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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to develop a duality between a novel Entropy Martingale Op-
timal Transport problem (A) and an associated optimization problem (B). In (A) 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 (A)
differs from the corresponding problem in Liero et al. not only by the martingale constraint,
but also because we admit less restrictive penalization terms Dy, which may not have a diver-
gence formulation. In Problem (B) the objective functional, associated via Fenchel conjugacy
to the terms Dy, 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 duality®

A= inf Eolc|+D = su sup SY =: B. 1
QeMm(m( o lc] + Du(Q)) sup we%p(c) (¢) (1)
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In (A) 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 A € H in problem (B), and of the cash additivity of the functional SU. The functional
SY is associated to a, typically non linear, utility functional U and represents the pricing rule
over suitable continuous functions ¢ defined on 2. We observe that the marginal constraints,
typical of OT problems, in (A) are relaxed by introducing the functional Dy, also associated to
the map U, which may have a divergence formulation. The counterpart of this in Problem (B) is
that the functional SY, associated via Fenchel conjugacy to the penalization functional Dy is not
necessarily linear, as in OT or in MOT. Both SY and Dy may also depend on the marginals of
some martingale measure @ 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 = (X;)t, t = 0, ..., T, defined on a filtered probability space
(Q, F, (Ft)+, P), representing the price of some underlying asset. Let P(P) be the set of all prob-
ability measures on ) that are absolutely continuous with respect to P, Mart({2) be the set of all
probability measures on Q under which X is a martingale and M(P) = P(P) n Mart(Q2). We also
let H be the class of admissible integrands and I® := I*(X) be the stochastic integral of X with

respect to A € H. Under reasonable assumptions on H, the equality
Eq [I%(X)] =0 2)

holds for all @ € M(P) and, as well known, all linear pricing functionals compatible with no
arbitrage are expectations Eg[-] under some probability Q € M(P) such that ) ~ P.

We denote with p the subhedging price of a contingent claim ¢ : R — R written on the payoff
X7 of the underlying asset. Let £(P) < L°((2, Fr, P)) be the space of random payoffs satisfying
appropriate integrability or boundedness assumptions and let Z := ¢(Xp) € L(P). Then p :
L(P) — R is defined by

p(Z):=sup{meR|IAeH st. m+I*(X) < Z, P—as.}. (3)

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



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

properties:
(CA) Cash Additivity on L(P): p(Z + k) = p(Z) + k, for all ke R, Z € L(P).
(IA) Integral Additivity on L(P): p(Z + I?) = p(Z), for all A e H, Z € L(P).

When a functional p satisfies (CA), then Z, k and p(Z) 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 p(0) = 0 imply that the p price of any stochastic integral
I2(X) 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

p(z) = inf | EqlZ]. (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 p : L(P) — R determines
the minimal capital required to make acceptable a financial position and its dual formulation is
assigned by

—o(Y)= inf EglY], 5
p(Y) oed ) QY] (5)

where Y is a random variable representing future profit-and-loss and @ < P(P). Coherent Risk
Measures p 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 p°, 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, p” is based
on some concave increasing utility function v : R — [—00,+00) of the agent. By defining the
indirect utility function

Ulwo) = sup Bp[u(wo + I (X)),

where wg € R is the initial wealth, the indifference price p® is defined as
p(Z) :=sup{meR | U(Z —m)=U(0)}.
Under suitable assumptions, the dual formulation of p® is

PZ) = inf | EolZ] +0u(@), (6)

and the penalty term a,, : M(P) — [0, +o0] is associated to the particular utility function u appear-

ing in the definition of p® via the Fenchel conjugate of u. We observe that in case of the exponential



utility function u(z) = 1 — exp(—x), the penalty is qexp(Q) := H(Q, P) — minge pm(py H(Q, P),
where
d@

H(Q,P):= JQF (@) dP, if @ « P and F(y) = yln(y),

is the relative entropy. In this case, the penalty cxp is a divergence functional, as those that will
be considered below in Section 3.4. Observe that the functional p® 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 p : L(P) — 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

oY) = inf | {Eq[Y]+0a(Q) 7)
for some penalty o : P(P) — [0, +00]. We will then label functional in the form (6) or (7) as the
“convez 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 L*(P). Differently from
the indifference price p®, 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 (Beiglbock
et al. [6], Davis et al. [27], Dolinksi and Soner [31], Dolinsky and Soner [32]; Galichon et al.
[39], Henry-Labordere [42], Henry-Labordere et al. [44]; Hou and Obi16j [49], Tan and Touzi [61]).
Recent works on the topic include also Bartl et al. [5], Cheridito et al. [20], Guo and Obldj [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 Perkki6 [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.



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 Riischendorf [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-Labordere [28] for building
an arbitrage-free implied volatility surface from bid-ask quotes, while Henry-Labordere [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 e N, T' > 1, and
Q:=Kgx---xKrp

for closed (possibly non compact) subsets Ky, ..., Kp of R and denote with Xy, ..., Xy the canon-
ical projections X; : Q — Ky, 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
Mart(§2) := {Martingale probability measures for the canonical process of 2},

and, when p is a measure defined on the Borel o-algebra of (K x - -+ x Kr), its marginals will be
denoted with po, ..., ur. We consider a contingent claim ¢ : Q — (—o0, +00] 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 A € H, we may invest
in “vanilla” options ¢; : K; — R. For modeling purposes we take vector subspaces & < C(K})
for t = 0,...,T , where C(K;) is the space of real-valued continuous functions on K;. Some
requirements on the spaces & will be added later on when describing the technical setup. For each

t, & is the set of static options that can be used for hedging, say affine combinations of vanilla



options with different strikes and same maturity ¢. The key assumption in the robust, Optimal
Transport based formulation is that the marginals (@0, @1, e @T) 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 Obldj [23], [24], Cox and Wang [25], Labordeére 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
M(@O,@l, @T) = {Q € Mart(Q) | X; ~¢ @t for each t = 0, .. .,T} )

Let Cp(Kox- - -x K}) consist of real valued continuous and bounded functions defined on Ko x- - - x K,

and set

'H,:={A=[A0,...,AT,1]|At€Cb(K0><-~-><Kt)}, (8)
T-1

7:= {IA(J:) = D1 Av(@o, ) (g — ) | Ae’H}. (9)
t=0

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

T T
inf  Egle] =sup Z Eg, o] [3A € H st Z oi(x) + I12(z) < c(x) Yo e Q}
QeM(Qo,Q1,--Qr) iz =0

(10)
where the RHS of (10) is known as the robust subhedging price of ¢. 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 z € €; (ii) in (10) the infimum of the price of the contingent
claim ¢ 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 ianeM(@o,@l,...@T) Eq [c], 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

T
e d Dr.o 11
uel\/}?as(ﬂ) (J;l cdp + tg‘s Fi,Qq (Mt)> ’ ( )

where Meas(§2) is the set of all positive finite measures y on €, and D, 5 (1) is a divergence in

the form:

d ~ ~
F; (%) dQy, if up « Q¢, t=0,...,T, (12)
t t

Dp, 5, (1) := f

K



F, : R - Ru {+o} appearing in (12). Problem (11) represents the convexr case of OT theory.
Notice that in the EOT primal problem (11) the typical constraint that u has prescribed marginals
(@0, @1, @T) is relaxed (as the infimum is taken with respect to all positive finite measures) by
introducing the divergence functional D F.0 (u¢), which penalizes those measures p that are “far”
from some reference marginals (Qo, @1, ...Q1). We are then naturally led to the study of the convex
case of MOT, i.e. to the Entropy Martingale Optimal Transport (EMOT) problem

T
Dpolo) = Qel\}lr;ft(ﬂ) (EQ [e] + ;)DFt,ét (Qt)) (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 (@0, @1, @T) are appropriately penalized through D F.O0 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, 5 (1) = d5,() , the EMOT reduces to the classical MOT
problem, where only martingale probability measures with fixed marginals are allowed. Here 6 4 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 — Z;}TZO d5,(Qr) + D(Q), for some entropic term D,
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 @ € Mart(2) 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 (u(Q) = 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 DFt,@t (), t = 0,...,T, we might as well consider more general marginal penalizations, not

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

QeMart(Q2) =0

These penalizations Dy, ..., Dy 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 © 0 a8 its dual. It is convenient
to reformulate the robust subhedging price in the RHS of (10) in a more general setting.



Definition 1.1. Consider a measurable function ¢ : Q@ — R representing a (possibly path depen-
dent) option, the set V of hedging instruments and a suitable pricing functional w:V — R. Then
the robust Subhedging Value of ¢ is defined by

Il v(c) =sup{m(v) |veV st. v<c}.

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 < ¢ holds for all elements in 2 with no reference
to a probability measure whatsoever. The novelty in this definition is that a priori 7 may not
be linear and it is crucial to understand which evaluating functional 7 we may use. For our
discussion, we assume that the vector subspaces & < C(K;) satisfies & + R =&, for t = 0,...,T.
We let € := & x -+ x Ep,and V := & + -+ + Ep + Z. Suppose we took a linear pricing rule
7:V — R defined via a Q € Mart(£2) by

T
Zs@t-l—IA

t=0

m(v) := Eg

T
(@)
o| S| ¥ B ot as)
t=0

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

for the robust subhedging value of ¢

I v(c) =sup{n(v) |[ve Vst v<c} (16)

(v
T
:SUP{Z el lpe&isst. JAe H st Zg@t zy) + 12 () < c(z) Ver}

t=0

T T
=sup{mER|3AEH,<pES, s.t. m—ZE@t[cpt]-l-Z(pt—i-IAgc}
t=0 t=0

T
:sup{meRHAe’H,, p €&, with Eg [¢] = 0s.t. m+2<pt+1A <c}, (17)
t=0

where in the last equality we replaced ¢; with (E@t [ot] — @+) € &, which satisfies:

Ep, [EQt [e] = <Pt] = 0. (18)

Interpretation: Il y(c) is the supremum amount m € R for which we may buy options ¢; and
dynamic strategies A € H such that m + Zt 0Pt + I? < ¢, where the value of both the options
and the stochastic integrals are computed as the expectation under the same martingale measure

(@ for the integral I?; its marginals @t for each option ;).

However, as mentioned above when presenting the indifference price p®, there is a priori no reason
why one has to allow only linear functional in the evaluation of v € V.

We thus generalize the expression for Il: y(c) by considering valuation functionals S :V — R and
Sy : & — R more general than Eg[-] and Eg [].

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 S; satisfy the property

in (18) and the two properties (i) and (ii) in equation (15), that is:



(a) St[pr + k] = Si[oe] + k and S;[0] =0, for all p; € &, keR, t=0,...,T.

(b) s[(z g0t> +1A(x)] s Licpt] for all A€ and g € £.

t=0
T

T
(c) S [Z QOt] = > St[pt] for all p € &.
=0 0

We immediately recognize that (a) is the Cash Additivity (CA) property on & of the functional S;
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 ¢ :

PB(c) =sup{S(v) |[veV:v<c}

T T
sup {Z Si(pe) | e € isst. JA € H s.t. Z oi(xy) + 12 (x) < ez) Vo e Q} (19)

t=0 t=0

T
sup{meRHAe’H, p e &, with Si(p) =0 s.t. m—l—Zcpt-i-IA <c},

t=0
to be compared with (17).
Interpretation: B(c) is the supremum amount m € R for which we may buy zero value options
¢ and dynamic strategies A € H such that m + ZtT:O @i + I® < ¢, 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:

T

P(c) = sup sup > Si(pr) (20)
AeH pe®a(c) 1—

where

T

Pa(c) = {<p €g, Z o) + I2(x) < c(z) Yz e Q} .

t=0
It is quite a natural question to ask whether one can induce valuations satisfying (a),(b),(c) above,
especially starting from given functionals Sy, ¢t = 0,...,7T. 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€{0,...,T}. Let X; be the identity function x; — x; on K;, which can also be thought as the
projection on the t-th component X : 2 — R. As before, the set of hedging instruments is denoted
by & < C(K:) and we will suppose that X; € & (that is, we can use units of stock at time ¢ for
hedging) and that & + R = & (that is, deterministic amounts of cash can be used for hedging
as well). Finally, we assume for the following Definition that the value of Xy is known, namely

Ky = {xo} for some z( € R.

Definition 1.2. A functional p:: & — R is stock additive on & if p:(0) = 0 and

pi(or + Xy + Be) = pe(or) + cuxo + B Vor €&, B e Rar e R,



We now clarify the role of stock additive functionals in our setup. Suppose that S; : & — R
are stock additive on &, t = 0,...,7. It can be shown (see Lemma A.2) that if there exist
@, € E % ... x Er and A € H such that }_ ¢r = Y/_ ¢ + I* then

2. Selee) = D Selw).

This allows us to define a functional S:V =& +---+ & +7Z — R by

T T
S(v) = ZSt(got), for v = Zcpt—i-IA. (21)
t=0 t=0

Then S is a well defined, integral additive functional on V, and S, Sy, ..., St satisfy the properties
(a), (b), (0):

In conclusion, when we consider stock additive functionals S, ..., 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,

Ezxample 1.3. Consider a martingale measure @ € Mart(Q2) and a concave non decreasing utility
function u; : R — [—00, +00), satisfying «(0) = 0 and w(x;) < 2 Yoy € R. We can then take

o0 = Ug, o0 = swp ([ wnlton) + i+ 9) 4~ (am + 5))

a€eR, BeR

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). It

Dy(Q:) == sup <5t(90t) —f

@te€t Ky
and D(c) and P(c) are defined respectively in (14) and (20), then

ot th) for Q; € Prob(Ky), t=0,...,T,

D(c) = P(e). (22)

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

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

T T
Byolc) = sup {2 Us, (1) [pe€isst. AN eH st Y py(a) + I%(x) < c(x) Yo e Q} . (23)
t=0 t=0

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

QF,@(C) = inf (EQ [c] + Z IDFMQ,: (Qt)> = mU)@(C). (24)

" QeMart(Q) =

The divergence functions Iy appearing in D . ) (via D P @t) are associated to the utility functions

u; appearing in U@t and in ‘BU@ via the conjugacy relation:

Fi(y) := v (y) = sup {wy —v(y)} = sup {ue(wr) — 219},

x:€ER xr:€R

10



where v(y) := —u(—y). Thus, depending on which utility function u is selected in the primal
problem (BU_’@(C) to evaluate the options through Ug , the penalization term Dy, 5, in the the dual
formulation D . 5(c) has a particular form induced by Fy = vf". In the special case of linear utility
functions ut(zt) = x4, we recover the sublinear MOT theory. Indeed, in this case, v} (y) = 400, for
all y # 1 and v (1) = 0, so that D, 5 () = dg, (-) 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 Dy
that are associated through a Fenchel-Moreau type relation, see (28). The valuation functional
U:E& — [—w,+w) is defined on the space of hedging instruments £, where the vector space &
comnsists of vectors of continuous functions ¢ = [@y, ..., ¢r] satsfying the sublinearity condition of
the form ¢ (x¢) < (1 + |z¢|) for some v = 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 SV : & — [~c0, +0] defined by

T
SY(¢) == sup (U(sDJrB)—ZBt), pek. (25)
t=0

BeRT+1

Thus we obtain a cash additive map SY (¢ + ) = SY () + Ztho Bt, which will guarantee that in
the problem (11) the elements p eMeas({2) are normalized, i.e. are probability measures. Then
the duality (22), D(c) = B(c), will take the form

inf Eqlc]+D =sup sup SY ) 26
QeMart () ( @ [ ] U(Q)) AE% @E@AI)(C) (w) ( )

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 U(y) := ZtT:o St(¢r), with stock additive functional S;, and observe that by
cash additivity SY(¢) = U(p) = ZtT:O St(p1). The generality consists in considering valuation of
the process ¢ = [¢o, ..., pr] € € rather than the valuation of the terminal values p;(a+) only.
The penalization term D:=Dy associated to U does not necessarily have an additive structure,
D(Q) = ZtT:o Di(Q+), 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 Q (sce 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 A € 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 ¢ is required to be lower semicontinuous and nonnegative and that
the theory is developed only for the bivariate case (t = 0,1), while in this paper we take ¢ lower
semicontinuous and with superlinear growth (as given by (49)), and consider the multivariate case
(t =0,...,7) and a multidimensional process.

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

different type of assumptions:
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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 Ky, ..., K7 (which corresponds
to working with possibly unbounded price processes), and we allow for traded options ¢, t =
0,...,T which satisfy a sublinearity condition of the form |¢;(x;)| < (1 + |a¢|) for some « = 0.
Our order continuity-type assumptions (see(45)) in the main result, Theorem 2.11, are essentially
automatically satisfied when the compactness assumption on Ky, ..., K7 is added (see Corollary
2.16).

One additional feature of the paper consists in replacing the set of stochastic integrals Z 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
e-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 €.
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Table 1: II($2) is the set of all probabilities on ©; P(P) = {Q € II(Q) | @ « P}; Mart(£2) is the set of all martingale
probabilities on €; M(P) = Mart(Q2) n P(P); II(Q1,Q2) = {Q € II(Q2) with given marginals}; Mart(Q1,Q2) =
{Q € Mart(Q) with given marginals}; Meas(f2) is the set of all positive finite measures on §2; Sub(c) is the set of
static parts of semistatic subhedging strategies for ¢; U is a concave proper utility functional and SV is the associated

generalized Optimized Certainty Equivalent.

FUNCTIONAL FORM SUBLINEAR CONVEX
1 | - Coherent R.M. —inf{m | c+m € A}, A cone inf Eq [c]
QEQCP(P)
2 - Convex R.M. —inf{m | ¢ + m € A}, A convex inf (Eq [c] +aa(Q))
QeP(P)
. . . A < .
3 Subreplic. price sup {m [3A:m +17(X) < c} Qelj\rjlf(P) Eq [c]
4 Indiff. price sup{m | U(c —m) = U(0)} Qe%/&f(P)(EQ [c] + av (Q))
5 O.T. su E + E inf Eq [c
<p+wp<c( Q1 [ga] Q2 [w]) QEI(Q1,Q2) [ ]
6 E.O.T. Ulep, inf E D
s (D) gentf o) (Fe el + Pu(@)
7 M.O.T. su E + B inf Eq [c
[¢,¢]e£nb(c) ( <1 [w] 2 [d)]) QeMart(Q1,Q2) Q [ ]
8 E.M.O.T. sup SY (g, inf Eg [c] + Dy (Q
o (e, %) genitfy o) (Feld] (@)

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
(Co.r, (Co.r)*), where Co.r is a set of appropriately weighted continuous functions; (ii) Daniell-
Stone Theorem that guarantees that the elements, in the dual space (Cp.r)*, 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, B(X) denotes the Borel g-algebra and mB3(X) denotes the class of real-valued,

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

(X) := {y: B(X) » (—00, +0) | 7 is finite signed Borel measure on X},

(X) :={p: B(X) — [0,400) | p is a non negative finite Borel measure on X},
Prob(X) :={Q : B(X) — [0,1] | @ is a probability Borel measure on X},

(X) :={

(X) :={

We now introduce the following families of continuous functions. For a ¢ € C(X) we set

Cy 1= {0 loll, = sup AT < e}

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

sup-norm, Cy, is a Banach lattice under the norm ||| .
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Notice also that Cy(X) 3 ¢ — (1 + [¢|)¢ € Cy defines an isomorphism between Banach spaces.
Hence if X is separable, so is Cy. The topological dual of Cy, will be denoted by (Cy)*.

Fix now d € N,d > 1, modeling the number of stocks in the market, and fix d(7 + 1) closed subsets
of R : K&,...,Kg,...,K},...,K%. For 0 < s <t < T we take

+ d T d
Qo= X X KJ and Q:=Qpr = X X Kj.

u=s j=1 t=0 j=1

We will consider the following weighted spaces of continuous functions

x
Corim{0eC@u) Il i= s —12OL L
wext,_, x4 K L+ Y, 2 |ah
d
Ci = Cpy = ¢€C<><Kg>||¢|t5: sup _%<+OO
j=1 wex?_, Ki 1+ Zj:l CL‘%
In general, for an index set I < {1,...,d} x {0,...,T} we introduce
Cr:=X¢eC| X Kg | |9l := sup [#(=)] - < 400
(.t)el weX er Ki L+ 2 per |2t

The corresponding norms will be denoted by ||, [-ll;, ||, respectively.

Remark 2.1. Notice that if K¢,...,Kd,..., Kk, ..., K% are compact sets then
CO:T = Cb(Q) and (CQ;T)* = ca(Q).

Analogously, we introduce the spaces By, and By in a similar fashion, just substituting the condition

¢ € C(X) with the condition ¢ € mB(X) in the definitions. In particular

< 4+

l¢(@)|
Bur =1 6 mB(©) | 6o =
0:T m o =0 1+, Z;l:l

turns out to be a Banach lattice under the norm |-[,.,.. Observe that by slight abuse of notation

J
Tt

(regarding the domains of the functions) for index sets I < J < {1,...,d} x {0,...,T} we have a

constant 0 < 6 < 1 such that
CreCy, 0o, <lol, <lél; voeCr. (27)
Such a constant 6 is given by

- 1+«

T e
Lo+ X nent I, 3¢ ped xt’

J.t)el

where o = min {Z(

x{‘ | 2d e K} v(j,t)el}.

As already mentioned in [55] and [21], every finite signed measure v on the Borel o-algebra B(X)

such that Co.r = LY(X, B(X), |v|) induces a continuous linear functional A € (Co.7)* via integration:

c'—><c,)\>=J cdy, Yece Cor.
X
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The collection of such functionals, identified with the corresponding measures, will be denoted by
cal(X), that is

ca'(X) = {7 | 7 is a finite signed measure on B(X) with Co.r < L*(X, B(X), 7))},
while the classes of non negative measures and probability measures in ca'(X) will be denoted by
Meas'(X) and Prob'(X).

In a discrete time framework with finite horizon 7" and assuming zero interest rate, we model
a market with d stocks using the canonical d-dimensional process given by Xt](:v) = :C{, ] =
1,...,d,t=0...,T.

Observe that every ¢ € Co.r satisfies: |p(z)] < [|¢]q.p (1 + ZtT:O Z;l:l ‘xi D and so, for any measure
1 € Meas' (X), we have: Co.p © LY(X, B(X), u) iff X7 € L' (X, B(X), 1) for all j and all .

Fix now vector subspaces &, ...,Ep with R < & < Cy.,t =0,...,T. We set
E=E x--xE.

The space £ represents the class of financial instruments that can be used for static hedging, which
may, for example, contain plain vanilla options.
Let U : £ - [—0, +0) be a proper, concave functional, representing the evaluation functional of

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

and set
dom(U) :={pe & |U(p) > -}, dom(V)={pel|V(p)<+ow}.

We define the (convex) conjugate D : X tTZO(Co:t)* — (=0, +0] of the functional U by

T

T T
D(v0,---,77) = sup (U(w) - Z<<ﬂt,%>> = sup <Z<<ﬂt,%> - V(w)) , 7€ X (Cou)*. (28)
pE t=0 pE t=0

t=0

D is a convex functional and is (X ;_,(Co.1)*, €)- lower semicontinuous, even if we do not require

*

that U is o(€&, XtT:O(Co;t)*)—upper semicontinuous. When a v € (Co.r)* is given, we somehow

improperly write D(vy) = D(70,...,7r), where 7, is the restriction of v to Cp.:. We also set

T
dom(D) = {[70, coor] € X (Cot)* | D(vo,---5yr) < +oo} )
t=0
As an immediate consequence of the definitions, the Fenchel inequality holds: if [¢o,...,@r] € €
and [yo,...,v7] € XtT:O(Co;t)*
T
et < Doy - v1) + Vo, - o1).- (29)
t=0

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 : cal(2) — (—o0, +00] which is o(cal(Q), £)-
lower semicontinuous for an & = & x --- x & < (Co.7)T+!. By the Fenchel-Moreau Theorem we

then have the representation

T
D(v) = sup (Z L prdy — V(s&)) ;
PEC \t=0
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where now V' is the Fenchel-Moreau (convex) conjugate of D, namely

V(p):= sup (ZJ prdy — D(y ) (30)

yecal ()

Setting
U(@) = 7V(7<P)a pE ga (31)

we get back that D satisfies (28) and additionally that U is (&, cal(Q))-upper semicontinuous.
In conclusion, a pair (U, D) satisfying (28) might be defined either providing a proper concave
U: & — [—mw,+m), as described at the beginning of this section, or assigning a proper convex
and o(&,cal (2))-lower semicontinuous functional D : cal(Q)) — (—o0, +0o0] as explained in this

Remark.

For a given proper and concave functional U : € — [—00, +0) we define, as in (25), the functional
SYV € — [~o, +0] by

BeRT+1

T
SY(p) := sup ( (p+3) — Z ), with dom(SY) := {p e & | SY(p) > —n},

whose properties are collected in Lemma A.1.

Definition 2.3. Given a convex cone A € Co.r and a measurable ¢ € mB(Q) we define

PB(c) := sup sup SY () € [~w0, +x0] (32)
ze—A ped . (c)
where
T
®.(c) := {(p e dom(SY) | Z oi(zo,. .. x1) + z(x) < clx) Yo e Q} ,
t=0
and the usual convention sup J = —o0 is adopted.

From (20) we recognize that the problem JB(c) in (32) is a generalized robust subhedging problem
for ¢, 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 ¢ is

S(c) := ;gfwel‘lr}f( )SV( p) € [—00, +0]

where
Sy (o) = —SU(—QD), dom(Sy) :={p e | Sy(p) < +x0} = —dom(SU)

W, (c) = {goedomSv Zgotxo,..., + z(z) = c(x) Ver}.

Using —A for 9B and A for & we then get that the two are linked by &(¢) = —B(—c¢), and the
duality results for ¥ can then easily be translated in duality results for &. 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
={Ne (Cor)* | {z,A\)<0Vze A}
and we observe that for any A € (Cop.p)*

0 e A°
oA(N) :==sup{z, \) = .
zeA +o0  otherwise

2.2 Examples

These examples deal with possible choices of the convex cone 4 and its polar A° (observe that the

set Prob! (Q) n A° appears in the main duality (50)).

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

H = {A =[Ao,....Ar_1] | Ay (Co(Ko x -+ x Ky))4}

T-1
I%(z) = ZAg(xo,...,xt)(xg_,_l—x{) VzeQ,
=0 j=1
A=T:={I*|AeH"} < Cor. (33)

Thus the space H? is the class of admissible trading strategies and Z is the set of elementary
stochastic integral. The (possibly empty) class of martingale measures for the canonical process
is denoted by Mart(€2), and consists of all the probability measures on B(£2) which make each of
the processes (X7); a martingale under the natural filtration F; := o(X7,s < t,j = 1,...,d),t =
0,...,T. Equivalently,

Mart(Q) := {Q € Prob'(Q) | Eg[I®] = 0, YA € #%} = Prob' (Q) n A°.

Ezample 2.5. (s-martingale measures) For every ¢ > 0, the set of e-martingale measures (see [41])
is

Mart.(Q2) := {QeProbl( )| Eq[I?] < Z max HA H VAE’Hd}

,AeHd}> (34)

(here convex(-) stands for the convex hull in Cy.7, which is easily seen to be a cone since H? is a

Thus, taking

T-1
A® := convex ({IA —€ Z max HA%
t=0 77

vector space), one sees that
Mart.(Q) = Prob' (Q) n (A%)°.

Alternatively, we observe that Mart.(Q2) = M(Q) n Prob' (Q) where
ML(Q) = {)\e (Cor)* | A= 0, (T2 N < e Z max HNH VAeHd}

is a o((Co.7)*, Co.r) (i.e. weak*) closed convex cone by direct computation. Suppose ML(Q) # ¢
and set A = (M; (Q))O < Coy.r- Then by the Bipolar Theorem A is a closed convex cone with
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A° = ML(Q). Consequently, for a Q € Prob'(€) we have: either o 4(Q) = 0, which happens if and
only if @ € Mart.(£2), or 0.4(Q) = 400 otherwise. From this it follows that A is the weak closure
of A%, since they are both convex cones with the same polar set. Taking in particular ¢ = 0 we
have Marto(Q2) = Mart(Q2) as in Example 2.4.

It is interesting to notice that for any sequence €, |, 0 we have

040 (Q) 1 02(Q) ¥ Q€ Prob' (). (35)
Ezample 2.6. (Super/submartingale measures) Alternative choices for the set A are AT = {I* |
Ae (HE)) where HT = {AeH | Ay =0Vt =0,...,T} and H~ = —H'. A* models dynamic

trading with no short selling and yields
{supermartingale measures for the canonical process} = Prob'(Q) n (A*)°.

Ezample 2.7. Let (Co.r)+ = {f € Co.r | f = 0}. For any set A such that {0} € A < —(Co.1)+ we
obtain Prob'(Q) = Prob'(Q) n 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 K} := K,

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

inf E, D

ool o (Eold +D(@) (36)

T—1

= f E - Ai(Xo, .., X)) (X1 — X D 37

QeF}gb(Q) sup ( o|c ;) (X0, Xe) (Xega t)] + (Q)) (37)
T T

= inf  su c—I"+ dp — +D 38

et sup (L l ;ﬁt‘| z ;Jﬂt (u)) (38)
BeRTT1
T

= inf  su c— 1% + d +sup (U —f d 39

peMeas(Q2) AE’E (Ll l Z ﬁt} me Z ﬂt Lpeg ( (SD) Q (,;J @t> ﬂ)) ( )
BeRT+
T T T

= su inf f c—I”+ — dp — +U 40
AEH)EE& (MeMeas(Q) o l E)ﬁt ;}sﬁt] K ;)516 (@)) (40)
ﬁERT+1

T T T

= sup sup{U(gp)Zﬁt|<p€5,cIA+ZﬂtZwtz()} (41)
Aeq’}:[., t=0 t=0 t=0
BeRT+1L

= sup sup{ (p+B) — Zﬂt|<p€8 ZthrIA } (42)
P

T T

=supsup{ sup ( (p+p)— Z >|<pe€,290t+IA<c}. (43)

AeH BeRT+1 =0 t=0
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The equality chain above is justified as follows: as K, is compact, X; € L*(K;,B(K;),u) for all
i € Meas(€2) and then (36)=(37) follows using the same argument as in [6] Lemma 2.3, which
yields that the inner supremum explodes to +00 unless @ is a martingale measure on € ; (37)=(38)
follows observing that the inner supremum over 3 € RT*! explodes to +oo unless u(Q) = 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 —oo unless the inequality
c—I2 4+ 37 B — ST ¢ =0 holds on Q; (41)=(42) is a simple rewriting, and so is (42)=(43).

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

T
inf Eglel|+D = sup sup<{ SY e, +I8<c} .
el o el +D(@) = sup p{ (@)@ ;)wt }

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 K; 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

B, rather than exploiting a minimax argument.

Assumption 2.8.

(i) Let K§,...,K&, ..., Kk ..., K% be closed subset of R and let Q2 = XtT:O X;‘l:1 th The vector
subspaces &y, ..., Er satisfy R < & < Co., t =0,...,T and we set € =Ey x ---x Ep. The
functional U : & — [—o0, +0) is concave with U(0) € R. Moreover, A < Cy.1 is a convex
cone with 0 € A.

27 or ever = ere exrist a sequence oy compact Sets +\n < - TLZ ana a
i) F yt=0,...,T th st a seq pact sets R X9 K{,n>1 and

sequence of functions 0 < f' € &,n =1 such that:
T d T
Y ‘xg‘ <3 fP@oseeeswn) Vo, wr] € DRo(n) x - x Bp(n)  (44)
t=0j=1 t=0
and
V(Tfy,....TfF) -, 0 VI eR,T>0. (45)
Assumption 2.8.(ii) is inspired by [21] and admits a very simple interpretation, described in Remark
2.10.
Ezxample 2.9. Let
@) =(rx-—a)"+(—a—2)" = (Jz| —a)", zeR,a >0,

fﬁzt ::foz|Kz7j=1,,,,7d7t=07...,T

(46)

and suppose that 7, € & forevery a 20, j=1,....d, t =0,...,T. Set also f;" := Z;l:l fft for
B = B(d,T) 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 XtT:o &, V(0) = 0 and

n n

Vi(af) == V(0,...,0,af7,,0,...,0) =, 0 (47)

Jit
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for every j = 1,...,d and t = 0,...,T. V; is here represents a valuation of the static hedging
strategy consisting of a single option having maturity ¢. To see that the former assumptions imply
(44), one can select £;(n) = X?Zl K7 n[—n,n]? and observe that Proposition A.3 guarantees that
(44) holds. Moreover, by convexity of V' we have

jan}

i
=
)
St
li
’ﬂ

(T +1)f")

I
=
VN
e
M&
’ﬂ

+
mﬁ
v
Mﬂ
=
<
/'\
’ﬂ
+
)_A
Q
\_/
!
3
uO

that is (45).

Remark 2.10. In the particular case K¢,..., K¢,..., Kk ..., K{ < [0, 4+0), the conditions V;(« ft) —n

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.

(1) If
B(¢) < +wo for some ¢ € Bo.r, (48)

then PB(c) € R for every ¢ € Bo.r and P : Bo.r — R is norm continuous, cash additive,

concave and nondecreasing on Bo.r;

(i) For every lower semicontinuous ¢ : @ — (—o0, +00] satisfying

T d
clx) = —-A (1 + Z Z ‘xi‘) Vo e, for some A€ [0, +m), (49)
t=04j=1
we have
¢):=sup sup SY(p)=  inf Eold +D 50
PO)i= sup sup SR = nl o Eelel+DQ) (50)

for Qo.¢ := XZ:O X?zl K7 and

D(Q) = il,qu) < Z LO t %th) = ihelg <Z LO t 0rdQy — V(go)) ;

where Q; is the marginal of Q € Prob*(Q) on B(Qo.). Furthermore, if P(c) < 400 the

infimum in RHS of (50) is a minimum.

Remark 2.12. Notice that the condition §3(¢) < 400 for some ¢ € By.r is not required for the
validity of Theorem 2.11 Item (ii). In addition, we allow in (50) Prob(Q) n A° = & with the
usual convention inf ¢ = +c0. We now provide conditions ensuring that B(0) < +c0. By Item (i)

this will then imply that 9B(c) € R for every ¢ € Bo.p.

(a) If there exists a A € A° n dU(0) < (Co.r)* then PB(0) < +oo (here, U (0) < X;;TZO(CO;T)* is
the supergradient of U at 0 € £, and we are identifying A with the vector of its restrictions
in writing improperly A € oU(0)). To see this, let A satisfy SY(y) < ZtT:(J(%, Ay, Vo € E.
In particular then for all z € —A and all ¢ € ®(0) it holds that SU(¢) < (X/_, ¢t A) <
<Z;‘F:O 0t + 2, <0, as {z,\) = 0 for all A € A°, which in turns yields B(0) < 0
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There exists Q € Prob' (Q) N A° such that D(Q) < +00 < PB(0) < +c0.

Indeed, by definition we have PB(0) < {,0dQ + P*(Q) = P*(Q), but from Lemma 2.20
(which does not rely on Lemma 2.18) we have P*(Q) = D(Q) + 04(Q) = D(Q) (the latter
inequality coming from @ € A°). Hence PB(0) < D(Q) < +w. Conversely, P(0) < +0o0

implies the existence of a minimum point in (50).

(c) The existence of the optimizer in MOT implies that M(@o, @1, @T) is not empty and that
the marginals must be in convex order. In EMOT the optimizer Q* belongs to Prob® () n.A°
with D(Q*) < +00 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 PB(c) 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 B(c), we would work with

(—.A)°, which is less comfortable in the computations of the proof.

Corollary 2.14. Suppose that Assumption 2.8.(i) holds with K}, ..., Kg, cee K%, e K% compact
subsets of R, that ¢ : Q@ — (—o0, +0] is lower semicontinuous and that U(p) = 0 for some p € £.
Then (50) holds true and if B(c) < +o0 then there exists an optimum in the RHS of (50).

Proof. When K¢,...,K¢,..., Kk, ..., K$ are compact then Co.r = Cp(Q). If U(y) = 0 for some
¢ € &, then (44) and (45) are automatically satisfied: indeed one can take K(n) = Q and f}* =
—p,t=0,...,7,n > 1. Obviously, a possible choice for such a ¢ is ¢ = 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 : £ — R, recall the definition of SV in (25) and, for V(-) = —U(—),
the definition Sy (p) := —SY(—¢).

Furthermore, given functions ¢ : Q@ — (—o0, +®], g : Q — [—00, +0) we introduce the sets
T
Ssun(c) 1= {cpedom(SU) | A € H s.t. Z (20, ..., o) + I2(x) < c(x) V:CEQ} (51)
T
Ssup(9) := {goedom(Sv)HAe’Hst Z (20, ..., x¢) + I%(x) = g(x) Vxeﬂ} (52)

and observe that Ssup(9) = —Ssup(—9)-

Corollary 2.15. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 2.11 are satisfied, that g : Q —
[—o0, +0) is upper semicontinuous and that also condition (49) holds replacing ¢ with —g. Then
the following hold

inf Egle|+D = su sv , 53
ool ) Bl +D@) = 5w 57 () (5)

sup  (Eqlg] —D(Q)) = _inf Sv(y). (54)
QeMart(Q) $€Ssup(9)

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 = 7 as in Example
2.4 so that Prob'(Q) n .A° = Mart(Q). 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 ¢ := —g we get from (53)
sup SV (p)= _inf (Eq[-g]+D(Q) =~ sup (Eqlg]-D(Q) -
0ESsub(—9) QeMart(9) QeMart(Q)

From Ssup(9) = —Ssub(—g) and Sy (+) = —SY(—+), we get SUPyes, .y (—g) SY (p) = —infes,,,(q) SV ().
Existence of an optimum when LHS of (54) is finite can be inferred in a similar way. O

Corollary 2.16. Ifd = 1 and Q := Ky x -+ X Kp for compact sets Ky, ..., Ky € R, (53) and
(54), as well as ezistence of optima, are guaranteed by the following simplified set of assumptions:
c:Q — (—oo,+00] is lower semicontinuous, g : & — (—o0,+00] is upper semicontinuous and

U(p) =0 for some p € E.

Proof. When Ky, ....Kp € 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. O

Observe that in the previous results, we allow to choose, for static hedging, for each t =0,...,T,
a subspace & < Cy.t, potentially allowing to consider also Asian and path dependent options in
the sets &. In some of the subsequent results we will instead consider for static hedging the sets
E S Cy,t =0,...,T consisting of deterministic amounts, units of underlying stock at time ¢ and

call options with different strike prices and same maturity ¢.

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

®.(c) = {cpeé‘, Z oo, ... x) + 2(z) < c(x) Ver}

t=0

and observe that ®.(c) = ®.(c) n dom(SY). Then, under the convention sup & = —oo,

P(c) := sup sup SY(p) = sup sup SY (). (55)
2€—A pe® . (c) 2€—=A 4ed, (c)

To see this, we consider different cases for a fixed z € —A.
Case 1: ®,(c) = &, which means SUPea. (o) SU(p) = —oo by convention. If ®.(c) = & then
SUD_c & (o) SY(¢) = —o0 by convention, if ®,(c) # & then SUD_c&_ (o) SY(¢) = —oo since for every
¢ € ®.(c) we have SU(p) = —o0, as ¢ ¢ dom(SV) .
Case 2: ®,(c) # . ~Then ®.(c) # I too, and SUD_c5_ (o) SY(p) = supges. (o) SV () since we
can ignore all the p € ®.(c)\®.(c) (which produce values SY(p) = —o0).
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 Co.r satisfies
P(c) = min () +PB*(N\) Vee Cor (56)

)\E(Co T)*
A=0,A(1)=

for
‘ﬁ* ()‘) = Ssup (‘ﬁ(c) - <Cv )‘>) ) A€ (CO:T)*

ceCo:r
Proof. Suppose that (¢) < +oo for some ¢ € By.r. To prove that B(c) > —oo for every c € By.r,

it is (more than) enough to show that

P.(c) = Vze—-A. (57)
Set R, = Ko(n) x --- x Ar(n) € Q. Observe that whenever ¢ € By, is given we have for every
n>=1
T od
c(x) — z(z) = — sup |e(z) — 2(x)| = — |c — 2| g.p SUP (1 + Z Z x ) > —oo Yz € 8(n)
TERR TERR t=0j=1
and
d .
c(@) = z2(x) = = e = z]o.r ( x )
ssu<t j=1
(44 .
o= 2oz — le= 2oz 3 Fio, . s2) Yo e DR(M).
t=0
Thus,
T
c(x) = 2(x) = — ¢ = 2[gr — sup le(x) = 2(2)] = | = 2[gp D [0, 20) VaeQ.

TER,

If we now show that for n big enough [— |c — z|o.p f7]o<t<r € dom(SY), we then conclude that
[— e = zllg.r —supsek, lc(@) — 2(x)| = |c = 2] [ ]o<t<r € dom(SY) by cash additivity of S¥ and
at the same time [— ¢ — 2. — Sup,eg, [c(x) — 2(2)| = [c — 2] .1 fI]o<i<T € ®~(c) by definition.
This in particular proves PB(c) > —oo. Going then back to checking [— |c — 2|1 f/Jo<i<T €
dom(SY), observe that

T
SY([= lle = 2l £7116) = sup (U([— le = zlo.r £t + @) = Z )

aeRT —0
2 U(= e = 2lo.q [F7']e) = =V (e = 2lo.p [f]e) = 0> =00

by Assumption 2.8. The fact that PB(c) < +oo will follow once we show monotonicity, cash
additivity and concavity. Monotonicity is trivial: if ¢; < ¢ then @,(¢;) S P, (co) for every
z € —A (both the sets might be empty). The cash additivity property can be seen as follows: given
$ € R and setting 1 = [1,...,1] € RT, observe that whenever z € A is given p € ®.(c + 3) =

w— T'il 1€ ®,(c) since, by cash additivity of SV, dom(SY) + RT*! = dom(SY). Consequently,

Pc+pB)=sup sup SY(p)= sup sup SY <<p + L1)
ze—Ang<I> (c+8) ze—A pe®, (c) T+1

= —+ sup sup SY =P(c)+ L.
Iy L () = B(c)
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Coming to concavity, it is convenient to rewrite (c) in a slightly more convenient form

T
PB(c) = sup {S’U(cp) | pe dom(SY),3z€ —As.t. Z oo, ..., x) + 2(x) < clx)Vr e Q} (58)

t=0
and to recall that whenever ¢ € By.r is given, the set over which we take the supremum in RHS
of (58) is not empty by (57). Take then ¢; € Bo.r and associated z; € —A, ¢* € dom(SY) with
Ztho ¢t + 2; < ¢;. Define ¢, = ac; + (1 — @)cz and analogously z, and ¢® for « € [0,1]. Then

clearly ZtT:O 0 + zo < ¢o. Combining this with Lemma A.1 we obtain

as”(¢") + (1~ )87 (%) < §V(")
T

< sup {SU(@) | p e dom(SY),3z€ —As.t. Z or(zo, ..., x1) + 2(x) < colx) Vo € Q}
=0

2 pea).

Taking now the supremum over z;, ¢ with ZtT:o @t + 2z; < ¢; we obtain

aPB(e1) + (1 — a)PB(c2) < P(aer + (1 —a)ea) Yae[0,1],¢1,¢2 € Bo.r - (59)

Notice that up to this point we have P(c¢;) € (—o0, +0] so (59) makes sense.

Now we can combine (59) with the fact that B (c) > —oo for every ¢ € By.r to show that P(c) < +o0
for every ¢ € By.pr. Indeed, suppose that P(¢) = +oo for some ¢ € By.r. We know by hypothesis
that B(¢) < +oo for some ¢ € By.p, and by what we have previously proved we know that

P(2¢ — &) > —co. Observing that ¢ = (26 —2) + (1 —a) & for a = 1

3, we have from (59)

+00 =aP(2¢—¢) + (1 — )P(C) < P(a(2¢—¢) + (1 — ) &) = P(€) < +©.

This yields a contradiction, thus there can be no ¢ € By, with P(¢) = +00. Hence B : Bo.r — R
is cash additive, concave and nondecreasing on By.r. Then it is automatically norm continuous
on By.r 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 Cop.r, plus standard arguments involving monotonicity and cash additivity to
prove that P*(A) < +00 = A = 0,\(1) = 1. See for example [35] Theorem 4.16 for an exploitable

technique for a similar argument. O

Remark 2.19. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48), SY(¢) < +oo for every ¢ € dom(SY). Indeed,
choosing ¢, := ZtT:O o we get that ¢ € ®g(c,) and thus SY(¢) < PB(c,) < +0, by Lemma 2.18.

Lemma 2.20. For every A € (Co.r)* such that A = 0 we have
PBEAN) = (SY)* Mo, ..o, A1) + oa(N).

If in addition \(1) =1 then
T
(SYY*(No, ..., Ap) o= sup (SU () — Z@t, )\t>> =D(\o,..., ) =D(\).
pe t=0

Proof. See Appendix A.1. O
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Remark 2.21. Under Assumption 2.8, U(0) € R and therefore (SY)*()\) = SY(0) = U(0) > —w

for every 0 < A € (Co.p)*.

Lemma 2.22. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48) let 0 < X € (Co.1)*, A(1) =1 be given and define
0< X = Moy, € (Co)*. If [Mo, ..., A\r] € dom(D) then there exists a unique Q € Prob(Q) which
represents A on Co.r, i.e.

(p;A) = Eqle], VoeCor.

Proof. The proof is an adaption of [14] Theorem 7.10.6. We first stress the fact that Ay = A|¢,,, €
(Co.t)* is a consequence of (27). We will apply Proposition A.5. To do so, we show that for a
fixed ¢ > 0 and for n big enough, we may define a set K. := £y(n) x ... &r(n) that is compact
(since so are all the factors) and satisfies the assumptions in Proposition A.5. Suppose that a given

v € Co.r satisfies: p(x) = 0 for every x € X;;FZO Ri(n). We also have automatically that

T d
o@) < lelo.r <1+22 ) Yaeq.
t=0j=1

By Assumption 2.8 we then have:
T
le(@)l < lelo.r <Z fgl(:COv"'vxt)> V[zo, ..., xr] € N\Ro(n) x -+ x Rr(n).
t=0

J
Ty

Since moreover by assumption ¢ = 0 on XtT:o Ri(n) we get:

t=0

T
lo(@)] < [ello.r (Z (o, ... ,xt)> V[zo,...,x7] € Q. (60)

Then, the following chain of inequalities holds for every I' > 0 (additional motivation will be

provided immediately after):

T T T
Ko, D < el , A < ellosr D0 52 = [@llor DA = Ielor A (61)
t=0 t=0 t=0
1G 1 1 . .
= ¢llor XA < lieloer <fD()\0, )+ 5V (LS .,FfT>> . (62)
t=0

Here, (61) follows from positivity of A, from (60), from linearity and the fact that one defines
At = Moy, € (Cou)*, while (62) follows from linearity and from Fenchel inequality (29). Since
we are assuming by hypothesis that [Ag,...,Ar] € dom(D), we can select I' > 0 such that
£D(Xo, ..., A1) < 5. Select now n in such a way that £V (Dfg,...,T'f7) < § for every s < T

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

e €
Ko M < lelor (5 +5) <elelor -
The thesis now follows combining Proposition A.5 and Daniell-Stone Theorem A.6. O

Lemma 2.23. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48), the equation (50) holds for every c € Co.r, with

a minimum in place of the infimum.
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Proof. Combining Lemma 2.18, Lemma 2.20, and Lemma 2.22 we have

P LS min (e N+ FEO)
Xe(Co.r)*

A=0,A(1)=1

min (¢, \) + D(A\) + oc4(N))
)\E(Co;T) s
A>0,A(1)=1

L.2:.20

*

W min (e, A+ DOV + oa(N)
Xe(Co.1)*,[Xo,-.., Ar]edom (D)
A=0,A(1)=1

min  (Eq [c] + D(Q) + 04(Q)) (63)
QeProb™ (),
Qedom(D)

L.2.22

- erﬂik?l(ﬂ) (Eq [c] + D(Q) +04(Q))

where in (x) we used the fat that D is bounded from below by SY(0) by Remark 2.21, hence
[Aoy ..., Ar] € dom(D) < D(Ag,...,Ar) < +o0, and in (63) we identified probability measures
Q € Prob! (©) and their induced functionals, as well as the marginals @Q; of such measures with

the restrictions of such functionals to Cy.;. |
Lemma 2.24. Under Assumptions 2.8 and (48) the sublevel

{Q € Prob*(Q) n A° | D(Q) < T}
is a((Co.1)*, Co.1)|probt () - (Sequentially) compact for every = € R.

Proof. We show that {\ € (Co.r)* | A = 0,A(1) = 1,P*(\) < =} is weak* -(sequentially) compact.
To do so, it is enough to prove that {\ € (Co.r)* | P*(N\) < E} is weak*-(sequentially) compact.
Once this is done notice that, combining the fact that o4 = d4- and Lemma 2.20, {\ € (Co.1)* |
PEAN) <E}={Ae (Cor)* | A=0, A1) =1,D(\) < 2} n A°. Since by Lemma 2.22 there is a
natural identification between normalized nonnegative functionals in dom(3*) and the measures
in Prob'(Q), the proof will be complete. In order to prove that {\ € (Co.r)* | P*(\) < =}
is weak*-(sequentially) compact, observe first that by (56) we have for every » > 0 and A\ €
(Co.r)* st P*FN) < E

sup  [{e, )] = sup ()< sup (=P(—c)) + P*(N) <E+ sup (=P(-¢)). (64)
ceCo.r, ceCo.r, ceCo.r, ceCo.,
lellg.r<r lelg.r<r lellg.r<r [ellg.r<r

Now since —J3(+) is real valued, convex and continuous on Cy.r (Lemma 2.18) it follows from [2]
Theorem 5.43 that the RHS in (64) is finite for some r > 0. Then, the operator norms of elements of
the set {\ € (Co.r)* | B*(A\) < =} are uniformly bounded, implying that {A € (Co.7)* | *(N) < =}
is contained in some (weak® compact, by Banach Alaoglu Theorem, and sequentially compact by
separability of Cp.7, see [2] Theorem 6.30) ball of (Co.7)*. 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 {A € (Co.0)* | B*(N) < =} O

Lemma 2.25. Under Assumption 2.8, for every lower semicontinuous ¢ : @ — (—00,+00] satis-
fying (49), the duality (50) holds and, if P(c) < 400, the infimum in (50) is a minimum.
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Proof. Take c as in the statement. Observe that, from the definition of J3 and the Fenchel inequality
on SY, for any Q € Prob'(Q) n A° we have

T
PB(c) = sup sup SY () < sup sup (( *(Qo,---,Qr) + Eg lz 1)

ze—A pe® . (c) ze€—A pe® . (c) =0
QeProb' (Q2)n.A°
< sup  sup ((SU)*(QO,...,QT)+EQ lZ gat+z]>
2€—A ped, (c)
L.2.20

< sup sup (Eglc]+D(Q))
ze—A ped . (c)

= Eq[c] +D(Q).

Hence:

Be)<  int - Eold + DQ) (65)

The case P(c) = +oo is thus trivial and we now focus on the case P(c) < +oo. Let c¢A(z) :=
—A (1 + ZtT:o Z;l:l ) ;2 € Q. Then ¢ = ¢ € Co.r and P(c?) < P(c) < +0, as can be easily

verified.

J
Ty

A standard argument produces a sequence (¢,,), S Co.r with ¢, 1, ¢ pointwise on 2. We claim
that, given a sequence of optima for the dual problems of B(c,), taking a suitable converging
subsequence the limit @ satisfies Q € Prob!'(€) n A° and Eg [c] + D(Q) < P(c). This and (65)
will then imply (50).

To prove the claim, recall from Lemma 2.23 and +00 > B(c) = P(cy), that each dual problem for
B(c,) admits an optimum, call it Q™ € Prob'(€2) n .A°. We proceed observing that D(Q") € R for

every n and

PBlen) = Eqnlen] + D(Q™) = —Egn

T
lexlo.r (1 + ) m)] +D(Q") (66)

t=0

where we set n;(2¢) = Z;l 1
n (62),

, 1 € K;. Now by Fenchel inequality (29), mimicking the argument

1 n
bquZm]\5 @)+ 3V @letlor o 2lerlor o)
Going back to (66) we then get
1 n

Blew) = €+ 2DQ") (67)
where ¢ € R is a constant depending on ¢1,V,no,...,nr. Since now P(e,) < P(c) < +00 we
conclude that sup,, D(Q™) < +0o, which in turns implies that the sequence (Q,), lies in {Q €
Prob’(Q) n A° | D(Q) < Z} for Z € 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 (Q"),, say converging to a @ € Prob' n A°. Now it is easily seen that

Egle] + D(Q) = lim Eg [ca] + D(Q)

*)
< limliminf (Egm[c,] + D(Q™))

(%%

<) li7rln lirr71ninf (Egm[em] +D(Q™))
= limminf (Egm|em] +D(Q™)) = liglnsﬁ(cm) < PB(e)

where in (x) we exploited the fact that Q@ — Eg[c,]dQ + D(Q) is weak™® lower semicontinuous
being sum of weak* lower semicontinuous functionals, and in (**) we used the fact that ¢, < ¢,

if m>=n. O

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 € N U {00} we are given a functional U,, and a set A, < Co.r. We

denote the corresponding problem as in (32) by B, (c).

Proposition 2.26. Suppose that, for each n € N u {00}, the same assumptions of Theorem 2.11
hold for B, (c) and that P, (c) < +00. Suppose that

Deo(Q) + 04, (Q) = sup (Dn(Q) + 0.4, (Q))
neN (68)

Dnt1(Q) +04,,,(Q) = Dn(Q) +04,(Q), neN,

for every @ € Prob'(Q). Then B,(c) 1n Pulc) for every ¢ : Q@ — (—owo, +0] which is lower

semicontinuous and satisfies (49).

Proof. From Lemma 2.23 we see that each dual problem for B(c,) admits an optimum, call it
Q™ € Prob'(Q) n AS. for each n € N. Observe that +00 > P (c) = sup,, Bn(c) = lim, P (c) and

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

Pu(c) = Egnlc] + Dn(Q") + 0.4,(Q") = Egn

T
= lello.r Z wtl +Dn(Q") + 04, (Q")
i=0

1 1 4
> *E‘BZ(QH) + 5‘371 (2 lello.r Z 1/’t> +Dn(Q") + 04, (Q")

t=0

T
L2 S, (‘2 lelor 3 wt> +5Du(Q) + 0, (@)
t=0

T
> %‘ﬁl (‘2 lello.r Z %) + %Dl(Q") +04,(Q").

t=0

As a consequence, for some constant 7,
1
+00 > Peo(¢) = Pule) =1+ 5D1(Q") + 0.4, (Q")
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Hence, all the measures (Q,,),, belong to the a sublevel in the form {Q € Prob' (Q)n(A;)° | D1(Q) <
=} which is o(Prob'(Q), Co.7)-(sequentially) compact by Lemma 2.24. Extract a subsequence,
which will be renamed again (Q,,),, converging to the limit Q® € Prob'(Q). Since D,,0.4, are

lower semicontinuous, so is D,, + o4, for every n € N n {o0}. Hence

Do(Q”) + 04, (Q7) 'F sup (Dxc(Q”) + 0.4, (@) < supliminf (Dye(Q") + 0., (Q"))

(6<8) Sl}l{p limninf (Dr(Q™) +04,(Q")) = limninf (Dn(Q™) + 04, (QM)) .

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

above is in fact a limit, so that

Do (Q%) + 04, (Q%) < Tm (D (Q") + 04, (Q)) -

Since now ¢ :  — (—0, +00] is lower semicontinuous and satisfies (49) for some A > 0, there exists
a sequence (¢p,)n, € Co.r with ¢, 1, ¢ pointwise on €2, just as in the proof of Lemma 2.25. Notice
that by Monotone Convergence Theorem we then have that Eg [¢] = sup,, Eg [¢n]. We conclude
that @@ — Eq [c] is the supremum of linear functional, each being continuous w.r.t the topology
induced by o((Co.7)*, Co.r) on Prob* (). Then, Q — Eq [c] is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. such
topology and Eg«[c] < liminf,, Fgn[c]. Passing again to a further subsequence we can assume

that liminf,, Egn[c] = lim,, Egn[c]. From the previous arguments we then get

Poo (€) < Eg[c] + Do (Q%) + 0.4, (QF) < lim Egn[c] + Do (QF) + 0.4, (@)

< lim Equ[e] + m D, (Q") + 0.4, (Q") = lim (Egn [e] + Da(Q") + 0.4, (Q")) = lim Py (c)

where we exploited the fact that (Q™),, are optima. Since we already know lim,, B, (c) < P (c)
this concludes the proof of B, (c) 1, P (c). O

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 & < C; such that
E+R=E& and set £ =&y x -+ x Ep. Observe that we automatically have £ + RT+L = £ Tt is
also clear that &£ is a subspace of (Co.7)T+!, if we interpret &o,...,Er as subspaces of Co.z. We
also mention here that up to now we used for a A € (Co.7)* (resp. for a measure u € ca(f2)) , the
notation Ay (resp. ) for restrictions to Cp.; (resp. marginals on g.;). This was motivated by
the fact that we were considering general & < Cjp.;. Since from now on we will mostly work with

& < C, we change notation slightly.

Notation 3.1. For the whole Sections 3, 4, 5, given a A € (Co.r)* (resp. given a measure

w e ca())), we use the notation Ay (resp. pi) for restrictions to Cy (resp. marginals on X;'l:1 K7).
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3.1 Additive structure of U

Setup 3.2. For everyt =0,...,T we consider a proper concave functional Uy : £ — [—0, +00).
We define Dy on cal(Ky;) similarly to (28) as

Di(y:) := sup <Ut(<pt)J @ d%) . i ecal(Ky)
K

pt€€L

and observe that Dy can also be thought to be defined on cal() using for v € cal(Q)) the marginals
Y0, sy and setting Di(7y) := Di(v). We may now define, for each p € £, U(p) := ZtT:O Ui(ot)
and define D on cal () using (28). Recall from (25)

BeRT+1 a€cR

T
SY(p) := sup ( (o +8)— Z );soeﬁ, S (1) 1= sup (U(ps + @) —a), 1 € &

Lemma 3.3. In Setup 3.2 and under the convention +00 — 00 = —o0 we have

T T T
=2 Di(v) = D Di(m), Vyecal(Q), SY(p) =D 8" (p) forall pe&,  (69)
t=0 t=0 t=0
and for all p € €
T
SY(p+B) =SY(p) + D, B, for Be R, 8% (o + B) = SV (1) + B, for BeR.
t=0

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

D(y) = sup (Z Ue(or) Z J Pt d7> sup (Ut(sﬁt) - LQ Pt d%)

el t—0 PtEEL

T

= Z Dy(yi) = ), D
t=0 =

As to the second claim in (69), in view of +00 — 00 = —o0, we observe that
T
sup <U(<P+5)—Zﬁt> ZSUP Ui(pe + B) — ZSU' Pt).
peRTHL t=0 t=0 PR

3.2 Duality for the general Cash Additive setup

As a consequence of Theorem 2.11, we are now ready to prove the duality D(c) = (c) announced

in the Introduction, in equation (22).

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that & < C; with Xy € & and that S; : & — R is a concave, cash
additive functional null in 0. Set U(p) := Ztho Si(pr), for pe & =Ey x -+ x Ep and suppose that
Assumption 2.8 is fulfilled. Consider for every t =0,...,T the penalizations

Dy(Q¢) := sup (St(%) - L{ o th) for Q; € Prob' (K;).

pre€L
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Let ¢: Q — (=, +0] be lower semicontinuous and such that (49) holds. Then

T T
PB(c) = sup{z Si(er) | @ €& is s.t. AN € H with Z oi(x) + I°(x) < e(x) Vo e Q}

t=0 t=0 (70)

T
= inf E D
and the infimum in (70) is a minimum provided that PB(c) < +o0.

Proof. Let D be defined as in (28). Observe that we are in Setup 3.2. Lemma 3.3 tells us that
SY(p) = Ztho St(pt), since Sy, ..., S are cash additive, and that D coincides on Mart(§2) with
the penalization term @ — ZtT:O D:(Q:), 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

D(c) = P(o). O
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 D; on ca'(K;), for t = 0,...,T, and build an additive functional D on ca'(©). Our aim

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

Setup 3.5. For everyt =0,...,T we consider a proper, convez, o(ca'(K;),E)-lower semicontin-
uous functional Dy : cal (K;) — (—o0,+w]. We can then extend the functionals Dy to cal(f) by

using, for any ~y € ca(f2), the marginals Yo, ...,yr. If v € cal(Q), we set

T T
Di(7) := Du(me) and D(y) == Y. Di(v) = Y, Dilm).
t=0 t=0

We define V() for p € € and Vi(p:) for pr € &, fort =0,...,T similarly to (30), as

T
V(g):= sup U (Z %) dy — D(W)) and Vi(pe) == sup <J prdy — Dt(v)) :
~vecal (2) Q \;—o yecal (Ky) Kt

We define on € the functional U(-) = =V (=), as in (31), and similarly U(-) = —Vi(—) on &,
fort=0,...,T. Finally, SY(¢), SY(¢0),...,SYT(pr) are defined as in Setup 3.2.

Lemma 3.6. In Setup 3.5 we have:

1. Dy, ..., Dr, as well as D, are o(cal(Q), E)-lower semicontinuous.

2. Under the additional assumption that dom (D) < Prob! (K,) for every t = 0..... T, for any
© = [0o,...,or] €E x -+ X Ep
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Proof.

Item 1. Foreacht = 0,...,T D;(y) = Dyom(7), where D, is o(cal (K;), &)-lower semicontinuous
and ;, the projection to the ¢-th marginal, is o(cal(Q2),&) — o(cal(K,), &) continuous. Hence,
for each t = 0,...,T v — Dy(y) is o(cal(2),&)-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 ¢ = —¢p

T T
~U(p) =V(®) = sup (L (Z m) dy — D(u)) —= sup Y < . Yedr = Dt(ut)>
t=0 t

~yecal () ~vecal(Q) t—o

_ T
@ sup {Z ( Yedry — Dt(*yt)) | v € cal(Q) with ~; € Prob' (K;) ¥t = 0,. .. ,T}
t=0 VI

t=0

B T
@ sup {Z ( K P dQy — Dt(Qt)) | [Qos-..,Qr] € Prob' (Ko) x -+ x PrObl(KT)}

T T

Sup ) <Lﬂ YdQr — Dt(Qt)) w Z sup < X Yedyy — Dt(%)>

t=0 Q:€Prob! (K, t—0 vt€cal (K¢)

T T
D Vi) = Y ~Uilpr)
t=0 t=0

where for (i) we used
dom(D) € Z := {y e cal(Q) | v € Prob' (K;) ¥t = 0,...,T}.

In (i) we applied the facts that: (1) any vector of probability measures [Qo, ..., Q7] with Q; €
Prob!(K;), t = 0,..., T identifies 7 := Qo ®---®@Qr € Z2 with D(y) = 3/_, D(Q1); (2) for every
v € Z (setting Q; := v; € Prob' (K;)) we have D(v) = ZtT:O D,(Qy). The equality (ii7) follows
from dom(D;) < Prob'(K;) 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

uy : R — [—o0, +00), distinguishing the two cases: dom(u;) = R and dom(u;) 2 [0, +0).

Assumption 3.7. We consider concave, upper semicontinuous nondecreasing functions ug, ..., ur :
R — [—00,4+00) with ug(0) = -+ = up(0) =0, uy(z) <z Yz e R (that is 1 € dug(0)n---ndur(0)).
For each t = 0,...,T we define vs(z) := —us(—x), x € R and

v (y) == sup(zy — ve(x)) = sup(ue(z) —2y)), yeR. (73)

zeR zeR

We observe that v:(y) = vf*(y) = sup,ep(zy — vi(y)) for all y € R by Fenchel-Moreau Theorem

and that v} 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

32



Ezxample 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 u; of the following forms: wu;(z) = 1 — exp(—=z), whose
convex conjugate is given by v (y) = —oo for y < 0, vf(0) = 0, vf(y) = (ylog(y) —y + 1) for
y > 0; ug(w) = arl_gyg)(z) for a = 1, so that vi(y) = +oo for y < 0, vf(y) = 0 for y € [0,q],
v (y) = oo for y > a; wy(x) = log(z+1) for © > —1, u,(z) = —oo for x < —1, so that vf(y) = +©
for y <0, vf(y) = y—log(y) — 1 for y > 0; uy(x) = —oo for x < —1, wy(z) = 57 for ¥ > —1 so that
vif(y) = —oo for y <0, vf(y) =y —2y/y+1fory = 0; uy(x) = —oo for x < 0, ug(x) = 1 —exp(—x)
for = 0, so that v}(y) = +oo for y < 0, v}(y) = ylog(y) —y+ 1 for 0 <y < 1, vf(y) = 0 for
y > 1.

Fix fi; € Meas(K;). We pose for p € Meas(K)

d ~ . ~
SKt vf (d—lijt) diy  if p < iy

. (74)
+00 otherwise

,szkxﬁt (M) =
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 ug, ..., ur satisfying Assumption 3.7 with dom(ug) = - -+ = dom(ur) = R,
consider closed (possibly noncompact) Ko, ..., Kr € R and let fiy € Meas(Ky), t =0,...,T. Then

Dy (i) = sup ( [ etrauten - | wtoten) dﬁtm)) . (75)
peCy(Ky) Ky K
Set: *( )
®\/ . : Uy Y _
(Ut)oo'_yll)rfoo t t=0,...,T.

As u(0) = 0, (vf), € [0,+0] since vf(y) = u(0) —0-y = 0. Let Q. € Prob(K;) and, for
€ Meas(Ky), let u = p, + ps be the Lebesgue Decomposition of pu with respect to @t, where
La < @t and ps L @t. Then we can define for u € Meas(Ky)

Ky t

. djta .
Pt Qo= [ op (S5) 0@+ (o)
dq
where we use the convention oo x 0 = 0, in case (vf),, = +o©, us(K;) = 0. Observe that the
restriction of F(- | Q;) to Meas(K;) coincides with the functional in [52] (2.35) with F = v}, and

that whenever dom(u;) = R we have (v})., = lim,_, 4o —”fy(y) = +o0 and Fy(- | Q;) coincides with
Dv;*‘,@t(') (see (74)) on Meas(K3).

Proposition 3.10. Suppose that ug, ..., ur : R — [—00, +00) satisfy Assumption 3.7, and assume
that Ko, ..., Kr € R are compact. If Q; € Prob(K:), t € {0,...,T}, has full support then

Filp|G) = swp <L{t¢t<xt>du<xoj

pt€Ch(Kt) K;

vtwt(xt))d@t(xt)) | (76)

Ezxample 3.11. The requirement that @0, e @T 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 = {—2,0, 2}, @ = %5{,2} + %6{”}, © = doy,
u(z) := ;45 for z > —1 and u(x) = —oo for x < —1. It is easy to see that the associated v* via
(73) is defined by v*(y) = 1 +y — 2,/y for y = 0 and v*(y) = —oo for y < 0, so that (vi‘),, = 1. It
is also easy to see that p L @, hence in the Lebesgue decomposition with respect to @, e = 0 and
ts = p. Hence F(p | @) = 1+1p(K) = 2. At the same time we see that taking pn € Cp(K) defined
via on(—2) = pn(2) = 0,on(0) = —N (observe that for N sufficiently large u(yon) ¢ Cp(K)) we

have

dy — dQ ) = dQ — d
wesét?x) (Lw u Lv(w) Q) wesét?x) <LU(¢) Q L{sﬁ u)

> sup (JK w(on) dO — JK on du) > sup ((0) % +(0) % - (N)) ——

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 Q := Ky x -+ x K¢ for compact sets Ky, ..., Kp <
R; Ko = {xo} for some xy € R; the functional ¢ : Q — (—o0,40] is lower semicontinuous;

@ € Mart(Q2) is a given martingale measure with marginals @0, cee @T; cEe Ll(@).

Under this assumption, Co.z = Cp(Q) and (Co.1)* = ca(Q2) = cal(Q). We observe that the stock X;
is assumed to be bounded due to the compactness assumption on Ky, ..., K7. As a consequence,
if we consider, for example, the call option (X; — )™, a € R, then it is also bounded on Q. The

selection & € Cp(Kp) x - -+ x Cp(K7) 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 & represent portfolios obtained
combining call options with maturity ¢, units of the underlying stock at time ¢ (x;) and deterministic

amounts, that is & consists of all the functions in Cy(K;) with the following form:

N
oi(xt) = a+ bxy + Z en(zp —ap)t, for a,b,cpy o R, 1 € Ky (77)

n=1
and take £ = &y x - -+ x Ep. 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 & = C,(Kp) x - - - x Cp(K7) 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 £ and cash additive, which yields dom(U) = dom(SY) = €. Thus, we will
exploit Corollary 2.14 and Corollary 2.15, in particular (51) and (52), in the case dom(SY) = £.
We set for o € Cp(Ky)

Ug, (1) = :1)\151@ (LQ wi(p (1) + oy + N)dQy (z) — (amo + /\)) . (78)
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We observe that Assumption 3.7 does not impose that the functions wu; are real valued on the

whole R. Nevertheless, for the functional U, 6, We have:
Lemma 4.2. Under Assumption 3.7 for eacht =0,...,T
1. U@t is real valued on Cyp(Ky) and null in 0.
2. U@t is concave and nondecreasing.
3. U@t is stock additive on Cp(Ky), namely for every a, \y € R and ¢; € Cp(Ky)

Uét (<Pt + OétXt + At) = Uét (<Pt) + (721 + )\t .

Proof. Clearly Ug, (¢1) > —o0, as we may choose A, € R so that (¢¢+0X;+A;) € dom(u) 2 [0, +00).

Furthermore,
1€0U:(0) ~
Ua o) < sup ([ (ot aXi s 0)ai (oo + )
a,\eR K (79)
DeMart(Q -~
QeMart(Q2) sup <J gatth+(ozxo+)\a:1:0)\)> < el -
a, \eR K

Finally, 0 = SKt u(0) dQ¢ < Up, (0) < (0],
Ttem 2: monotonicity is trivial from the definition, while for concavity we see that whenever
ot % € Cyp(Ky),0 < v < 1 are given, setting o7 = vyl +(1—7)p? and defining for ', o', A2, 0% € R

the values \7, " € R analogously, we have by concavity of U

s, (") + (L =7Ug, (¥*)
= sup (v(U(" + o' Xy + AY) = (alzo + A1) + (1 =) (U(¢® + Xy + A?) — (@®mg + A?)))

Al al A2 a2eR

< sup U@ +a" X+ A7) — (7zg + \7))

Al al A2 a2eR

sup (U(p” +aXi +A) — (axo + N)) = Ug, (¢7) -
A, aeR

N

Item 3: we see that

Ug, (o1 + u Xy + At) = sup (JK ur (pu(@n) + (o + )z + (A + Ar)) dQu () — (amo + )\))

a€eR
AeR

= sup <J ug (pr(xe) + (a0 + ag)xy + (A + M) d@t(:zrt) — (g + @)xg + (A + /\))) + apxo + A,y
K

aeR

AeR
in which we recognize the definition of U@t (p1) + rxo + A O
Corollary 4.3. Take ug, ..., ur satisfying Assumption 3.7 and suppose dom(ug) = - -+ = dom(ur) =
R. Then

T T
Qenn@) (EQ e ;D”f’@t (Qt)) o {Z Vale e Smb(C)} | =

t=0

Moreover, if LHS of (80) is finite, a minimum point exists.
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Proof. Set U(p) = ZtT:o Ug, (1) for ¢ € €. By Lemma 4.2 for each t = 0,..., T the monotone con-
cave functional ¢; — U, 0, (¢¢) is actually well defined, finite valued, concave and nondecreasing on
the whole Cy(K}). Hence, by the Extended Namioka-Klee Theorem (see [12]) it is norm continuous
on Cp(Ky).

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

We have

T

D(Q) = sup (U(SD) - ijm Pt th) =) sup (U@t (o) — L{t Pt th)

el =0 ©wt€€

= i sup (U@t (¢1) — Lﬂ Pt th) (81)

t—0 pt€Ch(Ky)

T
(;) sup (J ut((pt + ap Xy + )\t) th — J
Ky

+—0 PECH(K¢),at€R,AER Ky

T
() Z sup (J ug (1) dQy — J o th>
t=0 PECh (K1) \JK} Ky

T

T
= Z sup ( e dQy — J vt (Y1) d@t) = Z D,x 5,(Q¢), VQ € Mart(Q2)
) \JEK Ky - ¢

t=0 Y1€Cy(Ky

(gat + o Xy + )\t) th)

where: in (81) we combined the aforementioned continuity of Up, on Cy(K¢) with the fact that &
consists of all piecewise linear functions on Ky hence &; is norm dense in Cp(K); in (x) we used the
fact that for @ := ¢ + @ X3 + A¢, and for every Q € Mart(2), SK, ZdQ; = SKt ©dQs + armo + M,
and in (xx) we exploited the fact that @; € & for every ¢y € &, at,’)\t € R; the last equality follows
from Proposition 3.9 Equation (75).

Using Lemma 3.3 and the fact that Ug ..., U@T are cash additive we get SY () = Ztho sYa. (1) =
ZtT:O Us, (pt) = U(p). By Lemma 4.2 Ttem 1, the assumptions of Corollary 2.16 are satisfied so

that we obtain

T T
inf : (EQ [e(X)] + Z Dv;k@t (Qt)) = sup {Z Us,(pt) | p € Ssub(c)} )
t=0

QeMart(Q2 =0
Existence of optima follows again from Corollary 2.16. O

We stress the fact that in Corollary 4.3 we assume that all the functions ug, . .., ur 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 @

Corollary 4.4. Suppose Assumption 3.7 is fulfilled. Assume that @0, .. .,@T have full support
on Ko, ..., Kt respectively®. Then Equation (80) holds true replacing Dv;“ o, (Qr) with ft(Qt@t).

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 on Ko, . .., K7 with respect to their induced (Euclidean)
topology. In particular, this means that whenever k; € K; is an isolated point, @t({kt}) > 0. This is consistent

with the assumption K¢ = {z¢}, which implies Prob(K() reduces to the Dirac measure, Prob(Xo) = {J(;}}-
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We now take u;(z) = x for each t = 0,..., T, and get U (1) = V5, (¢1) = Eg, [¢i]. Hence with

an easy computation we have

0 if =0
Do 6, (@) = Q=G Q € Mart(Q).
£ 400 otherwise.

Recalling that Mart(Qo, ..., Qr) = {Q € Mart(Q) | Qs = Q; Vt = 0,..., T}, 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 Eq [c] = sup {Z Eg,let] o€ Ssub(c)} . (82)

QeMart(Qo,....Qr) t=0

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  Eq[c] = R|3A jth m + 1% < ¢} := 1I°""(c) . 83
Qel\/llgrt(ﬂ) ol =sup{meR| € H with m + c} (¢) (83)

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

Proof. We take & = - = & = R and € = & x --- x & = RTH! For each ¢ € £ with
o = [m1,...,mr], m € RTt! we select* U(p) = ZtT:o m¢. Then by definition of D (see Section
2.1) we get

pey) 0 for v € ca(Q) s.t. v(Q) =1
v) = )
400 otherwise.

In particular D(Q) = 0 for every @ € Mart(Q2). Moreover we observe that SY () = U(yp) for every
p € €. Applying Corollary 2.16, from Equation (53) we get that

T T
inf  Eglc] = Rst. 3A ith I*<cy.
Qel\/llgrt(ﬂ) o lc] = sup {;)mt | mg,...,mreRs e H wi ;)mt + c}

We recognize in the RHS above the RHS of (83). Finally, existence of optima follows again from
Corollary 2.16. O

4.3 Subhedging without the market

As in Example 2.7 we let {0} € A € —(Co.7)+, so that Prob'(Q) = A° n Prob' (Q).

4As & = RT*1 we notice that if ut(zs) = z¢, t = 0,..., T, and @ € Mart(£2), the functional U@t defined in (78)
is given by Ug, (m¢) = my and so U(m) = ZtT:o Us, (me) = Z?:o my for all me €.
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Corollary 4.7. Let £ = X;‘F:O Cp(K+) and suppose that U(p) = 0 for some ¢ € E. Then:

QeProb! (Q)

T
inf  (Eqlc] +D(Q)) =SHP{SU(<P) | pe€, X o <C} : (84)
t=0

Proof. Tt is enough to apply Corollary 2.14, and to observe that since f € —A = f € (Co.r)+ we

have

T T
sup{SU(cpHcpeE, Zg@t+f<cf0rsomefe—A}=sup{SU(g0)|goeé', Zcpt<c}.
t=0

t=0

O

The LHS of (84) is the Entropy Optimal Transport problem as in [52], but with Prob'(2) replacing
Meas(€2) 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 ¢ 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 (¢, n)1<n<n, S R and
(fin)1<n<n, S Co(K,) are given. The functions (fin)1<n<n, S Cy(K) represent payoffs of options
whose prices (¢in)1<n<n, € R are known from the market. We also take £ = X tT:o Cp(Ky).

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 — (—o0, +0] is called a loss function if it is convez, nonde-
creasing, lower semicontinuous and satisfies G(0) = 0. We set dom(G) := {x e R | G(z) < +0}.
The conjugate function G* : R — (=0, +0], defined by G*(y) = sup,cp(zy — G(x)), satisfies, due
to the monotonicity of G, G*(y) = +0o for every y < 0.

Our requirements allow for a wide range of penalizations. For example, we might use power-like

penalizations, i.e. G(z) = % for z > 0 and for p € (1, +0), G(z) =0 for < 0. In such a case for

every z > 0 we have G*(z) = %q for 1—17 + % = 1. Alternatively, we might take for z,y € R
0 ifr<e
G(z) = = G*(y)=eyfory=0. (85)
+a0 otherwise
We define
Mart:(K:) = {y: € Prob(K}:) | 3Q € Mart(Q2) with v = Q:} < ca(Ky) (86)
and for for v, € ca(Ky)
Zfil Gin ‘S 3 findye —cin for v € Mart;(K%)
Dy () = ( . )

400 otherwise

38



Proposition 4.9. For everyn =0,...,Ny, t =0,...,T, we assume that G, : R — (—o0, +0] is
a loss function and we suppose that the martingale measure @ € Mart(Q2) in Standing Assumption

4.1 also satisfies ’SKt fen d@t — ¢t | € dom(Gy.p). Then

- <EQk]+§:D?@%O:=mm{§:U§@0|@€5wM@}, (1)

QeMart(Q2) =0 =0

where

N, N
U (pt) := sup (Hs“b <<Pt + 3 Yen(fon — Ctm)) - Gf,n(yt,n))
n=1

ye€RNt n=1
is a stock additive functional and II*"* is given in (83). Finally, if LHS of (87) is finite, a minimum

point exists.

Proof.
Step 1: Set gin := fisn — Ctn. For any ¢t € {0,...,T} we prove that the functional D is
o(ca(Ky), Cp(K+))-lower semicontinuous and that, for every ¢; € Cp(Ky), its Fenchel-Moreau (con-

vex) conjugate satisfies
Ny Ny
V(i) := sup (J %d%D?(%)> = inf (T (o= D Yengin | + D, Grnyen) |
veeca(Ky) \JK; YyrERT n=1 n=1
and thus

Ny Ny
Uf(pe) = =V (=) = sup (Hsub (cpt + ), yt,th,n) -] G?‘,n(yt,n)> : (88)

y€RNt n=1

Here we are using the definition of the superhedging price IT**?(g) := —II°"(—g) = SUPgemart(0) £ [9],
by Corollary 4.6. We observe that D is o(ca(K;),Cy(K;))-lower semicontinuous (it is a sum of
functions, each being composition of a lower semicontinuous function and a continuous function
on Mart,(K;) which is o(ca(K}),Cp(K;))-compact by Lemma A.4). We now need to compute
veen = sw ([ wan-pfen) = sw ([ eae-f@).
K K

~yieca(Ky¢) QieMart, (Ky)
Recall now that from Fenchel-Moreau Theorem that G ,,(x) = sup,cg(zy — GF,,(y)). Hence

Ny
VE(er) = sup (f prdQr — Z sup (ytnf Gt dQr — G;kn(ytn)>>
Ky K

QieMart, (Ky) n—1 Yt,n€R

Ny
= sup f prdQy — Z sup (yt,nf Gt dQr — Gzn(yt,n))
QieMart (K¢) K n=1 yt,nedom(Gf’n) K

Ny Ny
= sup inf (J (% - Z yt,ngt,n) dQ: + Z an(%ﬂ))
Ky n=1 n=1

QreMart, (k) Yt€dom

=: sup inf T (ye, Qr),
QieMart(Ky) yr€dom

where dom = dom(Gf,) x -+ x dom(G} v,) < RN, We now see that 7T is real valued on dom x
Mart,(K), is convex in the first variable and concave in the second. Moreover, {T (y¢,-) = C} is
o(Mart(K3), Cp(K+))-closed in Mart:(2) for every y; € dom, and Mart:(K}) is o(Mart:(K3), Cp(Ky))-

compact (by Lemma A.4). As a consequence T (yq, -) is o(Mart, (K;), Cy (K} ))-lower semicontinuous
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on Mart;(K;). We can apply [60] Theorem 3.1 with A = dom and B = Mart;(K;) endowed with
the topology o(Mart,(K;),Cy(K})), and interchange inf and sup. From our previous computations

we then get

VE(p) = sup  inf T(y, Q)= inf  sup  T(y,Qr)
QreMart, (k) Yt€dom yredom g, eMart, (K,)
Ny Ny
= inf sup f oL — YenGen | dQe + Gt (Win)
yredom (QteMartt(Kt) Ky < 7;1 e nZ:“l o !
Ny Ny
= inf sup J vt — Yt.nIt, d@ + Gt (Win)
yredom (QeMart(Q) Q ( nZ::l e nZ::l o !

Ny Ny
= inf (HS“” (gat - yt,ngt,n> + ) G%(%m))
YytEAdom n=1 n=1
Ny Ny
= 1nf]lv T1svr Ot — Z YtnGtn | + Z G;&k,n(yt,n) .
yr€RNe n—=1 n=1

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 DY, ..., D%, and by definition dom(D{) < Prob(K;) for each t = 0,...,T. Using Lemma
3.6 Item 2, together with the computations in Step 1 and the fact that clearly S U = UE by cash
additivity of US, we get the desired equality from Corollary 2.16 Equation (53): indeed, G}, is
lower bounded and proper by our assumptions on Gy ,, and I15%’ is real valued and cash additive
on bounded continuous functions. This guarantees that V,%(;) is null for an appropriate choice

of (constant) ¢;. Existence of optima follows again from Corollary 2.16. O

Remark 4.10. Our assumption of existence of a particular @ € Mart(£2) in Proposition 4.9 expresses
the fact that we are assuming our market prices (¢; )i, 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 () such that
’SQ frndQy — ct_,n’ < g, for some €, = 0. To express this, just take Gy, in the form (85) for

€ =¢Etn

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 f; ,(z;) = (v — an)t to
be call options with maturity ¢ and strikes (., ), that are a dense subset of R.

We take as loss functions Gy ,(x) = 0 for < 0 and Gy ,(x) = oo foralla >0t =0,...,T,n > 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 ¢;,. For each ¢t = 0,...,T,
(ct,n)n 1s a given sequence of prices, and we suppose that they are all computed under the same
martingale measure @ € Mart(€2). We consider for each k € N the initial segment ¢; 1, ..., Ct, Ny (k)

for sequences N¢(k) T, 0, t=0,...,T.
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This means that

T Ne(k)
Dk(Q) = Z Z Gin <U Jtn dQy — Ct,n)
t=0 n=1 Ky
Ny (k+1)
< Z Z Gt n (‘ . findQp — Ct,n) =: Dk+1(Q) VQ e Mart(Q).
t=0 n=1 t
and
T +oo
Do (Q) = sup Dy41(Q) = Z Z Gin (’ fen dQt — cin )
k t=0n=1 Ky
so that

0 lfS ft,nth:Ct,nvogth,TLZl
D (Q) = K |

+00  otherwise

From the density of (ay,), we conclude that

0 fQ=0Q,¥0<t<T
DOO(Q)= .

+00  otherwise

As a consequence, by Proposition 2.26, we have the convergence

inf Eolc| +D — inf Eolel .
QeMart(Q)( Q[] £(@)) = QeMart(Qo,....Q1) Q[]

4.5 Penalty terms given via Wasserstein distance

Let d; be a metric on K (equivalent to the Euclidean one). Call W; : Prob(K}) x Prob(K;) — R the
(1-)Wasserstein distance induced by d:. Let Lip(1, K;) be the the class of d;-Lipschitz functions
on K; with Lipschitz constant not bigger than 1. Notice that Lip(1, K;) € Cy(K}) since d; is
equivalent to the Euclidean metric. For each ¢, let G} : R — (—o0, +00] be a loss function as given

in Definition 4.8. For Mart:(K}) as given in Section 4.4, we introduce

Q€ Prob(Ky) > DV (Q)) = Gi(Wi(Qr, Q¢))  for Qr € Marty (Ky) . (89)

+00 otherwise

D} 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 Mart;(K?) 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 £ = X;;T:O Cp(K).

Proposition 4.13. For each t = 0,...,T, suppose that G; is a loss function, that there exists a
Q € Mart(Q) such that Gy(W(Qs, Q¢)) < +o0 , where Q € Mart(R) is the martingale measure from
Standing Assumption 4.1 and take D}V as defined in (89). Then

QeMart () =

T T
inf (EQ [+ )] DW(QQ) = sup {Z UY (1) | g€ Ssub(c)} : (90)
t=0

41



where

UY (pr) == sup <H5“b(<ﬂt +yly) — f
y=0 K
¢eeLip(1,K¢)

yétdét - Gf(y))

is a stock additive functional and II** is given in (83). Finally, if LHS of (90) is finite, a minimum

point exists.

Proof. Starting from D}", we compute now the associated V,V as

V¥ (pe) i= sup (L wtdWDtW(v)> = sup <L{ prdQ — Gt(Wt(Q,@t)))

veca(Ky) QeMart (K¢)

@ sup (J ¢+dQ — sup (th(Qu Qi) - Gf (y)))
) \JK, y=0

QeMart, (K¢

= sup inf (L{ 0 dQ — yW(Q, @t) +GY (y))

QeMarty (K¢) y=0

® sup inf (f 0 dQ —y  sup ( 0dQ — fd@t) + Gf (y))
K K

QeMart, (K;) yedom(G¥) £eLip(1,Ky) K,

= sup inf <J (pr —y0)d@ + J yﬁd@t + G¥ (y)>
GH \Jk, Kt

QeMart, (K;) yedom(

feLip(1,K})
O inf < sup (f (pr — yf)dQ) + J y0dQ, + G} (y)>
yedom(G¥) \ QeMart, (K,) \JK, K,
eLip(1,K,)
d : su A : su,
@ inf (H Por — yly) + f yldQy + Gf(y)) = inf (TT*"P (o — yly) + a(y, bt))
yedom(GF) K, y=0
£:€Lip(1,K;) £:€Lip(L,Ky)

for the penalty a(y,l) = SKt y6,:dQ; + G¥(y). In the equality chain above we use the following
facts: in (a) we used the dual representation of Gy, in (b) we exploited the definition of dom(G¥)
and the classical Kantorovich-Rubinstein Duality (see [62] Remark 6.5), in (c) we applied [60]
Theorem 3.1, observe that Mart,(K) is compact by Lemma A.4), in (d) we used the definition
of the superhedging price IT*P(g) := —II**(—g) = SUPgemart() £@ [9], by Corollary 4.6. Once
we have VW we have U}Y and we can argue as in Step 2 of the proof of Proposition 4.9, also

regarding existence of an optimum. O

Remark 4.14. If U (as well as UZ in the previous Proposition 4.9) is real valued on Cy(K;), one
might take & as the set of functions in the form (77) in place of & = Cp(K) 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 @ € Mart(f2) is not used in the proof, and
that it would suffice to have only @ € Prob(£2). This will be exploited in Section 4.5.1.

Ezample 4.16. Taking Gi(x) = 0 if < &, G¢(x) = +00 otherwise, we get G (y) = e;y if y = 0
and G¥(y) = +oo otherwise. In this case

T
el (EQ[C] n ;)DXV(Q)> — inf {EQ [c] | @ € Mart(Q) and Wi(Q:, Q1) < eVt =0, ..., T} . (91)
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One can verify, with the same techniques of Example 4.12, that we have convergence, as €, | 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 V, the associated V'V as
computed above, lim., o Ve, (¢:) = Vo(gpr). Indeed

li V(o) = inf V(o) = inf inf (10— yt0) + |

y=0 e+>0 K
£,€Lip(1,Ky) !

wﬂ@+an)

= inf (HS“”(% ) +J yétd©t> = Volpr) -
y=0 K,

£,€Lip(1,Ky)

Now, one can also see that Vo(p1) = E[pe] using the definition of Vo and observing that for e = 0

we have D}V = 5@.

4.5.1 Convergence with Wasserstein induced penalization

As already mentioned, in the classical MOT framework, the marginals @0 .. .,@T 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 (@?)n < Prob(Q) 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 @? —n @;?O = @t for t =0,...,T in the weak sense for probability measures. We are
here supposing that Ky ..., K 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 @?, t=0,...,T converge
to the original MOT problem for the true marginals @0, ceey @T, provided that the loss functions
G} appropriately converge.

Let us now move to a mathematically precise formulation. For each n e Nu {0} and ¢t =0,...,T
let @? € Prob(K;) be a fixed probability measure. Notice that, for n € N, we do not require these

measures to be marginals of some martingale measure.

Proposition 4.17. For each n € N u {0} and t = 0,...,T let G} be a loss functions with
Sup,en G (2) = G () for every x € R and G{*(x) = 4+ for every x > 0. For every t =0,...,T
assume that Wy(Q7, QF) —, 0 and that there exists a Q* € Mart(Q), with ¢ € L*(Q*), having
marginals @fo If lim,, G?(Wt(@?, @?o)) =0 for everyt =0,...,T, then

lim P, (c) = P (c) = inf  Egld, (92)
n QeMart(QE,....Q%)

where

T
‘BZV(C) = inf (EQ [c] + Z G} (W1 (Qy, @?))) , neNu{mn}.
=0

N QeMart ()

Proof. We first prove that B (c¢) < liminf,, BY (c). Observe that there exists by assumption a

martingale measure Q* with ¢ € L'(Q*) and marginals Qf = A,?o,t = 0,...,T. By hypothesis,
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G (W (QT, Q) = G(Wi(QP,QF) —, 0 for every t = 0,...,T, thus GP(W(Q, QF)) < +oo for
every t =0,...,T, n € N big enough and n = +c0. Since €2 is compact and G}',n € Nu {0},t =
0,...,T are nonnegative on [0, +00) we have

e QeMart =0

T T
—oo < inf ¢(z) < inf . (EQ [c] + Z G?(Wt(Qt,@?))) < Eg+ [c]—i—Z G?(Wt(Qfa@?)) < 4o
t=0

for n € N big enough and for n = +00. Hence B, (c) < +o for n € N big enough and n = 400,
and w.l.o.g. we assume that B (c) is finite for each n € N U {o0}. Given then optima Q™ (which
exist by Proposition 4.13 applied together with Remark 4.15) we can take a subsequence such that
Egni. [¢] + ZtT:o G (Wi (QT*, Q™)) converges to lim inf,, B (¢) and such that W (Q™*, Q) — 0
for some Q € Mart(2) (since Mart(€2) is compact, recall the proof of Lemma A.4). Since Q —
SQ cd@ is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. the weak convergence, G} is lower semicontinuous and

Wi (Qr, Q) = limy Wi (QP*, Q*), we have

T T
(E@ [e] + ;}Giv(Wt(@t,@io))) = lim (Ew [e] + > GN (W Q7 A?")))

t=0

T
= limninf (EQn [c] + Z Gy (W (@Y, @?)))

< liminf  inf (
n=N QeMart(Q2)

YW (Qy, Qt )))

n=N QeMart(Q)

T
T
< liminf  inf ( Z (W(Qy, Qt ))) = liminf B (c).
n
Taking then a supremum over N and an infimum over martingale measures, and using the particular
form of G{°,t =0,...,T,

T
P (0) = inf  Egle]=_inf sup (EQ [e] + ZGfV(Wt(Qt,@?))>
t=0

QeMart(QF,...,QF) QeMart(Q) N

n  QeMart ()

T
<liminf  inf (EQ [c] + Z Gy (Wi (Qy, @?))) = lirr%linf BV (c).
=0

We now move on proving that B2 (c¢) > limsup,, BV (c). Since PY (¢) < +o0, we have an optimum
Q* and its marginals satisfy: Q¥ = @?O,t =0,...,T. Then

T
PL (¢) = Egw [¢] = lim (Em [c] + 3 G W@, @m))
t=0
T

= lim (EQoo [c] + ) Gr W (@Y, @?)))

t=0

n QeMart(Q

T
> limsup  inf : (EQ [c] + Z Gy (Wi (Q, @?))) = limsup ‘R, (c) .
t=0 "

Since now we have limsup,, B} (¢) < BY (¢) < limsup,, P (), (92) follows. O
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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, Ko = {zo} for some xg € R and let K1, ..., Kt S R be closed subsets
of R. Consider nondecreasing o, - . ., ur satisfying Assumption 3.7, and suppose dom(ug) = - -+ =
dom(ur) = R. Take for each t = 0,...,T the vector space & < Cy of functions in the form (77),
let E=Ey x -+ xEp and fix a @ € Mart(Q2) such that

J v (a1 + |¢])) dQy(ay) < 40 Va >0,t=0,...,T. (93)
Kt

Suppose that ¢ : Q@ — (=00, +00] is lower semicontinuous and satisfies (49). Then

T T
—sup{z (p1) | p €& s s.t. IA € H with Z%It +I%(x) < (x)V:z:eQ}

t=0
T
= inf E D x5
qelithio) Pl 2 v;k,Qx@w)

where U (1) is defined in (78) for general o, € Cy and D,x g, is given in (75). Moreover, the

(94)

infimum in (94) is a minimum provided that PB(c) < +0o0.

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) Si(¢:) := Ug, (¢¢) is real valued on Cy, concave and cash
additive; (ii) D¢(Q:) = D o, (Q¢) for every @ € Mart(€); (iii) S¢ is null in O for every ¢t = 0,...,T
and the conditions (44) and (45) hold setting f/*(x¢) := (Jz¢|—n)T,¢ = 0,...,T as in Example 2.9.
To check (i) observe that for every ¢t = 0,...,7T and ¢ € Ct

—0 < — L{ ve (loe] (1 + |2¢]) dQe(we) = L{ e (= el (1 + |ze])) dQe(xe)
t t (95)
~ (®) ~ ~
< LQ wi (1) d0i(w0) < Ug, (9) ' LQ puds < | il (14 i dQe(an) < oo

K
where in (®) we argued as in (79) and the finiteness of the last term comes from the fact that
Q € Prob* (). Notice that we just showed also that Q; € dUgp,(0). Concavity and cash additivity
can be checked along the lines of the proof of Lemma 4.2 Ttem (2)-(3). Coming to (ii), from
Proposition 3.9 and Fenchel inequality for every Q € Prob' (Qandt=0,...,T

®) (7:5) su t( Tt t(Tt) — V(P (T At Tt
Do (@@ s ([ e - [ ua)idm) "

< sup ( [ et~ [ rle)) AQue0)) < D,.6,(Q0).

p1€Cy
Since & < C; the proof of (ii) is then concluded observing that for every ¢; € C; there exists a
sequence of (p}), € Ct, with each ¢} in the form (77), such that ¢} — ¢; pointwise on K; and
sup,, [¢]l; < +oo. Indeed, this in turns implies, using SKt vy (a1 + |z¢])) dQy (1) < 490 Va > 0,
that one has

L{t () dQ(ay) — L{t vy (o () dQy () = lim <J

K

e dQ) ~ [ et 1Qua0)
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for every @ € Prob' (Q), by Dominated Convergence Theorem. Finally, (iii) is verified observing
that

0= J 0dQ = S,(0) = Sy(—f7") = J up (—f)dQ —, 0
Q Q

where the limit in RHS is motivated by Dominated Convergence Theorem together with (93) O

Remark 5.2. Observe that Corollary 5.1 would remain valid replacing Up, () with Sét(-) =

SUD,cr (SKt (- + a)dQy — a> for general Q; € Prob'(K;) without requesting these are marginals
of a martingale measure. Indeed, the only point where the martingale property played a role was
in showing (®), which remains valid if one replaces Ug, (-) with Sé’i (+) (the argument is essentially
identical). A prominent role was given to U@t 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 u;(z;) = w,

we now deduce the following result from Corollary 5.1

Corollary 5.3 ([6] Theorem 1.1 and Corollary 1.2). Take d = 1, Ky = {xo} for some xo € R
and let Ki,..., K7 < R be closed subsets of R. Take for each t =
& € Cy of functions in the form (77), let € =Ey x -+ x Ep and fix a QeM

¢: Q — (—oo, +o] lower semicontinuous and satisfying (49)

0,...,T the wvector space
€ art( ). Then for any

T T
T(c) = Sup{Z Ep (1) | pe&is s.t. INeH with ) oy(wy) + I°(z) < cx) Vo e Q}
t=0

i=0 (97)

= inf  Eglc]
QeMart(Qo,...,QT)

and if P(c) < +0, a minimum point exists for the infimum in (97).

Ezxample 5.4. We now come to the study of the convergence to the MOT problem. Take ug, ..., ur :
R — R satisfying Assumption 3.7, and assume additionally that these are all differentiable in 0
(which implies that {1} = dug(0) = --- = Jur(0)). Observe that setting uf(z) = nu; (£),
x € Rt =0,...,T the functions uf,...,u? still satisfy Assumption 3.7. Moreover (v]')*(y) =
sup,eg(ul(z) — 2y)) = nvf(y), y € R. Since u:(0) = 0, we have v} > 0 and as a consequence
. 0 if vf(y) =0
sup(v;')* (y) = :
n +o0  otherwise
Moreover vf (y) = 0 = y € du(0) = {1}. Consider the set A° of e-martingale measures defined in
equation (34), take Q € Mart(€) and a sequence &, |, 0. Using (35), for every Q € Prob*(Q)

T
Z D(U?)*@t (Qt) + T pen (Qt) Tn Doo(Q) + o4, (Q)
t=0

where

D(Q) + 0, (Q) = 0 if Q e Mart(Q) and Q; = Q:Vt =10,...,T |

+00  otherwise

As a consequence, by Proposition 2.26

inf ]+ D (@ —n inf FEolc].
QeMart(9) < Z )¥,Qe ) QeMart(Qo,....Qr) alc]
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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 & = Cy.4,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, @ € Mart(Q2) 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 — R such that ug = ..., ur := u satisfy Assumption 3.7 and let v*
be defined in (73) with u in place of u,. Take Q € Mart(Q), such that (93) holds.
Let Ug : Co.r — R be the associated indirect utility

UX(p) = sup Egu(e + )],

H
and SY< be the associated Optimized Certainty Equivalent defined according to (25), namely

53 (¢) = Sup (Ug(so +8) - ﬁ) v e Cor.

Then for every c € Co.r the dual representation holds:

s (c) = Qel\}lgft(ﬂ) (EQ L] + D@(Q))

where for Q € Prob'(Q)

v (52) 4@ wQ«Q

+00 otherwise

D5(Q) =

Proof. Take & = Coy for t = 0,...,T. Define U(y)) i= U% (ZtT:o ¢t) for e & = E X ... x Er.
From (93), it follows that U(y) > —oo for any ¢ € &, similarly to the argument in (95). Since
Q € Mart(Q) and u(z) < z for all z € R we also have U() < So ZtT:o ¥, dQ < +oo (since
Mart(€2) € Probq' (). Moreover it is easy to verify that for any Q € Mart(Q) we have

P (UW |, (2 ﬂ’f) d@) -z, ([0 [ o)

and arguing as in (96) we get D(Q) = D (Q). The assumptions of Corollary 2.15 are satisfied:
take indeed f/*(xq,...,z¢) := —(Jz¢] —n)T as in Example 2.9, so that (44) holds. Then, using the
fact that U(¢) < §, ZtT:o ¥:dQ, we have

T
0=f 0dQ = U(0,...,0) = U(=f, ..., —f}) >J u —th" dQ —, 0
Q Q t=0
where the limit in RHS is motivated by Dominated Convergence Theorem together with (93). This

imples that also (45) is satisfied. A = Z is clearly a convex cone with 0 € A, and U(0,...,0) =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

. R _ . _ U
el o (Ba [eX)) +Dg(@) = | inf (g [«(X)] + D(Q) = sup w57 w).

Observe now that SU satisfies

T T T
SU(p) = sup (U(d; +A) - At> = sup (U}; (Z e /\t) - At>

AeRT+1

T " T
= sup (Ug (Z Wy + ﬂ) - ﬂ) —. 5% (Z ¢t> .
BeR =0 t=0

H ~ H
It can be asily verified that SU< is real valued on Cy.r, since §o pdQ = 5 (p) = Ug(go), and

H
nondecreasing. Furthermore, SU@ : Co.p — R is (TA). Hence

sup  sup sV (Zwt> = sup sup sYa <Zz/1 +IA> =SUg(c)

AE’H’L/JEQIA() t=0 AEHwE‘i’IA(C) t=0

by definition of ®;4(¢) and since ¢ € Co.r. O

A Appendix

Let X be a metric space and C(X) be the space of continuous functions on X. Let & < C(X),
t =0,...,T, be a vector space and & = & x --- x Ep, let U : &€ — [—o0,+0) be proper and

concave and define SV : & — [—o0, +o0] as in (25).

Lemma A.1. Assume the usual convention 00-0 = 0-00 = 0. Then SU is concave on the convex
set
dom(SY) :={pe & | SY(p) > —0},

that is: if o', p? € dom(SY) then for every 0 < a < 1 we have ap + (1 — a)p? € dom(SY) and
SY(ap' + (1= a)p?) = as” (") + (1 - )87 (¢%) Ve',¢” € dom(S) (98)

where the expression makes sense and holds even if either SY (o) or SY(?) or both are equal to

+00. Finally, SY satisfies:

SY(p+a)=8Y(p +Zat Voe&, VaeRT,

=0
Proof. Since the claim is trivially true for @ = 0,1 (assuming the usual convention c0-0 = 0-c0 = 0),

we can assume 0 < o < 1. Observe that since ¢!, p? € dom(SY) for some ', 32 € RT*! we have
T
—w0 < aU(p" + BY) + (1 - a)U(* + %) — l Zﬂt 104)213?1
t=0
T
<Ulap' + (1 - a)¢? + [af' + (1 - a)B]) - la 26+ (1—a) ﬂf}
t=0

T
< sup <U(acp1+(1 a)p? + B) — Z ) SV (! + (1 — a)p?).

BeRT+1

48



Now if both SY (1), SY(p?) < +o0 it is enough to take suprema over 51, 3% € RT! to get (98). If
otherwise either SY (') = +00 or SY(p?) = +0, taking the supremum over 3!, 3% € RT+! yields
SYU(ap! + (1 —a)¢?) = +0 = aSY(p!) + (1 — a)SY(p?), and again we get (98). Also, (98) clearly
implies that if ¢!, p? € dom(SY) then for every 0 < o < 1 we have ap! + (1 —a)¢? € dom(SY). As
to the last property, fix ¢ € €. There are three cases cases: either (i) U(p + 3) = —0Vp € RT+L,
so that SY(p +a) = SY(p) = SY(y) + ZtT:o oy = —o, or (ii) U(p + B) = +oo for some 8 € RT*!
in which case SY(p + a) = SY(p) = SY(p) + ZtT:o ay = 400, or (iii) we can write

T
SU(g0+oe)=sup{U(g0+a+[3 Z ﬂeRT+1,U(¢+ﬂ+a)>oc}

t=0

T
=sup{U(ga+ a+ B)) Z B + o) +ZatlﬂeRT“ U(w+(ﬂ+a))>00}

t=0

=sup{ (p+mn) - Znt+zat|n€RT“ Ulp+n) > OO}

t=0 t=0

T T T
= sup ( (p+n)— Z )+Zat=SU(<p)+Zat
t=0 t=0

T
(;)Sup{U(soJrn —Zm|n€RT+1,U(s0+77)>—OO}+Zat

neRT+1 =0

where in (*) we are exploiting the fact that we are in the case of U(p + ) < +o0Vp e RTH1. O

Lemma A.2. Tuke closed sets Ky,..., Ky € R, and suppose that Ko = {xo} and card(K;y1) =
card(Ky) for every t = 0,...,T — 1. Take & = Ey x -+ x Ep for vector subspaces & < Cy(Ky)
such that Xy € & and & + R = &, for t = 0,...,T. Suppose there exist ¢, € £ and A €
H, where H is defined in (8), such that ZtT:O Py = ZtT:O Wy + I™. Then there exist constants
koy...,kr,ho,...,hr € R such that for each t = 0,....,T i(xt) = pr(we) + kexe + he, Yap € K.

In particular for Sy : & - R, t =0,...,T stock additive functionals we have

T T
D Silpe) = D Si(th)
=0 =0

and forV := ZtT:O &+ T (see (9)) the map

’U—Zipt-i-IA'—)S
t=0

is well defined on V, (CA) and (IA).

HM’%

Proof.
Step 1: we prove that if ZtT:O P = ZtT:O Yy + I then A = [Ag,...,Ar_1] € H is a deterministic
vector A € RT. If card(K7) = 1 this is trivial. We can then suppose card(K7) > 2 We see that

T-1
pr(er) —Yr(er) = Y (@) — pilar)) Z Ag(o, .. m)(Tr41 — 1)+
=0
+A7r_1(zo, ..., x7—1)(xr — 27-1) = f(20,.. ., 27—1) + Ar_1(T0, ..., TT_1)TT
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for some function f. If Apr_; were not constant, on two points it would assume values a # b,
with corresponding values of f that we call f,, f5. Then f, + axr = f, + bry has a unique
solution, contradicting the fact that all the equalities need to hold on the whole Ky, ..., K7 and
in particular for two different values of zr. We proceed one step backward. If card(Kr_1) = 1,
the claim trivially follows, given our previous step. If card(Kr_1) > 2, similarly to the previous

computation
T3
ero1(@r—1) —vr(er—1) = Y. (Ws(zs) — @s(s)) + Y Ar(@o, .. xe) (@1 — Te)+
s#T—1 t=0
+A7r_s(o, ..., x7—2) (-1 — T7—2) + Ar_1 (2T — TT_1)
= f(wg,s #T — 1)+ (Ar—_2(x0, ..., x7-2) — Ar_1)x7_1 .

An argument similar to the one we used in the previous time step shows that Ap_s(z, ..., x7_2)—
Arp_7 is constant, hence so is Ar_o. Our argument can be clearly be iterated up to Ag.

Step 2: we prove existence of the vectors k, h € RT*!, as stated in the Lemma. From Step 1 it

is clear that there exist constants ko, ..., kr such that I®(z) = Ztho kyx;. Hence ZtT:o or(xy) =
ZtT:O(z/Jt(:vt) + k) for all @ € Q, which yields for each ¢ = 0,...,T that o (z:) — (Vi(2t) + kext)
does not depend on x;, hence is constant, call it —h;. Then ko, ..., kr, ho,..., hr € R satisfy our

requirements. The last claim Z;T:o SY(pr) = ZtT:o SY(1h1) is then an easy consequence of stock
additivity.

Step 3: well posedness and properties of S. Observe that whenever p,v € £, AJH € H are
given with Z;‘F:O o + I = Z;‘F:O Yy + I we have by Steps 1-2 that Z;‘F:O SY () = ZtT:o SY () .
As a consequence, S is well defined. Cash Additivity is inherited from Sy,..., Sy while Integral
Additivity is trivial from the definition. O

Proposition A.3. There exist a = a(d,T),8 = B(d,T) > 0 such that for every A > 1

T d T A
1+ > Y el <a )] > f7.(@d) Vo, ... xr] € (RY)TTI([-A, A]H) T+
s=0j=1

)
s=07=1

where [ is defined in (46).

4 , +
Proof. Observe that f (z]) = (’xi’ — %) . Fix z € (RH)T*+1\([- A, A]9)T*+! Define

I(x):={j,se{l,....d} x{0,...,T} | ]| > A}
I°(z) == {j,se{l,...,d} x {0,..., T} | |2| < A} .
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Then {1,...,d} x{0,...,T} = I(z) v I°(z) and I(x) # . Moreover for 5 > 1

T d o, T
IR (5 p3()
s=07j=1 s=0j=1
T A + T
~a3 3 (1-4) - (1+ 5 5
s=07=1 ﬂ s=0j5=1

+
- (a(|x:;_é)_|xg)+ v <(|x;‘_é) _|xg>_1
(4,8)€l(z) B (4,s)el<(x) B

, A ‘
-1 Y |- @) - Y Jed] -1
(4,)€l () (4,s)€l°(x)

2(a—l)A—%d(TJrl)—d(TJrl)A—l

=aA(1d%)[A+d(T+1)A+1]

Then, selecting e.g. = 2d(T + 1), we can solve the inequality
1
aA <1§) —[A+dT+1)A+1]>0

getting a > 2d(T + 2) + 4. This yields a possible selection a = 2d(T + 2) + 2 too, depending only

on the dimensions d,T. O

Lemma A.4. The set Mart,(K;) defined in (86) is o(ca(Ky),Cy(Ky))-compact.

Proof. We see that Mart(€2) is a o(ca(2),Cy(2))-closed subset of the o(ca(f2),Cp(2))-compact set
Prob(€2) (which is compact since € is a compact Polish Space, see [2] Theorem 15.11), hence it is
compact himself. Mart;(K%) is then the image of a compact set via the marginal map v — 7 which
is o(ca(f2),Cy(2)) — o(ca(Ky),Co(K,)) continuous, hence it is o(ca(K;), Cp(K;)) compact. O

Proposition A.5. Let L € (Cy)* be continuous, linear and positive. Suppose that for every e > 0

there exists a compact K. < X such that
€ Cy,plk. =0=[p,L)| < e,
Then for every sequence (cp)n € Cy with ¢, |y 0 pointwise on X it holds that L(c,) | 0.

Proof. Fix € > 0 and take the associated compact K.. By Dini’s Lemma, sup,c. c¢n(2) |» 0. Take

n big enough in such a way that sup,c g cn(x) <e. Define 0 < g5, := min(c,,€). Then clearly
gn(2) = g (@)] Se <e(l+[(2)]) Vo e X = |go], < e=gn, L) < [L]lgzl, < |Lle  (99)

where | L|| is the operator norm (||L| < +c0 since L is continuous). Also, since sup,cx._ cn() <€,

¢n and ¢& coincide on K., namely (¢, — ¢5)|x. = 0. But using the hypothesis on L we then get
(en = gn)lk. =0=[(en —gn, D)l < €len — gplly, < elenly, + l9nly) < e(lealy, +€)  (100)

where in the last step we used the Banach lattice property of |- , and the fact that as shown before
lg5ll, <e. We now combine (99) and (100) to get

0 < {en, L) = (en = gps L) + {90, L) < [en = g5, DI + (g, Ly < e([lea]ly, +€) + [ L e

Since £ > 0 is arbitrary, L(c,) | 0. O
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Theorem A.6 (Daniell-Stone). Let § be a vector lattice of functions (i.e. f,g€ F = max(f,g)€
§) on a set X such that 1 € §. Let L be a linear functional on § with the following properties:
L(f) = 0 whenever f = 0, L(1) = 1, and L(f,) —n 0 for every sequence of functions f, in §
monotonically decreasing to zero. Then, there exists a unique probability measure p on the o-algebra
F = o(3) generated by § such that § < L'(u) and

=Lgfdu, Vie§.

Proof. See [14] Theorem 7.8.1. O

A.1 Proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.20. Fix A € (Co.7)* such that A = 0. Then

ceCo.r ceCoir \ 26— A pe®_(c)

P*(N) = sup (P(c) — (e, ) = sup <sup sup SY (<p)—<07/\>>

) sup <sup sup SY (p) — (e, )\>>

ceCor \26—A ped_(c)
= sup sup sup (SU (¥) = (&) o
ceCo.T z6—A gaE‘i’z(C)

T
< sup sup sup <SU (p) — <Z o + 2, )\>>

ceCo.T Ze_-AapE% (c)

sup sup (S <Z ot + 2 )\>> = sup<z A) + sup (S’U Z<g@t, )\t>)

ze—A pe€ =0 pe&

oa(N) 4+ (SY)*(Noy -, A7)

Consequently
PHEN) < aa(N) + (SY*(Noy -+, A7) (102)

At the same time, for every p € £,z € —A and for ¢ = ZtT:O o1 + z € Co.r we have that p € ©.(¢).
Thus

T 101
(SN s (U (0)-@N) < g
t=0

ped.(2)
and hence
T
sup(z A+ sup ( <Z ot /\>) = sup sup (SU (p) — <Z o+ 2, A}) <PF(A). (103)
zEA ze— A pe€ =0

Combining (102) and (103) we get that L*(\) = a4 (A\) + (SY)*(No, ..., A\r).

52



If additionally A(1) = 1 then we have

el

T
(8%)7 (N0, - Ar) = sup (SU(@ ~Qee m)
T
- <SPLElI€) <a€sﬂg’lp+1 <U vt a ) - <;) 22 )\>>

T

=sup sup ((U p+a)— ) —<Z got,)\>>
pEE aeRT+1 =0
=sup sup (U Y+ a) Z<gﬁt + o, /\>)

Il MH I M’ﬂ

el aeRT+1

el

= sup <U(90) - <Z SDta)\>> =D(Xos .-+, AT) =D(N).
|

Proof of Proposition 3.9. We will use [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52] Remark 2.8. To do so, let us
rename I := v ((see (73) for the definition of v*), which implies that F°(y) := —F*(—y) of
[52] Equation (2.45) satisfies F°(y) := —F*(—y) = —v}*(—y) = —vi(—y) = us(y), by Fenchel-
Moreau Theorem. All the assumptions of [52] Section 2.3 on F' are satisfied, since for every y > 0
F(y) = u(0) — 0y = 0 and F(1) = sup,eg(ue(z) —x) < 0 (recall uy(r) < z, Yo € R). Also,
since dom(u;) = R, limy_, 4o % = F), = +o. We can then apply [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52]
Remark 2.8, obtaining (75). We stress the fact that since w; is finite valued on the whole R, it
is continuous there and for every ¢; € Cyp(Ky), F°(¢r) = ut(p:) € Cp(Ky), hence the additional
constraint F°(p;) € Cp(K;) (below [52] (2.49)) would be redundant in our setup. O

Proof of Proposition 3.10. We will exploit again [52] Theorem 2.7 and [52] Remark 2.8 (with uy
in place of F°) , as we explain now. Since u; is nondecreasing, either its domain is in the form
[M,+0) or (M, +o), with M < 0. Given a ¢; € Cp(K;) and a pu € Meas(K})

e Either inf(¢:(R)) > M, in which case u.(¢:) € Cp(K}) since u; is continuous on the interior

of its domain.

e Or inf(p¢(R)) < M, in which case {¢: < M} is open nonempty and hence has positive Q.
measure, as Q; has full support. Thus SKt us(pt) dQ; = —oo.

e Or inf(¢:(R)) = M in which case u(¢;) = lim. o ur(max(py, M + €)) (since u; is nonde-
creasing and upper semicontinuous) ui(max(py, M + €)) € Cp(Ky) (see first bullet) and by

Monotone Convergence Theorem

f us(pt) d@t — f o dp = lim (f us(max(pr, M + €)) d@t — max(ps, M + ) du) )
K, K, =0 \Jk,

Ky

Then we infer that

sup <J <Ptdﬂ*J Ut(%)d@t): sup (J ut(@t)d@t*J %du)
pt€Ch(Kt) K K preCy(Ky) K K;

= sup {Lﬂ ur(ir) dQe — L(t prdp | e upr) € Cb(Kt)} ; (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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