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NON-UNIQUENESS FOR REFLECTED ROUGH DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS

PAUL GASSIAT

ABSTRACT. We give an example of a reflected differential equation which may have infinitely
many solutions if the driving signal is rough enough (e.g. of infinite p-variation, for some p > 2).
For this equation, we identify a sharp condition on the modulus of continuity of the signal under
which uniqueness holds. Lévy’s modulus for Brownian motion turns out to be a boundary case.
We further show that in our example, non-uniqueness holds almost surely when the driving signal
is a fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index H < i. The considered equation is driven by
a two-dimensional signal with one component of bounded variation, so that rough path theory is
not needed to make sense of the equation.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider differential equations with normal reflection taking values in a closed domain D C R¢
and driven by a signal X, which in general take the form

(L1) 4Y; = F(YD)dX, + drr, Yo = yo,

where the unknown is the pair (Y, k) which must satisfy the additional constraint
Vt >0, Y, €D, dri = lgy,copyn(Ye)|dryl

where n(y) is an inner normal of D at y € dD.

In the stochastic analysis literature, the driving signal X is usually a (continuous) semimartingale,
and the equation is understood in It6 or Stratonovich sense. Existence and uniqueness of the
solutions are then classical (see e.g. [16, 11, 15]). In fact, in this context the difficult part is usually
the existence, while the uniqueness is an almost immediate consequence of 1t6’s formula, under
some mild regularity assumption on D (external ball condition).

However, these well-posedness results rely crucially on It&’s calculus, and therefore are restricted
to semimartingale signals. In contrast, Lyons’ rough path theory [12] provides a deterministic
framework to define integrals (and solve differential equations) driven by signals X of arbitrary
low regularity (measured for instance by the index p in the scale of p-variation spaces). The key
idea of rough path theory is to lift X to an enhanced object X = (X, [ X ® dX,...) in a suitable
metric space (depending on p) so that the solution of a differential equation driven by X is then
obtained as a continuous function of X (we will not need rough path theory in this paper so we
refrain from giving any more details). In addition to the added robustness which is useful even
when applied to the semimartingale framework, the flexibility of rough path theory means that it
may be applied to a much broader class of random signals, such as for instance many Gaussian or
Markovian processes, see e.g. [9] and references therein.

This work is partially supported by the ANR via the project ANR-16-CE40- 0020-01. The author would like to
thank Joseph Lehec for a helpful discussion, and Cyril Labbé for useful comments. The author is also grateful to an
anonymous referee for several remarks which helped to improve the clarity of the presentation.
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It is therefore interesting to understand to which extent a (rough) pathwise theory is possible
for (1.1). Let us summarize the results which are known so far. Existence results have been proven
by Aida [1, 2] when X is a rough path with finite p-variation (p < 3), under essentially the same
assumptions on D as in the semimartingale case. In the Young case (p < 2), uniqueness of solutions
was obtained by Falkowski and Stominski [5] (in the case D = Ril x R%) by a contraction mapping
argument. The same result was then extended to mixed Young/semimartingale SDE by the same
authors [7]. In the rough case (p < 3), uniqueness has been obtained in the one-dimensional case
D = Ry by Deya et al. [4]. Similar results to those mentioned above have also been obtained in
the case when D is allowed to depend on time, see e.g. [6, 3, 14].

However, the question of uniqueness in the case of rough signals (p > 2) and multidimensional
domains (d > 2) has so far remained open, and the main goal of this paper is to resolve it (nega-
tively). For preciseness let us consider the following formal statement (for given integers m,d > 1
and scalar p > 1) :

Assertion (A)d7m7p For any smooth domain D C R%, any rough path X € Cp_,q,([0, 1], R™),
any f € C*® (Rd,L(Rm,Rd)) and any yo € R?,

the equation (1.1) admits at most one solution (Y, x).

(Note that, if p > 2, in the above X should be understood as p-rough path over a R™-valued
path, with (1.1) being understood in the sense of rough integration.)

Then by the results mentioned in the previous paragraph, it is known that (A)gm,p holds if
either 1 < p < 2 [5], or if d = 1 [4]. The main result of the present paper can be summarized as
follows.

Theorem 1.1. For anyd > 2, m > 2, p > 2, the assertion (A)gm,p is false.

We prove this result via a simple counter-example showing that an equation of the form (1.1)
driven by a rough signal may have infinitely many solutions, even for smooth domains (in our
case the domain is just Ry x R). The presented equation is (affine) linear, and since the rough
component of the driving signal is one-dimensional, we may define solutions by a Doss-Sussman
representation, so that we actually do not need rough path theory in this paper.

Our result shows that uniqueness may not hold for signals of finite p-variation with p > 2, while
it is known to hold for p < 2, and it is natural to ask the exact regularity at which uniqueness breaks
down. In the case of the equation considered in this paper, we obtain a precise answer in the form of
a necessary and sufficient condition on a modulus of continuity for uniqueness to hold for arbitrary
signals of the corresponding regularity. Interestingly, Lévy’s modulus of continuity for Brownian
motion turns out to be a boundary case (namely, the power to which the logarithm appears in
the modulus is critical). Since our counterexample consists of carefully chosen deterministic paths,
we also discuss what happens when the driving signal in our equation comes from a probabilistic
distribution. We focus on the case of fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index H < %, and we
obtain that in that case uniqueness still does not hold (almost surely).

Finally, let us mention that if the main result of the paper shows that regularity properties of
f and X are not sufficient to establish uniqueness of solutions to (1.1) in the rough setting, one
may still hope that finer properties of the vector fields and/or the driving signal suffice to restore
uniqueness. We present several (loose) conjectures in this direction below.
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The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the counterexample,
state our main results and comment on them. In Section 3 we give the proofs of these results. The
proof of some Gaussian estimates is delayed to Section 4.

2. MAIN RESULTS

The equation that we consider is written

(21) dZ; = AthAt — €1d’}/t + e1d K, for t € [0, 1], s
Z - ey > 0, dK = I{Z‘61:0}|dK|

where the unknown (Z, K) takes values in R? x R, (ej, e2) denotes the canonical basis,

0 1
A is a given scalar continuous path, and - is a nondecreasing scalar function.

Note that since A is the only component of the driving signal of unbounded variation in the
above equation, we may use a Doss-Sussman representation to define solutions (in fact, since the
equation is linear, this is just Duhamel’s formula), see subsection 3.1 below for precise statements.
We will frequently make the abuse of notation of calling Z itself the solution.

We also note that (Z = 0, K = v) is a solution to (2.1), so that to prove that uniqueness does
not hold it will be enough to find solutions with Zy = 0 and non-null Z component.

Theorem 2.1. There ezists A € Np=2Cp_par([0,1],R), and v continuous and increasing s.t. (2.1)
admits uncountably many distinct solutions on [0, 1] with Zy = 0, which are all non-null at positive
times.

Let us describe how these solutions are obtained. The trajectories corresponding to the linear
part of the equation (driven by \) are given by hyperboles asymptotic to the {z = y} line, and
which cross the y axis (i.e. the reflecting boundary) in the normal direction. On the other hand, in
the part of the plane where the equations are constrained to live, the drift —e;d~y pushes the solution
Z towards these hyperboles that are further away from the origin. The solutions from the Theorem
above are then obtained by alternating intervals where A acts by moving Z away from the y axis
along a small hyperbole arc and then v pushes Z back to the y axis, see Figure 1 below. One then
sees that taking A of infinite 2-variation, one may accumulate infinitely many such small intervals
in such a way that the solution may escape from 0 in finite time. The additional restriction that
~ must have finite total variation imposes a further constraint on how A must be chosen (actually,
both constraints combined impose that A has infinite ¢-variation, for 1(r) = r?/log(r~1), cf Lemma
3.7).

We then focus on the case where dy = dt in (2.1), which for convenience we rewrite below :

(22) dZt = Ath)\t — e dt + elth, Z - €1 Z 07 dK = 1{Z-81:0}‘dK|'

We obtain a sharp criterion on the modulus of continuity of A\ so that the above admits a
unique solution. We say that w : [0,00) — [0,00) is a modulus if it is continuous, non-decreasing,
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subadditive (i.e. w(a +b) < w(a) 4+ w(b) for all a,b > 0), and satisfies w(0) = 0. Given a modulus
w, we let

Co={f:[0,1] =R, YO<s<t<1|f(t)—f(s)| <w(lt—s| }.

Theorem 2.2. Given a modulus w, let

(2.3) 0,,() == sup (w(r) - 5) .

r>0 €

Then if 0, satisfies Osgood’s condition

(2.4) /O ) G:I(xx) = oo,

the equation (2.2) admits a unique solution for any X in C,, and any initial condition Zy.
On the other hand, if (2.4) does not hold and in addition

) w(20)
2.5 lims <1,
25) ISP 5 0)

then there exists A in C,, such that (2.2) admits multiple solutions with Zy = 0.

Remark 2.3. Note that in the case of the Hélder modulus w(r) = r* for a € (0,1], one has that
0., (c) = CoeTa, so that (2.4) holds if and only if o > 3 (recall that we already know from [5] that
equations are well-posed for A € C* with o > %)

In the case when w(r) = r'/2 log(r=')?, one has 0,(¢) ~ Czelog(e=1)? as ¢ — 0, so that
(2.4) holds if and only if B < 1/2 (this is rather striking, since B = 1/2 is exactly the case of Lévy
modulus for Brownian motion !).

We also remark that (2.5) is a rather mild assumption, for instance it is implied by the fact that
(2.4) does not hold if w is regularly varying at 0T (indeed, if w(r) = r*L(r) with L slowly varying
at 0, then (2.4) holds unless o < 1/2, whereas o < 1 implies (2.5)).

Remark 2.4. At first glance, Theorem 2.1 may seem like it is a consequence of Theorem 2.2.
However, it is not the case, since in Theorem 2.1 we are able to obtain uncountably many different
solutions, whereas in Theorem 2.2, in the non-uniqueness result we only construct a single nonnull
solution to (2.2) (another one could be obtained by symmetry). We do not know if in that setting we
could obtain multiple (three or more) solutions escaping immediately from 0. (In addition, the solu-
tions constructed in the proof of Theorem 2.1 are very explicit, so that for clarity’s sake we believe
it is helpful to separate this rather simple counter-example from the more technical computations
needed in the proof of Theorem 2.2 )

Finally, we consider the probabilistic setting in which A is a fractional Brownian path. The
results are as follows :

Theorem 2.5. Let 0 < H < % and P7 be the fBm measure of Hurst index H on C([0,1],R).
(1) Let v : [0,1] = R be a piecewise-constant path of the form

W)= D

0<t<ty
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where (t;)k>0 decreases to 0 and (xi)k>0 s a summable sequence satisfying
top1 — th ~hooo k7%, @ > exp(—k7),

where

2H

Then for PH-almost every A, (2.1) admits infinitely many solutions. More precisely, there exists a
family of processes (Z7),~0, adapted w.r.t. the completed natural filtration, that solve (2.1) a.s.,
and such that a.s. one has for ny,ny > 0,

5 1
rnabx<12H71)<04<7 0<0<1-2aH.

lim 12" Sy
>0 [Z2]
(2) For the equation with ~y(t) = t, for PH-a.e. path ), there exists a family (Z") 0] of
functions which are solutions to (2.2) and such that Z'(s) = 0 if and only if s <t (in particular,
these solutions are all distinct).

In Figure 2 below we plot (a numerical approximation of) the trajectory of a non-null solution
starting from 0 given by point (2) above, with H = 0.2.

Remark 2.6. The families of solutions in (1) and (2) are different in two respects :

o In (1), the solutions are obtained as adapted processes, whereas in (2) they are not. This is
what is usually referred to as the distinction between pathwise and path-by-path uniqueness,
cf. e.g. [8]. This distinction comes from the method of proof followed in both cases (in the
proof of (2) one uses a compactness argument and the chosen subsequence may depend on
the path of A, whereas in the proof of (1) we do not need to pass to a subsequence). It seems
likely that actually the solutions in (2) could also be obtained as adapted processes.

e In (2), while there are also uncountably many solutions, they only differ by the time at which
they leave the “problematic point” (here, the origin), whereas in (1) there are infinitely many
solutions leaving O at the same time (this is the same distinction as between the results of
Theorem 2.1 and 2.2, ¢f Remark 2.4). We also do not know if in (2) we could obtain
multiple solutions escaping immediately from 0.

Remark 2.7. While the main result of this paper implies that well-posedness of rough differential
equations with reflection cannot hold in general, one may still hope that uniqueness holds under
further restrictions. Let us discuss three additional conditions under which one may conjecture that
uniqueness holds.

(1) Regularity of the signal. In equation (2.2), uniqueness holds when the driving path has
Brownian regularity (as discussed in Remark 2.3). One may conjecture that this would still
be true for a general equation of the form (1.1), assuming that the rough path associated to
X s sufficiently regular, for instance if it has finite -variation for suitable ¥. Note that
the important class of Markovian rough paths, as described in [9, chapter 16], have sample
paths with similar variation regularity as semimartingales, so that such a result would allow
to consider reflected equations driven by such rough paths. This would also imply that rough
path-wise methods may be applied to classical reflected SDE, which might prove useful in
certain contexts.

(2) Non-degeneracy of the equation. In (2.1), if the initial condition Zy is any point of
the boundary different from the origin, then the solution is unique. Since the origin is the
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only point where the coefficient in front of the noise vanishes, one may hope that some non-
degeneracy of the driving vector fields suffices to recover well-posedness (say in the case of
fractional Brownian motion, or more generally if the noise is rough enough in some sense).
(3) One-dimensional driving signals. The driving signal in our equation (2.1) is 2-dimensional.
One may conjecture that uniqueness holds for any 1-dimensional driving signal (namely,
in the notation from the introduction, that assertion (A )1, holds for arbitrary d, p)t. In
fact, if X is scalar and the vector field [ is never tangent to the boundary of the domain
D, one may locally transform the equation (1.1) into an equation with additive noise (with
a similar change of variables as described in Section 3.1.3), which implies in particular
uniqueness of solutions. One may expect that this result still holds for general f and we
leave this to further research.
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FIGURE 1. Trajectory of the solution Z* obtained in the proof of Theorem 2.1

LWe thank the anonymous referee for noticing that the case m =1 in (A)q,p,p remains open.
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0.9

FIGURE 2. Simulation of the trajectory of a solution of (2.2) where A is a fBm
with Hurst index H = 0.2

3. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS

3.1. Preliminaries.

3.1.1. Notation. Throughout the paper, if f is a function of a real variable, we will denote the value
of f at t by either f; or f(t). We also let fs,:= f(t) — f(s).

3.1.2. Definition of solutions. Let X : [0,1] — R continuous and 7 : [0,1] — R cadlag and nonde-
creasing. We then define solutions of (2.1) on an interval I C [0, 1] as pairs (Z, K) with Z : I — R?,
K : I — R such that K is cadlag and nondecreasing, (Z, K) satisfy the second line of (2.1), and
for each s <tel,

t
Zy = ez, +/ (e*Moter) (dKy — dya),

We will also say that Z is a solution if there exists K such that (Z, K) is a solution (in fact, one
easily checks that such K is unique but we will not need it). We start with a preliminary lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let Z : [0,1] — R? be a solution to (2.1) on (0,1] and assume that Z is continuous
at 0. Then Z is a solution to (2.1) on [0, 1].

Proof. By definition, there exists K : (0,1] — R such that (Z, K) is a solution on (0,1], and it
suffices to show that K may be extended continuously to [0, 1].
Note that for § € R one has
_{ cosh(6) sinh(6)
(3.1) exp(04) = ( sinh(§) cosh(d)
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and we can then write, for any s <t in (0, 1],
t t
0<K(t)— K(s) < / cosh(Ny)dK, = (Z — e Z5) - e +/ cosh( Ay ¢ )dy.-

Since Z and « are continuous at 0 this implies that K(t) — K(s) — 0 as s,t — 0 and the result
follows. ]

3.1.3. A change of variables. We now introduce a change of variables which will be crucial in the
proofs of Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.5 (2).

Throughout this section we assume that A : [0,1] — R is a fixed continuous path, v : [0,1] — R
is nondecreasing. To simplify notation we will also assume in this subsection (w.l.o.g.) that v is
continuous as well. Note that this implies that any solution (Z, K) to (2.1) must be continuous
(indeed, the definition of solution implies that any jumps of Z and K are related by AZ(t) =
AK(t)er, so that any jump of K occurs at a time t with Z(¢) - e; > 0, which in turn implies
AK(t) =0).

Define

Ry ={(z,y), 0<z<y}, R-={(z,y), 0<z<—y},
and let

U: Ry — (0,00) x [0,00)
(z,y) — (\/y2 — $2,tanh_1(x/y))

Then W is a bijection, with inverse given by W=1(¢,4) = (¢sinh(6), £ cosh(d)). In these new coordi-
nates, (2.1) takes the form

de = sinh(d)dy,
(3.2) ds = dx— gy 4 g,
6 >0, dk >0, é&dk=0.

Given functions U = (¢,0) : I C [0,1] — (0,00) x [0,00), k : I — R we say that (U,k) is a
solution to (3.2) if the third line of (3.2) holds and in addition,

t t t
(3.3) Vs<tel, Lt)=24L(s) +/ sinh(0y)dyy, 0(t) = 8(s) + A —/ COS?&d% —|—/ dk,,.

We will again say that U is a solution if (U, k) is a solution for some k, actually one sees easily that
U = (¢,0) is a solution if and only if

(34) Vs<tel, 6t)=10s)+ / "Gnh(8,)dv.,  8() =T (5(5)“5,_ / ' COS?“M@ (1),

where I'y is the one-dimensional Skorokhod map defined by

(3.5) Ts(f) : t— f(t) — min ([mtf} fs 0> .

Lemma 3.2. Given Uy = (£o,d0) € (0,00) x [0,00), (3.2) admits a unique solution U = (£,0) on
[0,1] starting from Uy. In addition,

cosh (55 + SUDye[s,1) |)‘u7t|)
<6 <6+ sup Ayl

(3.6) Vs <t e[0,1], b5+ Ast— Vst
Ly u€ls,t]
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(37) Vs S t e [07 1]3 gs S Et S gs + Vs,t sinh <5s + sup |)\u,t|> .

u€ls,t]

Proof. 1. We first prove that if a solution exists it must satisfy (3.6)-(3.7). Monotonicity of £
is obvious from non-negativity of 6. The upper bound in (3.6) is obtained by considering v =
sup {r € [s,t],d(r) = 0}. The lower bound follows from the upper bound and monotonicity of £.
Finally, the upper bound in (3.7) follows from the upper bound in (3.6).

2. We prove existence. In the case when X is smooth existence is classical. We then take
approximations A" — X in supremum norm, and let (6™, ¢™) be the corresponding solutions. By
Step 1., one has a uniform upper bound on 6™, ¢* and (£™,6™) are equicontinuous. By Arzela-
Ascoli, we may find a subsequence which converges uniformly to some (¢,9) and it is clear that the
definition of solution is stable under passage to the limit in supremum norm.

3. We then prove uniqueness. This is straightforward due to additivity of the noise (cf e.g. [3] for
a similar proof). If (U, k) and (U’, k') are solutions then noting that V' (¢,4) := (sinh(¢), — cosh(d)/¢)
is locally Lipschitz on (0, 00) X [0,00), one has that

AU —U'f =2U - U") - (V(U) = V(U))dy + 2(U = U’) - (dk — dk)ey
<ClU-U'dv
since (U —U") - (dk — dk')ey = —4dk’ — ¢'dk < 0, and we conclude by Gronwall’s lemma. O

Lemma 3.3. (1) Z is a solution to (2.1) with values in Ry if and only if U(Z) is a solution to
(3.2), and then dK = %,

(2) For any Zy in Ry, there exists a unique solution to (2.2) on [0,1] starting from Zy. In
addition, Z; € R4 for each t € [0,1]. The same holds if R4 is replaced by R_.

(3) Let Z be a solution to (2.2) starting from 0, and let t, = inf{t, Z; # 0}. Then either Zs € R4
for each s > t,, or Zs € R_ for each s > t,.

(4) If Z is a solution to (2.2) starting from 0, then (¢,0) := W=Y(Z) is a solution to (3.2) on
(t«,1], and one has limg ¢, (U5, d5) = (0,0), and 05, = 0 for some sequence s, — t,.

(5) Let Z = {0} UV~1(K) where K is a bounded subset of (0,00) x Ry.. Then

{Z solution to (2.1) on [0,1], Z(0) € Z}
is precompact in C([0,1]).

Proof. (1) : Fix (Z, K) a solution to (2.1) with values in Ry, and let A — X be smooth approxi-
mations. We let
¢
Z"(t) = M0 Z(0) — / eMitey (dy, — dK,).
0
Then a simple calculus exercise shows that U™ = (£, ™) := U(Z") solves

cosh(d™)
fn

Note that Z™ — Z in supremum norm, so that when n — oo, sinh(§™)dK — 0, CosBfl‘sn)dK — %.
This implies that ¥(Z) = lim,, ¥(Z") solves (3.2). The converse implication can be proven similarly.

Given Zy € R4+, Lemma 3.2 and (1) imply that there exists a unique solution Z to (2.1) such
that Z, € Ry, t € [0,1]. By continuity of solutions this is actually the only solution to (2.1) (if Z

is any other solution, then Z coincides with Z up to = inf{t : Z(t) ¢ R}, but then if { is finite,

A" = sinh(6™)(dy — dK), do™ = dA" + (dy — dK)
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Z(t) = Z(1) € R, which is not possible since R is relatively open in R, x R). The case when
Zy € R_ is similar by symmetry. This proves (2).

(2) clearly implies that if Z is a solution and Z(t) € Ry for some t, then Z(s) € Ry for all
s >t (and idem for R_). A similar analysis shows that in the region {z > |y|}, 22 — y? must be
non-increasing in ¢, so that this region is not attainable from 0. This proves (3).

Ad (4), since Z;, = 0 it is clear that ¢(s) converges to 0 as s | t,. It is also clear that one must
have a sequence s, — t, with §(s,) = 0 (otherwise, dK = 0 on a neighborhood of ¢, which implies
that Z = 0 as well). By (1) and (3.6), this in turn implies that § converges to 0 at t,.

(5) is a consequence of points (1), (4) and (3.6)-(3.7). O

Remark 3.4. In the case when v = 0, the equation simplifies and we have that for an initial
condition Z € Ry, the unique solution is simply given by Z; = W=1({;, ;) with

by =Ly, 6 =T (0 + Ao,.) (1)
3.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.5 (1).

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let (d;)k>0 be a sequence of non-negative numbers converging to 0 and such
that

(3.8) Z 6% = o0,
k=0

= 1
(3.9) dodkexp (=5 > 0F | <+oo,

k=0 0<j<k
and which further satisfies
(3.10) Vp>2, > 6% < +oo,

k=0

(for instance taking &, ~ Ck~/2 with C' > 1 will do).
Fix (tx)r>0 a decreasing sequence with tg = 1 and ¢, — 0 as k — co. We then define A : [0,1] = R
continuous, affine on each (tx41,tx), k > 0, with increments

(311)  A(tak+2) — Mtak+3) = =0k, A(tart1) — AMtar+2) = 0k, A(tsk) — AM(tak+1) =0, k>0,
and note that A has infinite 2-variation but finite p-variation for each p > 2.
We then define recursively yi, k > 0 by

(3.12) Yo =1, Yrs1 = yr/cosh(dy)
and note that for k > 1

k—1 k
1 2
(3.13) In(yp) = — Z; In(cosh(d;)) < € — 5 ; o
for some finite constant C', where we have used that In(cosh(d)) = % + 0(6*) as § — 0 as well as
(3.10). Using (3.8), this implies that y, — 0 as k — co. We further define
T = Sinh(&k)yk_,_l
and let v be again continuous affine on each (tx,tx+1), with

(3.14) Y(takr2) — V(tans3) = Y(tsks1) — Y(tans2) =0, Y(t3x) — v(taps1) = v, k> 1.
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Note that for k large enough, xp < 26,yx+1 so that, by (3.9) and (3.13), v has finite variation on
[0,1].

We now exhibit a non-null solution to (2.1). Let Z(*) be the solution to (2.1) but starting at
time ¢35, from the point (0, yx). Then one can show inductively that for j < k, it holds that

ZW (t3542) = 28 (t3518) = (0,9541), ZW(ts501) = (z,95), 20 (ts5) = (0,5)-
Indeed, on intervals of the form [t3;43,t3;42], the term AZd\ pushes in the outer normal direction,
namely for ¢ in this interval one has

Z(t) = (07yj+1)’ K(t) - K(t3j+3) = _yj+1)\t3j+31t’
whereas for ¢ in [t3;19,t3,41], recalling the expression (3.1), one has

Z(t) = (sinh()\3j+27t)yj+1, COSh()\3j+27t)yj+1), K(t) = K(t3j+2),
and finally on intervals of the form [t3;1,¢3;] the drift  simply pushes back Z to the y-axis, namely

Z(t) = (sinh(0;)y 41 — Ves;in,t>c0h(05)y;41), K(t) = K(t3j41).

Then let ZF(t) = limy, Z*)(¢) if t > 0 (actually the sequence is constant for k large enough) and
ZH)(0) = 0. Then Z) is a solution to (2.1). Indeed, it is a solution on each (e, 1] for € > 0 and
by Lemma 3.1 this implies that it is a solution on [0, 1]. See Figure 1 for a picture of the trajectory
of Z+.

Finally, for each n € [0, 1], taking y, = nyx,x), = ni, one may construct in exactly the same
way a solution Z" to (2.1) which satisfies Z"(ts,) = (0, ;) for all £ > 0. Indeed, (y;,) satisfies the
same induction relation as (y), so that on each interval [t3r+3,t3], the first two steps are exactly
the same, and the third step also brings (z}, ;) to (0,y;) since z}, < xj. It follows that (2.1) has
uncountably many different solutions. O

Remark 3.5. Note that, in the dynamics described above, Z is constant on intervals of the form
[t3j+3,t35+2] (where Z is on the y axis while X decreases), and one may then wonder if these intervals
could not simply be dropped from the definition of solutions. However this is not possible, since in
order to keep A bounded near 0 (as it should be, since it must be a continuous function), it is needed
to have intervals where A decreases in order to compensate for its infinite variation on the intervals
where it increases. The effect of the reflection is to allow for such intervals without any impact on
the dynamics of the solution.

We note that the counterexample can actually be applied to more general paths A (allowing the
drift - to contain jumps), the proof of the below proposition is exactly as above.

Proposition 3.6. Let A € C([0,1],R) be such that, for some sequence of times 1 = tg > t; >
...tk 4 0, letting
5k = )\(tk) — min )\,

[tkt1,tk]
one has that (3.8)-(3.9) hold. Then, for any summable sequence (zx)g>0 with

Vk >0, x> 5kH§:0 cosh(§j)*1,
letting v be the piecewise constant path defined by

(3.15) V)= D @

0<trp<t
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the equation (2.1) has infinitely many solutions.

One may wonder what is the minimal regularity of paths A to which the above proposition
applies. Clearly they must have infinite 2-variation, but the lemma below shows that they must
have at least infinite 1-variation, with 1 (r) = r?/log(1/r), which in particular rules out classical
Brownian paths.

Lemma 3.7. Let (6x)r>0 be a sequence of elements of (0,1), such that

62 1 2
Z m<0@dﬁd Z(skexp —5 Z 5j < Q.

k>0 k>0 0<j<k

2(5,% < oo.

k>0

Then

Proof. Re-labelling if necessary we may assume that (Jy) is non-increasing in k. Let kg be such

that >, % < . We then write
Z 62 = Z S exp (—log(d; 1))
k>ko k>ko
621og(d. 1)
<D dvexp| = 3 S—one
k> ko ko<j<k log(45)
1
< Z O exp 3 Z 5? < 0.
k>Fo ko<j<k

O

We will then prove Theorem 2.5 (1). We will not apply directly Proposition 3.6 above, since we
want our solutions to be adapted processes, whereas the construction above is anticipative (note
that Z(tx) depends on (d;)o<;<k)-

Proof of Theorem 2.5 (1). Fix 0 < H < % Let t9 = 1 and ¢, decreasing to 0 be such that
ty — tg+1 ~ kK~ for some « satisfying

5 1
max (12H’1> <a< S
and let (zx)r>0 be a summable sequence with
(3.16) X > exp (fke)
for some 0 < 6 < 1 —2aH. We then let v be defined by (3.15).

We further define
O = )\(tk) — min A\, k>0

[trr1,te]
N ~
Sy =Y 0%, Sn=Sy-E[Sy]
k=0
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and by Gaussian computations (deferred to subsection 4.1), it holds that

(3.17) P? —as., Nlim Sy = S, for some finite r.v. S.
—o0
We then fix > 0 and let Z™V" be the solution to (2.1) starting at time ¢, from (0, ylj\\;”) with

yn" = nexp <;E[SN—1]>
Define for 0 < k< N
y]iv"" = yx’"H;.V:_kl cosh(d;).
Then it holds that for 0 < k£ < N,

(3.18) ZN(t) = (0,50, wp > sinh(G1)yp " = ZN(ta) = (0,477).
Indeed, by Remark 3.4, if the first equality holds, then one has in that case that for ¢ <t < tx_1
ZN0(t) = (sinh(5(t))y, ", cosh(6())yn ")
with 6(t) = Ty, (M) (t), and in particular 0(tx—1—) = dx—1. Then if the second inequality above

holds, the jump of v at time #;_1 brings Z back to the axis, so that ZN7(t;,_;) = (0, cosh(dk_l)y,iv’").
Now note that

1 1/~ -
(3.19) y,iv’" = nexp (—2E [Sk—l]) exp <—2 (SN_1 - Sk—l) + RMV) ,
where
Reny =0 (> 6
j=k

By the scaling properties of fBm, it holds that E[0]] = O(j~*#*), so that a.s., Rk N = 0k 400(1).
In addition, for some constant C' > 0

E[Sk_1] ~hsoo CK'720H

so that by (3.16), (3.17), and the fact that 6, — 0 a.s., we can use (3.18) to obtain that there exists
PH_as. kg s.t. for each N > k > ko,

ZN () = (0,5 ").
In addition for kg < k < N < M, it holds that

N,n

1 /-~ -
A = eXP (2 (SN - S]\/[) + ON,]\/IA)oo(l)) —N,M—oo 1
M,

and it follows that Z™"(t;) converges to some limit Z"(t;) for each k > ko, which is non-null by
(3.19). Also note that by Remark 3.4, there exists a continuous map 1 : R? x R x R — R? such
that Z is a solution to (2.1) on [t;,1] if and only if

Vt] < tk-i—l <t <ty < 1aZ(t) = w (Z(tk-‘rl)))‘(t)a min A) )

[th1,t]
Vit > t5, Z(tg) = I(Z(tg—) — zrer) ,
where I1(z,y) = (max(x,0),y). In particular, it follows that Z™" converges a.s. for each t € (0, 1]

as N — oo to a solution Z7 of (2.1) on (0, 1]. In addition, from (3.19) it is also clear that Z"(tx) — 0
as k — o0, so that, by Lemma 3.1, Z" may be extended to a solution on [0, 1] with Zy = 0.
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3.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.5 (2).

Let us first give a sketch of the argument, which is based on the change of variables described
in subsection 3.1.3, where we obtained the equivalent equation (3.2). To simplify, replace in this
equation sinh(d) by ¢ and cosh(d) by 1. One may then rewrite it (assuming ¢y = dp = 0) as an
equation involving only ¢, namely

(3.20) l =/0t Lo (Ao,. —/0' Cé:) (s)ds,

(recall that T'g is the one-dimensional Skorokhod map defined in (3.5)). Therefore the existence of
a non-zero solution to (2.2) essentially coincides with the existence of a non-zero solution to (3.20).

Note that if A admits w as a modulus then T'y ()\0,. —Jo 21—“) (t) < 6,,(£(t)), so that such a solution

satisfies %é(t) < 6,(£(t)). Under Osgood’s condition on 6, this implies that ¢ must actually be
identically zero. When Osgood’s condition does not hold, there exist solutions to %8 = 0,,(¢) which
escape from zero, and by a suitable discretization we are also able to exhibit A € C,, such that the
solution to (3.20) has a similar behaviour. Finally, in the case of a fractional Brownian motion, we
use a similar discretization argument combined with small ball properties for the reflected fBm, to
obtain Theorem 2.5 (2).

Let us now proceed with the rigorous proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let us first treat the case where Osgood’s condition holds. Asume by con-
tradiction that we have a solution Z to (2.2) with Zy = 0 and Z # 0 on (0,1]. Let (¢,6) be the
corresponding solution to (3.2) obtained by Lemma 3.3. Note that by Lemma 3.2, § is bounded
and one has a constant C' (depending on A) s.t. sinh(d;) < C9; for all ¢ € [0,1].

Let s > 0 be such that §(s) = 0. Then ¢ is differentiable in ¢ for ¢t > s, with

L) < o, (A - / | COSZE(S“)du> (®)
< CT, (A - f%(' - s)) (t)

t —
< C sup (w(t—u)—u
wE([s,t] ft

< CO,(U(t)).

where in the second inequality, we have used that T's(f) < T's(g) if (¢ — f) is nondecreasing and
(g — f)(s) = 0. This implies that for each 0 < s <t with §(s) = 0, one has

1 gy
o(s) COu(u)
On the other hand, by Lemma 3.3, there exists s, — 0 with d(s,) = 0. We therefore obtain that

K(t) du
YVt 0, t> —
Ut Cagw) T

t>s+

a contradiction.
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We then treat the case where Osgood’s condition does not hold, and want to find a nonzero
solution to (3.2) starting from 0.
We first claim that for some K > 0 it holds that, for all € > 0 small enough,

€0, (¢) 2
(3.21) / (w(r) - ) dr > K tef, ()%
0 € +
Recall that we assume that for some x > 0 it holds that
2
lminf 20 S 1 4o
=0 w(2n)

and let p(g) := sup{n > 0,ew(n) > n}, then (for & small enough)

6(0) 2 ew(p(@)/2) ~ P > kew(p(e)) = mole),

and in particular
0.() <w(p(e)) <w (K 'eb(e)) < Mw (6,,())
(where M is any integer greater than x~!). Then noting that if s € [r/2,7] for 7 > 0 one has

w(s)72—5>@72—r we obtain
e = 2 e’

€0, (¢) 2 4
/ (w(r) - T) dr > sup z (w(r) — T) .
0 € /)4 re[0,e0,, (¢)] 4 €

Let n > 1 be fixed such that
(14 2K)" >5M,
then one has

€6, (¢) r
/ <w(r) - 2) dr >2727"20,,(c) (w(27 el (g)) — 2°7 "0, (<))
0 +

€
> 272720, (e) (1+2k)" M 0,(c) — 46,,(c))
> 2727271500.)(8)2,

which concludes the proof of (3.21).

We will then follow a discretization procedure. We start from €y = 1, and given ¢, there exists
a unique €41 such that

1
(3.22) €k = Epy1 + ﬁew(%)% (€k+1) Ekt1-

Then ¢ decreases to a limit ¢ as k — oo, with ¢ = ¢ + iﬁw (€)%, so that, since 6, is strictly
positive on (0, +00), it holds that actually

lim ¢, = 0.
k— o0

In addition, since 6,,(ex) — 0 as k — oo one has that
(3.23) 0, (eks1) ~ Ou(er) as k — oc.

We let ng41 := 0, (€k+1) €x+1 and note that since 6, is nondecreasing, one has

€k ds 1
(3.24) / 2 = Mk+1,
_— 0.(s) — 2K
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which clearly implies that >, n < co. Changing ¢¢ if necessary we may assume that this sum
is less than % Then we let ¢}, converging to 0 with ¢t — tx11 = 29,41, and let A be defined by :

Atk+1+7) = w(r), 0 <7 <My,
Akt + 1 +7) = @ik —7), 0<7 <.
Then A is in C,,.
We note that for any solution of (3.2) with do = 0, one has cosh(d(t)) < C(t) on [0, 1] for some

C(t) = 1 ast — 0. Considering a smaller interval if necessary we may assume that C(-) < 2.
We then note that if (¢,6) is a solution to (3.2) with §(0) = 0 such that £(tx+1) > k41, then

thot1+NK41
Utk) = Ltps1 + Met1) = (k1) + / sinh(8(s))ds

tht1
thr1+tnk+1
> Ept1 +/ d(s)ds
te+1
and since for s € [tgy1, tktr1 + Nkr1] one has
®  cosh(d(u)) 2(s — tgt1)
5(s) > (¢ N o — P i > wls — tyyy) — —0—RFL)
(92 lths) + Mo = [ G Rz ks ) =

we obtain

Nk+1 2
f(tk) > €k+1 +/ (w(r) — ) dr
0 Ck+1/ 4

1
> Epy1 + ?nk+19w(5k+1)

1
> Ept1 T ﬁnk+19w(5k)

= €k,

at least for k large enough, where we have used (3.21) in the second inequality and (3.23) in the
third one.

We have therefore proven the existence of ko such that for any solution (¢,0) to (3.2) with
§(0) = 0, it holds that

(3.25) if {(t) > ey, for some k > ko, then ((t;) > ¢;, forall kg <j <k.

For v > 0 we then let Z7 be the unique solution to (2.2) starting from (0,v). By Lemma 3.3 (5),

we can find a subsequence v/ — 0 with Z7" converging to a solution Z of (2.2) starting from (0, 0).
Let (07,07) = ®(Z""), where ¥ is defined in section 3.1.3. Then (67",£7") is a solution to (3.2)
with (07, 07") = (0,7/). Since g — 0, there exists &k, such that &, < 4/ for all k > k., and then
for each k > k., one has that €7 (t;) > £7'(0) > e;. Applying (3.25), we obtain that

VA Yk > ko, O (tr) > ek

and letting v — 0 we obtain that Z(t;) # 0 for each k > kg. Since t; — 0 as k — oo, this implies
that Z(t) # 0 for each ¢ > 0. O

We now pass to the proof of non-uniqueness in the case of fBm with H < %
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Proof of Theorem 2.5 (2). Step 1. We first construct a.s. a solution Z with Zy =0 and Z # 0 on
(0,1]. We fix a sequence of times t;, | 0, with ¢t — t511 ~ k=7, where

(3.26) y>1

will be fixed later on.

We fix an initial condition £; > 0, §o = 0 and as in the previous proof we want to obtain an a.s.
positive lower bound on £(¢) for ¢ > 0, which does not depend on .

For k > 1 define the event

{1 (o)) 2

where p denotes Lebesgue measure, for some 6, v satisfying

0
3.27 .
( ) y>H>fy

Note that by the scaling property of fBm together with the small ball estimate Lemma 4.4 below,
one has that 1 — P¥(A4;) < cexp(—ck®) for some & > 0, so that by the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
almost surely A holds for k large enough.

Now we claim that for k large enough, it holds that for any solution (¢, §) to (2.2) with §(0) = 0,

s<te[0,ty]

on Akﬂ{ sup cosh(|As.]) < 2}, Ltre1) > (K+1)77T = L(t,) > k77,

for suitably chosen 7. Indeed, note that on Ay, if £(tx41) > (k+ 1)77, then

tr .
Jra (o2 [ ) sz 7 -2k 1
th+1 0 tu

so that
0t) > (k+ 1)+ k077 =2k 717 > (k1) T4k > k7

for k large enough as long as
(3.28) 0+v<n+1, 6<~v—n.
To conclude, it suffices to remark that if H € (0,1/2), it is possible to find v,n,v,0 satisfying
(3.26),(3.27) and (3.28) (take n € (H,1 — H) and vy =1+¢, § = H(1 4 2¢), v = 1 + 3¢ for small
positive €).

Hence almost surely, we have a lower bound on £(¢;) which does not depend on the initial
condition. As in the proof of Theorem 2.2, this implies the existence of a solution Z° with Z°(0) = 0
but Z9(t) # 0 for each t > 0.

Step 2. We then show that almost surely, we may apply the previous construction to escape
from 0 at each ¢ € [0, 1]. To that end, take 7,6, v as before and let

Ay = {vo <s<1, p ({ te€ s, s+ k7], ()\(t) — Sggtx(u)) dt > k—9}> > kY, }

Note that Ay, C ﬁ?foflﬂw where

Ay = {ﬂ ({ t € [Sj ks Sit1,k)s <)\(t) - ‘m<in<t)\(u)) dt > k‘e}) > k7Y, },
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kT
Sik=J 5720

By Lemma 4.4, one has that 1 — PH(Ay) < ck? exp(—ck®") for some 6" > 0, so that again by Borel-

Cantelli, almost surely Ay holds for k large enough. This means that almost surely we may apply

the construction of Step 1. at each t € [0,1) simultaneously to obtain solutions with Z%(u) = 0 iff

u € [0,t]. O
4. GAUSSIAN COMPUTATIONS

4.1. Proof of (3.17).

We start with some notations. We recall that the fractional Brownian motion of Hurst index
H € (0,1) is a continuous centered Gaussian process (Bt)tejo,1] With covariance function given by

1
R(s,t) =E[B;By] = 3 (25 + s — |t — s?H) .

We consider the Hilbert space ‘H obtained by completing linear combinations of indicator functions
of intervals under the norm induced by the scalar product (:,-),,, where

(10,5 Lo.11)5, = R(s,0).

We then define smooth random variables as variables of the form F = f (B(¢1),...,B(t)) for
some smooth scalar function f with bounded derivatives, and for such F', we define its Malliavin
derivative DF' as the H-valued random variable

pr= 3 2 bt B

We let D2 be obtained by completing smooth random variables under the norm || - [|p1.2 where
2 2
IFI.z = E [|FI2 + I DFII3]

and note that D may be extended to D*? (with values in L?) continuously.

We will use Gaussian concentration of measure in the following form due to Ustiinel (see [17,
Theorem VIIL.1]).

Proposition 4.1. Let F € DY? be such that |DF||3 < M < oo almost surely. Then it holds that

.'1/'2
— > < — .
Vz € R, P(lF E[F]|_x)_2exp( 2M2>

Corollary 4.2. Let G € D2, G > 0 a.s. with E[G] < 1, and assume that there exists M < oo s.t.
P—a.s., |DG|3 < MG.
Then it holds that

xr x2
vz >0, P(G-E[G] 2 2) < Cexp (o) + Cexp (_OM)

for some constant C > 0.
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Proof. Applying Proposition 4.1 to F = /G, we see that

P(|F - E[F]| > 2) < 2exp <_2§;) .

In turn, this implies that
E[G] < (E[F])? + CM
and we have
|G —E[G]| < |F — IE[FH2 + 2E[F]|F — E[F]|+ CM
so that

P (|G — E[G]| > z) gP(|F—E[F]\2 > g _CM) +IP’(\F—E[F]\ > 2)

and the result follows.

We can now proceed to the proof of (3.17). Recall that we have t; decreasing with
Oty ==t — Tht1 ~ k— for

5 1
R | _—
maX(mH’ ) SC<oE

(;k:B(tk)* min B7 kZO

[tht1,tk]

and

N
Sy =067, Snv==5Snx-E[Sk].
k=0

We then claim that
(4.1)

3C>0, YN<M<N+N2H vz <1,P ()SN — S‘M‘ > x) < Cexp (—c—lN%H—l/%c?) .

We first note that for each k, d; is in D2 with D§;, = Lix 1) Where ¢} € [tk+1,tk] is the (a.s.
unique) time where B attains its minimum on [tx1, tx], cf . [10]. It follows that

1D (S = Sw)llz = Y. 0d; <1[tz,tk]a 1[t;,tj]>H
N<kj<M
1/2
2

< (Sym — Sn) Z <1[tz:tk]’ 1[t§’tj]>

N<k,j<M H

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. We now bound the sum appearing on the right-hand side. We
will write a < b when a < Cb for some constant C. Note that for k& > j + 2,

2 <1[t;;7tk]7 1[t;,tj]>H =|t; — 7+ |t — P — |t — P — |t — e

< /t Tt — 5)PHY = (b — 5)™ 1) ds

*

S (b — )t — ) (tj1 — te) 22

5 kfajfa (jlfoz . klfoz)QH_2 .
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We then have

(4.2) Z <1[tz7tk]7 1[t;’t'j]>j{ < Z ((5tk)4H 4 Z j—2a Z 2o (jl—a _ kl_a)4H74,

N<k,j<M N<k N<j 1<k

The first sum is of order N'=## whereas the second sum we estimate by splitting the inner sum
in two sums depending on whether £ < 25 or k£ > 25. We have

- —_a\4H—-4 , 94 % —a _ . —
Z (]1 _ k;l ) k 2 5 j 2 Z k (4H 4)(k _])4H 4
J<k<2j J<k<2j

< j_m ._a(4H—4)j4H—3 _

< j 2a—4H (—1)—3

J
whereas

l—a —a\4H =4, 24 S(l—a —4) ;1-2« 20— a—1)—
Z (]1 _k,l ) k 2 5](1 )(4H 4)]1 2 :]2 4H(a—1)—3

2j<k

so that the second sum in (4.2) admits an upper bound of order ) j=##(e=1)=3 < N=aH(a=1)=2 — o(1-4He)

and we obtain
1/2

2
Z <1[t;,tk]71[t;,t]‘]>7—[ ,SNUQ—QHO‘.
N<kj<M

Note that E[Sy; — Sy] ~ c(M 1200 — N1=2a) is hounded if M < N + N2*H | we can therefore
apply Corollary 4.2 to obtain (4.1).

Then, we let N = k1257 and note that for N < N < Niyy

F (‘SNICH - SN‘ > ki”) < Cexp (70*11{*2%2?5’2;};2)

so that if
20H —1/2
1—2aH

one may choose some 7y > 1 for which it holds that

>y p(\gNM _gN\ > k—v) < o0,

k' Ny<N<Ngi1

> 2

5

namely if a > 57,

and we conclude by the Borel-Cantelli lemma.

4.2. Small ball properties.

We start by a small ball estimate for reflected fBm in supremum norm.
Lemma 4.3. Let B be the fractional Brownian motion of Hurst index H € (0,1/2], then there
exists ¢ > 0 s.t. for all x > 0,

(4.3) P <max (B(t) ~ min B(s)> < sc) < cexp (—cx_l/H).

te[0,1] 0<s<t

7
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Proof. The proof follows by considering increments over small intervals as in [13]. Namely, given
x>0 welet 27 VH <pn <z VH 41 and obtain

P( sup (B(t)— min B(s))gx g]P’(Vlgkzgn,B<:)—B<(k_1))§x)

t€[0,1] 0<s<t n

k k—1
(o (3)-0(%52) )
n n
< ¢ v lay\"
o oo V2T
< cexp(—caxVH),

where C, ¢ only depend on H, where we have used Slepian’s lemma in the second inequality (recall
that fBm has negatively correlated increments for H < %), and fBm scaling in the third inequality.
|

The previous lemma allows us to deduce another small ball bound on L'-type information. We
do not expect this result to be sharp but it will be sufficient for our purposes.

Lemma 4.4. Let B be the fractional Brownian motion of Hurst index H € (0,1/2], then for all
0 < k < H there exists ¢ > 0 s.t. for all x,y >0,

P p ({ telo,1], (B(t) — min B(s)) > x}) <y | <cexp (—Cx_l/H) + cexp (—cx?y ™),

0<s<t
where u denotes Lebesque measure.

Proof. Fix 0 < k < H and note that

max (B(t) — min B(S)> > 2z, |Bll.<C
tc[0,1] 0<s<t

= 1 ({ telo,1], <B(t) — min B(s)) dt > x}) > gl/rCn,

0<s<t

where ||B||,; is the x-Hélder norm of B on [0, 1]. Hence taking C' = zy~", and using Lemma 4.3 as

well as Gaussian tails of || B, we obtain the result. O
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