function and its goodness

In this section, we first represent an equivalent formulation of the rate function defined in (2.17).
We then demonstrate the goodness of the rate function by establishing the compactness of the level
set {η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) : I(η) ≤ α} for α > 0. This alternative equivalent form proves to be more
convenient to work with. Our approach follow the framework outlined in [6, Section 2.2, 2.3], but
for completeness and reader’s convenience, we provide detailed explanations.

3.1 An equivalent representation of the rate function

Recall λζ is Lebesgue measure on [0, ζ]. Let d̂ : MF ([0, ζ]) → [0,∞] be defined by

d̂(θ) :=


∫
[0,ζ]

∣∣∣ dθ(z)
dλζ(z)

∣∣∣2λζ(dz), if θ ≪ λζ ,

∞, otherwise.
(3.1)

For θ = (θi)i∈L with θi ∈ MF ([0, ζ]), with certain abuse of notation, we define d̂(θ) :=
∑

i∈L d̂(θi).
For 0 ≤ a < b ≤ T , denote by H[a,b] the space

H[a,b] := [a, b]× L× (MF [0, ζ])
L × Rd.

When [a, b] = [0, t], we denote H[0,t] as Ht. Let Pleb(HT ) be the space of finite measures Π on HT

such that for all 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ T , Π(H[a,b]) = b − a. This says that the measure Π ∈ MF (HT ) is in
Pleb(HT ) if and only if the first marginal of Π is the Lebesgue measure λT on [0, T ], i.e., [Π]1 = λT .
Here, [Π]i is the marginal on the i-th coordinate of HT for Π ∈ MF (HT ). For notation simplicity,
we refer to a typical element (s, y, θ, z) ∈ HT as v. Then the measure Π captures the time s, the
state of controlled fast processes y, the measures that governs the jump rates θ, and the control
variable z applied to perturb the mean of the Brownian motion. For η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd), we define
Ps(η) as the family of all Π ∈ Pleb(HT ) such that

∫
HT ∥z∥2Π(dv) < ∞ and

∫
HT d̂(θ)Π(dv) < ∞,

and
η(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)Π(dv) +

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv),
(3.2)

and for all j ∈ L and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], ∫
Ht

Γyj(X̄(s))Π(dv) = 0. (3.3)

Equation (3.2) describes the limiting controlled dynamics, while (3.3) ensures that the condi-
tional distribution of Π with respect to the y-variable corresponds to the stationary distribution
associated with the generator Γθ(X̄(s)), given the time instant s ∈ [0, T ], the state X̄(s) of the aver-
aged dynamics, and the rate control measure θ. We now define the function Î : C([0, T ];Rd) → [0,∞]
as follows:

Î(η) = inf
Π∈Ps(η)

{∫
HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv)

}
. (3.4)

Before proving the equivalence of I and Î, we recall regularity results for the solution Φ of Poisson
equation (2.15) in [37, Theorem 2.2] for a countable-state Markov chain.
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Theorem 3.1. Suppose conditions (H2)-(H3) hold with |L| = ∞ and ∥b̃(x, ·)∥∞ <∞ for all x ∈ Rd,
then equation (2.15) admits a unique solution Φ(x, i) =

∫∞
0 E

[
b(x, Y x,i(t))− b̄(x)

]
dt satisfying

∥Φ(x, ·)∥∞ := sup
i∈L

∥Φ(x, i)∥ ≤ K∥b̃(x, ·)∥∞, (3.5)

where {Y x,i}t≥0 is the unique L-valued Markov chain generated by generator Q(x) with initial value
Y x,i
0 = i. Moreover, if Q ∈ C1(Rd,R|L|×|L|) and b̃ ∈ C1(Rd ×L;Rd), then there exists a constant K

such that for any x ∈ Rd,

∥∂xΦ(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K
(
∥b̃(x, ·)∥∞∥∇Q(x)∥+ ∥∂xb̃(x, ·)∥∞

)
.

If Q ∈ C2(Rd,R|L|×|L|) and b̃ ∈ C2(Rd×L,Rd), then there exists a K > 0 such that for any x ∈ Rd,

∥∂2xΦ(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K
[
∥b̃(x, ·)∥∞

(
∥∇Q(x)∥+ ∥∇Q(x)∥2 + ∥∇2Q(x)∥

)
+∥∂xb̃(x, ·)∥∞∥∇Q(x)∥+ ∥∂2xb̃(x, ·)∥∞

]
.

Remark 3.2. The boundedness assumption of b in (H1) for finite state Markov chain implies that
there exists a constant K > 0 s.t. ∥Φ(x, ·) − Φ(y, ·)∥∞ ≤ K∥x − y∥, ∥Φ(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K; see [37,
Remark 3.3].

Proposition 3.3. For every η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd), Î(η) = I(η).

Proof. Fix η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd), we first prove Î(η) ≤ I(η). Without loss of generality, we assume
I(η) <∞, otherwise it is trivial. For ε > 0 and let (u, ψ, π) ∈ V(η) be such that∑

i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

∑
(i,j)∈T

1

2

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds ≤ I(η) + ε. (3.6)

Define θ̄ij(s, dz) ∈ MF [0, ζ] for i, j ∈ L and s ∈ [0, T ] by

θ̄ij(s, dz) :=

{
ψij(s, z)λζ(dz), if (i, j) ∈ T and z 7→ ψij(s, z) is integrable,
0, otherwise.

Let θ̄i(s) := (θ̄ij(s, ·))j∈L. Then define Π ∈ Pleb(HT ) by

Π([a, b]× {i} ×A×B) :=

∫ b

a
πi(s)δθ̄i(s)(A)δui(s)(B)ds.

for A ∈ B((MF [0, ζ])
|L|), B ∈ B(Rd), 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ T , and i ∈ L. It is not difficult to see

that Π ∈ Ps(η) and
∫
HT

1
2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv) equals to the left side of (3.6). Thus we proved

Î(η) ≤ I(η) + ε. Since ε is arbitrary small. We proved Î(η) ≤ I(η) for all η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd).
We now prove the inverse inequality I(η) ≤ Î(η). Likewise, we assume, without loss of generality,

Î(η) <∞. Let Π ∈ Ps(η) be such that
∫
HT

1
2

[
∥z∥2+ d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv) ≤ Î(η)+ε. Denote by [Π]34|12(dθ×

dz|y, s) the conditional distribution on the third and fourth coordinates given the first and second.
We can disintegrate the measure Π as

Π(ds× {y} × dθ × dz) = ds πy(s)[Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s).

Define
uy(s) :=

∫
(MF [0,ζ])|L|×Rd

z [Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s), y ∈ L, s ∈ [0, T ],
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and for (y, s) ∈ L× [0, T ], let

θ̄y(s) :=

∫
(MF [0,ζ])L×Rd

θ [Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s).

We write θ̄y = (θ̄yy′)y′∈L. The convexity of the square function implies

d̂(θ̄y(s)) ≤
∫
(MF [0,ζ])L×Rd

d̂(θ)[Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s).

Consequently, ∑
y∈L

∫
[0,T ]

πy(s)d̂(θ̄y(s))ds ≤
∫
HT

d̂(θ)Π(dv).

Define

ψyy′(s, z) :=


dθ̄yy′(s, ·)
dλζ(·)

(z), if θ̄yy′(s, ·) ≪ λζ(·),

0, otherwise.

We obtain ∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1

2
|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds ≤

∫
HT

1

2
d̂(θ)Π(dv).

Similarly, we can obtain
∑

i∈L
1
2

∫ T
0 ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds ≤ 1

2

∫
HT ∥z∥2Π(dv). To complete the proof, it

suffices to show (u = (ui), ψ = (ψij), π = (πi)) ∈ V(η). Since Π ∈ Ps(η), we have (3.2) which
implies that (2.18) holds. It remains to show (2.19). Since Π ∈ Ps(η), (3.3) implies that for all
j ∈ L and a.e. s ∈ [0, T ],∑

y∈L
πy(s)

∫
(MF [0,ζ])|L|×Rd

Γyj(X̄(s))[Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s) = 0.

It follows that ∑
y:y ̸=j

πy(s)

∫
(MF [0,ζ])|L|×Rd

Γyj(X̄(s))[Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s)

= πj(s)
∑
i:i̸=j

∫
Γji(X̄(s))[Π]34|12(dθ × dz|y, s).

By the definition of Γ, we get
∑

y:y ̸=j πy(s)Γyj(X̄(s)) = πj(s)
∑

i:i̸=j Γji(X̄(s)). Consequently, we
have (2.19). The proof is complete.

3.2 Compact level sets

We now show that the function I (which is the same as Î) is a good rate function.

Proposition 3.4. For every M ∈ (0,∞), the set {η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) : I(η) ≤ M} is a compact set.
Thus I is a good rate function.

Proof. Let {ηn} be a sequence in the level set {η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) : I(η) ≤ M}. The I(ηn) ≤ M
implies for each n ∈ N, there exists some Πn ∈ Ps(ηn) such that∫

HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Πn(dv) ≤M +

1

n
. (3.7)
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Then it suffices to prove that {ηn} is pre-compact, and every limit point belongs to the set {η ∈
C([0, T ];Rd) : I(η) ≤ M}. To this end, we prove: (a) {Πn, ηn}n∈N is pre-compact in Pleb(HT ) ×
C([0, T ];Rd), and for any limit point (η,Π), they satisfy (b)

∫
HT

1
2

[
∥z∥2+ d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv) ≤M , and (c)

(3.2) and (3.3) holds.
We now prove (a). Since L is a finite set (thus a compact set) and [Πn]1 = λT for all n, to prove

the pre-compactness of {Πn}, it suffices to prove for every δ > 0, there exists a constant K1 > 0
such that

sup
n∈N

Πn

{
(s, y, θ, z) ∈ HT :

∑
j∈L

θj [0, ζ] + ∥z∥ ≥ K1

}
≤ δ. (3.8)

From (3.7), we have∫
HT

∥z∥2Πn(dv) ≤ 2(M + 1),

∫
HT

d̂(θ)Πn(dv) ≤ 2(M + 1). (3.9)

Then by the elementary inequality ab ≤ (a2 + b2)/2, we have∑
j∈L

∫
HT

θj [0, ζ]Πn(dv) ≤
∑
j∈L

∫
HT

1

2
Πn(dv) +

∑
j∈L

∫
HT

1

2
|θj [0, ζ]|2Πn(dv)

≤ 1

2
|L|2T +

∑
j∈L

∫
HT

1

2

∣∣∣ ∫
[0,ζ]

dθj
dλζ

(z)λζ(dz)
∣∣∣2Πn(dv)

≤ 1

2
|L|2T +

1

2

∫
HT

d̂(θ)Πn(dv) ≤
1

2
|L|2T + (M + 1).

(3.10)

Thus the Markov inequality and (3.9) implies (3.8). It yields that {Πn} is pre-compact in Pleb(HT ).
We now prove the pre-compactness of {ηn}. We first show

sup
n∈N

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηn(t)∥2 =: Kη <∞. (3.11)

Since Πn ∈ Ps(ηn), we have

ηn(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))ηn(s)Πn(dv) +

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv).
(3.12)

By the boundedness of b (thus boundedness of Φ) and the linear growth of σ, there exists a constant
K > 0 such that

∥ηn(t)∥2≤ 3K

∫
Ht

∥ηn(s)∥2Πn(dv) + 3K

∫
Ht
(∥X̄(s)∥2 + 1)∥z∥2Πn(dv)

+3K
∑
j∈L

∫
Ht

|Γθyj(X̄(s))|2Πn(dv)

≤ 3K

∫ t

0
∥ηn(s)∥2ds+ 6K(M + 1)(1 + ∥X̄∥T ) + 3K

∑
j∈L

∫
Ht
|θj([0, ζ])|2Πn(dv)

≤ 3K

∫ t

0
∥ηn(s)∥2ds+ 6K(M + 1)(1 + ∥X̄∥T ) + 6K(M + 1),

where ∥X̄∥T := supt∈[0,T ] ∥X̄(t)∥, the second inequality follows from (3.9) and the definition of Γθyj ,
the last inequality is due to (3.10). The inequality (3.11) then follows by the Gronwall inequality.
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Next for 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T , we have

∥ηn(t2)− ηn(t1)∥

≤
∫
H[t1,t2]

∥∇b̄(X̄(s))ηn(s)∥Πn(dv) +
∫
H[t1,t2]

∥σ(X̄(s), y)z∥Πn(dv)

+

∫
H[t1,t2]

∥∥∥∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]Γθyj(X̄(s))
∥∥∥Πn(dv)

≤ K

∫
H[t1,t2]

∥ηn(s)∥Πn(dv) +
∫
H[t1,t2]

∥σ(X̄(s), y)∥∥z∥Πn(dv)

+K

∫
H[t1,t2]

∑
j∈L

|θj(Eij(X̄(s)))|Πn(dv)

≤ K
(∫

H[t1,t2]

Πn(dv)
)1/2(∫

H[t1,t2]

∥ηn(s)∥2Πn(dv)
)1/2

+
(∫

H[t1,t2]

(K(1 + ∥X̄∥T ))2Πn(dv)
)1/2(∫

HT
∥z∥2Πn(dv)

)1/2

+
∑
j∈L

(∫
H[t1,t2]

Πn(dv)
)1/2(∫

HT
|θj [0, ζ]|2Πn(dv)

)1/2

≤ K|t2 − t1|1/2,

where the third inequality follows from the Hölder inequality and the linear growth of σ, the last
inequality follows from the uniform estimates (3.11), (3.9), and (3.10). This estimates with the
uniform boundedness of (3.11) implies that {ηn} is pre-compact in C([0, T ];Rd). Thus (a) is proved.
Suppose that (η,Π) is a limit point of {ηn,Πn}n∈N. Part (b) can be proved by (3.7) following the
Fatou’s lemma and the lower semi-continuity of d̂. Let us now prove part (c). Without loss of
generality, we can assume that the full sequence of {ηn,Πn} converges to (η,Π). Then,∫

HT
∥∇b̄(X̄(s))(ηn(s)− η(s))∥Πn(dv)

≤ K sup
s∈[0,T ]

∥ηn(s)− η(s)∥
∫
HT

Πn(dv) ≤ K sup
s∈[0,T ]

∥ηn(s)− η(s)∥
√

2T (M + 1) → 0

as n→ ∞. Following the boundedness of Φ in Remark 3.2 and (3.10), the map

(s, y, θ) 7→
∑

j∈L[Φ(X̄(s), i)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))

is a continuous and bounded map. From the convergence of Πn to Π, we obtain∫
Ht

∑
j∈L[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv)

→
∫
Ht

∑
j∈L[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv).

(3.13)

To prove the convergence of the second term on the right-hand side of (3.12), we take the uniform
integrability argument. Fix R′ > 0, the mapping (s, y, z) 7→ σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′} is continuous and
bounded, thus as n→ ∞,∫

Ht σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Πn(dv) →
∫
Ht σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Π(dv).

Therefore, for arbitrary small ε′ > 0, there exits a n(R′) > 0 such that for all n ≥ n(R′),∣∣∣ ∫Ht σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Πn(dv)−
∫
Ht σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Π(dv)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε′/3.
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Moreover, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the Lipschitz continuity of σ, the finiteness of L, and
(3.9) imply there exists a constant K ′ > 0 such that∣∣∣ ∫

{||z||>R′}
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv)

∣∣∣ ≤ K ′
∫
{||z||>R′}

∥z∥Πn(dv)

≤ K ′
(∫

Ht
∥z∥2Πn(dv)

)1/2(
Πn(∥z∥ ≥ R′)

)1/2
≤ 2K ′(M + 1)

R′ .

The same estimates above hold with Π in place of Πn. Therefore choose R′ large enough such that
2K ′(M + 1)/R′ < ε′/3. For this choice of R′ and for n ≥ n(R′), we have∣∣∣ ∫

Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv)−

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)

∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣ ∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Πn(dv)−

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)z1{∥z∥≤R′}Π(dv)

∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣ ∫

{||z||>R′}
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ ∫
{||z||>R′}

σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)
∣∣∣

≤ ε′/3 + ε′/3 + ε′/3 = ε′.

(3.14)

Since ε′ is arbitrary small, the convergence
∫
Ht σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv) →

∫
Ht σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv) hold.

Consequently, (3.2) holds. Similarly, we can prove (3.3). The proof is complete.

4 Limiting behaviors of controlled processes

In this section, we focus on establishing the tightness of ηε,uε,φε and characterizing its limit. To
achieve this, we first use the Poisson equation (2.15) to analyze ηε,u

ε,φε

1 . Given that we only assume
the Lipschitz continuity for Q(x), the regularity of Φ(x, i) with respect to x in Theorem 3.1 is not
smooth enough to use Itô formula. We proceed the following approximation technique.

Let ρ : Rd → [0, 1] be a smooth function such that for m ∈ N+,∫
Rd
ρ(x)dx = 1,

∫
Rd

|x|mρ(x)dx ≤ Km, and ∥∇mρ(x)∥ ≤ Kmρ(x).

Define the mollified approximation for Φ : Rd × L → Rd as:

Φm(x, i) =

∫
Rd

Φ(x− z, i)ρm(z)dz, (4.1)

where ρm(z) := mdρ(mz). For instance, we can take the mollification function ρ as

ρ(x) =
1

Zd

 exp
(
− 1

1− |x|2
)

if |x| < 1

0 if |x| ≥ 1
with Zd :=

∫
|x|<1

exp(−1/(1− |x|2))dx.

Lemma 4.1. For x ∈ Rd,m ∈ N+, we have

∥Φ(x, ·)− Φm(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K/m, ∥Φm(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K,

∥∇xΦm(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ K, ∥∇2
xΦm(x, ·)∥∞ ≤ Km,

where K is a constant independent of x and m.

Proof. The proof can be found in [37, Lemma 4.3], thus details are omitted.
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To continue, we recall following inequalities in [5, Lemma 3.1, Lemma 3.2].

Lemma 4.2. (i) For a, b ∈ (0,∞) and σ ∈ [1,∞), ab ≤ eσa + 1
σ ℓ(b).

(ii) For every β > 0, there exists κ(β), κ′1(β) ∈ (0,∞) such that κ(β), κ′1(β) → 0 as β → ∞, and

|x− 1| ≤ κ1(β)ℓ(x) if |x− 1| ≥ β, x ≥ 0,
x ≤ k′1(β)ℓ(x), if x ≥ β > 1.

(iii) There is a non-decreasing function κ2 : (0,∞) → (0,∞) such that for each β > 0,

|x− 1|2 ≤ κ2(β)ℓ(x), if |x− 1| ≤ β, x ≥ 0.

(iv) There exists κ3 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all x ≥ 0,

ℓ(x) ≤ κ3|x− 1|2, |ℓ(x)− (x− 1)2/2| ≤ κ3|x− 1|3.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose φ ∈ SM+,ε for some M > 0, where SM+,ε is defined in (2.8). Let ψ = (φ −
1)/

√
εh(ε), we have the following inequalities:

(i) For all β > 0, ∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ|1{|ψ|≥β/√εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds ≤M
√
εh(ε)κ1(β), (4.2)

and ∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ|21{|ψ|≤β/√εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds ≤Mκ2(β). (4.3)

(ii) For all β > 1, ∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

φ1{φ≥β}λζ(dz)ds ≤Mεh2(ε)k′1(β). (4.4)

Here κ1(β), κ′1(β), and κ2(β) are as in Lemma 4.2.

For any ε > 0, let Xε,uε,φε , Y ε,uε,φε be solution of (2.11) and define ηε,uε,φε as in (2.12). The
following lemma establishes the uniform boundedness for the controlled slow process Xε,uε,φε .

Lemma 4.4. Suppose (H1)-(H3) hold. For every M ∈ N, we have

sup
ε∈(0,1)

sup
(uε,φε)∈U+

b :

LT,1(u
ε)≤M,LT,2(φ

ε)≤Mεh2(ε)

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε,uε,φε(t)∥2
)
<∞.

Proof. The proof can be found in [6, Lemma 3.1], thus details are omitted.

Before demonstrating the uniform boundedness and tightness of {ηε,uε,φε}, we first present the
following key lemma concerning ηε,u

ε,φε

1 .

Lemma 4.5. Under conditions (H1)-(H3), let (uε, φε) ∈ U+
b and β > 0, define

Nψε

β (t) :=

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds.

(4.5)
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Then for any m ≥ 0, there exists a constant K = K(T, ζ,M, β, |L|) > 0 (independent of m) such
that

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥ηε,uε,φε1 (t)−Nψε

β (t)
∥∥)

≤ K

m

( T√
εh(ε)

+
√
ζT |L|2

√
Mκ2(β)

)
+

Kmε2√
εh(ε)

+K
(
ε+

ε

h(ε)
+

1

h(ε)
+
√
εh(ε)

)
.

(4.6)

It follows that there exists a m0(ε) > 0 (for example m0(ε) = 1/(ε1/2+ϱh(ε)), ∀ϱ ∈ (0, 1)) and ε1 > 0
such that for m ≥ m0(ε) and ε ∈ (0, ε1),

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t)∥
)
≤ K + 1, (4.7)

where K is a constant independent of m. Moreover, for h ∈ (0, T ) and 0 < t2 ≤ t1 + h ≤ T , we
have

E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T,t2≤t1+h

∥∥ηε,uε,φε1 (t2)− ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t1)
∥∥) ≤ Kh1/2. (4.8)

Proof. Theorem 3.1 implies that for the function b̃, there exists a unique solution Φ(x, i) for the
Poisson equation (2.15) with Φ(x, i) being bounded and Lipschitz continuous with respect to x. To
apply the Itô formula in [40, p.29], we work with the approximated sequence Φm(·, ·) defined in
(4.1) such that Lemma 4.1 holds. Then

Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))− Φm(x0, y0)

=

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

+
√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds

+
ε

2

∫ t

0
Tr

[
∇2Φm(X

ε,uε,φε , Y ε,uε,φε)(σσ⊤)(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
]
ds

+
√
ε

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

+
1

ε

∫ t

0
Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), ·)(Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

+
1

ε

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)

[
φεij(s, z)− 1

]
λζ(dz)ds

+

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)Ñ

ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds),

(4.9)

where Ñ
ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds) = N

ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds) − ε−1φεij(s, z)dzds. For the six line in (4.9), we used

the definition of the generator Q(x) and Eij(x) to obtain

Q(x)Φm(x, ·)(y) =
∑
j∈L

(Φm(x, j)− Φm(x, y))qyj(x)

=
∑

(i,j)∈T

(Φm(x, j)− Φm(x, i))1{y=i}

∫
[0,ζ]

1Eij(x)(z)λζ(dz).
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Let ψεij(s, z) := (φεij(s, z)− 1)/
√
εh(ε) and define M̃φε

m as following:

M̃φε

m (t) :=

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)Ñ

ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds).

(4.10)

To proceed, we rewrite ηε,u
ε,φε

1 in terms of the solution of the Poisson equation (2.15). Using
(2.15) with x being Xε,uε,φε(s) and i being Y ε,uε,φε(s), we have

ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t) =
1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))ds

=
1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
−Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), ·)(Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

=
1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
−Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))[Φ− Φm](X

ε,uε,φε(s), ·)(Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

+
1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
−Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), ·)(Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds.

(4.11)

For the integral in the last line above, it appears in the six line of (4.9) with different constant
coefficient. To rewrite it in (4.11), we multiply ε and divide

√
εh(ε) to both sides of (4.9), and then

rearrange terms (moving the integral in the six line of (4.9) with new coefficients to the left-hand
side of equality (4.9) and moving all other terms to its right-hand side). We can get

1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
−Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), ·)(Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

= −
√
ε

h(ε)
(Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))− Φm(x0, y0))

+

√
ε

h(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

+ε

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds

+
ε3/2

2h(ε)

∫ t

0
Tr[∇2Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))(σσ⊤)(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))]ds

+
ε

h(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

+

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds+

√
ε

h(ε)
M̃φε

m (t)

(4.12)

As ε → 0, from (1.4), we note that all terms except the second-to-last term on the right-hand side
of (4.12) converges to zero. Moreover, as we discussed in second paragraph above Section 2, ψε will
not converge in the L2 sense as ε→ 0. We split ψε(s, z) into two parts: ψε(s, z)1{|ψε(s,z)|≤β/(√εh(ε))}
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and ψε(s, z)1{|ψε(s,z)|>β/(√εh(ε))} for some β > 0. Then, we have the decomposition∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

=

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψε(s,z)|>β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

+

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψε(s,z)|≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

=

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψε(s,z)|>β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

+Nψε

m,β(t)−Nψε

β (t) +Nψε

β (t)

(4.13)

where Nψε

m,β(t) is defined as

Nψε

m,β(t) :=

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds.

(4.14)

and Nψε

β is defined in (4.5), which replace Φm by Φ in (4.14). The purpose of introducing Nψε

β in
the final equality of (4.13) is to obtain a limit that no longer depends on m.

Consequently, combining (4.11),(4.12),(4.13) yields

ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t)

=
1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
−Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))

[
(Φ− Φm)(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
]
ds

−
√
ε

h(ε)

(
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))− Φm(x0, y0)
)

+

√
ε

h(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))b(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))ds

+ε

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds

+
ε3/2

2h(ε)

∫ t

0
Tr

[
∇2Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))(σσ⊤)(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
]
ds

+
ε

h(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

+

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

+Nψε

m,β(t)−Nψε

β (t) +Nψε

β (t) +

√
ε

h(ε)
M̃φε

m (t).

(4.15)
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We now provide estimates for terms on the right-hand side of equality (4.15). From Lemma 4.1
and assumption (H3), we have

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥ 1√
εh(ε)

∫ t

0
Q(Xε,uε,φε(s))

[
(Φ− Φm)(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
]
ds
∥∥∥)

≤ KT

m
√
εh(ε)

E
(
1 + sup

t∈[0,T ]
∥Xε,uε,φε(t)∥

)
≤ KT

m
√
εh(ε)

.

Since uε ∈ SM2 , the linear growth condition of σ, the uniform boundedness of ∇Φm, and the Hölder
inequality yield

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥ε∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds
∥∥∥)

≤ K εE
(
1 + sup

s∈[0,T ]
∥Xε,uε,φε(s)∥

)∫ T

0
uε(s)ds ≤ K

√
MTε.

Moreover, the boundedness of ∇2Φm gives

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥ ε3/2

2h(ε)

∫ t

0
Tr

[
∇2Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s)

×(σσ⊤)(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
]
ds
∥∥∥)

≤ Kmε2√
εh(ε)

E
(
1 + sup

s∈[0,T ]
∥Xε,uε,φε(s)∥2

)
≤ Kmε2√

εh(ε)
.

By the Lenglart-Lepingle-Pratelli inequality, Lemma 4.1, and (H1), we have

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥ √
ε

h(ε)
M̃φε

m (t)
∥∥∥)

≤ K

h(ε)
E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Φm(Xε,uε,φε(t), ·)∥∞
)( ∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

φεij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

)1/2

≤ K

h(ε)

( ∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

(e+ ℓ(φεij(s, z)))λζ(dz)ds

)1/2

≤ K

h(ε)

(
ζTe+Mεh2(ε)

)1/2
,

for some K > 0, where the second inequality uses inequality (i) in Lemma 4.2 and last inequality
is because φε ∈ SM+,ε. Moreover, the Doob martingale inequality, the uniform boundedness of Φm,
and the linear growth condition of σ imply that

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥ ε

h(ε)

∫ t

0
∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)
∥∥∥)

≤ ε

h(ε)

(∫ T

0
E
∥∥∇Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))
∥∥2ds)1/2

≤ K
√
Tε

h(ε)
E
(
1 + sup

t∈[0,T ]
∥Xε,uε,φε(t)∥

)
≤ K

√
Tε

h(ε)
.
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In the light of (4.2) in Lemma 4.3, we have

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[Φm(X
ε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φm(X

ε,uε,φε(s), i)]

×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ
ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

∥∥∥)
≤ K

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|1{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

≤ K|L|2M
√
εh(ε)κ1(β).

Furthermore, Lemma 4.1, and Hölder inequality implies

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Nψε

m,β(t)−Nφε

β (t)∥
)

≤ E
∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

∥∥(Φm − Φ)(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)− (Φm − Φ)(Xε,uε,φε(s), i)
∥∥

×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)|ψεij(s, z)|1{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β
√
εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds

≤ K

m

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|1{|ψij(s,z)|≤β/√εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds

≤ K
√
ζT

m

∑
(i,j)∈T

(∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

)1/2

≤ K
√
ζT

m
|L|2

√
Mκ2(β).

(4.16)

Combining all above estimates, the boundedness of Φm, and (4.15) implies that there exists a
constant K = K(T, ζ,M, β, |L|) depending on ζ, T,M, β, |L|, independent of m such that

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥ηε,uε,φε1 (t)−Nψε

β (t)
∥∥)

≤ K

m

(
T√
εh(ε)

+
√
ζT |L|2

√
Mκ2(β)

)
+
KTmε2√
εh(ε)

+K

(
ε+

ε

h(ε)
+

1

h(ε)
+
√
εh(ε)

)
.

Thus for ε > 0, there exists a m0(ε) > 0 such that for m ≥ m0(ε),

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,uε,φε(t)−Nψε

β (t)∥
)

≤ Ko(ε) → 0, as ε→ 0. (4.17)

For example, we can take m0(ε) = 1/(ε1/2+ϱh(ε)), ∀ ϱ ∈ (0, 1). For Nψε

β , similar to the computation
in (4.16), we have

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Nψε

β (t)∥
)
≤ K

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|1{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

≤ K
√
ζT |L|2

(∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

)1/2

≤ K
√
ζT |L|2

√
Mκ2(β) <∞.

(4.18)
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Then the triangle inequality, (4.17), and (4.18) implies there exists ε1 > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε1),

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t)∥
)

≤ E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t)−Nψε

β (t)∥
)
+ E

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Nψε

β (t)∥
)

≤ K + 1,

where K > 0 is a constant independent of m. To prove (4.8), we still apply (4.9) to rewrite
ηε,u

ε,φε

1 (t2) − ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (t1) for t2 ≤ t1 + h and 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T . We then use the same estimation
method for (4.7) to derive (4.8). Thus, the proof is complete.

Building on estimates for ηε,u
ε,φε

1 in Lemma 4.5, the following lemmas aim to establish the
uniform boundedness and tightness of sequence {ηε,uε,φε}ε>0.

Lemma 4.6. For every M > 0, there exists ε̃ > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε̃),

sup
ε∈(0,ε̃)

sup
(uε,φε)∈U+

b

LT,1(u
ε)≤M,LT,2(φ

ε)≤Mεh2(ε)

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,uε,φε(t)∥
)
<∞.

Proof. Fix M > 0 and let (uε, φε) ∈ U+
b with LT,1(u

ε) ≤ M and LT,2(φ
ε) ≤ Mεh2(ε). The

definition of ηε,uε,φε yields that Xε,uε,φε = X̄(t) +
√
εh(ε)ηε,u

ε,φε(t). The Lipschitz continuity of
function b and so the b̄ gives

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

2 (s)∥ = sup
s∈[0,t]

∥∥∥∫ s

0

1√
εh(ε)

(
b̄(Xε,uε,φε(r))− b̄(X̄(r))

)
dz

∥∥∥
≤ L0

∫ t

0
sup
r∈[0,s]

∥ηε,uε,φε(r)∥ds.

In addition, the Hölder inequality implies

E
(

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

3 (s)∥
)

≤ E
(∫ t

0
∥σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))∥2ds

) 1
2
(∫ t

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds

) 1
2

≤
√
2MTE

(
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Xε,uε,φε(s)∥

)
≤ K

√
2MT,

and there exists ε2 > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε2),

E
(

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

4 (s)∥
)

≤ 1

h(ε)

(∫ t

0
E∥σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))∥2ds

)1/2

≤ K
√
T

h(ε)
E
(
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Xε,uε,φε(s)∥

)
≤ K

√
T

h(ε)
≤ K

√
T .

Combing above estimates and (4.7), Lemma 4.4 implies for all ε ∈ (0, ε2),

E
(

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ηε,uε,φε(s)∥
)

≤ E
(

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

1 (s)∥
)
+ L0

∫ t

0
E
(

sup
r∈[0,s]

∥ηε,uε,φε(r)∥
)
ds+K

√
2MT +K

√
T .

Take ε̃ = ε1 ∧ ε2, the lemma follows from the Gronwall inequality.
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Lemma 4.7. Suppose (H1)-(H3) hold. For every M ∈ N, the sequence {ηε,uε,φε ;φε ∈ SM+,ε, uε ∈
SM2 , 0 ≤ ε ≤ ε̃} is tight in C([0, T ];Rd).

Proof. For 0 ≤ h ≤ T and ε > 0, we note that

ηε,u
ε,φε(t2)− ηε,u

ε,φε(t1) =
∑4

k=1

(
ηε,u

ε,φε

k (t2)− ηε,u
ε,φε

k (t1)
)
.

Then the linear growth condition on σ and Lemma 4.4 implies that∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))dW (s)

is a square integrable martingale. Thus the Doob maximal inequality gives

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

4 (t)∥2
)
≤ 4

h2(ε)

∫ t

0
∥σ(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))∥2dt→ 0

as ε → 0. Lemma 4.5 gives the tightness of {ηε,u
ε,φε

1 }ε∈(0,ε1) in C([0, T ];Rd). Hence, it remains to
show the tightness of {ηε,u

ε,φε

k } for k = 2, 3. For ηε,u
ε,φε

3 , we obtain

E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T,t2≤t1+h

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

3 (t2)− ηε,u
ε,φε

3 (t1)∥2
)

= E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T,t2≤t1+h

∥∥∥∫ t2

t1

σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds
∥∥∥2)

≤ E sup
0≤t1≤T−h

∫ t1+h

t1

∥σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))∥2ds
∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds

≤ 2MhE
(
1 + sup

0≤t≤T
∥Xε,uε,φε(t)∥2

)
→ 0, as h→ 0.

For ηε,u
ε,φε

2 , Lemma 4.6 gives for all ε ∈ (0, ε̃),

E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T
t2≤t1+h

∥ηε,u
ε,φε

2 (t2)− ηε,u
ε,φε

2 (t1)∥
)

= E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T
t2≤t1+h

∥∥∥∫ t2

t1

1√
εh(ε)

[b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(X̄(s))]ds
∥∥∥)

= E
(

sup
0≤t1≤t2≤T
t2≤t1+h

∫ t2

t1

L0|ηε,u
ε,φε(s)|ds

)
≤ L0hE

(
sup
s∈[0,T ]

∥ηε,uε,φε(s)∥
)
→ 0, as h→ 0.

Thus, we complete the proof.

Given ε > 0 and let (uε, φε) ∈ U+
b , we note the equation (2.11) indicates that only the controlled

rates φε
Y ε,uε,φε (t−),· can influence the dynamics of (Xε,uε,φε , Y ε,uε,φε). Thus in proving the Laplace

upper bound, without loss of generality, we assume that

φεij(t, z) = 1, ∀ (i, j) ∈ T such that i ∈ L \ {Y ε,uε,φε(t−)}, ∀ (t, z) ∈ [0, T ]× [0, ζ].
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Moreover, we set φεij(t, z) = 1 if (i, j) /∈ T by convention. This implies that

ψεij(t, z) :=
φεij(t, z)− 1

√
εh(ε)

= 0, if (i, j) /∈ T or (i, j) ∈ T with i ∈ L \ {Y ε,uε,φε(t−)}. (4.19)

For t ∈ [0, T ] and a fixed β ∈ (0,∞), we adopt the approach from [5] to decompose ψεij into
two terms: ψεij1{|ψεij |≤β/

√
εh(ε)} and ψεij1{|ψεij |>β/

√
εh(ε)}. We then define the occupation measure

θε(t) := (θεj (t))j∈L as

θεj (t)(G) =
∑
i∈L

1{Y ε,uε,φε (t−)=i}

∫
G
ψεij(t, z)1{|ψεij(t,z)|≤β/

√
εh(ε)}λζ(dz), G ∈ B[0, ζ]. (4.20)

Using this decomposition, θε belongs to (MF [0, ζ])
|L|. Now define Πε ∈ Pleb(HT ) by

Πε(A×B × C ×D) :=

∫
[0,T ]

1A(s)1B(Y
ε,uε,φε(s))1C(θ

ε(s))1D(u
ε(s))ds. (4.21)

In proving the large deviation upper bound, the main step will be characterizing the limiting
point of Πε. From (4.21), we have 1

2

∫ T
0 ∥uε(s)∥2ds = 1

2

∫
HT ∥z∥2Πε(dv). Moreover, from (4.19) and

(4.20), we obtain the following:

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

=
1

2

∑
j∈L

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψεij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

=
1

2

∫ T

0
d̂(θε(s))ds

+
1

2

∑
j∈L

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

=
1

2

∫
HT

d̂(θ)Πε(dv)

+
1

2

∑
j∈L

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds.

Consequently,

1

2

∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds+ 1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

=

∫
HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Πε(dv)

+
1

2

∑
j∈L

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|>β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds.

(4.22)

To proceed, we prove the tightness of {ηε,uε,φε ,Πε} and characterize its limiting point.

Proposition 4.8. Fix M ∈ (0,∞). Define Πε as in (4.21). For ε ∈ (0, 1) and (uε, φε) ∈ U+
b such

that LT,1(uε) ≤ M and LT,2(φ
ε) ≤ Mεh2(ε). Then the sequence {(ηε,uε,φε ,Πε)}ε∈(0,ε̃) is a tight
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family of C([0, T ];Rd)×MF (HT )-valued random variables. For a weak limit (η,Π) of (ηε,uε,φε ,Πε),
we have ∫

HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv) ≤M +

1

2
κ2(β)M, (4.23)

and the following holds:

η(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)ds+

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[
Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)

]
Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv),

(4.24)

and ∫
Ht

Γyj(X̄(s))Π(dv) = 0, for all j, and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.25)

Proof. The tightness of {ηε,uε,φε} is given by Lemma 4.7. We now prove the tightness of {Πε}.
From (4.22), the (iii) in Lemma 4.2 implies that∫

HT

[1
2
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Πε(dv)

=
1

2

∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds+ 1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|21{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

≤ 1

2

∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds+ 1

2

κ2(β)

εh2(ε)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φεij(s, z))λζ(dz)ds

= LT,1(u
ε) +

1

2

κ2(β)

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε) ≤M +
1

2
κ2(β)M <∞.

(4.26)

To prove the tightness of {Πε}, it suffices to show that for any δ ∈ (0,∞), there exists K ′ > 0
such that supεΠ

ε
{
(s, y, θ, z) ∈ HT :

∑
j∈L θj [0, ζ] + ∥z∥ > K ′} ≤ δ. This can be proved in a

similar manner as (3.8), by using (4.26) in place of (3.7). Then the inequality of (4.23) follows
from the Fatou’s lemma and the lower semi-continuity of d̂. Consequently, for any subsequence of
{ηε,uε,φε ,Πε}, there exists a further subsequence of {ηε,uε,φε ,Πε} converging weakly to some limit
(η,Π). We still index the convergent subsequence by ε, with certain abuse of notation. By the
Skorokhod representation theorem, we assume {ηε,uε,φε ,Πε} converges to (η,Π) w.p.1. We now in
the position to prove (4.24). From the definition (4.20), we have

Nψε

β (t)

=

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)ψ

ε
ij(s, z)1{|ψij(s,z)|≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

=

∫ t

0

∑
(i,j)∈T

[
Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), i)

]
×1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}θ

ε
j (Eij(X

ε,uε,φε(s)))ds

=

∫ t

0

∑
j∈L

[
Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)−Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s−))

]
Γ
θε(s)

Y ε,uε,φε (s−) j
(Xε,uε,φε(s))ds

=

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[
Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), j)− Φ(Xε,uε,φε(s), y)

]
Γθyj(X

ε,uε,φε(s))Πε(dv).
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Moreover, one can obtain∫ t

0
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), Y ε,uε,φε(s))uε(s)ds =

∫
Ht
σ(Xε,uε,φε(s), y)zΠε(dv).

For the term ηε,u
ε,φε

2 , applying the Taylor expansion, we have∫ t

0

1√
εh(ε)

[
b̄(Xε,uε,φε(s))− b̄(X̄(s))

]
ds =

∫ t

0
∇b̄(X̄(s))ηε,u

ε,φε(s)ds+Rε(t), (4.27)

where Rε(t) is the reminder of Taylor expansion. Due to the boundedness of the derivative of b̄,
Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.6 implies supt∈[0,T ]Rε(t) → 0 in probability. From (2.14) and Lemma 4.7,
taking ε→ 0 and applying the argument of the proof of part (c) in Proposition 3.4, we have

η(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)ds+

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv).
(4.28)

To prove (4.25), let us consider any map V from L to R, we have

V (Y ε,uε,φε(t))− V (y0)

=
∑

(i,j)∈T

(
Vj − Vi

) ∫
[0,t]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)N
ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds)

=
1

ε

∑
(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)φ

ε
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds+ M̂ ε

φ(t)

=
1

ε

∑
(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)[φ

ε
ij(s, z)− 1]λζ(dz)ds

+
1

ε

∑
(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)λζ(dz)ds+ M̂ ε

φ(t),

(4.29)

where Vi := V (i) and M̂ ε
φ is the martingale given by

M̂ ε
φ(t) =

∑
(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)Ñ

ε−1φεij
ij (dz × ds).

Multiplying ε to both sides of (4.29), we have

ε(V (Y ε,uε,φε(t))− V (y0))

=
∑

(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1{Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))}(r)

√
εh(ε)ψεij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}1{Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))}(r)λζ(dz)ds+ εM̂ ε

φ(t).

Then the Doob inequality gives

E
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥εM̂ ε
φ(t)

∥∥∥2) ≤ 4ε
∑

(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)
2

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

φεij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

≤ 16ε∥V ∥2∞
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,ζ]×[0,T ]

φεij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

≤ 16ε∥V ∥2∞(ζTe+Mεh2(ε)) → 0, as ε→ 0,
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where the last inequality uses (i) in Lemma 4.2 and LT,2(φε) ≤Mεh2(ε). Thus,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥(εM̂ ε
φ)(t)∥ → 0, in probability as ε→ 0. (4.30)

Furthermore, Lemma 4.3 and Hölder inequality yields

E sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣∑
(i,j)∈T

(Vj − Vi)

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)

√
εh(ε)ψεij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

∣∣∣
≤ 2

√
εh(ε)∥V ∥∞E

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫ T

0

∫ ζ

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}1Eij(Xε,uε,φε (s))(z)|ψεij(s, z)|λζ(dz)ds

≤ 2
√
εh(ε)∥V ∥∞

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|1{|ψεij(s,z)|≤β/
√
εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds

+2
√
εh(ε)∥V ∥∞

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψεij(s, z)|1{|φεij(s,z)|>β/
√
εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds

≤ 2
√
εh(ε)∥V ∥∞|L|2

(
M

√
εh(ε)κ1(β) +

√
M |ζ|Tκ2(β)

)
→ 0, as ε→ 0.

(4.31)

For j ∈ L, take V = 1{j}, (4.30) and (4.31) give that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣∑
i∈L

∫ t

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}Γij(X

ε,uε,φε(s))ds
∣∣∣

= sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
ΓY ε,uε,φε (s),j(X

ε,uε,φε(s)))ds
∣∣∣ = sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣ ∫
Ht

Γyj(X
ε,uε,φε(s))Πε(dv)

∣∣∣
converges to 0 as ε → 0. Consequently,

∫
Ht Γyj(X

ε,uε,φε(s))Πε(dv) → 0, uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].
Since

∫
Ht Γyj(X

ε,uε,φε(s))Πε(dv) →
∫
Ht Γyj(X̄(s))Π(dv), we have (4.25). The proof is complete.

5 Large deviation lower bound

In this section, we establish the Laplace principle lower bound (2.21) which is equivalent to large
deviation lower bound, using the variational representations (2.10).

Theorem 5.1. For any bounded and continuous function F : C([0, T ];Rd) → R, the following
Laplace principle lower bound holds:

lim inf
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp

(
− h2(ε)F (ηε)

)]
≥ inf

η∈C([0,T ];Rd)
[I(η) + F (η)]. (5.1)

Proof. From the representation formula (2.10), for every ε > 0, we can find (ũε, φ̃ε) ∈ U+
b such that

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp(−h2(ε)F (ηε))

]
≥ E

[
LT,1(ũ

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ̃

ε) + F (ηε,ũ
ε,φ̃ε)

]
− ε.

(5.2)

Since F is bounded, then (5.2) implies that

sup
ε>0

E
[
LT,1(ũ

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ̃

ε)
]
≤ 2∥F∥∞ + 1 := K̃ <∞.
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Fix δ > 0, we define the stopping time

τ ε = inf
{
t ∈ [0, T ] :

1

εh2(ε)
Lt,2(φ̃

ε) >
2K̃∥F∥∞

δ

}
∧ T.

Then for (s, z) ∈ [0, T ]× [0, ζ], let φε(s, z) = φ̃ε(s, z)1{s≤τε} + 1{s>τε}. We note that φε ∈ U+
b and

LT,2(φ
ε)/(εh2(ε)) ≤ (2K̃∥F∥∞/δ). Moreover,

P(φε ̸= φ̃ε) ≤ P
( 1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ̃

ε) >
2K̃∥F∥∞

δ

)
≤

δELT,2(φ̃ε)
εh2(ε)2K̃∥F∥∞

≤ δ

2∥F∥∞
.

For any (s, z) ∈ [0, T ]× [0, ζ], we then define

ψ̃εij(s, z) :=
φ̃εij(s, z)− 1

√
εh(ε)

and ψεij(s, z) :=
φε(s, z)− 1√

εh(ε)
= ψ̃εij(s, z)1{s≤τε}.

Fix β ∈ (0, 1]. By (5.2) and κ2(1) ≥ κ2(β), we have

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp

(
− h2(ε)F (ηε)

)]
≥ E

[
LT,1(ũ

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ̃

ε) + F (ηε,ũ
ε,φ̃ε)

]
− ε

≥ E
[
LT,1(ũ

ε) + F (ηε,ũ
ε,φ̃ε)

]
− ε

+E
[ 1

εh2(ε)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φεij)1{|ψεij |≤β/(
√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

]
≥ E

[
LT,1(ũ

ε) + F (ηε,ũ
ε,φε) + F (ηε,ũ

ε,φ̃ε)− F (ηε,ũ
ε,φε)

]
− ε

+E
[1
2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

[
(ψεij)

2 − κ3
√
εh(ε)|ψεij |3

]
1{|ψεij |≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

]
≥ E

[
LT,1(ũ

ε) +
1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

(ψεij(s, z))
21{|ψεij |≤β/(

√
εh(ε))}λζ(dz)ds

]
+E

[
F (ηε,ũ

ε,φε)
]
− ε− δ − 1

2
βκ3|L|2Mκ2(1)

= E
[ ∫

HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Πε(dv) + F (ηε,ũ

ε,φε)
]
− ε− δ − 1

2
βκ3|L|2Mκ2(1),

(5.3)

where the second line follows from (5.2). The third line is due to the definition of φε. Line four is
from Lemma 4.2 (iv). Line six is due to the following inequality

|E[F (ηε,ũε,φ̃ε)− F (ηε,ũ
ε,φε)]| ≤ 2∥F∥∞P

(
φε ̸= φ̃ε

)
≤ δ,

and (4.3). The last line follows from the definition of Πε in (4.21) using (ũε, φε). With the control
(ũε, φε), Proposition 4.8 implies that (ηε,ũε,φε ,Πε) is tight and any limit point (η,Π) satisfies (4.24)
and (4.25). Thus Π ∈ Ps(η). Taking liminf to (5.3) yields

lim inf
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp

(
− h2(ε)F (ηε)

)]
≥ E

[ ∫
HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv) + F (η)

]
− δ − 1

2
βκ3|L|2Mκ2(1)

≥ E
[

inf
Π∈Ps(η)

{∫
HT

1

2

[
∥z∥2 + d̂(θ)

]
Π(dv)

}
+ F (η)

]
− δ − 1

2
βκ3Mκ2(1)

≥ E[I(η) + F (η)]− δ − 1

2
βκ3|L|2Mκ2(1)

≥ inf
η∈C([0,T ];Rd)

[I(η) + F (η)]− δ − 1

2
βκ3|L|2Mκ2(1),
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where the first inequality is due to Fatou’s lemma and Proposition 4.8. The second inequality uses
the property that Π ∈ Ps(η) a.s., and the third inequality follows from the definition of I. Finally,
sending δ and β to 0 yields (5.1).We finish the proof.

6 Large deviation upper bound

In this section, we establish the large deviation upper bound by proving the Laplace principle upper
bound. To achieve this, we consider a path η that is near the infimum of the right side of (2.22)
and construct a sequence of controls (uε, φε) such that ηε,uε,φε converges weakly to η, where ηε,uε,φε

is defined (2.12). By using this sequence of controls and applying variational representations, we
demonstrate the convergence of cost, leading to the result in (2.22). For a nearly optimal η, let
(u, ψ, π) ∈ V(η) represent the near-infimum for the expression in (2.17). The control pair (u, ψ)
naturally defines the sequence of controls (uε, φε), which will be used to define ηε,uε,φε and Πε.
Next, we need to show that any limit point (η̄, Π̄) of the sequence (ηε,u

ε,φε ,Πε) solves (2.18) and
(2.19). By arguing the uniqueness of solutions of (2.18) for a given pair (u, ψ), we can prove that
(η̄, Π̄) = (η,Π) a.s. To proceed, we require the following result.

Proposition 6.1. Let η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) be such that I(η) < ∞. Fix γ ∈ (0, 1), then there exists a
η∗ ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) such that ∥η − η∗∥T := supt∈[0,T ] ∥η(t) − η∗(t)∥ ≤ γ, and there exists (u∗, ψ∗ =
(ψ∗

ij), π
∗ = (π∗i )) ∈ V(η∗) such that (i) π∗i (s) has a lower bound µδ for some δ > 0, where µ is

defined in (2.3); (ii) for given (u∗, ψ∗), if equation (2.18) and (2.19) are satisfied by any other pair
(η̃, π̃), then (η̃, π̃) = (η∗, π∗); (iii) for each j ∈ L, s ∈ [0, T ],

∑
i∈L π

∗
i (s)Γij(X̄(s)) = 0, and the cost

associated with (u∗, ψ∗) satisfies∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥u∗i (s)∥2π∗i (s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫ T

0

∫ ζ

0
|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds ≤ I(η) + γ. (6.1)

Remark 6.2. An analogue of above proposition can be found in [6, Theorem 4.1] for large devia-
tions. Their situation is more complicated than ours in that the second restriction (1.6) in the rate
function rely on both the state process ξ and the control φ. The merely simple small perturbation
(u, φ, π) to (uδ, φδ, πδ), so the small perturbation of ξ to ξδ, cannot make (uδ, φδ, πδ) belong to V(ξδ)
in general. Further modifications are needed; see [6, Remark 4.2]. In our situation, the restriction
(2.19) is independent of the state η and the control ψ. Our approximation is relatively simpler.

Proof. Let η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) be such that I(η) <∞. Fix γ ∈ (0, 1), let (u, ψ, π) ∈ V(η) satisfy∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds ≤ I(η) +
γ

2
. (6.2)

Without loss of generality, we can assume for some κ̃ ∈ (0,∞),

sup
(s,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

max
(i,j)∈T

(ψij(s, z)πi(s)) ≤ κ̃. (6.3)

We will first prove the proposition based on the claim mentioned above, with the proof of the
claim deferred to the end. For x ∈ Rd, let µ(x) denote the stationary distribution of the fast-
varying Markov chain when the slow process is fixed at x ∈ Rd. Given a fixed δ > 0, we define
πδj (s) := (1− δ)πj(s) + δµj(X̄(s)). It follows that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∑
j

|πδj (s)− πj(s)| ≤ 2δ. (6.4)
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It is worthy noting that, although the second condition in (2.19) is independent of the dynamics
of η, it is still necessary to perturb the π to πδ in order to obtain a lower bound for πδ. We then
define uδj(s) := uj(s)

πj(s)

πδj (s)
, s ∈ [0, T ], j ∈ L. Thus uδj(s)π

δ
j (s) = uj(s)πj(s). In addition, for (i, j) ∈ T

and (s, z) ∈ [0, T ]× [0, ζ], define

ψδij(s, z) = (1− δ)
πj(s)

πδi (s)
ψij(s, z) + δ

µi(X̄(s))

πδi (s)
.

Consequently,

|πδi (s)ψδij(s, z)− πi(s)ψij(s, z)|
≤ δ sup

(s,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,ζ]
max
(i,j)∈T

|ψij(s, z)πi(s)|+ δ|µi(X̄(s))| ≤ δ(κ̃+ 1). (6.5)

Define

ηδ(t)=

∫ t

0
∇b̄(X̄(s))ηδ(s)ds+

∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
σj(X̄(s))uδj(s)π

δ
j (s)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,ζ]×[0,T ]

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]πδi (s)1Eij(X̄(s))(r)ψ
δ
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds.

From above and our assumptions, the Gronwall inequality implies supt∈[0,T ] ∥η(t) − ηδ(t)∥ ≤ Kδ.
In addition, from (2.2), we have for each j ∈ L and s ∈ [0, T ]∑

i∈L
πδi (s)Γij(X̄(s)) = (1− δ)

∑
i∈L

πi(s)Γij(X̄(s)) + δ
∑
i∈L

µi(X̄(s))Γij(X̄(s))

= δ
∑
i∈L

µi(X̄(s))qij(X̄(s)) = 0.

Thus πδ(s)Γ(X̄(s)) = 0 implies πδ(s) is stationary for Γ(X̄(s)). Hence (uδ, ψδ, πδ) ∈ V(ηδ). Fol-
lowing the elementary inequality |a|2 − |b|2 ≤ ||a|2 − |b|2| ≤ |a− b|2 and previous estimates, we can
get

∥ψδij(s, z)∥2πδi (s)− |ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)

= ∥ψδij(s, z)∥2πδi (s)−
1

πδi (s)
∥ψij(s, z)πi(s, z)∥2

+
1

πδi (s)
∥ψij(s, z)πi(s)∥2 − |ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)

≤ 1

πδi (s)
∥πδij(s, z)πδi (s)− ψij(s, z)πi(s)∥2 + |ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)

∣∣ πi(s)
πδi (s)

− 1
∣∣

≤ δ2(κ̃+ 1)2

µ
+ |ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)

2δ

µ
,

where the last inequality is due to (6.4), (6.5), and πδi (s) ≥ µδ. Thus,

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

∥ψδij(s, z)∥2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds

≤
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds+
δ2(κ̃+ 1)2

2µ
ζT |L|2 + δ

µ
M,
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where M = I(η) + 1. Furthermore, we note that if πi(s) ≤ πδi (s),

∥uδi (s)∥2πδi (s) = ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s) πi(s)πδi (s)
≤ ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s),

and if πi(s) ≥ πδi (s), then πi(s) ≥ µi(X̄(s)) ≥ µ. Thus,

∥uδi (s)∥2πδi (s) ≤ ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s) + ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)
∣∣∣ πi(s)
πδi (s)

− 1
∣∣∣

≤ ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s) +
2δ

µ
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s).

It follows that

1

2

∑
i∈L

∫ T

0
∥uδi (s)∥2πδi (s)ds ≤

∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

δ

µ
M.

Take δ∗ = min{γµ/4M,
√
γµ/(ζT |L|2(κ̃+ 1)2)}, with

(η∗, u∗, ψ∗, π∗) := (ηδ
∗
, uδ

∗
, ψδ

∗
, πδ

∗
),

then (u∗, ψ∗, π∗) ∈ V(η∗). This choice of δ∗ and (6.2) yield that

1

2

∑
i∈L

∫ T

0
∥u∗i (s)∥π∗i (s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds

≤ 1

2

∑
i∈L

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds+ γ/2

≤ I(η) + γ.

Moreover, if (2.18) and (2.19) are satisfied by another pair (η̃, π̃) with control (u∗, ψ∗), it follows
that π̃ = π̃∗. By the Lipschitz continuity in (H1) and the boundedness of Φ, we can also prove
η̃ = η∗. This proves statements (i)-(iii).

We now turn to prove the claim in (6.3). First, we observe that the dynamics of η remain
unchanged if we redefine the control ψ as follows: with ψ on the right equal to the old version and
ψ on the left the new, for (i, j) ∈ T, let

ψij(s, z) =

{
Γψiij (X̄(s))/Γij(X̄(s)), z ∈ Eij(X̄(s)),

0, z ∈ [0, ζ] \ Eij(X̄(s)).

This can be interpreted as follows: within Eij(X̄(s)), the controlled jump rates are constant in
r; outside Eij(X̄(s)), the controlled jump rates are the same. The overall jump rates does not change,
which serves to reduce the cost while maintaining the dynamics. Let ν(s) :=

∑
(i,j)∈T πi(s)Γ

ψi
ij (X̄(s)),

and Γ
ψi
ij (X̄(s)) := Γψiij (X̄(s))/ν(s). For α > 0 and (i, j) ∈ T, let

ψαij(s, z) =


α
Γ
ψi
ij (X̄(s))

Γij(X̄(s))
, z ∈ Eij(X̄(s)),

α

ν(s)
− 1, z ∈ [0, ζ] \ Eij(X̄(s)).
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When α = ν(s), ψα = ψ. We obtain

inf
α>0

∑
(i,j)∈T

1

2
πi(s)

∫
[0,ζ]

|ψαij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz) ≤
∑

(i,j)∈T

1

2
πi(s)

∫
[0,ζ]

|ψij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz).

We now compute the infimum on the left side. Set ϱij := ζ − λζ(Eij(X̄(s))), then 1 ≤ ϱij ≤ ζ.
Take differentiation w.r.t. α and set the derivative to 0, we get

α
∑

(i,j)∈T

πi(s)

[(
Γ
ψi
ij (X̄(s))

Γij(X̄(s))

)2

(ζ − ϱij) +
1

ν2(s)
ϱij

]
=

∑
(i,j)∈T

πi(s)
ϱij
ν(s)

.

Thus

α =

∑
(i,j)∈T

πi(s)
[(
Γ
ψi
ij (X̄(s))/Γij(X̄(s))

)2
(ζ − ϱij) +

1

ν2(s)
ϱij

]
∑

(i,j)∈T

πi(s)ϱij/(ν(s))
.

Thus, we can verify that there exists a constant α0 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all s ∈ [0, T ], α ≤ α0.
From the definition of ψα, we observe that πi(s)Γ̄

ψi
ij (X̄(s)) ≤ 1. Therefore, πi(s)ψαij(s, z) ≤ α0/κQ =:

κ̃. This confirms the claim, completing the proof of the proposition.

Theorem 6.3. For any continuous and bounded function F : C([0, T ];Rd) → R, the following
Laplace principle upper bound holds:

lim inf
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp

(
− h−2(ε)F (ηε)

)]
≤ inf

η∈C([0,T ];Rd)
[I(η) + F (η)]. (6.6)

Proof. From [9, Corollary 1.2.5], without loss of generality, the function F can be assumed to be
Lipschitz continuous. That is, there exists KF ∈ (0,∞) such that

|F (η1)− F (η2)| ≤ KF ∥η1 − η2∥T , for all η1, η2 ∈ C([0, T ];Rd).

Moreover, the infimum on the right-hand side of (6.6) is finite; otherwise, (6.6) is trivial. Fix
γ ∈ (0, 1), the definition of infimum implies there exists a η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) such that I(η) +
F (η) ≤ infη∈C([0,T ];Rd)[I(η) + F (η)] + γ

2 . Since I(η) < ∞, Proposition 6.1 then implies there exists
(u∗, ψ∗, π∗) ∈ V(η∗), η∗ ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) such that∑

i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥u∗i (s)∥2π∗i (s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,ζ]×[0,T ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds ≤ I(η) +

γ

2
, (6.7)

and for i ∈ L and (i, j) ∈ T,
∫ T
0 ∥u∗i (s)∥2π∗i (s)ds <∞ and

∫
[0,ζ]×[0,T ] ∥ψ

∗
ij(s, z)∥2π∗i (s)

λζ(dz)ds <∞. Here, for such (u∗, ψ∗), the pair (η∗, π∗) is unique by statement (ii) in Proposition 6.1.
For β ∈ (0, 1], define

ψ∗,ε
ij := ψ∗

ij1{|ψ∗
ij |≤β/

√
εh(ε)}, φ∗,ε

ij := 1 +
√
εh(ε)ψ∗,ε

ij , (i, j) ∈ T. (6.8)

Let (Xε,uε,φε , Y ε,uε,φε) be the solution of (2.11), where the controls (uε, φε) ∈ U+
b are defined in

the following feedback form: for (i, j) ∈ T and s ∈ [0, T ],

uε(s) :=

|L|∑
j=1

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=j}u
∗
j (s),

φεij(s) := φ∗,ε
ij (s)1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i} + 1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)̸=i}.

(6.9)
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Using the control pair (uε, φε) defined above, the variational representation (2.10) gives

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
− h2(ε)F (ηε)

]
≤ E

[
LT,1(u

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε) + F (ηε,u
ε,φε)

]
.

Define Πε ∈ Pleb(HT ) by (4.21), where θε is introduced by (4.20). From (6.9),

LT,1(u
ε) =

1

2

∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds = 1

2

|L|∑
j=1

∫ t

0
∥u∗j (s)∥21{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}ds ≤ I(η) + 1, (6.10)

and

LT,2(φ
ε) =

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φεij(s, z))λζ(dz)ds

≤ κ3
1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|φεij(s, z)− 1|2λζ(dz)ds

≤ κ3εh
2(ε)

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ∗,ε
ij (s, z)|21{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}λζ(dz)ds

≤ 2κ3(I(η) + 1)εh2(ε).

(6.11)

Take M := max{I(η) + 1, 2κ3(I(η) + 1)}. It then follows from Proposition 4.8 that (ηε,Πε) is
a tight family of C([0, T ];Rd)×MF (HT )-valued random variables. Suppose (η̄, Π̄) is a weak limit
point of {ηε,Πε}, equations (3.2) and (3.3) hold with (η,Π) replaced with (η̄, Π̄). Disintegrate Π̄ as

Π̄(ds× {y} × dθ × dz) = dsπ̄y(s)[Π̄]34|12(dθ × dz). (6.12)

In the following, we will show that

(η̄(s), π̄(s)) = (η∗(s), π∗(s)) for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ]. (6.13)

Without loss of generality, we can assume the convergence of (ηε,Πε) to (η̄, Π̄) holds along the full
sequence. For every y ∈ L, t ∈ [0, T ], and any continuous map h : [0, T ] → Rd, we first demonstrate
that ∫

Ht
h(s)⊤1{j}(y)zΠ̄(dv) =

∫ t

0
h(s)⊤u∗j (s)π̄j(s)ds. (6.14)

From (6.10) and (6.11) and the argument of Proposition 4.8, we have for all t ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L,∫
Ht
h(s)⊤1{j}(y)zΠ

ε(dv) →
∫
Ht
h(s)⊤1{j}(y)zΠ(dv). (6.15)

We note that by the definition of Πε,∫
Ht
h(s)⊤1{j}(y)zΠ

ε(dv)

=

∫
[0,t]

h(s)⊤1{ηε,u∗,φ∗ (s−)=j}u
∗
j (s)ds

=

∫
[0,t]×L

h(s)⊤u∗j (s)1{j}(y)[Π
ε]12(dy × ds)

→
∫
[0,t]×L

h(s)⊤u∗j (s)1{j}(y)[Π̄]12(dy × ds) =

∫
[0,t]
h(s)⊤u∗j (s)π̄j(s)ds a.s. as ε→ 0,
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where the almost sure convergence is following Lemma 5.2 and the square integrability of u∗j . Thus
we obtain (6.14). Applying (6.14) to σj(X̄(s)) and summing over j, we have the following:

∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
σj(X̄(s))u∗j (s)π̄j(s)ds =

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ̄(dv).

We also note that as ε→ 0,∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πε(dv)

→
∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv).
(6.16)

By the definition of Πε, the following holds:∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πε(dv)

=

∫ t

0

∑
i∈L

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ̄(X̄(s), i)]1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}

×
∫
Eij(X̄(s))

ψε,∗ij (s, z)1{|ψε,∗ij (s,z)|≤β/
√
εh(ε)}λζ(dz)ds

=

∫
[0,t]×L

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]1{i}(y)

×
∫
Eij(X̄(s))

ψε,∗ij (s, z)1|ψε,∗ij (s,z)|≥β/(
√
εh(ε))λζ(dz)[Π

ε]12(dy × ds)

→
∫
[0,t]×L

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]1{i}(y)

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

ψ∗
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)[Π̄](dy × ds)

=

∫ t

0

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]π̄i(s)

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

ψ∗
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds.

(6.17)

Combining (6.16) and (6.17) gives∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv)

=

∫ t

0

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]π̄i(s)

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

ψ∗
ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds.

Thus we have shown (2.18) is satisfied with (η, π, u, ψ) replaced by (η̄, π̄, u∗, ψ∗). We next show
that (2.19) holds as well, i.e.,

∑
i∈L π̄i(s)Γij(X̄(s)) = 0, for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L. Since (3.3)

hold with Π replaced by Π̄, we have∫
Ht

Γyj(X̄(s))Π̄(dv) = 0, for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ], j ∈ L (6.18)
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As ε→ 0, we note that∫
Ht

Γyj(X̄(s))Πε(dv) =
∑
i∈L

∫ t

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s)=i}

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

λζ(dz)ds

=

∫
[0,t]×L

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

λζ(dz)[Π
ε]12(dy × ds)

→
∫
[0,t]×L

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

λζ(dz)[Π̄]12(dy × ds)

=

∫ t

0

∑
i∈L

πi(s)

∫
Eij(X̄(s))

λζ(dz)ds =

∫ t

0

∑
i∈L

π̄i(s)Γij(X̄(s))ds.

From (6.18), we have for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L,
∑

i∈L π̄i(s)Γij(X̄(s)) = 0. Consequently, we
have shown that (2.18) and (2.19) hold with (η, π, u, ψ) replaced by (η̄, π̄, u∗, ψ∗). Then Proposi-
tion 6.1 implies (6.13). Finally, let us study the convergence of costs. The (6.9) implies that

LT,1(u
ε) =

1

2

∫ T

0
∥uε(s)∥2ds = 1

2

∑
j∈L

∫ T

0
1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=j}∥u∗j (s)∥2ds

=
1

2

∑
j∈L

∫
[0,T ]×L

∥u∗j (s)∥21{j}(y)[Πε]12(dy × ds)

→ 1

2

∑
j∈L

∫
[0,T ]×L

∥u∗j (s)∥21{j}(y)[Π̄]12(dy × ds)

=
1

2

∑
j∈L

∫ T

0
∥u∗j (s)∥2π̄j(s)ds =

1

2

∑
j∈L

∫ T

0
∥u∗j (s)∥2π∗j (s)ds,

where the last equality is due to (6.13). For the second term in the cost, the Lemma 4.2 (iv) and
(6.8) yields

1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε)

=
1

εh2(ε)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

ℓ(φεij(s, z))λζ(dz)ds

=
1

εh2(ε)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}ℓ(φ
∗,ε
ij (s, z))λζ(dz)ds

≤ 1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψ
∗,ε
ij (s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

+κ3
√
εh(ε)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψ
∗,ε
ij (s, z)|3λζ(dz)ds

≤ 1

2
(1 + 2κ3β)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψ
∗,ε
ij (s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

≤ 1

2
(1 + 2κ3β)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds
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Furthermore for j ∈ L, we have∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

1{Y ε,uε,φε (s−)=i}|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)ds

=

∫
[0,T ]×L

(∫
[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)

)
[Πε]12(dy × ds)

→
∫
[0,T ]×L

(∫
[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2λζ(dz)

)
[Π̄]12(dy × ds)

=
∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π̄i(s)λζ(dz)ds =

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds.

Thus, as ε→ 0, we obtain the following

LT,1(u
ε) +

1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε)

→ 1

2

∑
j∈L

∫ T

0
∥u∗j (s)∥2π∗j (s)ds+

1

2
(1 + 2κ3β)

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫ T

0

∫ ζ

0
|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds,

in probability. Therefore, employing the dominated convergence theorem as ε→ 0 and then taking
β → 0 lead to

E
[
LT,1(u

ε) +
1

εh2(ε)
LT,2(φ

ε)
]

→ 1

2

∑
j∈L

∫ T

0
∥u∗j (s)∥2π∗j (s)ds+

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ∗
ij(s, z)|2π∗i (s)λζ(dz)ds

≤ I(η) +
γ

2
.

The above inequality and the convergence of ηε,uε,φε to η∗ gives

lim sup
ε→0

− 1

h2(ε)
logE

[
exp

(
− h−2(ε)F (ηε)

)]
≤ I(η) + F (η∗) +

γ

2
≤ I(η) + F (η) +

γ

2
+KFγ

≤ inf
η∈C([0,T ];Rd)

[I(η) + F (η)] + γ +KFγ.

Letting γ → 0, we have the desired upper bound (6.6).

7 Extension to unbounded drift

In this section, we prove Corollary 2.4. Under condition (H1)′, (H2) and (H3), the authors in [6]
proved that {Xε}ε>0 satisfies a LDP with speed ε−1 and the rate function J defined in (1.5) in the
space C([0, T ];Rd). It then implies exponential tightness of Xε:

lim
A→∞

lim sup
ε→0

ε logP
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε∥ > A

)
= −∞.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose (H1)′, (H2) and (H3) hold, there exits a constant A1 > 0 such that

lim sup
ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ > A1

)
= −∞. (7.1)
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Proof. For any M > 0, the compactness of the level set L = {φ : J(φ) ≤ 2M} implies that
there exists a constant A1 > 0 such that for every φ ∈ L, ∥φ∥T ≤ A1 (Recall that ∥φ∥T =
supt∈[0,T ] ∥φ(t)∥). Thus for every φ with ∥φ∥T ≥ A1, we have J(φ) > 2M . Define the set OA1 :=
{φ : ∥φ∥T ≥ A1}, it gives infφ∈OA1

J(φ) ≥ 2M . Applying the LDP upper bound for Xε to the
closed set OA1 implies

lim sup
ε→0

ε logP
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε∥ ≥ A1

)
= lim sup

ε→0
ε logP(Xε ∈ OA1) ≤ − inf

φ∈OA1

J(φ) ≤ −2M.

Hence there exists ε3 > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε3),

ε logP
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ ≥ A1

)
≤ −M (7.2)

Dividing εh2(ε) to both sides of (7.2) and taking ε→ 0, the proof is complete.

For any B > A1 where A1 is the constant in Lemma 7.1 such that (7.1) holds. Let SB = {x :
∥x∥ ≤ B} be the sphere with center at the origin and radius B. We define the truncated version of
the drift function b as bB:

bB(x, i) := b(x, i)ϖB(x), ∀ i ∈ L, (7.3)

where ϖB(·) being a smooth function satisfying

ϖB(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ SB,
0 if x ∈ Rd \ SB+1.

Denote by (Xε,B(·), Y ε,B(·)) the solution of (1.1) with b replaced by bB, and X̄B(·) the solution of
ODE (1.2) with b̄ replaced by b̄B, where b̄B :=

∑L
i=1 b

B(x, i)µxi . Because of the continuity of b and
the finiteness of x0, we note that X̄ is bounded on [0, T ]. Choose B ≥ B∗ := ∥X̄∥T ∨ A1, we then
have ϖB(X̄(t)) = 1, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ]. It yields b̄(X̄(t)) = b̄B(X̄(t)). By uniqueness of the ODE (1.2)
with b̄ replaced by b̄B, we have X̄(t) = X̄B(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Define ηε,B as

ηε,B(t) :=
Xε,B(t)− X̄B(t)√

εh(ε)
=
Xε,B(t)− X̄(t)√

εh(ε)
t ∈ [0, T ].

Theorem 2.3 implies that ηε,B satisfies a LDP with speed h−2(ε) and rate function IB defined in
(2.17) with the first constraint (2.18) becomes

η(t) =

∫ t

0
∇b̄B(X̄(s))η(s)ds+

∑
j∈L

∫ t

0
σj(X̄(s))uj(s)πj(s)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,t]×[0,ζ]

[ΦB(X̄(s), j)− ΦB(X̄(s), i)]πi(s)1Eij(X̄(s))(z)ψij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds,
(7.4)

where ΦB is the solution of the Poisson equation (2.15) with b(x, i) and b̄ replaced by bB(x, i) and b̄B,
respectively. We note that second constraint (2.19) remains the same as X̄(t) = X̄B(t), ∀ t ∈ [0, T ]
for our choice of B.
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We then claim ηε,B is an exponential good approximation of ηε with respect to the speed h−2(ε);
see [8, Section 4.22]. That is, for any a > 0,

lim
B→∞

lim sup
ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε(t)− ηε,B(t)∥ > a

)
= −∞.

Indeed, for all B ≥ B∗, we have

lim sup
ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ηε(t)− ηε,B(t)∥ > a

)
= lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)−Xε,B(t)∥ > a
√
εh(ε)

)
≤ lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)−Xε,B(t)∥ > 0

)
≤ lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)−Xε,B(t)∥ > 0; sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ ≤ B

)
∨ lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)−Xε,B(t)∥ > 0; sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ > B

)
≤ lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ > B

)
≤ lim sup

ε→0

1

h2(ε)
logP

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xε(t)∥ > A1

)
= −∞,

where the second to last inequality follows from the fact that under the condition supt∈[0,T ] ∥Xε(t)∥ ≤
B,Xε(t) = Xε,B(t), ∀ t ∈ [0, T ] which follows by the uniqueness of SDE (1.1) with b replaced by bB.
It is similar to the argument how we obtain X̄(t) = X̄B(t). The last inequality follows from (7.1).
Thus, ηε,B is an exponential good approximation of ηε. By [8, Theorem 4.2.16], it then implies ηε

satisfies a weak LDP with speed h−2(ε) and rate function Ĩ given by

Ĩ(η) := sup
δ>0

lim inf
B→∞

inf
g∈Bη,δ

IB(g), (7.5)

where Bη,δ denotes the ball {g ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) : supt∈[0,T ] ∥η(t) − g(t)∥ ≤ δ} for a given η. By
Proposition 3.3, Ĩ can also be defined by

Ĩ(η) := sup
δ>0

lim inf
B→∞

inf
g∈Bη,δ

ÎB(g), (7.6)

where ÎB(η) is defined as (3.4) with the dynamics (3.2) becomes

η(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄B(X̄(s))η(s)Π(dv) +

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[ΦB(X̄(s), j)− ΦB(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π(dv),
(7.7)

and the constraint (3.3) remains the same.
In what follows, we characterize the rate function Ĩ in (7.6) as Î defined in (2.17) in (3.4) and

prove the full LDP in Lemma 7.4. Before that, we need the stability result of the solution of the
Poisson equation (2.15).
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Lemma 7.2. Under conditions (H1)′, (H2)-(H3), for every compact set K ⊂ Rd, we have

sup
x∈K,i∈L

|ΦB(x, i)− Φ(x, i)| → 0, as B → ∞.

Proof. From Theorem 3.1, (H2) and the definition of b̄, b̄B imply that

|ΦB(x, i)− Φ(x, i)| ≤
∫ ∞

0
|E(̃bB − b̃)(x, Y x,i

t )|dt

=

∫ ∞

0

∣∣P xt [̃bB − b̃](x, ·)(i)− µx([̃bB − b̃](x, ·))
∣∣dt

≤
∫ ∞

0
∥[̃bB − b̃](x, ·)∥∞∥P xt (i, ·)− µx∥vardt

≤ K∥[̃bB − b̃](x, ·)∥∞
∫ ∞

0
e−ϱtdt

≤ K

ϱ
∥b̃B(x, ·)− b̃(x, ·)∥∞

≤ K

ϱ

(
∥bB(x, ·)− b(x, ·)∥∞ + ∥b̄B(x)− b̄(x)∥

)
,

where b̃B := bB − b̄B. Thus the definition of bB and b̄B completes the proof.

Lemma 7.3. For the rate function Ĩ defined (7.6), it takes the form of (3.4). It follows that the
rate function Ĩ defined in (7.5) takes the form of (2.17).

Proof. First, we prove Ĩ(η) ≤ Î(η). Assume Î(η) < ∞, otherwise it is trivial. Fix ε > 0. By
definition of Î(η) in (3.4), there exists Π ∈ Ps(η) such that (3.2) and (3.3) hold and

C(Π) :=
∫
HT

1
2(∥z∥

2 + d̂(θ))Π(dv) ≤ Î(η) + ε

Since X̄ is continuous on [0, T ], its range is in a compact set. We choose B large enough such
that bB = b on a fixed compact set K containing the range of X̄. It then implies ΦB = Φ on
this compact set. Thus, Π ∈ Ps(η) where η now satisfies the equation (7.7) and the cost does not
change. Therefore, ÎB(η) ≤ C(Π) ≤ Î(η) + ε. For every δ > 0 and B large enough, we have

inf
g∈Bη,δ

ÎB(g) ≤ ÎB(η) ≤ Î(η) + ε.

Taking lim infB→∞ and supermum over δ > 0 to above inequality, it gives Ĩ(η) ≤ Î(η) + ε by the
definition (7.6). Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, Ĩ(η) ≤ Î(η).

We now prove the reversed inequality Î(η) ≤ Ĩ(η). Assume Ĩ(η) < ∞. By definition of Ĩ in
(7.6), there exists sequences Bn → ∞, δn ↓ 0 and gn ∈ Bη,δn such that

lim
n→∞

ÎBn(gn) = Ĩ(η). (7.8)

For each n ∈ N, the definition of ÎBn(gn) implies there exists a Πn ∈ Ps(gn) such that

C(Πn) :=

∫
HT

1

2
(∥z∥2 + d̂(θ))Πn(dv) ≤ ÎBn(gn) + 1/n, (7.9)

and gn satisfies the equation (7.7) with Π, B replaced by Πn, Bn, respectively. That is,

gn(t) =

∫
Ht

∇b̄Bn(X̄(s))gn(s)Πn(dv) +

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− ΦBn(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv).
(7.10)
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For sufficient large n, the equation (7.8) and (7.9) imply

C(Πn) ≤ ÎBn(zn) + 1/n ≤ Ĩ(η) + 2/n ≤ Ĩ(η) + 2 <∞. (7.11)

Thus C(Πn) admits a uniform bound independent of n. It follows that {Πn} is pre-compact in
Pleb(HT ). Then there exists a convergent subsequence (still denoted by n) such that Πn → Π̄
weakly for some Π̄. By the lower semicontinuity of the cost functional, (7.8) and (7.9) yield

C(Π̄) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

C(Πn) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

(
ÎBn(gn) + 1/n

)
= Ĩ(η).

If we proved Π̄ ∈ Ps(η), we can get Î(η) = infΠ̄∈Ps(η)C(Π̄) ≤ Ĩ(η), thus finish the proof.
Let us proceed to prove Π̄ ∈ Ps(η). Because gn satisfies the equation (7.10) and gn converges

to η uniformly on [0, T ] as gn ∈ Bη,δn and δn ↓ 0 when n → ∞, it is sufficient to prove η satisfies
the un-truncated equation (3.2) with Π replaced by Π̄. From (7.10), we first note that∫

Ht
∇b̄Bn(X̄(s))gn(s)Πn(dv)−

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)Π̄(dv)

=

∫
Ht

[
∇b̄Bn(X̄(s))−∇b̄(X̄(s))

]
gn(s)Πn(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))
[
gn(s)− η(s)

]
Πn(dv) +

∫
Ht

∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)
[
Πn(dv)− Π̄(dv)

]
=: Rn

1 +Rn
2 +Rn

3 .

For Rn
1 , for sufficiently large n (thusBn), we have b̄Bn(X̄(s)) = b̄(X̄(s)), which implies ∇b̄Bn(X̄(s)) =

∇b̄(X̄(s)). Hence gn ∈ Bη,δn with given η ∈ C([0, T ];Rd) implies Rn
1 → 0 as n → ∞. The uniform

convergence of gn to η and the boundedness of ∇b̄(X̄(s)) yield that Rn
2 → 0 as n → ∞. The

Rn
3 → 0 followed by the weak convergence of Πn to Π̄.

Moreover, the uniform integrability argument in (3.14) implies∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠn(dv) →

∫
Ht
σ(X̄(s), y)zΠ̄(dv)

Furthermore, we note that∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− ΦBn(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv)

−
∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))Π̄(dv)

=

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[
(ΦBn − Φ)(X̄(s), j)− (ΦBn − Φ)(X̄(s), y)

]
Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv)

+

∫
Ht

∑
j∈L

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), y)]Γθyj(X̄(s))
[
Πn(dv)− Π̄(dv)

]
=: Rn

4 +Rn
5 .
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For Rn
4 , Lemma 7.2 and the Hölder inequality yield

Rn
4 ≤ 2 sup

s∈[0,T ],j∈L
∥ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), j)∥

∑
j∈L

∫
Ht

Γθyj(X̄(s))Πn(dv)

≤ 2 sup
s∈[0,T ],j∈L

∥ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), j)∥

×
∑
j∈L

(∫
Ht

12Πn(dv)
)1/2(∫

Ht
|Γθyj(X̄(s))|2Πn(dv)

)1/2

≤ 2 sup
s∈[0,T ],j∈L

∥ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), j)∥

×
(∑
j∈L

∫
HT

Πn(dv)
)1/2(∑

j∈L

∫
HT

|Γθyj(X̄(s))|2Πn(dv)
)1/2

≤ 2

√
Tζ(Ĩ(η) + 2) sup

s∈[0,T ],j∈L
∥ΦBn(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), j)∥ → 0 as n→ ∞,

where the last inequality follows from the argument in (3.10) and (7.11). For Rn
5 , it converges to

zero by the weak convergence of Πn to Π̄ as in (3.13). Consequently, η satisfies the (3.2) with Π
replaced by Π̄. The proof is complete.

Lemma 7.4. Under assumptions (H1)′, (H2) and (H3), we have

(i) I(·) is a good rate function

(ii) For every closed set F ,
inf
η∈F

I(η) ≤ lim sup
B→∞

inf
η∈F

IB(η).

Therefore, ηε satisfies the full LDP and thus Corollary 2.4 hold.

Proof. The proof of (i) follows the argument of Proposition 3.4. The different things are that under
the Lipschitz condition of b(·, i), i ∈ L, the corresponding solution of Poisson equation Φ(·, i), i ∈ L
has a linear growth; see (3.5). But since Φ(·, i), i ∈ L acts on the deterministic path X̄, the
boundedness of ηn in (3.11) still hold. The rest of the proof remains the same, thus details are
omitted.

We now proceed to prove (ii). Let F ⊂ C([0, T ];Rd) be closed. Put

κ := lim sup
B→∞

inf
η∈F

IB(η). (7.12)

Assume κ < ∞, otherwise it is trivial. By definition of lim sup, there is a sequence Bn → ∞ such
that

lim
n→∞

inf
η∈F

IBn(η) = κ

For each n ∈ N, the definition of infimum implies that we can choose ηn ∈ F such that IBn(ηn) ≤
infη∈F IBn(η)+1/n. Thus for sufficiently large n, IBn(ηn) is bounded by κ+1. The compactness of
level set in Proposition 3.4 implies that {ηn} is relatively compact. Thus there exists a convergent
subsequence (still denoted by n) such that ηn → η̄ uniformly on [0, T ] for some η̄. Since ηn ∈ F
and F is a closed set, we have η̄ ∈ F . The argument in Lemma 7.3 implies that

I(η̄) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

IBn(ηn) = lim
n→∞

(
inf
η∈F

IBn(η) + 1/n
)
= κ.

Therefore, we have
inf
η∈F

I(η) ≤ I(η̄) ≤ κ = lim sup
B→∞

inf
η∈F

IB(η).

Thus we finished the proof of (i) and (ii), yielding the full LDP by [8, Theorem 4.2.16].
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8 Discussions and remarks

8.1 Jump diffusions in fast-varying Markovian environment

The result in this paper can be extended to jump diffusion in the fast-varying Markovian environ-
ment. Specifically, we can consider

dXε(t) = b(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dt+
√
εσ(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dW (t)

+ε

∫
[0,t]×Υ

χ(Xε(s−), Y ε(s−), ξ)N1/ε(ds, dξ),
(8.1)

where b : Rd×L → Rd, σ : Rd×L → Rd×d, and χ : Rd×L×Υ → Rd are suitable functions, W is a
standard d-dimensional Wiener process, N1/ε is a PRM on ΥT := [0, T ]×Υ with intensity measure
ε−1νT := ε−1λT × ν, where Υ is s locally compact Polish space and ν is a locally finite measure on
Υ, λT is the Lebesgue measure on [0, T ]. The Y ε(·) is the fast-varying Markov chain on finite state
space L satisfying conditions (H2) and (H3). Besides the condition (H1)′, we also assume
(H4) For each i ∈ L and ξ ∈ Υ, the function χ(·, i, ξ) is a continuously differentiable function with
bounded derivative. Moreover, for each i ∈ L, there exits a function Lχ(i, ·),Mχ(i, ·) ∈ L1(ν)∩L2(ν)
such that for all x, x′ ∈ Rd and ξ ∈ Υ,

∥χ(x, i, ξ)− χ(x′, i, ξ)∥ ≤ Lχ(i, ξ)∥x− x′∥,
∥χ(x, i, ξ)∥ ≤Mχ(i, ξ)(1 + ∥x∥).

(H5) The function Lχ,Mχ are in the class Hς for some ς > 0, where Hς is defined as

Hς :=

{
h : L×Υ → R : ∀ Z ∈ B(Υ) with ν(Z) <∞,

∫
Z
exp(ς|h(i, ξ)|)ν(dξ) <∞,∀ i ∈ L

}
. (8.2)

Remark 8.1. The condition (H4)-(H5) are motivated by [5, Condition 2.6, p. 1733].

We denote by X̄, the solution of the following ODE

dX̄(t) = b̄(X̄(t))dt+

∫
Υ
χ̄(X̄(s), ξ)ν(dξ)dt, (8.3)

where b̄ and χ̄ are defined as

b̄(x) :=
∑
i∈L

b(x, i)µxi , χ̄(x, ξ) :=
∑
i∈L

χ(x, i, ξ)µxi , ∀, x ∈ Rd, ξ ∈ Υ.

Under (H1)′, (H2)-(H4), there exist unique solutions Xε and X̄ that satisfy (8.1) and (8.3), respec-
tively. Letting ε→ 0, one can prove that Xε in (8.1) converges to X̄ in suitable sense. We refer to
the work [41] for this averaging result.

Define ηε as in (1.3), we are interested in studying the large deviations of ηε as ε→ 0, which is
the moderate deviations of Xε in (8.1).

Let Φ be the solution of the Poisson equation of (2.15). For each fixed x ∈ Rd and fixed ξ ∈ Υ,
let Ψ be the solution of the Poisson equation

Q(x)Ψ(x, ·, ξ)(i) = −[χ(x, i, ξ)− χ̄(x, ξ)], with
|L|∑
i=1

Ψ(x, i, ξ)µxi = 0. (8.4)

Under conditions (H4)-(H5), the Poisson equation (8.4) has a unique solution Ψ. Then, we would
obtain the following moderate deviation principle for the solution of the jump diffusion Xε in (8.1).
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Theorem 8.2. Assume condition (H1)′, (H2)-(H5) hold. Then the solution {Xε}ε>0 of (8.1)
satisfies the moderate deviation principle on C([0, T ];Rd) with speed h−2(ε) and rate function Ijump
defined as

Ijump(η) = inf
(u,ψ̂,ψ̃,π)∈V(η)

{∑
i∈L

1

2

∫ T

0
∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds+

∑
i∈L

∫
[0,T ]×Υ

1

2
|ψ̂i(s, ξ)|2πi(s)ν(dξ)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

1

2

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ̃ij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds
}
,

where V(η) is the collection of all {u = (ui), ψ̂ = (ψ̂i), ψ̃ = (ψ̃ij), π = (πi)} belonging to

M([0, T ];Rd)|L| × (L2([0, T ]×Υ))|L| × (L2([0, T ]× [0, ζ]))|T| ×M([0, T ];P(L))

such that for each i ∈ L and each (i, j) ∈ T,
∫ T
0 ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds <∞,∫

[0,T ]×Υ
|ψ̂i(s, ξ)|2πi(s)ν(dξ)ds <∞,

∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ]

|ψ̃ij(s, z)|2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds <∞,

and for each i ∈ L,

η(t) =

∫ t

0
∇b̄(X̄(s))η(s)ds+

∑
i∈L

∫ t

0
σi(X̄(s))ui(s)πi(s)ds

+

∫
[0,t]×Υ

∇xχ̄(X̄(s), ξ)η(s)ν(dξ)ds+
∑
i∈L

∫
[0,t]×Υ

χ̄(X̄(s), ξ)ψ̂i(s, ξ)ν(dξ)ds

+
∑

(i,j)∈T

∫
[0,t]×[0,ζ]

[Φ(X̄(s), j)− Φ(X̄(s), i)]1Eij(X̄(s))(z)ψ̃ij(s, z)λζ(dz)ds

+

∫
Υ

∑
(i,j)∈T

∫ t

0

∫ ζ

0

[
Ψ(X̄(s), j, ξ)−Ψ(X̄(s), i, ξ)

]
1Eij(X̄(s))(z)ψ̃ij(s, z)λζ(dz)dsν(dξ)

and for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ L, ∑
i∈L

πi(s)Γij(X̄(s)) = 0.

The rigorous proof of Theorem 8.2 is left to our subsequent work.

8.2 Countable state Markovian environment

This paper establishes a moderate deviation principle for stochastic differential equations evolving
in a fast-varying random environment modeled by a state-dependent regime switching process on a
finite state space. A natural question is whether we could extend the result to the Markov chain
with countable state space L = {1, 2, . . . }. Such an extension is highly non-trivial and would
likely require arguments beyond the weak convergence method used in this work. Below we outline
the primary obstacles that arise when attempting to generalize our results for the countable-state
setting.

The most fundamental difficulty concerns the variational representation of a countable-state
Markov chain via Poisson random measures (PRMs). When the Markov chain is countable, though
we can still represent the Markov chain as an equation driven by PRMs as in (2.5), we instead have
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infinite many/countable PRMs. To our knowledge, there is no available variational representation
for countable PRMs. The literature such as [3, 5, 6, 7] all considered models driven by finite many
PRMs. This countable states make our rate function (2.17) problematic. Specifically, for each
i ∈ L, (i, j) ∈ T, under the conditions that∫ T

0 ∥ui(s)∥2πi(s)ds <∞,
∫
[0,T ]×[0,ζ] |ψij(s, z)|

2πi(s)λζ(dz)ds <∞,

we cannot obtain the finiteness of the rate function in (2.17) as we take infinite summation over
indices i ∈ L and (i, j) ∈ L, respectively. Thus, some new arguments are needed. Second, the
finiteness of the state space of the Markov chain ensures the tightness of random measures defined
in (4.21). When the state space is countable, however, additional conditions are needed to ensure
tightness; see [4, Section 6.10] for details on this point. The third difficulty lies in the proof of
large deviation upper and lower bound, both of which rely on the finiteness of the state space. For
instance, estimates such as (5.3) use this finiteness directly. Moreover, in the proof of large deviation
upper bound, the construction of πδ yields estimates (6.4), which fails in the countable setting, thus
requires a new approximation scheme.

In summary, extending our moderate deviation results from finite-state to countable-state Markov
chains presents several challenges, with the lack of a variational representation for infinitely many
PRMs being the most crucial obstacle. This problem remains open, and we hope to address it in
future work.

8.3 Beyond Markovian environment

Similar result can also be established for settings where the fast-varying random environment is
modeled by certain jump diffusions in Rd2 , by adapting the notion of viable pairs [10]. For this
direction, we consider the following slow-fast stochastic system dXε(t) = b(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dt+

√
εσ(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dW (t), Xε(0) = x0 ∈ Rd1

dY ε(t) =
1

ε
[−Y ε(t) + f(Xε

t , Y
ε
t )]dt+

1

ε1/α
dL1

t , Y ε(0) = y0 ∈ Rd2 ,
(8.5)

where L1
t is an isotropic α-stable process with α ∈ (1, 2) in Rd2 . The associated Poisson random

measure for L1
t is defined by

N((0, t]× U) :=
∑
s∈(0,t]

1U (L
1
s − L1

s−), U ∈ B(Rd2 \ {0}), t > 0.

By Lev́y-Itô decomposition [23], we can write the equation of Y ε in (8.5) as

dY ε(t) =
1

ε
[−Y ε(t) + f(Xε

t , Y
ε
t )]dt+

1

ε1/α

∫
|z|≤1

zÑ(ds, dz) +
1

ε1/α

∫
|z|>1

zN(ds, dz)

=
1

ε
[−Y ε(t) + f(Xε

t , Y
ε
t )]dt−

1

ε1/α

∫
|z|≤1

zν(dz)ds+
1

ε1/α

∫
Rd2

zN(ds, dz).
(8.6)

where N(ds, dz) is a PRM on [0,∞) × Rd2 with intensity ν(dz)ds = Cd2,α/|z|d2+αdzds with Cd2,α
being a normalization constant and Ñ(ds, dz) = N(ds, dz)− ν(dz)ds is the corresponding compen-
sated PRM. The slow dynamics Xε in (8.5) can also be a jump diffusion like in (8.1). We here
focus on diffusions for simplicity. Under suitable conditions, as ε → 0, Xε converges weakly to the
following deterministic ODE

dX̄(t) = b̄(X̄(t))dt, X̄(0) = x0,
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where b̄ is given by b̄(x) =
∫
Rd2 b(x, y)µ

x(dy) with µx(dy) being the invariant measure of following
SDE: for frozen x ∈ Rd1 ,

dY x(t) = [−Y x(t) + f(x, Y x(t))]dt+ dL1
t , Y x(0) = y0 ∈ Rd1 .

The operator associated with Y x is defined by L0(x, y) := LOU + f(x, y) · ∇y, where LOU is the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator given by LOU := ∇α/2

y − y · ∇y.
Define ηε(t) := [Xε(t)−X̄(t)]/

√
εh(ε), where h(ε) satisfies the condition (1.4). We aim to study

the large deviation principle of ηε. From (8.5) and (8.6), the slow-fast system can be viewed as
being driven by Brownian motions and Poisson random measures, allowing us to employ the weak
convergence approach.

For slow-fast processes in Euclidean space, a powerful tool for large deviation analysis is to use
the viable pair in [10]. Denote by L2(ν) the space of L2(Rd2) under measure ν(dz). For any fixed
x, η ∈ Rd1 , y ∈ Rd2 , u ∈ Rd1 and ψ ∈ L2(ν), let us define

ρ(x, η, y, u, ψ) := ∇b̄(x)η + σ(x, y)u and Lxu,ψ := L0(x, y) (8.7)

Recall the definition of a viable pair in [10].

Definition 8.3. A pair (ξ, P ) ∈ C([0, T ];Rd1)×P(Rd1 ×L2(ν)×Rd2 × [0, T ]) is called a viable pair
with respect to (ρ,Lxu,ψ) if the followings are satisfied: the function ξt is absolutely continuous, P is
square integrable in the sense that∫

Rd1×L2(ν)×Rd2×[0,T ]
∥u(s)∥2 + |ψ(s)|2L2(ν)P (du dψ dy ds) <∞

and the following hold for all t ∈ [0, T ],

ξt = x0 +

∫
Rd1×L2(ν)×Rd2×[0,t]

ρ(X̄(s), ξs, y, u, ψ)P (du dψ dy ds) (8.8)

and for every h ∈ D(Lxu,ψ), the domain of opertor Lxu,ψ, we have∫
Rd1×L2(ν)×Rd2×[0,t]

LX̄(s)
u,ψ h(y)P (du dψ dy ds) = 0. (8.9)

Moreover, P (Rd1 × L2(ν)× Rd2 × [0, t]) = t. In this case, we will write (ξ, P ) ∈ Vρ,LX̄u,ψ .

Remark 8.4. In the definition of (8.7), although the right-hand side of expressions does not depend
on the control ψ, we still display it to highlight that ψ is a control variable. As in Theorem 2.3, we
would expect ψ(s, z) ∈ L2([0, T ] × Rd2) with respect to the measure ν(dz)ds in our cost functional.
We would encode ψ(s, z) as a measure-valued process ψ(s) taking values in the space L2(ν).

Consider the following non-local Poisson equation

L0(x, y)Φ(x, y) = −[b(x, y)− b̄(x)], x ∈ Rd1 (8.10)

where x is a parameter. Motivated by the regularity result of above non-local Poisson equation in
[35], we could obtain the following result.
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Theorem 8.5. Assume assumption (H1)′ hold and f is bounded, Lipschitz continuous in Rd1×Rd2.
Then the process {Xε}ε>0 of (8.5) satisfies the moderate deviation principle in C([0, T ];Rd1) with
speed h−2(ε) and good rate function Istable defined by

Istable(η) = inf
(η,P )∈V

ρ,LX̄
u,ψ

{
1

2

∫
Rd1×L2(ν)×Rd2×[0,T ]

∥u(s)∥2 + |ψ(s)|2L2(ν)P (du dψ dy ds)

}
,

with the convention that the infimum over the empty set is ∞.

Proof. The rigorous proof is omitted and will be presented in our subsequent work. Here, we provide
a brief justification explaining why ρ and Lxu,ψ, as defined in (8.7), are independent of ψ and the
solution to the Poisson equation (8.10). This independence extends to their appearance in the
limiting dynamics (8.8) and the constraint on the fast process (8.9).

In line with Section 2, we therefore introduce the following controlled dynamics:

dXε,uε,φε(t) = b(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))dt+
√
εσ(Xε(t), Y ε(t))dW (t)

+
√
εh(ε)σ(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))uε(t)dt

dY ε,uε,φε(t) =
1

ε
[−Y ε,uε,φε(t) + f(Xε,uε,φε(t), Y ε,uε,φε(t))]dt

− 1

ε1/α

∫
|z|≤1

zν(dz)ds+
1

ε1/α

∫
Rd2

zNφε(ds, dz).

where Nφε is controlled PRM with intensity φε(s, z)ν(dz)ds. Denote by X̂ε = Xε,uε,φε and Ŷ ε =
Y ε,uε,φε . Note that the dynamics Ŷ ε can be rewritten as

dŶ ε(t) =
1

ε

[
− Ŷ ε + f(X̂ε(t), Ŷ ε(t))

]
dt+

1

ε1/α
dL1

t

+
1

ε1/α

{∫
Rd2

zNφε(ds, dz)−
∫
Rd2

zN(ds, dz)
}
.

Applying Itô formula to the solution of nonlocal Poisson equations (8.10), we have

Φ(X̂ε(t), Ŷ ε(t))

= Φ(x0, y0) +

∫ t

0

(1
ε
L0 + Lε1

)
Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))ds+Mε

0(t) +Mε
1(t) +Mε

2(t),
(8.11)

where Lε1 is defined as

Lε1 :=
[
b(x, y) +

√
εh(ε)σ(x, y)u

]
· ∇x +

ε

2
Tr

[
σσ⊤(x, y)∇2

x

]
and for i = 0, 1, 2, Mε

i (t) are defined by

Mε
0(t) :=

∫ t

0

∫
Rd2

Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s) + ε−1/αz)− Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))[φε(s, z)− 1]ν(dz)ds

Mε
1(t) =

√
ε

∫ t

0
∇xΦ(X̂

ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))σ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))dW (s)

Mε
2(t) =

∫ t

0

∫
Rd2

[
Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s) + ε−1/αz)− Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))

]
Ñφε(ds, dz).

We then define ηε,uε,φε = (Xε,uε,φε − X̄)/
√
εh(ε). As in the decomposition (2.14), we must

rewrite the term ηε,u
ε,φε

1 defined in (2.14) using the solution of the Poisson equation, following the
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same steps as in (4.9), (4.11) and (4.15). To do this, we multiply both sides of (8.11) by ε, divide by√
εh(ε) and rearranging the resulting terms in analogy with (4.12). The only term require additional

attention is Mε
0; all other terms converge to zero in suitable sense. Setting ψε = (φε − 1)/

√
εh(ε),

the mean-value theorem yields

ε√
εh(ε)

Mε
0(t) = ε

∫ t

0

∫
Rd2

[
Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s) + ε−1/αz)− Φ(X̂ε(s), Ŷ ε(s))

]
ψε(s, z)ν(dz)ds

= ε

∫ t

0

∫
Rd2

∇yΦ(X̂
ε(s), Ŷ +,ε(s))

z

ε1/α
ψε(s, z)ν(dz)ds

for some Ŷ +,ε(s) lying between Ŷ ε(s) and Ŷ ε(s) + ε−1/αz. Thanks to ε1−1/α → 0 for α ∈ (1, 2) as
ε→ 0 and the boundedness of Φ, we can obtain ε/(

√
εh(ε))Mε

0(t) → 0, as ε→ 0. This establishes
that the limiting dynamics of ηε,uε,φε are independent of ψ and Φ. Analogously, it can be verified
that the constraint condition (8.9) is also independent of them.
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