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DENSENESS OF ADAPTED PROCESSES AMONG CAUSAL COUPLINGS
MATHIAS BEIGLBOCK AND DANIEL LACKER

ABSTRACT. It is well known that any pair of random variables (X,Y’) with values in Polish
spaces, provided that Y is nonatomic, can be approximated in joint law by random variables

of the form (X’,Y) where X’ is Y-measurable and X’ < X. This article surveys and extends
some recent dynamic analogues of this result. For example, if X and Y are stochastic processes
in discrete or continuous time, then, under a nonatomic assumption as well as a necessary and
sufficient causality (or compatibility) condition, one can approximate (X,Y) in law in path
space by processes of the form (X’,Y), where X’ is adapted to the filtration generated by Y.
In addition, in finite discrete time, we can take X’ to have the same law as X. A similar
approximation is valid for randomized stopping times, without the first marginal fixed. Natural
applications include relaxations of (mean field) stochastic control and causal optimal transport
problems as well as new characterizations of the immersion property for progressively enlarged
filtrations.

1. INTRODUCTION

If X and Y are random variables with values in Polish spaces, and if Y is nonatomic, then
there is a sequence (X,,) of Y-measurable random variables such that X, 2 X and (Xn,Y) =

(X,Y), where 2 Jenotes equality in law and = denotes convergence in law. In other words, the
set of couplings concentrated on the graph of a function (Monge couplings) is dense in the set
of all couplings (Kantorovich couplings). This well known and fundamental fact is reviewed in
Section 2], with a brief proof. The goal of this paper is to survey and extend some recent dynamic
or non-anticipative analogues of this result. Let us present immediately two such theorems, in
discrete and continuous time

Theorem 1.1 (Discrete time). Consider two stochastic processes Y = (Y1,...,Yy) and X =
(X1,...,XN) with values in Polish spaces Y and X, respectively. Let FY = (FY)N_| and

n
nonatomic. Then the following are equivalent:

FX = (FX)N_, denote the filtrations generated by these processes. Suppose that the law of Y7 is

i) X is compatible with Y in the sense that F2X is conditionally independent of FY, given F. ,
n N n

for eachn=1,...,N.

(ii) There exists a sequence X* = (X%, ... X%) of F¥ -adapted processes such that (Y, X*) =
(Y, X) in YN x &N,

iii) There exists a sequence X* = (X¥ ..., X%) of FY -adapted processes such that (Y, X*) =

1 N

(Y, X) in YN x &N and X* £ Xx.

Theorem 1.2 (Continuous time). Consider two stochastic processes Y = (Yi)i>0 and X =
(X¢)t>0 with values in Polish spaces Y and X, respectively, with X homeomorphic to a convex
subset of a locally convex space. Assume X is continuous and Y is cadlag. Let FY = (]:ty)tzo

IThis paper is an expansion of the the previous largely expository paper [47]. The prior version [47] contained
only the weaker form of Theorem [[J] in which condition (iii) is omitted, i.e., the X-marginal is not allowed
to be fixed. In addition, the current version contains an expanded discussion of the continuous-time case and
counterexamples in Section [(.41
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and FX = (F);>0 denote the (unaugmented) filtrations generated by these processes. Assume
either one of the following holds:

(a) Xo and Yy are a.s. constant, and the law of Y; is nonatomic for every t > 0.
(b) The law of Yy is nonatomic.

Then the following are equivalent:

(i) X is compatible with Y in the sense that F;* is conditionally independent of FY given Fy
for each t > 0.

(ii) There exists a sequence X™ of continuous FY -adapted processes such that (X™,Y) = (X,Y)
in C([0,00); X) x D(]0,00);Y), where C and D denote the continuous and Skorokhod path
spaces, respectively.

Note that in discrete time, in Theorem [[.1] we may keep the X-marginal fixed, but we cannot
do so in continuous time, at least not at the level of generality of Theorem See Section [5.4]
for further discussion and a counterexample, which shows that there may fail to exist any
coupling of the two given processes X and Y which renders X adapted to the filtration of Y.
The proofs of Theorems [I.1] and are given in Sections M and [, respectively. We also give
two alternatives to Theorem in Section [l treating the cases where X has cadlag or merely
measurable trajectories.

A measure-theoretic restatement of these results will aid in further elaboration. In the setting
of either Theorem [[. T or [L.2] let v and pu denote the respective laws of Y and X on path space;
in discrete time, the path spaces are YV and XV, and in continuous time D([0,00);)) and
C([0,00); X). Let II§(v) denote the set of joint laws of (X,Y’), where X ranges over FY -adapted
processes and Y ~ v, and let II§(v, 1) denote the subset for which X ~ p. Let II°(v) denote
the set of joint laws of (X,Y) with Y ~ v and satisfying the compatibility condition (i), and let
I1¢(v, ) denote the subset for which X ~ p. Note that Theorem [L1] states that the closure of
II§ (v, 1) equals II¢(v, p), and thus also the closure of II§(r) equals II°(v). In continuous time,
Theorem shows only the latter.

We also discuss some questions of convexity and extreme points. The set of joint laws I1¢(u) is
always convex. In discrete time (and in the case of randomized stopping times discussed below),
IT§(p) is precisely the set of extreme points of II¢(x). But this fails in general in continuous time,
and we give a counterexample built on a stochastic differential equation (SDE) which admits
a weak solution but no strong solution. See Section [0 for details. Fixing both marginals, it
is well known that Ilp(v, ) is a proper subset of the set of extreme points of II(v, u), and it
is notoriously difficult to characterize the extreme points of II(v, u); to enter this rabbit hole,
see [15, 59]. Hence, we do not attempt to address the undoubtedly challenging problem of
characterizing the extreme points of I1¢(v, u).

Lastly, we show in Section [6] that the set of randomized stopping times is the closure of the
set of true stopping times:

Theorem 1.3. Consider a cadlag stochastic process Y = (Y;)i>0 with values in a Polish space
Y, and let T be a random time. Assume Y; is nonatomic for every t > 0. Let F denote the
augmented (complete and right-continuous) filtration generated by Y. Then the following are
equivalent:
(1) T is an F-randomized stopping time in the sense that P(1 < t|Fx) = P(r < t|Ft) a.s.,
for every t > 0.
(i) There exists a sequence of F-stopping times 7, such that (Y,7,) = (Y, 7) in D([0,00);)) X
[0, o0].

Some of these theorems are not completely new, appearing in special cases and with similar
proof ideas in [2I, Lemma 3.11] and [22 Section 6], written up also in the recent book [20,
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Sections I1.1.1.1, I1.7.2.5]. The main novelty of this paper is to show in Theorem [LT] that we
may keep both marginals fixed, not just the Y-marginal. Additionally, and the continuous-time
counterexamples of Sections [5.4] and [C.4] are new, and we extend the results cited above to their
natural levels of generality. The motivation for developing and consolidating these kinds of
results in a single, concise reference stems from their relevance in increasingly diverse areas of
application, some of which we discuss in the next few paragraphs.

1.1. Optimal transport. Optimal transport (see [62] [63] 57] for overviews) is a natural domain
of application for the kinds of results discussed in this paper. Classically, letting II(v, u) denote
the set of joint laws on ) x X with first marginal v and second marginal u, the Kantorovich
formulation of optimal transport is to optimize a functional of the form

J(y) = /y wd el (1.1)

where ¥ : ) x X — R U {oo} is some cost function. This can be seen as a relaxation of the
original Monge formulation, in which we optimize over the subset Ily(v, u) of couplings of the
form v(dy)dy(,) (dr), where ¢ : ¥ — X is measurable. When v is nonatomic, it is well known
[6, 5] that (v, ) is dense in II(v, 1), showing that the Kantorovich formulation is a genuine
relaxation of the Monge formulation, at least when J is continuous on II(v, ). See Sections
and for discussion of this result.

Recent developments on causal optimal transport are more in line with the focus of this paper
on the dynamic setting, and we focus in this paragraph on the discrete-time setting. Causal
optimal transport, introduced by Lassalle in [48] and studied further in [2] O] [I] among others,
pertains to the optimization of functionals of the form

J(y) = /y L eI, (1:2)

In other words, this is an optimal transport problem with the additional constraint of com-
patibility. In the causal setting, the corresponding Monge problem is to optimize J only over
the subset II§(v, p) of adapted Monge couplings. Using Theorem [[I] we can show that the
Monge and Kantorovich values agree for causal optimal transport in discrete time, when the
first marginal is nonatomic and the cost function sufficiently nice:

Proposition 1.4. Suppose X and ) are Polish spaces and p € P(XN), v € P(YN). Suppose
U XN x YN 5 RU {oo} is of the form

V(y,r) = ¢(g(z), h(y)),

for some Borel measurable functions g : XN — j(v, h: YN - j)v, and 1 : XxY—RU {0},
where X and Y are Polish spaces. Assume 1 is bounded from below and lower semicontinuous in
one of its variables; that is, either (Z,-) is lower semicontinuous for each T, or (-, 4) is lower

semicontinuous for each y. Then the infimum inf cre,, ) [ Wdy is attained. If, in addition it
holds that

(i) The first marginal of v € P(YN) is nonatomic,

(ii) ¢ jointly continuous and finite-valued, and
(iii) ¥ (y,x)| < a(y) + b(z) for some a € L*(u) and b € L' (v),
then

inf )/\Ifdyz inf )/\I’dy. (1.3)

yelle(v,u YEIl§(v,p
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The proof is given in Section It remains unclear to what extent one can hope for a
continuous-time analogue of (L4)); see Section [B.4] for futher discussion including a counterex-
ample and a remarkable example due to Emery [29].

1.2. Optimal control and stopping. In stochastic optimal control theory, one seeks to choose
an adapted process in order to minimize some cost, expressed as a continuous functional of the
joint law of the control and noise processes. Typically, Y is an underlying noise process, and
the control process X must be adapted to Y. Framing the problem as optimization over the
family II§(u) of admissible joint distributions, one is naturally inclined to take the closure of
IT§ (1) to obtain a convenient topological setting, and this closure is precisely what we identified
as I1°() above. This relaxation is now standard in stochastic control, both in discrete [16] and
continuous time [39] [34], [44], though it is usually justified by extreme point arguments rather
than denseness. In mean field contexts [19] 46l 54], however, the objective function depends
nonlinearly on the law of the controlled process; extreme point arguments then break down, but
one can still justify the relaxation by a denseness argument. See Section [§ for details.

A similar strategy applies in optimal stopping, leading to the notion of randomized stopping
time (see [10] 27, 33]), where II§(u) corresponds to true stopping times. This relaxation played
an important role in recent analysis of American option pricing [I1I] and optimal Skorokhod
embedding problems [I4]. A recent paper [I2] proves a denseness result in the Skorokhod
embedding context which is analogous to our Theorem [[.I. Namely, the set of randomized
stopping times which embed a given law into a Brownian motion is dense in the set of (non-
randomized) stopping times which embed the same law.

1.3. Stochastic games. In static (one-shot) games, it is well known that Nash equilibria typ-
ically exist among mized strategies, in which agents independently randomize their actions, but
not necessarily among pure strategies, in which agents choose (deterministic) actions. When
stochastic factors are present, the natural analogue of a pure strategy is a measurable function
from the stochastic factor to the action space, and a good notion of mixed strategy should again
convexify and/or compactify the set of pure strategies. This leads, for instance, to the notion of
of distributional strategy in [50].

Similar ideas are useful in the analysis of dynamic stochastic games, where the natural ana-
logue of a pure strategy is an adapted process. Indeed, special cases of the theorems announced
above appeared first in the second named author’s work on mean field games [2I], 22]. Therein,
the topology of IT1¢(u) is well-suited to compactness arguments, whereas optimality criteria are
more easily checked using the dense subset II§(x). These ideas again proved fruitful in studying
the limits of n-player games and control problems in [45] [46].

1.4. Filtration enlargement. The notion of compatibility mentioned in the theorems above
has appeared in a variety of contexts before, particularly in the context of enlargement of fil-
tration, though we roughly adopt the terminology of Kurtz [43]. The statement that X is com-
patible with Y is equivalent to the statement that every FY-martingale is an FXY-martingale.
We review this and other characterizations in Section In the literature on enlargements of
filtrations, this property goes by the name H-hypothesis or immersion. See [18] for its appear-
ance in filtering, [28] for applications in credit risk, or the recent book [3]. Theorems and
add to the pantheon of characterizations of the H-hypothesis.

1.5. Organization of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. Section [2lis something of
a warm-up, collecting a number of useful facts about the set of joint distributions on X x ) with
either one or both of the marginals fixed. Most of the results here are folklore, but complete
proofs are provided. Sections [BHA turn to the dynamic settings in which X and ) are replaced
with path spaces; this is where proofs of (more general forms of) Theorems [Tl and [[2] are
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provided. Section[@ discusses randomized stopping times and proves Theorem[[3l As mentioned
briefly above, sets of joint distributions of the form of I1¢(u) above are convex, and Section [
discusses characterizations of their extreme points, as well as a counterexample in continuous
time. Lastly, Sections [§] highlights an application in stochastic optimal control.

Notation. Our notation throughout is as follows. We write Ry = [0,00). Given a measurable
space (92, F), we write P(£2, F) for the set of probability measures, and we abbreviate this to
P(£2) when the o-field is understood. Every topological space X is equipped with its Borel
o-field, and accordingly we write P(X’) for the set of Borel probability measures on X'. Unless
otherwise stated, we equip P(X) with the usual topology of weak convergence, induced by
bounded continuous test functions. The set of continuous functions from X to ) is denoted
C(X;Y). If the range space is R, we write simply C(X) instead of C'(X;R).

2. THE STATIC CASE

This section serves as a warm-up, reviewing some known facts about weak convergence of
joint distributions with either one or two fixed marginals for which concise proofs can be difficult
to locate in the literature.

2.1. One fixed marginal. First we recall an important lemma on weak convergence. It is a
consequence, for instance, of [35, Corollary 2.9], but we include a direct proof. In this section,
we fix two Polish spaces X and Y, as well as u € P(X). Let

M(k) = {P € P(X x V) : P(- x ¥) = i} (2.1)
denote the set of joint laws with first marginal p.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose P, P, € Il(u), with P, — P weakly. Let ¢ : X x Y — R be bounded and
satisfy the following:

(1) p(-,y) is measurable for each y € ).

(2) o(x,-) is continuous for p-a.e. x € X.

Then [ @dP, — [@dP.

Proof. Let ¢ > 0 be such that |p(x,y)| < cfor all (z,y) € X x ). Fix € > 0, and use Prokhorov’s
theorem to find a compact set K C Y such that P,(X x K) > 1 — ¢ for all n. Let Xy C X be
a Borel set with u(Xy) = 1 such that ¢(z,-) is continuous for every x € Xy. Consider the map
P : Xy — C(K) defined by ®(x)(y) = ¢(x,y). It is easy to prove (and follows immediately from
[5, Theorem 4.55]) that ® is Borel measurable.

We next show that for each § > 0 there exists a continuous function s : X x K — R such
that |¢s| < ¢ pointwise and

ple € X p5(r,y) = pl,y), Vyeyp =14
First extend the domain of ® to all of X by choosing arbitrarily some fy € C'(K) and setting
®(x) = fo for z ¢ Xp, noting that ® remains measurable. Next, apply Lusin’s theorem [I7,
Theorem 7.1.13] to find, for each ¢ > 0, a continuous function &5 : X — C(K) such that
p{r € X : &s5(x) = ®(x)} > 1 — 6. Finally, define ps(x,y) = (Ps(z)(y) Ac)V (—c), where ¢ was
the bound on |¢|.
With these preparations out of the way, the proof proceeds first with the bound

/ pdP, — pdP| < / pdP, — gde‘—l—Zec
XxY XxY XX K XX K

< '/ o5 dP, — 05 dP‘ + (2e +49)c.
A XK XX K
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Because ;s is continuous on the closed set X x K, it admits a continuous extension @; to all of
X x Y with |@s| < ¢ pointwise, by the Tietze extension theorem. Thus

| eari- [ war|<|[ gpari- [ gsap
Xx)Y Xx)Y Xx)Y Xx)Y

Finally, continuity of g5 and weak convergence of P, to P imply

/ pdP, — godP' < dc(e+9).
xxYy A'xY

As e and § were arbitrary, the proof is complete. O

< + 4c(e + 0)

lim sup
n—o0

The first part of the following proposition, mentioned in the introduction, is folklore, and
we prove in Proposition 27] the more general version with both marginals fixed. See also [6],
Theorem 9.3] and [23 Theorem 2.2.3].

Proposition 2.2. The following hold:
(i) If u is nonatomic, then the following set is dense in II(u):

o (p) == {p(dx)dy)(dy) € P(X X V) :p: X — Y is measurable} . (2.2)

(ii) If v is nonatomic and ) is homeomorphic to a convex subset of a locally convex space, then
the following set is dense in II(u):

{1(dx)b ) (dy) € P(X x V) : ¢ : X = Y is continuous} .

Proof. The first claim will follow from Proposition 271 To prove the second claim, we must
only show that any measurable function ¢ : X — ) can be obtained as the p-a.s. limit of
continuous functions. Assume without loss of generality that ) is in fact a subset of a locally
convex space 3/)\, endowed with the induced topology. By a form of Lusin’s theorem [I7, Theorem
7.1.13], for each € > 0 we may find a compact K. C X such that pu(K¢) < e and the restriction
¢olk. + K. — Y is continuous. Using a generalization of the Tietze extension theorem due to
Dugundji |26, Theorem 4.1], we may find a continuous function @, : X — Y such that Pe =1
on K. and such that the range ¢ (X) is contained in the convex hull of ¢|g, (X'), which is itself
contained in the convex set ). We thus view @, as a continuous function from X to ). Since
w(@e # @) < u(KE) <€, we may find a subsequence of @, which converges p-a.s. to . O

Remark 2.3. Note that part (ii) of Proposition 22 fails in general when ) fails to be (homeo-
morphic to) a convex set, which is most easily seen when ) is a discrete space.

Remark 2.4. The two previous results can be stated in terms of stable convergence, a mode
of convergence of probability measures on product spaces studied in detail in [35]. See also [I7,
Section 8.10(xi)] for more references. Even when X is merely a measurable space, one may define
the stable topology on P(X x V) as the coarsest topology such that P +— [ ¢dP is continuous
for every bounded jointly measurable function ¢ : X x ) — R such that ¢(x,-) is continuous
for every fixed x € X. An equivalent statement of Lemma 2.1l is that, when X is a Polish space,
the topologies of weak convergence and stable convergence agree on II(1).

2.2. Two fixed marginals. Throughout this section, again assume X and ) are Polish spaces.
We are now given marginals on both spaces, u € P(X) and v € P()), and we define the set of
couplings:

D(p,v) ={PePX xY): P(-xY)=mu, P(Xx:)=v} (2.3)

The first natural question is if a two-marginal analogue of Lemma 2] can hold. That is, if
P, P, € II(u,v) with P, — P, and if ¢ : X x J) — R is bounded and measurable, then we
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might expect [ ¢dP, to converge to [ ¢ dP. It turns out that this does hold for ¢ of the form
o(z,y) = f(z)g(y) for bounded measurable functions f and g, as is shown in Lemma below
(see also [13] Lemma 2.3]). For general ¢, however, the subsequent Example [2.6]illustrates what
can go wrong. The following will also be crucially in the proof of Theorem [I.1

Lemma 2.5. Suppose P, P, € II(u,v) forn € N. Then P, — P if and only if [ f(x)g(y) P, (dz, dy) —
[ f(x)g(y) P(dz,dy) for each bounded measurable f: X — R and g : ¥ — R. In particular, the
topology of I1(u,v) depends only on the Borel sets of the underlying spaces X and Y, not on the
topologies.

Proof. Suppose first that P,, — P. By approximating f uniformly by simple functions, we may
assume that f is itself simple. That is,

m
f(z) = ZailAi(‘T)7
i=1
where m > 1, a; € R, and (Ay,...,A4,,) is a Borel partition of X. Fix ¢ > 0. Let ||¢]c =

sup,ey [ (y)| for any ¢ : Y — R. By Lusin’s theorem, there is a continuous function ¢ : Y — R
such that ||¢]lec < ||g]lcc and v(p # g) < €. Then

/Aixy 9(y) Po(dz, dy) —Aixyg(y)P(d$,dy)‘

<

/ (9(y) — ¢(y)) Pn(dz, dy) —/
A;xY

(9(y) — cp(y))P(dx,dy)‘
A;xY

+

[ etwrianan - [ ppiea).

Ai Xy A’L Xy

The last term tends to zero thanks to Lemma [ZIl The other term is bounded by
lg = @lloo(Pu(Ai x { # g}) + P(Ai x {¢ # g})) < 4|9l

because the second marginal of each P, (and of P) is v. This completes the proof of the “only
if” claim. For the converse, simply note that {P,} is tight and that every subsequential limit @
must satisfy Q(A x B) = P(A x B) for Borel sets A C X and B C ), whence Q = P. O

Example 2.6. Suppose X =Y = R? and = v = N(0,1), where N(0,1) denotes the standard
Gaussian law. Fix some probability space (2, F,P) supporting a two-dimensional standard
Gaussian X, and define X,, as the rotation of X by 1/n radians. Both P :=Po (X, X)~! and
P, :=Po (X, X,)" ! belong to II(y,v), and P, — P. But if p(z,y) = L{z—y}, then [pdP, =0
for all n while f(de =1.

Let IIp(p, v) denote the set of Monge couplings, defined as
o (p, v) = {p(dz)d,() (dy) € (i, v) : ¢ : X — Y is measurable} . (2.4)

That is, a coupling of (u,v) belongs to Ilp(u, v) if and only if it is concentrated on the graph of
a measurable function. The following well known proposition, implicit in [55], shows that if u
is nonatomic then Ilp(u, v) is dense in II(u, v), which gives Proposition 2.2 as a corollary. Borel
isomorphism is the only non-elementary ingredient in the proof.

Proposition 2.7. If u is nonatomic, then y(u,v) is dense in (u,v).

Proof. Fix P € II(p,v). Let m, = {A,; : i = 1,...,n} be a sequence of partitions of X such
that 7, C mp41 and Uy, generates the Borel o-field. Let n4 = n(A N -) denote the trace of a
measure 7 on a set A.
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Define the finite measure 7}'(-) = P(A,; x -), which has total mass v]*(Y) = P(A,,; x V) =
1(Ay ;). Because p is nonatomic, there exists by Borel isomorphismf a measurable function
¢n,i+ A — Y such that p, o gpgé = ;. Now define ¢, : X — Y by setting ¢, = p; on A, ;
for each 7. We claim that y o ¢! = v. Indeed, for a Borel set B C ),

pow, (B) = mwAning (B)=> a, (¢,i(B) => 77(B)
i=1 i=1 i=1

= P(A,; x B) = P(X x B) = v(B).
i=1
Now define P, (dz,dy) = p(dwr)d,, (2)(dy). By construction, we have P, € II(u,v) and

/A 0 Puldedy) = /F f o = /A @ P

for every i = 1,...,n and every bounded measurable f : J — R. Hence, P,, = P on o(7m,)®B()),
where B(Y) denotes the Borel o-field of ). Because 7, C 7,41 for each n and o(U,m,) = B(X),
it is straightforward to conclude that P, — P. O

Remark 2.8. In Proposition 2.7, when both marginals are nonatomic, the result can be refined
so that the approximations are bimeasurable. Precisely, suppose we are given a pair of nonatomic
random variables X and Y with values in Polish spaces X and ). Then there exists a sequence
(X5, Y,) of X x Y-valued random variables such that X, is Yj,-measurable, Y, is X,,-measurable,
X, < X, Y, 4 Y, and (X,,,Y,) = (X,Y). See [32] Proposition A.3] or [29, pp. 296] for proofs
in the case where X and Y are uniform in [0, 1], which extends to general spaces by Borel
isomorphism and Lemma

Remark 2.9. Results closely related to Proposition 2.7 are well known in the theory of copulas,
mainly for X =) = [0,1] and when p = v are both the uniform (Lebesgue) measure. In this
case, a dense subset of II(1, /) is given by the set of Monge couplings induced by piecewise linear
bijections with slope 1, known as shuffles of min [49].

Remark 2.10. Combining Proposition 27 with a remarkable result of Oxtoby [51, Theorem
1] yields the following: Suppose X is a connected n-dimensional manifold for some n > 2, and
suppose p € P(X) is nonatomic and charges every nonempty open set. Then a dense subset
of IT(p, i) is given by the set of measures of the form p(dz)d,(,)(dy), where ¢ : X — X is a
homeomorphism with o ¢~! = p.

2.3. Optimal transport. We state here two natural applications of the results of the previous
section, both contained in the following Proposition, which are modest extensions of known
results. The first deals with attainment of the infimum in optimal transport problems, while the
second shows that the Kantorovich transport problem is often a genuine relaxation of the Monge
problem, in the sense that the infima agree. A different version of the latter result was shown
in [55, Theorem B, generalizing [6l, Theorem 2.1]. Our continuity requirements are weaker than
in [55, Theorem B, but our integrability requirements are stronger.

Proposition 2.11. Suppose X and Y are Polish spaces and p € P(X), v € P(Y). Suppose
U:X xY—RU{co} is of the form

U(z,y) = (g(z), h(y)),

2See [41l Theorem 15.6] for Borel isomorphism, and note that a Borel subset of a Polish space is always a
standard Borel space [41]l Lemma 13.4].
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for some Borel measurable functions g : X — X h:Y — y and Y : XxY—>RU {o0}, where
X and Y are Polish spaces. Assume 1 is bounded from below and lower semicontinuous in one
of its variables; that is, either ¥ (x,-) is lower semicontinuous for each x or (-,y) is lower

semicontinuous for each y. Then the infimum inf peyy(,, f U dP is attained. If, in addition it
holds that

(i) p is nonatomic,

(ii) ¢ jointly continuous and finite-valued, and
(i) | (x,y)| < a(z) + b(y) for some a € L*(u) and b € L' (v),
then

inf /\Il dP =  inf /\Il dP. (2.5)
Pell(u,v) Pellg(p,v)

Proof. The map II(u,v) — (uog—t,voh™t) given by P+ Po(g,h)~! is continuous by Lemma
20 where we understand (g, h) to mean the function (z,y) — (g(z), h(y)). Moreover, the map
H(pogt,voh™) 5 P [¢dP is lower semicontinuous by (a simple extension of) Lemma
211 Since also I(u,v) is weakly compact and, we deduce the first claim, that the infimum
inf periy,) [ W dP is attained.

To prove the second claim, let P € II(u, ). By Proposition 2.7, we can find P, € IIo(p, v)
with P, — P. As above, Lemma and continuity of 1 ensure that the map P+ Po W~ i
continuous from II(x, ) to P(R). The assumption that |¥(z,y)| < a(z) + b(y) with [ adp and
[ bdv finite ensures the uniform integrability

lim sup/ YdP, = 0.
{lw]=r}

T—00

It follows easily (e.g., by [38, Lemma 4.11]) that [¢ dP, — [ dP, and we deduce Z5)). O

Proof of Proposition [1.j]. The proof of Proposition [[4] is identical to that of Proposition 2.1T]
except using Theorem [[.1] in place of Proposition 2.7] O

3. DISCRETE TIME, WITH ONE FIXED MARGINAL

We now begin extending the results of the previous section to the dynamic setting. We
warm up with a result which is, for the most part, weaker than Theorem [I.I], in the sense
that the X-marginal cannot be fixed and X is required to be convex, but as a tradeoff we
can take the approximations X*) to be continuous functions of Y. In addition, the proof is
much shorter and more transparent, following a natural induction; convexity of X is used in
order to obtain continuous approximations at each time step (using Proposition 2.2)), and this
continuity crucially allows each step in the induction to respect the approximation from the
previous step. The first appearance of a result of this nature seems to be [2I, Lemma 3.11],
which is in continuous time but implicitly contains the discrete time result, which is also proven
in more generality in [22 Proposition 6.2].

In the following, for a discrete-time stochastic process X = (X1,...,Xy) we write FX =
(.7-"5( Jn=1,...n for the corresponding natural filtration, namely ]-",)f =o0(X1,...,X,). Recall that
another process Y = (Y71,...,Y},) is said to be adapted to FX, or simply X -adapted, if Y, is
FX-measurable for every n.

Theorem 3.1. Consider two stochastic processes Y = (Yq,...,Yn) and X = (X1, ..., XnN) with
values in Polish spaces Y and X, respectively, where X is homeomorphic to a conver subset of a
locally convex space. Suppose that the law of Y1 is nonatomic. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) For each n, F.\ is conditionally independent of ]:}V/ given F.
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(ii) Then there exists a sequence X®) = (ka), e ,X](\];)) of (FY)N_,-adapted processes such
that (V, X*)) = (Y, X) in YN x &N,

(i4) Then there exists a sequence X*) = (ka), . ,X](\]f)) of (FY)N_,-adapted processes such
that (Y, X®) = (Y, X) in YN x XN, and X®) is of the form X = fE(\1,...,Y,) for
some continuous functions fX: YY" — X.

Proof. We begin by proving that (i) implies (ii), as this is the more challenging step. The proof
is an inductive application of Proposition 2.2((ii). First, use Proposition 2Z.2to find a sequence of
continuous functions kJ : Y — X such that (Y1, h] (V1)) = (Y1, X1) as j — oo. Let us show that

in fact (Y, hI(Y1)) = (Y, X1). Let ¢ : YV — R be bounded and measurable, and let 1 : X — R
be continuous. Use Lemma 2] as well as the conditional independence of Y and X; given Y;
to get

Tim Ep(Y)o(h(v1)) —hmE[E V)i e(r] (V)]
E [E [o(Y)| Y] (X))
E[E [o(Y)| Y1, X1] $:(X1)]
E[p(Y)(X1)]

This is enough to show that (V1] (Y1)) = (Y, X1) (see, e.g., [31, Proposition 3.4.6(b)]).
We proceed inductively as follows. Abbreviate Y := (Y7,...,Y,) and X" := (X1,..., X,,)

for each n = 1,..., N, noting YN =Y. Suppose we are given 1 < n < N and continuous
functions g] : V¥ — X, for k € {1,...,n} and j > 1, satisfying
lim (Y, g (YY),...,gd(Y™) = (Y, X1, ..., Xn), (3.1)
J]—00
where the convergence here and throughout the proof is in law. We will show that there exist
continuous functions h : Y* — X for each k € {1,...,n + 1} and i > 1 such that
Iim (VR (V) b (Y) = (V, X0, X)), (3.2)

By Proposition there exists a sequence of continuous functions g7 : (Y"+! x X™) — X such
that

lim (Y™ X, ., X, (YL X)) = (Y X X, X ).

]—)OO

Note that Y and (Y™, X™) are conditionally independent given Y. Using the same argument as
above, it follows that in fact

lim (Y le s 7Xn7§j(Yn+17Xn)) = (K le s 7Xn7Xn+1)' (33)

]—)

By continuity of g7, the limit (3I) implies (using Lemma 1] and the fact that Y"*! is Y-
measurable) that, for each j,

Lm (V.01 (Y1), gn (V™). 8 (Vi (YY), g (V)
= (Y, X1,..., X, @ (Y"1, X1,..., X,)). (3.4)
Combining the two limits (B3] and (3.4]), we may find a subsequence j; such that
T (Vg (V). gl (V). G0 g (), gl (V)
=Y, X1,..., Xn, Xnt1).
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Define hi := h?:' for k=1,...,n and hi,_ ,(Y"!) = YL gl (YY), ..., gl (Y™)) to establish
(B2). This completes the proof that (i) implies (iii).

Clearly (iii) implies (ii). To prove (ii) implies (i), note first that (i) holds if and only if for
every n and every bounded measurable functions f,,, h,, and g on X", Y and YV, respectively,
we have

Elfn(X™)hn(Y")(9(Y) = gn(Y™))] = 0, (3.5)

where g, (Y™) := E[g(Y)|FY].
In fact, by a routine approximation, it is enough that this holds for continuous f,,. Hence, if
a sequence of processes X (¥ = (X£k),...,X](\I;)) satisfies (B3] as well as (X*)Y) = (X,Y)

for some process X, then using Lemma [Z1] we conclude that X must satisfy ([B.5]) as well. To
conclude that (ii) implies (i), simply note that a Y-adapted process X trivially verifies (35]). O

4. DISCRETE TIME, WITH TWO FIXED MARGINALS

In this section we prove Theorem [Tl We find it convenient to work with a more measure-
theoretic notation. Let )y,..., Yy and Xj, ..., Xn be Polish spaces, and let Y = Yy x -+ X Yy
and X = Ay x --- x Xy. For probability measures v € P()) and p € P(X), we define the sets
I1°(v, i) and II§(v, ) of causal couplings of Kantorovich and Monge type. Precisely, I1°(v, p)
is the set of laws of )V x X-valued random variables (Y, X), where Y = (Yp,...,Yn) ~ v,
X = (Xo,...,XN) ~ p, and (Xo, ..., X,) is conditionally independent of Y given (Yp,...,Y,),
for each n = 1,..., N. Similarly, II§(v, i) is the set of laws of J x X-valued random variables
(Y, X), where Y = (Yo, ..., Yn) ~v, X = (Xo,...,XnN) ~ i, and X is adapted to the filtration
generated by Y.

Note that we allow here that the spaces ), ...,Vy and Xy, ..., Xn be distinct, which may
appear somewhat more general than Theorem [I.1] but it is in fact equivalent, as can be argued
via disjoint unions. In addition, we number here from 0 to N rather than 1 to IV, for no reason
other than convenience.

We have already seen in Theorem [B1] that II¢(v, u) is a closed set, and we must only prove
that II§ (v, 1) is dense in I1°(v, ). We accomplish this via the following strategy:

(1) First, we prove the theorem under the additional hypothesis that Y| is independent of
(Y1,...,Yn), i.e., v is of the form

v =1y X Uy, for some vy € P(Qp) and vy € P(Y1 X -+ X YN). (4.1)

(2) Second, we prove the case where v is a convex combination of finitely many measures of

the form (EI]).

(3) Assuming next that Y; = --- = Yy = {1,...,m} for some m € N, we prove the claim
without any additional structural hypotheses.

(4) Finally, we remove the restriction that Vi, ..., Yy are finite, arriving at the fully general
case.

4.1. Step 1: The independent case. We begin with two preparatory lemmas which will
illustrate the utility of the assumption that Yy is independent of (Y7, ...,Yx). Throughout this
section, we write A for Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. For a measure p and a measurable set A we
write 14 for the trace on A, defined by ju4(-) := pu(AN-).

Lemma 4.1. Let Xy and Yy be random variables taking values in Polish spaces Xy and Yy =
[0,1], respectively. Assume Yy ~ X\. For each n € N, there exist measurable functions T =
(Th,T2) : Yo — Yo x Xp and u : Yoy — [0,1] such that:

(1) u(Yy) is independent of T'(Yy).
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(2) u(Yp) ~ A
(3) T(Yo) £ (Yo, Xo).
(4) ly — Th(y)| < 1/n for ally € Yo = [0,1].

Proof. Fix n € N, let A and v denote the laws of Y; and (Yp, Xy), respectively. For positive
integers k < n let Iy = [(k — 1)/n,k/n), and set I,, = [(n — 1)/n,1]. Since A is nonatomic,
for each k = 1,...,n there exists a measurable bijection ¢y : Iy — I x Xy x [0,1] such that
Az, © ot = VIexxo X A Define ¢ : Yo — Vo x Ay x [0, 1] by setting ¢ (y) := wr(y) for y € I.
Then

)\O¢_1 :Z’}/kaxo X)\:’}/XA.
k=1

Moreover, if writing ¥ (y) = (T1(y), T2(y), u(y)), we see that [T} (y)—y| < 1/nforally € [0,1]. O

We next need a somewhat non-standard dynamic version of a transfer principle. We omit
the proof, as it is nearly identical to that of Lemma [7.2] given in Section [Z.1] below.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose X = (X,)N_, and Y = (Y,))_, are stochastic processes with values in
Polish spaces X and Y. Suppose X, is conditionally independent of .7-"}\; given FY, for every
n > 0, then there exist measurable functions f, : X x Y™ x [0,1] — X and (perhaps on an
extension of the probability space) an independent uniform random wvariable U such that, if
Z =(Zy,Z1,...,ZN) where

Z():XQ, Zn:fn(Xo,}/b,Yl,...,Yn,U), fOT’n:1,...,N, (4.2)
then (2,Y) < (X,Y).

We are now ready to state and prove a special case of Theorem [I.1 which will aid in our
proof of the fully general version. In fact, under the additional assumption here that Yj is
independent of (Y3,...,Yy), we are able to construct the desired approximating processes X*
along with an additional Yj-measurable uniform random variables independent of X%, which
will be useful later on.

Proposition 4.3. Consider two random variables Y = (Yo,...,Yn) and X = (Xo,...,Xn)
with values in the Polish spaces Y = Yy X +++ X Yy and X = Xy X -+ X X, respectively. Let
FY = (F)N_ ) and FX = (FX)N_ denote the filtrations generated by these processes. Suppose
that Yy is independent of (Y1,...,Yn) and that the law of Yy is nonatomic. Finally, suppose X
is compatible with Y in the sense that F.X is conditionally independent of ]-"}\/, given FY, for each

n=0,...,N. Then there exist FY -adapted processes X* = (X(’]“,Xf, . ,XJI%) and measurable
functions u* : Yy — [0,1] such that (Y,X*) = (V,X) in Y x X, X < xk for each k, and
uF(Yy) ~ X is independent of X* for each k.

Proof. By Borel isomorphism and Lemma 2.5] we may assume that ) = [0, 1] and Yy ~ . For
each k € N, construct functions T% = (TF,TF) : Vo — Yo x Xo, u* : Yy — [0,1] as in Lemma

41l Construct an independent uniform random variable U and define Z = (Zy,...,Zy) and
zZk = (Z§,...,Z%) via
Zo = Xo, Zp = fn(X0,Y0,Y1,..., Y5, U)
Zk = 15 (vy), ZE = f (T8 (YY), TF(Y0), Y, ..., Yy, uF (YD), n=1,...,N.
d

That is, the process Z is defined exactly as in Lemma with (Z,Y) = (X,Y), whereas
Z' mimics its behavior based on the functions defined in Lemma Il Indeed, since X is
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conditionally independent of Y7,...,Y, given Y{, and since Y| is assumed to be independent of
Yi,...,Y,, the pair (Xo,Yp) is independent of Y7,...,Y,. We thus obtain

(X0, Y0, Y1, Y, U) £ (T (Y0), TF(Yo). Vi, . Yo, o (¥0)),
which implies Z* 4z , as well as
(25, TFYV) Y, V) £(2,Y) £ (X, Y).
Finally, since |y — TF(y)| < 1/k, we have (Z*,Y) = (X,Y), completing the proof. O

4.2. Step 2: Finite combinations of the independent case.

Proposition 4.4. Adopt the setting and notation of Proposition [4.3, but instead of assuming
that Yy is independent of (Y1,...,Yn), we assume that the law v of (Yo, ..., Yn) is of the form

k
V= E a; vy X VY,
i=1

where k € N, v,...,vf € P(Vo) have disjoint supports, vi,...,vk € P(V1 x --- x Yn), and
a; >0 with Y% a; = 1. Then the conclusion of Proposition [J-3 remains valid.

Proof. We simply apply Proposition for each i = 1,...,k, and then assemble the resulting
approximations (on the disjoint supports of 1)) into a single one. ]

4.3. Step 3: Finite state space, without independence.

Proposition 4.5. Adopt the setting and notation of Proposition [4.3, but instead of assuming
that Yy is independent of (Y1,...,Yn), we assume that

Vi==...=Yv={L....m}N, meN,
and also that Yo = [0,1] with Yo ~ A. Then I§(v, p) is dense in I1°(v, p).

Proof. Let v and u denote the laws of Y = (Yp,...,Yy) and X = (Xy,..., Xn), respectively,
and let v denote their joint law. The idea is to approximate v (and thus v as well) by a measure
satisfying the structural condition of Proposition [4.4l This approximation alters the desired
marginals, but we use the independent uniforms u*(Yy) to fix this.

Let n > 1, which we will later send to 1. Noting that P({1,...,m}) is compact, we will
essentially approximate this space by a finite (7 — 1)-net, but we must be careful about the
precise nature of the approximation. We may disintegrate p and v in the form

v(dyo, ..., dyn) = Mdyo)v{® (dy1) - - - v (dyn),
w(dyo, - dyn) = po(dxo)pd® (dyr) - - iy "V (dyn).

Moreover, since J; = -+ = Yy = {1,...,m}, we can find measurable functions a; : Yy X
{1,...,m}" = [0,1] such that 3°"_, a;(yo,...,y:) = 1 and

m
v (dige) = ar(yo, - ye)Oy, (i)
yr=1
Next, we may find measurable functions a; : Yo x {1,...,m}* — [0,1] for t = 1,..., N, each

with finite range, satisfying z;rj:l at(yo,---,y:) = 1, and also for every y € YV x {1,...,m}!



14 MATHIAS BEIGLBOCK AND DANIEL LACKER

one of the following conditions holds:
Case A: ar(y) >n—1 and a(y)/n < a(y) < aly)n,
Case B: 0<ai(y) <n—1 and a;(y) =n—1, (4.3)
Case C: a;(y) =0 and a:(y) =0.
We will use this to build a new joint distribution 4 € P(Y x X'), where we recall the notation
X=Xy x - xXyand Y =)y x--- x Vy. But this requires a bit of notation.
For each t € {0,..., N}, let v<; € P(Vo x Ay X -+ x Yy x A;) denote the projection onto the

first t + 1 coordinates. Define v<; € P(QJy x -+ x V) and pu<y € P(Xy X -+ x A;) analogously.
Adopting the convention 0/0 := 0, we next define Dy : J) — [0,00) for t € {1,..., N} by

t-
ai(Yo, - - Vi
D) =TTy v €9
Next, define a stopping time 7: Y — {1,..., N} U{co} by setting
(Yo, .- yn) :=min{t € {1,..., N} : at(yo,...,yt) <n— 1},
with min () = co. We note for later use that v(7 < co) < Nm(n — 1), because

vir<oo)=v(Gt:ap <n—1)< Z (e <m—1)

and also

m
fO Vet (at(yo, e ,yt—la < n— 1 Z y07 - Yt 1{at(y07 ) <n—1} < m(n o 1)

Next define 7 € P(Y) by dv/dv = Dy, and note that 7 admits the disintegration

P(dyo, ..., dyn) = Mdyo) A (dyr) - - 73N Hdyw), 7T =D an(yos - 0n)dy,
yr=1
We finally define ¥ € P(Y x X) by
Y(dy, dx) = 1( oy Dn (y)v(dy, dv) (4.4)
N
+Z1{7—:t}Dt—1(y)’Y§t—1(dyOade:---adyt—ladxt—l)HD{yomyF (dys) ;" (day).
t=1 i=t

Note that o is precisely the Y-marginal of 4, and we let i € P(X) denote the X-marginal of 7.
Note that

dv 1 N
—_— = <

since a; < na; pointwise. Moreover, we claim that
dji/dp < 0™ +mNn" (n—1).

To see this, choose a measurable function f : X — [0,1] and ¢ € {1,..., N}. Note that on {7 =t}
it holds that a; < n — 1 and thus a; = n — 1, and in particular yyo’ e <(n—1)>p, 0, In
addition, on {7 =t} we have a; >n—1 and for i <t—1 and thus D <n=! <N, Similarly,
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on {7 = oo} we have Dy < n’V. Combining these observations with the formula (&4, a quick
but notationally awkward calculation yields

| fdn=[ @i < 0 +mN o -v) [ fan
X VXX X
Now, writing
v (dy, ..., dyn) = 0{°(dy1) - - - ﬂ%"'yN’l(dyN), for yo € Vo = [0, 1],

we may write o = A(dyo)7{" (dy1, . ..,dyn). Recalling that the functions a; have finite range,
the range of the map yo — {° is also finite. Hence, there is a finite partition II of [0,1] into
measurable sets such that yo — 7° is constant when restricted to any set in II. Then, for each
S e II with A(S) > 0, the measure

Disxyyxxyy = Ns(dyo)r?®(dys, ..., dyn)

on S x [0,1] is a product measure. Thus, 7 is of the form specified in Proposition 44l We may
thus find sequences of measurable functions U* : Jy — [0,1] and ftk Vo X oo X Yy — X for
t €{0,..., N} such that:

e U is independent of f¥ = (fF,..., f%) under ¥ for each k € N.

e 7o (UF)~1 = X for each k € N.

e o (f¥)1 = fi for each k € N.

o ¥ := o (Id, f¥)~! converges weakly to 7 as k — oo.
Here we write f* for the function Y — X given by f*(y) = (f§(v0), fF(vo,v1),-- -, [& (Yo, - - -, YN))
for y = (yo,...,yn) €Y, and (Id, f*) is the function Y — Y x X given by y — (y, f*(y)).

We finally use the additional independent uniforms U* to modify 7* to have marginals (v, 1)

instead of (7, i). We will abuse notation somewhat by viewing fF and U* as functions on ). In
the following we will encounter the peculiar constant

i =" (1+mN(n—1)).

Note that 7 > 1 and 7 — 1 as n — 1.
Let Ej, = {U* < 1/7}, which we somewhat abusively view as a subset of either Yy = [0, 1],
Y, or Y x X. Using 7o (f¥)~! = [ and the independence of U* and f*, we deduce

- _ 1.
Ve, o ()7 < =i

Recalling from above that dv/di < n™¥ and dji/dp < n™ +mNn™ (n — 1), this implies

N
- - ~ - n
f= Vg, o (fF)7! SUNV|Ek o(ff)t < 7# < M.
Note that © — p has total mass 1 — %, and so does the measure | B By Borel isomorphism, we
may thus find a measurable function 7% = (TF,...,T%) : Yo — X such that
Algg © (T =p—p.
We then deﬁnegf:yo X oo X Ve = Xy by

ftk(y07’-’7yt) lf Uk(yO) S
TF (yo) if U*(yo) >

Setting g* = (g&,..., g% ), we then find that v o (¢¥)~! = p. Indeed,
vo(d" ) =vp o () H Npe o (M) =+ p—p=p

AT Ty ¢={

i3~
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Finally, let v* := v o (Id,¢*)~!. Recalling that 7 is close to v as  — 1, we see that ’yﬁgk is close
to ﬁ‘%k, which is in turn close to /g, . The complementary event Ej is negligible as k — oo, and

we conclude that 4% — v as k — oo and n — 1. Extract a diagonal subsequence to complete
the proof. 0

4.4. Step 4: General case. Finally we establish a denseness result which reduces the desired

result to the case treated in the previous section. In this part we write my o7y / wo T for

concatenations of transport plans with transport plans and of transport plans with transport

maps respectively. Precisely, if 71 € II(v, u) and mo € II(u, ), then moom; € II(v, ) is defined by

myom(A) = [ [1a(z, z)mi(dz, dy)m2(y; dz) where we disintegrate ma(dy,dz) = pu(dy)m(y; dz).

Similarly, if 7 € (v, u) C P(E x F) and T : F — G is measurable, then 7o T := 7o (Id, T)~.
For m € N, consider the mapping

Sy [0,V 5 [0,1] x {1/m,2/m,...,m/m} c [0,1]V T, (4.5)
S (Yo Y15+ -+, Yn) = (Yo, [yrm]/m, ... [ynm]|/m) (4.6)

Let v € P([0,1]¥+1), and set ™ := v o S..!. Abbreviate by S¥ := v o (Id,S,,)~! the natural
coupling of v and ™, which belongs to II¢(v,v™). For u € P([0,1]¥*!) denote by I1¢™ (v, 1)
the set of couplings in I1°(v, u) which are of the form 7 o S¥, for some = € II°(v™, p), i.e.,

(v, ) i= {m 0 S, : 7 € I°(W™, )}

Clearly v™ converges weakly to v as m — oco. This is of course equivalent to convergence
W(v™ v) — 0, where W is the Wasserstein distance on P([0,1]). This is in turn equivalent
to saying that there is a sequence of couplings 7™ € II(v"™,v) which converges weakly to the
identical coupling. But we are after something stronger, namely the existence of a sequence of
causal couplings converging to the identical coupling. We achieve this by showing that ™ — v
in a stronger metric known as the bi-causal Wasserstein distance (or ‘nested distance’). Recall
that the set of bi-causal transport plans consists of

(v, p) == 0w, p) N {mor™" o € T (p,v) 3, (4.7)
where r(y,z) := (z,y). The bi-causal 1-Wasserstein distance is defined by
N

Wiclvo) = _inf S Jyi — il n(dy, d). (45)

Tl (v,n) J[0,1]N+1x[0,1]N+1 15
Lemma 4.6. Using the above notations, we have lim,,_, oo Wy.(v,v™) = 0.

The proof of Lemma is of a rather different spirit than the rest of this part and we
postpone it to Section Here we use Lemma to show the following:

Lemma 4.7. Using the above notations, the set | J,, 1™ (v, n) is dense in I (v, 1).

Proof of Lemma[.7]. We first note the if {7, : m € N} C II(v,v) is a sequence of couplings
which converges weakly to the identical coupling and 7 € II(v, u), then also 7o 7, = 7.

Write o,, € II**(v™,v) for a coupling which realizes Wi.(v™,v). Indeed, the infimum is
attained because II°°(v, i) is closed subset of the compact set II(v, ). By Lemma F6) [y —
x| dom(y, ) — 0 as m — oco. Since SY, as well as g, converge to the identical coupling, so does
Tm = Om 0S¥, Given 7 € II°(v, ), we thus find

m = limmo 7, = lim(r o g,,) 0 Sy,.
m m

We can now finally establish our main result:
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Proof of Theorem[11]. Using a Borel isomorphism, we may assume that Yoy =) =+ = Yy =
[0,1]. By Proposition [4.3] the set of causal Monge couplings is dense in 1™ (v, u) for each m.
That is,

5" (v, p) == {ro Sk :m e U™, p)}
is dense in 11" (v, 1). By Lemma &7, U, 11" (v, p) is dense in I1°(v, ). O

4.5. On the bi-causal approximation. In this section we show that probabilities concen-
trated on finite sets are dense in the set of all distributions with respect to the bi-causal Wasser-
stein distance. We will work here in the general setting described at the beginning of Section
[ assuming that ), ..., Yn are now compact metric spaces. (Compactness can be relaxed, but
this will suffice for our purposes.) For Y := )y x -+ x Yy and v, u € P()), we define I1°(v, 1)
as in the beginning of the section (with X; = ); for all 7). Define I1°*(v, ) as in [@7). Let d;
denote a bounded metric on ), for each i = 0,..., N. Define the bicausal distance (also called
nested distance) on P()) by

Wie(v, inf / di(yi, 9;) v(dy, d 4.9
belvip) = inf yxyz (yi» §i) 7 (dy, 7). (4.9)
The bicausal distance was introduced by Pflug and Pflug-Pichler [52], 53].

Recall in the following that an e-net of a metric space X is a subset ¥ C X with the property
that the every point in X has distance no more than € from the F.

Theorem 4.8. For each m € N and i € {0,...,N}, let E" be a (1/m)-net of V; with finite
cardinality, and define " : Yy — EI™ by setting ©]*(y;) to be the nearest point of EI" to y;, with
ties broken arbitrarily (but measurably). Define Ry, : Y — EJ* x ... x EJ} by

R (Yo, -+ yn) = (@6 (1), - - R (Yn))- (4.10)
Then, for any v € P(Y), we have
lim Wye(v,vo R} =0. (4.11)

m—ro0

Proof. Throughout the proof we write W for the Wasserstein distance on P();) as usual by

W(vi, ;) == inf / di(yi, 9:) v(dyi, dy;), ie{l,...,N}, v, €Pi).
yel(vi,pi) Jy, xy;

Importantly, by [7, Theorem 1] it is sufficient to establish convergence in Hellwig’s information

topology. We do not need the full definition, only to note that it suffices to consider the two-

period case N = 1, and it is hard to overstate the value of this simplification. We can also

assume that the metrics dy and dy on ) and Y are both bounded by 1. Throughout the proof,

we disintegrate

v(dyo, dy1) = vo(dyo)vi® (dy1)

We also set C;(e) := ¢; '({e}), noting that C;(e) has diameter no more than 1/m since E; is a
(1/m)-net.

Fix ¢ > 0. Applying Lusin’s theorem to the mapping yo — v}, there is a compact set
K C Y such that v(K) > 1 — €2 and yo + v{° is (uniformly) continuous on K with respect to
Wasserstein-1 distance.

Pick m large enough so that yo — v{° varies by less than € on Cy(ep) N K for each ey € EJ!

(precisely, max; Supy, s ey (eo)nk W (vy° ,I/?lJO) < €), and such that 1/m < e. From now on m

will remain fixed and we will suppress it in certain places to avoid overly heavy notation. In
particular we will just write E; and ¢; instead of E}" and ¢}".
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Let p:=vo R ! and disintegrate
pu(deo, de1) = puo(deo)pi° (dex).

As p and its disintegrations are supported on finite sets, we will write, e.g., p(eg) in place of
uo({eo}) for eg € Ey. Note that

po(eo) = mo(Coleo)),  pi’(er) = v(Coleo) x Ci(er))/poleo), when po(eq) > 0.
Let us define G to be the set of ey € Ey satisfying v(Co(eg) N K) > vp(Co(ep))(1 — €),

or equivalently vy(Co(ep) N K¢) < evy(Co(ep)). Note that po(Go) = vo(Ueyea,Colen)) > 1 — ¢,
because

vo(UeeasColeo)) = 3 1(Colen)) < = S wo(Coleo) N EY) < “(K°) < e

60€G8 eo GG(C)

For ey € Gy and gy € Cy(eg) N K, it holds that W(I/%O, p1’) < 3e. Indeed, this follows from the
inequalities

1 1
W ui?, / Y vo(d gi/ _ 90 () v (d
<M1 v0(Cole0)) Jop(eo) ' ot yo)) 10(Colen)) Jey(eo) 3 lyr = @1 )l (dys) voldyo)
<1/m<e
and

i 1 1 i
W I/yo,i/ v vo(d < 7/ W (¥, v ) vo(d
< " uo(Coleo)) Jeg(eo) ol yo)> 10(Co(€0)) J o (eo) ( e > 0(dyo)

vo(Co(eo) N K°)
v0(Co(eo))

IN

+e€
< 2e,

where we used the facts that ) has diameter at most 1 and that yo — 1{° varies by at most e
on Cp(ep) N K.

We use next the dynamic programming principle for bicausal optimal transport (this is stated
explicitly in e.g. [8, Section 3.1] but in fact goes back to much earlier work of Riischendorf [58,
Theorem 3]), which in our two-period setting is the identity

Wie(v,p) = inf / (do(yo, €0) + W (11, 15°))v0(dyo, deo).
'YOGH(VOHU'O) Yox Eg

The distance W(l/?ljo, pi°) is attained by a coupling 715060 € H(y?ljo, ps”), which by standard argu-
ments can be chosen to be measurable in (g, ep). Choosing yo(dyo, deo) = vo(dyo)dy,(y,)(deo)
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in the above identity, and recalling that 1/m < e and ZeoeGg 1(Co(en)) <€, we find
Wiclv.w o Byl) = Wialv ) < [ (dlon,0(o0)) + W (4% 1) vo(do)
Yo

<1m+ | WP, uf"") vy (dyo)
Yo

<e+ Z W (1%, 1) vo(dyo)
eo€FEy Co(eo)

< 2e + Z W (1%, 1) vo(dyo)
c
eo€Go o(eo)

<2+é+ Z / W (1%, 1) vo(dyo)
eocGo Co(eo)ﬂK

< 2+ € + 3¢ Z vo(Co(eg) N K)
eo€Go

< 5¢ + €.

This completes the proof. ]
Finally are ready to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemma[].0] Set V; = [0,1] for i =0,...,N. Recall from the previous section that for
m > 1 the mapping S, is given by

Sy [0,V = [0,1] x {1/m,2/m, ..., m/m}",
Sm(Y0,y1,-- -, yYN) = (Yo, [yam]/m, ..., [yym]/m).
We define R,,, through
Ry : 0,1 = {1/m,2/m,...,m/m}¥Y,

Roo(y1-- - yn) = ([yam]/m, ... [ynm]/m).
Note that Sy, (vo,y1,---,Y~n) = (Yo, Rm(y1,...,yn)). Then v admits the disintegration

v(dyo, ... ,dyn) = vo(dyo)v”° (dyi, ..., dyn),
and v o S;,! admits the disintegration

vo S Y dyo,. .. dyn) = vo(dyo)v™ o Ry Ndyy, . .., dyn).

We use again the dynamic programming principle for causal optimal transport [9, Theorem 2.7]
to write

Wie(v,v 0 S;1) = inf / lyo — zo| + W (V2,17 o RV y(dyo, dijo)  (4.12)
YE(vo,1008m,") J[0,1]x[0,1]
< Whe(v¥0, %0 o Rn_"bl) vo(dyo). (4.13)
[0,1]

By Theorem and dominated convergence, this quantity tends to 0 as m — oc. O
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5. CONTINUOUS TIME

5.1. Continuous time, continuous paths. We now extend the results of the previous section
to continuous time. There several natural choices of path space for our processes, and we will
work mainly with continuous and cadlag paths. Let C(R4;X) denote the space of continuous
functions from R, to &X', endowed with the topology of uniform convergence on compacts. Let
D(R4; X) denote the Skorohod space of cadlag functiond] from R, to (a metric space) X,
endowed with the usual Skorohod J; topology. Define C([0,7]; X') and D([0,T]; X') analogously
on finite time intervals.

For a continuous-time stochastic process X = (X;)i>0, let FX = (F;¥);>0 denote the filtra-
tion generated by X, i.e., F;* = o(X; : s <t). Recall that a process Y = (V;);>0 is F~X -adapted
if Y is .7-"tX -measurable for each ¢ > 0. For any filtration F = (F;)>0, define as usual

}'oo:cf<U]:t>.

>0

Filtrations are not augmented in any way unless explicitly stated.

Assumption (A). We are given a probability space (€2, F,P) supporting the following:
(1) A random variable Z taking values in a Polish space Z.
(2) A filtration F = (F;)¢>0 satisfying the following:
(a) Fr C 0(Z), for every t > 0.
(b) (Q,F;) is a standard Borel space for each ¢t > 0.
(¢) (9, F:,P) is nonatomic for each ¢ > 0.
(3) A measurable stochastic process X = (X;)¢>¢ taking values in a Polish space X.

An additional bit of structure will allow us to add another useful equivalence in the following
results and streamline the proof:

Assumption (B). We are given for each ¢ > 0 a random variable U; with values in a Polish
space U, such that F; = o(U,).

It is worth noting that, with Assumption in force, Assumption |(B)| always holds with
Uy = [0, 1] for every t, thanks to Borel isomorphism and Assumption (A.2b). In other words, As-
sumption imposes no additional structural constraints. Note that we make no requirements
of measurability in ¢ of the process (Uy).

Example 5.1. Typically, we are given a cadlag process Y = (¥});>¢ with values in some Polish
space ) such that F; = FY = o(Y, : s < t) is the natural filtration, and also Z = D(R,;))
and Z =Y. In Assumption we may then set Uy = D([0,t];)) and U; =Yg 4. With these
identifications, we deduce Theorem from Theorem

One last technical assumption is needed to avoid difficulties at time zero:

Assumption (C). Either X is a.s. Fyp-measurable, or (€2, Fy,P) is nonatomic.

Theorem 5.2 (Continuous paths). Suppose Assumptions and hold, and that
the process X of Assumption [(A.3) has continuous paths. Assume also that the space X is

homeomorphic to a convexr subset of a locally convex space. Then the following are equivalent:
(i) For each t >0, F{< is conditionally independent of Z given F;.
(ii) There exists a dense set T C Ry such that, for eacht € T, F;* is conditionally independent
of Z given Fy.

3As usual, a function f defined on an interval in R4 is called cadlag if it is right-continuous and the limit
limgsqe f(s) exists for every ¢ > 0.



DENSENESS OF ADAPTED PROCESSES 21

(11i) There exists a sequence X" of continuous F-adapted processes such that (X", 2Z) = (X, Z)

(iv) Statement (iii) holds, and, for each n, X™ is linear between some time points 0 = to < t; <
o+ < tn, and constant after time t,, with X, = Jx(Us,_,) for some continuous function
fr Uy , — X, for each k=1,...,n.

The role of the random variable Z in Theorem is to incorporate additional information
that the process X must respect. This can be useful, for example, for stochastic control problems
with partial information, illustrated in Section B Note that the weak convergence (Z, X™) =
(Z,X) in ZxC(R4; X) implies the weak convergence (Y, X™) = (Y, X) in D(Ry; V) x C(Ry; X)
for any cadlag Z-measurable process Y = (Y;);>0 with values in some Polish space ), which
follows quickly from Lemma 2]

Proof of Theorem[5.2. Clearly (i) implies (ii) and (iv) implies (iii). We next prove that (ii)
implies (iv). First, using the fact that X is a convex subset of a vector space, it is straightforward
to construct a sequence of continuous FX —adapted processes, X™, such that X" — X a.s. in
C(R4; X) and also each X" is piecewise linear with a deterministic and finite set of points of
non-differentiability. Thus, it suffices to prove the claim under the assumption that X is of the
form

t—1 t —1
X;=—* g+ " g
thyr1 — g trt1 — Tk
Xt = Hm—la for ¢ > tm,

(k—1)*> for ¢ € [tkvtk-‘rl]) k=0,...,m—1,

where m € N, the times 0 =ty < t; < ... < t,, are deterministic, and Hy,..., H,,_1 are some
X-valued random variables. Assumption (ii) implies that Hj, is conditionally independent of Z
given Fy, = o(Uy, ) for each K =0,...,m — 1.

We now apply Theorem B.Il with Y, = Uy, for each k=1,...,m—1and Y,, = Z. Note that
the process Y = (Y1,...,Y,,) takes values in the disjoint union ) = ug:llutk U Z. Moreover,
]-",Z = Fy for k =1,...,m —1 and FY = o(Z). Apply Theorem Bl to find a sequence
H" = (HM)7, of (FY)m  -adapted processes such that

(Y,HY,...,H}) = (Y,Hy,...,Hp,),

in Y™ x X™. Discarding the first m — 1 components of Y = (Y1,...,Y,,) and using Y;,, = Z, we
deduce

(Z,H},...,H ) = (Z,Hy, ..o Hyp ),

in Z x X™ ! In Assumption if Xo = Hy is Up-measurable, then setting H} := Hy we may
use Lemma 2T to get

(Z, HY HY,...,H} )= (Z,Ho,Hy,...,Hp_1), (5.1)

in Z x X™. On the other hand, in Assumption if 7o = o(Up) is nonatomic, then an
application of Theorem B directly gives us a sequence H™ = (HP)" ! of (F, )}, -adapted
processes such that (5.1)) holds. In either case, we may now define

t—1t t —1
szing—kLH&_l)ﬂ for t € [tg,trt1], k=0,...,m—1,
tpr1 — g lgr1 — g
X! =H)_,, fort>t,,

and conclude that (X", 7) = (X, Z) in C(Ry;X) x Z. Note that in the construction of H" =
(H]?)Tknz_ll, Theorem Bl allows us to take H;' = f(Uy, ) for some continuous functions f;' on U, .
Hence, we have proven that (ii) implies (iv).
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With the proof that (i) implies (iv) now complete, we complete the chain of implications
by showing that (iii) implies (i), arguing as in the proof of Theorem Bl Note that (i) holds
if and only if for every ¢ and every bounded measurable functions f, h, and g on C([0,t]; X),
D([0,t];Y), and Z, respectively, we have

E[f(XTj0,)h(Ut)(9(Z2) — (Ut))] = 0, (5.2)
where g(Uy) = E[g(Z)|F].

By a routine approximation, it is enough that this holds only for continuous f. Hence, if a
sequence of continuous processes X" satisfies (5.2)) as well as (X", Z) = (X, Z) for some process
X, then using Lemma 2] we conclude that X must satisfy (5.2)) as well. To conclude that (iii)
implies (i), simply notice that any F-adapted process X trivially satisfies (5.2]). O

We close this section with a topological formulation of Theorem [5.2], in the case described
in Example 51 with 2 = D(R4;Y) and Z = Y. On the space D(Ry;)Y) x C(Ry;Y), let
Y = (Y)>0 and X = (X;)i>0 denote the canonical processes, and let FY and F¥X denote their
natural filtrations. Fix v € P(D(R4;))), and for each ¢t > 0 let v, € P(Y) denote the time-t
marginal law. Let I1°(v) denote the set of compatible joint laws, i.e., the set of probability
measures P on D(R;)) x C(Ry;)) with first marginal v and under which ;¥ is conditionally
independent of FX given F}Y, for every t > 0. Let II§(r) denote the subset of adapted joint
laws, i.e., the set of probability measures of the form

v(dy)dz(y) (d),

where 7 : D(R;;)) — C(R;)) is adapted in the sense that 2~1(C) € F} for every ¢ > 0 and
every set C € F;¥.

Notice that P € P(D(R,;Y) x C(R4; X)) belongs to I1°(v) if and only if PoY ! = v and
the following holds: For each ¢ > 0, each bounded continuous function f : C([0,t]; X) — R, and
each bounded measurable functions h and g on D([0,t];)) and D(Ry;)), respectively, we have

E” [f(XA)h(Ynr) (9(Y) = §(V'0))] = 0,
where §(Y.n) = EY[g(Y) | F].
It follows from Lemma 2.1l that I1°(v) closed. For each x € X, define
Po = {P € P(D(R+;Y) x C(R4; X)) : P(Xo = z) = 1}.
We then deduce the following facts from Theorem

(a) If vy is nonatomic, then the closure of II§(v) is II¢(v).
(b) Suppose v; is nonatomic for each ¢ > 0, and v o YO_1 = 0y, for some yg € V. Then, for each
x € X, the closure of P, N1I§(v) is precisely P, NII¢(v).

Remark 5.3. Note the piecewise-linear approximations in Theorem require the space X to
be a convex subset of a vector space. This requirement will not be needed in the following two
sections, where we approximate X by piecewise-constant processes.

5.2. Continuous time, cadlag paths. An analogue of Theorem holds when the processes
X is merely cadlag, but there is a subtle breakdown in the implication (iii) = (i). To clarify the
correct analogue in the cadlag case requires a more careful choice of filtrations. For any filtration
F = (Fi)i>0, let Fy = (Fi1)i>0 denote the right-continuous version, defined by Fiy = Ngs Fs. A
filtration F = (F;)>0 is complete if Fy contains all of the null sets of Foo. A generic filtration F
can of course be rendered complete by appending to Fy all of the F,.-null sets, and the resulting

filtration, denoted T, is called the completion of F. It is well known that F, = (F, ); that is, the
operations of “completion” and “making right-continuous” commute.
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Theorem 5.4 (Cadlag paths). Suppose Assumptions and hold, and assume the
process X of Assumption|(A.3) has cadlag paths. Consider the following statements:
(i) For each t >0, F{< is conditionally independent of Z given F;.
(ii) There exists a dense set T C Ry such that, for eacht € T, F;X is conditionally independent
of Z given F;.
(iii) There exists a sequence X™ of cadlag F-adapted processes such that (X™,7Z) = (X, Z) in
DR4;X) x 2.
(iv) For everyt > 0, f,f)_i is conditionally independent of Z given Fiy.
Then (i) = (ii) < (iii) = (iv). If the completion of the filtration F is right-continuous, then
(i-v) are equivalent. In particular, this holds if F is generated by a Feller process. Lastly, if X
is homeomorphic to a convexr subset of a locally convex space, then (ii) and (iii) are equivalent
to the following:
(v) Statement (iii) holds with X™ piecewise constant between some time points 0 =ty < t; <

oo < ty, and constant after time t,, with X{} = fi.(Uy,) for some continuous function
fr Uy, — X, for each k=1,...,n.

The proof makes use of a simple lemma which will be useful again in Section

Lemma 5.5. Suppose F and G are two filtrations, and suppose H is a o-field. Suppose Fy is
conditionally independent of H given Gy, for everyt € T, where T C Ry is dense. Then Fiy is
conditionally independent of H given Gy, for everyt € R,.

Proof. Fix t > 0, and find ¢, € T such that t, >t and ¢,, | t. Let A € H and B € F.. Then
B e F, foralln,so P(B| G, )P(A|G,) =P(BNA|G,, ). By backward martingale convergence,
letting ¢,, | t yields P(B |G+ )P(A |Gt ) = P(BN A| Gy ). O

Proof of Theorem [57) Clearly (i) implies (ii) and (v) implies (iii). It follows from Lemma
that (ii) implies (iv).

We begin with the proof that (ii) implies (iv) as well as (v) under the assumption that X is
convex. Approximating by piecewise constant processes, we may assume X is of the form

m
Xy = Z Hkl[tkytk+1)(t)’
k=0

where 0 =tg < t; < --- < t,,, = T are deterministic, with ¢,,11 := co. As in the proof of step 3 of
Theorem [5.2] we can apply Theorem [[.T] to find a sequence H" = (H});™, of (F, )} -adapted
processes such that

(Z,HY,...,H") = (Z,Hy, ..., Hy),
in Z x X™*+!. Define

X = Z Hgl[tmtkﬂ)(t)’
k=0
and conclude that (X", 7) = (X, Z) in D(R4; X) x Z. Under the assumption that X is convex,
we may apply Theorem [B.] instead of Theorem [l to get H}' of the form H}' = f}'(Uy,) for
some continuous function f7! : Uy, — X
We next prove that (iii) implies (ii). For any F-adapted process X, it holds that

E[f(Xa)h(Yae)(9(Z) — §(Yoae))] =0, (5.3)
where §(Y.() = Elg(Z)| 7.

for every t and every bounded functions f, h, and g on D(R1; X), D(R;)), and Z, respectively.
Suppose we are given a sequence of continuous processes X" such that (X", 7) = (X, Z) and
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also (B3] holds (for every ¢ and every f, h, g). At this point, we are faced with the annoying
fact that the restriction map

D(Ry4; X) 3z = zfjpy € D([0,2]; X)

is continuous at a point € D(R; X)) if and only if = is continuous at ¢. To get around this,
note that T = {t > 0 : P(X; = X;_) = 1} is dense in Ry (see [3I, Lemma 3.7.7]). Hence, for
t € T, and for f, h, and g as above, we use Lemma 2.1] to conclude

0= lim E[f(X})h(U)(9(2) ~ §(0)]
= E[f (X ne)M(Ut)(9(Z2) — g(Uy))].

This proves (ii).

We lastly prove that (iv) implies (i) under the additional assumption that the completion
of F is right-continuous. Since F;* C ]-',g’_i, (iv) implies that F;* is conditionally independent
of Z given Fi, for every t > 0. But every set of Fpy differs from a set in F; by an Fy-null
set, and we deduce easily that ;¥ is conditionally independent of Z given Fy, for every ¢ > 0.
Finally, it is well known that the completed natural filtration of a Feller process is automatically
right-continuous; see [56, Theorem 1.47]. O

Remark 5.6. Recalling the setting of Example 5] by taking Z = D(R4;Y) and Z =Y we
can deduce from Theorem [5.4] an analogue of Theorem in which X is cadlag.

A topological formulation of Theorem .4 (and Theorem in the following section) is
possible, along the lines of the discussions at the end of Section 5.1l We do not bother to spell
this out here, as it differs only in notation from the aforementioned discussion.

5.3. Continuous time, measurable paths. We state one more alternative of Theorems
and [5.4], in the case that X is not continuous or even cadlag but merely measurable. For a Polish
space X, let M(R;X) denote the set of equivalence classes of a.e. equal measurable functions
from Ry to X. Endow M (R ; X') with the topology of convergence in measure, with R equipped
with the measure e”*dx (any finite measure equivalent to Lebesgue measure would do). Note
that M(R;X) is a Polish space, and 2" — z in M(R; &) if and only if 2"[jpy — z[jp4 in
Lebesgue measure for each ¢ > 0.

A measurable X-valued process can always be naturally identified with an M (R ; X')-valued
random variable, but we must be careful to define its natural filtration in a way that reflects the
topological setting. For each ¢ > 0, we may view the restriction X[y as a M ([0, t]; X')-valued
random variable, and we let *FX = o(X|jpy) = c({Xjog € A} : A C M([0,]; X) Borel).
Equivalently, we may write

t
FX =0 </ h(s, Xs)ds : for bounded continuous h : [0,7] x X — R) .
0

A priori, this could be smaller than the o-field ;¥ = (X, : s < t), because passing to the
equivalence class has lost us some “pointwise” information. This filtration *F¥ = (*7X)i>0
seems to be the appropriate one to use, as evidenced by Theorem below.

Remark 5.7. The two natural filtrations *FX and FX never disagree by too much, in the sense
that one one can always find a modification of X for which they agree. More precisely, let
G = (Gt)t>0 denote the natural filtration on M (R4 ;X') defined by letting G; denote the o-field
generated by the restriction map M(Ry;X) > z +— =g, € M([0,¢];X). Then there exists a
measurable map Z : Ry x M(R;;X) — X which is predictable with respect to G and which
satisfies & (¢, x) = x; for a.e. t, for each x.
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Theorem 5.8 (Measurable paths). Suppose Assumptions and hold. Then the following
are equivalent:
(i) For every t >0, *F{X is conditionally independent of Z given Fi.
(i) There exists a dense set T C Ry such that, for eacht € T, *F;* is conditionally independent
of Z given F;.
(iii) There exists a sequence X" of measurable F-adapted processes such that (X™, 7)) = (X, Z)
in M(Ry;X) x Z.
If X is homeomorphic to a convex subset of a locally convex space, then (i-iii) are equivalent to
the following:
(iv) Statement (iii) holds with X™ piecewise constant between some time points 0 = to < t1 <

- < tn, and constant after time t,,, with X{, = fi.(Uy,_,) for some continuous function
fro Uy, — X, for each k =1,...,n.

Proof. Clearly (i) implies (i) and (iv) implies (iii). We begin by proving that (ii) implies (iii),
or (iv) under the additional assumption. The proof is very similar to that of Theorems and
(.4l so we mention only the different steps. By an approximation, we can reduce to the case
where X is piecewise constant. Our generic piecewise constant process X can now be assumed
to be of the form

m—1
Xy = Holgoy(t) + Z Hkl(tmtkﬂ}(t)’

k=0
where 0 =ty < t1 < -+ < t,,, are deterministic, with ¢; € T for each 7. Note that we choose X
to be left-continuous so that it is predictable. Now, because the topology of M (R, ;X) is not
sensitive to pointwise changes, we may take Hy to be deterministic; that is, we may assume X;
is constant and deterministic on a neighborhood of the origin. For this reason, we do not need
Assumption and we apply Theorem [[.T] as in the previous two proofs to find a sequence
H™ = (HP)] of (F,,)7—'-adapted processes such that

(Z,H{L,..., %_1) = (Z,Hl,...,Hm_l),
in Zx X™L Set H} = Hy and define

m—1
X' = Holoy(t) + Y Hilg,00,0)(2).
k=0
Conclude that (X", Z) = (X, Z) in M(R4; X) x 2.
The proof that (iii) implies (i) is exactly the same as the last paragraph of the proof of The-
orem 5.2l Note that the restriction map z + (g 4 is continuous from M (R, ;&) to M([0,t]; X),
so we run into none problems that appeared in the analogous step of Theorem [(.41 O

5.4. On the case of two fixed marginals. Comparing Theorems [[.T] and in discrete and
continuous time, respectively, it is natural to wonder if there is an analogue of the latter result
in which the marginal law of the process X is fixed. More precisely, in Theorem [[.2] does the

equivalence between (i) and (ii) still hold if we require in (ii) that X" 2 X for each n? Such a
result would be useful in the theory of causal optimal transport, to show in particular that the
Monge and Kantorovich formulations of continuous-time causal transport problems are equal,
as we discussed in discrete time in Proposition [[L4l But this turns out to be impossible at this
level of generality.

For example, suppose in the context of Theorem that Y is a standard one-dimensional
Brownian motion, and X is the process given by X; = tZ where Z is some non-degenerate
random variable. Note that condition (a) of Theorem holds in this case. Then X and Y
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cannot be coupled in such a way that X is adapted with respect to the (completion of the)
filtration generated by Y. In other words, the set of causal Monge couplings is empty. To
see why, simply note that the o-field .7-"36r := M=o F} is trivial by Blumenthal’s zero-one law,
whereas Fg\. = o(Z) is non-trivial.

The same idea leads to a more general class of examples: The set of causal Monge couplings
is empty whenever Y is a strong Markov process (whose filtration thus satisfies Blumenthal’s
zero-one law) and X is a process for which ]-'(*ffr is non-trivial.

The fundamental difficulty stems, it seems, from the wide variety of different filtrations
which exist in continuous time, compared to the static case or to finite discrete time. The static
result, Proposition 7] works in part because all nonatomic Polish probability spaces are Borel
isomorphic. Analogously, the “most general” finite discrete-time filtrations are those generated
by a sequence of independent non-atomic random variables, as indicated by the transfer principle
of Lemma [.2l below. Continuous-time filtrations, on the other hand, are not so neatly classified.
See [61], 25, 30] for references on the rich and mysterious structural theory of filtrations, including
plenty of non-trivial examples of non-isomorphic filtrations.

There is, however, one remarkable positive result of this nature in continuous time, due to
Emery [29]. Proposition 2 of [29] shows the following: If X and Y are F-Brownian motions of
the same dimension on some filtered probability space (2, F,F,P), then there exists a sequence
(X™) of Brownian motions such that FX" = F¥ up to null sets for each n and (X™,Y) = (X,Y).
In other words, any joint Brownian motions can be approximated weakly in law by mutually
adapted Brownian motions. The proof in [29] does not seem to generalize, as it relies heavily on
the characterization of a centered multivariate Gaussian distribution by its covariance matrix.

5.5. On the notion of compatibility. This section has made frequent mention of a com-
patibility property, which we discuss here in more generality. There is an ever-growing list of
interesting equivalent conditions, some of which are summarized in the following:

Theorem 5.9 (Theorem 3 of [I8], Theorem 2 of [4]). On some probability space, consider two
filtrations G and F with F C G. The following are equivalent:

(i) Gy is conditionally independent of Foo given Fy, for every t.
(ii) Every bounded F-martingale is a G-martingale.
(iii) Every G-stopping time T is a F-pseudo stopping time, meaning E[M,] = E[My] for every
uniformly integrable F-martingale.
(iv) For every t and every integrable Fu-measurable X, E[X|F] = E[X|G] a.s.
(v) For every t and every integrable Gy-measurable X, B[ X |F] = E[X|Foo] a.s.

The last two statements are easily seen to be restatements of (i). The condition (ii) is
known as the H-hypothesis in the filtering literature [I8], or often as the immersion property in
the literature on progressive enlargements of filtration [37], whereas (iii) is a recent result of [4].

There is a natural additional characterization available in the case where F = FY is the
(unaugmented) filtration generated by a cadlag process Y with independent increments and
taking values in, say, a separable Fréchet space. In this case, the conditions (i-v) are equivalent
to the following;:

(vi) The increments of Y are independent with respect to the larger filtration G. That is,
(Y — Ys)>s is independent of G for every s > 0.
This is most easily checked to be equivalent to property (v), by using the fact that Fo, decom-
poses as Foo = Fy Vo(Ys =Y, : s > t) for each t > 0.
In a sense, the notion of compatibility appeared in the work of Yamada and Watanabe [64],
which illustrates how it arises naturally with weak solutions of stochastic differential equations.
In this context, one simply needs the driving Brownian motion to remain Brownian relative to
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a larger filtration which includes the solution process. Similarly, the work of Jacod and Mémin
[36] on semimartingale-driven stochastic differential equations crucially uses compatibility, which
they referred to as very good extension. See Kurtz [43] for a recent elaboration of this theme.
In the study of existence of (stochastic) optimal controls, El Karoui et al. [39] make use of this
notion under the name of natural extension.

6. RANDOMIZED STOPPING TIMES

We next turn to analogues of Theorems and [5.4] in which the process X is replaced with
a stopping time. Given a random time 7 (i.e., a [0, 00]-valued random variable), its natural
filtration F™ = (F] )¢>0 is defined by

Fl =Ngsto(tAs)=c({r <s}:s5<t).

Note that F” is right-continuous, and also that FJ = o(7). Given a filtration F = (F);>0, we
say that a random time 7 is an F-stopping time if, as usual, {7 < t} € F; for every t. Given also
a random variable Z with F; C o(Z) for all t > 0, we say that a random time 7 is an (F, Z)-
randomized stopping time if F is conditionally independent of Z given F;, for every ¢t > 0. The
following are easily seen to be equivalent:

(1) 7is an (F, Z)-randomized stopping time.

(2) P(r <t|Z) =P(r < t|F) a.s., for every ¢t > 0.
As an important special case, suppose that the random variable Z satisfies 0(Z) = F,. The
we shorten “(F, Z)-randomized stopping time” to “F-randomized stopping time,” meaning one
of the following equivalent conditions holds:

(1) F/ is conditionally independent of Fi, given F3, for every t > 0.

(2) P(r < t|Fx) = P(r < t|F:) a.s., for every t > 0.

(3) Every F-martingale is an F V F7-martingale.

The following extends [22] Theorem 6.4]:

Theorem 6.1. Under Assumptions|(A)(1-2) and consider the following statements:

(i) T is an (F, Z)-randomized stopping time.

(i1) There exists a sequence of F-stopping times 1, such that (Z,1,) = (Z,7) in Z x [0, c0].
(11i) There exists a sequence of Fy-stopping times 7, such that (Z,7,) = (Z,7) in Z x [0, 00].
(iv) 7 is an (F4, Z)-randomized stopping time.
Then the implications (i) = (i1) < (iii) < (iv) hold. If the completion of F is right-continuous,
then (i-iv) are equivalent.
Remark 6.2. Recalling the setting of Example B.1l, we deduce Theorem [[.3] from Theorem
by taking Z = D(R4;)) and Z =Y.

The proof is somewhat involved, so we prepare with a series of lemmas.

Lemma 6.3. For every bounded F| -measurable random variable H, there exits a sequence of

uniformly bounded functions g, : [0,00] — R such that g,,(7) — H in L', g, () is F] -measurable,
and g, is continuous at every point but t.

Proof. First notice that being F/-measurable, H is necessarily of the form:
H = h(1)19,4(7) + c1(1,00)(T)

for some bounded measurable function A : [0,¢] — R and some ¢ € R. Now simply approximate
h in L[0,#] by continuous functions h,, : [0,t] — R, and define

gn(8) = hn(s)1jo4 () + (1,00 (5)-
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Lemma 6.4. Define a map ® : D(R4;{0,1}) — [0, 00] by
®(h) =inf{t > 0: h(t) =1}.
Then ® is continuous at every point h of the form h(-) = 15 50)(-), where s > 0.

Proof. First assume h(t) = 15 o)(t) for some fixed s > 0, and let A" € D(R4;{0,1}) with
h™ — h. Note that ®(h) = s. It is straightforward to check that {®(h™) : n > 1} is bounded.
Suppose, along a subsequence, that ®(h™) — t, for some t > 0. According to [31, Proposition
3.6.5] the set {h"(®(h™)) : n > 1} is precompact, and the set of limit points is contained in
{h(t—),h(t)}. As h(t) > h(t—) and A" (®(h™)) = 1, we must have h(t) = 1, or equivalently
t > s. Similarly, for each € > 0, the set {h"(®(h"™) —€) : n > 1} is precompact, and the set of
limit points is contained in {h((t —€)—), h(t —€)}. But h"(®(h") —€) = 0, and we conclude that
h((t —€)—) = 0 or equivalently s >t —e. Thus ®(h") — s = ®(h). O

As a final preparation, we show how any (F;, Z)-randomized stopping time can be approxi-
mated in a suitable sense by (FF, Z)-randomized stopping times. First, we recall the well known
non-randomized analogue:

Lemma 6.5 (Corollary IV.58 of [24]). Let F be any filtration, and let T be an F-stopping time.
Then there exists a sequence of F-stopping times such that 7, | T a.s.

Proof. Set 7, =1+ 1/n. O

Lemma 6.6. Let T be an (Fy, Z)-randomized stopping time. There exists a sequence of (F, Z)-
randomized stopping times T, such that 7, — T a.s.

Proof. Define 1, = 7 4+ 1/n. To see that 7, is an (F, Z)-randomized stopping time, simply note
that

P(r, <t|Z)=P(r <t—1/n|Z) =P(r <t = 1/n|Fy_1/n)++)
= P(mn, < tF(e—1/n)++)-
Because F;_1/ny+4 C Ft C 0(Z), this implies P(r, < t2) = P(r,, < t|F). O

Proof of Theorem Clearly (ii) implies (iii), because every F-stopping time is an F-
stopping time. Moreover, every [ stopping time can be written as the decreasing (almost sure)
limit of a sequence of F-stopping times (see Lemma [6.5]). Hence, (iii) implies (ii). To prove (iv)
implies (iii), we can use Lemma to approximate our (F,Z)-randomized stopping time by
(F, Z)-randomized stopping times, and we can then use the fact that (i) implies (iii), which we
prove next.

To show that (i) implies (iii), fix an (F, Z)-randomized stopping time 7. By Lemma [6.6]
we may approximate 7 a.s. by (F,Z)-randomized stopping times which almost surely do not
take the value zero. Approximating then by 7 A n, we may further assume that 7 < oo a.s.
Hence, without loss of generality, we assume P(7 = 0) = P(7 = oo) = 0. Define H; = 1<y,
and note that H is a cadlag {0, 1}-valued process with P(Hy = 0) = 1. Moreover, FfI = FJ
is conditionally independent of Fo, given F;, for every t > 0. We may now apply Theorem [5.4]
to find a sequence of cadlag F-adapted {0, 1}-valued processes H™ such that (Z, H") = (Z,H)
in Z x D(R4;{0,1}). Let 7, = inf{t > 0 : H* = 1}. Then 7, is an F-stopping time because
H" is right-continuous and F-adapted. By Lemma [6.4] H almost surely belongs to the set of
continuity points of ®, and we conclude using Lemma 2.1] that

(Z,1n) = (Z,9(H")) = (Z,®(H)) = (Z,7), in Z x [0, 00].

We next show that (iii) implies (iv). Let T = {t > 0 : P(7 = t) = 0}, and note that T is
dense in R;. Fix t € T, and let f; = fi(7) be a bounded F;-measurable random variable which
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is continuous at every point but t. Let h:(Z) be bounded and F;;-measurable, and let g(Z) be
bounded and Z-measurable. Because 7, is an F, stopping time, for each n, we have

0 =E[fe(m)h(2) (9(Z) — Elg(Z2)|F+])] -
Use Lemma [2.1] to pass to the limit to get

0=E[fi(1)h(2) (9(Z) — E[g(2)|F:+])] -

This holds for every bounded Z-measurable g, for every bounded F;-measurable hs, and every
bounded F]-measurable f; which is continuous at every point but ¢. In fact, this is valid for
every bounded measurable F/-measurable f;, thanks to Lemma We conclude that, for
t € T, F] is conditionally independent of Z given F;,. Use Lemma to complete the proof
of (iv). Finally, under the additional assumption that the completion of F is right-continuous,
it is clear that (iv) and (i) are equivalent. O

7. EXTREME POINTS

In the previous section we saw in what sense adapted processes (resp. stopping times) are
dense in the set of compatible processes (resp. randomized stopping times), in a certain joint-
distributional sense. In this section we study the convex structure of the associated sets of joint
distributions. In fact, these same dense subsets are often precisely the extreme points.

7.1. Transfer principles. We first recall a crucial lemma, often known as the transfer principle.
We will see in Sections[7.2]and [[.3lhow a transfer principle, when available, immediately provides
the extreme points of sets of joint distributions with one fixed marginal.

Lemma 7.1 (Theorem 6.10 of [38]). Suppose X and Y are random elements of measurable
spaces X and Y, respectively, where X is a Polish space. Then there exist a measurable function
f:Yx[0,1] = X and (perhaps on an extension of the probability space) a uniformly distributed

random variable U, independent of (X,Y"), such that (X,Y) 4 (f(Y,U),Y).
A dynamic (discrete-time) version of Lemma [7] follows by induction:

Lemma 7.2. Suppose X = (X)), and Y = (Y,)Y_, are stochastic processes with values
in measurable spaces X and Y, respectively, where X is a Polish space. If X, is conditionally
independent of}"}\; given FY , for everyn, then there exist measurable functions f, : Y x[0,1] —
X and (perhaps on an extension of the probability space) an independent uniform random variable
U such that, if Z = (Z1,...,ZN) where

Zn = fn(Yb e 7Yn7 U)a
then (Z,Y) < (X,Y).

Proof. Abbreviate X" = (X1,...,X,) for n € N and similarly for other processes. By Borel
isomorphism, it suffices to show that there exist measurable functions f, : Y™ x [0,1]" — X and
independent uniform random variables (Uy,...,Uy) such that, if Z = (Zy,..., Zy) where

Zn = fu(Y1,...,Y,, Uy, ..., Uy),

then (Y,Z) has the same law as (Y, X), where Uy, is independent of (X* YV) for each k =
1,...,n. We prove this by induction, with the N = 1 case is covered by Lemma [Tl Suppose
the claim is proven for some N. Thanks to Lemma [Tl we may find an independent uniform
Un,1 and a measurable function g : XV x YV*1 x [0,1] — X such that

d
(XN7YN+179(XN7 YN+17 UN+1)) = (XN7 YN+17XN+1)'
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We may take Uy, ..., Un,1 to be independent of each other and of YN+ with also U}, indepen-
dent of X* for each k =1,..., N + 1. Because X* is conditionally independent of Y N*+! given

YV we have (X, YN+ 4 (ZN, Y N+1). Hence,

(XN YN (XN YN Uy ) £ (2N, YN g(ZN YN Uyy)).
Finally, define

INt1(W1s - YUNF1 UL, - UNSD)

:g<f1(y17u1)7"‘7fN(y17"'7yN7u17"'7uN)7y17"'7yN+17uN+1>-
]

In continuous time, there is no analogous transfer principle in general, as the following
example illustrates.

Example 7.3. Let W = (W;);>0 and X = (X¢)¢>0 be continuous processes, defined on some
common filtered probability space (Q, F,F,P), such that X and W are adapted to F, W is an
F-Wiener process, and (W, X)) satisfy the stochastic differential equation

t
Xt:/ b(S,X)dS+Wt, (71)
0

where b: Ry x C(R;) — R is the function of Tsirelson’s example [60]. We know then that F;*
is strictly larger than ftW for some t > 0. Because W is a Wiener process with respect to F, it
follows that F;* is conditionally independent of F/ given F}V, for every ¢ > 0.

Now suppose also that X = F(W,U) a.s., where U is uniformly distributed on [0,1] and
independent of W, and where F': C(R,) x [0,1] — C(R) is an adapted function. By “adapted
function” we mean that for every (w,w’,u,t) € C(Ry) x C(Ry) x [0,1] x Ry satisfying wy = w,
for all s <t we have F'(w,u)(t) = F(w',u)(t). The independence of W and U ensures that W is a
Brownian motion (in its own filtration) under the regular conditional measure P, := P(- | U = u),
for Lebesgue-a.e. u € [0,1]. Now, under P,, it holds that X is adapted to the completion of FY,
that W is Brownian motion under F" and that the SDE (Z.I)) holds a.s. But this provides a
strong solution of the SDE (I]), which is a contradiction.

7.2. Extreme points in the static case. Here we review how the transfer principle leads to
a well known description of the extreme points of the convex set II(u) of probability measures
on X x Y with fixed first marginal u. This is a good point to recall the definitions of II(x) and

Iy (p) from 210 and ([22)), as well as II(u, v) and Ig(p, v) defined in ([2Z3]) and (24]).

Proposition 7.4. Let X and ) be Polish spaces, and let p € P(X). The set II(p) is convex.
Moreover, every P € TI(u) can be written as P(-) = fHo(u) m(-)M(dm), for some probability

measure M on Tg(u).

Proof. Convexity is obvious. Fix P € II(x). By Lemma [1] there exists a measurable function
f:&X x[0,1] — Y such that (u x Leb) o [(z,u) — (z, f(z,u))]"t = P. Define P, € Ily(u) by

Then, for any bounded measurable function ¢ on X x ), we have

/XXySD(:E,y)P(d:E,dy) :/OI/XGD(%f(x,U))u(dx)du

1
=// o(x,y) Py(dz,dy) du.
0 XxY
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O

Remark 7.5. Recalling from Proposition 22] that IIp(x) is dense in II(x) when p is nonatomic,
we have encountered a closed convex set II(x) which is the closure of its extreme points. This
is not as peculiar as it may at first seem, and an intriguing result of Klee [42] shows that this
situation is generic in a topological sense in infinite dimensional Banach spaces.

7.3. Extreme points in discrete time. We now extend Proposition [[4] which requires a
bit of notation but follows essentially the same proof, taking the dynamic form of the transfer
principle Lemma for granted.

Fix N throughout this section. Let ) be a measurable space and X a Polish space. Let
Y = (Y1,...,Yy) denote the canonical process (identity map) on YV, and let F¥ = (FY)N_,
denote its natural filtration. Similarly, let X = (Xj,...,Xx) denote the canonical process
(identity map) on XY, and let FX = (FX)N_, denote its natural filtration. Both canonical
processes extend in the obvious way to YV x XN. Similarly, both filtrations extend in the
natural way to YV x XN e.g., by identifying 7} with F} @ {0, x*V}.

Fix a joint distribution g on Y. Let II°(x) denote the set of compatible joint laws, i.e.,
the set of probability measures P on YV x XV with first marginal y and under which FX is
conditionally independent of F; given FY, for every n = 1,..., N. Let II§(1) denote the subset

of adapted joint laws, i.e., the set of probability measures on YV x XV of the form
1(dy)dz(y) (d),

where & = (21,...,2n) : YV — XV is adapted in the sense that &, (y1,...,yn) depends only on
Y1, .-, Yn, for each n, or equivalently #-1(C) € FY for every set C' € F.X. Note that Theorem
LIl says that II§ () is dense in I1°(p) when the law of Y7 is nonatomic and X is convex.

The following theorem describes the convex structure of I1¢(x). Taking some Choquet theory
for granted, this is equivalent to the recent [§, Theorem 6.1].

Theorem 7.6. The set I1°(u1) is convex. Moreover, every P € 11°(u) can be written as P(-) =
fHS(u) m(-)M(dm), for some probability measure M on II§(1).

Proof. Convexity is straightforward after noticing that membership in 11¢(u) is characterized by
a family of linear constraints; see (85]). Fix P € II°(u). By Lemma [[.2] there exist measurable
functions f, : Y"* x [0,1] — &, forn = 1,..., N, such that, if f : YV x [0,1] — X is defined by

f(y17"'7yN7u) = (fl(ylvu)7"'7fN(y17"'7yN7u))7
then (u x Leb) o [(x,u) + (x, f(x,u))]"' = P. Define P, by

Pu(dy, dm) = N(dy)éf(x,u) (d‘r)7

and note that the structure of f ensures that P, € II§(u). Finish as in the proof of Proposition
4 O

7.4. Extreme points in continuous time. Using Example and adapting the proof of
Theorem [.6] we can show that the natural analogue of Theorem fails in continuous time.
Let us make this precise: Let X = C(R4.). Let F* = (F});>0 denote the two filtrations generated
by the canonical processes (X', X?) on X2. Let II°(WV) denote the set of joint laws on A2
compatible with Wiener measure. Precisely, let YW denote Wiener measure on X, and let II¢(W)
denote the set of Q € P(X?) with first marginal W such that F7 is conditionally independent
of FL given F}, for every t > 0. Let II§ (V) denote the subset of adapted joint laws, i.e., the
set of probability measures on X2 of the form

W(dw)aF(w) (d:E)’
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where F' : X — X is a measurable and adapted function in the sense that F(w)(t) = F(u')(¢)
whenever w(s) = w'(s) for all s < t.

Next, recall the probability space (2, F,F,P) and the processes W and X defined in Example
Let P =Po (W, X)! and note that P € HC(W) We claim that there is no measurable
map [0,1] 3 u +— P, € II§(W) such that P(- fo -)du. Indeed, suppose there were such a
map u +— P,. By the disintegration theorem we may erte

duPy(dw, dr) = duW(dw)dp (. (dz),

for some measurable function F' : [0,1] x X — X with the property that F(u,-) must be an
adapted function for each w. This would imply that we have an adapted map F' for which
P(X = F(U,W)) = 1. As explained in Example [[3] this is impossible.

7.5. Extreme points of randomized stopping times. Although the previous section showed
that the extreme point story breaks down in continuous time, this section shows that there is
no such difficulty when working with stopping times as in Section [6l The description of extreme
points described in Theorem [I77]is not new (see, e.g., [33} 27]), but we include it for the sake of
completeness.

Let (Q,F,p) be an arbitrary probability space. Let F = (F;)i>0 be a filtration on (2, and
with some abuse of notation let F denote the same filtration extended to € := Q x [0, 00] by
identifying F; with F; ® {0,[0,00]}. Similarly, let 7 denote the identity map on [0, 0], and
extend 7 to Q by setting 7(w,t) = t. Let F™ = (F]);>0 denote the filtration on [0, co] defined by

; =oc({r <s}: s<t),

and again abuse notation by considering F7 as a filtration on €.

Let II¢(u) denote the set of F-randomized stopping time laws, defined more precisely as the
set of P € P(Q) = P(Q x [0,00]) with first marginal u and with 7 conditionally independent
of Fo given Fy, for every ¢ > 0. The latter constraint is equivalent to requiring P(7 < t|Foo) =
P(r < t|F) as., for every t. Let II§(u) denote the subset of F-stopping time laws, defined as

05 (e {,u (dw)ds(y(dt) : 7: €2 — [0,00] is an F — stopping time} .

Note that Theorem showed that, if Q = D(R4;X) for some Polish space X, if F is the
canonical right-continuous filtration, and if the process X with law p is such that X; is nonatomic
for every t > 0, then the weak closure of II{(u) is precisely I1¢(p).

The following theorem describes the convex structure of I1°(x). Endow II§(p) with the
o-field generated by the maps II§(p) > P +— P(C), for sets C € Foo V FL..

Theorem 7.7. The set 11¢(u) is convex. Moreover, every P € 11°(u) can be written as P(-) =
ch M (dm) for some probability measure M on II§(1).

Proof. To prove convexity is straightforward, simply note that P € II¢(x) if and only if P(- x
[0,00]) = pu(-) and

/ (f(w) — ft(w))l[o,t](s)P(dw,ds) =0,
Qx[0,00]

for every t > 0 and every bounded F,-measurable function f on Q, with f; := E#[f|F].
Let P € I1¢(u), and disintegrate P(dw,dt) = p(dw)P(w,dt). define A : Q x [0,1] — [0, 0]
by

A(w,u) =inf {t > 0: P(w,[0,t]) > u}.
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Then P(w,-) = Leb o A(w,-)~!, and we conclude that for ¢ > 0

1 1
P(wv [07 t]) = / 1{A(w,u)§t}du = / Pu(wv [07 t])duv (72)
0 0

where we define P, € II§(u) for u € [0, 1] by setting P,(w,dt) = O A(w,u)(dt) and Py (dw,dt) =
(1(dw) P, (w, dt). This shows that P(-) = fol P,() du. O

8. STOCHASTIC OPTIMAL CONTROL

In this section we illustrate how the notion of compatibility arises naturally in stochastic
optimal control. Consider a standard Borel probability space (2, F,P) supporting a cadlag
process Z, with values in R?, which is a semimartingale in its own filtration. Let 7' > 0 denote
the time horizon, and let A be a Polish space, called the action space. We are given a function

g:00,T] x QxR x A — RP>™,
Assume the following:
e g =g(t,w,z,a) is jointly continuous in (z,a) and FZ-predictable in (¢,w).
e g is Lipschitz in z, uniformly in (¢,w, a).
e There exists ¢ > 0 such that |g(t,w, z,a)|] < c(1+ |z|), for all (t,w,z,a).
For a filtration G on 2, let A(G) denote the set of G-predictable A-valued processes.

Let Y = (Y;)i>0 be another FZ-adapted cadlag process, the role of which is to determine
what information is available to the agent. Assume Y; is nonatomic for every t > 0. Now
fix a filtration G satisfying F4 € G and G; C F, and also G; is conditionally independent of
FZ given FY, for every t > 0. Thanks to the implication (i) = (ii) of Theorem (.9, Z is a
G-semimartingale. Hence, for every o € A(G), there exists a unique (see [36, Theorem 4.5])
process X = (X{")icp0,7] satistying

dXta == g(t,X?_,Oét)dZt, Xgl = Xo,

where zy € R? is a fixed initial state.
Consider the optimization problem,

sup F'(L(X®, o, 7)),
acA(FY)

where £(X® a,Z) = Po (X% a,Z)"! and F : P(D(Ry;RY) x M(Ry;A) x D(R_;R™)) —
R, and we recall that M(R;; A) denotes and space of (equivalence classes of Lebesgue-a.e.
equal) measurable functions from Ry to A. The following theorem shows how to relax the
FY -adaptedness requirement:

Theorem 8.1. Suppose the restriction of F to the set {L(X* o, Z) : a € A(G)} is continuous.
Then

sup F(L(X% a,Z)) = sup F(L(X a,Z)). (8.1)
acA(FY) acA(G)

Proof. The inequality (<) is clear, as A(FY) c A(G). To prove the reverse, it suffices to
approximate an arbitrary o € A(G) in a suitable sense. To apply Theorem B8 note that *F*
is conditionally independent of Z given ]-"tY, for every t > 0. Hence, there exists a sequence
o™ € A(FY) such that (o™, Z) = (a,Z) in M(Ry;A) x D(R,;R%). Finally, it should not be
surprising that we can conclude that (X°",a" Z) = (X, Z), e.g., by using the results of
Jacod and Mémin [36], namely Theorems 2.25, 3.24, and 4.5 therein. O
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As a special case, if Y = Z, then for G we may choose any filtration compatible to FZ in the
sense of any of the equivalent conditions of Theorem[5.9. Note also that we could easily generalize
Theorem by replacing the Lipschitz assumption with some kind of weak uniqueness, and by
weakening the continuity assumption on F' to some order of Wasserstein-continuity as long as
there are suitable moment estimates available for the processes X .

Traditionally, F' is of the form F(P) = [ G dP, where G is the sum of an integrated running
reward and a terminal reward. When F' is linear in this sense, an alternative proof of Theorem
RIIwould proceed by approximating a general control a € A(G) by a piecewise constant one and
then using the extreme point representation of Theorem (cf. [40, Section 4]). For nonlinear
functions F', however, the extreme point argument fails, and one must resort to Theorem
Optimal control problems with nonlinear F' have become increasingly relevant in recent years in
the context of controlled McKean-Vlasov systems (see [19] [46], 54] and the references therein).

A key use of a result like Theorem [BIlis in finding compactness to facilitate existence proofs.
Theorem [B.9]shows that we can conduct the optimization over all compatible joint laws of (o, Z),
and we have seen that the compatibility condition defines a closed set of probability measures.
A final important step is to choose a better path space for the controls, as opposed to M (R, ; A),
in which compact sets are scarce. This is typically done by working with relazed controls, also
known as Young measures, but we do not go through this here (see [39, [34], 44]).
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