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Schrodinger processes are defined as mixtures of Brownian bridges
which preserve the Markov property. In finite dimensions, they can be
characterized as h-transforms in the sense of Doob for some space-time
harmonic function h of Brownian motion, and also as solutions to a large
deviation problem introduced by Schrdodinger which involves minimization
of relative entropy with given marginals. As a basic case study in infinite
dimensions, we investigate these different aspects for Schrodinger pro-
cesses of infinite-dimensional Brownian motion. The results and examples
concerning entropy minimization with given marginals are of independent
interest.

1. Introduction. Let P denote the distribution of a Brownian motion
X,, 0 <t<1, with state space S =RY and initial distribution u,. The
conditional distribution with respect to an initial value X, = x and a termi-
nal value X, =y is given by the Brownian bridge P} from x to y, and so we
can write

(1.1) P= fF’xyu(dX, dy),

where p denotes the joint distribution of (X,, X;) under P. A measure Q on
CI[0, 1] has these same conditional distributions with respect to X, and X, if
and only if it is of the form

(1.2) Q = [Pv(dx, dy)

for some probability measure v on S X S. Such a mixture of Brownian
bridges will be called a Schrodinger process if it preserves the Markov
property of P, that is, if X,, 0 <t < 1, is again a Markov process under Q.

Schrodinger (1931) initiated the study of these processes by considering
the following problem of large deviations. Let v, and v; be distributions on
S, and look for the most likely behavior of a large collection of independent
Brownian motions governed by P under the constraint that the empirical
distributions at times t = 0 and t = 1 are close to v, and to »,. In the limit of
an infinite particle system, this behavior can be described by independent

Received October 1995; revised July 1996.

Key words and phrases. Schrodinger processes, Brownian motion, Brownian sheet, space-time
harmonic functions, relative entropy, entropy minimization under given marginals, large devia-
tions, stochastic mechanics.

AMS 1991 subject classifications. 60J65, 60F10, 60J45, 60J25, 94A17.

901



902 H. FOLLMER AND N. GANTERT

motions, each governed by a process Q of the form (1.2) where the represent-
ing measure v minimizes the relative entropy H(v|uw) under the constraint
that the marginals of v are given by v, and v,; for a precise statement and a
proof based on Sanov’'s theorem, see Follmer (1988) or Dawson, Gorostiza and
Wakolbinger (1990). The density of the entropy minimizing measure v = u
admits a factorization of the form

dv
(1.3) E(X’ y) =f(x)g(y),

where f and g are nonnegative measurable functions on S. Such a measur-
able factorization implies that Q has the structure of an h-path process in
the sense of Doob (1984), where h is a space—-time harmonic function of
Brownian motion. In particular, we obtain the Markov property of Q, and so
Q is indeed a Schrdadinger process as defined above.

For a measure v = u with H(»|u) < », the Markov property of the associ-
ated process Q = P is, in fact, equivalent both to the factorization (1.3) of the
density and to the property that » minimizes relative entropy subject to
given marginals. Some of these implications are also valid if Brownian motion
on RY is replaced by a general Markov process, but not all of them. The
difficult part is to derive the factorization (1.3), either from the Markov
property of Q or from the minimization of relative entropy. Positive results
have been proved only under strong regularity conditions on the underlying
Markov process. These conditions were motivated by finite-dimensional dif-
fusion theory. In this paper, our main purpose is to throw some light on the
structure of Schrodinger processes in infinite dimensions. At the same time,
we clarify some questions concerning entropy minimization subject to given
marginals; these results may be of independent interest.

In Section 2 we recall some basic facts about Schrodinger processes.
Section 3 can be read without regard to our discussion of Schrodinger
processes. Here we discuss the structure of the unique measure v = u on a
product space S X S which minimizes H(-|w) under the constraint that the
marginals are fixed. In general, the minimizing measure can be characterized
by the fact that the density can be approximated by functions of the form
(1.3). However, the passage from this approximation to a factorization of the
density involves a delicate closure property of the space of product functions
under almost sure convergence. An argument of Ruschendorf and Thomsen
(1993) yields the existence and essential uniqueness of the factorization (1.3)
under the strong regularity condition

(14) w< py ® Wy

In view of infinite dimensions, this condition is much too restrictive. On the
other hand, the first counterexample in Section 5 shows that, without some
kind of regularity assumption, there may not exist any measurable factoriza-
tion of the form (1.3), even if we assume that the density is bounded both
from above and away from O.
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As a basic case study in infinite dimensions, we consider the distribution P
of a Brownian motion with state space S = R* and some initial distribution
Lo on S. Alternatively, we can choose the state space S = C[0, 1] and view P
as the distribution of a Brownian sheet. The standard regularity assumptions
used in the literature on Schrodinger processes no longer hold for P. On the
other hand, P exhibits as much regularity as one can hope for in the context
of infinite-dimensional stochastic analysis. In Section 4 we show that the
Markov property of a Schrodinger process Q = P does imply a factorization of
the form (1.3) if the density of Q is bounded from above. It follows that Q is
an h-process in the sense of Doob, that is,

dQ dv, h( X,, t)
dpP [F d,uo( %7 h(X,,0)"

where h is some space-time harmonic function of infinite-dimensional Brow-
nian motion. The proof combines regularity properties of the finite-dimen-
sional projections of P with a passage to the limit where we use martingale
arguments and the special product structure of P. These methods also allow
us to clarify the role of entropy minimization in this infinite-dimensional
context, beyond the restriction (1.4). For a process Q defined in terms of
v= pu as in (1.2), we show that minimization of the relative entropy, the
Markov property and the factorization of the density are all equivalent if the
density of v is bounded from above. On the other hand, the second counterex-
ample in Section 5 shows that some strong restriction on the density is really
needed. We construct a Schrodinger process Q of the Brownian sheet which
minimizes the relative entropy subject to given marginals and whose density
belongs to LP for any p < o, but which does not admit a measurable
factorization of the form (1.3).

Throughout this paper we limit the discussion to the case v = w, where u
is a given reference measure. For Brownian motion in finite dimensions, the
Markov property of a process Q of the form (1.2) with a general measure v
can be characterized by a splitting property of v which generalizes the
factorization (1.3); see Jamison (1974). In the case of infinite-dimensional
Brownian motion, the problem of characterizing a general Schrodinger pro-
cess by some splitting property of its representing measure is still open. A
satisfactory solution should involve the spatial Gibbs structure of » viewed
as a random field on (R?)*, and some partial results in this direction have
been obtained by Brockhaus (1995). The problem disappears if the initial
distribution is concentrated on one point. In that case, the structure of
Schrodinger processes is described by the parabolic Martin boundary on a
Wiener space; see Follmer (1991).

(1.5)

2. Preliminaries. Let (X,),.., be a Markov process with Polish state
space S and transition probabilities P ,(x, dy), defined on a probability space
(Q, F, P) with filtration (F), ., _,. We denote by

(2.1) =P X', 0<t<l,
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the marginal distributions on S and by
(2:2) p=Po(Xe, X;)

the joint distribution of (X,, X;) under P.
For a probability measure v = p on S X S with density

dv
(2.3) p=—>0 p-as,
du
consider the associated probability measure Q = P on (, F) defined by
dQ
(2.4) ap = ¢(Xor Xy)

and denote by
(2.5) vy=QoX;!, 0x<tx<1,

the induced marginal distributions. The measure Q has the same conditional
distribution given the initial value X, and the terminal value X, as the
underlying measure P. For any t € [0, 1] the density of Q with respect to P
on F, is given by

dQ

(2.6) -

Fo @o,t( Xo1 X¢),

where ¢, . is defined by

(2.7) ¢o.(X, ¥) = [@(x, 2)Py (Y, d2).

This implies that, for 0 < s <t < 1, the conditional distribution of X, with
respect to F, under Q is given by

(2.8) Q[ X, € dy| Fs] = (GDo,s( Xos Xs))ilps,t( Xs dy) @o ( Xo, Y)-

Thus, a prediction given F, will, in general, involve both the present state X,
and the initial state X,, and so we cannot expect, in general, that (X,) is
again a Markov process under Q.

DerINITION 2.9. The process Q will be called a Schrodinger process if
(X))o <1 has the Markov property under Q.

Let us introduce a sufficient condition for Q to be a Schrodinger process.
Suppose that the density ¢ of v with respect to u admits a factorization of
the form

(2.10) e(x,y) =f(x)a(y),

where f and g are nonnegative measurable functions on S. Note that (2.3)
implies f > 0 uy-a.s. and g > 0 w,-a.s. The nonnegative measurable function
h on S X [0, 1] defined by

(211) h(x,t) = [g(¥)Pe1(x, dy)
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is space—time harmonic in the sense that

(212) h(x,s) = [h(y, t)P; (X, dy)

for0 < s <t < 1. Interms of h, the density of Q with respect to P on F, can
be expressed as

h(X. 1)

h( X,,0)

dv,
(2.13) @0t = F(Xo)h( X, t) = d,uO(XO)

This shows that Q has the structure of an h-path process in the sense of
Doob (1984), page 566; cf. Jamison (1975). In particular, (X)), (., IS @
Markov process under Q with transition probabilities

(2.14) Q.. «(x, dy) = h(x,s) "P (x,dy)h(y,1).

We have thus established the well-known fact [see, e.g., Jamison (1974)] that
a measurable factorization of the density implies the Markov property of Q:

ProposITION 2.15.  Let Q = P be a process of the form (2.4). If the density ¢
admits a measurable factorization of the form (2.10), then Q is a Schrodinger
process.

Let us now turn to the question to which extent the converse holds. As
shown by Jamison (1974), the Markov property of Q does imply a factoriza-
tion (2.10) if the process (X,), .., has strictly positive transition densities

(2.16) Ps. (X, y) >0, X, y€S,0=<s<t<1,

with respect to some fixed reference measure A on S; this will also follow
from Proposition 2.25 below. On the other hand, it is easy to construct
degenerate examples of Schrodinger processes such that the factorization
(2.10) fails to hold.

EXAMPLE 2.17. Let S=R?and P ==y, ® u; o0n Q =S X S with

(2-18) Mo = %(5(0,1) + 8(0, —1)): My = %(5(1,0> + 5(—1,0))

and define X, = X,(1 —t) + tX;, 0 <t < 1. For a given y € (0, 1), take any
0<a,B<1such that y= 2(a + B), and define »= pu in terms of the
density

2a, if x=(0,+1),y=(+1,0),
2(1—a), ifx=(0,+1),y=(—1,0),
(219) e} y) =155 if x= (0, —1), y = (+1,0),

2(1-pB8), ifx=(0,-1),y=(-1,0).
The marginals are given by
(2.20) Vo = Mg, vy =980+t (1= 7v)8_1,0):
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For any such choice of «, B, the associated process Q = v is a Schraodinger
process; the Markov property follows from the fact that the full trajectory can
be reconstructed from the value X, at any time t € (0, 1). However, it is easy
to check that a factorization of the density is only possible for « = g = y. The
example also shows that a Schrodinger process may not be uniquely deter-
mined by its marginal distributions v, and v,.

The following weak factorization for a Schrodinger process Q = P holds in
full generality, and this will be the starting point for our analysis of Schro-
dinger processes of infinite-dimensional Brownian motion. For a process
Q = P given by (2.4), we denote by ¢, the density of v, with respect to u,, by
¢, 1 the density of the joint distribution of (X;, X;) under Q with respect to
the joint distribution under P and by

(2.21) P a( X0 Y) = @ a( X0 Y) e X)il
the conditional density of X; with respect to X,.

LEMMA 2.22. A process Q = P of the form (2.4) is a Schrodinger process if
and only if the density ¢ admits for each t € (0, 1) a factorization

(2.23) €0(~X01 X1) = @o,t( Xo, X)) ¥ 1( Xy Xp), P-as,
where @, , and i, ; are nonnegative measurable functions on S X S. In this
case, we can use in particular the functions ¢, . and ¢, , defined above.

Proor. The Markov property of Q clearly implies (2.23) with &, , = ¢, ,
and i, , = ¢, ;. Conversely, any measurable factorization of the form (2.23)
implies that the conditional distribution (2.8) of Q only involves the present
state X, and this amounts to the Markov property of Q. O

It is easy to check that condition (2.16) implies that the conditional
distribution u[-|X, = z] of (X,, X,) given X, = z satisfies
(2.24) p < p[IXy=2z] forpraa. zes.
Under the regularity condition (2.24) for the underlying Markov process P,
Proposition 2.15 does admit a converse; that is, the Markov property of a
process Q = P of the form (2.4) implies a factorization of the density.

ProposiTION 2.25. If condition (2.24) holds for some t € (0, 1), then any
Schrodinger process Q = P admits a measurable factorization (2.10).

Proor. Fit t € (0, 1). The Markov property of Q implies the weak factor-
ization (2.23). We can conclude that, for u,-a.a. z € S,

(2.26) (X, Y) = ¢@o( X, 2) P 1(2,Y)

for ul-|X, = z]-a.a. (x, y). Now choose z € S such that conditions (2.24) and
(2.26) are both satisfied. This implies that the strong factorization (2.10) holds
u-a.s., where the measurable functions f and g on S are defined by

(2.27) f(X) = ¢o¢(X, 2), a(y) =.a(z,y). O
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REMARK 2.28. (a) A measurable factorization of the form (2.10) implies
that the functions f and g solve Schrodinger’s system of equations

dv,
ap () =100 [9(¥) Pos(x. dy),

dv,

du, (y) = g(y)/f( X) I£;1,0(% dx),

where I5\ly o(y, ) denotes the conditional distribution of X, under P, given
X, =y; cf. Schrodinger (1931, 1932). Conversely, any pair of nonnegative
measurable functions f and g solving (2.29) induces via (2.10) a probability
measure v = p on S X S with given marginals v, and v,. The existence and
uniqueness of a pair of solutions of (2.29) with given marginals v, = u;,
i = 0,1, have been discussed by Bernstein (1932), Fortet (1940), Beurling
(1960) and Jamison (1974) under strong regularity conditions such as (2.16).
For a discussion of (2.29) from a physical point of view, we refer to Schro-
dinger (1931, 1932) and, for example, Nagasawa (1993) and Aebi (1996) and
the references to the recent literature on stochastic mechanics given there.
For connections to the stochastic calculus of variations, see also, for example,
Thieullen (1993) and Thieullen and Zambrini (1995). The classical DAD
problem can be formulated in terms of Schrodinger’s system (2.29) on a finite
state space. From this point of view, various generalizations are discussed in
Borwein, Lewis and Nussbaum (1994).
(b) Condition (2.24) implies

(2.30) B o ® Uy,
To see this, note that the Markov property of P implies that the conditional
distribution in (2.24) can be chosen as a product measure on S X S. However,
if uw < v, ® v, for any product measure, then it is easy to check that w is
also absolutely continuous with respect to the product of its own marginals.
(c) As shown by Example 2.17 where u = u, ® u,, condition (2.30) is not
strong enough to guarantee that a Schrddinger process Q = P admits a
factorization of its density.

(2.29)

Regularity conditions such as (2.16) and (2.24) are motivated by finite-
dimensional diffusion theory. In the context of infinite-dimensional stochastic
analysis, they would be much too strong. As a case study in infinite dimen-
sions, we are going to look in Section 4 at the factorization problem for
infinite-dimensional Brownian motion. Before we turn to this special setting,
let us first clarify the relation between the factorization problem and Schro-
dinger’s original problem of minimizing relative entropy under the constraint
that the marginals at times 0 and 1 are fixed.

3. Minimizing relative entropy with given marginals. Let u be a
probability measure on S X S, where S denotes our Polish state space. We fix
two probability measures v, and »; on S and denote by M(»,, »,) the convex
set of probability measures » on S X S whose marginals coincide with v,
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and v,. Let us assume that there exists a measure v € M(v, v,) such that

(3.1) v=p and H(vu) <o,
where
I dyd if
O T 3y I < ]
(3.2) H(vlp) = fgdﬂ v R
oo, otherwise

denotes the relative entropy of a probability measure v with respect to w. As
shown by Csiszar (1975), this assumption implies the existence and unique-
ness of a measure v* € M(v,, »;) which minimizes the relative entropy with
respect to u under the constraint that the marginals are given by v, and v;:

(3.3) H(v*|w) =min{H(v|,u)|ye M(VO,V]_)}.
Moreover, we have
(3.4) v* = u.

Let ¢* denote the density of v* with respect to w. The proof of Theorem 3.1
in Csiszar (1975) shows that log ¢* belongs to the closure in L'(»*) of the
space of sums

(3.5) S(vo.7v,) = {a®blaeL'(v,), bel(r)}

where a @ b denotes the measurable function on S X S defined by (a &
b)(x, y) = a(x) + b(y). The minimizing measure v* can actually be charac-
terized by such an approximation of the density.

ProrosiTION 3.6. Consider a measure v € M(v,, v;) which satisfies condi-
tion (3.1), and let ¢ denote the density of » with respect to u. The following
properties are equivalent:

(i) v coincides with the minimizing measure v*.
(ii) There are nonnegative measurable functions f, and g, on S, n =
1,2,..., such that

(3.7) J1a(0) ga(y) (dx, dy) =1,

(3.8) log f, € L'(vy), log g, € L'(v,)

and

(39)  fim(log f,(x) +10g g,(v)) = log (x,y) in L(v).

Proor. (i) For v = v* the result of Csiszar (1975) page 153, shows that
log ¢* belongs to the closure of S(v,, v,) in L*(v*). In addition, the argument
preceding (3.48) below shows that the approximating functions ¢.(x, y) =
f.(x)g,(y) can be chosen as densities of probability measures », which
minimize H(-|n) under finitely many constraints of the form [h; dy, = c;.
Thus, it is no loss of generality to assume the normalization (3.7).
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(ii) Suppose that log ¢ admits an approximation of the form (3.9) and
define the probability measures v, in terms of the densities

dy

S(x,y) = f(X)ga(y), n=1,2,....

(3.10) an

Condition (3.8) implies that the product is strictly positive 1-a.s., hence u-a.s.,
and so we have », = u. Let us now take any v € M(v,, »;). We want to show
that H(Zlw) = H(vp), and so we can assume H(7|u) < . This implies
7< u=y, and

dv dv dy,

n

3.11 — =
( ) du dy, du

w-a.s., hence 7-a.s. Taking logarithms and integrating with respect to 7, we
obtain

(3.12) H(Plw) = H(7w,) + flog( f.g,) d7.

Due to condition (3.8) we can separate the integral and write

H(7lun) = H(Vy,) + flog f, dv, + flog g, dv,
(3.13)

= H(7l%,) + [log(f,g,) dv,

since both 7 and v belong to M(», v;). However, H(7]v,) > 0, and so we can
use (3.9) to conclude

H(%lw)

\%

Iimflog( f.g,) dv
(3.14) "

jlog odv=H(vlp).

This shows that v coincides with the minimizing measure »* defined by (3.3).
O

Let us now show that our criterion for v = v* is satisfied if the density of v
admits a measurable factorization. Note that we do not assume the integra-
bility conditions log f € L'(v,) and log g € L'(»,) which are used, for exam-
ple, in Corollary (3.1) of Csiszar (1975); see also (3.52) below.

CoroLLARY 3.15. Consider a measure v € M(v,, v;) which satisfies condi-
tion (3.1). If the density ¢ admits a factorization

(3.16) e(x,y) =f(x)a(y), ras,

with nonnegative measurable functions f and g on S, then v coincides with the
minimizing measure v*.
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Proor. Define f,=c,(fAN)V1/n), g,=(gAn)V1/n, ¢(x,y)=
f.(x)g,(y), where c,, is a normalizing factor such that (¢, du = 1. The two
separate integrability conditions in (3.8) are clearly satisfied. Since ¢ log ¢ is
bounded from below, the finite entropy condition H(»|u) < = is equivalent to

(3.17) plogpeL’(pn) or logeelL(v).

Observe that ¢,/c, > 1 implies f>1/n and g > 1/n, thus ¢,/c, < ¢.
Similarly, ¢,/c, < 1implies f <nand g < n, thus ¢,/c, > ¢. Therefore, we
have [log(¢,/c,)l < llog ¢|. Since lim,c, =1 and lim ¢, = ¢ v-a.s., we can
apply Lebesgue’s theorem to get

(3.18) limlog ¢, = log ¢ in LY(v).
n
Thus, we have checked our criterion in (3.6) for v = v*. O

It is sometimes taken for granted that Corollary 3.15 admits a converse,
since the approximation (3.9) seems to suggest that the density ¢* of the
minimizing measure »* admits a measurable factorization of the form (3.16)
v*-a.s., hence u-as.; see, for example, the “if” part of Corollaries (3.1) and
(3.2) in Csiszar (1975). However, this is a delicate point. In fact, our first
counterexample in Section 5 will show that the converse may fail to hold,
even if we assume that the density ¢ is both bounded and bounded away
from 0.

Thus, additional regularity properties are needed in order to obtain a
closure property of the space of sums. The following proposition is a result in
this direction. The existence part is due to Ruischendorf and Thomsen (1993).
For v = vy ® v, it reduces to Lemma 2.5 in Donsker and Varadhan (1975).
Part (i) of Proposition 3.19 also follows from the results of Borwein and Lewis
(1992). We include a proof because we want to illustrate at which point the
construction of a measurable factorization breaks down in the context of our
counterexamples in Section 5.

ProrosiTiION 3.19. Let v be a probability distribution on S X S with
marginals v, and v,. Let (a,),(b,) be sequences of real-valued measurable
functions on S such that

(3.20) lim(a,(x) +b,(y)) =c(x,y), ras,
n
where c is a finite measurable functionon S X S.

(i) There are real-valued functions a and b on S such that the decomposi-
tion

(3.21) c(x,y) =a(x)+b(y)
holds v-a.s.

(ii) If v satisfies the regularity condition
(3.22) V<< vy ® vy,

then ¢ admits a measurable decomposition; that is, the functions a and b in
(3.21) can be chosen to be measurable.
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(iii) Under condition (3.22) the decomposition is essentially unique up to
additive constants. More precisely, there is a countable number of disjoint
measurable rectangles A; X B; with p[U;(A; X B))] =1 such that a(-) is
uniquely determined up to an additive constant vy-a.s. on each A; and b(-) is
uniquely determined up to an additive constant »,-a.s. on each B;.

Proor. The existence proof is a modification of the argument in

Ruschendorf and Thomsen (1993).
(i) We introduce the measurable set
(3.23) A = {(x, y) € S x S|3 lim(a,(x) + by(y)) € Rl}
n

and its measurable sections A, = {yl(x, y) € A} for x € S. Let us show that,
for any x, x’ € S, we have either
(3.24) A=A, or A,NA, =U.

Suppose that there is some z € A, N A, and take y € A,. In order to check
that y € A,,, note that

an(x') + by(y)
(3.25)
= (an(X) +by(2)) = (by(2) +an(x)) + (an(X) + by(y))

does converge to a finite limit.
(ii) Let v(x, ) denote the conditional distribution of the second coordinate
y under v, given the first coordinate x. The set

(3.26) So = {x € Slv(x, A,) = 1)

is measurable and satisfies v,(S,) = 1, and for any x € S, we have A, # .
In the same way, we define a measurable set S; € S with v,(S;) = 1 such
that the measurable sections AY = {x € S|(x, y) € A} satisfy AY = J for any
y € S,. Due to (3.24) we can define an equivalence relation ~ on S, by

(3.27) x~x iff A, =A,.

Let E(x) C S, be the equivalence class of x € S,. For any choice of y € A,
we can write

(3.28) E(x) = {x € SplF lim(a,(x) + b,(y)) € R},

and so E(x) is a measurable subset of S,.

(iii) Using the axiom of choice, we choose a system of representatives
containing exactly one member of each equivalence class. Define the functions
a, by
(3'29) gn( X) = an(x) - an()_()’
where X is the representative of E(x). For x € S, and y € A, we have

(3.30) (%) = (an(x) +by(y)) = (an(X) + ba(y)).
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The first term on the right-hand side converges since y € A,, the second term
converges since y € A; = A,, and so there exists a finite limit
(3.31) a(x) = Iim a,(x), X E€S,.

For y € S, there is exactly one representative X(y) such that y € A, ). Let
us define the functions b on S; by

(3'32) bn( y) = bn( y) + an( )_(( y))
and note, as in (3.31), that there exists a finite limit
(3.33) b(y) = limb,(y), yeS,.

For any (x, y) € AN (S, X S;), we can use (3.31) to write
(3.34) lim(a,(x) +b,(y)) = lim&,(x) + lim(b,(y) + a,(X)).
n n
Since y € A; we have X(y) = X, and so we can rewrite (3.34) as
(3.35) lim(a,(x) + b,(y)) = lim&,(x) + limb,(y) = a(x) + b(y).
n n

We have
(3.36) (S, X S;) =v(SXS;) =r(S;) =1,

hence v(A N (S, X S;)) =1, and so we can conclude from (3.20) and (3.35)
that the decomposition (3.22) holds »-a.s.

(iv) So far there is no reason why the functions a and b should be
measurable. In fact, the counterexamples in Section 5 will show that without
additional assumptions there may not exist any measurable version of the
decomposition (3.21). The problem is that the definition of the functions

(3.37) a,=a,—a,°T, b,=(b,+a,°T)

uses the selection map T: S — S defined by T(x) =X, and T may not be
measurable. Since each equivalence class E(x) is measurable, the problem
will disappear as soon as there is only a countable number of equivalence
classes since T is clearly measurable in this case.

Now note that assumption (3.22) implies v(Xx,-) < v; for vy-a.a. x € S,
hence »,(A,) > 0 for vy-a.a. x €S,. This allows us to replace S, by the
measurable set S, = {x € S,|v,(A,) > 0} in our construction above. However,
since there is at most a countable number of sets A, with x € S,, there is
only a countable number of equivalence classes in S This implies the
measurability of a,(-) and b .(-), hence of a(-) and b(-).

(v) The uniqueness statement follows if we apply the preceding construc-
tion to the set A = {(x, y) € S X Sla(x) — a(x) = b(y) — b(y)}. We define A,
as a level set of the form {a(-) — a(-) = «;}, and B; as the corresponding Ievel
set {b(-) — b(-) = a;}. As in (iv), condition (3.22) |mpI|es that it is enough to
consider at most a countable number of such level sets. O
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REMARK 3.38. (@) If v is equivalent to the product of its marginals, then
the construction of a measurable decomposition (3.21) simplifies and reduces
to the proof in Donsker and Varadhan (1975), page 403. In fact, v = v, ® v,
implies v; < v(X,-), hence v,(A,) = 1 for 1-a.a. x € S, and this allows us to
replace S, by one single equivalence class. In particular, the uniqueness part
simply states that the functions a(-) and b(:) are a.s. unique up to one
additive constant. Note that this simplified construction only requires the
assumption v, ® v, < v.

(b) The multiplicative analogue of Proposition 3.19 follows by taking loga-
rithms: under the condition (3.22) an approximation

(3.:39) M (1,(x) 94(¥)) = ¢(x,¥) >0, ras.,

with nonnegative measurable functions f, and g, implies a measurable
factorization of the form

(3.40) e(x,y) =f(x)g(y),

with nonnegative measurable functions f and g. If we have even v = v, ® vy,
then it follows from part (a) that both f and g are uniquely determined a.s.
up to a multiplicative constant.

Let us now connect the results of this section with our discussion of the
Markov property in Section 2 and with Schrodinger’'s original problem.
Consider a probability measure Q = P and denote by v the joint distribution
of (X,, X;) under Q. The relative entropy of Q with respect to P is given by

(3.41) H(QIP) = H(#lw) + [H(QXIPY)v(dx, dy),

where QY resp. P} denotes a conditional distribution of Q, resp. P, given
X, = x and X, =vy. Since relative entropy is nonnegative, minimization of
H(-|P) under a constraint on the marginals at times 0 and 1 proceeds in two
steps. In the first place, Q must be of the form (2.4) so that the second term in
(3.41) vanishes. Thus, the problem is reduced to the minimization of H(:|u)
under the constraint that the marginals are given by v, and »,. Consider a
measure v € M(v,, v,) which satisfies condition (3.1). Denote by ¢ the den-
sity of v with respect to u and by Q = P the associated process defined by
(2.4). We are going to compare the following properties of the measure v:

(i) v admits a measurable factorization (3.16) of the density;
(ii) v coincides with the minimizing measure v* defined by (3.3);
(iii) Q is a Schrodinger process.

We recall the regularity condition
(3.42) p < ul[-IX;=z] forp-aa.zesS

for the underlying process P which was used in Proposition 2.25.
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THEOREM 3.43. Assume that v € M(v,, v,) satisfies condition (3.1). Then
we have (i) = (ii) = (iii). Under the additional condition u < p, ® u,, we
have (ii) = (i), and under the stronger condition (3.42), all three properties
are equivalent.

Proor. We have already shown that (i) = (ii) holds in general, and that
(iii) = (i) holds under condition (3.42); see Corollary 3.15 and Proposition
2.25. The implication (i) = (iii) holds even without the finite entropy condi-
tion; see (2.16). Recall from (2.30) that (3.42) implies p < wu, ® w,, and note
that this is equivalent to condition (3.22) since v = pw and vy ® v, = py ® u;.
Combining the multiplicative version (3.40) of Proposition 3.19 with a.s.
convergence along a subsequence in the approximation (3.9), we see that
(i) = (i) under condition u < uy ® w,. It only remains to show (ii) = (iii).

Since S is a Polish space, the set M(v,, v,;) can be described as

(3.44) M(VO,V1)={Vfllfde=Ck,k=l,2,...},
where h, € C,(S), ¢, = h (X,) if k is even and ¢, = h, (X,) if k is odd. Let

/wkdvzck,lsksn}.

For each n > 1 there is a unique measure ¥ such that
(3.46) H(Vr;"|,u,) = min H(vlw),
veEA,

(3.45) A, = {V

and its density ¢/ with respect to p is of the form

n
(3.47) on = Z;lexp( X An,k‘/jk) = f.(Xo) 9n(Xy),

i=1
with constants Z,, A, ,, 1 < k <n, and measurable nonnegative functions
f,, 9, on S; cf. Csiszar (1975). As shown in Follmer (1988), page 163, we have

(3.48) lim H(V*|Vn*) = 0.
n
Define the processes Q corresponding to »* by
dQs .
(3.49) dp = o5 (Xg, Xy).

Using the factorization (3.47) and Proposition 2.15, we see that each measure
Q? has the Markov property. Due to (3.49) we have

(3.50) limH(Q*|Q%) = limH(v*|y)) =0,
n n
and this implies convergence in total variation
(3.51) lim||Q* — Qll = 0.
n
However, it is easy to check that the Markov property is preserved under

convergence in total variation, and this implies that Q* is a Schrodinger
process. O
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REmMARK 3.52. (a) A measure v € M(v,, v,) is uniquely determined by
property (ii), hence also by property (i). Under condition (3.42) we can also
conclude that » is uniquely determined by (iii). In other words, (3.42) implies
the uniqueness of a Schrodinger process Q = P with finite relative entropy
H(QIP) and given marginals v, and v,;. Note that the uniqueness of Schro-
dinger processes with given marginals does not hold in general, as shown by
Example 2.17.

(b) The implication (ii) = (i) is stated as Theorem 10.5 in Nagasawa (1993)
but not fully proved. Note that we do not claim that there is a measurable
factorization (3.16) such that the integrability conditions log f € L'(»,) and
log g € LY(v,) are satisfied. In fact, such a factorization may not exist.
Consider, for example, one-dimensional Brownian motion with some initial
distribution u,. In this case we have u = u, ® wu,. Thus, the factorization of
the function ¢(x,y)=exp(y —x —1/2) into f(x) = exp(—x) and g(y) =
exp(y — 1/2) is w-a.s. unique up to a multiplicative constant; cf. Remark
3.38. Since log ¢ has distribution N(— %, 1) under u, the measure v defined
by the density ¢ satisfies

(3.53) H(vlw) =f<plog<pd,u=%<oo.

However, since v, = u,, the function log f(x) = —x cannot belong to L*(v) as
soon as we choose the distribution u, such that it does not have a finite
mean. Another example can be found in Ruschendorf and Thomsen (1993).

In the next section we will consider an infinite-dimensional Brownian
motion P on S = R”. In this case, neither the regularity assumption (3.42)
nor the condition w < u, ® u, in Theorem 3.43 can be expected to hold.
Nevertheless, we are going to show that a Schrodinger process Q = P with
bounded density ¢ does admit a measurable factorization. This will involve
different methods which exploit the special structure of P.

4. A factorization of Schrodinger processes of the Brownian sheet.
Let P be the distribution of an infinite collection of independent Brownian
motions with initial distributions uf, i = 1,2,.... If P' denotes the Wiener
measure on C[0, 1] with initial distribution u{, then P is defined as the
product measure

(4.1) P = ]i[1 P!
iz
on the canonical path space
(4.2) Q= ﬁlc[o, 1] = C([0,1],9),
ie
with infinite-dimensional state space S = R*. We denote by
Xe = (X{)

is12.. O0=t=<1,
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the coordinate process on , by u, = P o X;*, 0 < t < 1, the marginal distri-
butions on S and by u =P (X,, X,)~! the joint distribution of (X,, X,)
under P.

REMARK 4.3. As in the Lévy—-Ciesielski construction of Brownian motion
as a superposition of the Schauder functions {e;, i > 1} with independent
N(0, 1)-coefficients, we could pass to the representation

X,(,7) = ¥ Xley(r), O0=<r<1,
i=1

with state space S = [0, 1] and to the corresponding distribution P on
Q =c([0,1],5);

cf. for example, Gantert (1994). Thus, our infinite-dimensional Brownian
motion could be viewed as a C[0, 1]-valued diffusion or, equivalently, as a
Brownian sheet (X,(+, 7)) indexed by the unit square. For our purpose, it will
be convenient to use the explicit product structure (4.1).

For x=(x) €S and y = (y') €S, the infinite-dimensional Brownian
bridge from x to y is defined as the product measure

(4.4) P = 1‘[l PY
i

on Q. For a probability measure » on S X S, the corresponding process Q is
given by

(4.5) Q= fPva(dx, dy).

From now on we assume that » is equivalent to the joint distribution w of
(Xy, X;) under P with density

dv
(4.6) ¢=—>0 p-as.
du

Then Q is equivalent to P with density

dQ

(4.7) ﬁ = QD( Xo» Xl)'

Due to Proposition 2.15, Q is a Schrodinger process if the density ¢ has the
product form (2.10). In our infinite-dimensional context, the question is to
which extent the converse holds, that is, under which conditions the Markov
property of Q implies a measurable factorization of the density. The following
theorem provides an answer to this question. The second counterexample in
Section 5, where Q is a Schrddinger process whose density is in LP for any
p < o but does not admit a factorization, will show that some strong restric-
tion on the density is really needed.
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THEOREM 4.8. Suppose that Q = P is a Schrodinger process with density
¢ € (). Then ¢ admits a factorization of the form

(4.9) e(x,y) =f(x)g(y) was,

where f and g are positive measurable functions on the state space S = R”. In
particular, Q has the structure of an h-process for some space—time harmonic
function of infinite-dimensional Brownian motion.

Proor. Let us fix a time t € (0, 1). Our starting point is the weak factor-
ization

(4.10) @( Xo, Xy) = ‘Po,t( Xo» Xt)¢t,1( X, X1), P-as,

which follows from the Markov property of Q; cf. (2.23). Using the regularity
of the finite-dimensional projections of P, we are going to eliminate the
dependence on the first m coordinates of X, in (4.10). Then we will pass to
the limit, m — o0. Using the product structure of P, we will combine martin-
gale arguments with Kolmogorov’'s zero—one law in order to eliminate com-
pletely the dependence on the intermediate value X,. This will lead to the
factorization (4.9).

(i) For m > 1 we define the o-fields

(4.12) A, = a({Xe, Xy, X{, i >m})
and
(4.12) B, = o({X/,i<m}).

The conditional distribution of P with respect to B, is of the form

(413)  PlIX{=zi=1,....m] = [TP[IX{=z] @ TTP".

i<m i>m
Since
(4.14) PI-IX; =z'] = P' on a(X{, X]),
we see that
(4.15) Pi[[IX{=z',i=1,...,.m] =P on A,
for any choice of z', i = 1,..., m. In fact, the equivalence (4.15) can be shown

to hold even without the assumption that the initial distribution u, is a
product measure.
(ii) Let us use the notation

X(m)=(X1,...,Xm), X(m)=(Xm+1,Xm+2,...)

for a given sequence x € R*. For a fixed z € R”, the equivalence (4.15)
together with the weak factorization (4.10) implies the factorization

(4.16) o( Xy, Xy) = @o,t(XOa (Z(m)’ Xt(m)))d’t,l((z(m)' xt(m))' Xl): P-a.s.
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We are now going to show that z can be chosen such that we can pass from
(4.16) to the asymptotic factorization

@( Xy, X;) = limsup @o,t( X0, (Z(m)' Xt(m)))
(4.17) m
X Iimminfapt'l((z(m), X{m), Xl), P-a.s.

Note first that for any z € R” the limsup in (4.17) is finite since ¢, ; < [l¢|l..
However, for two sequences (a,) and (b,) of positive real numbers with
constant product a, b, = ¢ > 0 and sup a,, < o, we can conclude that

(4.18) c= (Iimsupan)(liminfbn)

as soon as we know that liminf b, < c«. In fact, for a subsequence (n,) with
liminf, b, = lim; b, <, we have

(4.19) ¢c=lim(a,b,) < (Iimsupan)(liminfbn),
! n n
and, for a subsequence (n,) with lim, a,, = limsup, a,, we get the reversed

inequality. Thus, we have to show that there is a choice of z € R such that
the liminf in (4.17) is finite P-a.s. Since

(4.20) P = ‘Pt,l( ‘Pt)il-
we have
(m) my) *
(4.21) Ga((Zemy XE™) Xy ) < Nl @ Zmys XE™))
and so the problem is reduced to finding z € R” such that
(4.22) limsup ¢z, X{™) >0, P-as.
m

(iii) Due to the product structure of P, we can apply Kolmogorov's zero—one
and conclude that, for any choice of z € R”,

(4.23) limsup ¢,(z(m), X{™) =c(z), P-as.
m
with some constant c(z) € [0, || ¢ll..]. By Fatou’s lemma,
(4.24) c(z) = E[ lim sup ¢, Z(m), Xt("”)] > limsup E[ ¢(z(m), X{™)].
m m

However, since P (resp., u,) = P o X;! is a product measure, the function
M, on R” defined by

(4.25) Mn(2) = E[@t(z(m)a Xt(m))] = f@t(z(m)’ X(m)):“«t(dx)

is a version of the conditional expectation of ¢, with respect to w,, given the
first m coordinates of z € R*. By martingale convergence,

(4.26) IImMM_ (2) = ¢(2), pras.
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Since ¢(z) > 0 p-as., we see that (4.22) does hold for u-a.a. z € R*. From
now on we fix a sequence z such that (4.22) is satisfied. As we have seen in
part (ii), this leads to the asymptotic factorization (4.17).

(iv) For x = (x') € R* let P, denote the product of Wiener measures P,
with initial point x', and let P* denote the product of the measures P*
where P*' denotes the conditional distribution of a Wiener measure with
initial distribution !, given that it assumes the value x' at the terminal
time t = 1. Using Kolmogorov’s zero—one law for the product measure P,, we
obtain

(4.27) lim sup goo't(x, (Z(my» Xt(m))) =f(x), P,as,
m

where f denotes the measurable function on R” defined by

(4.28) f(x) = flim sup goo’t(X, (Z(m)» Xt(m))) dP,.
m
This implies
(4.29) lim sup goovt(xo, (Z(my» Xt(m))) =f(X,), P-as.
m

In the same way, we can apply Kolmogorov's zero—one law for the measures
P* to the second factor in (4.17). This leads to

(4.30) lim infx/;t'l((z(m), X{m), Xl) =g(X,), P-as,

where g is the function defined by

(4.31) g(x) = flim inf«j;t'l((z(m), X{m), x) dP*.

The factorization (4.17) together with (4.29) and (4.30) yields the desired
factorization (4.9). As in Proposition 2.15 we can now construct a space-time
harmonic function h such that Q is represented as an h-process of our
infinite-dimensional Brownian motion. O

REMARK 4.32. (a) Instead of assuming that ¢ is bounded from above, we
could also assume that ¢ is bounded away from 0. In that case e tis
bounded from above, and the process Q = P defined by ¢ = ¢ *(fo > du)™?
has again the Markov property, since the weak factorization (2.23) for ¢
induces a weak factorization for @. Thus, Q is a Schrddinger process, and the
factorization (4.9) for g implies a measurable factorization for ¢.

(b) If ¢ is bounded both from above and away from 0, then the proof
simplifies since (4.22) is clearly satisfied. In this case we could also drop the
assumption that the initial distribution w is a product measure. However,
this requires a modification of part (iv) involving a passage to the limit t 11
and the use of Blumenthal's zero—one law for the time-reversed processes P %,
since Kolmogorov’s zero—one law for the spatial tail field may no longer hold
for P*,
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Let us now relate Theorem 4.8 for infinite-dimensional Brownian motion P
to our results in Section 3 on the minimization of relative entropy under fixed
marginals. Note first that the regularity condition (3.42) clearly does not hold
in our present context, not even if the initial distribution w, is concentrated
on one point. The weaker condition u < u, ® n, appearing in Theorem 3.43
only holds under very strong restrictions on the initial distribution p,. For
example, it is satisfied if u, is concentrated on the Cameron—Martin space
H c C[0, 1] (resp., on the sequence space 12 Cc R*). Nevertheless, we were
able to show that a Schrodinger process Q = P with bounded density ¢
admits a measurable factorization. Combining this result with the first part
of Theorem 3.43, we see that, under the additional condition ¢ € L”, the
three properties (i), (ii) and (iii) appearing in Theorem 3.43 are all equivalent
in our present context:

THeoreM 4.33. For infinite-dimensional Brownian motion P, consider a
process Q = P given by a probability measure v = u on S X S as in (4.5). If
the density ¢ of v with respect to p is bounded from above, then the Markov
property (iii) of Q is equivalent both to a measurable factorization (i) of the
density and to the property (ii) that » minimizes relative entropy under the
constraint that its marginals are fixed.

In the next section we are going to construct a counterexample where
Q = P is a Schrodinger process of infinite-dimensional Brownian motion
whose density belongs to LP for any p < «, but where the implication
(iii) = (i) and even the implication (ii) = (i) break down.

5. Two counterexamples. In this section we construct two examples of
measures on a product space which minimize relative entropy under the
constraint that the marginals are fixed, but which do not admit a measurable
factorization of the density.

Our first example shows that even boundedness of the density, both from
above and away from 0, does not guarantee that such a factorization holds.
We take the space S = {0, 1)} of binary sequences and define a probability
measure u on S X S as follows. The marginal distribution w, is defined as
the Bernoulli measure with parameter p = 1. For x € S and k > 1, we define
R, (x) € S as the sequence where the kth component of x has been removed.
That is, (R, (x))' = x' for i < k and (R (x))' = x'*? for i > k. Let y denote a
strictly positive probability distribution on {1,2,...}. For a given sequence
x = (x!, x2,...) € S, we define the transition probability u(x, dy) as

(5.1) w(x, ) = Z VkaRk(x)-
k=1

Thus, the sequence y € S is obtained from x € S by removing, with proba-
bility vy,, the kth component of x. Note that the marginal distribution wu,
coincides with u,, and that u(x, -) is singular with respect to u,. In particu-
lar, n does not satisfy the regularity condition u < u, ® u, appearing in
Theorem 3.43.
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We define
n n-1
(5.2) fo(x) = exp( )y xk). gn(y) = Clexp(— )y yk),
k=1 k=1

where C = 3(e + 1). The functions ¢, on S X S defined by

(5.3) en( X, y) = fo(x) 9a(Y)

satisfy

(5.4) @n( X, Ri(x)) = Ctexp(x™ntnk) e {C™1 eC™ Y}

and

(5.5) /gon du= ), 'yk/gon(x, Ri(X))mo(dx) = 1.
k=1

Since w(Xx,-) is concentrated on the countable set {R, (x)|k > 1}, the limit
¢ = lim, ¢, exists u-a.s. and satisfies

(5.6) e(x, R (x)) = Ctexp(x*) e {Ct eC}.

We have [¢du =1 as in (5.5), and so ¢ is the density of a probability
measure v = u. We denote by v, and v, the marginal distributions of v.

ProposITION 5.7. The measure v has minimal relative entropy H(»|uw)
under the constraint that the marginals are given by v, and v,. Its density ¢
is bounded from above and away from 0, but it does not admit a measurable
factorization.

Proor. (i) The boundedness of ¢ is clear since (5.4) shows that ¢ as-
sumes only two positive values. Due to (5.4), we can apply Lebesgue’s
theorem to verify our criterion in Proposition 3.6. Thus, v coincides with the
measure v* which minimizes H(v|w) under the constraint that the marginals
are given by v, and v,.

(i) Note first that the product form (5.3) of ¢, does not directly imply a
factorization of ¢ since lim, f (x) = © ug-a.s. and lim, g, (y) = 0 u,-as. Let
us now assume that there are nonnegative measurable functions f and g on
S such that

(5.8) f(x)g(y) = e(x,y), was.,
and let us show that this leads to a contradiction. Taking logarithms, we get
(5.9) log f(x) +log g(y) =log ¢(X,y), wmas.,

hence

(5.10) log f(x) + log g(Ry(x)) =x*—1logC, pue-as.

for each k > 1, due to (5.1), (5.6) and the assumption that vy is strictly
positive. This implies, for each k > 1, the relation

(5.11) log f(0,...,0, x¥, x**1 ...) —log f(0,...,0,0, xk*1, .. .) =x¥
Mo-as.,
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hence

(5.12) log f(x) =log f(0,...,0, x"*1, x"*2 ) + Xn: xK,  pg-a.s.
k=1

for each n > 1. Equation (5.12) is of the form

(5.13) Z=272,+S,, P-as,

where Z is finite P-a.s.,, Z, and S, are independent and S, has binomial
distribution B(n, %) under P. However, this leads to a contradiction. Choose
a such that P[|Z| = a] < . Then

n n
(5.14) &> P[Zza]zP[an—EJra}P[San}
by independence, and this implies

n .
(5.15) limsup P[an —§+a <2e.

In the same way,
n T n
(5.16) szp[Zs—a]zP[Zn<—5+a P[sn<§—2a}

implies

n ;
(5.17) limsup P[Zn< —E+a <2e¢,

whereas the sum of the first terms in (5.15) and (5.17) should clearly be
greater than or equal to 1. O

ReEmARk 5.18. Let us illustrate how the construction of a measurable
decomposition in the proof of Proposition 3.19 breaks down in our example.
Due to (5.2) and (5.3), we have

(5.19)  c(x,y) =log ¢(x,y) = lim(ay(x) + by(y)), was.,

where the function a, on S = R” is defined by

n
(5.20) a,(x) =Y x'

i=1
In our case, the equivalence relation (3.27) on S = S, is given by
(5.21) X ~X iff 3 m > 1suchthat x' =X forall i > m.
The equivalence classes E(x) are measurable with respect to the tail field
(5.22) A* = N o({x'i = m});

m

in fact, they are the atoms of A*. If there were a measurable choice of
representatives X = T(x), the map T: S - S would be measurable with
respect to A*, hence constant u,-a.s. due to Kolmogorov's zero—one law. This
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would imply that u, is concentrated on a single atom, contradicting the fact
that p,(E(x)) = 0 for any atom E(x).

Let us now return to the infinite-dimensional Brownian motion
(5.23) P=T1IP,
i=1
with state space S = R”. For a process Q = P of the form (4.5) with bounded
density ¢, we have seen in Theorem 4.33 that both the Markov property and
the property of minimizing the relative entropy under given marginals imply
a factorization of the density. Our next example will show that both implica-

tions may fail if boundedness is replaced by being in LP for all p < o.
Let us specify the initial distributions

(5.24) ,u,g = %(50 + Sl/ai)i

where a,, a,,... € R™ are such that
(5.25) i af =2
The joint distribution of (X,, X,) under P is given by the measure
(5.26) = _ﬁ%(ao ® N(0,1) + 8,,, ® N(1/a;,1))
ie
on S X S. The measure
(5.27) v = _ﬁl%(amN(ai,l) + 8,4, ® N(a; + 1/0a;,1))
iz

is equivalent to u, and the density ¢ of v with respect to w is defined u-a.s.
by

o(x,y) =exp(—1) _lfllexp[ai(y‘ - x')]
(5.28) .

exp(—l)exp[ Y ooy - xi)}.
i=1
Note that the sum in the exponent converges u-a.s.: since the differences
y'—x' i=1,2,..., are independent and identically distributed with N(0, 1)
under u, the partial sums form a martingale which is bounded in L?( w) due
to (5.25), hence u-a.s. convergent to a finite limit. We denote by v, and v, the
marginals of v.

Let Q = P denote the process with density
dQ

(5.29) ap = #(Xor Xy).
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Note that Q is of the form
(5.30) Q= _1_[1Q‘,
1=

where Q' is the distribution of a one-dimensional Brownian motion with
constant drift «; and initial distribution ). We are now going to show that
Q is a Schradinger process with minimal relative entropy, but that Q does
not have the structure of an h-transform of infinite-dimensional Brownian
motion. In other words, it is not possible to construct a measurable factoriza-
tion of the density.

ProposiTION 5.31. The process Q has the Markov property, it minimizes
relative entropy H(Q|P) = H(»|s) under the constraint that the marginals v,
and v, are fixed, and the density ¢ belongs to L? for any p < «. However, the
density does not admit a measurable factorization of the form

(5.32) e(x,y) =f(x)g(y), was.
Proor. (i) Let us write

(5.33) e(x,y) = lim[f,(x)g,(y)], was.

where )

(5.34) f.(x) =c;t ilﬂ[lexp(—ozix‘),

n

9n(y) = [Texp(ery'), ¢y = exp(%.i af).

i=1

The differences y' — x', i=1,2,..., are independent with distribution
N(e;, 1) under v, and this implies that the partial sums

n n
(5.35) log[ f,(x)9n(Y)] = X er(y' = x) = 3 ¥ af

i-1 i=1

converge to log ¢ in L?(v). Due to Proposition 3.6, we can conclude that v
minimizes the relative entropy H(-|w) under the constraint that the marginals
are fixed to be v, and v,. Note also that (5.28) implies that

(5.36) JeP du=exp[p(p - 1)],

that is, the density ¢ belongs to LP(w) for any p < .

(ii) The representation (5.30) shows that the coordinate process ( X,) has
the Markov property under Q, and so Q is, in fact, a Schrodinger process.
The Markov property also follows from the fact that » minimizes the relative
entropy H(-|w) under the given marginals; cf. Theorem 3.43. It is also implied
by the weak factorization

(5.37) o(Xo, X1) = @o (X, X)) P 1( X¢s Xy), P-as.
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for any t € (0, 1), where

‘Po,t( XOv Xt) = eXp(_l) ﬁeXp[ai(Xti - XS)],
(5.38) ) =
P 1(Xe, Xp) = izl_[lexp[ai(x1i - Xti)];

cf. Lemma 2.22.

(iii) Let us first note that it is not possible to derive a factorization (5.32)
directly from (5.33) since lim f (x) = 0 and lim g,(y) = © p-a.s. In order to
show that there is no alternative way of constructing a factorization, we
proceed indirectly. Assume that there are nonnegative measurable functions
f and g such that the factorization (5.32) holds u-a.s. We have f, g > 0 u-a.s.
Taking logarithms, we get

log f(x) + log g(y)

log ¢(X,Y)

(5.39) i a(y'—x') -1, p-as.
i=1

Let w, denote the conditional distribution of u given that x'=0 for
i=1,...,n. Inour case, yug, is absolutely continuous with respect to u, and
so (5.39) implies

log f((0,...,0,x""%,...)) + log g(y)
=log ¢((0,...,0,x""1,...),y)

ay + i a(y' —x') -1

i=1 i=n+1

(5.40)

Il
ngE

Memy-a.s. However, u,, and p are equivalent on the o-field generated by y
and by the coordinates x', i > n, and so (5.40) holds also u-a.s. Looking at the
difference between (5.39) and (5.40), we see that for each n > 1 the relation

(5.41) log f(x) = log f(0,...,0, x"*1, x"*2 ) = ¥ a;x'

holds w-a.s. Equation (5.41) is of the form
(5.42) Z=7Z,+S,, P-as.

where Z is finite P-a.s., Z, and S, are independent and S, has binomial
distribution B(n, 2) under P. As in the previous example, this leads to a
contradiction. O
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