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Abstract

Since the classical work of Lévy, it is known that the local time of Brownian motion can
be characterized through the limit of level crossings. While subsequent extensions of this
characterization have primarily focused on Markovian or martingale settings, this work presents
a highly anticipated extension to fractional Brownian motion — a prominent non-Markovian and
non-martingale process. Our result is viewed as a fractional analogue of Chacon et al. [Cha+81].
Consequently, it provides a global path-by-path construction of fractional Brownian local time.

Due to the absence of conventional probabilistic tools in the fractional setting, our approach
utilizes completely different argument with a flavor of the subadditive ergodic theorem, combined
with the shifted stochastic sewing lemma recently obtained in [MP22].

Furthermore, we prove an almost-sure convergence of the (1/H)-th variation of fractional
Brownian motion with the Hurst parameter H , along random partitions defined by level crossings,
called Lebesgue partitions. This result raises an interesting conjecture on the limit, which seems
to capture non-Markovian nature of fractional Brownian motion.
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1 Introduction

Level crossings of stochastic processes have been studied since the classical works of Kac [Kac43]
and Rice [Ric45]. Depending on whether the process is smooth or rough, the study of its level
crossings rely on different methods. As for the smooth case, which is not the scope of this article, the
reader can refer to the survey article [Kra06], the textbook [AW09] and the reference therein.

By far the most prominent example of a rough stochastic process is a Brownian motion. The first
work on level crossings of Brownian motion is attributed to Lévy [Lév48], who characterized its
local time as a limit of normalised numbers of level crossings. More precisely, for a given process w,
we set

Us,t(ε, w) := #
{
(u, v) : s ≤ u < v ≤ t, wu = 0, wv = ε, ∀r ∈ (u, v) wr ∈ (0, ε)

}
,

as illustrated in Figure 1. The quantity Us,t(ε, w) counts the number of upcrossings from 0 to ε in
the interval [s, t]. For Brownian motion W and a ∈ R, we have

lim
ε→0

εU0,t(ε,W − a) =
1

2
LW
t (a)

almost surely, where LW
t (a) is the local time of W at time t and at level a. The local time is defined

as the density of the occupation measure, see Definition 1.2 below. This result can be found in
standard textbooks such as [IM74; RY99; MP10], and it can be generalized for semimartingales [El
78] and for Markov processes [FT83].

"

0
ws

wt

Figure 1: Graphical illustration of Us,t(ε, w). In the picture, Us,t(ε, w) = 2.

On the other hand, there exist rough stochastic processes that do not fall under the category of
semimartingales or Markovian processes. One such example is the fractional Brownian motion BH ,
which is a Gaussian process parameterized by Hurst index H ∈ (0, 1). Precisely, BH is neither a
semimartingale nor Markovian for H ̸= 1/2, and it becomes Brownian motion when H = 1/2.

Fractional Brownian motion possesses a local time (defined as in Definition 1.2). Given Lévy’s
result on the local time of Brownian motion, a natural question arises regarding whether a similar
result holds for the local time of fractional Brownian motion. However, a complete answer to this
question has not been obtained thus far. This is surprising considering the age of Lévy’s result and
that of fractional Brownian motion.

Some works have explored the characterization of the fractional Brownian local time in relation
to level crossings. For instance, the works [Aza90; AW96] demonstrate that the number of zeros
for certain smoothed fractional Brownian motions converges, in a suitable sense, to the local time.
Furthermore, level crossings of stochastic processes have received attention in the context of pathwise
stochastic calculus [PP15; DOS18; CP19; Łoc+21; Kim22; ACX20], as well as in some applied
literatures [FHW94; Kru98].

Constructing the local time via level crossings is not only a natural problem, but also it can lead
to a significant implication on the path properties of the process. This was first observed by Chacon
et al. [Cha+81] built on [Per81]. Therein proven is the existence of a measurable set ΩW such that
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P(W ∈ ΩW ) = 1 (recall that W is Brownian motion) and for every w ∈ ΩW , a ∈ R and t ≥ 0, the
limit

lim
ε→0

εU0,t(ε, w − a) (1)

exists and is equal to one-half times the local time of w at the level a. Hence, the existence of the
limit of level crossings is a path property, and this provides a path-by-path construction of Brownian
local time. Furthermore, the construction is global in that the convergence in (1) holds for all a ∈ R
off a single null set. This result explains why such construction of the local time receives attention
in the pathwise stochastic calculus. It is worth noting that the master thesis [Lem83] of Lemieux
extended the result for a large class of semimartingales.

The result of Chacon et al. has a remarkable consequence on pathwise quadratic variation,
calculated as a limit of sums of square increments, where the increments are taken along partitions of
a fixed interval with vanishing mesh. The precise definition of the pathwise quadratic variation is as
follows: given a sequence π of partitions πn (n ∈ N) with vanishing mesh, the pathwise quadratic
variation [w]π of a process w is defined by

[w]π := lim
n→∞

∑

[s,t]∈πn

|wt − ws|2

whenever the limit exists. A deterministic partition is a partition that does not depend on the
path/process. The classical works [Lév40; Lév48] of Lévy show that for any refining deterministic
partition sequence π of [0, t] with vanishing mesh we have

P([W ]π = t) = 1. (2)

Dudley [Dud73] proved that if the deterministic sequence π = (πn) satisfies

|πn| := max
[s,t]∈πn

|t− s| = o(1/ log n) (3)

then (2) holds, with the optimality of the condition (3) being shown as well. In general, the pathwise
quadratic variation (even when it exists) may depend on the choice of a sequence of partitions [Fre83,
page 47], [DOS18]. Furthermore, the null set in Lévy’s and Dudley’s works depends on the sequence
π of partitions.

Hence, an obvious question is if, given a stochastic process X , there is any uncountable class P
of partition sequences such that almost surely for any π,π′ ∈ P we have [X]π = [X]π′ . Here comes
the result of Chacon et al., which proves that Brownian motion has a measure zero set outside which
any quadratic variation along any sequence of the Lebesgue partitions (defined at the beginning of
Section 1.1) of [0, t] with vanishing mesh is equal to t. We remark that, unlike in Dudley’s result,
there is no condition on the decay of meshes of partitions and the null set is uniform over all sequences
of the Lebesgue partitions.

In this paper, we extend Levy’s construction of the local time and the result of Chacon et al. for
fractional Brownian motions with the Hurst parameter H < 1/2.

1.1 Main results

We writeBH for a fractional Brownian motion withBH
0 = 0 and with the Hurst parameterH ∈ (0, 1).

Specifically, BH is a one-dimensional centered Gaussian process satisfying BH
0 = 0 and

E[(BH
t −BH

s )2] = aH(t− s)2H .

We choose the constant aH in a manner that the identity (18) below holds. The specific value of aH
is not important for our study.

To introduce the Lebesgue partitions, let P be a partition of the space R. That is, we have a
strictly increasing sequence (yn)n∈Z of real numbers such that

lim
n→−∞

yn = −∞, lim
n→+∞

yn = +∞,
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Figure 2: Lebesgue partition

and we have P = {[yn−1, yn] : n ∈ Z}. Let Λ(P) be the set of all endpoints of intervals from P, or
Λ(P) = {yn : n ∈ Z}. Given a path w : [0,∞) → R, we set T0(P, w) := 0 and recursively define

Tn(P, w) := inf{t > Tn−1(P, w) : wt ∈ Λ(P) \ {wTn−1(P,w)}} (4)

with inf ∅ = +∞. (If Tn−1 = +∞, we set Tn := +∞.) Note that we do not assume w0 = 0. The
partition given by

{[Tn−1(P, w), Tn(P, w)] : n ∈ N, Tn(P, w) ≤ t} (5)

is called a Lebesgue partition. See Figure 2 for a graphical illustration. Lebesgue partition is also
called partition along y-axis.

For a uniform partition Pε := {[εk, ε(k+ 1)] : k ∈ Z}, we simply write Tn(ε, w) := Tn(P
ε, w).

We denote by Ks,t(ε, w) the number of ε-level crossings in the interval [s, t], defined precisely as1

Ks,t(ε, w) := #{n ∈ N \ {1} : Tn(ε, ws+·) ≤ t}+ 1{ws∈εZ}1{T1(ε,ws+·)≤t}, (6)

where #A represents the cardinality of the set A. We observe
∑

n:Tn(ε,w)≤t

|wTn(ε,w) − wTn−1(ε,w)|
1
H = ε1/HK0,t(ε, w) + 1{w0 /∈εZ}|wT1(ε,w) − w0|

1
H .

Note that |wT1(ε,w) − w0| ≤ ε. Therefore, the study of the (1/H)-th variation along a sequence of
uniform Lebesgue partitions is equivalent to that of limiting behavior of K0,t(ε, w) as ε → 0.

For ρ ∈ R and a process w, the process w + ρ is defined by (w + ρ)t := wt + ρ. Our first main
result is on the (1/H)-th variation of fractional Brownian motion along uniform Lebesgue partitions
of fractional Brownian motion BH .

Theorem 1.1 (Convergence of (1/H)-th variation along uniform Lebesgue partitions). For all
H ∈ (0, 1), there exists a positive finite constant cH with the following property. Let ρ ∈ R,
t ∈ (0,∞) and (εn)

∞
n=1 be a sequence of positive numbers such that εn = O(n−η) for some η > 0.

We then have
lim
n→∞

ε1/Hn K0,t(εn, B
H + ρ) = cHt almost surely. (7)

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will be given at the end of Section 2.3. A more explicit representation
of the constant cH is given by (21). For H < 1/2, we can remove the condition εn = O(n−η), see
Theorem 1.4 below.

Theorem 1.1 concerns level crossings at all levels. We can also consider level crossings at a
specific level, leading to Lévy’s classical work on local time [Lév48]. For each ε ∈ (0, 1) and

1Our convention is N = {1, 2, 3, . . .}. In particular 0 /∈ N.
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w ∈ C([0, T ];R), we consider the number of upcrossings by w the space interval [0, ε] between
times s and t by setting

Us,t(ε, w) := #
{
(u, v) ∈ [s, t]2 : u < v,wu = 0, wv = ε, ∀r ∈ (u, v) wr ∈ (0, ε)

}
. (8)

See Figure 1 for illustration. In the case of Brownian motion (H = 1/2), it is well-known (e.g.,
[IM74, Section 2.2], [RY99, Chapter VI], [MP10, Section 6]) that provided εn → 0 and εn > 0, we
have

lim
n→∞

εnU0,t(εn, B
1/2 − a) =

1

2
L
1/2
t (a) almost surely, (9)

where L1/2 is the local time of Brownian motion B1/2. This representation of the local time was
extended for semimartingales by Karoui [El 78].

We recall that the local time of BH , defined just below, exists for all H ∈ (0, 1).

Definition 1.2 (Local time). We denote by (LH
t (a))t≥0,a∈R the local time of BH with t representing

time and a representing level. More precisely, LH is a unique random field satisfying the following
occupation density formula:

∫ t

0
f(BH

r )dr =

∫

R
f(a)LH

t (a)da, ∀t ≥ 0,∀f ∈ C(R).

As for the existence of LH and its continuity, see e.g., [BG73; GH80].

The following is an extension of Lévy’s result to fractional Brownian motion.

Theorem 1.3 (Local time via level crossings). Let H < 1/2, a ∈ R, t ∈ (0,∞) and (εn)
∞
n=1 be a

sequence of positive numbers such that εn → 0. We then have

lim
n→∞

ε
1
H
−1

n U0,t(εn, B
H − a) =

cH
2
LH
t (a) almost surely, (10)

where the constant cH is the same as in Theorem 1.1 and in Equation (21).

In principle, the null set of (9) or (10) could potentially depend on the level a and the sequence
(εn)

∞
n=1. However, an intriguing result by Chacon et al. [Cha+81] demonstrates that for Brownian

motion the null set can be chosen uniformly over the level a and the sequence (εn)
∞
n=1. In the next

theorem, we extend this result to fractional Brownian motion.
Before stating the theorem, we introduce some notation. Analogously to Us,t, we denote by Ds,t

the total number of downcrossings

Ds,t(ε, w) := #
{
(u, v) ∈ [s, t]2 : u < v,wv = 0, wu = ε, ∀r ∈ (u, v) wr ∈ (0, ε)

}
. (11)

Given a partition P of R, we set

Vs,t(P, w) :=
∑

[a,b]∈P
(b− a)

1
H (Us,t(b− a,w − a) +Ds,t(b− a,w − a)) . (12)

The quantity Vs,t(P, w) measures the (1/H)-th variation along the Lebesgue partition defined by P.
For the uniform partition Pε, we have

V0,t(P
ε, w) = ε1/HK0,t(ε, w) + 1{w0 /∈εZ}|wT1(ε,w) − w0|

1
H .

Theorem 1.4 (Fractional analogue of Chacon et al.). Let H < 1/2 and let cH be the constant of
Theorem 1.1. Then, there exists a measurable set ΩH ⊆ C([0,∞);R) with the following property.

• P(BH ∈ ΩH) = 1.
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• For every w ∈ ΩH and T ∈ (0,∞), we have

lim
ε→0,ε>0

sup
P:|P|≤ε,
t≤T

|V0,t(P, w)− cHt| = 0.

• For every w ∈ ΩH , there exists a continuous map

[0,∞)× R ∋ (t, a) 7→ lt(w, a) ∈ [0,∞)

such that for every T ∈ (0,∞) we have

lim
ε→0,ε>0

sup
a∈R,t≤T

∣∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t(ε, w − a)− cH

2
lt(w, a)

∣∣∣ = 0.

Furthermore, the occupation density formula holds:
∫ t

0
f(wr)dr =

∫

R
f(a)lt(w, a)da, ∀t ≥ 0,∀f ∈ C(R).

Proof. It follows from Theorem 3.23 and Theorem 3.24.

In [Cha+81] the corresponding result for Brownian motion is interpreted as a quadratic arc length.
By analogy, we could say that the fractional Brownian motion of Hurst index H < 1/2 has 1/H arc
length cHt. Note that the 1/H arc length is a purely geometric, path-dependent quantity which is
invariant under translations and time-reparametrizations.

Remark 1.5. In [MP22] the following quantitative estimate was proved. There exists an ε ∈ (0, 1)
such that for every m ∈ [1,∞) we have

∥∥∥
∑

[u,v]∈π
|BH

v −BH
u | 1

H − E
[
|BH

1 | 1
H
]
t
∥∥∥
Lm(P)

≲m,t |π|ε

for any deterministic partition π of [0, t]. Therefore, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma, for any sequence
(πn)

∞
n=1 of deterministic partitions with

|πn| = O(n−δ), δ ∈ (0,∞), (13)

we have limn→∞
∑

[u,v]∈πn |BH
v − BH

u | 1
H = E[|BH

1 | 1
H ]t almost surely. Unlike Theorem 1.4, we

need the decaying condition (13). The work [Dud73] shows that the condition (13) is not optimal for
the Brownian case; finding the optimal condition for the fractional case seems open.

1.2 Conjecture

There is an interesting aspect on the constant cH . For Brownian motion, the quadratic variation along
any deterministic partition almost surely matches with the quadratic variation along any Lebesgue
partitions. That is,

c 1
2
= E[(B1/2

1 )2]. (14)

It is tempting to guess that such relation holds for H ̸= 1/2 as well. Indeed, such conjecture is stated
in [CP19, after Lemma 3.5]. However, the identity (14) is due to the strong Markov property of
Brownian motion. Therefore, for H ̸= 1/2, there is no reason why cH and E[|BH

1 | 1
H ] should be

equal. Motivated by the simulation shown in Figures 3, we propose the following conjecture.
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Figure 3: Comparison between the variation along a deterministic uniform partition and that along a
Lebesgue partition.
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Figure 4: Comparison between the
variation along a deterministic uni-
form partition and that along a
Lebesgue partition for Brownian
motion.

Conjecture 1.6 (The constant cH ). For fractional Brownian motion with H ̸= 1/2, we conjecture
that the (1/H)-th variation of fractional Brownian motion along deterministic partitions differs from
the (1/H)-th variation of fractional Brownian motion along uniform Lebesgue partitions. To be more
precise, we conjecture {

cH > E[|BH
1 |1/H ] if H < 1/2,

cH < E[|BH
1 |1/H ] if H > 1/2.

If this is indeed the case, the constant cH captures non-Markovian nature of fractional Brownian
motion.

Remark 1.7. We comment on the simulation for Figure 3. The variation, denoted as Vt, is given by

Vt :=
∑

[u,v]∈π#,v≤t

|BH
v −BH

u | 1
H ,

up to time T , where # ∈ {deterministic,Lebesgue}. We discretize the fractional Brownian motion
with a step size ofT/n. For the deterministic partition, we use the partitionπdeterministic = {kT/n}nk=1,
while for the Lebesgue partition, we utilize the partition πLebesgue = {Tk(ε,B)}k. To simulate the
variation V along a Lebesgue partition, it is crucial to appropriately choose the parameters T , n and
ε to ensure that the partition is neither too dense nor too sparse. For instance, when H = 0.4, we
simulate V with T = 0.1, n = 30000, and ε = 0.015. Similarly, for H = 0.6, we simulate V with
T = 2, n = 30000, and ε = 0.013. Figure 4 represents a similar figure for Brownian motion (i.e.
H = 1/2). The figure is generated with T = 1, n = 30000, ε = 0.014. The figure supports the fact
that for a Brownian motion the quadratic variation along deterministic partitions is same as that along
the Lebesgue partitions.
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1.3 Strategy of the proofs

Let us outline our strategy to prove Theorem 1.1. The first observation is that it is easier to deal with
an averaged version of K. Namely, we define

K̄s,t(ε, w) := ε−1

∫ ε/2

−ε/2
Ks,t(ε, w + ρ)dρ.

The quantity K̄ is related to truncated variation, see Remark 2.5 below. By scaling (Lemma 2.6), we
have

K̄0,1(ε,B
H) = K̄0,ε−1/H (1, BH) in law.

Therefore, at least in law, the limiting behavior of K̄0,1(ε,B
H) as ε → 0 is the same as that of

K̄0,ε−1/H (1, BH). Rewriting T = ε−1/H , we thus hope to see the limit of T−1K̄0,T (1, B
H).

Regarding this, we are actually in the setting of the superadditive ergodic theorem. Indeed, it
is not difficult to see that the family (K̄s,t(1, B

H))s<t is stationary and superadditive (Lemma 2.6).
Therefore, the limit

lim
T→∞

1

T
K̄0,T (ε,B

H) = sup
T>0

1

T
E[K̄0,T (ε,B

H)]

exists almost surely and in L1(P). It turns out that the limit is the constant cH in Theorem 1.1.
To take advantage of this finding on K̄, we can naively guess that

|K0,1(ε,B
H + ρ)−K0,1(ε,B

H + ρ′)| (15)

is small provided that |ρ− ρ′| is small. It is therefore expected to have

lim
ε→0

ε
1
H K0,1(ε,B

H) = lim
ε→0

ε
1
H K̄0,1(ε,B

H) = cH . (16)

However, proving (16) requires a non-trivial argument. In fact, the map ρ 7→ K0,1(ε, w + ρ) can be
highly discontinuous, and it is impossible to estimate (15) pathwisely.

This inherent difficulty motivates us to employ a probabilistic argument in order to prove
Theorem 1.1. In addition to superadditivity, a crucial ingredient is the stochastic sewing lemma
introduced by Lê [Lê20], which provides effective estimates for stochastic Riemann sums. For our
specific problem, we require an extension of this lemma, called the shifted stochastic sewing lemma,
recently obtained by the third and fourth authors [MP22]. This extension is particularly suitable for
capturing asymptotic decorrelation in stochastic Riemann sums. It is worth mentioning that there
are already some studies that leverage the stochastic sewing lemma for analyzing local times [HP21;
HL22; BLM23].

Our proof of Theorem 1.1 proceeds as follows. Not only is the family (Ks,t(ε,B
H))s<t

superadditive, but it is also almost subadditive:

Ks,t(ε,B
H) ≤ Ks,u(ε,B

H) +Ku,t(ε,B
H) + 1, s < u < t.

This leads to an approximation:

ε1/HK0,1(ε,B
H) ≈

∑

[s,t]∈πε

ε1/HKs,t(ε,B
H),

where πε is a uniform partition of the interval [0, 1] with |πε| ≈ ε1/H . A similar approximation holds
for K̄. Thus, we obtain

ε1/HK0,1(ε,B
H)− ε1/HK̄0,1(ε,B

H) ≈
∑

[s,t]∈πε

ε1/H [Ks,t(ε,B
H)− K̄s,t(ε,B

H)].

8



The Riemann sum on the right-hand side can then be estimated using the shifted stochastic sewing
lemma, which ultimately yields the desired convergence result.

To establish the convergence to the local time (Theorem 1.3), we follow a similar line of argument.
However, the technical difficulty increases substantially due to the lack of a counterpart to K̄. We
postpone an overview of this technical argument to Section 3.1.

One notable strength of the stochastic sewing lemma is its ability to provide a quantitative bound.
Thanks to this property, we can obtain a quantitative version of Theorem 1.3, as stated in Theorem 3.1.
This quantitative result enables us to employ the pathwise argument of Chacon et al. [Cha+81], which
elevates the convergence result from Theorem 1.3 to the more refined version of Theorem 1.4.

Outline

The organization of the paper is as follows. Theorem 1.1 is proven in Section 2, while Theorem 1.3
and Theorem 1.4 are proven in Section 3.

In Section 2.1, we derive some elementary results on K, in Section 2.2, we recall our key
ingredient called the shifted stochastic sewing lemma, and in Section 2.3, we give our proof of
Theorem 1.1.

In Section 3, after stating a quantitative version of Theorem 1.3 as Theorem 3.1, we review our
technical strategy in Section 3.1. Section 3.2 is the most demanding part of the paper, which proves
Theorem 3.1 with the key estimate being Lemma 3.7. As a consequence of Theorem 3.1, we complete
the proof of Theorem 1.4 in Section 3.3.

Notation

Given a path f : [0, T ] → Rd, we write fs,t := ft − fs, and we denote by ḟ the derivative df
dt . We fix

a probability space (Ω,F ,P) on which fractional Brownian motion is defined, we write E for the
expectation with respect to P, and we write

∥F∥Lp(P) :=
(∫

Ω
|F |pdP

)1/p

with usual modification for p = ∞. The expression X
d
= Y means that the random variables X and

Y have the same law. We write A ≲ A′ if there exists a positive constant C, depending only on
some (unimportant) parameters, such that A ≤ CA′. If we want to emphasize the dependency on
parameters α, β, . . ., then we write A ≲α,β,... A

′. The following objects appear throughout the paper.

• We write B = BH for fractional Brownian motion in one dimension. Unlike Section 1, we
mostly suppress the script H (i.e., we simply write B for fractional Brownian motion). In this
paper we will not write down dependency on H . For instance, when we write A ≲ A′, the
proportional constant may depend on H .

• We denote by Ks,t(ε, w) the total number of ε-level crossings in the interval [s, t], as precisely
defined at (6). We denote by Us,t(ε, w) the total number of upcrossings from 0 to ε in the
interval [s, t], as precisely defined in (8).

• We write (LH
t (a))t≥0,a∈R = (Lt(a))t≥0,a∈R for the local time of fractional Brownian motion

B, see Definition 1.2.
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2 Variation along uniform Lebesgue partitions

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1. We begin observing elementary results on the
counting K of level crossings, defined by (6).

2.1 Elementary results

Let us first recall the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation of fractional Brownian motion [MV68],
which will be used throughout.

Definition 2.1 (Fractional Brownian motion). We set

K(t, s) := (t− s)H− 1
2 − (−s)

H− 1
2

+ , s < t. (17)

Let W = (Wt)t∈R be a two-sided Brownian motion in one dimension. Throughout the paper, we
suppose that fractional Brownian motion B = BH has the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation

Bt =

∫ t

−∞
K(t, s)dWs. (18)

Note that we have E[(Bt − Bs)
2] = aH(t − s)2H for some constant aH , whose actual value is

irrelevant for us.

Lemma 2.2 (Scaling of K). For λ ∈ (0,∞), we have

(Ks,t(ε,B + ρ))s<t, ε>0,ρ∈R
d
= (Kλ1/Hs,λ1/H t(λε,B + λρ))s<t, ε>0,ρ∈R.

Proof. We set B(λ)
t := λBλ−1/H t. Note that B(λ) d

= B and observe that

Ks,t(ε,Bt + ρ) = Ks,t(λε, λ(B + ρ)) = Kλ1/Hs,λ1/H t(λε,B
(λ) + λρ).

Lemma 2.3 (Superadditivity of K). Let r < s < t and w be a path. Then,

Kr,s(ε, w) +Ks,t(ε, w) ≤ Kr,t(ε, w) ≤ Kr,s(ε, w) +Ks,t(ε, w) + 1.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we set r = 0. Recalling the definition of Tn from (4), we set

N := max{n ∈ N ∪ {0} : Tn(ε, w) ≤ s}.

As shown in Figure 5, we have the following cases.

(a) (b)

TN s

TN

s
s+T1(ws+�)

s+ T1(ws+�)

Figure 5: Level crossings around the middle time s. In case (b), the level crossing around s is not
counted in Kr,s(ε, w) +Ks,t(ε, w).

(a) If wTN (ε,w) = wT1(ε,s+ws+·) or if wTN (ε,w) = ws, then Kr,t(ε, w) = Kr,s(ε, w) +Ks,t(ε, w).

(b) Otherwise, we have Kr,t(ε, w) = Kr,s(ε, w) +Ks,t(ε, w) + 1.

10



For our arguments, the following variants of K will appear.

Notation 2.4 (Averaged K). We set

K̄s,t(ε, w) := ε−1

∫ ε/2

−ε/2
Ks,t(ε, w + ρ)dρ.

Remark 2.5. The quantity K̄ is related to the so-called truncated variation [Łoc08] defined by

TVε(w, [s, t]) := sup
π:partition of [s,t]

∑

[u,v]∈π
max{|wv − wu| − ε, 0}.

Indeed, as shown in [Łoc17, Theorem 1], we have the identity

TVε(w, [s, t]) = ε−1K̄s,t(ε, w).

The advantage of K̄ is that in addition to the superadditivity, it is stationary.

Lemma 2.6 (Scaling, superadditivity and stationarity of K̄). Let r < s < t and let w be a process.

(i) For λ > 0, we have

(K̄s,t(ε,B))s<t,ε>0
d
= (K̄λ1/Hs,λ1/H t(λε,B))s<t,ε>0.

(ii) We have

K̄r,s(ε, w) + K̄s,t(ε, w) ≤ K̄r,t(ε, w) ≤ K̄r,s(ε, w) + K̄s,t(ε, w) + 1.

(iii) We have K̄s,t(ε, w) = K̄0,t−s(ε, ws+· − ws). In particular,

K̄s,t(ε,B)
d
= K̄0,t−s(ε,B).

Proof. The claim (a) follows from Lemma 2.2 and the claim (b) follows from Lemma 2.3. For the
claim (c), we observe that for every ρ ∈ R we have

K̄s,t(ε, w) = K̄s,t(ε, w + ρ) = K̄0,t−s(ε, ws+· + ρ)

In particular, we choose ρ := −ws.

Lemma 2.7 (Moments of K). For every p, t, ε ∈ (0,∞) we have E[supρ∈RK0,t(ε,B + ρ)p] < ∞.

Proof. For α ∈ (0, H), we set

JBKCα([0,t]) := sup
0≤r<s≤t

|Bs −Br|
(s− r)α

.

By the Kolmogorov continuity theorem, we have

E[JBKpCα([0,t])] < ∞. (19)

We set
δ := ε

1
α (1 + JBKCα([0,t]))

− 1
α .

To lead to a contradiction, suppose that there exist integers k and n such that

kδ ≤ Tn(ε,B + ρ) < Tn+1(ε,B + ρ) ≤ (k + 1)δ with Tn+1(ε,B + ρ) ≤ t.

Then,

ε = |BTn+1(ε,B+ρ) −BTn(ε,B+ρ)| ≤ JBKCα([0,t])δ
α

11



= εJBKCα([0,t])(1 + JBKCα([0,t]))
−1 < ε,

which is a contradiction. Thus, we must have

#{n : kδ ≤ Tn(ε,B + ρ) ≤ (k + 1)δ} ≤ 1 for each k

and
sup
ρ∈R

K0,t(ε,B + ρ) ≤ tδ−1 = tε−
1
α (1 + JBKCα([0,t]))

1
α , (20)

which is Lp(P)-integrable by (19).

In view of Lemma 2.6, the family (E[K̄0,t(1, B)])t≥0 satisfies

E[K̄0,s+t(1, B)] ≥ E[K̄0,s(1, B)] + E[K̄0,t(1, B)].

Therefore, by Fekete’s Lemma, the following limit exists in [0,∞]:

cH := lim
t→∞

1

t
E[K̄0,t(1, B)] = sup

t>0

1

t
E[K̄0,t(1, B)]. (21)

The constant cH coincides with the one from Theorem 1.1. The following lemma shows that cH is
non-trivial.

Lemma 2.8 (Non-triviality of cH ). We have cH ∈ (0,∞).

Proof. To see cH > 0, we observe

cH ≥ E[K̄0,1(1, B)] ≥ P(B1 ≥ 2) > 0.

To see cH < ∞, we note by Lemma 2.6 that (K̄s,t + 1), s < t is subadditive. Therefore,

cH ≤ E[K̄0,1(1, B)] + 1 ≤ E[sup
ρ

K0,1(1, B − ρ)] + 1,

which is finite by Lemma 2.7.

Remark 2.9. By the subadditivity, we have

E[K̄0,t(1, B)]

t
≤ cH ≤ E[K̄0,t(1, B)] + 1

t
.

In particular,
∣∣∣cH − E[K̄0,t(1, B)]

t

∣∣∣ ≤ t−1. (22)

2.2 The shifted stochastic sewing lemma

A key ingredient to the proof of Theorem 1.1 is the following lemma.

Lemma 2.10 (Shifted stochastic sewing lemma, [MP22, Theorem 1.1]). Let (Ft)t∈[0,T ] be a filtration
and let (As,t)0≤s<t≤T be a two-parameter stochastic process such that As,t is Ft-measurable.
Suppose that for some p ∈ [2,∞) we have As,t ∈ Lp(P) for every s < t. Moreover, suppose that for
v < s < u < t and M ∈ (0,∞) we have the estimates

∥As,t −As,u −Au,t∥Lp(P) ≤ Γ1(t− s)β1 ,

∥E[As,t −As,u −Au,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≤ Γ2(s− v)−α(t− s)β2 , (23)

where t− s ≤ M−1(s− v) is assumed in (23), with α, β1, β2 satisfying

min{2β1, 2(β2 − α), β2} > 1.

12



Then there exists a unique (Ft)-adapted stochastic process (At)t∈[0,T ] with A0 = 0 such that

∥As,t −As,t∥Lp(P) ≲p,α,β1,β2,M Γ1(t− s)β1 + Γ2(t− s)β2−α,

∥E[As,t −As,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p,α,β1,β2,M Γ2(s− v)−α(t− s)β2

for every v < s < t, where t− s ≤ M−1(s− v) is assumed in the second estimate. Furthermore,
we can find a δ > 0, depending only on α, β1, β2, such that

∥∥∥AT −
∑

[s,t]∈π
As,t

∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲p,α,β1,β2,T (Γ1 + Γ2)|π|δ

for every partition π of [0, T ].

Remark 2.11. The stochastic sewing lemma was first obtained in the seminal work [Lê20], and
the first shifted version, where α = 0, was obtained by [Ger22], which was extended by [MP22] to
handle the case α > 0.

Remark 2.12. For our problems, the family (As,t)0≤s<t≤T satisfies

∥As,t∥Lp(P) ≤ Γ1(t− s)β1 , ∥E[As,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≤ Γ2(s− v)−α(t− s)β2 .

In this case, by uniqueness of the limit A, we must have A ≡ 0. In particular, with some
δ = δ(α, β1, β2) we have

∥∥∥
∑

[s,t]∈π
As,t

∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲T,p,α,β1,β2 (Γ1 + Γ2)|π|δ.

Let us explain the strength of Lemma 2.10. The key is the estimate (23), which allows us to bring
a weak estimate into a strong estimate. To illustrate an example, recall the Mandelbrot–Van Ness
representation (18), and we write (Ft)t∈R for the filtration generated by the Brownian motion W in
(18). Suppose that we want to estimate E[F (B)|Fv]. We then have

E[F (B)|Fv] = E[F (y + B̃)]|y=E[B|Fv ], B̃ :=

∫ ·

v
K(·, s)dWs.

Then the problem reduces to the estimate of a Gaussian expectation (weak estimate), which allows us
to leverage regularity of the Gaussian density.

Obviously, weak estimates provide better bounds than strong estimates do. As this point of view
is the key to our arguments, let us elaborate on one simple example. Let X be a one-dimensional
standard Gaussian random variable, and let F : R → R. If we want to estimate

E[|F (X)− F (X + a)|]

for a small a ∈ R, then we need to assume some regularity of F . On the other hand, if we want to
estimate

|E[F (X)]− E[F (X + a)]|,

then by the Gaussian change of variable we get

E[F (X + a)] = e−
a2

2 E[eaXF (X)].

Hence, only assuming F is bounded, using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we get

|E[F (X)]− E[F (X + a)]| ≲ ∥F∥L∞ |a|, ∀a with |a| ≤ 1.

Very roughly speaking, we will go through such lines of reasoning to prove Theorem 1.1. The
Gaussian change of variable will be replaced by Girsanov’s theorem in the spirit of Picard [Pic08],
see Lemma 2.16.
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2.3 Convergence of variation

As already suggested, to prove Theorem 1.1, we will apply the shifted stochastic sewing, Lemma 2.10.
We denote by (Ft)t∈R the filtration generated by the Brownian motionW appearing in the Mandelbrot–
Van Ness representation (18). The following is the first observation.

Lemma 2.13 (Asymptotic weak estimate of K̄). Let ζ ≥ 1 and v < s < t. We set ε := ( t−s
ζ )H .

Then, if t−s
s−v is sufficiently small and p > 1, we have

∥E[K̄s,t(ε,B)|Fv]− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ

( t− s

s− v

)1−H
.

Lemma 2.13 is an easy consequence of the following result.

Lemma 2.14 (Asymptotic independence, [Pic08, Lemma A.1]). Let 0 ≤ v < s < t. Let F and G be
measurable with respect to Fv and

σ(Bt′ −Bs′ : s ≤ s′ < t′ ≤ t) (24)

respectively, and suppose that F,G ∈ Lp(P) with p ∈ (1,∞). If (t − s)(s − v)−1 is sufficiently
small, then we have

|E[FG]− E[F ]E[G]| ≲p

( t− s

s− v

)1−H
∥F∥Lp(P)∥G∥Lp(P).

Remark 2.15. Consequently, we have the following estimate. Let p ∈ [2,∞), and we set p′ :=
p/(p− 1). If G is measurable with respect to the σ-algebra (24), then for any Fv-measurable F we
have

|E[(G− E[G])F ]| ≲p

( t− s

s− v

)1−H
∥F∥Lp′ (P)∥G∥Lp′ (P),

provided that t−s
s−v is sufficiently small. Since Lp′(P) is the dual of Lp(P) and p′ ≤ p, we have

∥E[G|Fv]− E[G]∥Lp(P) ≲p

( t− s

s− v

)1−H
∥G∥Lp(P), (25)

where we do not need to assume that t−s
s−v is small.

Proof of Lemma 2.13. By Lemma 2.6-(iii) (or by Remark 2.5), the random variable K̄s,t(ε,B) is
measurable with respect to σ(Br −Bs : s ≤ r ≤ t). The estimate (25) implies

∥E[K̄s,t(ε,B)|Fv]− E[K̄s,t(ε,B)]∥Lp(P) ≲
( t− s

s− v

)1−H
∥K̄s,t(ε,B)∥Lp(P).

By the stationarity and the scaling (Lemma 2.6),

K̄s,t(ε,B)
d
= K̄0,ζ(1, B)

and the moment ∥K̄0,ζ(1, B)∥Lp(P) is bounded by Lemma 2.7. The claim now follows.

We recall the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation (Definition 2.1). The next lemma is a
consequence of Girsanov’s theorem.

Lemma 2.16 (Weak estimate onK). Let v < s < t, ε ∈ (0, 1), ρ, ρ′ ∈ [−ε/2, ε/2] and y : [v, t] → R
be a deterministic continuous path. We set

B̃v
r :=

∫ r

v
(r − u)H−1/2dWu, v ≤ r ≤ t (26)

14



and
bH :=

1

4(1−H)

( 1

Γ(H + 1/2)Γ(3/2−H)

)2
,

where Γ is the usual Gamma function

Γ(z) :=

∫ ∞

0
tz−1e−tdt. (27)

We then have the bound

|E[Ks,t(ε, B̃
v + y + ρ)]− E[Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + ρ′)]|
≲ ebH |ρ−ρ′|2(s−v)−2(t−v)2−2H × E[Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + ρ)2]
1
2 |ρ− ρ′|(s− v)−1(t− v)1−H .

Proof. The proof is inspired by [Pic08, Theorem A.1]. Let δ := ρ′ − ρ and

hr :=

{
(s− v)−1(r − v)δ if v ≤ r ≤ s,

δ if s ≤ r.

Note that the functions r 7→ B̃v
r + yr + ρ′ and r 7→ B̃v

r + yr + hr + ρ are equal on the interval [s, t].
Thus,

Ks,t(ε, B̃
v + y + ρ′) = Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + h+ ρ).

We claim
hr =

∫ r

v
(r − u)H−1/2dgu,

where for r > v,

gr :=
δ{(r − v)3/2−H − (r − r ∧ s)3/2−H}

Γ(H + 1/2)Γ(3/2−H)(3/2−H)(s− v)
.

Indeed,

ġr :=
dgr
dr

=
1

Γ(H + 1/2)Γ(3/2−H)

δ

s− v
{(r − v)1/2−H − (r − s)1/2−H1{r>s}}

and
∫ r

v
(r − u)H−1/2(u− v)1/2−Hdu =

∫ r−v

0
(r − v − u)H−1/2u1/2−Hdu

= (r − v)

∫ 1

0
(1− u)H−1/2u1/2−Hdu

= Γ(H + 1/2)Γ(3/2−H)(r − v),

where in the last line the relation between the Beta function and the Gamma function is used.
Therefore, ∫ r

v
(r − u)H−1/2dgu =

δ

s− v
{(r − v)− (r − s)1{r>s}} = hr.

If we set
F (w) := Ks,t

(
ε,

∫ ·

v
(· − u)H−1/2dwu + y + ρ

)
,

then Ks,t(ε, B̃
v + y+ρ′) = F (W + g) and by Girsanov’s theorem (or the Cameron-Martin theorem)

E[F (W + g)] = E
[
e
∫ t
v ġrdWr− 1

2

∫ t
v |ġr|2drF (W )

]
.

Thus,
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E[Ks,t(ε, B̃
v + y + ρ′)]− E[Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + ρ)]

= E
[{

e
∫ t
v ġrdWr− 1

2

∫ t
v |ġr|2dr − 1

}
Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + ρ)
]
.

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, it is bounded by

E
[(

e
∫ t
v ġrdWr− 1

2

∫ t
v |ġr|2dr − 1

)2]1/2
E[Ks,t(ε, B̃

v + y + ρ)2]
1
2 .

Since
∫ t
v ġrdWr is centered Gaussian with variance

∫ t

v
|ġr|2dr ≤ 2bHδ2(s− v)−2(t− v)2−2H ,

we obtain

E
[(

e
∫ t
v ġrdWr− 1

2

∫ t
v |ġr|2dr − 1

)2]
= e

∫ t
v |ġr|2dr − 1

≤
∫ t

v
|ġr|2dr × e

∫ t
v |ġr|2dr

≲ e2bH |ρ−ρ′|2(s−v)−2(t−v)2−2H |ρ− ρ′|2(s− v)−2(t− v)2−2H ,

(in the second line we used ea − 1 ≤ a× ea for a ≥ 0) which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In view of the scaling, we may suppose that T = 1. The proof resembles that
of the subadditive ergodic theorem [Dur19, Theorem 6.4.1].

Step 1, lower bound. We fix a parameter ζ ≥ 1, which will go to infinity at the end. (The
parameter ζ corresponds to the parameter m in [Dur19, Theorem 6.4.1].) Let πε,ζ be the partition
of [0, 1] with identical mesh size ζε

1
H . By the superadditivity (Lemma 2.3), using the relation

t− s = ζε1/H for [s, t] ∈ πε,ζ , we obtain

ε
1
H K0,1(ε,B + ρ) ≥

∑

[s,t]∈πε,ζ

ε
1
H Ks,t(ε,B + ρ) = ζ−1

∑

[s,t]∈πε,ζ

A1
s,t,

where A1
s,t := Ks,t((

t−s
ζ )H , B + ρ)(t− s). Furthermore, we set

A2
s,t := K̄s,t

(( t− s

ζ

)H
, B

)
(t− s), A3

s,t := E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)](t− s).

We see that As,t := A1
s,t −A3

s,t satisfies the condition of Lemma 2.10. Indeed, by scaling we have

∥Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)∥Lp(P) + ∥K̄s,t(ε,B + ρ)∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ 1

and hence

∥As,t∥Lp(P) ≤ ∥A1
s,t∥Lp(P) + ∥A3

s,t∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ (t− s).

To estimate the conditional expectation, let (t − s)/(s − v) be so small that the claim of
Lemma 2.13 holds. Since

Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)− K̄s,t(ε,B) = ε−1

∫ ε/2

−ε/2
{Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)−Ks,t(ε,B + ρ+ ρ′)}dρ′,

by Lemma 2.16, using |ρ−ρ′| ≤ ε, (s−v)−1(t−v)1−H ≤
√
2(s−v)−H (this holds for (t−s)/(s−v)

sufficiently small) and ε(s− v)−H = ((t− s)/(s− v))H/ζH we have

|E[Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)− K̄s,t(ε,B)|Fv]|

16



≲
E[Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)2|Fv]

1
2

ε

∫ ε/2

−ε/2
e2bHε2(s−v)−2H

ε(s− v)−Hdρ′

≲ζ E[Ks,t(ε,B + ρ)2|Fv]
1
2

( t− s

s− v

)H
,

which readily yields

∥E[A1
s,t −A2

s,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ

( t− s

s− v

)H
(t− s).

By Lemma 2.13,

∥E[A2
s,t −A3

s,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ

( t− s

s− v

)1−H
(t− s).

Therefore,

∥E[As,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ

( t− s

s− v

)min{H,1−H}
(t− s),

and we indeed see that (As,t)s<t satisfies the conditions of Lemma 2.10.
Consequently, recalling Remark 2.12, we obtain

ε
1
H K0,1(ε,B) ≥ E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

ζ
−Rε,ζ , (28)

where

∥Rε,ζ∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ ε
δ

for some δ depending only on H . By the Borel–Cantelli lemma, if εn = O(n−η) for some η > 0,
then Rεn,ζ → 0 a.s. This implies

lim inf
n→∞

ε
1
H
n K0,1(εn, B + ρ) ≥ E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

ζ
a.s.

Since ζ is an arbitrary real no smaller than 1, the lower bound is obtained.
Step 2, upper bound. Since (Ks,t(ε,B + ρ) + 1)s<t is subadditive, we obtain

ε
1
H K0,1(ε,B) ≤ E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

ζ
+

1

ζ
+Rε,ζ , (29)

and we similarly obtain the upper bound.

3 Local time via level crossings

In this section, we are interested in level crossings at a specific level. Our goal of this section is to
prove Theorem 1.4, fractional analogue of Chacon et al. [Cha+81]. The key is to obtain a more
quantitative version of Theorem 1.3, as stated just below. Recall the definition of Us,t(ε, w) from (8),
which counts the total number of upcrossings from 0 to ε in the interval [s, t].
Theorem 3.1 (Quantitative bound on number of upcrossing U ). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2), T ∈ (0,∞) and
a ∈ R. The constant cH is defined by (21). Almost surely, we have the following quantitative bound:∣∣∣ε 1

H
−1U0,T (ε,B − a)− cH

2
LT (a)

∣∣∣ ≤ ζ−1LT (a) +Rε,ζ,T,a,

for all ε ∈ (0,∞) and ζ ∈ (1,∞), where there exists a positive κ such that for every p ∈ (0,∞) we
have

∥Rε,ζ,T,a∥Lp(P) ≤ Cp,ζT
1−Hεκ

with Cp,ζ independent of ε, T and a.
The proof of Theorem 3.1 is somewhat similar to that of Theorem 1.1, especially the bounds (28)

and (29). Indeed, it is based on the super(sub)-additivity, Girsanov’s theorem and shifted stochastic
sewing lemma. However, a major difficulty here is that we cannot find a counterpart to K̄. This leads
to more involved technical arguments. Therefore, instead of directly going to the proof, in the next
section we heuristically explain our strategy.
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3.1 Heuristics

Herein we explain our heuristic strategy to prove Theorem 3.1. Let (Ft)t∈R be the filtration generated
by W in the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation (18). We set

As,t := Us,t((t− s)H , B − a)(t− s)1−H .

In view of Lemma 2.10, our goal is to show

E[As,t|Fv] ≈
cH
2
E[Ls,t(a)|Fv]. (30)

Indeed, once the estimate (30) is proven, the rest of the argument is similar to the proof of Theorem 1.1.
We thus explain heuristically how to prove (30). For simplicity, we set a = 0, and we write

ε := (t− s)H . (Strictly speaking, we actually introduce another parameter ζ going to infinity and set
ε := ( t−s

ζ )H , but for simplicity here we set ζ = 1.) Let us introduce another parameter u ∈ (v, s)
(in mind t − s ≪ s − u ≪ u − v), and, recalling the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation from
Definition 2.1, for r ∈ [s, t] we decompose

Br =

∫ v

−∞
K(r, θ)dWθ +

∫ u

v
K(r, θ)dWθ +

∫ r

u
K(r, θ)dWθ

=: Xr + Yr + Zr.

In the interval [s, t] the smooth processes X and Y do not change much compared to Z. Therefore,
we can freeze time of X and Y (Lemma 3.9):

E[Us,t(ε,B)|Fv] ≈ E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fv].

But we see
E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fv] = E[Us,t(ε, x+ Ys + Z)]|x=Xs ,

and the Gaussian change of variable to Y yields

E[Us,t(ε, x+ Ys + Z)] = e
− 1

2
( x
σY

)2E
[
e

xYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

]
,

where σY is the variance of Ys (Lemma 3.11).
For Us,t(ε, Ys + Z) to be positive, Ys must be around 0 with high probability. (In other words, if

Ys is far away from 0, the process Z must move quite a lot, which is costly.) Therefore (Lemma 3.12),

E
[
e

xYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

]
≈ E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)] ≈ E

[
Us,t(ε, Y + Z)

]
.

As v ≪ u ≪ s, we have σY ≈ σY+Z , with σY+Z being the variance of Y + Z (Lemma 3.15). In
the end, we have (Lemma 3.7)

E[Us,t(ε,B)|Fv] ≈ E
[
Us,t(ε, Y + Z)

]
e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

.

It is well-known that the local time is heuristically represented as integral of Dirac’s delta function
along B (see Lemma 3.19). We then observe (Lemma 3.19)

E
[ ∫ t

s
δ0(Br)dr

∣∣∣Fv

]
≈

∫ t

s
E[δ0(Bs)|Fv]dr

=
1√

2πσY+Z

e
− X2

s
2σ2

Y +Z (t− s).

It is not obvious, but in Lemma 3.17 we prove
√
2πσY+Z(t− s)−HE[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)] ≈ cH

2
.

Now we see (30). With this heuristic argument in mind, we move to a rigorous proof in the next
section.
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3.2 Convergence to local time

3.2.1 Estimates on level crossings

The following process will appear in our argument.

Definition 3.2. The kernel K is defined by (17). We denote by B̃ = B̃H the Riemann-Liouville
process

B̃t :=

∫ t

0
K(t, r)dWr.

In view of the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation (Definition 2.1), we have

Bt =

∫ 0

−∞
K(t, r)dWr + B̃t. (31)

We begin with three elementary lemmas.

Lemma 3.3 (Scaling of U ). We have the following scaling property: for λ > 0,

(Us,t(ε,B + ρ))s<t,ε>0,ρ∈R
d
= (Uλ1/Hs,λ1/H t(λε,B + λρ))s<t,ε>0,ρ∈R.

A similar result holds with B replaced by B̃.

Proof. Similarly to Lemma 2.2, it follows from the scaling property of B and B̃.

Notation 3.4. We set
Ūs,t(ε, w) := Us,t(ε, w) + 1{ws∈(0,ε)}.

Lemma 3.5 (Sub/super-additivity of U ). For s < u < t we have

Us,t(ε, w) ≥ Us,u(ε, w) + Uu,t(ε, w), Ūs,t(ε, w) ≤ Ūs,u(ε, w) + Ūu,t(ε, w).

Proof. We have

Us,t(ε, w) = Us,u(ε, w) + Uu,t(ε, w) + 1

if there exist a and b such that s ≤ a < u < b ≤ t, wa = 0, wb = ε and wr ∈ (0, ε) for all r ∈ (a, b),
and otherwise

Us,t(ε, w) = Us,u(ε, w) + Uu,t(ε, w).

Lemma 3.6 (Moment bound on U ). There exists a positive constant β = β(H) such that for a ∈ R,
ε ∈ (0,∞), s < t and p ∈ (0,∞) we have

∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥Lp(P) ≲H,p,ε 1 + (t− s)β.

A similar estimate holds with B replaced by B̃.

Proof. Regarding B, the claim follows from the obvious inequality Us,t(ε,B − a) ≤ Ks,t(ε,B − a)
and the estimate (20). Regarding B̃, by (31) we observe that

∥B̃s,t∥Lp(P) ≤ ∥Bs,t∥Lp(P).

This yields an estimate on Hölder norm of B̃ in Lm(P), with which we can proceed as in B.
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Figure 6: Parameters for Lemma 3.7

We introduce some notation that will be used throughout Section 3.2.1. As in the proof of
Theorem 1.1, we fix ζ ≥ 1, and at the very end we let ζ → ∞. We fix v < u < s < t with
t− s ≪ s− u ≪ u− v and set

ε :=

(
t− s

ζ

)H

, (32)

as shown in Figure 6. We set

Xr :=

∫ v

−∞
K(r, θ)dWθ − a, Yr :=

∫ u

v
K(r, θ)dWθ, Zr :=

∫ r

u
K(r, θ)dWθ (33)

for r ∈ [s, t]. Let (Ft)t∈R be the filtration generated by W in the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation
(18). We have the identity

E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv] = E[Us,t(ε, x+ Y + Z)]|x=X .

Finally, we write

σ2
Y := E[Y 2

s ] =
1

2H
{(s− v)2H − (s− u)2H}, (34)

σ2
Y+Z := E[(Ys + Zs)

2] =
1

2H
(s− v)2H . (35)

In the spirit of the shifted stochastic sewing (Lemma 2.10), we will estimate

E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv].

The most crucial ingredient to Theorem 3.1 is the following.

Lemma 3.7 (Asymptotic weak estimate on U ). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2) and p ∈ (1,∞). We further let
0 ≤ v < s < t ≤ 1 and ζ ∈ [1,∞), and set ε as in (32). Let (Ft)t∈R be the filtration generated by
W in the Mandelbrot–Van Ness representation (18). We define X by (33) and σY+Z by (35). For
every κ ∈ (0, 1), if t−s

s−v is sufficiently small, we have

E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv] =
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

2
√
2πσY+Z

e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

ε+Rv,s,t, (36)

where (we omit the a-dependence of Rv,s,t from the notation and the following estimate holds
uniformly in a):

∥Rv,s,t∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ,κ

( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H(1−H)
(t− s)−κH . (37)

Remark 3.8. Due to scaling, it suffices to prove Theorem 3.1 with T = 1. Therefore, in Lemma 3.7
we assume t ≤ 1. We then do not have to keep track of dependency of constants on the final time T .

The proof of Lemma 3.7, to which the rest of Section 3.2.1 is devoted, will be built on several
technical lemmas. For the sake of the next lemma, we recall the Riemann–Liouville operator (e.g.,
[Pic11])

Iαf(r) :=
1

Γ(α)

∫ r

s
(r − θ)α−1f(θ)dθ, r > s,
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where Γ is the Gamma function (27) and α > 0. If f is Lipschitz with fs = 0 and α ∈ (−1, 0], we
set

Iαf(r) :=
1

Γ(1 + α)

∫ r

s
(r − θ)αḟ(θ)dθ.

The family (Iα)α>−1 has the semigroup property IαIβ = Iα+β .

Lemma 3.9 (Fix time of X and Y ). For p ∈ (1,∞), ζ ∈ [1,∞), ε given by (32) and κ ∈ (1−1/p, 1),
there exists a positive constant c, depending on H only, such that if (t− s)(s− u)−1 is sufficiently
small, we have

∥E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fu]− E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fu]∥Lp(P)

≲p,κ,ζ ∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥1−κ
L1(P)e

−ca2
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

Proof. The proof is similar to [Pic08, Lemma A.1]. We have

E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fu] = E[Us,t(ε, xs + ys + Z)]|x=X,y=Y

and
E[Us,t(ε, xs + ys + Z)] = E[Us,t(ε, x+ y + w + Z)]

where
wr := −(xr + yr − xs − ys), r ∈ [s, t].

Since X and Y are smooth on [s, t], we may suppose that the realizations x and y are smooth as well.
As ws = 0,

w = I1ẇ = IH− 1
2
I 3

2
−Hẇ

and
wr +

∫ r

s
K(r, θ)dWθ =

∫ r

s
K(r, θ)d

(
Wθ + c1

(
I 3

2
−Hẇ

)
θ

)

for some constant c1 depending only on H .
By Girsanov’s theorem,

E[Us,t(ε, x+ y + w + Z)] = E
[
Us,t(ε, x+ y + Z)

× exp
(
c1

∫ t

s

d

dθ
I 3

2
−Hẇ dWθ −

c21
2

∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−Hẇ

∣∣∣
2
dθ

)]
.

Therefore, if p−1 + q−1 = 1, by Hölder’s inequality,

|E[Us,t(ε, x+ y + Z)]− E[Us,t(ε, xs + ys + Z)]|

≲ E
[∣∣∣ exp

(
c1

∫ t

s

d

dθ
I 3

2
−HẇdWθ −

c21
2

∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−Hẇ

∣∣∣
2
dθ

)
− 1

∣∣∣
q] 1

q

× E[Us,t(ε, x+ y + Z)p]
1
p .

Since the random variable ∫ t

s

d

dθ
I 3

2
−Hẇ(θ)dWθ

is Gaussian, by Lemma A.1,

E
[∣∣∣ exp

(
c1

∫ t

s

d

dθ
I 3

2
−HẇdWθ −

c21
2

∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−Hẇ

∣∣∣
2
dθ

)
− 1

∣∣∣
q] 1

q

≲q

(∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−Hẇ

∣∣∣
2
dθ

) 1
2
exp

(
Cq

∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−Hẇ

∣∣∣
2
dθ

)
.
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Hence, by setting

Ss,t :=

∫ t

s

∣∣∣ d
dθ

I 3
2
−H(Ẋ + Ẏ )

∣∣∣
2
dθ,

we have

∥E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fu]− E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fu]∥Lp(P)

≲
[
E
(
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)p|Fu]S

p
2
s,te

pCqSs,t

) ] 1
p

≤ ∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥Lp1 (P)

∥∥∥S
1
2
s,te

CqSs,t

∥∥∥
Lq1 (P)

,

where p−1
1 + q−1

1 = p−1. Choose p2 so that p−1
1 = (1 − κ) + κp−1

2 (since κ > 1 − p−1, this is
possible by choosing p1 close to p). By the log-convexity of Lp norms,

∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥Lp1 (P) ≤ ∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥1−κ
L1(P)∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥κLp2 (P).

We also have (by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality)

∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥Lp2 (P) ≤ P(∥B∥L∞([0,1]) ≥ a)
1
2 ∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥L2p2 (P)

≲ e−c2a2∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥L2p2 (P).

The scaling property (Lemma 3.3) gives

∥Us,t(ε,B − a)∥L2p2 (P) = ∥Us/(t−s),t/(t−s)(ζ
−H , B − (t− s)−Ha)∥L2p2 (P).

By Lemma 3.6,

∥Us/(t−s),t/(t−s)(ζ
−H , B − (t− s)−Ha)∥L2p2 (P) ≲p2,ζ 1.

It remains to see
∥∥∥S

1
2
s,te

CqSs,t

∥∥∥
Lq1 (P)

≲
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
, if

t− s

s− u
is sufficiently small.

This was essentially proven in [Pic08, Lemma A.1] (our Ss,t corresponds to L therein).

Remark 3.10. We note that a similar reasoning shows that for p < p1 < ∞ if t−s
s−u is sufficiently

small, we have

∥Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)∥Lp(P) ≲ζ,p,p1 ∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P).

Lemma 3.11 (Gaussian change of variable). Recall σY from (34). We have the estimate

E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fv] = e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2E
[
e

XsYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

∣∣∣Fv

]
.

Proof. We set F (η) := E[Us,t(ε, η + Z)] for η ∈ R. Since X,Y and Z are independent and X is
Fv-measurable,

E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fv] = E[F (xs + Ys)]|x=X .

Since Ys is Gaussian with the variance σ2
Y and the mean 0, we observe

E[F (xs + Ys)] =
1√
2π

∫

R
F (xs + σY η)e

− η2

2 dη

=
1√
2π

∫

R
F (σY η)e

− 1
2
(η−σ−1

Y xs)2dη

= e
− 1

2
( xs
σY

)2E
[
e

Ysxs
σ2
Y F (Ys)

]
.

The claim thus follows.
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Lemma 3.12 (Ys must be near 0). For every p1 ∈ (1,∞), if t−s
s−u is sufficiently small, then

∣∣∣E
[
e

xsYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

]
− E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)]

∣∣∣

≲H,p1

|xs|(t− u)H

σ2
Y

e
c(

|xs|(t−u)H

σ2
Y

)2

∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P)

with c depending only on H and p1.

Proof. For Us,t(ε, Ys + Z) to be non-zero, we must have infr∈[s,t] |Ys + Zr| = 0. Therefore,

E
[
e

xsYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

]
− E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)]

= E
[(

e
xsYs
σ2
Y − 1

)
Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)1{∥Z∥L∞([s,t])≥|Ys|}

]
.

Using the inequality
|eλ − 1| ≤ e|λ||λ|, λ ∈ R,

we estimate

∣∣∣E
[(

e
xsYs
σ2
Y − 1

)
Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)1{∥Z∥L∞([s,t])≥|Ys|}

]∣∣∣

≤ |xs|
σ2
Y

E
[
e

|xs|∥Z∥L∞([s,t])

σ2
Y ∥Z∥L∞([s,t])Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

]
,

and, by Hölder’s inequality, the expectation on the right hand side is bounded by

[EUs,t(ε, Ys + Z)p1 ]
1
p1

[
E∥Z∥p2L∞([s,t])

] 1
p2

[
Ee

p3|xs|∥Z∥L∞([s,t])

σ2
Y

] 1
p3

,

where p1, p2, p3 ∈ (1,∞) satisfy
1

p1
+

1

p2
+

1

p3
= 1.

By Remark 3.10, if t−s
s−u is sufficiently small, we have

[EUs,t(ε, Ys + Z)p1 ]
1
p1 ≲p1 [E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)p4 ]

1
p4 , p4 := p21.

Recalling B̃ from Definition 3.2, the scaling property yields

E∥Z∥p2L∞([s,t]) ≤ E∥Z∥p2L∞([u,t]) = (t− u)p2HE∥B̃∥p2L∞([0,1])

and similarly

E
[
e

p3|xs|∥Z∥L∞([s,t])

σ2
Y

]
≤ E

[
e

p3|xs|(t−u)H

σ2
Y

∥B̃∥L∞([0,1])
]
.

Since ∥B̃∥L∞([0,1]) has a Gaussian tail by Fernique’s theorem, there exists a constant c depending
only on H such that

E
[
e

p3|xs|(t−u)H

σ2
Y

∥B̃∥L∞([0,1])
]
≲ e

c(
p3|xs|(t−u)H

σ2
Y

)2

.

Now the claim is proved.

Lemma 3.13 (Sharp bound on U ). For every p1, p2 ∈ (1,∞) we have

∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P) ≲ζ,p1,p2

( t− s

s− v

) H
p1p2 .
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Proof. By the scaling,

∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P) = ∥Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)∥Lp1 (P) = ∥U s−v
t−s

, t−v
t−s

(ζ−H , B̃)∥Lp1 (P).

We set k1 := s−v
t−s and k2 :=

t−v
t−s . We observe

∥Uk1,k2(ζ
−H , B̃)∥p1Lp1 (P)

=
∑

a∈Z
E
[
Uk1,k2(ζ

−H , B̃)p11{B̃k1
∈(a−1,a]}

]

=
∑

a∈Z
E
[
Uk1,k2(ζ

−H , B̃)p11{B̃k1
∈(a−1,a]}1{maxr∈[k1,k2]

|B̃r−B̃k1
|≥|a|−1}

]

≤
∑

a∈Z
E[Uk1,k2(ζ

−H , B̃)p1q2 ]
1
q2 P( max

r∈[k1,k2]
|B̃r − B̃k1 | ≥ |a| − 1)

1
q2

× P(B̃k1 ∈ (a− 1, a])
1
p2 ,

where p−1
2 + (2q2)

−1 = 1 . By Lemma 3.6,

E[Uk1,k2(ζ
−H , B̃)p1q2 ]

1
q2 ≲p1,p2,ζ 1.

Since

∥B̃r1 − B̃r2∥2L2(P) ≤ ∥Br1 −Br2∥2L2(P) ≲ |r1 − r2|2H ,

by Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem and Fernique’s theorem (note that k2 − k1 = 1) we obtain

P( max
r∈[k1,k2]

|B̃r − B̃k1 | ≥ |a| − 1) ≲ e−ca2 .

Finally, considering the density of B̃k1 we see P(B̃k1 ∈ (a−1, a]) ≲ k−H
1 , and the claim follows.

Lemma 3.14 (Fix time of Y ). For every p1 ∈ (1,∞), if t−s
s−u is sufficiently small, we have

|E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)]− E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)]| ≲ζ,p1

( t− s

s− v

)H/p1( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

Proof. As in Lemma 3.9, we get

|E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)]− E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)]| ≲ζ,p1 ∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

We then apply Lemma 3.13.

Lemma 3.15 (σY vs σY+Z). If s−u
s−v ≤ 1

2 , for every p1 ∈ (1,∞), we have
∣∣∣e−

1
2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2 − e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2
∣∣∣ ≲p1 e

− 1
2p1

( Xs
σY +Z

)2
(s− u

s− v

)2H
.

Proof. Recalling (34), we have

|σ−2
Y+Z − σ−2

Y | = σ−2
Y+Zσ

−2
Y

(s− u)2H

2H
≲ σ−2

Y+Z

(s− u

s− v

)2H
.

Using the inequality 1− e−λ ≤ λ for λ ≥ 0, we observe

e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2 − e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2
= e

− 1
2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
{
1− e−

X2
s
2

(σ−2
Y −σ−2

Y +Z)
}

≲ e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

X2
s (σ

−2
Y − σ−2

Y+Z)

≲ e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

σ−2
Y+ZX

2
s

(s− u

s− v

)2H
.

Since supλ≥0 λe
−( 1

2
− 1

2p1
)λ

< ∞, we obtain the claimed estimate.
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Lemma 3.16 (Combining estimates obtained so far). For every p ∈ (1,∞), κ ∈ (1− p−1, 1) and
p1 ∈ (1, 2), if t−s

s−u and s−u
u−v are sufficiently small, we have

E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv] = E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

+R1
v,u,s,t(a) +R2

v,u,s,t(a), (38)

where

∥R1
v,u,s,t(a)∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ,κ E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]1−κe−ca2

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
(39)

with c being a constant depending only on H,κ, p, and almost surely

|R2
v,u,s,t(a)| ≲p1,ζ e

− 1
2p1

( Xs
σY +Z

)2 (t− u)H

σY+Z

( t− s

s− v

)H/p1
+ e

− 1
2
(Xs
σY

)2
( t− s

s− v

)H/p1( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

(40)
In particular,
∥∥∥E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv]− E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]e

− 1
2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲p,ζ,κ

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
+
( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H
. (41)

Proof. In view of Lemma 3.11, we decompose

E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv] = R1 +R2 +R3 +R4 +R5,

where

R1 := E[Us,t(ε,B − a)|Fv]− E[Us,t(ε,Xs + Ys + Z)|Fv],

R2 := e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2E
[
e

XsYs
σ2
Y Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)

∣∣∣Fv

]
− e

− 1
2
(Xs
σY

)2E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)],

R3 := e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2E[Us,t(ε, Ys + Z)]− e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)],

R4 := e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)]− e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)],

R5 := e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2E[Us,t(ε, Y + Z)] = E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

.

By Lemma 3.9,

∥R1∥Lp(P) ≲H,p,ζ E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]1−κe−ca2
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

By Lemma 3.14,

|R3| ≲ζ,p1 e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2
( t− s

s− v

)H/p1( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

To estimate R2, by Lemma 3.12,

|R2| ≲ e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2 |Xs|(t− u)H

σ2
Y

e
c(

|Xs|(t−u)H

σ2
Y

)2

∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P).

If t−u
u−v is sufficiently small, we have

c(
(t− u)H

σY
)2 ≤ 1

2
− 1

2p1
,

hence

|R2| ≲ e
− 1

2p1
(Xs
σY

)2 |Xs|(t− u)H

σ2
Y

∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥Lp1 (P).
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Using the estimate supλ≥0 λe
−( 1

2p1
− 1

2p21
)λ2

< ∞ and Lemma 3.13, we get

|R2| ≲ e
− 1

2p21
(Xs
σY

)2 (t− u)H

σY

( t− s

s− v

)H/p21

≲ e
− 1

2p21
( Xs
σY +Z

)2 (t− u)H

σY+Z

( t− s

s− v

)H/p21
.

Finally, we estimate R4. By Lemma 3.15, we get

|R4| ≲p1 ∥Us,t(ε, Y + Z)∥L1(P)e
− 1

2p1
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
(s− u

s− v

)2H
.

By Lemma 3.13, we obtain

|R4| ≲ e
− 1

2p1
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
(s− u

s− v

)2H( t− s

s− v

)H/p21

≲ e
− 1

2p21
( Xs
σY +Z

)2 (t− u)2H

σY+Z

( t− s

s− v

)H/p21
.

Setting R1
v,u,s,t(a) := R1 and R2

v,u,s,t(a) := R2 +R3 +R4, we get the estimates (39) and (40). In
particular, by the trivial bound on the exponential function and Lemma 3.6,

∥R1
v,u,s,t(a)∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
,

|R2
v,u,s,t(a)| ≲ζ,κ

(s− u

t− s

)H( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H
+
( t− s

s− u

)1−H( t− s

s− v

)(1−κ)H
.

Since t−s
s−v ≤ 1, these bounds lead to (41).

As a final ingredient in the proof of Lemma 3.7, we estimate E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)].

Lemma 3.17 (Asymptotics on constants). For every κ ∈ (0, 1), if t−s
s−u and s−u

u−v are sufficiently small,
we have the estimate
∣∣∣
√
2πε−1σY+ZE[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]− 1

2
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

∣∣∣

≲κ,ζ

( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(1−κ)H
+ (t− s)−κH

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

Proof. By integrating (38) over R with respect to a, we get
∫

R
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]da = E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]E

[ ∫

R
e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

da
]

+ E
[ ∫

R
R1

v,u,s,t(a)da
]
+ E

[ ∫

R
R2

v,u,s,t(a)da
]
. (42)

We will estimate each term of (42).
By the scaling (Lemma 3.3),

∫

R
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]da =

∫

R
E[U s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B − ζH(t− s)−Ha)]da

= ζ−H(t− s)H
∫

R
E[U s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B − a)]da

= ε

∫

R
E[U s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B − a)]da.

We recall the downcrossing Ds,t(ε, w) from (11). By definition, we have

K̄s,t(ε, w) =

∫

R
{Us,t(ε, w − a) +Ds,t(ε, w − a)}da
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Since Ds,t(ε, w) = Us,t(ε,−w − ε) and B
d
= −B, we obtain

∫

R
E[U s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B − a)]da =

∫

R
E[D s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B − a)]da =

1

2
E[K̄ s

t−s
ζ, t

t−s
ζ(1, B)].

By the stationarity of K̄ (Lemma 2.6),

E[K̄ s
t−s

ζ, t
t−s

ζ(1, B)] = E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)].

Therefore,
∫

R
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]da =

E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

2
ε. (43)

Recalling how X depends on a from (33), for any σ > 0

∫

R
e−

1
2
(Xs

σ
)2da =

√
2πσ,

in particular, we have
∫

R
e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

da =
√
2πσY+Z ,

∫

R
e
− 1

2
(Xs
σY

)2
da =

√
2πσY . (44)

Combining (42), (43) and (44), we obtain

∣∣∣
√
2πε−1σY+ZE[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

2

∣∣∣ ≤ ε−1
∑

i=1,2

∫

R
∥Ri

v,u,s,t(a)∥L1(P)da.

It remains to estimate the right-hand side.
By (39),

∥R1
v,u,s,t(a)∥L1(P) ≲ζ,κ E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]1−κe−ca2

( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

By Jensen’s inequality and (43),
∫

R
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]1−κe−ca2da ≲κ

(∫

R
E[Us,t(ε,B − a)]e−ca2da

)1−κ
≲ζ,κ ε1−κ.

This gives an estimate for R1. To estimate R2 we use (40) and (44), and obtain
∫

R
E
∣∣R2

v,u,s,t(a)
∣∣ da = E

∫

R

∣∣R2
v,u,s,t(a)

∣∣da

≲ζ,κ (t− u)H
( t− s

s− v

)(1−κ)H
+ σY

( t− s

s− v

)(1−κ)H( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

Recalling (34), we have σY ≲ (s− v)H . Using also t− u ≤ 2(s− u) and ε = ( t−s
ζ )H , we get

ε−1

∫

R
∥R2

v,u,s,t(a)∥L1(P)da ≲ζ,κ

( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(1−κ)H
+
( t− s

s− v

)−κH( t− s

s− u

)1−H
.

Noting that ( t−s
s−v )

−κH ≤ (t− s)−κH (recall that we assume that 0 ≤ v < s < t ≤ 1), we conclude
the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. By the bound (41) in Lemma 3.16, we have

∥∥∥Us,t(ε,B − a)− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]ε

2
√
2πσY+Z

e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
∥∥∥
Lp(P)
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≲p,ζ,κ

∥∥∥
(
E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

2
√
2πσY+Z

ε
)
e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
∥∥∥
Lp(P)

+
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
+
( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H

if t−s
s−u and s−u

u−v are sufficiently small. By the bound ε
σY +Z

≲ζ (
t−s
s−v )

H ≤ 1 and Lemma 3.17 we have

∣∣∣E[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

2
√
2πσY+Z

ε
∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣
√
2πε−1σY+ZE[Us−v,t−v(ε, B̃)]− 1

2
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

∣∣∣

≲ζ,κ (t− s)−κH
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
+

( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H
.

Therefore,

∥∥∥Us,t(ε,B − a)− E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]ε

2
√
2πσY+Z

e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2
∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲p,ζ,κ (t− s)−κH
( t− s

s− u

)1−H
+
( t− s

s− u

)−H( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H

if t−s
s−u and s−u

u−v are sufficiently small. To optimize, we choose u so that

t− s

s− u
=

( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H
.

Note that, as H < 1/2, the exponent (2− κ)H is less than 1. Therefore, if t−s
s−v is sufficiently small,

then t−s
s−u and s−u

u−v are sufficiently small as well. This gives the claimed bound.

Remark 3.18. Recall Ū from Notation 3.4. Since
∫

R
E[Ūs,t(ε,B − a)]da =

E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)] + 1

2
ε,

we similarly obtain

E[Ūs,t(ε,B − a)|Fv] =
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)] + 1

2
√
2πσY+Z

e
− 1

2
( Xs
σY +Z

)2

ε+ R̄v,s,t

with, provided that t−s
s−v is sufficiently small,

∥R̄v,s,t∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ,κ

( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H(1−H)
(t− s)−κH .

3.2.2 Estimates on the local time

The following is the last technical ingredient for Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 3.19 (Local time approximation). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2). We set

Ãs,t := E[δ0(Bs − a)|Fs−(t−s)](t− s) (45)

=

√
H

π
e
− H

(t−s)2H
E[Bs−a|Fs−(t−s)]

2

(t− s)1−H .

Then, there exists a δ > 0 such that for any p < ∞ and for any partition π of [0, 1],
∥∥∥L1(a)−

∑

[s,t]∈π
Ãs,t

∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲p |π|δ.
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Proof. We write Ls,t(a) := Lt(a)− Ls(a). We use the shifted stochastic sewing (Lemma 2.10). To
this end, it suffices to check

∥Ls,t(a)∥Lp(P) ≲p (t− s)1−H , ∥Ãs,t∥Lp(P) ≲p (t− s)1−H (46)

and
∥E[Ls,t(a)− Ãs,t|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p (s− v)−1−H(t− s)2, t− s ≤ s− v. (47)

The estimate for L in (46) is well known and can be shown for example by (non-shifted) stochastic
sewing with Ξu,v = E[

∫ v
u δ(Br − a)dr|Fu], and the estimate for Ã in (46) is not difficult to show.

Hence, we focus on the estimate (47). In [MP22, Lemma 4.7], an estimate similar to (47) is obtained,
but the exponents therein depend on p. We slightly improve the argument.

We have

E[Ls,t(a)− Ãs,t|Fv] =

√
H

π

∫ t

s

{
e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br−a|Fv ]2

(r − v)−H

− e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Bs−a|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H
}
dr.

For simplification, we replace B − a by B. We decompose the integrand as R1 +R2 +R3, where

R1 := e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(r − v)−H − e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H ,

R2 := e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H − e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H ,

R3 := e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H − e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Bs|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H .

To obtain (47), it suffices to show

∥R1∥Lp(P) + ∥R2∥Lp(P) + ∥R3∥Lp(P) ≲p (s− v)−1−H(t− s).

Since
0 ≤ (s− v)−H − (r − v)−H ≲ (s− v)−H−1(r − s),

we have
|R1| ≲ (s− v)−H−1(t− s).

We observe

e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2 − e

− H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

= e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(1− e−H((s−v)−2H−(r−v)−2H)E[Br|Fv ]2)

≲ e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2E[Br|Fv]

2((s− v)−2H − (r − v)−2H)

≲ e
− H

(r−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2E[Br|Fv]

2(s− v)−2H−1(r − s)

≲ (r − v)2H(s− v)−2H−1(r − s)

≲ (s− v)−1(t− s),

where in the last step we used that (r − v) ≤ (t− s) + (s− v) ≤ 2(s− v). Hence,

|R2| ≲ (s− v)−1−H(t− s).

Finally, we estimate R3. Suppose that E[Br|Fv]
2 ≤ E[Bs|Fv]

2. Then,

∣∣∣e−
H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2 − e

− H

(s−v)2H
E[Bs|Fv ]2

∣∣∣

≤ e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2 H

(s− v)2H
(E[Bs|Fv]

2 − E[Br|Fv]
2).
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Since

E[Bs|Fv]
2 − E[Br|Fv]

2 = 2E[Br|Fv](E[Bs|Fv]− E[Br|Fv]) + (E[Bs|Fv]− E[Br|Fv])
2

and
e
− H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2

(s− v)−H |E[Br|Fv]| ≲ 1,

we obtain
∣∣∣e−

H

(s−v)2H
E[Br|Fv ]2 − e

− H

(s−v)2H
E[Bs|Fv ]2

∣∣∣
≲ (s− v)−H |E[Bs|Fv]− E[Br|Fv]|+ (s− v)−2H |E[Bs|Fv]− E[Br|Fv]|2.

A similar estimate holds if E[Br|Fv]
2 ≥ E[Bs|Fv]

2. Therefore, it remains to note

∥E[Bs|Fv]− E[Br|Fv]∥Lp(P) ≲p (s− v)H−1(t− s).

3.2.3 Concluding estimates

Now we can finish the proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall from Remark 3.8 that we can set T = 1. Let π
be a partition of [0, 1]. By Lemma 3.5,

ε
1
H
−1U0,1(ε,B − a) ≥

∑

[s,t]∈π
ε

1
H
−1Us,t(ε,B − a), (48)

ε
1
H
−1U0,1(ε,B − a) ≤

∑

[s,t]∈π
ε

1
H
−1Ūs,t(ε,B − a). (49)

Here and henceforth, ε is an independent parameter; unlike Subsection 3.2.1, we do not assume the
relation (32).

Lemma 3.20 (Lower bound on U ). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2), p ∈ [2,∞), ε ∈ (0, 1) and ζ ∈ [1,∞). Then,
we have

ε
1
H
−1U0,1(ε,B − a) ≥ 1

2ζ
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]L1(a)−Rε,

where for some δ depending only on H we have

∥Rε∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ ε
δ.

Proof. We define Ã by (45), and we set

Âs,t := Us,t(ζ
−H(t− s)H , B − a)

( t− s

ζ

)1−H
.

By Lemma 3.6, we have

∥Âs,t∥Lp(P) ≲ (t− s)1−H .

By Lemma 3.7,

E[Âs,t|Fv] =
1

2ζ
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]

√
H

π(s− v)2H
e
−HE[Bs|Fv ]

2

(s−v)2H (t− s) +Rv,s,t

=
1

2ζ
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]E[Ãs,t|Fv] +Rv,s,t,

where

∥Rv,s,t∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ,κ

( t− s

s− v

)(2−κ)H(1−H)
(t− s)1−(1+κ)H .
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for any κ ∈ (0, 1). Since H < 1/2, choosing κ sufficiently small, we can suppose that

1− (1 + κ)H >
1

2
, 1− (1 + κ)H + (2− κ)H(1−H) > 1.

Hence, by Lemma 2.10, with some δ = δ(H),
∥∥∥
∑

[s,t]∈π

(
Âs,t −

1

2ζ
E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)]Ãs,t

)∥∥∥
Lp(P)

≲p,ζ |π|δ.

In particular, considering a partition of size ζε
1
H , the claim follows in view of (48) and Lemma 3.19.

Lemma 3.21 (Upper bound on U ). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2), p ∈ [2,∞), ε ∈ (0, 1) and ζ ∈ [1,∞). Then,
we have

ε
1
H
−1U0,1(ε,B − a) ≤ 1

2ζ
(E[K̄0,ζ(1, B)] + 1)L1(a) + R̄ε,

where for some δ depending only on H we have

∥R̄ε∥Lp(P) ≲p,ζ ε
δ.

Proof. In view of Remark 3.18 and (49), the proof is similar to Lemma 3.20.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. It readily follows from Lemma 3.20, Lemma 3.21 and the estimate (22).

3.3 Uniform convergence

A naive application of Theorem 3.1 yields that, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma, for any a ∈ R and for any
ε = (εn)

∞
n=1 with polynomial decay, there exists a measurable set Ωa,ε such that P(B ∈ Ωa,ε) = 1

and for every w ∈ Ωa,ε the limit

lim
n→∞

ε
1
H
−1

n U0,t(εn, w − a)

exists for every t ≥ 0. However, as observed by Chacon et al. [Cha+81], the quantitative estimate in
Theorem 3.1 implies more strongly that we can take Ωa,ε uniformly over a and ε. Furthermore, we
can remove the polynomial decaying condition.

The arguments below are essentially given in [Cha+81] and [Lem83], but we repeat them for the
reader’s convenience. We begin with the following lemma.

Lemma 3.22 (Uniform convergence over grids). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2) and t ∈ (0,∞). We define the
grid

Gk := {ik−7 : i ∈ Z, |i| ≤ k8}, k ∈ N ∪ {0}.

We then have

lim
k→∞

max
x∈Gk

∣∣k−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t(k

−6, B − x)− cH
2
Lt(x)

∣∣ = 0 almost surely.

Proof. In the notation of Theorem 3.1, we have

max
x∈Gk

∣∣k−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t(k

−6, B − x)− cH
2
Lt(x)

∣∣ ≤ ζ−1 sup
x∈R

Lt(x) + max
x∈Gk

Rk,ζ,x.

Since x 7→ Lt(x) is continuous and Lt(·) is supported on

{x ∈ R : |x| ≤ ∥B∥L∞([0,t])},
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we see that supx∈R Lt(x) < ∞ a.s. By Theorem 3.1,

∥max
x∈Gk

Rk,ζ,x∥pp ≤
∑

x∈Gk

∥Rk,ζ,x∥pp ≲p,ζ k
−pδ+8,

where δ is independent of p. Since p can be arbitrarily large, the Borel–Cantelli lemma implies that
almost surely we have

lim
k→∞

max
x∈Gk

Rk,ζ,x = 0

and

lim sup
k→∞

max
x∈Gk

∣∣k−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t(k

−6, B − x)− cH
2
Lt(x)

∣∣ ≤ ζ−1 sup
x∈R

Lt(x).

Since ζ is arbitrary, we complete the proof.

Theorem 3.23 (Uniform convergence to local time, [Lem83, Theorem II.2.4]). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2)
and T ∈ (0,∞). Almost surely, we have

lim
ε→0

sup
t≤T

sup
a∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t(ε,B − a)− cH

2
Lt(a)

∣∣ = 0.

Proof. Firstly, by an elementary argument using monotonicity of U and continuity of L [Lem83,
Note after Theorem II.2.4], it suffices to prove that for each t ∈ (0,∞) we have

lim
ε→0

sup
a∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t(ε,B − a)− cH

2
Lt(a)

∣∣ = 0 a.s.

By Lemma 3.22, we can find an Ω1 ⊆ Ω with P(Ω1) = 1 such that for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and ω ∈ Ω1

there exists an N = N(δ, ω) with the following inequalities:

(k − 1)−6 − (k − 1)−7 > k−6 ∀k ≥ N, (50)
∥B(ω)∥L∞([0,t]) < N − 1, (51)

sup
k≥N

max
x∈Gk

∣∣k−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t(k

−6, B(ω)− x)− cH
2
Lt(x)(ω)

∣∣ < δ. (52)

The argument below holds on the event Ω1. For ε ≤ (N + 1)−6, there exists a unique
m = mε ≥ N + 1 such that

(m+ 1)−6 < ε ≤ m−6.

If |x| ≥ N − 1, then by (51) we have LH
t (x) = 0. On the other hand, if |x| < N − 1, then we define

xk := max
y∈Gk

{y ≤ x}

for all k ≥ N . Since x < xm−1 + (m− 1)−7, we have

• xm−1 ≤ x < x+ ε < xm−1 + (m− 1)−7 +m−6 ≤ xm−1 + (m− 1)−6 and

• x < xm+2 + (m+ 2)−7 < xm+2 + (m+ 2)−7 + (m+ 2)−6 < x+ ε,

where (50) are applied in both items. Hence, defining the two sets Im−1 and Īm+2 as

Im−1 :=
[
xm−1, xm−1 + (m− 1)−6

]
, Īm+2 :=

[
x̄m+2, x̄m+2 + (m+ 2)−6

]
,

where x̄m+2 := xm+2 + (m+ 2)−7, we have the inclusions

Īm+2 ⊆ [x, x+ ε] ⊆ Im−1. (53)
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Now we move to the bound on U . We first observe the monotonicity of U :

U0,t(ε1, B − x1) ≤ U0,t(ε2, B − x2)

provided that [x2, x2 + ε2] ⊆ [x1, x1 + ε1]. The relation (53) thus yields

U0,t((m− 1)−6, B − xm−1) ≤ U0,t(ε,B − x) ≤ U0,t((m+ 2)−6, B − x̄m+2).

Hence,

sup
x∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t(ε,B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣ ≤ Aε + Āε +
cH
2

sup
x,y:|x−y|≤2ε

|Lt(x)− Lt(y)|, (54)

where

Aε := sup
x∈Gmε−1

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣,

Āε := sup
x∈Gmε+2

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t((mε + 2)−6, B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣.

Due to the uniform continuity of Lt(·), the last term of (54) converges to 0. To estimate Aε, we
observe the bound

Aε ≤ sup
x∈Gmε−1

∣∣(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣

+ sup
x∈Gmε−1

∣∣{(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1) − ε

1
H
−1}U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x)

∣∣.

By (52),

lim sup
ε→0

sup
x∈Gmε−1

∣∣(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣ ≤ δ.

On the other hand,

|(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1) − ε

1
H
−1| ≲ |ε− (mε − 1)−6| 1

H
−1

≲ (mε − 1)−7( 1
H
−1).

As (52) implies

sup
ε∈(0,1)

sup
x∈Gmε−1

(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1)U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x) < ∞,

we obtain

lim
ε→0

sup
x∈Gmε−1

∣∣{(mε − 1)−6( 1
H
−1) − ε

1
H
−1}U0,t((mε − 1)−6, B − x)

∣∣ = 0.

Hence, we get lim supε→0Aε ≤ δ, and we get a similar estimate for Āε. Recalling (54), this implies

lim
ε→0

sup
x∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1U0,t(ε,B − x)− cH

2
Lt(x)

∣∣ ≤ 2δ.

Since δ is arbitrary, we conclude the proof.

Recall the total number Ds,t(ε, w) of downcrossings from (11) and the variation Vs,t(P, w) along
Lebesgue partition P from (12). Since the total number of upcrossings and that of downcrossings
can differ by at most 1, almost surely we have

lim
ε→0

sup
t≤T

sup
a∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1D0,t(ε,B − a)− cH

2
Lt(a)

∣∣ = 0 ∀T ≥ 0,

or

lim
ε→0

sup
t≤T

sup
a∈R

∣∣ε 1
H
−1(U0,t(ε,B − a) +D0,t(ε,B − a))− cHLt(a)

∣∣ = 0 ∀T ≥ 0. (55)
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Theorem 3.24 (Uniform convergence of variation, [Lem83, Proposition III.2.1]). Let H ∈ (0, 1/2)
and T ∈ (0,∞). Almost surely, we have

lim
ε→0

sup
t≤T

sup
P: partition of R,

|P|≤ε

|V0,t(P, B)− cHt| = 0.

Proof. We have the identity

V0,t(P, B) =

∫

R

∑

[a,b]∈P
(b− a)

1
H
−1{U0,t(b− a,B − a) +D0,t(b− a,B − a)}1(a,b](x)dx.

Setting I := [−∥B∥L∞([0,T ]), ∥B∥L∞([0,T ])], the occupation density formula yields

|V0,t(P, B)− cHt|

≤
∫

I

∑

[a,b]∈P
(b− a)

1
H
−1|U0,t(b− a,B − a) +D0,t(b− a,B − a)− cHLt(x)|1(a,b](x)dx.

For x ∈ [a, b], we have the bound

|U0,t(b− a,B − a) +D0,t(b− a,B − a)− cHLt(x)|
≤ |U0,t(b− a,B − a) +D0,t(b− a,B − a)− cHLt(a)|

+ cH sup
a1,a2:|a1−a2|≤|P|

|Lt(a1)− Lt(a2)|.

Therefore,

|V0,t(P, B)− cHt| ≤ |I| ×
{

sup
δ≤|P|

sup
a∈R

|U0,t(δ,B − a) +D0,t(δ,B − a)− cHLt(a)|

+ cH sup
|a1−a2|≤|P|

|Lt(a1)− Lt(a2)|
}
.

In view of (55) and the uniform continuity of L, the claim follows.

3.4 Horizontally rough function

In a recent work [CD23], a concept of quadratic roughness has been introduced. This pathwise
quadratic roughness property ensures an invariant notion of quadratic variation, i.e., given two
(appropriate) partition sequences π and σ, quadratic roughness of function x implies [x]π = [x]σ. As
expected, Brownian motion satisfies this quadratic roughness property. In fact, for any deterministic
partition sequence π = (πn) with |πn| log n → 0, we have [B1/2]π(t) = t almost surely. That
is there exists Ωπ ⊂ Ω of full P-measure such that for all ω ∈ Ωπ, [ω]π(t) = t. On the other
hand, by [Dud73] there exists for each ω ∈ Ω a partition π = π(ω) such that [ω]π(ω)(t) = 0, and
therefore ∩πΩπ = ∅. So even for Brownian motion quadratic roughness does not ensure an almost
sure invariance of quadratic variation across all deterministic partitions (partitions purely on time
variable). So an obvious question is: are there any notion of roughness which ensures almost sure
invariance of quadratic variation across a large (uncountable) class of partition sequence? To answer
this question we define the notion of horizontal roughness (the word ‘horizontal’ represents path
dependent Lebesgue type partitions constructed from level crossings).

Definition 3.25 (Horizontally rough: an invariance notion for p-th variation). A function x ∈
C0([0, T ],R) is called horizontally rough if for any t ∈ [0, T ], ρ ∈ R and ε = {εn} with εn ↓ 0,

lim
n→∞

K0,t(εn, x+ ρ)

K0,t(εn, x)
= 1.
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This notion of horizontal roughness is completely pathwise and scale invariant. If a continuous
function x has the horizontally rough property and x also has p-th variation along a uniform Lebesgue
partition, then x has p-th variation along all uniform Lebesgue partition and the p-th variation is the
same across different uniform Lebesgue partitions. Unlike the notion of quadratic roughness defined
in [CD23], this notion of horizontally rough ensures an invariant notion of p-th variation across a
large class of Lebesgue type partitions almost surely i.e. there is a common measure zero set outside
which the p-th variation along any uniform Lebesgue type partition is the same.

Example 3.26. The following are examples of horizontally rough functions.

• From the definition any linear function is horizontally rough.

• Using results from [Cha+81; Lem83], we can show that Brownian motion and more generally
continuous semimartingales are horizontally rough almost surely.

• Theorem 1.4 shows that fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index H < 1/2 is horizontally
rough almost surely.

It is interesting to construct horizontally rough functions sampled from a non-Gaussian, non-
semimartingale process. We leave this and further properties of such functions as a future work.

A An estimate on log-normal distribution

Lemma A.1. Let Z be a standard normal distribution, and let q ∈ [2,∞). We then have

∥eλZ−λ2

2 − 1∥Lq(P) ≤
√
2 log 2

√
q − 1λe(q−1)λ2

, ∀λ ≥ 0.

Proof. By [Nua06, Equation (1.1)], we have

eλZ−λ2

2 − 1 =
∞∑

n=1

λnHn(Z),

where Hn is nth Hermite polynomial. By the triangle inequality,

∥eλZ−λ2

2 − 1∥Lq(P) ≤
∞∑

n=1

λn∥Hn(Z)∥Lq(P).

The hypercontractivity [Nua06, Theorem 1.4.1] implies that

∥Hn(Z)∥Lq(P) ≤ (q − 1)
n
2 ∥Hn(Z)∥L2(P).

Furthermore, by [Nua06, Lemma 1.1.1],

∥Hn(Z)∥L2(P) =
1√
n!
.

Therefore,

∥eλZ−λ2

2 − 1∥Lq(P) ≤
√

q − 1λ
∞∑

n=0

λn(q − 1)
n
2√

n!

≤
√

q − 1λ
( ∞∑

n=0

2−n

n+ 1

) 1
2
( ∞∑

n=0

2nλ2n(q − 1)n

n!

) 1
2

≤
√

q − 1λ
√
2 log 2e(q−1)λ2

.
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