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Abstract

We put forward a new method for proving weak uniqueness of stochastic equa-
tions with singular drifts driven by a non-Markov or infinite-dimensional noise. We
apply our method to study stochastic heat equation (SHE) driven by Gaussian
space-time white noise

0 1 9?

Eut(x) = §Wut($) + b(ug(x)) + Wi(x), t>0,2€DCR,

and multidimensional stochastic differential equation (SDE) driven by fractional
Brownian motion with the Hurst index H € (0,1/2)

dX, = b(X)dt +dBff, t>0.

In both cases b is a generalized function in the Besov space BS, ., a < 0. Well-
known pathwise uniqueness results for these equations do not cover the entire range
of the parameter «, for which weak existence holds. What happens in the range
where weak existence holds but pathwise uniqueness is unknown has been an open
problem. We settle this problem and show that for SHE weak uniqueness holds for
a > —3/2, and for SDE it holds for a > 1/2 — 1/(2H); thus, in both cases, it holds
in the entire desired range of values of a. This extends seminal results of Catellier
and Gubinelli (2016) and Gyongy and Pardoux (1993) to the weak well-posedness
setting. To establish these results, we develop a new strategy, combining ideas from
ergodic theory (generalized couplings of Hairer-Mattingly-Kulik-Scheutzow) with
stochastic sewing of Lé.
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1. Introduction

Strong regularization by noise for stochastic equations has been quite well understood
by now for a large class of random driving noises. On the other hand, very few results
are available about weak regularization by noise when the driving noise is non-Markovian
or infinite-dimensional. The goal of this article is to develop techniques and methods to
establish weak regularization by noise theory for stochastic equations with irregular drift
driven by a non-Brownian noise. More precisely, we consider a d-dimensional stochastic
differential equation (SDE) driven by fractional Brownian motion (fBM) with the Hurst
index H € (0,1/2]

dX; = b(X;)dt +dB/', t€10,T) (SDE(z; b))
Xy =z € R4,

and stochastic heat equation with a drift (SHE) driven by Gaussian space-time white
noise

s () = %@%xut(:)j) +b(uy(x)) + Wi(z), te(0,T),zeD, (SHE(ug: b))

u(0, z) = up(x),

where the domain D = [0,1] and wg is a measurable bounded function D — R. In
both equations, b is a generalized function in the Besov space C* := BS, ., a < 0. We

show weak uniqueness of solutions to SDE(x;b) if « > 1/2 —1/(2H) (Theorem 2.4) and
weak uniqueness of solutions to SHE(ug; b) if @« > —3/2 (Theorem 2.13). In both cases,
weak uniqueness is obtained for the same range of values of o for which weak existence is
known. Moreover, for d = 1 we also obtain strong existence and uniqueness of solutions to
SDE(z; ) for a certain range of a (Theorem 2.7) improving upon the Catellier-Gubinelli
condition [CG16]. Below, we will compare our results with the current state-of-the-art.
It has been observed since the 1970s that an ill-posed differential equation can become
well-posed if perturbed with random noise. This phenomenon is called regularization by
noise. One of the first examples of such results is due to Zvonkin [Zvo74] and Veretennikov
[Ver80], who showed that SDE(x;b), driven by Brownian motion (H = 1/2), has a unique
strong solution if the drift b is quite irregular: only a measurable bounded function. This
result was extended to locally integrable drifts in [KR05]. Clearly, the corresponding
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H=1 He(0,3)

Strong uniqueness [Ver80]: a > 0, Zvonkin’s [CG16, Lé20]: o > 1 — 557,
transform sewing, stochastic sewing

Weak uniqueness [Z717]: o > —1/2, Zvonkin’s  No results beyond strong
transform uniqueness

Table 1: State of the art. Main results on weak and strong uniqueness for SDE(x;b),
where b € C°.

deterministic equation dX; = b(X;)dt might have no or infinitely many solutions if no
further assumptions on the regularity of b are imposed. The reasons for this phenomenon
is that the function

. 1
b:x»—>/ WBY 4 z)dr, zeR?  H=1/2, (1.1)
0

is a.s. much more regular than its deterministic counterpart b. A detailed exposition of
regularization by Brownian noise theory can be found in [Flall, Fla13].

It turns out however that weak regularization by Brownian noise happens even for the
drifts which are not functions but rather Schwartz distributions. For such drifts b, the
term b(X;) is not defined, but it can be understood as a limit of certain approximations.
Zhang and Zhao [ZZ17] showed that SDE(x;b) with b € C*, o« > —1/2, H = 1/2 has a
unique weak solution.

The problem becomes much more complicated if H # %, that is, when the driving noise
is not a Brownian motion, but rather a true fractional Brownian motion. This happens
not because the regularization-by-noise phenomenon is specific to Brownian drivers, but
rather because the methods used in [Zvo74, Ver80, Flall, ZZ17, KRO05] (as well as in many
other articles) do not work in the fractional Brownian setting. Indeed, these articles use
variants of the Zvonkin transformation (also known as the Ito-Tanaka trick [FGP10, p. 4]),
which are not available for SDEs driven by fBM due to the lack of a good Ito’s formula.

One possible way out is to eliminate the entire drift with the help of Girsanov’s theorem
and then for d = 1 use a comparison principle. This was done in [NOO02|, where strong
existence and uniqueness of SDE(x;b) was established for b € C*, a > (1 —1/(2H)) V 0,
d=1.

A major breakthrough that allowed to treat multi-dimensional equations driven by
fBM was achieved in [CG16, Lé20]. These papers showed that SDE(x;b) has a unique
strong (and even path-by-path unique) solution for b € C* o > 1 —1/(2H), d > 1.
Catellier and Gubinelli in their paper [CG16] applied deterministic sewing and Girsanov’s
theorem, whilst Lé invented a new tool, stochastic sewing, which turned out to be ex-
tremely powerful. One can see that the condition of [CG16, Lé20] for strong existence
and uniqueness a > 1—1/(2H) exactly matches (up to an arbitrarily small €) the Zvonkin-
Veretennikov condition a > 0 for H = 1/2. Time-dependent drifts are treated in [GG22].

The current state of the art for general d > 1 case is summarized in Table 1. If
we revisit the case H = 1/2, we see that while for certain values of o (o > 0), strong
uniqueness holds, one can also consider SDEs with less regular drifts and obtain weak
uniqueness for such equations (o« > —1/2). On the other hand, for H # 1/2, only strong
uniqueness is known. We are not aware of any results in the literature on weak uniqueness
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for SDE(x;b) with H # 1/2 beyond the strong uniqueness regime. Thus, no analogue of
the Zhang-Zhao condition o > —1/2 for H = 1/2 is available for H # 1/2.

The lack of results on weak uniqueness occurs because while the function b from (1.1)
for a« < 1—1/(2H) is still more regular than its deterministic counterpart b, it is not clear
at all how to exploit this gain in regularity. Once o < 1—1/(2H), b is no longer Lipschitz,
and as we explain in Section 2.3, sewing or stochastic sewing, if applied directly, cannot
resolve the problem. Additionally, the drift [ b(X,)dr becomes so irregular that it does
not lie in the corresponding Cameron—Martin space and thus cannot be eliminated with
Girsanov’s theorem. Finally, for H = 1/2, one can reformulate weak well-posedness for
SDE(x;b) as a martingale problem. This tool is also not available for H # 1/2.

Note, however, that weak existence for solutions to SDE(x; ) is known for less regular
b, namely for b € C*, a > 1/2 — 1/(2H) [GG22]. This is because to prove weak existence
it is sufficient to show that the corresponding sequence of solutions to the approximating
equations is tight. This can be achieved using stochastic sewing or deterministic sewing.
On the other hand, to obtain weak uniqueness, one has to show that all partial limits of
this sequence coincide in law, which poses a much more challenging problem for which
the application of stochastic sewing alone does not seem sufficient.

A very similar open problem related to weak well-posedness also appears in regulariza-
tion by noise for SPDEs. If we consider SHE(ug; b), then the PDE tools used in studying
SDE(x;b) for H = 1/2 are also not available for investigating SHE(ug; b) due to the lack
of a convenient Ito’s formula. Strong existence and uniqueness of solutions to SHE(uq; b)
for bounded or locally integrable b were obtained in [GP93a, GP93b] using Girsanov’s
theorem and comparison principle. Using stochastic sewing, [ABLM24] extended these
results to distributional drifts and showed strong uniqueness of solutions to SHE(ug; b) for
b e C* o> —1. Since for any fixed x € D, a solution to a linear heat equation (b = 0)
behaves like fBM with H = 1/4 ([DSS24, Theorem 3.2.9(a)]), the condition o > —1 ex-
actly corresponds to the condition o > 1 —1/(2H) for H = 1/4. While weak existence
of solutions to SHE(ug; b) is known for b € C*, a > —3/2 [ABLM24], there are no results
on weak uniqueness for SHE with drifts of regularity less than —1. An application of
stochastic sewing alone also does not seem to be fruitful.

It is worth mentioning that there is another technique, the so-called duality method,
used for proving weak uniqueness for stochastic equations and the corresponding mar-
tingale problems. This method has been successfully implemented for proving weak
uniqueness for certain SPDEs driven by multiplicative noise in the presence of irregular
function-valued drift (see, e.g., [AT00], [BMS24]). However, applying the duality method
for SPDEs usually requires that the drift and diffusion coefficients have a very particular
form. For example, in [AT00] and [BMS24], the drift is supposed to be given via a power
series with specific conditions on the coefficients. It seems extremely challenging to apply
the duality method when the drift b is an arbitrary generalized function in C* with o < 0,
and we are not aware of any results in this direction.

So, as we mentioned above, the only available results on weak uniqueness for SDE(z; b)
with H # 1/2 and for SHE(ug; b) are in the regime where strong uniqueness is known, while
weak existence for these equations has been verified for a wider set of parameters. This
article fills this gap. We show weak uniqueness of SDE(z;b) for b € C*, o > 1/2—1/(2H),
that is, in the same regime where weak existence of solutions to SDE(x;b) is known. For
H = 1/2, this exactly matches the Zhang-Zhao condition o > —1/2 and provides an
alternative way to prove the weak uniqueness results of [Z2Z17]. For SHE(u; b), we obtain
weak uniqueness for b € C% « > —3/2, which again corresponds to the entire regime
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where weak existence was known. One can see that the above heuristic holds here: the
condition a > —3/2 for SHE corresponds to the condition o > 1/2—1/(2H) for H = 1/4.
In dimension 1, we combine these results with a new extension of the comparison principle
for distributional drifts and show that strong existence and uniqueness hold for SDE(x; b)
beyond the Catellier-Gubinelli condition o > 1 —1/(2H).

To show weak uniqueness we develop a new approach which combines stochastic sewing
with certain ideas from ergodic theory (generalized couplings). First, let us recall that a
powerful tool to establish the unique ergodicity of a Markov process is the coupling method
pioneered by Doeblin in the 1930s [Doe38|; see also [Lig93] for a review of Doeblin’s
contributions and their subsequent development. Assume that we are given a Markov
transition kernel (F;)io and would like to show convergence of transition probabilities
P,(z,-) and P,(y,-), where = and y are in the state space of the process. The main idea
is to construct two copies of the Markov process, (X;);>0 and (Y})i=0, starting from x and
y, respectively, and such that Law(X;) = P(z, ), Law(Y;) = P,(y,-). Then, clearly,

dTv(Pt(fE, '), Pt(ya )) < P(Xt A Kt)a

where dpy stands for the total variation distance. Thus, if we can construct processes
X and Y in such a way that the probability they do not couple by time ¢ tends to 0 as
t — oo, we get weak convergence of the transition probabilities and we can even bound
the convergence rate. Of course, the main challenge now is how to construct processes X
and Y to make P(X; # Y;) small. For SDEs driven by Brownian motion, this strategy was
successfully implemented in [Ver88], where exponential ergodicity was established. We
refer to [EGZ19] for recent advancements.

While this strategy works quite well for finite-dimensional Markov processes, it typ-
ically fails when the state space is infinite-dimensional. The main reason is that the
transition probabilities P(x,-) and P,(y,-) are often orthogonal, resulting in zero proba-
bility for the processes X and Y to meet for any coupling. This phenomenon is discussed
further in [HMS11, Section 1] and [Kull8, Section 4.1] and specific examples of processes
with mutually orthogonal transition probabilities are provided also in [Sch05] (stochastic
delay equation) and [BS20, Theorem 4.8] (stochastic heat equation).

To study such processes, Hairer, Mattingly, Scheutzow, and Bakhtin in a series of
works in the 2000s [Hai02, Mat02, BM05, HMS11] developed a new approach called the
generalized coupling method. The main idea is to “help” the process Y to become closer
to the process X. Therefore, an intermediate process Y is introduced, which starts at the
same initial point as ¥ and receives an additional push towards X, for example, in the
form \(X — Y) for large A > 0. Consequently, the distance between Y and X rapidly
decreases. Of course, the pair (X,Y) is not a true coupling of P,(z,-) and Py(y,-), hence
the name “generalized coupling”. Nevertheless, it is often possible to show (usually with
the help of Girsanov’s theorem) that the process Y is not too far from Y in total variation
distance, allowing one to conclude

Wa(Pi(z,-), Pily,-)) < dry(Law(Yy), Law(Y,)) + E[Y; — X,

where W, denotes an appropriate Wasserstein distance. We address an interested reader

o [Hai02, Section 1.1], where the generalized coupling method is illustrated on a toy
model. The latest developments of the method can be found in [GHMR17, BKS20].

Kulik and Scheutzow [KS20] adapted this method to show weak uniqueness for stochas-

tic delay equations with irregular drift. They take as X a weak solution to a stochastic
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equation with irregular drift and as Y a solution to a well-posed approximating equation.
They introduce an intermediate process Y", which serves a similar role as Y above: Y"
receives a kick towards X and becomes close to X for each w, yet it remains close to Y
in law. A similar triangular inequality as above implies

Wa(Law(X,), Law(¥;")) < dry (Law(¥;"), Law(¥;")) + E[V}" — X,].

Since both terms on the right-hand side are small, we see that the process Y," converges
weakly to X;. Since X was an arbitrary weak solution, weak uniqueness holds. [KS20]
coins this approach “Control and Reimburse strategy”.

Han [Han22, Han24] uses the Kulik-Scheutzow method to get weak uniqueness for
solutions to SHE with Holder drift and diffusion coefficients, as well as for the stochastic
wave equation with Holder drift.

However let us stress that the strategy of [KS20, Han22] requires the drift to be a
Holder continuous function. The direct application of their method does not work if the
drift is a Schwartz distribution or even a bounded function.

Thus, we see that neither an application of stocahstic sewing alone, nor generalzied
coupling technique alone allows to obtain weak unqgiueness results beyond the known
pathwise uniqueness results for equations with distributional drift. The main novelty of
this paper is that we show that a combination of this techniques allows to break this
barrier and obtain weak unugieness in the same regime where weak existence is known.
In Section 2.3, we review the “Control and Reimburse” approach of [KS20], explain where
exactly it breaks down if applied directly to equations with singular drift, and show how
we proceed with a combination of this approach with stochastic sewing.

For simplicity and to highlight our arguments we treat here time-homogeneous drifts
belonging to the Besov space By, with p = oo and we take H < 1/2. It is absolutely
clear that the theory can be extended to cover the cases p < oo and H € (1/2,1) and
time-inhomogeneous drifts. We leave this generalization for future work.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we present the
main results concerning weak and strong uniqueness for SDEs, as well as weak uniqueness
for SHE. Section 2.3 provides a detailed overview of the proofs, offering heuristic insights
into the main ideas of our proof strategy. Key technical bounds essential for the subsequent
proofs are placed in Section 3. In Section 4, we present the proofs of the main results for
SDEs and in Section 5 for SHE. Finally, Appendix A contains the proofs of additional
technical results that may be known and are provided for the sake of completeness.

Convention on constants. Throughout the paper C' denotes a positive constant
whose value may change from line to line; its dependence is always specified in the cor-
responding statement. For brevity, we will not explicitly state the dependencies of the
constants on the parameters H, d, a which are considered to be fixed.

Convention on integrals. In this paper, all integrals with respect to the determin-
istic measure are understood in the Lebesgue sense.

Acknowledgements. OB is funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG,
German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy — The Berlin Math-
ematics Research Center MATH+ (EXC-2046/1, project ID: 390685689, sub-project EF1-
22). LM is supported in part by ISF grant No. ISF 1985/22.



2. Main results

Let us introduce the main notation and recall the basic definitions. Let d € N. For a
set Q C R* k € N, the spaces of all continuous (respectively bounded measurable) func-
tions Q — R? equipped with the supremum norm are denoted by C(Q;R?) (respectively
B(Q;R%)). For 3 € R we denote by C” = C*(R?) = Bf, . (R?) the Besov space of regular-
ity § and integrability parameters co and oo. We recall that if 5 € (0, 1), then the space
Bfom is the space of all Holder continuous functions with the exponent 5. The space
C>°(R%,R?) denotes the space of bounded continuous functions R¢ — R? having bounded
continuous derivatives of any order.

We denote the set of all signed finite Radon measures on R by M(R) and the set of
all non-negative finite Radon measures on R by M (R) € M(R).

If (E, p) is a metric space, then the space of all probability measures on E equipped
with the Borel g-algebra Z(F) is denoted by P(FE). For two probability measures u, v €
P(E) we define the Wasserstein (Kantorovich) distance between them as

Wylpor) = int [ plag) M, dy), (2.1)

where the infimum is taken over all couplings (i, ), that is, all probability measures
on (E x E,B(E x E)) with marginals y and v. The choice p(z,y) = 1(x #vy), v,y € E,
leads to the total variation distance dpy, which is given by

drviur) = nt [ U2 ) Nddy) = sup Ju(4) = v(A).
N (V) J Ex B AcB(E)

It is well known that if (F,p) is Polish and p is bounded, then weak convergence of
measures is equivalent to convergence in W,, see, e.g., [Vil09, Corollary 6.13].

Let T'¢, t > 0, be the density of a d-dimensional vector with independent Gaussian
components each of mean zero and variance t:

||

it z) = 2nt)"Y2%e 2, zeRY,

and let G¢ be the corresponding Gaussian semigroup. In the case d = 1, this index will be
dropped, and the density and semigroup will be denoted simply by I'; and Gy, respectively.

First, we present our results regarding well-posedness of (SDE(x;b)), and then we
move on to the results concerning SPDE (SHE(ug; b)).

2.1 Weak and strong well-posedness for SDEs driven by fBM

Let T > 0. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space equipped with a complete filtration
F := (Fi)iepor)- Let (Bf)iepo ) be a d-dimensional fractional Brownian motion of Hurst
index H € (0,1) defined on this space. It is well-known (see, e.g., [NO02, Section 2.2]
and [Nua06, formula (5.8) and Proposition 5.1.3]) that one can construct on the same
probability space a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion W such that

t
B :/ Ky(t,s)dW,, 0<s<t<T, (2.2)
0



where the kernel Ky is given by

3

t
Ky(t,s) = C’s%_H/(r—s)H_érH_%dr when H >1/2,

Kult,s) = c(tH—%s%—H(t _ )i

1 t
+ (5 - H)s%_H/ (r — S)H_%TH_% dr) when H < 1/2,

where 0 < s <t < T, and C' is a certain positive constant. Following [NO02, Definition 1],
we say that B is an F-fractional Brownian motion, if there exists an F-Brownian motion
W so that (2.2) holds. Denoting by FB” the natural filtration of B¥ | we note that B¥ is
always an FB" fractional Brownian motion, because the natural filtrations generated by
W from (2.2) and B coincide, see [Nua06, Section 5.1.3].

Now let us define precisely what we mean by a solution to equation SDE(x;b). As
explained above, when b is a Schwartz distribution, the drift term b(X;)dt in this equation
is not well-defined. As suggested initially by Bass and Chen [BCO1, Definition 2.1], [BC03,
Definition 2.5] (see also [ZZ17, Definition 3.9], [ABM20, Definition 2.1]) and became
standard by now, one does not define b(X;)dt directly but rather works with the integral of
this term, [ b(X;)dt, which is understood as the limit of the corresponding approximations.

Definition 2.1. We say that a sequence of functions f™: R¢ — R n € Z,, converges to
a function fin CP~, 8 € R, if sup,, || fullc# < oo and for any 3 < 3 we have || f,,— f||csr — 0
as n — oo.

Definition 2.2. Let b € C?, § € R. We say that a continuous process (X)o7 taking
values in R? is a solution to SDE(x;b) with the initial condition x € RY, if there exists a
continuous process (¢ )cjo,r) taking values in R? such that:

(i) Xy =2+, + B t€]0,T] as,;

(ii) for any sequence (b"),ez, of C>(R?, R?) functions converging to b in C°~ we have

t
lim sup ) / b"(X,)dr — 1| = 0 in probability.
0

N0 10,7

We note that given b € C? such approximating sequence (b"),ez, of smooth functions
converging to b in C°~ always exists: one can just take b, := Gcll/nb, see, e.g., [ABLM24,
Lemma A.3]. If b € C% and 8 > 0, then b(X;) is well-defined, and it is immediate that
this notion of a solution coincides with the standard notion of a solution. This is also
the case if b is a bounded measurable function (under a certain technical condition), see
[BLM23, Theorem 2.6(iii,iv)].

As in [NOO02, Section 3.2], we define a weak solution to SDE(z;b) as a couple (X, BH)
on a complete filtered probability space (Q,F,P,F = (F)ieor)) such that BY is an F-
fractional Brownian motion, X is adapted to I, and X is a solution to (SDE(x;b)) in
the sense of Definition 2.2. A weak solution (X, Bf) is called a strong solution if X is
adapted to FB”. We say that weak uniqueness holds for SDE(x; b) if whenever (X, BY)

and (X, EH) are two weak solutions of this equation (not necessarily defined on the same
probability space), then Law(X) = Law(X) on the path space C([0,T];R?). We say



that pathwise uniqueness holds for SDE(z;b) if for any two weak solutions of SDE(x;b)
(X, B") and (X, Bf) with common noise Bf on a common probability space (w.r.t.
possibly different filtrations), one has P(X; = X, for all t € [0,T]) = 1.

As it is standard in the analysis of SDEs or SPDEs with distributional drift (see, e.g.,
[BCO1, Definition 2.1(iii)], [ZZ17, Definition 3.1 and Corollary 5.3], [HZ23, Theorem 1.2,
condition (1.6)], [Perl8, Definition 2]), we do not consider all solutions of SDE(z;b) but
rather restrict ourselves to solutions having certain regularity. We will consider the fol-
lowing class of solutions.

Definition 2.3. Let x € [0,1]. We say that a solution (X, B) to SDE(z;b) belongs to
the class V(k) if for any m > 2 we have for ¢ :== X — B#
[ = Vsl

su < 00
ogsgiT [t — s|*

Clearly, if b is a non-negative measure, then the process X — B* is nondecreasing, and
thus automatically of finite variation.
Now we are ready to present our first main result. We recall that if b € C®, z € R?,

and « satisfies ] 1
—— — A
a>g = o (A)
then [GG22, Theorem 8.2, Lemma 8.4] implies that SDE(x;b) has a weak solution, and
this solution lies in the class V(14 aH) C V(). We are able to show that in the entire

regime (A) where weak existence holds, weak uniqueness also holds.
Theorem 2.4. Let a € R, z € RY, b e C*, H € (0, %] Suppose that (A) holds. Then

(i) equation SDE(x;b) has a unique weak solution in the class V(#);

(ii) let {b,,n € Z,} be a sequence of C*(R4 RY) functions converging to b in C*~ as
n — oo. Assume that the sequence {x,,n € Z,}, where x,, € RY, converges to x as
n — oco. Let X, be a strong solution to SDE(x,;b,). Then the sequence (X, BY)
weakly converges in C([0,T], R*®) and its limit is a unique weak solution to SDE(x;b)
in class V().

Remark 2.5. For H = 1/2, Theorem 2.4 establishes weak uniqueness and stability for
solutions to SDEs driven by standard Brownian motion in the regime o > —1/2. This pro-
vides an alternative proof of the results of Zhang and Zhao [ZZ17], where weak uniqueness
was established in the same range of the parameter . We note that our arguments are
very different: we use generalized coupling methods and stochastic sewing, whilst [ZZ17]
uses PDE techniques and the Zvonkin transformation.

We also obtained the following stability result showing Hélder continuous dependence
of the law of the solution to SDE(z;b) on the initial condition z and on the drift b.
Hereafter, Wy, a1 denotes the Wasserstein distance, as introduced above in (2.1), on a
metric space C([0,1],R?*?) equipped with the distance || - leo,1,24) A 1. Bounding a
natural distance of the metric space by 1 is standard in ergodic literature, see, e.g., [HMO06,
Proposition 3.12], [HMS11, equation (5.1) and Definition 4.6], [BMO05, p. 555, definition
of p] and so on. The main reason is that convergence in W) is not equivalent to weak
convergence in C([0, 1], R*®) (consider i, := (1—2)8+14,), so this metric is somehow too
strong. On the other hand, convergence in W) ;1 is equivalent to the weak convergence
in C([0, 1], R?®), cf. [Vil09, Theorem 6.9] vs [Vil09, Corollary 6.13].
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Theorem 2.6. Let o € R, 21,25 € R?, by, by, € C*, H € (0, %] Suppose that (A) holds.
Let (X', B7%) be a weak solution to SDE(x;,b;), i = 1,2. Then there exists € > 0 such
that

VV”.”/\l(LaW(Xl,BH’I),LaW(X2,BH’2)) < CF(Hbl - bQHZa + |ZL’1 — ZL’Q|€). (23)

for
40 40
L= (14 [[billga + l[b2llga) (X + [21] + [22]).

Up until now dimension d was an arbitrary natural number. We recall however that
the case d = 1 is special. Here, one typically gets better results on the well-posedness of
SDEs than if d > 2. Indeed, for SDEs driven by Brownian motion, strong well-posedness
holds in d = 1 for drift b € C*, & > —1/2 [BCO1, Theorem 2.6], while if d > 2, then strong
well-posedness is known only for b being a bounded (or integrable) function [Ver80, KR05]
but not a general distribution. Similarly, for SDEs driven by [-stable Lévy processes with
drift b € C®, strong well-posedness holds in d = 1 for a > % — 3 [ABM20, Theorem 2.3],
and d > 2 for a > 1 — 7 [Pril2, Theorem 1.1].

However, to the best of our knowledge, until now, no such results were available for
SDEs driven by fractional Brownian motion. The best results on strong well-posedness

for SDE(x;b) with b € C* are due to Catellier and Gubinelli [CG16, Theorem 1.13], who
showed that SDE(x;b) has a unique strong solution whenever a > 1 — ﬁ The next
theorem shows that for d = 1, this result can be improved.

Before stating the theorem let us just recall that there is an alternative way to define
a solution to SDE(x;b), where b is a distribution, via non-linear Young integrals [CG16,

Section 2], [Gal23]|. Namely, if (A) is satisfied and additionally one of the following holds:

(1+ aH)(a+ %) > % or (B1)

be M, (R), (B2)

then the drift term [ b(X,)dr can be defined directly without the need to consider ap-
proximating sequence (b") and the new definition of solution coincides with the old one
[GG22, Remark 8.5]. Our next result states that in d = 1 equation SDE(z; b) has a unique
strong solution in exactly the same regime (B1) or (B2) where its solution can be written
as a non-linear Young integral. We note that the regime (B1) improves the condition

a>1-1/(2H) from [CG16] for every H € (0,1/2].

Theorem 2.7. Letd = 1, « € R, z € R, b € C*, H € (0,%]. Suppose that (A)
holds. Then if (B1) or (B2) is satisfied, then equation SDE(x;b) has a strong solution
X € V(=) and pathwise uniqueness holds in the class V(1£1).

Remark 2.8. We recall that the skew Brownian motion is a process satisfying the fol-

lowing 1-dimensional SDE
dX; = Aoo(X;)dt + dB}, (2.4)

where dy is the Dirac delta measure at 0 and A € R. Harrison and Shepp [HS81] stud-
ied this equation for the case H = 1/2 and showed that it has a unique strong solution
if |[A\| < 1, and no solutions if |A\| > 1. The case H # 1/2 is more tricky. While weak
existence of solutions to (2.4) is known for all H < 1/2, A € R [BLM23, Theorem 2.11], es-
tablishing weak uniqueness and strong well-posedness in the same regime remains a very
challenging open problem. Theorem 2.7 achieves progress in this direction and shows
that skew Brownian motion is strongly well-posed for H < 1/3, A € R,. This improves
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upon previous results, which obtained strong well-posedness for H < 1/4 ([CG16, Theo-
rem 1.13]), H < 1/4 ([ART21, Theorem 2.9]), and H < (v/13 — 3)/2 ~ 0.303 ([BLM23,
Theorem 2.14]).

2.2 Weak uniqueness for stochastic heat equation with distribu-
tional drift

Now let us present our results regarding stochastic PDE SHE(ug;b). Throughout this
per

subsection we assume d = 1. Let p/”" and p)¥®* be the the heat kernels on [0, 1] with the
periodic and Neumann boundary conditions, respectively. That is,

P y) =Y T(to—y+n), t>0,z,y€l0,1];
nez
pY(wy) ==Y (C(t,x —y+2n)+ Dtz +y+2n), t>0, 2,y¢€0,1].

neL

We consider SHE(ug;b) on the interval [0,1] in two possible setups: with periodic
boundary conditions and with Neumann boundary conditions. To simplify the presenta-
tion of our results we introduce the following notational convention.

Convention 2.9. The pair (D,p) stands for one of the two options: ([0,1],pP"), or
([0,1], pNe%). The corresponding semigroup will be denoted by P.

We fix the time interval 7" > 0. Let (€2, F,P) be a probability space. If (F;) is a
complete filtration on this space, then we recall that a Gaussian process W: Ly(D) X
[0,7] x 2 — R is called (F;)-space-time white noise if for any ¢, € Lo(D) the process
(Wi())ieo,r) is an (F;)-Brownian motion and EW,(¢)W,(¢) = (s At) [, p(z)¢(z) dx.

Now let us define what exactly we mean by a solution to SHE(ug;b) where b is a
distribution. Similar to the discussion above, we note that the term b(u) is not well-
defined but one can make sense of its convolution with space-time heat kernel.

Definition 2.10 ([ABLM24, Definition 2.3]). Let b € C®, 3 € R. We say that a con-
tinuous process u: (0,7] x D x © — R is a mild solution to SHE(ug; b) with the initial
condition uy € B(D, R) if there exists a continuous process K : [0,7] x D x  — R such
that

(i) w(x) = Pug(z) + Ki(x) + fot Jp pe—r(z,y)W(dr,dy), z € D, t € (0,T] a.s;

(ii) for any sequence (b"),cz, of C*°(R,R) functions converging to b in C*~ we have for
any N > 0

sup sup
t€[0,T] x€D

t
/ / De—r(x, y)0"(u,(y)) dy dr — Ky(x)| — 0 in probability as n — oo.
0o Jbp

Here the stochastic integral is the Wiener integral, see, e.g., [DSS24, Section 1.2.4].
We note as above that in case 5 > 0 Definition 2.10 coincides with the usual definition of
a (PDE) mild solution to SPDE SHE(ug; b).

Remark 2.11. In this article, we restrict ourselves to solutions that are mild in the
PDE sense. Note that one can give a similar definition of a PDE weak solution with the
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distributional drift. While it is clear that if b is a bounded continuous function, any PDE
mild solution is also a PDE weak solution and vice versa (see, e.g., [Shi94, Theorem 2.1]),
the problem becomes non-trivial if b is an integrable function or a distribution. This will
be a subject of further research.

A (probabilistically) weak (PDE) mild solution to SHE(ug;b) is a couple (u, W) on a
complete filtered probability space (Q, F,P,F = (F)cjo,71) such that W is an F-space-
time white noise, u is adapted to F, and w is a mild solution to SHE(ug; ) in the sense
of Definition 2.10. We say that weak uniqueness holds for SHE(ug; b) if whenever (u, W)
and (@, W) are two weak solutions of this equation (not necessarily defined on the same
probability space), then Law(u) = Law(u) on the path space C([0,7],C(D;R)).

We consider the following class of solutions.

Definition 2.12 ([ABLM24, Definition 2.4]). Let x € [0,1]. We say that a solution
(u, W) to SHE(ug; b) belongs to the class Vgyp(r) if for any m > 2 denoting Ki(z) :=
ui(@) = [y [p prer(,y)W(dr,dy), t € [0,1], z € D, we have

K, (x)— P—sKs €T
swp  Nu@llo, <o, sup sup i@ AR @l
(t2)e(0.T]xD 0<s<t<T zeD it — s|5

If up € B(D), b € C, where
3
o > —5, (S)
then [ABLM24, Theorem 2.6] established weak existence of solution to SHE(ug;b) in
class Vspp(l + a/4) C Vsyr(5/8). Our main result concerning SPDEs shows that weak

uniqueness of solutions to SHE(ug; b) holds in exactly the same regime.
Theorem 2.13. Let a € R, ug € B(D), b € C*. Suppose that (S) holds. Then
(i) weak uniqueness holds for solutions to equation SHE(ug;b) in the class Vsyg(5/8);

(ii) let {b,,n € Z,} be a sequence of C*(R4 RY) functions converging to b in C*~ as
n — o0o. Let u™ be a strong solution to SHE(ug;b,). Then the sequence (u")nez,
weakly converges in C([0,T],C(D;R)) and its limit is a unique weak solution to
SHE(ug;b) in class Vsur(5/8).

We remind that Theorem 2.13 establishes weak uniqueness in two settings, see Convention 2.9.

2.3 Overview of the proofs of main results

Weak uniqueness. For the convenience of the reader we demonstrate the heuristics of
our proof strategy on the following simplified example. Then we highlight the necessary
changes which are needed in order to pass from this partially informal explanation to rig-
orous proofs of Theorems 2.4 and 2.13. We also explain the novelty of our ideas compared
with [KS20]. To make our exposition clearer, in this subsection we skip many technical
details and, in particular, omit the arbitrarily small exponents.

Thus, we would like to show weak uniqueness for solutions to SDE

dX, = b(X,)dt +dB}, X,=0, (2.5)
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where b € C* a < 0. Assume for simplicity that b is a function. We fix a sequence
(b")nez, of smooth functions converging to b in C*~. Let X™ be the strong solution to
SDE(0; b™).

Now consider any weak solution (X, B¥) to (2.5). Our goal is to show that the
sequence (X", B), ;. weakly converges to this solution (X, B#). Since (X, Bf) was an
arbitrary solution to (2.5), this would imply that the sequence (X", B¥) converges in law
to any weak solution of (2.5), and thus all of them have the same distribution, that is,
weak uniqueness holds.

A naive direct approach, which fails here, would be simply to write

La(Q)

1= X2l = [ [ 0% — 7)) |

and then use stochastic sewing. Under the condition (A), one would get (see Lemma 3.6)

1 o
sup || X¢ — X 1) < Ot sup || Xy — X”H(L;&?H L good small terms. (2.6)
te[0,to0] te[0,to0]

If a + 55 > 1, one can remove the bad term sup;c( 4 [ Xt — X{'[|1,(@) on the right-hand
side for small to > 0, and even get strong uniqueness of solutions to SDE (2.5), see [GG22,
Theorem 1.4], [CG16, Theorem 1.13]. However we are interested in the regime where
weak existence of ( 5) holds, that is, @ > 1 — ;L [GG22, Theorem 8.2]. In this regime,
the exponent o+ 5 is less than 1 and (2.6) does not imply that supe(g 41 Xt — X7l 2o
is small. Therefore this direct approach does not work. Nevertheless, as we demonstrate
below, bound (2.6) is not entirely useless.

Therefore, we avoid comparing the solutions X and X" directly. Instead, in the spirit
of the “Control-and-Reimburse” strategy of [KS20], we introduce now an auxiliary process
17", which is defined on the same space as X and solves SDE

dY; = b"(Y;")dt + \(X, — Y,")dt + dB},

where the parameter A > 1 will be fixed later. The main idea now is to show that the
process Y™ is close to X" in law for A not too large, and close to X in distance for A not
too small. Then by picking the best A from these two opposite requirements, we derive
that X™ and X are close to each other in law. By the triangle inequality,

Wi (Law (X™), Law(X)) < dry(Law(X"), Law (V") + E[V" = X[leqoy.  (2.7)

We bound the first term of (2.7) in the same spirit as in [KKS20]. The key difference
between our approach and that in [KS20] lies in treating the second term of (2.7). This
is precisely where stochastic sewmg plays a key role.

Introduce a process BT := [J A(X, — Y")dr + BE. Then Y™ satisfies

dY; = b"(Y;")dt + dB!.
Thus (Y™, BH) is a solution to SDE(0; b"). Since b" is a smooth function, weak uniqueness
holds for this equation. Therefore, Girsanov’s theorem and Pinsker’s inequality yield
(recall that H < 1)
dT\/(LaW(Xn) Law( )) dTV(BH BH O)\HHX — }N/HHC([O,H)HLQ(Q)' (28)
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Next, to compare Y™ and X, we benefit from the control term A(X —Y™) which pushes
Y™ towards X. After an easy calculation, we deduce for ¢ € [0, 1]

~ t ~
X =T < | [ 00 b (T arf (29)

Carefully bounding the right-hand side of the above inequality is absolutely crucial for
the entire weak uniqueness proof. First, let us review how [KS20] deals with bounds of a
similar type, and then we explain how we improve their approach.

Assume additionally for a moment that o > 0. Taking supremum over ¢ € [0, 1] in
the above bound, estimating |b(z) — b"(y)]| as [|b]|ca|z — y|* + ||b — V"||c®), z,y € R?, and
using Young’s inequality, one gets for arbitrary € > 0

12 = 7oy < CA b= " ey + CA bl 12X = 770 (2.10)
< C)\_IHZ) — anC(R) + C)\_€||b||ca ||X — YnHC([O,l}) + C)\_ﬁ ||b||ca
Hence, for A large enough the following inequaltiy holds:
1X = Y™ lego,y < CATIb = 0" fleqey + CA™ 7 [b]lca- (2.11)

Combining this with the total variation bound (2.8) and substituting this into (2.7), one
finally derives

Wi a1 (Law(X™), Law(X)) < C||b — b"||e@w) + CA™Ta ||b]|ca-

By taking the limit as A — oo, one gets the desired weak convergence of X" to an arbitrary
weak solution X and thus weak uniqueness.

We see, however, that this approach does not work for o < 0, as neither of the terms
on the right-hand side of the last inequality converges as n, A\ — oo. Our main insight
is to utilize stochastic sewing to bound (2.9) more carefully. Applying a modification of
(2.6), we obtain (see Corollary 3.7)

- ~ 1
sup || Xy = Y| 1o0) < CA D g |1X, — Y2, + good small terms.
tel0,1] t€[0,1]

Of course, similar to (2.6), the term ||X, — Y,"|| L.(0) appears with an exponent less than
1, and we cannot eliminate it directly. However, this is not a problem anymore due to the
presence of the additional factor A~L-(e—p)H , which we can make very small. Comparing
this with the way [KS20] treats the right-hand side of (2.9) (see (2.10) above), we see
that a certain tradeoff takes place. The term || X, — Y;"|| now has a much bigger exponent:
1/2 instead of a (recall that « is negative now). The price to pay is that the parameter
A~! now has a smaller exponent 1 + (a + %)H instead of 1. An additional disadvantage
is that we are now unable to obtain a direct almost sure bound, but rather a weaker
L5(2) bound. Nevertheless, this tradeoff is sufficient for us to close the buckling loop. By
Young’s inequality

sup || Xy — }A};nHLZ(Q) < CON2 DI L O qup || X; — ?;"HLz(Q) + good small terms,
t€[0,1] t€[0,1]

which implies

sup ||X; — ZnHLz(Q) < OA 27D | 666d small terms. (2.12)
te[0,1]
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Recall that the Girsanov bound (2.8) includes an additional factor A; therefore, in order
to succeed, we must impose

A2 DHE as A — 00,

which implies exactly our condition (A). Thus, substituting (2.12) into (2.8) and (2.7)
and taking care of “good small terms”, we get the bound

Wi (Law(X™), Law(X)) < CA72 7772 4 OX[|b = 57|,

which significantly improves [KS20]-type bound (2.11). We see that in our regime (A), the
exponent of A, that is, —3 — H(a—3), is negative. Therefore we can pick A := Hb—b"||galf
to get

Wi a1 (Law(X™), Law(X)) < C|b — b" |5

for certain p = p(«v, H) > 0. This yields the desired weak convergence of the fixed sequence
(X™)nez, to any weak solution X, establishing weak uniqueness. This completes the proof.

Now it remains to make this informal description of our proof strategy rigorous. This
is the subject of the remaining part of the paper. The derivation of an analogue of (2.9)
is done in Lemma 4.4. Bound (2.8) is justified in Lemma 4.3, and they are combined in
Lemma 4.1. It is important to note that in our setting b is not function but rather a
Schwartz distribution belonging to C*. As a result, the integral in the right-hand side of
(2.9) is not well-defined, and even (2.9) does not hold. Therefore, one must consider an
appropriate approximation.

The proof of weak uniqueness for SHE goes along the same lines; however, some
modifications due to the infinite-dimensional nature of the problem are necessary. Most
importantly, instead of the sup distance || - [|¢(0,17), we have to work with the weighted in
time and space norm defined in (5.1) and rely on the backward uniqueness-type results.
This is the subject of Section 5.

Strong uniqueness for SDEs in case d = 1. As before, we first explain the
heuristics for the case when b is a function, and then proceed to the general case.

Let d = 1, and let (X!, BH), (X2, B¥) be two weak solutions to SDE (2.5) defined on
the same probability space with common noise. Consider a process Y; := X} A X2. If we
show that Y is also a weak solution to this equation, then by weak uniqueness we get for
any bounded continuous strictly increasing function f: R — R

Ef(th A th) = Ef(Xt1>7 t =0,

which implies X} AX? = X! a.s. Similarly, X} AX? = X7 a.s., and thus strong uniqueness
holds.

To show that Y solves (2.5), we fix w € Q. Let A:={s € [0,1] : X} (w) > X?(w)}. We
see that A is an open set, and therefore it is a union of countably many mutually disjoint
intervals A = U(sg, tx). Further, for any k € N, by the continuity of X! and X2,

/ b(X))dr =X, — X. — (B;Z — Bsfi)
[sk>tk]

=X; - X2 —(BI' - Bl = / b(X?) dr.

T
[skvtk?]
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This implies

/A b(XY)dr = / b(X?) dr. (2.13)

A

Let ¢ € [0,1]. Suppose without loss of generality that X} (w) < X?(w). Using (2.13) and
that ¢ ¢ A by definition of A, we get

t
}Q—Bﬁ:Xg—BtH:/ b(X,})dr:/b(X,})dr+/ b(X})dr
0 A [0,¢]\ A
:/b(Xf)dr+/ b(X})dr
A

[0,t]\A
_ / b(Y,) dr.
[0,t]

and thus Y solves (2.5).

Unfortunately, this argument becomes inapplicable when b is a distribution. Indeed,
let (0")nez, be an arbitrary sequence of functions converging to b in C*~. Then it is easy
to show that for a certain subsequence (n,,)mez,

lim b (XY dr = lim b (X2 dr.

oo [slmtk] Mmoo [sk7tk]

However, this does not imply that lim,, . [, " (X}) dr equals lim,, o [, 0" (X?)dr.
Indeed, a sum of countably many numbers each converging to 0 does not necessarily
converge to 0.

Therefore, we fix additionally K € N and consider a set AX := Upcx(sp, 1) C A. We
introduce a process Y;% := X} 1(t € [0,1]\ AX) + X2 1(t € AX). Since Y¥ differs from
X! (and hence from X?) only on finitely many intervals, the above argument remains
valid, and one can show that Y solves (2.5). Note, though, that Y is not necessarily
adapted; therefore, we cannot conclude that Y'¥ is a weak solution to (2.5). Nevertheless,
we have for any fixed K € Z

t
/ b (YE)dr — VX — B asm — . (2.14)
0
By definition we have Y, — Y; a.s. as K — oo. Since for any fixed m we have also
t t
/ b (YY) dr — / " (Y,)dr as K — oo,
0 0
we can conclude that
t
/ Vv (Y, dr — Y, — B as m — oo,
0

as long as we can show that the convergence in (2.14) is uniform over K. This is not
entirely trivial as the process Y is not adapted, and thus the stochastic sewing lemma is
not applicable. Therefore, we rely here on the deterministic sewing lemma, which allows
us to treat non-adaptive processes and nonlinear Young integral-type bounds. The key
bound is established in Lemma 3.12, and this strategy is formalized in Lemma 4.5.
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3. Preliminaries and auxiliary bounds

We introduce further necessary notation which will be used in the article. We denote by
Lip(R¢,R?) the space of all Lipschitz functions R? — R? equipped with the usual norm
and seminorm

e = sup LIy o = 1l + o
z,yeRr? |z — |
For 0 < 8 < T let Aigq) be the simplex
Ay i={(s,t) € [S, T]*: s < t}.
If A..is a function A — R?, where 0 < S < T, then we put as standard
5As,u,t = As,t - As,u - Au,ta S<s<u<t<T.

If f is a function [S,T] — R? where 0 < S < T, then its (-variation, ¢ € [1,00), is
denoted as usual by

n—1
[f]@—var;[S,T] = (Sl;-[p Z |.f(tz+1) - f(tz)|é)za
=0

where the supremum is taken over all partitions II = {t, = S,t;,...,t, = T} of the
interval [S,T]. The space of functions f: [S,T] — R¢ with finite ¢ € [1, 00) variation will
be denoted by C*~v2r([S,T],R%). For a partition II as above we denote its diameter by
|H‘ = max; ‘ti+1 — t2|

A continuous function w: Argy — Ry is called a control if w(s,s) = 0 for any
s € [S,T] and for any (s,t) € Agq, v € [s,t] one has w(s,u) —I—w(u ) < w(s,t),
see [FV10, Definition 1.6]. It is easy to see that the functions w(s,t) = s and
w(s,t) = [f]g_var;[s’t], where f € C*7¥([S, T)), are examples of controls.

If a filtration (F;)cjo,r) is given, then the conditional expectation given F, t € (0,77,
will be denoted by E[-] := E[-|F].

As in [BDG21, ABLM24], we introduce the following family of norms and seminorms
to analyze solutions of SDE(z;b). If f: [S,T] x Q — R? is a measurable function, then
for v € (0,1], m > 1 we define
1fe = fsll L@

[Flleorn sy = sup [ fsllzm@ [flerimasmy = sup s (1)
sefs.T7 (stedsr It 4]

I fllevLomas)y = 1 fllconms,rn) + Uflerims,m)-

The space-time convolution of the heat kernel with the white noise will be denoted
by V:

t
~ [ [ pewyWidnay), t>0.0eD, (3:2)
0 D

The following norms and seminorms will be important for the analysis of SHE(uq;b).
For a measurable function f: [S,T] x D x Q2 — R and v € (0,1], m > 1 we write

| fllcoor,. sy == sup sup || f(t,2)|L,.);

te[S,T) xeD
1fe(x) = Ps fs(@) | Lo
[flevor,. sy == sup  sup . ( ); (3.3)
(S,t)EA[S’T] zeD |t - $|
1 llevor sy = I fllcoor, sy + [Flevo Lo san-
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In the proofs we often use a standard heat kernel estimate

8
G flle@ey < Ct2 | flles, (3.4)

where 8 < 0, f € C® and C = C(8), see, e.g., [BDG21, Proposition 3.7(i)].

3.1 Sewing lemmas

As mentioned earlier, our proofs frequently utilize both the deterministic and stochastic
sewing lemmas. For the convenience of the reader, we recall them here.
We begin with the deterministic sewing lemma with controls.

Proposition 3.1 (Sewing lemma, [FZ18, Theorem 2.2]). Let 0 < S < T. Let A be a
function Agqr — R, Assume that there exist a control w on the same simplexr and a
constant € > 0 such that for every (s, t) € Aisqy, u € [s,t] one has

|6 Ag sl < w(s, t)tre. (3.5)

Further, suppose that there exists a process A: [S,T] — R® such that for anyt € [S,T|
and any sequence of partitions Iy := {S = 1§, ...t} xy =t} of [S,t] with limy o0 [TIx| —

0 one has
E(N)—1

Z Atzl'vvtﬁl — A — Ag as N — oo. (36)
i=0
Then there ezists a constant C = C(g) independent of S, T, w such that for every
(s,t) € Agr we have
|A; — Ag| < |Agys| + Cw(s, t)te. (3.7)

Next we recall the stochastic version of the above proposition.

Proposition 3.2 (Stochastic sewing lemma, [Lé20, Theorem 2.1]). Let m € [2,00), 0 <
S <T. Let (Fy)iersr be a filtration. Let A be a function Aggr) — L (Q,R?) and assume
additionally that As,; is Fi—measurable. Suppose that there exist constants I'1,I'y > 0,
£1,e2 > 0 such that the following conditions hold for every (s,t) € A and u € [s, ]

1Al L) < Talt — s>, (3.8)
IE*[0As il @) < Taft — s

Further, suppose that there exists a process A: Q x [S,T] — R such that for any
t € [S,T] and any sequence of partitions ly := {S = tév,...,tﬁN) =t} of [S,t] with
limy_ o || — O one has

k(N)—1
Z A v = A= Asin probability as N — oo. (3.10)

=0

Then there exists a constant C' = C(e1,e2,m) independent of S, T, T'; such that for
every (s,t) € Agr we have

1A — Adll L) < CTaft — |24 4+ CToft — s|'+2. (3.11)
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3.2 Bounds for integrals of a general stochastic process

In this subsection, we collect a number of technical estimates for integral functionals of a
general stochastic process Y satisfying certain smoothing conditions. Later we apply these
results in order to study functionals of fractional Brownian motion and of a convolution
of space-time white noise with the Gaussian kernel. The bounds presented here are
obtained using stochastic sewing lemma and the calculations are similar in spirit to the
bounds found in [CG16], [Lé20], [GG22], [BDG21], [ABLM24] and so on. Since we were
not able to find these exact statements in the literature, we provide short proofs.

We fix d € N and the length of the time interval 7" > 0. Let the space domain
D C R be either a single point, closed interval, or R. We fix the convolution kernel
s:[0,7] x D x D — R, which for any ¢ > 0 is bounded, continuous, and satisfies

/Dst(a:, y)dy =1, /Dsr(z, Y)S$i—r(y, 2) dy = s(x, 2), (3.12)

where (r,t) € Ajr), z,2 € D.

Convention 3.3. In case when D 1is a single point x, dy stands for the Dirac delta
measure concentrated at x.

We introduce the corresponding semigroup S;p(x) = [p si(z,y)e(y) dy, Where %
is a measurable function D — R? Later we will take D = {0}, 5,(0,0) = 1 (see
Convention 3.3) for the fractional Brownian motion case and D = D, s,(z,y) = pi(z,y)
(see Convention 2.9) for the space-time white noise case.

Fix a smoothing parameter £ € (0,1). Let Y: [0,1] x D x Q — R? be a stochastic
process adapted to the given filtration (F;)cjo,r] (that is, J(Y(s, x),s < t,x € D) CcF
fort € [0,77]). In the whole subsection we suppose that Y satisfies the following condition:
for any f < 0, u € (0, 1] there exists a constant C' = C'(f, ) such that for any bounded
continuous function f: R? — R, (s,t) € Ajr, * € D, Fe-measurable random vectors &,
7 one has a.s.

[E*f (Vi) + I < Clflles (t — 5)™
|E°[f(Yi(z) + &) — fF(Ya(x) +n)]| < Ol flles|€ — nl*(t — s)F=~.

In this subsection we use the following norms and seminorms which extend both (3.1)
and (3.3). For 0 < S < T, a measurable function f: [S,7] x D x Q2 — R and v € (0, 1]
we define

(Ys)

HfHCOOLm([STD i= sup sup ||f(t,2)|r,.);

te[S,T] zeD
[f] 0 —  sup sup [ fi(z) = Si—s fs(@)|| Lui
s e .
CD L77L([S7TD (S,t)GA[SyT] €D ‘t _ 8‘7

First, let us present a simple condition which ensures that (Y,) holds.
Lemma 3.4. Assume that for any (s,t) € Ay, © € D we have
Yi(x) — E*Y,(x) is Gaussian and independent of Fy. (3.13)
If additionally all d components of Yi(z) — E*Yy(x) = (Vi (z) — E*Y(x),i = 1,...,d) are
1.9.d with
o?(s,t,x) := Var(Y}(x) — E°Y(z)) = C(t —s)*, i=1,..,d, (3.14)
for some k > 0, then (Y,) holds with this k.
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Proof. Fix f < 0, p € (0,1]. It follows from the assumptions of the lemma that for any
bounded continuous function f: RY — R, (s,t) € A1), * € D, Fy-measurable random
vector £ we have

E*f(Yi(2) + &) = Gooapm f(EYil(2) +6), (3.15)

where we used that the vector Y;(z) — E*Y;(z) is Gaussian and independent from Fj.
Therefore, using this identity, (3.14) and (3.4), we deduce for any (s,t) € A7

E*f(Ye(@) + &) < N1GT2(s ) f ey < Cllflles(t — 5)™,

where C'= C(5) > 0
Similarly, if n is another Fs;-measurable d-dimensional random vector, we denote
h(z):= f(x+ &) — f(z+n). Using again (3.15), we have

[E[f(Yilx) + &) = f(Vi(@) + 0| = |Goaap.a f (Vi) + &) = Goao .y f (Vi) + )|

= |Goa(s ) M EYe(2))| < 1GG(yPllcqrey

< Clhllea-n(t = )7 < Cl fllea(t — 5)P"[€ = nl*,
which establishes (Y). O

Next, we obtain a bound showing that the integral involving the process Y can be
approximated by a certain Riemann sum.

Proposition 3.5. Let f: RY — R, w: [0,7] — Ry be bounded continuous functions.
Let ©: [0,T] x D x Q — R? be a measurable process adapted to the filtration (Ft)eeo.1]-
Suppose that for some € > 0, (s,t) € A1) one has

1 flles < oc; lw|c(sg) < 00; [SD]CBOLl([s,t}) < 0. (3.16)

Then for any x € D, and any sequence of partitions Iy = {s = t{, ...,t,JQV(N) =t} of [s,1]
with limy_, [TIy| — 0 one has

k(N
/ [ e BT 0000 + S,y () dydn

— / / se_r(x, y)w,. f(Yi(y) + or(y)) dydr —in probability as N — oo.  (3.17)
s JD

The proof of this proposition is elementary though a bit technical. We place it in the
Appendix.
Now we are ready to prove the first regularization lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Let m > 2, f € (—5,0), 7 € (0,1]. Let f: R* - R, w: [0,T] — Ry be
bounded continuous functions. Let ¢, |0, T] x D x Q — R? be measurable processes
adapted to the filtration (F;)wcpor). Assume that

B>1- E' (3.18)

Then there exists a constant C = C(m, ,T) such that for any (s,t) € Apr, © € D we
have

St_r(x,y)w, f(V.(y) + o dydr
| serla e (V) + o) dyar |
< Ol flles lwlleqsm® = ) (1 + [eleror,, o (= 5)777). (3.19)
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If, additionally, for some p € (0, 1] we have

B> p— 1 (3.20)

2K’

then there exists a constant C = C'(m, 3, 1, 7) such that for any (s,t) € Apm, v € D we
have

/ /D Stcr(z, D) (FVly) + 00) — F(Vo(y) + 0 (v))) dydr
< CIfllesllwlleqs.ay(t — )%l — wHZ%OLm([&t})

+ Cll fllesllwlleqs,a(t — S)H(B_l)m”([‘P]CSOLM([S,Q) + [@D]CBOLM([S,Q))- (3.21)

L ()

Proof. We begin with the proof of (3.19). Fix 0 < S < T, z € D. Without loss of
generality, we assume that [SO]CBOLW([&TD < oo and ||wl¢qsr) < oo. Otherwise, the

right-hand side of (3.19) is infinite and (3.19) automatically holds.
First, we suppose additionally that f is smooth enough so that || f||c: < co. We apply
the stochastic sewing lemma (Proposition 3.2) to the processes

Af,t = / / St—r(xv y>wr Esf(‘/r(y> + Sr—sgos(y)) dyd’/‘;
s D (3.22)

Af = / /D Ses (0, )0n f (Vi () + 00 (1) dydr.

where (s,t) € Aigr). Since g, is Fy-measurable, we can use (Y,) with £ = S,_,p,(y) and
to derive

t
1A%,] < Ol llesllwleqsan / / s1s (2, 9)(t — 8P drdy < O\ lleslwllegsm (t — )%,
s D

where (s,t) € Aig and C' = C(B). Here we used that the kernel s,_, integrates to 1 by
(3.12). This implies

1AL i) < Cllfllesllwlleqsa(t — )%, (s,t) € Ay (3.23)

Hence condition (3.8) holds thanks to the assumption 1+ Sk > 1/2.
In a similar manner, we derive

|E°0A7, | = |E° / /D st (2, Y)w, B [f (Vo (y) + Sr—sps(y)) — F(Vi(y) + Sr—utpuly))] dydr

t
< Ol flles ||w||C([SvTD/ /Dst—r(ff, YISr—sps(Y) = Sr—upu(y)|(r — w) P~V dydr
(3.24)

for C' = C(p). Here we used that both random variables S,_sps(y) and S,_,p.(y) are
F.-measurable and applied (Y,) with x4 = 1. By Jensen’s inequality and the convolution
property (3.12)

15r—s0s(y) = Sr—upu(¥) || Lm(0) < Slelg [Su—s05(2) = ul2)lLm(e) < [‘P]cBOLm([s,T])(u — )
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for S < s<u<r<Tandy € D. Substituting this back into (3.24) and applying
Jensen’s inequality once again, we get

IE*0AL il i) < CllFlles lwlleqsmleleror, s (= ) FED T (3.25)

Here we used that the integral of the kernel over the domain D is 1 and that singularity
(r—u)®~D¥ is integrable by (3.18). Applying (3.18) once again, we get 1+(8—1)H+71 > 1
and thus condition (3.9) is satisfied.

Finally, the last condition of the stochastic sewing lemma, condition (3.10), holds by
Proposition 3.5; recall that we assumed || f||¢: < o0, [|w||¢(s,m) < 00, and [‘P]CBOLM([S,T]) < 00
which yields (3.16).

Thus, all the conditions of Proposition 3.2 are satisfied and (3.19) follows from (3.11)
and (3.23), (3.25).

To obtain (3.19) for general f, we note that for any € > 0 the function f. := GUf,
satisfies || f:|lc: < oo. Therefore, (3.19) holds for f.. Since f. converges pointwise to f as
e — 0and ||f:l|cs < ||flles, by Fatou’s lemma we see that (3.19) holds also for f.

Now we move on to the proof of (3.21). We use very similar ideas as in the proof above.
We also note that, without loss of generality, we can assume that [SO]CBO LS < 9
[w]CBOLm([&TD < o0 and ||wl|¢qs,m) < 0o. We suppose additionally that ||f|cx < oo and
apply Proposition 3.2 to the processes

As,t = Ait - Alﬁtv At = Af - Al/” (S>t) € A[S,Tb

where the processes A%, A% were introduced in (3.22) and A%, A¥ are defined in exactly
the same way with ¢ replaced by .

We note that S,_sps(y) and S,_1s(y) are F; measurable. Therefore, we use (Y,) to
derive for (s,t) € Ag

t
Avdl < Clfllesllwleqsany / (r — 5)@n / 5t (2. 9)|S10s(y) — Sr_stba()|* dydr,
s D

where C' = C(f,u) > 0. Thanks to (3.20), the singularity (r — s)®=#* is integrable.
Hence, applying Jensen’s inequality and using (3.18), we get for m > 2

lAslz,.@) < Ol llesllwlleqsy(t = )+ lo = llioo, oms (3:26)

where C' = C(8, u) > 0. We stress that C' does not depend on = € D. By (3.20), we have
1+ (8 — pu)k > 1/2. Therefore condition (3.8) of Proposition 3.2 holds.
Next, using (3.25), we easily get for (s,t) € A, u € [s,]

|| EséAs,u,t

Lm H séAS@,u,tHLm(Q) _'_ || EséAg),u,tHLm(Q)

) S
< 1+(B—1)/4+7-([

Cll fllesllwlleqs )t = s) ‘P]cBOLm([s,T]) + [w]cBOLm([st)a

(3.27)

where C'= C(, n). We see from (3.18) 1+ (6 — 1)k + 7 > 1 and thus (3.9) holds.

Condition (3.10) follows from the definitions of A;;, A; and Proposition 3.5.

Thus all the conditions of Proposition 3.2 holds and the desired bound (3.21) follows
from (3.11) and (3.26), (3.27).

The proof of (3.21) for a general bounded continuous f follows from the above argu-
ment by approximation, exactly as in the proof of (3.19). O
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In the paper we will use as a weight w in the above lemma only two options: either
the trivial weight w = 1 or an exponential weight w, := exp(A(t — r)), where A > 1 is
large. The next lemma shows how in the latter case the right-hand sides of (3.19), (3.21)
can be modified to become small for large .

Corollary 3.7. Let m > 2, 8 € (—5,0), 7 € [0,1], € € (0,1/2). Let f: R* — R be
a bounded continuous function. Let v, [0, ] x D x Q — R? be measurable processes
adapted to the ﬁltmtion (Ft)iei0,1)- Assume that (3.18) holds. Then there exists a constant
C =C(m,B,e,7) >0 such that for any X > 1, (s,t) € Aj1) and © € D we have

Mgy (2,y) (Y () + o (y) dydrHLm(Q

< Ol sl o A5 (1t glgan, N )- (3.25)

If, additionally, for p € [0,1] condition (3.20) is satisfied, then there exists a constant
C =C(m,p,e,pu, 1) >0 such that for any (s,t) € Ay, * € D we have

[ s () 0 0) + 00 0) — O ) + ) |
< CHf”C»’J’ (t . S)eA_l_(ﬁ_u)H+3€||<P _ wHZ%OLm([s,t})

+ C[[flles(t = S>€)‘_1_(5_1)H_T+3€([@]CSOLm([s,t]) + W]cgoLm([s,t}))- (3.29)

Proof. We deduce only (3.28) from (3.19). Bound (3.29) is derived from (3.21) using
exactly the same argument.
We fix € € (0,1/2), A > 1 and split the integral into two

M s (2, ) F (Y (y) + 00 (y)) dydr

L ()

/st o /D _A(t—v”)st_r(a:,y)f(ﬁ(y)+90T(y))dydrHLm(ﬂ>

y

t
I H / / e M s, (2, y) F(Y(y) + @r(y)) dydr
(t—r—1+)vs JD Lm(®)

If r <t — A1 then e M) < e and [le ™M) || toa-1+2)vs) < €. Therefore,
since 1 + Sk > 1/2 > ¢, (3.19) implies

L < Ce ™| flles(t — s)°(1+ [SO]CBOLW([&Q))' (3.31)
for C'=C(m,B,7).

To bound I, we use the obvious inequality |le=*=){|¢(—r-1+ 4y < 1. Clearly, we also
have for any v € [, 2]

(t _ ((t . )\—1—1-5) \/ S))’Y < (t . S)a)\(—l—i-a)('y—a) < (t . S)a)\—'y—i-?»a.
Applying this inequality with v =1+ Sk and v = 1 + Sk + 7 — Kk, we derive from (3.19)
I < Clflles(t = s) A7 (1 + [pleror, A7)

for C = C(m, f,7). Combining this with (3.31) and substituting into (3.30), we obtain
(3.28); here we used that the function A — e™* decreases to 0 much faster than any
negative polynomial function as A\ — oo. O
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The final technical bound is an a priori bound on the norm of a solution to an SDE
with additional forcing.

Lemma 3.8. Let m > 2, B € (% — i,O) Let z: D — R? be a bounded measurable
function. Let (fo)nez, be a sequence of bounded continuous functions R* — R?.  Let
Z,A,p:[0,1] x D x Q = R be measurable processes adapted to the filtration (F;)icoq

which satisfy

Z(t,x) = Siz(x) + A(t,z) + /0 /Dst_,,(x,y)p(r, y) dydr + Y (t,x), (3.32)

where t € [0,1], z € D and

sup sup
t€[0,T] zeD

t
At,x) — / / De—r(,Y) fr(Z:(v)) dydr‘ — 0 in probability as n — oo.
0 JD

Suppose that

[Z -Y] 4 < 00, (3.33)

cD+2 L ([0,1])
Then there exists C' = C(m, ) > 0 such that
1Z - Y]c};ﬁ”vo/; ([01]) <CO(1+ SUP ||fn||cﬁ)(1 + ||P||c0 0L, ([0, 1])) (3.34)

Proof. Denote ¢y(x) = Zy(x) — Yi(z), t € [0,1], z € D. It is clear that for any (s,t) €
Ajpq), * € D we have by Fatou’s lemma

ler(x) = Seesips ()| Lo

<A@ 2) — S Als, D)l / [ st ot )l e
t
< lim inf Dst_r@,y)fn(zr(y))dydr))Lm(m+<t—s>||p||c%oLm([o,m- (3.35)

To estimate the first term in the right-hand side of the above inequality, we use Lemma 3.6
with 7 = 1 + £. We see that condition (3.18) is satisfied since > 1 — L. We get from
(3.19) for any n € Z

t [ o) 20

< CF(t— 801 t—s)273
o SCFC=9 5[l g (= 9)77)
for C = C(m, ) and F := sup, || fl||cs. Substituting this into (3.35) we get for any
(s',t) € Ay, v €D

1l &
oo ()=S0 ey < OW=) (-t pleons oy FIF] gogo, (=525
D m 87
Let ¢ > 0. Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (¢ — s')'™P% and taking
supremum in the above inequality over all s',t' € Ay, we deduce for any (s,t) € Ay
such that |t —s| </

1_k

[Pleromor, (o) S CE + lIplleoor, o) + CFET2[p ]c%+%’0Lm([s,t]) (3.36)
l_k

CE+ lpllcoorqoay) + CFCT2[ploismor o0y (3:37)
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where C' = C(m, 5) and we used the inequality % + 5 < 1+ Bk which follows from the

assumption [ > % — i Since by assumptions of the lemma [SO]C%JF%’OL (o) < 00, it
D m 87
follows from (3.36) that
[(p]C]grBK'OLm([s,t}) < Q. (338)

Take now ¢ > 0 such that

K

1 1
CFl272 = —.
272 5

Using (3.38), we deduce from (3.37) that for any (s,t) € Ay such that [t — s| < ¢ we
have

[SO]C]?W’OL (s, t]) C(E =+ |pllco. O Lm ([0, 1]))

If ¢ > 1, then there is nothing more to prove, this inequality implies (3.34). Otherwise, if
¢ < 1, for a general (s,t) € A we choose N > 2 such that 1/N < /¢ < 1/(N —1) and
define ty, := s+ k(t — s)/N for each k =0,1,..., N. Then ¢, — t;, < ¢ and therefore by
the above inequality and Jensen’s inequality

N-1

(@) = Semsps (@l i@ < Y ISiti1 (Priss = St =26 (@) | Lot

=0
Z Sup ||§0t1+1 Stz+1 t; Pt; ( )HLm(Q)

gCN Pt — )P+ lpllesor, o)

for C' = C(m, ). Since N=°% < O(1 + F%iﬁ) < C(1+ F), we get the desired bound
(3.34). O

We end this section with the following technical result. It shows that a certain auxiliary
equation with a Lipschitz drift driven by a general noise has an adapted solution and its
norm can be controlled uniformly. This is of course not surprising at all, the proof uses
the standard Picard iterations argument and we place it in the appendix.

Lemma 3.9. Let z € B(D,R?). Let h be a continuous function R* — R? with [y ;pray <
00. Let R: [0,1] x D x 2 — R be a measurable process adapted to the filtration (F)ic(o,1]-
Consider the following equation

Z(t,x) = Syz(x / / se_r(x,y)W(Z.(y)) dydr + R(t,x), te€[0,1], z €D. (3.39)

Suppose that ||11%||C%()Lm([0 1)y < 00. Then this equation has an adapted solution on the same
space (Q, F, (Fi)tepoq, P). Moreover, || Z — R||c]13,oLm([071D < 00.

3.3 Bounds for integrals of fractional Brownian motion

Using general results from Section 3.2, we derive bounds for integral functionals of frac-
tional Brownian motion with a drift, which will be crucial for our weak and strong unique-
ness arguments. We fix d € N, H € (0,1), the length of the time interval 7' > 0, and the
filtration (F;)sepo,r such that B is an (F;)-fractional Brownian motion.

First we show that fractional Brownian motion satisfies conditions of Section 3.2 with
k:=H.
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Lemma 3.10. The convolution kernel s;(0) := 1 for t € [0,T] defined on the domain
D := {0} satisfies condition (3.12) (recall Convention 3.3). The proces Y;(0) := BJ,
t € 10,7, satisfies (Y,) with k= H.

Proof. The first statement is obvious. To show the second statement we apply Lemma 3.4.
We write BY = (B#!, ..., B#:4). Recall the representation (2.2). For any (s,t) € Ay gy,
the vector B —E*BH = f; Ky (t,r)dW, is Gaussian and independent from Fy. Therefore
(3.13) holds. We also see that all of the components of this vector are i.i.d and

¢
Var(B/"" — E*B/"") = / (Ku(t,r))?dr > Ot —s)*", i=1,...4d,

where the last inequality follows from a direct calculation, see, e.g., [BLM23, Proposi-
tion B.2(iii)]. Therefore condition (3.14) holds as well with x = H.

Thus, all the conditions of Lemma 3.4 hold and therefore B satisfies (Y,.) with x =
H. O

Now we are ready to bound of a weighted integral of a fractional Brownian motion
with a drift.

Corollary 3.11. Let m > 2, B € (—5,0), 7 € [0,1], € € (0,1/2). Let f: R - R be a

bounded continuous function. Let p,1: [0,1] x Q — R? be measurable processes adapted
to the filtration (Fi)iwcp,1). Assume that

B>1- % (3.40)

Then there exists a constant C' = C(m, [5,e,7) > 0 such that for any A > 1 and (s,t) €
Ajo,1) we have

|

If, additionally, for p € [0, 1] we have

t
[ e oar| <Ot = DA (1 [elern o)
) (3.41)

1
_ 3.42
B> Yok ( )

then there exists a constant C' = C(m, B,e,pu,7) > 0 such that for any (s,t) € Ay we
have

[ e o) - 1BE v,

< CHfHC»B(t - S)E)‘_l_(ﬁ_M)H+35||S0 - ngOLm([s,t])

+ Clflles (t = 8) A EDIT2 ([0lor o) + [Wler L) (3.43)
Proof. Thanks to Lemma 3.10, fractional Brownian B satisfies (Y,) with x = H.
Corollary 3.11 follows now immediately from Corollary 3.7. 0J

The next bound is a version of Lemma 3.6 for the case when the drift process ¢
is measurable but not necessarily adapted to the filtration (F;). It will be used to show
strong uniqueness when we will have to deal with non-adapted drifts, for reasons explained
in Section 2.3.
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Lemma 3.12. Let 8 < 0, p € [1,2). Let f: R? — R be a bounded continuous function.
Let ¢:[0,1] x Q — R? be a continuous process. Assume that

gt % (3.44)

Then there exists a nonnegative random variable & such that

sup ‘/ F(B +¢p) dr| < &L+ lpol) (1 + [Plp-varion) (3.45)

te(0,1]

and for any m > 2 there exists a constant C' = C(m, 8,p) such that

1€l L) < Ol fllcs-

Remark 3.13. We stress once again that Lemma 3.12 does not require ¢ to be adapted
to the filtration (F;). The price to pay is a more restrictive range of 8 where this lemma is
applicable compared with Lemma 3.6. Indeed, in the regime H € (0,1/2], for p € CP—¥,
condition (3.18) can be rewritten as § > 1 — ﬁ and 1 — H <L =21- ﬁ)
because p < 2 and 1 —1/(pH) < 0. This leads to the fact that not every weak solutlon to
SDE(xz;b) can be rewritten as a non-linear Young integral, we refer to [GG22, Chapter §]

for further discussions.

Proof of Lemma 3.12. Without loss of generality, we assume that 5§ < 1— ﬁ Indeed, we

can always replace § with 5 := B A (1 — ﬁ) and use the embedding C# ¢ €% and note

that, since p < 2, if the main condition (3.44) is satisfied for f3, it is also satisfied for f'.
Fix € > 0 small enough so that

1.1 I

(B+ =) —e> =

4
2H p 2’ (3.46)

this is possible thanks to the main assumption (3.44).

First, suppose additionally that f € C*®(RY). We apply [BDG21, Lemma 4.3 and
Corollary 4.5] (see also [Lé20, Proposition 7.3]). It follows that for any m > 1 there exists
a constant C' = C(m, B3, €) such that for any z,y € R% s,t € [0, 1] we have

t

B! ) - B e <

)/Stf(Bf)dr S

m

Cllfllesla = |2 =]t = |55

Cll flleslt — s|'+71.

Take now m > - 4 and apply the Kolmogorov contlnulty theorem in the form of [GG22,
Corollary A.5] with w(s,t) =1, a=P0+5-5 0 =2+8,7y=1/2,n=pF+55—¢, A==
We get that there exists a random variable ¢ such that for any =,y € R, s,t € Aoy one
has

t

(F(Bf +x) = f(BF +y))dr| < &W)lz =yl 25 (1 + [z + [y[)(t — )25 (3.47)

/ FBI)dr| < €()(t — 507 (3.48)
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and
1€l i) < C| flles-

for C = C(m,f,¢). Thanks to assumption (3.46), the exponent 5 + ﬁ — ¢ is positive.
Fix now w € 2 and put

t t
A= / JBY 4 o) dr, A= / FBY + o) dr, (s,) € A,
We apply deterministic sewing lemma (Proposition 3.1) to these processes. Let us check

that the conditions of the lemma are satisfied. First, note that for any s,t € Ay,
u € [s,t] we have by (3.47) (we apply this bound with x := p4(w), y := pu(w))

‘6As,u,t‘ =

[ + o0 - 587 + eunar

1 1

28 (w)(t — )2 ]y — @u| T2 (1 + ||80||é([o,1]))
1o Btzg—

< 2 (w)(t — s)2 [Sﬁ]p_f;fi;[s;](l + lelleqo.)-

We see that the function (s,t) = [@]p—var[s, (8,1) € Ap,) is a control to the power 1/p.
Therefore, by [FV10, Exercise 1.10(iii)] the function

N

Lo (Btom—c
(87 t) = (t - 8)2 [gp]p—\falf;[s,t]

is a control to the power 3+ (6+ 55 —5) Condition (3.46) implies that %+(ﬁ+ﬁ)% —e >
1 and thus condition (3 5) is satlsﬁed It is also immediate to see, that by Lipschitz
continuity of f and uniform continuity of ¢ condition (3.6) is also satisfied. Thus, all the
conditions of Proposition 3.1 holds and we get from (3.7) for any ¢ € [0, 1]

t
5 B ﬁ—s
‘/0 B +¢,) dr’ < [Aoe| + CE(w) (1 + ||<P||C([o,1}))[‘P]pjvar;[o,lp (3.49)

for some C'= C(f,¢,p). To bound Ay, we use (3.47)-(3.48) once again. We get

v <[ [ 1B + ) = BN +| [ 7B @] < 1 + .

Combining this with (3.49) and taking supremum over ¢ € [0,1] we obtain (3.45) for
f €C=(R)

Now we show (3.45) for a general bounded continuous f. As above, we approximate f
by a sequence of smooth functions f, := G¢ In f, which converge pointwise to f as n — oc.
We get for any ¢t € [0,1], n € N

[ 5B+ 0 dr] < 6001+ o)1+ [el-vnion),

and ||&,

Lm & C||G1/nf||cﬁ C||fllcs. Hence,

n—o0

| / FBY + ) dr| = timint] B+ ) dr] < €L+ o)L+ [l (350)

where we put £ := liminf¢&,. By Fatou’s lemma, ||£]||.,, < C|/f]lce. Taking supremum
over t € [0,1] in (3.50) we get (3.45). O
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Finally, we need a couple of bounds of the norm of the solution to SDE(z;b) and its
relatives.

Corollary 3.14. Let vz € R?, a < 0, b € C®. Suppose that (A) holds. Let X be a weak
solution to SDE(x;b) and suppose that X € V(#) Then for any m > 2 there ewists
C' =C(m) > 0 such that

[X = B ervanr,, o) < C(L+[[0]12). (3.51)

Proof. We apply Lemma 3.8 with § = o, k = H, p =0, D = {0}, S = Id, z = «x,
Y =B" Z =X, f, = G{,b We see from Lemma 3.10 that B" satisfies (V) with
k = H. Further we see from (A) that condition 8 € (1/2 — 1/2k,0) is also satisfied. The
definition of a solution to SDE(z;b), Definition 2.2, implies that the pair (X, Bf) satisfies
(3.32). Finally (3.33) holds because X € V(). Thus all the conditions of Lemma 3.8
are satisfied and (3.51) follows from (3.34). O

Corollary 3.15. Letm > 2, a < 0, z € R%. Suppose that (A) holds. Let f be a bounded
continuous function R? — Rd. Let p, Z: [0,1] x Q — RY be measurable processes adapted
to the filtration (F¢)iepo,1) such that

t t
Zy=z+ f(Zr)dr—l—/ prdr+BF ., te€]0,1].
0 0

Suppose that

Z=B"yen, omy < O (3.52)

Then there ezists C'= C(m) > 0 such that

[Z — BT crvarp,,qo1)) < C(1+ || f112a) (X + [1pllco Lonpo,1)))- (3.53)

Proof. The result follows from Lemma 3.8 applied with 8 = a, k = H, D = {0}, S = Id,
Y = BY, f, = f. We see that all the conditions of this lemma are satisfied thanks to
Lemma 3.10. 0

3.4 Integral bounds for SHE

In this subsection we provide bounds of integral functionals of a solution to the linear
stochastic heat equation (process V' defined in (3.2)) which are necessary for the arguments
of the weak uniqueness proof.

We fix the length of the time interval T > 0, and the filtration (F;)sco,r) such that W
is an (F;)-space-time white noise. In this section we have d = 1. First, we check that the
process V satisfies (Y,). Recall Convention 2.9.

Lemma 3.16. The convolution kernel s, := p; for t € [0,T] defined on the domain
D := D satisfies condition (3.12). The process {V;,,t € [0,T],z € D} satisfies (Y,;) with
K= 1/4.

Proof. The first statement follows directly from the definition of p in Convention 2.9. To
verify that V satisfies (Y,), we use Lemma 3.4. Let (s,t) € A7), * € D. Then, clearly

Vi(z) — E°Vy(x //pt,,xy (dr, dy).



We see that this random variable is Gaussian and independent from JF;. Next, by
[ABLM24, Lemma C.3], Var(Vi(z) — E*Vi(z)) > C(t — s)'/?, for C > 0 independent
of t,z. Hence, conditions (3.13) and (3.14) holds with x = 1/4. Therefore, Lemma 3.4
implies now that V' satisfies (Y,) with x = 1/4. O

We present now the key technical bound for the weak uniqueness proof of equation
SHE (ug; b).

Corollary 3.17. Let m > 2, f € (=2,0), 7 € [0,1], ¢ € (0,1/2). Let f: R — R be
a bounded continuous function. Let ¢,1: [0,1] x D x Q@ — R be measurable processes
adapted to the filtration (F;)icpo,1. Assume that

B>1—4r. (3.54)

Then there exists a constant C' = C'(m, [5,e,7) > 0 such that for any A > 1 and (s,t) €
Ajp1) we have

/st /D e py o (2,9) F(Va(y) + o0 (1) dydrHLm(Q)

ey—1-B213¢ 1_;
< Ol flles(t = )N F45 (14 [pleronsp A7) (3.55)

If, additionally, for p € [0, 1] we have
B> -2, (3.56)

then there exists a constant C' = C(m, B,e,u,7) > 0 such that for any (s,t) € Ay we
have

/ / (@) (Vi) + 9e(w)) = F(Vily) + () dyer |
s D LM(Q)
< Ol fllea(t = AT — Bll0or o
+ Clflles(t = )2A T 773 ([Plenor,, o) + [lerorsa))- (3.57)

Proof. By Lemma 3.16, the process V' satisfies (Y,) with x = 1/4. The result follows now
from Corollary 3.7. O

Next, we derive an a priori bound of the norm of the solution to equation SHE(ug;b).

Corollary 3.18. Let ug € B(D), o € (=32,0), b € C*. Let u be a weak solution to
SHE(up;b) and suppose that w € Vsyp(5/8). Then for any m > 2 there exists C' =
C(m) > 0 such that

[u— V] <O+ |b|2). (3.58)

1 0L, ([0,1])
Proof. We apply Lemma 3.8 with 5 = o, k = 1/4, p =0, D = D, S = P, z = uy,
Y =V, Z=u, f, = Gyb. By Lemma 3.10, V satisfies (Y,) with x = 1/4. Therefore
our assumption «a > —3/2 coincides with the condition g € (1/2 —1/2k,0) of Lemma 3.8.
Recalling the definition of a solution to SHE(ug;b) in Definition 2.10, we see that the
pair (u, V') satisfies (3.32). We see also that (3.33) holds thanks to the assumption u €
Vsue(5/8). Thus all the conditions of Lemma 3.8 are satisfied and (3.58) follows from
(3.34). O
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Finally, we need to bound the norm of a solution to a stochastic heat equation with
additional forcing.

Corollary 3.19. Let m > 2, a € (=3,0), up € B(D). Let f be a bounded continuous
function R — R. Let p, Z: [O 1] x D x Q0 — R be measurable process adapted to the
filtration (F)eejo,1). Suppose that

Z(t, ) = Pauol / [ sl F200) i+ / [ s ot ) -+ V ),

where t € [0,1], x € D. Assume that

2 = V]igor o) < (3.59)

Then there ezists C' = C(m) > 0 such that
7~ Vigegan, oy < OO+ 17121+ [oleoosgony) (3.60)
Proof. Inequality (3.60) follows directly from Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.10. O

4. Proofs of the main results for SDEs

In this section we fix d € N, H € (0,1] and o < 0 which satisfies our standing assumption
(A). Without loss of generality we assume that the length of the time interval 7' = 1.

4.1 Weak uniqueness

The key element in the proofs of Theorems 2.4 and 2.6 is the following stability bound.

Lemma 4.1. Let z,y € R?, b € C*(R?), g € Lip(R",RY). Let (U, F, (Fi)iepay, P) be a
probability space. Let (X, B™) be any weak solution to SDE(x;b) in the class V(L) on
this space. Let (Y, B1) be a strong soluton to SDE(y; g) defined on the same space. Then
there exist constants C,e > 0 which depends only on o, H, d such that

Wi a1 (Law (X, B, Law (Y, B?)) < CT(||b — g||3a_. + |z — y[?). (4.1)
for
20 20
I':= 1+ [lgllge + [[bllga) (X + || + [y])-

To obtain Lemma 4.1, we fix z,y € R% b € C%, g € Lip(R% R?). Let (X, BY) be any
weak solution to SDE(z;b) on a space (€, F, (F)tepo,1], P) in the class V(£2). Let Y be
the strong solution to SDE(y; g). Now we construct the generalized coupling process. For
a parameter A > 1 to be specified later, consider the following equation:

dY, = g(Yy)dt + \(X, — Y,)dt + dB}, Y, =y. (4.2)
It is easy to see that this equation is well-defined.

Lemma 4.2. SDE (4.2) has an adapted solution on the same space (2, F, (Fi)ieio,1), P)-
Moreover, ||Y — BHHcle([O,l]) < 00.
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Proof. We apply Lemma 3.9 with D = {0}, s;(0) = 1 (recall Convention 3.3), h(z) =
g(z) — Az, R(t) = B + )\fot X, dr, Z =Y. We see that h is Lipschitz and

IR|cor, 0.1y < (1 + N)||B™|cor. o,y + MX = B ||cor,. o)) < o0

since X € V(#) Thus, all the conditions of Lemma 3.9 are satisfied and applying this
lemma we see that SDE (4.2) has an adapted solution Y and

1Y — Blciz,qoa) < Y = Rllerrn o + 1R = B |lerr.. (o)
<Y = Rlleir,.qonp + MB lleor,. oy + AMX — B [|cor, (0.1 < 00.0

The next two lemmas are crucial for the whole generalized coupling strategy. We show
that Y is close to Y in law and to X in space.
Define

t
Bl .= B +/ MNX, =Y,)dr, te]0,1]. (4.3)
0
We see that Y solves the same equation as Y with BH in place of B, This allows to
show that Y and Y are close in law.
Lemma 4.3. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that
dyy(Law (Y, B"), Law(Y, B")) < CA|[IX = Y [leqop |- (4.4)

Proof. We use a localization argument and the Pinsker inequality together with the Gir-
sanov theorem extending the strategy of [BKS20, proof of Theorem A.2] to our setting.
For N >0, t € [0, 1] define

. . t
ﬁN(t) = )\(Xt — Y;) ]]"Xt—?tKN’ BtH’N = BtH +/(; 51\7(7’) dr.

Obviously, |By| < AN. Hence, by the Girsanov theorem for the fractional Brownian mo-

tion (recall that H < 1/2) [NO02, Theorem 2] (see also [BDG21, Proposition 3.10(i)]),

there exists an equivalent probability measure PV such that the process B is an

(F#)tejo,1)-fractional Brownian motion under this measure and

apN /1 N 1 [t
—— =exp|— [ v, dW, — —/ o2 ds ), (4.5)

where W is a Brownian motion as in (2.2),

t
ol = etz / (t — s)_H_%s%_HﬁN(s) ds, te][0,1],
0
cy is a positive constant [NO02, formula (13)]. It is straightforward that

0| < CllBnlleqoy < CAIX = Ylleqoay AN), te[0,1],

for C' > 0.
Let Yy be a strong solution to SDE(y; g) on the space (Q, F,PY). It exists since g is
Lipschitz. That is, Yy solves

Yy(t) =y + /Otg(f/N(t)) dr+ BN, teo,1]. (4.6)
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Now we are ready to bound the left-hand side of (4.4). We clearly have

drv(Lawp (Y, B"), Lawp (Y, B")) < drv(Lawe(Y, B"), Lawp(Yy, B#))
+ dry (Lawp (Y, BPN), Lawp(Y, BY)).  (4.7)

We see that (Yy, BY) is a strong solution to SDE(y;g) on (€, F,PY). Clearly,
(Y, B¥) is a strong solution to SDE(y; g) on (€2, F,P) Therefore, by weak uniqueness for
SDE(y; g) (recall that g € Lip(R? R%)) we have Lawp((Y, BY)) = LaWigN((?N, BHNY)

Thus, by Pinsker’s inequality (see, e.g., [Tsy09, Lemma 2.5.(i)]) and the explicit for-
mula for the density (4.5)

dry (Lawp(Y, B™), Lawp (Yy, B")) = dpy (Lawgy (Y, B™N), Lawp (Y, B*Y))
< dry (P, ﬁN)

1 dP 1/t 1/2
EP log —— B EP|oV |2

\/§< T ) 2 </0 a ds)

< CAllllX - Y||C([0,1})HL2(Q)- (4.8)

//\

Here we used the bound |v}¥] < CAN to conclude that the expected value of the stochastic
integral is 0.
To bound the second term in the right-hand side of (4.7), we note that on the set

{|| X — )7||C([0,1]) < N} the process Y satisfies

Y(t) = y+/0tg()7(t))dr+§f{’]v, te0,1].

Comparing this with equation for YN (4.6) and using Gronwall lemma (recall again that
g is Lipschitz), we see that Y =Y on {||X = Ylleqoy < N}. Obviously, B“N = B on

{||X — YHC (01]) < N}. Therefore,
dpy (Lawp(Yy, BEY), Lawp (Y, B®)) < P(| X = Yleqory > N).
Now we combine this with (4.8) and substitute into (4.7). We get
dry (Lawp (Y, B"), Lawp (Y, B")) < CAIX = Y (ol Lo + PUIX = Ve > N),

for C' > 0. Since N was arbitrary, by passing to the limit as N — oo, we get (4.4). O

Now we are ready to start working on the key element of the entire proof: we must
show that Y is close to X. Heuristically, this occurs due to the presence of the term
AMX —=Y), which pushes Y towards X. However, as explained in Section 2.3, the strategy
used in [KS20, proof of Proposition 3.1] is insufficient to achieve this result when the drift
is a distribution. Therefore, we have developed a different approach that allows us to
obtain more delicate bounds.

Lemma 4.4. For any ¢ > 0 such that

1 1
6e<§+H(a—§) (4.9)
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there exist constants C'= C(g),Cy = Cy(e) > 1 such that for any

6 6
A > Co(1+ |lglléa + [10lléa) (4.10)

one has B
| sup (X0 = Villl gy < ONF 4 O = gllews + lr =) (A1)

te[0,1]

We see that assumption (A) implies that the set of all positive e satisfying (4.9) is
non-empty.

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0 satisfying (4.9). Denote m :=2/¢ > 2 and
O =1+ ||gl|g + [1b]|2- (4.12)
Put

¢ :=X — BY, Y=Y — BH.
Let b, := G‘li/nb, n € N. For n € N define

t
zr ::a;+/ bo(X,)dt+ B, telo,1].
0

By definition of a solution to SDE(x;b) and by passing to a subsequence if necessary, we
have
1Z" = Xlleqoapy =0 a.s., asn — oo. (4.13)

Step 1. It is immediate to see that
d(Z} = Y3) = =A(X, = V)dt + (ba(X,) — g(V)) dt.
Hence, by the chain rule
dleM(Z7 = i) = M (ba(X) = g(V2)) di + N Z)' = Xo) dt,
which implies for (s,t) € Ap

(2 = Y)) = e N9(20 = Y))|

t t
/ e M (b, (X,) — g(Y)) dr‘ + A/ |2 — X, dr

s

<

<

_|_

/ N ((X,) — g(T)) dr / NN, (X,) — g(X,)) dr

+AIZ" = X|lep,
=: L1(s,t) + Iopn(s,t) + A Z" — X|cpo,1-

We pass to the limit in the above inequality as n — co. Recalling (4.13), we get

(X, = Y,) — e M9(X, — Y,)| < Iy(s, t) + liminf Iy, (s, t).
n—oo

Therefore,

[(Xe = Y3) = (X = Vo)l < |(X; = ¥)) — e (X, = Vo) [+ (1 — e X)X, -V

<
< Iy(s,t) + liminf Iy (s, 1) + M|t — s|°| X, — Y4, (4.14)
n—roo
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where we used the elementary inequality 1 —e~* < a” valid for any a > 0, p € [0, 1].
Step 2. Let us now analyze each of the terms in the above inequality.
We begin with I;. We apply Corollary 3.11 with =, 7 =(1+ H)/2, p=3, f =g.
We see that conditions (3.40) and (3.42) hold thanks to our choice of parameters and the
standing assumption (A). Therefore we get by (3.43)

1 H(a—1 S
11(5, )| () < Cllgllea(t — s) AT O X — V|2, 01

ey —S—H(a—1)+3¢
b Cllllentt = AR+ 0] g

- =3
< Cllglles(t =) A2 X = Yoy, o)
+ Cllgllea (8 = )27 ([¢] g + 1]

C™Z Lm([0,1])

cl—EﬁLm([o,u))’ (4.15)

for C = C(e) independent of A, where in the last inequality we used (4.9). To bound

[ap]CHHL (0.1) in the right-hand side of (4.15) we apply Corollary 3.14. Recalling that
X eyt H) we get

[SO]C#LM([OJ]) < [plerrarr,,oay < C(1+ [[]|3a). (4.16)
To bound [¢] 11u we apply Corollary 3.15 with z =y, f = g, p = AM(X — Y),

- CTZ Lin([0,1]) v
Z =Y. By Lemma 4.2, we have [Y—BH]Cle([O,l]) < 00 and hence condition (3.52) holds.
We get from (3.53)

[Wlorgt oy S Wlevarn, o < O+ gle) (L +AX = Yeor, o). (417)

Now we substitute (4.16), (4.17) back into (4.15) and use the inequality zy < z? + y?
valid for any z,y € R for the first term there. Recalling the definition of © in (4.12), we
obtain

111 (s, 1)

L@ < C(t = 8)°AF|X = Ylleop,, o)) + C(t — 8)°[|gllZA 7%
+ Cllgllea (14 [1bllga + llgllga) (t — s)"A 7172
+ Cllgllea (1 +[|gll2a) (t = 5)°A7%[| X = YcoL,, (o.1)

< OOt — 8N X = Yleop, (o)) + CO®t — s)°A"1 7% (4.18)
Next, we move to I5,. Let us apply Corollary 3.11 with 8 = a—¢, 7= (1 4+ H)/2,
f=b, —g. We see that & — e > § — 5= thanks to (4.9), and thus condition (3.42) holds.

Therefore, we get from (3.41) and (4. 16)

NIt _iyH
[ Lo (5, )| i) < Cllbn — gllga—e (£ — s)"A~ ot (1 + [@]cl—éﬁLm([O ) 2+2>
< Clby = gllea—<(t — 8)°
+ C(||bpllea-z + [|gllca—s)(t — $)7(1 + [|b]|2a) A2,

for C'= C(¢e) independent of A and n. Here we used (4.9) once again.
Now we substitute this together with (4.18) into (4.14). We note that ||b, — g/ca-c —
|6 — gl|ca—< as n — co. Therefore, by Fatou’s lemma we derive for any (s,t) € Ap

1(X: = Y2) = (Xy = Y))llz,0i0) < CO(t — 8)°A || X = Yleor,, (0.1
L OOt — s)TATIE
+C(t = 5)°[[b = gllca—s + X[t — s Xy = Yillz, ), (4.19)
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where C' = C(e) and we used again the definition of constant © in (4.12).
Step 3: buckling for supremum norm. Choose now any A > 1 such that

1
CON/? < | (4.20)

\)

where C'is as in (4.19). By choosing now s = 0 in (4.19) and taking supremum over all
t € 0,1] we deduce with the help of (4.20)

~ 1 ~ .
|1 X = Ylcor,.o,1)) < §HX —Yllcorn(oapy + AT 25 4 C|[b — gllea—s + X|z —y|.  (4.21)

Note that || X — BY|lcor,. o1y < [X — BH]C%ﬁLm([O’l]) + |z| < oo because X belongs

to the class V(). Furthermore, we have y — BH|cor,.(01)) < oo by Lemma 4.2.

Hence || X — }7”C°Lm([071}) < 00. Therefore, we can put the term 1[|X — 17||coLm([0,1]) in the
left-hand side of (4.21) and derive

v —1-2¢ €
X = Plleogony < A4 + ClIb — glleas + Az — . (122)

for C'=C(e).

Step 4: bounding the Hoélder norm. Now we substitute (4.22) into (4.19). We
use (4.20) to replace © by A\*/2 and note that || X, — }73||Lm(g) <X - ?HcoLm([QlD. We
derive for any (s,t) € Ay

(X = Y2) = (X = Vo) iy S Ct = 8) A4 O(t = ) N(||b = gllea—s + |z — y)

for C = C(e). Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (¢ — s)° and taking the
supremum over all (s,t) € Ajgy), we finally obtain

(X = Yeermony < CAT752 4 ONE(||b — g|ea—s + |z — y)).

Since me > 1 and the processes X and Y are continuous, we can apply the Kolmogorov
continuity theorem to derive

| sup |X; - Y|

te[0,1]

Ln(@) < CXT2 4 ON([|b = gllca—s + |2 = y]).

for C' = C(e), which is the desired bound (4.11). O
Now we are ready to prove Lemma 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Recall the definition of B¥ in (4.3). Fix ¢ > 0 such that (4.9). Let
A > 1 satisfy (4.10). By the triangle inequality and Lemma 4.3 we have

Wi (Law (X, BT), Law (Y, BY))
< W (Law (X, B?), Law (Y, B)) + W a1 (Law (Y, B), Law(Y, B))
<1 = Ylleqo |l o) + 1B = B lleqoapll, o + drv(Law(Y, BT), Law(Y, B))
< ONIX = Ylleqop]| 0
< OXN 2+ ON(||b = gllcas + |z — y]). (4.23)
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Let Cy = Cy(e) be as in Lemma 4.4. Take now

A= (b= glleas + Iz = y) ™ + Co(1 + llglén + IPlén)-
Clearly such A\ satisfies (4.10). Substituting this A into (4.23) we get
Wi a (Law (X, B ), Law (Y, B)) < C([|b = gllca-< + [ = y])3
+C(1b = glle—s + o — yl)?
+C31+ [lglé + 1Bl (I — gllea—s + |z — yl).
which implies (4.1). O

With Lemma 4.1 in hand, we are able to proof our main results concerning weak
uniqueness.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Fix b € C*, x € R? and let (0"),ez, be a sequence of C*°(R¢, R?)
functions converging to b in C*~, let z,, be a sequence converging to x in R%. Let X" W)
be the strong solution to SDE(z,;b"). Let (X, BY) be a weak solution to SDE(z;b) in
the class V(£5).

By Lemma 4.1, there exist constants C,e > 0 such that for any n € Z,

W a1 (Law(X, BT), Law(X™, W)
20 20 £ e
S O+ bllga + 116" lga) (4[] 4 [2n[)([[b = 0" fa-e + & = 2n[7).

By the definition of convergence in C*~, sup,, ||0"||ce < 0o. Hence, by passing to the limit
as n — oo in the above inequality, we get

lim W a1 (Law(X, BT), Law(X™, W) = 0. (4.24)

n—oo

(i). Now if (Y,EH) is another weak solution to SDE(z;b), then by above

lim W (Law(X, B"), Law (X", W) = 0,
n—o0

which implies that Law(X, B¥) = Law(X, FH) and thus weak uniqueness holds for
SDE(x;b).

(ii). By (4.24) the sequence Law(X™ W) weakly converges in C([0, 1], R*®) and its
limit is Law (X, B¥), which is a unique weak solution to SDE(z;b) in class V(£2). O

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Fix m > 1, by, by € C%, 1,75 € R? and let b™! := G‘f/nbl, n € N.
Let (X™!, W) be the strong solution to SDE(zy; ™). We apply Lemma 4.1 twice: first
to the pairs (X', Bf1) and (X™!, WH), and then to the pairs (X2, B#?) and (X™!, WH).
We get that there exists constants C,e > 0

Wi (Law (X', BfY), Law(X?, B?))
< Wi ar(Law(X Y, B, Law (X™, W) + Wy ja (Law (X2, B?), Law(X ™!, W)

20 €
SO A+ [[baflga) (X + |z l[or — 0|3
20 20 £ £
+ C(1 A+ 1bullge + [1b2llga) (T + |2a| + Jz2)([[ba = b |Gae + |21 — 22[5).

By passing to the limit as n — oo, we get the desired bound (2.3). O
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4.2 Strong existence and uniqueness in the case d =1

The proof of strong well-posedness of SDE(x; b) in the case d = 1 is based on the following
key lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Letd=1,z € R, b€ C* p € [1,2]. Suppose that

P 1
- — —. 4.2
a>3 -5 (4.25)
Let (X, BH), (X% BY) be two solutions to SDE(x;b) defined on the same probability

space and adapted to the same filtration (Fy)ie01]. Suppose that X', X? € V(#) and
(X' — B"))varjor] <00, a.s., i=1,2. (4.26)

Then
P(X} =X} forany t €[0,1]) = 1. (4.27)

Proof. Consider the process Y; := X! A X2, t € [0,1], and put
V=X —x—B7 i=1,2; o=y ANY* =Y — 2 — B,

We claim that (Y, Bf) is also a weak solution to SDE(z;b). This would imply by weak
uniqueness that Law(X} A X?) = Law(X}) for t € [0,1], and thus X! = X? a.s.

For the case when b is a continuous function this strategy was carried out in [TTW74,
Proposition 1.1]. However their proof method does not work for the case when b is a
distribution, as the integration by parts formula of [TTW74, Proposition 1.1] does not
hold. Therefore we come with a different technique.

Note that the process Y is clearly continuous and adapted to the filtration (F)¢cpo.-
Therefore, it remains only to verify that condition (ii) of Definition 2.2 holds.

Assume the contrary. Then there exist £, > 0 and a sequence (0"),ez, of C*°(R% R?)
functions converging to b in C*~ such that for any n € Z

t
P( sup ‘/ VY, dr — @
0

te€[0,1]

> a) ) (4.28)

Denote now for n € Z, t € [0, 1]

¢ ¢
= / V(X ) dr, i =1,2; ARES / b"(Y,) dr.
0 0

Since X' and X? are solutions to SDE(z;b), by passing to a common subsequence, if
necessary, we have

[0 — ey = 0, [[*" = ¢?|lejoq) = 0 a.s., asn — oco. (4.29)
Consider a set € C Q
Q= {w € Q: relation (4.29) holds; ||"(w)||

C%([O,l]) < OO’ [¢i(w)]p—Var§[0,1] < OO’ Z = ]‘? 2}

Since X!, X2 € V(#) the Kolmogorov continuity theorem, (4.29), and the assumptions
of the lemma implies that P(£)) = 1.
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Let w € . Since 9! and 9? are continuous functions, the set

Ay ={t €10,1] 19y (w) > Y (w)} = {t € [0, 1] : Xj(w) > X{(w)}

is open. Hence, it can be written as an at most countable union of mutually disjoint open
intervals A, = U(sk(w), tx(w)). We fix K € N and consider the set

Al = (sk(w), tr(w)) C A

Put
V(W)= X 1t e[0,1]\ A%) + X2 1(t € AK);  o* :=Y® —x - BY,

and for arbitrary m € N decompose the desired approximation error as

t
/ b" (Y, )dr — ¢y
0

/t(b"( ) — b(YE))dr| + sup ‘/ " (YE) - (KK))dT‘

sup < sup
t€[0,1] te(0,1] te(0,1]
+ sup‘/ V(Y E)dr — o | + sup |pF — ¢,
te[0,1 te[0,1]
t
< (14 0" |Lipr)) sup VX —Y,| + sup )/ (L(YEY = o™ (Y ) dr
te[0,1] t€[0,1]
+ sup ‘/ b™(YE)d
t€[0,1]
=:I1(n,K) + Iy(n,m, K) + I3(m, K). (4.30)

We treat now consequently all the three terms on the right-hand side of the above equation.
It is easy to bound I;. Note that for any k& € N we have by continuity X! W) = XSk(w)
Thus, if ¢ € [sg(w), tx(w)], then

1
68— 02 = [0} = 0y — (2 = 02,00)] < 1(0) = 5@ 19 g3 g + 1920 oy
Hence

Li(n, K) = (14 |V |lupm) sup [V =Y = (L4 0" |ipw) sup |1 —
teAL\AK teAL\AK

< (U I i) (1 @)l g gy + 197D g ) 85 1) — (). (4:31)

Since the intervals (s;(w), tx(w)) are mutually disjoint, we have maxy~  |tr(w) — sk(w)| — 0
as K — oco. Hence, we deduce from (4.31) and the definition of {2’ that for any fixed n € N,
w e Y
lim [(n, K)=0. (4.32)
K—oo

Next, we move on to I,. We note that the process Y¥ can be written as Y% =
x + BT + of where the process ¢® is not necessarily adapted to the filtration (F;).
Therefore instead of bound (3.19) which requires the drift to be adapted we apply (3.45)
with 8 = a, f=0" —b™ and ©® + z in place of . We see that condition (4.25) implies
(3.44). Therefore, recalling the definition of ¢, we deduce that there exists a random
variable &, ., x such that

Iy(n,m, K) < & mac (L + ) (L + [0 [p—varo.1)
3

<
< n,m,K(]- + |I|)(1 + [¢1]p—var;[0,1} + [¢2]p—var;[0,1})
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and
[€n.m. x| 2(0) < C[[0" = 0™ |ca

for C'= C(p). This implies that

lim inf lim inf Io(n, m, K) < &,(1 + |=|)(1 + Wl]p—var;[o,l] + Wz]p—var;[o,l]), (4.33)

K—oco m—o00o
where we put

&n o= liminfliminf &, ., k.
K—oo m—oo

By Fatou’s lemma
1€nl 220y < Cl[0" = bllce (4.34)

for C'= C(p).
To treat I3 we consider two cases. If t ¢ AX then

=1, (4.35)

Note that for each k € N we have @btlk(w) (w) = @bfk(w) (w), w;k(w) (w) = gk(w (w) thanks to
continuity of ¢!, 2. Therefore, for any k,m € N we get

’/Lsk<w>,tk(w)}(bm(Xi) —bm(Xf))dr‘ < )/{ e )}(bm(Xj)dr— (Vb ) —wik@)))
el e e - i)

<2010 = leqo,n + 210%™ — 2 [leo.-

Recall that VX = X! for r ¢ AKX and V¥ = X2 for r € AX. Since the set AX N [0,7] is
just a union of no more than K intervals (sx(w ) tr(w)), we deduce using (4. 35)

)/ PV E) dr — oK )/ b (XD dr — )} +‘/ (XYY — b™(X2)) dr
AKm[Ot]
2K + Dl[e"™ = leqo) + 2K [[¢*™ — 1/12”0(01 (4.36)

Very similarly, if ¢t € AKX then ¢ = 2. The set [0,¢] \ AX is also a union of no more
than K intervals [s},(w), t},(w)] and for each of such intervals we have 1/1% W) = wt%k (@)

1/1;2(@ (W) = w‘f;c (y(w) and as above we have
/ o, D = 0O dr| < 2 = oy + 214 0Pl
Thus,

t
[ rerEyar— gt
0

t

<|[mear—u|+] [ e -rad)a
0 0,t]\AK

<2K [0 = ¥l leqoan + (2K + DY = 42[leqo,n-

Combining this with the above bound (4.36) and recalling (4.29), we get that for any
fixed K € N

lim I3(m, K) < (K +1) lim (|97 = ¢ leqo + 957 = ¥¥[leqoay) =0 (4.37)

m—ro0
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Now it remains to combine (4.32), (4.33), (4.37) and substitute them into (4.30). We
pass to the limit first as m — oo, then as K — oo to get that on the set of full measure
Q/

e ’/ Yo)dr — @] < &a(1 4 [2) (1 + [ p—varfo,) + [ ]p-varo,1)-
t€[0,1]

Recalling (4.34), we see that the right-hand side of the above inequality converges to 0 in
probability; hence its left-hand side also converges to 0 in probability. This contradicts
(4.28). Hence the process Y := X' A X? is indeed a solution to SDE(z;b).

Now we apply Theorem 2.4(i). We see from definition of ¥ that ¥ € V(:£2). Hence
Law(Y) = Law(X!). Then if f is a bounded smooth strictly increasing function R — R,
t € [0, 1] we have

EF(Y;) = EF(X} AX2) = EF(XD),

which implies that X! A X? = X! a.s. and similarly X} A X? = X? a.s. Thus X} = X}
a.s., which by continuity of X', X? implies (4.27). O

The conditions of the above lemma are sufficient to establish strong uniqueness under
the same conditions as in Theorem 2.7.

Corollary 4.6. Letd =1,z € R, b€ C*, H € (0,1/2]. Suppose that (A) is satisfied and
either (B1) or (B2) holds. Let (X', BH), (X2, B®) be two solutions to SDE(x;b) defined
on the same probability space and adapted to the same filtration (F;)icpp,1. Suppose that

X', X% e V(). Then
P(X} = X? forany t €[0,1]) = 1.
Proof. Case (i): condition (B1) holds. In this case we can fix ¢ > 0 such that

1 1 1
1+aH—5>§, (1+aH—5)(a+E)>§. (4.38)
We would like to apply Lemma 4.5 with p := HTIH—a € [1,2]. We see that condition

(4.38) can be rewritten as a + 55 > £ and thus it implies (4.25). We also see that
X', X? € V() and thus by Lemma 3.8 for any m > 2

(X' = B"erranp, o) < CL+[[BlI2e),  [X?* = Berranp, o7 < C(L+][b][2a)-
Therefore, by the Kolmogorov continuity theorem, we have
[Xl _ BH]p var;[0,1] < [X B ]C1+QH75([0;1D < oo, a.s.,

and similarly [X? — B, .01 < 00 a.s.. Therefore, condition (4.26) holds. Thus, all
the conditions of Lemma 4.5 are satisfied and (4.27) implies X! = X? a.s.

Case (ii): condition (B2) holds. In this setting we would like to apply Lemma 4.5
with p = 1. Then condition (4.25) coincides with our standing assumption (A). Further,
since the function b is a nonnegative measure, the functions X! — B and X? — B are
nondecreasing, which implies (4.26). Thus, all the conditions of Lemma 4.5 are met and
therefore X! = X2 as. O

We deduce the strong existence of solutions to SDE(z;b) from the strong uniqueness
just established in Lemma 4.5 and from weak existence using Gyongy-Krylov’s method.
We recall the main technical tool.
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Proposition 4.7 ([GK96, Lemma 1.1}). Let (Z,) be a sequence of random elements in
a Polish space (E,p) equipped with the Borel o-algebra. Assume that for every pair of
subsequences (Zy,) and (Z,,,) there exists a further sub-subsequence (Zy, , Zy, ) which
converges weakly in the space E x E to a random element w = (w', w?) such that w' = w?
a.s.

Then there exists an E-valued random element Z such that (Z,) converges in proba-
bility to Z.

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Strong existence. We fix as usual b € C*, x € R? and put b, :=
G‘li/nb. Let X,, be a strong solution to SDE(x;b,). We would like to apply Proposition 4.7
to the sequence (X,,)nen. Therefore we consider two arbitrary subsequences (X ),en and
(X)nen of this sequence which correspond to functions (¥, )nen and (0))nen.

We note that by Lemma 3.8 for any m > 2

(X — B"evvany, (o) < C(1+]b]2a), (X)) — BY)evvany, 0.1 < C(1+[|b]|3«)

where C' = C(m). Therefore, Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem implies tightness of
(X), X/, BH W),ez, in the space C([0,1],R*). Hence, by Prokhorov’s theorem, this
sequence has a weakly converging subsequence. By passing to an appropriate subse-
quence and applying the Skorokhod representation theorem, we see that there exists a
random element (X', X", BH W) and a sequence of random elements (X’ X” BE W)
defined on a common probability space (Q,F, P) such that Law(X’ X", BH ,ﬁ/\n) =
Law(X/, X!, BH, W) and

||(5€;m)?g>§5>wn) - ()A(/,)A(”, gHg/W)HC([OJD — 0 asn — 00 a.s.

Consider the filtration F; := O’()/(Z,)?!,/WS,S < t), t € [0,1]. It is standard to check
(see, e.g, [GG22, proof of Theorem 8.2], [BLM23, proof of Corollary 5.4], [ART21, proof
of Theorem 2.5]) that W is an (F,)-Brownian motion and thus B is (F;)-fractional
Brownian motion. By Theorem 2.4(ii) both (X', B¥) and (X", B¥) are weak solutions
to SDE(z;b) and X', X" € V(&H2). By construction, both (X', B") and (X", BY) are
adapted to the same filtration (F:). Thus, all conditions of Corollary 4.6 hold and X’ =
X7,

By Gyongy-Krylov’s lemma (Proposition 4.7) we see that the initial sequence (X,,)nen
converges in probability to a random element X. Therefore, X is adapted to the natural
filtration of B¥ as a limit of adapted processes. By Theorem 2.4(ii) X is a solution to
SDE(x;b), thus X is a strong solution and X € V(1£2).

Pathwise uniqueness. Let (X!, B) (X2 Bf) be two weak solutions to SDE(xz;b)
constructed on the same probability space and adapted to possibly different filtrations
(Fiep) and (F2)iep,1- Suppose that X', X? € V(EH). Let X € V(1£2) be a strong
solution to the same SDE constructed on the same space, which exists by above. Since
X is a strong solution, X also adapted to (F})ieo,1. Applying now Corollary 4.6 to the
pairs (X1, BY), (X, B®) we see that X = X! as. Slmllarly, X = X? a.s. and thus

P(X}! = X7 forallt €[0,1]) =1

and pathwise uniqueness holds. O
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5. Proofs of the main results for SHE

We fix a € (— ,0). Without loss of generality we assume that the length of the time
interval 7" = 1. Recall the definition of the process V' (space-time convolution of white
noise with the heat kernel) in (3.2).

The weak uniqueness proof for SHE uses the same ideas as the proof of weak uniqueness
for SDEs given in Section 4.1. However, a number of changes are needed in order to
incorporate the infinite-dimensional nature of the problem. In particular, we have to
work with the weighted norm in time and space, apply a different version of Girsanov’s
theorem, and use backward uniqueness for solutions to the heat equation. Therefore, for
the convenience of the reader, we have decided to present these two week uniqueness
proofs separately.

For a measurable function f: [0,1] x D — R consider a weighted norm

1fllw == sup sup|P_f(z)|. (5.1)
tel0,1] z€D
We note that if Psf(z) = 0 for some s > 0 and all z € D, then f(x) =0 for all z € D,
see, e.g., [Eva98, Theorem 2.3.11, p.63]. Therefore, ||f]|.,, = 0 if and only if f =0 and we
see that || - ||, is a norm. Let W) 1 be the corresponding Wasserstein distance defined
as in (2.1). The following stability bound is crucial for the proof.

Lemma 5.1. Let ug € B(D), b € C*(R), g € Lip(R,R). Let (0, F,(Ft)ic0,1],P) be a
probability space. Let (u, W) be any weak solution to SHE(ug;b) in the class Vsyr(5/8)
on this space. Let (v, W) be a strong soluton to SHE(ug;g) defined on the same space.
Then there exist constants C,e > 0 which depends only on o and D such that

Wi (Law(u), Lavw(v) < CTb = g4 .. (5.2
for
= (1+lgllga + lIblléa)-

In order to prove Lemma 5.1, we fix uy € B(D), b € C*(R), g € Lip(R,R). Let (u, W)
be any weak solution to SHE(ug; b) on a space (€, F, (F)ic)o,1), P) in the class Voup(5/8).
Let v be the strong solution to SHE(ug; g). Let us now implement the generalized coupling
strategy with stochastic sewing. We fix a parameter A > 1 and let v be the solution to
the following equation

B() = Paio(a / / P (2.9) (95, (1)) + Mus () — T (v))) dydr + Vi(x),  (5.3)

where t € [0, 1], z € D. First, we show that v is well-defined.

Lemma 5.2. Equation (5.3) has an adapted solution on the same space (2, F, (F;)iejoq], P)-
Moreover, ||[v = V||cror,,(j0,1)) < 00-

Proof. We apply Lemma 3.9 Wlth D = D, s; = p; (recall Convention 2.9), h(z) = g(z) —
Az, R(t,r) = Vi(z) + )\fo Jp pe—r(z,y)ur(y) dydr, Z =v. We see that h is Lipschitz and

| Rl[co0 L 0,11 < 1V [lcoo L, 0,17y + Mlullcoor,, (o) < 00

since u € Vsyp(5/8). Thus, all the conditions of Lemma 3.9 are satisfied and applying
this lemma we see that equation (5.3) has an adapted solution v and

[0 = Ve Lo qoan < [0 = RllerLo o + 1B = Vierz., o
< |0 = Rlleiz, o + Mullcoor,,o,17) < oo -
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Similar to Section 4.1, we will show that Law(v) is close to Law(v) in the total variation
norm, and for each w € Q, the distance between v(w) and u(w) is also small. This would
imply that Law(v) and Law(u) are close in an appropriate Wasserstein distance, and thus
Lemma 5.1 holds.

Recall the definition of || - [[co.0z,,(0,17) norm in (3.3). Below we denote by Leb(D) the
Lebesgue measure of the set D.

Lemma 5.3. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that
~ 1 _
dTv(LaW(’U), Law(v)) < 5)\ Leb(D)1/2Hu — UHCO’OLQ([O,:LD’ (54)

Proof. We argue similarly to the proof of Lemma 4.3 and make appropriate modifications
to extend that result to the infinite-dimensional setting.
For N > 0,t € [0,1], z € D define

B (t,w) := Mug(2) — 0()) Ljuy(o)—7(2) <N

W) = Wi+ [ t [ sstrduds. 1 € L(D)

We would like to apply the Girsanov theorem for space-time white noise in the form
of [DSS24, Theorem 2.7.1, Proposition 2.7.4]. We note that |fy| < AN. Hence, the
corresponding version of the Novikov condition for SPDEs (|[DSS24, condition (2.7.17)])
holds. Therefore by [DSS24, Proposition 2.7.4] we see that all the conditions of the
Girsanov theorem for space-time white noise [DSS24, Theorem 2.7.1] are satisfied. Thus,
there exists an equivalent probability measure P such that the process W is an (Ft)eefo,1)-
white noise under this measure and by [DSS24, formula (2.7.2)]

@_exp //Wy drdy——//ﬁNTydydT (5.5)

Let (v, W) be a strong solution to SHE(ug; g) on (Q, F,PY). That is, let Ty be the
solution of the following equation

Bt 2) = Poo(a //p”xy o(En(r.y) dydr+//p”xy (dr.dy),

where ¢ € [0,1], z € D.
To get the desired bound (5.4), we note first that by the triangle inequality,

dTv(LaWp(U), LaWp(fﬁ)) < dTv(LaWp(U), LaWp(fﬁN)) + dTv(LaWp(f’JN), LaWp(f’J)) (56)

We recall that (v, W) is a strong solution to SHE(ug; g) on (2, F, P) Therefore, by weak
uniqueness for SHE(ug; g) (recall that g € Lip(R?,R%)) we have Lawp(v) = Lawgy (Oy).
Thus, using again Pinsker’s inequality and the expression for the density (5.5), we can
bound the first term in the right-hand side of (5.6) in the following way

dTv(LaWp(U),LaWp(fﬁN)) dTv(LaWPN(UN) LaWp( dTv(P PN)

1 1/2 1/2
\\/_<EP1 dPN //EPﬁNry dydr)

//EP () — By ))2dydr> " (5.7)
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Here we used that |8Y] < CAN to conclude that the expected value of the stochastic
integral is 0.

To bound the second term in (5.6), we use [DSS24, Proposition 2.7.3] to rewrite equa-
tion for Ty on (€, F,PY) as

B (t, ) =Paso(a) + / / P, ) (9 () + Atr (9) — 5o (9)) L) —su(oens) dydr

//ptrl’y (dr,dy), te€]0,1],z€ D.

Recall equation (5.3) for v. We have on the event {|lu — vl|¢o1xp) < N} for t € [0, 1]
70 = (Ol < ol [ [ o)) = vt e dud
0
t
— lhaeey [ 15) = Tl dr
0

Therefore, by Gronwall’s lemma, U5 = v on {||u —v||¢(jo,11xp) < N}. Hence we can bound
the second term in (5.6) as

dTv(LaWp(f’JN), LaWp(f’J)) < P(||u — 6||C([0,1}><D) > N)
Now we combine this with (5.7) and substitute into (5.6). We get

dry (Lawp(v), Lawp (v)) < >\ Leb(D)"?[lu = 200,011 + P(llu = Blleqoyxp) > N),

for C'> 0. Since N was arbltrary, by passing to the limit as N — oo, we get (5.4). O

The next lemma shows that v is close to u in space. Before we continue, let us explain
how the proof differs from the proof of Lemma 4.4, which establishes a bound of a similar
type for the SDE case. In the first part of the proof (Steps 1-3), we bound

sup sup [|Use — Vrzll L ()- (5.8)

t€[0,1] zeD
This is done along more or less the same lines as in the proof of Lemma 4.4. However,
the second part of the proof, which shows that the supremums can be squeezed inside the
expectation, uses quite different arguments from the ones used in the proof of Lemma 4.4.
Indeed, in the proof of Lemma 4.4, to estimate || sup;e(o 1) [t —U¢| L, (), We first bounded
|(we — v¢) — (us — 0s)|| L) for s,t € [0,1] in terms of |t — s|° and then applied the
Kolmogorov contniuity theorem. An analogue of this here would be to bound

Itz = Via) = (sy = Vs y)ll (e,

where s,t € [0,1], z,y € D, in terms of |t — s|° + |z — y|® and then apply the Kolmogorov
theorem. However, such a bound seems quite tricky to obtain. All we have is a weaker
bound on

H (ut,x - ;&Jt,m) - B—s(us,x - 65,32) HLm(Q)7 (59)

in terms of |t — s|°, see (5.24). This is not sufficient to show that the operations of supre-
mum and taking expectation in (5.8) can be interchanged. Nevertheless, by introducing
weighted processes in time and space, we show that the bound on (5.9) allows us to bound
the supremum norm of these processes and eventually leads to (5.13). This is the subject
of Steps 4-5 of the proof.
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Lemma 5.4. For any ¢ > 0 such that
3

there exist constants C' = C(e),Cy = Cy(e) > 1 such that for any

3 3
A > Co(1+ |lglléa + [10llga) (5.11)

one has
||u — v||cooL2(01 < ONFE 4 Cllb — cha e (5.12)

H sup | Py (uy — Uy) < OXN T+ CON||b = gllca—-. (5.13)

@] 2,0
mGD

We see that since @ > —3/2, one can choose ¢ > 0 such that condition (5.10) is
satisfied.

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0 satisfying (5.10). Denote m := 2/¢ > 2 and let
© =1+ [|g||ga + [|b]|&a- (5.14)

Put
o(t,x) == u(t,z) — V(t,z), Y(t,z) =v(t,x) — V(t x).

Let (bn)nez, be a sequence of C*(R,R) functions converging to b in C*~. For n € Z,
define
ot = Puo(e) + [ [ el dydr+ Vi), t€ (0.1, € D

It follows from the definition of a solution to SHE(ug; b) (Definition 2.10) that by passing
to a subsequence if necessary, we have

2" = ulleqoajxpy = 0 a.s., asn — oo. (5.15)

Step 1. Let t € [0,1], x € D. Then for any T > t we have

Pro(2p — ) / / D1 () (bt (9)) + AT () — () — 9T (1)) dydr.

Therefore, we derive
NPl =) = [ e~ ) (a) b

/ [ s ()4 NG ) = ) = 95, 0) dur

= / [ s (o9) Gl () = 9 (0)) + A ) = 0 0)

Thus, by letting 7"\, t and using continuity of 2", v we get for t € [0,1], x € D

2(a) — Tila / / NN () (b (tr (9)) — 9T () + A () — () dydr
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This implies for (s,t) € Ay, v € D

| (24" () IR (2 ) ()]

N (,9) (baln(y) — 9(5 (1)) dydr| + ALeb(D)]12" = ulegosycp

—A(t—r)pt_r(g;, ) (g(u-(y)) — 9(v:(y))) d@/dr’

e My (2,y) (ba(ur(y) = gur(y))) dydr

—I—)\Leb )HZ —UHC ([0,1]x D)
= I1(s,t,2) + Iy (s, t,2) + ALeb(D)|[|2" — ullc(jo,1)x D)

We pass to the limit in the above inequality as n — co. Recalling (5.15), we get
\(up(z) — Ty (2)) — e MNP (uy — ) (x)] < Li(s,t,2) + liminf I, (s, t, ). (5.16)
n—o00

Step 2. Let us now analyze each of the terms in the above inequality.

We begin with I;. We apply Corollary 3.17 with 3 =, 7 =5/8, p =1, f =g. We
see that conditions (3.54) and (3.56) hold thanks to our choice of parameters and the
standing assumption (S). Therefore, we get by (3.57)

ey —L—243¢ ~13
@ < Cllglles(t — A5 5w = Tlldor. o)

11 [

+ Cllgllen(t = X375 () oy T Wetar, o)

||[1(Sat>$)

1 s
< Cllglles(t = YA 4w = Flidnor. o
+ Cllgllen (t =) A ([elogoy, o + Wlegor, o) (317)

where the last inequality follows from (5.10). Here C' = C(e) is independent of . We

bound [(’D]C%OLm([O,U) using Corollary 3.18. Since a > —3/2, we get

Plotor, o < [Plorstop,, qony < O+ I1BIZ). (5.18)

Next, to bound [w]c%v% (o)) e apply Corollary 3.19 with f = g, p(t,z) = Mu(t,z) —
u(t,x)), Z = 0. By Lemma 5.2, we have [v—V]c10., (j0,1)) < 00 and hence condition (3.59)
holds. We get from (3.60)

We combine now (5.18) and (5.19) with (5.17) and use again the inequality zy < 2% + 3>
valid for any =,y € R to bound the first term in (5.17). Recalling the definition of © in
(5.14), we obtain

111 (s, 2) || L) < Ot = )N |lu = Vleoor,, o)y + C(t = 5)7[|gllga A7
+ Clgllea (L + [[Bl[2e + llgllZe) (¢ — s)7A7"7*
+ Cllgllen (1 + llgllZ)(t = $) A%l = Flleoor,, o)
< CO(t = 8)° A |lu — 0|coor,, (o1 + COt — s)"A~ 7% (5.20)
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Now we continue with the analysis of I5,. We apply Corollary 3.17 with § = o — ¢,
T =5/8, f =b, —g. Weseethat « —e > 1 — 47 = —3/2 thanks to (5.10), and thus
condition (3.54) holds. Therefore, we get from (3.55) and (5.18)

|

Clibn = gllea—e(t — 5)"A 1_Z+4E<1+ Plegor, o )
Clbn — gllcos(t — )
+ C(||bullca— + |lgllca—e)(t — )°(1 + ||b]|2a) A2

2 (5,8 )| L) <
<

for C' = C'(e) independent of A\ and n.
Now we substitute this together with (5.20) into (5.16). We note that ||b, — g/ca-c —

|6 — gllca—c as n — oo. Therefore, by Fatou’s lemma we derive for any (s,t) € A,
reD

() = By(2)) — e P (s = ) (@) L)
< CO(t — 5)° A ||u — Tl|eoor, o)) + CO(t — $)°N"2 + C(t — 5)°||b— glleee,
(5.21)

where C' = C(¢) and we used again the definition of constant © in (5.14).
Step 3: buckling for the supremum in time-space norm. Choose now any
A > 1 such that

CON* (5.22)

1
Sy
where C' is as in (5.21). We choose s = 0 in (5.21), use that u(0) = v(0) = wug take
supremum over t € [0,1], x € D and derive

1
|u — Vl|coor,,(0,1]) < —||U—U||600Lm(01 + A4+ Cb — gllca—,

where we used that CO < $2°. We note that ||u—V||coor,,(o.1)) < 00 since u € Vsyp(5/8).
We see also that by Lemma 5.2 [[v—V||coop,.(jo,1)) < 00. Therefore ||u—70||coor,, (0,1 < o0,
and we get from the above inequality

= Dleoor,, qoay) < CAY5 + CJlb— glcas. (5.23)

for C'= C(e). This shows (5.12).
Step 4: bounding the Hoélder in time norm. Now we substitute (5.23) into (5.21).
We use again (5.22) to replace © by A°. We get for any (s,t) € A1), v € D

I(ue(x) = B(@)) = e NPy, = ) (@) | Lo
<Ot —s) N4 C(t — 5)°||b— gllca-- (5.24)
for C' = C(e).
Step 5: derivation of the final bound. Now we have all the ingredients to derive

(5.13). We put

u(t,z) .= Po_yuy(x), V(t,x) := Py_yvy(x), tel0,1],z € D.
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Using Jensen’s inequality, for s,¢ € Ay, € D we can rewrite (5.24) as

[(ui () = vi(2))

— (us(z) = V() || L)
< sup ||(ue(x) — v

t :13)) - Pt—S(us - 55)($)

Lon ()
xeD
SOt =) N+ C(t—s)b— gllea—s + (1 — e ™) sup || Py (w5 — 05) (@) || L)
xeD
SOt =) A=+ Ot — 5)°||b = gllca—s + A°(t — 8)°||u — Tl ooz, o.1))
SOt —s) A"+ Xb— gllea—s), (5.25)

where the last inequality follows from (5.23).
Next, we apply Proposition A.1. We get for t € Ay, x,y € D

C(2 =)z — yl|u—B|[coor,,o.1)

[(u(z) = V() = (e(y) = Vi)l L) <
< Cle =yl 4 Ib = gllea—).

where we used again (5.23) and that (2 —¢)~"/? < 1 because ¢ < 1. Combining this with
(5.25), we get for any s,t € [0,1], x,y € D

I(ws(2) = V() = (Wa(y) = Vo)) < C((E =)+ |z = yl) (AT + A6 = glle).

Since me > 1 and the processes u and v are continuous, we can apply the Kolmogorov
continuity theorem to derive

| sup [u, — vl

Lm(Q) < C)\_l + C)\EHb - g||Ca75.
te[0,1]

for C'= C(e), which is the desired bound (5.13). Here we also used that ug = vy =0. O
Now we can combine the bounds of Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 in order to prove Lemma 5.1.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Take € > 0 satisfying (5.10) and A > 1 satisfying (5.11). By the
triangle inequality, Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.4 we have

Wit (Law (u), Law (v)) < Wij,a1(Law (u), Law () 4+ Wi, a1 (Law(v), Law(v))
H ||lu — 6”“’HL1(Q) + dry (Law (v), Law(v))
CA™! + COX[Jb — gllca—s + CAllu = B|cony(p0,1))

OX™5 + CA||b = g]|ca-e. (5.26)

INCININ N

Let Cy = Co(e) be as in (5.11). We choose
-1/2 : :
A= b= gllgats + Co(1 + [|glléa + [|blla)-
Clearly such A\ satisfies (5.11). Substituting this A into (5.26) we get

Wi (Law (u), Law(v)) < Cllb = gl|ga-: + Cllb = gllga—
3 3
+CC (1 + lglléa + [10llea)llb = gllea-e,

which implies (5.2). O
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Now we are ready to complete the weak uniqueness proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.13. (i). Fix b € C*, up € B(D) and let b" := G4/,b, n € N. Let u”
be the strong solution to SHE(ug; b"). Let (u, W) be a weak solution to SHE(ug; b) in the
class Vspp(5/8). By Lemma 5.1, there exist constants C,e > 0 such that for any n € N

4 4 £
Wit (Law (u), Law (u")) < C(1 + [0l ga + |67l ) 10— 0™ ga- -
By passing to the limit as n — oo in the above inequality, we get

lim W, a1(Law(u), Law(u")) = 0.
n—o0

If (w, W) is another weak solution to SHE(ug; b), then by above

hm I/VH lwnt (Law (@), Law(u™)) = 0,

which implies that W, a1 (Law(@), Law(u)) = 0 and thus W . (Law (@), Law(u)) =
0 (see again [Eva98, Theorem 2.3.11, p.63]). Thus Law(u) = Law(w) and thus weak
uniqueness holds for SHE(ug; b).

(ii). By [ABLM24, Proposition 3.3], the sequence Law(u") is tight in C([0, 1] x
D,R) and by [ABLM24, Proposition 3.4] any of its limiting points is a weak solution
to SHE(ug; b) and lies in Vspg(5/8). By part (i) of the theorem all of the limiting points
have the same law. Therefore the sequence Law(u™) weakly converges to the unique weak
solution of SHE(ug; b). O

A. Proofs of technical results

Proof of Proposition 8.5. Fix N € N, (s,t) € Ay}, + € D. Denote the approximation
error

Erry ::/S /Dst_,,(:r,y)wrf(iﬁ,(y)+g0r(y))dydr

o t—r Wy o r S, NN T
S [0 e 05 + Sy )] o

Then, by the triangle inequality

k(N)—

e[yl < €| 3 [ o (1050 + 600 = X0 + o))

k(N) 1

3 / [ sero g E[ 105 + 000) = S50 + S,y 00| o

k(N)—1 k(N)—

~ | Z 11,)+ Z L. (A1)

We note that the sequence (/; ;) is a martingale difference sequence with respect to the fil-
tration (G;) := (]-"ltz_zv+ 1). Indeed, each I ; is G; measurable, and E[I; ;|G;_1] = 0. Therefore,
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by the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, we have

k(N)— ) k(N)— k(N)—
E| > IM) <c Z 1, < Ol el Y (0 — 2
=0
S CT”fHC(R)||w||(22([s,t})|HN| —0 as N — oo. (A.2)

Here we used that the kernel s integrates to 1 by (3.12). Next, using (3.16), we easily
deduce for any i = 0,...,k(N) —1

N,
o < eyl flle- / [ st Bl ) = 5, o ) dyie

z+1 9
< I lleqgoay I Fler@ [Pleso agosy / /D sty y) 1 — ¢ |7 dydr

2
< lwllegs.all flles [@]CgoLl([s,t])(tﬁl t )t

Y

where we used again that s integrates on D to 1. This yields

D> Ly < lwllegsmpllfllesmle e 1 (o) x| =0 as N = oo.

Combining this with (A.2) and substituting into (A.1), we get (3.17). O
Proof of Lemma 3.9. Fix m > 1. Define
p:=4—R.

Then (3.39) can be rewritten as

o(t,x) = Syz(x / / se_r(x,y)h(p(r,y) + R(r,y))dydr, te€[0,1], x € D. (A.3)

Consider now a sequence of Picard iterations: ¢ (¢, ) := S,z(x), and for n € Z, put

e (t 2) o= Spz(x / / si_r (2, )™ (r,y) + R(r,y)) dydr, t € [0,1], x € D.

It is immediate that for n > 1

t
l™ 0 (¢, 2) = "™ (E )|z < [Pluipea) / / se—r(@, )l (r,y) = "V (1 y) ) dr
o /D

t
< [uipeay / sup ([0 (r, ) — "V (r, )iy dr,
0

yeD

which implies

n n 1 n n
sgg 1" (t, 2) — o™ (t, )| 1) < g”tp(l) - 90(0)||C%0Lm([071})[h]Lip(Rd)t : (A.4)

Hence for each fixed ¢ € [0,1], z € D the sequence (0™ (¢, 2)),ez, converges in L,,(9).
By continuity of A, its limit ¢ solves (A.3) and thus Z solves (3.39). We also see that Z
is adapted to (F;) as an L,,(Q2) limit of (F;)-adapted processes.
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Further, we also have from (A.4)

[(PlLip(ra)

||90 ©) ||c0 07,..([0,1]) + ||90 (O)H(:%‘)Lm([o,”)e

hl; .
12l L) + (7(0) + [Alripee [l 2] oo ) + [h]Lip(Rd)||R||c%OLm([0’1]))€[ Jiprd)
(A5)

H‘PHCO 0L (0,1]) <
<

Recall that by assumptions we have z € B(D) and ||RHC]03’OLm([O i) < o0. Therefore,
Next, we have

1A (e () + B(Dlleoer,,, o,

[‘P]CloLm (01 S
< h(0) + [h]Lip(Rd)(HSDHC%OLM([O,H) + ||R||C%°Lm([0,1})) < 00,

where in the last line we used that ||g0||C%oLm([0 )y < oo thanks to (A.5). Using (A.5), we
get ||90||C]13'0Lm([0,1}) < o0. O

Proposition A.1. Let f: D x Q2 — R be a bounded measurable function. Then there
exists C' > 0 such that for any t € (0,1], m > 1, x,y € D one has

sup [|[Pof (@) = Pof ()|l o) < Clz —y|t='/? sup 1 ()] Lo (2)- (A.6)
zE

z,yeD

Proof. Let t > 0, x,y € D. Then, by Jensen’s inequality
1P @) = Pf Wl = | [ 1622 = me 2 ) a2
D Lm ()
< [ 1p.2) =l 1o
D
< [ Ine.) = 2 dz 50 1o
D z€D

By [ABLM24, Lemma C.2], we have [, [p:(z,2) — pi(y, 2)| dz < Clz — y|t'/* for some
C > 0, which yields (A.6). O
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