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CRITERIA FOR THE ABSENCE OF ARBITRAGE

IN GENERAL DIFFUSION MARKETS

DAVID CRIENS AND MIKHAIL URUSOV

Abstract. We establish deterministic necessary and sufficient conditions for the no-arbitrage
notions NA (“no arbitrage”), NUPBR (“no unbounded profit with bounded risk”) and NFLVR

(“no free lunch with vanishing risk”) in general diffusion market models with finite and infi-
nite time horizons. These are single asset models whose (discounted) asset price process Y is
a regular continuous strong Markov process that is also a semimartingale. We further char-
acterize the existence of an equivalent martingale measure in such models. All deterministic
criteria are provided in terms of the scale function and the speed measure of Y .

1. Introduction

The question whether certain arbitrage opportunities exist for a given financial market model
is of fundamental importance to develop a theory of finance that answers questions related to
pricing and hedging of contingent claims and portfolio optimization (see, e.g., the monographs
[26, 39, 45, 48, 64]). On the other hand, the existence of certain arbitrage opportunities motivates
concepts of asset price bubbles that also attracted much attention in recent years (cf., e.g., [60]
for an overview).

A very flexible class of continuous time financial market models are general diffusion models,
which are single asset models whose (discounted) asset price process is a one-dimensional path-
continuous regular strong Markov process that is also a semimartingale. This class includes all
Itô diffusion models of the type

dYt = µ(Yt)dt+ σ(Yt)dWt(1.1)

under the famous Engelbert–Schmidt conditions. Further, it covers models with local time effects
such as skewness and stickiness. Such effects can, for instance, be observed when companies
got takeover offers (see the Introduction of [21] for more details). An important feature of
these models is that they are characterized by two deterministic objects, the scale function and
the speed measure, which we call the diffusion characteristics. The purpose of this paper is to
investigate several important notions of no-arbitrage for general diffusion models and to describe
them in a deterministic manner through the diffusion characteristics.
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2 D. CRIENS AND M. URUSOV

Before we comment more specifically on our contributions, let us shortly discuss the no-
arbitrage concepts under consideration. Mainly thanks to the groundbreaking work of Delbaen
and Schachermayer [22], the no-arbitrage condition NFLVR (“no free lunch with vanishing
risk”) can nowadays be seen as the most classical concept for continuous time. Their FTAP
(“fundamental theorem of asset pricing”) establishes the equivalence between NFLVR and the
existence of an ELMM (“equivalent local martingale measure”). We emphasize that the work of
Delbaen and Schachermayer is by no means restricted to path-continuous frameworks that are
under consideration in this paper, see [26] for an account of their work.

The notion NA (“no arbitrage”) is the classical concept in discrete time and it appeals through
its meaningful economic interpretation. We notice that, in continuous time, NA is understood
as “no arbitrage with admissible strategies” (admissibility is needed to exclude for example
doubling strategies). One of the main reasons for introducing NFLVR is that the FTAP for
discrete time NA does not transfer to continuous time. While the existence of an ELMM is
certainly sufficient for NA, it is not necessary. For continuous semimartingale models, Delbaen
and Schachermayer [23] proved the important fact that the existence of an ACLMM (“absolutely
continuous local martingale measure”) is necessary but not sufficient for NA. Building on this
work of Delbaen and Schachermayer, Kabanov and Stricker [43] and Strasser [66] established
a complete FTAP for continuous time NA, which provides a necessary and sufficient condition
that is related to the existence of ACLMMs for shifted market models.

The last notion we comment on is NUPBR (“no unbounded profit with bounded risk”). Its
importance was already noticed by Delbaen and Schachermayer [22] who treated NUPBR in
Section 3 of their paper [22] without giving it a specific name. In a related context, NUPBR
appeared in Kabanov’s paper [40] under the name “BK property”. Even earlier, Kabanov and
Kramkov [42] investigated the closely related notion NAA1 (“no asymptotic arbitrage of the
first kind”), although in a different context of large financial markets. In general, NUPBR is
weaker than NFLVR and it neither implies nor is implied by NA. More specifically, Delbaen and
Schachermayer [22] proved that

(1.2) NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA and NUPBR.

Later, Karatzas and Kardaras [46] identified NUPBR as the minimal concept of no arbitrage
required to develop a theory of finance that includes hedging of contingent claims and portfolio
optimization (also the name “NUPBR” first appeared in [46]). We further highlight the works of
Hulley and Schweizer [35] and Takaoka and Schweizer [67] on probabilistic characterizations of
NUPBR. In this realm, we also mention the probabilistic characterization of the notion NA1 (“no
arbitrage of the first kind”) by Kardaras [50], as NA1 turns out to be equivalent to NUPBR
(see Kardaras [49]). Moreover, in the present context of a single financial market, all three
aforementioned notions NAA1, NA1 and NUPBR are equivalent (see Lemma A.1 in Kabanov,
Kardaras and Song [41]) and we, therefore, only speak about NUPBR in what follows. For the
behavior of NUPBR under filtration shrinking we refer to Kardaras and Ruf [52]. NUPBR under
filtration enlargements was studied by Acciaio, Fontana and Kardaras [1], Aksamit, Choulli,
Deng and Jeanblanc [2] and Aksamit, Choulli and Jeanblanc [3]. A profound discussion of many
facets of NUPBR can also be found in Chapter 2 of the recent monograph [45] by Karatzas
and Kardaras (there NUPBR is called market viability). For an overview of various notions
of no arbitrage and their interrelations, the interested reader is also referred to the paper of
Fontana [31] and the Ph.D. thesis of Hulley [34, Chapter 1].

The main results in this paper are deterministic characterizations of NA, NUPBR and NFLVR
for general diffusion market models (with finite and infinite time horizons) in terms of their diffu-
sion characteristics. Furthermore, we investigate the existence of EMMs (“equivalent martingale
measures”), which can be viewed as a very strong no-arbitrage condition (see [13]). It is worth
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mentioning that our results for NA, NUPBR and NFLVR also propagate to “integrated general
diffusion markets” where the asset price process S has the form

S = S0 +

∫ ·

0

σu dYu, σ 6= 0,

for a general diffusion semimartingale Y . In particular, this means that our results cover sto-
chastic exponentials of diffusion models, which is a widespread modeling approach.

In the following, we highlight some facets of our main contributions in more detail. As a
general structural condition, we prove that each of the notions NA, NUPBR and NFLVR forces
the scale function to be continuously differentiable with a strictly positive absolutely continuous
derivative. Broadly speaking, this means that in the absence of arbitrage the scale function
has to be of the same type as for an Itô diffusion. In particular, this shows that skewness
effects always imply arbitrage. This does not apply to stickiness effects that might or might not
lead to arbitrage. The observation that NFLVR entails the scale function to be continuously
differentiable with strictly positive absolutely continuous derivative is not entirely new, since it
was already proved in our previous paper [21] for certain canonical diffusion settings. We think
it is quite interesting to observe that even the weaker notions NA and NUPBR are sufficient for
this structural property.

Like in the most general semimartingale market models as investigated in [22], also in our
diffusion framework, NA and NUPBR are in general position, i.e., neither of them implies the
other, and we cannot say more than (1.2). However, our results identify three general subsettings
of our framework with finite time horizon (only depending on the underlying state space and
the boundary behavior) where

either NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA ⇐⇒ NUPBR,

or NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA =⇒ NUPBR,

or NFLVR ⇐⇒ NUPBR =⇒ NA.

For instance, the first subsetting includes all general diffusion models that are regular on R, i.e.,
reach all real numbers in finite time with positive probability.

Further, it is worth mentioning that we do not require the underlying filtration to be generated
by the asset price process Y . In fact, we allow for larger filtrations. The only property we need
is that Y has to be strongly Markov relative to the filtration. It is natural to ask whether
counterexamples like the one discussed in [25] are possible in our framework, i.e., whether,
under NA (or under NFLVR), it is possible that the “minimal martingale density” (cf. the

process Ẑ on p. 42 in [35]) is a strict local martingale. Phrased differently, this means that the
minimal ACLMM (resp. ELMM) fails to exists although some ACLMM (resp. ELMM) exists.
We refer to [25] for more detail on this question and on what can happen in general. It turns out
that such counterexamples are impossible in our framework, i.e., whenever an ACLMM (resp.
ELMM) exists, the same is true for the minimal version.

Lastly, we comment on literature closely related to our main results and discuss some aspects
of our proofs. To the best of our knowledge, even in the one-dimensioinal Itô diffusion framework
that is given by (1.1), the literature contains no deterministic characterization of the notions NA
and NUPBR. By contrast, there are many papers on the characterization of NFLVR and the
existence of EMMs. In fact, for general diffusion models in a canonical framework, a deterministic
characterization of NFLVR has been established in our previous paper [21]. The articles of
Criens [19, 20], Delbaen and Shirakawa [27] and Mijatović and Urusov [57] appear to be closest
to the present paper and [21] in the sense that they also aim for deterministic conditions. In all
of these papers, the asset price process is some sort of Itô process with non-vanishing volatility,
which excludes, for instance, sticky points in the interior of the state space. On a technical level,
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the proofs in these papers rely on the idea of studying the true martingale property and positivity
of certain stochastic exponentials that are natural candidate density processes. In case the scale
function is continuously differentiable with strictly positive absolutely continuous derivative, we
can adapt this strategy, construct a tractable candidate density process as in the Itô diffusion
setting and investigate its properties to understand NUPBR. For NA, we use a different approach
that is based on the probabilistic characterizations by Kabanov and Stricker [43] and Strasser
[66]. Namely, we investigate the existence of ACLMMs for time-shifted market models. Again,
it is important to understand first the structure of the scale function. In both cases, to prove
the desired structure, we use arguments based on the strong Markov property, a local change of
measure up to a positive predictable time, martingale problem techniques and results on absolute
continuity and equivalence of general diffusions that we recently established in our previous paper
[21]. We refer to Section 4 for more detailed comments on this strategy. Our characterization of
NFLVR is a direct consequence of our results for NA and NUPBR. As we think that NFLVR
is of particular interest, we also provide short direct proofs of our characterizations of NFLVR
that transfer results from [21] to the more general setting of this paper. Related to this, the
question when a non-negative local martingale is a true martingale was recently studied by
Desmettre, Leobacher and Rogers [28] in the same general diffusion framework that is considered
in this paper. Although the results from [28] are quite general, there are diffusion models whose
candidate densities cannot be brought to the form studied in [28]. In Section 4, we comment on
this point in more detail. Finally, our characterizations of the existence of EMMs are based on
Kotani’s [53] fine result on the martingale property of general diffusions on natural scale.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce and discuss the notions NUPBR,
NA and NFLVR and the corresponding FTAPs. Our setting and the main results are presented
in Section 3. An outline and comments on our proofs can be found in Section 4. Finally, our
detailed proofs are presented in Section 5. To provide the possibility for a linear reading, we
recall each main theorem before its proof.

2. No-arbitrage notions

Throughout this paper, we consider a finite or infinite deterministic time horizon T ∈ (0,∞].

Agreement 2.1. In case T = ∞ we understand the interval [0, T ] as R+ = [0,∞) and read
expressions like “t ∈ [0, T ]” as “t ∈ R+”.

A pair (B, S) is said to be a financial market if B = (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t∈[0,T ],P) is a filtered
probability space with a right-continuous filtration F that supports a continuous real-valued
F-P-semimartingale S = (St)t∈[0,T ]. For a financial market (B, S), let L(B, S) be the set of
all F-predictable real-valued processes H = (Ht)t∈[0,T ] which are integrable w.r.t. S, i.e., that
satisfy P-a.s., for all t ∈ [0, T ],

∫ t

0

|Hs| d[Var(A)]s < ∞ and

∫ t

0

H2
s d〈M,M〉s < ∞,

where S = S0 + M + A is the canonical decomposition of S, i.e., M is a continuous F-P-
local martingale with M0 = 0 and A is a continuous F-adapted process of finite variation with
A0 = 0. In our financial context, the elements of L(B, S) are called trading strategies. To ease
our presentation, we write

V H ,

∫ ·

0

HsdSs

for the value process associated to the trading strategy H ∈ L(B, S).
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Definition 2.2. Let (B, S) be a financial market. For c ∈ R+, a trading strategy H ∈ L(B, S)
is called c-admissible if P-a.s. V H ≥ −c. Further, we call a trading strategy admissible if it is
c-admissible for some c ∈ R+.

We define K1 to be the set of all contingent claims attainable from zero initial capital via a
1-admissible strategy, i.e.,

K1 ,

{
V H
T : H is 1-admissible and, if T = ∞, then V H

∞ , lim
t→∞

V H
t exists P-a.s.

}
.

Further, let K be the set of all contingent claims attainable from zero initial capital via some
admissible strategy, i.e.,

K =
⋃

n∈N

(nK1),

and let C be the set of all essentially bounded random variables that are dominated by claims
in K, i.e.,

C ,

{
g ∈ L∞ : ∃f ∈ K such that g ≤ f P-a.s.

}
.

Next, we recall the definitions of the basic no-arbitrage notion NA and the notions no un-
bounded profit with bounded risk (NUPBR) and no free lunch with vanishing risk (NFLVR).

Definition 2.3 (NA). Let (B, S) be a financial market. We say that a strategy H ∈ L(B, S)
realizes arbitrage if

(i) H is admissible,
(ii) in case T = ∞, V H

∞ = limt→∞ V H
t exists P-a.s.,

(iii) P(V H
T ≥ 0) = 1 and P(V H

T > 0) > 0.

We say that the financial market (B, S) satisfies NA if there is no strategy realizing arbitrage.

We remark that, in continuous-time models, it is necessary to consider admissible strategies,
as non-admissible arbitrages (i.e., strategies satisfying only (ii)–(iii)) exist practically in any
interesting model (e.g., in the classical Black-Scholes model).

Definition 2.4 (NUPBR). The financial market (B, S) satisfiesNUPBR if the setK1 is bounded
in P-probability, i.e.,

lim
m→∞

sup
V ∈K1

P(V > m) = 0.

Definition 2.5 (NFLVR). We say that NFLVR holds in the market (B, S) if

C ∩ L∞
+ = {0},

where C denotes the closure of C in L∞ w.r.t. the norm topology and L∞
+ denotes the cone of

nonnegative random variables in L∞.

Remark 2.6. For the sake of comparison between NFLVR and NA, it is worth noting that NA
is, clearly, equivalent to C ∩ L∞

+ = {0}.

In the following we recall the fundamental stochastic characterizations of the previous no-
arbitrage concepts.

Definition 2.7. We call a probability measure Q on (Ω,F) an absolutely continuous local
martingale measure (resp., an equivalent local martingale measure) for the market (B, S) if
Q ≪ P (resp., Q ∼ P) and S is an F-Q-local martingale. We use the abbreviation ACLMM
(resp., ELMM ) in the following.
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Agreement 2.8. To clarify our terminology, for an adapted càdlàg process M = (Mt)t∈[0,T ]

(where M0 is allowed to be non-integrable), we say that M is an F-P-local martingale when
M −M0 is an F-P-local martingale starting from zero. Furthermore, under a localizing sequence
for M we understand any sequence (τn)

∞
n=1 of F-stopping times such that τn ր ∞ P-a.s.,

n → ∞, and all stopped processes M τn −M0 are F-P-martingales.

Definition 2.9. We say that a process Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] is a strict martingale density (SMD) for
the market (B, S) if it is a strictly positive càdlàg F-adapted process with Z0 = 1 such that Z
and ZS are F-P-local martingales.

In accordance with Agreement 2.1, in case of an infinite time horizon T = ∞, Definition 2.9
does not rely on the terminal value Z∞. In particular, Z∞ is not asked to be strictly positive,
see, however, Theorem 2.14 and Remark 2.18 below.

Remark 2.10. By virtue of [38, Proposition III.3.8], the density process of an ELMM is an SMD.

The following result is the seminal fundamental theorem of asset pricing for NFLVR by
Delbaen and Schachermayer [22]. We emphasize that it holds in this form both for T < ∞
and T = ∞.

Theorem 2.11 (FTAP for NFLVR). For a financial market (B, S),

NFLVR ⇐⇒ there exists an ELMM.

Next, we discuss the NA condition. A complete stochastic characterization of NA for the case
of a finite time horizon within a Brownian setting was established by Levental and Skorohod [55].
A necessary condition for NA for general continuous prices processes was given by Delbaen and
Schachermayer [23]. We recall it in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.12. For a financial market (B, S),

NA =⇒ there exists an ACLMM.

We, again, emphasize that Theorem 2.12 holds in this form both for T < ∞ and T = ∞. For
a finite time horizon, building upon [23], Kabanov and Stricker [43] and Strasser [66] provided
even necessary and sufficient conditions for NA. We recall them in the next theorem.

Theorem 2.13 (FTAP for NA, T < ∞). Consider a financial market (B, S) with T < ∞. The
following are equivalent:

(i) The market satisfies NA.
(ii) For every F-stopping time σ ≤ T there exists an ACLMM σQ for the market (σB, σS)

with
σQ ∼ P on Fσ,

where σB , (Ω,F , (σFt)t∈[0,T ],P),
σFt , F(σ+t)∧T ,

σS , (σSt)t∈[0,T ],
σSt , S(σ+t)∧T .

We proceed with a characterization of NUPBR. For a finite time horizon T < ∞, the following
theorem was proved by Choulli and Stricker [16]. In case of the infinite time horizon T = ∞, the
result can be deduced from a more general theorem by Karatzas and Kardaras [46] combined
with a statement from Hulley and Schweizer [35] (the latter being applied for each finite time
horizon). For completeness, we outline a short argument, using terminology from [35, 46].

Theorem 2.14 (FTAP for NUPBR). For a financial market (B, S), the following are equivalent:

(i) The market satisfies the NUPBR condition.

(ii) There exists a SMD Z for the market and, if T = ∞, then P-a.s. Z∞ , limt→∞ Zt > 0.1

1The limit limt→∞ Zt exists a.s. by the supermartingale convergence theorem.
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Proof. For T < ∞, the theorem is a direct consequence of [16, Theorem 2.9]. We now discuss the
case T = ∞. The implication (ii) ⇒ (i) follows directly from the implication (2) ⇒ (3) in [46,
Theorem 4.12]. Suppose that (i) holds. Then, by the implication (3) ⇒ (1) in [46, Theorem 4.12],
the numéraire portfolio ρ exists and its value process V ρ satisfies P-a.s. V ρ

∞ < ∞. As S has
continuous paths, it follows from [35, Theorem 7] applied for each finite time horizon that

V ρ = 1/Ẑ, where Ẑ denotes the minimal martingale density as given on p. 42 in [35]. The

process Ẑ is a SMD and P-a.s. Ẑ∞ > 0 follows from the fact that P-a.s. V ρ
∞ < ∞. Consequently,

(ii) holds. �

The literature contains also other important characterizations of NUPBR. One of them is the
famous structure condition that we recall in the following theorem for the case T < ∞, see [63,
Theorem 1, Proposition 2], [16, Theorem 2.9] or [35, Theorem 7] (cf. also [35, Remark 1, p. 42]
for comments on the terminology).

Theorem 2.15 (Structure condition, T < ∞). Take a financial market (B, S) with T < ∞
and let S = S0 + M + A, M0 = A0 = 0, be the canonical decomposition of the continuous
semimartingale S (M is the local martingale part, A is the finite variation part of S). Then,
NUPBR holds if and only if there exists a real-valued predictable process λ such that a.s.

A =

∫ ·

0

λs d〈M,M〉s and

∫ T

0

λ2
s d〈M,M〉s < ∞.

Remark 2.16. The structure condition shows that NUPBR for finite time horizons is fully
determined by the local semimartingale characteristics of the asset price process. As pointed
out in [46, Example 4.7], this is not the case for NA and NFLVR, being one of the fundamental
differences between these notions.

We, finally, recall the following result, which follows, both for T < ∞ and for T = ∞, from
Corollary 3.8 in [22], see also [23, Theorem 1.3].

Theorem 2.17. For a financial market (B, S),

NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA and NUPBR.

Remark 2.18 (Infinite time horizon vs. all finite time horizons). As a referee kindly pointed out,
next to classical notions for the infinite time horizon T = ∞ (we call them “global” versions
in this remark), the literature also contains “local” versions, meaning that the no-arbitrage
condition holds for all finite time horizons. For instance, in the context of NUPBR such a
concept is used by Kardaras [51] and in the recent monograph [45] by Karatzas and Kardaras.
On the contrary, our terminology in the context of NUPBR for T = ∞ is consistent with
Karatzas and Kardaras [46]. For a more detailed discussion of the difference between the global
and local versions of NUPBR we refer to Bálint and Schweizer [4, 5].

Evidently, for NA, NUPBR and NFLVR, their global versions entail their localizations. The
converse is not true as the counterexample from [4, Remark 5.3] illustrates. The difference is also
visible from the general perspective of the above theorems. For example, the difference between

(a) NUPBR for T = ∞ and
(b) NUPBR for all finite time horizons

can be understood through condition (ii) of Theorem 2.14 because the requirement Z∞ > 0 is
needed for (a) but not for (b), see also the comment after Definition 2.9. For further discussions
in this direction, we also refer to Example 3.23, the subsequent discussion and Examples 3.24
and 3.26 below.
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3. Setting and main results

In the following, we investigate a financial market driven by a regular continuous strong
Markov process Y . For brevity, we use the term general diffusion (and sometimes simply diffu-
sion) as a synonym of “regular continuous strong Markov process”. A quite complete overview
of the theory for general diffusions can be found in the monograph [36] by Itô and McKean.
Shorter introductions are given in [7, 44, 61, 62]. For a condensed overview we refer either to
Chapter 2 of the book [6] by Borodin and Salminen or to Section 2.2 of our previous paper [21].

As the concepts of scale and speed are crucial for our main results, we recall some facts
about these concept without going too much into detail. We take as state space J ⊂ R a
bounded or unbounded, closed, open or half-open interval. A scale function is a strictly increasing
continuous function s : J → R and a speed measure is a measure m on (J,B(J)) that satisfies
m([a, b]) ∈ (0,∞) for all a < b in J◦, where J◦ denotes the interior of J . Set

l , inf J ∈ [−∞,∞) and r , sup J ∈ (−∞,∞].

The values s(l) and s(r) are defined by continuity (they can be infinite). We also remark that
the speed measure can be infinite near l and r, and that the values m({l}) and m({r}) can be
anything in [0,∞] provided l ∈ J and r ∈ J , respectively.

We are in a position to explain our financial framework. Recall that we always consider a
(finite or infinite) deterministic time horizon T ∈ (0,∞] and that we use Agreement 2.1.

Let B = (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t∈[0,T ],P) be a filtered probability space with a right-continuous
filtration that supports a regular continuous strong Markov process Y = (Yt)t∈[0,T ] with state
space J , scale function s, speed measure m and deterministic starting value x0 ∈ J◦. In the
above context, the strong Markov property refers to the filtration F.

We also assume that Y is a semimartingale on B.2 Clearly, (B, Y ) is a financial market in
the sense defined in Section 2, which allows us to investigate NA, NUPBR and NFLVR for this
market.

In order to formulate our results we first introduce several conditions. We start by recalling
Feller’s test for explosions ([7, Proposition 16.43]). It states that a (finite or infinite) boundary
point b ∈ {l, r} is accessible for the diffusion Y (that is, b ∈ J) if and only if

(3.1) |s(b)| < ∞ and

∫

B

|s(b)− s(x)|m(dx) < ∞

for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint. Consequently,
b ∈ {l, r} is inaccessible for the diffusion Y (that is, b /∈ J) if and only if either

(3.2) |s(b)| = ∞
or

(3.3) |s(b)| < ∞ and

∫

B

|s(b)− s(x)|m(dx) = ∞

for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint.

Remark 3.1. What is hidden in our requirement J ⊂ R is that we need to specify the scale
function s and the speed measure m in such a way that either (3.2) or (3.3) hold for infinite
boundary points of J .3

2This is not automatically true in the general diffusion setting, as, for instance, if B is a Brownian motion,

then
√

|B| is not a semimartingale. From the viewpoint of mathematical finance, this assumption is very natural.
Lastly, we stress that the semimartingale property of Y is solely a property of the scale function s. For a detailed
discussion we refer to [18, Section 5].

3A more general setting would be to consider intervals J ⊂ [−∞,∞] as state spaces, i.e., to allow also infinite
boundaries to be accessible. While this is natural when studying general diffusions (e.g., think about the SDE
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Another condition we need is the following.

Condition 3.2. There exists a Borel function β : J◦ → R such that

β2 ∈ L1
loc(J

◦),(3.4)

and, up to increasing affine transformations,

s(x) =

∫ x

exp
{∫ y

β(z) dz
}
dy, x ∈ J◦.(3.5)

Condition 3.3. Condition 3.2 holds and every finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R is either
inaccessible or absorbing for Y .

Remark 3.4. Phrased differently, the last requirement of Condition 3.3 means that every finite
boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R is neither instantaneously reflecting nor slowly reflecting for Y .
We will see below that each of the no-arbitrage notions NA, NUPBR and NFLVR excludes any
kind of reflecting boundaries. We refer to [9] for a recent discussion of reflecting boundaries in
the context of weak notions of arbitrage. Notice that infinite boundary points are inaccessible in
our setting (recall Footnote 3). Hence, they need not to be treated explicitly in Condition 3.3.

In case Condition 3.3 holds, for a finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, the following two
integrability conditions will be of fundamental importance in our main results:∫

B

|x− b|[β(x)]2 dx < ∞,(3.6)

∫

B

|x− b|s′(x)m(dx) = ∞,(3.7)

for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint (this refers both
to (3.6) and to (3.7)).

To give an idea of the above conditions, let us discuss the above conditions for the important
example of Itô diffusion market models.

Example 3.5 (Itô diffusion market). Recall that J◦ = (l, r) ⊂ R. Take two Borel functions
µ : (l, r) → R and σ : (l, r) → R satisfying the so-called Engelbert–Schmidt conditions

σ(x) 6= 0 ∀x ∈ J◦,

1

σ2
,
µ

σ2
∈ L1

loc(J
◦).

(3.8)

It is well-known that the (Brownian) SDE

(3.9) dYt = µ(Yt) dt+ σ(Yt) dWt, Y0 = x0 ∈ J◦,

has a unique in law weak solution that possibly reaches the boundary points {l, r} in finite
time (see [30] or [47, Theorem 5.5.15 and Section 5.5.C]). We stipulate that the solution process
gets absorbed in the boundaries that are reached in finite time. Whether a boundary point is
accessible or inaccessible is determined via µ and σ by Feller’s test for explosion as given in [47,
Theorem 5.5.29]. Notice that we need to specify µ and σ in such a way that infinite boundaries
are inaccessible (recall Remark 3.1).

A solution process Y is a regular continuous strong Markov process with scale function

(3.10) s(x) =

∫ x

exp
{
−
∫ y 2µ(z)

σ2(z)
dz

}
dy, x ∈ J◦,

dYt = Y 2
t dt + dWt, driven by a Brownian motion W , in which case ∞ is an accessible boundary), we need the

setting to be compatible with financial modeling, which means that Y should be a semimartingale. This already
forces infinite boundary points to be inaccessible and we come to the necessity to require J ⊂ R.
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and speed measure

(3.11) m(dx) =
dx

s′(x)σ2(x)
on B(J◦), m({b}) = ∞ for an accessible boundary point b.

With these objects at hand, we remark that Feller’s test from [47, Theorem 5.5.29] coincides
with (3.1)–(3.3) above.

Let us now comment on the above conditions. It is evident that the scale function s is
of the form (3.5) with β = −2µ/σ2. Consequently, Condition 3.2 holds if and only if µ2/σ4 ∈
L1
loc(J

◦). Furthermore, Condition 3.3 coincides with Condition 3.2 because accessible boundaries
are stipulated to be absorbing.

In the presence of accessible boundaries, solution processes to (3.9) are not necessarily semi-
martingales. Indeed, the SDE (3.9) drives the process Y only till an accessible boundary is hit
(cf. [47, Definition 5.5.20]), and at this time the semimartingale property can get lost, see [59,
Section 4] for counterexamples. In this regard, [59, Corollary 3.6] provides necessary and suf-
ficient condition for the semimartingale property of Y that only depends on the coefficients µ
and σ. For the reader’s convenience, we recall this result: Y is a semimartingale if and only if

(i) the infinite boundary points of J◦ are inaccessible and,
(ii) for every accessible boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩R, it holds

(3.12)

∫

B

∣∣(s(x)− s(b))µ(x)
∣∣

s′(x)σ2(x)
dx < ∞

for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint.

We further recall that a sufficient condition for (3.12) is that, for every accessible boundary
point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, it holds

(3.13) either µ ≥ 0 µL-a.e. on B or µ ≤ 0 µL-a.e. on B

for a sufficiently small open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint, where µL denotes the Lebesgue
measure ([59, Corollary 3.11]).

At this point, we stress that the results we are going to present in this paper apply to all
general diffusions which is a much richer class than the class of Itô diffusions. In the following
examples, we only mention some striking effects that are also included in our general diffusion
framework.

Example 3.6 (General diffusion market with a sticky point). Another interesting class of
general diffusions are the ones with stickiness. The most prominent example is sticky Brownian
motion4, which is the (unique in law) solution Y to the system

dYt = 1{Yt 6=0}dWt, 1{Yt=0}dt = ρ dL0
t (Y ),

where ρ > 0 is a so-called stickiness parameter and L0(Y ) is the (right-continuous) semimartin-
gale local time of the solution Y in zero. For a discussion of this representation we refer to the
paper [29].

The sticky Brownian motion is a general diffusion on natural scale with state space R and
speed measure

m(dx) = dx+ ρ δ0(dx).

At this point, we notice that the sticky Brownian motion cannot be realized as a solution to
an SDE as in Example 3.5 because the speed measure in Example 3.5 is always absolutely
continuous w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure. It is worth noting that a.a. paths of Y spend positive
Lebesgue time in zero without having intervals of zeros.

4More precisely, Brownian motion with state space R and sticky at zero.
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Example 3.7 (General diffusion market with a countable dense set of sticky points). A rather
“extreme” version of Example 3.6 is due to Feller and McKean (see [32, Section 2.12] for more
comments). Let D = {d1, d2, . . . } be a countable dense subset of R and let m be a measure
on (R,B(R)) that is concentrated on D and such that m({dk}) > 0 and

∑∞
k=1 m({dk}) < ∞.

Then, m is a valid speed measure. Let x0 ∈ R and let Y be a general diffusion on natural scale
with state space R, speed measure m and starting value x0. Like in the previous example, Y
cannot be realized as a solution to an SDE as in Example 3.5. While this process is continuous,
it has quite peculiar paths in the sense that it spends positive Lebesgue time in every point dk
(without intervals of constancy) and zero Lebesgue time in every point in R \D. Moreover, one
can prove that P(Yt ∈ D) = 1 for all t > 0, cf. [32, Lemma 2.144] or [36, Section 4.11].

Example 3.8 (General diffusion market with skewness). Another interesting class are diffusions
with skewness. The most basic example is the skew Brownian motion5, which is a solution process
Y of the equation

dYt = dWt + (2α− 1)dℓ0t (Y ),

where α ∈ (0, 1) \ { 1
2} is the so-called skewness parameter and ℓ0(Y ) is the symmetric semi-

martingale local time of Y in zero.
It is well-known (see [33], [6, Appendix 1.12] or [61, Exercise X.2.24]) that Y is a general

diffusion with state space R, scale function

s(x) =

{
(1− α)x, x ≥ 0,

αx, x < 0,

and speed measure

m(dx) =
dx

vα(x)
with vα(x) =

{
1− α, x ≥ 0,

α, x < 0.

As the scale function is not continuously differentiable, the skew Brownian motion cannot be
realized as a solution to an SDE as in Example 3.5. Finally, we remark that Condition 3.2 is
violated for the skew Brownian motion model.

3.1. Main results: finite time horizon. In this subsection, we provide deterministic char-
acterizations for NA, NUPBR and NFLVR in the case T < ∞. Evidently, by virtue of Theo-
rem 2.17, the main work lies in characterizations of NA and NUPBR, which are given in the
following two theorems.

Theorem 3.9. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NA if and only if
Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}∩R, at least one of conditions (3.6)–(3.7) is satisfied.

Theorem 3.10. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NUPBR if and only
if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, at least one of conditions (a)–(b) below is
satisfied:

(a) condition (3.6) holds;
(b) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y .

Combining these results with Theorem 2.17 gives us the following characterization of NFLVR.
A version of this result for a canonical diffusion setting is given by [21, Theorem 3.5, Re-
mark 3.10]. For the Itô diffusion market from Example 3.5 with J◦ = (0,∞), a deterministic
characterization of NFLVR in terms of the drift and volatility coefficients was established in [57,
Theorem 3.1].

5More precisely, Brownian motion with state space R and skew at zero.
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Corollary 3.11. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR if and only
if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, at least one of conditions (A)–(B) below is
satisfied:

(A) condition (3.6) holds;
(B) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) holds.

Evidently, the above characterizations of NA, NUPBR and NFLVR do not depend on the
time horizon T ∈ (0,∞). Hence, we also have the following:

Corollary 3.12. If the financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NA (resp., NUPBR; resp., NFLVR)
for some T ∈ (0,∞), then it satisfies NA (resp., NUPBR; resp., NFLVR) for all T ∈ (0,∞).

To apply the above characterizations in practice, one often has to understand the finiteness or
infiniteness of several (deterministic) integrals. The following lemma shows some interdependen-
cies between the involved integrals, which are useful for verifying certain conditions in specific
situations (see Examples 3.14 and 3.15 below).

Lemma 3.13. Assume that Condition 3.2 holds and let b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R.

(i) If |s(b)| = ∞, then (3.6) for b is violated.
(ii) If (3.6) holds for b, then |s(b)| < ∞.
(iii) Suppose that one of the conditions (iii.a)–(iii.b) below is satisfied:

(iii.a) the boundary point b is accessible for Y and (3.7) holds;
(iii.b) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) is violated.
Then, (3.6) for b is violated.

(iv) If (3.6) holds for b, then one of the conditions (iv.a)–(iv.b) below is satisfied:
(iv.a) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) holds;
(iv.b) the boundary point b is accessible for Y and (3.7) is violated.

Example 3.14. In the setting of Example 3.5, we take x0 ∈ J◦ = (0,∞), µ(x) = 1/x and σ ≡ 1.
This means that Y is a Bessel process of dimension 3 started at x0. This is a famous example
for that Delbaen and Schachermayer [24] showed the existence of arbitrage (with admissible
strategies). Moreover, Karatzas and Kardaras [46, Example 4.6] constructed an arbitrage in
closed form in this example. To provide another perspective, we discuss how our theorems
apply.

As µ2/σ4 ∈ L1
loc(J

◦), Condition 3.3 is satisfied in this example (recall the discussion in
Example 3.5). To apply our results, we need to verify (3.6) and (3.7) for finite boundary points
(i.e., only for b = 0 here) and to check whether 0 is accessible for Y . Straightforward calculations
reveal that s(0) = −∞ (hence 0 is inaccessible for Y ) and that (3.7) with b = 0 is violated.
Further calculations are not needed: the fact that (3.6) with b = 0 is violated now follows from
Lemma 3.13.

Summing up, for every finite time horizon, in this example NUPBR holds, while NA and
NFLVR are violated.

Example 3.15. In the setting of Example 3.5, we take x0 ∈ J◦ = (0,∞), µ ≡ −1 and σ(x) = x.
As (3.13) is satisfied, Y is a semimartingale (cf. the discussion around (3.12)).

As µ2/σ4 ∈ L1
loc(J

◦), Condition 3.3 is satisfied. Straightforward calculations reveal that the
origin is accessible for Y and that (3.7) with b = 0 holds. Again, Lemma 3.13 implies that (3.6)
with b = 0 is violated.

Summing up, for every finite time horizon, in this example NA holds, while NUPBR and
NFLVR are violated.

Discussion 3.16 (Relations between the no-arbitrage notions). Examples 3.14 and 3.15 show
that the notions NA and NUPBR are in a general position (that is, neither implies the other),
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while their relation to NFLVR is given in Theorem 2.17. In general, this is well understood.
On the contrary, the following observation seems to be new. There are very natural classes of
general diffusion markets, where NA and NUPBR are not in a general position (that is, one of
them implies the other). Fix some T < ∞ and consider the following subsettings of our setting.

Subsetting 1: J = R. Here, we have

NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA ⇐⇒ NUPBR ⇐⇒ Condition 3.2.

Subsetting 2: J ( R and all finite boundary points of J are inaccessible for Y . Here, we have

NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA =⇒ NUPBR ⇐⇒ Condition 3.2,

but NUPBR does not imply NA, as illustrated by Example 3.14.

Subsetting 3: J ( R and all finite boundary points of J are accessible for Y . Here, we have

NFLVR ⇐⇒ NUPBR =⇒ NA =⇒ Condition 3.3,

but NA does not imply NUPBR as illustrated by Example 3.15. Moreover, in Subsetting 3,
Condition 3.3 does not imply NA (see Example 3.17 below).

Example 3.17. Motivated by the previous discussion, let us also construct an example within
Subsetting 3 of Discussion 3.16, where Condition 3.3 is satisfied but NA fails.

To this end, in the setting of Example 3.5, we take δ ∈ (0, 2), x0 ∈ J◦ = (0,∞), µ ≡ δ and
σ(x) = 2

√
x. It is well-known that the origin is accessible for Y (one could simply verify (3.1)

with b = 0), so we are in Subsetting 3 of Discussion 3.16.6 Condition 3.3 is clearly satisfied,
while straightforward calculations show that both (3.6) and (3.7) with b = 0 are violated. By
Theorem 3.9, NA fails on every finite time horizon.

Example 3.18. For the skew market model from Example 3.8, NA, NUPBR and NFLVR all
fail on every finite time horizon, because Condition 3.2 is violated.

3.2. Main results: infinite time horizon. Next, we consider the case T = ∞. First, suppose
that Y is on natural scale (i.e., s = id, up to an increasing affine transformation). Then, there
is nothing to study:

• If every finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R is either inaccessible or absorbing for Y ,
then Y is an F-P-local martingale. This means that P is an ELMM. Hence, NFLVR,
NA and NUPBR hold (see Theorems 2.11 and 2.17).

• If, on the contrary, Y has an (instantaneously or slowly) reflecting finite boundary point
b ∈ {l, r}∩R, then NA and NUPBR, hence also NFLVR, are violated (see Lemmata 5.6
and 5.7 below).

Therefore, below we only consider the case that Y is not on natural scale.

Theorem 3.19. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NA if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (a)–(b) is satisfied:

(a) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(b) |b| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (a).

The reason for excluding the case where Y is on natural scale from this characterization (and
from the following ones) is that, in this case with J = R, neither (a) nor (b) is satisfied, while,
as discussed above, NFLVR, NA and NUPBR hold.

6This process Y is a squared Bessel process of dimension δ started at x0 and absorbed in the origin (the
absorbing boundary condition comes from the setting of Example 3.5).
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Theorem 3.20. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NUPBR if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (A)–(B) is satisfied:

(A) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(B) |s(b)| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (A).

In connection with the formulation of Theorem 3.20, we remark that, under Condition 3.3,
a boundary point b ∈ {l, r} cannot satisfy (A) and (B) simultaneously. While this is not easy
to see from (A) and (B) directly, this fact follows from Lemma 3.13: if |b| < ∞ and |s(b)| = ∞,
then (3.6) is violated.

The above theorems together with Theorem 2.17 give us the following characterization of
NFLVR on the infinite time horizon. A version of this result for a canonical diffusion setting is
given by [21, Theorem 3.8, Remark 3.10]. For the Itô diffusion market from Example 3.5 with
J◦ = (0,∞), a deterministic characterization in terms of the drift and volatility coefficients was
established in [57, Theorem 3.5].

Corollary 3.21. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (I)–(II) is satisfied:

(I) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(II) |b| = ∞, |s(b)| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (I).

We highlight the following technical difference between the characterizations on a finite time
horizon and those on the infinite time horizon. While in the former the conditions additional
to Condition 3.3 are imposed only on finite boundary points b ∈ {l, r} ∩R, it is important that
in the latter characterizations the conditions additional to Condition 3.3 are imposed on all
boundary points b ∈ {l, r}.

An immediate consequence of the above characterizations is that NA or NUPBR (or NFLVR)
can only hold on the infinite time horizon for a setting not on natural scale when at least one
boundary point is finite.

Corollary 3.22. Suppose that T = ∞, that Y is not on natural scale and that J = R. Then
NA and NUPBR (hence also NFLVR) are violated.

Example 3.23. Let J = R and Y be a Brownian motion with linear drift, i.e., Yt = Wt + t. By
Corollary 3.22, NA and NUPBR (hence also NFLVR) are violated on the infinite time horizon.
On the other hand, NFLVR (hence also NA and NUPBR) hold on every finite time horizon
(one may construct an ELMM via Girsanov’s theorem or, alternatively, observe that we are in
Subsetting 1 of Discussion 3.16, while Condition 3.2 is trivially satisfied).

A continuous semimartingale (St)t∈R+ is said to be closable if the limit S∞ , limt→∞ St

exists finitely a.s. and S = (St)t∈[0,∞] is a semimartingale on [0,∞] in the sense that there is
a decomposition S = S0 + M + A, M0 = A0 = 0, with M = (Mt)t∈[0,∞] being a continuous
local martingale on [0,∞] (i.e., there exists a localizing sequence (τn)

∞
n=1 of stopping times with

{τn = ∞} ր Ω a.s.) and A = (At)t∈[0,∞] being a continuous adapted process that has finite
variation on the closed interval [0,∞].

In Remark 2.18, we already discussed the difference between local and global versions of
no arbitrage. We saw that in general for each of the notions NA, NUPBR and NFLVR, their
local version is strictly weaker than their global version. Inspecting the counterexamples from
[4, Remark 5.3] and Example 3.23, it turns out that the asset price processes are not closable.
Indeed, the process Y from Example 3.23 is not closable, because

Wt + t = t
(Wt

t
+ 1

)
→ ∞ a.s.
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by the strong law of large numbers for Brownian motion. It is natural to ask whether all fea-
sible counterexamples fail to be closable. In other words, for each no-arbitrage notion NN ∈
{NA,NUPBR,NFLVR}, we ask whether

NN holds for all finite time horizons and Y is closable
?

=⇒ NN holds for T = ∞.

It turns out that this implication is not true and we provide a counterexample in Example 3.26
below. While the process Y from Example 3.26 will have state space (0,∞), it is also natural
to ask whether we could give a counterexample with state space [0,∞). Our characterization
results imply that this is impossible for NUPBR and NFLVR but possible for NA, as shown in
the following example.

Example 3.24. In the setting of Example 3.5 we take x0 ∈ J◦ = (0,∞), µ ≡ −1 and σ(x) = x.
In other words, we revisit Example 3.15, where we observed that NA holds on every finite time
horizon. Recalling that (3.6) with b = 0 is violated, we infer from Theorem 3.19 that NA fails
on the infinite time horizon.

It remains to explain that Y is closable. As the origin is accessible for Y and s(∞) = ∞,
a.s. Y hits the origin in finite time and gets absorbed there. Consequently, Y∞ = 0 a.s. and
the semimartingale property of (Yt)t∈R+ transfers directly to (Yt)t∈[0,∞]. We conclude that Y is
closable.

3.3. Generalization: integrated diffusion markets. In this subsection, we discuss a natural
extension of our previous results to so-called integrated diffusion markets. We again consider a
finite or infinite deterministic time horizon T ∈ (0,∞] and use Agreement 2.1. Let σ ∈ L(B, Y )
be a non-vanishing process in the sense that P-a.s. σt 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. We set

(3.14) St , S0 +

∫ t

0

σs dYs, t ∈ [0, T ],

where S0 : Ω → R is an F0-measurable initial value. It follows directly from the Definitions
2.3–2.5 that, for each no-arbitrage notion NN ∈ {NA,NUPBR,NFLVR},

NN in the market (B, S) ⇐⇒ NN in the market (B, Y ).

In this sense, our results also provide deterministic characterizations of NA, NUPBR and NFLVR
in the market (B, S) both for finite and for infinite time horizon.

Introducing a non-vanishing volatility process σ covers classical exponential models very nat-
urally. Namely, if S = S0 E(Y ) is the stochastic exponential of a general diffusion semimartingale
Y with a strictly positive F0-measurable initial value S0 : Ω → (0,∞), then

St = S0 +

∫ t

0

Ss dYs, t ∈ [0, T ],

is a particular case of (3.14) (with σ = S, which is strictly positive, hence non-vanishing, as
needed).

Example 3.25. Let Y have state space J = R. Let S = S0 E(Y ) (a widespread approach) or,
more generally, let S be given by (3.14). For the financial market (B, S), we can immediately
state the following.

• If T < ∞, then

NFLVR ⇐⇒ NA ⇐⇒ NUPBR ⇐⇒ Condition 3.2

(see Subsetting 1 of Discussion 3.16).
• If T = ∞, then NN ∈ {NA,NUPBR,NFLVR} holds if and only if Y is on natural scale,

see Corollary 3.22 and the beginning of Section 3.2.
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Example 3.26. Let J = (0,∞) and Y be the stochastic exponential of a Brownian motion
with drift, i.e.,

(3.15) dYt = Yt(a dt+ dWt), Y0 = x0 ∈ (0,∞),

where a ∈ R\{0}. Example 3.25 applied to (Wt+at)t∈[0,T ] implies that the notions NA, NUPBR
and NFLVR hold on every finite time horizon and are violated on the infinite time horizon.

In relation with the discussion after Example 3.23, we show that Y is a closable semimartingale
whenever a < 1/2. Take such an a ∈ (−∞, 1/2) \ {0}. Notice that the canonical decomposition
Y = x0 + A +M , A0 = M0 = 0, is provided in (3.15) (A is the finite variation part, M is the
local martingale part of Y ). From the formula Yt = x0 exp{(a−1/2)t+Wt} it is immediate that

Y∞ , limt→∞ Yt = 0 a.s. and
∫∞

0 |a|Ys ds < ∞ a.s. The latter means that A has finite variation

on the whole time interval [0,∞]. In particular, we have finite limits A∞ , limt→∞ At and

M∞ , limt→∞ Mt. Finally, the fact that M is a continuous local martingale on [0,∞] follows
from the fact that M is a continuous local martingale on R+ with a finite limit M∞. Indeed,

the sequence of stopping times τn , inf{t ≥ 0: |Mt| ≥ n}, n ∈ N, is localizing for M with
{τn = ∞} ր Ω a.s.

3.4. Existence of an EMM. We complete our presentation with a characterization of a no-
arbitrage notion that is even stronger than NFLVR. Under different names, Sin [65], Yan [68] and
Cherny [13] introduced some strengthenings of NFLVR. For each of their notions, they proved
equivalence to the existence of an equivalent martingale measure (EMM), i.e., an equivalent
measure that turns the asset price process into a uniformly integrable7 martingale. Deterministic
characterizations of the existence of EMMs in the Itô diffusion framework from Example 3.5 with
J◦ = (0,∞) can be found in Section 3.2 of [57].

We consider a general financial market (B, Y ) with finite or infinite deterministic time horizon
T ∈ (0,∞] and use Agreement 2.1.

Theorem 3.27. Let T < ∞. There exists an EMM for the market (B, Y ), i.e., a probability
measure Q ∼ P such that Y is an F-Q-martingale, if and only if (B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR and,
for every infinite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} \ R,

∫

B

|x|s′(x)m(dx) = ∞

holds for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint.

As for the notions NA, NUPBR and NFLVR, the above characterization of the existence of
an EMM does not depend on the time horizon T ∈ (0,∞). Hence, we also have the following:

Corollary 3.28. If there exists an EMM for the market (B, Y ) for some T ∈ (0,∞), then there
exists an EMM for this market for all T ∈ (0,∞).

Theorem 3.29. Let T = ∞. There exists an EMM for the market (B, Y ), i.e., a probability
measure Q ∼ P such that Y is a uniformly integrable F-Q-martingale, if and only if NFLVR
holds and both boundaries l and r are finite, i.e., l, r ∈ R.

It is interesting to note that in our setting an EMM for the infinite time horizon T = ∞ can
only exist if the state space J is bounded.

7Every martingale on a time interval closed from the right is uniformly integrable, so, in the case T < ∞,
uniform integrability is a void requirement. On the contrary, when T = ∞, uniform integrability is essential in
the no-arbitrage notion of [13]. We also notice that [65] and [68] consider only the case T < ∞.
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4. Outline and comments on the proofs

Before we prove our main theorems in the upcoming sections, we comment on proof tactics.
Let us start with the setting of Example 3.5, i.e., we assume that

dYt = µ(Yt)dt+ σ(Yt)dWt, t < ζ(Y ) , inf{t ∈ [0, T ] : Yt 6∈ J◦},
Y0 = x0,

(4.1)

where µ, σ : J◦ → R satisfy the Engelbert–Schmidt conditions from (3.8). To understand NUPBR
in such a market we need to understand when the process

Zt ,

{
exp

{ ∫ t

0 θsdWs − 1
2

∫ t

0 θ
2
sds

}
, t < ζ(Y ),

lim infsրζ(Y ) Zs, t ≥ ζ(Y ),

with

θt , −
(µ
σ

)
(Yt),

defines a positive local martingale. We stress that this question consists of two parts, its well-
definedness as a local martingale and the strict positivity. Related to the structure condition
from Theorem 2.15, it is essentially known that these properties hold if and only if a.s.

∫ T∧ζ(Y )

0

θ2s ds < ∞.

For the Itô diffusion setting, the finiteness of such an additive functional can be characterized via
the coefficients µ and σ, see [56] for details. The question of NA has a similar flavor. Essentially,
one needs to understand when the above process Z is a true martingale but it does not need
to be strictly positive anymore. A delicate point here is that, in the case where Z is a strict
local martingale, it could a priori be the case that there is an ACLMM with a different density
process, cf. [25] or [26, Chapter 10] for a counterexample illustrating this point. As a by-product
of our arguments, we establish that such counterexamples are impossible in our setting, even
when the underlying filtration is larger than the one generated by Y . The key ingredient for this
fact is the strong Markov property of Y w.r.t. the underlying filtration. Additional technicalities
arise from the fact that the existence of an ACLMM is only a necessary condition for NA (recall
Theorem 2.12) and that we actually have to investigate the existence of ACLMMs for a family
of shifted market models.

A crucial difference between the Itô diffusion and our general diffusion setting is that the
semimartingale decomposition for the Itô diffusion setting is explicitly given from the outset
(which allows a direct application of Theorem 2.15, for instance). In particular, this gives access
to a tractable representation of a candidate for the minimal SMD. To see how we can still benefit
from the above consideration, let us reformulate the formula for Z in terms of the natural scale
transformation of the Itô diffusion Y . Recall that the scale function of the above Itô diffusion is
given by

s(x) =

∫ x

exp
{
−
∫ y 2µ(z)

σ2(z)
dz

}
dy, x ∈ J◦.

It follows easily from the generalized Itô formula ([62, Theorem IV.45.1] or [21, Lemma B.23])

that U , s(Y ) satisfies the SDE

dUt = σ̃(Ut)dWt, t < ζ(Y ),

where

σ̃(x) ,

{
s
′(s−1(x))σ(s−1(x)), x ∈ s(J◦),

0, x 6∈ s(J◦),
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cf., for example, [47, Proposition 5.5.13]. Now, for t < ζ(Y ), we may write
∫ t

0

θsdWs =

∫ t

0

θs
σ̃(Us)

dUs

= −
∫ t

0

µ(s−1(Us))

σ2(s−1(Us))s′(s−1(Us))
dUs

=

∫ t

0

s
′′(s−1(Us))

2 (s′(s−1(Us)))2
dUs.

This formula does not rely on the fact that Y has SDE dynamics. Instead, the important point
is that the scale function s is continuously differentiable with a strictly positive absolutely
continuous derivative. In fact, this is precisely the structure that is given by (3.5).

In summary, if we prove that both NUPBR and NA force the scale function to have a
representation of the type (3.5), we could investigate the candidate density Z as in the Itô
diffusion case. To pitch the key ideas of the proofs for this representation, in case NUPBR
holds, we can use a local change of measure up to a positive predictable time to deduce the
structure (3.5) from some deep results on the separating time for general diffusions that we
recently proved in our paper [21]. When NA holds, the existence of an ACLMM, which is
guaranteed by Theorem 2.12, allows us again to reduce our question to one solved in [21]. Of
course, after (3.5) is established, the program outlined above still requires a careful analysis of
certain properties of general diffusions.

We end this section with comments on the relation of our work to the recent paper [28]. Let
Y be a general diffusion with scale function s and speed measure m, and take a function ϕ of
the form

ϕ(x) = c1 +

∫ x

ξ

(
c2 +

∫ w

ξ

2g(u)m(du)
)
s(dw),(4.2)

where c1, c2 ∈ R and g : J → R is continuous with limits at the endpoints of J . We presume
that ϕ is strictly positive on J◦. The main result from [28] provides necessary and sufficient
conditions for the local martingale

(4.3) Z∗ = ϕ(Y ) exp
{
−
∫ ·

0

Gϕ(Ys)

ϕ(Ys)
ds
}

(G = 1
2

d
dm

d
ds denotes the infinitesimal generator of Y ), extended continuously in case the integral

diverges, to be a true martingale. In turn, by virtue of [28, Theorem 2.7], broadly speaking, these
are necessary and sufficient conditions that allow us to make a change of measure from Y to a
diffusion with scale ϕ−2ds and speed ϕ2dm. It is tempting to ask whether one can apply this
result to deduce necessary and sufficient conditions for NFLVR.8 The answer to this question is
in general negative. To understand this, we anticipate Lemma 5.11 below, which shows that we
would need to apply the result with ϕ ≡

√
s′. However,

√
s′ is not necessarily of the form (4.2).

In fact, it often has much less regularity. For example, if Y has the SDE dynamics (4.1), then

√
s′ = exp

{
−
∫ · µ(z)

σ2(z)
dz

}

is, in general, only absolutely continuous, while functions of the form (4.2) are continuously
differentiable with absolutely continuous derivatives (use (3.10) and (3.11)). In other words, in
this way we cannot gain full generality even in the case when Y has SDE dynamics (4.1).

8That is, the idea is to search for a candidate density process of the form (4.3). In this realm, it is worth
mentioning that local martingales of the form (4.3) are also studied in [11, 12].
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Last, we provide an overview on the content of Section 5 that presents the proofs of our main
results. Section 5.1 provides important preliminary lemmata. In particular, there we show that
NUPBR and NA can be transferred to the canonical diffusion setting and that these notions
are, up to a slightly smaller time horizon, uniform in the initial value of the diffusion. This
last observation is very important because it allows us to establish the necessity of our deter-
ministic characterizations through local considerations. We further investigate the existence of
a candidate SMD and show that any SMD or ACLMM can be locally related to a diffusion
on natural scale. These preparations suffice for proving our characterizations of NUPBR (but
not yet for NA): in Section 5.2, we prove Lemma 3.13; the proof of Theorem 3.10 is given in
Section 5.3; Theorem 3.20 is proved in Section 5.4. Section 5.5 contains further preparatory
results. More specifically, there we lift the martingale property to a bigger filtration and in-
vestigate the existence of a candidate ACLMM. Building upon the latter together with the
lemmata from Section 5.1, we are able to characterize NA: Theorems 3.9 and 3.19 are proved
in Section 5.6. Although the characterizations of NFLVR immediately follow from the charac-
terizations of NUPBR and NA, we present a direct alternative approach in Section 5.7. Finally,
Section 5.8 provides the proofs of Theorems 3.27 and 3.29.

5. Proofs of main results

In the proofs we need to use many fine results on diffusions and continuous semimartingales.
For the reader’s convenience, in addition to original or textbook references, we also provide
references to the appendices of [21], where most of the used results are collected.

Before we start our program, we introduce the so-called canonical setting. Let Ω be the
space of continuous functions [0, T ] → J (recall Agreement 2.1). The coordinate process on Ω is
denoted by Y , i.e., Y t(ω) = ω(t). Finally, we define

• F , σ(Y t, t ∈ [0, T ]),

• Fo
t , σ(Y s, s ∈ [0, t]), t ∈ [0, T ],

• Ft , Fo
t+, t ∈ [0, T ), and

• FT , F .

For each point x ∈ J , let Px be the law of the general diffusion Y with scale function s, speed
measure m and initial value x. We set Cx , (Ω,F ,F = (F t)t∈[0,T ],Px). In addition to that,

sometimes we also use the notation Fo = (Fo
t )t∈[0,T ]. We also set

Ta , inf{t ∈ [0, T ] : Y t = a}

with the usual convention inf ∅ , ∞ (a can be anything in [−∞,∞]) and

ζ , Tl ∧ Tr.

Notice that Ta and ζ are Fo-stopping times.

In the following, we work partly with the space B = (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t∈[0,T ],P) from Section 3
and partly with the canonical setting. In this sense, the “canonical analog” of B is the space Cx0 ,
while the coordinate process Y seen under Px0 (which is a measure on (Ω,F)) is the “canonical
analog” of the diffusion Y seen under P (which is a measure on (Ω,F)). On the other hand,
there is no analog of the filtration F in the canonical setting. The filtration F is the “canonical
analog” of the right-continuous filtration FY = (FY

t )t∈[0,T ] generated by Y . We, finally, remark
that we do not need new notation for the analogs of Ta and ζ on B, as we can always write
Ta(Y ) and ζ(Y ) for this purpose.
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5.1. Preliminary lemmata. This section builds the foundation for the strategy of proof that
was outlined in Section 4 above. First, we show that Condition 3.3 allows us to define a candidate
for an SMD and the density of an ACLMM. Afterwards, we collect some preparations that are
needed to establish Condition 3.3 under NA or NUPBR.

The following lemma provides, under Condition 3.3, an important step towards the construc-
tion of an SMD. It is only a “step” because, even on a finite time horizon, we need more than
just Condition 3.3 for the existence of an SMD.

Lemma 5.1 (Step towards SMD). Assume Condition 3.3 and consider the market (B, Y ) with
the infinite time horizon T = ∞. Then there exists a continuous nonnegative process Z =
(Zt)t∈R+ with Z0 = 1, strictly positive on the stochastic interval [0, ζ(Y )) and stopped at the
time ζ(Y ), such that Z and ZY are F-P-local martingales.

Proof. The process U , s(Y ) is a regular diffusion on natural scale ([62, Theorem V.46.12] or
[21, Lemma B.3]). As all accessible boundaries of Y are absorbing (this a part of Condition 3.3),
the process U is a continuous local martingale by [62, Corollary V.46.15] (or [21, Lemma B.2]).

To keep our notation simple, we write q , s
−1. Recall that the scale function s is given by for-

mula (3.5). Hence, q is continuously differentiable with a strictly positive absolutely continuous
derivative q

′ = 1/s′(q) on s(J◦). Further, as β2 ∈ L1
loc(J

◦) by (3.4), we get that
[
β(q)q′

]2 ∈ L1
loc(s(J

◦)).(5.1)

For a while we will work with processes defined on the stochastic interval [0, ζ(Y )). Define the
process θ by the formula

θt ,
1
2β(q(Ut))q

′(Ut), t ∈ [0, ζ(Y )).

Using the occupation time formula for continuous semimartingales ([62, Theorem IV.45.1] or
[21, Lemma B.23]) together with (5.1), we obtain P-a.s.

∫ t

0

θ2s d〈U,U〉s =
∫

1

4

(
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2
Lx
t (U) dx < ∞, t ∈ [0, ζ(Y )).(5.2)

At this point, we also use that x 7→ Lx
t (U) is a.s. càdlàg and compactly supported (see [44,

Corollary 29.18]). Thanks to (5.2), we can define

Zt ,

{
exp

{ ∫ t

0 θs dUs − 1
2

∫ t

0 θ
2
s d〈U,U〉s

}
, t ∈ [0, ζ(Y )),

lim infsրζ(Y ) Zs, t ∈ [ζ(Y ),∞)
(5.3)

(notice that Z is strictly positive on [0, ζ(Y )) and stopped at ζ(Y )). It is well-known (cf., for
instance, [37, Lemma 12.43] or [10, Proposition A.4]) that Z is a continuous local martingale on
the whole time interval R+.

It remains to show that ZY (≡ Zq(U)) is a local martingale on R+. Recall that µL denotes the
Lebesgue measure and observe that the second derivative q

′′ of q exists µL-a.e. by the absolute
continuity of q′. Using (3.5), we obtain by a straightforward calculation that

(5.4) q
′′ + β(q)(q′)2 = 0 µL-a.e.

Using integration by parts and the generalized Itô formula ([62, Theorem IV.45.1] or [21,
Lemma B.23]), we obtain P-a.s., for all t ∈ [0, ζ(Y )),

dZtq(Ut) = q(Ut)dZt + Ztdq(Ut) + d〈Z, q(U)〉t
= q(Ut)dZt + Ztdq(Ut) + Ztq

′(Ut)θtd〈U,U〉t
= q(Ut)dZt + Ztq

′(Ut)dUt +
1
2Zt

(
q
′′(Ut) + β(q(Ut))

(
q
′(Ut)

)2)
d〈U,U〉t

= q(Ut)dZt + Ztq
′(Ut)dUt,
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where the last equality follows from (5.4) via the occupation time formula ([62, Theorem IV.45.1]
or [21, Lemma B.23]). Using that U and Z are local martingales stopped at ζ(Y ), the above
formula (and recalling [37, Lemma 12.43] or [10, Proposition A.4]) shows that

Ztq(Ut) =

{
Ztq(Ut), t ∈ [0, ζ(Y )),

limsրζ(Y ) Zsq(Us), t ∈ [ζ(Y ),∞),

is a local martingale on R+. This concludes the proof. �

Remark 5.2. For later reference, with Z as in the above proof, we observe that

• P-a.s. on {
∫ ζ(Y )

0
θ2s d〈U,U〉s = ∞} we have Zζ(Y ) = 0,

• P-a.s. on {
∫ ζ(Y )

0 θ2s d〈U,U〉s < ∞} we have Zζ(Y ) > 0

(e.g., see [61, Exercise V.1.18]).

In the remainder of this section, we provide some preparatory lemmata for the proof that NA
or NUPBR imply Condition 3.3.

We need the following result by Bruggeman and Ruf, see [8, Corollary 1.2]. As a referee kindly
pointed out, a related result has first appeared in Watanabe’s Appendix II from [54]. We refer
to [8] for further discussions.

Lemma 5.3 (Diffusion hitting times have full support). Consider the canonical setting Cx with
the infinite time horizon T = ∞, where x ∈ J is not an absorbing boundary point. Let y ∈ J\{x}
and U be any nonempty open subset of (0,∞). Then, Px(Ty ∈ U) > 0.

Next, we recall a result by Kardaras and Ruf [52], which shows that NUPBR is stable under
filtration shrinkage.

Lemma 5.4 (Stability of NUPBR under filtration shrinkage). If NUPBR holds in the market
(B, Y ) for a finite time horizon T < ∞, then NUPBR holds also in the market (BY , Y ) for the

same time horizon T , where BY , (Ω,F ,FY ,P).

We remark that this does not directly follow from the definition of NUPBR. A very delicate
point is that, in general, the set of trading strategies for the smaller filtration is not contained
in the set of trading strategies for the larger filtration. But it turns out that, if NUPBR is
satisfied on the larger filtration, then the inclusion mentioned in the previous sentence holds
(for a continuous price process, which is the case in our setting). We refer to [52, Remark 2.4]
for more detail.

Now, we discuss the analogous stability result for NA.

Lemma 5.5 (Stability of NA under filtration shrinkage). If NA holds in the market (B, Y )
for a finite time horizon T < ∞, then NA holds also in the market (BY , Y ) for the same time
horizon T .

It is worth noting that, because of the delicate point described after Lemma 5.4 or, in more
detail, in [52, Remark 2.4], the claim of Lemma 5.5 looks a priori rather unclear. In our setting,
the claim follows from the Kabanov–Stricker and Strasser characterization of NA that was
recalled in Theorem 2.13.

Proof of Lemma 5.5. The claim in Lemma 5.5 follows from Theorem 2.13 together with the
fact that a continuous local martingale (say, M) w.r.t. some filtration (say, G) remains a lo-
cal martingale w.r.t. any filtration H that lies between the natural filtration of M and the
filtration G. �

The following two lemmata relate the no-arbitrage notions NUPBR and NA to the last
requirement in Condition 3.3.
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Lemma 5.6 (Under NUPBR accessible boundaries are absorbing). If NUPBR holds in the
market (B, Y ) for a finite time horizon T < ∞, then every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R is either inaccessible
or absorbing for Y .

Proof. Thanks to Theorem 2.14, there exists an SMD Z. For any b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, the process
Z|Y − b| is a nonnegative F-P-local martingale and hence, a nonnegative F-P-supermartingale.
Assume that b is accessible. By Lemma 5.3, with positive probability, Y hits b prior to time T .
As nonnegative supermartingales cannot resurrect from zero ([38, Lemma III.3.6]), b has to be
absorbing. �

Lemma 5.7 (Under NA accessible boundaries are absorbing). If NA holds in the market (B, Y )
for a finite time horizon T < ∞, then every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R is either inaccessible or absorbing
for Y .

Proof. Assume for contradiction that the right boundary point r is finite and (instantaneously
or slowly) reflecting. Let {Px : x ∈ J} be the diffusion with scale function s and speed measure
m on the canonical space (cf. [62, Definition V.45.1]). Fix l < y0 < z0 < r and set

τ , inf{t > Tr : Y t = y0}, ρ , inf{t > τ : Y t = z0}.
Lemma 5.3 yields that Px0(Tr < T/2) > 0, Pr(Ty0 < T/2) > 0 and Py0(Tz0 > T ) > 0. By the
strong Markov property, using the notation θTr

for the shift operator (cf. [61, Section III.3]), we
first compute

Px0(τ < T ) = Px0(Tr < T, Ty0(θTr
) + Tr < T )

≥ Px0(Tr < T/2, Ty0(θTr
) < T/2)

= EPx0

[
1{Tr<T/2}Pr(Ty0 < T/2)

]

= Px0(Tr < T/2)Pr(Ty0 < T/2) > 0

and then, similarly,

Px0(τ < T, ρ > T ) ≥ EPx0

[
1{τ<T}Py0(Tz0 > T )

]
= Px0(τ < T )Py0(Tz0 > T ) > 0.

Hence,

P(τ(Y ) < T, ρ(Y ) > T ) > 0.

Now, consider the strategy H , −1(Tr(Y )∧T,T ]. For all t ∈ [0, T ], we have

V H
t = Yt∧Tr(Y ) − Yt ≥ 0.

Moreover, on {τ(Y ) < T, ρ(Y ) > T },
V H
T = YT∧Tr(Y ) − YT = r − YT ≥ r − z0 > 0.

This shows that we can realize arbitrage via the admissible strategy H . Consequently, r must
be accessible or absorbing. The left boundary point l can be treated in a similar way. �

The next two lemmata discuss the role of initial values for the no-arbitrage notions. This
is naturally done in the canonical setting because there we have Px for all x ∈ J . It is worth
emphasizing that passing from some Px to another Py changes the initial value, while the scale

function and the speed measure remain unchanged. We emphasize that Px ◦ (Y + y − x)−1 6= Py

unless the underlying diffusion is a process with stationary independent increments (see [44,
Theorem 11.10]). In our general diffusion setting the latter can be only a scaled Brownian motion
with drift (see [44, Theorem 14.4]). This means that changing the initial values while keeping
scale and speed is indeed a complicated transformation that requires a thorough discussion.
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Lemma 5.8 (Changing initial values under NUPBR). Take an initial value x0 ∈ J◦ and assume
that the market (Cx0 , Y ) satisfies NUPBR for a finite time horizon T < ∞. Then, for every
y0 ∈ J◦ and every ε ∈ (0, T ), the market (Cy0 , Y ) satisfies NUPBR for the time horizon T − ε.

Proof. In this proof we work on the canonical space Cx0 with time horizon T . In particular, the
notation F t means the respective σ-field on the space with time horizon T . The transition to
the canonical space with time horizon T − ε happens in the very end (directly after (5.6)). This
does not create notational ambiguities.

Take some y0 ∈ J◦ \ {x0} and ε ∈ (0, T ). Thanks to Theorem 2.14, there exists a strictly
positive F-Px0-local martingale Z with Z0 = 1 such that Z Y is an F-Px0-local martingale. By
[37, Theorem 10.16], the time-changed processes Z ·+Ty0∧ε and Z ·+Ty0∧εY ·+Ty0∧ε are G-Px0-

local martingales on the time interval [0, T − ε], where G = (Gt)t∈[0,T−ε] with Gt , F t+Ty0∧ε.

Here and below we understand expressions like t + Ty0 ∧ ε as t + (Ty0 ∧ ε). By Lemma 5.3,
Px0(Ty0 ≤ ε) > 0. Thus, we may define a probability measure Q by

Q(G) , Px0(G | Ty0 ≤ ε) =
Px0(G ∩ {Ty0 ≤ ε})

Px0(Ty0 ≤ ε)
, G ∈ F .

As {Ty0 ≤ ε} ∈ G0 = FTy0∧ε, the G-Px0-local martingale property is not affected by a change

from Px0 to the conditional probability Q. Consequently, Z ·+Ty0∧ε/ZTy0∧ε is an SMD for the

market ((Ω,F ,G,Q), Y ·+Ty0∧ε) with time horizon T − ε and, thanks again to Theorem 2.14, it
satisfies the NUPBR condition. By Lemma 5.4, also the market

(5.5)
(
(Ω,F ,FY ·+Ty0∧ε ,Q), Y ·+Ty0∧ε

)

with time horizon T − ε satisfies NUPBR. Now, consider a bounded Fo
T−ε-measurable path

functional F : C([0, T − ε], J) → R. By the strong Markov property of the family (Px)x∈J ,

EPx0

[
F (Y ·+Ty0∧ε) | FTy0∧ε

]
= EPy0

[
F (Y )

]
Px0-a.s. on {Ty0 ≤ ε}

(see [61, Theorem III.3.1]). Multiplying both sides with 1{Ty0≤ε} and computing the expectation
under Px0 yields

EQ
[
F (Y ·+Ty0∧ε)

]
= EPy0

[
F (Y )

]
,

which implies

Q ◦ Y −1

·+Ty0∧ε = Py0 on Fo
T−ε.(5.6)

As market (5.5) satisfies NUPBR for the time horizon T − ε, we deduce from [37, Proposi-
tion 10.38 (b)] that the market (Cy0 , Y ) satisfies NUPBR for the time horizon T − ε. The proof
is complete. �

Lemma 5.9 (Changing initial values under NA). Take an initial value x0 ∈ J◦ and assume
that the market (Cx0 , Y ) satisfies NA for a finite time horizon T < ∞. Then, for every y0 ∈ J◦

and every ε ∈ (0, T ), the market (Cy0 , Y ) satisfies NA for the time horizon T − ε.

Proof. In this proof we partly need to work on the canonical space with time horizon T and
partly on the canonical space with time horizon T − ε. To ease our presentation, in this proof
we understand the path space Ω as the canonical space C(R+; J) for the infinite time horizon
that covers all time horizons simultaneously. Further, Y denotes the coordinate process and
F = (Fo

t+)t≥0 denotes the right-continuous canonical filtration on the path space Ω = C(R+; J).

Finally, for any T > 0, we set FT
s , Fs ∩ Fo

T and FT , (FT
t )t≥0.
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Take x0, y0 ∈ J◦, T < ∞ and ε ∈ (0, T ), and suppose that NA holds for the market
((Ω,F ,FT ,Px0), (Y )t∈[0,T ]) and the time horizon T . With P ≡ Px0 , notice that P(Ty0 ≤ ε) > 0
by Lemma 5.3, and define

P∗ , P(θ−1
Ty0

( · ) | Ty0 ≤ ε).

Thanks to (5.6), we have P∗ = Py0 on Fo
T−ε. Consequently, the claim of the lemma follows

once we show that NA holds for the market ((Ω,F ,FT−ε,P∗), (Y )t∈[0,T−ε]). Our tactic is to use

Theorem 2.13. Let σ be an FT−ε-stopping time such that σ ≤ T − ε. We set

ρ , σ(θTy0∧ε) + Ty0 ∧ ε,

where θTy0∧ε : Ω → Ω denotes the shift operator (see [61, Section III.3]). Notice that ρ is an

FT -stopping time by [44, Proposition 11.8]. Thanks to Theorem 2.13, there exists a probability
measure Q ≡ ρQ such that Q ∼ P on FT

ρ , Q ≪ P on Fo
T and such that (Y t∨ρ − Y ρ)t∈[0,T ] is an

FT -Q-local martingale. Clearly, we have

{Ty0 ≤ ε} ∈ Fo
Ty0∧ε ⊂ FT

ρ .

As P(Ty0 ≤ ε) > 0 and Q ∼ P on FT
ρ , it also holds that Q(Ty0 ≤ ε) > 0. We can, therefore,

define the probability measure

Q∗ , Q(θ−1
Ty0

( · ) | Ty0 ≤ ε)

on (Ω,F). Noting that θ−1
Ty0∧ε(FT−ε

σ ) ⊂ FT
ρ , Q

∗ ∼ P∗ on FT−ε
σ follows from P ∼ Q on FT

ρ .

Furthermore, it is clear that Q∗ ≪ P∗ on Fo
T−ε. We now show that (Y t∨σ − Y σ)t∈[0,T−ε] is an

FT−ε-Q∗-local martingale. For N ∈ N, set

τ ≡ τN , inf{t ≥ 0: |Y t∨σ − Y σ| ≥ N},
τ∗ ≡ τ∗N , τ(θTy0∧ε) + Ty0 ∧ ε = inf{t ≥ 0: |Y (t+Ty0∧ε)∨ρ − Y ρ| ≥ N}+ Ty0 ∧ ε.

For 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T − ε and A ∈ FT−ε
s , we have

EQ
∗

[
1A(Y t∧τ∨σ − Y σ)

]
= EQ

[
1θ−1

Ty0
(A)(Y (t+Ty0 )∧τ∗∨ρ − Y ρ) | Ty0 ≤ ε

]

= EQ
[
1θ−1

Ty0
(A)(Y (s+Ty0 )∧τ∗∨ρ − Y ρ) | Ty0 ≤ ε

]

= EQ
∗

[
1A(Y s∧τ∨σ − Y σ)

]

by the optional stopping theorem. Here, we used that (t+Ty0 ∧ ε)∧ τ∗ and (s+Ty0 ∧ ε)∧ τ∗ are

FT -stopping times9, θ−1
Ty0

(A) ∩ {Ty0 ≤ ε} ∈ FT
s+Ty0∧ε and that Y ( ·+Ty0 )∧τ∗∨ρ − Y ρ is bounded

by the definition of τ∗. Because τN ր ∞ as N ր ∞, we proved that (Y t∨σ − Y σ)t∈[0,T−ε] is an

FT−ε-Q∗-local martingale. Finally, we deduce from Theorem 2.13 that NA holds for the market
((Ω,F ,FT−ε,P∗), (Y )t∈[0,T−ε]) and consequently, the proof is complete. �

Next, we derive another useful technical result (Lemma 5.11 below). To this end, we first con-
sider an open interval I ⊂ R and recall ([18, Proposition 5.1]) that the following are equivalent:

(a) f : I → R is the difference of two convex functions I → R;
(b) f : I → R is continuous and has a right-continuous right-hand derivative f ′

+ on I, and
f ′
+ has locally finite variation on I;

9To see this, notice that

γ , (t + Ty0 ∧ ε) ∧ τ∗ = (τ ∧ t)(θTy0∧ε) + Ty0 ∧ ε.

For r ∈ [0, T ), {γ ≤ r} ∈ Fr follows from [44, Proposition 11.8], and {γ ≤ T} = Ω ∈ Fo
T
.
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(c) f : I → R is continuous and has a left-continuous left-hand derivative f ′
− on I, and f ′

−

has locally finite variation on I.

Lemma 5.10. Let f : J◦ → R be strictly increasing and the difference of two convex functions
on J◦. Define the measure m̃ on J◦ by the formula dm̃ , f ′

+ dm. Then, m̃ is a valid speed
measure on J◦.

Proof. We need to check that, for all a < b in J◦, m̃([a, b]) ∈ (0,∞). As f ′
+ is bounded on

[a, b] and m is a speed measure on J◦, we immediately get that m̃([a, b]) < ∞. For the strict
positivity, notice that there is some c ∈ (a, b) such that f ′

+(c) > 0 (otherwise f would be constant
on [a, b]). By the right-continuity of f ′

+, there is some d ∈ (c, b) such that f ′
+ > 0 on [c, d], hence

m̃([a, b]) ≥ m̃([c, d]) > 0. Thus, m̃ is a valid speed measure. �

Lemma 5.11 (Technical lemma). Assume that the scale function s is the difference of two
convex functions on J◦. We work on the filtered probability space Cx0 with the infinite time
horizon. Let ξ be an F-predictable time that is strictly positive (i.e., ξ(ω) > 0 for all ω ∈ Ω) and
let Q be a probability measure on (Ω,F) such that Q ≪ Px0 on Fo

ξ and Y ·∧ξ is an F-Q-local
martingale. Then,

Q = P̃x0 on Fo
ξ,

where P̃x0 is the law of the diffusion on natural scale started in x0 with the interior of the
state space J◦, the speed measure s

′
+ dm on J◦ and the boundary points l and r being absorbing

whenever they are accessible.

To see that the σ-field Fo
ξ in the statement of Lemma 5.11 is well-defined, recall from [38,

III.2.36] that strictly positive F-predictable times are Fo-stopping times. Further, recall that
s
′
+ dm is a valid speed measure on J◦ by Lemma 5.10.

Proof. Take a strictly decreasing sequence (yn)n∈N ⊂ J◦ and a strictly increasing sequence
(zn)n∈N ⊂ J◦ with y1 < x0 < z1 and yn ց l, zn ր r. Fix some n ∈ N and define the Fo-

stopping time ηn , ξ ∧ Tyn
∧ Tzn . Set P̃

n
x0

, P̃x0 ◦ Y
−1

·∧Tyn∧Tzn
. In other words, P̃n

x0
is the law of

the diffusion on natural scale started in x0 with the state space [yn, zn], speed measure s
′
+ dm

on (yn, zn) and absorbing boundaries yn and zn. Take a function f ∈ C([yn, zn];R) such that
f is the difference of two convex functions on (yn, zn) and df ′

+ = 2gs′+ dm on (yn, zn) for some
g ∈ C([yn, zn];R) with g(yn) = g(zn) = 0. Here, df ′

+ denotes the signed measure induced by the
right-hand derivative f ′

+ of f via the formula

df ′
+((a, b]) = f ′

+(b)− f ′
+(a), a < b in (yn, zn).

Let {Lx
t (Y ) : (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R} be the (continuous in time and right-continuous in space)

semimartingale local time of the coordinate process Y under Px0 . We compute that Px0-a.s., for
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all t ∈ [0, ηn),

f(Y t) = f(x0) +

∫ t

0

f ′
−(Y s) dY s +

1

2

∫ zn

yn

Lx
t (Y )2g(x)s′+(x)m(dx)

= f(x0) +

∫ t

0

f ′
−(Y s) dY s +

∫ zn

yn

L
s(x)
t (s(Y ))g(x)m(dx)

= f(x0) +

∫ t

0

f ′
−(Y s) dY s +

∫
s(zn)

s(yn)

Lx
t (s(Y ))g(s−1(x))m ◦ s−1(dx)

= f(x0) +

∫ t

0

f ′
−(Y s) dY s +

∫ t

0

g(s−1(s(Y s))) ds,

= f(x0) +

∫ t

0

f ′
−(Y s) dY s +

∫ t

0

g(Y s) ds,

(5.7)

where we use the generalized Itô formula ([62, Theorem IV.45.1] or [21, Lemma B.23]) in the
first and second line and [61, Exercise VII.3.18] ([21, Lemma B.3]) and [62, Theorem V.49.1]
([21, Lemma B.14]) in the fourth line. As Q ≪ Px0 on Fo

ξ, by hypothesis, and ηn ≤ ξ, the

identities in (5.7) also holds up to a Q-null set. Thanks to (5.7), which holds on the predictable
stochastic interval [0, ηn), and the fact that Y is a continuous F-Q-local martingale on [0, ηn),
we conclude that the process

(5.8) f(Y ·∧ηn
)− f(x0)−

∫ ·∧ηn

0

g(Y s) ds

is also a continuous F-Q-local martingale on [0, ηn). As the process in (5.8) is bounded on
any finite time interval (f and g are bounded), [37, Proposition 5.9] yields that it is an F-Q-

martingale for the whole time index set R+. By [21, Lemmata A.4, A.5], we get Q = P̃n
x0

on Fo
ηn
.

Galmarino’s test in the form of [61, Exercise I.4.21] show that

Y
−1

·∧Tyn∧Tzn
(Fo

ηn
) = Fo

ηn
.

It follows that

(5.9) Q = P̃x0 on Fo
ηn
.

As Y ·∧ξ is an F-Q-local martingale, it follows that, if Q(Tl < ξ) > 0 (resp., Q(Tr < ξ) > 0),

then, on the event {Tl < ξ} (resp., {Tr < ξ}), Y stays in l (resp., in r) on [Tl, ξ] (resp., [Tr, ξ]).

Together with the fact that l and r are inaccessible or absorbing for Y under P̃x0 (by the

definition of P̃x0), this yields that

(5.10) (Q+ P̃x0)-a.e.
∨

n∈N

Fo
ηn

= Fo
ξ.

The statement now follows from (5.9) and (5.10). The proof is complete. �

Lastly, we provide a step towards Condition 3.2. It is instructive to compare the next result
to Lemma 5.1.

Lemma 5.12 (Step towards Condition 3.2). Take a finite time horizon T < ∞.

(i) For some x ∈ J◦, consider the market (Cx, Y ) and assume that there exists a nonnegative
càdlàg F-adapted process Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] with Z0 = 1 such that Z and Z Y are F-Px-
local martingales. Then, Condition 3.2 holds in a sufficiently small open neighborhood
of the point x.

(ii) If the assumption in part (i) holds for every x ∈ J◦, then Condition 3.2 is satisfied.
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Proof. (i) Let (Sn)
∞
n=1 be an F-Px-localizing sequence for the local martingale Z. As Px-a.s.

Sn → ∞, there exists an N ∈ N such that Px(SN > 0) > 0 and, by Blumenthal’s zero-one law
([32, Lemma 4 on p. 106] or [21, Lemma B.1]), it even holds that Px(SN > 0) = 1. Furthermore,
by Meyer’s theorem on predictability (see [17, Proposition 4] and [38, Lemma I.2.17], or [21,
Lemma B.20]), there exists an F-predictable time ξ such that Px-a.s. SN = ξ. We may take ξ > 0

identically. Define the probability measure Q via the Radon–Nikodym density dQ/dPx , ZT∧ξ.

As Z Y is an F-Px-local martingale, [38, Proposition III.3.8] yields that V , Y ·∧ξ is an F-Q-local
martingale. We define the time-change

L(t) , inf{s ∈ [0, T ] : 〈V , V 〉s > t} ∧ T, t ∈ R+,

where 〈V , V 〉 denotes the F-Q-quadratic variation process of V . Without loss of generality we
assume that, under Px, the process V is absorbed at the boundaries l and r whenever it hits
a boundary point (if it is not the case, replace ξ with ξ ∧ ζ). Then, the space-transformed
process s(V ) is an F-Px-local martingale ([62, Corollary V.46.15] or [21, Lemma B.2]). Hence,
by Girsanov’s theorem, the process s(V ) is an F-Q-semimartingale. Using [37, Corollary 10.12,
Theorem 10.16] (or [21, Lemma B.26]), we observe that the time-changed process s(V L) is an
(FL(t))t≥0-Q-semimartingale. By the Doeblin, Dambis, Dubins–Schwarz theorem ([61, Theo-

rem V.1.7]), V L is a standard (FL(t))t≥0-Q-Brownian motion stopped at 〈V , V 〉T . It follows
from the fact that continuous local martingales and their quadratic variation processes have
the same intervals of constancy ([61, Proposition IV.1.13]) and [32, Corollary 5, Fact 6 on
p. 107, Lemma 12 on p. 109] (or [21, Lemma B.5]) that Q-a.s. 〈V , V 〉T = 〈Y , Y 〉ξ∧T > 0 and
L(0) = 0. Now, we deduce from [21, Theorem B.28] that, in a sufficiently small open neigh-
borhood (α, β) of x, the scale function s is the difference of two convex functions. That is, we
can apply Lemma 5.11 for the diffusion Y ·∧Tα∧Tβ

and the strictly positive F-predictable time

η , T ∧ξ∧Tα∧Tβ concluding that Q = P̃x on Fo
η, where P̃x is the law of the diffusion on natural

scale started in x with (α, β) as interior of the state space, speed measure s
′
+ dm on (α, β) and

the boundary points α and β being absorbing whenever they are accessible. As η > 0, we have
F0 ⊂ Fη− ⊂ Fo

η (see [38, III.2.36] for the second inclusion). Thus,

P̃x ≪ Px on F0.

Now, by [21, Corollary 2.17], there exists a sufficiently small open neighborhood U(x) ⊂ (α, β) of
x and a Borel function β : U(x) → R such that β ∈ L2(U(x)), the scale function s is continuously
differentiable in U(x) with an absolutely continuous derivative s

′ and

ds′(a) = s
′(a)β(a) da on U(x).

This means that Condition 3.2 is satisfied in this neighborhood U(x).
(ii) The second part follows from the first one and the fact that Condition 3.2 is a local

property. �

5.2. Proof of Lemma 3.13. For the reader’s convenience, we repeat the formulation.

Lemma 3.13. Assume that Condition 3.2 holds and let b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R.

(i) If |s(b)| = ∞, then (3.6) for b is violated.
(ii) If (3.6) holds for b, then |s(b)| < ∞.
(iii) Suppose that one of the conditions (iii.a)–(iii.b) below is satisfied:

(iii.a) the boundary point b is accessible for Y and (3.7) holds;
(iii.b) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) is violated.
Then, (3.6) for b is violated.

(iv) If (3.6) holds for b, then one of the conditions (iv.a)–(iv.b) below is satisfied:
(iv.a) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) holds;
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(iv.b) the boundary point b is accessible for Y and (3.7) is violated.

Proof. We first observe that the statements in (i) and (ii) are equivalent. Also (iii) and (iv) are
equivalent. Therefore, it is enough to prove (i) and (iv), which is done below.

Essentially, the claims can be deduced from observations made in our previous paper [21].
We explain the details, where we use the terminology introduced in [21]. To this end, we assume
Condition 3.2 and consider the market (B, Y ) with the infinite time horizon. In this proof, we
do not work with Y but Y·∧ζ(Y ), which is the diffusion with the starting point x0 ∈ J◦, state

space J , scale function s and speed measure m on J◦.10 In addition, we consider (possibly,

on another probability space) a diffusion Ỹ on natural scale started in x0 with the interior of
the state space J◦, speed measure s

′ dm on J◦ and boundary points l and r being absorbing
whenever they are accessible. (Notice that the derivative s′ is well-defined by Condition 3.2 and
that s′ dm is a valid speed measure on J◦ by Lemma 5.10.) We make the following observations.

• Condition 3.2 means that all points from J◦ are good for the diffusions Y·∧ζ(Y ) and Ỹ
in the sense of [21, Definition 2.5].

• Under Condition 3.2, a finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R satisfies (3.6) if and only if

it is half-good for Y·∧ζ(Y ) and Ỹ in the sense of [21, Definition 2.9] (or, equivalently, b

is good for Y·∧ζ(Y ) and Ỹ in the sense of [21, Definition 2.11]). The equivalence in the

brackets holds because both Y·∧ζ(Y ) and Ỹ are absorbed at their accessible boundaries.

• A finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r}∩R satisfies (3.7) if and only if it is inaccessible for Ỹ
(apply (3.3) for the natural scale and the speed measure s

′ dm).
• Clearly, a boundary point b ∈ {l, r} is inaccessible for Y if and only if it is inaccessible

for Y·∧ζ(Y ).

Now, the statement (i) immediately follows from [21, Discussion 2.14 (iii)] and the statement (iv)
follows from [21, Lemma 2.10]. �

5.3. Proof of Theorem 3.10. For the reader’s convenience, we repeat the formulation.

Theorem 3.10. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NUPBR if and only
if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, at least one of conditions (a)–(b) below is
satisfied:

(a) condition (3.6) holds;
(b) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y .

Proof of “Deterministic conditions ⇒ NUPBR”. We work in the market (B, Y ) with a finite
time horizon T < ∞ and use the notations from the proof of Lemma 5.1. By Lemma 5.1 and
Remark 5.2, it remains to show that the deterministic conditions in Theorem 3.10 imply

P

(
ζ(Y ) ≤ T,

∫ ζ(Y )

0

θ2s d〈U,U〉s = ∞
)
= 0.(5.11)

We distinguish three cases.
First, if both boundaries l and r are inaccessible for Y , then P(ζ(Y ) ≤ T ) = 0 and (5.11)

holds.
Second, suppose that one of the boundaries l or r is inaccessible, while the other one, call

it b, is a finite accessible boundary such that (3.6) holds. In particular, |s(b)| < ∞ by Feller’s
test for explosions (recall (3.1)). Then, P-a.s.

ζ(Y ) = T
s(b)(U) = inf{t ∈ [0, T ] : Ut = s(b)}.

10If we compare the characteristics of the diffusions Y and Y·∧ζ(Y ), only the values of the speed measures at

the accessible boundaries can differ.
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Recalling that U = s(Y ) is a regular diffusion on natural scale, it follows from [21, Lemma B.18]
that ∫

s(B)

|s(b)− x|
(
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2
dx < ∞

=⇒
∫ T

s(b)(U)

0

θ2s d〈U,U〉s < ∞ P-a.s. on {T
s(b)(U) ≤ T },

where B ( J◦ is an open interval with b as endpoint. Notice that

(5.12)

∫

s(B)

|s(b)− x|
(
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2
dx =

∫

B

|s(b)− s(y)|
(
β(y)

)2

s′(y)
dy.

From the equivalences (24) ⇔ (25) and (26) ⇔ (27) in [58] (apply [58] with functions µ ≡ 0,
σ ≡ 1 and b = −β/2), we deduce that

(5.13)

∫

B

|s(b)− s(y)|
(
β(y)

)2

s′(y)
dy < ∞ ⇐⇒

∫

B

|b− y|
(
β(y)

)2
dy < ∞.

Since the right-hand side coincides with (3.6), we conclude that (5.11) holds.
Finally, the case where both l and r are finite accessible boundaries such that (3.6) holds for

both of them, follows along the same lines. �

Proof of “NUPBR ⇒ deterministic conditions”. Next, we assume NUPBR in the market (B, Y )
with a finite time horizon T < ∞. Lemma 5.4 implies NUPBR in the market (BY , Y ). Then,
NUPBR holds in the canonical setup (Cx0 , Y ) with the same time horizon T ([37, Proposi-
tion 10.38 (b)]). Take any T ′ ∈ (0, T ). By Lemma 5.8, NUPBR holds in all markets (Cy0 , Y ),
y0 ∈ J◦, with the time horizon T ′. Theorem 2.14 yields that there exist SMDs in all these
markets. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 5.12 (ii) and obtain that Condition 3.2 is satisfied.
Lemma 5.6 upgrades Condition 3.2 to Condition 3.3.

It remains to establish the properties of the boundary points. We return to the (non-canonical)
market (B, Y ). Let Y = x0 + M + A be the canonical decomposition ([38, Definition I.4.22])
of the continuous F-P-semimartingale Y , i.e., M is a continuous F-P-local martingale and A
is a continuous F-adapted process of finite variation, M0 = A0 = 0. As the market (B, Y )
satisfies NUPBR, the structure condition as recalled in Theorem 2.15 holds, i.e., there exists an
F-predictable process λ = (λt)t∈[0,T ] such that

(5.14) A =

∫ ·

0

λs d〈M,M〉s and

∫ T

0

λ2
s d〈M,M〉s < ∞ P-a.s.

In the following we use the notations from the proof of Lemma 5.1. We can do this because
we already established Condition 3.3, which was assumed in Lemma 5.1. We want to make the
above canonical decomposition of Y (≡ q(U)) more explicit. By the generalized Itô formula ([62,
Theorem IV.45.1] or [21, Lemma B.23]), P-a.s. on the stochastic interval [0, ζ(Y ) ∧ T ), it holds
that

(5.15) dq(Ut) = q
′(Ut) dUt +

1

2
q
′′(Ut) d〈U,U〉t.

We can state (5.15) only on [0, ζ(Y ) ∧ T ), because the function q is continuously differentiable
with an absolutely continuous derivative on s(J◦) only. But on the event {ζ(Y ) < T } nothing
interesting happens after ζ(Y ), as Y is stopped at time ζ(Y ) (hence so are the processes M
and A). As U is a continuous F-P-local martingale, we obtain from (5.15) that

dAt =
1

2
q
′′(Ut) d〈U,U〉t, dMt = q

′(Ut) dUt, d〈M,M〉t = (q′(Ut))
2 d〈U,U〉t.



30 D. CRIENS AND M. URUSOV

Using the structure condition (5.14) yields that

1

2
q
′′(Ut) d〈U,U〉t = λt(q

′(Ut))
2d〈U,U〉t,

and integrating 1/(q′(U))2 against both sides shows that

1

2

q
′′(Ut)

(q′(Ut))2
d〈U,U〉t = λt d〈U,U〉t.

Putting these pieces together, we obtain that P-a.s.

∞ >

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

λ2
s d〈M,M〉s =

1

2

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

λs q
′′(Us) d〈U,U〉s

=
1

4

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

(
q
′′(Us)

q′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s.

By the occupation time formula ([62, Theorem IV.45.1] or [21, Lemma B.23]) and (5.4), P-a.s.

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

(
q
′′(Us)

q′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s =
∫ (

q
′′(x)

q′(x)

)2

Lx
ζ(Y )∧T (U) dx

=

∫ (
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2

Lx
ζ(Y )∧T (U) dx

=

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

(
β
(
q(Us)

)
q
′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s.

Hence, we also have

(5.16)

∫ ζ(Y )∧T

0

(
β
(
q(Us)

)
q
′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s < ∞ P-a.s.

We need to prove that, if b ∈ {l, r}∩R is accessible, then it satisfies (3.6). To this end, take an
accessible b ∈ {l, r}∩R and assume for contradiction that (3.6) does not hold for the boundary
point b. It follows from (5.12) and (5.13) that

∫

s(B)

|s(b)− x|
(
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2
dx = ∞

for any open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint. [21, Lemma B.18] implies

(5.17)

∫ T
s(b)(U)

0

(
β
(
q(Us)

)
q
′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s = ∞ P-a.s. on {T
s(b)(U) ≤ T }.

As T
s(b)(U) = Tb(Y ) and b is accessible for Y , we get P(T

s(b)(U) ≤ T ) > 0 from Lemma 5.3.
Together with the fact that on {T

s(b)(U) ≤ T } we have ζ(Y ) = T
s(b)(U), we get that (5.16)

and (5.17) contradict each other. This concludes the proof. �

5.4. Proof of Theorem 3.20. For the reader’s convenience, we repeat the formulation.

Theorem 3.20. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NUPBR if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (A)–(B) is satisfied:

(A) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(B) |s(b)| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (A).
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Proof of “Deterministic conditions ⇒ NUPBR”. We work in the market (B, Y ) with the infinite
time horizon T = ∞ and use the notations from the proof of Lemma 5.1. First, assume that one
of the boundaries, call it b, satisfies (B). Then, the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (A), i.e.,
|b∗| < ∞ and (3.6) holds for b∗. Lemma 3.13 yields |s(b∗)| < ∞. As |s(b)| = ∞ and |s(b∗)| < ∞,
we obtain, by [47, Proposition 5.5.22] (or [21, Lemma B.7]), that P(limtրζ(Y ) Yt = b∗) = 1
(regardless of whether ζ(Y ) is finite or infinite). Now, the same calculations as in the proof of
Theorem 3.10, which involve [21, Lemma B.18], (5.12) and (5.13), yield that

(5.18)

∫ ζ(Y )

0

θ2s d〈U,U〉s < ∞ P-a.s.

Similarly, we obtain (5.18) in the remaining case where both boundary points satisfy (A).
NUPBR for T = ∞ now follows from (5.18), Lemma 5.1, Remark 5.2 and Theorem 2.14. �

Proof of “NUPBR ⇒ deterministic conditions”. As NUPBR for the infinite time horizon T =
∞ implies NUPBR for every finite time horizon, we obtain Condition 3.3 by Theorem 3.10. It
remains to establish (A) or (B) for every b ∈ {l, r}. As in the proof of Theorem 2.14, it follows

from [46, Theorem 4.12] and [35, Theorem 7] that the minimal martingale density Ẑ (see p. 42

in [35]) is an SMD such that P-a.s. Ẑ∞ > 0. In particular,

Ẑ = E
(
−
∫ ·

0

q
′′(Us)

2q′(Us)
dUs

)
on [0, ζ(Y )),

see the proof of Theorem 3.10 for details. As nonnegative supermartingales cannot resurrect

from zero ([38, Lemma III.3.6]), Ẑ∞ > 0 P-a.s. implies Ẑζ(Y ) > 0 P-a.s., hence
∫ ζ(Y )

0

(
q
′′(Us)

q′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s < ∞ P-a.s.

or, equivalently,

(5.19)

∫ ζ(Y )

0

(
β
(
q(Us)

)
q
′(Us)

)2

d〈U,U〉s < ∞ P-a.s.

(see (5.16)). Notice that our assumption that Y is not on natural scale entails that

µL(β(q)q
′ 6= 0) > 0.

If U were recurrent, then [21, Lemma B.19] would imply P-a.s. ζ(Y ) = ∞ and
∫ ∞

0

(β(q(Us))q
′(Us))

2 d〈U,U〉s = ∞,

which contradicts (5.19). Therefore, U is not recurrent. Then, by [21, Lemmata B.7, B.9],

Al ⊔ Ar ,
{
limtրζ(Y ) Ut = s(l)

}
⊔
{
limtրζ(Y ) Ut = s(r)

}
= Ω P-a.s.

and, for b ∈ {l, r}, P(Ab) = 0 whenever |s(b)| = ∞, while P(Ab) > 0 whenever |s(b)| < ∞. It
follows that, if there is a boundary point b with |s(b)| = ∞, then the other boundary point b∗

satisfies |s(b∗)| < ∞.
It remains to prove that, if b ∈ {l, r} satisfies |s(b)| < ∞, then |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds for b.

To this end, let b ∈ {l, r} be such that |s(b)| < ∞. By [21, Lemma B.18], (5.19) implies that
∫

s(B)

|s(b)− x|
(
β(q(x))q′(x)

)2
dx < ∞,

where B ( J◦ is an open interval with b as endpoint. It follows from (5.12) that

(5.20)

∫

B

|s(b)− s(y)|
(
β(y)

)2

s′(y)
dy < ∞.
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At this place it is tempting to apply (5.13), but, contrary to the situation in the proof of
Theorem 3.10, we do not yet know that |b| < ∞. So, we again need to consult the equivalencies
(24) ⇔ (25) and (26) ⇔ (27) in [58] (apply [58] with functions µ ≡ 0, σ ≡ 1 and b = −β/2)
and, in our present situation, we deduce that both |s(b)| < ∞ and (5.20) are equivalent to both
|b| < ∞ and (3.6). This concludes the proof. �

5.5. Further lemmata. In order to prove the remaining Theorems 3.9 and 3.19, we prepare
the following results.

As parts of our work are done in the canonical setting, we sometimes arrive at (local) mar-
tingales on the canonical space, which are naturally translated to FY -(local) martingales on the
space B. The next lemma provides an instrument how to lift the FY -(local) martingale property
to the F-(local) martingale property. This is a standalone result in the sense that it does not
rely on anything else from Section 5.

For this result, we need only the Markov property w.r.t. the bigger filtration (not necessarily
the strong one). In order to emphasize this difference from our setting (Y is strong Markov
w.r.t. F), we use a different notation for the filtration and for the main process in Lemma 5.13.

Lemma 5.13 (Lifting the martingale property to a bigger filtration). Let M = (Mt)t∈R+ be a
real-valued continuous (not necessarily strong) Markov process w.r.t. a right-continuous filtration
G = (Gt)t∈R+ on some probability space (Ω,F ,P). By FM = (FM

t )t∈R+ we denote the right-

continuous filtration generated by M . Further, let U = (U t)t∈R+ be a càdlàg F-adapted process

on the canonical space (Ω,F) (defined with J = R).

(i) If U(M) is an FM -martingale, then it is a G-martingale.
(ii) If U(M) is an FM -local martingale, then U(M) is a G-local martingale.

Proof. (i) First, recall the classical fact that, as M is a Markov process w.r.t. G, it is also a
Markov process w.r.t. FM . Take times s1 < · · · < sn ≤ s ≤ t1 < · · · < tm ≤ t in R+ and
bounded Borel functions f : Rn → R and g : Rm → R. Then, by the Markov property of M , we
get a.s.

E
[
f(Ms1 , . . . ,Msn)g(Mt1 , . . . ,Mtm)|Gs

]
= f(Ms1 , . . . ,Msn)E

[
g(Mt1 , . . . ,Mtm)|Gs

]

= f(Ms1 , . . . ,Msn)E
[
g(Mt1 , . . . ,Mtm)|Ms

]

= f(Ms1 , . . . ,Msn)E
[
g(Mt1 , . . . ,Mtm)|FM

s

]

= E
[
f(Ms1 , . . . ,Msn)g(Mt1 , . . . ,Mtm)|FM

s

]
.

By a monotone class argument, it follows that a.s.

E
[
V (M)|Gs

]
= E

[
V (M)|FM

s

]

for all F-measurable random variables V such that V (M) is integrable. This equality immedi-
ately implies the claim in (i).

(ii) Let (ρn)
∞
n=1 be an FM -localizing sequence for the FM -local martingale property of U(M).

By virtue of [37, Proposition 10.35 (a)], there exists a sequence (τn)
∞
n=1 of F-stopping times

on the canonical space such that ρn = τn(M) for all n ∈ N. By definition of a localizing
sequence, for all n ∈ N, the process U ·∧τn(M)(M) − U0(M) is an FM -martingale. Applying

part (i) to the càdlàg F-adapted processes U ·∧τn − U0 on the canonical space, we obtain that
U ·∧τn(M)(M)−U0(M) is a G-martingale, which means that U(M) is a G-local martingale. �

In the next lemma (Lemma 5.14) we need the following conditions.

Condition A. For every finite boundary point b ∈ {l, r}∩R, at least one of conditions (3.6)–(3.7)
is satisfied.
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Condition B. For every boundary point b ∈ {l, r}, one of the following conditions (a)–(b) is
satisfied:

(a) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(b) |b| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (a).

Notice that the Conditions A and B make sense under Condition 3.3. The latter is explicitly
assumed in the next lemma, which provides an important step towards constructing a (density
of an) ACLMM.

Lemma 5.14 (Step towards ACLMM). Assume Condition 3.3 and consider the market (B, Y )
with the infinite time horizon T = ∞. Further assume the previously introduced Condition A
(resp., Condition B). Then, there exists a nonnegative càdlàg

F-P-martingale (resp., uniformly integrable F-P-martingale)

Z = (Zt)t∈R+ with Z0 = 1, strictly positive on the stochastic interval [0, ζ(Y )), such that ZY is
an F-P-local martingale.

Remark 5.15. Below we provide two proofs of Lemma 5.14. The second one is more involved but
in return it establishes more: namely, that the process Z constructed in the proof of Lemma 5.1
(see (5.3)) has the properties claimed in Lemma 5.14. The process Z as defined in (5.3) is
closely related to the minimal martingale density that was already used in the proof of Theo-
rem 2.14.11 Thus, the message is that, for our general diffusion markets, under the assumptions
of Lemma 5.14, the “generalized minimal martingale density” Z of (5.3) is always a martingale
(resp., a uniformly integrable martingale). It is instructive to compare this comment with the
counterexample in [25] or [26, Chapter 10].

First proof of Lemma 5.14. For a while we work in the canonical setting. In addition to the
measure Px0 on (Ω,F), we consider the law P̃x0 of the diffusion on natural scale started in x0

with the interior of the state space J◦, speed measure s
′ dm on J◦ and boundary points l and r

being absorbing whenever they are accessible. Let S be the separating time for Px0 and P̃x0 (see
[14, Section 2], [15, Section 2] or [21, Section 2.1]). In our present context, Condition 3.2 means
that all points from J◦ are good in the sense of [21, Definition 2.5]. By [21, Theorem 2.13], it
follows that

S ≥ ζ Px0 , P̃x0 -a.s.,

which implies, for every t ∈ R+,

(5.21) P̃x0 ∼ Px0 on F t ∩ {t < ζ}.
Moreover, by [21, Corollary 2.15] (resp., [21, Corollary 2.16]), we obtain that, under Condition A
(resp., Condition B),

(5.22) P̃x0 ≪loc Px0 (resp., P̃x0 ≪ Px0).

Let Z̃ = (Z̃t)t∈R+ be the density process of P̃x0 w.r.t. Px0 (note that we are assuming at

least Condition A in this lemma). It follows from (5.21) and (5.22) that Z̃ is a nonnegative
càdlàg F-Px0-martingale (uniformly integrable under Condition B), strictly positive on [0, ζ).
Furthermore, Blumenthal’s zero-one law ([32, Lemma 4, p. 106] or [21, Lemma B.1]) yields that

Px0-a.s. Z̃0 = 1.
Next, as Y is continuous, the sequence

σn , inf{t ≥ 0: |Y t| ≥ n}, n ∈ N, n > |x0|,

11Notice, however, the difference: the process Z given in (5.3) is not necessarily strictly positive. The reason
is that it is constructed under Condition 3.3, which is too weak to guarantee strict positivity.



34 D. CRIENS AND M. URUSOV

localizes its F-P̃x0-martingale property. As identically limn→∞ σn = ∞, part (c) of [38, Propo-

sition III.3.8] yields that Z̃ Y is an F-Px0-local martingale. By [37, Theorem 10.37], Z , Z̃(Y )
is an FY -P-martingale (uniformly integrable under Condition B) and ZY is an FY -P-local mar-

tingale. Finally, applying Lemma 5.13 twice, first with M , Y and U , Z̃, then with M , Y

and U , Z̃ Y , completes the proof. �

Second proof of Lemma 5.14. In the following, we will prove more than what is claimed in
Lemma 5.14. Namely, under the assumptions from Lemma 5.14, we show that the process Z as
constructed in the proof of Lemma 5.1 (see (5.3)) has the properties described in Lemma 5.14,
see Remark 5.15 for an interpretation of this fact in the general context of mathematical finance.

Thus, we assume Condition 3.3 and use the notation from the proof of Lemma 5.1. In par-
ticular, we recall that the process Z = (Zt)t∈R+ constructed there is a nonnegative F-P-local
martingale with Z0 = 1, Z is strictly positive on [0, ζ(Y )) and ZY is an F-P-local martingale.
As a nonnegative F-P-local martingale, Z is an F-P-supermartingale and P-a.s. has a limit
Z∞ , limt→∞ Zt. Therefore, it suffices to prove that, under Condition A, EP[Zt] = 1 for all
t ∈ R+, while, under Condition B, EP[Z∞] = 1.

To this end, we turn to the canonical setting and consider the market (Cx0 , Y ) with the
infinite time horizon T = ∞. We define the processes U , θ̄ and Z through Y in the same way, as
U , θ and Z are defined through Y in the proof of Lemma 5.1. Notice that the integrals in (5.3)
could also be understood w.r.t. the filtration FY (on B) and would define the same process Z.
Therefore, by [37, Proposition 10.38 (b)], the law of the process Z under P coincides with the
law of Z under Px0 . In summary, it suffices to prove that, under Condition A, EPx0 [Zt] = 1 for
all t ∈ R+, while, under Condition B, EPx0 [Z∞] = 1.

For every n ∈ N, we set

τ ′n , inf
{
t ∈ [0, ζ) :

∫ t

0

θ̄2s d〈U,U〉s ≥ n
}
,

which is an FPx0 -stopping time, where FPx0 is the filtration F completed with all Px0-null sets.
Applying the occupation time formula as in (5.2) yields that

(5.23)

∫ t

0

θ̄2s d〈U,U〉s < ∞ Px0-a.s. for t ∈ [0, ζ)

(alternatively, we can infer this from (5.2) via [37, Proposition 10.38 (b)]). In particular, Px0-a.s.
τ ′n > 0. By Meyer’s theorem on predictability (see [17, Proposition 4] and [38, Lemma I.2.17],
or [21, Lemma B.20]), we conclude that, for every n ∈ N, there exists an F-predictable time τn
with τn(ω) > 0 for all ω ∈ Ω such that

(5.24) τn = inf
{
t ∈ [0, ζ) :

∫ t

0

θ̄2s d〈U,U〉s ≥ n
}

Px0-a.s.

Thanks to Novikov’s condition ([61, Proposition VIII.1.15]),

(5.25) Z ·∧τn is a nonnegative uniformly integrable F-Px0-martingale with Z0 = 1.

This enables us to define the probability measure Qn on (Ω,F) via the Radon-Nikodym density

dQn/dPx0 , Zτn . As ZY is an FY -adapted continuous F-P-local martingale (on B), it is also an
FY -P-local martingale and, by [37, Theorem 10.37], Z Y is an F-Px0-local martingale. Hence,
also Z·∧τnY ·∧τn is an F-Px0-local martingale. By [38, Proposition III.3.8], Y ·∧τn is an F-Qn-local

martingale. Now, Lemma 5.11 yields Qn = P̃x0 on Fo
τn , where P̃x0 is the law of the diffusion on

natural scale started in x0 with the interior of the state space J◦, speed measure s
′ dm on J◦

and boundaries l and r being absorbing whenever they are accessible. It is worth noting that
P̃x0 is as in the first proof of Lemma 5.14.
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Our next aim is to show that

(5.26) Condition A =⇒ τn ր ∞ P̃x0-a.s.,

while

(5.27) Condition B =⇒ {τn = ∞} ր Ω P̃x0-a.s.

To this end, we need to understand
∫ ·

0 θ̄
2
s d〈U,U〉s on [0, ζ) under P̃x0 . First, we observe that this

process is P̃x0-a.s. finite on [0, ζ) (cf. (5.23), where we have the other measure Px0 , but notice

that the argument via the occupation time formula needs (5.1) only). As, under P̃x0 , Y is on

natural scale, it is worth expressing everything through Y . Under P̃x0 , we have

θ̄t =
1

2
β
(
q(U t)

)
q
′(U t) =

1

2

β(Y t)

s′(Y t)
, t ∈ [0, ζ),

and

d〈U,U〉t = d〈s(Y ), s(Y )〉t =
(
s
′(Y t)

)2
d〈Y , Y 〉t on [0, ζ).

Thus, we have

(5.28)

∫ t

0

θ̄2s d〈U,U〉s =
1

4

∫ t

0

(
β(Y s)

)2
d〈Y , Y 〉s, t ∈ [0, ζ).

Further, by [21, Lemma B.18], if a boundary point b ∈ {l, r} satisfies |b| < ∞ and (3.6), then

(5.29)

∫ ζ

0

(
β(Y s)

)2
d〈Y , Y 〉s < ∞ P̃x0-a.s. on

{
lim
tրζ

Y t = b
}
.

Next, we observe that a boundary point b ∈ {l, r}∩R satisfies (3.7) if and only if b is inaccessible

for Y under P̃x0 (apply (3.3) for the natural scale and the speed measure s′ dm). This and (5.29)
yield that, under Condition A,

∫ t∧ζ

0

(
β(Y s)

)2
d〈Y , Y 〉s < ∞ P̃x0-a.s., ∀ t ∈ R+.

Recalling (5.24) and (5.28), we get (5.26). Furthermore, under Condition B, we have that P̃x0 -
a.s., as t ր ζ, Y t tends to (the) boundary point(s) satisfying |b| < ∞ and (3.6), see [47,
Proposition 5.5.22] or [21, Lemma B.7]. Together with (5.29) this implies

∫ ζ

0

(
β(Y s)

)2
d〈Y , Y 〉s < ∞ P̃x0-a.s.

under Condition B, which yields (5.27).
Finally, under Condition A (resp., Condition B), we take any t ∈ R+ (resp., t = ∞) and

observe that

1 ≥ EPx0 [Zt] ≥ EPx0 [Zt1{τn≥t}] = EPx0 [Zτn1{τn≥t}] = Qn(τn ≥ t) = P̃x0(τn ≥ t) → 1

as n → ∞, where we use (5.25) in the first equality, then the definition of Qn, then the facts that

Qn = P̃x0 on Fo
τn and {τn ≤ t} ∈ Fo

τn and, ultimately, (5.26) (resp., (5.27)) in the statement

about the limit. All in all, we obtain EPx0 [Zt] = 1 for all t ∈ R+ under Condition A and even
for t = ∞ under Condition B. The proof is complete. �

Discussion 5.16. It is worth noting that, under Condition 3.3 and Condition A, the density

process Z̃ of P̃x0 w.r.t. Px0 from the first proof of Lemma 5.14 coincides with the process Z from
the second one (defined as the canonical analog of Z from (5.3)). Indeed, as Z is a nonnegative
F-Px0-martingale with Z0 = 1, a standard extension theorem (e.g., [44, Lemma 19.19]) yields

the existence of a probability measure Q̃ on F such that Q̃ ≪loc Px0 and dQ̃ = ZtdPx0 on F t
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for all t ∈ R+. As the process Y is an F-Q̃-local martingale by [38, Proposition III.3.8], using

Lemma 5.11 with ξ = t for every t ∈ R+, we get that Q̃ = P̃x0 and hence Px0-a.s. Z̃ = Z.

5.6. Proof of Theorems 3.9 and 3.19. For the reader’s convenience, we repeat the formula-
tions.

Theorem 3.9. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NA if and only if
Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}∩R, at least one of conditions (3.6)–(3.7) is satisfied.

Theorem 3.19. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NA if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (a)–(b) is satisfied:

(a) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(b) |b| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (a).

To prove the sufficiency of the deterministic conditions for NA, we discuss two different
methods. The first proof is shorter, but it works only in the case where T < ∞, because it is
based on Theorem 2.13. The second one is a direct verification of NA, which works both for
T < ∞ and T = ∞.

First proof of the implication “Deterministic conditions ⇒ NA” (Theorem 3.9 only). Here, we
consider only the case of a finite time horizon T < ∞. Our tactic is to use the characterization
of NA from Theorem 2.13. Take an F-stopping time σ ≤ T . Further, set ζ0 , ζ(Y ) ∧ T .
Notice that the deterministic conditions in Theorem 3.9 are precisely Condition 3.3 together
with Condition A from Lemma 5.14. Hence, by Lemma 5.14, there exists a nonnegative càdlàg
F-P-martingale Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] with Z0 = 1, strictly positive on the stochastic interval [0, ζ0),

such that ZY is an F-P-local martingale on [0, T ]. Using the continuous time-change s 7→ τs ,

(s+ σ) ∧ T , it follows from [37, Theorem 10.16] that (ZτsYτs)s∈[0,T ] is a
σF-P-local martingale

for the time-changed filtration σF = (Fτs)s∈[0,T ]. Furthermore, as τs ≤ T for all s ∈ [0, T ],
the process (Zτs)s∈[0,T ] is a true σF-P-martingale by the optional sampling theorem. Thanks to
Lemma 5.3, we have

P(σ < ζ(Y )) ≥ P(T < ζ(Y )) > 0.

Hence, also

EP
[
Zσ1{σ<ζ(Y )}

]
> 0

because P-a.s. Zσ > 0 on {σ < ζ(Y )}. We define a probability measure Q by

Q(G) ≡ σQ(G) ,
P(σ < ζ(Y ))

EP
[
Zσ1{σ<ζ(Y )}

]EP
[
ZT1G∩{σ<ζ(Y )}

]
+ P(G ∩ {σ ≥ ζ(Y )}), G ∈ F .

By virtue of [38, Proposition III.3.8], and recalling that the boundaries of Y are absorbing or
inaccessible under P, we get that (Yτs)s∈[0,T ] is an σF-Q-local martingale. By definition of Q,
it is evident that Q ≪ P. Finally, if G ∈ Fσ is such that Q(G) = 0, we immediately get
P(G ∩ {σ ≥ ζ(Y )}) = 0, and P(G ∩ {σ < ζ(Y )}) = 0 follows from

EP
[
Zσ1G∩{σ<ζ(Y )}

]
= 0

because P-a.s. Zσ > 0 on {σ < ζ(Y )}. Hence, P ≪ Q on Fσ, which entails that P ∼ Q on Fσ.
Summing up, Theorem 2.13 yields that NA holds. The proof is complete. �

Second proof of the implication “Deterministic conditions ⇒ NA” (Theorems 3.9 and 3.19). We
work in the market (B, Y ) with finite or infinite time horizon T ∈ (0,∞]. At this point, recall
Agreement 2.1. Suppose that there is an admissible strategyH ∈ L(B, Y ) that realizes arbitrage.
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By appropriate scaling of H we can and will assume that H is 1-admissible. Set ζ0 , ζ(Y ) ∧ T
and recall that Y is stopped at time ζ0. Therefore, the continuous process

Xt ,

∫ t

0

Hs dYs, t ∈ [0, T ],

is also stopped at ζ0, which entails that

P(Xζ0 ≥ 0) = 1 and P(Xζ0 > 0) > 0.

As {Xζ0 > 0} =
⋃

n∈N
{Xζ0 > 1/n}, there exists γ > 0 such that P(Xζ0 > γ) > 0 and hence,

P(τγ < ζ0) > 0, where

τγ ,
(
inf{t ∈ [0, T ] : Xt ≥ γ}

)
∧ ζ0.

It follows that

(5.30) P(Xτγ ≥ 0) = 1 and P(Xτγ > 0, τγ < ζ0) > 0.

Notice that the deterministic conditions in Theorem 3.9 (resp., Theorem 3.19) are nothing
else but Condition 3.3 together with Condition A (resp., Condition B) from Lemma 5.14.
By Lemma 5.14, there exists a nonnegative càdlàg uniformly integrable F-P-martingale Z =
(Zt)t∈[0,T ] with Z0 = 1, strictly positive on the stochastic interval [0, ζ0), such that ZY is an
F-P-local martingale on [0, T ]. Integration by parts as in [38, I.4.45] yields that

dZtYt = Yt dZt + Zt− dYt + d[Z, Y ]t

(as Y is continuous, we do not write Yt− in the first integrand). Although, in general, a stochastic
integral w.r.t. a càdlàg local martingale can fail to be a local martingale, it is always a local
martingale provided the integrand is locally bounded ([38, I.4.31 and I.4.34 (b)]). As Y is
an F-adapted continuous process, it is locally bounded. Therefore,

∫ ·

0 Ys dZs is an F-P-local
martingale. Then, the process

M ,

∫ ·

0

Zs− dYs + [Z, Y ]

is a continuous F-P-local martingale (notice that the quadratic covariation [Z, Y ] is continuous
because Y is continuous, see [38, Theorem I.4.47 (c)]). Using integration by parts once again,
we compute

dZtXt = Xt dZt + Zt− dXt + d[Z,X ]t

= Xt dZt +HtZt− dYt +Ht d[Z, Y ]t

= Xt dZt +Ht dMt.

This shows that ZX is a (càdlàg) F-P-local martingale on [0, T ]. As H is 1-admissible, we
have X ≥ −1, so Z(X + 1) is a nonnegative F-P-local martingale, hence a nonnegative F-P-
supermartingale. Now, the fact that Z is a uniformly integrable F-P-martingale implies that

ZX = Z(X + 1)− Z

is an F-P-supermartingale which is closable at time T (the closability at T is, of course, a
nonvoid requirement only in the case T = ∞). In particular, we can apply Doob’s optional
stopping theorem to the (in the case T = ∞, possibly, unbounded) stopping time τγ and obtain
EP[ZτγXτγ ] ≤ EP[Z0X0] = 0. On the other hand, by (5.30) and the facts that Z is nonnegative

on [0, T ] and strictly positive on [0, ζ0), we get EP[ZτγXτγ ] > 0. This contradiction proves the
sufficiency of the deterministic conditions for NA. �

Proof of the implication “NA ⇒ deterministic conditions” (Theorems 3.9 and 3.19). In the fol-
lowing, we consider a finite or infinite time horizon T ∈ (0,∞] and assume that the market (B, Y )

satisfies NA. Set T0 , T ∧ 1. Then, it is clear that NA holds in the market (B, Y ) also for the
time horizon T0. Using Lemma 5.5, it follows that NA holds in the market (BY , Y ) with the time
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horizon T0, and, by [37, Proposition 10.38 (b)], NA also holds in the canonical setup (Cx0 , Y )
with the time horizon T0. Take any T1 ∈ (0, T0) and y0 ∈ J◦. By Lemma 5.9, NA holds for
(Cy0 , Y ) with the time horizon T1. Applying Theorem 2.12 for the market (Cy0 , Y ) with the
time horizon T1 yields the existence of an ACLMM for this market. The density process of
this ACLMM w.r.t. Py0 satisfies the assumption on the process Z in Lemma 5.12 (i) (with the
starting point x = y0 and the time horizon T1). As y0 ∈ J◦ is arbitrary, Lemma 5.12 (ii) shows
that Condition 3.2 is satisfied. Lemma 5.7 upgrades Condition 3.2 to Condition 3.3.

It remains to establish the properties of the boundary points. As the market (B, Y ) with
the (finite or infinite) time horizon T satisfies NA, by Theorem 2.12, there exists an ACLMM
Q for the market (B, Y ). As Y is a continuous F-Q-local martingale, it is also an FY -Q-local

martingale. By [37, Theorem 10.37], Y is a F-Qx0-local martingale, where Qx0 , Q◦Y −1, which
is a probability measure on (Ω,F) (the canonical setting with the time horizon T ) such that
Qx0 ≪ Px0 . As Condition 3.2 is already established, we can apply Lemma 5.11 with ξ = T

to get that Qx0 = P̃x0 , where P̃x0 is the law of the diffusion on natural scale started in x0

with interior state space J◦, speed measure s
′ dm on J◦ and boundary points l and r being

absorbing whenever accessible. (Notice that s
′ exists everywhere on J◦, as we already proved

that Condition 3.2 is satisfied.) All in all, we obtain

(5.31) P̃x0 ≪ Px0 .

In the case T < ∞, (5.31) and [21, Corollary 2.15] yield the properties of the boundary points
needed in Theorem 3.9. In the case T = ∞, (5.31) and [21, Corollary 2.16] yield the properties
of the boundary points needed in Theorem 3.19. This concludes the proof of the necessity of the
deterministic conditions for NA. �

5.7. Alternative proof of the characterizations of NFLVR. The deterministic charac-
terizations of NFLVR, Corollaries 3.11 and 3.21, are, of course, immediate consequences of the
deterministic characterizations of NUPBR and NA, which are proved above. But there is a much
more direct way of proving the deterministic characterizations of NFLVR. Before we explain this
in detail, let us recall the statements of the corollaries for the reader’s convenience.

Corollary 3.11. Assume that T < ∞. The financial market (B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR if and only
if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r} ∩ R, at least one of conditions (A)–(B) below is
satisfied:

(A) condition (3.6) holds;
(B) the boundary point b is inaccessible for Y and (3.7) holds.

Corollary 3.21. Suppose that T = ∞ and that Y is not on natural scale. The financial market
(B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR if and only if Condition 3.3 holds and, for every b ∈ {l, r}, one of the
following conditions (I)–(II) is satisfied:

(I) |b| < ∞ and (3.6) holds;
(II) |b| = ∞, |s(b)| = ∞ and the other boundary point b∗ satisfies (I).

In our previous paper [21], we studied the questions of (local) absolute continuity of laws of
two general diffusions on the canonical space. To illustrate the results in [21] we, essentially,
prove the Corollaries 3.11 and 3.21 in the canonical setting (see [21, Theorems 3.5 and 3.8 and
Remark 3.10]). Those proofs are much more direct than the proofs above because the existence
of a ELMM is a global property directly related to the questions studied in [21] (which is in
contrast to the existence of an SMD).

Thus, from [21, Section 3] we know that the claims of Corollaries 3.11 and 3.21 hold in the
canonical setting (Cx0 , Y ). It is a natural and interesting question whether these results can be
transferred directly from the canonical setting to our more general market (B, Y ). The answer to
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this question is affirmative and it leads to standalone proofs of the characterizations of NFLVR
in the sense that they require only Lemma 5.13 and nothing else from Section 5.

Alternative proof of Corollaries 3.11 and 3.21. The argumentation below applies both to a fi-
nite and to the infinite time horizon. That is, we consider T ∈ (0,∞] and recall Agreement 2.1.

“Deterministic conditions ⇒ NFLVR”: The aim is to prove NFLVR in the (non-canonical)
market (B, Y ), where B = (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t∈[0,T ],P) (just recalling the notation). First, by
[21, Section 3], the deterministic conditions in Corollary 3.11 (resp., Corollary 3.21) give us
NFLVR in the canonical setting (Cx0 , Y ) with T < ∞ (resp., T = ∞). By Theorem 2.11, there
exists an ELMM Qx0 in this canonical setting. Let Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] be the density process of

Qx0 w.r.t. Px0 , which is a strictly positive uniformly integrable càdlàg F-Px0-martingale with
EPx0 [Zt] ≡ 1, also with Z∞ > 0 Px0 -a.s. in the case T = ∞. As Y is continuous, part (c) from
[38, Proposition III.3.8] yields that Z Y is an F-Px0-local martingale. By [37, Theorem 10.37],

Z , Z(Y ) is an FY -P-martingale and ZY is an FY -P-local martingale. Further, Lemma 5.13
yields that Z is an F-P-martingale and ZY is an F-P-local martingale. From above, recall the
other good properties of Z, i.e., strict positivity, EP[Zt] ≡ 1, uniform integrability under P.
These enable us to define a probability measure Q ∼ P on (Ω,F) via the Radon-Nikodym

density dQ/dP , ZT . In other words, Z is the density process of Q w.r.t. P. Applying [38,
Proposition III.3.8] again, we obtain that Y is an F-Q-local martingale, that is, Q is an ELMM.
Theorem 2.11 yields NFLVR in the market (B, Y ).

“NFLVR ⇒ deterministic conditions”: We assume that the market (B, Y ) with finite or
infinite time horizon T ∈ (0,∞] satisfies NFLVR. By Theorem 2.11, there exists an ELMM Q

for this market (B, Y ). As the F-Q-local martingale Y is continuous, it is also an FY -Q-local
martingale. Hence, by [37, Theorem 10.37], the measure Q ◦ Y −1 is an ELMM in the canonical
market (Cx0 , Y ) with the same time horizon T . Again by Theorem 2.11, we have NFLVR in the
canonical market (Cx0 , Y ) with the same time horizon T . Now, the deterministic conditions in
Corollary 3.11 (resp., Corollary 3.21) follow from [21, Theorem 3.5 and Remark 3.10] (resp., [21,
Theorem 3.8 and Remark 3.10]). This concludes the proof. �

5.8. Proofs of Theorems 3.27 and 3.29. For the reader’s convenience, we repeat the formu-
lations.

Theorem 3.27. Let T < ∞. There exists an EMM for the market (B, Y ), i.e., a probability
measure Q ∼ P such that Y is an F-Q-martingale, if and only if (B, Y ) satisfies NFLVR and,
for every infinite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} \ R,

∫

B

|x|s′(x)m(dx) = ∞

holds for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as endpoint.

Proof. If an EMM Q exists, then NFLVR holds for the market (B, Y ) by Theorem 2.11. Thanks
to the tower rule for conditional expectations, the F-Q-martingale Y is also an FY -Q-martingale.
Therefore, the push-forwardQ◦Y −1 is an EMM for the canonical market (Cx0 , Y ). By Lemma 5.11
(which can be applied, as Condition 3.2 holds by Corollary 3.11), the only ELMM for this canon-

ical market is the law P̃x0 of a diffusion on natural scale with the interior of the state space J◦,

starting value x0 and speed measure s′dm whose accessible boundaries are absorbing. Thus, P̃x0

is an EMM for the canonical market. In particular, the coordinate process Y is a true F-P̃x0-
martingale. Now, [53, Theorem 1] shows that every infinite boundary point b ∈ {l, r} \R has to
satisfy

∫
B |x|s′(x)m(dx) = ∞ for some (equivalently, for every) open interval B ( J◦ with b as

endpoint.
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Conversely, assume that NFLVR holds for (B, Y ) and that every infinite boundary point
b ∈ {l, r} \ R satisfies

∫
B
|x|s′(x)m(dx) = ∞ for some (equivalently, for every) open interval

B ( J◦ with b as endpoint. As in the proof of the direction “NFLVR⇒ deterministic conditions”
from Section 5.7, NFLVR holds also for the canonical market (Cx0 , Y ) with the same time
horizon T . By Lemma 5.11 (which can be applied, as Condition 3.2 holds by Corollary 3.11),

the only ELMM for this canonical market is the measure P̃x0 introduced above. But thanks to

[53, Theorem 1], P̃x0 is even an EMM for the canonical market (Cx0 , Y ). As in the proof of the
direction “deterministic conditions ⇒ NFLVR” from Section 5.7, it follows from Lemma 5.13
that an EMM for the market (B, Y ) exists. The proof is complete. �

Theorem 3.29. Let T = ∞. There exists an EMM for the market (B, Y ), i.e., a probability
measure Q ∼ P such that Y is a uniformly integrable F-Q-martingale, if and only if NFLVR
holds and both boundaries l and r are finite, i.e., l, r ∈ R.

Proof. First, suppose that NFLVR holds and that J is bounded. Then, by Theorem 2.11, there
exists an ELMM and, as J is bounded, any ELMM is already an EMM.

Conversely, assume that an EMM Q exists. Then, NFLVR holds by Theorem 2.11. It remains
to prove that J needs to be bounded. As in the proof of Theorem 3.27 above, it follows from
Lemma 5.11 that the push-forward Q ◦ Y −1 is the law of a diffusion on natural scale with
the interior of the state space J◦ whose accessible boundaries are absorbing. As Y is a UI Q-
martingale, the UI martingale convergence theorem implies that Yt convergesQ-a.s. and in L1(Q)
as t → ∞. If l = −∞ and r = ∞, it follows from [47, Proposition 5.5.22] (or [21, Lemma B.7])
that Yt does not converge Q-a.s. as t → ∞. Therefore, at least one of the boundaries has to be
finite. In case one of the boundaries l and r is infinite and the other one, call it b, is finite, then
[47, Proposition 5.5.22] (or [21, Lemma B.7]) implies that Q-a.s. Y∞ , limt→∞ Yt = b. However,
this is a contradiction to the convergence in L1(Q), as EQ[Y∞] = b 6= x0 = limt→∞ EQ[Yt]. We
conclude that J has to be bounded. �
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Probabilités XXXVIII (pp. 186-194). Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2004.

[44] O. Kallenberg. Foundations of Modern Probability. Springer Nature Switzerland, 3rd edi-
tion, 2021.

[45] I. Karatzas and C. Kardaras. Portfolio Theory and Arbitrage. American Mathematical
Society, 2021.
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