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Abstract

Based on the multidimensional irreducible paving of De March & Touzi [7], we provide
a multi-dimensional version of the quasi sure duality for the martingale optimal transport
problem, thus extending the result of Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [5]. Similar to [5], we also
prove a disintegration result which states a natural decomposition of the martingale optimal
transport problem on the irreducible components, with pointwise duality verified on each
component. As another contribution, we extend the martingale monotonicity principle to the
present multi-dimensional setting. Our results hold in dimensions 1, 2, and 3 provided that
the target measure is dominated by the Lebesgue measure. More generally, our results hold in
any dimension under an assumption which is implied by the Continuum Hypothesis. Finally,
in contrast with the one-dimensional setting of [4], we provide an example which illustrates
that the smoothness of the coupling function does not imply that pointwise duality holds for

compactly supported measures.
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1 Introduction

The problem of martingale optimal transport was introduced as the dual of the problem of
robust (model-free) superhedging of exotic derivatives in financial mathematics, see Beiglbock,
Henry-Labordeére & Penkner [2] in discrete time, and Galichon, Henry-Labordére & Touzi [11]

in continuous-time. This robust superhedging problem was introduced by Hobson [19], and
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was addressing specific examples of exotic derivatives by means of corresponding solutions of
the Skorokhod embedding problem, see [6, [I7], [I8], and the survey [16].

Given two probability measures p,v on R with finite first order moment, martingale
optimal transport differs from standard optimal transport in that the set of all interpolating
probability measures P (i, ) on the product space is reduced to the subset M(u, v) restricted
by the martingale condition. We recall from Strassen [23] that M(u,v) # & if and only if
@ < v in the convex order, i.e. p(f) < v(f) for all convex functions f. Notice that the
inequality u(f) < v(f) is a direct consequence of the Jensen inequality, the reverse implication
follows from the Hahn-Banach theorem.

This paper focuses on proving that quasi-sure duality holds in higher dimension, thus
extending the results by Beiglbock, Nutz and Touzi [5] who prove that quasi-sure duality
holds by identifying the polar sets. The structure of these polar sets is given by the critical
observation by Beiglbock & Juillet [3] that, in the one-dimensional setting d = 1, any such
martingale interpolating probability measure P has a canonical decomposition P = >}, _, P,
where Py, € M(ug, vi) and py is the restriction of u to the so-called irreducible components Iy,
P(dx,-), supported in Jy for k > 0, is independent of the choice of P € M(u,v).
Here, (Ij)k>1 are open intervals, Iy := R\(uUg>11l), and Ji is an augmentation of I by the

and vy, 1= Sxelk
inclusion of either one of the endpoints of I, depending on whether they are charged by the
distribution Py,.

In [5], this irreducible decomposition gives a form of compactness of the convex functions
on each components, and plays a crucial role for the quasi-sure formulation, and represents an
important difference between martingale transport and standard transport. Indeed, while the
martingale transport problem is affected by the quasi-sure formulation, the standard optimal
transport problem is not changed. We also refer to Ekren & Soner [§] for further functional
analytic aspects of this duality.

Our objective in this paper is to extend the quasi-sure duality, find a disintegration on the
components, and a monotonicity principle for an arbitrary d—dimensional setting, d > 1. The
main difficulty is that convex functions may lose information when converging. A first attempt
to find such duality results was achieved by Ghoussoub, Kim & Lim [12]. Their strategy
consists in finding the largest sets on which pointwise monotonicity holds, and prove that it
implies a pointwise existence of dual optimisers.

The paper is organized as follows. Section [2] collects the main technical ingredients needed
for the definition of the relaxed dual problem in view of the statement of our main results.
Section [3] contains the main results of the paper, namely the duality for the relaxed dual prob-
lem, the disintegration of the problem in the irreducible components identified in [7], and a
monotonicity principle. In all the cases there are some claims that hold without any need of
assumption, and a second part using Assumption defined in the beginning of the section.
Section [ shows the identity with the Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [3] duality theorems in the one-
dimensional setting, and provides non-intuitive examples, in particular Example 1] showing

that there is no hope of having pointwise duality. The remaining sections contain the proofs



of these results. In particular, Section [B] contains the proofs of the main results, and Section
checks the situations in which Assumption holds.

Notation We denote by R the completed real line R U {—o0, o0}, and similarly denote R :=
Ry u {oo}. We fix an integer d > 1. If x € X, and A ¢ X, where (X,d) is a metric space,
dist(x, A) := infue 4 d(x,a). In all this paper, R? is endowed with the Euclidean distance.

If V is a topological affine space and A — V is a subset of V, intA is the interior of A, cl A
is the closure of A, aff A is the smallest affine subspace of V' containing A, convA is the convex
hull of A, dim(A) := dim(affA), and riA is the relative interior of A, which is the interior of A
in the topology of aff A induced by the topology of V. We also denote by 0A := cl A\riA the
relative boundary of A. If A is an affine subspace of R?, we denote by proj, the orthogonal
projection on A, and VA is the vector space associated to A (i.e. A—a for a € A, independent
of the choice of a). We finally denote Aff(V,R) the collection of affine maps from V to R.

The set K of all closed subsets of R? is a Polish space when endowed with the Wijsman
topolog (see Beer [I]). As R? is separable, it follows from a theorem of Hess [I5] that a

function F : RY — K is Borel measurable with respect to the Wijsman topology if and only
if

F(V):={zeR%: F(z) nV # @&} is Borel for each open subset V < R%.

The subset K < K of all the convex closed subsets of R is closed in K for the Wijsman topology,
and therefore inherits its Polish structure. Clearly, K is isomorphic to riK := {riK : K € K}
(with reciprocal isomorphism cl). We shall identify these two isomorphic sets in the rest of this
text, when there is no possible confusion.

We denote Q := R? x R? and define the two canonical maps
X:(z,y)eQr—zeR? and Y :(z,y)eQr— yeRY
For ¢, : R* — R, and h : R — R? we denote
p®Y = @(X) +p(Y), and h¥:=h(X)- (Y - X),

with the convention 00 — 0 = co. Finally, for A  Q, and = € R%, we denote A, := {y € R :
(z,y) € A}, and AS = {y e R?: (x,y) ¢ A}.

For a Polish space X, we denote by B(X) the collection of Borel subsets of X', and P(X) the
set of all probability measures on (X, B(X)). For P € P(X), we denote by Np the collection
of all P—null sets, suppP the smallest closed support of P, and suppP := clconv supp P the
smallest convex closed support of P. For a measurable function f : X — R, we use again the

convention o0 — o0 = o0 to define its integral, and we denote

P[f] := E¥[f] = L fdP = L f(z)P(dz) for all PeP(X).

!The Wijsman topology on the collection of all closed subsets of a metric space (X,d) is the weak topology
generated by {dist(z,-) : x € X}.



Let ) be another Polish space, and P € P(X x )). The corresponding conditional kernel P, is
defined by:
P(dz,dy) = p(dz) @ Pu(dy), where p:=Po XL,

We denote by L°(X,)) the set of Borel measurable maps from X to J). We denote for sim-
plicity LO(X) := L%(X,R) and L (&) := L°(X,R;). For a measure m on X, we denote
LY X, m) := {f € LOX) : m[|f|]] < o}. We also denote simply L'(m) := LY(R,m) and
LY (m) := LY (R4, m).

We denote by € the collection of all finite convex functions f : R — R. We denote by
0f(z) the corresponding subgradient at any point 2 € R%. We also introduce the collection of

all measurable selections in the subgradient, which is nonempty (see e.g. Lemma 9.2 in [7]),
of = {pe LO(RY, RY) : p(x) € 0f (x) for all z € Rd}.

Let f:RY — R, feono(z) := sup{g(x) such that g : R — R is convex and g < f} denotes
the lower convex envelop of f. We also denote f o = lim inf,, o fp, for any sequence (fp)n>1
of real number, or of real-valued functions.

Let I : RY — K be the irreducible components mapping defined in [7], which is the g—a.s.
unique mapping such that for some Pe M, v), riconvsupp @X = I(X) > riconvsupp Py,
p—a.s. for all P e M(u,v).

2 The relaxed dual problem

2.1 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we consider two probability measures 1 and v on R? with finite first
order moment, and g < v in the convex order, i.e. v(f) = u(f) for all f € €. Using the
convention o0 — 00 = 00, we may then define (v — p)(f) € [0, 0] for all f € €.

We denote by M (u,v) the collection of all probability measures on R? x R? with marginals
PoX !=pand PoY~! =v. Notice that M(u,v) # & by Strassen [23].

An M(u,v)—polar set is an element of N, := Npepg(u,)Np- A property is said to hold
M(p, v)—quasi surely (abbreviated as q.s.) if it holds on the complement of an M (u, v)—polar
set.

For a derivative contract defined by a non-negative cost function ¢ : R* x R — R, the

martingale optimal transport problem is defined by:

Suv(c) == sup P[c]. (2.1)
PeM(u,v)

The corresponding robust superhedging problem is

I,,(c) := inf : 2.2
uw(C) o ¢,hl)ﬂpu,u(c)“((’0)+”(w) (2.2)



where
Duu(e) = {(p,9,h) e L (1) x L'(») x L(1,RY) = 9@ + h® = ¢}. (2:3)
The following inequality is immediate:

Suv(c) <I,.(c). (2.4)

This inequality is the so-called weak duality. For upper semi-continuous cost function, Bei-
glbock, Henry-Labordére, and Penckner [2] proved that there is no duality gap, i.e. S, ,(c) =
I,.(c). See also Zaev [27]. The objective of this paper is to establish a similar duality result
for general measurable positive cost functions, thus extending the findings of Beiglbock, Nutz,
and Touzi [5].

For a probability P € P(£2), we say that P’ € P(Q) is a competitor to Pif Po X! = Plo X1,
PoY ' =P oY~ and P[Y|X] = P'[YV|X]. Let f: Q — R, we say that a set A c Q
is f—martingale monotone if for all probability P having a finite support in A, and for all
competitor P’ to P, we have P[f] = P'[f].

2.2 Tangent convex functions

Definition 2.1. Let 0 : Q — R be a universally measurable function, and a Borel set N € Ny
with {X =Y} c N¢ We say that 0 is a N—tangent convex function if

(i) O(x,x) =0, and 6(z,-) is partially convezr iny on NS;

(ii) N€¢ is 6—martingale monotone;

(iii) for all P with finite support in N€, and any competitor P’ to P such that suppP’ n N is a
singleton, we have P'[N] = 0;

(iv) A:={X ¢ N,} n{Y e I(X)} c N¢, and 140 is finite Borel measurable, for some N, € N,,.

We denote by ©,,, the collection of all functions 6 which are N—tangent convex for some
N as above. Clearly, ©,, > {T,f: fe & pedf}, where

Tpf(xay) = f(y) - f(ﬂj‘) _p®($7y)7 for all f : Rd — R) and p: Rd — Rd'

Indeed, for f € €, and p € 0f, T,f is convex in the second variable, thus satisfying (i)
with N = . For all Py with finite support in N¢ = Q, and P’ competitor to Py, Po[f(X)] =
PLF(X)], Polf (V)] = PLAY)], and Bo[p(X)- (Y — X)] = Bo[p(X)- (Po[Y'|X] — X)] = P'[p(X)-
(Y — X)], and therefore Po[T, f] = P'[T,f].

Definition 2.2. We say that a sequence (0p)n>1 © O, generates some 0 € O, (and we
denote 0, v~ 0) if

0, <0, and P[A] <limsupP[f,], for all P e P(Q).

n—0



Notice that some sequences in ©,, may generate infinitely many elements of ©,,. For
example, for any nonzero 6 € ©,,,,, the sequence (0, )nen := (0,6,0,0, ...) generates any ¢’ € ©,, ,
which is smaller than 6. In particular ,, v~~~ x6, as n goes to infinity, for all 0 < x < 1, which

are uncountably many.

Definition 2.3. (i) A subset T < ©,,, is semi-closed if 6 € T for all (6,)n=1 < T generating
6 (in particular, ©,,, is semi-closed).

(ii) The semi-closure of a subset A < ©,,, is the smallest semi-closed set containing A:
A= ﬂ {T COuy: AT, and T semi—closed}.

We next introduce for a > 0 the set €, := {f € €: (v — p)(f) < a}, and

T(p,v) = | Ta where T, := {T,f : f € €ape of}.

a=0

Remark 2.4. Notice that even though the construction of 7~’(,u,1/) is very similar to the con-
struction of ’?(u, v) in [7], these objects may be different, see Lemma [5.7) below.

Proposition 2.5. 7 (i, v) is a convez cone.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.9 in [7], using the fact that for
0,0,,00 € ©,,, the generation ¢, > 0, implies the generation 0, + 0 v~ 0, + 6. O

2.3 Structure of polar sets

The main results of this paper require the following assumption.

Assumption 2.6. (i) For all (0,)n>1 < T1, we may find 0 € T; such that 6, v~ 0.
(ii) I(X) € CUDUR, pi—a.s. for some subsets C,D,R < K with C well ordered, dim(D) < {0, 1},
and U zxrer|[K x (1K nclK')| € Ny

The condition Uk xer [K x (cl K nel K’)] € N, means that the probabilities in M (p, )
do not charge the intersections between frontiers of elements in R, see Figure [

We provide in Section [3.4] some simple sufficient conditions for the last assumption to
hold true. In particular, Assumption holds true in dimensions d = 1,2, in dimension 3
with v dominated by the Lebesgue measure, and in arbitrary dimension under the continuum
hypothesis.

Recall that by Theorem 3.7 in [7], a Borel set N € B(£2) is M(u,v)—polar if and only if

Nc{XeN,Ju{YeN,}u{Y¢Jy(X)}, for some (N, N,,0) € Ny x Ny x T, v), (2.5)

with Jp := domf(X,-) n J, for some I < J c clI, characterized p—a.s. by suppPxjar(x) <
J(X\I(X) = SUPP@XW(X), pu—a.s., for some Pe M(p,v), for all P e M(u,v). The definition
of T(u,v) c LY (Q) is reported to Subsection By Remark 3.5 in [7], Jp is constant on



P e M(u,v)

P, [clI(z3) Ncll(z3)] = 0

Figure 1: No communication between frontiers of elements in R.

I(x) for all z € R%. Then the random variable Jy is I—measurable. Notice as well that by this

remark we have
IcJcJdycJcdl, u-—as.

Where J is characterized in Proposition 2.4 in [7]. These sets Jy are very important for
characterising the polar sets. However they are not satisfactory as they may not be convex.
We extend the notion in next proposition. Let A < §2, we say that A is martingale monotone if
for all finitely supported P € P(2), and all competitor P’ to P, P[A] = 1 if and only if P'[A] = 1.

Notice that A is martingale monotone if and only if A is 1 4c—martingale monotone.

Proposition 2.7. Under Assumption[Z.8, for any N—tangent convex 6 € %(u, v), we may find
0 <0 ¢eT(uv) and (N2, ND) € Ny x Ny, such that for all (N, N) < (N,,N,) € N, x Ny,
the maps I, J, and J from [ may be chosen so that J(X) := conv(domb’(X,-)\N,) naff I(X)
satisfies, up to a modification on N, :

(i) J(X) = conv(J(X)\N,), and on Ny, we have J(X) < domf(X,-);

i) Nc N :={XeN,} u{Y e N}u{Y ¢ J(X)} € Ny and N'® is martingale monotone;
(iil) the set-valued map J°(x) := Upej@nn, L (2") U (J(@)\N,) U {x} satisfies J = J° = J J,

furthermore J and J° are constant on I(z), for all x € RZ.

The proof of Proposition [277] is reported in Subsection (.4l We denote by J(u,v) (resp.
J°(u,v)) the set of these modified set-valued mappings J (resp. J ") from Proposition 271

Remark 2.8. Let J € J(u,v), N, € N,, and J° € T°(u,v) from Proposition [Z71. The
following holds for J € {J,J°,J\N,}. Let z,z' € R?,
(1) Ye j(X): M(lu’? V)_Q'S';



(i) J(x) n J(2') = aff (j(m) N j(a;’)) A J(z);
(iii) J(x) n J(a') = conv (j(a:) N j(m’)),
(iv) if I(a") n J(z) # &, then J(z') < J(z).
Remark 2.8 will be justified in Subsection 5.4l We next introduce a subset of polar sets

which play an important role.

Definition 2.9. We say that N € N, is canonical if N = {X € N,}u{Y € N,}u{Y ¢ J(X)},
for some (N, N, J) € N, x N, x T (w,v) from Proposition 27 for some 0 € T, v).

Theorem 2.10. Under Assumption [2.6, an analytic set N < Q is M(u,v)—polar if and only

if it is contained in a canonical M(u,v)—polar set.
The proof of Theorem 210 is reported in Subsection (.41

Remark 2.11. For a fized x € R?, even though J(z) is convex for J € J(u,v), it may
not be Borel anymore, unlike Jp(x) when 0 € ’7A'(u7 v). The same holds for J°(x), with J° €
J(u,v) or for a canonical polar sets, they may not be Borel but only universally measurable
(i.e. P—measumbl for all P € P(Q)). Similar to Jy for 6 € 'f‘(,u,y), the invariance of
Je J(u,v) and J° € T°(u,v) on I(z) for each x € R? proves that J is I—measurable.

2.4 Weakly convex functions

We see from [5] 4.2 that the integral of the dual functions needs to be compensated by a convex
(concave in [5]) moderator to deal with the case u[¢] + v[¢)] = —o0 + 0. However, they need
to define a new concave moderator for each irreducible component before summing them up
on the countable components. In higher dimension, as the components may not be countable
there may be measurability issues arising. We need to store all these convex moderators in

one single moderator which is convex on each component, but that may not be globally convex
(see Example 2.14)).

Definition 2.12. A function f : R — R is said to be M(u,v)-convex or weakly convez if

there exists a tangent convex function 0 € ’f’(,u, v) such that
T,f =0, on{Y eJ°(X),X ¢ N,}, forsomep:R—-RY and (N,,J°) e N, x T°(u,v).

Under these conditions, we write that § ~ T, f. Notice that by Remark 2.8 Y € J°(X),
M(p,v)—q.s., whence § ~ T,f implies that § = T,f, M(u,v)—q.s. We denote by €, ,
the collection of all M(u,v)-convex functions. Similarly to convex functions, we introduce a

convenient notion of subgradient:
o= {p RO RE: T, f ~ 0 e T(p,v)},

which is by definition non-empty. A key ingredient for all the results of this paper is that the

sets ©,,, and €, , turn out to be in one-to-one relationship.

2A set A is said to be P—measurable if P[(4 u B)\(A n B)| = 0 for some Borel set B < Q.

8



Proposition 2.13. Under Assumption [2.0,
T(p,v) = {0 ~ T,f, for some fe€,,, andpe " f}.
The proof of this proposition is reported in Subsection [5.0l

Example 2.14. [M(u,v)—convezr function in dimension one] Let p := (6_1 + 61), and
v(dy) := %(1[_272] (y)dy + 6_2(dy) + 200(dy) + d2(dy)). For these measures, one can easily
check that the irreducible components from [3], [3l], and [7] are given by I(—1) = (—2,0), and
I(1) = (0,2), and the associated J mapping is given by J(—1) = [—2,0], and J(1) = [0,2]. By
Exzample [Z17 in this paper, f: R — R is M(u,v)—convez if it is convex on each irreducible

components. See Figure [2.

) i 1 '0 j/ '2

X= -2 -

Figure 2: Example of a M (u,v)—convex function.

The next result shows that the weakly convex functions are convex on each irreducible
component. Let 7 := o I~ and recall that any J € J(u,v) is I—measurable by Remark
211

Proposition 2.15. Let f € €, , andp € 0" f. Then f is convex on J°, and projy.g s (p)(X) €
Of s (X), u—a.s. Furthermore, we may ﬁndfe Cupandp e 0“7”f such that f = f, nwtrv—a.s.,
P = projuagse(p), p—a.s., and f is convex on J with p € of|;, n-a.s. for some J € J(p,v).

The proof of this proposition is reported in Subsection [5.0l

2.5 Extended integrals
The following integral is clearly well-defined:

(v —w)[f] = P[Tpf] forall Pe M(u,v), fe€nlLl(v), pedf. (2.6)

9



Similar to Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [5], we need to introduce a convenient extension of this

integral. For f e €, ,, define:

voulf] = inf{a >0:T,f~0¢€ 7., for some p € 6“’”f} (2.7)

V@/L[f] = SﬂvV(TPf% fOI‘ p € aﬂv'/f7 (28)

where the last value is not impacted by the choice of p € 0*" f, whenever vOu[f] < co. Indeed,
if p1,p2 € OMY f such that P[T,, f] < 00 and P[T,,f] < o, then T, f — Tp,f = (p2 — p1)® €
LY(P), and it follows from the Fubini theorem that P[T,, f —T,, f] = P[(p2—p1)®] = P[P[(p2—
p)®1X1] =0, N )

We also abuse notation and define for 6 € T (u,v), vOp[f] := inf {a = 0: 0 € T,}.

Proposition 2.16. For fe €,, and 0 € %(,u, v), we have
(i) vBulf] = voulf] = 0, and vOu[f] = S, (0) = 0;
(i) if f € €N LN w), then vOu[f] = voulf] = vOulTyf] = (v — w)[f], for all pe of;

(iii) vOu and vSu are homogeneous and conver.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.11 in [7]. Il

We can prove the next simple characterization of 7 (y,v), C(u,v) and T (i, v) in the one-
dimensional setting. In dimension 1, by Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [5], there are only countably
many irreducible components of full dimension. The other components are points. Then we
can write these components I}, for k € N like in [5] Proposition 2.3. We also have uniqueness of
the J(z) from Theorem 3.7 in [7], that is equivalent in dimension 1 to Theorem 3.2. We denote
them J; as well. We also take another notation from the paper, ur and vy the restrictions of
wand v to I and Jg, and (v, — py) extending their Definition 4.2 to non integrable convex

functions, which corresponds to the operator ¥©u in this paper.

Example 2.17. Ifd =1,
oo = {f ‘RY SR f\J, 1s convex for all k‘},
7~'(u, v) = {9 = Z 1xer, Ty, fr : fi convex finite on Jy, pi € 0fx, and Z(Vk — ) (fx) < oo},
k

k
and

vBulf] = veulfl = >k — w)(fis), for al fe€,,.
k

This characterization follows from the same argument than the proof of Proposition 3.11 in [7].

2.6 Problem formulation

Definition 2.18. Let p,1) : R — R and f € €. We say that f is a convex moderator for
(p,2) if

e+ fell(n), v—fell(v), and vou[f]:=vOulf] = voulf] < w.

10



We denote by ]IAJ(M, v) the collection of triplets (p,1,h) such that (p,1) has some conver mod-
erator f with h + p € LY(RY, R?) for some pe 0"V f.

We now introduce the objective function of the robust superhedging problem for a pair

(p,9) € f[:(,u, v) with convex moderator f:

pleloviy] = ple + f1+vY = fl1+voulf] (2.9)

We observe immediately that this definition does not depend on the choice of the convex
moderator. Indeed, if f1, fo are two convex moderators for (p,), it follows that f; — fo €

L'(x) n LY(v), and consequently uQv[fi] = uSv[fa] + (v — p)[f1 — f2] by Proposition
This implies that

ple + fil + v = fil +voulfil = ple + fo] + v — fo +vOpulfa].

For a cost function ¢ : R4 x R — R, the relaxed robust superhedging problem is

I (c) := inf @y, 2.10
£ =it lelenly] (2.10)

where

DL, () = {(p,9.h) eLmv): p@®¢+h®>c, M(p,v) —qs.}. (2.11)

Remark 2.19. This dual problem depends on the primal variables M(u,v). However this
issue is solved by the fact that Theorem 3.7 in [1] gives an intrinsic description of the polar
sets. See also Theorem 210

We also introduce the pointwise version of the robust superhedging problem:

I’ (c) := inf SR 2.12
T =t leleu (2.12)

where

D(c) = {(p,9,h) eLlp,v): p@¢ +h® > c}. (2.13)
The following inequalities extending the classical weak duality (2:4]) are immediate,

S, (c) <T%, () < IP¥ (o). (2.14)

3 Main results

Remark 3.1. All the results in this section are given for ¢ = 0. The extension to the case
¢ = o @ o + h® with (vo,10, ho) € LY () x L' (v) x LY(u, RY), is immediate by applying all
results to ¢ — o ® Yo — h0® = 0.

11



3.1 Duality and attainability

We recall that an upper semianalytic function is a function f : R — R such that {f > a} is

an analytic set for any a € R. In particular, a Borel function is upper semianalytic.

Theorem 3.2. Let c¢: Q — Ry be upper semianalytic. Then, under Assumption [Z.0, we have

(1) Spp(c) = I/‘f,/(c);
(ii) If in addition S, ,(c) < o0, then existence holds for the quasi-sure dual problem I{’,(c).

This Theorem will be proved in Subsection [5.3l

Remark 3.3. For an upper-semicontinuous coupling function ¢, we observe that the dual-
ity result S, ,(c) = I, (c) = IN%,(c) holds true, together with the existence of an optimal
martingale interpolating measure for the martingale optimal transport problem S, ,(c), with-
out any need to Assumptions This is an immediate extension of the result of Beiglbock,
Henry-Labordére & Penckner [2], see also Zaev [27]. However, dual optimizers may not exist in
general, see the counterexamples in Beiglbock, Henry-Labordere & Penckner and in Beiglbock,
Nutz & Touzi [5]. Observe that in the one-dimensional case, Beiglbock, Lim & Obléj [4] proved
that pointwise duality, and integrability hold for C? cost functions together with compactly
supported u, and v. We show in Example [4.1] below that this result does not extend to higher

dimension.

Remark 3.4. An existence result for the robust superhedging problem was proved by Ghous-
soub, Kim & Lim [I2]. We emphasize that their existence result requires strong regularity
conditions on the coupling function ¢ and duality, and is specific to each component of the
decomposition in irreducible convex pavings, see Subsection below. In particular, their
construction does not allow for a global existence result because of non-trivial measurability
issues. Our existence result in Theorem [B.2] (ii) by-passes these technical problems, provides

global existence of a dual optimizer, and does not require any regularity of the cost function c.

3.2 Decomposition on the irreducible convex paving

The measurability of the map I stated in Theorem 2.1 (i) in [7], induces a decomposition of any
function on the irreducible paving by conditioning on I. We shall denote 7 := o I~!, and set
pr = po (X|X e I)7'. Then for any measurable f : R? — R, non-negative or u—integrable,
we have §pq f(2)u(dz) = SI(Rd) (§; f(@)pr(dz)) n(dr).

Similar to the one-dimensional context of Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [5], it turns out that
the martingale transport problem reduces to componentwise irreducible martingale transport
problems for which the quasi-sure formulation and the pointwise one are equivalent. For
P e M(p,v), we shall denote v} :=Po (Y|X eI)"tand P; :=Po ((X,Y)|X e I)~ %

Theorem 3.5. Let c: Q — R be upper semianalytic with S, (c) < . Then we have:

Suue) = s [ 8, a(en(ad) (3.1)
PeM (p,v) JI(RE)
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Furthermore, we may find functions (o, h) € LY(R?) x LO(R?, RY), and (VK) ker(may © L% (RY)

with Yrx)(Y) € L% (), and dom ¢y = Jp, n—a.s. for some 0 € 7@(,u, v), such that

(i) c <= o(X) + ¢rx)(Y) + h®, and Sy, (c) = S, (C).

(ii) If the supremum BI) has an optimizer P* € M(u,v), then we may chose (¢, h, (VK)K)

so that (907 Yr, h) € Dzzuyy* <C|I><Jg)7 and SIUII,V?* (C) = Iz‘;}y?* (C) = NI[@]@V}P* [1/}.[]7 n—a.s.

(iii) If Assumption holds, we may find J € J(u,v), and (¢',9',h') € D, (c) optimizer for

1%, (c) such that ¢ < @' @Y + W'®, on {Y € J(X)}.

(iv) Under the conditions of (ii) and (iil), we may find (¢',¢',h') € Dzw px (Cl1x.7), such that
I,Vr

Suz,u?* (¢) = W[‘P/]@V?* [V'], n— a.s.
Theorem 3.5 will be proved in Subsection

Remark 3.6. Notice that (,uI,V?*) may not be irreducible. See Ezample [{.2 This is an

important departure from the one-dimensional case.

Remark 3.7. Ezistence holds for the maximization problem ([B1) (and therefore (ii) in The-
orem holds) under any of the following assumptions:
(i) vy := V¥ is independent of P e M(u,v) (see Remark[312 for some sufficient conditions);

(i) There exists a primal optimizer for the problem S, ,(c).

3.3 Martingale monotonicity principle

As a consequence of the last duality result, we now provide the martingale version of the
monotonicity principle which extends the corresponding result in standard optimal transport
theory, see Theorem 5.10 in Villani [25]. The following monotonicity principle states that the
optimality of a martingale measure reduces to a property of the corresponding support.

The one-dimensional martingale monotonicity principle was introduced by Beiglbock &
Juillet [3], see also Zaev [27], and Beiglbock, Nutz & Touzi [5].

Theorem 3.8. Let ¢: Q — Ry be upper semianalytic with S, (c) < 0.
(i) Then we may find a Borel set I' = Q such that:

(a) Any solution P of S, ,(c), is concentrated on T';

(b) we may find 6 € T (p,v) and (') ker(ray such that I' = Ugepmay['ic with T'p < I x Jy,
I'; is c-martingale monotone, and for any optimizer P* of S, ,(c), we have that any optimizer
Pe M(ur,v7") of Suw“}’* (¢), is concentrated on T'r.
(ii) if Assumption[Z.8 holds, we may find a universally measurable I < N€, for some canonical

N e N,,, satisfying (a) and (b), such that I is c-martingale monotone.

Proof. Let functions (g, ) € LO(RY) x LO(R? R?) and functions (VK) ker(ray < L9 (RY) with
Y1) (Y) € L9 () from TheoremB.5l Recall that pointwise we have ¢ < ¢(X)+1y(x)(Y)+h®.
We set I' := {¢ = o(X) + ¢r(x)(Y) + h® < o0},

(i) If P* is optimal for the primal problem then,

o0 > P*[e] = P*[p(X) + ¢rx) (V) + h®] = Suu(c) and P [p(X) + ¢yx)(Y) +h€ =] =0

13



As o(X)+11x)(Y)+h®—c = 0, and the expectation of ¢ is finite, and therefore P*[c < o0] = 1,
it follows that P* is concentrated on T.

(i) Let 6 € T (j1,v) such that Jy = domy(x) from Theorem B5 For K € I(RY), let I'x :=
I' n K x R% Then we have i@y < I(x) x Jo() for all v € R, I'f(y) is c-martingale monotone
because of the pointwise duality on each component, and I' = U cgal'1(,) by definition because
I(RY) is a partition of RY.

If Assumption holds, we consider (¢',9', h') € Df?,(c) from the second part of Theorem
Let a canonical N € N, , be such that ¢ = '@y +h'® on N¢. I := N¢n{c = ¢/®¢Y' +h'®}.
Similarly, (i) and (ii) hold.

(iii) By definition of ©,,,, for Py with finite support, supported on I' = N¢, and P’ com-
petitor to Py. As N€¢ is canonical, it is martingale monotone by definition. Then P'[N¢] = 1,
and therefore P'[c] < P'[¢/ @' + @] = P/ @' + W®] = Po[c].

Finally, by definition we have I' € N€. O

Remark 3.9. Let (¢,v,h) € DI, (c) be a minimizer of 145(c). Assume that Plo @ ¢ + h®]
does not depend on the choice of P € M(u,v) (e.g. if (p,9) € LY (u) x LY (v), or if d = 1).
Then we may chose I' such that a measure P € M(u,v) is optimal for S, ,(c) if and only if
it is concentrated on I'. Indeed, with the notations from the previous proof, if P € M(u,v) is
concentrated on T, Plp @1 + h® —c] = 0 and as Plp ® ¢ + h®] = u[p]@v[¢] because of the
nvariance,

P(c) = Plp @ v + h®] =1L, (c) = Suu(c).

3.4 On Assumption

Proposition 3.10. Assumption[2.8 holds true under either one of the following conditions:
(i) Y ¢ 0I(X), M(u,v)-q.5. or equivalently poI~' =vol™ 1.

(ii) dim I(X) € {0,1,d}, p—a.s.

(iii) v is dominated by the Lebesgue measure and dim I(X) € {0,1,d — 1,d}, p—a.s.

(iv) I(X) e CUDUR, p—a.s. for some subsets C,D,R < K with C countable, dim(D) < {0, 1},
and UgerK x 0K € N, .

Furthermore, (iv) is implied by either one of (i), (ii), and (iii).
This proposition is proved in Subsection [6.1]

Remark 3.11. Assumption holds in dimension 1 by Proposition [3.10. Theorem [3.2 is
equivalent to [3] Theorem 7.4 and the monotonicity principle Theorem is equivalent to [3]
Corollary 7.8.

Remark 3.12. Notice that under either one of (i) or (iii) of Proposition[310, or in dimension
one, the disintegration Vi :=Po (Y|X € I)~! is independent of the choice of P € M(u,v). See
Subsection [61] for a justification of this claim.
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Remark 3.13. Proposition[310 may be applied in particular in the trivial case in which there is
a unique irreducible component. We state here that any pair of measures i, v € P(R?) in convex
order may be approximated by pairs of measures that have a unique irreducible component, and
therefore satisfy Assumption [2Z:6. We may then use a stability result like in Guo € Obldj [T])]
to use the approximation (pe,ve) of (u,v) in practice.

Let i/ < V' in convex order with (u',v") irreducible, and suppv c riconvsuppr’. Then
(e, Ve) = %ﬂ(u +ep' v+ ev') is irreducible for all € > 0. Indeed by Proposition 3.4 in [7], we
may find P e My, V") such that conv supp Py = riconvsupp v/, W —a.s. Then, 1%FE(]P’ + E]@’) €
M(pe,ve) for allP € M(p,v), and riconvsuppv’ < I(X) on a set charged by ., which proves
that I = riconvsuppv’ D suppv, preventing other components from appearing on the boundary.
Thus (e, ve) is irreducible.

Convenient measures to consider are for example p' := &y or ¢/ := N(0,1), and V' :=

N(0,2). For finitely supported pu and v we may consider yi,...,yx € R? for some k = 1 such
_ Oy tetdy,

that suppv  int conv(y, ..., yx), V' : =

I
,and @ = 0y 4. tyn -
n

Proposition 3.14. Assumption [2.6 holds if we assume existence of medial limits and Axiom
of choice for R.

We prove this Proposition in Subsection

Remark 3.15. Notice that existence of medial limits and Axziom of choice for R is implied
by Martin’s aziom and Axiom of choice for R, which is implied by the continuum hypothesis.
Furthermore, all these axiom groups are undecidable under either the Theory ZF nor the Theory
ZFC. See Subsection [6.2.

3.5 Measurability and regularity of the dual functions

In the main theorem, only ¢ @ 1 + h® has some measurability. However, we may get some

measurability on the separated dual optimizers.

Proposition 3.16. For all (¢,1,h) € f[:(u, v),

(i) (¢, v, projvagr(h)) € LO(I) x LO(I) x LO(I, VaffI);

(ii) under any one of the conditions of Proposition[T10, we may find (@', 4, h') € IE(,u, v) such
that p @1 +h® = ¢ DY +h'®, ¢.s. and (¢, h') € LO (Rd)2 x L9 (Rd,Rd). Furthermore, the
canonical set from Theorem [2Z.10, and the set T from Theorem [Z.8 may be chosen to be Borel
measurable, and {Y € J(X)} (resp. {Y € J°(X)}) for J € T (u,v) (resp. J° € T°(u,v)) may

be chosen to be analytically measurable.

The proof of this proposition is reported to Subsection 5.6l We may as well prove some
regularity of the dual functions, provided that the cost function has some appropriate regularity.

This Lemma is very close to Theorem 2.3 (1) in [12].

Lemma 3.17. Let c: Q — R, be upper semi-analytic. We assume that x — c(x,y) is locally
Lipschitz in z, uniformly in y, and that S, (c) = Su.(p ® Y + h®) < 0, with ¢ : R —
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R U {0}, ¥ : R4 — R U {0}, and h : R* — R? such that ¢ < o ) + h®, pointwise. Then,
we may find (¢',h') = (p,h), p— a.e. such that c < ' Y + O < @Y + WS, ¢ is locally

Lipschitz, and B is locally bounded on riconvdom ).

The proof of Lemma [B.I7] is reported in Subsection [5.7}

4 Examples

4.1 Pointwise duality failing in higher dimension

In the one-dimensional case, Beiglbock, Lim & Obléj [4] proved that pointwise duality, and
integrability hold for C? cost functions together with compactly supported j, and v. We believe
that integrability may hold in higher dimension, and strong monotonicity holds. However
the following example shows that dual attainability does not hold with such generality for a

dimension higher than 2.

Example 4.1. Let y__ := (—1,-1), y—4 = (-1,1), y+— = (1, -1), y+4 == (L, 1), yo :=
<07_1)7 Yo+ = <07 1); Yoo ‘= (070)7 Y+o = (170); C = COHV(y__,y_+,y+_,y++), Ty =
(—35,0), m2 1= (3,2), 25 := (3, —3), p:= 304, + 30u, + 1644, and v := 110 Vol. We can prove

that for these marginals, the irreducible components are given by

I(‘Tl) = riconv<y——7y—+7y0+7y0—)7 I(‘TQ) = riconv<y0+7y++7y+07y00)7

and I(.’L’g) = riconv(y007y+07y+—7y0—)7

and M(p,v) is a singleton {P}, with
1
P(dz,dy) := 1(25951 (d2)Lyer(ay) + 0o (d2) Lyer(ay) + Ous (d2) Lyes(ay)) ® Vol(dy).

Now we define a cost function c such that c(xl, ) is 0 on clI(z), c(xg, ) is 0 on clI(z2), and
C(l‘3, ) is 0 on clI(x3). However we also require c(x2,y+—) = 1. We may have these conditions
satisfied with ¢ > 0, and C*. Let (p,1,h) be pointwise dual optimizers, then p @ + h® = ¢,
P—a.s. then v is affine on each irreducible components: ¥(y) = c(z;,y) — @(x;) — h(xy) - (y —
x;) = —p(x;) — h(xy) - (y — x;), Lebesque-a.e. on I(x;), for i = 1,2,3. By the last equality,
we deduce that o(x;) = —(x;), and h(z;) = —V(x;). Now by the superhedging inequality,
(y) —(zi) — V() - (y — x5) = c(xs,y) = 0. Therefore ¢ is a.e. equal to a convex function,
piecewise affine on the components. However a convex function that is affine on I(x1), I(x2),
and I(x3) is affine on clI(xq) U cll(xzs) (it follows from the verification at the angles between
the regions where ¢ has nonzero curvature). Then c(x2,y) < ¥(y) — ¥(x2) — Vio(xz) = 0 for
a.e. y€cll(xg) < cll(xy) ucll(xg). This is the required contradiction as c¢(x2,y+—) =1 and
¢ is continuous, and therefore nonzero on a non-negligible neighborhood of (x2,y4+—).

Notice that in this example, p is not dominated by the Lebesque measure for simplicity,

however this example also holds when ¢, is replaced by %5136(%.) Vol for e > 0 small enough.
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4.2 Disintegration on an irreducible component is not irre-
ducible

Example 4.2. Let xg := (_170)) xry = (%7%)a 1 = (%7_%)) Y1 = (071)) Y2 = (270);
Y_1:=—Y1, Y_9 := —Y9, and yo := 0. Let the probabilities

1 1

6(53172 + 5@/2 + 5y0) + Z(éyl + 5@/71)-

We can prove that for these marginals, the irreducible components are given by

1
o= g((s:co +6g + 0z ,), and v:=

I(xp) = riconv(y—2,y1,y—-1), and I(x1)=I(zx_1) = riconv(ya,y1,y—1),

indeed, M(p,v) = conv(Py,Py), with

1 3

1 1 1
Py = 66(9007%2) + 65(9004/0) + Eé(wh?ﬁ) + 1_65(931,?;1) + 1_65(9017%1)

1 3 1
+ 0t 1506191 T 15061

and

1 1 1 1 1 1
Py := 65(9607972) + ﬁé(ﬂcovyl) + ﬁé(ﬂco,yﬂ) + 65(9614/1) + E‘S(xhyo) + Eé(m,yz)
1 1 1
+ 66(5”71,971) + ﬁé(ﬂhl,yO) + 55(9371@2)-

(See Figurel3). Let ¢ be smooth, equal to 1 in the neighborhood of (zo,y1) and 0 at a distance
higher than % from this point, Py is the only optimizer for the martingale optimal transport
problem S,, ,(c). However, KI(z1) = %((SI1 + 3z ,), and y?(le) = %(5?42 + 0y + Oy, +0y_,), and

the associated irreducible components are

(x1) = riconv(yo,y1,¥2), and (z-1) = riconv(yo,y-1,y2),

Py )
HI(z1) Y1 (2q) Fr(z1) Y (2q)

and therefore, the couple <u1(x1),1/1f(2m1)> obtained from the disintegration of the optimal prob-
ability Py in the irreducible component I(x1) = Iy can be reduced again in two irreducible

sub-components.

4.3 Coupling by elliptic diffusion
Assumption holds when v is obtained from an Elliptic diffusion from pu.

Remark 4.3. Notice that (iii) in Proposition[310 holds if v is the law of X, := Xo+ % o,dWs,
where Xg ~ u, W a d—dimensional Brownian motion independent of Xg, T is a positive
bounded stopping time, and (0¢)i=0 s a bounded cadlag process with values in My(R) adapted
to the W —filtration with oo invertible. We observe that the strict positivity of the stopping time
is essential, see Example[{.4)

We justify Remark [£3]in Subsection
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Y1

Figure 3: Disintegration on an irreducible component is not irreducible.

Example 4.4. Let C :=[—1,1] x [0,2] x [-1,1], F := {0} x [-1,1] x [-1,1], =0 := (0,0,0),
xz1 = (0,1,0) p := %5% + %5961, a F—Brownian motion W, and X a random variable
Fo—measurable with Xog ~ p. Consider the bounded stopping time T := 1 A inf{t > 0 :
Wy € 0C}, and v, the law of Xg + W,.. We have p < v in convex order, as the law P of
(X,Y) := (Xo, Xo + W;) is clearly a martingale coupling. However, observe that p := P[X =
z1,Y € C] > 0, and that by symmetry P[Y|X = 21,Y € C] = xy. Let vo be the law of Y,
conditioned on {X = x1,Y € C}. Then P’ := P+ p((dz, — 6x1) Qe — (0o — 621) ® 8z ) is also
in M(u,v). We may prove that the irreducible components are riC, and riF', and therefore
(iii) of Proposition does not hold. This proves the importance of the strict positivity of
the stopping time T in Remark [{.3. In dimension 4, we may find an example in which (v) of
Proposition does not hold either, by replacing F' by a continuum of translated F' in the
fourth variable, thus introducing an orthogonal curvature in the lower face of C to avoid the

copies of F' to communicate with each other.

5 Proof of the main results

5.1 Moderated duality

Let ¢ = 0, we define the moderated dual set of ¢ by

Digl(e) = { (@5 6) €L () x Ly (v) x LORYL RY) x T(p1,0) -

c<e®Y+h®+0, on {Y e aff rf xconv dom(# —HE)}}
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We then define for (3,3, 5,0) € Died(c), Val(@, b, h,0) i= u[@] + v[] + v&u[0], and the

moderated dual problem I"%(¢) := inf Val(€).

v ¢eDmod(c)

Theorem 5.1. Let c¢: Q — R be upper semianalytic. Then, under Assumption [2.0, we have
(1) 8p0(e) = T (o); B
(ii) If in addition S, ,(c) < oo, then existence holds for the moderated dual problem I:Z,‘id(c).

This Theorem will be proved in Subsection (.3l

5.2 Definitions

We first need to recall some concepts from [7]. For a subset A = R? and a € R?, we introduce
the face of A relative to a (also denoted a—relative face of A): 1f,4 := {ye A: (a —e(y —
a),y +e(y —a)) = A, for some ¢ > 0}. Now denote for all 6 : Q — R:

dom,0 := rf,convdomé(z,-).
For 61,605 : Q@ — R, we say that 01 = 05, u®pw, if
domx6; = domxfy, and 61(X,:) =62(X,-) on domxby, p— a.s.
The main ingredient for our extension is the following.
Definition 5.2. A measurable function 0 : Q — R is a tangent convex function if
(x,-) is conver, and O(x,x) = 0, for all z € RY.
We denote by © the set of tangent convex functions, and we define
O, = {9 eL(Q,Ry): 0 =0, u@pw,and 6 =6, for some 0’ € @}.
Definition 5.3. A sequence (0,)n>1 < L°(Q) converges p®pw to some 6 € L°(Q) if
domy (0,) = domx6@ and 6,(X,-) — 6(X,-), pointwise on domx6, pu— a.s.

(i) A subset T < O, is u@pw-Fatou closed if 0, € T for all (0p)n=1 < T converging p@pw.
(i) The p®pw—Fatou closure of a subset A < ©,, is the smallest p@pw—Fatou closed set
containing A:
A= ﬂ {T cO,: AcCT, and T p®pw-Fatou closed}.

Recall the definition for a > 0, of the set €, := {f € €: (v — p)(f) < a}, we introduce

76(#, V)= U ’7A;, where T, := ’ITC:), and T(Qﬁa) = {Tpf :fe€,pe 6f}

a=0

Similar to vSpu for T (i, ), we now introduce the extended (v — p)—integral:
vOulf] :==inf{a>0:0¢€ ’?\;} for 6¢e7T(u,v).
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5.3 Duality result

As a preparation for the proof of Theorem 5.1} we prove the following Lemma.

~

Lemma 5.4. Let 0 e 7A’(,u, v), under Assumption [2.0, we may find 0 € 7~’(,u, v) such that 0 = 0
and vou[b] < v&u[0).
Proof. Let a > 0, we consider 7 the collection of g e ©,, such that we may find 6 € T.
with 6 > . First we have easily T(¢,) T, as T(¢,) © 7. Now we consider (én)nzl T
converging u®pw to QAOO. For each n > 1, we may find 0,, € 7., such that 6, > HAn and
vOulh,] < a. Now we may use Assumption 2.6, we may find 0 € 7. such that 6,, v by the
fact that 7, = aTj. By the generation properties, 8 > 6., > Q\OO, which implies that QAOO eT. T
is u®pw—Fatou closed, and therefore ’f; cT.

Now let 6 € T(p, v), with [ := v&u[f]. By what we did above, for all n > 1, we may find
0, € 7~]+1 /n such that b < 0,. We use again Assumption to get 6, v~~~ 60, by properties of
generation, 0§ > 0., > 9. By construction, voulf] <l = V(:),u[a] ]

Proof of Theorem 5.1 By Theorem 3.8 in [7], we may find (3,1, k, ) € L L (p ) x LY (v) x
LO(R?, R?) x T (,v) such that ¢ < @ + h® + 0 on {Y € afferconvdom( (X,-) + )},
furthermore, S, (c) = u[@] + v[¢] + vOu[o A] and S, (0 A) = vOul] < . By lemma B4l we
may find 6 € T (u, v) such that 8 < 6 and vSu[0] < vEU[E].

We have that ¢ < @ ¢ + h® + 0 < (,5@1/_1 + h® 4+ 0 on {Y € aff if xconv dom(6(X, ) +¢)}
which is included in {Y € aff rf xconv dom( A(X, ) + )}

As 0 < 0, we have Suv(0)=8,,(6 ) = vOulf ] vOpulf]. From Proposmon( ), we get
that S, (0) = vOuld] = vOu[f] < w. As 6 > 6, we have (¢, 0, h,0) € D"fo‘i(c). Finally, as
Val(p,, b, 0) = p[@)+v[]+voub] = ple]+v[Y]+rEuld] = S, (c), the result is proved. [

Proof of Theorem By Theorem B0, we may find (@,1,h,0) € Dﬁ(c) such that
u[@] +v[] +vEulf] = S, (c). As Assumption 26 holds, by Proposition 213}, we get f € €,
and p € 0" f such that T,f = 0, q.s. Therefore, by definition we have vOu[f] < vSu[f].
Then we denote p := @ — f, =1+ f,and h:=h—p. As @V +h® = oDV +h® +6 > ¢,
qQ.s., (as Y € aff rfxconvdom(6(X, ) + 9), q.s.) S wr(Tpf) = vulf] = vou[f]. As voulf] =
S, (Tpf) < vOpulf] by Proposition [ (), we have voulf] = veul[f] = vEu[f], and
therefore f is a M(u,v)—convex moderator for (p, ), and as p[e + f]+ p[v — f]+veul[f] =
S,.v(c), the duality result, and attainment are proved. O

5.4 Structure of polar sets

Proof of Proposition 2.7 Step 1: Let a Borel N € NV, such that 6 is a N—tangent convex
function. Then ¢ := o0ly is Borel measurable and non-negative. Notice that S, ,(c) = 0.
By Theorem 5.1, we may find (¢1,%1,h1,01) € Dﬁ(c) such that p[p1] + v[v1] + vEu(h1] =
S,.v(c) = 0. Then by the pointwise inequality c01n < 1@ ~|—h(18+91 on {Y € aff rf yconv D(X)},
with D(X) := dom(61(X,-) + 1), (the convention is 0 x o0 = 0).
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By Subsection 6.1 in [7], we may find N}, € N, N, € N,, and 6 € T(u,v) such that
I(X) = D(X), rfxconv(domfd(X, )\N,) = I(X), and domf(X,-)\N, < J(X), on N,5. By
Lemma [5.4] we may find 8 < 6 € T(u,v). Up to adding 1ny, to ¢1, 1y, to 91, and 6 to 61, we
may assume that Iy, < o1, 1y, < 91, and 6 < 0. We get that

N c {pi(X) =0} u{(Y) =00} u{Y ¢domb (X, )} u{Y ¢ aff rf xconv D(X)}
= {p1(X) =0} u{Y ¢ D(X) naff rfxconv D(X)}
= {p1(X) =0} u{Y ¢ D(X) naff I(X)}.

We have
Ncdom(by + o1 @11), andN c{XeN,Ju{YeN,u{Y¢J(X)} . (5.1

Notice that as p[ei] + v[¥1] = 0, {¢y1 = o} € N, and {1 = o} € N,. We also have
vOul1] < oco. We may replace @1 by 001y, —, P01 by 001y, —o, and 61 by 0lg o € %(,U,I/),
where the fact that 00lg, o, € ’7'(,u,y) stems from the fact that %91 v 01y o € ’7~'(,u,1/),

proving as well that
vOu[0ly —x] = 0. (5.2)

Thanks to these modifications, ¢1, 11, and 61 only take the values 0 or co.
Step 2: Now let a Borel set N1 € N, u,v be such that 67 is a N7 —tangent convex function. Then
similar to what was done for N, we may find (p2,¥2,62) € LY (1) x LY (v) x T (,v) such that

N, < dom(92 + 2 ® 1/12)6.

Iterating this process for all k > 2, we define (Ng, ok, ¥k, bx) for all k = 1. Now let
Yoo = Z‘pkEL}k(M)v Yoo 1= ZkglwkEL}y(V)a and 9/2=9+29k€%(%7/) = 0.
k=1 k=1

Let NJ := (domgy)¢, and N} := (domt)e)¢. Notice that o] = v[t)e] = 0, and therefore,
(N2, N) € Ny x N,,. We now fix (N, N)) < (N, N,,) € N, x N, and denote ¢ := o0ly,,
and 9 := ooly, .

Recall that J(X) := conv dom (8'(X,-)+v) naffI(X) = conv Do (X ) naff Doo (X ), where we
denote Do (X) := dom(#'(X,) +¢) By Proposition 2.1 (i) in [7], conv Dy (z)\rfzconv Dy ()
is convex for € R% Therefore, we may find u(z) € (affrf,conv Dy (2) — )+ such that
y € conv Dy, (x)\rfconv Dy (x) implies that u(z) - (y — ) > 0 by the Hahn-Banach theorem,
so that

J(X) = Doo(X) N aff rf xconv Do (X) = dom (8 + o0u®) (X, ) + 1),

with the convention o0 — c0 = c0. Finally,
N = {XeN,jJu{YeN}ju{Ye¢JX)}
= dom(e @ + cou + 0')°
S Uks1Nk U (dombg)“ u N (5.3)
N.
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We proved the inclusion from (ii).
Step 3: Now we prove that N’¢ is martingale monotone, which is the end of (ii). Let P with
finite support such that P[N’“] = 1, and P’ a competitor to P. Let k > 1, we have P[N{] =1
by (B3), therefore, as 6y is a Ny—tangent convex function, P'[0;] < P[6x], therefore, as by
(E3) we have that P[domf;] = 1, we also have that P'[domf;] = 1. As this holds for all
k = 1, and for N and the N—tangent convex function €, we have P'[domf’] = 1. Now as
P[domy x domy] = 1, we clearly have P'[domy x domt] = 1. Recall that by construction,
dom (0’ +p@®)) = (0019/=oo+<p(—9¢)71(0), therefore, P[001g/— o+ @] = P[00l =0 +pP)] = 0.
Let n =1, Plooly—o +nu® + o @] = P'[oolg—yp +nu® + o ®1] = 0. As u® is negative only
where the rest of the function is infinite, 01lg_o, + nu® + @ @1 = 0 for all n > 1. Then by
monotone convergence theorem, P'[001g/—y, + 00u® + o ® Y] = Ploolg—y + 0u® + @ 1p] = 0.
Therefore, P'[ N'] = 0, proving that N’¢ is martingale monotone.
Step 4: Now we prove that J(X) = conv(J(X)\N,) < domf(X,-), which is the first part of
(i).

dom ((0' + 00u®)(X, ) + ¥) < J(X) n domips, = J(X).
Passing to the convex hull, we get J(X) = conv(J(X) n domy) = conv(J(X)\N,) as N, =
{4 = oo},
Step 5: Now we prove that J(X) < domé’(X,-) € domf(X,-), which is the second part of (i).
Let x € RY and y € J(z). Then y = 3, \iy;, convex combination, with (y;) = dom#’(z,-) N
domyp. Let P := D A\ida ) +0(y,)- Let k =1, PINFU{X = Y}] = 1, P[0] < c0, and therefore,
as P' 1= 33 Mid(yy,) + (ay) 18 @ competitor to P, P'[0x] < P[0;] < oo, and y € domby(x,-).
J(z) © domby(x,-) for all k > 1, J(X) < domf'(X,-) on N.

Step 6: Now we prove that up to choosing well I, and up to a modification of J on a y—null

set,  © J < J c cll, and J is constant on [ (x), for all z € R?, which is the part concerning
J of the end of (iii).

We have that {I(z),z € R%} is a partition of R?, I = J < clI, and J is constant on I(x) for
all z. By looking at the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [7], we may enlarge the y—null set Ni e N,
such that I = {X} on (ux/¢N£I(x’))c. We do so by requiring that N, le. Now we prove that
J is constant on I(X), u—a.s. Let 21,79 € domypy, and y € dom(fy + 00u®) (1, ) N domaby,
then y — e(y — z2) € I(x3) for € > 0 small enough, as x5 € ril(z9) = ril(x1), and y € cl I (1), as
J(X) < J(X) c cI(X) by (51). Then we may find 21 = >, \iy; + Ay, convex combination,
with (y;) < dom (0o, + c0u$) (21, -) N domipes, and A > 0. Then let P := 33 Xid(, y) + Aoy ) +
O(zg,m0)- For all k =1, notice that P[Nf U {X =Y}] =1, as 23 € (Ny),. Notice furthermore
that P[0x] < o0, and that P’ := >}, \i0(zy 4:) + A(zs,y) + O(21,20) I8 @ competitor to P. Then as 6y,
is a Np—tangent convex function, P'[6;] < P[6x] < o0, and therefore, as A > 0, O (z2,y) < 0.
We proved that

dom (05 + 0u®)(21,-) N domepy, = domby (2, -).

Therefore, dom (6o, + 00u®)(x1,-) N domi)y,  domby (2,-). As the other ingredients of .J
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do not depend on z, and as we can exchange z1, and x9 in the previous reasoning,
dom (0o + 0u®)(z1,-) N domthy, = dom (A + c0u®) (2, -) N dom)y,.

Taking the convex hull, we get J(x1) = J(x2).

Step 7: Now we prove that thanks to the modification of I and J, we have that J° is constant
on all I(z), for z € RY, and that J < J° < J, which is the remaining part of (iii). By its
definition, we see that the dependence of J° in x stems from a direct dependence in J(z).
The map J is constant on each I(z), z € R? whence the same property for J°. Now for
I(z) ¢ I(N;), all these maps are equal to {x}, whence the inclusions and the constance.

Now we claim that for z,2’ € R? such that 2’ € J(x), we have J(z') < J(z). This claim
will be justified in (iii) of the proof of Remark 2.8 above. Now if 2’ € J(z)\N, < J(z), we have
as a consequence that J(z') < J(z), and therefore I(z') = J(x). We proved that J° < J.

Finally by Proposition 2.4 in [7], we may find P € M(u,v) such that J(X)\I(X) < {y :
Px[{y}]}, on Ny. Then J < J° on Nj. Otherwise, these maps are again equal to {X}, whence
the result. U]

Proof of Remark [2.8] (i) Recall that, with the notations from Proposition 27, J(X) :=
conv(domé’ (X, )\N,)nJ(X). 6 € T (i, v), then S,v(0) <wandY € domb'(X,-), M(u,v)—q.s.
Recall that Y € J(X), and Y ¢ N,,, M(u,v)—q.s. All these ingredients prove that Y € J(X),

g.s. and Y € J(X)\N,, q.s. The result for J° is a consequence of the inclusion
J\N, < J° c J. (5.4)

(ii) Let 2, 2" € R?, we prove that J(z) n J(2) = aff (J(z) n J(2')) n J(z). The direct inclusion

is trivial, let us prove the indirect inclusion. We first assume that x,z’ € IV - We claim that
J(z) n J(a') = conv(J(z) n J(z')\N}). (5.5)

This claim will be proved in (iii). If J(z) n J(z') = J, the assertion is trivial, we assume
now that this intersection is non-empty. Let y1,...,yx € J(z) n J(2')\N,, with k > 1, spanning
aff (J(z) N J(2")\N}). Let y € aff(J(z) n J(2)) n J(x), and y' = + >, yx. We have y' €
riconv(y, ..., yx) and y € aff conv(yy, ..., yr ), therefore, for € > 0 small enough, ey + (1 —¢e)y’ €
riconv(yy,...,yx) < J(z) n J(z') < J(2') = conv(J(z')\N,)) by (i). Then, for ¢ small enough,
ey+(1—e)y = 3, \iy}, convex combination, with (y;); < J(2/)\N,. Then P = &b, )+ 5 (1—
) 0z, y;) + 3 X Mid (2, y}) is concentrated on N, and by (iv) we have that its competitor
P = %sé(xlvy) +o(1—2) > 0(2, i) + 2 35, Mid(z, y}) is also concentrated on N'®. Therefore y €
J(z'), and as y € J(x), we proved the reverse inclusion: J(z) nJ(2') = aff (J(z) nJ(z')) N J(z).

Now if z,2" € Ugngn, I(z"), we may find z1, 29 € N such that J(z) = J(x1), and J(2') =
J(r2), whence the result from what precedes. Finally if x or 2’ is not in Ugrgn, I(2"), If it is
x, then I(xz) = J(z) = {z}, and if x € J(2'), then the result is {z} = {z}, else it is & = . If
it is 2/, then if 2’ € J(x), the result is {2’} = {2'}, otherwise, it is again &f = ¥. In all the

cases, the result holds.
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Finally we extend this result to J°. Notice that by (55) together with (.4, we have
aff (J(z) n J(2')) = aff (J°(z) n J°(2')). Now consider the equation that we previously proved
J(x)nJ(z') = aff (J(z) n J(z')) N J(x), subtracting N,\ Ugrgn, I(z”) and replacing aff (J(z) N
J(z")), we get J°(z) n J°(2)) = aff (J°(z) n J°(2')) n J°(z).

(iii) Let y € J(x) n J(«'). By (i), conv(J(z)\N,) = J(x), and the same holds for 2’. Then
we may find y1, ...,y € J(2)\NV, and 4, ..., y5, € J(2")\N, with >, Niy; = >, Ny = y, where
the (\;) and ()\]) are non-zero coefficients such that the sums are convex combinations. Now
notice that P := 1 3.\ iOzw) T 3 LS i0(a,y;) is supported in N'. By (iv), its competitor
= 22 Aibd(zr ) t 5 Z 5(xy is also supported on N’¢. Therefore, yi,..., Yk, ¥, -, Yps €
J( ) J(2')\N,. We proved that J(z) N J(z') < conv(J(z) n J(2')\IN}), and therefore as the
other inclusion is easy, we have J(x) n J(a') = conv(J(z) n J(2')\N},). The extension of this
result for J° is again a consequence of the inclusion (5.4]).
(iv) Now we assume additionally that I(z') n J(z) # J, let us prove that then J(z) = J(z).
If 2 ¢ Ugrgn, I(2"), then J(z') = {2} and the result is trivial. If x ¢ Ugrgn, I(2”), then the
result is similarly trivial. By constance of J and I on I(x) for all z, we may assume now that
z,x' € Nf,. Then let y € I(z') n J(z) < conv(J(z')\N,) n conv(J(x)\N,). Let y' € J(2')\N,,
for € > 0 small enough, y — e(y’ — y) € I(y') by the fact that I(y’) is open in aff J(z’). Then
y—e(y —y) =D, \ivi, and y = >, Nyj, convex combinations where (y;); < J(z')\N,, and
(yi)i < J(2')\IN,. Then P := %%ﬁé(%y/) + %1%& i il + 5 D Aid(ar ) is concentrated on
N’ and by (iv), so does its competitor P’ := %%%5(1,/,@/) + %I—Jlre 2 Nid(@ ) + 3 LS i0(z)
Then in particular, ¢’ € J(x). Finally, J(2')\N, < J(x), passing to the convex hull, we get
that J(z') < J(z).

Finally, if I(2’) n J°(x) # &, then I(z') n J(z) # &, and J(z') < J(z). Subtracting

N\ Ugrgn, 1(2") on both sides, we get J°(2') = J°(x). O

Proof of Theorem Let (N,,N,) € N, x N, and J € J(p,v). The "if" part holds as
YeJ(X), X¢N, andY ¢ N, gs.

Now, consider an analytic set N € N,,. Then ¢ := wly is upper semi-analytic non-
negative. Notice that S, ,(c) = 0. By Theorem b1l we may find (¢,%,h,0) € ng?l(c) such
that u[o]+v[v]+r8u[f] = S,..(c) = 0. Then by the pointwise inequality 001y < ¢®y+h®+0),
on {Y € aff rf xconv D(X)}, with D(X) = dom(#(X,-) + 1), we get that

N < {o(X)=0w}u{yY)=mw}u{Y ¢domb(X, )} u{Y ¢ aff rfxconv D(X)}
= {p(X) =00} U {Y(Y) =0} U{Y ¢ domd(X,-) N aff rf xconv D(X)},

Let J € J(u,v) from Proposition 277 for 6, and N, := domy° € N,. We have J(X) c
aff rf yconv D(X) and J(X) c J(X) < domf(X,-), u—a.s. Therefore, we have

N c Ny:={XeN,Ju{YeN,}u{y¢JxX),

for some N, € N,,, and N, € N, € N,,. By Proposition 27 (i) and (iv), Ny may be chosen

canonical up to enlarging N,,. O
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5.5 Decomposition in irreducible martingale optimal transports

In order to prove theorem [B5] we first need to establish the following lemma.

Lemma 5.5. Let 0 € T(u,v) and P € M(u,v), we may find 6/ € T(u,v) such that § <
0, vOul[d'] < vOulb], and SI Rd) ViSur[0'n(dI) < v&ulf]. Furthermore under Assumption
(2.8, we may find f € €,, and p € IV f such that < T,f, q.s., vOu[f] < vOuld], and
S[(Rd) V?@M[f]??(df) < Vélu[e]'

Proof. Let a > 0, we consider 7 the collection of 0 e ©, such that we may find ¢’ € 7A;
with 0/ > 0, v&u[f'] < a, and SI Rd) ViSur[0'In(dI) < a. First we have easily T(€,) < T, as
T(€0) & Ta and §; oy VESHAOI(AL) = §y g (05 — ) [0'](d1) = (v — @)[0], for 8’ € T(C).
Now we consider (6,,),>1 < T converging u®pw to 9 . For each n > 1, we may find 6,, € Ta
such that 6, > 0,, v&u[f,] < a, and SI(]Rd) V}Péuj[en]n(dl) < a. By the Komlés Lemma
on I — vF8us[f,] under the probability n together with Lemma 2.12 in [7], we may find
convex combination coefficients (A})1<n<k such that Y57 APvFSu [0)] converges n—a.s. and
0!, =Y A6, converges u®pw to 0’ := ', as n —> oo, and moreover vOu[f'] < a. As 0,
is a convex extraction of én, we have 0/ := 0/, > QAOO. Moreover, by convexity of V}P)(:),u I, wWe
have 307 APvFSur[0k] = viOus[6),], and therefore

lim inf Z AE Sy [01] = lim sup Z AESu[0k] = hm LSUp viOu[0] = viBur(o']
e k=n [y -,

n—a.s. Integrating this inequality with respect to 7, and using Fatou’s Lemma, we get
| viGmlsman <
I(RY)

Then Q\OO € T. Hence, T is u®pw—Fatou closed, and therefore T.cT.

Now let 6 € ’?’(,u,u), with [ := u(:),u[a] By the previous step, for all n > 1, we may find
o, € ’ﬁﬂ/n with SI(Rd) vi©ur[0,1n(dI) < 1+ 1/n such that f < 0. Similar to the proof of
Lemma 5.4, we get ¢’ € T (u, ) such that § < ¢, v&u[6'] < I, and SI(Rd) ViQur[0'n(dl) <1,
thus proving the result.

We prove the second part of the Lemma similarly, using Assumption instead of Lemma
2.12 in [7. O

For the proof of next result, we need the following lemma:

Lemma 5.6. Let 6 € T(u,v), mx := p[X|I(X)], and fx(-) := 0(mx,-). Then we may find a
p—unique measurable p(X) € aff 1(X) — X such that for some N, € N,

0= fx(Y)— fx(X) = p(X)- (Y = X), on{Y eaffdomx0} n {X ¢ N,}. (5.6)

Proof. We consider N, € N, from Proposition 2.10 in [7], so that for z1,z2 ¢ Ny, y1,y2 € R,
and A € [0,1] with ¥ := Ay + (1 — A)y2 € domy, 0 N dom,, 0, we have:

A(x1,y1) + (1 = N)0(21,y2) — 0(z1,9) = A0(22,91) + (1 — N)0(22,92) — O(22,7) = 0. (5.7)
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By possibly enlarging N,,, we may suppose in addition that I(x) < dom,# for all x € N, .- For
z € Nj and y € dom,t, we define Hy(y) := fo(y) — fu(x) — 0(z,y). By (E1), H, is affine on
aff dom,0 N domf(zx,-). Indeed let y; € aff dom,6 n domé(z,-), y2 € dom,f, and 0 < \ < 1,
then 3 := Ay; + (1 — A)y2 € dom,6# and

Hx(@) = 9<mx7g) - e(mxax) - 9(%@)
= M(mg,y1) + (1 —=N)0(my,y2) — N0(z,y1) — (1 — N)b(x,y2) — O(my, x)
= AHg(y1) + (1 — A)Hy(y2)

We notice as well that H,(z) = 0. Then we may find a unique p(x) € affI(z) — x so that

for y € dom,0, H.(y) = p(z) - (y — x). p(X) is measurable and unique on N, and therefore

p—a.e. unique. For y € aff dom,60 n domé(z, ), it gives the desired equality (G.6). Now for
y € aff dom,0 n domé(z, )¢ let 0 < A < 1 such that y := Az + (1 — \)y € dom,6. By (1),
M(z,x)+ (1—=Nb(z,y) —0(x,y) = Afo(z) + (1= N) f2(y) — f2(y), and therefore §(z,y) is finite
if and only if f,(y) is finite. This proves that (5.6] holds for y € aff dom,6. OJ

Proof of Theorem [B.5 For P e M(u,v), Iy € I(R?), we have by definition of the supremum,

Prolc] < Spyox—1p0v-1(c) = Sﬂfoﬁo (),
where we denote by P; a conditional disintegration of P with respect to the random variable
I. Now we consider a minimizer for the dual problem (3,1, h, ) € Dmﬁd(c) and 0/ € T (u,v)
such that 6 < @', vOu[f'] < vOu[f], and SI(Rd) VEOur[0'n(dI) < v8pu[f] from Lemma
Recall the notation myx := p[X|[(X)] = P[Y|I(X)], by the martingale property, and let
fx(Y):=6(mx,Y). From Lemma[5.6] we have ¢/(X,Y) = fx (V) — fx(X)—px(X)- (Y = X),
with px € fx(X), M(u,v)—q.s. Then let ¢ := ¢ — fx, 1(X) := (V) + fx(Y), h:= h—px.

il @) + v [0 + VE 0] = el (6] > 1, ,o(0) = S, e (o).

Integrating with respect to 7, we get:

mele) = | wilel o0+ O n@n > [ 1, (na)
I(R%) I(RY)

= j Swﬂ,%v(c)n(dl) > P[c].
I(RY)
Taking the supremum over P:

Im,‘idc> sup f I, »(c)n(dl) = sup f S, ele)n(dl) =S, (c
ez s | Lpenanz s | s, e > 8.0

Then all the inequalities are equalities by the duality Theorem 3.8 in [7].
We consider P* such that P*[c] =S, ,(c) = Imﬁd(c) gives us that there is an optimizer.

Sun(c) = P*[c]=j P?[c]n<d1><j s u»*<c>n<df><j " (eyn(dI)
’ I(RY) Ira) MY IRe) M0V

< L(Rd) uil@) + VE 1] + 8 Sl (dl) < T,
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Then all these inequalities are equalities by duality.

The second part is proved similarly, using the second part of Lemma O

5.6 Properties of the weakly convex functions

The proof of Proposition 2.13]is very technical and requires several lemmas as a preparation.

Lemma 5.7. Let N, € N,,, we may find N, c N/: € Ny, and a Borel mapping rik 5 K —> mg
such that myxy € I(X)\N,, on {X ¢ N,}.

Proof. We may approximate Nj from inside by a countable non-decreasing sequence of
compacts (Kp)p>1: Un>1K, C N, and wlup=1K,] = 1. Let N/Q = (Upz1K,)° € N,,. For
n € N, the mapping I, : ¢ — z + (1 — 1/n)(clI(z) — z) n K,, is measurable with closed values.
Then we deduce from Theorem 4.1 of the survey on measurable selection [26] that we may find

a measurable selection m™ : R? — R such that m™(x) € I,,(z) for all z € R%. Define
m/(z) := m"®) (z) where n(z):=inf{n>1:1I,(z) # &}, =eR?

and m® := 0. Then for all z ¢ N, we have the inclusion & # {z} n N,* < I(x) n N7 =
Unz11n(z), so that n(z) < co and m’(z) € I(z)\N,,. However, we want to find a map from
K to R Consider again the map m; := E*[X|I]. Notice that m; € I by the convexity of
I, and that it is constant on I(z), for all 2 € R%. Then the map m; := m/(im;) satisfies the

requirements of the lemma. O

We fix a N—tangent convex function 6 € 7 (u,v). Let N0 := {X ¢ N} u{YeNu{Y¢
J(X)} € N, a canonical polar set such that (NY)° « N¢n domé from Proposition 271
Consider the map mj given by Lemma [5.7] for NS, let N, 3 N, © NS such that myx) €
I(X)\N, on {X ¢ N,}. By Proposition 27 together with the fact that N, o NS, we may
chose the map I so that N' := {X e N,} u{Y e N,} u{Y ¢ J(X)} € N,,,,, a canonical polar
set such that N’® ¢ N¢ n domf. For K € I(R?) := {I(x) : x € R} we denote fx := 0(mg,).

Lemma 5.8. We may find J° € J°(u,v) such that {Y € J°(X),X ¢ N,} < N¢ n domb,
convJ® = J = conv(J\N,), and conv(J°(z) nJ°(a')) = J(z)nJ(2") = conv(J(x)nJ(z')\N,)
for all z,x' € RY.

Proof. The map defined by J°(z) := Uy sapn, L (2") 0 (2)\N, is in J°(u, v). By Proposition
21 J° < J, therefore J° = J = conv(J\N,) < convdomf(X, ) = domf(X,-) on Ng, whence
the inclusion {Y € J°(X), X ¢ N,} < dom6.

Now we prove that {Y € J°(X),X ¢ N,} < N° Recall that N = {Y € J(X)\N,, X ¢
N,} < N¢ Let z ¢ Ny, and 2’ € J(z)\N,, then I(z') ¢ NS. Let y € I(z') < NI, by
Proposition 2.7, y € J(z) n J(2') = conv(J(z) n J(z')\N,). Then we may find yi,...,yx €
J(z) n J(z')\N, such that y = . \;y;, convex combination. We also have y € N¢, then
P:= %ZZ Aid(zy,) T %(&/,y, and P’ := %ZZ il (gt ) T+ %5”/ are competitors such that the only
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point in their support that may not be in N€ is (x,y), then by Definition 2.1] (iii), (z,y) € N€.
We proved that {Y € J°(X), X ¢ N,} < N°.
The other properties are direct consequences of Remark 2.8l O
Let J° € J°(p,v) and N, € N, from Lemma 5.8

Lemma 5.9. We have § = Tf1(X) on {Y € J°(X),X ¢ N,} for some p € L°(R%,R?), and
J°e T°(n,v).

Proof. Let a; := f1(z) — fr(z)(z) — 0(z,-). We claim that a, is affine on J°(z), for all z ¢ N,
i.e. we may find a measurable map p on N ., such that, by the above definition of a, together
with the fact that a,(z) = 0,

0 = frx)(Y) = frx)(X) =p(X) - (Y = X), on{Y € J°(X), X ¢ Ny}

Now we prove the claim. Let x ¢ N,, and y,y1,...,yx € J°(x), for some k € N, such that

Yy = >.; \i¥i, convex combination. Now consider
P= Z O(my(ay i) T Ozyy, and P’ = Zé(wi) + Omy oy
i i

Notice that P, and P’ are competitors with finite supports, concentrated on N¢, by the fact that
M) ¢ Ny, together with Lemma[5.8] and the fact that J° is constant on I(x) by Proposition
2.7l Therefore

Z /\ze(ml(x)a yz) + 9(3)‘, y) = Z )\19(33) yz) + e(ml(m)y y)v (58)

from Definition 2.1] (ii). Then the proof that a, is affine is similar to the proof of Lemma
Let p(z) be a vector in VaffI(z) representing this linear form. By the fact that a, is linear

and finite on J°(x), we have the identity
o(xay) = f[(x)(y) - f[(x)(x) —]/)\<.Z') ’ (y - x)? for all (‘Tay) € {Y € JO(X)7X ¢ Nu} (59)
(]
Recall that we want to find f : R — R, and p : R — R? such that 6 = T,f on {Y €
J°(X), X ¢ N,}. A good candidate for f would be fr, in view of (5:9). However f defined this
way could mismatch at the interface between two components. We now focus on the interface

between components. Let K, K’ € I(R?), we denote interf(K, K') := J°(mg) n J°(mg) if
mg,mgr ¢ N, and ¢J otherwise.

Lemma 5.10. Let (Ax)germaey © Aff(RY R) be such that
Ax(y) — A (y) = fr(y) — fx(y), for all y € interf(K, K'), and K, K' € I(R%).(5.10)

Then f(y) := fx(y) + Ax(y) does not depend of the choice of K such that y € J°(mg), and if
we set p(y) := p(y) + VAyy), we have

0 =T,f, on {YeJ(X),X¢N,}
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Proof. Let K, K’ e I(RY) such that y € J°(mg) n J°(mg+) = interf(K, K'). Then fr(y) +
Ak (y) — (fx(y) + Ag:(y)) = 0 by (510). The first point is proved.

Then Tpf = Tpiva,(fr + Ar) = Tpfr + Tva, Ar = T;f1, where the last equality comes
from the fact the Ay is affine in y. Then Lemma concludes the proof. ]

We now use Assumption (ii) to prove the existence of a family (Ax)x satisfying the
conditions of Lemma BI0 Let C < £, P < K, and R < K from Assumption such that
I(X) e CuDUR, p—as. with C well ordered, dim(D) < {0,1}, and Uk zxrer[K % (1K N
K')| € Ny

Lemma 5.11. We assume Assumption [Z.8, and the existence of (T[I((/)K,KIGCUR c Aff(RY,R)
such that
() TE +TE +TE, =0, for all K, K', K" € CUR;
(i) TE (y) = fx:(y) — fx(y), for all y € interf(K, K'), K,K' € C UR.
Then we may find (Ax)kerme) satisfying the conditions of Lemma [5.10

Proof. We define Ax by for K € C U R. If this set is non-empty, we fix Ko € C U R. Let
K eC, we set Ag := —TI[({O.

Now for K € D, K has at most two end-points, let z € J°(mg) be an end-point of K.
If x € J°(mg) for some K' € C U R, then we set Ax(x) := Ag/(x) + fx(x) — fr(z). If
x € J°(mg) for some K’ € D, then we set Ax(x) := —fx(x). Otherwise, we set A (z) := 0,
and set Ak to be the only affine function on K that has the right values at the endpoints, and
has a derivative orthogonal to K, which exists as K is at most one-dimensional.

We define Ax = 0 for all the remaining K e I(R?).

Now we check that (Af )k satisfies the right conditions at the interfaces. Let K, K’ € I(R?)
such that interf(K,K') # &. If K € D, or K' € D, the value at endpoints has been adapted
to get the desired value. Now we treat the remaining case, we assume that K, K’ € CUR. We
have Ag — A = —ngg + ng. Property (i) applied to (K, K, K) implies that T[I{( = 0, and
therefore, (i) applied to (Ky, K, K) gives that ngo = ngo. Finally, (i) applied to (K, Koy, K')
gives that Ax — Agr = T}g/. Finally, by (iii), we get that Ax — Axr = fr/(y) — fx(y) for all
y € interf (K, K). L]

Lemma 5.12. Let K, K' € I(R%), we have that fxr — fx is affine finite on interf(K, K').

Proof. First, by the fact that interf(K, K') < domf(mg,-) n domb(mg,-), a := fx — [k
is finite on interf(K,K’). Now we prove that this map is affine, let yi,...,yx, ¥}, ..., ¥y €
interf(K K')such thaty = >}, \iy; = >, Aiys, convex combinations. Then P := %ZZ Aid (e i) T
Z O(mper ) v, and P = %ZZ ANib(m s i) + %ZZ )\gé(mK,y;) are competitors that are concen-
trated on {Y € JO(X), X ¢ N,} < N¢ by Lemma [5.8 Therefore, by Definition 211 (ii) we have
DuNib(me,yi) + D Nb(mgr, yi) = D0 N (mger, yi) + 20, Nif(mge, y;), which gives

Z Aia(y:) = Z Aa(y;)-
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Similar to the proof of Lemma [5.6, we have that a is affine on interf (K, K'). O

Let K, K’ € I(R?%), by the preceding lemma fx: — fx is affine finite on interf(K, K'). If
this set is not empty, let the unique a[[g/ € Vaff interf (K, K') and b[[g, € R such that

) — fx(y) = al¥ -y + 0%, for ye interf(K,K').
We denote HE' @y — ok -y + b5 e AF(RY R). If interf (K, K') = &, we set HE := 0.

Lemma 5.13. We may find (TK )K recor © AfF(RE, R) satisfying (), and (#3) from Lemma
[5. 11 if and only if we may find (HK VK K'eCuR © Aff(R?, R) such that HK = 0 on interf (K, K')
for all K,K' € C UR, and for all triplet (K;)i=123 € (C UR)? such that with the convention
K4 = K1, we have

3
S HET L Hi T = 0. (5.11)
i=1

Proof. We start with the necessary condition, let (T D) K K'ecor © Aff (R4, R) satisfying (i),
and (i7) from Lemma [EIIl Then for K, K’ € C U R, we introduce Hﬁ' =TE — HE'. By
(i), together with the definition of HE', we have F? = 0 on interf(K, K'). Now let a finite
(K,K',K") c CUR, by (ii) we have

’ — K " — K" —K ’ "
HE +Hy + HY + Hyr + HE 4+ Hyn = TE +TE +TE, = 0.

Now we prove the sufficiency. Let (Ff) K,K'eCUR Aff(R% R) such that Ff = 0 on
interf (K, K') for all K, K" € C UR, and for all finite set 7 < C UR, and all triplet (K;)i—123 €
(€ UR)? such that we have >7>_, H[I{(Z“ + ﬁ%“ =0.

Then for K, K’ € CUR, let TE = HE + F?. The property (ii) of (TE') follows from
the fact that T = HE' +F§ = HE = fxr — fx on interf(K, K').

Property (i) is a direct consequence of (5.11) with (K, K', K”) € (C u R)3. O
Lemma 5.14. Let F < I(Ny)) finite, we may find (Ff)[{szef c Aff(RY,R) such that F? =
0 on interf(K, K') for all K,K' € F, and for all triplet (K;)i—123 € F> such that with the
convention K4 = K1, we have Yo _, H[Ig“ + Hﬁ“ =0.

Proof. Let p € F2, we denote H, = HP?, interf(p) := interf(py,p2), and the linear map

gp: Ae AF(RY R) —s Alaff interf(p) € Aﬁ(aﬁ interf(p), R). Let the linear map

g (Ap)yere € AR R — (g,(4)) o€ X Aff(aff interf(p), R),
peEF2

and if we denote t; ; 1= (t;,t;) € F2 for t € F2 and 4, € {1,2,3}, let the other linear map
[ (AP);DG}'2 € Aﬁ(RdvR)Fz — (Atl,z + At2,3 + At3,1)te]—'3 € AH(Rd’R)Fg
Notice that the result may be written in terms of f and g as

f((Hp)pefz) € f(kerg). (5.12)
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We prove this statement by using the monotonicity principle (ii) of Definition 211 Let the

canonical basis (e;)1<j<q of R% and eg := 0 so that (ej)o<j<a is an affine basis of R, and the

scalar product on AH(Rd,R)FS defined by {((A¢)wers, (A} ers) = Dyers o<j<d At(ej)Afe(ej)-

As the dimensions are finite, (5I2)) is equivalent with the inclusion f(kerg): < { f((Hp)pcr2) }L.
Let (A;)sers € f(kerg)®, we now prove that (A;)crs € {f((H, )pe]_'Z)}l, i.e. that

<(At)te]-'3’ f(( )peF2)> = Z At(ej) (Ht1,2 (ej) + th,s (ej) + Hts,l (ej))
te F3,0<5<d
= 0.
Let p € F2, P, := PIOjaft interf(p)> aNd 0 < j < d. By the fact that Py(e;) € aff interf(p) =

aff (J(myp,) N J(mp,)\N,) by Remark 2.8, we may find (y; jp)1<i<d+1 < J(mp,) 0 J(mp,)\Ny,
and (A jp)1<i<ar1 © Rsuch that Py(e;) = S5 N\ i p0i i p, affine combination, and Y940\, ) =
1. Then with these ingredients we may give the expression of H,(e;) as a function of values of

0:

d+1 d+1
Hy(e;) = Z NigpHpYip) = Z Nigip [0(Mpys Yigip) — 0(mpys Vi jp)]
i=1 i=1
= Lg)[e]v

where L{, = ZdH Aijp [5(mp2 Widw) 5(m,,1 7%”)] is a signed measure with finite support in
{Y e J(X)\N,, X ¢ N,}. We now study the marginals of L): we have obviously from its
definition that Lg; [Y = y] = 0 for all y € R%. For the X-marginals, Lg; (X =my,] = —L%[X =
mp, | = Zf:ll Aijp = 1, and LI[X = x] = 0 for all other z € R’ Finally we look at its
conditional barycenter:
d+1
Lﬁ;[Y\X = my,| = —Lf,[Y\X =my,| = Z AijpYiip = Pples)- (5.13)
i=1

Now let t € F3, we denote L] := LI We still have LI[Y = y] = 0 for all y € R?

t1,2

+Lt23

t31

by linearity. Now

LX=t] = L

t1,2

= —1y— + 14—y, — 1t2=t1 + 1t3=t1 —Ly—y + Ly,
= 0.

Similar, L7[X = ty] = LI[X = t3] = 0, and L{[X = z] = 0 for all 2 € R
Notice that {(A¢)ers, f((Hp)per2)) = L[], with L := Yiers o<jed At(ej) L. By linearity,

we have that
L[X=z]=L[Y =x] =0, forall zeR? (5.14)

Furthermore, L is supported on {Y € J(X)\N,, X ¢ N,}  N¢ like cach LJ. We claim that
L[Y|X] = 0, this claim will be justified at the end of this proof. Then we consider the Jordan
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decomposition L = L, —L_ with L the positive part of L and L_ its negative part. By the fact
that L[R?] = 0, we have the decomposition I = C(P, —P_), for C = L [RY] = —L_[R%] > 0.
Then P, and P_ are two finitely supported probabilities concentrated on N¢. By the fact that
LIX]=L[Y]=L[Y|X] =0, Py, and P_ are furthermore competitors, then by Definition 2]
(ii), P4 [f] = P_[6], and therefore {(A¢)wers, f((Hp)perz)) = L[f] = 0, which concludes the
proof.

It remains to prove the claim that L[Y|X] = 0. Recall that (A;),crs € f(kerg):. Let
K € F and p € F? such that p; = K, and u € R?, the map &, : © — u - (x—Pp(x)) is in
kerg,. For all the other p’ € F?, we set {y = 0 € kergy. Then (§,),er2 € kerg, and therefore
{(At)ers: f((&p)per2)) = 0, we have

0 = Z Ai(e)) Z 1, —xu- (e — Pple;))
teF3,0<5<d p=t1,2,t2,3,t3,1
= w0 Aley) DY Ly—k(eg —Pyley)).
te F3,0<5<d p=t1,2,t2,3,t3,1

As this holds for all u € RY, we have Diers 0<j<d At(€5) Dip—ty 5t 510 1=K (ej — Pple;)) = 0.
Similarly, we have >, zs o< ;<4 At(e)) Zp=t1,2,t2,3,t3,1 1,,-k (€ — Pp(e;)) = 0. Combining these
two equations, and using (5.13]) together with the definition of L we get

LIY|X =mk] = Do Ae) )L (e — 1y =k)Py(e))
teF3,0<5<d p=t1,2,12,3,t3,1
= Do Ae) Y (ppek — 1p=k)ej
teF3,0<j<d p=ti1,2,t2,3,t3,1

= L[X = mK]ej = 0,

by (BI4) together with the definition of L. We conclude that L[Y|X = mg] = 0, the claim is
proved. O

Lemma 5.15. Under Assumption [2.0, we may find (F?)K,K’e&ﬂz c AfF(RYR) such that
Fﬁ = 0 on interf(K, K') for all K, K' € C U R, and for all triplet (K;)i—123 € (C UR)> such
that with the convention K, = K1, we have Z?:l Hﬁ;“ + ﬁgi“ =0.

Proof. We use the well-order of C from Assumption to extend the result of Lemma [(.14]
to the possibly infinite number of components. By the fact that C is well ordered, we have
that C2? is also well ordered (we may use for example the lexicographic order based on the
well-order of C). We shall argue by transfinite induction on C2. For (K, K’) € C?, we denote
C(K,K'") := {(K1,Ks) e C?: (K1,K3) < (K,K')}. Finally we fix | - ||, a euclidean norm on the
finite dimensional space Aff(R¢, R), and for (K, K') € C?, we define an order relation <y s on
AfF(R?, R)CUSEY) which is the lexicographical order induced by (C(K, K'), <), and by the order
on affine function (Aff(R?% R), <), defined by A < A’ if ||A| < |A’|. Our induction hypothesis
is:

H(K, K') : we may find a unique (F%)(KI,KQ)E(;(K) such that:
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(i) for all finite F < C U R, we may find (]?I[I((f)Kl Koer © Aff(R? R) such that ]?I[I((2 =0
on interf (K7, K») for all K1, Ks € ]: such that for all triplet (K;) € F* we have 35 _, Hy! Kivn 4
Ay = 0, and finally such that Hy® = HE? for all (K, K») € F2 n C(K, K');

(ii) for all (K", K") < (K, K'), (F%)Kl,KQ»ec(K",K”') is the minimal vector satisfying (i) of
H(K",K"), for the order <g» gm.

Similar to the ordinals, we consider C? as the upper bound of all the elements it contains,
which gives a meaning to 7(C?). The transfinite induction works similarly to a classical struc-
tural induction: let (Ko, K})) € C* be the smallest element of C, then the fact that H(Kjy, K{)
holds, together with the fact that for all (K, K’) € C, we have that H(K"”, K"”) holding for
all (K", K") < (K, K') implies that H (K, K’) holds, then the transfinite induction principle
implies that #(C?) holds.

The initialization is a direct consequence of Lemma (.14 as C(Ky, K()) = &. Now let
(K,K') € C, we assume that H(K', K”) holds for all (K", K") < (K,K’). Let (Kl,Kl)
(Ko, Kb) < (K,K'). AsH(K1,K]), and H (K2, K%) hold, we may find unique (HK/ )KQK"EQKL K1)s

and (Fi{( ) K K7eC (Ko, K}) satisfying the conditions of the induction hypothesis. The restric-

tion (Hi{( )K" Kec(ky i) Satisfies the conditions of H(Kj, K1) by H(K2, K}), and by the fact
that for the lexicographic order, if a word is minimal then all its prefixes are minimal as well for

the sub-lexicographic orders. Therefore, by uniqueness in H (K1, K1), (F}é{{”) K/ K"eC(Ky,K!) =
(Hi{{”)K/7K//eC(K1,Ki). For all (K", K") < (K,K') which are not predecessors of (K, K')

(i.e. such that we may find (Kjn, K.,,;) € C? with (K", K") < (Kint, K},,;) < (K,K")), let

nt
Hﬁ, be the (K’, K”)—th affine function of (F%)KLKQEC(KM,K;M) satisfying H(Kint, K},;),

which is unique by the preceding reasoning. If (K, K’) has no predecessor, then H :=
(Fﬁ )ik kmee(k k) Solves H(K, K'). Now we treat the case in which we may find a pre-

decessor (Kpred, K!,..q) € C* to (K, K’). In this case this predecessor is unique because C? is

pred

well ordered. Then we consider H := (F[[g) K KoeC(Kpreas KD, ) from H(Kpreds Kpypeq)- Now we

need to complete H by defining H Kirea

red
For all finite F = C U R, we define the affine subset Ar — Aff(R?,R) of all H € Aff(R? R)
such that (]?Iflg )K17K2eC(K Ky satisfies (i) of H(K, K'), with ﬁf? = F% if (K1,Ky) <
(KPTed7K],)red) and HKpred. By H( pTed?K],)red) (i) applied to F u {( PTed?K],)red
that Ar is non-empty for all 7. Then the intersection taken on finite sets A := NnrccorAr is

)}, we have

also non-empty as we intersect finite dimensional always non-empty affine spaces that have the
) will be verified,

except for the minimality. To have the minimality, we chose the minimal H € A for the norm

property Ar, n Ar, = Ar,ur,. Then if we chose H pred e A, H( lm"ed7Kp7"ed

| - |, which is unique as A is affine and the norm is Euclidean. This uniqueness, together
with the uniqueness from the induction hypothesis gives the uniqueness for HKped, pmd) by
), and therefore H(C?) holds.

Finally, we need to include R in the indices of H. Let the unique (H?)(K, KNec2 from
H(C?). Let K € R, K’ € C. Similar to the step in the induction (Kpreq, K7,..4) to (K, K'), we

pred
may find a unique Hﬁﬁ which satisfies the right relations and is minimal for the norm |- ||. As

properties of the lexicographic order. We proved H(Kred, Kzl)r ed

33



we may do it independently for all (K, K") € R x C by the property of R in Assumption
For K € C and K’ € R, we set F? = —F?. Finally for K, K’ € R, if C = ¢J, then we set
H? =0, else we set H? = Fﬁ; - Fﬁ) for some K € C. We may prove thanks to H(C?)
that this definition does not depend on the choice of Ky € C, and that H defined this way on
(C U R)? satisfies the right conditions. O

Proof of Proposition [2.13] The inclusion O is obvious from the definition of o*" f. We
now prove the reverse inclusion by using Assumption 2.6l Then by Lemma [B.I5] we may find
(F?) K~ Kecor < Aff (R%,R) such that for all finite set F < C U R, and all permutation
o € Sr such that K ~; o(K) for all K € F, we have ZKefH}T{(K) + H‘IT{(K) = 0. Then, by
Lemma [B5.T3], we may find (TII{(’)K,K’GI(Rd):K~K’ c Aff(RY,R) satisfying (i), (ii), and (44i) from
Lemma B.ITl Then we may apply Lemma B.ITt we may find (Ax)x_j(z)zerd © Aff(RY R)
such that Ax (y) — Ag:(y) = fr/(y) — fx (y) for all y € interf(K, K'), and for all K, K’ € I(R?).
Finally, by Lemma B.I0, f(y) := fx(y) + Ax(y) does not depend of the choice of K such that

y € J°(m), and if we set p(y) := p(y) + VAp,), we have
0 =T,f, on {X¢N,}n{YelJ (X))}

Therefore, 6 ~ T, f, whence f € C,, and we proved the reverse inclusion. O

Now, we prove the convexity of the functions in €, , on each components.
Proof of Proposition Let p € o®Vf, and 0 € ’7'(,u,y) such that T,f = 6 on {Y €
J°(X),X ¢ N,} for a N—tangent convex function 6 € T, v), N, € N, and J°(u,v). By
proposition 27] we may chose N, and J° such that {Y € J°(X), X ¢ N,} < domf n N¢. For
all z ¢ Ny, and y € J°(x), f(y) = f(z) + p(x) - (y — x) + 0(x,y), which is clearly convex in y
for z fixed. The function f is convex on J°, n—a.s.

For all z € N and y € J°(x), we have f(y) — f(z) — projyags- (p) () (y—2) = f(y) — f(z) -
p(x) - (y —x) = 6(x,y) = 0. Then by definition, projy.g-(p)(x) € 0f|so(z) for all z ¢ N,,.

For z € N, we define fi= (f1o(2))conv o0 J () = conv(J°(z)), where the equality comes
from Proposition [Z7] (i) together with the fact that J\N, < J°. We also define f := f on
mxeNﬁJo(x)c € N, n N, = N,y,. These definitions are not interfering as if «’ € J(z) then
J(2") = J(z) by Remark 2.8 Therefore, the convex envelops (f1o(z))conv and (f1 o(zr))conw
coincide on J(a').

Then the map p(X) - (Y —X) = f(Y)— f(X)—6(X,Y) is Borel measurable on I(z) x I(x)
for all z € Nf. Let # ¢ N, d, := dimI(z), and (y;) € I(x), affine basis of affI(z).

1<i<dy+1
Therefore, projyag(q) (p(2')) = M ™" (p(ﬂfl)‘ (yi_ydﬁl))lgisdxy with M = (Y —Yd,+1)1<jc g, »
where everything is expressed in the basis (y; — ¥4, +1)1<i<d, , is Borel measurable on I(x). Then
as it is a subgradient of fj;(,) on I () by the fact that 0(z,y) = f(y) — f(z) — Projyasi(z) (p(z))-
(y —x) =0 for all z,y € I(x), we have the result.

Finally, notice that Tﬁf =T,f=60on{Y e J(X),X ¢ N,}, which proves that fe Cuv
and p € 6“”’]? ]
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Proof of Proposition (i) Let (p,v,h) € Iﬁ(,u, v), and let f be its q.s.-convex moderator,
and p € 0" f. By Proposition 2.15], f is convex and finite on I, and projy,g;(p) € 0f|r, n—a.s.
Then ¢ = (¢ — f) + f is Borel measurable on I, ¢ = (p+ f) — f is Borel measurable on I, and
Projuags(h) = projyags(h + p) — projyags(p) is Borel measurable on I, n—a.s.

(ii) If one of the conditions in Proposition B.I0l holds, then condition (iv) holds by Proposition
B.I0 Then the transfinite induction from the proof of Proposition 2.I3] becomes a countable
induction, thus preserving the measurability. The process of subtracting lines for the one

dimensional components is also measurable. Il

5.7 Consequences of the regularity of the cost in x

Proof of Lemma [3.17 We have for all 2,y € R, () +4(y) + h(z) - (y — x) = ¢(x,y). Then
o(x) = ¢(x) := —(p — c(,-))eonv(x). For all z € RY, f, := (¢ — c(x,-))cony is convex and
finite on D := riconvdom ¢, let —h' : R? — R? be a measurable selection in its subgradient
on D (then in aff D — xq for some zg € D). Then for all y € R?,

—'(x) = h(x)- (y—x) < foly) = (@ = c(@,))cono(y) < P(y) — ().

Then ¢ < ¢ ® v + W', and therefore, P[’ ® ¢ + W'®] = P[] is well defined. Subtracting
Plo @ + h®] < o0, we get

ple’ =@l = Pl(¢" = 0)(X) + (W = 1)®] = Plc] = Plp@ v + h¥].

Finally, taking the supremum over P, we get u[¢’ — @] = S, (c) =S¢ ® Y + h®) = 0. As
¢ — ¢ <0, this shows that ¢’ = ¢, u—a.e. Now

fz(y) = —inf {Zrl Ai(¢(yi) - c(x,yi)) : Zrl Ay =y, and r = 1} (5.15)
i=1 i=1

For r > 1,and y = 37 4 A\iwi, © — >y Ni(¥(yi) — c(,y;)) is locally Lipschitz. By taking
the infimum, we get that for x € D, f,(y) is uniformly Lipschitz in z. Furthermore, f, is
convex on the relative interior of its domain D, and therefore locally Lipschitz on it. We claim
that for the convex function f,, the Lipschitz constant on a compact K < D is bounded by

s f“’g e fm, where ¢ = inf

sy)ek xk' |7 —y|, for any compact K’ = D such that K < ri K’
(cf proof of Theorem 9.3 in [7]). Then if we fix K and K’, the Lipschitz constant of f, is
dominated on K as x — (max’y fy, ming f;) is Locally Lipschitz. Then for K < D compact,

we may find L, and L/, Lipschitz constants for both variables. Finally, for 1,29 € B,

0" (21) = ¢ (22)] < [ fay (21) = fy (w2)] + | fay (22) = fan (w2)| < (L + L')|z1 — 2]

In the proof of Theorem 9.3 in [7], the bound w is in fact a bound for the
subgradients of f,. As —h' is a subgradient of f, in x, its component in aff D — zy (for some
xog € D) is bounded in K.
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6 Verification of Assumptions

6.1 Marginals for which the assumption holds
In preparation to prove Proposition [3.10], we first need to prove two lemmas.

Lemma 6.1. Assume that there exists Q € P(Q2) such that
(Bp)ns1 < T1, converges M(u,v) — q.s. whenever (n)p>1, converges Q — a.s. (6.1)
Then for all (6,)n=1 < ’7'1, we may find 0 € T1 such that 6, ~~ 6.

Proof. Let Q € P(Q) satisfying (61). Let Q' := 1Q + Su(dz) ® X, 27", () (dy), where
(fn)n=1 < LO(R? R?) is chosen such that {f,(x) : n > 1} < affI(x) is dense in affI(z) for all
x € R? (see Step 2 in the proof of Proposition 2.7 in [7]). Then by Komlés lemma, we may find
0, e conv (g, k = n) such that 0, converges Q'—a.s. Therefore, 0, converges q.s. to 6 := QAOO.
As HAn € conv(fi,k = n), we have the inequality QAOO > 0,. We also have by Fatou’s lemma
IP’[QAOO] < liminf,, IP’[@L] < limsup,,_,,, P[6,], for all P € P(Q2). Finally we need to prove that
0e€e0©,, Forn=>1letN,e€ Nu,v be the set from Definition 2.I] for 6,, and let Ny, € Nu,v
be the set where HAn does not converge. We set N := Up>1 Ny, U Neyg € Ny As 0,(X, X) =0
for all n > 1, we have obviously {X = Y} < Ng,, and {X = Y} < N° By convexity of
On(, ), the p(dr) ® 3,51 27"y, () (dy)—convergence implies pointwise convergence of (X -)
on I(X), p—a.s. as in the case of u®pw—convergence. Then 0(z, -) is convex on NS by passing
to the limit, I(X) ¢ N%, p—a.s. By Lemma 6.1 in [7], we may chose N, € N, so that if
Nu 2 N/, © Ny, then {Y € I(X)} n{X € N} is a Borel set, and therefore, the function
Liver(x)jn{xense}f0 is Borel and Definition .11 (iv) holds.

For P with finite support on N¢ and P’ competitor to P, P[f] = li iy, o0 P[8,], and P[] <
lim inf, o P'[6,] by Fatou’s Lemma. As for all n > 1, P[6,] = P'[0,], we get the inequality
P[0] = P'[f]. Furthermore, if we suppose to the contrary that {w} := suppP’ n N is a
singleton, w ¢ N,, for all n > 1 by Definition 2] (iii). Then for all n > 1, P[6,] = P’[6,,], and
P[w]0p(w) = P[0,] — P'[0n10\(w}]. Then as the term on the right of this equality converges,
0 (w) converges as well, and w € N¢. We got the contradiction, (iii) of Definition 2.1] holds.

OJ

Lemma 6.2. Assume that v is dominated by the Lebesgue measure. Then'Y ¢ 01(X) whenever

dimI(X)>d—-1, M(p,v)—

Proof. First the components of dimension d are at most countable, and their boundary is
Lebesgue negligible as they are convex. Then, if we enumerate the countable d—dimensional
components (I;)r>1, we have Y ¢ Uy>10I, v—a.s. and therefore M(u,v)—q.s.

Now we deal with the (d — 1)—dimensional components. I is a Borel map, and therefore by
Lusin theorem (see Theorem 1.14 in [9]), for all € > 0, we may find K, < {dim [(X) = d — 1}
with p[K¢] = p[dimI(X) = d — 1] — €, on which I is continuous. We may also assume that
K. is compact. Then for all € K, such that dimI(z) = d — 1, I(z) contains a closed
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d—1—dimensional ball B, := I(xz) n B, (x) for some r; > 0. As I is continuous on K, we may
find e, > 0 such that for 2’ € B, (x), Bz © Projug (s (I(z)), and such that the angle between
the normals of I(x) and I(z) is smaller than 7 := 7/4 < 7/2. We denote [, the line from z,
normal to I(x). The balls B, (x) cover K., then by the compactness of K., we may consider
T1,...,x € K. for k = 1 such that K, c ui-‘;lB% (x;). Let 1 <i <k, by Lemma C.1. in [12],
we may find a bi-Lipschitz flattening map F : Upcq, I(2') — R = affI(x;) x I, where A; :=
Be, (%i) Nz, such that for all 2’ € A; and all (v, w) € I(2'), F'(v,w) = (v,2’). Notice that for all
2" € Be, (7i), I(2")nA; # . Then forallz’ € A;, F(I(z")) < affI(z;) x {z'}. Now, let A be the
Lebesgue measure. By the Fubini theorem, )\[F( Sy 8](3:/))] = Slz 1orea, Ao [F (0I($’))]d:p’.
By the facts that F is bi-Lipschitz, 0I(z") is Lebesgue-negligible in affI(2’), and A\, is a
d — 1—dimensional Lebesgue measure, we have Ay [F (6[ (a ))] =0, 1,¢a,dx’—a.e. Therefore,
)\[F( Ugled; 6[(3:’))] = 0, and as F is bi-Lipschitz, A[Uyea,0I(2")] = 0. Then summing up
on all the 1 < 7 < k and by the fact that v is dominated by the Lebesgue measure, we get
v[Uzek. 0I(x)] = 0, so that for all P € M(u,v), we have

P[Y € I(X),dim [(X) = d—1] < P[X ¢ K¢, dim I[(X) = d — 1] + P[Y € Uyek, 0l (z)] < €.

As this holds for all € > 0 and for all P e M(u,v), the lemma is proved. OJ

Proof of Proposition [3.10] Let us first prove the equivalence from (i). First for P € M(u,v).
AsY e I(X), P-a.s., we have I(X) = I(Y), P—a.s., and therefore, for all A € B(K),

vol Al =PI(Y)e Al =P[I(X) e A] = u[I(X) e A] = po I '[A]

Conversely, suppose that o I™' = v o I~'. We will prove by backward induction on
0<k<d+1that Y eI(X), M(u,v)-q.s., conditionally to dim I(X) > k. For k = d + 1 this
is trivial because the dimension is lower than d. Now for k € N we suppose that the property
is true for £’ > k. Then conditionally to dim I(z) = k, we have that Y € c11(X), q.s. Then for
Pe M(u,v),

P[dim I(Y) = k] = P[Y € I(X) and dimI(X) = k] + P[Y € 0I(X) and dim I(X) > k]

By the induction hypothesis, P[Y € 01(X) and dimI(X) > k] = 0. (i) gives that P[dim I(Y) =
k] = P[dim I(X) = k]. Then

P[dim I(X) = k] = P[Y € I(X) and dim I(X) = k],

implying that P — a.s., dimI(X) = k = Y € I(X). As holds true for all P € M(u,v),
combined with the induction hypothesis, we proved the result at rank k. By induction, Y €
I(X), q.s. The equivalence is proved.

It remains to show that (iv) is implied by all the other conditions. If (i) holds, U cgal(z) %
oI(x) € N, then (iv) holds with C = D = &, and R := I(R%). If (ii) holds, as I(R%)
is a partition of R%, there can be at most countably many components with full dimension.
Therefore (iv) holds with C := I({dim I = d}), and D := {dim [ < 1}.
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Now we suppose (iii), by Lemma [62] Y ¢ 0I(X) if dimI(X) = d — 1, M(p,v)—q.s. Then
we just set D := {dim [ < 1}, C := {dim ] = d}, and R := {dim [ = d — 1}. Now we prove the
claim.

We suppose that (iv) holds. The second part of the proposition follows from the fact that
a countable set can be well ordered. Now let us deal with the first part. According to Lemma
[6.1l we just need to find a probability measure Q that implies the quasi-sure convergence of
functions in 7;. This is possible thanks to the convexity of these functions in the second
variable: the interior of the components can be dealt with u(dz) ® 5,51 27"y, (2)(dy), where
(fn)ns1 < LO(R? R?) is chosen such that {f,(x) : n > 1} < affI(x) is dense in affI(z) for all
x € R? (see the proof of Lemma B.1).

For the boundaries, the measure u®v will deal with the countable components of C. Indeed,
let K € C such that n[K] > 0. Let (6,), < 71, converging u(dx) ® D120, () (dy) + 1 ®
v—a.s. to some function 6. We already have that 0, (z,-) — 0(z,-) on K for all z € N n K,
for some N, € N, by the previous step. For all n > 1, let N, € N, be such that 6, is
a N,—tangent convex function. By (Z3I) and by possibly enlarging the p—null set N,, we
may assume that we may find (N,,60) € N, x T (u,v) such that NS x Ny n{Y € Jo(X)} <
N¢:= (Un>1Ny) and that Nj x {Y € I(X)} = N°¢ Then for z,2" € Nj n K, xp € K, and
y € Jop(x)\(K U N,), let the probability measures

4P .= 590’900 + 5w,y + 25m’,y’7 and 4P .= 5m/’x0 + 590/731 + 2590’?/

with ¢y 1= %(y +x0). Let n > 1, notice that P and P’ are competitors and concentrated on N,

then by 0, —martingale monotonicity of N,, we have
On(x,20) + O (2, y) + 20, (2", y) = 0,(2', 20) + 0p(2', ) + 20, (z,y).
We re-order the terms
On(x,y) — 200 (2, ') + Op(x,20) = Op (2, y) — 20,(2',y) + 0,(2', 20). (6.2)

Then 0,,(7,y) — 20,(2,y") + 0,(x,70) does not depend on the choice of x € K n Nj. As we
assumed that 0,, converges p(dr) ®>,,5,27"dy, (2)(dy) + p@v—a.s. by possibly enlarging N,
without loss of generality, we may assume that for all z € N, 0, (z, -) converges pointwise to 6
on I(x), and 6,(z,Y) converges v—a.s. Let 2’ € Nj; n K, up to enlarging N,, we may assume
that 0,,(2',y) converges to f(z',y) for all y € Ny. Then if z,y € (K n Nj) x Nj, and v € K,
identity (6.2]) implies that 6,,(z,y) converges, as all the other terms have a limit, and 6(z,y")
and 0(2',y’) are finite. Now for P € M(p,v), P[(K n Nj) x Ng| = n[K]. Then ¢, converges
P—a.s. on K x RY. This holds for all K € C, and P e M(u,v).

For the 1-dimensional components of D, if we call a(z) and b(x) their (measurably selected)
endpoints, the measure u(dz) ® 5“(”“’)7;% will fit. Finally, in the case of the components in
R, for all probability P € M(u,v), P, does not send mass to 0K for p—a.e. z € K € R by
assumption. We take

6(1:(: +5bx
) (x) ()(

5 dy).

Qdx, dy) := p(dz) Y, 278, () (dy) + p(da)v(dy) + p(da

n=1
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the convergence of 6,,, Q—a.s. implies its convergence M (u, v)—q.s. Assumption 2.6 holds. []

Proof of Remark The fact the v} is independent of P € M(u,v) for d = 1 is proved by
Beiglbock & Juillet [3].

Now we assume that (i) in Proposition B0 holds. If Y e I(X), M(u,v)—q.s., then by
symmetry as {I(z) : z € R%} is a partition of RY, we have X € I(Y), v—a.s. Then similar to
pr, vr = vy :=Po (Y|X € I)~! does not depend on the choice of P € M(u,v).

Now in the case of (iii) in Proposition BI0, let v := vo I~ On {dimI(X) > d — 1},
Y ¢ 0I(X), q.s. by Lemma 62 so that for all P € M(u,v), v§ = vy on {dimI(X) > d — 1}.
Now on {dimI(X) = 0}, uy = v} is also independent of P. Finally, on {dimI(X) = 1},
by the fact that there is not mass coming from higher dimensional components, we have
v = vi+ M (1)8q(r)+X2(I)8y(1), where Ay (1), A2(I) = 0, and a([), b(I) are measurable selections
of the boundary of I. Then puy—v; = A\ (L) +Xo(I), and p7[X]—v[Y] = M (D)a(l)+ A2 (1)b(I).
Therefore, A\; and Ay depend only on p; and vy, therefore, V}D does not depend on the choice
of P. ]

Proof of Remark [4.3] We consider 7 the stopping time, and write Q the probability measure
associated with the diffusion. We claim that the components suppPx, < I(Xo), p—a.s. have
dimension d, p-a.s, where P € M(u,v) is the joint law of (X, X;). Then (iii) of Proposition
[B.10 holds, which proves the remark.

Now we prove the claim. Let p > 0. For z € R? we consider 7,, the stopping time 7
conditional to Xy = z, and of, which is o; conditional to Xy = 2. Now we fix 2 € R%. As oy
has rank d, o | := infj,—; [u'o§| > 0, a.s. Then we may find a > 0 such that Q[[o§| < o] <p.

Similarly, we consider § > 0 small enough so that

Q[r < 3] <p. (6.3)

Finally, by the fact that of is right-continuous in 0, a.s, we may lower § > 0 so that Q [supt<5 loF — o%|? > ﬁ] <
p for some 3 > 0 that we will fix later. Now we use these ingredients to prove that (X;) "spreads
out in all directions" for ¢ close to 0. Let u € R? with |u| = 1 and A > 0,

1

Qlu- o§Ws = Aav/d] = Qv Wi = A —p > 5 = 2, (6.4)

with v = w - of/|u - of|, for A small enough, independent of a and 0. Now recall that
Q [supscs lof — 0§ |* > B] < p. As a consequence, the stopping time 7 = inf{t > 0 : |of —o§|? >
B} satisfies

Q[F <] < p. (6.5)
Now, stopping X;, we get, conditionally to X = z: EQ[( MT(af — 08)dW;)?] < 6B by Ito
isometry, and therefore, by the Markov inequality, Q HS(SM of —op th‘ > a\/o /2] 466 .
Then if we chose 8 = p# (not depending on §), we finally get that

d

AT
f (of —o05)dW| =
0

> a/é /2} < p. (6.6)
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Therefore Q[(Xinr — ) - u = aXV/0/2|X = z] is greater than

5
Q [a(ngtM ‘u = a\é, and j (of — op)dWy

< aM6/2, and 7 = 4, and 7 = 6| X = :17]

0
1
> Qlu-ogWs = /\oz\/g] —3p = 3 5p,
by @.3), (€4), [635), and (G.6). Then by setting p = %, for all u of norm 1, we get
Q[(Xinr — ) - u = ap| Xo = x] = po, (6.7)

with ag := aAV/§/2 > 0, and pg := % > 0.

We use (6.7 to prove that suppP, is d dimensional. Indeed, we suppose for contradiction
that supplP, < H, where H is a hyperplane. H contains 0, as it contains suppP,. Let u be
a unit normal vector to H, by (6.7), we have Q[(X¢nr — x) - u = ap|X = x] = pg. Then by
the martingale property (the volatility is bounded) combined with the boundedness of 7, we
have EQ[X,|Finr] = X¢ar. Therefore, P,[Y -u > ag/2] = Q[X, - u = ag/2|X = z] > 0, which

contradicts the inclusion of the support of P, in H. O

6.2 Medial limits

Medial limits, introduced by Mokobodzki [22] (see also Meyer [21]), are powerful instruments.
It is an operator from the set of real bounded sequences [ to R satisfying the following

properties:

Definition 6.3. A linear operator m : [° — R is a medial limit if

(i) m is nonnegative: if u >0 then m(u) = 0.

(ii) m ds invariant by translation: if T is the translation operator (T : (up)n — (Unt1)n) then
m(Tu) =m(u).

(iii) m((1),) = 1.

(iv) m is universally measurable on the unit ball [0, 1]N.

(v) m is measure linear: for any sequence of Borel-measurable functions fy : [0,1] — [0,1],

if we write f := m((fn)n) (defined pointwise), then for any Borel measure X on [0,1], f is

de)\ - jm(fn)dA —m <j fndA> .

We can extend any medial limit m to RY by setting m(u) := sup ey m((un A N)y). It keeps

A-measurable and

the same properties, except (v) which becomes a kind of Fatou’s Lemma: for any sequence of

Borel-measurable functions f, : [0,1] — R, then for any Borel measure A on [0, 1],

f m(f)dN < m< f fndA>. (6.8)

The existence of medial limits is implied by Martin’s axiom. Notice that Martin’s axiom is
implied by the continuum hypothesis (See Chapter I of Volume 5 of [10]). Kurt Godel [13]
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provides 6 paradoxes implied by the continuum hypothesis, Martin’s axiom implies only 3 of
these paradoxes. All these axioms are undecidable either under ZF and under ZFC, indeed
Paul Larson [20] proved that if ZFC is consistent, then ZFC+"there exists no medial limits" is

also consistent (Corollary 3.3 in [20]). See [24] for a complete survey.

Proof of Proposition [3.14] Axiom of choice on R implies that R can be well-ordered, which
proves that Assumption (ii) holds. Now let us prove the first part. For (6,,)n,>1 < 71, we
denote 0 := m(f,). The Proposition is proved if we show that 6,, > 6. 6 = m(6,,) = 0,
by linearity of a medial limit together with Definition [63 (i) and (ii). Let P e P(Q2), P[0] <
m(P[0,]) < limsup,,_,,, P[0,,] by (68). Finally the linearity combined with Definition (i)
give that 6 € ©,,, as it is a property of comparison of linear combinations of values of 6,
0 is a J—tangent convex function. Finally, we prove that we may have (iv) in Definition
21 Up to assuming that we applied the Komlés Lemma to (6,,),>1 (which only reduces the
superior limits and increase the inferior limits, thus preserving the previous properties) under
the probability u(dz) ® Y},51 278y, () (dy), where (fn)n=1 < LO(R? R?) is chosen such that
{fu(2) :n =1} < affI(x) is dense in affI(z) for all 2 € R as in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we may
assume without loss of generality that (6,) converges pointwise on {X € N’} n{Y € I(X)}.
Then let N} € N, be from Definition 211 (iv) for 6,. Let N, = Unz1 N U NL. Let A :=
{X e N} n{Y € I(X)}, 140 is Borel measurable as the pointwise limit of Borel measurable

functions 146, as the medial limit coincides with the real limit when convergence holds. []
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