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Consider a finite system of competing Brownian particles on the real line. Each particle moves as a Brow-
nian motion, with drift and diffusion coefficients depending only on its current rank relative to the other
particles. We find a sufficient condition for a.s. absence of a total collision (when all particles collide) and
of other types of collisions, say of the three lowest-ranked particles. This continues the work of Ichiba,
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1. Introduction

1.1. A brief preview of results

We start by describing the concept of competing Brownian particles informally. A formal defini-
tion is postponed until the next section.

Consider N Brownian particles on the real line. Suppose the particle which is currently the
kth leftmost one (we say: has rank k), moves as a Brownian motion with drift coefficient g; and
diffusion coefficient ¢2. In other words, the behavior of a particle depends on its current rank
relative to other particles. This is called a system of competing Brownian particles.

A caveat: if two or more particles occupy the same position at the same time, how do we
resolve ties, that is, assign ranks to these particles? We can use the following “lexicographic”
rule: particles X; with smaller indices i get smaller ranks.

Let X; = (Xx(#),t >0),k=1,..., N, be these particles. Let Wy, ..., Wy be i.i.d. Brownian

motions. Then the particles X1, ..., X are governed by the following SDE:
N
dX;(t) =) 1(X; has rank k at time 1) (g df + o dW; (1)) (1.1)
k=1

Let Yi(¢) be the one of these N particles which has rank k at time z. The processes X;,i =
1,..., N, are called named particles, and Yy, k = 1,..., N, are called ranked particles. If

1350-7265 © 2018 ISI/BS


http://www.bernoulli-society.org/index.php/publications/bernoulli-journal/bernoulli-journal
http://dx.doi.org/10.3150/16-BEJ869
mailto:cam.bruggeman@gmail.com
mailto:sarantsev@pstat.ucsb.edu

Multiple collisions in systems of competing Brownian particles 157

X;(t) = Y (¢), we say that the corresponding particle at time ¢ has name i and rank k. By defini-
tion, the ranked particles satisfy

() =¥ <--- <Yy, 1=0. (1.2)

Weak existence and uniqueness in law for these systems were proved in [3]. Some motivation for
studying these systems is provided later in the Introduction.

This article is devoted to collisions of competing Brownian particles. Let us exhibit some
results proved in this paper; they are corollaries of general theorems from Section 2. Suppose,
for the sake of simplicity, that we have N = 4 competing Brownian particles. We shall present
some results, and explain how they are related to the paper [64].

Theorem 1.1. [fthe following conditions

9012 < 7022 + 70’32 + 703;
3012 < 5022 + 032 + 042;
3(712 + 3042 < 5622 + 5032;
3042 < 012 +022 +5(732;
9042 < 7012 + 7022 + 7032,

hold, then a.s. there does not exist t > 0 such that
Yi(t) =Y2(t) = Y3(t) = Ya(0). (1.3)
Moreover, a.s. there does not exist t > O such that
Yi(t)=Y2(t) and Y3(t) =Ya(2). (1.4)
Theorem 1.2. If the five inequalities from Theorem 1.1 together with

05 = >(of +03)

N =

hold, then a.s. there does not exist t > 0 such that

Yi(#) =Y2(2) = Y3(2). (1.5)
Similar statements (but with other inequalities involving akz, k=1,...,N) can be stated for
any N =5, 6, ..., and for any type of collision between Y1, ..., Yn. We also have the following

statement for N = 4; however, in this case we did not find any specific generalizations for this
result in cases N > 5.

Theorem 1.3. With N =4, if the following condition holds:

012+0425022+a32, (1.6)
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then a.s. there are no t > 0 such that (1.3) and (1.4) hold.

1.2. Relation to previous results from the paper [64]

The results of this paper complement the main result of the companion paper [64]. Let us discuss
the relation between these two papers.

Definition 1. A triple collision at time t occurs if there exists a rankk =2, ..., N — 1 such that
Yi—1(t) = Yi(t) = Yir1(t). A simultaneous collision at time t occurs if there are ranks k # 1
such that such that Yi(t) = Y1), Yi1(t) = Y141 (2).

Note that a triple collision is a particular case of a simultaneous collision. One motivation for
studying triple collisions is that a strong solution to SDE (2.1) is known to exist and be unique
up to the first moment of a triple collision: this was proved in [34]. The question of whether
a classical system of competing Brownian particles a.s. avoids triple collisions was studied in
[33,34], with significant partial results obtained. In our companion paper [64], the following
necessary and sufficient condition was found.

Proposition 1.4. A system of N competing Brownian particles has a.s. no triple collisions and

no simultaneous collisions at any time t > 0, if and only if the sequence (012, ey 0,%,) is concave,
that is,
L2 Z1) <ot k=2,...,N—1 1.7
5(6k71+6k+1)_0k, =2,...,.N—1. (1.7)

If the condition (1.7) is violated for some k =2, ..., N — 1, then with positive probability there
exists t > O such that Yi_1(t) = Y (t) = Y41 ().

An interesting corollary: If there are a.s. no triple collisions at any time t > 0, then there are
a.s. no simultaneous collisions at any time t > 0.
We call the condition (1.7) global concavity, as opposed to local concavity at rank j, with just
one inequality:
1
2 2 2
E(O'j71 +Gj+]) SO'J
Thus, if there is no local concavity at k, then with positive probability there is a triple collision
between Yj_1, Y and Yi41. However, we do not know whether the converse is true: if there is
local concavity at k, then there are a.s. no triple collisions between Yi_1, Yi, Yi+1-

Proposition 1.4 is a condition to avoid all possible triple collisions. If we are interested in
avoiding only an individual triple collision, such as

Yi(t) =Y2(t) =Y3(1),

we can get another sufficient condition for this: see Theorem 1.2 above. This condition is not
stronger than (1.7): we can find diffusion parameters, say

2 2 2 2 _
o =0y =0,=1, o3 =0.9,
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which satisfy the conditions in Theorem 1.2, but do not satisfy (1.7). In this case, there are no
triple collisions of the type

Y1(t) =Y2(1) =Y3(0),

and no simultaneous collisions of the type
Y1(1) = Ya2(2), Y3(t) = Ya(1),
but with positive probability there are triple collisions of the type
Y2(t) =Y3(1) = Yq ().

We can take

ol =a}=1, 022:032:0.9.
Then local concavity fails at ranks 2 and 3. Therefore, with positive probability there exists a
triple collision between ranked particles Y1, Y2, and Y3, and with positive probability there exists
a triple collision between ranked particles Y, Y3, and Y4. However, the five inequalities (2.8) are
satisfied. Therefore, there are no simultaneous collisions of the type

Y1(t) =Ya(1), Y3(t) = Y4(2).

It was noted in [64], Corollary 1.3, that if there are a.s. no triple collisions, then there are a.s. no
simultaneous collisions. As we see in this example, it is possible to find diffusion coefficients so
that the system avoids simultaneous collisions of the type (1.4), but exhibits triple collisions with
positive probability.

Also, the collision as in (1.3) is stronger than a triple or a simultaneous collision.

1.3. Outline of the proofs

The main results of this paper are Theorems 2.3 and 2.4. Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, along with other
examples in Section 2, are corollaries of these two results. Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 are proved in
Sections 3 and 4. Let us give a brief outline of the proofs.

Consider the gaps between the consecutive ranked particles:

Zit)=Y2t)—Y1(t),....Zn 1) =YN@®) — YN_1(D), 0<t<oo0.

These form an (N — 1)-dimensional process in Rﬁ ~!, which is called the gap process and is
denoted by Z = (Z(¢),t > 0). It turns out that Z is a particular case of a well-known process,
which is called a semimartingale reflected Brownian motion (SRBM) in a positive multidimen-
sional orthant. We discuss this relationship in Section 4.2.

Let us informally describe the concept of an SRBM; a formal definition is given in Section 3.1.
Fix the dimension d > 1, and let R := [0, co) be the positive half-axis. Let S = R‘i be the d-
dimensional positive orthant. Fix a drift vector i € R%, a d x d reflection matrix R and another
d x d covariance matrix A. An SRBM in the orthant S with these parameters R, i, A is a Markov
process which:
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(i) behaves as a d-dimensional Brownian motion with drift vector i and covariance matrix
A in the interior of the orthant S;

(ii) ateach face S; :={x € S|x; =0},i =1,...,d, this process is reflected in the direction of
ri, which is the ith column of R.

If r; = e;, where ¢; is the ith vector from the standard basis in R?, then this reflection is called
normal; otherwise, it is called obligue. This process is denoted by SRBMd(R, u, A). The survey
[71] provides a good overview of this process. More information and citations concerning an
SRBM are provided in Section 3.1.

The parameters R, u and A of the SRBM which is the gap process depend on g, 0,,n =
1,..., N, see Section 4.2, equations (4.2), (4.4) and (4.3).

Let us return to the examples above. Consider a system of N =4 competing Brownian par-
ticles. A collision of the type (1.3) is equivalent to Z1(¢) = Z»(¢t) = Z3(t) = 0, that is, to the
process Z hitting the corner of the orthant Ri at time 7. A collision of the type (1.4) is equivalent
to Z1(t) = Z3(t) =0, that is, to the process of gaps Z hitting the edge {x € Ri|x1 =x3 =0} of
the boundary E)Rﬁr of the orthant Ri. Similarly, we can rewrite other types of collisions in terms
of the gap process.

In Section 3, we obtain results concerning an SRBM a.s. avoiding corners or edges. In The-
orem 3.4, we find a sufficient condition for an SRBMd(R, 1, A) to a.s. avoid the corner of the
orthant S = Ri. In Theorem 3.8, we find a sufficient condition for an SRBMd(R, i, A) to a.s.
avoid the “edge”

Sri={xeS|lx;=0,iel}

of a given subset I C {1, ...,d}. This is done by reducing the property of avoiding an edge to
the property of avoiding a corner, and allows us to find a sufficient condition for a.s. avoiding an
edge Sy; see Corollary 3.14.

In Section 4, we find the relationship between the parameters of an SRBM and the parameters
of the system of competing Brownian particles, see (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4). Then we apply results
of Section 3 to finish the proofs of Theorems 2.3 and 2.4.

1.4. Motivation

Systems of competing Brownian particles are used in Stochastic Finance: the process
(X1 XY (1.8)

can be viewed as a stock market model, see [1]. Here, eXi() ig the capitalization of the ith stock
at time ¢t > 0. In real world, stocks with smaller capitalizations have the following property:
logarithms of their capitalizations have larger drift coefficients (which in financial terminology
are called growth rates) and larger diffusion coefficients (which are called volatilities) than that
of stocks with larger capitalizations. It is easy to construct a model (1.8) which captures this
property: just let

g1>g>--->gy and o;>02>--->0pN.
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For applications to financial market models similar to (1.8), see the articles [7,19,36,41,44], the
book [17], Chapter 5, and the somewhat more recent survey [20], Chapter 3.

These systems also arise as discrete analogues of a so-called nonlinear diffusion process, gov-
erned by McKean—Vlasov equation, studied in [14,23,50,51]. As N — 00, systems of competing
Brownian particles converge weakly (in a certain sense) to a nonlinear diffusion process, see [15,
39,66].

Also, let us mention that systems of competing Brownian particles serve as scaling limits
of a certain type of exclusion processes on Z, namely asymmetrically colliding random walks,
see [43].

Systems of competing Brownian particles were also studied in the papers [7,18,32-36,40,52,
53,61].

1.5. Organization of the paper

Section 2 contains rigorous definitions, main results: Theorems 2.3 and 2.4, and examples (in-
cluding the ones mentioned above). Section 3 is devoted to a semimartingale reflected Brownian
motion in the orthant, and contains conditions for it to avoid edges of the boundary of this or-
thant. Section 4 applies results of Section 3 to systems of competing Brownian particles. Proofs
of Theorems 2.3, 2.4 and 1.3 are contained there. Section 5 deals with a generalization of the
concept of competing Brownian particles: the so-called systems with asymmetric collisions. The
Appendix contains a few technical lemmas.

2. Formal definitions and main results

2.1. Notation

We denote by I the k x k-identity matrix. For a vector x = (x1,...,x4) € R, let |x]| :=
(xf 4+ 4 xﬁ)l/ 2 be its Euclidean norm. For any two vectors x, y € R?, their dot product is
denoted by x - y = x1y1 + - -+ + x4y4. We compare vectors x and y componentwise: x <y if
xi<yiforalli=1,...,d;x <yifx; <y;foralli=1,...,d; similarly for x > y and x > y.
We compare matrices of the same size componentwise, too. For example, we write x > 0 for
x e RY if xp=0fori=1,...,d; C=(cij)i<i,j<a = 0if ¢;j > 0 for all i, j. The symbol a
denotes the transpose of (a vector or a matrix) a.

Fixd > 1,andlet I C{l1,..., d} be a nonempty subset. Write its elements in increasing order:
I={i1,....im},1<ij <ir<---<iy<d.Forany x e R, let [x]; := (xiy, ..., x;,) . For any
d x d-matrix C = (¢jj)1<i, j<d, let [C]; := (cii)1<k,i<m- Welet1:=(1, ..., 1)’ (the dimension
of this vector depends on the context).

2.2. Definitions

Now, let us define systems of competing Brownian particles formally. Assume we have the usual
setting: a filtered probability space (€2, F, (F;);>0,P) with the filtration satisfying the usual
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conditions. The term standard Brownian motion stands for a one-dimensional Brownian motion
with drift coefficient zero and diffusion coefficient one, starting from zero.

Definition 2. Consider a continuous adapted RY -valued process
X=(X0,120),  XO=(X1(0),.... Xn@®)"

For every t > 0, let p; be the permutation of {1, ..., N} which:
(i) ranks the components of X (t), that is, Xp,i)(t) < Xp,(j() for 1 <i < j < N;
(ii) resolves ties in lexicographic order: if Xy, i)(t) = Xp,(j)(t) andi < j, then p; (i) < p;(j).

Fix parameters g1,...,gy € Rand o1,...,0ny >0, and let Wy, ..., Wy be i.i.d. standard
(F1)1=0-Brownian motions.
Suppose the process X satisfies the following SDE:

N
dX;(t) = Z 1(p, (k) = i) [ g dt + o dW; (1)], i=1,...,N. 2.1)
k=1
Then X is called a classical system of N competing Brownian particles. For k =1,..., N, the

process
Y= (Yi(0), 1 >0), Yie(@) = Xp, () (1)
is called the kth ranked particle.

We use the term classical to distinguish these systems from similar systems of competing
Brownian particles with so-called asymmetric collisions; more on this in Section 4.

Definition 3. Consider a system from Definition 2. We say that a collision of order M occurs at
time t > 0, if there exists k =1, ..., N such that

Yi(®) = Yiq1 (1) = - = Yiqpm (1).

A collision of order M = 2 is called a triple collision. A collision of order M = N — 1 is called
a total collision.

As mentioned before, a related example of a total collision (for a slightly different SDE) was
considered in the paper [3].

There is another closely related concept. We can have, for example, Y (t) = Y>(¢) and Y4(r) =
Ys(t) = Ye(¢) at the same moment ¢ > 0. This is called a multicollision of a certain order (this
particular one is of order 3).

Definition 4. Consider a system from Definition 2, and fix a nonempty subset I C {1,..., N — 1}.
A multicollision with pattern I occurs at time t > 0 if

Yi(®) = Yiegr1(2) forallk e I.
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We shall sometimes say that there are no multicollisions with pattern I if a.s. there does not exist
t > 0 such that there is a multicollision with pattern I at time t.

A multicollision with pattern / has order M = |I|. If I = {k,k+ 1,...,1 — 2,1 — 1}, then
a multicollision with pattern [ is, in fact, a multiple collision of particles with ranks k, k +
1,...,—1,1.If I ={1,..., N — 1}, this is a total collision. If I = {k, [}, this is a simultaneous
collision. If I = {k, k + 1}, this is a triple collision.

We can immediately state some results which reduce multicollisions to total collisions.

Lemma 2.1. Fix 1 < Ny < Ny < N. Suppose that o1, ...,0n > 0 are such that for a system
of competing Brownian particles with parameters oy, ...,on, a multicollision with pattern
I C{Ny,..., N2} happens with positive probability. Then for a system of competing Brownian
particles with parameters oy, ..., oy this multicollision also happens with positive probability.

Proof. This follows from the relation between multicollisions and hitting edges of Rﬁ - by the
gap process, established in Lemma 4.1, and from Theorem 3.9. [

It is worth providing some references about a diffusion hitting a lower-dimensional manifold:
the articles [6,21,54,55], and the book [22].

In this paper, we are interested in triple and simultaneous collisions, as well as the collisions of
higher order M > 4. We examine whether the classical system of competing Brownian particles
avoid collisions (and multicollisions) with given pattern. This paper contains two main results.
One is a sufficient condition for absence of total collisions. The other is more general: a sufficient
condition for the absence of multicollisions with a given pattern. The approach taken in this
article does not give necessary and sufficient conditions for absence of multicollisions, only
sufficient conditions; neither does it provide conditions for having multicollisions with positive
probability (as opposed to avoiding them).

2.3. Avoiding a multicollision depends only on diffusion coefficients

The following lemma tells us that the property of a system of competing Brownian particles to
avoid multicollisions with a given pattern is independent of the initial conditions x and the drift

coefficients g1, ..., gn. In other words, it can possibly depend only on the diffusion coefficients
2 2
ofy...,0N.

Lemma 2.2. Take a classical system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2. Fix I C
{1,..., N — 1}, a pattern. Let x € RN be the initial conditions, and let P, be the corresponding
probability measure. Denote by

p(g11g21-"1gN9017023"'96N’x) (2'2)

the probability that there exists a moment t > 0 such that the system, starting from x, will expe-
rience a multicollision with pattern I at this moment. For fixed o, ...,on > 0, either

(81,82, .-, 8N, 01,02, ...,0N,x) =0 forallx e R, (gr)1<x<y € RY
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or

P(g1, 82,  gN, 01,02, ..., 0N, X) >0 forallx e RN, (go)1<x<n € RY.
However, in the second case (when the probability (2.2) is positive) the exact value of this
probability depends on the initial conditions x and the drift coefficients g1, ..., gn. This follows

from Remark 5 in [64], Section 3.2, and connection between competing Brownian particles and
an SRBM, discussed just above. The proof is postponed until Appendix.

2.4. Sufficient conditions for avoiding total collisions

Let us introduce some additional notation. Let M > 2. For

a=(ap,...,ay) €eR” and [=1,....M—1,

we define
i M
) 2(IM—1) 5, 2(M+1) y 2M-1DM -1)—-4 )
@) === M 2. (M —D)M 2. o
p=2 p=Il+1
We also denote by o™ := (apy, ..., a1) the vector & with components put in the reverse order.

Note that cpr—1 () = cpy—1(a ). Let

P(a) :==min(cy (@), c1(a ), c2@), e2(a ), ..., em—2(@), cy—a (), cm—1(@)).  (2.3)
For example, in cases M = 2 and M = 3 we have the following expressions for P(x):

Plar, 2) = c1 (1, 42) = —a — a3, (2.4)

8 4 4 2 2 4 2 2
Play, ar, a3) = min<§ot% — —a% — —ot%, —Oé% + al— -’ —a% + —Otg

*2). 25)
— s ——a3 ). (2.
3 333 33 3°1'3 3 33

Theorem 2.3. Consider a classical system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2,
and denote

o:=(01,...,0n).

If P(0) > 0 in the notation of (2.3), then a.s. there is no total collision at any time t > 0.

2.5. Examples of avoiding total collisions

In this subsection, we consider systems of N =3, N =4 and N =5 particles. We apply Theo-
rem 2.3 to find a sufficient condition for a.s. avoiding total collisions. In particular, we compare
our results for three particles to a necessary and sufficient condition (1.7). We also compare
results for N = 4 particles given by Theorems 2.3 and 1.3.
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Example 1. The case of N =3 particles. In this case, “triple collision” is a synonym for “total
collision”. The quantity P(o) is calculated in (2.5). The inequality PP (o) > 0 is equivalent to the
following system:

0‘12 + 032 < 2(722;

2 2 2.
20y <05 +03; (2.6)
2032 < 022 + 012.

In fact, the first inequality in (2.6) follows from the second and the third ones. Therefore, (2.6) is
equivalent to

2012 < 022 + 032;
> > > 2.7
205 <05 +of.
This sufficient condition is more restrictive than (1.7), which for N = 3 particles takes the form
2022 > 012 + 0’32. Therefore, Theorem 2.3 gives a weaker result than the result from [64], men-
tioned in Proposition 1.4. In other words, for three particles the results from this paper do not give
us anything new compared to [33,64], which is not surprising: in [33,64], they found a necessary
and sufficient condition for avoiding total collision for N = 3 particles.

Example 2. The case of N = 4 particles. The result was stated in the Introduction as Theo-
rem 1.1. The condition P(o) > 0 holds, if and only if all the following five inequalities hold:

907 <707 + 7032 + 707

30 <503 —1—032 + 07

307 + 307 <507 + 50%; (2.8)
302 < 012 + 022 + 5032;

9042 < 7012 + 7022 + 7032.

As mentioned in Section 1, let 012 = 022 = of =1, and 032 = 0.9. Then there are triple col-

lisions between the particles Y», Y3 and Y4 with positive probability, because the sequence
(012,022,032,042) is not concave: it does not satisfy the condition (1.7). But the condition
P(o) > 0 is satisfied, hence there are a.s. no total collisions. Note that this example satisfies

the conditions of Theorem 2.3, but fails to satisfy those of Theorem 1.3.
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Example 3. The case of N =5 particles. In this case, P(o) > 0 is equivalent to the following
seven inequalities:

8012 < 7022 + 7032 + 7(742 + 7(752;

6012 < 9022 + 4032 + 4042 + 4(752;

4ot <607 + 6032 +o} +c752;

207 + 202 <303 + 303 + 30 (2.9)
8052 < 7042 + 7032 + 7022 + 70’12;

6052 < 903 + 4032 + 4(722 + 4012;

4652 <60 + 6032 + 03 + ol

By analogy with the previous example, let 012 = 022 = f = 052 =1, and 032 =0.9. Then there
are triple collisions among the particles Y», Y3 and Y4 with positive probability, but a.s. no total
collisions.

Example 4. An application of Theorem 1.3. Take 012 = 032 =10 and 022 = 042 = 1. Then by The-
orem 1.3 there are a.s. no total collisions, but this fails to satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.3.
This, together with Example 2, shows that none of the two results: Theorem 2.3 applied to the
case of N =4 particles, and Theorem 1.3, is stronger than the other one.

2.6. A sufficient condition for avoiding multicollisions of a given pattern

For every nonempty finite subset I C Z, denote by I := I U {max/ + 1} the augmenta-
tion of I by the integer following its maximal element. For example, if I = {1, 2,4, 6}, then
I= {1,2,4,6,7}. A nonempty finite subset / C Z is called a discrete interval if it has the form
{k,k+1,...,1— 1,1} for some k,l € Z, k <. For example, the sets {2}, {3, 4}, {—2, —1, 0} are
discrete intervals, and the set {3, 4, 6} is not. Two disjoint discrete intervals are called adjacent if
their union is also a discrete interval. For example, discrete intervals {1, 2} and {3, 4} are adjacent,
while {3, 4, 5} and {10, 11} are not.

Every nonempty finite subset / C Z can be decomposed into a finite union of disjoint non-
adjacent discrete intervals: for example, I = {1, 2,4, 8,9, 10, 11, 13} can be decomposed as
{1,2} U {4} U {8,9, 10, 11} U {13}. This decomposition is unique. The non-adjacency is nec-
essary for uniqueness: for example, {1,2} U {4} U{8,9, 10} U {11} U {13} is also a decomposition
into a finite union of disjoint discrete intervals, but {8, 9, 10} and {11} are adjacent.

For a vector o = (a1, ..., 0p) € RM define
M
2(M —1)
T@==——2 o, (2.10)
p=1

For every discrete interval I = {k,..., I} < {1,..., N},let P(I) := P(ok,...,07) and T (I) :=
T (o, ...,00).
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Consider a subset / € {1,..., N — 1}. Suppose it has the following decomposition into the
union of non-adjacent discrete disjoint intervals:

I=LULU---Ul,. @2.11)

Definition 5. We say that I satisfies Assumption (A) if

S TAH+PdN=0, i

=1,...,r (2.12)
j=1
J#i
We say that I satisfies Assumption (B) if at least one of the following is true:
e at least two of discrete intervals I, ..., I, are singletons;
e at least one of discrete intervals Iy, ..., I, consists of two elements {k — 1,k}, and the
sequence (01-2) has local concavity at k:
2 1.5 2
O = E(kal +0i41): (2.13)
o there exists a subset
I'=L,UL,U-- U,
which satisfies the Assumption (A).
Remark 2.1. (i) Ifasubset I C{l,...,N—1}isa discEete interval, that is, the decomposition
(2.11) is trivial, then Assumption (A) is equivalent to P (1) > 0.
(ii) If a subset I < {1,..., N = 1} is a discrete interval of three or more elements, then As-
sumption (B) is equivalent to P (1) > 0.
(iii) If a subset I € {1,..., N — 1} contains two elements: I = {k,[}, k < [/, then Assump-

tion (B) is automatically satisfied if k + 1 < [. If k + 1 =, then Assumption (B) is equivalent to
the local concavity at /:

1
2 2 2
o] = E(Um +0j1)-
Indeed, as mentioned in Example 1, the condition P(I) > 0 is more restrictive than local con-
cavity at /.

Theorem 2.4. Consider a system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2. Fix a subset
JC{l,..., N —1}. Suppose every subset I suchthat J €1 C{1,..., N — 1} satisfies Assump-
tion (B). Then there a.s. does not exist t > 0 such that the system has a multicollision with pattern
J attime t.

The following immediate corollary gives a sufficient condition for absence of multicollisions
of a given order (and, in particular, multiple collisions of a given order).
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Corollary 2.5. Consider a classical system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2.
Fix an integer M =3, ..., N, and suppose that every subset I C {1,...,N — 1} with |I| >
M satisfies condition (2.12). Then a.s. there does not exist t > 0 such that the system has a
multicollision (and, in particular, a collision) of order M.

2.7. Examples of avoiding multicollisions

In this subsection, we apply Theorem 2.4 to systems with a small number of particles: N =4
and N = 5. We consider different patterns of multicollisions.

Example 5. Let N = 4 (four particles) and J = {1, 3}. (This was already mentioned in the Intro-
duction, in Theorem 1.1.) A multicollision with pattern J is the same as a simultaneous collision
of the following type:

Yi(t)=Y2(t) and Yi(r) = Ya(2). (2.14)

We need to check Assumption (B) for subsets I = J = {1, 3} and I = {1, 2, 3}. The subset [ =
{1, 2,3} is a discrete interval. According to Remark 2.1, we can apply Example 2, and rewrite
Assumption (B) as the system of five inequalities (2.8). For I = {1, 3}, the decomposition (2.11)
of I into the union of disjoint non-adjacent discrete intervals has the following form: 7 = {1} U
{3}. Therefore, Assumption (B) is always satisfied. Therefore, the system of five inequalities
(2.8) is sufficient not only for avoiding total collisions in a system of four particles, but also for
avoiding multicollisions (2.14), with pattern J = {1, 3}.

Example 6. Let N =4 and J = {1,2}. Let us find a sufficient condition for a.s. avoiding triple
collisions of the type Y () = Y2(¢) = Y3(¢). (This was already mentioned in the Introduction, as
Theorem 1.2.) There are two subsets / such that J C I C{1,2,3}: I ={1,2}and I ={1, 2, 3}.
These two sets are both discrete intervals. As mentioned in the Remark 2.1, Assumption (B) for
I ={1,2,3} is equivalent to (1) > 0, which, in turn, is equivalent to (2.8). Assumption (B) for
I = {1, 2} is equivalent to local concavity at index 2: 2022 > 012 + 032. We can write this as the
system of six inequalities: local concavity at 2 and the five inequalities (2.8) from Example 2.

Example 7. Consider N =5 (five particles) and take the pattern J = {1, 2, 3}. This corresponds
to a collision of the following type:

Y1) =Y2(t) =Y3(t) = Yu(2). (2.15)

There are two subsets I such that J € 1 € {1,2,3,4}: [ =J ={1,2,3} and I = {1, 2, 3,4}.
These two sets are both discrete intervals. As mentioned in the Remark 2.1, Assumption (B) for
each of these sets I takes the form P(I) > 0: P({1,2,3,4}) > 0 and P({1,2,3,4,5}) > 0. We
can write them as the system of twelve inequalities: the five inequalities (2.8) from Example 2,
and the seven inequalities (2.9) from Example 3.

Example 8. Consider N =5 and take the pattern J = {1, 2, 4}. This corresponds to a collision

Yi(t) = Ya(t) = Y3(t) and Ya(t) = Ys(t). (2.16)
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There are two subsets I suchthat J C 1 C{1,2,3,4}: I =J ={1,2,4}and I ={1, 2, 3,4}. The
set [ ={1,2, 3,4} is a discrete interval; by Remark 2.1, Assumption (B) for / = {1, 2, 3, 4} takes
the form P ({1, 2, 3,4,5}) > 0. This is equivalent to the conjunction of the seven inequalities
(2.9) from Example 3. For I = {1, 2, 4}, the situation is more complicated. The decomposition
of this [ into a union of disjoint non-adjacent discrete intervals is I = {1, 2} U {4}. Therefore,
Assumption (B) holds for this set I in one of the following cases:

e if there is local concavity at 2: 022 > (0’12 + 0’32) /2;

e Assumption (A) holds for {1, 2}, which is equivalent to P ({1, 2, 3}) > 0, which, in turn, is
a stronger assumption than local concavity at 2 (see Example 1);

e Assumption (A) holds for {4}, which is when P ({4, 5}) > 0; but this is never true, see (2.4);

e Assumption (A) holds for {1, 2} U {4}, which is equivalent to

T({1,2,3}) +P({4.5}) =0, T({4,5}) + P({1,2,3}) = 0. (2.17)

But P({4, 5}) = P(04, 05) = —0; — 02, as in (2.4), and P({1, 2, 3}) = P(01, 02, 03) is given by
(2.5). Therefore, we have:

T({1,2,3) +P({4.5) = g(af +05+05) —o0f —03 >0, (2.18)

which can be written as
407 4 403 + 407 > 307 + 302, (2.19)
The other condition 7 ({4, 5}) + P({1, 2,3}) > 0 is equivalent to the system of the following
three inequalities:
4012 + 40’32 < 8022 + 3042 + 3052;
4of <20} +203 4307 +302; (2.20)
4032 < 2012 + 2022 + 3042 + 3052.

Therefore, (2.17) is equivalent to the system of (2.19) and (2.20):

4o + 4032 <807 + 307 + 3652;
4(712 < 2022 + 2032 + 3042 + 3052;
4032 < 20'12 + 2022 + 3042 + 3052;
4012 + 4(722 + 4032 > 3042 + 3(752.

221

Assumption (B) holds for 7 = {1, 2} U {4} if and only if there is local concavity at 2 or (2.21)
hold. Thus, the system of seven inequalities (2.9) from Example 3, together with local concavity

at 2 or the four inequalities (2.21), is a sufficient condition for avoiding multicollisions of pattern
{1,2,4}.

Remark 2.2. We can also make use of the condition (1.6) instead of the five inequalities (2.8).
If the condition (1.6) is satisfied, then there are a.s. no simultaneous collisions (2.14) at any
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time ¢ > 0. Similarly, in all of the examples involving N = 4 particles avoiding certain types
of collisions, we can substitute the condition (1.6) instead of the five inequalities (2.8), and the
statement will still be true. In Example 6, the two conditions: (1.6) and the local concavity at
the index 2, guarantee absence of triple collisions Y1(¢) = Y>(¢) = Y3(¢). The same works for
Examples 7 and 8.

Example 9. Suppose we have three or more particles: N > 3. Consider the case when all dif-
fusion coefficients are equal to one: o1 = --- = o = 1. Then there are no triple and multiple
collisions, as well as no multicollisions of order M > 3. To show this, we do not even need to use
Theorem 2.4. Indeed, using Girsanov transformation as in [64], Section 3.2, we can transform
the classical system of competing Brownian particles into N independent Brownian motions with
zero drifts and unit diffusions. Since the Bessel process of dimension two a.s. does not return to
the origin, there are a.s. no triple collisions and multicollisions of order M > 3 for the system of
independent Brownian motions.

Still, we can apply our results of this article to the case of unit diffusion coefficients. Consider
total collisions and apply Theorem 2.3. Let oy =---=oy =1,s0thatoc =1=(1,1,...,1)’;
then it is straightforward to calculate that

cl(a)zcz(a(_)=2N—6, I=1,...,N—1.
Therefore, we have:
P(o) = min(cl(a), ...,en—2(0),en—1(0), cl(a(_), e CN_2(0‘<_)) =2N-6>0.

Apply Theorem 2.3: the system avoids total collisions. How does this result change if we move
the diffusion coefficients 012, e a]%, a little away from 1? In other words, if the vector ¢ is in a
small neighborhood of 1=(1,...,1) € R what can we say about absence of total collisions?

If N =3, then P(1) = 0. Even in a small neighborhood of 1, we can have either P(c) >0
or P(c) < 0. Therefore, we cannot claim that in a certain neighborhood of 1 we do not have
any total (in this case, triple) collisions. This is consistent with the results of [64]. Indeed, the
inequality (1.7) takes the form

0} > ~(of +03). (2.22)

N =

This becomes an equality for o = (07, 03, 03)" = 1. The point 1 lies at the boundary of the set of
points in R? given by (2.22). Or, equivalently, in any neighborhood of 1 there are both points &
which satisfy (2.22) and which do not satisfy (2.22).

But for N > 4 (four or more particles), we have: P(1) > 0. Since P (o) is a continuous func-
tion of o, there exists a neighborhood U/ of 1 such that for all o € U we have: P(c) > 0, and the
system of competing Brownian particles does not have total collisions.
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3. Semimartingale reflected Brownian motion (SRBM) in the
orthant

3.1. Definitions

We informally described a semimartingale reflected Brownian motion (SRBM) in the orthant in
Section 2. Now, let us define this process formally. Fix d > 1, the dimension. Let us describe the
parameters of an SRBM: a drift vector u € R, ad x d-matrix R = (rij)<i,j<a With r;; =1,
i=1,...,d, which is called a reflection matrix, and another d x d symmetric positive definite
matrix A = (a;j)1<i, j<d, which is called a covariance matrix. Recall the notation: § = Rﬁ. Our
goal is to define a Markov process in S which behaves as a Brownian motion with drift vector p
and covariance matrix A in the interior of S, and reflects in the direction of the ith column of R
on the face §;, foreachi =1, ...,d.

Let (2, F, (Ft)r>0, P) be the standard setting: a filtered probability space with the filtration
satisfying the usual conditions.

Definition 6. Fix x € S. Consider the following three processes:

(i) a continuous adapted S-valued process Z = (Z(t),t > 0);
(ii) an ((Ft)r>0, P)-Brownian motion B = (B(t),t > 0) in R? with drift vector u and covari-
ance matrix A, starting from B(0) = x;
(iii) another continuous adapted R% -valued process

L=(L@®),1>0), L@®=(Li(®),....Ly®),
such that the following is true:
Z({t)=B(t)+ RL(t) fort >0,

and for each k =1, ...,d, the process Ly has the following properties: it is nondecreasing,
L;(0) =0, and

/ " Ze dLu =0,
0

that is, Ly can increase only when Zj; = 0.

Then the process Z is called a semimartingale reflected Brownian motion (SRBM) in the or-
thant S, with drift vector ., covariance matrix A, and reflection matrix R, starting from x. The
process B is called the driving Brownian motion for the SRBM Z. The process L is called the
vector of regulating processes for Z, and its ith component L; is called the regulating process
corresponding to the face S; of the boundary 0S. As mentioned before, the process Z is denoted
by SRBM4(R, ., A).

Let us define a few classes of matrices; see also a useful equivalent characterization in [64],
Lemma 2.5.
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Definition 7. Consider a d x d-matrix R = (r;j)1<i, j<da. It is called a reflection matrix if r;; = 1
fori=1,...,d.Itis called a completely-S matrix if for all nonempty I C {1, ...,d} there exists
u € R such that u > 0 and [R]ju > 0. It is called a reflection nonsingular M-matrix if ri; = 1
fori=1,...,d,rij <0 fori# j, and the spectral radius of the matrix I; — R is less than 1. It
is called strictly copositive if it is symmetric and for every x € S \ {0} we have: x'Rx > 0.

Now, let us state a general existence and uniqueness theorem for this process was proved in
[28,59,67]; see also the survey [71].

Proposition 3.1. Fix any point x € S. If R is a reflection nonsingular M-matrix, then there
exists and is unique in the strong sense an SRBM? (R, 1, A), starting from x. If, more generally,
R is a completely-S reflection matrix, then this process exists and is unique in the weak sense.
These processes for all x € S together form a Feller continuous strong Markov family.

An SRBM in the orthant is the heavy traffic limit for series of queues, when the traffic intensity
tends to one, see [25,57,58]. We can also define an SRBM in general convex polyhedral domains
in R?, see [13]. An SRBM in the orthant and in convex polyhedra has been extensively studied,
see the survey [71], and articles [4,5,8,10-13,16,25-30,42,45-49,56,59,67-70,72].

For any subset I C {1,...,d}, we let §; := ﬂie] S; ={x € S|x; =0fori € I}. If an
SRBM (R, 1, A) starts from z € S, we denote the corresponding probability measure as P..

The following proposition was shown in [64], Section 3.2.

Proposition 3.2. Fix a d x d reflection nonsingular M-matrix R and a positive definite sym-
metric d X d-matrix A. Let u € R?. Denote Z = (Z(t),t > 0) = SRBMd(R, u, A). Consider the
statement

P.(3r>0:Z(t) € S;) =0, 3.1)

Whether it is true or false does not depend on the initial condition z € S or on the drift vector
w € R%; it depends only on the reflection matrix R and the covariance matrix A.

This justifies the following definition, taken from [64].
Definition 8. An SRBMd(R, W, A) does not hit Sy, or avoids Sy, if for every z € S, we have:
P.(3t>0:Z()€S;)=0. (3.2)
An SRBMY(R, i, A) hits S; if for every z € S, we have:
PZ(EIt >0:Z() ¢ SI) > 0. (3.3)

Remark 3.1. For every fixed nonempty I C {1, ..., d}, either (3.2) or (3.3) holds. In other words,
either all the probabilities on the left-hand side of (3.2) are simultaneously positive for all z € S,
or they are all simultaneously equal to zero for all z € S. The property of a.s. avoiding a given
edge does not depend on the initial condition, or on the drift vector ;. However, if the probability
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on the left-hand side (3.2) is positive, then its exact value does depend on z and p; see Remark 5
in [64], Section 3.2.

Definition 9. An SRBM?(R, i, A) avoids edges of order p, if it does not hit Sy for any subset
1 C{1,...,d} with p elements. An SRBM?(R, W, A) avoids the corner if it does not hit edges
of order p =d. An SRBM%(R, i, A) avoids non-smooth parts of the boundary if it does not hit
edges of order p = 2.

3.2. Main results

Here, we state our main results for an SRBM in the orthant. There are three important theorems.
First, we provide a sufficient condition for not hitting the corner, and another sufficient condition
for hitting the corner. Taken together, they do not give us a necessary and sufficient condition,
because there is a gap between them. In this respect, the results of this paper is different from
that of [64], where we gave a necessary and sufficient condition for avoiding non-smooth parts
of the boundary.

A remaining question is about hitting or avoiding a given edge S; of the boundary 9S. We
provide another theorem which reduces it to the question of not hitting the corner. This gives us
a sufficient condition for not hitting the given edge of 9.S. The last of these three main results is
a sufficient condition for hitting a given edge of 9.S.

For a strictly copositive d x d-matrix Q = (¢ij)1<i, j<a and consider the following constants:

"QOA "QOA
¢+ (Q) := max M’ c_(Q):= min M
xes\{oy x'QOx xes\(0} x'QOx

Lemma 3.3. For a positive definite matrix A, the numbers c+(Q) are well defined and strictly
positive.

The (rather straightforward) proof is postponed until the Appendix. The following theorem is
our main result about an SRBM hitting the corner.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose R is a completely-S reflection matrix, and A is a positive definite sym-
metric matrix. Take a strictly copositive nonsingular d x d-matrix Q.
(1) If the following conditions are true:

tr(QA) =2cy(Q) and (QR)ij =0  fori#j, (3.4)

then the SRBMd(R, i, A) does not hit the corner.
(ii) If the following conditions are true:

0=<tu(QA) <2c¢_(Q) and (QR)ij<0  fori#], (3.5)
then the SRBMd(R, i, A) hits the corner.

An important example of such matrix M is given in the next corollary.



174 C. Bruggeman and A. Sarantsey
Corollary 3.5. Suppose the matrix R is a reflection nonsingular M-m@rix for which there exists
a diagonal matrix C = diag(cy, ..., cq) withcy, ..., cq > 0, such that R = RC is symmetric.

(1) If the following condition is true:

(R A)>2c, (R, (3.6)

then the SRBMd(R , b, A) does not hit the corner.
(ii) If the following conditions are true:

0<t(R 'A) <2 (R), 3.7)
then the SRBMY (R, i, A) hits the corner.

Theorem 3.4 applies also to completely-S reflection matrices which are not reflection nonsin-
gular M-matrices (that is, they contain positive off-diagonal elements). The following is a useful
corollary, which can be viewed as a generalization of Corollary 3.5, because for a reflection non-
singular M-matrix R we have: R = R.

Corollary 3.6. Take a completely-S reflection matrix R = (rij)1<i, j<a. Consider the matrix R—
(Fij)1<i, j<d. defined as

1, i=J;
Tij = Tij» rij < 0;
O, rij > 0.

Assume R is a reflection nonsingular-M matrix. Also, suppose there exists a diagonal matrix
C =diag(cy,...,cq) withcy,...,cq > 0, such that R = RC is symmetric. If the following con-
dition is true:

w(R ' A)>2c, (R, (3.8)

then the SRBMd(R , i, A) does not hit the corner.

Proof. Just take Q = R~ and apply Theorem 3.4. We need only to prove that (QR); ;>0 for
i # j. But all elements of Q are nonnegative, and so

d d
(QR)ij = _qirij = Y qikFrj = (QR);; =0.

k=1 k=1

Example 10. Let d =2, and

1 2 1 0
r=y 3] a-n=fs Y]
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Then R = I, and R '= I,. Therefore,

/
c+(E_l) _ x"Irx

max =1 and tr(E_lA) =tr(lp) = 2.
xeS\{0} x'Irx

Thus, condition (3.8) holds, and the SRBM?(R, i, A) does not hit the corner.

Sometimes the numbers c+ (Q) are difficult to calculate. Let us give useful estimates of ¢ (Q)
from above, and of c_(Q) from below.

Lemma 3.7. If the matrix Q = (gij)1<i,j<d Satisfies q;j > 0 foralli, j=1,...,d, then

(QA”Q)ij’ c(0)>7_(0):= min (QAQ)ij.

Isi<j=d  qij I=isj=d  qij

c+(Q) =cy(Q) =

The next theorem establishes a connection between not hitting the corner and not hitting an
edge. It is similar to results from [34], and we took the proof technique from [34].

Theorem 3.8. Tuke a completely-S reflection matrix R. Consider an SRBM?(R, ., A). Fix a
nonempty subset J C {1, ..., d}. Suppose the process

SRBMI([R1y, (1111, [Al)  foreachJ S1C{l,...,d}
does not hit the corner. Then an SRBM? (R, i, A) does not hit the edge S .

The last of our main results about SRBM links hitting corners to hitting edges. Note that in this
case, the condition that R is a reflection nonsingular M-matrix, rather than just a completely-S
matrix, is crucial; the reader can see that the proof heavily uses comparison techniques from [65],
which, in turn, apply the condition that R is a reflection nonsingular M-matrix.

Theorem 3.9. Consider an SRBM?(R, i1, A) with a reflection nonsingular M-matrix R. Fix a
nonempty subset I C {1, ...,d}. Suppose an SRBM'”([R]I, [1lr, [Al;) hits the corner. Then an
SRBMY(R, 1, A) hits the edge S;.

The rest of the section will be devoted to the proofs of Theorems 3.4, 3.8 and 3.9.

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.4
First, we present an informal overview of the proof, and then give a complete proof.

3.3.1. Outline of the proof

First, we show (i). Let Z = (Z(¢),t > 0) be an SRBMd(R, u, A), starting from z € S. By Propo-
sition 3.2, we can assume z € S \ 95, and u = 0. Consider the function

F(x):=x"0Ox. (3.9
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The matrix Q is strictly copositive. Therefore, if F(x) = 0 for a certain x € S, then x = 0.
Therefore, the process Z hits the corner if and only if the process F(Z(-)) hits zero. Let L =
(L(#),t = 0) be the vector of regulating processes for Z, and let B = (B(t), t > 0) be the driving
Brownian motion for Z, so that we have:

Z(t) = B(r) + RL(1), t=>0. (3.10)
If we write an equation for F(Z(-)) using the It6—Tanaka formula, we get:
dF(Z(t)) =B@)dr +dM(¢) +di(r),

where [ = (I(¢),t > 0) is a nondecreasing process, and M = (M(t),t > 0) is a local martingale.
Since we wish to prove that F(Z(¢)) > O for all + > 0, we can eliminate the term /. In other
words, it suffices to prove this property of staying positive for the process U = (U(¢),t > 0)
given by

dU (t) = B(t) dt +dM(2).

It turns out that the drift coefficient 8 is constant. The local martingale M = (M (¢), t > 0) can be
represented as dM(¢) = p(¢) dW (t), where W = (W (t),t > 0) is a standard Brownian motion.
The diffusion coefficient p(¢) is comparable with that in the SDE for Bessel squared process.
After an appropriate random time-change, we can make the diffusion coefficient exactly equal
to the one for a Bessel squared process. However, this will not turn our process into a Bessel
squared process. Indeed, the drift coefficient for the new process will not be constant (and for a
Bessel squared process, it is constant). Still, we can bound this drift coefficient from below by 2.
But we know that a Bessel squared process hits zero if and only if its index is less than two.
Therefore, our time-changed process (together with the original process F(Z(-))) does not hit
zero. This, in turn, means that the process Z does not hit the origin. The proof of (ii) is similar,
only there the process [ = (I(¢),t > 0) is nonincreasing, and we bound the new drift coefficient
from above by something strictly less than 2. Together, this means that the process F(Z(-)) does
indeed hit zero, and the process Z hits the origin.

3.3.2. Complete proof

We split the proof into several lemmata.
Lemma 3.10. The process F(Z(-)) can be represented as
dF(Z(1)) = p() dW (t) + tr(QA) dt +1(2), 3.11)
where W = (W(t), t > 0) is a standard Brownian motion,
p():=(Z'10A0Z1)"?,  1>0. (3.12)

andl = (I(t),t = 0) is a continuous nondecreasing process with 1(0) = 0.
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The proof of this lemma involves little more than applying It6—Tanaka’s formula and some
computations. It is postponed until the end of this subsection. Assuming we established this
lemma, let us complete the proof.

Define

v :=inf{t > 0|Z(r) =0} = inf{r > 0| F(Z(1)) = 0}.

Then t > 0 a.s., because Z(0) = x > 0. For s < t, we have Z(s) € S\ {0}, and F(Z(s)) > 0. It
follows from the definition of constants c4 that

Lip__ pG) 1(2/(S)QAQZ(S))”2
Z/(5)QZ(s)

L 1p
§C+ .

IA

2 S2F2(z2(s)) 2

Make the following time change:

A(t)::/tﬂds, t<Tt.
0 4F(Z(s)) -

By [62], Lemma 2, this is a strictly increasing function on [0, t] with A(0) = 0. Denote ¢ :=
A(7). Define the inverse of A by

x(s) = inf{t >0]A(r) > s}.
Lemma 3.11. The time-changed process
V= (V(s), s < 1:0) defined by V (s) = F(Z(X (s))),
satisfies the following equation:
dF(Z(x(s))) = B(s)ds + 2V /2 (s) dW (5) +(s), (3.13)

where 1(s) := I(x(s)) is a nondecreasing process, B = (B(s),s < 19) is a certain drift coeffi-
cient satisfying B(s) > B > 2 forall s € [0, 79), and W = (W (s), s > 0) is a standard Brownian
motion.

Proof. By [62], Lemma 2, the process V = (V (s), s > 0) satisfies the following equation:

V(s)
dv(s) = tr(QA)m ds +2V12(s)dW (s) +1(x (5)).

Here, W = (W (¢), t > 0) is yet another standard Brownian motion. Note that

PP _Z'(9QAQZ(s) _ 1
4F(Z(s))  4Z/(s)QZ(s) — 4t

1 <A'(s)=
4c,_ s) =

Therefore, the mapping A : [0, T) — [0, T9) is one-to-one, and T = oo if and only if 79 = oo.
Note that
Vv
2 © >,
p=(x(s))
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and tr(QA) > 2c¢4 > 0. Therefore,

V(s)
p2(x(s)) ~

This completes the proof. O

tr(QA) ———— tr(QA)c+ =:5=>2.

Now, note that we have:
P(3r>0:F(Z(1))=0)=0 ifandonlyif P(3s>0:V(s)=0)=0.

Suppose the condition (3.4) holds. We need to prove that the process Z does not hit the corner.
Assume the converse. Then P(z < 00) > 0, and P(7p < 00) > 0. On the event {7y < 00}, we
have: V (7p) = 0. Consider the squared Bessel process V=((s),s>0), given by the equation

dV(s) =2V 2 (s)dW(s) + Bds,  V(0) = V(0).

Since B > 2, it is known (see, e.g., [60], Section 11.1, page 442) that V a.s. does not hit 0. Tt
follows from Lemma A.2 in the Appendix that V (s) > V(s) as. for s < 19. If 79 < 00, then by
continuity V (tp) > V(1) > 0, but V(79) = 0. This contradiction completes the proof of (i). The
proof of (ii) is similar.

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Recall the definition of function F' from (3.9). Since the matrix Q is
strictly copositive, we have: F(x) > 0 for x € S\ {0}. Since the matrix Q is symmetric, the first
and second order derivatives of the function F are

92F

axiax]'

BF
- =(20x); = 2qukxk,

k=1

=2qij, i,j:l,...,d.

Note that (Z;, Z;); = (B;, Bj); = a;;t. By the Itd—Tanaka formula applied to the process Z from
(3.10) and the function F' from (3.9), we have:

d
oF
F(z@) = Za— Z1))dZi(0) + 5 ZZB o Z0)4Zi. Z)):
J

i=1 i=1j=

d d d d d

Z 20Z®)),dBi() + Y > (20Z®)),ri dLe(t) + Y gijaij dt
i=1 i=1 k=1 i=1 j=1

d d d

d d
=23 "> g Zi0)dBi(t) +2) > " qi; Zj(O)ri dLi(t) + tr(QA) dt.

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1k=1

Let us show that the following process is nondecreasing:

1(t) :—/ ZZZZq,,Z ($)rik dLg(s)ds.

i=1 j=1k=1
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Indeed,
d d d
ZZunz (OrixdLi(1) = ZZZ pji Z;(t)rix dLi ()
i=1 j=1k=1 i=1 j=1k=1
d d
=Y Y QR Z; (1) dLi (1)
j=lk=1
d
=Y (QR);;Z;()dL;(t) + Y (OR)jk Z;(t) dLi(1).
j=1 k#j
For each j =1,...,d, the regulating process L; can grow only if Z; = 0: we express this by

writing Z;(t)dL () = 0. And for k # j, we have: (QR) jx > 0 by assumptions of Theorem 3.4,
and Z;(t) = 0, dLy(t) = 0 by definition. Therefore, the process / is nondecreasing.

Now, recall that By, ..., By are driftless one-dimensional Brownian motions (they are driftless,
because the drift 4 = 0, according to our assumptions). Therefore, the following process is a
continuous local martingale:

M= (M@),1>0), M(t) —222/ 0i;Zj(s)dBi(s).

i=1 j=1
We can represent the process F(Z(-)) as follows:
dF(Z(1)) =dM (1) + tr(QA) dr 4 di ().

Let us calculate the quadratic variation of M. Recall that, by definition of the process B,
(Bi, Bj); = a;jt. Let

t t
Ml'j(t)Z/ / Zj(s)qidei(S), i,j= 1,...,d.
0o Jo
Fori, j,k,l=1,...,d, we have:
t
(Mij, Myp); =/ Z;(5)qij Zi(s)qriair ds.
0

But the quadratic variation of M = Y| 27:1 Mi;j is equal to the sum

> (Mij, My) I—ZZZZ/ Zj(s)qij Zi(s)gkiaik ds

=1 i=1 j=1k=11=1

M&
Mm

=2

d

-
~.
I
_
~
I
_

d

t t
Zfo Zj(S)qz'jaikcIkzZI(S)dS=f0 (Z'()0AQZ(s)) ds

11=1

M&
M&

d
i=1 j=1k
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Then we can represent M as the stochastic integral
t [—
M) = 2/ p(s)dW(s),
0

where W = (W(t),t > 0) is a standard Brownian motion. This completes the proof of
Lemma 3.10. O

3.4. Proof of Theorem 3.8

We prove this theorem using induction by d. The induction base is trivial. Induction step: assume
that the statement is true for d — 1 instead of d, and try to prove it for d. For ¢ € (0, 1), let
K. ={x e Sle <|x|| <e~'}. Fix a point z € § \ {0}, so that z € K, for all &£ > 0 small enough.
Start a copy of an SRBMd(R, u, A) from z (we can assume this by Proposition 3.2). Denote this
copy by Z = (Z(t),t > 0), and let B = (B(t),t > 0) be its driving Brownian motion. Let

t:=inf{t > 0|Z(1) € S}
be the first moment when the process Z hits the edge S;. We need to show that T = oo a.s. Let
ne :=inf{r > 0|Z(t) € K. }.

Note that 1, < 1, when &’ < ¢, and lim, 10 e = 00, because by assumptions of the theorem the
process Z does not hit the corner: Z(¢) # 0 for all + > 0 a.s. It suffices to show that 7 > 7, for all
e €(0,1).Fixan e € (0, 1). For every x € K., there exists an open neighborhood U (x) of x with
the following property: there exists some index i =i(x) € {1,...,d} such that for all y € U(x)
we have: y;(x) > 0. Since K, is compact, we can extract a finite subcover U (x1), ..., U(xy).
Without loss of generality, let us include the neighborhood U (xp) of xo = z into this subcover.
Now, define a sequence of stopping times:

79:=0, jo:=0; Tip1 i=inf{r > 7| Z(t) ¢ U(xp)}.

and ji1 is defined as any j =0, ..., s such that Z(7x41) € U(x;). Suppose that, at some point,
we cannot find such j; in other words,

Z(t1) ¢ Uxjp) UU (xj)U---UU(xj).

Then the sequence of stopping times terminates, and we denote K := k 4 1. In this case, we have
defined 9, jo, T1, j1,---> Tk—1, jK—1, Tk - If the sequence does not terminate, we let K = co. We
have:

Z;(t)>0 fort € [tg, r+1), k < K.

The sequence (i) can be either finite or countable. Recall that U(x;), j =0, ..., s is a cover of
K. Therefore, sup; 7y > 1. It suffices to show that t > t;. We prove this using induction by k.
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Induction base: k =1.1If jo € I, then Z,(¢) > O for t < 71, and Z(z) ¢ S;. In this case, T > 1
is straightforward. Now, if jo ¢ I, then consider the set J := {1,...,d} \ {jo}. We have the
following representation:

([za@A)], 1 20)=(Z@ A1), 1 20),

where Z = (Z(t),t > 0) is an SRBM¢~! ([R1y, ]y, [Aly), starting from [z];, with the driving
Brownian motion [B]; = ([B(#)];, t > 0). This process Z is well defined, since the matrix [R];
is a reflection nonsingular M-matrix, and by Proposition 3.1 there exists a strong version of Z.
By the induction hypothesis, a.s. there does not exist ¢ > 0 such that Z(¢) € S;. For every y € S,
we have: y € Sy if and only if [y]; € S;. Therefore, for all t < 71 we have: Z(¢) ¢ S;. This proves
that T > 1.

Induction step: suppose ¢t > 7 and k < K, that is, the sequence does not terminate at this step.
Then we need to prove t > t;4+1. Consider the process (Z(f + tx), t > 0). This is a version of an

SRBMY(R, 1, A), started from Z(zz). But
Z(n) e Uxj) VU (xj,)U---UU(x},).

There exists j =0,...,s such that Z(7;) € U(x;). In addition, Z(zx) € S \ {0}, because by
induction hypothesis, the process Z never hits the corner. Apply the reasoning from the induction
base to this process instead of the original SRBM. The moment tx41 — 7% plays the role of 71
above, and the moment t — 7 plays the role of 7. Therefore, T — 7% > 41 — Tk, and T > T 4.
This completes the proof.

3.5. Proof of Theorem 3.9

This theorem is proved using stochastic comparison.

Definition 10. Consider two R4 -valued processes Z = (Z(t),t ;O) and Z = (Z(t),t > 0). We
say that Z is stochastically dominated by Z, and write it as Z < Z, if for every t > 0 and y € R?
we have:

P(Z(t) = y) <P(Z(t) = y).

Proposition 3.12. Take a d x d reflection nonsingular M-matrix R, a d x d positive definite
symmetric matrix A, and a drift vector . € R?. Fix a nonempty subset I C {1, ...,d}. Let

Z=SRBMY(R,;i,A),  Z=SRBMI([R];, [1ls,[A];)
such that [Z(0)1; has the same law as Z(0). Then [Z]; < Z.

This result was shown in [65], Corollary 3.6; it is an easy corollary of general comparison
techniques for reflected processes developed in [56], Theorem 4.1, see also [47], Theorem 1.1(i),
[24], Theorem 3.1, [49], Theorem 6(i). Now, it is easy to see that Theorem 3.9 trivially follows
from Proposition 3.12.
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3.6. Corollaries of the main results for an SRBM

The following corollary of Theorem 3.8 gives a sufficient condition for not hitting edges of a
given order.

Corollary 3.13. Consider an SRBM?(R, i1, A). Fix p=2,...,d — 1. Suppose for every I C
{1,...,d} such that |I| > p the process SRBM'II([R]1, [mlr, [Alr) does not hit the corner. Then
an SRBM? (R, W, A) does not hit edges of order p.

The next corollary combines the results of Corollary 3.5, Theorems 3.8 and 3.9. Its proof is
trivial and is omitted.

Corollary 3.14. Take an SRBM?(R, i, A). Suppose the matrix R is a reflection nonsingular
M-matrix and there exists a diagonal matrix C = diag(cy, ..., cq) withcy, ..., cq > 0 such that
RC = R is symmetric.

(1) Fix a nonempty subset J C{1,...,d}. Suppose that for every subset I such that J C 1 C
{1,...,d} we have:

X'[R]; '[ALI[R]; 'x

tr([R1;'[Al;) =2 max

—— (3.14)
xeR!I\ {0} x'[R]} 'x

Then the SRBMd(R, w, A) avoids Sy.
@) Fix p=1,...,d — 1. Suppose for every subset I C {1, ...,d} with |I| > p we have:

X'[R]; '[ALI[R]; 'x

uw([R];'[Al7) =2 max —
xeR!I\ {0} X'[R]; x

Then the SRBM?(R, i, A) avoids edges of order p.
(iii) Suppose there exists a subset I C {1, ..., d} such that

x'[RI;'TALI[R]; 'x

tr([R1;'[Al) <2 min ——
xer!!\(0} X'[R]; x

Then the SRBM?(R, 11, A) hits Sj.

4. Proofs of Theorems 2.3, 1.3 and 2.4

4.1. Outline of the proofs

Consider a system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2. In Lemma 4.1, we note
that a multicollision with pattern I is equivalent to an SRBMY~!(R, 11, A) hitting the edge S;
of the N — 1-dimensional orthant Ri}_l. Here, the parameters R, i, A are given by (4.2), (4.3)
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and (4.4) below. We apply Corollary 3.5 and Theorem 3.8 to this SRBM to prove Theorems 2.3
and 2.4 respectively. We use the estimate in Lemma 3.7 for c., since the right-hand side of (3.4)
seems hard to compute for matrices R and A given by (4.2) and (4.4).

Note that the matrix R from (4.2) is itself symmetric. Therefore, in Corollary 3.5 we can take

— . . ——1
C = Iy_1 and R = R. The inverse matrix RI=R = (pij)1<i,j<N—1 has the form

[ -pN. i<
"”‘{21(N—i)/N, i) &

This result can be found in [9,31] (the latter article deals with a slightly different matrix, from
which one can easily find the inverse of the given matrix R). After a (rather tedious) computation,
we rewrite the condition (3.6) from Corollary 3.5 as P(o) > 0, where P (o) is defined in (2.3).
This proves Theorem 2.3.

Proving Theorem 2.4 is a bit harder. Apply Theorem 3.8, and fix a subset / € {1,..., N — 1}
such that J € I. We need to find a sufficient condition for an SRBM'”([R],, [u]r, [A]) to as.
avoid the corner of the orthant Rlﬂ. We decompose the set I as in (2.11):

I=LULU---Ul,,

into a union of disjoint non-adjacent discrete intervals. In Lemma 4.6, we prove that if [ satis-
fies Assumption (B), then the SRBM!/ |([R] 1, ], [Al;) indeed avoids the corner. This com-
pletes the proof of Theorem 2.4. But to prove Lemma 4.6, we need to consider different variants
of decomposition (2.11). For example, if /] = {1} and I, = {3}, then this guarantees that an
SRBM!! ([R]y, [i]7, [A]r) avoids the corner. Various cases are considered in Lemmas 4.7, 4.8
and 4.9, which constitute the crux of the proof.

4.2. Connection between an SRBM and competing Brownian particles

Let us reduce multiple collisions of competing Brownian particles to an SRBM hitting edges of
the boundary of high order. Consider the classical system of competing Brownian particles from
Definition 2. By definition, the ranked particles Y1, ..., Yy satisfy

Yi@) < <Yn@).
Consider the gap process: an Rﬁ ~!_valued process defined by

Z=(2,120),  ZO=(Z10),....Zy1D),  Zi() = Y1 () = Ye(0).
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It was shown in [1] that this is an SRBMY (R, i, A) in the orthant S = Rﬁ_l with parameters

1 -12 0 0 ... 0 0
-12 1 =12 0 ... 0 0
0 —-1/2 1 0 0 0
R= . . ) , “4.2)
0 0 0 0 ... 1 —1)2
L0 0 0 0 ... —1/2 1
w=1(82—81.83— &4 ---. &N —8&N-1), 4.3)
(o2 +0? —o? 0 0 .. 0 0 ]
—022 022—1—032 —032 0 0 0
0 —o? o2+ —o? ... 0 0
A= 3 3 4 . (4.4)
0 0 0 0 ... of,+0of, -0,
|0 0 0 0o ... —on_ of oy |

Note that the matrix R is a reflection nonsingular M-matrix. This follows from the fact that
IN—1 — R >0, and R~ > 0 (which, in turn, was proved in [63], Proposition 2.1(i)). The fol-
lowing lemma translates statements about multiple collisions and multicollisions of competing
Brownian particles to the language of an SRBM. The proof is trivial and is therefore omitted.

Lemma 4.1. Consider a classical system of N competing Brownian particles from Definition 2.
Then there is a multicollision with pattern I at time t if and only if the gap process hits the edge
S| at time t. For example, there is a total collision at time t if and only if the gap process hits the
corner at time't.

For example, Y|(f) = Y>2(¢) and Y3(¢) = Y4(¢t) = Ys(¢) is a multicollision of order 3, with
pattern {1, 3,4}, which is equivalent of the gap process hitting the edge {z; = z3 = z4 = 0}.
Similarly, Y3(t) = Ya(¢) = Y5(¢) = Ys(¢) is a collision of order 3 (which is also a particular case
of a multicollision of order 3, with pattern {3, 4, 5}), and it is equivalent to the gap process hitting
the edge {z3 = z4 = z5 = 0}.

4.3. Some preliminary calculations

As mentioned before, the matrix R in (4.2) is itself symmetric. Therefore, we can take C = Iy_1,
and R = R. Without loss of generality, let

pij=0,i=0,N,j=0,....N or j=0,N,i=0,...,N.
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This is consistent with the notation (4.1). Note that p;; > 0 fori, j =1,..., N — 1: all elements
of the matrix R~! are positive. Therefore, we can apply an estimate from Lemma 3.7:
X' R YAR 'x (R"TAR Yy
cyi= max —————— < max ———————.
xeRV-1\{o} X'R™'x l<k<I<N-1 Pkl

Lemma 4.2. For the matrix R given by (4.2) and the matrix A given by (4.4), we have in the
notation of (2.10):

tr(R™'A) =T (o). 4.5)

Proof. Straightforward calculation gives

N—1N-1 N-1

2i(N —i
w(R1A) =D D pijaij = Z(Giz'i_ai%rl)%

i=1 j=1 i=1

N-—1 . .
s Z(_Uiz)Z(l DN —i) _ 2N - D2, 2N —1) ,
=2

N N N N
N—1
UN —k) 2(—1)(N—k+1) _20k—1)(N—k)
+ ZG:?( + _2 )
e N N N

C2IN-D s,
==~ ;ok—T(a). .

The following lemma helps us simplify the matrix R~'AR™!, where A is given by (4.4), and
R~ lis given by (4.1).

Lemma 4.3. Consider the matrix A as in (4.4), and take a symmetric (N — 1) x (N — 1)-matrix
O = (gij). Augment it by two additional rows and two additional columns, one from each side,
and fill them with zeros:

qij =0 fori=0,N,j=0,...,N, andfor j=0,N,i=0,...,N.
Then fork,l=1,..., N — 1 we have:

N
(QAQ)u = Z(‘ka —qp-1.0)(qpr — Qp—l,l)o'[%~

p=1
Proof. The matrix A is tridiagonal:
aii=0’i2+0’i2+1, i=1,...,N—1;
2 . .
Qii+1 =di+1,i = —0j 1, i=1,...,N=-2;

a;j =0, ij=1,... . N—=1]i—j|>2
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Using the symmetry of Q, we have:

N—1N-— N-—1
(QAQ)u = Z Z qgikq jidij = Z(a,% + 074 1)apkdpl
i=1 : p:l
N— N-—1
Z 04 pkqp— ll_zop‘ha 1,kqpl
: p= =2
N N N N
2 2 2 2
= ZUprkal + ZUPCIpfl,kCIpfl,l - ZUPCkaCIpfl,I - ZUPCIpf],kCIpl
p=1 p=1 p=1 p=1
N
= Z(qpk —qp-1,0)(qpr — qP—l,l)U[%-
p=1 U

Lemma 4.3 enables us to calculate (R~ AR~1);;, where A and R are given by (4.4) and (4.2).

Lemma 4.4. Suppose the matrix R is given by (4.2), and the matrix A is given by (4.4). Then for
1<k<l<N —1we have:

1 N
o 4(N — k)(N — 1) 4k(N—l) 4kl
1 1 2 2
(R'ARTY), —§ o= X Ot L o (46)
p=k+1 p=Il+1

Proof. Apply Lemma 4.3 to Q = R™!, given by (4.1), so that qij = pij. For p <k, we get: For
p <k we have:

2p(N—k) 2(p—DWN -k _2(N—-k

Ppk — Pp—1,k = N - N = N )
_2pWN =) 2p- DN -1 _ 2N 1)
Ppl — Pp—1,1 = N N = N .

For k < p <1, we have:

k(N —p) 2k(N—p+1) 2%

Ppk — Pp—1,k = N N = N
_ 2p(N—=1) 2(p—1)(N-D _ 2(N =1
Ppl — Pp—1,1 = N N = N .

For p > I, we have:
2p(N—k) 2(p—1)(N—-k) 2(N—k)
Ppk — Pp—1,k = N - N = N ,
2p(N-D) 2(p-DWN-I) 2(N-D
N N N

Ppl — Pp—1,1 =
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The rest of the proof is trivial. (]

4.4. Proof of Theorem 2.3

Use Corollaries 3.5 and 3.7 for matrices R and A, given by (4.2) and (4.4) respectively. We have
the following sufficient condition for avoiding total collisions:

—1 4 p—1
(RT"AR )klZ

r(R7'A) -2 max 0. 4.7)
1<k<I<N-1 Pkl
For1 <k<Il<N — 1, denote
_1 (RTAR Ny
ck.1(0) =tr(R A) -2
Pkl
Then we have:
R TAR!
tr(R*IA) —2  max R AR D = min ¢ (o). (4.8)
k,=1,....N—1 Pkl 1<k<I<N-1

Lemma 4.5. Using definitions of ¢;(o) and o <~ from Section 1.2, we have:

(1) For2 <k <l <N —2,we have: ¢y (o) > 0.
(ii)) For 1 =k <l <N — 1, we have: ¢ ;(c) = c1(0).
(iii) For 1l <k <l=N — 1, we have: cx;(0) = cn_r(c ).

Assuming that Lemma 4.5 is proved, let us finish the proof of Theorem 2.3. Let

§8(c):=_ min 2Ck,l(0)~ 4.9

2<k<I<N-—

If N <4, let §(0) :=0. By Lemma 4.5(i), we always have: 6(o) > 0. Recall the definition of
P (o) from (2.3) and use Lemma 4.5(i1), (iii):

min(cy,1(0), 1,2(0), ..., c1,N=1(0), 2, N-1(0), ..., cN=1,N-1(0)) = P(0). (4.10)
Comparing (4.8), (4.9) and (4.10), we have:

2(R—‘AR—I)M

min |:tr(R1 A) —
Pkl

1<k<I<N-1

:| =min(73(a),5(a)). (4.11)

Thus,

min ¢ ;(0) >0 ifandonlyif P(o)>0.
1<k<I<N-1

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.3. (]



188 C. Bruggeman and A. Sarantsey

Proof of Lemma 4.5. We can simplify the expression for ¢ ;(c). Applying (4.6) and (4.1), we
have: for1 <k <[ <N —1,

N

k l
(R'AR Ny 2(N —k) , 2 ) 21 5
Okl - Nk ZGP N Z GP+ N(N =1) Z Op-
p=1 p=k+1 p=I+1
Therefore, we have:
) 2(N—-1) 4(N —k) 2
cr (o) = ( N B ) Zap
p=1
AN-1 4\ « 2N —1) 4l al
St 2 ) _ 2
+( N +N>ZU”+< N (N—l)N)ZGp
p=k+1 p=I+1
k I
2(N — Dk —4(N — k) s 2(N+1 2
= kN Z 01’ + N Z 017
p=1 p=k+1
N
2(N—1D(N-=1)—4l ’
o:.
_ p
(N -I)N et
Now, for k > 2 we get:
2(N—1)k—4(N —k)>4(N—-1)—4N +8=4=>0.
Similarly, for/ < N — 2 we get:
2(N—-1)(N—=1)—4l>0.
This proves part (i) of Lemma 4.5. Parts (ii) and (iii) are now straightforward. (I

4.5. Proof of Theorem 2.4

Fix a subset I C {1, ..., N — 1} such that J C I. Take the matrices R and A given by (4.2) and
(4.4). Essentially, we need to prove the following lemma:

Lemma 4.6. If the subset I satisfies Assumption (B), then the process
Z=(Z(),t >0) =SRBMI([R];,0, [A]/)
does not hit the origin.

If we prove Lemma 4.6, then Theorem 2.4 will automatically follow from this lemma and
Theorem 3.8. The rest of this subsection is devoted to the proof of Lemma 4.6.
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Let us investigate the structure of the matrices [R]I_l and [A]I_l. Split / into disjoint non-
adjacent discrete intervals: [ = I1 U I, U---U I,.. Since the matrices R and A are tridiagonal, the
matrices [R]; and [A]; have the following block-diagonal form:

[R1; = diag([R]y,, ..., [R]},), [A]; = diag([Aly,, ..., [AlL).
The following processes are independent SRBMs:
1211, = ([20)],,.1 20) = SRBM/([R];;. 0. [Al ;). j=1.....s. (4.12)
For any subset I’ = I;, U --- U I;_, the process
(21 = ([2(1)],.t = 0) = SRBM"|([R];/, 0, [A] /).

Remark 4.1. 1f for some choice of I’ this process does not hit the origin of R‘fl , then the original
process Z does not hit the origin, because of independence of (4.12). In particular, for each

j=1,...,s, the process [Z]I,. does not hit the origin, then Z does not hit the origin.
Now, let us state three lemmata.

Lemma 4.7. If at least two of the discrete intervals Iy, ..., I, are singletons, then Z a.s. at any
time t > 0 does not hit the origin.

Lemma 4.8. If at least one 11, ..., I, is a two-element subset {k — 1, k} with local concavity at
k, then Z a.s. at any time t > 0 does not hit the origin.

Lemma 4.9. If I satisfies Assumption (A), then Z a.s. at any time t > 0 does not hit the origin.

Combining Lemmas 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 with Remark 4.1, we complete the proof of Lemma 4.6
and Theorem 2.4. |
In the remainder of this subsection, we shall prove these three lemmas.

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Without loss of generality, suppose I; = {k} and I, = {I} are singletons.
Since they are not adjacent, |k — [| > 2; assume that k <[, so that/ > k + 2. Then

(Zk, Z)) = SRBM*([R11,un, 0, [AlLun,)-

But

2, 2
%o 0
0 o] +0j1,

[A]11U12 = |: ] s [R]11U12 = 12-

Therefore, Z; and Z; are independent reflected Brownian motions on R . They do not hit zero
simultaneously, which is the same as to say that (Zy, Z;)" does not hit the origin in R%_. (]



190 C. Bruggeman and A. Sarantsey

Proof of Lemma 4.8. Assume without loss of generality that I} = {1, 2}, and we have local con-
cavity at 2: 022 > (012 + 032)/2. By Remark 4.1, it suffices to show that an SRBMZ([R]Il Il
[A];,) does not hit the origin. Because of the connection between an SRBM and systems of com-
peting Brownian particles outlined in Section 4.2, this, in turn, is equivalent of a system of three
competing Brownian particles with diffusion coefficients 012, 022, 032 not having a triple collision.

But this last statement follows from Proposition 1.4, applied to the case N = 3. ]

Proof of Lemma 4.9. By [65], Lemma 5.6, the matrices [R]y,, ..., [R];, are themselves reflec-
tion nonsingular M-matrices. Therefore, they are invertible, and

[R]™' =diag([R];".....[R]}").
In addition,

[R1;'[A1;" = diag([R1;'[Als,, ... [R];'[AL,),

(R TAI; (R = diag(IR1; ' [ALLIRT; ... [RI AL [R]LY). “13
Lemma 4.10. For the matrices R and A given by (4.2) and (4.4), we have:
w([R1;'A]Y) = iT(Tj). (4.14)
j=1
Proof. Because of (4.13), we get:
w([R1; (A1) = Zr:tr([R];il[A]Ij). (4.15)

j=1

Applying Lemma 4.2 with [; instead of {1,..., N — 1} and 7j instead of {1,...,N}, j =
1,...,r, we have:

w([RI'[AL) =) TAp.  j=Ll....r (4.16)
j=1

Combining (4.15) and (4.16), we get (4.14). U

Lemma 4.11. We have the following estimate:

'R [AYR]; ! ([R1; TAL, IRY, D
max VIRl 1 ]_Il[ I < max max i _]1 L7 4.17)
xeR!\ (0} x'[R]; " x J=leorklel; (LRI},
k<l

The proof of Lemma 4.11 is postponed until the end of this section. Assuming we have proved
it, let us show how to finish the proof of Lemma 4.9.
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Using (4.17) and (4.14), we can rewrite the condition (3.14) as

r R—IA—I R_l
ZT([ )—2 Mmax max (RT; 1A, (R, Du =0

,,,,, rklel; ((R1; MY
k<l '

Equivalently,

RI AL R
ST+ T (T ~2ma T AT o
1 cler, ([R1; Dk
j= k<l i
J#i -

In the proof of Theorem 2.3, see (4.11) and (4.5), it was shown that fori =1, ..., r, we have:

R AT YR
T — 2 max LRI AT R Y

k.lel; ((R1; Hu
k<l !

=min(P(1)),8), 8 =68(lol;)=0.

Therefore, the condition (3.14) is equivalent to

Y Tdj)+min(PT;).8) =0, i=1...r (4.18)
J#i

The condition (4.18), in turn, is equivalent to

ZT(7/)+P(7i)20, i=1,...,r
J#i
This completes the proof of Lemma 4.9, and with it the proofs of Lemma 4.6 and Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Lemma 4.11. The matrices [R ]I_1 and [A][_1 are block-diagonal, with the blocks cor-
responding to the sets Iy, ..., I of indices. Therefore,
r r
*'[RI;ALRY ' = ) Iy IR AL TRY el )IRY; = ) Il [RY ey
j=1 j=1
4.19)
Let Q(x) :={j =1,...,r|lx];; # 0}. We might as well rewrite (4.19) as

XRITALIRY ' = )7 W) [RI AL IRY [xy,.
jeQ)

XIRI =Y I RIE Ixy
j€Q) '

For j € Q(x), we have: [x]l € S| % \ {0}. The matrix [R]Ij has the same form as R in
(4.2), but with smaller size. Therefore, all elements of the inverse matrix [R]I_,-l (just like
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for R’l) are positive. Therefore, [x]/ll_[R]I_il[x]Il. >0,i=1,...,r. Applying Lemma A.l to
a; = [x1; [R1}'[A1[R]; ' [x]); and b; = [x]} [R]}'[x];, > O for i € Q(x), we get:

R TAUIRY Y [x17, [R1; AL IRY [x],

= < A (4.20)
x'[R];'x jeQ(x) (17, [R1; [x]y,

But the matrix [R];;, as just mentioned, has all elements positive. Applying Lemma 3.7, we have
for y e RN\ {0}:

Y[R, 'TAl (R y (IR1; ' [AY, [RT; M
DU <max — U 4.21)
Y[Ry k.lel; (IR1; D
J k<l J
Combining (4.20) and (4.21), we get (4.17). O

4.6. Proof of Theorem 1.3

Recall the setting of Theorem 3.4: we have a process Z = (Z(t),t > 0) in RZ, which is an
SRBMY(R, ., A) with a reflection nonsingular M-matrix R. We would like this process to avoid
the corner {0}. We have: d = N — 1 =3, and

1 12 0 ol +0} -0} 0
R=|-12 1 —1/2|, A=| -0} oi+0} —o?
0o 12 1 0 o2 ol+ol

We pick the following matrix:

2 2 2 2
o] +02 +<73 —+—<74

(4.22)
(722 + 032

1
o=11 x 1 where A =
1 1

This is a symmetric matrix. It is also strictly copositive, because all its elements are strictly
positive. Let us show that conditions of Theorem 3.4(i) hold. First, calculations show that

1 1
2 0 2
A A
OR=|1-= xr—-1 1—-=|, (4.23)
2 2
1 1
Z 0 z
2 2
Therefore, (QR);; > 0 for i # j is equivalent to
A 2, 2. 2, 2
1—520 & AL<2 <= o0j+o03>0{+0j.
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By a simple calculation, one can also confirm the relation

A
0a0="2%0

and tr(QA) > 2¢4(Q). This completes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

5. Competing Brownian particles with asymmetric collisions

One can generalize the classical system of competing Brownian particles from Definition 2 in
many ways. Let us describe one of these generalizations. Fork=1,..., N — 1, let

L k+1) = (Lek+1) (@), 1 >0)

be the semimartingale local time process at zero of the process Zy = Yy4+1 — Yi. We shall call this
the collision local time of the particles Yy and Yj41. For notational convenience, let L g, 1)(t) =0
and Ly ny+1)(t) =0. Let

N ot
Bk(t):Z/o 1(ps (k) = i) dW; (s), k=1,...,N,t>0.
i=l1

It can be checked that (By, B;); = &i;t; that is, By, ..., By are i.i.d. standard Brownian mo-
tions. As shown in [1,2,36], [32], Chapter 3, the ranked particles Y7, ..., Yy have the following
dynamics:

1 1
Yi(@) =Y (0) + git + o B (t) — EL(k,k-H)(t) + EL(k—l,k)(I)a k=1,...,N.

The collision local time L x+1) has a physical meaning of the push exerted when the particles
Y and Yj41 collide, which is needed to keep the particle Y41 above the particle Y;. Note that
the coefficients at the local time terms are 4-1/2. This means that the collision local time L x4 1)
is split evenly between the two colliding particles: the lower-ranked particle Y} receives one-half
of this local time, which pushes it down, and the higher-ranked particle Y4 receives the other
one-half of this local time, which pushes it up.

In the paper [43], they considered systems of Brownian particles when this collision local
time is split unevenly: the part q;“ 1Lk k+1)(7) goes to the upper particle Y1, and the part
q; Lk k+1)(t) goes to the lower particle Y. Let us give a formal definition.

Definition 11. Fix N > 2, the number of particles. Take drift and diffusion coefficients

81,---, 8N 01,..-,0N >0,
and, in addition, take parameters of collision

ai.-ay €O, gl +qr=1, k=1, N-1
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Consider a continuous adapted RN -valued process

Y=(®=@),....Yn@®) 1 >0).
Take other N — 1 continuous adapted real-valued nondecreasing processes

L1y = (L k+1y(0), 1= 0), k=1,....,N—1,

with L k+1)(0) = 0, which can increase only when Y11 = Y:

o
/(; 1(Yk+1(t)>Yk(t))dL(k,k+1)(t)=(), k=1,...,N —1.

Let Lo,1y(t) =0 and Ly n+1)(t) = 0. Assume that
Yi(t) = Yi(0) 4 gut + o Bi(t) — g5 Liek+1) (1) + g Lk—1,10 (1), k=1,...,N. (5.1

Then the process Y is called the system of competing Brownian particles with asymmetric colli-
sions. The gap process is defined similarly to the case of a classical system.

Strong existence and pathwise uniqueness for these systems were shown in [43], Section 2.1.
When qljE = q;[ =...=1/2, we are back in the case of symmetric collisions.

Remark 5.1. For systems of competing Brownian particles with asymmetric collisions, we
defined only ranked particles Yi,..., Yy. It is, however, possible to define named particles
X1, ..., Xn for the case of asymmetric collisions. This is done in [43], Section 2.4. The con-
struction works up to the first moment of a triple collision. A necessary and sufficient condition
for a.s. absence of triple collisions is given in [64]. We will not make use of this construction in
our article, instead working with ranked particles.

We can define collisions and multicollisions similarly to the classical case, as in Definition 4.
It was shown in [43] that the gap process for systems with asymmetric collisions, much like for
the classical case, is an SRBM. Namely, it is an SRBMN_l(R, u, A), where  and A are given
by (4.3) and (4.4), and the reflection matrix R is given by

1 —¢ O 0 ... 0 0
-4 1 —¢ 0 ... 0 0
0 —q 1 —q; .. 0 0
R=| . . . . (5.2)
0 0 0 0 ... 1 —qy,
| 0 0 0 0 ... —qh 1

The connection between multicollisions and multiple collisions in this system and hitting of
edges of Rﬁ -1 by the gap process is the same as in Lemma 4.1. This allows us to apply Theorem
(3.4) and Theorem (3.8) to find sufficient conditions for avoiding multicollisions of a given pat-
tern. In particular, the results of Lemma 2.2 are still valid for system with asymmetric collisions:
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the property of a.s. avoiding multicollisions of a certain pattern depends only on the diffusion
coefficients and parameters of collision.

A remark is in order: the matrix R in (5.2) in general is not symmetric, as opposed to the
matrix R in (4.2). But if we take the (N — 1) x (N — 1) diagonal matrix

+ 4+ o+t
9 49293 qzq3"'qN—1)

C:diag(l, e T -
9> 4, 493 9> 93 "~ dn_1

then the matrix R = RC is diagonal.

Appendix
A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.2

Follows from [64], Lemma 3.1, the discussion in [64], Section 3.2, and the reduction of multi-
collisions to hitting edges of the orthant which is done in Lemma 4.1 in this article.

A.2. Proof of Lemma 3.3

Fix x € §\ {0}. Since Q is strictly copositive, we have: x’Qx > 0. Since Q is nonsingular,
Qx # 0. Since A is positive definite, we have: x’ QAQx = (Qx) A(Qx) > 0. Therefore, the
function

. x'QAQx
fx) = o

is well-defined and strictly positive on S \ {0}. In addition, it is homogeneous, in the sense that
for x € §'\ {0} and k > 0 we have: f(kx) = f(x). Therefore,

{fWlxeS\(0}} ={f@IxeSs, x| =1}
The set {x € S|||x|| = 1} is compact, and f is continuous and positive on this set. Therefore, it

is bounded on this set (and therefore on the set S \ {0}), and reaches its maximal and minimal
values, both of which are strictly positive.

A.3. Proof of Corollary 3.5

By [64], Lemma 2.1 (equivalent characterization of reflection nonsingular M-matrices), we
have:
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. =1 -
Therefore, the matrix R = C 'R~ = (0ij)1<i,j<a has elements p;; = c; l(R_l),'j. By as-

. e I . . . .
sumptions, the matrix R ~ is symmetric. Therefore, its entries satisfy

,Oij=,0ji20, i,j=1,...,d; ,Oii>0, i=1,...,d. (A.1)

From here, it is easy to see that R is strictly copositive: xR 'x > 0 for x € § \ {0}. Also,
(E_l R)ij = (C’l)ij =0 for i # j. It suffices to apply Theorem 3.4.

A.4. Proof of Lemma 3.7

Let us prove the statement for the maximum. For the minimum, the proof is similar. For x €
S\ {0}, we have: x1,...,x4 >0, and

—1 ——1 d d 51,51

x'R AR x_Z,:le:l(R AR )ijxix;j
— = d ~—d .
xR x Doim 2t PijXiXj

Apply Lemma A.1 to s = d°, a;j = (E_IAE_l)ijxixj, bij = pijxix; (we index a; and b; by
double indices, with each of the two indices ranging from 1 to d). It suffices to note that, because

of the symmetry of R'AR 'and R ' = (pij), we have:

S —1 —=—1
(R AR ) (R AR )i
max ——————— = max ——————.
i,j=1,....d Pij I<i<j<d Pij

A.5. Miscellaneous lemmata

Lemma A.1. Take real numbers ay, ..., ag and positive real numbers by, ..., bs. Then

. <a1 as) a+---+a (a1 as>
mn[f—,...,— | <—— <max{ —,...,— ).
b1 by b1 +---+ b by by

Proof. Let us prove the inequality

aj+---+as (al as)
— " <max| —,...,— .
b+ -+ b by by

The other inequality is proved similarly. Assume the converse: that

ar+---+as _ a .
— i=1,...,s.

kL N e S
biy+---+b; b
Multiply the ith inequality by (by + - - - 4 bs)b; > 0:

(@1 +---+as)bi > ai(by +--- +by), i=1,...,s.
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Add them up and get:

(ar+---+a)bi+---+by)> (a1 +---+ag) (b + -+ by),
and we arrive at a contradiction. O

Lemma A.2. Suppose we are given the following:

(i) two real-valued continuous adapted processes
X1 =(X1(0),t=0) and X,=(X2(1),1>0),

starting from the same X1(0) = X,(0) = x;
(i1) a real continuous function o : R — R such that

|o(x)—a(y)|§p(|x—y|), x,yeR, >0,
where p : Ry — Ry is an increasing function such that p(0) = 0 and fooo p~2(s)ds = o0;

(iii) a continuous function b : R — R and a continuous adapted process B = (B(t),t > 0)
with bounded variation, such that for every subset A C R, we have:

/ dB(1) > / b(X1(1))dt, (A2)
A A
and the following equations are satisfied:

dX (1) =b(X1(0))dt + 0 (X1(0))dW (@),  dX2(1) =dB() + o (X2(1)) AW (2).

Here, W = (W (t),t > 0) is a standard Brownian motion. Then a.s. for all t > 0 we have: X1(t) <
X5 (1).

Proof. This is a modification of the proof of [38], Theorem 6.1 and [37], Theorem 1.1. From the
property (A.2), we get: for any measurable function ¢ : Ry — R and any 7 > 0, we get:

t t
fow(s)dﬁ(s)z/0 @()b(X2(s)) ds.

In the proof [37], Theorem 1.1, we should change 8> (s) ds to dB(s) and B;(s)ds to b(X(s))ds.
The rest of the proof should be modified accordingly. O
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