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Peacocks Parametrised
by a Partially Ordered Set

Nicolas JUILLET

Abstract We indicate some counterexamples to the peacock problem for families
of a) real measures indexed by a partially ordered set or b) vectorial measures in-
dexed by a totally ordered set. This is a contribution to an open problem of the book
[7] by Hirsch, Profeta, Roynette and Yor (Problem 7a-7b: “Find other versions of
Kellerer’s Theorem”).

Case b) has been answered positively by Hirsch and Roynette in [8] but the ques-
tion whether a “Markovian” Kellerer Theorem hold remains open. We provide a
negative answer for a stronger version: A “Lipschitz—Markovian” Kellerer Theorem
will not exist.

In case a) a partial conclusion is that no Kellerer Theorem in the sense of the
original paper [14] can be obtained with the mere assumption on the convex order.
Nevertheless we provide a sufficient condition for having a Markovian associate
martingale. The resulting process is inspired by the quantile process obtained by us-
ing the inverse cumulative distribution function of measures (L );c7 non-decreasing
in the stochastic order.

We conclude the paper with open problems.

Introduction

The rich topic investigated by Strassen [16] in his fundamental paper of 1965 was
to determine whether two probability measures ¢t and v can be the marginals of a
joint law satisfying some constraints. The most popular constraint on Law(X,Y) is
probably P(X <Y) = L. In this case if < is the usual order on R, a necessary and
sufficient condition on i and v to be the marginals of (X,Y) is F, > F,, where Fy
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denotes the cumulative distribution function of 1. Actually if we note Gy, the quan-
tile function of 7, the random variable (G,,Gy) answers the question. Recall that
the quantile function Gy, is the generalised inverse of Fy, that is the unique nonde-
creasing functions on |0, 1] that is left-continuous and satisfies (Gy )#4j0,;) = 0. In
the case of a general family (1 );er, the family consisting of the quantile functions
Gy, on (]0,1[,Ajo,1() is also a process. It proves that measures are in stochastic order
if and only if there exists a process (X;);er with P(¢ — X, is non-decreasing) = 1
and Law(X;) = 1, for every ¢ € T. This result is part of the mathematical folklore
on couplings. We name it quantile process or Kamae—Krengel process after the au-
thors of [12] because in this paper a generalisation for random variables valued in a
partially ordered set E is proven. See also [15] where it appears.

Another type of constraint on Law(X,Y) that is considered in Strassen article are
the martingale and submartingale constraints, E(Y|o (X)) =X and E(Y|o (X)) > X
respectively. Strassen proved that measures (L ),c are the marginals of a martingale
(Xi)sen if and only if the measures , are in the so-called convex order (see Defini-
tion 2). Kellerer extended this result to processes indexed by R and proved that the
(sub)martingales can be assumed to be Markovian. Strangely enough, but for good
reasons this famous result only concerns R-valued processes indexed by R or an-
other totally ordered set, which is essentially the same in this problem. Nevertheless,
Strassen-type results have from the start been investigated with partially ordered set,
both for the values of the processes or for the set of indices (see [12, 13, 5]). Hence
the attempt of generalising Kellerer’s theorem by replacing R by R? for one of the
two sets is a natural open problem that has been recorded as Problem 7 by Hirsch,
Profeta, Roynette and Yor in their book devoted to peacocks [7].

In parts 1 and 2 we define the different necessary concepts, state Kellerer Theo-
rem and exam the possible generalised statement suggested in [7, Problem 7]. About
Problem 7b we explain in paragraph 2.2 why Kellerer could not directly apply his
techniques to the case of R?-valued martingales. Problem 7a is the topic of the last
two parts. In part 3 we exhibit counterexamples showing with several degrees of
precision that one can not obtain a Kellerer theorem on the marginals of martingales
indexed by R2, even if the martingales are not assumed to be Markovian. However,
in part 4 we provide a sufficient condition on (U, ),er that is inspired by the quantile
process. We conclude the paper with open problems.

1 Definitions

Let (T, <) be a partially ordered set. In this note, the most important example may
be R? with the partial order: (s,z) < (s/,¢') if and only if s < s’ and ¢ <t'. We
consider probability measures with finite first moment and we simply denote this
set by 2 (R?).

We introduce the concepts that are necessary for our paper. Martingales indexed
by a partially ordered set were introduced in the 70’. Two major contributions were
[3] and [17]. The theory was known under the name “two indices”.
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Definition 1 (Martingale indexed by a partially ordered set). Let (X;);cr be the
canonical process associated to some P on (R%)”. For every s € T we introduce
Fs=0(X|r<s).

A probability measure P on (RY)7 is a martingale if and only if for every (s,7) €
T? satisfying s < ¢ it holds E(X, | .%,) = X,. In other words it is a martingale if
and only if for every s <, n € N and s < s for k € {0,1,...,n} we have Ep(X; |
Xs,Xs] PRR 7Xsn) = X;.

The convex order that we introduce now is also known under the names second
stochastic order or Choquet order.

Definition 2 (Convex order). The measures i, v € Z2(R?) are said to be in convex
order if for every convex function ¢ : RY = R, [ @du < [ @dv. This partial order
is obviously transitive and we denote it by y <¢ V.

Note that in Definition 2, ¢ may not be integrable but the negative part is inte-
grable because ¢ is convex.

The next concept of peacock is more recent. To our best knowledge it appeared
the first time in [10] as the acronym PCOC, that is Processus Croissant pour I’Ordre
Convexe. Both the writing peacock and the problem have been popularised in the
book by Hirsch, Profeta, Roynette and Yor: Peacocks and Associated Martingales,
with Explicit Constructions.

Definition 3 (Peacock). The family (1, ),c7 is said to be a peacock if for every s <t
we have us <c W.

Because of the conditional Jensen inequality, if (X;);c7 is a martingale, the family
W = Law(X;) of marginals is a peacock. More generally if for some peacock (L );er
a martingale (¥;),er satisfies for every ¢, Law(Y;) = 1, the martingale is said to be
associated to the peacock (i )ser.

Definition 4 (Kantorovich distance). The Kantorovich distance between 6 and

0’ € 2(RY) is
‘/fde—/fde’

where f describes the set of 1-Lipschitz functions from R? to R.

W(6,0") = sup
f

R4

Definition 5 (Lipschitz kernel). A kernel & : x — 6, transporting i to v = uk is
called Lipschitz if there exist a set A C R? satisfying @(A) = 1 such that k|4 is
Lipschitz of constant 1 from (A, ||.||ga) to (2 (R),W).

As (Z(R%),W) is a complete geodesic metric space a simple extension proce-
dure that we describe now permits us to extend k to a 1-Lipschitz function on R.
First the kernel k seen as a map is uniformly continuous so that one can extend it in
a unique way on A. The connected components of R\ A are open intervals a, b[ and
the linear interpolation t — (b —a)~'((t — a)k(b) + (b —t)k(a)) is also a geodesic
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curve for the Kantorovich distance. Therefore it gives a solution for extending k and
making it a 1-Lipschitzian curve on R.

To our best knowledge, the next concept is the key of all known proofs of Kellerer
Theorem. Unlike Markov martingales, converging sequences of Lipschitz—Markov
martingale have Markovian limits (in fact Lipschitz—Markov). In his original proof
Kellerer uses a similar concept where the Kantorovich distance is replaced by the
Kantorovich distance build on d(x,y) = min(1, ]y —x]|).

Definition 6 (Lipschitz—Markov martingale). A process (X;),cr is a Lipschitz—
Markov martingale if it is a Markovian martingale and the Markovian transitions
are Lipschitz kernels.

For surveys with examples of Lipschitz kernels and Lipschitz—Markov martin
gales, one can refer to [9] or [1].

2 The Kellerer theorem and trying to generalise it
2.1 Problem 7a

Theorem 1 is a reformulation of Theorem 3 by Kellerer [14] in terms of the peacock
terminology.

Theorem 1 (Kellerer, 1972). Let (W;);er be a family of integrable probability
measure on P (R) indexed by the totally ordered set T (for simplicity thing of
T = [0,+4-o0|). The following statements are equivalent

1. W, is a peacock,

2. W, is associated to a martingale process (X )ier,

3. W, is associated to a Markovian martingale process (X )ier,

4. W, is associated to a Lipschitz—Markovian martingale process (X;):er.

Note that the implications 4 = 3 => 2 = 1 are obvious. Theorem 2 that we prove
in Section 3 contradicts the converse implications if 7 is merely a partially ordered
set. This is a negative answer to Problem 7a that we quote: “Let (X, :t,A > 0) be
a two-parameter peacock. Does there exist an associated two-parameter martin-
gale (M, 3;t,A > 0)?”. Note that with our definition of peacock, one should read
Law(X, 3) in place of X, 3.

Theorem 2. Let (T, <) be {0,1}2, R% or R? with the partial order. For every choice
of T, we have the following:

o There exists a peacock indexed by T that is not associated to a martingale,

o there exists a peacock indexed by T that is associated to a martingale process
but not to a Markovian martingale process,

e there exists a peacock indexed by T that is associated to a Markovian martingale
process but not to a Lipschitz-Markovian martingale process.
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2.2 Problem 7b

For completeness we explain what is known on Problem 7b: “Is a R"-valued pea-
cock a R"-valued 1-martingale?”, which with our notations means nothing but: Can
any peacock on R¥ be associated to an R?-valued martingale? Hirsch and Roynette
provided a positive answer in [8].

Theorem 3. Let (1, ), be a family of integrable probability measures on 2 (R%)
indexed by the totally ordered set T. The following statements are equivalent

1. W, is a peacock,
2. W, is associated to a martingale process (X )ick-

Nevertheless it is to our knowledge still an open problem whether the full
Kellerer theorem may hold in the vectorial case: Can every peacock be associated
to a Markovian martingale? (equivalence of (1) and (3) in Theorem 1). We prove
in Proposition 1 that (1) and (4) are not equivalent. Actually, the existence of a
Lipschitz kernel for u <¢ v is an essential step of each known proof of Kellerer
Theorem, but for dimension d > 1 it does not exist for any pairs. This fact was very
likely known by Kellerer (see the last paragraph of the introduction of [14]"). We
provide a short proof of it.

Proposition 1. There exists a peacock (U )ier indexed by T = {0,1} and with |, €
P(R?) that is not associated to any Lipschitz-Markov martingale.

As a trivial corollary, the same also holds for T = [0,+oo[ defining l, = Lo on
[0,1] and p; = p fort € [1,+oo].

Proof. Let [y = Aljg1) x & € P(R?) and k the dilation (x,0) — %(S(X_f(x)) +
O(x—f(x)))- Let iy be pok. If g = Lok’ for another dilation &', the projection of &’
on the Ox-axis must be identity so that K’ = k. We choose a non continuous function
[ as for instance f* = Xj;2,1), and the proof is complete because k is not a Lipschitz
kernel.

3 Proof of Theorem 2

In the three examples, we define a peacock on T = {0,1,1’,2} = {0, 1} where the
indices 1, 1’ stand for the intermediate elements, 0 = (0,0) is the minimal and 2 =
(1,1) the maximal element. One will easily check that (u;);c7 is really a peacock
from the fact that we indicate during the proof martingale transitions between p
and W, Wy as well as between (i, ty and L.

To complete the statement of Theorem 2 we need to explain what are the pea-
cocks for T =R? or T =R2. In fact for (s,t) € {0, 1}?, the measures y;, are defined

! Kellerer: “/... ], wihrend die Ubertragung der im zweiten Teil enthaltenen Ergebnisse etwa auf
den mehrdimensionalen Fall ein offenes Problem darstellt”
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exactly as in the three following constructions, and the peacock is extended in the
following way

U1 if (s,2) > (1,1)

Hio ifs>landt <1

Moy ifr>1lands<1

Moo otherwise: max(s,t) < 1.

Hsr =

With this bijection it is a direct check that the results for {0,1,1’,2} will be trans-
posed to the other sets of indices. Note that if a martingale (X;,) is defined for
(s,1) € {0,1}? it is extended in the same way as the peacock. For instance Xor =X
if (s,1) > (1,1).

The three constructions are illustrated by figures where the amount of transported
mass from x to y is the label of the arrow from x at time i to y at time j where i < j
(and (i, j) is not (0,2)). In order to write an integer we prefer to label with a multiple
of the mass (factor 6 in Figure 3.1 and 3.2, and 12 in Figure 3.3).

3.1 A peacock not associated to a martingale

We introduce the following peacock (i );er:

6Ly =36_1 + 30

6ur =20_5+40

6Ur =280 +28_2+28
6y = 46_1+26.

2
2
3
A=1
2 0
Fig. 1 The martingale as- 2
sociated to (U);eo,1,2) in ————»1 Z =2

paragraph 3.1.

Note that the measures iy and u, are symmetric and pt; and py; are obtained from
the other by symmetry. On Figure 3.1 we represent the (sub)peacock (ut),€{07172}. It
is easily seen that every martingale transition is uniquely determined. There exists
an associated martingale that is forced to have the law
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(1/3)0-1,—2,—2+1/12(8_110+0-1,12) +1/4(01,1.0 + 61.12)-
Hence, the law of the coupling between L and U is
m=(1/3)6_1-2+1/12(6-10+6-12) +1/4(10+ b12).

Observe that the coefficient of §; ,—2 is zero. In other words, no mass is transported
from 1 at time O (point A on Figure 3.1) to —2 at time 2 (point Z). For the peacock
(le)refo,17,2) the coupling between Lo and iy is obtained by symmetry from 7. Thus
some mass is transported from A to Z. Hence, there does not exist a martingale
associated to both (sub)peacocks. Therefore, one can not associate a martingale to

(M )rer-

3.2 A martingale not associated to a Markovian martingale

For the second item of Theorem 2 we introduce a slight modification of the pre-

vious peacock where py does not change but the final peacock is concentrated on
{-5,0,5} instead of {—2,0,2}.

6up=36_1+36

6uU; =8 5+50;

6Ur =280 +28_5+28s
6y =58_1+ 8.

As in paragraph 3.1 the peacocks (L)icf0,12) and (lr),efo,172) are symmetric
and the proof is similar. But the two symmetric martingales associated to the pea-
cocks indexed by {0,1,2} and {0, 1,2} are now unique only because one asks them
to be Markovian. Let us see what is the first one that we call (Xl)te{O,l,Z}' It is ob-
tained as the Markov composition of Law(Xy, X ) and Law (X, X, ) that are uniquely
determined as follows:

Law(Xo,X;) = (1/2)5171 + (1/6)(5—17—5 +25,1’1)
and
Law(X1,X2) = (1/6)6_5, 54 (1/6)(01,—5+261,0 +261 5).

This can be read on Figure 3.2 where for the law of the Markovian martingale it
remains to explain that at time 1 the mass is distributed independently from the past.
For instance the coefficient of 6_; ; 5 is computed in the following way

122 2

]P(XO == _I)PX():f](Xl = l)IP)Xlzl(XZ == 5) == Egg = E

Finally,
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Fig. 2 The transition kernels
of (Xi)ief0,1,2y in paragraph
3.2.

LaW(Xo,Xl,Xz) :(1/6)5_17_57_5 + (1/15)5_1,1’_5 + (2/15)5,1_’170
+(2/15)6_1,15+(1/10)81 1,5+ (1/5)8110+ (1/5)61,15.

Observe that in Law(Xp, X») the coefficient of 8 _s and 6_; 5 are 1/10 and 2/15
respectively. Hence the measure is not symmetric, which completes the first part of
the proof.

For the second part of the proof, it is enough to twist the composition of
Law(Xp,X;) and Law(X;,X>) at time 1 in a way that Law(Xp,X>) becomes sym-
metric. This occurs exactly if

P((X0,X2) = (1,0)) = P((Xo,X2) = (=1,0)) = 1/6 (1)

because the space of martingales associated to U, > depends only on one real

parameter. The whole martingale (X; ),6{07 1,2) can be parametrised by the conditional
law LaW(XO,Xl):(l,l)(X2)~ We set LaW(XOle):(l.’])(Xz) = oY defined as 6! + (1—
0)a®, where o’ = (3/5)85+(2/5)8_s and ' = (1/5)35 + (4/5)& are the extreme
admissible points. Notice that the Markovian composition would corresponds to the
choice 6 = 1/2 because Lawy,— (X2) = a'/2. We have

P((Xo,X2) = (1,0)) = P((Xo, X1,X2) = (1,1,0))

4

1

= QP(XO,X1)=(1,1)(X2 =0)
1

=3(59)

Thus we choose 8 = 5/12, which permits us to complete the proof.
3.3 A Markovian martingale not associated to a Lipschitz—Markov
martingale

For the last item of Theorem 2 the peacocks (L )e0,1,2) and (Hr);eq0/1,2) are not
symmetric in any way. That is why we represent both peacocks in Figure 3.3.
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12y = 668, + 66,

121 =28+ 66 +463
120y =58) + 60, + 0
124y = 108 + & +

Let see that there is a Markovian martingale associated to this peacock. Let us
define the following joint laws:

Law(Xo,X;) = (12)7'(661,1 + 28,0 +48,3)
LaW(X(),XI/) = (12)*1(651,1 —&-46271 +82,2+6276) 2
Law(X1,X2) = (12) 7' (28,0 + 3810+ 3812 +382 + 83.6)
Law(Xy/,Xp) = (12)71 (55170 +56 2+ 52,2 + 866)-
6 6
3
2 4{’ 3 p] A N )
6
. 1 3 1 35
Fig. 3 The peacocks 0 0
(B )reqo,1,2y and (L )reqo/1,2)- 2

Assuming that the composition at times 1 and 1’ are Markovian, we obtain the
same joint law Law (X, X>). For this, as in paragraph 3.2 it suffices to compute one
parameter of it in two manners. Let us do it for P((Xp,Xz) = (2,2)):

P((Xo, Xo) = (2,2) = P((Xo, X1, %) = (23,2)) = 522
P(X0.X) = (2,2)) = B((Xo0. Xy Xo) = (2.2,2)) = 5 <1+ 5 5.

Finally, we have proved that X| and X,/ can be defined on the same probability space
together with Xy and Xj.

Note that the previous martingale is not Lipschitz—Markov because the Kan-
torovich distance between Lawx,—;(X;) = 6; and Lawx,—>(X;) = 1/38) +2/36,
is 5/3, which is strictly greater that |1 — 0| = 1. In (2), the marginal and martin-
gale constraints uniquely determine all of the law apart from Law (X, X; ). It can be
parametrised by

Law(Xo,X;) = 6x' +(1—0)7°

where 7' = (12)71(68; 1 + 280 +48,3) corresponds to the joint law in (2) and

7= (12)7' (2810 +3811 + 1813+ 08,0 +38.1 +3823).
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The kernel is Lipschitz if and only if 8 € [0,1/2]. However we will not need to
prove it because if 6 # 1, some mass is transported from 1 to 3 and part of this
mass finishes in 6 at time # = 2. This leads to a joint law Law(Xp,X>) that can not
be associated to the peacock (L);cfo/12) on the right part of Figure 3.3. For the
unique martingale law associated to this peacock, no mass is transported from 1 at
time =0 to 6 at time t = 2.

4 A positive result

The aim of this section is to furnish sufficient conditions for Problem 7a. Under
the hypothesis of Theorem 4, any peacock is associated to a martingale. Under the
hypothesis of Theorem 5, this martingale is Markovian. Other examples are given
by Hirsch, Profeta, Roynette and Yor in Exercise 2.3 of [7].

4.1 Disintegration of a measurein {u € &7 : E(u) =0}.

As in Choquet theorem, even if {4 € & : E(u) = 0} is a noncompact set, any
element can be decomposed as a mean of the extreme points. According to Douglas
theorem [4] the extreme points are exactly the positive measures y such that the
affine functions are dense in L'(u). Hence, the extreme points are the diatomic
measures 6, , witha <0 <band 6, = bbfa@, + 5=% 6. The decomposition is not
unique as illustrated by 1/6(46_; 1 +260_25) =1/6(360_12+36_7).

However one can give a canonical decomposition of u. It relies on the order of
its quantiles. It seems classical but we could not cite it from the literature. Hence we
present some intuitive facts as consequences of the theory developed in [2] about
the minimal shadow of positive measures into other measures. For every g € [0, 1],
the set

Fli.q) = {nln < pand n(®) =g and [ xdn(x) =0}

has a minimal element for the convex order. We call it S¥(g). It is the shadow of gy
in 4 as defined in Lemma 4.6 of [2]. This measure can be described as in Example
4.7 of [2]: It is the unique measure 11 < u of mass g and expectation 0 that can be
written

N = Kj1(g).80) T @7 (g) T DOy(q)- ©)

In other words it is the restriction of u on a quantile interval

St (q) = (Gu)#l|[qo,q1]
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where we recall that G, is the quantile function defined before Section 1. In partic-

ular g1 —qo =gq.
Let f* and g" denote the functions

g — max(spt(S*(q))) and g : g — min(spt(S*(q))).

We have the following properties

o If g <q itholds S*(q) < S*(q'),
e The function g is left-continuous and nondecreasing,
e The function f* is left-continuous and nonincreasing.

Note that [g(g), f*(q)] is the smallest closed interval [f(g),g(q)] of full mass for
SH(g) and it is the unique choice if one demands that ¢ — g(q) — f(q) is left-
continuous in (3). We will call it the interval of quantile q or the g-interval.

Let us now introduce a measure 7 on R? such that for every ¢ € [0, 1] the first
marginal of 7||_, 4«r is A]|,) and the second marginal is S*(g). Such a measure
exists because the family (S*(g))ze0,1] is increasing and the mass of S*(g) is g. It
is easy to check that (qu(q),gu (q))qG[O,l] is an admissible disintegration of 7 with
respect to A ) and it is the only disintegration (6,),c(o,1) such that g — 6, is
left-continuous for the weak topology. Finally we have obtained a canonical repre-
sentation of u. It writes

1
H= /0 Ofn (q).01(q) 995 )

where — f* and g" are the unique nondecreasing and left-continuous functions with
SH(q)([f*(q),8"(¢)]) = q. Note that as usual for a Choquet decomposition, the
equation (4) has to be understood in the weak sense. For instance

1
1(A) :/o O (q) 51 (q)(A) dg

for every measurable A.

Remark 1. In this article we will sometime simply write F;, G; and [f*(g),&'(¢)] in
place of F,, Gy, and [f*(q), 8" (q)] respectively.

4.1.1 Diatomic convex order

Let u and v be probability measures on R with expectation zero. We introduce the
order <pc with u <p¢ v if and only if

Vg € [0,1], [f*(9),&" (@)] € [f"(q),g"(9)]-

and call it the diatomic convex order. There exists a unique martingale law 7, be-
tween Gfu(q)’g/_t(q) and Bf\/(q)’ng). Its formula is made explicit later in (6). In para-
graph 4.3 we will consider the joint law
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1
n:/o m,dg ®)

with marginals ¢ and v. It is a martingale so that 4 <p¢ v implies u <¢ v.

In the special case of symmetric measure, the order can be defined similarly as
the stochastic order using the positive cone of even functions that are non-decreasing
on R in place of the cone of convex functions. However, I could not find an appro-
priate cone for defining <pc in the general case.

4.2 Peacocks consisting of extreme elements

In this subsection we consider Problem 7a for peacocks (L ),cr where every L, is
an extreme element 6, ;. Observe that in this case, 6, =c 0,y is equivalent to
[a,b] C [d',b], and as these two intervals are the g-intervals for every g, the relation
0. =c Oy is equivalent to 8,5 <pc 6 . The set ITy (6, 6, ;) of martingales
associated to a peacock of cardinal two is restricted to one element:

80 X O 1 ifa=b,
b b — —d —a (b —b b—d' .
rea (g Oua + 1758, 1) + 5= (7= Ot + = O y)  Otherwise.

a/

(6)

We consider the totally ordered case before the general case.

4.2.1 Totally ordered (7, <)

For s < t, the two-marginals joint law 7, between [, and U, is unique and has
formula (6). Hence, for s <t < u, the Markovian and in fact any composition of
7y and 7, is a martingale law with marginals ; and y,. Thus, it is 7y, and the
two-marginals joint laws (71:5,)(‘?9) constitute a coherent family for the Markovian
composition. Thus, there exists a Markovian martingale (X;),c7 with the wanted
marginals and its law is the unique one among the associated martingales.

4.2.2 Partially ordered (7, <)

It is less direct to associate a martingale when 7 is not totally ordered. It is no
longer enough to check that the two-marginals laws constitute a coherent family.
All finite families of marginals would have to be considered, also with elements
noncomparable for <¢ and their joint law can not uniquely be determined by the
constraints of the problem.

Let us first reduce the problem to (Ri, <). We can map ¢t € T to the element
(1) = (a,b) € R3 defined by i, = 6_,. If we associate a Markovian martingale
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(Mey) (e yyerz 10 (May)(ry)er2 With ley = 6., itis easy to check that (Mo )rer
is a Markovian martingale associated to ({; );c7.
A martingale associated to (,le7),)(x_},) R% is the following: Consider the Wiener

measure on ¢’ (R) and let M, , be the random variable

Myy =y 1gco j =% 1o <q)

where 7, is the hitting time of z € R. It is easy to check that (M) (x.)€R2 is a

Markovian martingale associated to ( /.Lx_’y)( xy)€R2 - For every restriction of the pea-
cock to indices in a totally ordered set, the restriction of this martingale have the law

described in paragraph 4.2.1.

Remark 2. The referee of this paper suggested to look at a peacock constructed from
a reference measure ¢ of barycenter 0 and defined by w_,; = ({ |],w7,a]u[;,,+w[) +
&..» where & is the measure concentrated on {a, b} with the same mass and barycen-
ter as {Jjq (- Note that in the case § = & itholds @ = 0_4p.

The construction of this section generalises as follows. Let B; be a Brownian
motion with Law(By) = ¢ and for every (a,b) € R2 let 7, be the hitting time of
| —o0, —a]U[b,+oo[. As Law(Bz, ) = @4, we can simply associate the martingale
(Bt,) (a,)cr2 tO the peacock (@—ap) (q p)cr? -

Notice finally that the measures ((‘La,b>(a,b) eR2 are not non decreasing for <pc,

as can be easily seen if ¢ is uniform on [—1, 1]. Hence Theorem 4 does not apply.

4.3 A positive result for peacocks indexed by a partially ordered set

In paragraph 4.3.2, for families of measures in the diatomic convex order we intro-
duce the process similar to the quantile process in the martingale setting. We call
it the quantile martingale. Recall that the quantile process relies on the quantile
coupling, that is actually the model of (5) in the nonmartingale setting. In place of
measures 6, the extreme elements are Dirac masses that are parametrised by a
quantile g €]0, 1[ for the two marginals. The quantile coupling couples them using
the same parameter g in both disintegrations, as (5) does in the martingale case.

Theorem 5 states under which condition the quantile coupling has the Markov
property. For completeness we start in Subsection 4.3.1 with the same question for
the quantile process.

4.3.1 Characterisation of Markovian Kamae—Krengel processes

We state the result on the quantile process and its relation to the stochastic order
explained in the introduction of the present paper.

Proposition 2. Ler (W );er be a family of real probability measures indexed by a
partially order set (T, <). The following statements are equivalent.
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o The map t — L is nondecreasing in stochastic order,
o the associated quantile process t — X, is almost surely nondecreasing.

The following proposition characterises the Markovian quantile processes.

Proposition 3. The quantile process is Markovian if and only if the following crite-
rion is satisfied: for every s <t <uand q < ¢’ €]0, 1|, the conjunction of conditions

implies Gy, (q) = Gy, (q'). In other words Gy,(q) = Gy, (q') implies {Gy,(q) =
Gy, (q') or Gy, (q) = Gy, (q)}-

Proof. Assume that the property on the quantile function holds. Recall that .%,
is the o-algebra generated by all Xy where s < ¢. The Markov property holds if
E(f(X.)|-%) =E(f(X,)| 6(X;)) for every bounded measurable function f andt < u
elements of 7. Let now 7 and u be fixed. It is enough to prove that for any k € N and
s1,...,8¢ <t the random vectors (Xj,,...,X;, ) and X, are conditionally independent
given X;. For a family of conditional probabilities (Py,—,),cr it is sufficient to prove
that given real numbers (x1,...,x;) and z the events

A={X;, <x1,....X, <x} and B={X, <z}

are independent under Py,—, for all y. We will define such a family. Recall that PP
is defined as fol P,dg where the law of (Xj,,...,Xy,,X;,X,) under P, is simply the
Dirac mass in (Gy, (q),...,Gs,(q),Gi(q),Gu(q)).

The events {X; = y} is of type {q €]0,1[, G/(q) = y}, that is |¢g~,¢"] or ]¢g~, 1]
where g7 = F(y) and ¢~ = limg_,¢+ F;(y — €). Recall that u(y) = g* —g~. Thus
(Px,—y)yer defined by

P Py if g, (y) =0,
Xi=y = gt .
y ﬁ J;- Bqdq  otherwise

is a disintegration of P according to X;.

For p1(y) = 0 the measure of both A and B for Py, _, is zero or one so that A and B
are independent. In the other case, let us prove that at least one of the two events has
measure zero or one. In fact, the quantiles of |¢~, ¢ ] are mapped on y by G,. Hence,
according to the criterion for every i < k one of the two maps Gy, or G, is constant on
lg~,4"). Thus G, is constant or (G, , . .., Gy,) is constant. Therefore P, (A) or P,(B)
is constantly zero or one on |¢~,g"|. We have proved that A and B are independent
with respect to Py,—,. This completes the proof of the first implication.

For the second implication suppose that the criterion is not satisfied so that there
exists <t <wand g < ¢ €]0,1[ with G,(¢") = G,(q) :==y, Gs(¢') > Gs(¢') :=x and
Gu(¢') > Gu(g) := z. In this case P(X, = y) > 0. Let g, = F;(x) and g, = F,,(z). Let
also g = F;(y) and ¢~ = lim,_,o+ F;(y — €) so that
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g~ < min(gs,q,) <max(qs,q.) <q <q".

We have on the one hand

min(gs,qu) — g~
th:)‘(xs <xX,<z)= (:Jrsi]“q)q

and on the other hand

qu —4g
gt —q-

qs—q
gt —q-

Px,—y(Xs <x,X, <z) = and Py, (X; <x, X, <z2)=
Hence {X; < x} and {X, < z} are not conditionally independent given {X; = y}.
This finishes the proof of the second implication.

4.3.2 Quantile martingales and characterisation of the Markov property

Theorem 4 and 5 are the counterpart in the martingale setting of Proposition 2 and
Proposition 3.

Theorem 4. Let (W, );er be a peacock indexed by a partially ordered set (T,<). As-
sume moreover that the measures have expectation zero and t — l; is nondecreasing
for the diatomic convex order. Then there exists (X;)ier a martingale associated to

(Mo )rer-

Proof. According to paragraph 4.1.1, the elements of the canonical decomposition
of the measures are in convex order. Hence we can replace the peacock by a one-
dimensional family of peacocks (07 F@)da ))th Each of them can be associated

with a martingale (X,7) defined on the Wiener space as in paragraph 4.2.2. We con-
sider the process on the probability space [0, 1] x C([0,+o<[) obtained using the con-
ditioning in ¢ € [0, 1]. It is a martingale with the correct marginal for every t € T.
We used the fact that convex combinations of martingale laws are martingale laws.

We call quantile martingale the martingale introduced during the proof of Theo-
rem 4. In what follows we write I’ (g) for the interval [f*(g), &' (q)]-

Theorem 5. With the notation of Theorem 4 the quantile martingale is Markovian if
and only if the following criterion is satisfied for every s <t <uand q < ¢’ € [0,1].

]. IfI'(q) =1'(q') it holds °(q) = (') or I"(q) =1"(q'),
2.if{f'(q) = f'(¢') and ' (q) # &' (d')} it holds
(g =10, 0] or {f*(q) = f*(q') and g°(q) = &' (q) and g*(q') = &'(¢) } or
11(q)=r"(d) orI*(q) = I"(q'),

3 {f (@) #f(d) andg’(tz)=g‘(q’)}itholdsls( ")=10,0]or {g*(q) =5°(d) and f*(q) =
f'(q) and f*(q') = f'(q')} or g'(q') = 8" (q') or I"(q) = I"(q').

4. Nothing has to be satlsﬁed in the case {f'(q) # f'(q') and g' (q) # ¢'(¢) }-
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Example 1 (Sufficient conditions). The criterion for the Markov property in Theo-
rem 5 applies for instance in the following situations.

e The measures are continuous (without atom). This is settled in (4).

e The measures Y, are continuous or &. If t, = 8 we check that the criterion is
satisfied in (1) with I*(q) = I°(¢') = [0,0]. The other case is (4).

e The measures are diatomic like in paragraph 4.2.2. For every ¢ < ¢’ and t € T it
holds I'(q) = I' (¢) so that the criterion is satisfied in (1).

e The measures are t; = 1/2(6_1,14++ 0_12+) for T = [0, 1]. The peacock satis-
fies the criterion in (2) where f'(¢") = f*(¢') = —1.

e The measures are t; = 1/2(6_1_; 1 +6_1_,2) for T =[0,1]. Forg < 1/2 < ¢ the
criterion is satisfied in (2) because it holds { /*(¢) = f*(¢') = —1 —s and g*(¢) =
g'(q)=1and g'(¢') = ¢'(¢') = 2}

Proof (Proof of Theorem 5). The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 3 even
if more technical. In particular even if y; is continuous, the value of X; does not
uniquely determine a trajectory. Nevertheless the law of the random trajectory is
uniquely determined because it only depends on g and X;. In fact, the quantile ¢
is a function of X; so that as described in paragraph 4.2.2 the law of the future
is contained in the present position X;. In the general case when g, has atoms the
process that is Markovian when conditioned on ¢ can loose the Markov property
because X; does not uniquely determine q.

Suppose that (X;);er described above is not Markovian. We will show that the
criterion is not satisfied. Let us consider a time # € T and y € R so that {X, =y}
denies the Markov property: the future is not independent from the past. Observe
that the previous remarks on continuous measures show that y must be an atom of
U Moreover y = 0 is not possible because it would mean X; = 0 for s <¢. Hence
the past would be determined by the present so that no information on the past can
change the law of the future.

Without loss of generality, we assume X; =y < 0. Let 0 = {q € [0,1], f'(¢) =y}
be the interval of quantiles mapped in y. On Q the density of probability for the value
of ¢ conditioned on X; =y is proportional to g,gftf,. As we supposed that the Markov
property does not hold there exists an integer k and indices s1,...,s; <t such that
(Xy,, ..., Xy, ) and X,, are not conditionally independent given {g € Q} N{X; =y} =
{X; = y}. As these random variables are independent with respect to the conditional
probabilities P'r 1 (x,=,} for any g € Q, there exist two quantiles for which both the
laws of the past and of the future are different respectively’. Let g1,q> € Q with
q1 < q» be such quantiles.

Concerning the future first, the law B; of X, is the one of a Brownian motion
starting in y = f"(¢;) < 0 and stopped when hitting f“(g;) <y or g“(g;) > O.
Different future laws f3; are obtained for i € {1,2}. Therefore f“(q,) < y and
[F(a1).8"(a1)] # [F(42).8" (2))-

2 It is a general fact that if p and f, a past and a future map defined on Q are both nonconstant, there
exist q1,q2 € Q such that p(q1) # p(q2) and f(q1) # f(q2)-
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We consider now the past. For some s € {s1,...,s;} we write o; the law of X;
given {¢;} N{X, = y}. It is the law of a Brownian motion stopped when it hits
{/*(q:),£&°(q:)} conditioned on the fact that it hits y = f*(g;) before g’ (g;). Recall
also f'(g;) < f*(qi) <0< g%(g:i) < g°(gi)- The support of o; has cardinal one or
two. It is one if and only if I°(g;) = [0,0] or g*(¢;) = &'(g;) and then ¢; is the Dirac
mass in 0 or f*(g;) respectively. If the support of ¢ has two elements these are
{f*(4:),&'(¢:)} and ou = v if and only if g'(q1) = ¢'(g2) and I'(q1) = I(g2). If
&'(q1) # g'(q2) the only possibility for a; = a; is that the supports are reduced
to one point. Note now that if & = ap the support of those measures uniquely
determine I°(q;) and I°(q) in both cases g'(q1) = g'(q2) or g'(q1) # &' (¢2). But
fori € {1,2} the law of (Xj,,...,Xy,) given {g;} N {X; =y} is uniquely determined
by {I°(qi) }sefs.....5.}- As We supposed that these laws are different for i =1 ori =2,
there exists s € {s1,..., 5} such that I*(g2) # [0,0] and {g°(q1) # &' (q1) or g°(q2) #
g'(q2) or f*(q1) # f'(q1)} in the case g' (1) # &' (¢2) and I' (q1) # I' (q2) in the case
8'(q1) =&'(q2).

In summary, let y < 0 be an atom of Law(X;) such that the condition {X; = y}
denies the Markov property of the quantile martingale. Concerning the future we
have proved f*(q2) < yand [*(q1), 8" (q1)] # [£*(42), 8"(2)]. Concerning the past,
we have proved I°(¢q2) # [0,0] and {g"(q1) # &'(q1) or g'(q2) # &'(q2) or f*(q1) #

['(q1)} in the case g'(q1) # &' (g2) and I'(q1) # I'(g2) in the case g (q1) = &' (42)-
Symmetric conclusions happen in the symmetric situation y > 0. Hence one can

carefully check that at least (1), (2) or (3) is not correct for the choice (q,q’) =
(q1,92). In fact if g'(q1) = g'(g2) the criterion is not satisfied in (1). If g'(¢q1) =
&' (q2), it is not satisfied in (2). Finally we have proved that if the peacock satisfies
the criterion the quantile martingale is Markovian.

Conversely, we assume that the criterion is not satisfied and will prove that the
process is not Markovian. It is enough to assume that the criterion is not satisfied
in (1) or (2). For s <t <uand g € Q = (f)~'{y} we denote as before a(g) the
law of X, given {¢} N {X; =y} and B(q) the law of X,, given the same condition.
Let ¢,4' € Q such that the criterion is not satisfied. If the criterion is not satisfied in
(1) we have I“(g) # I"(q') and we can assume f*“(q') < f*(q) <y (if not g"(¢’) >
g"(q) > g'(q) =y and we can consider y' in place of y). Therefore B(q) # B(q’)
and a(q) # a(q’) in the two cases. The joint law of (X, X,,) given {X; = y} is

= Z’I/QO!(CI) X B(Q)mdq

where Z = [, 0 %dq. We will prove that it is not the product of two probabil-
ity measures, which will be enough for the implication. Recall that the support of
o(q) and B(q) are included in {f*(¢),g°(¢)} and {f"(q),g"(q)} respectively. The
functions f are nonincreasing and left-continuous. The functions g are nondecreas-
ing and left-continuous. In case (1) the measures o(q) # o(q') and B(q) # B(4’)
are not only different but their supports are also different. Hence one is easily con-
vinced with a picture in R? that 7 has not the support of a product measure. This
argument does not work if (2) is denied because a(g) and o(q’) may have the
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same support and be different. In fact they are different if and only if the sup-
port is made of the two points f*(q) = f*(¢') and g*(q) = ¢*(¢’). With a sim-
ple Bayes formula the mass of f*(¢) with respect to &t(g) can be computed to be
(8'(9)/8°(q) — f*(q)) (' (q) — f'(9) /&' (9)) and the same formula with primed let-
ters holds for a:(q"). Note that the four quantities are the same except g'(¢') > g'(q).
As B(q) # B(q') and recalling the left continuity of f* and g" it follows that the
conditional law of X, with respect to {X; = y and X; = f*(¢q)} is different to the
conditional law of X, with respect to {X; = y and X; = g*(¢)}. Finally 7 is not a
product measure and the martingale in not Markovian.

4.4 Questions

Even though Problem 7b is solved in [8], it is still an open question whether the
full Kellerer theorem for measures on R? hold, where “full” means with the Markov
property. The following questions are rather related to our approach of Problem 7a
in Section 4.3. To solve them may however bring some useful new ideas to Problem
7b.

e Letr— U, be nondecreasing for the stochastic order. Does it exist an associated
process (X;)rer that is Markovian? Recall that Proposition 3 is an exact account
on the question whether the quantile process associated to (1), is Markovian.

o Let ( Iit)te[o.l} be a family of real measures. For any sequence of partitions of
[0, 1] we describe a procedure. We associate to the partition 0 =75 < --- <ty =1
the Markovian process (X;);c[,1] constant on any [ty,#;11[ such that Law(X;) =
Law(X;, ), and Law(X;,,X;,,,) is a quantile coupling. Under ad hoc general con-
ditions on the peacock and the type of convergence, does it exist a sequence of
partitions such that the sequence of processes converge to a Markovian limit pro-
cess with marginal g, at any 7 € [0,1]? Is the Markovian limit unique? Is for
instance the continuity of the peacock sufficient for these properties? This makes
precise a question at the end of [11]. See this paper and also [6] for the same
approach in the case of martingales.

e If7+— U, is nondecreasing for the diatomic convex order <pc, does it exist an as-
sociated Markovian martingale? We proved in Theorem 5 that such a martingale
can not systematically be the quantile martingale.

Of course the first and the third question have likely the same answer, yes or no. In
the case T = [0, 1] the second question suggests an approach for the first question.
Recall that it is wrong that limit of Markovian processes are Markovian.
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