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Abstract: Given a Gaussian process (X;)icr, we construct a Gaussian Markov process with the same one-
dimensional marginals using sequences of transformations of (X;):er “made Markov” at finitely many times. We
prove that there exists at least such a Markov transform of (X;);cr. In the case the instantaneous decorrelation rate
of (X¢)ter is continuous, we prove that the Markov transform is uniquely determined and characterized through
the same instantaneous decorrelation rate.

1 Introduction

1.1 Context and main results

During the last decades, partly under the impulsion of mathematical finance, the question of mimicking
stochastic processes has become a recurrent problem. Put in a very general way, the problem can be
expressed as follows: Given a stochastic process (Xy)ier, one can ask if there exists a process (Yi)ier
preserving certain properties of (X;);er while satisfying some additional conditions. To motivate our
problem of mimicking Gaussian processes, we now present a selection of four mimicking problems:

1. The Kellerer problem of mimicking a martingale with a Markov martingale process;

2. The Gyongy problem of mimicking an It6 process by the solution of a SDE;

3. The problem of faking Brownian motion;

4. The problem of mimicking an R2-valued process by an R2?-valued order-preserving Markov process.

We shall then expose with more details the problem of Boubel and Juillet about mimicking an increasing
process for the stochastic order with a Markov process that has non-decreasing trajectories. This mim-
icking problem is the most important one for this article, as Markov transformation, the construction
method used to build its solution, is central in our article.

In a seminal article, Strassen [23] investigated if, given a coupling (X¢)eq1,2), there exists a cou-
pling (Y%)eq1,2y with the same l-marginals satisfying the martingale property, i.e., E(Ya|Y1) = Yi.
He proved that such a coupling exists if and only if X; is smaller than X5 for the convex order, i.e.,
E(f(X1)) < E(f(X2)) for every function f that is convex} Kellerer [I6] generalized this result: A real-
valued process (X;)ier can be mimicked by a Markov martingale having the same 1-marginals if and only

We refer to [21} 22] for more information about stochastic orders.



if its components are increasing for the convex order (see also [I, [7, [12]). In a different vein, Gyongi [10],
using an approach suggested by Krylo [17], showed that any Ito process (X;)icr with coefficients satisfying
certain conditions can be mimicked by a Markov process which is a solution of a stochastic differential
equation and which has the same one-dimensional marginals. Another mimicking problem is to fake the
Brownian motion, that is, to find a non-Brownian process that has as many common features with the
Brownian motion as possible. It is known (see e.g. [19]) that the Brownian motion is the only continuous
martingale with Brownian marginals that satisfies the strong Markov property. Beiglbock and al. [2],
in the line of previous articles (see their introduction for numerous references) finally proved that there
exists a non-Brownian continuous martingale with Brownian marginals that is Markov. More recently,
for processes valued in product spaces, Bérard and Frénais [8] studied the case of a homogeneous Markov
process (X[, X;?)i>0 starting at x; < x9 and whose marginal processes (X;*);>0 are governed by the
same stochastically monotone Feller semi-group. They showed that it can be mimicked by a Feller process
(Y"1, Y;")1>0 starting at (z1,z2), satisfying Law ((X;");>0) = Law ((Y;")i>0) for i = 1,2 and Y;"! < Y;™
for every t € R,

Boubel and Juillet [7] studied the problem of mimicking a stochastic process (X¢)ier by a Markov
process with the same 1-marginals and with non-decreasing trajectories. If we ignore the Markov property,
it is well known that there exists a solution if and only if the marginals are increasing for the stochastic
order, i.e., E(f(X5)) < E(f(X:)) for every s < t € R? and f : R — R non-decreasing. An explicit
solution is then given by the quantile process, i.e., by (G¢(U))icr where U is a uniformly distributed
random variable on [0, 1] and Gy : ¢ €]0, 1[— inf ({z € R ; (] — 00, 2]) > ¢} ) € R stands for the quantile
function of p;. However, as shown in [13], the quantile process is not Markov in general. To describe how
their solution to the mimicking problem with the Markov property is obtained, we have to introduce the
notions of “transformation of a process made Markov at certain times” and of “Markov transforms”. Given
a finite set of times R C R and a process X = (X;)icr, we say that a process X R g theﬂ transformation
of X made Markov at times R if:

e On every interval between two successive times of R, X and X have the same law;

e For every 7 € R, X! is made Markov at time r: If one knows the value of the trajectory at time r,
then the future (X/?);~, of the trajectory does not depend on the past (X/*);<, of the trajectory.

A Markov transform of X is then a Markov process X’ obtained as the limit (for the finite-dimensional
topology) of a sequence of processes (X R”)n>1, with (Ry)n>1 an admissiblg’| sequence of sets of times.
Their solution to the mimicking problem, called Markov-quantile process, is then obtained as a Markov
transform of the quantile process. Since X% has the same 1-marginals as X, a Markov transform is a
Markov process that has the same 1-marginals as X. This draws a general construction of mimicking
processes. The hope is that making a process Markov at certain times and passing to the limit preserves
certain property of the original process while adding the Markov property. In the article, we study this
construction in the case of Gaussian processes, confirming its interests but also highlighting its limitations
(see Section . As expected, it turns out that Markov transforms of “regular” Gaussian processes
are solutions of the mimicking problem presented hereby in Theorem [A] Assume we have a Gaussian

2 As all the processes made Markov at times R follow the same law, we will talk about the transformation made Markov
at times R. A rigorous definition of Markov transforms will be given in Definition

®If we denote by or = sup,cp d(z, R\ {z}) the mesh of a finite set R C R, a sequence of sets of times (R,)n>1 is
admissible if : limy,— 40 Inf(R,) = —00, limy— 400 SUup(Ry) = +00 and limy— 100 R, = 0.



process X = (X;)ter with a continuous covariance function K and an instantaneous decorrelation rate
(or instantaneous decay rate of the correlation) o given by

PO Y K(t,t+h)
a<ﬂf¢Lmh<l ¢K@@¢K@+Mt+M>’ N

that is well deﬁnedﬁ and continuous. The mimicking problem of interest is to find a Gaussian Markov
process that meets the 1-marginals of X and has the same instantaneous decorrelation rate. The following
result solves this problem and establishes that, under a reinforced condition, the solution of this mimicking
problem is a Markov transform.

Theorem A. Let X = (X;)icr denote a Gaussian process with continuous covariance function K and
positive variance function. Assume o (recall ) is well defined and continuous.

1. Existence: There exists a Gaussian process Y = (Yi)ier with covariance function K' satisfying:

(1) For everyt € R, Law(Xy) = Law(Yy);

(2) The process Y has the same instantaneous decorrelation rate as X, i.e.,

i (1o KGR = a" (1)
h—0+ h VE'({t,t)/K'(t + h,t + h) ’

(8) (Yi)ier is a Markov process.

In the following of the article, if a Gaussian process Y satisfies (1),(2) and (3), we allow ourselves
to say that 'Y is a mimicking process of X.

2. Uniqueness in law: Every mimicking process of X with covariance function K’ : R — R has the
same mean function as (X¢)ier and, for every s <t € R?,

K'(s,t) = K(s,8)2K(t,t)"/? exp (— /: aK(u)du> .

3. The mimicking process is a Markov transform (under the following reinforced hypothesis): Assume

ozK(v)—l L K(v,v+h)
h VE(,v)\/K(+h,v+h)

for every s <t € R%. Let (R,)n>1 € A be an admissible sequence and Y be the mimicking process of
X (see Point 1 and 2). For every n > 1, we denote by X the transformation of X made Markov
at times R,,. Then (XR”)nzl and Y almost surely have continuous paths and X converges weakly
toY on compact sets.

sup
vE[s,t]

(2)

h—0t

4As we will see in Section [5| the decay rate of the correlation does not always converge when h goes to 0%.



Note that, for every s < t € R?, the correlation of (Y5, Y}) is inversely proportional to the exponential
value of the sum of the instantaneous decorrelation rate from s to ¢. Hence, informally, if X is highly
correlated between s and ¢, the instantaneous decorrelation rate of X will be small between s and ¢, so
that the correlation coefficient of (Yj,Y;) will be high. Theorem [A] will be proved in Theorem where
we also prove that our mimicking process is the solution of a given stochastic differential equation (SDE).
According to Theorem under hypothesis , the general method of making a process Markov at certain
times and passing to the limit behaves well: Our process (X;)ier admits a Markov transform and this
Markov transform is a Markov process with the same 1-marginal as X that preserves its instantaneous
decorrelation rate. However, in general, there is no reason why a process should admit a Markov transform
and, if it does, no reason why it should be unique. Given a process X, there is no guarantee that one can
find an admissible sequence (R,),>1 and a Markov process X’ such that lim, 4. X = X’  nor that
it is impossible to find two admissible sequences (R.),>1, (R2)n,>1 and two distinct Markov processes
X' X7 satisfying limy,— oo XBn = X" and limy, 100 XBn = X2 As we will see, it is natural to
distinguish two notions of Markov transform: X' is a strong Markov transform if for every admissible
sequence (Ry,)n>1, limy, s 400 X = X’ whereas X’ is a weak Markov transform of X if there exists an
admissible sequence (R, )p>1 such that lim,_, 4. X Bn — X’ We shall see that it is easier to study a local
version of Markov transforms. Instead of requiring that X’ is the limit of X for an admissible sequence
(Rp)n>1, we rather require that, for each pair of times s < ¢ € R?, there exists a sequence of partitions

s, s,t
(Ry" )1 of [s,t] with mesh size going to 0 and such that the laws of (XSR"t,XtR” ) ., converge to the
n

law of (X’, X}). In this case, we say that X’ is a weak local Markov transform of X. If every sequence of
partitions (Rf,jt)nzl leads to convergence, we say that X’ is a strong local Markov transform of X. This
local version of Markov transform is less stringent than the former global version of Markov transform,
as we just ask for the convergence of the two-dimensional laws and, more importantly, the time sets
dependence on (s,t) is allowedﬂ

Assuming condition , Theorem |A| implies that there that there exists a (unique) strong global
Markov transform that is characterized as the unique solution of our mimicking problem. Similarly,
Boubel and Juillet showed that every quantile process admits a unique weak (not strong) global Markov
transform (the Markov-quantile process) and they give a characterization of this process in terms of
stochastic orders. Hence, they asked [7, §5.5.1, Open Question a)] whether the weak local Markov
transform of a process (when it exists) is always unique and, if it is, how to characterize it. The following
result shows that a (stationary) Gaussian process can admit infinitely many weak local Markov transforms
and undermines the hope to find a nice characterization of the set of weak local Markov transforms in
general.

Theorem B. There exists a stationary Gaussian process (Xi)ier whose set of weak local Markov trans-
forms is the set of all the processes (Yi)ier satisfying:

1. The process (Yi)ier is centered Gaussian with constant variance function equal to 1;
2. The covariance function of (Y;)ier is non-negative;

3. The process (Yi)ier is Markov.

5We finally end up with four notions of Markov transforms: weak local Markov transform, strong local Markov transform,
weak global Markov transform and strong global Markov transform.



Hence, the set of Markov transforms of (X;)ier is not reduced to a singleton but contains a large
variety of processes. In particular, Theorem [B| shows that a weak local Markov transform of a stationary
process is not necessarily stationary. Before presenting the organization of the paper, note that all the
involved concepts depend only on the law of the involved processes. Hence, we shall work directly with
measures on a product space instead of stochastic processes.

1.2 Organization of the article

In Section [2| we introduce some notation and give some definitions. At first, we recall the operation
of concatenation and composition of transport plans that will often be used in this paper. Then, we
thoroughly define the notions of weak local Markov transform and strong local Markov transform of a
measure and see how these notions behave relatively to some transformations.

In Section [3| we give some general results on Gaussian measures. We begin by proving the concate-
nation formula, which is an explicit formula of the law obtained by concatening Gaussian transport plans
with non-singular marginals (Lemma [12). This will enable us to give a criterion to find out if a Gaussian
measure with non-singular marginals is Markov (Proposition , to show that the concatenation of Gaus-
sian measures is a continuous operation (Lemma and to prove that a weak local Markov transform
of a Gaussian measure remains a Gaussian measure (Proposition . Applying a result of Kellerer [16]
Theorem 1], we show the existence of a weak local Markov transform in the case of Gaussian measures
with non-singular marginals (Theorem . This is the same conclusion as [7, Theorem 2.26], but in the
context of Gaussian measures, our kernels do not need be increasing and multi-dimensional marginals will
be considered.

In Section [, we establish a sufficient criterion to prove that a real-valued Gaussian process admits a
strong local Markov transform (Theorem , which is also a preliminary version of Point 3 of Theorem
If K and ak are defined as in Theorem |[A| and we assume that Hypothesis is satisfied, then X admits
a strong local Markov transform and this strong Markov transform is also its mimicking processﬂ We
also give a sufficient criterion to identify weak local Markov transforms of a stationary Gaussian process,
by looking at the cluster points of the decay rate of its correlation function (Theorem : If v is a cluster
point of this decay rate when h — 07, the (renormalized) stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with
parameter « is a weak local Markov transform of X. We finally apply our criterion on strong local Markov
transforms of Gaussian processes, starting with fractional Brownian motion.

Section [5] is devoted to the proof of Theorem [B] First, we use the Weierstrass’s continuous nowhere
differentiable functions [II] to construct a probability measure p on R whose Fourier transform has a
decay rate that has infinitely many cluster points at 07 (Lemma [30|and Proposition . Then, we apply
a theorem of Bochner [5] to construct a stationary Gaussian process (X;)icr using p. Finally, we apply
the identification criterion of Markov transforms of stationary processes proved in Section [4 to establish
Theorem [B] (labelled as Theorem [33).

Finally, in Section [6] after properly defining measures made Markov at times R for a finite set R C R
(Definition , we study the link between local Markov transforms and global Markov transforms. We
shall see that, in the Gaussian case, there is no difference between a strong local Markov transform and
a strong global Markov transform (Proposition . For stationary Gaussian processes, we show that
our criterion to identify weak local Markov transforms still holds for weak global Markov transforms

6Since weak convergence implies finite-dimensional convergence, this result is weaker than Point 3 of Theorem



(Proposition . Then, we apply some standard results about convergence of processes to carry out
the convergence from the finite-dimensional topology to the topology on continuous processes associated
to the uniform norm (Theorem [43). We finally state and prove Theorem to which we add a SDE
characterization of the mimicking process (Theorem [45)).

2 Preliminaries and (weak) Markov transformation

In this section, we fix some generic notation that will be used in the rest of the article.

Notation 1. We write [a,b] := [a,b] NN for (a,b) € R? and {t; < --- <t} (resp. (t1 < -+ < tp))
for the set {t1,...,tn} (resp. the sequence (t1,...,ty)), when t; < -+ < t,,,. For each measurable space
(E,S), we denote by P(E) (resp. M4 (F)) the set of probability measures (resp. positive finite measures
on F). Classically, we endow every product space of measurable spaces with its cylindrical o-algebra
and every topological space with its Borel sets. For a product space E = [[,.p Et, if T" C T, we write
proj’” the projection from [Tier Et to [Tieqn Er. We then denote by fuvy : A — v ((f~'(A4)) the push-
forward measure of vy by f and set PT := projzlP € P([licq Et) for every P € P([[,er £t). In case
T" = {t1,...,tn}, we rather denote PT" by P™»im. Furthermore, for (uu)ier € [[,er P(Er), we write
Marg((pe)ier) := {P € P([L,er Et) ; YVt € T, Pt = s } .

Notation/Definition 2 (Concatenation and composition). Let E1,.. ., Eq be Polish spaces, (11:)ic[1,q4) €
ngl P(E;), and (P;)icq1,d-1] € H?;ll Marg(p;, pit1). The concatenation of P, ..., Py is the probability
measure Py o---0P; 1 € P(Ey X -+ X Eg) defined by

(P1 O:--0 Pd—l)(Al X -+ X Ad) = / /Ll(dl'l)k172($1, d:L'Q) . kd_l’d(xd,h d.%'d),
A1><~~><Ad

where k***1 is the probability kernel defined by the disintegration P;(dw;, dx; 1) = pi(dx;) k™ (24, doiiq).
Defining k! as the kernel given by the disintegration Pj(dx1,dws) = po(dre)k®!(z2,dz1), we leave it
to the reader to verify that (P o Py)(dx1,dxs,drs) = pa(dws)[k*!(xa, ) ® k?3(z2,-)](dx1,dxs). This
means that, conditionally to the present, the future is independent of the past. For T C R and (E})ier a
family of Polish spaces, we say that a probability P € P([[,cr E¢) is a Markov measure if for all subset
{ti < -+ < typ} C T, Plrotm = Ptz o... o Plm=ttm  Of course the notion of Markov measure is
related to the more usual notion of Markov process: we leave it to the reader to verify that a process is
Markov (relatively to its canonical filtration) if and only if its law is a Markov measure. The composition

Pi- ... Py € P(E x Eg) of Pi,..., Py is now defined by Py - ... - Py = projy’(Pi oo Py). For
s < t € R?, we write S| the set of partitions of [s,¢], i.e., the sequences (t; < -+ < t;;) € R™ with
tp=sand ty, =t. If R=(t1 <--- <tpm) € S5y, We set Pf};} = ptutz. . pPlm-1tm and denote by

OR = SUDjc[1,d-1] |ti+1 — t;| the mesh of R.

We now define (weak and strong) local Markov transforms of a measure. We stress out that this
notion is different from the notion of global Markov transform introduced in Definition

Definition 3 (Local Markov transform). Let us consider an interval 7' C R, d > 1 and a measure
P e P((RH)T).



1. We say that P admits a weak local Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P’ such that

o iMoo Pl 4 = PP
Vs <te TQ,H(Rn)nzl € (S[SJ])N ,{ Mn—+oo 4R}

lim, s+000R, =0
In this case, we say that P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P.

2. We say that P admits a strong local Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P’ such
that i
Vs <t e T2 ¥(Ro)nz1 € (Spy) ¢ lim op, =0 = lim P} , = PPt

n—-+0o n——+00 {Rn

In this case, we say that P’ is a strong Markov transform of P.

3. Given two R%valued stochastic processes (X;)ier and (Y;)ier, we say that (Y;)ser is a weak (resp.
strong) local Markov transform of (X;)cp if the law of (Y})ier is a weak (resp. strong) Markov
transform of the law of (X;)er.

Remark 4. 1. If P’ is a strong local Markov transform of a measure P € P((R)T) and Q is a
weak local Markov transform of P, then P’ = Q. Indeed, for every s < t € T2, there exists
(Rp)n>1 € (S[sﬂt])N* such that Q%! = lim,,_, Pfl’;} and lim,_, o, 0g, = 0. As P is a strong local
Markov transform, we have P"*" = lim,_, oo P{sl’;n}, hence P'*' = Q*!. Since a Markov measure
is completely characterized by its two-dimensional laws, this implies P’ = Q. In particular, there
is at most one strong local Markov transform, and if a measure P admits a strong local Markov
transform, we will talk about the strong local Markov transform of P.

2. A strong local Markov transform of P is clearly a weak local Markov transform of P, but the converse
is false, even when the weak local Markov transform is unique. For instance, if (Y});er is a sequence of
i.i.d. random variables with law A(0,1) and P is the law of the process X = (Yolieq+Yilicr\@)ter,
we leave it to the reader to verify that P’ := ®;cg N (0, 1) is the unique weak local Markov transform
of P, but is not a strong local Markov transform of P.

3. If P is a Markov process, then P{Sg} = P'$! for every R € Sls,1)> so that P is a strong local Markov
transform of itself. In particular, P is the only weak local Markov transform of P.

In [7, Theorem 2.26], Boubel and Juillet showed an existence result of a weak local Markov transform
when the measure P has increasing kernels in the sens given below. We denote by <y the stochastic
order on P(R), namely u <4 v if, for every non-decreasing bounded function f, fR fdu < fR fdv.

Definition 5. 1. Consider u,v € P(R) and P € Marg(u,v). We say that P has increasing kernels for
the stochastic order if there exists a disintegration P(dz,dy) = pu(dx)k;(dy) and a Borel set I' such
that u(I') = 1 and k, <y ky for every z <y € 2,

2. Consider T C Rand P € P (RT). We say that P has increasing kernels for the stochastic order if,
for every s < t € T?, P*! has increasing kernels for the stochastic order.

For more informations about the stochastic order and other orders on probability spaces, we refer to
the monographs [21], 22]. For additional information about increasing kernels, we refer to [7, Proposi-
tion/Definition 3.11.].



Theorem 6 (Boubel-Juillet). Consider an interval T C R and a probability measure P € P (RT). If P
has increasing kernels for the stochastic order, then P admits a weak local Markov transform.

In [7], Theorem |§| was proved and written with 77 = R, but an easy modification shows that it
stays true for any interval T C R. The following proposition indicates how Markov transforms behave
relatively to a change in time and a transformation “component by component”. Given ST C R,
d>1, PcP(RHT) and ¢ : S — T, we denote by P? the measure on R® with finite-dimensional laws
(PP)stmsm .= pOsi)r®lsn) g < ... < 5 € S™. If (X;)ser is a stochastic process with law P, then P?

is the law of the time-changed process (X¢(S))ses .

Proposition 7. We denote by T C R an interval, we fix d > 1 and we consider P, P' € P((R)T).

1. Let (fi)ier be a family of continuous injective functions from RY to RY and set f := (Qserfi) :
(z¢)ter € (]Rd)T = (fe(x))ter € (]Rd)T. If P’ is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform
of P, then f4P' is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of f4P.

2. Let S,T C R be two intervals and ¢ : S — T be a strictly increasing continuous function. If P’ is
a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of P, then P'¢ € P((R?)%) is a weak (resp. the
strong) local Markov transform of P® € P((R?)%).

Proof. 1. Fix s < t € R%. We leave it to the reader to verify that, by injectivity of the functions
(ft)ter, the Markov property transmits from P’ to fxP’ and (f#Q)‘?}t%} = (fs ® ft)#Q?}tz} for

every Q € P(RHT), R ¢ Sisg)- S0, if limy, 1 P{sj’én} = P'*! the continuity of f; ® f; leads to
( f#P)?]im} = (fs® ft)#Pflgn} —— (fe @ )P = ( f#P")®". This shows the result.

n——+

2. First, assume P’ is the strong local Markov transform of P. Fix s < t € S? and (Rp)n>1 €

(S[s’t])N* such that lim,,_, - or, = 0. Since ¢ is strictly increasing and uniformly continuous on [s, t],

(¢(Rn))n>1 € (3[¢(5),¢(t)1)N* and satisfies limy, 100 0g(R,) = 0. Thus (P‘ﬁ)?lt%n} = P&(%f)(? —

n—-+00
(P’)¢(S)’¢(t) = (P¢)s’t, which shows that P? is the strong local Markov transform of P. Now,
assume P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P and fix s < t € S2. We have to find a sequence

(Rp)n>1 € (S[S,t])N* such that lim,,_, 4~ og, = 0 and lim,,_, (P“S)‘E’;n} = (P’¢)S’t. As ¢(s) < ¢(t)

and P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P, there exists a sequence (Sy,)p>1 € (8[¢(S)7¢(m)N* such
that lim, 4 05, = 0 and lim,, P(ﬁg(z)}’qb(t) = po(e)ot) = (P’¢)S’t. We set R, := ¢~ 1(S,,). Since

{
¢~ 1 [0(s), p(t)] — [s,1] is strictly increasing, uniformly continuous and (P¢)?;n} = P{%(i)}’d)(t), the

sequence (Ry,)n>1 meets the requirement.

[
Remark 8. e In terms of random variables, Proposition [7| tells us that if the law of (Y;)ier is a weak
(resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the law of (X;):c7, then the law of (f¢(8)(Y¢(S)))S€S is

a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the law of (f4(s) (X¢(S)))seS'

e Consider S,T two intervals, u : § — R* and ¢ : S — T a strictly injective continuous function.
Assume P € P(RT) is a centered Gaussian process with covariance function K and P’ € P(R®) is



a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of P with covariance function K. Applying Propo-
sition , it is straightforward that the centered Gaussian process with covariance (s,t) € S?
u(s)u(t)K'(4(s), #(t)) is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the centered Gaussian
process with covariance function (s,t) € S? — u(s)u(t)K(¢(s), 4(t)).

For v € P(R%), we denote by m, € R? (resp. £, € My4(R)) the expected value of v (resp. the

covariance of ), i.e., the expected value (resp. the covariance matrix) of a R%valued random variable
with law ~.
Remark 9. In the rest of the article, we work under the hypothesis of non-singular marginals, i.e.,
2, € GLg(R) for every ¢t € T. In this case, we can apply Proposition [7| with f; : x; — Z,:tlm(xt —my,)
and f;1 Dup > 2342%5 + my,, where 2242 stands for the symmetric and positive-definite square root
of £,,. So, for a given measure P € P((RY)T), P’ is a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of
P if and only if (®t€Tft)#P’ is a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of (®t€Tft)#P. Since
(®terfr) u P’ € Marg((jir)ier), where fiy = fiupuy satisfies mp, = 0 and ¥, = Iy, we can restrict our
study to Markov transforms of centered processes with constant covariance function equal to the identity
matrix.

3 Composition and Markov transformation of Gaussian measures

For every d > 1, we write G4 the set of centered Gaussian measures and G the set of centered Gaussian
measures on R? with invertible covariance matrix. Consider (di,ds) € N* x N*, 7 € P(R%L x R%)
and (X1, X3) a (R x R%)-valued random variable with law 7. We denote by S2% ¢ Mg, 4, (R) the
covariance between X1 and Xs. The following lemma is well known and characterizes the weak convergence
of (centered) Gaussian measures by the convergence of their covariance matrices. We refer for instance
to [3, Ch. 8, Theorem 3] for a proof.

Lemma 10. Let consider (fin)n>1 € (G and p € P(RY). The following conditions are equivalent.
1. The measure i is centered Gaussian and X, = limy, 0 2, .
2. The sequence (fin)n>1 weakly converges to fu.

We now recall a standard result about conditional laws of Gaussian vectors. We refer to [24, Chapter
8, Section 9] for a proof.

Lemma 11 (Conditioning of Gaussian measures). Let (m,n) be in N* x N*.

1. Fiz m € P(R™™) a Gaussian measure and set y := projl""’m#ﬂ, V= projm+1""’m+”#7r, Y=
Y€ Mma(R). If p € Gf, and k : R™ — P(R™) is a probability kernel such that w(dx,dy) =
(d)k, (dy), then

p(dr) —as., k, =N (SLE 12, 5, — 20015,

2. Consider pn € G, (A,T) € Mpm(R) x M,(R) and k : x € R™ — N(Az,T') € P(R"). Then,
writing 7(dx, dy) = u(dz)k,(dy), we have

B S, At
™= N (0Rm+n, (AEM P + AEMAt ~ gm+n

9



For € P(R™),v € P(R™), we set G(u,v) := Gmin N Marg(u, v). Using Lemma we obtain an
explicit formula for the concatenation and the composition of Gaussian measures.

Lemma 12. Let us consider (p1,...,pp) € Gy X -+ X g, and (Picpip-1] € TI}=, ' G (i, i), We
denote Edpi’di“ by i1 and X, by X ;.

Concatenation formula: Pjo---0oP,_; =N (O, (Ai:j)1<ij<p) , where A; ; € My, 4;(R) is defined

by
i1 S St B0 1 D1y € Ma,g,(R) ifi<j
Aij = Zii ifi=3j
AL, if j <1

Composition formula:

b $12553%23 . zgllﬁplzp_l,p»

P- ... -P_i=N|0, _ o
' ot ( ((21,222522,3 D Spo1p) Sy

plpl D

Proof. The proof of the concatenation formula is based on a recursion on p, Lemma [11| and the decompo-
sition Py g0 Py 3 = pa(dae) k> (22, ) @ k*3(22,)](dz1, dz3) (see Notation/Definition [2) ' The composition
formula is then immediately implied by the concatenation formula and the projection on R% x R%. [

In the case where the covariance matrices are identity matrices, for every i < j € [1,d]?, A;; =
Yiigl 251, € Mg, d; 18 the product of the j — ¢ matrices successive matrices Xy, 41 starting with
k =1. Lemma allows us to recoverﬂ a characterization of the Markov property for Gaussian measures.

Proposition 13. Let fir d > 1, T C R, (w)ier € (G5)T and denote by P € Marg((ut)ter) a centered
Gaussian measure. For s < t € T?, we set Y = My, and Xgy = Epst The measure P is Markov if

and only if
Vs <t <u€T? Sgu="Ss:57) St (3)

Proof. If P is Markov, then for every s < t < u € T3, according to the composition formula, we
have ¥,, = X ’iu = Z;lgsd,t_Ptyu = EdpsdtZ 1273,?“ = 257t25t12t7u. For the converse implication, we as-
sume that Hypothesis is true and we want to show that Plor-im — ploti o ... o Plm-ttm for a]]
to < -+ < tp, € T™L. Since, for every i < j € [1,d — 1], applying recursively, we obtain

-1 1 . : t0,..-st
Sttt Sty gy Sty Sty Sty_,t; = Sty;- According to the concatenation formula, Pro-tr
and P! o...o Ptm-1tm are two centered Gaussian measures with the same covariance matrix, hence
are equal. ]

Using Lemma [10| and the concatenation formula of Lemma we obtain the continuity of concate-
nation and composition on product spaces of Gaussian transport plans.

Lemma 14. Let us consider (1o spp) € Gy X -0 X Gy, b € g(ui,mﬂ) and, for i € [1,p — 1],
(PM)n>1 € G iy i)™ . If limy sy oo P = P; for every i € [1,d —1], then Pyo---0 P, =limy, 1o Pl'0

2

-oPﬁandPl- Pjy,—hmnﬁJrOOP1 P]?.

"This criterion seems to be known for a long time [6], but to the best of our knowledge, not its multi-dimensional version.
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Proof. According to Lemma [10} for every i < j € [1,d—1], the function A; ; : (P1,...,Py) € G(p1, p2) X

X G(fp—1, pp) Zd“d”lZ 1 D ! 2P, 419 is continuous. Accordlng to Lemma and the concate-
nation formula in Lemma., the functlon C:(Pr,...,Pj_1) € G(p, p2) X+ - -xG(pg—1, ptq) — Pro---0Py_4
is continuous. The continuity of the composition is then a consequence of the continuity of projections. [

Applying Lemma we obtain that a weak local Markov transform of a Gaussian measure is a
Gaussian measure.

Proposition 15. Fiz an interval T C R, d > 1, (ut)ier € (Q;)T and denote by P € P((RHT) a Gaussian
measure. If P' € P(RNT) is a weak Markov transform of P, then P' is a Gaussian measure.

Proof. According to Remark@, we can assume that our (p);cr are centered. Fix s <t E T2 and a sequence

(Rn)n>1 € (S, t]) N* Such that lim,_s oo P{s};n} = P'$!. According to Lemma! {Rn} € G(us, pit). Tt

is well known that Marg(us, i1¢) is closed and according to Lemma a limit of a sequence of centered
Gaussian measures is a centered Gaussian measure. Thus G(us, p1¢) is closed and we obtain P! €
G(ps, put). Hence, for each t1 < --- < t, € TP, since P’ is a Markov measure, P""1»r = P'tti20. ..o Plo-1itp,
According to the composition formula in Lemma Pttty s Gaussian, which proves the desired
result. O

In the context of Gaussian measures, the hypothesis of increasing kernel in Theorem [6] can be removed.
For this purpose, we adapt the proof of Boubel-Juillet [7, Theorem 2.26.]. We first recall a theorem of
Kellerer, main tool of the proof (see [16, Theorem 1]). This theorem is an existence result of a Markov
measure satisfying certain constraints. It generalizes the standard Kolmogorov extension theorem of a
Markov process fitting a consistent family of two-dimensional laws (just take N5 = {y .} below).

Theorem 16. Let T' be an interval, and ()T a family of probability measures on some Polish space
E. For every s <t € T?, we consider a subset Nyt of P(E?). Assume that, for every s <t € T?:

(1) Ny is non-empty;

(2) Nt C Marg(ps, pie);

(3) Ns is closed for the weak topology;

(4) For everyr <s <t e T3 and (P,P') € Nys X Nst, P- P € Nyy;

(5) For every d >1andty < ... <ty €T if for every i € [1,d — 1] the sequences (QZ,tM)na €
(M t1+1) converge weakly to Q. , then the sequence <Q?1,t2 R Q?d—l’td) >1 tends weakty
n>
to Qtl,tg ... 0 Qtd—latd'

Then, there exists a Markov measure P € Marg((ut)ier) satisfying proj‘;fP € Nt for every s <t € T2

If R =(r1,...,m7) and S = (s1,...,84) are such that r, = si, we denote (ri,...,7p,52,...,5p) by
R+ S € S[m,sq}‘

Theorem 17. Consider an interval T C R and (ut)ier € (QZE)T . Then, every Gaussian measure
P € Marg((ut)ter) admits a weak local Markov transform.

11



Proof. For every s <t € T? and o > 0, put N7, := P{sg} ; Re€ Sy and op < O'} . For each s < t,

we set Ny s := NgsoN7;. In order to apply Theorem we establish that the conditions (1) to (5) are
fulfilled. First recall that G(ps, ) C Marg(ps, i) is closed and Marg(us, pt) is compact, so that G(us, pit)
is compact. For every s <t € T? and o > 0, according to the composition formula of Lemma we get
0 € N, C G(ps, pe), which implies Tft C G(us, put). Hence, Ny is a decreasing intersection of non-empty
compact subsets of G(us, i), thus a non-empty compact subset of G(us, ). This establishes (1), (2) and
(3). To prove (4), consider Q1 € Ny, Q2 € Ny, and o > 0. There exists two sequences of partitions
(Rn)n>1 € (S[s,t])N* and (Sp)n>1 € (S[t,u})N* such that Q1 = limy 400 Pf}; } Q2 = lim,, 4 Pfgfn} and

max(oR,,0s,) < o. According to Lemma we get P {R 1S = Pfén} P{t;} — Q@1 - Q2. Since

oR,+s, = max(og,,0s,) < o, we have Q1 - Q2 € N7, 7, This being true for all o > 0, Q1 - Q2 € Ny, so
that (4) is true. For (5), just recall that Ns; C G(us, ) and apply Lemma Thus, Theorem applies
and there exists a Markov measure P’ € P(RT) satisfying P'>! € N, for every s < t € T?. This means
exactly that P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P. O

Theorem |1 . 17| improves Theorem |§| for Gaussian measures. First, our result is valid for any (u¢)er €
(Qd) N Wwith d > 1, whereas Theorem |§| only applies when d = 1. Moreover if d = 1, we do not
ask that P € Marg((,ut)te;p) has increasing kernels. For a Gaussian process, having increasing ker-
nels means having a non-negative covariance function. Indeed, for P € Marg((ut)ier) with covari-
ance function K, according to the first point of Lemma Pot(dz, dy) = pi(de)kyt(dy) with k' =
N (K(s,t)/K(s,s)z, K(t,t) — K(s,t)>/K(s,s)). Recall that, for every (z,y,0) € R? x R%, N(z,0) <g
N (y,0) if and only if x < y. Hence, P*! has increasing kernels if and only if K(s,t) > 0, which proves
that P has increasing kernels if and only if K only takes non-negative values.

4 Identification criteria of Markov transform for Gaussian measure.

From now on, we restrict ourselves to real-valued Gaussian processes. The proof of the following proposi-
tion is straightforward, but the result is nevertheless crucial. It uses that, for every Gaussian process P,
s<teR?>and R= (ty < --- < ty), the correlation coefficient of Pfl’;} is the product of the correlation

coefficients of Pttt . . Plia-itd
Proposition 18. Fiz (u)er € (GF)' and denote by P, P’ € Marg((1u)er) two Gaussian processes with
covariance functions K and K' respectively. For every s < t € T? and (Rp)n>1 = ((tZ)ke[[l mn]})nzl €

(S[s,t])N*, the following conditions are equivalent:

st 13 St
1. P/ t—llmn_>+ooP{R b

[Ty Ky, )
H’l’:«n 1K(tn tn)

2. K'(s,t) = limp 00

Proof. According to Lemma 10, P! = lim,,_, 1o P, { R } if and only if X prst = limy 400 2 P! . Hence,
{R

writing u,, the fraction appearing in the limit of Point 2., the composition formula of Lemma | implies
that P'*! = lim,_, o0 {Ién} boils down to

) Y, Un DI K'(s,t)
nEToo(un zm) (K’(s )y B, )
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that is K'(s,t) = limy,— 1 0o Up. O

If one writes ck : (s,t) — K(s,t)/v/K(s,s)K(t,t) for the correlation function of P and ck : (s,t) —
K'(s,s)K'(t,t) for the correlation function of K’, the second point becomes
lm e (ty,t7) - -cr(ty, _1,t0 ) = ckr(s,t).
n——+o0o " "

According to Proposition being a local Markov transform of a Gaussian measure is a property
depending only on the covariance functions of the involved measures. Thus, in order to find a criteria to
identify Markov transforms of Gaussian measures, we focus on covariance functions of Gaussian measures,
i.e., positive semi-definite kernels. For 7' C R and K : T'x T — R, we recall that K is said to be a positive
semi-definite kernel if for all (¢1,...,ty) € T™, the matrix (K (¢;,%;))1<ij<m is symmetric and positive
semi-definite. Moreover, this kernel is said to be stationary if there exists K : R — R such that, for every
(s,t) € T x T, we have K(s,t) = K(t — s). It is a standard fact that a function K : T x T — R is
a positive semi-definite kernel (resp. stationary positive semi-definite kernel) if and only if there exists
a Gaussian measure (resp. a stationary Gaussian measure) on R’ with covariance function K. For a
proof, one can e.g. refer to |24, Chapter 3|. Before stating our criteria to identify Markov transform
of Gaussian measure, we define the variance, correlation and instantaneous decorrelation rate associated
with a positive semi-definite kernel.

Definition 19. Let K : T' x T — R be a positive semi-definite kernel. We denote by v : t € T —
K(t,t) € R the variance function of the kernel K and by ok := \/vk its standard deviation function.

1. The kernel K is said non-singular if its variance function of K takes positive values.

2. If K is non-singular, we denote by cx : (s,t) — o' (s)o' (t)K (s, 1) its correlation function. More-
over, for every point t € T\ {sup T}, we define the decay rate of the correlation of K at point ¢ as
the function LX : h € (T —t) NR% — h1(1 — cx(t,t + h)) € Ry

3. Ifforevery t € T\{supT)}, o (t) := limj,_,o+ L (h) exists, then o : t € T\{supT} > o (t) € Ry
is well-defined and we call it the instantaneous decorrelation rate of K.

If X = (X¢)ier is a centered real-valued random process with covariance function K, then vk is
the variance function of X, ck is the correlation function of X and K is non-singular if and only if
X; = 0 a.s. never happens. Denote by C(X,, X;) the correlation between X and X;. Then, the map
LE  hw— LE(h) = =1 (C(Xy, X;) — C(Xs, X)) is the decay rate of the function s — C(Xg, X;), that is
the decay rate of the correlation to X;. Hence, a€(t) is the instantaneous decay of the correlation to Xy,
i.e., the instantaneous decay rate of X at time ¢.

Proposition 20. Consider an interval T C R and a non-negative measurable map « : T — [0, +0o0].
Then Ky : (s,t) € T x T + exp (— fmax(s’t) a(u)du) is a positive semi-definite kernel and the centered

min(s,t)

Gaussian measure with covariance function K is Markov. We denote this process P, € P(RT),

Proof. First, we prove that K, is a positive semi-definite kernel. Fix s < t € T? and set Agy =

Ka(sas) Ka(s,t) . o B _ B -
<Ka(t,s) Ko(t1)) Since Tr(As:) = Ka(s,s) + Ka(t,t) = 1+1 = 2 > 0 and det(4s,) = 1
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exp(—2 [ a(v)dv) > 0, the matrix Ay is positive semi-definite and the probability measure pg; :=
N(0, As ) is well defined. For every s < t < u € T 3 the composition formula in Lemma implies
pst - it = N(0, A), where

. < Ku(s,8) Ko (s,t) K, (t, u)/Ka(t,t)>
Ko(s,t) Ko (t,u)/ Ko (t,t) Ko (u,u) '

we have A = A, which implies pis ¢ - f1,u = pts,u- According to the Kolmogorov extension theorem, there
exists a unique Markov measure P, € P(R”) such that Pt = s for every s <t € T2. According to the
composition formula in Lemma forevery t1 < --- < t,, € T™, we have Pél’“"tm = Pg} t2,. . ‘oPém_l’tm S
Gm. Hence P, is a Gaussian process and its covariance function is K. In particular, K, is a positive
semi-definite kernel. Finally, according to Proposition 13| and Equation , P, is Markov . O

Since

Remark 21. 1. If a is constant equal to 0, then K,(s,t) = 1 for every s < t € R2. Thus P, is the
law of a completely correlated process (Z)icgr, where Z ~ N(0,1).

2. If « is constant equal to 400, then K,(s,t) = 0 for every s < t € R%. Hence, P, is the law of a
sequence (X¢)ter of i.i.d. random variables with law N(0,1).

3. The stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with parameter o € R is defined as the solution to the
stochastic differential equation

dXt = —OéXtdt + dBt

{ , o

Xo=2Z

where (By);>0 is a standard Brownian motion and Z is a random variable independent from (B;):>0
with law A(0,1/2«). It is well known that a stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck is a centered Gaussian
process with covariance function (s,t) + 5=exp (—alt — s|). Thus P, is the law of (v2aX;);>o,
where (X¢):>0 is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

We can now state our criterion to identify the strong local Markov transforms. Since the expansion
of In(1 + =) at point 0 will often be used, we fix a notation.

Notation 22. Let € :] — 1, +00[— R be the function defined by

xT

I+o)=2 ¢ 2 €] — 1, +00[\{0}
e(x) = . .
0 ifz=0

This function is continuous, £(0) = 0 and In(1 + x) = = + ze(z) for every x €] — 1, 400].

Theorem 23. Consider an interval T C R and a continuous positive semi-definite kernel K : T x T — R
with constant variance function equal to 1. We denote by P the centered Gaussian process with covariance
function K. For every (s,t,h*) € T x T x R%, we set

Csi(h*) :=={(v,h) ; v els,t,v+he[st],he]0,h*]}.
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K s well defined, continuous and for every s <t e T x T

sup |Lf(h) — ozK(v)‘ —— 0. (6)
(v,h)ECs 1 (h*) hr—0%+

1. Assume o

Then Pk is the strong local Markov transform of P.
2. Assume, for every s <teT xT

inf Lf,((h) — 4o00. (7)
(v,h)€Cs ¢ (h*) h*—0t

Then Py s the strong local Markov transform of P.

Proof. In order to prove the first point, let fix s < t € T? and (Rp)n>1 € (S[SJ])N* such that lim,,_, 1~ o, =

0. Put L:= LK a:=af R, =(t3,... st ) forn > 1 and A} =t} | —t} for k € [0,m;, —1]. According
to Proposition [I8 we have to establish the limit

mp—1

H K@, —>exp< /Sta(u)du>,

that is,
my—1 t
k=0 s

Defining ¢ as in Notation for every (v, h) € T x R* such that v+ h € T and K(v,v+ h) > 0 , we get
In(K(v,v+h)) = (K(v,v+h)—=1)[14+¢e(K(v,v+h) —1)] = =hLy(h) [1 + & (=hL,(h))]. Thus,

mn—1 mp—1

S In(K(tpth+ ) =— Y hiLg(hp)[1+e (—=hi L (b)) ], (9)
k=0

k=0

mp—1

t
which implies that u, := ’ Z In (K (¢, t, + hy)) — <—/ a(u)du) ‘ satisfies

/

<0 <0

mp—1

Uy = Z —hZLtg(hZ) [1 +e (—hZLtZ(hZ))] - <—/ a(u)du)
mp—1 mp—1
= Z hy; Lir () (/ (u)du) + Z hy Lip (hy)e (—h’,thZ(hZ))‘

k=0

k=0
mn—1

> hpLig (h)e (—hi Ly (b))

mp—1 mn—l mp—1

Z hit Lin (hyy) — Z Ao > h;ga(t;;)—/ta w)du| +
k=0 s

= an = bn = Cn

IA
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We are now left to prove that lim, 4o ap = limy— 400 by = limy oo ¢y = 0. For every n > 1, we have

mp—1
0<an< Y B |Lep(hf) — a(ti)] < |t —s| sup |Ly(R) — a(v)).
k=0 (v,h)€Cs (0 Ry, )
According to Hypothesis @, lim, 10 a, = 0. Since « is continuous and continuous functions are

Riemann-integrable, we immediately get lim,_, - b, = 0. In order to prove that lim, , . ¢, = 0, put
Cst = {(v,h) ; veE[s,t],v+he[st],0 <h} and L,(0) := a(v) for every v € [s,t]. We want to prove
that L is continuous on the compact set C,;. Since K is continuous, we know that L is continuous on
Cst \ ([5,t] x {0}) and we are left proving the continuity on [s,t] x {0}. Let us fix ¢ > 0, v* € [s,t] and
consider o € R% such that

{sup(v,h)eos,mE) |Ly(h) — a(v)| < /2
SUPyels,t];|v—v*|<ae ’OZ(’U) - Oé('l)*)| < E:/2

For every (v, h) € Csx N ([v* = e, v" + ac] X [~ac, ac]) C CS,t(as) U ([v* — ae, v* + ac] x {0}), we have
[ Lo(h) — Lo (0)] = |Ly(h) — a(v7)]

< [Ly(h) = ()] + |av) — a(v)]

< sup [Ly(h) —a@)|+  sup fa(v) = a(vY)]
(v,h)€C5s ¢ (ae) UE[S,t];‘U—’U*‘SaE

<e/2+¢e/2=c¢,

which shows the desired continuity. Hence M := sup(, p)ec, , Lv(h) is finite and we have

mp—1
0<cn < Y BpLg(hy) |e (=hpLip (B))| < [t —s|M  sup  |e(z)],

k=0 |z|<Mog,
which implies lim, 1, ¢, = 0 and finishes the proof of the first point. We now prove the second
point. Using the same notation as before, we are left to prove (8) with o constant equal to oo, that is
limy, 400 ZZL:”(]_l In (K (), 1}, 1)) = —oo. As for (9), this amounts to show

mp—1

Y BRLeg(hi)[1 + e (=L (hi)) ] e Too

k=0

One can find a rank N > 1 such that for every n > N and k € [0,m,, — 1], we have ¢ (_thtZ(hz)) =
e (K(t},tp + hy) —1) > —1/2. Thus, for every n > N,

mp—1 mp—1

> hpLp(hp) [L+e (=hgLep(hi)] = > hiLp (b2~ >
k=0 k=0

t—s

Un,

where vy, := Inf(, pyec, ,(or,) Ly (h). According to Hypothesis (7)) we get lim,,_, 4 o v, = +00, which finishes
the proof. O
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Remark 24. 1. We ask that the variance of K is constant equal to 1 and P is centered only to
simplify the statement of our result and the notation used in the proof. If we just assume that K is
non-singular, i.e., the variance function of K is positive, we obtain that the Gaussian process with
covariance K’ : (s,t) — /K(s,s)K(t,t)Ks(s,t) and same mean function as P is the strong local

Markov transform of P. This is a straightforward consequence of Remark [9}

2. In the case of a stationary kernel K : (s,t) € T? — K(t — s), the value of the map LK :
h — h7t <1 - K’(O)‘Ui’(h)) does not depend on ¢t and Equation () and Equation become

limy, 0+ hl(1-K(h) =ac [0, +0oc]. In this case, Theorem [23| states that, if K is continuous,
K(0) =1 and limy_,o+ h™*(1 = K(h)) = a € [0, 400], then P, is the strong Markov transform of P.

Theorem 25. Consider an interval T and a stationary positive semi-definite kernel K : (s,t) € T2 —
K(t —s) € R that is continuous and satisfies K(0) = 1. We denote by P a centered Gaussian measure
with covariance function K and set L : h € R% — h™1(1 — K(h)).

1. Iflimy,_,o+ L¥(h) = a € [0, +00], then P, is the strong local Markov transform of P.

2. Assume o € [0,+00] is a cluster point of L™ at 0% and consider a sequence of positive numbers
(Sn)n>1 converging to zero that satisfies limy, o0 LK(sn) = a. For every s < t € T?, writing
Ry = ((snZ)N]s, t[) U {s,t}, we obtain lim, o P
Markov transform of P.

wi, = PY t o particular, P, is a weak local

{R}

Proof. The first point is only a restatement of the Point 2] in Remark [24] and we are left with the proof of
the second point. We set L := LK and fix s <teT? Let (Sn)n>1 and RSt be as in the statement. For
every n > 1, we write Ry’ := (t8,..., tmn) € Sjs - For every k € {1,. — 2}, we have

In(K (sn)) = (14K (s0)—1]) = —$nL(sn) [1 te (f((sn) - 1)} = (0 — 1) L(sn) [1 te (R'(sn) - 1)} ,

where ¢ is defined in Notation Hence,

mp—1 mp—1
> (K ) = 3 n (Rt - o)
k=0

Mp—2

=In(K(t} —s)) +In(K(t—t, )+ > In(K(s

Mp—2

= (Rt} = 5) + (K (=15, 1)) = D (s = G)E(sn) |1+ (K(sa) = 1))]

k=1
= In(K (7 — )+ In(K(t— 7 ) — (% — 1) L(sn) [1 te (f((sn) - 1)} .

Since K(0) = 1 and K is continuous, we obtain lim,_, s Zk iy ot In (K(t7,t7.,)) =0+0—at —s) =
—a(t — s), which implies the result according to Proposition |1 ]
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We now apply Theorem [23| to two different examples: We shall prove that they admit a strong local
Markov transform and then compute it. We begin with the fractional Brownian motion.

Proposition 26. Consider H €]0,1] and denote by By the fractional Brownian motion with Hurst
parameter H, i.e., the centered Gaussian measure with covariance function Kg : (s,t) € R7 x RY —
S(t2H + || — |t — s|*H). The centered Gaussian measure By with covariance matriz

sHtH Ly + 01z if H<1/2
Ki : (s,t) € R x RY — < min(s, t) ifH=1/2
sttt if H>1/2
is the strong local Markov transform of Byy.

Proof. For (s,t) € R} x RY,

e =3 ()6 |-

where u:t € Ry —t €R, ¢ : s € RY — 1n£s) and K : a1 (e2H? 4 e72Ho _ o7 — ¢=2|2H)  Let define
P as the stationary centered Gaussian process with covariance function K : (s,t) — K (|t — s|). Using the
Taylor expansion of the exponential function, we get

2H

oo if H<1/2
A1 — K(h)) = o(1) + (2h)*H71(1 + o(1))* — 91 if H=1/2=:8.
T lo iwE 12

Thus, according to Theorem Pyg is the strong local Markov transform of P. According to Remark
Equation and Remark |8 the centered Gaussian process with kernel (s,t) — u(s)u(t) exp(—p|o(t) —
¢(s)]) is the strong local Markov transform of By. Finally, it is straightforward that w(s)u(t) exp(—3|¢(t)—
#(s)]) = Ky(s,t), which gives the wanted result. O

We now continue our sequence of examples with a class of non-stationary processes.

Proposition 27. Consider two intervals T C R, J C R%, a Brownian motion (By)y>0 on a prob-
ability space (0, F,P) and a family (ki)ier of elements of L*(J) such that IF ki(u)?du = 1 for every
t € T. Set X; := [, k(u)dBy for every t € T. The, the law P € P(RT) of (Xy)ier is a Gaussian
measure with covariance function K : (s,t) € T x T w [, ks(u)ks(u)du. Moreover, set Csi(h*) :=
{(v,h) € [s,t[x]0,h*] ; v+ h € [s,t]} for every (s,t,hx) € T x T x R and assume:

(Hy) 3f :TxJ—=RNY(s,t,u) €T xT x J,

sup ’h_l(kv(u) — kv+h(u)) — f(v)u)| 50 : (11)
(v,h)€Cs, ¢ (h*) 0+

(Hy) 3g € LY(J),3ho € R%,V(h,t,u) €]0, ho] x T x J,

h=Y (ke () — ken(w) — F(t0)| < glu);
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(H3) a:teTw— [;k(u)f(t,u)du is continuous.
Then P, is the strong Markov transform of P.

Proof. The hypothesis ks € L?(J) ensures that (X;)ser is well defined. The process P is clearly centered,
Gaussian and for every (s,t) € T2,

K(s,t) = B(X,X,) = E < /J ko(u)d By /J kt(u)dBu> _E < /J ks(u)kt(u)d<B,B>u> _ /J koo () e (1),
Moreover, for (v,h) € Cs4(h*), LI (h) =h™' (1 — K(v,v+h)) = [; B~ (ky(uw) — kygn(u))ky(u)du. Hence,

v

L (h) = a(v)| =

/ Bt (oo (1) — g (1)) B (1)t — / F (0, u)y (w)du
J J

< / | (o (10) — o () — Fow)] [k ()]
J

< ( sup Ikw(U)|> /J( h)Sup {|n7 (kw(u) = kwin(w) = f(w,u)]} du,

we([s,t] €Cs,t(h*)
which implies
sup ]Lff(h) —a(v)| < ( sup ]kw(u)]> /J( h)sup {‘hil(kw(u) — kyyn(u)) — f(w,u){} du.

(0,h)EC 1 (h*) wels,1] €Ca1(h¥)
(12)

According to (H;) and (Hz), the Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem applies to the right-hand side
of Equation so that limp« o+ SUP(y n)eCs,t(h*) LE(h) — a(v)| = 0. According to (Hj), o is continuous
and we have K (t,t) = [, k;(u)*du = 1. Hence, Theorem [23| applies, which proves the result. O

Example 28. Let us apply Proposition 27| to the law P of (Xg)s>0 := (f0+°° \/Eef%dBu) . In order

s>0
to satisfy (Hz), we rather work on (X)se[q,p) for a fixed couple a < b € (Ri)2 . Fix s < t € [a,b)? and set

key(u) = /ve™"%2 for every (v,u) € [s,t] x R*.. Using the Taylor expansion of the exponential map and
of z €] — 1, +o0[— V1 + x, we get
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for every (v,

u, [s t] x Ry x R%. Hence, Hypothesis (H;) is satisfied. Let hg € R% be such that
SUPpe]o,ho) |0(7)

u,h) €
| < 1. For every h 6]0 ho] and (v,u) € [a,b] x RY, we have

_ 1 1 o _au
710 1) = Bosn00) = £, 0] = || < e =5 g,
which shows (Ha). Since f(v,u)k,(u) = (uve " — ™), we have a(v) = 0+°° fo,u)ky(u)du =
0+°°(uve_”“ —e"™)du =1—-1 = 0 for every v € [a,b]. Since (Hs) is obviously true, Proposition

. 27| applies and the Markov transform of the law of (Xt)te[a p is the law of the completely correlated

process (Z)ic(q5, Where Z ~ N(0,1). This being true for every a < b € (R*) the Markov transform
of the law of (X;)iet>0 is (Z)¢>0. Applying Remark [9] the strong local Markov transform of the law of

(fo-‘roo e—tUdBu)t>0 is the law of (Z/\/ﬂ)bo .

5 Default of uniqueness for a weak Markov transform.

As already noticed in Remark [ strong local Markov transforms are unique. However, we shall see
now that this fails in the case of weak local Markov transforms. In this section, our aim is to construct a
(stationary) Gaussian measure which has several weak local Markov transforms. The guiding result for our
construction is a theorem of Bochner which characterizes the continuous positive semi-definite stationary
kernels. For a proof, we refer to [5, Paragraph 8] (or [9, Page 208] for a more recent presentation). We
denote by fi : t € R — [, exp(itz)u(de) the Fourier transform of a positive finite measure € M (R).

Theorem 29 (BochneIEb. Let K : R? — R be a symmetric map. The following conditions are equivalent:
1. There exists i € My (R) such that K(s,t) = ji(t — s) for every (s,t) € R2.
2. The function K is a continuous positive semi-definite stationary kernel.

The measure i is then unique and is called the spectral measure associated with K.

We now claim that, in order to obtain a stationary Gaussian measure that has not a unique weak
local Markov transform, it is sufficient to find a symmetric probability measure p € P(R) with a Fourier
transform whose growth rate at 07 admits several cluster points. To justify this, notice that if p is a
real-valued symmetric probability measure, then the function K : (s,t) € R? — fi(t — s) is real valued and
symmetric. According to Theorem this implies that K is a stationary positive semi-definite kernel,
with constant variance equal to 1(0) = p(R) = 1. Thus, for every cluster point a € [0, +0o0] of the decay
rate of i at point 0T, according to Theorem the centered Gaussian process P with covariance function
K admits P, as weak local Markov transform. In our construction, the set of cluster points of the decay
rate of the Fourier transform of p at point 0% will be [0, 4o00c], which guarantees an infinity of weak
local Markov transforms. Denoting by sgn : R — {—1,0,1} the usual sign function, our strategy is to
consider a symmetric probability measure of the form ~ := Z‘ k|2 4 k|5sgn(k)b| n whose Fourier transform
has an infinite decay rate at 0T. Then, to obtain our measure y, we “mix” v with §y, whose Fourier

8In general, Theorem is stated for C-valued kernels, but it is straightforward that this implies our reformulation with
R-valued kernels.
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transform has a decay rate converging to 0 at point 07. More precisely, we will recursively construct a
set S C (NN [2,+0o0]) and put
by ifkesS
Yr =

0 otherwise

in order to define our measure p by

o= Z a)k|Osgn(k)y ), = Z )k Osgn (k)b + Z aj | do-

|k|>2 [kles lkl¢S
Since ‘ ‘
() =D >0 ay (e 4 k) =2 k2 @k coS(tby) (13)
fi(t) = D pmp ar (€™ +e7"WR) =237, o, ay cos(tyr,)
the decay rates of 4 and & at 0 are given by
11 —A(t)) = 2t 1 > k2 @k (1 — cos(tby)) . (14)
1= at) =273, cg ar (1 — cos(tby))

Put a := 1/2, b := 3 and a;, := a¥, b, := bF for every k > 2. We have ab > 1 and shows that /2
is the well-known continuous nowhere differentiable Weierstrass function [25]. In Point [1] of Lemma
below, we rely on an article of Hardy [I1] to prove lim; o+ t~1(1 — 4(t)) = +oo. We are left to find a
recursive construction of S such that the lacunary series t (1 — fi(t)) of t~1(1—4(t)) admits the elements
of [0, +o0] as cluster points. Points [215] of Lemma 30| are useful to define the sequence (yj)r>1 and to show
that the resulting measure p has the wanted property. The construction itself is done in Proposition
using the tools of Lemma [30]

Lemma 30. Put a:=1/2, b:=3 and a, := a”, by, := b* for every k > 2.

1. Then lim;_ 00 Zk22 ay (1 — CoS (%’“)) = +o00.

2. For any given sequence (wg)g>1 € RN limyy o0 J:Zk:ZLxJ—H ay, (1 — cos (‘%’“)) =0.

3. Forp>1 and ((ni,m;))icpi p) € (N2)?, the map
p my bk

o) (mpomy) T ERL YD (1 — cos (:::)) € Ry
=1 k=n;
satisfies iMy—s 400 G(ny my),....(np,my) (T) = 0.
4. Forn > 2, the map

[z]
b
fn:xeRHxZak (1—COS<;>> eRy

k=n

satisfies limy_s 400 fn(z) = +00.
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5. Consider a increasing sequence of integers (ng)i>1 such that nog = 2 and define the sequence (Yi)k>0
by
= {bk if k € Ui>o[nei, noit1] _
0 ifk € Uiso[nait1, nogy1)l

Then the map
[z

f:xG]Ri»—)mZak <1—Cos<i—k>>

k=2
satisfies
flz) = {g(no,n1—1)7---,(n2(i1>,n2i_1—1)(33) + fna: (2) Z:fl‘ € [n2i, n2it1] ‘
I(nom1—1),.o(nimain —1) (%) if @ € [n2it1, nggiv)

Proof. 1. According to [IT, Points 2.41-2.42], lim,_o+ h™' Y0, a®(1 — cos(b¥mh)) = +oo. Since
limy, 0+ h~a®(1 — cos(b¥7h) = limy,_,g+ h=ta'(1 — cos(b'mwh) = 0, the change of variable ! = 7h
gives the wanted result.

2. Forz22,0<23 0 541 @ (1—cos (%)) <2z Dk o)+ ak = 255@; Ja , which proves the result.

3.Forz e RY, 0 < adp_ >0 n, @ (1—COS<bl>>§xZ DYy ny &

which proves the result.

1Zl ng 2

4. According to Points and [3] the equality
= Q:Zak <1 — cos ( >> xn lak <1 — cos (bk>> —x Z a <1 — cos (bk>>
k>2 k=2 . k> [o)+1 v
implies limy, o0 fn(z) = +00 — 0 — 0 = +o0.

5. The computation is straightforward.
O

Proposition 31. There exists a sequence (yi)r>1 € RT_* such that the cluster points of the decay rate at
point 0T of the Fourier transform of j 1= Z|k|22 2*|k|65gn(k)ylk‘ are the elements of [0, +00].

Proof. We define the functions f, and g(n, m),....(np,mp)

as in Lemma, According to Points [3] and |§| of
Lemma we can define a sequence (n;);>2 by

ng := 2
Vi > 0,n2i41 :=inf {n > ng; ; fr,,(n —1) > i}
Vi > 0,ng(i+1) = inf {n > N2i41 ;5 g(noml_1)7._.,(,121.’”21.“_1)(n — 1) < 1/1}

As in Point [5| of Lemma we associate a sequence (yx)r>2 and a function f to our sequence (n;);>2.
Since ngip1 — 1 € [n2;, n2ip1[ and nggr1y — 1 € [M2i41, N9 41)[, according to this same point,

f(n2i+1 - 1) = g(ng,nlfl),...,(ng(i_l),ngz;lfl) (n2i+1 - ]-) + fnzi (n2i+1 - 1) > fnzi (n2i+1 - 1) >1
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and
F(n2git1) = 1) = Gingni—1),.. (n2snoip —1) (Mogip1) — 1) < 1/i

for i > 1. Set p:= 352 2_|k|5sgn(k)y|k‘ and denote by L :t € R} — ¢~ (1 — i(t)) the decay rate of i at
0". As in Equation (14)),

L(1/z) =22 ) ay (1 - cos(yy/x)) = f(x) + g(x),

k>2

where g(z) := > "j5 |4 41 @k (1 — cos(yx/x)). According to Pointof Lemma limg_y 400 g(x) = 0. Thus,

writing s; := ﬁ and t; := we get L(s;) = f(n2iq1 —1)+g(ngit1 —1) F— +00+0 = +o0

1
Nai41)—1’
and L(t;) = f(ngqs1) — 1) + 91y — 1) ﬁ 0, so that 0 and 400 are cluster points of L at 07. Since

1—>+00
L is continuous, according to the intermediate value theorem, any elements of [0, 400] is a cluster points
of L. Since L is non-negative, all its cluster points are elements of [0, +o0c] which finishes the proof. [

The following Remark will be used in the construction and further in the article.

Remark 32. Let T be an interval and P € P (RT) a Gaussian measure with non-singular covariance
function K : T x T' — R. In [20, Theorem 1], the authors proved that if P satisfies the Markov property
and K is continuous, then there exists two functions f, g satisfying K (s,t) = f(s)g(t) for every s < t € R?.
Since, for every t € R, K(t,t) = f(t)g(t) > 0, both f and g do not vanish. Since f (resp. g) is continuous
and does not vanish f (resp. g) is either positive or negative. As f(t)g(t) > 0 for every t € T, either f and
g are both positive or f and g are both negative. This implies K is positive. Hence, every non-singular
continuous covariance function of a Gaussian measure that satisfies the Markov property is positive.

We can now construct a stationary Gaussian measure with an infinity of weak local Markov transforms.

Theorem 33. There exists a centered stationary Gaussian measure P € P (RR) whose set of weak local
Markov transforms is the set of all the measures P satisfying:

1. The measure P’ is centered Gaussian with constant variance function equal to 1;
2. The covariance function of P’ is non-negative;
3. The measure P’ is Markov.

Proof. According to Proposition we can find a symmetric probability measure p such that the cluster
points of the decay rate of fi at 0T are the elements of [0,+oc]. Since p is symmetric, the function
K : (s,t) € R? — [t — s) is real valued and symmetric. Hence, according to Theorem K is a
stationary positive semi-definite kernel, with constant variance equal to f1(0) = u(R) = 1. Based on
Theorem the Gaussian measure P with covariance function K : (s,t) € R x R — fi(t — s) is a well
defined stationary Gaussian measure such that K(¢,t) = (0) = 1 for every t € R. We denote by P
the centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K. Let P’ be a Gaussian and Markov measure
with non-negative covariance function K’ and constant variance equal to 1. In order to show that P’ is
a weak local Markov transform of P, let fix s < t € R%. Since 0 < K'(s,t) < K'(s,8)"/2K'(t,t)"/? = 1,
a:= —|t—s|7tIn(K'(s,t)) is well defined and we have « € [0, +0cc]. Moreover K'(s,t) = exp(—alt —s|) =
K,(s,t). Since « is a cluster point of the decay rate of fi at 0T, according to Point [2| of Theorem
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P, is a weak local Markov transform of P. Hence, there exists (Rn)n>1 = ((t})ne[i,mn]) € (S[s,t])N*
such that lim, ;4o or, = 0 and lim, o0 K(s,t7)... K(t), _1,t) = Ka(s,t) = K'(s,t). According to
Proposition P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P. Conversely, let P’ be a weak local Markov
transform of P with covariance function K’. We want to show that P’ is a Gaussian and Markov
measure with non-negative covariance function and constant variance function equal to 1. First P’ is
Markov by definition and Gaussian according to Proposition As P’ has the same variance function
as P, its variance is constant equal to 1. Since P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P, there exists
(Rn)n>1 = (87 )ke[1,ma]) € (S[s,t])N* such that lim, o K(t§,t7) - K(t} n )= K'(s,t). According

mnp—1° "mp

to Remark K is positive, which implies K'(s,t) > 0 and finishes the proof. ]

In particular for a measure P as in Theorem [33| and any measurable function a: R — [0, +o0], P, is
a weak local Markov transform of P. As one can see taking a : ¢ — 0+ 1;<1 + (+00) - 141, this also proves
that a weak Markov transform of a stationary measure is not always a stationary measure.

6 Global Markov transform, weak convergence of the transformations
and SDE characterization of the mimicking process

In the past sections, we gave some results local Markov transforms. In this section, we shall study global
Markov transform and show how these results can be used to get results about global Markov transforms.
As said in the introduction, a global Markov transform is a law P’ of a process X’ obtained as limit of
transformations of X made Markov at certain times. We recall that, given a finite subset R of R, the
transformation of X made Markov at times R is a process X ? satisfying:

e On every interval between two successive times of R, X and X have the same law;

e For every r € R, X® is made Markov at time r: if one knows the value of the trajectory at time r,
then the future (X/);~, of the trajectory does not depend on the past (X/t);<, of the trajectory.

It is possible to give a rigorous definition of the law Figj of this process X R This has been done by Boubel
and Juillet [7, Definition 4.18] using the Kolmogorov extension theorem.

Definition/Proposition 34 (Measure made Markov at times R). Let T' C R be a set, E a Polish space,
P € P(ET) a probability measure and R = {ry < --- < 1,} CT a finite set of times. For each finite set
S CT, we write

m—1

SUR={s] < - <s) <ri<s{<--<sp, <rg<--<sP << <y, <SP < <SP )

n 0 0 1 1
. m m
g = pI’OJS [P317 Sko Tl o P’r‘17517 BrT2 oL prmost 7'”7Skm:|.

Denoting by S the class of finite subsets of T', it is readily verified that (ug)ses is a consistent family of
measures. According to the Kolmogorov extension Theorem, there exists a unique probability Pig; on ET
such that projiP[R} = pg for every S € §. We say that P € P(ET) is the measure P made Markov at
times R. Given a process X with law P, we say that X is thfﬂ transformation of X made Markov at
times R if X has law Pgy.

9We speak about the transformation, even if we just have uniqueness in law
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In order to simplify the following definitions and notation, we will assume that T" = R, but the results
remain true for any interval T' C R. A global Markov transform will be defined as a Markov limit of a
sequence Pip, | for an admissible sequence (Ry)n>1 of set of times (see Notation. The topology that we
will consider first is the topology of finite-dimensional convergence, that is to say the weak convergence on
P(ER), where E¥ is endowed with the product topology. More explicitly, a sequence (P, ),>1 € P(ER)N

converges to P € P(ER) for this topology if for all s < --+ < s, € R™, (PV"""™),>1 converges to

Psesmfor the weak topology. We denote this convergence by P, f’—i’) P. The following remark
n—-+0oo

states that for Gaussian measures, this convergence is equivalent to the two-dimensional convergence.

Remark 35. Let {P,},,>1U{P'} C P (R®) be a set of centered Gaussian processes. Then P, f'—i> P'if
- n—-+0oo

and only if, for every s < t € R?, lim,_, o (P,)®" = (P’)*". The direct implication is trivial. Conversely,
st

assume, for everty s t< t € R, limy, 400 (Pn)>" = (P’)s’t and fix t; < .-+ < t;, € R™. According to Lemma
limy_s 400 PLt = Pistm if and only if Eptitm ——— Lpntitm. As for every Gaussian

n—-+o0o
process @ € P(RF) and i < j € [1,m]?, we have Yotirtm (4,5) = ZQti,tj (1,2) we get the converse
implication.

Notation 36. Fix R’T“ = {(tl, ot ERF << tk}, R4 := Ukle’lTC and denote by

n—-+4o0o n—-+4o0o n—-+00

A= {(Rn)nzl €(®)" ; lim op, =0, lim inf(R,)=—coand lim sup(R,)= +°O}

the set of admissible sequences.
We can now give the definition of both weak and strong global Markov transform.
Definition 37. [Global Markov transform] Let E be a Polish space and P a probability measure on E¥.

1. We say that P admits a weak global Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P’ on E®

and (Rp)n>1 € A such that Pg f’—i’> P’. We say that P’ is a weak global Markov transform of
- n——+0oo

P.

2. We say that P admits a strong global Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P’ on

E® such that for every (Rp)n>1 € A, we have Pir, P We say that P’ is the strong global

n—-+o0o
Markov transform of P.

The two-dimensional laws at time (s,t) of the measure made Markov at times R can be obtained by
composing the transition kernel passing trough the times of R. More explicitly, one can readily check
that (P[ R})s’t = Pf {i BU(RAs D} (see Definition [2| for the right-hand side of the equality). In the following
proposition, we verify that this implies that a weak (resp. strong) global Markov transforms of P is a
weak (resp. strong) local Markov transform of P. A natural question to ask is if local Markov transforms
are also global Markov transform. This is less obvious and false in general. However, using Remark
we shall prove that it is true for strong Markov transform of Gaussian measures: If a Gaussian measure
P’ is a strong local Markov transform of P, then P’ is also its strong global Markov transformm In the
case of weak Markov transforms, it stays true for stationary Gaussian measures under the hypothesis of
Theorem [25]

10 According to Remark [4] this justifies that we talk about the strong global Markov transform of P.
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Proposition 38. Let P € P(RR®) be a Gaussian measure and P' € P(R®) be a Markov measure.

1. The measure P’ is the strong global Markov transform of P if and only if it is the strong local Markov
transform of P.

2. If P' is a weak global Markov transform of P, then P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P.

Proof. 1. Assume P’ is the strong global Markov transform of P. In order to show that P’ is the strong
local Markov transform of P, fix s < t € R? and (Rn)n21 € (S[Sﬂ)N satisfying limg,—, 1~ op = 0.
For every n > 1, we set Ry, := R, U (([—n, s[U]t,n]) N (27"Z) ). We have (Rp)n>1 € A, (RpN]s, t[) U

~ f.d. ,t o it _ ER )t
{S,t} = Rn and P[Rn] m P. Hence, we get P‘?Rn} = P(SRnﬁ]s,t[)U{s,t} = (P[Rn]) m )2

Conversely, assume P’ is the strong local Markov transform of P. According to Remark it is
sufficient to show that, for every s < t € R?, lim,_s o0 (P[Rn])s’t = (P)% ie., lim, s i0o P{SI’% y =
(P")* where R, := {s,t} U (R,N]s,t[). Since (Ry)n>1 € (S[Svt])N*, limy1000p = 0and P is a

strong local Markov transform of P, we get (P[Rn])s’t = P{SJ’; VT (P))®'. Thus P’ is the strong
mn n—-+0o0

global Markov transform of P.

2. Fix (Rp)n>1 € A such that Pg f'—i’> P'. Given s < t € R?, put R, := {s,t} U (R, N [s,1]).
- n——+0o0

~ N* .. Gt )t _ s,t
We have (Rp)n>1 € (S[s,t]) , limy, 4 oo O, = 0 and Pién} = P(SRnﬂ}s,t[)u{syt} = (P[Rn]) ————>n_>+oo
(P")*". As this is true for every s < t € R?, P’ is a weak local Markov transform of P.
O

Notice that we did not use the fact that P is Gaussian to prove that every weak (resp. strong) global
Markov transforms of P is a weak (resp. strong) local Markov transform of P, but used it to prove that
every strong local Markov transforms of P is the strong global Markov transform of P. Indeed, we used
the Remark which is only valid in the Gaussian case.

Proposition 39. Let K : (s,t) € T? — K(t — s) € R be a continuous stationary positive semi-definite
kernel that satisﬁegK(O) = 1. Let P be a centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K and set
L :h 7Y (1— K(h)). Assume o € [0,+00] is a cluster point of L™ at 0% and let (s,)n>1 be a positive

sequence converging to zero such that lim, 4o L (sn) = . Then, writing Ry, := (sn - Z) N [-n,n], we
have Pig,,] %) P,. In particular, the measure P, is a weak global Markov transform of P.
n—-+0o0
Proof. Let (sp)n>1 and (Ry)n>1 be as in the statement. According to Remark we are left to prove
that limg, oo P[S]jzi] = P35 for every s < t € R2. Since for every n > max(t, —s), we have P[Séi] =
st _ psit _ psit ;
P{{s,t}ué]s,t ARw)} = P{{s,t}u(]s,t[manm}—n,n[)} = P{{s,t}u(]s,t[ﬂan)}’ this corresponds exactly to the second
point of Theorem [25] O

Corollary 40. Let P be the stationary Gaussian process appearing in Theorem [33 Then, for every
a € [0,+00], P, is weak global Markov transform of P.

Proof. By construction of P, every a € [0,+0¢] is a cluster point of the decay rate of the correlation
function of P. According to Proposition for every a € [0,+oc], the process P, is a weak global
Markov transform of P. O
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Until now, we only considered the topology of finite-dimensional convergence. In the case where
a < b € R?, we can endow C([a, b], R) with the topology of the uniform convergence, inducing a topology on
P(C([a, b],R)), that we simply call weak topology. We shall write P, ——— P to express that a sequence

n—-+oo

(Po)n>1 € P(C([a,b],R))N" converges to P € P(C([a,b],R)) for this topology, i.e., [ fdP, = | fap

for every continuous bounded function f : (C([a, b],R), ||-||) = R. Weak convergence implies convergence
for the finite-dimensional topology, but in general the converse is false. However, if the family (P,)n>1
is tz’ghdﬂ7 then both convergences are equivalent. To carry out our convergence result from the finite-
dimensional topology to the weak convergence topology, we need the Kolmogorov-Chenstov criterion to
ensure that our measures P and Pg,) are concentrated on C([a,b],R) and the Kolmogorov tightness
criterion to ensure that { P}U{Pg,) ; n > 1} is tight. For a proof of the Kolmogorov continuity criterion,

we refer to [I8, Theorem 2.9], whereas for the Kolmogorov tightness criteria we refer to [14, Theorem
23.7].

Theorem 41. Let T' C R be a compact set.

Kolmogorov-Chenstov criteria: If P ¢ P(RT) and
Ja,b,C € R%,(s,1) € T2,/ @ — gt P (da, dy) < Ct — 5|1+,
RQ

then P is concentrated on continuous paths.

Kolmogorov tightness criteria: If (P,),>1 € P(C(T,R))N" and

Ja,b,C € R ,V(s,1) € T2,Sup/ |z — y|P Pt (dx, dy) < C|t — 5|11,
R2

n>1
then (Pp)n>1 1s tight for the weak convergence.
In order to prove the uniform bounds of Theorem we first establish a technical lemma.

Lemma 42. Consider a continuous semi-definite positive kernel K : R? — R such that K(t,t) = 1 for
every t € R. Fiz a < b € R? and denote by P a centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K.

1. Assume, for every s <t € R?,

LE(h) — X 0. 15
vset[lfﬂl o (h) = ()] — (15)

Then
V(Ry)n>1 € A, IM € Ry V(s,t) € [a,b]2,¥n > 1,1 — Kp(s,t) < M|s —t],

where K, stands for the covariance function of Pg,)-

11n this paper we only use tightness criteria not the definition of tightness. For completeness, we refer to [4].
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2. Assume K : (s,t) — K(t — s) is a stationary kernel, o € Ry is a cluster point of L* : h € R% —
h=Y(1 — K(h)) and L¥ is bounded. Fiz a positive sequence (sp)n>1 converging to zero such that
limy, o0 L% (5,) = a and put (Rp)n>1 = ((sn - Z) N [=n,n]),>, € A. Then,

IM € Ry, V(s,t) € [a,b]*,Vn > 1,1 — K, (s,t) < M|s —t|,
where K, stands for the covariance function of Pg,).

Proof. We successively prove both statement.

1. Fix (Ry)p>1 € A and s < t € [a,b>. We write L; instead of Lf, « instead of o and, for
every v € R, we put L,(0) := a(v). Set o* := sup,> O'Rn, Ml '= SUPg<p<or wefap] | Lo(h) — a(v)],
My := sup, ycjap) la(z) — a(y)], M3 := Supp<p<o= ve a,b] Ly(h), My = = SUDP|z|<o* M3 le(z )‘ and Ms :=
M7 + Mo + M3My, where € is defined in Notation ﬁ As in Theorem ., 23| hypothesis (15]) implies L
that is continuous on [a, b] X [0, 0*] and thus M3 < +oc. Since K, « and € are continuous, M5 < +o00.
For a fixed n > 1, we write {s,t} U (R,N]s,t[) = {to < --- <t} and hy = tgp41 — t for every
k€ {0,...,m—1}. Since, (P[Rn])s’t = P{S{Z,t}u(an]s,t[)}’ the composition formula in Lemma gives

K, (s,t) = K(tg,t1) -+ K(tm—1,tm). As in the proof of Theorem
t
— / a(u)du

In(Ky (s, 1)) — (‘ / t“(“)du)‘ - k—_o

m—1

(hk) — Z hka(tk

k=0

mp—1

> hLy, (hi)e(—hy Ly, (b))

m—1 tk+1
< hi | Ly, (hi) — o(ty) |+Z/ a(ty) — a(u)|du
k=0 b
m—1
+ D huL (hie) [e (—hu Ly, (h))|
k=0
< |t —s|My+ |t — s|Ma + |t — s|MsMy
= ’t — 8’M5.

Thus In(K,(s,t)) > M5\t— s| — ft (u)du > —M]|t — s|, where M = M + sup,,c[q) |o(u)|. Hence,
for every s <t € [a,b]?, K,(s,t) > exp(—M]|t — s|) > 1 — M|s — t| which proves our result.

2. Let (sn)n>1 and R, be as in the statement. Put R, = {top < --- < t;,}, 0" := sup,>; og, and,
for every k € [0,m — 1], hg := txy1 — tg. Defining € as in Notation for every (v,h) € R x R* |

In (K (v, v + h)) = —hL¥ () [1 te (fc(h))} . Hence,

| In(Kn(s,t))| =

m—1 ‘

> LS () [1+ 2 (K () ~ 1)
k=
<[t —08|M,
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where M := LE(h)| ( e(K(z) — 1)|) Since L in bounded and e, K are

continuous, M is ﬁmte So In( K, (s,t)) > —M|t—s|, which implies K, (s,t) > e~ M=l > 1 M|t—s|
and shows the result.

O
We can now apply our criteria to prove weak convergence.

Theorem 43. Let us consider a continuous positive semi-definite kernel K : R x R — R such that
K(t,t) =1 for every t € R. We denote by P a centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K.

1. Assume, for every s < t € R?,

LE(h) — o® (v)| —— 0.
2, 1) = )] S5

Then
3 7b . 7b
V(Rp)n>1 € A, Va < b e R2, prOJ[a ]P[Rn} ﬁ——) prOJ[a ]PQK.

2. Assume K : (s,t) — K(t — s) is a stationary positive semi-definite kernel, a € Ry is a cluster point
of L:h e€RY — h1(1—K(h)) and L is bounded. Fizx (sy)n>1 a positive sequence converging to
zero such that lim,_, oo L% (s,) = o and set (Ry)pn>1 := ((8n - Z) N [—n,n]),>1 € A. Then

2 :[a,b] w :[a,b]
Va < beR s projy " Pig,| m projy" Pa.

Proof. 1. Applying Lemma there exists M € R such that for every (s,t,n) € [a,b]? x N*, we have
1— K,(s,t) < M|t — s|. Hence,

[l = PP 0) = Kos,) + lt.0) = 2K (s.8) = 201~ Ko(5,1)) £ 20 -5 1.
RZ

Since for a centered Gaussian random variable X, one has E(X*%) = 3E(X?)2,

2
[l —itarig ) =3 ( [ 1o drid o) < 1200%s - op. (16)
R2 R2

As limy, 40 P [ R = = P'*' and (x,y) — |z — y|* is lower semicontinuous and bounded by below, the
Portmanteau theorem gives [po |2 —y|*dP*!(z,y) < liminf, 4o [po |x—y|4dP[‘;2t [(z,y) < 12M2|s—

t|2. According to the Kolmogorov-Chenstov criterion, we obtain that prOJ:[,% PP is concentrated

[a,b

on continuous paths and (proj " ]Pn)n21 is a sequence of measures concentrated on continuous
paths. Since our measures are concentrated on continuous paths, according to Inequality (16]),

the Kolmogorov tightness criteria applies and (proj[#a’b] Pr,))n>1 is tight. According to Point 1. of

Proposition we have proj [a’b]P[Rn] L projﬁ’b}P x. Combined with tightness, this implies

proj;i’b}P[Rn] -—+—+ prOJ;E ]PK i.e., the Wanted result.
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2. Same proof as the first point, but applied to the sequence (R,),>1 € A defined by R, = s,Z N
[—n,n]. According to the second Point of Lemma we also obtain Inequality , whereas the
finite-dimensional convergence is given by Point 2. of Proposition

O

Remark 44. In Theorem P is centered and K (t,t) = 1 for every t € R. However, both hypothe-
ses are only there to simplify the statement and the proof. Assume instead that P is non-centered
with mean function m and that, for every t € R, we have K(t,t) > 0 . For every a < b, the map

o (@)gpay ( K(t, t)x: + m(t)) ] is (supte[a b V(L t))—Lipschitz, hence continuous for the
tela, ’

uniform norm. Hence, one can apply Theorem [44{ to the normalized measure f#;lP and push forward the

obtained convergence results by f, which is continuouﬂ. At the end, we obtain

2 .la,b] w .[a,b]
V(Rp)n>1 € A,Va<beR , Projy Pr, m projy Q,

where @ is the Gaussian process with mean function m and with covariance function K’ given by

K'(s,1) = K(s,5) V2K (1, )2 exp (- / t aK(u)du> |

We now prove Theorem [A]of page[3|and add to it a result about the underlying dynamics the mimicking
process. In Point |1 and |2 we prove that our mimicking problem has a unique solution. In Point |3 under
a regularity assumption on the mean function and the variance function , we characterize the solution of
this mimicking problem as the solution of a SDE. In Point 4] we show that the solution of the mimicking
problem is obtained as the strong global Markov transform of the initial process.

Theorem 45. Let X = (X;)ier be a Gaussian process with continuous covariance function K and positive
variance function. Assume oS, the instantaneous decay rate of K, is well-defined and continuous.

1. Existence: There erxists a Gaussian process Y = (Y;)ier with covariance K' satisfying:

(1) For everyt € R, Law(Xy) = Law(Y});
(2) oK' = ok,
(3) (Yi)ier is a Markov process.

Moreover, for every s < t € R2,

sup | (v) — L (n)| —— 0. (17)
vE[s,t] h—0+

If a Gaussian process Y satisfies (1),(2) and (3), we allow ourselves to say that Y is a mimicking
process of X.

2. Uniqueness in law: Every mimicking process of X with covariance function K' : R> — R has the
same mean function as (X¢)ier and, for every s <t € R2,

K'(s,1) = K(s, ) 2K (£, )2 exp (- / t aK(u)du> . (18)

1276 apply Theorem notice that L¥ and o are invariant by renormalization, i.e., L = L¥ and a°% = o¥.
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3. Underlying dynamic of the mimicking process: Assume m : t — E(X;) and o : t — K(t,t)'/? are
continuously differentiable. Then strong existence and strong uniqueness E hold for the SDE

Zy = [m'(t) + (o' (t) — (1)) Z¢] dt + o (t) /205 (t)dBy (19)
Zo ~ N(0,1)

Moreover, thﬂ law of its solution is the law of the mimicking process of X (restricted to Ry ).

4. The mimicking process is a Markov transform (under a reinforced condition): Assume is verified,

- L (1o K(v,0+h)
h VK, v)\/K(+h,v+h)

for every s <t € R%. Let (Ry)n>1 € A be an admissible sequence and Y be a mimicking process.
For every n > 1, we denote by X% the transformation of X made Markov at times R,. Then
(XR")nzl and Y almost surely have continuous paths and X converges weakly to Y on compact
setﬁ. In particular, the strong global Markov transform of X is the mimicking process of X.

sup

vE[s,t] h—0+

Proof. We write o instead of a®. To prove Point |1, we denote by P the law of X. According to
Proposition the Gaussian measure () with same mean function as P and covariance function K’ given
by Formula is well defined and Markov. We fix a process Y = (Y});er with law Q. For every ¢t € R,
Law(Y;) = N (E(Y;), K'(t,t)) = N (E(Xy), K(t,t)) = Law(X;), so Y satisfies Condition (1). Let 6 be
defined by

T

ef—1—=x if
0:xceR— x 13:#0‘
0 ifxz=0

It is continuous and satisfies e* = 1 + = + zf(x) for every x € R. Hence, for every v € R,

W1 (1= eger (0,0 4+ h)) = b1 <1 ~exp (- /UM a(u)du))
=h! /:M a(u)dz + bt </vv+h a(u)du> 0 </:+h a(u)du) :

To show ([17)), fix s < t € R2. For every h €]0, 1], set

My, = sup{ a(v) —ht /vv+hoz(u)du

;U E [S,t],0<h§h}.
Since

v+h
My, < sup h_l/ la(v) — a(u)| du
v

vE[s,t]
< sup {|a(w) —a(u)| ; (w,u) € [s,t +1]% jw —u| < h}

13Strong uniqueness is meant in the sense of [I5, Chapter 5, Definition 2.3]. By strong existence, we mean existence of a
strong solution for any given brownian motion and independent condition. We refer to [I5, Chapter 5, Definition 2.1] for the
definition of a strong solution.

1Since strong uniqueness holds, this process is unique up to indistinguishability.

15This means that, for every a < b € R?, Law ((XtR"')te[a,b]) ﬁ) Law ((Yt)te[a’b]) .
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and « is uniformly continuous on [s,t + 1], we get limj,_,o+ M}, = 0. Hence, for every v € [s, ],

a(v) — h- / w)du — h- ( / U+ha(u)du> 9(- / v+ha(u)du>‘
afv) —h! /v ou)du| + 'h ! </Uv+ha(u)du>9<— /verha(u)du)‘

< My + (Mh + sup |Oé(u)> sup {|9(~’U)| x| <R (Mh + sup |Oé(u)|> }

u€ls,t] u€ls,t]

a(v) — LK (v,0 + h)] -

IN

=: Np,

where we used

v+h
’hl / a(u)du

+ |a(v)| < Mp= + sup |a(u)].
u€ls,t]

< ’hl /:Jrh a(u)du — a(v)

Hence,
sup | (v) — Lff,(h)} < Np.

Since limj_,o+ N = 0, this proves Equation [17| and in particular Condition (2). As @ is Markov and
Law(Y) = @, the process Y is Markov, i.e., condition (3). To prove Point |2, we consider a Gaussian
process Y with covariance function K’ satisfying Conditions (1), (2) and (3). According to hypothesis
(1), Y clearly has the same mean function as X and we are left to prove Formula . According to
Remark we can set gs : t € R — —log(cks(s,t)) € Ry for every s € R. We have g5(s) = 0 and
ckr(s,t +h) = cgr(s,t)ckr(t, t 4+ h) for every (t,h) € R x R% . By definition of «, we have :

B gs(t+ ) — gs(8)) = —h~ (in(excr(s, £+ h) — In(exer (5,1)))
—h  n(egr(s,t + h)/exr(s,t))
= —h 7 n(cg (t, t + h))
= —h g (t,t+h) — 1) [1+e(cg(t,t +h) —1)]
o o),

where ¢ is defined in Notatlon and the convergence is obtained using Condition (3). This implies that
gs(t) = gs(s —I—f u)du = f a(u)du, i.e., Formula (18). To prove Point@ put b(t, z) == m/(t)+ (o’ (t) —
a(t)):r and o(t, x) = o(t)\/2a(t). We now prove strong uniqueness holds for (b,0). According to [15]
Chapter 5,Theorem 2.5], it is sufficient to prove that for every 7" > 0 and n > 0, there exists K7, € Ry
such that:

any € [_nanLVt € [07T]a ’b(tax) - b(tvy)’ + ’J(tvx) - U(tv y)| S KT,’VL’$ - y’ (20)

By continuity of «, the constant Kr,, := supycjo 1] [0”(t) — a(t)| satisfies and strong uniqueness holds
for (b,0). For strong existence, we have to prove the existence of a strong solution for any probability
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space (2, F,P) endowed with a brownian motion (By);>¢ and an initial condition Z independant from the
brownian motion. First, prove the existence of a strong solution for the SDE

a7 = (~a(t)Z:) dt + \/2a(D)dB;

Zo=2

(21)

According to [I5, Chapter 5, Section 6, Page 354], a strong solution to the SDE is the process (Zt)tzo
defined by

Zy = q>(t)2+/0 :I?((i))\/Qa(u)dBu,

where ®(t) := exp (— fg a(u)du) . Hence, the process (Z;)i>o is centered Gaussian and its covariance

function K" : (s,t) — E(ZsZ;) is computed as follows. For every s < t € R?,

K"(s,t) =E (®(s)® E(/o ‘I’(S)\/idB/ ((Z))\/WdBv>

— B(s)D(t) + D(s)D(1 /Ofb(u?;g u

<1+ [ aattes ([ 2ut00) )
(1 [exp</o )] )

(1) (1+@(s O(t)/®(s) = Ka(s,1).

Hence P, and Law((Zt)tzo) are two Gaussian measures with same mean and covariance function, thus are
equal. Consider now the process Z; := m(t) + o (t)Z;. This process is Gaussian, has mean function m and
covariance function given by . To obtain the fact that (Z;)> is solution of the SDE , we just apply
the It6 formula with f(¢,2) = m(t) + o(t)z and use the fact that (Z;)¢>0 is a solution of the SDE (21)).
We are left to prove Point Since Law(Xfin) = Pir,], we have to prove proj[;’b]P[Rn} ——> PTOJ;E pr.

This follows from Theorem 43| and Remark [44] O

The following numerical simulation of trajectories of a Gaussian process with law P, and trajectories
of solutions to the SDE give an illustration of Point [4| of Theorem The Gaussian process is
simulated by discretizing time and using the Choleski decomposition, while our SDE is simulated with
the Euler-Maruyama algorithm.

Remark 46. Suppose (X;)ier is a standard stationary Ornstein- Uhlenbeck process with parameter 1,
« is a continuous non-negative function and set ¢ : t € R +— fo u)du. Then (Xq)(t)) teR has law P,.

Indeed, (X‘l’(t))teR is a centered Gaussian process satisfying E(Xe(s) X)) = exp (—|®(t) — ®(s)|) =
exp (— fstoz(u)du) .
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Figure 1: Comparison of the trajectories of the SDE with these of the Gaussian measure P,.
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