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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to develop a duality between a novel Entropy Martingale Op-

timal Transport problem pAq and an associated optimization problem pBq. In pA) we follow

the approach taken in the Entropy Optimal Transport (EOT) primal problem by Liero et al.

“Optimal entropy-transport problems and a new Hellinger-Kantorovic distance between posi-

tive measures”, Invent. math. 2018, but we add the constraint, typical of Martingale Optimal

Transport (MOT) theory, that the infimum of the cost functional is taken over martingale

probability measures, instead of finite positive measures, as in Liero et al. The Problem pAq

differs from the corresponding problem in Liero et al. not only by the martingale constraint,

but also because we admit less restrictive penalization terms DU , which may not have a diver-

gence formulation. In Problem (B) the objective functional, associated via Fenchel conjugacy

to the terms DU , is not any more linear, as in OT or in MOT. This leads to a novel optimiza-

tion problem which also has a clear financial interpretation as a non linear subhedging value.

Our theory allows us to establish a nonlinear robust pricing-hedging duality, which covers a

wide range of known robust results. We also focus on Wasserstein-induced penalizations and

we study how the duality is affected by variations in the penalty terms, with a special focus

on the convergence of EMOT to the extreme case of MOT.

Keywords: Martingale Optimal Transport problem, Entropy Optimal Transport problem, Pricing-

hedging duality, Robust finance, Pathwise finance.
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1 Introduction

In this research we exploit Optimal Transport (OT) theory to develop the duality1

A :“ inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DU pQqq “ sup
∆PH

sup
ϕPΦ∆pcq

SU pϕq “: B. (1)
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1The notations are explained in this Introduction and the duality is further discussed in Section 1.2.
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In pAq we recognize the approach taken in the Entropy Optimal Transport primal problem (Liero

et al. [52]) with the additional constraints, typical of Martingale Optimal Transport (MOT),

that the infimum of the cost functional c is taken over martingale probability measures, instead

of finite positive measures, as in [52]. This is a consequence of the additional supremum over the

integrands ∆ P H in problem pBq, and of the cash additivity of the functional SU . The functional

SU is associated to a, typically non linear, utility functional U and represents the pricing rule

over suitable continuous functions ϕ defined on Ω. We observe that the marginal constraints,

typical of OT problems, in pAq are relaxed by introducing the functional DU , also associated to

the map U , which may have a divergence formulation. The counterpart of this in Problem pBq is

that the functional SU , associated via Fenchel conjugacy to the penalization functional DU is not

necessarily linear, as in OT or in MOT. Both SU and DU may also depend on the marginals of

some martingale measure pQ. The duality (1) generalizes the well known robust pricing hedging

duality in financial mathematics.

We provide a clear financial interpretation of both problems and observe that the novel concept of

a non linear subhedging value expressed by (B) was not previously considered in the literature.

1.1 Pricing-hedging duality in financial mathematics

The notion of subhedging price is one of the most analyzed concepts in financial mathematics. In

this Introduction we will take the point of view of the subhedging price, but obviously an analogous

theory for the superhedging price can be developed as well. We are considering a discrete time

market model with zero interest rate. It may be convenient for the reader to have at hand the

summary described in Table 1 on page 13.

The classical setup In the classical setup of stochastic securities market models, one consid-

ers an adapted stochastic process X “ pXtqt, t “ 0, ..., T, defined on a filtered probability space

pΩ,F , pFtqt, P q, representing the price of some underlying asset. Let PpP q be the set of all prob-

ability measures on Ω that are absolutely continuous with respect to P , MartpΩq be the set of all

probability measures on Ω under which X is a martingale and MpP q “ PpP q X MartpΩq. We also

let H be the class of admissible integrands and I∆ :“ I∆pXq be the stochastic integral of X with

respect to ∆ P H. Under reasonable assumptions on H, the equality

EQ
“
I∆pXq

‰
“ 0 (2)

holds for all Q P MpP q and, as well known, all linear pricing functionals compatible with no

arbitrage are expectations EQr¨s under some probability Q P MpP q such that Q „ P .

We denote with p the subhedging price of a contingent claim c : R Ñ R written on the payoff

XT of the underlying asset. Let LpP q Ď L0ppΩ,FT , P qq be the space of random payoffs satisfying

appropriate integrability or boundedness assumptions and let Z :“ cpXT q P LpP q. Then p :

LpP q Ñ R is defined by

ppZq :“ sup
 
m P R | D∆ P H s.t. m` I∆pXq ď Z, P ´ a.s.

(
. (3)

The subhedging price is independent from the preferences of the agents, but it depends on the

2



reference probability measure via the class of P -null events. It satisfies the following two key

properties:

(CA) Cash Additivity on LpP q: ppZ ` kq “ ppZq ` k, for all k P R, Z P LpP q.

(IA) Integral Additivity on LpP q: ppZ ` I∆q “ ppZq, for all ∆ P H, Z P LpP q.

When a functional p satisfies (CA), then Z, k and ppZq must be expressed in the same monetary

unit and this allows for the monetary interpretation of p, as the price of the contingent claim. This

will be one of the key features that we will require also in the novel definition of the nonlinear

subhedging value. The (IA) property and pp0q “ 0 imply that the p price of any stochastic integral

I∆pXq is equal to zero, as in (2).

Since the seminal works of El Karoui and Quenez [33], Karatzas [51], Delbaen and Schachermayer

[30], it was discovered that, under the no arbitrage assumption, the dual representation of the

subhedging price p is

ppZq “ inf
QPMpP q

EQ rZs . (4)

More or less in the same period, the concept of coherent risk measure was introduced in the

pioneering work by Artzner et al. [3]. A Coherent Risk Measure ρ : LpP q Ñ R determines

the minimal capital required to make acceptable a financial position and its dual formulation is

assigned by

´ ρpY q “ inf
QPQĎPpP q

EQ rY s , (5)

where Y is a random variable representing future profit-and-loss and Q Ď PpP q. Coherent Risk

Measures ρ are convex, cash additive, monotone and positively homogeneous. We take the liberty

to label both the representations in (4) and in (5) as the “sublinear case”.

In the study of incomplete markets the concept of the (buyer) indifference price pb, originally

introduced by Hodges and Neuberger [48], received, in the early 2000, increasing consideration

(see Frittelli [36], Rouge and El Karoui [58], Delbaen et al. [29], Bellini and Frittelli [7]) as a

tool to assess, consistently with the no arbitrage principle, the value of non replicable contingent

claims, and not just to determine an upper bound (the superhedging price) or a lower bound (the

subhedging price) for the price of the claim. Differently from the notion of subhedging, pb is based

on some concave increasing utility function u : R Ñ r´8,`8q of the agent. By defining the

indirect utility function

Upw0q :“ sup
∆PH

EP rupw0 ` I∆pXqqs,

where w0 P R is the initial wealth, the indifference price pb is defined as

pbpZq :“ sup tm P R | UpZ ´mq ě Up0qu .

Under suitable assumptions, the dual formulation of pb is

pbpZq “ inf
QPMpP q

tEQ rZs ` αupQqu , (6)

and the penalty term αu : MpP q Ñ r0,`8s is associated to the particular utility function u appear-

ing in the definition of pb via the Fenchel conjugate of u. We observe that in case of the exponential
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utility function upxq “ 1 ´ expp´xq, the penalty is αexppQq :“ HpQ,P q ´ minQPMpP q HpQ,P q,
where

HpQ,P q :“
ż

Ω

F

ˆ
dQ

dP

˙
dP , if Q ! P and F pyq “ y lnpyq,

is the relative entropy. In this case, the penalty αexp is a divergence functional, as those that will

be considered below in Section 3.4. Observe that the functional pb is concave, monotone increasing

and satisfies both properties (CA) and (IA), but it is not necessarily linear on the space of all

contingent claims. As recalled in the conclusion of Frittelli [36], “there is no reason why a price

functional defined on the whole space of bundles and consistent with no arbitrage should be linear

also outside the space of marketed bundles”.

It was exactly the particular form (6) of the indifference price that suggested to Frittelli and

Rosazza Gianin [37] the introduction of the concept of Convex Risk Measure (also independently

introduced by Follmer and Schied [34]), as a map ρ : LpP q Ñ R that is convex, cash additive and

monotone decreasing. Under good continuity properties, the Fenchel-Moreau Theorem shows that

any convex risk measure admits the following representation

´ ρpY q “ inf
QPPpP q

tEQ rY s ` αpQqu (7)

for some penalty α : PpP q Ñ r0,`8s. We will then label functional in the form (6) or (7) as the

“convex case”. As a consequence of the cash additivity property, in the dual representations (6) or

(7) the infimum is taken with respect to probability measures, namely with respect to normalized

non negative elements in the dual space, which in this case can be taken as L1pP q. Differently from

the indifference price pb, convex risk measures do not necessarily take into account the presence of

the stochastic security market, as reflected by the absence of any reference to martingale measures

in the dual formulation (7) and (5), in contrast to (6) and (4).

Pathwise finance As a consequence of the financial crisis in 2008, the uncertainty in the se-

lection of a reference probability P gained increasing attention and led to the investigation of the

notions of arbitrage and of the pricing hedging duality in different settings. On the one hand, the

single reference probability P was replaced with a family of - a priori non dominated - probability

measures, leading to the theory of Quasi-Sure Stochastic Analysis. On the other hand, taking an

even more radical approach, a probability free, pathwise, theory of financial markets was devel-

oped, as in Acciaio et al. [1], Burzoni et al. [18], Burzoni et al. [19], Burzoni et al. [17], Riedel

[57]. In such a framework, Optimal Transport theory became a very powerful tool to prove path-

wise pricing hedging duality results with very relevant contributions by many authors (Beiglböck

et al. [6], Davis et al. [27], Dolinksi and Soner [31], Dolinsky and Soner [32]; Galichon et al.

[39], Henry-Labordère [42], Henry-Labordère et al. [44]; Hou and Ob lój [49], Tan and Touzi [61]).

Recent works on the topic include also Bartl et al. [5], Cheridito et al. [20], Guo and Ob lój [41],

Wiesel [63]. Stability issues have been studied in Backhoff-Veraguas and Pammer [4] and Neufeld

and Sester [53]. These contributions mainly deal with what we labeled above as the sublinear case,

while our main interest in this paper is to develop the convex case theory, as explained below.

Pennanen and Perkkiö [55] also developed a generalized Optimal Transport duality, which can be

applied to study the pricing-hedging duality in a context similar to our additive setup of Section

3.
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The addition of an entropic term to optimal transport problems was popularized by Cuturi [26],

with several applications especially from the computational point of view (see for examples the

survey/monograph Peyré and Cuturi [56]). Sinkhorn’s algorithm can be applied with the entropic

regularization procedure described in these works (see Benamou et al. [10] for some advantages).

Convergence for this algorithm is studied e.g. in Ireland and Kullback [50] and Rüschendorf [59].

After the present paper was posted on ArXiv, several relevant advances were made regarding such

topic. We mention here Nutz and Wiesel (2021) [54], Berntonet al. (2021) [11], Ghosal et al. (2021)

[40]. We stress that these papers address a different problem: the addition of the entropic term in

Cuturi and subsequent works is made without smoothing the strict marginal constraints, which are

kept, unlike in our problems where we add uncertainty regarding the marginals themselves. The

works [11] and [40] also study geometric properties of minimizers of the entropic OT, by means of

the concept of cyclical invariance. This is a counterpart to the characterization, using c-cyclical

monotonicity, of the geometry of optimal transport plans in the classical framework of OT. Even

though a similar study of geometric properties for optimizers of EMOT would be of great interest,

such a topic is beyond the scope of this paper and is left for future research. We also mention that

a Sinkhorn algorithm approach was adopted in De March and Henry-Labordère [28] for building

an arbitrage-free implied volatility surface from bid-ask quotes, while Henry-Labordère [43] studies

a problem related to the entropic relaxation of an optimal transportation problem and Blanchet

et al. [13] studies the number of operations needed for approximation of the transport cost with

given accuracy, in the case of entropic regularization.

In the framework of [52] (i.e., with penalizations of the marginals induced by divergence functions)

and after the first version of the present work was posted on ArXiv, duality results were obtained

in the context of Weak Martingale Optimal Entropy Transport Problems by Chung and Trinh

(2021) [22].

To introduce the pathwise robust approach to the pricing-hedging duality, from now on we will

work without a reference probability measure. We consider T P N, T ě 1, and

Ω :“ K0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆKT

for closed (possibly non compact) subsets K0, . . . ,KT of R and denote with X0, . . . , XT the canon-

ical projections Xt : Ω Ñ Kt, for t “ 0, 1, ..., T . We will work later in a multidimensional setup for

the price process, but we stick to the one dimensional case here for notational simplicity. We write

MartpΩq :“ tMartingale probability measures for the canonical process of Ωu ,

and, when µ is a measure defined on the Borel σ-algebra of pK0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆKT q, its marginals will be

denoted with µ0, . . . , µT . We consider a contingent claim c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s which is now allowed

to depend on the whole path and we admit semistatic trading strategies for hedging. This means

that in addition to dynamic trading in X via the admissible integrands ∆ P H, we may invest

in “vanilla” options ϕt : Kt Ñ R. For modeling purposes we take vector subspaces Et Ď CpKtq
for t “ 0, . . . , T , where CpKtq is the space of real-valued continuous functions on Kt. Some

requirements on the spaces Et will be added later on when describing the technical setup. For each

t, Et is the set of static options that can be used for hedging, say affine combinations of vanilla
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options with different strikes and same maturity t. The key assumption in the robust, Optimal

Transport based formulation is that the marginals p pQ0, pQ1, ..., pQT q of the underlying price process

X are known, see the seminal papers by Breeden and Litzenberger [15] and Hobson [47], as well as

the many contributions by Hobson [45], Cox and Ob lój [23], [24], Cox and Wang [25], Labordère et

al. [44], Brown et al. [16], Hobson and Klimmerk [46]. Such marginals can be identified knowing

a (very) large number of prices of plain vanilla options maturing at each intermediate date, for

example knowing the prices of all the call options with such intermediate maturities and ranging

strikes. In this case, the class of arbitrage-free pricing measures that are compatible with the

observed prices of the options is given by

Mp pQ0, pQ1, ... pQT q :“
!
Q P MartpΩq | Xt „Q

pQt for each t “ 0, . . . , T
)
.

Let CbpK0ˆ¨ ¨ ¨ˆKtq consist of real valued continuous and bounded functions defined onK0ˆ¨ ¨ ¨ˆKt

and set

H :“ t∆ “ r∆0, . . . ,∆T´1s | ∆t P CbpK0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆKtqu , (8)

I :“
#
I∆pxq “

T´1ÿ

t“0

∆tpx0, . . . , xtqpxt`1 ´ xtq | ∆ P H

+
. (9)

In this framework, the sub-hedging duality, obtained in [6] Theorem 1.1, takes the form

inf
QPMp pQ0, pQ1,... pQT q

EQ rcs “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

E pQt rϕts | D∆ P H s.t.
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
,

(10)

where the RHS of (10) is known as the robust subhedging price of c. Comparing (10) with the

duality between (3) and (4), we observe that: (i) the P´a.s. inequality in (3) has been replaced

by an inequality that holds for all x P Ω; (ii) in (10) the infimum of the price of the contingent

claim c is taken under all martingale measure compatible with the option prices, with no reference

to the probability P ; (iii) static hedging with options is allowed.

As can be seen from the LHS of (10), this case falls into the category labeled above as the sublinear

case, and the purpose of this paper is to investigate the convex case, in the robust setting, using

the tools from Entropy Optimal Transport (EOT) recently developed in Liero et al. [52].

Let us first describe the financial interpretation of the problems that we are going to study.

The dual problem The LHS of (10), namely inf
QPMp pQ0, pQ1,... pQT q EQ rcs, represents the dual

problem in the financial application, but is typically the primal problem in Martingale Optimal

Transport (MOT). We label this case as the sublinear case of MOT. In [52], the primal Entropy

Optimal Transport (EOT) problem takes the form

inf
µPMeaspΩq

˜ż

Ω

cdµ`
Tÿ

t“0

D
Ft, pQtpµtq

¸
, (11)

where MeaspΩq is the set of all positive finite measures µ on Ω, and D
Ft, pQtpµtq is a divergence in

the form:

D
Ft, pQtpµtq :“

ż

Kt

Ft

ˆ
dµt

d pQt

˙
d pQt, if µt ! pQt, t “ 0, ..., T, (12)
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otherwise D
Ft, pQtpµtq :“ `8. We label with F :“ pFtqt“0,...,T

the family of divergence functions

Ft : R Ñ RY t`8u appearing in (12). Problem (11) represents the convex case of OT theory.

Notice that in the EOT primal problem (11) the typical constraint that µ has prescribed marginals

p pQ0, pQ1, ... pQT q is relaxed (as the infimum is taken with respect to all positive finite measures) by

introducing the divergence functional D
Ft, pQtpµtq, which penalizes those measures µ that are “far”

from some reference marginals p pQ0, pQ1, ... pQT q. We are then naturally led to the study of the convex

case of MOT, i.e. to the Entropy Martingale Optimal Transport (EMOT) problem

D
F, pQpcq :“ inf

QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
Ft, pQtpQtq

¸
(13)

having also a clear financial interpretation. The marginals are not any more fixed a priori, as in

(10), because we may not have sufficient information to detect them with enough accuracy, for

example, in case there are not sufficiently many traded call and put options on the underlying

assets in the market and it is not possible to extract precisely the marginals via the Breeden and

Litzenberger [15] approach. Alternatively, the exact prices of the options might be unknown, say

by market impact effects.

Again, the infimum is taken over all martingale probability measures, but those that are far from

some estimate p pQ0, pQ1, ... pQT q are appropriately penalized through D
Ft, pQt . This is a key difference

with classical MOT problem and also with the approach taken in the above mentioned works

[11], [40], [26], [54] and [56]. When D
Ft, pQtp¨q “ δ pQtp¨q , the EMOT reduces to the classical MOT

problem, where only martingale probability measures with fixed marginals are allowed. Here δA is

the characteristic function of a set A, as customarily defined in convex analysis. Our framework

also allows for the use of the penalization Q ÞÑ řT
t“0 δ pQtpQtq ` rDpQq, for some entropic term rD,

so that the EMOT reduces to the MOT problem with an additional entropic regularization term,

as analyzed in the above mentioned literature.

Observe that in addition to the martingale property, the elements Q P MartpΩq in (13) are required

to be probability measures, while in the EOT theory in (11) all positive finite measures are allowed.

As it was recalled after equation (7), this normalization feature of the dual elements (µpΩq “ 1) is

not surprising when one deals with dual problems of primal problems with a cash additive objective

functional as, for example, in the theory of coherent and convex risk measures.

Potentially, we could push our smoothing argument above even further: in place of the function-

als D
Ft, pQtpµtq, t “ 0, ..., T , we might as well consider more general marginal penalizations, not

necessarily in the divergence form (12), yielding the problem

Dpcq :“ inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

DtpQtq
¸
. (14)

These penalizations D0, . . . ,DT will be better specified later. Here we only observe that such

penalization terms could be induced by market prices or by a Wassaerstein distance.

The primal problem: the Nonlinear Subhedging Value We provide the financial interpre-

tation of the primal problem which will yield the EMOT problem D
F, pQ as its dual. It is convenient

to reformulate the robust subhedging price in the RHS of (10) in a more general setting.
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Definition 1.1. Consider a measurable function c : Ω Ñ R representing a (possibly path depen-

dent) option, the set V of hedging instruments and a suitable pricing functional π : V Ñ R. Then

the robust Subhedging Value of c is defined by

Ππ,Vpcq “ sup tπpvq | v P V s.t. v ď cu .

In the classical setting, functionals of this form (and even with a more general formulation) are

known as general capital requirement, see for example Frittelli and Scandolo [38]. We stress

however that in Definition 1.1 the inequality v ď c holds for all elements in Ω with no reference

to a probability measure whatsoever. The novelty in this definition is that a priori π may not

be linear and it is crucial to understand which evaluating functional π we may use. For our

discussion, we assume that the vector subspaces Et Ď CpKtq satisfies Et ` R “Et, for t “ 0, . . . , T .

We let E :“ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET , and V :“ E0 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` ET ` I. Suppose we took a linear pricing rule

π : V Ñ R defined via a pQ P MartpΩq by

πpvq :“ E pQ

«
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆

ff
piq“ E pQ

«
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt

ff
piiq“

Tÿ

t“0

E pQt rϕts, (15)

where we used (2) and the fact that pQt is the marginal of pQ. In this case, we would trivially obtain

for the robust subhedging value of c

Ππ,Vpcq “ sup tπpvq | v P V s.t. v ď cu (16)

“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

E pQt rϕts | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H s.t.
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+

“ sup

#
m P R | D∆ P H, ϕ P E , s.t. m´

Tÿ

t“0

E pQt rϕts `
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+

“ sup

#
m P R | D∆ P H, ϕ P E , with E pQt rϕts “ 0 s.t. m`

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+
, (17)

where in the last equality we replaced ϕt with pE pQt rϕts ´ ϕtq P Et, which satisfies:

E pQt

”
E pQt rϕts ´ ϕt

ı
“ 0. (18)

Interpretation: Ππ,Vpcq is the supremum amount m P R for which we may buy options ϕt and

dynamic strategies ∆ P H such that m `
řT
t“0 ϕt ` I∆ ď c , where the value of both the options

and the stochastic integrals are computed as the expectation under the same martingale measure

( pQ for the integral I∆; its marginals pQt for each option ϕt).

However, as mentioned above when presenting the indifference price pb, there is a priori no reason

why one has to allow only linear functional in the evaluation of v P V .

We thus generalize the expression for Ππ,Vpcq by considering valuation functionals S : V Ñ R and

St : Et Ñ R more general than E pQr¨s and E pQt r¨s.
Nonetheless, in order to be able to repeat the same key steps we used in (16)-(17) and therefore to

keep the same interpretation, we shall impose that such functionals S and St satisfy the property

in (18) and the two properties (i) and (ii) in equation (15), that is:
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(a) Strϕt ` ks “ Strϕts ` k and Str0s “ 0, for all ϕt P Et, k P R, t “ 0, . . . , T .

(b) S

„ˆ
Tř
t“0

ϕt

˙
` I∆pxq


“ S

„
Tř
t“0

ϕt


for all ∆ P H and ϕ P E .

(c) S

„
Tř
t“0

ϕt


“

Tř
t“0

Strϕts for all ϕ P E .

We immediately recognize that (a) is the Cash Additivity (CA) property on Et of the functional St

and (b) implies the Integral Additivity (IA) property on V . As a consequence, repeating the same

steps in (16)-(17), we will obtain as primal problem the nonlinear subhedging value of c :

Ppcq “ sup tSpvq | v P V : v ď cu

“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H s.t.
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
(19)

“ sup

#
m P R | D∆ P H, ϕ P E , with Stpϕtq “ 0 s.t. m `

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+
,

to be compared with (17).

Interpretation: Ppcq is the supremum amount m P R for which we may buy zero value options

ϕt and dynamic strategies ∆ P H such that m ` řT
t“0 ϕt ` I∆ ď c, where the value of both the

options and the stochastic integrals are computed with the same functional S.

It is easy to check that (19) can be rewritten as:

Ppcq “ sup
∆PH

sup
ϕPΦ∆pcq

Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq (20)

where

Φ∆pcq :“
#
ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
.

It is quite a natural question to ask whether one can induce valuations satisfying (a),(b),(c) above,

especially starting from given functionals St, t “ 0, . . . , T . This can be obtained with the concept

of Stock Additivity which we now discuss, before further elaborating on the formulation in (20).

Stock Additivity is the natural counterpart of properties (IA) and (CA) when we are evaluating

hedging instruments depending solely on the value of the underlying stock X at some fixed date

t P t0, . . . , T u. Let Xt be the identity function xt ÞÑ xt on Kt, which can also be thought as the

projection on the t-th component X : Ω Ñ R. As before, the set of hedging instruments is denoted

by Et Ď CpKtq and we will suppose that Xt P Et (that is, we can use units of stock at time t for

hedging) and that Et ` R “ Et (that is, deterministic amounts of cash can be used for hedging

as well). Finally, we assume for the following Definition that the value of X0 is known, namely

K0 “ tx0u for some x0 P R.

Definition 1.2. A functional pt : Et Ñ R is stock additive on Et if ptp0q “ 0 and

ptpϕt ` αtXt ` βtq “ ptpϕtq ` αtx0 ` βt @ϕt P Et, βt P R, αt P R ,

9



We now clarify the role of stock additive functionals in our setup. Suppose that St : Et Ñ R

are stock additive on Et, t “ 0, . . . , T . It can be shown (see Lemma A.2) that if there exist

ϕ, ψ P E0 ˆ ... ˆ ET and ∆ P H such that
řT
t“0 ϕt “

řT
t“0 ψt ` I∆ then

Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq “
Tÿ

t“0

Stpψtq.

This allows us to define a functional S : V “ E0 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` ET ` I Ñ R by

Spυq :“
Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq, for υ “
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆. (21)

Then S is a well defined, integral additive functional on V , and S, S0, . . . , ST satisfy the properties

(a), (b), (c).

In conclusion, when we consider stock additive functionals S0, . . . , ST that induce the functional

S as explained in (21), we can focus our attention to the optimization problem (20), that will be

referred to as our primal problem.

As explained in Example 1.3 below, there is a natural way to produce a variety of stock additive

functionals,

Example 1.3. Consider a martingale measure pQ P MartpΩq and a concave non decreasing utility

function ut : R Ñ r´8,`8q, satisfying up0q “ 0 and utpxtq ď xt @xt P R. We can then take

Stpϕtq “ U pQtpϕtq :“ sup
αPR, βPR

ˆż

Ω

ut pϕtpxtq ` αxt ` βq d pQtpxtq ´ pαx0 ` βq
˙
.

As shown in Lemma 4.2 the stock additivity property is then satisfied for these functionals.

The Duality As a consequence of our main results we prove the following duality (see Theorem

3.4). If

DtpQtq :“ sup
ϕtPEt

ˆ
Stpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

˙
for Qt P ProbpKtq, t “ 0, . . . , T,

and Dpcq and Ppcq are defined respectively in (14) and (20), then

Dpcq “ Ppcq. (22)

In the particular case of S0, . . . , ST induced by utility functions, as explained in Example 1.3, the

problem corresponding to (19) or to (20) becomes

P
U, pQpcq “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

U pQtpϕtq | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H s.t.
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
. (23)

We also show the duality between (13) and (23), namely we prove in Section 4.1

D
F, pQpcq :“ inf

QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
Ft, pQtpQtq

¸
“ P

U, pQpcq. (24)

The divergence functions Ft appearing in D
F, pQ (via D

Ft, pQt) are associated to the utility functions

ut appearing in U pQt and in P
U, pQ via the conjugacy relation:

Ftpyq :“ v˚
t pyq “ sup

xtPR
txty ´ vpyqu “ sup

xtPR
tutpxtq ´ xtyu ,

10



where vpyq :“ ´up´yq. Thus, depending on which utility function u is selected in the primal

problem P
U, pQpcq to evaluate the options through U pQt , the penalization term D

Ft, pQt in the the dual

formulation D
F, pQpcq has a particular form induced by Ft “ v˚

t . In the special case of linear utility

functions utpxtq “ xt, we recover the sublinear MOT theory. Indeed, in this case, v˚
t pyq “ `8, for

all y ‰ 1 and v˚
t p1q “ 0, so that D

Ft, pQtp¨q “ δ pQtp¨q and thus we obtain the robust pricing-hedging

duality (10) of the classical MOT.

1.2 EMOT

To describe our main result (Theorem 2.11) we introduce two general functionals U and DU

that are associated through a Fenchel-Moreau type relation, see (28). The valuation functional

U : E Ñ r´8,`8q is defined on the space of hedging instruments E , where the vector space E

consists of vectors of continuous functions ϕ “ rϕ0, . . . , ϕT s satsfying the sublinearity condition of

the form ϕtpxtq ď αp1 ` |xt|q for some α ě 0. As the map U is not necessarily cash additive, we

rely on the notion of the Optimized Certainty Equivalent (OCE), that was introduced in Ben Tal

and Teboulle [8] and further analyzed in Ben Tal and Teboulle [9]. We introduce the Generalized

Optimized Certainty Equivalent associated to U as the functional SU : E Ñ r´8,`8s defined by

SU pϕq :“ sup
βPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
, ϕ P E . (25)

Thus we obtain a cash additive map SU pϕ ` βq “ SU pϕq ` řT
t“0 βt, which will guarantee that in

the problem (11) the elements µ PMeaspΩq are normalized, i.e. are probability measures. Then

the duality (22), Dpcq “ Ppcq, will take the form

inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DU pQqq “ sup
∆PH

sup
ϕPΦ∆pcq

SU pϕq , (26)

and we will also prove the existence of the optimizer for the problem in the LHS of (26). The primal

problem in (20) can be recovered from the more general expression in the RHS of (26): indeed,

it is enough to take Upϕq :“ řT
t“0 Stpϕtq, with stock additive functional St, and observe that by

cash additivity SU pϕq “ Upϕq “ řT
t“0 Stpϕtq. The generality consists in considering valuation of

the process ϕ “ rϕ0, . . . , ϕT s P E rather than the valuation of the terminal values ϕtpxtq only.

The penalization term D:=DU associated to U does not necessarily have an additive structure,

DpQq “ řT
t“0 DtpQtq, as in (14), nor needs to have the divergence formulation, as described in

(12), and so it does not necessarily depend on a given martingale measure pQ (see e.g. Section 4.4).

This additional flexibility in choosing D constitutes one key generalization of the Entropy Optimal

Transport theory of [52]. Of course, the other additional difference with EOT is the presence in

(26) of the additional supremum with respect to admissible integrand ∆ P H. As a consequence, in

the LHS of (26) the infimum is now taken with respect to martingale measures. We also point out

that in [52], the cost functional c is required to be lower semicontinuous and nonnegative and that

the theory is developed only for the bivariate case (t “ 0, 1q, while in this paper we take c lower

semicontinuous and with superlinear growth (as given by (49)), and consider the multivariate case

(t “ 0, ..., T q and a multidimensional process.

Our framework allows to establish and comprehend several different duality results, even if under

different type of assumptions:

11



1. The new non linear robust pricing-hedging duality with options described in (24) and proved

in Corollary 4.3.

2. The new non linear robust pricing-hedging duality with options and singular components,

proved in Corollary 4.4.

3. The linear robust pricing-hedging duality with options (see [6] Theorem 1.1, or [1] Theorem

1.4) described in (10) and proved in Corollary 5.3.

4. The linear robust pricing-hedging duality without options (see for example [19] Theorem 1.1)

proved in Corollary 4.6.

5. A new robust pricing-hedging duality with penalization function based on market data (see

Section 4.4).

6. A new robust pricing-hedging duality with penalty terms given via Wasserstein distance (see

Section 4.5).

7. A new dual robust representation for the Optimized Certainty Equivalent functional (see

Section 5.1).

As already mentioned before, we work with (possibly) noncompact K0, . . . ,KT (which corresponds

to working with possibly unbounded price processes), and we allow for traded options ϕt, t “
0, . . . , T which satisfy a sublinearity condition of the form |ϕtpxtq| ď αp1 ` |xt|q for some α ě 0.

Our order continuity-type assumptions (see(45)) in the main result, Theorem 2.11, are essentially

automatically satisfied when the compactness assumption on K0, . . . ,KT is added (see Corollary

2.16).

One additional feature of the paper consists in replacing the set of stochastic integrals I with

a general set A of suitable hedging instruments, that will be a general convex cone. Particular

choices of such a set A, apart from the usual set of stochastic integrals, allow us to work with

ε-martingale measures, supermartingales and submartingales in the duality (see Subsection 2.2).

This extends EMOT beyond the strict martingale property in the strict sense.

Finally, Section 2.5 is devoted to stability and convergence issues, as we analyze how the duality

is affected by variations in the penalty terms. In the Examples 4.12, 4.16 and 5.4 we apply this

result to the convergence of EMOT to the “extreme”case of MOT, and in Subsection 4.5 we focus

on Wasserstein-induced penalization terms.

We summarize the preceding discussion in the following Table and we point out that in this

paper we develop the duality theory sketched in the last line of the Table and provide its financial

interpretation. Differently from rows 1, 2, 5, 6, in rows 3, 4, 7, 8, the financial market is present

and martingale measures are involved in the dual formulation. In rows 1, 2, 3, 4 we illustrate the

classical setting, where the conditions in the functional form hold P -a.s., while in the last four

rows Optimal Transport is applied to treat the robust versions, where the inequalities holds for all

elements of Ω.

12



Table 1: Π(Ω) is the set of all probabilities on Ω; PpP q “ tQ P ΠpΩq | Q ! P u; MartpΩq is the set of all martingale

probabilities on Ω; MpP q “ MartpΩq X PpP q; ΠpQ1, Q2q “ tQ P ΠpΩq with given marginalsu; MartpQ1, Q2q “

tQ P MartpΩq with given marginalsu; MeaspΩq is the set of all positive finite measures on Ω; Subpcq is the set of

static parts of semistatic subhedging strategies for c; U is a concave proper utility functional and SU is the associated

generalized Optimized Certainty Equivalent.

;

FUNCTIONAL FORM SUBLINEAR CONVEX

1 - Coherent R.M. ´ inftm | c` m P Au, A cone inf
QPQĎPpPq

EQ rcs

2 - Convex R.M. ´ inftm | c ` m P Au, A convex inf
QPPpPq

pEQ rcs ` αApQqq

3 Subreplic. price sup
!
m | D∆ : m ` I∆pXq ď c

)
inf

QPMpPq
EQ rcs

4 Indiff. price sup tm | Upc ´ mq ě Up0qu inf
QPMpP q

pEQ rcs ` αU pQqq

5 O.T. sup
ϕ`ψďc

`
EQ1

rϕs ` EQ2
rψs

˘
inf

QPΠpQ1,Q2q
EQ rcs

6 E.O.T. sup
ϕ`ψďc

Upϕ,ψq inf
QPMeaspΩq

pEQ rcs ` DU pQqq

7 M.O.T. sup
rϕ,ψsPSubpcq

`
EQ1

rϕs ` EQ2
rψs

˘
inf

QPMartpQ1,Q2q
EQ rcs

8 E.M.O.T. sup
rϕ,ψsPSubpcq

SU pϕ,ψq inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DU pQqq

2 The Entropy Martingale Optimal Transport Duality

In this section we present the detailed mathematical setting, the main results and their proofs.

The main Theorem 2.11 relies on: (i) a Fenchel-Moreau argument applied to the dual system

pC0:T , pC0:T q˚q, where C0:T is a set of appropriately weighted continuous functions; (ii) Daniell-

Stone Theorem that guarantees that the elements, in the dual space pC0:T q˚, that enter in the

dual representation can be represented by probability measures. In order to make this possible,

an order continuity type assumption on the valuation functional is enforced (see (45)).

2.1 Setting

For a metric space X, BpXq denotes the Borel σ-algebra and mBpXq denotes the class of real-valued,

Borel-measurable functions on X. We define the following sets:

capXq :“ tγ : BpXq Ñ p´8,`8q | γ is finite signed Borel measure on Xu ,
MeaspXq :“ tµ : BpXq Ñ r0,`8q | µ is a non negative finite Borel measure on Xu,
ProbpXq :“ tQ : BpXq Ñ r0, 1s | Q is a probability Borel measure on Xu,

CpXq :“ tϕ : X Ñ R | ϕ is continuous on Xu,
CbpXq :“ tϕ : X Ñ R | ϕ is bounded and continuous on Xu.

We now introduce the following families of continuous functions. For a ψ P CpXq we set

Cψ :“
"
φ P CpXq | }φ}ψ :“ sup

xPX

|φpxq|
1 ` |ψpxq| ă `8

*
.

As it can be easily verified just following the classical case of bounded continuous functions with

sup-norm, Cψ is a Banach lattice under the norm }¨}Ψ.
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Notice also that CbpXq Q ϕ ÞÑ p1 ` |ψ|qϕ P Cψ defines an isomorphism between Banach spaces.

Hence if X is separable, so is Cψ. The topological dual of Cψ will be denoted by pCψq˚.

Fix now d P N, d ě 1, modeling the number of stocks in the market, and fix dpT ` 1q closed subsets

of R : K1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T . For 0 ď s ď t ď T we take

Ωs:t :“
tą

u“s

dą

j“1

Kj
u and Ω :“ Ω0:T “

Tą

t“0

dą

j“1

K
j
t .

We will consider the following weighted spaces of continuous functions

Cs:t :“

$
&
%φ P C pΩs:tq | }φ}s:t :“ sup

xP
Ś
t
u“s

Ś
d
j“1

K
j
u

|φpxq|
1 ` řt

u“s

řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxju

ˇ̌
ˇ

ă `8

,
.
- ,

Ct “ Ct:t :“

$
&
%φ P C

˜
dą

j“1

K
j
t

¸
| }φ}t :“ sup

xP
Ś
d
j“1

K
j
t

|φpxq|
1 `

řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ

ă `8

,
.
- .

In general, for an index set I Ď t1, . . . , du ˆ t0, . . . , T u we introduce

CI :“

$
&
%φ P C

¨
˝ ą

pj,tqPI

K
j
t

˛
‚| }φ}0:T :“ sup

xP
Ś

pj,tqPI K
j
t

|φpxq|
1 ` ř

pj,tqPI

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ

ă `8

,
.
- .

The corresponding norms will be denoted by }¨}s:t , }¨}t , }¨}I respectively.

Remark 2.1. Notice that if K1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T are compact sets then

C0:T “ CbpΩq and pC0:T q˚ “ capΩq.

Analogously, we introduce the spacesBψ and BI in a similar fashion, just substituting the condition

ϕ P CpXq with the condition ϕ P mBpXq in the definitions. In particular

B0:T :“

$
&
%φ P mB pΩq | }φ}0:T :“ sup

xPΩ

|φpxq|
1 ` řT

t“0

řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ

ă `8

,
.
-

turns out to be a Banach lattice under the norm }¨}0:T . Observe that by slight abuse of notation

(regarding the domains of the functions) for index sets I Ď J Ď t1, . . . , du ˆ t0, . . . , T u we have a

constant 0 ă θ ď 1 such that

CI Ď CJ , θ }φ}I ď }φ}J ď }φ}I @φ P CI . (27)

Such a constant θ is given by

θ “ 1 ` α

1 ` α `
ř

pj,tqPJzI min
x
j
tPKj

t

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ

where α “ min
!ř

pj,tqPI

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ | xjt P Kj

t @ pj, tq P I
)

.

As already mentioned in [55] and [21], every finite signed measure γ on the Borel σ-algebra BpXq
such that C0:T Ď L1pX,BpXq, |γ|q induces a continuous linear functional λ P pC0:T q˚ via integration:

c ÞÑ xc, λy “
ż

X

c dγ , @ c P C0:T .
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The collection of such functionals, identified with the corresponding measures, will be denoted by

ca1pXq, that is

ca1pXq “ tγ | γ is a finite signed measure on BpXq with C0:T Ď L1pX,BpXq, |γ|qu,

while the classes of non negative measures and probability measures in ca1pXq will be denoted by

Meas1pXq and Prob1pXq.

In a discrete time framework with finite horizon T and assuming zero interest rate, we model

a market with d stocks using the canonical d-dimensional process given by X
j
t pxq “ x

j
t , j “

1, . . . , d, t “ 0 . . . , T .

Observe that every φ P C0:T satisfies: |φpxq| ď }φ}0:T
´

1 ` řT
t“0

řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ
¯

and so, for any measure

µ P Meas1pXq, we have: C0:T Ď L1pX,BpXq, µq iff X
j
t P L1pX,BpXq, µq for all j and all t.

Fix now vector subspaces E0, . . . , ET with R Ď Et Ď C0:t, t “ 0, . . . , T . We set

E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET .

The space E represents the class of financial instruments that can be used for static hedging, which

may, for example, contain plain vanilla options.

Let U : E Ñ r´8,`8q be a proper, concave functional, representing the evaluation functional of

the hedging instruments in E . Consider the proper, convex functional

V pϕq :“ ´Up´ϕq ,

and set

dompUq :“ tϕ P E | Upϕq ą ´8u , dompV q “ tϕ P E | V pϕq ă `8u .

We define the (convex) conjugate D :
ŚT

t“0pC0:tq˚ Ñ p´8,`8s of the functional U by

Dpγ0, . . . , γT q :“ sup
ϕPE

˜
Upϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

xϕt, γty
¸

“ sup
ϕPE

˜
Tÿ

t“0

xϕt, γty ´ V pϕq
¸
, γ P

Tą

t“0

pC0:tq˚. (28)

D is a convex functional and is σpŚT
t“0pC0:tq˚, Eq- lower semicontinuous, even if we do not require

that U is σpE ,ŚT
t“0pC0:tq˚q-upper semicontinuous. When a γ P pC0:T q˚ is given, we somehow

improperly write Dpγq “ Dpγ0, . . . , γT q, where γt is the restriction of γ to C0:t. We also set

dompDq “
#

rγ0, . . . , γT s P
Tą

t“0

pC0:tq˚ | Dpγ0, . . . , γT q ă `8
+
.

As an immediate consequence of the definitions, the Fenchel inequality holds: if rϕ0, . . . , ϕT s P E

and rγ0, . . . , γT s P ŚT
t“0pC0:tq˚

Tÿ

t“0

xϕt, γty ď Dpγ0, . . . , γT q ` V pϕ0, . . . , ϕT q . (29)

Remark 2.2. Another way to introduce our setting, that will be used in Subsections 4.4 and 4.5,

is to start initially with a proper convex functional D : ca1pΩq Ñ p´8,`8s which is σpca1pΩq, Eq-
lower semicontinuous for an E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET Ď pC0:T qT`1. By the Fenchel-Moreau Theorem we

then have the representation

Dpγq “ sup
ϕPE

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ż

Ω

ϕt dγ ´ V pϕq
¸
,
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where now V is the Fenchel-Moreau (convex) conjugate of D, namely

V pϕq :“ sup
γPca1pΩq

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ż

Ω

ϕt d γ ´ Dpγq
¸
. (30)

Setting

Upϕq :“ ´V p´ϕq, ϕ P E , (31)

we get back that D satisfies (28) and additionally that U is σpE , ca1pΩqq-upper semicontinuous.

In conclusion, a pair pU,Dq satisfying (28) might be defined either providing a proper concave

U : E Ñ r´8,`8q, as described at the beginning of this section, or assigning a proper convex

and σpE , ca1pΩqq-lower semicontinuous functional D : ca1pΩq Ñ p´8,`8s as explained in this

Remark.

For a given proper and concave functional U : E Ñ r´8,`8q we define, as in (25), the functional

SU : E Ñ r´8,`8s by

SU pϕq :“ sup
βPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
, with dompSU q :“ tϕ P E | SU pϕq ą ´8u,

whose properties are collected in Lemma A.1.

Definition 2.3. Given a convex cone A Ď C0:T and a measurable c P mBpΩq we define

Ppcq :“ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq P r´8,`8s (32)

where

Φzpcq :“
#
ϕ P dompSU q |

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpx0, . . . , xtq ` zpxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
,

and the usual convention sup H “ ´8 is adopted.

From (20) we recognize that the problem Ppcq in (32) is a generalized robust subhedging problem

for c, with a general set, namely ´A, replacing the set of terminal values of stochastic integrals

used before. Some relevant examples for choices of A are provided in Section 2.2. The use of ´A

in place of A is somehow a matter of taste, as explained in Remark 2.13. Observe also that in this

notation the superhedging problem (with respect to A) for c is

Spcq :“ inf
zPA

inf
ϕPΨzpcq

SV pϕq P r´8,`8s

where

SV pϕq :“ ´SU p´ϕq, dompSV q :“ tϕ P E | SV pϕq ă `8u “ ´dompSU q

Ψzpcq :“
#
ϕ P dompSV q,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpx0, . . . , xtq ` zpxq ě cpxq @x P Ω

+
.

Using ´A for P and A for S we then get that the two are linked by Spcq “ ´Pp´cq, and the

duality results for P can then easily be translated in duality results for S. Of course, when A is

a vector space as in the case of stochastic integrals (see (33) and Example 2.4) we have A “ ´A

and there is no need for distinguishing the two possibilities.
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We define the polar A˝ of the cone A to be the set

A˝ :“ tλ P pC0:T q˚ | xz, λy ď 0 @z P Au

and we observe that for any λ P pC0:T q˚

σApλq :“ sup
zPA

xz, λy “

$
&
%

0 λ P A˝

`8 otherwise
.

2.2 Examples

These examples deal with possible choices of the convex cone A and its polar A˝ (observe that the

set Prob1pΩq X A˝ appears in the main duality (50)).

Example 2.4. (Martingale measures) To introduce martingale measures in this setup we set

Hd :“
 
∆ “ r∆0, . . . ,∆T´1s | ∆t P pCbpK0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆKtqqd

(
,

I∆pxq :“
T´1ÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

∆j
t px0, . . . , xtqpxjt`1 ´ x

j
t q @x P Ω ,

A “ I :“
 
I∆ | ∆ P Hd

(
Ď C0:T . (33)

Thus the space Hd is the class of admissible trading strategies and I is the set of elementary

stochastic integral. The (possibly empty) class of martingale measures for the canonical process

is denoted by MartpΩq, and consists of all the probability measures on BpΩq which make each of

the processes pXj
t qt a martingale under the natural filtration Ft :“ σpXj

s , s ď t, j “ 1, ..., dq, t “
0, . . . , T . Equivalently,

MartpΩq :“ tQ P Prob1pΩq | EQrI∆s “ 0, @∆ P Hdu “ Prob1pΩq X A˝.

Example 2.5. (ε-martingale measures) For every ε ě 0, the set of ε-martingale measures (see [41])

is

MartεpΩq :“
#
Q P Prob1pΩq | EQ

“
I∆

‰
ď ε

T´1ÿ

t“0

max
j“1,...,d

›››∆j
t

›››
8
, @∆ P Hd

+
.

Thus, taking

Aε :“ convex

˜#
I∆ ´ ε

T´1ÿ

t“0

max
j“1,...,d

›››∆j
t

›››
8
,∆ P Hd

+¸
(34)

(here convexp¨q stands for the convex hull in C0:T , which is easily seen to be a cone since Hd is a

vector space), one sees that

MartεpΩq “ Prob1pΩq X pAεq˝.

Alternatively, we observe that MartεpΩq “ M1
εpΩq X Prob1pΩq where

M1
εpΩq :“

#
λ P pC0:T q˚ | λ ě 0, xI∆, λy ď ε

T´1ÿ

t“0

max
j“1,...,d

›››∆j
t

›››
8
λp1q, @∆ P Hd

+

is a σppC0:T q˚, C0:T q (i.e. weak˚) closed convex cone by direct computation. Suppose M1
εpΩq ‰ H

and set A “
`
M1
εpΩq

˘˝ Ď C0:T . Then by the Bipolar Theorem A is a closed convex cone with
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A˝ “ M1
εpΩq. Consequently, for a Q P Prob1pΩq we have: either σApQq “ 0, which happens if and

only if Q P MartεpΩq, or σApQq “ `8 otherwise. From this it follows that A is the weak closure

of Aε, since they are both convex cones with the same polar set. Taking in particular ε “ 0 we

have Mart0pΩq “ MartpΩq as in Example 2.4.

It is interesting to notice that for any sequence εn Ón 0 we have

σAεn pQq Òn σIpQq @Q P Prob1pΩq . (35)

Example 2.6. (Super/submartingale measures) Alternative choices for the set A are A˘ “ tI∆ |
∆ P pH˘qdu where H` “ t∆ P H | ∆t ě 0 @t “ 0, . . . , T u and H´ “ ´H`. A` models dynamic

trading with no short selling and yields

tsupermartingale measures for the canonical processu “ Prob1pΩq X pA`q˝ .

Example 2.7. Let pC0:T q` :“ tf P C0:T | f ě 0u. For any set A such that t0u Ď A Ď ´pC0:T q` we

obtain Prob1pΩq “ Prob1pΩq X A˝. As explained in Section 4.3, this choice will then determine

the Entropy Optimal Transport duality with no dynamic hedging.

2.3 The main results

Before providing all the mathematical details, we wish to identify a suitable candidate for the

objective functional for our (primal) problem. To do so, we start from the EMOT (dual) problem

and proceed with an heuristic argument. In order to avoid all integrability issues and keep notation

as simple as possible, in this introductory discussion we suppose that d “ 1, that K1
t :“ Kt,

t “ 0, . . . , T are all compact sets and that A “ I, as in Example 2.4.

inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DpQqq (36)

“ inf
QPProbpΩq

sup
∆PH

˜
EQ

«
c ´

T´1ÿ

t“0

∆tpX0, . . . , XtqpXt`1 ´Xtq
ff

` DpQq
¸

(37)

“ inf
µPMeaspΩq

sup
∆PH

βPRT`1

˜ż

Ω

«
c ´ I∆ `

Tÿ

t“0

βt

ff
dµ ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt ` Dpµq
¸

(38)

“ inf
µPMeaspΩq

sup
∆PH

βPRT`1

˜ż

Ω

«
c ´ I∆ `

Tÿ

t“0

βt

ff
dµ ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt ` sup
ϕPE

˜
Upϕq ´

ż

Ω

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt

¸
dµ

¸¸
(39)

“ sup
∆PH,ϕPE,
βPRT`1

˜
inf

µPMeaspΩq

ż

Ω

«
c´ I∆ `

Tÿ

t“0

βt ´
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt

ff
dµ ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt ` Upϕq
¸

(40)

“ sup
∆PH,
βPRT`1

sup

#
Upϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt | ϕ P E , c´ I∆ `
Tÿ

t“0

βt ´
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ě 0

+
(41)

“ sup
∆PH,
βPRT`1

sup

#
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt | ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+
(42)

“ sup
∆PH

sup

#
sup

βPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
| ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+
. (43)
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The equality chain above is justified as follows: as Kt is compact, Xt P L1pKt,BpKtq, µq for all

µ P MeaspΩq and then (36)=(37) follows using the same argument as in [6] Lemma 2.3, which

yields that the inner supremum explodes to `8 unless Q is a martingale measure on Ω ; (37)=(38)

follows observing that the inner supremum over β P R
T`1 explodes to `8 unless µpΩq “ 1;

(38)=(39) exploits (28); in (39)=(40) we proceed heuristically interchanging supremum and infi-

mum; (40)=(41) is motivated observing that the infimum in (40) equals ´8 unless the inequality

c ´ I∆ `
řT
t“0 βt ´

řT
t“0 ϕt ě 0 holds on Ω; (41)=(42) is a simple rewriting, and so is (42)=(43).

To conclude, we expect our duality to look as follows:

inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DpQqq “ sup
∆PH

sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ď c

+
.

A rigorous proof of this duality, based on the above argument and on a minimax type Theorem

that justify (39)=(40), can be found in a previous version of this paper (see A. Doldi and M.

Frittelli, Entropy Martingale Optimal Transport and Nonlinear Pricing-Hedging Duality, Preprint:

arXiv:2005.12572v1, 2020, where we also assumed that all the sets Kt were compact). We now

proceed providing a rigorous proof of the duality above under the more general setup stated in

Assumption 2.8. In the proof we will rely on a Fenchel-Moreau type Theorem for the functional

P, rather than exploiting a minimax argument.

Assumption 2.8.

(i) Let K1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T be closed subset of R and let Ω “ ŚT

t“0

Śd
j“1K

j
t . The vector

subspaces E0, . . . , ET satisfy R Ď Et Ď C0:t, t “ 0, . . . , T and we set E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET . The

functional U : E Ñ r´8,`8q is concave with Up0q P R. Moreover, A Ď C0:T is a convex

cone with 0 P A.

(ii) For every t “ 0, . . . , T there exist a sequence of compact sets Ktpnq Ď
Śd

j“1K
j
t , n ě 1 and a

sequence of functions 0 ď fnt P Et, n ě 1 such that:

1 `
Tÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ ď

Tÿ

t“0

fnt px0, . . . , xtq @rx0, . . . , xT s P ΩzK0pnq ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ KT pnq (44)

and

V pΓfn0 , . . . ,ΓfnT q Ñn 0 @ Γ P R,Γ ą 0 . (45)

Assumption 2.8.(ii) is inspired by [21] and admits a very simple interpretation, described in Remark

2.10.

Example 2.9. Let

fαpxq :“ px ´ αq` ` p´α´ xq` “ p|x| ´ αq`, x P R, α ě 0,

fαj,t :“ fα|
K
j
t
, j “ 1, . . . , d, t “ 0, . . . , T

(46)

and suppose that fαj,t P Et for every α ě 0, j “ 1, . . . , d, t “ 0, . . . , T . Set also fnt :“ řd
j“1 f

n
β

j,t for

β “ βpd, T q given in Proposition A.3. In order to guarantee that (44) and (45) are satisfied, it is

enough to request that V is (componentwise) nondecreasing on
ŚT

t“0 Et, V p0q “ 0 and

Vtpαf
n
β

j,tq :“ V p0, . . . , 0, αf
n
β

j,t, 0, . . . , 0q Ñn 0 (47)
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for every j “ 1, . . . , d and t “ 0, . . . , T . Vt is here represents a valuation of the static hedging

strategy consisting of a single option having maturity t. To see that the former assumptions imply

(44), one can select Ktpnq “
Śd

j“1K
j
t X r´n, nsd and observe that Proposition A.3 guarantees that

(44) holds. Moreover, by convexity of V we have

0 “ V p0q ď V pαfn0 , . . . , αfnT q ď
Tÿ

t“0

1

T ` 1
VtpαpT ` 1qfnt q

“ 1

T ` 1

Tÿ

t“0

Vt

˜
1

d

dÿ

j“1

dpT ` 1qαf
n
β

j,t

¸
ď 1

dpt ` 1q

Tÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

Vt

´
dpT ` 1qαf

n
β

j,t

¯
Ñn 0 ,

that is (45).

Remark 2.10. In the particular caseK1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T Ď r0,`8q, the conditions Vtpαf

n
β

j,tq Ñn

0 in (47) means that the valuations over a suitable sequence of call options on the underlying stocks

converge to zero when the corresponding strikes diverge to infinity.

Theorem 2.11. Suppose Assumption 2.8 is fulfilled.

(i) If

Pppcq ă `8 for some pc P B0:T , (48)

then Ppcq P R for every c P B0:T and P : B0:T Ñ R is norm continuous, cash additive,

concave and nondecreasing on B0:T ;

(ii) For every lower semicontinuous c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s satisfying

cpxq ě ´A
˜

1 `
Tÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ
¸

@x P Ω, for some A P r0,`8q, (49)

we have

Ppcq :“ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq “ inf
QPProb1pΩqXA˝

pEQ rcs ` DpQqq (50)

for Ω0:t :“ Śt
s“0

Śd
j“1K

j
s and

DpQq “ sup
ϕPE

˜
Upϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

ż

Ω0:t

ϕtdQt

¸
“ sup

ϕPE

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ż

Ω0:t

ϕtdQt ´ V pϕq
¸
,

where Qt is the marginal of Q P Prob1pΩq on BpΩ0:tq. Furthermore, if Ppcq ă `8 the

infimum in RHS of (50) is a minimum.

Remark 2.12. Notice that the condition Pppcq ă `8 for some pc P B0:T is not required for the

validity of Theorem 2.11 Item (ii). In addition, we allow in (50) Prob1pΩq X A˝ “ H with the

usual convention inf H “ `8. We now provide conditions ensuring that Pp0q ă `8. By Item (i)

this will then imply that Ppcq P R for every c P B0:T .

(a) If there exists a λ P A˝ X BUp0q Ď pC0:T q˚ then Pp0q ă `8 (here, BUp0q Ď
ŚT

t“0pC0:T q˚ is

the supergradient of U at 0 P E , and we are identifying λ with the vector of its restrictions

in writing improperly λ P BUp0q). To see this, let λ satisfy SU pϕq ď
řT
t“0xϕt, λty, @ϕ P E .

In particular then for all z P ´A and all ϕ P Φzp0q it holds that SU pϕq ď xřT
t“0 ϕt, λy ď

x
řT
t“0 ϕt ` z, λy ď 0, as xz, λy ě 0 for all λ P A˝, which in turns yields Pp0q ď 0.
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(b)

There exists Q P Prob1pΩq X A˝ such that DpQq ă `8 ô Pp0q ă `8.

Indeed, by definition we have Pp0q ď
ş
Ω 0 dQ ` P˚pQq “ P˚pQq, but from Lemma 2.20

(which does not rely on Lemma 2.18) we have P˚pQq “ DpQq ` σApQq “ DpQq (the latter

inequality coming from Q P A˝). Hence Pp0q ď DpQq ă `8. Conversely, Pp0q ă `8
implies the existence of a minimum point in (50).

(c) The existence of the optimizer in MOT implies that Mp pQ0, pQ1, ... pQT q is not empty and that

the marginals must be in convex order. In EMOT the optimizer Q˚ belongs to Prob1pΩqXA˝

with DpQ˚q ă `8 with no other requirement.

Remark 2.13. From the proof of Theorem 2.11 it becomes clear that the use of ´A in place of

A in defining Ppcq is somehow a matter of taste. Now the infimum in (50) is in fact taken over

measures in the polar A˝. Instead, without the minus sign in defining Ppcq, we would work with

p´Aq˝, which is less comfortable in the computations of the proof.

Corollary 2.14. Suppose that Assumption 2.8.(i) holds with K1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T compact

subsets of R, that c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is lower semicontinuous and that Upϕq “ 0 for some ϕ P E.

Then (50) holds true and if Ppcq ă `8 then there exists an optimum in the RHS of (50).

Proof. When K1
0 , . . . ,K

d
0 , . . . ,K

1
T , . . . ,K

d
T are compact then C0:T “ CbpΩq. If Upϕq “ 0 for some

ϕ P E , then (44) and (45) are automatically satisfied: indeed one can take Kpnq “ Ω and fnt ”
´ϕt, t “ 0, . . . , T, n ě 1. Obviously, a possible choice for such a ϕ is ϕ “ 0.

We now rephrase our findings in Theorem 2.11, with minor additions, to get the formulations in

Corollary 2.15 and Corollary 2.16 which will simplify our discussion of Section 4. In particular,

this reformulation will come in handy when dealing with subhedging dualities in Corollaries 4.3-4.6

and Proposition 4.9.

For a given proper concave U : E Ñ R, recall the definition of SU in (25) and, for V p¨q “ ´Up´¨q,
the definition SV pϕq :“ ´SUp´ϕq.
Furthermore, given functions c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s, g : Ω Ñ r´8,`8q we introduce the sets

Ssubpcq :“
#
ϕ P dompSU q | D∆ P H s.t.

Tÿ

t“0

ϕpx0, . . . , xtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
(51)

Ssuppgq :“
#
ϕ P dompSV q | D∆ P H s.t.

Tÿ

t“0

ϕpx0, . . . , xtq ` I∆pxq ě gpxq @x P Ω

+
(52)

and observe that Ssuppgq “ ´Ssubp´gq.

Corollary 2.15. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 2.11 are satisfied, that g : Ω Ñ
r´8,`8q is upper semicontinuous and that also condition (49) holds replacing c with ´g. Then

the following hold

inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rcs ` DpQqq “ sup
ϕPSsubpcq

SU pϕq , (53)

sup
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rgs ´ DpQqq “ inf
ϕPSsuppgq

SV pϕq . (54)

Finally, if LHS of (53) (resp. (54)) is finite, then an optimum exists in the LHS of (53) (resp.

(54)).
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Proof. Equation (53) is an easy rephrasing of the corresponding (50), taking A “ I as in Example

2.4 so that Prob1pΩq X A˝ “ MartpΩq. Existence of an optimum in the case of finiteness of LHS

of (53) follows again from Theorem 2.11. As to (54), we observe that for c :“ ´g we get from (53)

sup
ϕPSsubp´gq

SU pϕq “ inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQ r´gs ` DpQqq “ ´ sup
QPMartpΩq

pEQ rgs ´ DpQqq .

From Ssuppgq “ ´Ssubp´gq and SV p¨q “ ´SU p´¨q, we get supϕPSsubp´gq S
U pϕq “ ´ infϕPSsuppgq SV pϕq.

Existence of an optimum when LHS of (54) is finite can be inferred in a similar way.

Corollary 2.16. If d “ 1 and Ω :“ K0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ KT for compact sets K0, . . . ,KT Ď R, (53) and

(54), as well as existence of optima, are guaranteed by the following simplified set of assumptions:

c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is lower semicontinuous, g : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is upper semicontinuous and

Upϕq “ 0 for some ϕ P E.

Proof. When K0, . . . .KT Ď R are compact, we may repeat the proof of Corollary 2.15 invoking

the Corollary 2.14 in place of the more general Theorem 2.11.

Observe that in the previous results, we allow to choose, for static hedging, for each t “ 0, . . . , T ,

a subspace Et Ď C0:t, potentially allowing to consider also Asian and path dependent options in

the sets Et. In some of the subsequent results we will instead consider for static hedging the sets

Et Ď Ct, t “ 0, . . . , T consisting of deterministic amounts, units of underlying stock at time t and

call options with different strike prices and same maturity t.

In the subsequent sections we will only formulate the statements regarding the subhedging price,

as the corresponding statements for the superhedging price can be obtained in the obvious way

just described.

2.4 Proof of Theorem 2.11

Remark 2.17. Set

rΦzpcq :“
#
ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpx0, . . . , xtq ` zpxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+

and observe that Φzpcq “ rΦzpcq X dompSU q. Then, under the convention sup H “ ´8,

Ppcq :“ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq “ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕP rΦzpcq

SU pϕq . (55)

To see this, we consider different cases for a fixed z P ´A.

Case 1 : Φzpcq “ H, which means supϕPΦzpcq S
U pϕq “ ´8 by convention. If rΦzpcq “ H then

sup
ϕP rΦzpcq S

U pϕq “ ´8 by convention, if rΦzpcq ‰ H then sup
ϕP rΦzpcq S

U pϕq “ ´8 since for every

ϕ P rΦzpcq we have SU pϕq “ ´8, as ϕ R dompSU q .

Case 2 : Φzpcq ‰ H. Then rΦzpcq ‰ H too, and sup
ϕP rΦzpcq S

U pϕq “ supϕPΦzpcq S
U pϕq since we

can ignore all the ϕ P rΦzpcqzΦzpcq (which produce values SU pϕq “ ´8).

The proof of Theorem 2.11 is split in the following Lemmas 2.18, 2.20, 2.22, 2.23, 2.24 which are

then combined in Lemma 2.25.
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Lemma 2.18. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48), Item (i) in Theorem 2.11 holds. Moreover, the

restriction of P to C0:T satisfies

Ppcq “ min
λPpC0:T q˚,
λě0,λp1q“1

pxc, λy ` P˚pλqq @ c P C0:T (56)

for

P˚pλq “ sup
cPC0:T

pPpcq ´ xc, λyq , λ P pC0:T q˚ .

Proof. Suppose that Pppcq ă `8 for some pc P B0:T . To prove that Ppcq ą ´8 for every c P B0:T ,

it is (more than) enough to show that

Φzpcq ‰ H @z P ´A . (57)

Set Kn “ K0pnq ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ KT pnq Ď Ω. Observe that whenever c P B0:T is given we have for every

n ě 1

cpxq ´ zpxq ě ´ sup
xPKn

|cpxq ´ zpxq| ě ´ }c ´ z}
0:T sup

xPKn

˜
1 `

Tÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxj

t

ˇ̌
ˇ
¸

ą ´8 @x P Kpnq

and

cpxq ´ zpxq ě ´ }c´ z}0:T

˜
1 `

ÿ

sďuďt

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ
¸

(44)
ě ´ }c´ z}0:T ´ }c´ z}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

fnt px0, . . . , xtq @x P ΩzKpnq .

Thus,

cpxq ´ zpxq ě ´ }c ´ z}0:T ´ sup
xPKn

|cpxq ´ zpxq| ´ }c ´ z}0:T
Tÿ

t“0

fnt px0, . . . , xtq @x P Ω .

If we now show that for n big enough r´ }c´ z}0:T fnt s0ďtďT P dompSU q, we then conclude that

r´ }c´ z}0:T ´supxPKn |cpxq ´ zpxq|´}c´ z}0:T fnt s0ďtďT P dompSU q by cash additivity of SU and

at the same time r´ }c´ z}0:T ´ supxPKn |cpxq ´ zpxq| ´ }c´ z}0:T fnt s0ďtďT P Φzpcq by definition.

This in particular proves Ppcq ą ´8. Going then back to checking r´ }c ´ z}0:T fnt s0ďtďT P
dompSU q, observe that

SU pr´ }c´ z}0:T fnt stq “ sup
αPRT`1

˜
Upr´ }c´ z}0:T fnt st ` αq ´

Tÿ

t“0

αt

¸

ě Up´ }c´ z}0:T rfnt stq “ ´V p}c´ z}0:T rfnt stq Ñn 0 ą ´8

by Assumption 2.8. The fact that Ppcq ă `8 will follow once we show monotonicity, cash

additivity and concavity. Monotonicity is trivial: if c1 ď c2 then Φzpc1q Ď Φzpc2q for every

z P ´A (both the sets might be empty). The cash additivity property can be seen as follows: given

β P R and setting 1 “ r1, . . . , 1s P R
T , observe that whenever z P A is given ϕ P Φzpc ` βq ô

ϕ ´ β
T`11 P Φzpcq since, by cash additivity of SU , dompSU q ` R

T`1 “ dompSU q. Consequently,

Ppc ` βq “ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpc`βq

SU pϕq “ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU
ˆ
ϕ ` β

T ` 1
1

˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

β

T ` 1
` sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq “ Ppcq ` β .
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Coming to concavity, it is convenient to rewrite Ppcq in a slightly more convenient form

Ppcq “ sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P dompSU q, D z P ´A s.t.

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpx0, . . . , xtq ` zpxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+
(58)

and to recall that whenever c P B0:T is given, the set over which we take the supremum in RHS

of (58) is not empty by (57). Take then ci P B0:T and associated zi P ´A, ϕi P dompSU q with
řT
t“0 ϕ

i
t ` zi ď ci. Define cα “ αc1 ` p1 ´ αqc2 and analogously zα and ϕα for α P r0, 1s. Then

clearly
řT
t“0 ϕ

α
t ` zα ď cα. Combining this with Lemma A.1 we obtain

αSU pϕ1q ` p1 ´ αqSU pϕ2q
(98)
ď SU pϕαq

ď sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P dompSU q, D z P ´A s.t.

Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpx0, . . . , xtq ` zpxq ď cαpxq @x P Ω

+

(58)“ Ppcαq .

Taking now the supremum over zi, ϕ
i with

řT
t“0 ϕ

i
t ` zi ď ci we obtain

αPpc1q ` p1 ´ αqPpc2q ď Ppαc1 ` p1 ´ αqc2q @α P r0, 1s, c1, c2 P B0:T . (59)

Notice that up to this point we have Ppciq P p´8,`8s so (59) makes sense.

Now we can combine (59) with the fact that Ppcq ą ´8 for every c P B0:T to show that Ppcq ă `8
for every c P B0:T . Indeed, suppose that Pprcq “ `8 for some rc P B0:T . We know by hypothesis

that Pppcq ă `8 for some pc P B0:T , and by what we have previously proved we know that

Pp2pc´ rcq ą ´8. Observing that pc “ αp2pc ´ rcq ` p1 ´ αqrc for α “ 1
2 , we have from (59)

`8 “ αPp2pc´ rcq ` p1 ´ αqPprcq ď Ppαp2pc ´ rcq ` p1 ´ αqrcq “ Pppcq ă `8 .

This yields a contradiction, thus there can be no rc P B0:T with Pprcq “ `8. Hence P : B0:T Ñ R

is cash additive, concave and nondecreasing on B0:T . Then it is automatically norm continuous

on B0:T by the Extended Namioka-Klee Theorem (see [12]). The Fenchel-Moreau type dual rep-

resentation (56) holds, again by the Extended Namioka-Klee Theorem, this time applied on the

restriction of P to C0:T , plus standard arguments involving monotonicity and cash additivity to

prove that P˚pλq ă `8 ñ λ ě 0, λp1q “ 1. See for example [35] Theorem 4.16 for an exploitable

technique for a similar argument.

Remark 2.19. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48), SU pϕq ă `8 for every ϕ P dompSU q. Indeed,

choosing cϕ :“ řT
t“0 ϕt we get that ϕ P Φ0pcϕq and thus SU pϕq ď Ppcϕq ă `8, by Lemma 2.18.

Lemma 2.20. For every λ P pC0:T q˚ such that λ ě 0 we have

P˚pλq “ pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q ` σApλq.

If in addition λp1q “ 1 then

pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q :“ sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

xϕt, λty
¸

“ Dpλ0, . . . , λT q “ Dpλq .

Proof. See Appendix A.1.
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Remark 2.21. Under Assumption 2.8, Up0q P R and therefore pSU q˚pλq ě SU p0q ě Up0q ą ´8
for every 0 ď λ P pC0:T q˚.

Lemma 2.22. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48) let 0 ď λ P pC0:T q˚, λp1q “ 1 be given and define

0 ď λt “ λ|C0:t
P pC0:tq˚. If rλ0, . . . , λT s P dompDq then there exists a unique Q P Prob1pΩq which

represents λ on C0:T , i.e.

xϕ, λy “ EQ rϕs , @ϕ P C0:T .

Proof. The proof is an adaption of [14] Theorem 7.10.6. We first stress the fact that λt “ λ|C0:t
P

pC0:tq˚ is a consequence of (27). We will apply Proposition A.5. To do so, we show that for a

fixed ε ą 0 and for n big enough, we may define a set Kε :“ K0pnq ˆ . . .KT pnq that is compact

(since so are all the factors) and satisfies the assumptions in Proposition A.5. Suppose that a given

ϕ P C0:T satisfies: ϕpxq “ 0 for every x P
ŚT

t“0 Ktpnq. We also have automatically that

|ϕpxq| ď }ϕ}0:T

˜
1 `

Tÿ

t“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ
¸

@x P Ω .

By Assumption 2.8 we then have:

|ϕpxq| ď }ϕ}0:T

˜
Tÿ

t“0

fnt px0, . . . , xtq
¸

@rx0, . . . , xT s P ΩzK0pnq ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ KT pnq .

Since moreover by assumption ϕ ” 0 on
ŚT

t“0 Ktpnq we get:

|ϕpxq| ď }ϕ}0:T

˜
Tÿ

t“0

fnt px0, . . . , xtq
¸

@rx0, . . . , xT s P Ω . (60)

Then, the following chain of inequalities holds for every Γ ą 0 (additional motivation will be

provided immediately after):

|xϕ, λy| ď x|ϕ| , λy ď x}ϕ}0:T
Tÿ

t“0

fnt , λy “ }ϕ}0:T
Tÿ

t“0

xfnt , λy “ }ϕ}0:T
Tÿ

t“0

xfnt , λty (61)

“ }ϕ}0:T
1

Γ

Tÿ

t“0

xΓfnt , λty ď }ϕ}0:T
ˆ

1

Γ
Dpλ0, . . . , λT q ` 1

Γ
V pΓfn0 , . . . ,ΓfnT q

˙
. (62)

Here, (61) follows from positivity of λ, from (60), from linearity and the fact that one defines

λt :“ λ|C0:t
P pC0:tq˚, while (62) follows from linearity and from Fenchel inequality (29). Since

we are assuming by hypothesis that rλ0, . . . , λT s P dompDq, we can select Γ ą 0 such that
1
ΓDpλ0, . . . , λT q ď ε

2 . Select now n in such a way that 1
ΓV pΓfn0 , . . . ,ΓfnT q ď ε

2 for every s ď T

(which is possible by Assumption 2.8). Then continuing from (62) we get

|xϕ, λy| ď }ϕ}0:T
´ε

2
` ε

2

¯
ď ε }ϕ}0:T .

The thesis now follows combining Proposition A.5 and Daniell-Stone Theorem A.6.

Lemma 2.23. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48), the equation (50) holds for every c P C0:T , with

a minimum in place of the infimum.

25



Proof. Combining Lemma 2.18, Lemma 2.20, and Lemma 2.22 we have

Ppcq L.2.18“ min
λPpC0:T q˚,
λě0,λp1q“1

pxc, λy ` P˚pλqq

L.2.20“ min
λPpC0:T q˚,
λě0,λp1q“1

pxc, λy ` Dpλq ` σApλqq

p‹q“ min
λPpC0:T q˚,rλ0,...,λT sPdompDq

λě0,λp1q“1

pxc, λy ` Dpλq ` σApλqq

L.2.22“ min
QPProb1pΩq,
QPdompDq

pEQ rcs ` DpQq ` σApQqq (63)

p‹q“ min
QPProb1pΩq

pEQ rcs ` DpQq ` σApQqq

where in p‹q we used the fat that D is bounded from below by SU p0q by Remark 2.21, hence

rλ0, . . . , λT s P dompDq ô Dpλ0, . . . , λT q ă `8, and in (63) we identified probability measures

Q P Prob1pΩq and their induced functionals, as well as the marginals Qt of such measures with

the restrictions of such functionals to C0:t.

Lemma 2.24. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48) the sublevel

tQ P Prob1pΩq X A˝ | DpQq ď Ξu

is σppC0:T q˚, C0:T q|Prob1pΩq-(sequentially) compact for every Ξ P R.

Proof. We show that tλ P pC0:T q˚ | λ ě 0, λp1q “ 1,P˚pλq ď Ξu is weak˚ -(sequentially) compact.

To do so, it is enough to prove that tλ P pC0:T q˚ | P˚pλq ď Ξu is weak˚-(sequentially) compact.

Once this is done notice that, combining the fact that σA “ δA˝ and Lemma 2.20, tλ P pC0:T q˚ |
P˚pλq ď Ξu “ tλ P pC0:T q˚ | λ ě 0, λp1q “ 1,Dpλq ď Ξu X A˝. Since by Lemma 2.22 there is a

natural identification between normalized nonnegative functionals in dompP˚q and the measures

in Prob1pΩq, the proof will be complete. In order to prove that tλ P pC0:T q˚ | P˚pλq ď Ξu
is weak˚-(sequentially) compact, observe first that by (56) we have for every r ą 0 and λ P
pC0:T q˚ s.t. P˚pλq ď Ξ

sup
cPC0:T ,

}c}
0:Tďr

|xc, λy| “ sup
cPC0:T ,

}c}
0:Tďr

xc, λy ď sup
cPC0:T ,

}c}
0:Tďr

p´Pp´cqq ` P˚pλq ď Ξ ` sup
cPC0:T ,

}c}
0:Tďr

p´Pp´cqq . (64)

Now since ´Pp¨q is real valued, convex and continuous on C0:T (Lemma 2.18) it follows from [2]

Theorem 5.43 that the RHS in (64) is finite for some r ą 0. Then, the operator norms of elements of

the set tλ P pC0:T q˚ | P˚pλq ď Ξu are uniformly bounded, implying that tλ P pC0:T q˚ | P˚pλq ď Ξu
is contained in some (weak˚ compact, by Banach Alaoglu Theorem, and sequentially compact by

separability of C0:T , see [2] Theorem 6.30) ball of pC0:T q˚. Since P˚ is weak˚ lower semicontinuous

by its own very definition, its sublevel sets are weak˚ closed. This concludes the proof of weak˚-

(sequential) compactness of tλ P pC0:T q˚ | P˚pλq ď Ξu.

Lemma 2.25. Under Assumption 2.8, for every lower semicontinuous c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s satis-

fying (49), the duality (50) holds and, if Ppcq ă `8, the infimum in (50) is a minimum.
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Proof. Take c as in the statement. Observe that, from the definition of P and the Fenchel inequality

on SU , for any Q P Prob1pΩq X A˝ we have

Ppcq “ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq ď sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

˜
pSU q˚pQ0, . . . , QT q ` EQ

«
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt

ff¸

QPProb1pΩqXA
0

ď sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

˜
pSU q˚pQ0, . . . , QT q ` EQ

«
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` z

ff¸

L.2.20
ď sup

zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

pEQ rcs ` DpQqq

“ EQ rcs ` DpQq.

Hence:

Ppcq ď inf
QPProb1pΩqXA˝

EQ rcs ` DpQq (65)

The case Ppcq “ `8 is thus trivial and we now focus on the case Ppcq ă `8. Let cApxq :“
´A

´
1 `

řT
t“0

řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ
¯
, x P Ω. Then c ě cA P C0:T and PpcAq ď Ppcq ă `8, as can be easily

verified.

A standard argument produces a sequence pcnqn Ď C0:T with cn Òn c pointwise on Ω. We claim

that, given a sequence of optima for the dual problems of Ppcnq, taking a suitable converging

subsequence the limit pQ satisfies pQ P Prob1pΩq X A˝ and E pQ rcs ` Dp pQq ď Ppcq. This and (65)

will then imply (50).

To prove the claim, recall from Lemma 2.23 and `8 ą Ppcq ě Ppcnq, that each dual problem for

Ppcnq admits an optimum, call it Qn P Prob1pΩq XA˝. We proceed observing that DpQnq P R for

every n and

Ppcnq “ EQn rcns ` DpQnq ě ´EQn
«

}c1}0:T

˜
1 `

Tÿ

t“0

ηt

¸ff
` DpQnq (66)

where we set ηtpxtq “ řd
j“1

ˇ̌
ˇxjt

ˇ̌
ˇ , xt P Kt. Now by Fenchel inequality (29), mimicking the argument

in (62),

EQn

«
}c1}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

ηt

ff
ď 1

2
DpQnq ` 1

2
V p2 }c1}0:T η0, . . . , 2 }c1}0:T ηT q .

Going back to (66) we then get

Ppcnq ě ζ ` 1

2
DpQnq (67)

where ζ P R is a constant depending on c1, V, η0, . . . , ηT . Since now Ppcnq ď Ppcq ă `8 we

conclude that supnDpQnq ă `8, which in turns implies that the sequence pQnqn lies in tQ P
Prob1pΩq X A˝ | DpQq ď Ξu for Ξ P R big enough. We know that the latter set is weak˚

sequentially compact by Lemma 2.24, thus we can extract a weak˚ converging subsequence, which
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we rename again pQnqn, say converging to a pQ P Prob1 X A˝. Now it is easily seen that

E pQ rcs ` Dp pQq “ lim
n
E pQ rcns ` Dp pQq

p‹q
ď lim

n
lim inf
m

pEQm rcns ` DpQmqq
p‹‹q
ď lim

n
lim inf
m

pEQm rcms ` DpQmqq

“ lim inf
m

pEQm rcms ` DpQmqq “ lim
m

Ppcmq ď Ppcq

where in p‹q we exploited the fact that Q ÞÑ EQrcns dQ ` DpQq is weak˚ lower semicontinuous

being sum of weak˚ lower semicontinuous functionals, and in p‹‹q we used the fact that cn ď cm

if m ě n.

2.5 Convergence of EMOT

In this Section 2.5 we study some stability and convergence results for the EMOT problem. In

particular, we show how under suitable convergence assumptions on the penalty terms, one can

see the classical MOT as a limit case for EMOT.

We suppose that for each n P N Y t8u we are given a functional Un and a set An Ď C0:T . We

denote the corresponding problem as in (32) by Pnpcq.

Proposition 2.26. Suppose that, for each n P N Y t8u, the same assumptions of Theorem 2.11

hold for Pnpcq and that Pnpcq ă `8. Suppose that

D8pQq ` σA8 pQq “ sup
nPN

pDnpQq ` σAnpQqq

Dn`1pQq ` σAn`1
pQq ě DnpQq ` σAnpQq, n P N,

(68)

for every Q P Prob1pΩq. Then Pnpcq Òn P8pcq for every c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s which is lower

semicontinuous and satisfies (49).

Proof. From Lemma 2.23 we see that each dual problem for Ppcnq admits an optimum, call it

Qn P Prob1pΩq X A˝
n. for each n P N. Observe that `8 ą P8pcq ě supnPnpcq “ limnPnpcq and

that, with an argument similar to the one yielding (67),

Pnpcq “ EQn rcs ` DnpQnq ` σAnpQnq ě EQn

«
´ }c}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

ψt

ff
` DnpQnq ` σAnpQnq

ě ´1

2
P˚
npQnq ` 1

2
Pn

˜
´2 }c}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
` DnpQnq ` σAnpQnq

L.2.20“ 1

2
Pn

˜
´2 }c}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
` 1

2
DnpQnq ` σAnpQnq

ě 1

2
P1

˜
´2 }c}0:T

Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
` 1

2
D1pQnq ` σA1

pQnq.

As a consequence, for some constant η,

`8 ą P8pcq ě Pnpcq ě η ` 1

2
D1pQnq ` σA1

pQnq
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Hence, all the measures pQnqn belong to the a sublevel in the form tQ P Prob1pΩqXpA1q˝ | D1pQq ď
Ξu which is σpProb1pΩq, C0:T q-(sequentially) compact by Lemma 2.24. Extract a subsequence,

which will be renamed again pQnqn, converging to the limit Q8 P Prob1pΩq. Since Dn, σAn are

lower semicontinuous, so is Dn ` σAn for every n P N X t8u. Hence

D8pQ8q ` σA8 pQ8q (68)“ sup
K

pDKpQ8q ` σAK pQ8qq ď sup
K

lim inf
n

pDKpQnq ` σAK pQnqq

(68)
ď sup

K

lim inf
n

pDnpQnq ` σAnpQnqq “ lim inf
n

pDnpQnq ` σAnpQnqq .

Up to taking a further subsequence, again renamed pQnqn we might as well assume that the lim inf

above is in fact a limit, so that

D8pQ8q ` σA8 pQ8q ď lim
n

pDnpQnq ` σAnpQnqq .

Since now c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is lower semicontinuous and satisfies (49) for some A ě 0, there exists

a sequence pcnqn Ď C0:T with cn Òn c pointwise on Ω, just as in the proof of Lemma 2.25. Notice

that by Monotone Convergence Theorem we then have that EQ rcs “ supnEQ rcns. We conclude

that Q ÞÑ EQ rcs is the supremum of linear functional, each being continuous w.r.t the topology

induced by σppC0:T q˚, C0:T q on Prob1pΩq. Then, Q ÞÑ EQ rcs is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. such

topology and EQ8 rcs ď lim infnEQnrcs. Passing again to a further subsequence we can assume

that lim infnEQn rcs “ limnEQnrcs. From the previous arguments we then get

P8pcq ď EQ8 rcs ` D8pQ8q ` σA8 pQ8q ď lim
n
EQn rcs ` D8pQ8q ` σA8 pQ8q

ď lim
n
EQnrcs ` lim

n
DnpQnq ` σAnpQnq “ lim

n
pEQn rcs ` DnpQnq ` σAnpQnqq “ lim

n
Pnpcq .

where we exploited the fact that pQnqn are optima. Since we already know limnPnpcq ď P8pcq
this concludes the proof of Pnpcq Òn P8pcq.

3 Additive structure

In Section 2, we did not require any particular structural form of the functionals D, U . Here

instead, we will assume an additive structure of U and, complementarily, an additive structure

of D. In the whole Section 3 we take for each t “ 0, . . . , T a vector subspace Et Ď Ct such that

Et ` R “ Et and set E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET . Observe that we automatically have E ` R
T`1 “ E . It is

also clear that E is a subspace of pC0:T qT`1, if we interpret E0, . . . , ET as subspaces of C0:T . We

also mention here that up to now we used for a λ P pC0:T q˚ (resp. for a measure µ P capΩq) , the

notation λt (resp. µt) for restrictions to C0:t (resp. marginals on Ω0:t). This was motivated by

the fact that we were considering general Et Ď C0:t. Since from now on we will mostly work with

Et Ď Ct, we change notation slightly.

Notation 3.1. For the whole Sections 3, 4, 5, given a λ P pC0:T q˚ (resp. given a measure

µ P capΩq), we use the notation λt (resp. µt) for restrictions to Ct (resp. marginals on
Śd

j“1K
j
t ).
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3.1 Additive structure of U

Setup 3.2. For every t “ 0, . . . , T we consider a proper concave functional Ut : Et Ñ r´8,`8q.
We define Dt on ca1pKtq similarly to (28) as

Dtpγtq :“ sup
ϕtPEt

ˆ
Utpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dγt

˙
, γt P ca1pKtq

and observe that Dt can also be thought to be defined on ca1pΩq using for γ P ca1pΩq the marginals

γ0, ..., γT and setting Dtpγq :“ Dtpγtq. We may now define, for each ϕ P E, Upϕq :“ řT
t“0 Utpϕtq

and define D on ca1pΩq using (28). Recall from (25)

SU pϕq :“ sup
βPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
, ϕ P E , SUtpϕtq :“ sup

αPR
pUpϕt ` αq ´ αq , ϕt P Et.

Lemma 3.3. In Setup 3.2 and under the convention `8 ´ 8 “ ´8 we have

Dpγq “
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγq “
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγtq, @ γ P ca1pΩq, SU pϕq “
Tÿ

t“0

SUtpϕtq for all ϕ P E , (69)

and for all ϕ P E

SU pϕ ` βq “ SU pϕq `
Tÿ

t“0

βt, for β P R
T`1, SUtpϕt ` βq “ SUtpϕtq ` β, for β P R .

Proof. We will only focus on (69), since the remaining claims are easily checked. We have that

Dpγq “ sup
ϕPE

˜
Tÿ

t“0

Utpϕtq ´
Tÿ

t“0

ż

Kt

ϕt dγ

¸
“

Tÿ

t“0

sup
ϕtPEt

ˆ
Utpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dγt

˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγtq “
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγq .

As to the second claim in (69), in view of `8 ´ 8 “ ´8, we observe that

sup
βPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
“

Tÿ

t“0

sup
βPR

pUtpϕt ` βq ´ βq “
Tÿ

t“0

SUtpϕtq.

3.2 Duality for the general Cash Additive setup

As a consequence of Theorem 2.11, we are now ready to prove the duality Dpcq “ Ppcq announced

in the Introduction, in equation (22).

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that Et Ď Ct with Xt P Et and that St : Et Ñ R is a concave, cash

additive functional null in 0. Set Upϕq :“
řT
t“0 Stpϕtq, for ϕ P E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET and suppose that

Assumption 2.8 is fulfilled. Consider for every t “ 0, . . . , T the penalizations

DtpQtq :“ sup
ϕtPEt

ˆ
Stpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

˙
for Qt P Prob1pKtq.
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Let c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s be lower semicontinuous and such that (49) holds. Then

Ppcq “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H with
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+

“ inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

DtpQtq
¸ (70)

and the infimum in (70) is a minimum provided that Ppcq ă `8.

Proof. Let D be defined as in (28). Observe that we are in Setup 3.2. Lemma 3.3 tells us that

SU pϕq “
řT
t“0 Stpϕtq, since S0, . . . , ST are cash additive, and that D coincides on MartpΩq with

the penalization term Q ÞÑ řT
t“0 DtpQtq, as provided in the statement of this Theorem. All the

assumptions of Theorem 2.11 are fulfilled, so that we can apply Corollary 2.15, which yields exactly

Dpcq “ Ppcq.

3.3 Additive structure of D.

The results of this subsection will be applied in Subsections 4.4 and 4.5. In the spirit of Remark

2.2, we may now reverse the procedure taken in the previous subsection: we start from some

functionals Dt on ca1pKtq, for t “ 0, . . . , T , and build an additive functional D on ca1pΩq. Our aim

is to find the counterparts of the results in Section 3.1.

Setup 3.5. For every t “ 0, . . . , T we consider a proper, convex, σpca1pKtq, Etq-lower semicontin-

uous functional Dt : ca1pKtq Ñ p´8,`8s. We can then extend the functionals Dt to ca1pΩq by

using, for any γ P capΩq, the marginals γ0, . . . , γT . If γ P ca1pΩq, we set

Dtpγq :“ Dtpγtq and Dpγq :“
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγq “
Tÿ

t“0

Dtpγtq .

We define V pϕq for ϕ P E and Vtpϕtq for ϕt P Et, for t “ 0, . . . , T similarly to (30), as

V pϕq :“ sup
γPca1pΩq

˜ż

Ω

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt

¸
dγ ´ Dpγq

¸
and Vtpϕtq :“ sup

γPca1pKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕt dγ ´ Dtpγq
˙
.

We define on E the functional Up¨q “ ´V p´¨q, as in (31), and similarly Utp¨q “ ´Vtp´¨q on Et,

for t “ 0, . . . , T . Finally, SU pϕq, SU0pϕ0q, . . . , SUT pϕT q are defined as in Setup 3.2.

Lemma 3.6. In Setup 3.5 we have:

1. D0, . . . ,DT , as well as D, are σpca1pΩq, Eq-lower semicontinuous.

2. Under the additional assumption that dompDtq Ď Prob1pKtq for every t “ 0, . . . , T , for any

ϕ “ rϕ0, . . . , ϕT s P E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET

Upϕq “
Tÿ

t“0

Utpϕtq “
Tÿ

t“0

´Vtp´ϕtq , (71)

SU pϕq “
Tÿ

t“0

SUtpϕtq . (72)
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Proof.

Item 1. For each t “ 0, . . . , T Dtpγq “ Dt ˝πtpγq, where Dt is σpca1pKtq, Etq-lower semicontinuous

and πt, the projection to the t-th marginal, is σpca1pΩq, Eq ´ σpca1pKtq, Etq continuous. Hence,

for each t “ 0, . . . , T γ ÞÑ Dtpγq is σpca1pΩq, Eq-lower semicontinuous. Lower semicontinuity

of D is then a consequence of the fact that the sum of lower semicontinuous functions is lower

semicontinuous.

Item 2, equation (71). We have that for ψ “ ´ϕ

´ Upϕq “ V pψq “ sup
γPca1pΩq

˜ż

Ω

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
dγ ´ Dpµq

¸
“ sup

γPca1pΩq

Tÿ

t“0

ˆż

Kt

ψtdγ ´ Dtpµtq
˙

piq“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

ˆż

Kt

ψtdγt ´ Dtpγtq
˙

| γ P ca1pΩq with γt P Prob1pKtq @t “ 0, . . . , T

+

piiq“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

ˆż

Kt

ψtdQt ´ DtpQtq
˙

| rQ0, . . . , QT s P Prob1pK0q ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ Prob1pKT q
+

“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
QtPProb1pKtq

ˆż

Kt

ψtdQt ´ DtpQtq
˙

piiiq“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
γtPca1pKtq

ˆż

Kt

ψtdγt ´ Dtpγtq
˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

Vtpψtq “
Tÿ

t“0

´Utpϕtq

where for piq we used

dompDq Ď Z :“
 
γ P ca1pΩq | γt P Prob1pKtq @t “ 0, . . . , T

(
.

In piiq we applied the facts that: (1) any vector of probability measures rQ0, . . . , QT s with Qt P
Prob1pKtq, t “ 0, . . . , T identifies γ :“ Q0 b ¨ ¨ ¨ bQT P Z2 with Dpγq “ řT

t“0 DtpQtq; (2) for every

γ P Z (setting Qt :“ γt P Prob1pKtqq we have Dpγq “ řT
t“0 DtpQtq. The equality piiiq follows

from dompDtq Ď Prob1pKtq for each t “ 0, . . . , T .

Item 2, equation (72). The argument is identical to the one in the proof of Lemma 3.3, using

the additive structure of U we obtained in the previous step of the proof.

3.4 Divergences induced by utility functions

In this section we provide the exact formulation of the divergences induced by utility functions

ut : R Ñ r´8,`8q, distinguishing the two cases: domputq “ R and domputq Ě r0,`8q.

Assumption 3.7. We consider concave, upper semicontinuous nondecreasing functions u0, . . . , uT :

R Ñ r´8,`8q with u0p0q “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ uT p0q “ 0, utpxq ď x @x P R (that is 1 P Bu0p0qX¨ ¨ ¨XBuT p0q).
For each t “ 0, . . . , T we define vtpxq :“ ´utp´xq, x P R and

v˚
t pyq :“ sup

xPR
pxy ´ vtpxqq “ sup

xPR
putpxq ´ xyqq, y P R . (73)

We observe that vtpyq “ v˚˚
t pyq “ supxPRpxy ´ v˚

t pyqq for all y P R by Fenchel-Moreau Theorem

and that v˚
t is convex, lower semicontinuous and lower bounded on R.

2Note that this does not hold for a general vector of (signed) measures, which is why we need the additional

assumption on the domains of the penalization functionals for Item 2
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Example 3.8. Assumption 3.7 is satisfied by a wide range of functions. Just to mention a few with

various peculiar features, we might take ut of the following forms: utpxq “ 1 ´ expp´xq, whose

convex conjugate is given by v˚
t pyq “ ´8 for y ă 0, v˚

t p0q “ 0, v˚
t pyq “ py logpyq ´ y ` 1q for

y ą 0; utpxq “ αx1p´8,0spxq for α ě 1, so that v˚
t pyq “ `8 for y ă 0, v˚

t pyq “ 0 for y P r0, αs,
v˚
t pyq “ `8 for y ą α; utpxq “ logpx`1q for x ą ´1, utpxq “ ´8 for x ď ´1, so that v˚

t pyq “ `8
for y ď 0, v˚

t pyq “ y´ logpyq´1 for y ą 0; utpxq “ ´8 for x ď ´1, utpxq “ x
x`1 for x ą ´1 so that

v˚
t pyq “ ´8 for y ă 0, v˚

t pyq “ y´ 2
?
y` 1 for y ě 0; utpxq “ ´8 for x ă 0, utpxq “ 1 ´ expp´xq

for x ě 0, so that v˚
t pyq “ `8 for y ă 0, v˚

t pyq “ y logpyq ´ y ` 1 for 0 ď y ď 1, v˚
t pyq “ 0 for

y ą 1.

Fix pµt P MeaspKtq. We pose for µ P MeaspKtq

Dv˚
t ,pµtpµq :“

$
&
%

ş
Kt
v˚
t

´
dµ
dpµt

¯
dpµt if µ ! pµt

`8 otherwise
. (74)

In the next two propositions, whose proofs are postponed to the Appendix A.1, we provide the

dual representation of the divergence terms.

Proposition 3.9. Take u0, . . . , uT satisfying Assumption 3.7 with dompu0q “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ dompuT q “ R,

consider closed (possibly noncompact) K0, . . . ,KT Ď R and let pµt P MeaspKtq, t “ 0, . . . , T . Then

Dv˚
t ,pµtpµq “ sup

ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtpxtq dµpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtpxtqq dpµtpxtq
˙
. (75)

Set:

pv˚
t q1

8 :“ lim
yÑ`8

v˚
t pyq
y

, t “ 0, . . . , T .

As utp0q “ 0, pv˚
t q1

8 P r0,`8s since v˚
t pyq ě utp0q ´ 0 ¨ y “ 0. Let pQt P ProbpKtq and, for

µ P MeaspKtq, let µ “ µa ` µs be the Lebesgue Decomposition of µ with respect to pQt, where

µa ! pQt and µs K pQt. Then we can define for µ P MeaspKtq

Ftpµ | pQtq :“
ż

Kt

v˚
t

ˆ
dµa

d pQt

˙
d pQt ` pv˚

t q1
8µspKtq

where we use the convention 8 ˆ 0 “ 0, in case pv˚
t q1

8 “ `8, µspKtq “ 0. Observe that the

restriction of Fp¨ | pQtq to MeaspKtq coincides with the functional in [52] (2.35) with F “ v˚
t , and

that whenever domputq “ R we have pv˚
t q1

8 “ limyÑ`8
v˚
t pyq
y

“ `8 and Ftp¨ | pQtq coincides with

D
v˚
t ,

pQtp¨q (see (74)) on MeaspKtq.

Proposition 3.10. Suppose that u0, . . . , uT : R Ñ r´8,`8q satisfy Assumption 3.7, and assume

that K0, . . . ,KT Ď R are compact. If pQt P ProbpKtq, t P t0, . . . , T u, has full support then

Ftpµ | pQtq “ sup
ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtpxtq dµpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtpxtqq d pQtpxtq
˙
. (76)

Example 3.11. The requirement that pQ0, . . . , pQT have full support is crucial for the proof of Propo-

sition 3.10. We provide a simple example to the fact that (76) does not hold in general when such
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an assumption is not fulfilled. To this end, take K “ t´2, 0, 2u, pQ “ 1
2δt´2u ` 1

2δt`2u, µ “ δt0u,

upxq :“ x
x`1 for x ě ´1 and upxq “ ´8 for x ă ´1. It is easy to see that the associated v˚ via

(73) is defined by v˚pyq “ 1 ` y ´ 2
?
y for y ě 0 and v˚pyq “ ´8 for y ă 0, so that pv˚

t q1
8 “ 1. It

is also easy to see that µ K pQ, hence in the Lebesgue decomposition with respect to pQ, µa “ 0 and

µs “ µ. Hence Fpµ | pQq “ 1`1µpKq “ 2. At the same time we see that taking ϕN P CbpKq defined

via ϕN p´2q “ ϕN p2q “ 0, ϕNp0q “ ´N (observe that for N sufficiently large upϕN q R CbpKq) we

have

sup
ϕPCbpKq

ˆż

K

ϕdµ ´
ż

K

vpϕq d pQ
˙

“ sup
ϕPCbpKq

ˆż

K

upϕq d pQ´
ż

K

ϕdµ

˙

ě sup
N

ˆż

K

upϕN q d pQ ´
ż

K

ϕN dµ

˙
ě sup

N

ˆ
p0q 1

2
` p0q 1

2
´ p´Nq

˙
“ `8.

4 Applications in the compact case

The pricing-hedging dualities numbered 1., 2., 4., 5., 6., announced in the Introduction (page 12)

are proved in this section.

We suppose, in the whole Section 4 that the following requirements are fulfilled.

Standing Assumption 4.1. Let d “ 1 and Ω :“ K0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ KT for compact sets K0, . . . ,KT Ď
R; K0 “ tx0u for some x0 P R; the functional c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is lower semicontinuous;

pQ P MartpΩq is a given martingale measure with marginals pQ0, . . . , pQT ; c P L1p pQq.

Under this assumption, C0:T “ CbpΩq and pC0:T q˚ “ capΩq “ ca1pΩq. We observe that the stock Xt

is assumed to be bounded due to the compactness assumption on K0, . . . ,KT . As a consequence,

if we consider, for example, the call option pXt ´ αq`, α P R, then it is also bounded on Ω. The

selection E Ď CbpK0q ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ CbpKT q is then, in this context, appropriate.

4.1 Subhedging with vanilla options

As in [6], in this Section 4.1 we suppose that the elements in Et represent portfolios obtained

combining call options with maturity t, units of the underlying stock at time t (xt) and deterministic

amounts, that is Et consists of all the functions in CbpKtq with the following form:

ϕtpxtq “ a` bxt `
Nÿ

n“1

cnpxt ´ αnq`, for a, b, cn, αn P R, xt P Kt (77)

and take E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET . As shown in the proofs of Corollaries 4.3 and 4.5, which are the core

content of this Section 4.1, one could as well take E “ CbpK0q ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ CbpKT q preserving validity of

(80) and (82).

As it will become clear from the proofs, in all the results in Section 4.1 the functional U is real

valued on the whole E and cash additive, which yields dompUq “ dompSU q “ E . Thus, we will

exploit Corollary 2.14 and Corollary 2.15, in particular (51) and (52), in the case dompSU q “ E .

We set for ϕt P CbpKtq

U pQtpϕtq “ sup
α,λPR

ˆż

Kt

utpϕtpxtq ` αxt ` λqd pQtpxtq ´ pαx0 ` λq
˙
. (78)
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We observe that Assumption 3.7 does not impose that the functions ut are real valued on the

whole R. Nevertheless, for the functional U pQt we have:

Lemma 4.2. Under Assumption 3.7 for each t “ 0, . . . , T

1. U pQt is real valued on CbpKtq and null in 0.

2. U pQt is concave and nondecreasing.

3. U pQt is stock additive on CbpKtq, namely for every αt, λt P R and ϕt P CbpKtq

U pQtpϕt ` αtXt ` λtq “ U pQtpϕtq ` αtx0 ` λt .

Proof. Clearly U pQtpϕtq ą ´8, as we may choose λt P R so that pϕt`0Xt`λtq P dompuq Ě r0,`8q.
Furthermore,

U pQtpϕtq
1PBUtp0q

ď sup
α,λPR

ˆż

Kt

pϕt ` αXt ` λq d pQt ´ pαx0 ` λq
˙

pQPMartpΩq“ sup
α,λPR

ˆż

Kt

ϕt d pQt ` pαx0 ` λ´ αx0 ´ λq
˙

ď }ϕt}8 .

(79)

Finally, 0 “
ş
Kt
u p0q d pQt ď U pQtp0q ď }0}8.

Item 2: monotonicity is trivial from the definition, while for concavity we see that whenever

ϕ1, ϕ2 P CbpKtq, 0 ď γ ď 1 are given, setting ϕγ “ γϕ1`p1´γqϕ2 and defining for λ1, α1, λ2, α2 P R

the values λγ , αγ P R analogously, we have by concavity of U

γU pQtpϕ
1q ` p1 ´ γqU pQtpϕ

2q

“ sup
λ1,α1,λ2,α2PR

`
γ
`
Upϕ1 ` α1Xt ` λ1q ´ pα1x0 ` λ1q

˘
` p1 ´ γq

`
Upϕ2 ` α2Xt ` λ2q ´ pα2x0 ` λ2q

˘˘

ď sup
λ1,α1,λ2,α2PR

pUpϕγ ` αγXt ` λγq ´ pαγx0 ` λγqq

ď sup
λ,αPR

pUpϕγ ` αXt ` λq ´ pαx0 ` λqq “ U pQtpϕ
γq .

Item 3: we see that

U pQtpϕt ` αtXt ` λtq “ sup
αPR
λPR

ˆż

Kt

ut pϕtpxtq ` pα ` αtqxt ` pλ ` λtqq d pQtpxtq ´ pαx0 ` λq
˙

“ sup
αPR
λPR

ˆż

Kt

ut pϕtpxtq ` pα ` αtqxt ` pλ` λtqq d pQtpxtq ´ ppαt ` αqx0 ` pλt ` λqq
˙

` αtx0 ` λt,

in which we recognize the definition of U pQtpϕtq ` αtx0 ` λt.

Corollary 4.3. Take u0, . . . , uT satisfying Assumption 3.7 and suppose dompu0q “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ dompuT q “
R. Then

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq
¸

“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

U pQtpϕtq | ϕ P Ssubpcq
+
. (80)

Moreover, if LHS of (80) is finite, a minimum point exists.
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Proof. Set Upϕq “
řT
t“0 U pQtpϕtq for ϕ P E . By Lemma 4.2 for each t “ 0, . . . , T the monotone con-

cave functional ϕt ÞÑ U pQtpϕtq is actually well defined, finite valued, concave and nondecreasing on

the whole CbpKtq. Hence, by the Extended Namioka-Klee Theorem (see [12]) it is norm continuous

on CbpKtq.
We also observe that in this case we are in Setup 3.2 and we can apply Lemma 3.3 Equation (69).

We have

DpQq :“ sup
ϕPE

˜
Upϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

¸
“

Tÿ

t“0

sup
ϕtPEt

ˆ
U pQtpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆ
U pQtpϕtq ´

ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

˙
(81)

p‹q“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
ϕPCbpKtq,αtPR,λtPR

ˆż

Kt

utpϕt ` αtXt ` λtq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

pϕt ` αtXt ` λtq dQt

˙

p‹‹q“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
ϕPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

utpϕtq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

ϕt dQt

˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

sup
ψtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ψt dQt ´
ż

Kt

vtpψtq d pQt
˙

“
Tÿ

t“0

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq, @Q P MartpΩq

where: in (81) we combined the aforementioned continuity of U pQt on CbpKtq with the fact that Et

consists of all piecewise linear functions on Kt hence Et is norm dense in CbpKtq; in p‹q we used the

fact that for rϕt :“ ϕt ` αtXt ` λt, and for every Q P MartpΩq,
ş
Kt

rϕdQt “
ş
Kt
ϕd pQt ` αtx0 ` λt,

and in p‹‹q we exploited the fact that rϕt P Et for every ϕt P Et, αt, λt P R; the last equality follows

from Proposition 3.9 Equation (75).

Using Lemma 3.3 and the fact that U pQ0
, . . . , U pQT are cash additive we get SU pϕq “ řT

t“0 S
UxQt pϕtq “

řT
t“0 U pQtpϕtq “ Upϕq. By Lemma 4.2 Item 1, the assumptions of Corollary 2.16 are satisfied so

that we obtain

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcpXqs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq
¸

“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

U pQtpϕtq | ϕ P Ssubpcq
+
.

Existence of optima follows again from Corollary 2.16.

We stress the fact that in Corollary 4.3 we assume that all the functions u0, . . . , uT are real valued

on the whole R. A more general result can be obtained when weakening this assumption, but it

requires an additional assumption on the marginals of pQ.

Corollary 4.4. Suppose Assumption 3.7 is fulfilled. Assume that pQ0, . . . , pQT have full support

on K0, . . . ,KT respectively3. Then Equation (80) holds true replacing D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq with FtpQt| pQtq.
Moreover, finiteness of the problem in the LHS of (80) implies the existence of a minimum.

Proof. The proof can be carried over almost literally as the proof of Corollary 4.3, with the excep-

tion of replacing the reference to Proposition 3.9 with the reference to Proposition 3.10.

3Observe that we are requesting the full support property onK0, . . . ,KT with respect to their induced (Euclidean)

topology. In particular, this means that whenever kt P Kt is an isolated point, pQtptktuq ą 0. This is consistent

with the assumption K0 “ tx0u, which implies ProbpK0q reduces to the Dirac measure, ProbpK0q “ tδtx0uu.
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We now take utpxq “ x for each t “ 0, . . . , T , and get U pQtpϕtq “ V pQtpϕtq “ E pQt rϕts. Hence with

an easy computation we have

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq “

$
&
%

0 if Qt ” pQt
`8 otherwise.

for all Q P MartpΩq.

Recalling that Martp pQ0, . . . , pQT q “ tQ P MartpΩq | Qt ” pQt @ t “ 0, . . . , T u, from Corollary 4.3 we

can recover the following result of [6] (under the compactness assumption, which will be dropped

in Corollary 5.3).

Corollary 4.5. The following equality holds:

inf
QPMartp pQ0,..., pQT q

EQ rcs “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

E pQt rϕts | ϕ P Ssubpcq
+
. (82)

Moreover, if LHS of (82) is finite, a minimum point exists.

4.2 Subhedging without Options

The pricing-hedging duality without options takes the following form.

Corollary 4.6. The following equality hold:

inf
QPMartpΩq

EQ rcs “ sup
 
m P R | D∆ P H with m` I∆ ď c

(
:“ Πsubpcq . (83)

Moreover, if LHS of (83) is finite, a minimum point exists.

Proof. We take E0 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ ET “ R and E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET “ R
T`1. For each ϕ P E with

ϕ “ rm1, . . . ,mT s, m P R
T`1 we select4 Upϕq “ řT

t“0mt. Then by definition of D (see Section

2.1) we get

Dpγq “

$
&
%

0 for γ P capΩq s.t. γpΩq “ 1

`8 otherwise.
.

In particular DpQq “ 0 for every Q P MartpΩq. Moreover we observe that SU pϕq “ Upϕq for every

ϕ P E . Applying Corollary 2.16, from Equation (53) we get that

inf
QPMartpΩq

EQ rcs “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

mt | m0, . . . ,mT P R s.t. D ∆ P H with
Tÿ

t“0

mt ` I∆ ď c

+
.

We recognize in the RHS above the RHS of (83). Finally, existence of optima follows again from

Corollary 2.16.

4.3 Subhedging without the market

As in Example 2.7 we let t0u Ď A Ď ´pC0:T q`, so that Prob1pΩq “ A˝ X Prob1pΩq.
4As E “ R

T`1, we notice that if utpxtq “ xt, t “ 0, ..., T, and pQ P MartpΩq, the functional U pQt defined in (78)

is given by U pQtpmtq “ mt and so Upmq “
řT

t“0
U pQt pmtq “

řT
t“0

mt for all m P E.
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Corollary 4.7. Let E “
ŚT

t“0 CbpKtq and suppose that Upϕq “ 0 for some ϕ P E. Then:

inf
QPProb1pΩq

pEQrcs ` DpQqq “ sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ď c

+
. (84)

Proof. It is enough to apply Corollary 2.14, and to observe that since f P ´A ñ f P pC0:T q` we

have

sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` f ď c for some f P ´A

+
“ sup

#
SU pϕq | ϕ P E ,

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ď c

+
.

The LHS of (84) is the Entropy Optimal Transport problem as in [52], but with Prob1pΩq replacing

MeaspΩq and (84) is the subhedging price where only options can be used for hedging. Notice that

a similar argument yields the same duality in the noncompact case, provided that one invokes (if

the corresponding assumptions on c and U are satisfied) Theorem 2.11 in place of its Corollary

2.14.

4.4 Penalization with market price

In this Section we change our perspective. Instead of starting from a given U , we will give a

particular form of the penalization term D and proceed in identifying the corresponding U in the

spirit of Remark 2.2. For each t “ 0, . . . , T we suppose that finite sequences pct,nq1ďnďNt Ď R and

pft,nq1ďnďNt Ď CbpKtq are given. The functions pft,nq1ďnďNt Ď CbpKtq represent payoffs of options

whose prices pct,nq1ďnďNt Ď R are known from the market. We also take E “ ŚT
t“0 CbpKtq.

We introduce the notion of a loss function that will be useful here and also in the sequel (see

Section 4.5 and Section 4.5.1) to build penalization functions.

Definition 4.8. A function G : R Ñ p´8,`8s is called a loss function if it is convex, nonde-

creasing, lower semicontinuous and satisfies Gp0q “ 0. We set dompGq :“ tx P R | Gpxq ă `8u.
The conjugate function G˚ : R Ñ p´8,`8s, defined by G˚pyq “ supxPRpxy´Gpxqq, satisfies, due
to the monotonicity of G, G˚pyq “ `8 for every y ă 0.

Our requirements allow for a wide range of penalizations. For example, we might use power-like

penalizations, i.e. Gpxq “ xp

p
for x ą 0 and for p P p1,`8q, Gpxq “ 0 for x ď 0. In such a case for

every x ě 0 we have G˚pxq “ xq

q
for 1

p
` 1

q
“ 1. Alternatively, we might take for x, y P R

Gpxq “

$
&
%

0 if x ď ε

`8 otherwise
ùñ G˚pyq “ εy for y ě 0 . (85)

We define

MarttpKtq “ tγt P ProbpKtq | DQ P MartpΩq with γt ” Qtu Ď capKtq (86)

and for for γt P capKtq

DG
t pγtq :“

$
&
%

řNt
n“1Gt,n

´ˇ̌
ˇ
ş
Kt
ft,n dγt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ˇ
¯

for γt P MarttpKtq

`8 otherwise
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Proposition 4.9. For every n “ 0, . . . , Nt, t “ 0, . . . , T , we assume that Gn,t : R Ñ p´8,`8s is
a loss function and we suppose that the martingale measure pQ P MartpΩq in Standing Assumption

4.1 also satisfies
ˇ̌
ˇ
ş
Kt
ft,n d pQt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ˇ P dompGt,nq. Then

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

DG
t pQtq

¸
“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

UGt pϕtq | ϕ P Ssubpcq
+
, (87)

where

UGt pϕtq :“ sup
ytPRNt

˜
Πsub

˜
ϕt `

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,npft,n ´ ct,nq
¸

´
Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸

is a stock additive functional and Πsub is given in (83). Finally, if LHS of (87) is finite, a minimum

point exists.

Proof.

Step 1: Set gt,n :“ ft,n ´ ct,n. For any t P t0, . . . , T u we prove that the functional DG
t is

σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq-lower semicontinuous and that, for every ϕt P CbpKtq, its Fenchel-Moreau (con-

vex) conjugate satisfies

V Gt pϕtq :“ sup
γtPcapKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕt dγt ´ DG
t pγtq

˙
“ inf

ytPRNt

˜
Πsup

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
`

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸
,

and thus

UGt pϕtq :“ ´V Gt p´ϕtq “ sup
ytPRNt

˜
Πsub

˜
ϕt `

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
´

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸
. (88)

Here we are using the definition of the superhedging price Πsuppgq :“ ´Πsubp´gq “ supQPMartpΩq EQ rgs,
by Corollary 4.6. We observe that DG

t is σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq-lower semicontinuous (it is a sum of

functions, each being composition of a lower semicontinuous function and a continuous function

on MarttpKtq which is σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq-compact by Lemma A.4). We now need to compute

V Gt pϕtq “ sup
γtPcapKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕt dγt ´ DG
t pγtq

˙
“ sup

QtPMarttpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕt dQt ´ DG
t pQtq

˙
.

Recall now that from Fenchel-Moreau Theorem that Gt,npxq “ supyPRpxy ´G˚
t,npyqq. Hence

V Gt pϕtq “ sup
QtPMarttpKtq

˜ż

Kt

ϕt dQt ´
Ntÿ

n“1

sup
yt,nPR

ˆ
yt,n

ż

Kt

gt,n dQt ´G˚
t,npyt,nq

˙¸

“ sup
QtPMarttpKtq

˜ż

Kt

ϕt dQt ´
Ntÿ

n“1

sup
yt,nPdompG˚

t,nq

ˆ
yt,n

ż

Kt

gt,n dQt ´G˚
t,npyt,nq

˙¸

“ sup
QtPMarttpKtq

inf
ytPdom

˜ż

Kt

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
dQt `

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸

“: sup
QtPMartpKtq

inf
ytPdom

T pyt, Qtq,

where dom “ dompG˚
t,1q ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ dompG˚

t,Nt
q Ď R

Nt . We now see that T is real valued on dom ˆ
MarttpKtq, is convex in the first variable and concave in the second. Moreover, tT pyt, ¨q ě Cu is

σpMarttpKtq, CbpKtqq-closed in MarttpΩq for every yt P dom, and MarttpKtq is σpMarttpKtq, CbpKtqq-
compact (by Lemma A.4). As a consequence T pyt, ¨q is σpMarttpKtq, CbpKtqq-lower semicontinuous
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on MarttpKtq. We can apply [60] Theorem 3.1 with A “ dom and B “ MarttpKtq endowed with

the topology σpMarttpKtq, CbpKtqq, and interchange inf and sup. From our previous computations

we then get

V Gt pϕtq “ sup
QtPMarttpKtq

inf
ytPdom

T pyt, Qtq “ inf
ytPdom

sup
QtPMarttpKtq

T pyt, Qtq

“ inf
ytPdom

˜
sup

QtPMarttpKtq

ż

Kt

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
dQt `

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸

“ inf
ytPdom

˜
sup

QPMartpΩq

ż

Ω

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
dQ`

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸

“ inf
ytPdom

˜
Πsup

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
`

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸

“ inf
ytPRNt

˜
Πsup

˜
ϕt ´

Ntÿ

n“1

yt,ngt,n

¸
`

Ntÿ

n“1

G˚
t,npyt,nq

¸
.

Equation (88) can be obtained with minor manipulations.

Step 2: conclusion. We are clearly in the setup of Corollary 2.16 with D given as in Setup 3.5

from DG
0 , . . . ,D

G
T , and by definition dompDG

t q Ď ProbpKtq for each t “ 0, . . . , T . Using Lemma

3.6 Item 2, together with the computations in Step 1 and the fact that clearly SU
G
t ” UGt by cash

additivity of UGt , we get the desired equality from Corollary 2.16 Equation (53): indeed, G˚
t,n is

lower bounded and proper by our assumptions on Gt,n, and Πsub is real valued and cash additive

on bounded continuous functions. This guarantees that V Gt pϕtq is null for an appropriate choice

of (constant) ϕt. Existence of optima follows again from Corollary 2.16.

Remark 4.10. Our assumption of existence of a particular pQ P MartpΩq in Proposition 4.9 expresses

the fact that we are assuming our market prices pct,nqt,n are close enough to those given by

expectations under some martingale measure.

Example 4.11. Proposition 4.9 covers a wide range of penalizations. For example, we might impose

a threshold for the fitting, by taking into account only those martingale measure Q such thatˇ̌ş
Ω
ft,n dQt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ď εt,n for some εt,n ě 0. To express this, just take Gt,n in the form (85) for

ε “ εt,n

Example 4.12. We now study the convergence of the penalized problem described above to the

classical MOT problem. We suppose that our information on the marginal distributions increases,

by increasing the number of prices available from the market. We take ft,npxtq “ pxt ´ αnq` to

be call options with maturity t and strikes pαnqn that are a dense subset of R.

We take as loss functions Gt,npxq “ 0 for x ď 0 and Gt,npxq “ `8 for all x ą 0 t “ 0, . . . , T , n ě 1.

This means that in LHS of (87) the infimum is equivalently taken only over martingale measures

whose theoretical prices exactly match the ones for the data, namely ct,n. For each t “ 0, . . . , T ,

pct,nqn is a given sequence of prices, and we suppose that they are all computed under the same

martingale measure pQ P MartpΩq. We consider for each k P N the initial segment ct,1, . . . , ct,Ntpkq

for sequences Ntpkq Òk 8, t “ 0, . . . , T .
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This means that

DkpQq :“
Tÿ

t“0

Ntpkqÿ

n“1

Gt,n

ˆˇ̌
ˇ̌
ż

Kt

ft,n dQt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
˙

ď
Tÿ

t“0

Ntpk`1qÿ

n“1

Gt,n

ˆˇ̌
ˇ̌
ż

Kt

ft,n dQt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
˙

“: Dk`1pQq @Q P MartpΩq .

and

D8pQq “ sup
k

Dk`1pQq “
Tÿ

t“0

`8ÿ

n“1

Gt,n

ˆˇ̌
ˇ̌
ż

Kt

ft,n dQt ´ ct,n

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
˙

so that

D8pQq “

$
&
%

0 if
ş
Kt
ft,n dQt “ ct,n @0 ď t ď T, n ě 1

`8 otherwise
.

From the density of pαnqn we conclude that

D8pQq “

$
&
%

0 if Qt ” pQt,@0 ď t ď T

`8 otherwise
.

As a consequence, by Proposition 2.26, we have the convergence

inf
QPMartpΩq

pEQrcs ` DkpQqq Ñk inf
QPMartp pQ0,..., pQT q

EQ rcs .

4.5 Penalty terms given via Wasserstein distance

Let dt be a metric on Kt (equivalent to the Euclidean one). CallWt : ProbpKtqˆProbpKtq Ñ R the

(1-)Wasserstein distance induced by dt. Let Lipp1,Ktq be the the class of dt-Lipschitz functions

on Kt with Lipschitz constant not bigger than 1. Notice that Lipp1,Ktq Ď CbpKtq since dt is

equivalent to the Euclidean metric. For each t, let Gt : R Ñ p´8,`8s be a loss function as given

in Definition 4.8. For MarttpKtq as given in Section 4.4, we introduce

Qt P ProbpKtq ÞÑ DW
t pQtq :“

$
&
%
GtpWtpQt, pQtqq for Qt P MarttpKtq
`8 otherwise

. (89)

DW
t is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. the topology of weak convergence of probability measures, since

the Wasserstein metric metrizes it for compact underlying spaces and MarttpKtq is compact under

such a topology, by Lemma A.4. We are then in Setup 3.5 and of Lemma 3.6 Item 2. As is Section

4.4 we take E “ ŚT
t“0 CbpKtq.

Proposition 4.13. For each t “ 0, . . . , T , suppose that Gt is a loss function, that there exists a

Q P MartpΩq such that GtpWtpQt, pQtqq ă `8 , where pQ P MartpΩq is the martingale measure from

Standing Assumption 4.1 and take DW
t as defined in (89). Then

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

DW
t pQtq

¸
“ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

UWt pϕtq | ϕ P Ssubpcq
+
, (90)
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where

UWt pϕtq :“ sup
yě0

ℓtPLipp1,Ktq

ˆ
Πsubpϕt ` yℓtq ´

ż

Kt

yℓtd pQt ´G˚
t pyq

˙

is a stock additive functional and Πsub is given in (83). Finally, if LHS of (90) is finite, a minimum

point exists.

Proof. Starting from DW
t , we compute now the associated VWt as

VWt pϕtq :“ sup
γPcapKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtdγ ´ DW
t pγq

˙
“ sup

QPMarttpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtdQ´GtpWtpQ, pQtqq
˙

paq“ sup
QPMarttpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtdQ´ sup
yě0

´
yWtpQ, pQtq ´G˚

t pyq
¯˙

“ sup
QPMarttpKtq

inf
yě0

ˆż

Kt

ϕtdQ´ yWtpQ, pQtq `G˚
t pyq

˙

pbq“ sup
QPMarttpKtq

inf
yPdompG˚

t q

˜ż

Kt

ϕtdQ ´ y sup
ℓPLipp1,Ktq

ˆż

Kt

ℓdQ´
ż

Kt

ℓd pQt
˙

`G˚
t pyq

¸

“ sup
QPMarttpKtq

inf
yPdompG˚

t q
ℓPLipp1,Ktq

ˆż

Kt

pϕt ´ yℓqdQ`
ż

Kt

yℓd pQt `G˚
t pyq

˙

pcq“ inf
yPdompG˚

t q
ℓPLipp1,Ktq

˜
sup

QPMarttpKtq

ˆż

Kt

pϕt ´ yℓqdQ
˙

`
ż

Kt

yℓtd pQt `G˚
t pyq

¸

pdq“ inf
yPdompG˚

t q
ℓtPLipp1,Ktq

ˆ
Πsuppϕt ´ yℓtq `

ż

Kt

yℓtd pQt `G˚
t pyq

˙
“ inf

yě0
ℓtPLipp1,Ktq

pΠsuppϕt ´ yℓtq ` αpy, ℓtqq

for the penalty αpy, ℓtq :“
ş
Kt
yℓtd pQt ` G˚

t pyq. In the equality chain above we use the following

facts: in (a) we used the dual representation of Gt, in (b) we exploited the definition of dompG˚
t q

and the classical Kantorovich-Rubinstein Duality (see [62] Remark 6.5), in (c) we applied [60]

Theorem 3.1, observe that MarttpKtq is compact by Lemma A.4), in (d) we used the definition

of the superhedging price Πsuppgq :“ ´Πsubp´gq “ supQPMartpΩq EQ rgs, by Corollary 4.6. Once

we have VWt , we have UWt and we can argue as in Step 2 of the proof of Proposition 4.9, also

regarding existence of an optimum.

Remark 4.14. If UWt (as well as UGt in the previous Proposition 4.9) is real valued on CbpKtq, one

might take Et as the set of functions in the form (77) in place of Et “ CbpKtq in both Proposition

4.9 and 4.13, using norm density of the piecewise linear functions just as in the proof of Corollary

4.3.

Remark 4.15. The reader can check that the property pQ P MartpΩq is not used in the proof, and

that it would suffice to have only pQ P ProbpΩq. This will be exploited in Section 4.5.1.

Example 4.16. Taking Gtpxq “ 0 if x ď εt, Gtpxq “ `8 otherwise, we get G˚
t pyq “ εty if y ě 0

and G˚
t pyq “ `8 otherwise. In this case

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQrcs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
W
t pQq

¸
“ inf

!
EQrcs | Q P MartpΩq and WtpQt, pQtq ď εt @t “ 0, . . . , T

)
. (91)
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One can verify, with the same techniques of Example 4.12, that we have convergence, as εt Ó 0 for

every t “ 0, . . . , T , of the problems in RHS of (91) to the MOT problem in LHS of (82).

For the dual problem, we show that in this particular case, calling Vεt the associated VWt as

computed above, limεtÓ0 Vεtpϕtq “ V0pϕtq. Indeed

lim
εtÓ0

Vεtpϕtq “ inf
εtą0

Vεtpϕtq “ inf
yě0

ℓtPLipp1,Ktq

inf
εtą0

ˆ
Πsuppϕt ´ yℓtq `

ż

Kt

yℓtd pQt `G˚
t pyq

˙

“ inf
yě0

ℓtPLipp1,Ktq

ˆ
Πsuppϕt ´ yℓtq `

ż

Kt

yℓtd pQt
˙

“ V0pϕtq .

Now, one can also see that V0pϕtq “ E pQrϕts using the definition of V0 and observing that for ε “ 0

we have DW
t “ δxQt .

4.5.1 Convergence with Wasserstein induced penalization

As already mentioned, in the classical MOT framework, the marginals pQ0 . . . , pQT need to be

determined, potentially from the prices of vanilla options. It is then reasonable to suppose that

in a real-world situation, one proceeds by approximation, that is one determines sequences of

candidates p pQnt qn Ď ProbpΩq for t “ 0, . . . , T . If such approximation scheme (whose details are

beyond the scope of this paper) is working, one has a convergence of these sequences to the true

marginals. One suitable candidate for such a convergence is the weak one, that is one might

suppose that pQnt Ñn
pQ8
t :“ pQt for t “ 0, . . . , T in the weak sense for probability measures. We are

here supposing that K0 . . . ,KT are compact sets and so such a weak convergence is equivalent to

the convergence in the Wasserstein distance. Proposition 4.17 will show how the EMOT problems

treated in Proposition 4.13 and associated to the approximating measures pQnt , t “ 0, . . . , T converge

to the original MOT problem for the true marginals pQ0, . . . , pQT , provided that the loss functions

Gnt appropriately converge.

Let us now move to a mathematically precise formulation. For each n P N Y t8u and t “ 0, . . . , T

let pQnt P ProbpKtq be a fixed probability measure. Notice that, for n P N, we do not require these

measures to be marginals of some martingale measure.

Proposition 4.17. For each n P N Y t8u and t “ 0, . . . , T let Gnt be a loss functions with

supnPNG
n
t pxq “ G8

t pxq for every x P R and G8
t pxq “ `8 for every x ą 0. For every t “ 0, . . . , T

assume that Wtp pQnt , pQ8
t q Ñn 0 and that there exists a Q˚ P MartpΩq, with c P L1pQ˚q, having

marginals pQ8
t . If limnG

n
t pWtp pQnt , pQ8

t qq “ 0 for every t “ 0, . . . , T , then

lim
n

PW
n pcq “ PW

8 pcq “ inf
QPMartp pQ8

0
,..., pQ8

T
q
EQ rcs , (92)

where

PW
n pcq “ inf

QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pW1pQt, pQnt qq
¸
, n P N Y t8u .

Proof. We first prove that PW
8 pcq ď lim infnP

W
n pcq. Observe that there exists by assumption a

martingale measure Q˚ with c P L1pQ˚q and marginals Q˚
t ” pQ8

t , t “ 0, . . . , T . By hypothesis,
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Gnt pWtp pQnt , Q˚
t qq “ Gnt pWtp pQnt , pQ8

t q Ñn 0 for every t “ 0, . . . , T , thus Gnt pWtp pQnt , Q˚
t qq ă `8 for

every t “ 0, . . . , T , n P N big enough and n “ `8. Since Ω is compact and Gnt , n P N Y t8u, t “
0, . . . , T are nonnegative on r0,`8q we have

´8 ă inf
xPΩ

cpxq ď inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

ď EQ˚ rcs`
Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQ˚
t ,

pQnt qq ă `8

for n P N big enough and for n “ `8. Hence Pnpcq ă `8 for n P N big enough and n “ `8,

and w.l.o.g. we assume that PW
n pcq is finite for each n P N Y t8u. Given then optima Qn (which

exist by Proposition 4.13 applied together with Remark 4.15) we can take a subsequence such that

EQnk rcs ` řT
t“0G

nk
t pWtpQnkt , pQnkt qq converges to lim infnP

W
n pcq and such that WtpQnk , rQq Ñk 0

for some rQ P MartpΩq (since MartpΩq is compact, recall the proof of Lemma A.4). Since Q ÞÑş
Ω
cdQ is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. the weak convergence, Gnt is lower semicontinuous and

Wtp rQt, pQ8
t q “ limkWtpQnkt , pQnkt q, we have

˜
E rQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

GNt pWtp rQt, pQ8
t qq

¸
“ lim

k

˜
EQnk rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

GNt pWtpQnkt , pQnkt qq
¸

“ lim inf
n

˜
EQn rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

GNt pWtpQnt , pQnt qq
¸

ď lim inf
něN

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

GNt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

ď lim inf
něN

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

“ lim inf
n

PW
n pcq .

Taking then a supremum overN and an infimum over martingale measures, and using the particular

form of G8
t , t “ 0, . . . , T ,

PW
8 pcq “ inf

QPMartp pQ8
0
,..., pQ8

T
q
EQ rcs “ inf

QPMartpΩq
sup
N

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

GNt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

ď lim inf
n

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

“ lim inf
n

PW
n pcq .

We now move on proving that PW
8 pcq ě lim supnP

W
n pcq. Since PW

8 pcq ă `8, we have an optimum

Q8 and its marginals satisfy: Q8
t “ pQ8

t , t “ 0, . . . , T . Then

PW
8 pcq “ EQ8 rcs “ lim

n

˜
EQ8 rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtp pQ8
t ,

pQnt qq
¸

“ lim
n

˜
EQ8 rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQ8
t ,

pQnt qq
¸

ě lim sup
n

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Gnt pWtpQt, pQnt qq
¸

“ lim sup
n

PW
n pcq .

Since now we have lim supnP
W
n pcq ď PW

8 pcq ď lim supnP
W
n pcq, (92) follows.
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5 Applications in the noncompact case

In the noncompact case, Corollary 4.3 takes the following form:

Corollary 5.1. Take d “ 1, K0 “ tx0u for some x0 P R and let K1, . . . ,KT Ď R be closed subsets

of R. Consider nondecreasing u0, . . . , uT satisfying Assumption 3.7, and suppose dompu0q “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “
dompuT q “ R. Take for each t “ 0, . . . , T the vector space Et Ď Ct of functions in the form (77),

let E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET and fix a pQ P MartpΩq such that
ż

Kt

vt pαp1 ` |xt|qq d pQtpxtq ă `8 @α ą 0, t “ 0, . . . , T . (93)

Suppose that c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s is lower semicontinuous and satisfies (49). Then

Ppcq “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

U pQtpϕtq | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H with
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+

“ inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq
¸ (94)

where U pQtpϕtq is defined in (78) for general ϕt P Ct and D
v˚
t ,

pQt is given in (75). Moreover, the

infimum in (94) is a minimum provided that Ppcq ă `8.

Proof. All the claims follow from Theorem 3.4, provided that we show all its hypotheses are

satisfied. To do so, we check that: (i) Stpϕtq :“ U pQtpϕtq is real valued on Ct, concave and cash

additive; (ii) DtpQtq “ D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq for every Q P MartpΩq; (iii) St is null in 0 for every t “ 0, . . . , T

and the conditions (44) and (45) hold setting fnt pxtq :“ p|xt| ´nq`, t “ 0, . . . , T as in Example 2.9.

To check (i) observe that for every t “ 0, . . . , T and ϕt P Ct

´8 ă ´
ż

Kt

vt p}ϕt} p1 ` |xt|qq d pQtpxtq “
ż

Kt

ut p´ }ϕt} p1 ` |xt|qq d pQtpxtq

ď
ż

Kt

ut pϕtq d pQtpxtq ď U pQtpϕtq
pfq
ď

ż

Kt

ϕtd pQt ď
ż

Kt

}ϕt}t p1 ` |xt|q d pQtpxtq ă `8
(95)

where in pfq we argued as in (79) and the finiteness of the last term comes from the fact that

pQ P Prob1pΩq. Notice that we just showed also that pQt P BU pQtp0q. Concavity and cash additivity

can be checked along the lines of the proof of Lemma 4.2 Item (2)-(3). Coming to (ii), from

Proposition 3.9 and Fenchel inequality for every Q P Prob1pΩq and t “ 0, . . . , T

D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq
(75)“ sup

ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕtpxtq dQtpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtpxtqq d pQtpxtq
˙

ď sup
ϕtPCt

ˆż

Kt

ϕtpxtq dQtpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtpxtqq d pQtpxtq
˙

ď D
v˚
t ,

pQtpQtq .
(96)

Since Et Ď Ct the proof of (ii) is then concluded observing that for every ϕt P Ct there exists a

sequence of pϕnt qn Ď Ct, with each ϕnt in the form (77), such that ϕnt Ñ ϕt pointwise on Kt and

supn }ϕnt }t ă `8. Indeed, this in turns implies, using
ş
Kt
vt pαp1 ` |xt|qq d pQtpxtq ă `8 @α ą 0,

that one has
ż

Kt

ϕtpxtq dQpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtpxtqq d pQtpxtq “ lim
n

ˆż

Kt

ϕnt pxtq dQpxtq ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕnt pxtqq d pQtpxtq
˙
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for every Q P Prob1pΩq, by Dominated Convergence Theorem. Finally, (iii) is verified observing

that

0 “
ż

Ω

0d pQ ě Stp0q ě Stp´fnt q ě
ż

Ω

ut p´fnt q d pQ Ñn 0

where the limit in RHS is motivated by Dominated Convergence Theorem together with (93)

Remark 5.2. Observe that Corollary 5.1 would remain valid replacing U pQtp¨q with SutpQt
p¨q :“

supαPR

´ş
Kt
utp¨ ` αqd pQt ´ α

¯
for general pQt P Prob1pKtq without requesting these are marginals

of a martingale measure. Indeed, the only point where the martingale property played a role was

in showing pfq, which remains valid if one replaces U pQtp¨q with SutpQt
p¨q (the argument is essentially

identical). A prominent role was given to U pQt since it serves as an example of stock additive

functional (see Example 1.3).

Just as we obtained Corollary 4.5 from Corollary 4.3, using the linear utility functions utpxtq “ xt,

we now deduce the following result from Corollary 5.1

Corollary 5.3 ([6] Theorem 1.1 and Corollary 1.2). Take d “ 1, K0 “ tx0u for some x0 P R

and let K1, . . . ,KT Ď R be closed subsets of R. Take for each t “ 0, . . . , T the vector space

Et Ď Ct of functions in the form (77), let E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET and fix a pQ P MartpΩq. Then for any

c : Ω Ñ p´8,`8s lower semicontinuous and satisfying (49)

Ppcq “ sup

#
Tÿ

t“0

E pQtpϕtq | ϕ P E is s.t. D∆ P H with
Tÿ

t“0

ϕtpxtq ` I∆pxq ď cpxq @x P Ω

+

“ inf
QPMartp pQ0,..., pQT q

EQrcs
(97)

and if Ppcq ă `8, a minimum point exists for the infimum in (97).

Example 5.4. We now come to the study of the convergence to the MOT problem. Take u0, . . . , uT :

R Ñ R satisfying Assumption 3.7, and assume additionally that these are all differentiable in 0

(which implies that t1u “ Bu0p0q “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ BuT p0q). Observe that setting unt pxq :“ nut
`
x
n

˘
,

x P R, t “ 0, . . . , T the functions un0 , . . . , u
n
T still satisfy Assumption 3.7. Moreover pvnt q˚pyq “

supxPRpunt pxq ´ xyqq “ nv˚
t pyq, y P R. Since utp0q “ 0, we have v˚

t ě 0 and as a consequence

sup
n

pvnt q˚pyq “

$
&
%

0 if v˚
t pyq “ 0

`8 otherwise
.

Moreover v˚
t pyq “ 0 ñ y P Butp0q “ t1u. Consider the set Aε of ε-martingale measures defined in

equation (34), take pQ P MartpΩq and a sequence εn Ón 0. Using (35), for every Q P Prob1pΩq
Tÿ

t“0

Dpvnt q˚, pQtpQtq ` σAεn pQtq Òn D8pQq ` σA8 pQq

where

D8pQq ` σA8 pQq “

$
&
%

0 if Q P MartpΩq and Qt ” pQt @t “ 0, . . . , T

`8 otherwise
.

As a consequence, by Proposition 2.26

inf
QPMartpΩq

˜
EQ rcs `

Tÿ

t“0

Dpvnt q˚, pQtpQtq
¸

Ñn inf
QPMartp pQ0,..., pQT q

EQrcs .
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5.1 Dual representation for generalized OCE associated to the indirect

utility function

In the following we will treat a slightly different problem, which however helps understanding how

also the extreme case Et “ C0:t, t “ 0, . . . , T is of interest. Corollary 2.15 yields the following dual

robust representation of the generalized Optimized Certainty Equivalent associated to the indirect

utility function. We stress here the fact that, again, pQ P MartpΩq is a fixed martingale measure,

but we will not focus anymore on its marginals only, as will become clear in the following.

Proposition 5.5. Take u : R Ñ R such that u0 “ . . . , uT :“ u satisfy Assumption 3.7 and let v˚

be defined in (73) with u in place of ut. Take pQ P MartpΩq, such that (93) holds.

Let UH
pQ : C0:T Ñ R be the associated indirect utility

UH
pQ pϕq :“ sup

∆PH
E pQrupϕ` I∆qs .

and S
UH

xQ be the associated Optimized Certainty Equivalent defined according to (25), namely

S
UH

xQ pϕq :“ sup
βPR

´
UH

pQ pϕ ` βq ´ β
¯

ϕ P C0:T .

Then for every c P C0:T the dual representation holds:

S
UH

xQ pcq “ inf
QPMartpΩq

´
EQrcs ` D pQpQq

¯

where for Q P Prob1pΩq

D pQpQq :“

$
&
%

ş
Ω v

˚
´

dQ

d pQ

¯
d pQ if Q ! pQ

`8 otherwise
.

Proof. Take Et “ C0:t for t “ 0, . . . , T . Define Upψq :“ UH
pQ

´řT
t“0 ψt

¯
for ψ P E “ E0 ˆ ... ˆ ET .

From (93), it follows that Upψq ą ´8 for any ψ P E , similarly to the argument in (95). Since

pQ P MartpΩq and upxq ď x for all x P R we also have Upψq ď
ş
Ω

řT
t“0 ψtd

pQ ă `8 (since

MartpΩq Ď Probq1pΩq). Moreover it is easy to verify that for any Q P MartpΩq we have

DpQq :“ sup
ψPE

˜
Upψq ´

ż

Ω

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
dQ

¸
“ sup
ϕPC0:T

ˆż

Ω

upϕq d pQ´
ż

Ω

ϕdQ

˙

and arguing as in (96) we get DpQq “ D pQpQq. The assumptions of Corollary 2.15 are satisfied:

take indeed fnt px0, . . . , xtq :“ ´p|xt| ´ nq` as in Example 2.9, so that (44) holds. Then, using the

fact that Upψq ď
ş
Ω

řT
t“0 ψtd

pQ, we have

0 “
ż

Ω

0d pQ ě Up0, . . . , 0q ě Up´fn0 , . . . ,´fnT q ě
ż

Ω

u

˜
´

Tÿ

t“0

fnt

¸
d pQ Ñn 0

where the limit in RHS is motivated by Dominated Convergence Theorem together with (93). This

imples that also (45) is satisfied. A “ I is clearly a convex cone with 0 P A, and Up0, . . . , 0q “ 0

(as can be easily verified). Hence, Assumption 2.8.(i)-(ii) are satisfied.
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By Theorem 2.11, as a consequence, we have

inf
QPMartpΩq

´
EQ rcpXqs ` D pQpQq

¯
“ inf

QPMartpΩq
pEQ rcpXqs ` DpQqq “ sup

∆PH
sup

ψPΦ
I∆

pcq

SU pψq .

Observe now that SU satisfies

SU pψq :“ sup
λPRT`1

˜
Upψ ` λq ´

Tÿ

t“0

λt

¸
“ sup
λPRT`1

˜
UH

pQ

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt `
Tÿ

t“0

λt

¸
´

Tÿ

t“0

λt

¸

“ sup
βPR

˜
UH

pQ

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt ` β

¸
´ β

¸
“: S

UH
xQ

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
.

It can be asily verified that S
UH

xQ is real valued on C0:T , since
ş
Ω ϕd pQ ě S

UH
xQ pϕq ě UH

pQ pϕq, and

nondecreasing. Furthermore, S
UH

xQ : C0:T Ñ R is (IA). Hence

sup
∆PH

sup
ψPΦ

I∆
pcq

S
UH

xQ

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt

¸
“ sup

∆PH
sup

ψPΦ
I∆

pcq

S
UH

xQ

˜
Tÿ

t“0

ψt ` I∆

¸
“ S

UH
xQ pcq

by definition of ΦI∆pcq and since c P C0:T .

A Appendix

Let X be a metric space and CpXq be the space of continuous functions on X. Let Et Ď CpXq,
t “ 0, . . . , T , be a vector space and E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET , let U : E Ñ r´8,`8q be proper and

concave and define SU : E Ñ r´8,`8s as in (25).

Lemma A.1. Assume the usual convention 8 ¨ 0 “ 0 ¨ 8 “ 0. Then SU is concave on the convex

set

dompSU q :“ tϕ P E | SU pϕq ą ´8u,

that is: if ϕ1, ϕ2 P dompSU q then for every 0 ď α ď 1 we have αϕ1 ` p1 ´ αqϕ2 P dompSU q and

SU pαϕ1 ` p1 ´ αqϕ2q ě αSU pϕ1q ` p1 ´ αqSU pϕ2q @ϕ1, ϕ2 P dompSU q (98)

where the expression makes sense and holds even if either SU pϕ1q or SU pϕ2q or both are equal to

`8. Finally, SU satisfies:

SU pϕ ` αq “ SU pϕq `
Tÿ

t“0

αt @ϕ P E , @α P R
T`1 .

Proof. Since the claim is trivially true for α “ 0, 1 (assuming the usual convention 8¨0 “ 0¨8 “ 0),

we can assume 0 ă α ă 1. Observe that since ϕ1, ϕ2 P dompSU q for some β1, β2 P R
T`1 we have

´8 ă αUpϕ1 ` β1q ` p1 ´ αqUpϕ2 ` β2q ´
«
α

Tÿ

t“0

β1
t ` p1 ´ αq

Tÿ

t“0

β2
t

ff

ď Upαϕ1 ` p1 ´ αqϕ2 `
“
αβ1 ` p1 ´ αqβ2

‰
q ´

«
α

Tÿ

t“0

β1
t ` p1 ´ αq

Tÿ

t“0

β2
t

ff

ď sup
βPRT`1

˜
Upαϕ1 ` p1 ´ αqϕ2 ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt

¸
“: SU pαϕ1 ` p1 ´ αqϕ2q .
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Now if both SU pϕ1q, SU pϕ2q ă `8 it is enough to take suprema over β1, β2 P R
T`1 to get (98). If

otherwise either SU pϕ1q “ `8 or SU pϕ2q “ `8, taking the supremum over β1, β2 P R
T`1 yields

SU pαϕ1 ` p1 ´αqϕ2q “ `8 “ αSU pϕ1q ` p1 ´αqSUpϕ2q, and again we get (98). Also, (98) clearly

implies that if ϕ1, ϕ2 P dompSU q then for every 0 ď α ď 1 we have αϕ1 ` p1´αqϕ2 P dompSU q. As

to the last property, fix ϕ P E . There are three cases cases: either (i) Upϕ ` βq “ ´8 @β P R
T`1,

so that SU pϕ` αq “ SU pϕq “ SU pϕq ` řT
t“0 αt “ ´8, or (ii) Upϕ` βq “ `8 for some β P R

T`1

in which case SU pϕ ` αq “ SU pϕq “ SU pϕq `
řT
t“0 αt “ `8, or (iii) we can write

SU pϕ ` αq “ sup

#
U pϕ` α ` βq ´

Tÿ

t“0

βt | β P R
T`1, Upϕ ` β ` αq ą ´8

+

“ sup

#
U pϕ` pα ` βqq ´

Tÿ

t“0

pβt ` αtq `
Tÿ

t“0

αt | β P R
T`1, Upϕ ` pβ ` αqq ą ´8

+

“ sup

#
U pϕ` ηq ´

Tÿ

t“0

ηt `
Tÿ

t“0

αt | η P R
T`1, Upϕ ` ηq ą ´8

+

p‹q“ sup

#
U pϕ ` ηq ´

Tÿ

t“0

ηt | η P R
T`1, Upϕ` ηq ą ´8

+
`

Tÿ

t“0

αt

“ sup
ηPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` ηq ´

Tÿ

t“0

ηt

¸
`

Tÿ

t“0

αt “ SU pϕq `
Tÿ

t“0

αt

where in p‹q we are exploiting the fact that we are in the case of Upϕ` βq ă `8 @β P R
T`1.

Lemma A.2. Take closed sets K1, . . . ,KT Ď R, and suppose that K0 “ tx0u and cardpKt`1q ě
cardpKtq for every t “ 0, . . . , T ´ 1. Take E “ E0 ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ ET for vector subspaces Et Ď CtpKtq
such that Xt P Et and Et ` R “ Et, for t “ 0, . . . , T . Suppose there exist ϕ, ψ P E and ∆ P
H, where H is defined in (8), such that

řT
t“0 ϕt “ řT

t“0 ψt ` I∆. Then there exist constants

k0, . . . , kT , h0, . . . , hT P R such that for each t “ 0, . . . , T ψtpxtq “ ϕtpxtq ` ktxt ` ht, @xt P Kt.

In particular for St : Et Ñ R, t “ 0, . . . , T stock additive functionals we have

Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq “
Tÿ

t“0

Stpψtq .

and for V :“
řT
t“0 Et ` I (see (9)) the map

v “
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` I∆ ÞÑ Spvq :“
Tÿ

t“0

Stpϕtq

is well defined on V, (CA) and (IA).

Proof.

Step 1: we prove that if
řT
t“0 ϕt “

řT
t“0 ψt ` I∆ then ∆ “ r∆0, . . . ,∆T´1s P H is a deterministic

vector ∆ P R
T . If cardpKT q “ 1 this is trivial. We can then suppose cardpKT q ě 2 We see that

ϕT pxT q ´ ψT pxT q “
T´1ÿ

t“0

pψpxtq ´ ϕtpxtqq `
T´2ÿ

t“0

∆tpx0, . . . , xtqpxt`1 ´ xtq`

`∆T´1px0, . . . , xT´1qpxT ´ xT´1q “ fpx0, . . . , xT´1q ` ∆T´1px0, . . . , xT´1qxT
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for some function f . If ∆T´1 were not constant, on two points it would assume values a ‰ b,

with corresponding values of f that we call fa, fb. Then fa ` axT “ fb ` bxT has a unique

solution, contradicting the fact that all the equalities need to hold on the whole K0, . . . ,KT and

in particular for two different values of xT . We proceed one step backward. If cardpKT´1q “ 1,

the claim trivially follows, given our previous step. If cardpKT´1q ě 2, similarly to the previous

computation

ϕT´1pxT´1q ´ ψT´1pxT´1q “
ÿ

s‰T´1

pψspxsq ´ ϕspxsqq `
T´3ÿ

t“0

∆tpx0, . . . , xtqpxt`1 ´ xtq`

`∆T´2px0, . . . , xT´2qpxT´1 ´ xT´2q ` ∆T´1pxT ´ xT´1q

“ fpxs, s ‰ T ´ 1q ` p∆T´2px0, . . . , xT´2q ´ ∆T´1qxT´1 .

An argument similar to the one we used in the previous time step shows that ∆T´2px0, . . . , xT´2q´
∆T´1 is constant, hence so is ∆T´2. Our argument can be clearly be iterated up to ∆0.

Step 2: we prove existence of the vectors k, h P R
T`1, as stated in the Lemma. From Step 1 it

is clear that there exist constants k0, . . . , kT such that I∆pxq “ řT
t“0 ktxt. Hence

řT
t“0 ϕtpxtq “

řT
t“0pψtpxtq ` ktxtq for all x P Ω, which yields for each t “ 0, . . . , T that ϕtpxtq ´ pψtpxtq ` ktxtq

does not depend on xt, hence is constant, call it ´ht. Then k0, . . . , kT , h0, . . . , hT P R satisfy our

requirements. The last claim
řT
t“0 S

U
t pϕtq “ řT

t“0 S
U
t pψtq is then an easy consequence of stock

additivity.

Step 3: well posedness and properties of S. Observe that whenever ϕ, ψ P E , ∆, H P H are

given with
řT
t“0 ϕt ` I∆ “ řT

t“0 ψt ` IH we have by Steps 1-2 that
řT
t“0 S

U
t pϕtq “ řT

t“0 S
U
t pψtq .

As a consequence, S is well defined. Cash Additivity is inherited from S0, . . . , ST while Integral

Additivity is trivial from the definition.

Proposition A.3. There exist a “ apd, T q, β “ βpd, T q ą 0 such that for every A ą 1

1 `
Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

ď a

Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

f
A
β

j,spxjsq @rx0, . . . , xT s P pRdqT`1zpr´A,AsdqT`1

where fαj,s is defined in (46).

Proof. Observe that f
A
β

j,spxjsq “
´ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

´ A
β

¯`

. Fix x P pRdqT`1zpr´A,AsdqT`1 Define

Ipxq :“
 
j, s P t1, . . . , du ˆ t0, . . . , T u |

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

ą A
(

Icpxq :“
 
j, s P t1, . . . , du ˆ t0, . . . , T u |

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

ď A
(
.
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Then t1, . . . , du ˆ t0, . . . , T u “ Ipxq Y Icpxq and Ipxq ‰ H. Moreover for β ą 1

a

Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

f
A
β

j,spxjsq ´
˜

1 `
Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌
¸

“ a

Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

ˆˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

´ A

β

˙`

´
˜

1 `
Tÿ

s“0

dÿ

j“1

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌
¸

“
ÿ

pj,sqPIpxq

ˆ
a

ˆˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌
´ A

β

˙
´
ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌˙

`
ÿ

pj,sqPIcpxq

˜ˆˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

´ A

β

˙`

´
ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌
¸

´ 1

ě pa´ 1q
ÿ

pj,sqPIpxq

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌

´ aA

β
|Ipxq| ´

ÿ

pj,sqPIcpxq

ˇ̌
xjs
ˇ̌
´ 1

ě pa´ 1qA ´ aA

β
dpT ` 1q ´ dpT ` 1qA ´ 1

“ aA

ˆ
1 ´ d

T ` 1

β

˙
´ rA ` dpT ` 1qA` 1s

Then, selecting e.g. β “ 2dpT ` 1q, we can solve the inequality

aA

ˆ
1 ´ 1

2

˙
´ rA ` dpT ` 1qA` 1s ě 0

getting a ě 2dpT ` 2q ` 2
A

. This yields a possible selection a “ 2dpT ` 2q ` 2 too, depending only

on the dimensions d, T .

Lemma A.4. The set MarttpKtq defined in (86) is σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq-compact.

Proof. We see that MartpΩq is a σpcapΩq, CbpΩqq-closed subset of the σpcapΩq, CbpΩqq-compact set

ProbpΩq (which is compact since Ω is a compact Polish Space, see [2] Theorem 15.11), hence it is

compact himself. MarttpKtq is then the image of a compact set via the marginal map γ ÞÑ γt which

is σpcapΩq, CbpΩqq ´ σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq continuous, hence it is σpcapKtq, CbpKtqq compact.

Proposition A.5. Let L P pCψq˚ be continuous, linear and positive. Suppose that for every ε ą 0

there exists a compact Kε Ď X such that

ϕ P Cψ, ϕ|Kε ” 0 ùñ |xϕ,Ly| ď ε }ϕ}ψ .

Then for every sequence pcnqn P Cψ with cn Ón 0 pointwise on X it holds that Lpcnq Ó 0.

Proof. Fix ε ą 0 and take the associated compact Kε. By Dini’s Lemma, supxPKε cnpxq Ón 0. Take

n big enough in such a way that supxPKε cnpxq ă ε. Define 0 ď gεn :“ minpcn, εq. Then clearly

gεnpxq “ |gεnpxq| ď ε ď εp1 ` |ψpxq|q @x P X ñ }gεn}ψ ď ε ñ |xgεn, Ly| ď }L} }gεn}ψ ď }L} ε (99)

where }L} is the operator norm (}L} ă `8 since L is continuous). Also, since supxPKε cnpxq ă ε,

cn and gεn coincide on Kε, namely pcn ´ gεnq|Kε ” 0. But using the hypothesis on L we then get

pcn ´ gεnq|Kε ” 0 ñ |xcn ´ gεn, Ly| ď ε }cn ´ gεn}ψ ď εp}cn}ψ ` }gεn}ψq ď εp}c1}ψ ` εq (100)

where in the last step we used the Banach lattice property of }¨}ψ and the fact that as shown before

}gεn}ψ ď ε. We now combine (99) and (100) to get

0 ď xcn, Ly “ xcn ´ gεn, Ly ` xgεn, Ly ď |xcn ´ gεn, Ly| ` xgεn, Ly ď εp}c1}ψ ` εq ` }L} ε .

Since ε ą 0 is arbitrary, Lpcnq Ó 0.
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Theorem A.6 (Daniell-Stone). Let F be a vector lattice of functions (i.e. f, g P F ñ maxpf, gq P
F) on a set X such that 1 P F. Let L be a linear functional on F with the following properties:

Lpfq ě 0 whenever f ě 0, Lp1q “ 1, and Lpfnq Ñn 0 for every sequence of functions fn in F

monotonically decreasing to zero. Then, there exists a unique probability measure µ on the σ-algebra

F “ σpFq generated by F such that F Ď L1pµq and

Lpfq “
ż

X

f dµ , @ f P F .

Proof. See [14] Theorem 7.8.1.

A.1 Proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.20. Fix λ P pC0:T q˚ such that λ ě 0. Then

P˚pλq “ sup
cPC0:T

pPpcq ´ xc, λyq “ sup
cPC0:T

˜
sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPΦzpcq

SU pϕq ´ xc, λy
¸

(55)“ sup
cPC0:T

˜
sup
zP´A

sup
ϕP rΦzpcq

SU pϕq ´ xc, λy
¸

“ sup
cPC0:T

sup
zP´A

sup
ϕP rΦzpcq

`
SU pϕq ´ xc, λy

˘
(101)

ď sup
cPC0:T

sup
zP´A

sup
ϕP rΦzpcq

˜
SU pϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` z, λy
¸

“ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` z, λy
¸

“ sup
zPA

xz, λy ` sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´

Tÿ

t“0

xϕt, λty
¸

“ σApλq ` pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q .

Consequently

P˚pλq ď σApλq ` pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q . (102)

At the same time, for every ϕ P E , z P ´A and for pc “ řT
t“0 ϕt ` z P C0:T we have that ϕ P Φzppcq.

Thus

SU pϕq ´ x
Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` z, λy ď sup
ϕP rΦzppcq

`
SU pϕq ´ xpc, λy

˘ (101)
ď P˚pλq

and hence

sup
zPA

xz, λy ` sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt, λy
¸

“ sup
zP´A

sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt ` z, λy
¸

ď P˚pλq . (103)

Combining (102) and (103) we get that P˚pλq “ σApλq ` pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q.
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If additionally λp1q “ 1 then we have

pSU q˚pλ0, . . . , λT q “ sup
ϕPE

˜
SU pϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt, λty
¸

“ sup
ϕPE

˜
sup

αPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` αq ´

Tÿ

t“0

αt

¸
´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt, λy
¸

“ sup
ϕPE

sup
αPRT`1

˜˜
Upϕ ` αq ´

Tÿ

t“0

αt

¸
´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt, λy
¸

“ sup
ϕPE

sup
αPRT`1

˜
Upϕ ` αq ´

Tÿ

t“0

xϕt ` αt, λy
¸

“ sup
ϕPE

˜
Upϕq ´ x

Tÿ

t“0

ϕt, λy
¸

“ Dpλ0, . . . , λT q “ Dpλq .

Proof of Proposition 3.9. We will use [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52] Remark 2.8. To do so, let us

rename F :“ v˚
t ((see (73) for the definition of v˚), which implies that F ˝pyq :“ ´F˚p´yq of

[52] Equation (2.45) satisfies F ˝pyq :“ ´F˚p´yq “ ´v˚˚
t p´yq “ ´vtp´yq “ utpyq, by Fenchel-

Moreau Theorem. All the assumptions of [52] Section 2.3 on F are satisfied, since for every y ě 0

F pyq ě utp0q ´ 0y “ 0 and F p1q “ supxPRputpxq ´ xq ď 0 (recall utpxq ď x, @x P R). Also,

since domputq “ R, limyÑ`8
F pyq
y

“ F 1
8 “ `8. We can then apply [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52]

Remark 2.8, obtaining (75). We stress the fact that since ut is finite valued on the whole R, it

is continuous there and for every ϕt P CbpKtq, F ˝pϕtq “ utpϕtq P CbpKtq, hence the additional

constraint F ˝pϕtq P CbpKtq (below [52] (2.49)) would be redundant in our setup.

Proof of Proposition 3.10. We will exploit again [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52] Remark 2.8 (with ut

in place of F ˝) , as we explain now. Since ut is nondecreasing, either its domain is in the form

rM,`8q or pM,`8q, with M ď 0. Given a ϕt P CbpKtq and a µ P MeaspKtq

• Either infpϕtpRqq ą M , in which case utpϕtq P CbpKtq since ut is continuous on the interior

of its domain.

• Or infpϕtpRqq ă M , in which case tϕt ă Mu is open nonempty and hence has positive pQt
measure, as pQt has full support. Thus

ş
Kt
utpϕtq d pQt “ ´8.

• Or infpϕtpRqq “ M in which case utpϕtq “ limεÓ0 utpmaxpϕt,M ` εqq (since ut is nonde-

creasing and upper semicontinuous) utpmaxpϕt,M ` εqq P CbpKtq (see first bullet) and by

Monotone Convergence Theorem
ż

Kt

utpϕtq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

ϕt dµ “ lim
εÓ0

ˆż

Kt

utpmaxpϕt,M ` εqq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

maxpϕt,M ` εq dµ

˙
.

Then we infer that

sup
ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

ϕt dµ´
ż

Kt

vtpϕtq d pQt
˙

“ sup
ϕtPCbpKtq

ˆż

Kt

utpϕtq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

ϕt dµ

˙

“ sup

"ż

Kt

utpϕtq d pQt ´
ż

Kt

ϕt dµ | ϕt, utpϕtq P CbpKtq
*
, (104)
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and from [52] Theorem 2.7, [52] Remark 2.8 and from (104) we conclude the thesis.
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