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Abstract: Given a Gaussian process (Xt)t∈R, we construct a Gaussian Markov process with the same one-

dimensional marginals using sequences of transformations of (Xt)t∈R “made Markov” at finitely many times. We

prove that there exists at least such a Markov transform of (Xt)t∈R. In the case the instantaneous decorrelation rate

of (Xt)t∈R 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 (Xt)t∈T , one can ask if there exists a process (Yt)t∈T
preserving certain properties of (Xt)t∈T 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 Gyöngy problem of mimicking an Itô 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 (Xt)t∈{1,2}, there exists a cou-
pling (Yt)t∈{1,2} with the same 1-marginals satisfying the martingale property, i.e., E(Y2|Y1) = Y1.
He proved that such a coupling exists if and only if X1 is smaller than X2 for the convex order, i.e.,
E(f(X1)) ≤ E(f(X2)) for every function f that is convex1. Kellerer [16] generalized this result: A real-
valued process (Xt)t∈R can be mimicked by a Markov martingale having the same 1-marginals if and only

1We refer to [21, 22] for more information about stochastic orders.
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if its components are increasing for the convex order (see also [1, 7, 12]). In a different vein, Gyöngi [10],
using an approach suggested by Krylo [17], showed that any Itô process (Xt)t∈R 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. Beiglböck 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 (Xx1

t , Xx2
t )t≥0 starting at x1 ≤ x2 and whose marginal processes (Xxi

t )t≥0 are governed by the
same stochastically monotone Feller semi-group. They showed that it can be mimicked by a Feller process
(Y x1

t , Y x2
t )t≥0 starting at (x1, x2), satisfying Law ((Xxi

t )t≥0) = Law ((Y xi
t )t≥0) for i = 1, 2 and Y x1

t ≤ Y x2
t

for every t ∈ R+.
Boubel and Juillet [7] studied the problem of mimicking a stochastic process (Xt)t∈R 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(Xs)) ≤ E(f(Xt)) for every s < t ∈ R2 and f : R → R non-decreasing. An explicit
solution is then given by the quantile process, i.e., by (Gt(U))t∈R where U is a uniformly distributed
random variable on [0, 1] and Gt : q ∈]0, 1[7→ inf

(
{x ∈ R ; µt(]−∞, x]) ≥ q}

)
∈ R stands for the quantile

function of µt. 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 ⊂ R and a process X = (Xt)t∈R, we say that a process XR is the2 transformation
of X made Markov at times R if:

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

• For every r ∈ R, XR is made Markov at time r: If one knows the value of the trajectory at time r,
then the future (XR

t )t>r of the trajectory does not depend on the past (XR
t )t<r 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

(
XRn

)
n≥1

, with (Rn)n≥1 an admissible3 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 XR 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 5). 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

2As 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 34.

3If we denote by σR := supx∈R d(x,R \ {x}) the mesh of a finite set R ⊂ R, a sequence of sets of times (Rn)n≥1 is
admissible if : limn→+∞ inf(Rn) = −∞, limn→+∞ sup(Rn) = +∞ and limn→+∞ σRn = 0.
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process X = (Xt)t∈R with a continuous covariance function K and an instantaneous decorrelation rate
(or instantaneous decay rate of the correlation) αK given by

αK(t) := lim
h→0+

1

h

(
1− K(t, t+ h)√

K(t, t)
√
K(t+ h, t+ h)

)
, (1)

that is well defined4 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 = (Xt)t∈R denote a Gaussian process with continuous covariance function K and
positive variance function. Assume αK (recall (1)) is well defined and continuous.

1. Existence: There exists a Gaussian process Y = (Yt)t∈R with covariance function K ′ satisfying:

(1) For every t ∈ R, Law(Xt) = Law(Yt);

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

lim
h→0+

1

h

(
1− K ′(t, t+ h)√

K ′(t, t)
√
K ′(t+ h, t+ h)

)
= αK(t);

(3) (Yt)t∈R 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 ′ : R2 → R has the
same mean function as (Xt)t∈R and, for every s < t ∈ R2,

K ′(s, t) = K(s, s)1/2K(t, t)1/2 exp

(
−
∫ t

s
αK(u)du

)
.

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

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣∣∣∣αK(v)− 1

h

(
1− K(v, v + h)√

K(v, v)
√

K(v + h, v + h)

)∣∣∣∣∣ −−−−→h→0+
0 (2)

for every s < t ∈ R2. Let (Rn)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 XRn the transformation of X made Markov
at times Rn. Then (XRn)n≥1 and Y almost surely have continuous paths and XRn converges weakly
to Y on compact sets.

4As we will see in Section 5, the decay rate of the correlation does not always converge when h goes to 0+.
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Note that, for every s < t ∈ R2, the correlation of (Ys, Yt) is inversely proportional to the exponential
value of the sum of the instantaneous decorrelation rate from s to t. Hence, informally, if X is highly
correlated between s and t, the instantaneous decorrelation rate of X will be small between s and t, so
that the correlation coefficient of (Ys, Yt) will be high. Theorem A will be proved in Theorem 45, where
we also prove that our mimicking process is the solution of a given stochastic differential equation (SDE).
According to Theorem A, under hypothesis (2), the general method of making a process Markov at certain
times and passing to the limit behaves well: Our process (Xt)t∈R 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 (Rn)n≥1 and a Markov process X ′ such that limn→+∞XRn = X ′, nor that
it is impossible to find two admissible sequences (R1

n)n≥1, (R
2
n)n≥1 and two distinct Markov processes

X ′1, X ′2 satisfying limn→+∞XR1
n = X ′1 and limn→+∞XR2

n = X ′2. 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 (Rn)n≥1, limn→+∞XRn = X ′, whereas X ′ is a weak Markov transform of X if there exists an
admissible sequence (Rn)n≥1 such that limn→+∞XRn = 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 XRn for an admissible sequence
(Rn)n≥1, we rather require that, for each pair of times s < t ∈ R2, there exists a sequence of partitions

(Rs,t
n )n≥1 of [s, t] with mesh size going to 0 and such that the laws of

(
XRs,t

n
s , XRs,t

n
t

)
n≥1

converge to the

law of (X ′
s, X

′
t). In this case, we say that X ′ is a weak local Markov transform of X. If every sequence of

partitions (Rs,t
n )n≥1 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 allowed5.

Assuming condition (2), 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 (Xt)t∈R whose set of weak local Markov trans-
forms is the set of all the processes (Yt)t∈R satisfying:

1. The process (Yt)t∈R is centered Gaussian with constant variance function equal to 1;

2. The covariance function of (Yt)t∈R is non-negative;

3. The process (Yt)t∈R 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.
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Hence, the set of Markov transforms of (Xt)t∈R 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 13), to show that the concatenation of Gaus-
sian measures is a continuous operation (Lemma 14) and to prove that a weak local Markov transform
of a Gaussian measure remains a Gaussian measure (Proposition 15). 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 17). 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 4, we establish a sufficient criterion to prove that a real-valued Gaussian process admits a
strong local Markov transform (Theorem 23), which is also a preliminary version of Point 3 of Theorem A.
If K and αK are defined as in Theorem A and we assume that Hypothesis (2) is satisfied, then X admits
a strong local Markov transform and this strong Markov transform is also its mimicking process6. 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 25): If α is a cluster
point of this decay rate when h → 0+, the (renormalized) stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with
parameter α 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 [11] to construct a probability measure µ on R whose Fourier transform has a
decay rate that has infinitely many cluster points at 0+ (Lemma 30 and Proposition 31). Then, we apply
a theorem of Bochner [5] to construct a stationary Gaussian process (Xt)t∈R using µ. 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 ⊂ R
(Definition 34), 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 38). 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 A.
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(Proposition 39). 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 A, 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 Ja, bK := [a, b] ∩ N for (a, b) ∈ R2 and {t1 < · · · < tm} (resp. (t1 < · · · < tm))
for the set {t1, . . . , tm} (resp. the sequence (t1, . . . , tm)), when t1 < · · · < tm. For each measurable space
(E,S), we denote by P(E) (resp. M+(E)) the set of probability measures (resp. positive finite measures
on E). Classically, we endow every product space of measurable spaces with its cylindrical σ-algebra
and every topological space with its Borel sets. For a product space E =

∏
t∈T Et, if T

′ ⊂ T , we write

projT
′
the projection from

∏
t∈T Et to

∏
t∈T ′ Et. We then denote by f#γ : A 7→ γ

(
(f−1(A)

)
the push-

forward measure of γ by f and set P T ′
:= projT

′
# P ∈ P(

∏
t∈T ′ Et) for every P ∈ P(

∏
t∈T Et). In case

T ′ = {t1, . . . , tm}, we rather denote P T ′
by P t1,...,tm . Furthermore, for (µt)t∈T ∈

∏
t∈T P(Et), we write

Marg((µt)t∈T ) :=
{
P ∈ P(

∏
t∈T Et) ; ∀t ∈ T, P t = µt

}
.

Notation/Definition 2 (Concatenation and composition). Let E1, . . . , Ed be Polish spaces, (µi)i∈J1,dK ∈∏d
i=1 P(Ei), and (Pi)i∈J1,d−1K ∈

∏d−1
i=1 Marg(µi, µi+1). The concatenation of P1, . . . , Pd−1 is the probability

measure P1 ◦ · · · ◦ Pd−1 ∈ P(E1 × · · · × Ed) defined by

(P1 ◦ · · · ◦ Pd−1)(A1 × · · · ×Ad) =

∫
A1×···×Ad

µ1(dx1)k
1,2(x1, dx2) . . . k

d−1,d(xd−1, dxd),

where ki,i+1 is the probability kernel defined by the disintegration Pi(dxi, dxi+1) = µi(dxi)k
i,i+1(xi, dxi+1).

Defining k2,1 as the kernel given by the disintegration P1(dx1, dx2) = µ2(dx2)k
2,1(x2, dx1), we leave it

to the reader to verify that (P1 ◦ P2)(dx1, dx2, dx3) = µ2(dx2)[k
2,1(x2, ·) ⊗ k2,3(x2, ·)](dx1, dx3). This

means that, conditionally to the present, the future is independent of the past. For T ⊂ R and (Et)t∈T a
family of Polish spaces, we say that a probability P ∈ P(

∏
t∈T Et) is a Markov measure if for all subset

{t1 < · · · < tm} ⊂ T , P t1,...,tm = P t1,t2 ◦ · · · ◦ P tm−1,tm . 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

P1 · . . . · Pd ∈ P(E1 × Ed) of P1, . . . , Pd is now defined by P1 · . . . · Pd := proj1,d# (P1 ◦ · · · ◦ Pd). For

s < t ∈ R2, we write S[s,t] the set of partitions of [s, t], i.e., the sequences (t1 < · · · < tm) ∈ Rm with

t1 = s and tm = t. If R = (t1 < · · · < tm) ∈ S[s,t], we set P s,t
{R} := P t1,t2 · . . . · P tm−1,tm and denote by

σR := supi∈J1,d−1K |ti+1 − ti| 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 37.

Definition 3 (Local Markov transform). Let us consider an interval T ⊂ R, d ≥ 1 and a measure
P ∈ P((Rd)T ).
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1. We say that P admits a weak local Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P ′ such that

∀s < t ∈ T 2, ∃(Rn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
,

{
limn→+∞ P s,t

{Rn} = P ′s,t

limn→+∞ σRn = 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

∀s < t ∈ T 2,∀(Rn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
: lim
n→+∞

σRn = 0 =⇒ lim
n→+∞

P s,t
{Rn} = P ′s,t.

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

3. Given two Rd-valued stochastic processes (Xt)t∈T and (Yt)t∈T , we say that (Yt)t∈T is a weak (resp.
strong) local Markov transform of (Xt)t∈T if the law of (Yt)t∈T is a weak (resp. strong) Markov
transform of the law of (Xt)t∈T .

Remark 4. 1. If P ′ is a strong local Markov transform of a measure P ∈ P((Rd)T ) and Q is a
weak local Markov transform of P , then P ′ = Q. Indeed, for every s < t ∈ T 2, there exists

(Rn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
such that Qs,t = limn→+∞ P s,t

{Rn} and limn→+∞ σRn = 0. As P is a strong local

Markov transform, we have P ′s,t = limn→+∞ P s,t
{Rn}, hence P ′s,t = Qs,t. 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 (Yt)t∈R is a sequence of
i.i.d. random variables with law N (0, 1) and P is the law of the process X = (Y01t∈Q+Yt1t∈R\Q)t∈R,
we leave it to the reader to verify that P ′ := ⊗t∈R 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 s,t
{R} = P ′s,t for every R ∈ S[s,t], 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 ≤st the stochastic
order on P(R), namely µ ≤st ν if, for every non-decreasing bounded function f ,

∫
R fdµ ≤

∫
R fdν.

Definition 5. 1. Consider µ, ν ∈ P(R) and P ∈ Marg(µ, ν). We say that P has increasing kernels for
the stochastic order if there exists a disintegration P (dx, dy) = µ(dx)kx(dy) and a Borel set Γ such
that µ(Γ) = 1 and kx ≤st ky for every x < y ∈ Γ2,

2. Consider T ⊂ R and P ∈ P
(
RT
)
. We say that P has increasing kernels for the stochastic order if,

for every s < t ∈ T 2, P s,t 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.].
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Theorem 6 (Boubel–Juillet). Consider an interval T ⊂ 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 6 was proved and written with T = R, but an easy modification shows that it
stays true for any interval T ⊂ R. The following proposition indicates how Markov transforms behave
relatively to a change in time and a transformation “component by component”. Given S, T ⊂ R,
d ≥ 1, P ∈ P((Rd)T ) and ϕ : S → T , we denote by P ϕ the measure on RS with finite-dimensional laws
(P ϕ)s1,...,sm := P ϕ(s1),...,ϕ(sn), s1 < · · · < sm ∈ Sm. If (Xt)t∈T is a stochastic process with law P , then P ϕ

is the law of the time-changed process
(
Xϕ(s)

)
s∈S .

Proposition 7. We denote by T ⊂ R an interval, we fix d ≥ 1 and we consider P, P ′ ∈ P((Rd)T ).

1. Let (ft)t∈T be a family of continuous injective functions from Rd to Rd and set f := (⊗t∈T ft) :

(xt)t∈T ∈ (Rd)
T 7→ (ft(xt))t∈T ∈ (Rd)

T
. If P ′ is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform

of P , then f#P
′ is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of f#P .

2. Let S, T ⊂ R be two intervals and ϕ : S → T be a strictly increasing continuous function. If P ′ is
a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of P , then P ′ϕ ∈ P((Rd)S) is a weak (resp. the
strong) local Markov transform of P ϕ ∈ P((Rd)S).

Proof. 1. Fix s < t ∈ R2. We leave it to the reader to verify that, by injectivity of the functions
(ft)t∈R, the Markov property transmits from P ′ to f#P

′ and (f#Q)s,t{R} = (fs ⊗ ft)#Q
s,t
{R} for

every Q ∈ P((Rd)T ), R ∈ S[s,t]. So, if limn→+∞ P s,t
{Rn} = P ′s,t, the continuity of fs ⊗ ft leads to

(f#P )s,t{Rn} = (fs ⊗ ft)#P
s,t
{Rn} −−−−−→n→+∞

(fs ⊗ ft)#P
′s,t = (f#P

′)s,t. This shows the result.

2. First, assume P ′ is the strong local Markov transform of P . Fix s < t ∈ S2 and (Rn)n≥1 ∈(
S[s,t]

)N∗
such that limn→+∞ σRn = 0. Since ϕ is strictly increasing and uniformly continuous on [s, t],

(ϕ(Rn))n≥1 ∈
(
S[ϕ(s),ϕ(t)]

)N∗
and satisfies limn→+∞ σϕ(Rn) = 0. Thus (P ϕ)s,t{Rn} = P

ϕ(s),ϕ(t)
{ϕ(Rn)} −−−−−→

n→+∞

(P ′)ϕ(s),ϕ(t) =
(
P ϕ
)s,t

, which shows that P ϕ 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

(Rn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
such that limn→+∞ σRn = 0 and limn→+∞

(
P ϕ
)s,t
{Rn} =

(
P ′ϕ)s,t . As ϕ(s) < ϕ(t)

and P ′ is a weak local Markov transform of P , there exists a sequence (Sn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[ϕ(s),ϕ(t)]

)N∗
such

that limn→+∞ σSn = 0 and limn→+∞ P
ϕ(s),ϕ(t)
{Sn} = P ′ϕ(s),ϕ(t) =

(
P ′ϕ)s,t. We set Rn := ϕ−1(Sn). Since

ϕ−1 : [ϕ(s), ϕ(t)] → [s, t] is strictly increasing, uniformly continuous and
(
P ϕ
)s,t
{Rn} = P

ϕ(s),ϕ(t)
{Sn} , the

sequence (Rn)n≥1 meets the requirement.

Remark 8. • In terms of random variables, Proposition 7 tells us that if the law of (Yt)t∈T is a weak
(resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the law of (Xt)t∈T , then the law of

(
fϕ(s)(Yϕ(s))

)
s∈S is

a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the law of
(
fϕ(s)(Xϕ(s))

)
s∈S .

• Consider S, T two intervals, u : S → R∗ and ϕ : S → T a strictly injective continuous function.
Assume P ∈ P(RT ) is a centered Gaussian process with covariance function K and P ′ ∈ P(RS) is
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a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of P with covariance function K. Applying Propo-
sition 7, it is straightforward that the centered Gaussian process with covariance (s, t) ∈ S2 7→
u(s)u(t)K ′(ϕ(s), ϕ(t)) is a weak (resp. the strong) local Markov transform of the centered Gaussian
process with covariance function (s, t) ∈ S2 7→ u(s)u(t)K(ϕ(s), ϕ(t)).

For γ ∈ P(Rd), we denote by mγ ∈ Rd (resp. Σγ ∈ Md(R)) the expected value of γ (resp. the
covariance of γ), i.e., the expected value (resp. the covariance matrix) of a Rd-valued random variable
with law γ.

Remark 9. In the rest of the article, we work under the hypothesis of non-singular marginals, i.e.,

Σµt ∈ GLd(R) for every t ∈ T. In this case, we can apply Proposition 7 with ft : xt 7→ Σ
−1/2
µt (xt −mµt)

and f−1
t : ut 7→ Σ

1/2
µt xt + mµt , where Σ

1/2
µt stands for the symmetric and positive-definite square root

of Σµt . So, for a given measure P ∈ P((Rd)T ), P ′ is a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of
P if and only if (⊗t∈T ft)#P

′ is a weak (resp. the strong) Markov transform of (⊗t∈T ft)#P . Since
(⊗t∈T ft)#P

′ ∈ Marg((µ̃t)t∈T ), where µ̃t := ft#µt satisfies mµ̃t = 0 and Σµ̃t = Id, 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 Gd the set of centered Gaussian measures and G∗
d the set of centered Gaussian

measures on Rd with invertible covariance matrix. Consider (d1, d2) ∈ N∗ × N∗, π ∈ P(Rd1 × Rd2)

and (X1, X2) a (Rd1 × Rd2)-valued random variable with law π. We denote by Σd1,d2
π ∈ Md1,d2(R) the

covariance betweenX1 andX2. 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 (µn)n≥1 ∈ (Gd)
N∗

and µ ∈ P(Rd). The following conditions are equivalent.

1. The measure µ is centered Gaussian and Σµ = limn→+∞Σµn .

2. The sequence (µn)n≥1 weakly converges to µ.

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∗ × N∗.

1. Fix π ∈ P(Rm+n) a Gaussian measure and set µ := proj1,··· ,m#π, ν := projm+1,··· ,m+n
#π, Σπ :=

Σm,n
π ∈ Mm,n(R). If µ ∈ G∗

m and k : Rm → P(Rn) is a probability kernel such that π(dx, dy) =
µ(dx)kx(dy), then

µ(dx)− a.s., kx = N
(
Σt
πΣ

−1
µ x,Σν − Σt

πΣ
−1
µ Σπ

)
.

2. Consider µ ∈ G∗
m, (A,Γ) ∈ Mn,m(R) × Mn(R) and k : x ∈ Rm → N (Ax,Γ) ∈ P(Rn). Then,

writing π(dx, dy) = µ(dx)kx(dy), we have

π = N
(
0Rm+n ,

(
Σµ ΣµA

t

AΣµ Γ +AΣµA
t

))
∈ Gm+n.

9



For µ ∈ P(Rm), ν ∈ P(Rn), we set G(µ, ν) := Gm+n ∩ Marg(µ, ν). Using Lemma 11, we obtain an
explicit formula for the concatenation and the composition of Gaussian measures.

Lemma 12. Let us consider (µ1, . . . , µp) ∈ G∗
d1

× · · · × G∗
dp

and (Pi)i∈J1,p−1K ∈
∏p−1

i=1 G(µi, µi+1). We

denote Σ
di,di+1

Pi
by Σi,i+1 and Σµi by Σi,i.

Concatenation formula: P1 ◦ · · · ◦ Pp−1 = N
(
0, (Ai,j)1≤i,j≤p

)
, where Ai,j ∈ Mdi,dj (R) is defined

by

Ai,j =


Σi,i+1Σ

−1
i+1,i+1Σi+1,i+2 · · ·Σ−1

j−1,j−1Σj−1,j ∈ Mdi,dj (R) if i < j

Σi,i if i = j

At
j,i if j < i

Composition formula:

P1 · . . . · Pp−1 = N
(
0,

(
Σµ1 Σ1,2Σ

−1
2,2Σ2,3 . . .Σ

−1
p−1,p−1Σp−1,p

(Σ1,2Σ
−1
2,2Σ2,3 . . .Σ

−1
p−1,p−1Σp−1,p)

t Σµp

))
.

Proof. The proof of the concatenation formula is based on a recursion on p, Lemma 11 and the decompo-
sition P1,2 ◦P2,3 = µ2(dx2)[k

2,1(x2, ·)⊗k2,3(x2, ·)](dx1, dx3) (see Notation/Definition 2). The composition
formula is then immediately implied by the concatenation formula and the projection on Rd1 × Rdp .

In the case where the covariance matrices are identity matrices, for every i < j ∈ J1, dK2, Ai,j =
Σi,i+1 . . .Σj−1,j ∈ Mdi,dj is the product of the j − i matrices successive matrices Σk,k+1 starting with
k = i. Lemma 12 allows us to recover7 a characterization of the Markov property for Gaussian measures.

Proposition 13. Let fix d ≥ 1, T ⊂ R, (µt)t∈T ∈ (G∗
d)

T and denote by P ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) a centered

Gaussian measure. For s < t ∈ T 2, we set Σt,t := Σµt and Σs,t := Σd,d
P s,t. The measure P is Markov if

and only if
∀s < t < u ∈ T 3,Σs,u = Σs,tΣ

−1
t,t Σt,u. (3)

Proof. If P is Markov, then for every s < t < u ∈ T 3, according to the composition formula, we
have Σs,u = Σd,d

P s,u = Σd,d
P s,t·P t,u = Σd,d

P s,tΣ
−1
µt

Σd,d
P t,u = Σs,tΣ

−1
t,t Σt,u. For the converse implication, we as-

sume that Hypothesis (3) is true and we want to show that P t0,...,tm = P t0,t1 ◦ · · · ◦ P tm−1,tm for all
t0 < · · · < tm ∈ Tm+1. Since, for every i < j ∈ J1, d − 1K, applying (3) recursively, we obtain
Σti,ti+1Σ

−1
ti+1,ti+1

Σti+1,ti+2 · · ·Σ−1
tj−1,tj−1

Σtj−1,tj = Σti,tj . According to the concatenation formula, P t0,...,tm

and P t0,t1 ◦ · · · ◦ P tm−1,tm are two centered Gaussian measures with the same covariance matrix, hence
are equal.

Using Lemma 10 and the concatenation formula of Lemma 12, we obtain the continuity of concate-
nation and composition on product spaces of Gaussian transport plans.

Lemma 14. Let us consider (µ1, . . . , µp) ∈ G∗
d1

× · · · × G∗
dp
, Pi ∈ G(µi, µi+1) and, for i ∈ J1, p − 1K,

(Pn
i )n≥1 ∈ G(µi, µi+1)

N∗
. If limn→+∞ Pn

i = Pi for every i ∈ J1, d− 1K, then P1 ◦ · · · ◦ Pp = limn→+∞ Pn
1 ◦

· · · ◦ Pn
p and P1 · . . . · Pp = limn→+∞ Pn

1 · . . . · Pn
p .

7This 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 ∈ J1, d− 1K, the function Ai,j : (P1, . . . , Pd) ∈ G(µ1, µ2)×
· · ·×G(µp−1, µp) 7→ Σ

di,di+1

Pi
Σ−1
µi

. . .Σ−1
µj−1

Σ
dj−1,dj
Pi

is continuous. According to Lemma 10 and the concate-
nation formula in Lemma 12, the function C : (P1, . . . , Pd−1) ∈ G(µ1, µ2)×· · ·×G(µd−1, µd) 7→ P1◦· · ·◦Pd−1

is continuous. The continuity of the composition is then a consequence of the continuity of projections.

Applying Lemma 12, we obtain that a weak local Markov transform of a Gaussian measure is a
Gaussian measure.

Proposition 15. Fix an interval T ⊂ R, d ≥ 1, (µt)t∈T ∈ (G∗
d)

T and denote by P ∈ P((Rd)T ) a Gaussian
measure. If P ′ ∈ P((Rd)T ) is a weak Markov transform of P , then P ′ is a Gaussian measure.

Proof. According to Remark 9, we can assume that our (µl)l∈T are centered. Fix s < t ∈ T 2 and a sequence
(Rn)n≥1 ∈ (S[s,t])

N∗
such that limn→+∞ P s,t

{Rn} = P ′s,t. According to Lemma 12, P s,t
{Rn} ∈ G(µs, µt). It

is well known that Marg(µs, µt) is closed and according to Lemma 10, a limit of a sequence of centered
Gaussian measures is a centered Gaussian measure. Thus G(µs, µt) is closed and we obtain P ′s,t ∈
G(µs, µt). Hence, for each t1 < · · · < tp ∈ T p, since P ′ is a Markov measure, P ′t1,...,tp = P ′t1,t2◦· · ·◦P ′tp−1,tp .
According to the composition formula in Lemma 12, P ′t1,...,tp is Gaussian, which proves the desired
result.

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 N s,t = {µs,t} below).

Theorem 16. Let T be an interval, and (µt)t∈T a family of probability measures on some Polish space
E. For every s < t ∈ T 2, we consider a subset Ns,t of P(E2). Assume that, for every s < t ∈ T 2:

(1) Ns,t is non-empty;

(2) Ns,t ⊂ Marg(µs, µt);

(3) Ns,t is closed for the weak topology;

(4) For every r < s < t ∈ T 3 and (P, P ′) ∈ Nr,s ×Ns,t, P · P ′ ∈ Nr,t;

(5) For every d ≥ 1 and t1 < . . . < td ∈ T d, if for every i ∈ J1, d − 1K the sequences (Qn
ti,ti+1

)n≥1 ∈(
Nti,ti+1

)N∗
converge weakly to Qti,ti+1, then the sequence

(
Qn

t1,t2 ◦ . . . ◦Q
n
td−1,td

)
n≥1

tends weakly

to Qt1,t2 ◦ . . . ◦Qtd−1,td.

Then, there exists a Markov measure P ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) satisfying projs,t# P ∈ Ns,t for every s < t ∈ T 2.

If R = (r1, . . . , rp) and S = (s1, . . . , sq) are such that rp = s1, we denote (r1, . . . , rp, s2, . . . , sp) by
R+ S ∈ S[r1,sq ].

Theorem 17. Consider an interval T ⊂ R and (µt)t∈T ∈ (G∗
d)

T . Then, every Gaussian measure
P ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) admits a weak local Markov transform.
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Proof. For every s < t ∈ T 2 and σ > 0, put N σ
s,t :=

{
P s,t
{R} ; R ∈ S[s,t] and σR ≤ σ

}
. For each s < t,

we set Ns,t := ∩σ>0N σ
s,t. In order to apply Theorem 16, we establish that the conditions (1) to (5) are

fulfilled. First recall that G(µs, µt) ⊂ Marg(µs, µt) is closed and Marg(µs, µt) is compact, so that G(µs, µt)
is compact. For every s < t ∈ T 2 and σ > 0, according to the composition formula of Lemma 12, we get
∅ ⊊ N σ

s,t ⊂ G(µs, µt), which implies N σ
s,t ⊂ G(µs, µt). Hence, Ns,t is a decreasing intersection of non-empty

compact subsets of G(µs, µt), thus a non-empty compact subset of G(µs, µt). This establishes (1), (2) and
(3). To prove (4), consider Q1 ∈ Ns,t, Q2 ∈ Nt,u and σ > 0. There exists two sequences of partitions

(Rn)n≥1 ∈ (S[s,t])
N∗

and (Sn)n≥1 ∈ (S[t,u])
N∗

such that Q1 = limn→+∞ P s,t
{Rn}, Q2 = limn→+∞ P t,u

{Sn} and

max(σRn , σSn) ≤ σ. According to Lemma 14, we get P s,u
{Rn+Sn} = P s,t

{Rn} · P
t,u
{Sn} −−−−−→

n→+∞
Q1 · Q2. Since

σRn+Sn = max(σRn , σSn) ≤ σ, we have Q1 ·Q2 ∈ N σ
s,u. This being true for all σ > 0, Q1 ·Q2 ∈ Ns,u, so

that (4) is true. For (5), just recall that Ns,t ⊂ G(µs, µt) and apply Lemma 14. Thus, Theorem 16 applies
and there exists a Markov measure P ′ ∈ P(RT ) satisfying P ′s,t ∈ Ns,t for every s < t ∈ T 2. This means
exactly that P ′ is a weak local Markov transform of P .

Theorem 17 improves Theorem 6 for Gaussian measures. First, our result is valid for any (µt)t∈T ∈
(G∗

d)
N∗

with d ≥ 1, whereas Theorem 6 only applies when d = 1. Moreover if d = 1, we do not
ask that P ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) has increasing kernels. For a Gaussian process, having increasing ker-
nels means having a non-negative covariance function. Indeed, for P ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) with covari-
ance function K, according to the first point of Lemma 11, P s,t(dx, dy) = µt(dx)k

s,t
x (dy) with ks,tx =

N
(
K(s, t)/K(s, s)x,K(t, t)−K(s, t)2/K(s, s)

)
. Recall that, for every (x, y, σ) ∈ R2 × R∗

+, N (x, σ) ≤S

N (y, σ) if and only if x ≤ y. Hence, P s,t 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 < t ∈ R2 and R = (t0 < · · · < tm), the correlation coefficient of P s,t

{R} is the product of the correlation

coefficients of P t0,t1 , . . . , P td−1,td .

Proposition 18. Fix (µt)t∈T ∈ (G∗
1)

T and denote by P, P ′ ∈ Marg((µt)t∈T ) two Gaussian processes with
covariance functions K and K ′ respectively. For every s < t ∈ T 2 and (Rn)n≥1 = ((tnk)k∈J1,mnK)n≥1 ∈
(S[s,t])

N∗
, the following conditions are equivalent:

1. P ′s,t = limn→+∞ P s,t
{Rn},

2. K ′(s, t) = limn→+∞

∏mn−1
k=0 K(tnk ,t

n
k+1)∏mn−1

k=1 K(tnk ,t
n
k )

.

Proof. According to Lemma 10, P ′s,t = limn→+∞ P s,t
{Rn} if and only if ΣP ′s,t = limn→+∞ΣP s,t

{Rn}
. Hence,

writing un the fraction appearing in the limit of Point 2., the composition formula of Lemma 12 implies
that P ′s,t = limn→+∞ P s,t

{Rn} boils down to

lim
n→+∞

(
Σµs un
un Σµt

)
=

(
Σµs K ′(s, t)

K ′(s, t) Σµt

)
,
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that is K ′(s, t) = limn→+∞ un.

If one writes cK : (s, t) 7→ K(s, t)/
√
K(s, s)K(t, t) for the correlation function of P and cK′ : (s, t) 7→

K ′(s, t)/
√
K ′(s, s)K ′(t, t) for the correlation function of K ′, the second point becomes

lim
n→+∞

cK(tn0 , t
n
1 ) · · · cK(tnmn−1, t

n
mn

) = cK′(s, t).

According to Proposition 18, 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 T ⊂ R and K : T ×T → R, we recall that K is said to be a positive
semi-definite kernel if for all (t1, . . . , tm) ∈ Tm, the matrix (K(ti, tj))1≤i,j≤m is symmetric and positive
semi-definite. Moreover, this kernel is said to be stationary if there exists K̃ : R → R such that, for every
(s, t) ∈ T × T , we have K(s, t) = K̃(t − s). It is a standard fact that a function K : T × 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 RT 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 × T → R be a positive semi-definite kernel. We denote by vK : t ∈ T 7→
K(t, t) ∈ R the variance function of the kernel K and by σK :=

√
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 cK : (s, t) 7→ σ−1
K (s)σ−1

K (t)K(s, t) its correlation function. More-
over, for every point t ∈ T \ {supT}, we define the decay rate of the correlation of K at point t as
the function LK

t : h ∈ (T − t) ∩ R∗
+ 7→ h−1(1− cK(t, t+ h)) ∈ R+.

3. If for every t ∈ T \{supT )}, αK(t) := limh→0+ LK
t (h) exists, then αK : t ∈ T \{supT} 7→ αK(t) ∈ R+

is well-defined and we call it the instantaneous decorrelation rate of K.

If X = (Xt)t∈T 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
Xt = 0 a.s. never happens. Denote by C(Xs, Xt) the correlation between Xs and Xt. Then, the map
LK
t : h 7→ LK

t (h) = h−1 (C(Xt, Xt)− C(Xs, Xt)) is the decay rate of the function s 7→ C(Xs, Xt), that is
the decay rate of the correlation to Xt. Hence, α

K(t) is the instantaneous decay of the correlation to Xt,
i.e., the instantaneous decay rate of X at time t.

Proposition 20. Consider an interval T ⊂ R and a non-negative measurable map α : T → [0,+∞].

Then Kα : (s, t) ∈ T × T 7→ exp
(
−
∫ max(s,t)
min(s,t) α(u)du

)
is a positive semi-definite kernel and the centered

Gaussian measure with covariance function Kα is Markov. We denote this process Pα ∈ P(RT ),

Proof. First, we prove that Kα is a positive semi-definite kernel. Fix s < t ∈ T 2 and set As,t :=(
Kα(s, s) Kα(s, t)
Kα(t, s) Kα(t, t)

)
. Since Tr(As,t) = Kα(s, s) + Kα(t, t) = 1 + 1 = 2 > 0 and det(As,t) = 1 −
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exp(−2
∫ s
t α(v)dv) ≥ 0, the matrix As,t is positive semi-definite and the probability measure µs,t :=

N (0, As,t) is well defined. For every s < t < u ∈ T 3, the composition formula in Lemma 12 implies
µs,t · µt,u = N (0, A), where

A =

(
Kα(s, s) Kα(s, t)Kα(t, u)/Kα(t, t)

Kα(s, t)Kα(t, u)/Kα(t, t) Kα(u, u)

)
.

Since
Kα(s, t)Kα(t, u)

Kα(t, t)
= exp

(
−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

)
exp

(
−
∫ u

t
α(x)dx

)
/1 = Kα(s, u), (4)

we have A = As,u, which implies µs,t ·µt,u = µs,u. According to the Kolmogorov extension theorem, there
exists a unique Markov measure Pα ∈ P(RT ) such that P s,t

α = µs,t for every s < t ∈ T 2. According to the

composition formula in Lemma 12, for every t1 < · · · < tm ∈ Tm, we have P t1,...,tm
α = P t1,t2

α ◦· · ·◦P tm−1,tm
α ∈

Gm. Hence Pα is a Gaussian process and its covariance function is Kα. In particular, Kα is a positive
semi-definite kernel. Finally, according to Proposition 13 and Equation (4), Pα is Markov .

Remark 21. 1. If α is constant equal to 0, then Kα(s, t) = 1 for every s < t ∈ R2. Thus Pα is the
law of a completely correlated process (Z)t∈R, where Z ∼ N (0, 1).

2. If α is constant equal to +∞, then Kα(s, t) = 0 for every s < t ∈ R2. Hence, Pα is the law of a
sequence (Xt)t∈R of i.i.d. random variables with law N (0, 1).

3. The stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with parameter α ∈ R∗
+ is defined as the solution to the

stochastic differential equation {
dXt = −αXtdt+ dBt

X0 = Z
, (5)

where (Bt)t≥0 is a standard Brownian motion and Z is a random variable independent from (Bt)t≥0

with law N (0, 1/2α). It is well known that a stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck is a centered Gaussian
process with covariance function (s, t) 7→ 1

2α exp (−α|t− s|) . Thus Pα is the law of (
√
2αXt)t≥0,

where (Xt)t≥0 is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

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

Notation 22. Let ε :]− 1,+∞[→ R be the function defined by

ε(x) =

{
ln(1+x)−x

x if x ∈]− 1,+∞[\{0}
0 if x = 0

.

This function is continuous, ε(0) = 0 and ln(1 + x) = x+ xε(x) for every x ∈]− 1,+∞[.

Theorem 23. Consider an interval T ⊂ R and a continuous positive semi-definite kernel K : T ×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 × T × R∗

+, we set

Cs,t(h
∗) := {(v, h) ; v ∈ [s, t[, v + h ∈ [s, t], h ∈]0, h∗]} .
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1. Assume αK is well defined, continuous and for every s < t ∈ T × T

sup
(v,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

∣∣LK
v (h)− αK(v)

∣∣ −−−−→
h∗→0+

0. (6)

Then PαK is the strong local Markov transform of P.

2. Assume, for every s < t ∈ T × T

inf
(v,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

LK
v (h) −−−−→

h∗→0+
+∞. (7)

Then P+∞ is the strong local Markov transform of P.

Proof. In order to prove the first point, let fix s < t ∈ T 2 and (Rn)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
such that limn→+∞ σRn =

0. Put L := LK , α := αK , Rn = (tn0 , . . . , t
n
mn

) for n ≥ 1 and hnk := tnk+1− tnk for k ∈ J0,mn−1K. According
to Proposition 18, we have to establish the limit

mn−1∏
k=0

K(tnk , t
n
k+1) −−−−−→n→+∞

exp

(
−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

)
,

that is,
mn−1∑
k=0

ln (K(tnk , t
n
k + hnk)) −−−−−→n→+∞

−
∫ t

s
α(u)du. (8)

Defining ε as in Notation 22, for every (v, h) ∈ T × R∗ such that v + h ∈ T and K(v, v + h) > 0 , we get
ln(K(v, v + h)) = (K(v, v + h)− 1) [1 + ε (K(v, v + h)− 1)] = −hLv(h) [1 + ε (−hLv(h))] . Thus,

mn−1∑
k=0

ln (K(tnk , t
n
k + hnk)) = −

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)

[
1 + ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
) ]

, (9)

which implies that un :=
∣∣∣mn−1∑

k=0

ln (K(tnk , t
n
k + hnk))︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

−
(
−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

∣∣∣ satisfies

un =

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

−hnkLtnk
(hnk)

[
1 + ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)]

−
(
−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

)∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)−

(∫ t

s
α(u)du

)
+

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣
(

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)−

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkα(t
n
k)

)
+

(
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkα(t
n
k)−

∫ t

s
α(u)du

)
+

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)−

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkα(t
n
k)

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
:= an

+

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkα(t
n
k)−

∫ t

s
α(u)du

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
:= bn

+

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

:= cn
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We are now left to prove that limn→+∞ an = limn→+∞ bn = limn→+∞ cn = 0. For every n ≥ 1, we have

0 ≤ an ≤
mn−1∑
k=0

hnk
∣∣Ltnk

(hnk)− α(tnk)
∣∣ ≤ |t− s| sup

(v,h)∈Cs,t(σRn )
|Lv(h)− α(v)|.

According to Hypothesis (6), limn→+∞ an = 0. Since α is continuous and continuous functions are
Riemann-integrable, we immediately get limn→+∞ bn = 0. In order to prove that limn→+∞ cn = 0, put
Cs,t := {(v, h) ; v ∈ [s, t], v + h ∈ [s, t], 0 ≤ h} and Lv(0) := α(v) for every v ∈ [s, t]. We want to prove
that L is continuous on the compact set Cs,t. Since K is continuous, we know that L is continuous on
Cs,t \ ([s, t]× {0}) and we are left proving the continuity on [s, t] × {0}. Let us fix ε > 0, v∗ ∈ [s, t] and
consider αε ∈ R∗

+ such that {
sup(v,h)∈Cs,t(αε) |Lv(h)− α(v)| ≤ ε/2

supv∈[s,t];|v−v∗|≤αε
|α(v)− α(v∗)| ≤ ε/2

.

For every (v, h) ∈ Cs,t ∩ ([v∗ − αε, v
∗ + αε]× [−αε, αε]) ⊂ Cs,t(αε) ∪ ([v∗ − αε, v

∗ + αε]× {0}), we have

|Lv(h)− Lv∗(0)| = |Lv(h)− α(v∗)|
≤ |Lv(h)− α(v)|+ |α(v)− α(v∗)|
≤ sup

(v,h)∈Cs,t(αε)
|Lv(h)− α(v)|+ sup

v∈[s,t];|v−v∗|≤αε

|α(v)− α(v∗)|

≤ ε/2 + ε/2 = ε,

which shows the desired continuity. Hence M := sup(v,h)∈Cs,t
Lv(h) is finite and we have

0 ≤ cn ≤
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)

∣∣ε (−hnkLtnk
(hnk)

)∣∣ ≤ |t− s|M sup
|x|≤MσRn

|ε(x)|,

which implies limn→+∞ cn = 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 α constant equal to +∞, that is
limn→+∞

∑mn−1
k=0 ln

(
K(tnk , t

n
k+1)

)
= −∞. As for (9), this amounts to show

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)

[
1 + ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
) ]

−−−−−→
n→+∞

+∞.

One can find a rank N ≥ 1 such that for every n ≥ N and k ∈ J0,mn − 1K, we have ε
(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)
=

ε (K(tnk , t
n
k + hnk)− 1) ≥ −1/2. Thus, for every n ≥ N ,

mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)

[
1 + ε

(
−hnkLtnk

(hnk)
)]

≥
mn−1∑
k=0

hnkLtnk
(hnk)2

−1 ≥ t− s

2
vn,

where vn := inf(v,h)∈Cs,t(σRn )
Lv(h). According to Hypothesis (7) we get limn→+∞ vn = +∞, which finishes

the proof.
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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) 7→

√
K(s, s)K(t, t)Kα(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 2 7→ K̃(t − s), the value of the map LK
t :

h 7→ h−1
(
1− K̃(0)−1K̃(h)

)
does not depend on t and Equation (6) and Equation (7) become

limh→0+ h−1(1 − K̃(h)) = α ∈ [0,+∞]. In this case, Theorem 23 states that, if K is continuous,
K̃(0) = 1 and limh→0+ h−1(1− K̃(h)) = α ∈ [0,+∞], then Pα is the strong Markov transform of P.

Theorem 25. Consider an interval T and a stationary positive semi-definite kernel K : (s, t) ∈ T 2 7→
K̃(t − s) ∈ R that is continuous and satisfies K̃(0) = 1. We denote by P a centered Gaussian measure
with covariance function K and set LK : h ∈ R∗

+ 7→ h−1(1− K̃(h)).

1. If limh→0+ LK(h) = α ∈ [0,+∞], then Pα is the strong local Markov transform of P .

2. Assume α ∈ [0,+∞] is a cluster point of LK at 0+ and consider a sequence of positive numbers
(sn)n≥1 converging to zero that satisfies limn→+∞ LK(sn) = α. For every s < t ∈ T 2, writing
Rs,t

n := ((snZ)∩]s, t[) ∪ {s, t}, we obtain limn→+∞ P s,t

{Rs,t
n }

= P s,t
α . In particular, Pα is a weak local

Markov transform of P.

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 < t ∈ T 2. Let (sn)n≥1 and Rs,t

n be as in the statement. For
every n ≥ 1, we write Rs,t

n := (tn0 , . . . , t
n
mn

) ∈ S[s,t]. For every k ∈ {1, . . . ,mn − 2}, we have

ln(K̃(sn)) = ln(1+[K̃(sn)−1]) = −snL(sn)
[
1 + ε

(
K̃(sn)− 1

)]
= −(tnk+1−tnk)L(sn)

[
1 + ε

(
K̃(sn)− 1

)]
,

where ε is defined in Notation 22. Hence,

mn−1∑
k=0

ln
(
K(tnk , t

n
k+1)

)
=

mn−1∑
k=0

ln
(
K̃(tnk+1 − tnk)

)
= ln(K̃(tn1 − s)) + ln(K̃(t− tnmn−1)) +

mn−2∑
k=1

ln(K̃(sn))

= ln(K̃(tn1 − s)) + ln(K̃(t− tnmn−1))−
mn−2∑
k=1

(tnk+1 − tnk)L(sn)
[
1 + ε

(
K̃(sn)− 1

)]
= ln(K̃(tn1 − s)) + ln(K̃(t− tnmn−1))− (tnmn−1 − tn1 )L(sn)

[
1 + ε

(
K̃(sn)− 1

)]
.

Since K̃(0) = 1 and K is continuous, we obtain limn→+∞
∑mn−1

k=0 ln
(
K(tnk , t

n
k+1)

)
= 0 + 0 − α(t − s) =

−α(t− s), which implies the result according to Proposition 18.
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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 BH the fractional Brownian motion with Hurst
parameter H, i.e., the centered Gaussian measure with covariance function KH : (s, t) ∈ R∗

+ × R∗
+ 7→

1
2(|t|

2H + |s|2H − |t− s|2H). The centered Gaussian measure B′
H with covariance matrix

K ′
H : (s, t) ∈ R∗

+ × R∗
+ 7→


sHtH1s=t + 01s ̸=t if H < 1/2

min(s, t) if H = 1/2

sHtH if H > 1/2

is the strong local Markov transform of BH .

Proof. For (s, t) ∈ R∗
+ × R∗

+,

KH(s, t) = sHtH · 1
2

( t

s

)H

+
(s
t

)H
−

∣∣∣∣∣
(
t

s

)1/2

−
(s
t

)1/2∣∣∣∣∣
2H
 = u(s)u(t)K̃(ϕ(t)− ϕ(s)), (10)

where u : t ∈ R∗
+ 7→ tH ∈ R, ϕ : s ∈ R∗

+ 7→ ln(s)
2 and K̃ : x 7→ 1

2

(
e2Hx + e−2Hx − |ex − e−x|2H

)
. Let define

P as the stationary centered Gaussian process with covariance function K : (s, t) 7→ K̃(|t− s|). Using the
Taylor expansion of the exponential function, we get

h−1(1− K̃(h)) = o(1) + (2h)2H−1[(1 + o(1))2H −−−−→
h→0+


+∞ if H < 1/2

1 if H = 1/2

0 if H > 1/2

=: β.

Thus, according to Theorem 25, Pβ is the strong local Markov transform of P . According to Remark
Equation (10) and Remark 8, the centered Gaussian process with kernel (s, t) 7→ u(s)u(t) exp(−β|ϕ(t)−
ϕ(s)|) is the strong local Markov transform of BH . Finally, it is straightforward that u(s)u(t) exp(−β|ϕ(t)−
ϕ(s)|) = K ′

H(s, t), which gives the wanted result.

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

Proposition 27. Consider two intervals T ⊂ R, J ⊂ R∗
+, a Brownian motion (Bu)u≥0 on a prob-

ability space (Ω,F ,P) and a family (kt)t∈T of elements of L2(J) such that
∫
J kt(u)

2du = 1 for every
t ∈ T . Set Xt :=

∫
J kt(u)dBu for every t ∈ T. The, the law P ∈ P(RT ) of (Xt)t∈T is a Gaussian

measure with covariance function K : (s, t) ∈ T × T 7→
∫
J ks(u)kt(u)du. Moreover, set Cs,t(h

∗) :=
{(v, h) ∈ [s, t[×]0, h∗] ; v + h ∈ [s, t]} for every (s, t, h∗) ∈ T × T × R∗

+ and assume:

(H1) ∃f : T × J → R,∀(s, t, u) ∈ T × T × J ,

sup
(v,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

|h−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u))− f(v, u)| −−−−→
h∗→0+

0 ; (11)

(H2) ∃g ∈ L1(J), ∃h0 ∈ R∗
+,∀(h, t, u) ∈]0, h0]× T × J,

∣∣h−1(kt(u)− kt+h(u))− f(t, u)
∣∣ ≤ g(u);
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(H3) α : t ∈ T 7→
∫
J kt(u)f(t, u)du is continuous.

Then Pα is the strong Markov transform of P.

Proof. The hypothesis ks ∈ L2(J) ensures that (Xt)t∈T is well defined. The process P is clearly centered,
Gaussian and for every (s, t) ∈ T 2,

K(s, t) = E(XsXt) = E
(∫

J
ks(u)dBu

∫
J
kt(u)dBu

)
= E

(∫
J
ks(u)kt(u)d<B,B>u

)
=

∫
J
ks(u)kt(u)du.

Moreover, for (v, h) ∈ Cs,t(h
∗), LK

v (h) = h−1 (1−K(v, v + h)) =
∫
J h

−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u))kv(u)du. Hence,

|LK
v (h)− α(v)| =

∣∣∣∣∫
J
h−1 (kv(u)− kv+h(u)) kv(u)du−

∫
J
f(v, u)kv(u)du

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
J

∣∣h−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u))− fv(u)
∣∣ |kv(u)|du

≤

(
sup

w∈[s,t]
|kw(u)|

)∫
J

sup
(w,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

{∣∣h−1(kw(u)− kw+h(u))− f(w, u)
∣∣} du,

which implies

sup
(v,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

|LK
v (h)− α(v)| ≤

(
sup

w∈[s,t]
|kw(u)|

)∫
J

sup
(w,h)∈Cs,t(h∗)

{∣∣h−1(kw(u)− kw+h(u))− f(w, u)
∣∣} du.

(12)
According to (H1) and (H2), the Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem applies to the right-hand side
of Equation (12) so that limh∗→0+ sup(v,h)∈Cs,t(h∗) |LK

v (h)−α(v)| = 0. According to (H3), α is continuous

and we have K(t, t) =
∫
J kt(u)

2du = 1. Hence, Theorem 23 applies, which proves the result.

Example 28. Let us apply Proposition 27 to the law P of (Xs)s>0 :=
(∫ +∞

0

√
se−

su
2 dBu

)
s>0

. In order

to satisfy (H2), we rather work on (Xt)t∈[a,b] for a fixed couple a < b ∈
(
R∗
+

)2
. Fix s < t ∈ [a, b]2 and set

kv(u) :=
√
ve−vu/2 for every (v, u) ∈ [s, t]× R∗

+. Using the Taylor expansion of the exponential map and
of x ∈]− 1,+∞[7→

√
1 + x, we get

h−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u)) = kv(u)

[
h−1

(
1−

√
1 +

h

v
e

−hu
2

)]

=
1

2
kv(u)

(
u− 1

v
+ θ(h)

)
,

where θ : R → R satisfies limh→0+ θ(h) = 0. Setting f(v, u) := 1
2kv(u) (u− 1/v), we get

∣∣h−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u))− f(v, u)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣12kv(u)θ(h)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √
t

2
|θ(h)|,
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for every (v, u, h) ∈ [s, t] × R+ × R∗
+. Hence, Hypothesis (H1) is satisfied. Let h0 ∈ R∗

+ be such that
suph∈]0,h0] |θ(h)| ≤ 1. For every h ∈]0, h0] and (v, u) ∈ [a, b]× R∗

+, we have

∣∣h−1(kv(u)− kv+h(u))− f(v, u)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣12kv(u)θ(h)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2

√
be−

au
2 =: g(u),

which shows (H2). Since f(v, u)kv(u) = 1
2(uve

−vu − e−vu), we have α(v) =
∫ +∞
0 f(v, u)kv(u)du =∫ +∞

0 (uve−vu − e−vu)du = 1 − 1 = 0 for every v ∈ [a, b]. Since (H3) is obviously true, Proposition
27 applies and the Markov transform of the law of (Xt)t∈[a,b] is the law of the completely correlated

process (Z)t∈[a,b], where Z ∼ N (0, 1). This being true for every a < b ∈
(
R∗
+

)2
, the Markov transform

of the law of (Xt)t∈t>0 is (Z)t>0. Applying Remark 9, the strong local Markov transform of the law of(∫ +∞
0 e−tudBu

)
t>0

is the law of
(
Z/

√
2t
)
t>0

.

5 Default of uniqueness for a weak Markov transform.

As already noticed in Remark 4, 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 µ̂ : t ∈ R 7→

∫
R exp(itx)µ(dx) the Fourier transform of a positive finite measure µ ∈ M+(R).

Theorem 29 (Bochner8). Let K : R2 → R be a symmetric map. The following conditions are equivalent:

1. There exists µ ∈ M+(R) such that K(s, t) = µ̂(t− s) for every (s, t) ∈ R2.

2. The function K is a continuous positive semi-definite stationary kernel.

The measure µ 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 µ ∈ P(R) with a Fourier
transform whose growth rate at 0+ admits several cluster points. To justify this, notice that if µ is a
real-valued symmetric probability measure, then the function K : (s, t) ∈ R2 7→ µ̂(t−s) is real valued and
symmetric. According to Theorem 29, this implies that K is a stationary positive semi-definite kernel,
with constant variance equal to µ̂(0) = µ(R) = 1. Thus, for every cluster point α ∈ [0,+∞] of the decay
rate of µ̂ at point 0+, according to Theorem 25, the centered Gaussian process P with covariance function
K admits Pα as weak local Markov transform. In our construction, the set of cluster points of the decay
rate of the Fourier transform of µ at point 0+ will be [0,+∞], 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 γ :=

∑
|k|≥2 a|k|δsgn(k)b|k| whose Fourier transform

has an infinite decay rate at 0+. Then, to obtain our measure µ, we “mix” γ with δ0, whose Fourier

8In general, Theorem 29 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 0+. More precisely, we will recursively construct a
set S ⊂ (N ∩ [2,+∞[) and put

yk :=

{
bk if k ∈ S

0 otherwise
,

in order to define our measure µ by

µ :=
∑
|k|≥2

a|k|δsgn(k)y|k| =
∑
|k|∈S

a|k|δsgn(k)b|k| +

∑
|k|/∈S

a|k|

 δ0.

Since {
γ̂(t) =

∑
k≥2 ak(e

itbk + e−itbk) = 2
∑

k≥2 ak cos(tbk)

µ̂(t) =
∑

k≥2 ak(e
ityk + e−ityk) = 2

∑
k≥2 ak cos(tyk)

, (13)

the decay rates of γ̂ and µ̂ at 0 are given by{
t−1(1− γ̂(t)) = 2t−1

∑
k≥2 ak (1− cos(tbk))

t−1(1− µ̂(t)) = 2t−1
∑

k∈S ak (1− cos(tbk))
. (14)

Put a := 1/2, b := 3 and ak := ak, bk := bk for every k ≥ 2. We have ab > 1 and (13) shows that γ̂/2
is the well-known continuous nowhere differentiable Weierstrass function [25]. In Point 1 of Lemma 30
below, we rely on an article of Hardy [11] to prove limt→0+ t−1(1 − γ̂(t)) = +∞. We are left to find a
recursive construction of S such that the lacunary series t−1(1− µ̂(t)) of t−1(1− γ̂(t)) admits the elements
of [0,+∞] as cluster points. Points 2-5 of Lemma 30 are useful to define the sequence (yk)k≥1 and to show
that the resulting measure µ has the wanted property. The construction itself is done in Proposition 31,
using the tools of Lemma 30.

Lemma 30. Put a := 1/2, b := 3 and ak := ak, bk := bk for every k ≥ 2.

1. Then limx→+∞ x
∑

k≥2 ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))
= +∞.

2. For any given sequence (xk)k≥1 ∈ RN∗
, limx→+∞ x

∑
k≥⌊x⌋+1 ak

(
1− cos

(
xk
x

))
= 0.

3. For p ≥ 1 and ((ni,mi))i∈J1,pK ∈
(
N2
)p
, the map

g(n1,m1),...,(np,mp) : x ∈ R∗
+ 7→ x

p∑
l=1

ml∑
k=nl

ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))
∈ R+

satisfies limx→+∞ g(n1,m1),...,(np,mp)(x) = 0.

4. For n ≥ 2, the map

fn : x ∈ R 7→ x

⌊x⌋∑
k=n

ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))
∈ R+

satisfies limx→+∞ fn(x) = +∞.
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5. Consider a increasing sequence of integers (nk)k≥1 such that n0 = 2 and define the sequence (yk)k≥0

by

yk =

{
bk if k ∈ ∪i≥0Jn2i, n2i+1J
0 if k ∈ ∪i≥0Jn2i+1, n2(i+1)J

.

Then the map

f : x ∈ R∗
+ 7→ x

⌊x⌋∑
k=2

ak

(
1− cos

(yk
x

))
satisfies

f(x) =

{
g(n0,n1−1),...,(n2(i−1),n2i−1−1)(x) + fn2i(x) if x ∈ [n2i, n2i+1[

g(n0,n1−1),...,(n2i,n2i+1−1)(x) if x ∈ [n2i+1, n2(i+1)[
.

Proof. 1. According to [11, Points 2.41-2.42], limh→0+ h−1
∑

k≥0 a
k(1 − cos(bkπh)) = +∞. Since

limh→0+ h−1a0(1− cos(b0πh) = limh→0+ h−1a1(1− cos(b1πh) = 0, the change of variable x−1 = πh
gives the wanted result.

2. For x ≥ 2, 0 ≤ x
∑

k≥⌊x⌋+1 ak
(
1− cos

(
xk
x

))
≤ 2x

∑
k≥⌊x⌋+1 a

k = 2xa⌊x⌋+1

1−a , which proves the result.

3. For x ∈ R∗
+, 0 ≤ x

∑p
k=1

∑mk
l=nk

al

(
1− cos

(
bl
x

))
≤ x

∑p
k=1

∑mk
l=nk

al
b2l /x

2

2 = 1
x

∑p
k=1

∑mk
l=nk

alb
2
l

2 ,

which proves the result.

4. According to Points 1, 2 and 3, the equality

fn(x) = x

∞∑
k≥2

ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))
− x

n−1∑
k=2

ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))
− x

∑
k≥⌊x⌋+1

ak

(
1− cos

(
bk
x

))

implies limn→+∞ fn(x) = +∞− 0− 0 = +∞.

5. The computation is straightforward.

Proposition 31. There exists a sequence (yk)k≥1 ∈ RN∗
+ such that the cluster points of the decay rate at

point 0+ of the Fourier transform of µ :=
∑

|k|≥2 2
−|k|δsgn(k)y|k| are the elements of [0,+∞].

Proof. We define the functions fn and g(n1,m1),...,(np,mp) as in Lemma 30. According to Points 3 and 4 of
Lemma 30, we can define a sequence (ni)i≥2 by

n0 := 2
∀i ≥ 0, n2i+1 := inf {n > n2i ; fn2i(n− 1) > i}
∀i ≥ 0, n2(i+1) := inf

{
n > n2i+1 ; g(n0,n1−1),...,(n2i,n2i+1−1)(n− 1) < 1/i

} .

As in Point 5 of Lemma 30, we associate a sequence (yk)k≥2 and a function f to our sequence (ni)i≥2.
Since n2i+1 − 1 ∈ [n2i, n2i+1[ and n2(i+1) − 1 ∈ [n2i+1, n2(i+1)[, according to this same point,

f(n2i+1 − 1) = g(n0,n1−1),...,(n2(i−1),n2i−1−1)(n2i+1 − 1) + fn2i(n2i+1 − 1) ≥ fn2i(n2i+1 − 1) > i
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and
f(n2(i+1) − 1) = g(n0,n1−1),...,(n2i,n2i+1−1)(n2(i+1) − 1) < 1/i

for i ≥ 1. Set µ :=
∑

|k|≥2 2
−|k|δsgn(k)y|k| and denote by L : t ∈ R∗

+ → t−1(1− µ̂(t)) the decay rate of µ̂ at

0+. As in Equation (14),

L(1/x) = 2x
∑
k≥2

ak (1− cos(yk/x)) = f(x) + g(x),

where g(x) :=
∑

k≥⌊x⌋+1 ak (1− cos(yk/x)). According to Point 2 of Lemma 30, limx→+∞ g(x) = 0. Thus,

writing si :=
1

n2i+1−1 and ti :=
1

n2(i+1)−1 , we get L(si) = f(n2i+1−1)+g(n2i+1−1) −−−−→
i→+∞

+∞+0 = +∞

and L(ti) = f(n2(i+1)−1)+g(n2(i+1)−1) −−−−→
i→+∞

0, so that 0 and +∞ are cluster points of L at 0+. Since

L is continuous, according to the intermediate value theorem, any elements of [0,+∞] is a cluster points
of L. Since L is non-negative, all its cluster points are elements of [0,+∞] 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 × 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 ∈ R2.
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 31, we can find a symmetric probability measure µ such that the cluster
points of the decay rate of µ̂ at 0+ are the elements of [0,+∞]. Since µ is symmetric, the function
K : (s, t) ∈ R2 7→ µ̂(t − s) is real valued and symmetric. Hence, according to Theorem 29, K is a
stationary positive semi-definite kernel, with constant variance equal to µ̂(0) = µ(R) = 1. Based on
Theorem 29, the Gaussian measure P with covariance function K : (s, t) ∈ R × R 7→ µ̂(t − s) is a well
defined stationary Gaussian measure such that K(t, t) = µ̂(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 ∈ R2. Since 0 ≤ K ′(s, t) ≤ K ′(s, s)1/2K ′(t, t)1/2 = 1,
α := −|t−s|−1 ln(K ′(s, t)) is well defined and we have α ∈ [0,+∞]. Moreover K ′(s, t) = exp(−α|t−s|) =
Kα(s, t). Since α is a cluster point of the decay rate of µ̂ at 0+, according to Point 2 of Theorem 25,
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Pα is a weak local Markov transform of P . Hence, there exists (Rn)n≥1 = ((tnk)n∈J1,mnK) ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗

such that limn→+∞ σRn = 0 and limn→+∞K(s, tn1 ) . . .K(tnmn−1, t) = Kα(s, t) = K ′(s, t). According to
Proposition 18, 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 15. 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 = ((tnk)k∈J1,mnK) ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
such that limn→+∞K(tn0 , t

n
1 ) · · ·K(tnmn−1, t

n
mn

) = K ′(s, t). According
to Remark 32, 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 α : R → [0,+∞], Pα is
a weak local Markov transform of P. As one can see taking α : t 7→ 0 · 1t≤1 + (+∞) · 1t>1, 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 XR satisfying:

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

• For every r ∈ R, XR is made Markov at time r: if one knows the value of the trajectory at time r,
then the future (XR

t )t>r of the trajectory does not depend on the past (XR
t )t<r of the trajectory.

It is possible to give a rigorous definition of the law P[R] 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 ⊂ R be a set, E a Polish space,
P ∈ P(ET ) a probability measure and R = {r1 < · · · < rm} ⊂ T a finite set of times. For each finite set
S ⊂ T , we write

S ∪R = {s01 < · · · < s0k0 < r1 < s11 < · · · < s1k1 < r2 < · · · < sm−1
1 < · · · < sm−1

km−1
< rm < sm1 < · · · < smkm}

and
µS := projS#[P

s01,...,s
0
k0

,r1 ◦ P r1,s11,...,s
1
k1

,r2 ◦ · · · ◦ P rm,sm1 ,...,smkm ].

Denoting by S the class of finite subsets of T , it is readily verified that (µS)S∈S is a consistent family of
measures. According to the Kolmogorov extension Theorem, there exists a unique probability P[R] on ET

such that projS#P[R] = µS for every S ∈ S. We say that P[R] ∈ P(ET ) is the measure P made Markov at

times R. Given a process X with law P , we say that XR is the9 transformation of X made Markov at
times R if XR has law P[R].

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 ⊂ R. A global Markov transform will be defined as a Markov limit of a
sequence P[Rn] for an admissible sequence (Rn)n≥1 of set of times (see Notation 36). 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 ER is endowed with the product topology. More explicitly, a sequence (Pn)n≥1 ∈ P(ER)N

∗

converges to P ∈ P(ER) for this topology if for all s1 < · · · < sm ∈ Rm, (P s1,...,sm
n )n≥1 converges to

P s1,...,sm for the weak topology. We denote this convergence by Pn
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
P . The following remark

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

Remark 35. Let {Pn}n≥1∪{P ′} ⊂ P
(
RR) be a set of centered Gaussian processes. Then Pn

f.d.−−−−−→
n→+∞

P ′ if

and only if, for every s < t ∈ R2, limn→+∞ (Pn)
s,t = (P ′)s,t. The direct implication is trivial. Conversely,

assume, for every s < t ∈ R2, limn→+∞ (Pn)
s,t = (P ′)s,t and fix t1 < · · · < tm ∈ Rm. According to Lemma

10, limn→+∞ P t1,...,tm
n = P ′t1,...,tm if and only if Σ

P
t1,...,tm
n

−−−−−→
n→+∞

Σ(P ′)t1,...,tm . As for every Gaussian

process Q ∈ P(RR) and i < j ∈ J1,mK2, we have ΣQt1,...,tm (i, j) = ΣQti,tj (1, 2) we get the converse
implication.

Notation 36. Fix Rk
� :=

{
(t1, . . . , tk) ∈ Rk ; t1 < · · · < tk

}
, R� := ∪k≥1Rk

� and denote by

A :=

{
(Rn)n≥1 ∈ (R�)

N∗
; lim

n→+∞
σRn = 0, lim

n→+∞
inf(Rn) = −∞ and lim

n→+∞
sup(Rn) = +∞

}
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 ER.

1. We say that P admits a weak global Markov transform if there exists a Markov measure P ′ on ER

and (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A such that P[Rn]
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
P ′. We say that P ′ is a weak global Markov transform of

P.

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

ER such that for every (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A, we have P[Rn]
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
P ′. We say that P ′ is the strong global

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
= P s,t

{{s,t}∪(R∩]s,t[)} (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 35,
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 transform10. In the
case of weak Markov transforms, it stays true for stationary Gaussian measures under the hypothesis of
Theorem 25.

10According 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(RR) 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 ∈ R2 and (R̃n)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
satisfying limn→+∞ σR̃n

= 0.

For every n ≥ 1, we set Rn := R̃n ∪
(
([−n, s[∪]t, n])∩ (2−nZ)

)
. We have (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A, (Rn∩]s, t[)∪

{s, t} = R̃n and P[Rn]
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
P . Hence, we get P s,t

{R̃n}
= P s,t

(Rn∩]s,t[)∪{s,t} =
(
P[Rn]

)s,t −−−−−→
n→+∞

P ′s,t.

Conversely, assume P ′ is the strong local Markov transform of P . According to Remark 35, it is
sufficient to show that, for every s < t ∈ R2, limn→+∞

(
P[Rn]

)s,t
= (P ′)s,t, i.e., limn→+∞ P s,t

{R̃n}
=

(P ′)s,t where R̃n := {s, t} ∪ (Rn∩]s, t[). Since (R̃n)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
, limn→+∞ σR̃n

= 0 and P ′ is a

strong local Markov transform of P , we get
(
P[Rn]

)s,t
= P s,t

{R̃n}
−−−−−→
n→+∞

(P ′)s,t. Thus P ′ is the strong

global Markov transform of P.

2. Fix (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A such that P[Rn]
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
P ′. Given s < t ∈ R2, put R̃n := {s, t} ∪ (Rn ∩ [s, t]).

We have (R̃n)n≥1 ∈
(
S[s,t]

)N∗
, limn→+∞ σR̃n

= 0 and P s,t

{R̃n}
= P s,t

(Rn∩]s,t[)∪{s,t} =
(
P[Rn]

)s,t −−−−−→
n→+∞

(P ′)s,t. As this is true for every s < t ∈ R2, P ′ is a weak local Markov transform of P.

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 35, which is only valid in the Gaussian case.

Proposition 39. Let K : (s, t) ∈ T 2 7→ K̃(t − s) ∈ R be a continuous stationary positive semi-definite
kernel that satisfies K̃(0) = 1. Let P be a centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K and set
LK : h 7→ h−1(1− K̃(h)). Assume α ∈ [0,+∞] is a cluster point of LK at 0+ and let (sn)n≥1 be a positive
sequence converging to zero such that limn→+∞ LK(sn) = α. Then, writing Rn :=

(
sn · Z

)
∩ [−n, n], we

have P[Rn]
f.d.−−−−−→

n→+∞
Pα. In particular, the measure Pα is a weak global Markov transform of P.

Proof. Let (sn)n≥1 and (Rn)n≥1 be as in the statement. According to Remark 35, we are left to prove
that limn→+∞ P s,t

[Rn]
= P s,t

α for every s < t ∈ R2. Since for every n ≥ max(t,−s), we have P s,t
[Rn]

=

P s,t
{{s,t}∪(]s,t[∩Rn)} = P s,t

{{s,t}∪(]s,t[∩snZ∩]−n,n[)} = P s,t
{{s,t}∪(]s,t[∩snZ)}, this corresponds exactly to the second

point of Theorem 25.

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

Proof. By construction of P , every α ∈ [0,+∞] is a cluster point of the decay rate of the correlation
function of P . According to Proposition 39, for every α ∈ [0,+∞], the process Pα is a weak global
Markov transform of P.
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Until now, we only considered the topology of finite-dimensional convergence. In the case where
a < b ∈ R2, 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 Pn

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

P to express that a sequence

(Pn)n≥1 ∈ P(C([a, b],R))N∗
converges to P ∈ P(C([a, b],R)) for this topology, i.e.,

∫
fdPn −−−−−→

n→+∞

∫
fdP

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 (Pn)n≥1

is tight11, 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 P[Rn] are concentrated on C([a, b],R) and the Kolmogorov tightness
criterion to ensure that {P}∪{P[Rn] ; n ≥ 1} is tight. For a proof of the Kolmogorov continuity criterion,
we refer to [18, Theorem 2.9], whereas for the Kolmogorov tightness criteria we refer to [14, Theorem
23.7].

Theorem 41. Let T ⊂ R be a compact set.

Kolmogorov-Chenstov criteria: If P ∈ P(RT ) and

∃a, b, C ∈ R∗
+,∀(s, t) ∈ T 2,

∫
R2

|x− y|bP s,t(dx, dy) ≤ C|t− s|1+a,

then P is concentrated on continuous paths.

Kolmogorov tightness criteria: If (Pn)n≥1 ∈ P(C(T,R))N∗
and

∃a, b, C ∈ R∗
+,∀(s, t) ∈ T 2, sup

n≥1

∫
R2

|x− y|bP s,t
n (dx, dy) ≤ C|t− s|1+a,

then (Pn)n≥1 is tight for the weak convergence.

In order to prove the uniform bounds of Theorem 41, we first establish a technical lemma.

Lemma 42. Consider a continuous semi-definite positive kernel K : R2 → R such that K(t, t) = 1 for
every t ∈ R. Fix a < b ∈ R2 and denote by P a centered Gaussian measure with covariance function K.

1. Assume, for every s < t ∈ R2,

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣LK
v (h)− αK(v)

∣∣ −−−−→
h→0+

0. (15)

Then
∀(Rn)n≥1 ∈ A,∃M ∈ R+, ∀(s, t) ∈ [a, b]2, ∀n ≥ 1, 1−Kn(s, t) ≤ M |s− t|,

where Kn stands for the covariance function of P[Rn].

11In 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) 7→ K̃(t − s) is a stationary kernel, α ∈ R+ is a cluster point of LK : h ∈ R∗
+ 7→

h−1(1 − K̃(h)) and LK is bounded. Fix a positive sequence (sn)n≥1 converging to zero such that
limn→+∞ LK(sn) = α and put (Rn)n≥1 := ((sn · Z) ∩ [−n, n])n≥1 ∈ A. Then,

∃M ∈ R+, ∀(s, t) ∈ [a, b]2, ∀n ≥ 1, 1−Kn(s, t) ≤ M |s− t|,

where Kn stands for the covariance function of P[Rn].

Proof. We successively prove both statement.

1. Fix (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A and s < t ∈ [a, b]2. We write Lt instead of LK
t , α instead of αK and, for

every v ∈ R, we put Lv(0) := α(v). Set σ∗ := supn≥1 σRn , M1 := sup0≤h≤σ∗,v∈[a,b] |Lv(h) − α(v)|,
M2 := supx,y∈[a,b] |α(x) − α(y)|, M3 := sup0≤h≤σ∗,v∈[a,b] Lv(h), M4 := sup|x|≤σ∗M3

|ε(x)| and M5 :=
M1 +M2 +M3M4, where ε is defined in Notation 22. As in Theorem 23, hypothesis (15) implies L
that is continuous on [a, b]×[0, σ∗] and thus M3 < +∞. Since K, α and ε are continuous, M5 < +∞.
For a fixed n ≥ 1, we write {s, t} ∪ (Rn∩]s, t[) = {t0 < · · · < tm} and hk := tk+1 − tk for every

k ∈ {0, . . . ,m−1}. Since,
(
P[Rn]

)s,t
= P s,t

{{s,t}∪(Rn∩]s,t[)}, the composition formula in Lemma 12 gives

Kn(s, t) = K(t0, t1) · · ·K(tm−1, tm). As in the proof of Theorem 23,∣∣∣∣ln(Kn(s, t))−
(
−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

)∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∑
k=0

hkLtk(hk)−
m−1∑
k=0

hkα(tk)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∑
k=0

hkα(tk)−
∫ t

s
α(u)du

∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣
mn−1∑
k=0

hkLtk(hk)ε(−hkLtk(hk))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

m−1∑
k=0

hnk |Ltk(hk)− α(tk)|+
m−1∑
k=0

∫ tk+1

tk

|α(tk)− α(u)|du

+
m−1∑
k=0

hkLtk(hk) |ε (−hkLtk(hk))|

≤ |t− s|M1 + |t− s|M2 + |t− s|M3M4

= |t− s|M5.

Thus ln(Kn(s, t)) ≥ −M5|t− s| −
∫ t
s α(u)du ≥ −M |t− s|, where M = M5+supu∈[a,b] |α(u)|. Hence,

for every s < t ∈ [a, b]2, Kn(s, t) ≥ exp(−M |t− s|) ≥ 1−M |s− t| which proves our result.

2. Let (sn)n≥1 and Rn be as in the statement. Put Rn = {t0 < · · · < tm}, σ∗ := supn≥1 σRn and,
for every k ∈ J0,m − 1K, hk := tk+1 − tk. Defining ε as in Notation 22, for every (v, h) ∈ R × R∗

+,

ln (K(v, v + h)) = −hLK(h)
[
1 + ε

(
K̃(h)

)]
. Hence,

∣∣ ln(Kn(s, t))
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣

m−1∑
k=0

hkL
K(hk)

[
1 + ε

(
K̃(hk)− 1

)]∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |t− s|M,
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where M := sup0≤h≤σ∗ |LK(h)|
(
1 + sup|x|≤σ∗ |ε(K̃(x)− 1)|

)
. Since LK in bounded and ε, K̃ are

continuous, M is finite. So ln(Kn(s, t)) ≥ −M |t−s|, which impliesKn(s, t) ≥ e−M |t−s| ≥ 1−M |t−s|
and shows the result.

We can now apply our criteria to prove weak convergence.

Theorem 43. Let us consider a continuous positive semi-definite kernel K : R × 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 ∈ R2,

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣LK
v (h)− αK(v)

∣∣ −−−−→
h→0+

0.

Then
∀(Rn)n≥1 ∈ A,∀a < b ∈ R2,proj

[a,b]
# P[Rn]

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# PαK .

2. Assume K : (s, t) 7→ K̃(t− s) is a stationary positive semi-definite kernel, α ∈ R+ is a cluster point
of L : h ∈ R∗

+ 7→ h−1(1 − K̃(h)) and L is bounded. Fix (sn)n≥1 a positive sequence converging to
zero such that limn→+∞ LK(sn) = α and set (Rn)n≥1 := ((sn · Z) ∩ [−n, n])n≥1 ∈ A. Then

∀a < b ∈ R2, proj
[a,b]
# P[Rn]

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# Pα.

Proof. 1. Applying Lemma 42, there exists M ∈ R+ such that for every (s, t, n) ∈ [a, b]2×N∗, we have
1−Kn(s, t) ≤ M |t− s|. Hence,∫

R2

|x− y|2dP s,t
[Rn]

(x, y) = Kn(s, s) +Kn(t, t)− 2Kn(s, t) = 2(1−Kn(s, t)) ≤ 2M · |s− t|.

Since for a centered Gaussian random variable X, one has E(X4) = 3E(X2)2,∫
R2

|x− y|4dP s,t
[Rn]

(x, y) = 3

(∫
R2

|x− y|2dP s,t
[Rn]

(x, y)

)2

≤ 12M2|s− t|2. (16)

As limn→+∞ P s,t
[Rn]

= P ′s,t and (x, y) 7→ |x− y|4 is lower semicontinuous and bounded by below, the

Portmanteau theorem gives
∫
R2 |x−y|4dP s,t(x, y) ≤ lim infn→+∞

∫
R2 |x−y|4dP s,t

[Rn]
(x, y) ≤ 12M2|s−

t|2. According to the Kolmogorov-Chenstov criterion, we obtain that proj
[a,b]
# P ′ is concentrated

on continuous paths and (proj
[a,b]
# Pn)n≥1 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]
# P[Rn])n≥1 is tight. According to Point 1. of

Proposition 38, we have proj
[a,b]
# P[Rn]

f.d.−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# PαK . Combined with tightness, this implies

proj
[a,b]
# P[Rn]

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# PK

α , i.e., the wanted result.
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2. Same proof as the first point, but applied to the sequence (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A defined by Rn := snZ ∩
[−n, n]. According to the second Point of Lemma 42, we also obtain Inequality (16), whereas the
finite-dimensional convergence is given by Point 2. of Proposition 39.

Remark 44. In Theorem 43, 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

f : (xt)t∈[a,b] 7→
(√

K(t, t)xt +m(t)
)
t∈[a,b]

is
(
supt∈[a,b]

√
K(t, t)

)
-Lipschitz, hence continuous for the

uniform norm. Hence, one can apply Theorem 44 to the normalized measure f−1
# P and push forward the

obtained convergence results by f , which is continuous12. At the end, we obtain

∀(Rn)n≥1 ∈ A,∀a < b ∈ R2,proj
[a,b]
# P[Rn]

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# Q,

where Q is the Gaussian process with mean function m and with covariance function K ′ given by

K ′(s, t) = K(s, s)1/2K(t, t)1/2 exp

(
−
∫ t

s
αK(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 = (Xt)t∈R be a Gaussian process with continuous covariance function K and positive
variance function. Assume αK , the instantaneous decay rate of K, is well-defined and continuous.

1. Existence: There exists a Gaussian process Y = (Yt)t∈R with covariance K ′ satisfying:

(1) For every t ∈ R, Law(Xt) = Law(Yt);

(2) αK′
= αK ;

(3) (Yt)t∈R is a Markov process.

Moreover, for every s < t ∈ R2,

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣∣αK(v)− LK′
v (h)

∣∣∣ −−−−→
h→0+

0. (17)

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 ′ : R2 → R has the
same mean function as (Xt)t∈R and, for every s < t ∈ R2,

K ′(s, t) = K(s, s)1/2K(t, t)1/2 exp

(
−
∫ t

s
αK(u)du

)
. (18)

12To apply Theorem 43, notice that LK and αK are invariant by renormalization, i.e., LcK = LK and αcK = αK .
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3. Underlying dynamic of the mimicking process: Assume m : t 7→ E(Xt) and σ : t 7→ K(t, t)1/2 are
continuously differentiable. Then strong existence and strong uniqueness 13 hold for the SDE{

Zt =
[
m′(t) + (σ′(t)− αK(t))Zt

]
dt+ σ(t)

√
2αK(t)dBt

Z0 ∼ N (0, 1)
(19)

Moreover, the14 law of its solution is the law of the mimicking process of X (restricted to R+).

4. The mimicking process is a Markov transform (under a reinforced condition): Assume (2) is verified,
i.e.,

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣∣∣∣αK(v)− 1

h

(
1− K(v, v + h)√

K(v, v)
√
K(v + h, v + h)

)∣∣∣∣∣ −−−−→h→0+
0,

for every s < t ∈ R2. Let (Rn)n≥1 ∈ A be an admissible sequence and Y be a mimicking process.
For every n ≥ 1, we denote by XRn the transformation of X made Markov at times Rn. Then
(XRn)n≥1 and Y almost surely have continuous paths and XRn converges weakly to Y on compact
sets15. In particular, the strong global Markov transform of X is the mimicking process of X.

Proof. We write α instead of αK . To prove Point 1, we denote by P the law of X. According to
Proposition 20, the Gaussian measure Q with same mean function as P and covariance function K ′ given
by Formula (18) is well defined and Markov. We fix a process Y = (Yt)t∈R with law Q. For every t ∈ R,
Law(Yt) = N (E(Yt),K ′(t, t)) = N (E(Xt),K(t, t)) = Law(Xt), so Y satisfies Condition (1). Let θ be
defined by

θ : x ∈ R 7→

{
ex−1−x

x if x ̸= 0

0 if x = 0
.

It is continuous and satisfies ex = 1 + x+ xθ(x) for every x ∈ R. Hence, for every v ∈ R,

h−1 (1− cK′(v, v + h)) = h−1

(
1− exp

(
−
∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

))
= h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)dx+ h−1

(∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)
θ

(∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)
.

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

Mh := sup

{∣∣∣∣α(v)− h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

∣∣∣∣ ; v ∈ [s, t], 0 < h ≤ h

}
.

Since

Mh ≤ sup
v∈[s,t]

h−1

∫ v+h

v
|α(v)− α(u)| du

≤ sup
{
|α(w)− α(u)| ; (w, u) ∈ [s, t+ 1]2, |w − u| ≤ h

}
13Strong uniqueness is meant in the sense of [15, 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 [15, Chapter 5, Definition 2.1] for the
definition of a strong solution.

14Since strong uniqueness holds, this process is unique up to indistinguishability.
15This means that, for every a < b ∈ R2, Law

(
(XRn

t )t∈[a,b]

) w−−−−−→
n→+∞

Law
(
(Yt)t∈[a,b]

)
.
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and α is uniformly continuous on [s, t+ 1], we get limh→0+ Mh = 0. Hence, for every v ∈ [s, t],∣∣∣α(v)− LK′
(v, v + h)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣α(v)− h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)du− h−1

(∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)
θ

(
−
∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣α(v)− h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣h−1

(∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)
θ

(
−
∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

)∣∣∣∣
≤ Mh +

(
Mh + sup

u∈[s,t]
|α(u)|

)
sup

{
|θ(x)| ; |x| ≤ h

(
Mh + sup

u∈[s,t]
|α(u)|

)}
=: Nh,

where we used∣∣∣∣h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)du

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣h−1

∫ v+h

v
α(u)du− α(v)

∣∣∣∣+ |α(v)| ≤ Mh∗ + sup
u∈[s,t]

|α(u)|.

Hence,

sup
v∈[s,t]

∣∣∣αK(v)− LK′
v (h)

∣∣∣ ≤ Nh.

Since limh→0+ Nh = 0, this proves Equation 17 and in particular Condition (2). As Q is Markov and
Law(Y ) = Q, 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 (18). According to
Remark 32, we can set gs : t ∈ R 7→ − log (cK′(s, t)) ∈ R+ for every s ∈ R. We have gs(s) = 0 and
cK′(s, t+ h) = cK′(s, t)cK′(t, t+ h) for every (t, h) ∈ R× R∗

+. By definition of α, we have :

h−1(gs(t+ h)− gs(t)) = −h−1 (ln(cK′(s, t+ h))− ln(cK′(s, t)))

= −h−1 ln(cK′(s, t+ h)/cK′(s, t))

= −h−1 ln(cK′(t, t+ h))

= −h−1 (cK′(t, t+ h)− 1) [1 + ε (cK′(t, t+ h)− 1)]

−−−−→
h→0+

α(t),

where ε is defined in Notation 22 and the convergence is obtained using Condition (3). This implies that
gs(t) = gs(s)+

∫ t
s α(u)du =

∫ t
s α(u)du, i.e., Formula (18). To prove Point 3, put b(t, x) := m′(t)+(σ′(t)−

α(t))x and σ(t, x) := σ(t)
√

2α(t). We now prove strong uniqueness holds for (b, σ). According to [15,
Chapter 5,Theorem 2.5], it is sufficient to prove that for every T > 0 and n ≥ 0, there exists KT,n ∈ R+

such that:

∀x, y ∈ [−n, n],∀t ∈ [0, T ], |b(t, x)− b(t, y)|+ |σ(t, x)− σ(t, y)| ≤ KT,n|x− y|. (20)

By continuity of α, the constant KT,n := supt∈[0,T ] |σ′(t)−α(t)| satisfies (20) and strong uniqueness holds
for (b, σ). For strong existence, we have to prove the existence of a strong solution for any probability
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space (Ω,F ,P) endowed with a brownian motion (Bt)t≥0 and an initial condition Z independant from the
brownian motion. First, prove the existence of a strong solution for the SDEdZ̃t =

(
−α(t)Z̃t

)
dt+

√
2α(t)dBt

Z̃0 = Z
. (21)

According to [15, Chapter 5, Section 6, Page 354], a strong solution to the SDE (21) is the process (Z̃t)t≥0

defined by

Z̃t := Φ(t)Z +

∫ t

0

Φ(t)

Φ(u)

√
2α(u)dBu,

where Φ(t) := exp
(
−
∫ t
0 α(u)du

)
. Hence, the process (Z̃t)t≥0 is centered Gaussian and its covariance

function K ′′ : (s, t) 7→ E(Z̃sZ̃t) is computed as follows. For every s < t ∈ R2,

K ′′(s, t) = E
(
Φ(s)Φ(t)Z2

)
+ E

(∫ s

0

Φ(s)

Φ(u)

√
2α(u)dBu

∫ t

0

Φ(t)

Φ(v)

√
2α(v)dBv

)
= Φ(s)Φ(t) + Φ(s)Φ(t)

∫ s

0

2α(u)

Φ(u)2
du

= Φ(s)Φ(t)

(
1 +

∫ s

0
2α(u) exp

(∫ u

0
2α(v)dv

)
du

)
= Φ(s)Φ(t)

(
1 +

[
exp

(∫ u

0
2α(v)dv

)]s
0

)
= Φ(s)Φ(t)

(
1 + Φ(s)−2 − 1

)
= Φ(t)/Φ(s) = Kα(s, t).

Hence Pα and Law((Z̃t)t≥0) are two Gaussian measures with same mean and covariance function, thus are
equal. Consider now the process Zt := m(t)+σ(t)Z̃t. This process is Gaussian, has mean function m and
covariance function given by (18). To obtain the fact that (Zt)t≥0 is solution of the SDE (19), we just apply
the Itô formula with f(t, x) = m(t) + σ(t)x and use the fact that (Z̃t)t≥0 is a solution of the SDE (21).

We are left to prove Point 4. Since Law(XRn) = P[Rn], we have to prove proj
[a,b]
# P[Rn]

w−−−−−→
n→+∞

proj
[a,b]
# P ′.

This follows from Theorem 43 and Remark 44.

The following numerical simulation of trajectories of a Gaussian process with law Pα and trajectories
of solutions to the SDE (21) give an illustration of Point 4 of Theorem 45. 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 (Xt)t∈R is a standard stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with parameter 1,
α is a continuous non-negative function and set Φ : t ∈ R 7→

∫ t
0 α(u)du. Then

(
XΦ(t)

)
t∈R has law Pα.

Indeed,
(
XΦ(t)

)
t∈R is a centered Gaussian process satisfying E(XΦ(s)XΦ(t)) = exp (−|Φ(t)− Φ(s)|) =

exp
(
−
∫ t
s α(u)du

)
.

33



Figure 1: Comparison of the trajectories of the SDE (21) with these of the Gaussian measure Pα.
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