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Abstract

We introduce a multivariate version of causal transport, which we name multicausal transport,
involving several filtered processes among which causality constraints are imposed. Subsequently, we
consider the barycenter problem for stochastic processes with respect to causal and bicausal optimal
transport, and study its connection to specific multicausal transport problems. Attainment and duality
of the aforementioned problems are provided. As an application, we study a matching problem in a
dynamic setting where agent types evolve over time. We link this to a causal barycenter problem and
thereby show existence of equilibria.

Keywords: Multicausal optimal transport, barycenters of processes, dynamic matching models.

1 Introduction
In recent years, causal optimal transport has emerged as a suitable counterpart to the classical optimal
transport theory when considering stochastic processes. To account for the evolution of information over
time, causality constraints are imposed on the set of admissible transport plans. In financial modeling,
stochastic processes are used to describe the evolution of asset prices, in particular also reflecting beliefs of
financial agents. In a market with multiple agents, then, a natural question is that of finding a ‘consensus
model’, which is our main motivation for studying barycenter problems with respect to causal and bicausal
transport distances. The latter can be reformulated as a multimarginal analogue of the bicausal transport
problem which we name multicausal transport.

In the current setting of stochastic processes, the bicausal analogue of the classical Wasserstein distance
is known as adapted Wasserstein distance. In our analysis, we adopt the setting of Bartl, Beiglböck, and
Pammer [10], where the general framework for adapted Wasserstein distance for filtered processes was
considered. Wide applications in mathematical finance, stochastic optimal control, and machine learning
suggest that the adapted Wasserstein distance is the correct distance in order to obtain stability; see e.g.
[4; 26; 38; 7; 41; 10; 9; 27]. Furthermore, it is remarkable that the topology induced by this distance
coincides with multiple other topologies originating in different areas of mathematics, see [8; 34]. The
present paper further extends the theory and can be divided into three intertwined parts, which we briefly
introduce below.

Multicausal transport
The multimarginal formulation of standard optimal transport has been studied, among others, by Pass
[37], Kim and Pass [30] and Gangbo and Święch [24]. In the present work, we consider a generalization
of causal transport maps to a situation with several marginals, which we coin multicausal. We study
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the corresponding optimal transport problem, show its attainment, dynamic programming principle, and
a duality result. Given a family of stochastic processes, such a problem can be interpreted as a way to
measure how ‘variable’ this family is. We also refer to the work [32], where multicausal transport naturally
appears in a specific problem of robust pricing and hedging. Moreover, we provide a link between certain
multicausal problems and bicausal barycenter problems.

Causal and bicausal baryenters
Barycenters of probability measures in Wasserstein space are believed to be an appropriate way of av-
eraging them while taking into account the geometric properties of the underlying space. Introduced
by Agueh and Carlier [3], this problem has become remarkably popular for its applications in statistics,
machine learning, and other fields. Interested readers can refer, for example, to Cuturi and Doucet [16],
Kim and Pass [31], Le Gouic and Loubes [33], Panaretos and Zemel [36], Rabin, Peyré, Delon, and Bernot
[40], and the references therein for more details. Given several filtered processes and cost functions, we
study causal and bicausal barycenters. These can be seen as an appropriate way of averaging stochastic
processes if one aims to also account for the flow of information in time.

We show that the barycenter problems are attained under appropriate assumptions, and study the dual
problems. Moreover, it has already been noted in [3] that the Wasserstein barycenter problem is closely
related to a suitable multimarginal transport problem. We provide an analogous result in the dynamic
framework for the bicausal barycenter and the multicausal optimal transport. Such a reformulation
not only offers a possible way to compute barycenters, but is also valuable from a theoretical point of
view. More specifically, it provides insights into the structure of the barycenters and potentially offers
an alternative way of showing attainment. Furthermore, we show that such a result, in general, does not
hold for the causal barycenter problem due to its asymmetric nature.

Whether causal or bicausal barycenters should be considered depends on the context. In the case of
decision-making under uncertainty in financial markets, we may find ourselves in a situation where we
have different models or ‘beliefs’ (for example, provided by different agents in the market) and want
to find a way to average them to build a ‘consensus model’ that merges the properties of these models
into one in an optimal way. This can be achieved by considering the adapted Wasserstein barycenter,
which offers two clear advantages. On the one hand, the adapted Wasserstein barycenter of martingales
remains in the class of martingales (so that averaging in this way between possible pricing models still
produces a meaningful pricing model), which is not the case when taking averages with respect to classical
Wasserstein distances. On the other hand, as the adapted Wasserstein distance is robust with respect to
a broad class of stochastic optimization problems (such as hedging, pricing, and utility maximization; see
[7]), using this distance makes sense in a financial context, as the average model then performs similarly
to the initial models in all such problems.

A different scenario where the causal barycenter may instead be the appropriate choice is when we are
looking for a consensus model in a situation where each agent has their own filtration, and the goal is to
agree on a single distribution that describes the dynamics of the asset. In such a problem, the solution is
a process with a canonical filtration (i.e., we only care about the law of the process), which, however, still
depends on the filtrations of the given models. Many problems in mathematical finance remain robust
even in this setting; see [1]. We also provide an application in matching models in a dynamic setting,
which offers further interpretation and insights into this formulation.

Dynamic matching models
As our last contribution, we introduce the problem of matching in dynamic setting. The connections of
optimal transport and matching models in economics have been investigated by numerous authors, see,
for example, Galichon and Salanié [23], Dupuy and Galichon [17], Galichon [22], Chiappori and Salanié
[14], Carlier, Oberman, and Oudet [13]. We point out the work of Carlier and Ekeland [12], who studied
the problem of matching models and its connections to barycenters in Wasserstein distance. Motivated
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by [12], we consider a situation in which agents divided into several groups are hired by principals to
work on specific tasks. In such a setting, with a contract in place, every individual maximizes their utility
dynamically in time based on the evolution of some random process, which represents their type evolving
in time, thus facing a dynamic stochastic optimal control problem. Moreover, since the type is assumed
to be unobserved by others and thus cannot be contracted upon, we face an adverse selection situation.
We define a suitable form of equilibria in this setting and, exploiting the results of our work as well as
Kršek and Pammer [32], we show that such an equilibrium exists under appropriate conditions.

The remainder of the work is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notation used throughout
the article, as well as the main definitions. In Section 3, we study multicausal optimal transport, its
attainment and dual problem. Sections 4 and 5 present the main results concerning causal and bicausal
barycenter problems. In Section 6, we introduce the problem of matching models in a dynamic setting
and provide an existence result for equilibria.

2 Setting and preliminaries
The set of positive integers is denoted by N and the set of reals by R. Let (Ω, F) be a measurable space.
We denote by L0(F) the set of all R-valued, F-measurable random variables. The set of all probability
measures on (Ω, F) is denoted by P(Ω, F). If the σ-algebra F is obvious from the context, e.g. if Ω is a
Polish space and F = B(Ω), we will simplify the notation to P(Ω). If Ω is a Polish space, we endow P(Ω)
with the weak topology. If P ∈ P(Ω, F) is a probability measure and p ≥ 1, we write Lp(F ,P) for the set
of functions in L0(F) with finite p-th moment under P. Whenever F is clear from the context we shall
write Lp(P) instead of Lp(F ,P).

Let f : Ω −→ Y be a measurable map, where Y is a Polish space and P ∈ P(Ω, F). We denote by
f#P ∈ P(Y) the push-forward of P under f. That is to say, the probability measure determined by∫

G(y)(f#P)(dy) =
∫

G(f(ω))P(dω), G ∈ Cb(Y),

where Cb(Y) denotes the space of all real-valued continuous and bounded functions on Y. If A ⊆ P(Ω, F)
is a subset of probability measures, we say that a statement holds A–quasi-surely, abbreviated to A–q.s.,
if it holds everywhere outside of a set A ∈ F that satisfies P(A) = 0 for every P ∈ A.

Throughout this work, we fix N ∈ N and a time horizon T ∈ N. If xi ∈ Ai, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, are given
elements of some sets Ai, we will make use of the shorthand notation x1:N := (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ A1:N :=∏N

i=1 Ai. Analogously, if m, n ∈ {1, . . . , N} are such that m ≤ n, we define xm:n := (xm, xm+1, . . . , xn) ∈
Am:n :=

∏n
i=m Ai. In the same way, if xt ∈ At, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, for some sets At, we denote x1:T :=

(x1, . . . , xT ) ∈ A1:T :=
∏T

t=1 At, etc.

Let X :=
∏T

t=1 Xt be a path space, where each (Xt, dt) is a separable complete metric space. We equip X
with the metric d(x, y) :=

∑T
t=1 dt(xt, yt), which renders it a complete metric space, hence a Polish space.

A filtered process X is a 5-tuple
X =

(
ΩX, FX,FX,PX, X

)
,

where (ΩX, FX,FX,PX) is a filtered probability space with FX = (FX
t )T

t=1 and X = (Xt)T
t=1, is an FX-

adapted process, where Xt takes values in Xt, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T}.

Throughout the article, we operate under the following standing assumption without further explicit
mention.

Assumption 2.1. For every filtered process X we have ΩX = ΩX
1:T for some ΩX

t , t ∈ {1, . . . , T}. Further,
ΩX

t are Polish spaces endowed with their Borel σ-algebras and FX = (FX
t )T

t=1 is the canonical filtration on
the space ΩX

1:T . That is, FX
t =

⊗t
s=1 B(ΩX

s ) ⊗
⊗T

s=t+1{∅, ΩX
s }. Finally, we have that FX = FX

T .
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We use the convention FX
0 = {ΩX, ∅} and denote the class of all filtered process satisfying Assumption 2.1

by FP.

For a filtered process X, by disintegrating PX in successive kernels, we write

PX(dω1:T ) = PX
1 (dω1) ⊗ PX

2,ω1
(dω2) ⊗ · · · ⊗ PX

T,ω1:T −1
(dωT ).

The following assumption is also assumed throughout the paper without further explicit mentioning.

Assumption 2.2. For every filtered process X, we have that the maps

X : ΩX −→ X and ωt−1 7−→ PX
t,ωt−1

(dωt), t ∈ {2, . . . , T}

are continuous.

We emphasize that Assumption 2.2 is without loss of generality, as we can always refine the topology on ΩX

using Lemma A.9. Moreover, both Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 are satisfied by the canonical representative
of X, see [10, Definition 3.8]. We also note that for most results in this work replacing X by its canonical
representative is without loss of generality.

Throughout this article we will deal with N -tuples (X1, . . . ,XN ) ∈ FPN and write

Xi =
(
Ωi, F i,Fi,Pi, Xi), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

Further, products of filtrations and probability spaces are denoted with an overline, i.e.,

Ω :=
N∏

i=1
Ωi, Fv :=

N⊗
i=1

F i
vi

, F t :=
N⊗

i=1
F i

t ,

where v ∈ {0, . . . , T}N and t ∈ {0, . . . , T}. The i-th unit vector in RN is denoted by ei. Using this notation,
we have for example that F te1 = F1

t ⊗ F2
0 ⊗ . . . ⊗ FN

0 , t ∈ {0, . . . , T}. We further set F := (F t)T
t=0. We

shall represent a generic element of Ωi
t by ωi

t and that of Ωi by ωi.

For I ⊆ {1, . . . , N} we denote by projI : Ω −→
∏

i∈I Ωi the projection map on the coordinates in
I. We write proji instead of proj{i} when I = {i}. Similarly, we denote by proj1:t : Ωi −→ Ωi

1:t the
projection on the first t coordinates, etc. In correspondence with the above, we write ωt := (ω1

t , . . . , ωN
t )

and ω1:t := (ω1
1:t, . . . , ωN

1:t) for a generic element of Ωt :=
∏N

i=1 Ωi
t and Ω1:t :=

∏t
s=1 Ωs, respectively. If

f i : Ωi −→ Y is a measurable map for some Polish space Y, we will formally identify f i with the map
f i ◦ proji : Ω −→ Y and write f i(ω) = f i(ωi). Moreover, if f i is F i

t -measurable, we will sometimes write
f i(ω) = f i(ωi) = f i(ωi

1:t). In particular, we have Xi
t(ω) = Xi

t(ωi) = Xi
t(ωi

1:t).

Remark 2.3. In the special case when Ωi =
∏T

t=1 Ωi
t coincides with X =

∏T
t=1 Xt for some i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

the notation becomes natural. We have Ωi
1:t = X1:t := X1 × · · · × Xt, etc. That is to say, every ωi

1:t ∈ Ωi
1:t

corresponds to a path x1:t ∈ X1:t. Indeed, if f : X −→ R is F i
t -measurable, it is natural to write f(x) =

f(x1:t) to emphasize the dependency.

Definition 2.4. Let N ≥ 2 and (X1, . . . ,XN ) ∈ FPN . We denote by cpl(X1, . . . ,XN ) the set of probability
measures π on the measurable space (Ω, F) that satisfy proji#π = Pi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, and call its elements
couplings. When N = 2, π ∈ cpl(X1,X2) is called:

(i) causal if, for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, we have under π that F (T,0) is conditionally independent of F (0,t)
given F (t,0);

(ii) bicausal if π and e#π are both causal, where e : Ω1 × Ω2 −→ Ω2 × Ω1 with e(ω1, ω2) := (ω2, ω1).
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For general N ≥ 2, π ∈ cpl(X1, . . . ,XN ) is called:

(iii) multicausal if, for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, we have under π that FT ei is conditionally
independent of F t given F tei.

We denote the set of all causal, bicausal and multicausal couplings by cplc(X1,X2), cplbc(X1,X2) and
cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), respectively.

Clearly, the notions of multicausality and bicausality coincide for N = 2, while the case N > 2 is a
generalization of the bicausal case to a multimarginal situation, where causality is imposed among all
marginals. For p ≥ 1, the p-adapted Wasserstein distance between two elements (X1,X2) ∈ FP2 is given
by

AWp(X1,X2) := inf
π∈cplbc(X1,X2)

Eπ[d(X1, X2)p]
1
p .

Replacing in the above definition d by some bounded but topologically equivalent metric, e.g. by d̃ := d∧1,
induces an equivalence relation on FP given by X1 ∼ X2 ⇐⇒ AWd̃(X1,X2) = 0. Following [10], we write
FP for the quotient space with respect to this equivalence relation and FPp := {X ∈ FP |E[d(X, x̂)p] <
∞ for some x̂ ∈ X }. We remark that by [10] the metric space (FPp, AWp) is complete and separable,
thus Polish, and we will from now on identify elements of FP with their equivalence class in FP. We
endow FP with the topology generated by the metric AWd̃ and shall call it the adapted weak topology.

Given a measurable cost function c : X × X −→ R, we denote by

CWc(X1,X2) := inf
π∈cplc(X1,X2)

Eπ[c(X1, X2)] and AWc(X1,X2) := inf
π∈cplbc(X1,X2)

Eπ[c(X1, X2)] (2.1)

the optimal causal, resp. bicausal, transport value between X1 and X2 with respect to c.

3 Multicausal transport
In this section, we study the multicausal transport problem, its attainment, and duality. Let c : X N −→ R
be measurable and (X1, . . . ,XN ) ∈ FPN . We consider the following multimarginal transport problem over
multicausal couplings:

V mc
c (X1, . . . ,XN ) := inf

π∈cplmc(X1,...,XN )
Eπ

[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
. (3.1)

Remark 3.1. More generally, one can consider processes X1, . . . ,XN , where Xi
t ∈ X i

t for every t ∈
{1, . . . , T}, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, and X i

t , i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, are potentially different Polish spaces. The results of
this section as well as Sections 4 and 5 remain true, mutatis mutandis.

The multicausal transport problem can be seen as a generalization of the classical multimarginal optimal
transport problem to the dynamic setting. Here, in order to properly treat filtrations, the multicausality
constraint is imposed on the set of multimarginal couplings. We remark that, in the setting of [32, Section
3.1], the duality for multicausal transport precisely corresponds to a robust pricing-hedging duality, where
multicausal couplings take the role of pricing measures and admissible dual potentials can be seen as robust
hedging strategies.

3.1 Existence of primal optimizers

First we treat existence of solutions of (3.1). Theorem 3.2 shows that under the usual assumptions for
optimal transport, the multicausal problem (3.1) admits optimizers, is lower-semicontinuous with respect
to the marginals, and enjoys the dynamic programming principle. Such a result was already noted in
Backhoff-Veraguas, Beiglböck, Lin, and Zalashko [5] and Pflug and Pichler [39] in the bimarginal case.
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Theorem 3.2. Let c be lower-semicontinuous and lower-bounded. The value map V mc
c satisfies:

(i) Dynamic programming principle: set V (T, ω) := c(X1(ω1), . . . , XN (ωN )) and define inductively
backwards in time, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1}, the value process

V (t, ω1:t) := inf
{ ∫

V (t + 1, ωt+1)π(dωt+1)
∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl

(
P1

t+1,ω1
1:t

, . . . ,PN
t+1,ωN

1:t

)}
,

V (0) := inf
{ ∫

V (1, ω1)π(dω1)
∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl

(
P1

1, . . . ,PN
1

)}
.

Then V mc
c (X1, . . . ,XN ) agrees with the value V (0).

(ii) A coupling π⋆ ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) is optimal for V mc
c (X1, . . . ,XN ) if and only if there exists a

version of the disintegration π⋆(dω) = K⋆
1 (dω1) ⊗ K⋆

2 (ω1; dω2) ⊗ · · · ⊗ K⋆
T (ω1:T −1; dωT ) such that

K⋆
t (ωt−1; · ) ∈ arg min

{ ∫
V (t + 1, ωt+1)π(dωt+1)

∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl
(
P1

t+1,ω1
1:t

, . . . ,PN
t+1,ωN

1:t

)}
, t ∈ {2, . . . , T},

K⋆
1 ( · ) ∈ arg min

{ ∫
V (1, ω1)π(dω1)

∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl
(
P1

1, . . . ,PN
1

)}
.

(iii) There exists π⋆ ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) minimizing (3.1).

(iv) The optimal value map V mc
c : FPN −→ R ∪ {∞} is lower-semicontinuous, where we endow FPN

with the product of adapted weak topologies on FP.

Remark 3.3. (1) The lower-boundedness assumption on the cost function c can be relaxed by standard
techniques to the situation where there exist ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, such that

∑N
i=1 ℓi(xi) ≤

c(x1, . . . , xN ), where LawPi(Xi) ∈ P(X ) denotes the law of Xi under Pi.

(2) If c is continuous and, for i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, Ai ⊆ FP is such that there exist ε > 0 and ℓi : X −→ R
with

sup
X∈Ai

EPX |ℓi(X)|1+ε < ∞ for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

and |c(x1, . . . , xN )| ≤
∑N

i=1 ℓi(xi), then the optimal value map V mc
c :

∏N
i=1 Ai −→ R is continuous. This

can be shown analogously to Theorem 3.2.(iv), using the fact that the map

AC ∋ µ 7−→
∫

c(x1, . . . , xN )µ(dx1, . . . , dxN )

is continuous for every C > 0, where

AC :=
{

µ ∈ P(X N )
∣∣∣∣ ∫ ∣∣c(x1, . . . , xN )

∣∣1+ε
µ(dx1, . . . , dxN ) < C

}
,

by application of Feinberg, Kasyanov, and Liang [21, Corollary 2.8].

Proof of Theorem 3.2. By Assumption 2.2, we have that ωi
1:t 7−→ Pi

t+1,ωi
1:t

is a continuous map from Ωi
1:t

to P(Ωi
t+1) for any i ∈ {1, . . . N} and t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1}. Moreover, by standard arguments, we can show

that, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and ω1:t ∈ Ω1:t, the sets

cpl
(
P1

t+1,ω1
1:t

, . . . ,PN
t+1,ωN

1:t

)
and cpl

(
P1

1, . . . ,PN
1

)
are compact, which remains true under the refined topology introduced in Lemma A.9. Thus, since c
is lower-bounded and lower-semicontinuous, we can inductively backwards in time verify that the map
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ω1:t 7−→ V (t, ω1:t) is lower-bounded and lower-semicontinuous for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T}. Further, using the
measurable selection theorem [11, Corollary 1], we conclude that for any t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} there exist
measurable minimizers for each problem V (t, ω1:t), t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1}, and V (0).
Invoking Lemma A.3 we have that a measure π ∈ P(Ω) belongs to cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) if and only if
there exist kernels (Kt)T

t=1 where Kt is F t−1-measurable and such that (A.3) holds. Hence, (3.1) can be
rewritten as the minimization of∫

c
(
X1(

ω1)
, . . . , XN (

ωN ))
d(K1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ KT )(dω),

over all such kernels (Kt)T
t=1. Thus, for any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), we clearly have∫

c
(
X1(

ω1)
, . . . , XN (

ωN ))
π(dω) =

∫
c
(
X1(

ω1)
, . . . , XN (

ωN ))
d(K1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ KT )(dω) ≥ V (0).

Moreover, the inequality becomes an equality if and only if there exist kernels K⋆
t : Ω1:t−1 −→ P(Ωt), t ∈

{2, . . . , T}, and K⋆
1 ∈ P(Ω1), such that

π⋆(dω) = K⋆
1 (dω1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ K⋆

T (ω1:T −1; dωT ),

and

K⋆
t (ωt−1; · ) ∈ arg min

{ ∫
V (t + 1, ωt+1)π(dωt+1)

∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl
(
P1

t+1,ω1
1:t

, . . . ,PN
t+1,ωN

1:t

)}
, t ∈ {2, . . . , T},

K⋆
1 ( · ) ∈ arg min

{ ∫
V (1, ω1)π(dω1)

∣∣∣∣ π ∈ cpl
(
P1

1, . . . ,PN
1

)}
.

This shows (i), (ii) and (iii).
As for item (iv), let (X1,n, . . . ,XN,n) ∈ FPN , n ∈ N, be a sequence such that

(X1,n, . . . ,XN,n) −→ (X1,∞, . . . ,XN,∞) in FPN .

Let, for n ∈ N, πn ∈ cplmc(X1,n, . . . ,XN,n) be an optimizer for the problem V mc
c (XN,n, . . . ,XN,n), which

exists thanks to (iii). Using Lemma A.7.(i), we have that

γn := Lawπn(ip(X1,n), . . . , ip(XN,n)) ∈ cplmc(ip(X1,n), . . . , ip(XN,n)), n ∈ N.

By Lemma A.8, up to passing to a subsequence, there is a weak limit γ∞ ∈ cplmc(ip(X1,∞), . . . , ip(XN,∞))
of the sequence (γn)n∈N, which moreover satisfies γ∞ = Lawπ∞(ip(X1,∞), . . . , ip(XN,∞)) for some π∞ ∈
cplmc(X1,∞, . . . ,XN,∞) by Lemma A.7.(ii). It then follows that

V mc
c (X1,∞, . . . ,XN,∞) ≤

∫
c(X1,∞(ω1), . . . , XN,∞(ωN ))π∞(dω1, . . . , dωN )

=
∫

c(x1, . . . , xN )γ∞(d(x1, p1), . . . , d(xN , pN ))

≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫
c(x1, . . . , xN )γn(d(x1, p1), . . . , d(xN , pN ))

= lim inf
n→∞

∫
c(X1,n(ω1), . . . , XN,n(ωN ))πn(dω1, . . . , dωN )

= lim inf
n→∞

V mc
c (XN,n, . . . ,XN,n),

(3.2)

where we have used lower-semicontinuity and lower-boundedness of c in the third line. This concludes
the proof.

Remark 3.4. Existence of a solution can be achieved by standard arguments using compactness and
lower-semicontinuity. Indeed, Lemma A.1 gives compactness of the set of admissible couplings, which in
turn together with lower-boundedness and lower-semicontinuity of c yields existence of a minimizer.
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3.2 Duality

In this section, we study the dual representation of the multicausal transport problem. For this, we need
to introduce the following set of functions, which will be used to test multicausality of couplings, see
Lemma 3.5. We set Fmc :=

⊕N
i=1 F

i,mc, where, for i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

Fi,mc :=
{

F i : Ω −→ R
∣∣∣∣ F i(ω) =

T∑
t=2

[
ai

t

(
(ωj

1:t−1)j ̸=i, ωi
1:t

)
−

∫
ai

t((ω
j
1:t−1)j ̸=i, ωi

1:t−1, ω̃i
t)Pi

t,ωi
1:t−1

(dω̃i
t)

]
,

ai
t ∈

⋂
π∈cplmc(X1,...,XN )

L1(π), t ∈ {2, . . . , T}
}

.

Note that each function F ∈ Fmc is associated with a process (Ft)T
t=2 where FT = F and for t ∈ {2, . . . , T},

Ft(ω) :=
t∑

s=2

N∑
i=1

[
ai

s

(
(ωj

1:s−1)j ̸=i, ωi
1:s

)
−

∫
ai

s((ωj
1:s−1)j ̸=i, ωi

1:s−1, ω̃i
s)Pi

s,ωi
1:s−1

(dω̃i
s)

]
,

which is a π-martingale for any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ).

Lemma 3.5. Let π ∈ cpl(X1, . . . ,XN ). Then π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) if and only if

sup
F ∈Fmc

∫
Fdπ = 0 or, equivalently, sup

F ∈Fmc

∫
Fdπ < ∞.

Proof. The statement follows from standard arguments, see Backhoff-Veraguas, Beiglböck, Lin, and Za-
lashko [5, Proposition 2.4].

Let us consider the following problem

Dmc
c := sup

{ N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi)Pi(dωi)

∣∣∣∣ (f i)N
i=1 ∈

N∏
i=1

L1(Pi) :

∃F ∈ Fmc such that
N⊕

i=1
f i ≤ c(X1, . . . , XN ) + F

}
.

Remark 3.6. We immediately obtain the weak duality result Dmc
c ≤ V mc

c . Indeed, we have

N∑
i=1

∫
f idPi =

∫ ( N⊕
i=1

f i
)
dπ ≤

∫
(c + F )dπ =

∫
cdπ,

for any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) and f i ∈ L1(Pi) such that the inequality
⊕N

i=1 f i ≤ c(X1, . . . , XN ) + F
holds cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN )–quasi-surely for some F ∈ Fmc.

The main theorem of this section follows.

Theorem 3.7. Let c : X N −→ R be measurable and assume that there exist ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)), i ∈
{1, . . . , N}, such that c ≤

⊕N
i=1 ℓi. Then Dmc

c = V mc
c . Moreover, if either side is finite, then Dmc

c is
attained.

Proof. This result is covered by [32, Theorem 4.13].
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4 Bicausal barycenters
This section is concerned with the problem of barycenters in bicausal setting. To have an application
in mind, suppose there are N experts whose different believes are summarized by the filtered processes
X1, . . . ,XN . Since we trust each of these experts, we want to merge their believes and find a consensus
model Y. Therefore, we want to find a filtered process that is in a suitable sense close to the experts’
beliefs. The latter can be adequately formalized by working with adapted Wasserstein distances, which
thus naturally leads to the following general setting.

Let Y =
∏T

t=1 Yt be a product of Polish spaces Yt, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, endowed with the metric dY(y, ỹ) :=∑T
t=1 dYt(yt, ỹt), for (y, ỹ) = (y1:T , ỹ1:Y ) ∈ Y2. Let further ci : X × Y −→ R, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, be given

measurable functions. For fixed filtered processes X1, . . . ,XN , we proceed to study the barycenter problem

Bbc
c1:N := inf

Y∈FP(Y)
Bbc

c1:N (Y), (4.1)

where

Bbc
c1:N (Y) :=

N∑
i=1

AWci(Xi,Y), Y ∈ FP(Y),

and where AWci is defined analogously to (2.1). Here, FP(Y) as before denotes the factor space of all
filtered processes

Y =
(
ΩY, FY,FY,PY, Y

)
such that Yt takes values in Yt for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T}. For p ≥ 1 we shall similarly as before denote by
FPp(Y) the subset of filtered processes with finite p-th moments.

Remark 4.1. Our setting clearly includes the case Y = X , which is the natural space for seeking barycen-
ters. However, for clarity of presentation and to keep full generality, we consider a more general space
Y, as certain assumptions will be imposed on Y but are not required for X .

Remark 4.2. As for the barycenter problem in classical optimal transport, finding explicit solutions for
the barycenter problem (4.1) is in general a non-trivial task. In the classical case there are two prominent
instances where the barycenter is explicitly known, for ci(x, y) = ∥x − y∥p, x, y ∈ Rd. The first one is the
case when N = 2, as in this case the barycenter can be constructed via displacement interpolation of the
Wp-optimal coupling. The second case is when N is arbitrary, p = 2, ∥ · ∥ is the Euclidean norm, and
the marginals consist only of Gaussian measures. Then the barycenter is again Gaussian with covariance
matrix implicitly given as the solution to a fixed-point equation.

For the bicausal barycenter problem, when N = 2 and ci(x, y) = ∥x − y∥p, x, y ∈ RdT , one similarly has
that the barycenter can be constructed via displacement interpolation of the AWp-optimal coupling. For
more details see [6, Section 5.4]. Recently, the bicausal transport problem between Gaussians was studied
in [25; 2], while the study of the bicausal barycenter problem between Gaussians is ongoing research.

4.1 Existence of primal optimizers

Let us first deal with existence of solutions to the barycenter problem. One can easily see that in general
there is no reason for a solution to exist. In order to obtain existence of solutions, we will assume the
following conditions.

Assumption 4.3. We assume that:

(i) the functions ci are lower-semicontinuous and lower-bounded for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N};
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(ii) there exists y0 ∈ Y such that the set {y ∈ Y | dY(y0, y) ≤ K} is compact for every K ≥ 0. Moreover,
the deterministic process Y0 ∈ FP(Y) such that Y 0 ≡ y0 satisfies Bbc

c1:N (Y0) < ∞;

(iii) there exist C ≥ 0 and ℓ1 ∈ L1(LawP1(X1)) such that dY(y0, y) ≤ C
(
1 + c1(x, y) + ℓ1(x)

)
for all

(x, y) ∈ X × Y.
Remark 4.4. (1) Under Assumption 4.3, we have in particular that −∞ < Bbc

c1:N < ∞.

(2) Condition (i) is a standard assumption in optimal transport theory and the lower-boundedness as-
sumption can be slightly relaxed to ci(x, y) ≥ ℓi(x) for some ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)).
(3) Conditions (iii) and (ii) ensure that we can restrict the set of admissible filtered processes and use
compactness arguments to obtain existence.
(4) If Y is a Banach space, then condition (ii) is satisfied if and only if Y is finite-dimensional.
Theorem 4.5. Under Assumption 4.3, there exists Ȳ ∈ FP1(Y) such that Bbc

c1:N = Bbc
c1:N (Ȳ).

Proof. The proof follows analogous steps to those in the proof of Bartl, Beiglböck, and Pammer [10,
Theorem 6.7]. We obtain from Theorem 3.2 that the map Y 7−→ Bbc

c1:N (Y) is lower-semicontinuous with
respect to the adapted weak topology. Hence, it is sufficient to show that Bbc

c1:N = infY∈K Bbc
c1:N (Y) for

some set K ⊆ FP(Y) that is relatively compact in the adapted weak topology. To this end, we assume
without loss of generality that ci is non-negative for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and set

K := {Y ∈ FP(Y) : Bbc
c1:N (Y) ≤ Bbc

c1:N + 1}.

Then, for every Y ∈ K, we have
EPY [dY(y0, y)] = AWdY (Y,Y0) ≤ C

(
1 + AWc1(X1,Y) + EP1 [ℓ1(X1)]

)
≤ C

(
1 + Bbc

c1:N (Y) + EP1 [ℓ1(X1)]
)

≤ C
(
2 + Bbc

c1:N + EP1 [ℓ1(X1)]
)
.

(4.2)

It follows that the set {LawPY(Y ) : Y ∈ K} is tight due to Assumption 4.3.(ii), and hence K is relatively
compact with respect to the adapted weak topology; see [10, Theorem 5.1]. Thus, by standard results,
there exists a process Ȳ ∈ FP(Y) solving Bbc

c1:N . The fact that Ȳ ∈ FP1 follows immediately from (4.2).

Remark 4.6. If we further have that dp
Y(y0, y) ≤ C(1+ c1(x, y)+ ℓ1(x)), (x, y) ∈ X ×Y, for some C ≥ 0,

ℓ1 ∈ L1(LawP1(X1)) and p ≥ 1, we can analogously as in (4.2) verify that Ȳ in Theorem 4.5 necessarily
satisfies Ȳ ∈ FPp(Y).
Remark 4.7. In fact, one can consider a slightly more general setting. Let µ ∈ P(FP1) and let c :
X × Y −→ R be measurable. If Assumption 4.3 holds with c1 replaced by c and Bbc

c1:N (Y0) < ∞ replaced
by

∫
AWc(Z,Y0)µ(dZ) < ∞, one can analogously show that there exists a process X̄ ∈ FP1 solving

inf
Y∈FP(Y)

∫
AWc(Z,Y)µ(dZ).

A similar setting was also considered by Bartl, Beiglböck, and Pammer [10, Theorem 6.7].
Remark 4.8. Let us emphasize that even in the case where the filtration F i is canonical in the sense
that it is generated by the process Xi for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, there is no guarantee that there exists a
barycenter X̄ with its filtration generated by the corresponding process X̄; see also Section 4.2, in particular
Remark 4.20.
Example 4.9. An important example is the case Yt = Xt = Rd, for some d ∈ N, and ci(x, y) = λi∥x−y∥p

p,
where p ≥ 1 and λi are positive weights satisfying

∑N
i=1 λi = 1. It is straightforward to verify that if

Xi ∈ FPp for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, then Assumption 4.3 is satisfied with y0 = 0 and ℓ(x) = ∥x∥p
p. Hence,

according to Theorem 4.5 and Remark 4.6, there exists a process Ȳ ∈ FPp solving

inf
Y∈FP

N∑
i=1

λiAWp
p (Xi,Y).
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4.2 Bicausal barycenters and multicausal OT

We proceed to the characterization of the barycenter problem by means of a multimarginal reformulation
in the bicausal setting.

Remark 4.10. The results presented in this work can be analogously derived for the barycenter problem
in classical optimal transport. One thus obtains slightly more general results than the ones presented by
Agueh and Carlier [3], where the quadratic cost was considered.

In order to connect the barycenter problem to a multicausal problem, we introduce the following assump-
tion on the structure of the functions ci’s.

Assumption 4.11. For i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, the functions ci : X × Y −→ R are of the form

ci(x, y) =
T∑

t=1
ci

t(xt, yt), (x, y) ∈ X × Y,

where ci
t : Xt × Yt −→ R, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, are lower-bounded measurable functions. Moreover, the function

c : X N −→ R defined by

c(x1:N ) := inf
y∈Y

N∑
i=1

ci(xi, y) (4.3)

is Borel measurable.

Example 4.12. Assumption 4.11 is satisfied e.g. if Y = X , and ci(x, y) = d(x, y) =
∑T

t=1 dt(xt, yt).
Another example is the case when Yt = Xt = Rd for some d ∈ N and for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, and
ci(x, y) = ∥x − y∥p

p =
∑T

t=1∥xt − yt∥p
p for some p ≥ 1.

Remark 4.13. In Assumption 4.11 we can more generally consider ci, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, of the form

ci(x, y) =
T∑

t=1
ci

t(x1:t, yt), (x, y) ∈ X × Y,

for some lower-bounded measurable functions ci
t : X1:t × Yt −→ R, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, and the results of this

section remain mutatis mutandis valid.

Remark 4.14. The function c defined in Assumption 4.11 is Borel measurable e.g. if the function
∑N

i=1 ci

is continuous or if Assumption 4.3 holds, see Remarks 4.18 and 4.21.

For c defined in Assumption 4.11, let us recall that we denote by V mc
c the following multicausal OT

problem:
V mc

c = inf
π∈cplmc(X1,...,XN )

Eπ
[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
. (4.4)

The aim of this section is to link problem V mc
c to the bicausal barycenter problem.

Remark 4.15. Under Assumption 4.11, there exists for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and ε > 0 a universally
measurable function ϕε

t : X N
t −→ Yt satisfying, for any x1:N

t ∈ X N
t ,

N∑
i=1

ci
t(xi

t, ϕε
t (x1:N

t )) ≤ inf
yt∈Yt

N∑
i=1

ci
t(xi

t, yt) + ε; (4.5)

see [11, Theorem 2]. Moreover, for any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), thanks to [15, Lemma 1.2] there exists a
Borel measurable map ϕε,π

t such that ϕε,π
t = ϕε

t holds π–almost surely.
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For any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), we denote by ϕε,π the map ϕε,π := (ϕε,π
t )T

t=1 : X N −→ Y and define the
following filtered process

Yπ,ϕε,π :=
(
Ω, FT ,F, π, Y ϕε,π

)
,

where Y ϕε,π is given by Y ϕε,π := (ϕε,π
t (Y 1

t , . . . , Y N
t ))T

t=1. Note that Y ϕε,π is F-adapted.

We first show that the values of the multicausal and barycenter problems coincide.

Lemma 4.16. Under Assumption 4.11, the multicausal problem (4.4) and the barycenter problem (4.1)
have the same value, that is, Bbc

c1:N = V mc
c .

Proof. Let us first prove that Bbc
c1:N ≥ V mc

c . Let Y ∈ FP(Y) and πi ∈ cplbc(Xi,Y) be arbitrary. According
to Lemma A.6, there exists Q ∈ P(Ω × ΩY, FT ⊗ FY

T ) such that (proji, projN+1)#Q = πi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N},
and π := proj{1,...,N}

# Q belongs to cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ). Then we have

N∑
i=1

Eπi

[
ci(Xi, Y )

]
= EQ

[ N∑
i=1

ci(Xi, Y )
]

≥ EQ[c(X1, . . . , XN )] = Eπ[c(X1, . . . , XN )] ≥ V mc
c . (4.6)

Because X and πi were arbitrary, the inequality follows.

Fix ε > 0 and π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), and write πi := (proji, id)#π. Then it is straightforward to verify
that πi ∈ cplbc(Xi,Yπ,ϕε,π ), where Yπ,ϕε,π is introduced in Remark 4.15. It follows that

N∑
i=1

AWci(Xi,Yπ,ϕε,π ) ≤
N∑

i=1
Eπi

[
ci(Xi, Y ϕε,π )

]
= Eπ

[ N∑
i=1

ci(Xi, ϕε,π(X1, . . . , XN ))
]

≤ Eπ
[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
+ Tε.

(4.7)

Because ε > 0 and π were arbitrary, the proof is concluded.

Theorem 4.19 below, which is the main theorem of this section, asserts that, under sufficient regularity
of ci, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, there exists a correspondence of solutions of the multicausal problem (4.4) and the
barycenter problem (4.1). That is to say, any solution to either problem yields a solution to the other,
and, thus, if either of the problem is attained, so is the other. Before stating this correspondence, we need
the following.

Definition 4.17. We write Φ0 for the set of all functions ϕ0 = (ϕ0
t )T

t=1 : X N −→ Y, where, for every
t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, ϕ0

t : X N
t −→ Yt is a universally measurable function satisfying

inf
yt∈Yt

N∑
i=1

ci
t(xi

t, yt) =
N∑

i=1
ci

t(xi
t, ϕ0

t (x1:N
t )), x1:N

t ∈ X N
t .

Remark 4.18. Similarly as before, for any π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) there exists a Borel measurable map
ϕ0,π

t such that ϕ0,π
t = ϕ0

t holds π–almost surely and we set

Xπ,ϕ0,π :=
(
Ω, FT ,F, π, Xϕ0,π

)
,

where Xϕ0,π is given by Xϕ0,π := (ϕ0,π
t (X1

t , . . . , XN
t ))T

t=1. If ϕ0 itself is Borel measurable, then c is Borel
measurable.

Theorem 4.19. Under Assumption 4.11, the following statements are true.
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(i) Assume that Ȳ solves Bbc
c1:N and let π⋆

i ∈ cplbc(Xi, Ȳ), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, be optimal transport plans for
AWci(Xi, Ȳ). Let Q⋆ be the probability measure from Lemma A.6 associated to π⋆

i , i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
Then π⋆ := proj{1,...,N}

# Q⋆ ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) solves V mc
c .

(ii) Conversely, assume that π⋆ ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) solves V mc
c . Then, for any ϕ0 ∈ Φ0, the process

Yπ⋆,ϕ0,π⋆

is a solution to Bbc
c1:N .

Proof. Recall that by Lemma 4.16 we have V mc
c = Bbc

c1:N . Let us start with the proof of (i). Let π⋆
i , π⋆

and Q⋆ be as in the statement. Similarly as in (4.6), we have

V mc
c = Bbc

c1:N =
N∑

i=1
Eπ⋆

i

[
ci(Xi, Ȳ )

]
= EQ⋆

[ N∑
i=1

ci(Xi, Ȳ )
]

≥ EQ⋆

[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
= Eπ⋆

[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
≥ V mc

c ,

which immediately yields the result.

Next, we prove (ii). Let π⋆ be as in the statement and let ϕ0 ∈ Φ0 be arbitrary. As in (4.7), we find

Bbc
c1:N ≤

N∑
i=1

AWci(Xi,Yϕ0,π⋆

) ≤ Eπ⋆

[ N∑
i=1

ci(Xi, ϕ0,π⋆(X1, . . . , XN ))
]

= Eπ⋆

[
c(X1, . . . , XN )

]
= V mc

c = Bbc
c1:N .

This concludes the proof.

Remark 4.20. (1) Theorem 4.19 in particular gives an interesting insight on the structure of bicausal
barycenters. More specifically, we see that the filtration is a product of all the filtrations corresponding to
the processes involved. That is, in general there is no guarantee that it is generated by the corresponding
process even if the filtrations Fi are generated by the processes Xi. In particular cases, however, this might
still be the case, since Yπ⋆,ϕ0,π⋆

is just one representative of an equivalence class.

(2) Note that we obtain attainment for the problem Bbc
c1:N using Theorem 4.19 under different conditions

than in Theorem 4.5. On the other hand, we obtain attainment of the multicausal optimal transport
problem if the cost function enjoys the specific structure described in Assumption 4.11.

Using an appropriate measurable selection theorem, see Remark 4.21, we can deduce that the set Φ0 is
not empty under Assumption 4.3. In particular, we obtain existence of a solution to the corresponding
multimarginal problem.

Remark 4.21. Under Assumption 4.3 and Assumption 4.11, using the measurable selection theorem
[11, Corollary 1], we have that there exist Borel measurable functions ϕ0

t : X N
t −→ Yt, t ∈ {1, . . . , T},

satisfying

inf
yt∈Yt

N∑
i=1

ci
t(xi

t, yt) =
N∑

i=1
ci

t

(
xi

t, ϕ0
t

(
x1:N

t

))
, x1:N

t ∈ X N
t .

Corollary 4.22. If Assumptions 4.3 and 4.11 hold, then V mc
c = Bbc

c1:N , and both problems admit a solution.

Proof. The statement is a direct consequence of Lemma 4.16 and Theorems 4.5 and 4.19.

In fact, verifying that the assumptions mentioned above are satisfied has to be done on a case-by-case
basis. Let us conclude this section by providing an example with quadratic cost, where these conditions
can, indeed, be verified. Note that we do not require any assumption on the distributions of the processes
Xi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, except for finiteness of second moments.
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Example 4.23. Consider the setting of Example 4.9 with the particular choice p = 2. We have already
seen that there exists a process Ȳ ∈ FP2 solving

inf
Y∈FP

N∑
i=1

λiAW2
2 (Xi,Y).

Moreover, by Example 4.12 we know that Assumption 4.11 is satisfied. We can readily see that the function

ϕ0(x1, . . . , xN ) :=
N∑

i=1
2λixi, (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ (Rd·T )N

is the only element in Φ0 for the choice ci = λi∥· − ·∥2
2. That is, we have

inf
Y∈FP

N∑
i=1

λiAW2
2 (Xi,Y) = inf

π∈cplmc(X1,...,XN )
Eπ

[
N∑

i=1
λi∥Xi − ϕ0(X1, . . . , XN )∥2

2

]
.

Moreover, every solution to the right-hand side yields a solution to the left-hand side and vice versa by
Theorem 4.19.

4.3 Duality

Finally, we discuss the dual problem to bicausal barycenters. Let us first mention the following observation,
which readily follows from the results of the previous section.

Proposition 4.24. Under Assumption 4.11, let c be defined by (4.3) and assume that there exist ℓi ∈
L1(LawPi(Xi)), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, such that c ≤

⊕N
i=1 ℓi. Then we have Bbc

c1:N = Dmc
c .

Proof. We have by Theorems 3.7 and 4.19 that Bbc
c1:N = V mc

c = Dmc
c .

In order to prove the duality result for the bicausal barycenter problem, we briefly define the spaces of
‘canonical filtered processes’ introduced in [10], that is, the canonical space for the so-called ‘information
process’. Let FP(Y) ∋ Y =

(
ΩY, FY,FY,PY, Y

)
. We set inductively backward in time

ipT (Y) := YT ∈ ZT , where ZT := YT ,

ipt(Y) :=
(
Yt, LawPY(ipt+1(Y)

∣∣ FY
t )

)
∈ Zt, where Zt :=

(
Yt, P(Zt+1)

)
.

We note that, by the construction, for every t the space Zt is Polish and thus the conditional laws above
exist. Moreover, we define Z := Z1:T , FZ = (FZ

t )T
t=1 as the canonical filtration on Z, FZ := FZ

T ,
and Q := LawPY(ip(Y)) ∈ P(Z). Finally, we write ipt(Y) = (Ŷt, Pt) ∈ Zt =

(
Yt, P(Zt+1)

)
for the two

coordinates of ip(Y), and we set

Ŷ :=
(
Z, FZ ,FZ ,Q, Ŷ

)
.

We have that Ŷ ∼ Y and call Ŷ the canonical representative of Y. Conversely, any measure ν ∈ P(Z1)
defines a filtered process by

Yν :=
(
Z, FZ ,FZ , ν ⊗ K2, Y

)
,

where for t ∈ {2, . . . , T} we define the kernel Kt : Z1:t−1 −→ P(Zt:T ) inductively backward in time by

KT (z1:T −1; dzT ) := pT −1(dzT ), Kt(z1:t−1; dzt:T ) := pt−1(dzt)Kt+1(z1:t; dzt+1:T ), z1:T = (y1:T , p1:T ) ∈ Z.
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We define the set of test functions:

Gi,bc :=
{

Gi(ωi, z) =
T∑

t=2
ai

t(ωi
1:t, z1:t−1) −

∫
ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, ω̃i

t, z1:t−1)Pi
t,ωi

1:t−1
(dω̃i

t)
∣∣∣∣

ai
t is Borel measurable and ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, · , z1:t−1) ∈ L1(

B(Ωi
t),Pi

t,ωi
1:t−1

)
, t ∈ {2, . . . , T}

}
,

Hi,bc :=
{

H i(ωi, z) =
T∑

t=2
ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, z1:t) −

∫
ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, z1:t−1, z̃t)Kt(z1:t−1; dz̃t)

∣∣∣∣
ai

t is Borel measurable and ai
t(ωi

1:t−1, z1:t−1, · ) ∈ L1(
B(Zt), Kt(z1:t−1; · )

)
, t ∈ {2, . . . , T}

}
.

We similarly define Gi,bc
cts ⊆ Gi,bc and Hi,bc

cts ⊆ Hi,bc, consisting of the functions that additionally satisfy
ai

t ∈ Cb(Ωi
1:t × Y1:t−1) and ai

t ∈ Cb(Ωi
1:t−1 × Y1:t), respectively. Finally, we set

Φbc :=
{

(f i)N
i=1 ∈

N∏
i=1

L1(F i
1,Pi)

∣∣∣∣ ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, ∃gi : Z1 −→ R Borel measurable,

∃Gi ∈ Gi,bc, H i ∈ Gi,bc : f i(ωi
1) + gi(z1) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y) + Gi(ωi, y) + H(ωi, z),

N∑
i=1

gi(z1) = 0
}

,

Φbc
cts :=

{
(f i)N

i=1 ∈
N∏

i=1
Cb(Ωi

1)
∣∣∣∣ ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, ∃gi ∈ Cb(Z1), ∃Gi ∈ Gi,bc

cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc
cts :

f i(ωi
1) + gi(z1) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y) + Gi(ωi, y) + H(ωi, z),

N∑
i=1

gi(z1) = 0
}

.

Theorem 4.25 (Duality for bicausal barycenters). Assume that Y is compact and that ci, i ∈ {1, . . . , N},
are lower-semicontinuous and lower-bounded. Then we have

Bbc
c1:N = sup

f1:N ∈Φbc
cts

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi

1)Pi(dωi
1) =: Dbc

c1:N ,cts.

Proof. By Assumption 2.2, we have that the successive disintegrations of Pi are continuous. Note that
refining the topology on Ωi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N} clearly does not change lower-semicontinuity of the functions
ci, see Lemma A.9. As Y is compact, it is readily seen from the backward construction that Z is also
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compact. We have

inf
Y∈FP(Y)

N∑
i=1

AWci(Xi,Y) = inf
ν∈P(Z1)

N∑
i=1

AWci(Xi,Yν)

= inf
ν∈P(Z1)

N∑
i=1

sup
{ ∫

f i
1dPi +

∫
gi

1dν

∣∣∣∣
f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc

cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc
cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} : f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i

}

= inf
ν∈P(Z1)

sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f i

1dPi +
∫ N∑

i=1
gi

1dν

∣∣∣∣
f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc

cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc
cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} : f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i

}

= sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f i

1dPi + inf
ν∈P(Z1)

∫ N∑
i=1

gi
1dν

∣∣∣∣
f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc

cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc
cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} : f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i

}

= sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f i

1dPi + min
z∈Z

N∑
i=1

gi
1(z)

∣∣∣∣
f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc

cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc
cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} : f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i

}

= sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f i

1dPi

∣∣∣∣ f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc
cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc

cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} :

f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i and
N∑

i=1
gi ≥ 0

}

= sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f i

1dPi

∣∣∣∣ f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1), Gi ∈ Gi,bc
cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc

cts , i ∈ {1, . . . , N} :

f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i and
N∑

i=1
gi = 0

}

= sup
f1:N ∈Φbc

cts

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi

1)Pi(dωi
1),

where the second equality follows from duality for bicausal optimal transport with lower-semicontinuous
cost function. The fourth equality follows from the minimax theorem. Indeed, it is easy to verify that
the map

Cb(Z1) × P(Z1) ∋ (φ, ν) 7−→
∫

φdν + sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
f idPi

∣∣∣∣ f i ∈ Cb(Ωi), gi ∈ Cb(Z1),

Gi ∈ Gi,bc
cts , H i ∈ Gi,bc

cts : f i + gi ≤ ci + Gi + H i and
N∑

i=1
gi = φ

}

is convex and continuous in ν and concave in φ. This together with the compactness of P(Z1) guarantees
that we can employ the minimax theorem [20, Theorem 2]. Furthermore, in the fifth equality, we have
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replaced (f1, g1) with (f1 +minz∈Z
∑N

i=1 gi(z1), g1 −minz∈Z
∑N

i=1 gi(z)), and the remaining equalities are
straightforward.

We conclude this section with a result on duality and dual attainment for general measurable functions,
which was proved in [32]. We remark that [32] provides a more general result involving non-compact
space Y. We present only the compact case here for the sake of simplicity.

Theorem 4.26 (General duality for bicausal barycenters). Assume that Y is compact and, for i ∈
{1, . . . , N}, ci are measurable and ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)) are such that |ci(x, y)| ≤ ℓi(x), (x, y) ∈ X × Y.
Then, we have

Bbc
c1:N = sup

f1:N ∈Φbc

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi

1)Pi(dωi
1).

Moreover, the right-hand side is attained.

5 Causal barycenters
In this section, we study the barycenter problem with causal constraints. That is to say, we consider the
minimization problem

inf
Y∈FP(Y)

Bc
c1:N (Y),

where ci : X × Y −→ R, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, are given measurable functions and

Bc
c1:N (Y) :=

N∑
i=1

CWci(Xi,Y), Y ∈ FP(Y).

The problem introduced above has, generally speaking, substantially different properties than the bicausal
barycenter problem. First, even if the cost function is symmetric, the causal optimal transport is inher-
ently asymmetric due to the causality constraint. As a consequence, we lack the multimarginal optimal
transport formulation, and other properties –such as the dynamic programming principle– also differ.

As in the case of bicausal barycenters, here as well we can think of the filtered processes X1, . . . ,XN as
models for beliefs of N different experts. Now, however, agents aim at finding a consensus process but
not a consensus filtration. This can be thought of as agents sharing their beliefs and eventually having
to agree on a stochastic process but not the underlying flow of information. This will result in a model
endowed with canonical filtration (canonical filtered process), as the minimal requirement of the causal
barycenter process is being adapted.

Remark 5.1 (Anticausal barycenters). Let us note that the barycenter problem which is causal in the
other direction is not of much interest since it coincides with the barycenter problem in standard optimal
transport. Indeed, consider the anticausal barycenter problem, that is,

inf
Y∈FP(Y)

N∑
i=1

CWci(Y,Xi) (5.1)

and let Assumption 4.3 hold. From Theorem 4.5 (applied to T̃ = 1 and X̃1 := X1:T ), we conclude that
there exists a solution, say µ⋆ ∈ P(Y), to the standard optimal transport barycenter problem

inf
µ∈P(Y)

N∑
i=1

Wci(µ,Pi), where Wci(µ,Pi) := inf
πi∈cpl(µ,Pi)

∫
ci(y, Xi(ωi))πi(dy, dωi), (5.2)
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as well as optimal transport plans, say π⋆,i ∈ cpl(µ⋆,Pi), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Consider the disintegration
π⋆,i(dy, dωi) = Ki(y, dωi)µ⋆(dy) and define the filtered process

X̄ :=
(
Ω × Y, FT ⊗ FY

T ,F ⊗ FY , γ⋆, Ȳ
)

,

where (Y, FY
T ,FY ) is as in Remark 5.3 and

Ȳ (ω1, . . . , ωN , y) := y, γ⋆(dω, dy) :=
( N∏

i=1
Ki(y; dωi)

)
µ⋆(dy).

It is obvious that the projection proji : Ω × Y −→ Ωi is F⊗FY -adapted and hence ((ω, y) 7→ (y, ωi))#γ⋆ ∈
cplc(Ȳ,Xi). It follows that

N∑
i=1

CWci(Ȳ,Xi) ≤
N∑

i=1

∫
ci(Xi ◦ proji, Ȳ )dγ⋆ = inf

µ∈P(Y)

N∑
i=1

Wci(µ,Pi) ≤ inf
Y∈FP(Y)

N∑
i=1

CWci(Y,Xi).

Consequently, we obtain that Ȳ is an anticausal barycenter. Thus solving the anticausal barycenter problem
(5.1) boils down to solving the standard optimal transport barycenter problem (5.2).

Example 5.2 (A causal analogy to the multicausal results in Theorem 4.19 does not hold). Let T = 2
and let us consider two R-valued processes X1 = (Y, Y 3) and X2 = (0, Y 3), together with their canonical
filtrations. Let Y ∼ N (0, 1) and set c1(x, y) = c2(x, y) = 1

2∥x − y∥2
2. We know from Example 4.23 that the

function
ϕ0(x1, x2) := x1 + x2, (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ (RT )N

is a unique element in Φ0. It can be readily seen that the only element π ∈ cpl(X1,X2) such that
(proj1, id)#π ∈ cplc(X1,Yπ,ϕ0) and (proj2, id)#π ∈ cplc(X2,Yπ,ϕ0) is the product coupling. That is,

X1 = (Y, Y 3), X2 = (0, Y ′3), Y π,ϕ0 =
(
Y, Y 3 + Y ′3

)
,

where Y, Y ′ i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1). The transport cost is then

2∑
i=1

1
2Eπ∥Xi − Y π,ϕ0∥2 = 1

2
(
EY 2 + 2EY 6

)
= 15.5.

If we consider the process Ỹ = (0, Y 3) with its canonical filtration, the causal transport cost is

2∑
i=1

1
2CW2

2 (Xi, Ỹ ) = EY 2 = 1.

It is thus clear that there is no barycenter of the form Yπ,ϕ0 for some π ∈ cpl(X1,X2).

5.1 Existence of primal optimizers

Let us start with the following observation. Due to the asymmetry of the causality constraint, it is easy
to observe that, unlike in the bicausal case, the solution can always be chosen with the ‘smallest’ possible
filtration. This is formalized in the following remark.
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Remark 5.3. Let Y =
(
ΩY, FY,FY,PY, (Yt)T

t=1
)

be a filtered process and define

Yplain :=
(
ΩY, FY ,FY ,PY, (Yt)T

t=1

)
,

where FY
t := σ{Ys | s ∈ {1, . . . , t}}. It can be easily seen that cplc(Xi,Y) ⊆ cplc(Xi,Yplain), i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

and therefore we immediately obtain Bc
c1:N (Y) ≥ Bc

c1:N (Yplain). In particular, if there is a solution to
Bc

c1:N , it can be chosen with the canonical filtration. This is not the case for bicausal barycenters, see
Remark 4.20.

In particular, we have the following. For µ ∈ P(Y), we set

Yµ :=
(
Y, FY

T ,FY , µ, Y
)
,

where Y is the canonical process on Y, i.e. Yt(y) = yt for (t, y) ∈ {1, . . . , T} × Y, and FY = (FY
t )T

t=1 is
the canonical filtration. We then have

inf
Y∈FP(Y)

Bc
c1:N (Y) = inf

µ∈P(Y)
Bc

c1:N (Yµ). (5.3)

The attainment can be derived analogously as in the bicausal case.

Theorem 5.4. Let Assumption 4.3 hold with Bbc
c1:N (Y0) < ∞ replaced by Bc

c1:N (Y0) < ∞. Then there
exists a solution to Bc

c1:N . Moreover, any solution lies in FP1(Y).

Proof. The statement can be proved by analogous arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4.5. Due to (5.3),
we just need to verify lower semicontinuity of the map P(Y) ∋ µ 7−→ CWci(Xi,Yµ). This can be done
analogously as in (3.2). We have to verify that if K ⊆ P(Y) is compact, then the set

⋃
µ∈K cplc(Xi,Yν) is

compact for every fixed i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. As in the proof of Lemma A.8 compactness of
⋃

µ∈K cpl(Xi,Yµ)
is immediate, and so we have to show that any cluster point is a causal coupling. This follows from the
fact that a coupling π ∈

⋃
µ∈P(Y) cplc(Xi,Yµ) is causal if and only if

∫ [ T∑
t=2

ai
t(ωi

1:t, y1:t−1) −
∫

ai
t(ωi

1:t−1, ω̃i
t, y1:t−1)Pi

t,ωi
1:t−1

(dω̃i
t)

]
π(dωi, dy) = 0

for every at
i : Ωi × Y −→ R continuous and bounded, t ∈ {2, . . . , T}. As the function

(ωi, y) 7−→
T∑

t=2
ai

t(ωi
1:t, y1:t−1) −

∫
ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, ω̃i

t, y1:t−1)Pi
t,ωi

1:t−1
(dω̃i

t)

is continuous and bounded, the claim follows.

5.2 Duality

For every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, define the set of test functions

Gi,c :=
{

Gi(ωi, y) =
T∑

t=2
ai

t(ωi
1:t, y1:t−1) −

∫
ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, ω̃i

t, y1:t−1)Pi
t,ωi

1:t−1
(dω̃i

t)
∣∣∣∣

ai
t is Borel measurable and ai

t(ωi
1:t−1, · , y1:t−1) ∈ L1(

B(Ωi
t),Pi

t,ωi
1:t−1

)
, t ∈ {2, . . . , T}

}
.

We similarly define Gi,c
cts ⊆ Gi,c, consisting of the functions that additionally satisfy ai

t ∈ Cb(Ωi
1:t × Y1:t−1).
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We further set

Φc :=
{

(f i)N
i=1 ∈

N∏
i=1

L1(F i
1,Pi)

∣∣∣∣ ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, ∃gi : Y −→ R Borel measurable,

∃Gi ∈ Gi,c : f i(ωi
1) + gi(y) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y) + Gi(ωi, y),

N∑
i=1

gi(y) = 0
}

and

Dc
c1:N := sup

(f i)N
i=1∈Φc

cts

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi)Pi(dωi).

Remark 5.5. For any µ ∈ P(X ), π ∈ cplc(Xi,Xµ) and (f i)N
i=1 ∈ Φc, we have

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi)Pi(dωi) =

N∑
i=1

[ ∫
f i(ωi)Pi(dωi) +

∫
gi(y)µ(dy)

]

≤
N∑

i=1

∫ [
ci(Xi(ωi), y) + Gi(ωi, y)

]
πi(dωi, dy) =

N∑
i=1

∫
ci(Xi(ωi), y)πi(dωi, dy),

where gi and Gi come from the definition of Φc. This yields the weak duality Dc
c1:N ≤ Bc

c1:N .

Remark 5.6. If the space Y is assumed to be compact, duality can be shown as in Theorem 4.25, with
the obvious changes having been made. For illustration, we show a different proof, which follows similar
steps as the proof of [3, Proposition 2.2], and does not require compactness of Y, but only the more general
Assumption 4.3.

Theorem 5.7. Let Assumption 4.3 hold with Bbc
c1:N (Y0) < ∞ replaced by Bc

c1:N (Y0) < ∞. Then we have

Bc
c1:N = Dc

c1:N . (5.4)

Proof. We recall that, by Assumption 2.2, the maps ωi
1:t 7−→ Pi

t+1,ωi
1:t

are assumed to be continuous. It
follows from Assumption 4.3.(ii) that Y is a locally compact space. We define

C1(Y) :=
{

g ∈ C(Y)
∣∣∣∣ g( · )

1 + d(y0, · ) ∈ C0(Y)
}

, ∥g∥C1 := sup
y∈Y

|g(y)|
1 + d(y0, y) ,

where C(Y) denotes the space of all continuous functions on Y, and C0(Y) the space of all continuous
functions on Y that vanish at infinity, and where y0 is from Assumption 4.3. Using the Riesz–Markov–
Kakutani representation, we identify the dual of C1(Y) with

M1(Y) := {µ ∈ Mf (Y) : (1 + d(y0, y))µ(dy) ∈ Mf (Y)},

where Mf (Y) denotes the set of all regular finite Borel signed measures on Y. For any gi ∈ C1(Y), we
define the functions (gi)ci,Gi : Ωi −→ R ∪ {±∞} by

(gi)ci,Gi(ωi) := inf
y∈Y

{
ci(Xi(ωi), y) − gi(y) + Gi(ωi, y)

}
, Gi ∈ Gi,c

cts.

We consider the problem

D̃ = sup
{ N∑

i=1

∫
(gi)ci,GidPi

∣∣∣∣ Gi ∈ Gi,c
cts, gi ∈ C1(Y), i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

N∑
i=1

gi = 0
}

.
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It is easy to see that
D̃ ≤ Dc

c1:N ≤ Bc
c1:N .

This is a consequence of weak duality (5.5) and the following argument: Clearly,

(gi)ci,Gi(ωi) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y) − gi(y) + Gi(ωi, y)

with Gi ∈ Gi,c
cts ⊆ Gi,c. Moreover, since

(gi)ci,Gi(ωi) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y0) − gi(y0) + Gi(ωi, y0),

and the right-hand side is integrable with respect to Pi by Assumption 4.3.(ii), we have that
∫

(gi)ci,GidPi

is well-defined, and either (gi)ci,Gi ∈ L1(Pi) or
∫

(gi)ci,GidPi = −∞. Actually, as in [32, Proposition 4.21]
and using Assumption 4.3.(ii), one can even show that (gi)ci,Gi ∈ L1(Pi).

To further shorten the notation, we set

Si(gi) := − sup
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{ ∫
(gi)ci,Gi(ωi)Pi(dωi)

}
, gi ∈ C1(Y), i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

S(g) := inf
{ N∑

i=1
Si(gi)

∣∣∣∣ gi ∈ C1(Y),
N∑

i=1
gi = g

}
, g ∈ C1(Y).

It is then easy to see that D̃ = −S(0). We next show that Si : C1(Y) −→ [−∞, ∞), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, and
S : C1(Y) −→ [−∞, ∞] are convex. We start by fixing i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and showing convexity of Si. Let
α ∈ (0, 1), gi, hi ∈ C1(Y) and Gi, H i ∈ Gi,c

cts. We have

ci(Xi, · ) − [αgi + (1 − α)hi] + [αGi + (1 − α)H i] = α[ci(Xi, · ) − gi + Gi] + (1 − α)[ci(Xi, · ) − hi + H i].

Taking infima yields

(αgi + (1 − α)hi)ci,αGi+(1−α)Hi ≥ α(gi)ci,Gi + (1 − α)(hi)ci,Hi
.

Since αGi + (1 − α)H i ∈ Gi,c
cts and Gi and H i were arbitrary, this in turn gives

sup
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{ ∫
(αgi + (1 − αhi))ci,GidPi

}
≥ α sup

Gi∈Gi,c
cts

{ ∫
(gi)ci,GidPi

}
+ (1 − α) sup

Gi∈Gi,c
cts

{ ∫
(hi)ci,GidPi

}
,

showing convexity of Si.

To prove convexity of S, let α ∈ (0, 1), g, h ∈ C1(X ) and gi, hi ∈ C1(Y), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, be such that∑N
i=1 gi = g and

∑N
i=1 hi = h. Clearly,

N∑
i=1

Si(αgi + (1 − α)hi) ≤ α
N∑

i=1
Si(gi) + (1 − α)

N∑
i=1

Si(hi)

by convexity of Si. Because
∑N

i=1(αgi + (1 − α)hi) = (αg + (1 − α)h) and gi and hi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, were
arbitrary, we obtain

S(αg + (1 − α)h) ≤ αS(g) + (1 − α)S(h).

This shows convexity of S. The main part of the proof follows.
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For simplicity, assume that the functions ci, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, are non-negative, and denote by Si,⋆ the
Legendre-Fenchel transform of Si. We have, for µ ∈ M1(Y),

Si,⋆(µ) = sup
gi∈C1(Y)

{ ∫
gi(y)µi(dy) − Si(gi)

}
= sup

gi∈C1(Y)
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{ ∫
gi(y)µi(dy) +

∫
(gi)ci,Gi(ωi)Pi(dωi)

}
.

For µ ∈ P(X ) ∩ M1(X ), we thus have

Si,⋆(µ) = CWci(Xi,Xµ),

by the duality result for causal optimal transport, see [18, Section 5]. If µ is not non-negative or µ(X ) ̸= 1,
one can easily verify, as in [3, Lemma 2.1], that Si,⋆(µ) ≥ supgi∈C1(Y)

{ ∫
gidµ +

∫
(gi)ci,0dPi

}
= ∞.

As already noticed, we have D̃ = −S(0). From what shown above and from Theorem 5.4, we further
deduce

Bc
c1:N = inf

µ∈P(Y)∩M1(Y)

N∑
i=1

CWci(Xi,Yµ) = inf
µ∈M1(Y)

N∑
i=1

Si,⋆(µ)

= − sup
µ∈M1(Y)

{
0 −

N∑
i=1

Si,⋆(µ)
}

= −
( N∑

i=1
Si,⋆

)⋆
(0).

Straightforward calculations show that the Legendre-Fenchel transform S⋆ of S satisfies S⋆ =
∑N

i=1 Si,⋆,
and thus it suffices to show that S⋆⋆(0) = S(0). We have that S is convex. Therefore, according to [19,
Proposition 3.3], it is sufficient to show that S is lower-semicontinuous and admits a continuous affine
minorant at 0. For any g ∈ C1(Y) and gi ∈ C1(Y), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, such that g =

∑N
i=1 gi, we have that

Si(gi) = inf
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{ ∫
sup
y∈Y

{−ci(Xi(ωi), y) + gi(y) − Gi(ωi, y)}Pi(dωi)
}

≥ inf
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{ ∫
−ci(Xi(ωi), y0) + gi(y0) − Gi(ωi, y0)Pi(dωi)

}

= inf
Gi∈Gi,c

cts

{
gi(y0) −

∫
ci(Xi(ωi), y0)Pi(dωi)

}
= gi(y0) −

∫
ci(Xi(ωi), y0)Pi(dωi).

Thus,

S(g) ≥ g(x0) −
N∑

i=1

∫
ci(Xi(ωi), y0)Pi(dωi),

which gives a continuous affine minorant. Further, let K > 0 be such that K ≤ 1/C, where C is given in
Assumption 4.3. For every (x, y) ∈ X × Y, using Assumption 4.3.(iii), we obtain

−c1(x, y) + K(1 + dY(y, y0)) ≤ 1 + ℓ1(x) − 1
C

dY(y, y0) + K(1 + d(y0, y))

≤ 1 + K + ℓ1(x) +
(
K − 1

C

)
dY(y, y0) ≤ 1 + K + ℓ1(x).
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Thus, if g ∈ C1(Y) is a function satisfying ∥g∥C1 ≤ K, as ci is non-negative we have

S(g) ≤ S1(g) +
N∑

i=2
Si(0)

= inf
G1∈G1,c

cts

∫
sup
y∈Y

{−c1(X1(ω1), y) + g(y) − G1(ω1, y)}P1(dω1)

+
N∑

i=2
inf

Gi∈Gi,c
cts

∫
sup
y∈X

{−ci(Xi(ωi), y) − Gi(ωi, y)}Pi(dωi)

≤
∫

sup
y∈Y

{−c1(X1(ω1), y) + g(y)}P1(dω1) +
N∑

i=2

∫
sup
y∈Y

{−ci(Xi(ωi), y)}Pi(dωi)

≤
∫

sup
y∈Y

{−c1(X1(ω1), y) + K(1 + d(y0, y))}P1(dω1)

≤
∫ [

1 + K + ℓ1(X1(ω1))
]
P1(dω1) < ∞.

We conclude that S is a convex function bounded from above on a neighborhood of 0 which does not
attain the value −∞. Thus, by [19, Proposition 2.5] it is continuous at 0. This concludes the proof.

As the causal barycenter problem is inherently asymmetric, and we work in a non-dominated setting, in
order to achieve dual attainment, we need to relax the admissibility in the dual problem. More specifically,
we consider a formulation in which, for every µ, there exist dual potentials Gi, gi, which may depend on
µ. This relaxation is unnecessary for the bicausal problem and the classical OT problem due to their
more rigid structure. We refer to the work [32] for more details. Moreover, we note that such relaxation is
not required for dual attainment if one assumes the continuum hypothesis, which allows us to ‘aggregate’
certain functions, see [32, Theorem 4.28].
We set

Φc
rel :=

{
(f i)N

i=1 ∈
N∏

i=1
L1(F i

1,Pi)
∣∣∣∣ ∀µ ∈ P(Y), ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, ∃gi : Y −→ R Borel measurable,

∃Gi ∈ Gi,c : f i(ωi
1) + gi(y) ≤ ci(Xi(ωi), y) + Gi(ωi, y) and

N∑
i=1

gi(y) = 0 cplc(Xi,Yµ)–q.s.
}

.

Let us emphasize that, compared to the set Φc, the functions gi and Gi are allowed to depend on the
chosen measure µ ∈ P(Y), and the inequality holds only cplc(Xi,Yµ)–quasi-surely.
Proposition 5.8. Let Y be a σ-compact space. For every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, let ci be measurable and
lower-bounded, k : Y −→ R be bounded on compacts, and ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)) be such that ci(x, y) ≤
ℓi(x)) + k(y), (ωi, y) ∈ Ωi × Y. Then, we have

Bc
c1:N = sup

(f i)N
i=1∈Φc

rel

N∑
i=1

∫
f i(ωi)Pi(dωi),

and the right-hand side is attained.
Proof. This was shown in Kršek and Pammer [32, Theorem 4.23].

6 Dynamic matching models
In this section we provide an application of the theory developed above, for equilibrium multipopulation
matching problems, also called matching for teams, in a dynamic setting. Motivated by the work of
Carlier and Ekeland [12], we introduce matching models in a dynamic framework.
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6.1 Problem formulation

Given N ∈ N groups of agents or workers of the same size, that we normalize to 1. Each agent in the i-th
group at time t, for i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, has a certain type, say xi

t ∈ X i
t , where X i

t is a given
Polish space. Analogously as before we denote X i := X i

1:T and assume that we are given Pi ∈ P(X i),
i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, representing the distributions of the types of agents in each group, which are thus assumed
to be known and fixed.

Moreover, we assume that there is a group of principals with given distribution of types P0 ∈ P(X 0)
where X 0 = X 0

1:T is, as before, a given Polish path space.

For i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, we denote by Xi the canonical process on the path space X i and by Fi := (F i
t )T

t=1
the corresponding canonical σ-algebra. In accordance with the previous sections we set F i

0 = {X i, ∅} and
denote

Xi =
(
X i, F i

T ,Fi,Pi, Xi). (6.1)

We shall denote generic elements of X i by xi and those of X i
1:t by xi

1:t etc.

Remark 6.1. Let us point out that, more generally, one can, as before, consider general filtered probability
spaces and, thus, general filtered processes. All results in this section remain valid, with the necessary
changes having been made. Indeed, such a formulation would be of interest if the evolution of the type of
each agent depends on some external randomness. For the ease of exposition, we consider the canonical
processes here.

We consider the situation in which every principal hires a team consisting of exactly one agent from each
group to work on a task. That is, each one of the N workers hired by the same principal has to work
on the same task and we assume that every agent from each group enters a contract with exactly one
principal. The interpretation is that the principal needs exactly one agent from each group to complete
a certain task.

At each time t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, we are given a set of potential tasks Yt, which is again a Polish space, and
we denote Y := Y1:T . We write dY(y, ỹ) :=

∑T
t=1 dYt(yt, ỹt) for the metric on Y. Further, we are given

measurable functions ci : X i × Y −→ R, i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, where, for i ≥ 1, ci(xi, y) represents the cost of
an agent of type xi working on task y. In the case i = 0, instead, we interpret c0 = −u, where u(x0, y)
represents the utility of a principal of type x0 if her agents work on task y.

The aim is to find equilibrium wages (contracts) wi : Y −→ R, i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, where, for i ≥ 1, wi(y) is
to be understood as the wage an agent in i-th group receives for working on task y ∈ Y. The type of each
agent is unobserved to the principal, and she can contract only upon the task carried out by the agent,
thus facing an adverse selection situation. In the case i = 0, we instead set

w0(y) := −
N∑

i=1
wi(y), y ∈ Y,

which is the (negative) amount that the principal pays to her agents for working on task y. That is, we
have the relation

∑N
i=0 wi = 0. From now on, we shall make no explicit distinction between groups of

agents and principals and simply call everyone ‘agent’ for simplicity.

Fix i ∈ {0, . . . , N}. Given a contract wi and knowing his type up to time t, say xi
1:t ∈ X i

1:t, every agent
chooses a task yt ∈ Yt in an optimal way as to maximize his utility. As is standard when one seeks an
equilibrium, we allow the agents to adopt mixed strategies. That is to say, agents of the same type are
allowed to choose different tasks. In mathematical terms, at every time t ∈ {1, . . . , T} agents choose a
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measurable kernel Ki
t : X i

1:t ×Y1:t−1 −→ P(Yt). Having chosen such kernels, the expected cost of an agent
in i-th group is then∫ [

ci(xi, y1:T −1, ỹT ) − wi(y1:T −1, ỹT )
]
Ki

1(xi
1; dy1)Ki

2(xi
1:2, y1; dy2) · · · Ki

T (xi
1:T , y1:T −1; dyT )Pi(dxi). (6.2)

Let
Yν :=

(
Y, FY

T ,FY , ν, Y
)

be, analogously as in (6.1), the canonical process on the path space Y with distribution ν. Let us set

cpl(Xi, ∗) :=
⋃

ν∈P(Y)
cpl(Xi,Yν), and cplc(Xi, ∗) :=

⋃
ν∈P(Y)

cplc(Xi,Yν).

It is easy to verify that a coupling πi ∈ cpl(Xi, ∗) belongs to cplc(Xi, ∗) if and only if it admits a disinte-
gration

πi(dxi, dy) = Ki
1(xi

1; dy1)Ki
2(xi

1:2, y1; dy2) · · · Ki
T (xi

1:T , y1:T ; dyT )Pi(dxi)

for such kernels introduced above. We thus equivalently minimize the cost over all couplings

πi ∈ cplc(Xi, ∗)

and the expected cost in i-th group for such a coupling is then∫ [
ci(xi, y1:T ) − wi(y1:T )

]
πi(dxi, dy). (6.3)

We therefore define the optimal value associated to a given wage wi by

V i(wi) := inf
{ ∫ [

ci(xi, y1:T ) − wi(y1:T )
]
πi(dxi, dy)

∣∣∣∣ πi ∈ cplc(Xi, ∗)
}

.

Furthermore, as the principal hires a team of agents, in order to complete a task, the whole team has to
work together on the said task. Consequently, at an equilibrium we impose that the distributions of the
tasks chosen by the agents between groups coincide. That is to say, there exists a distribution of tasks
ν ∈ P(Y) such that proj2#πi = ν for all i ∈ {0, . . . , N}. We can also interpret this condition as imposing
that the distributions of the demand and the supply for agents match.

We are thus looking for an equilibrium consisting of measurable functions wi : Y −→ R, i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, a
distribution ν ∈ P(Y) and couplings πi ∈ cplc(Xi,Yν), i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, satisfying the following definition,
where, for brevity, we set

Θ =
{

(w0:N , ν, π0:N )
∣∣∣ wi : Y −→ R is measurable, ν ∈ P(Y), πi ∈ cplc(Xi,Yν), i ∈ {0, . . . , N}

}
.

Definition 6.2. We say that (w0:N , ν, π0:N ) ∈ Θ forms an equilibrium, if the following conditions hold:

(i) Clearing:
∑N

i=0 wi(y) = 0, y ∈ Y;

(ii) Optimality: for every i ∈ {0, . . . , N} we have∫ [
ci(xi, y1:T −1, ỹT ) − wi(y1:T −1, ỹT )

]
πi(dxi, dy) = V i

0 (wi).
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6.2 Existence of equilibria

In this section, we link equilibria to solutions to a causal barycenter problem and the corresponding dual.
This in turn, using Theorem 5.4 and Proposition 5.8, gives existence of an equilibrium under appropriate
assumptions.
First, we establish the following optimality verification theorem.

Lemma 6.3. Let f i ∈ L1(Pi) and wi : Y −→ R be measurable such that for every ν ∈ P(Y) there is
Gi ∈ Gi,c such that it holds f i(xi) ≤ ci(xi, y) − wi(y) + Gi(xi, y) cplc(Xi,Yν)–q.s. Assume that there exist
ν⋆ ∈ P(Y), πi,⋆ ∈ cplc(Xi,Yν⋆) and Gi,⋆ ∈ Gi,c such that f i(xi) ≤ ci(xi, y) − wi(y) + Gi,⋆(xi, y) holds
cplc(Xi,Yν⋆)–q.s. and with equality πi,⋆–a.s. Then πi,⋆ solves V i(wi).

Proof. First, we note that V i(wi) is, by definition, a specific type of causal barycenter with only one
marginal Pi and cost function c̃ := ci − wi. By the weak duality result, which can be derived analogously
as in Remark 5.5, this yields

sup
{ ∫

f idPi

∣∣∣∣ f i ∈ L1(Pi), ∀ν ∈ P(Y), ∃Gi ∈ Gi,c :

f i(xi) ≤ ci(xi, y) − wi(y) + Gi(xi, y) cplc(Xi,Yν)–q.s.
}

≤ V i(wi).

Thus, if ν⋆, Gi,⋆ ∈ Gi,c and πi,⋆ ∈ cplc(Xi,Yν⋆) are such that f i(xi) ≤ ci(xi, y) − wi(y) + Gi,⋆(xi, y)
cplc(Xi,Yν⋆)–quasi-surely and with equality πi,⋆–almost surely, then it is clear that the inequality above
is actually an equality and that f i, resp. πi,⋆, solves the respective problem.

Remark 6.4. Let us comment on the result presented in Lemma 6.3. Similarly as in [32, Corollary 3.17],
we can connect the martingale f i − Gi to the value process corresponding to the optimal control problem
of agents in the i-th group. Vaguely speaking, Lemma 6.3 can be interpreted as a verification theorem for
the corresponding optimal control problem.

We have the following existence result, where we show existence of an equilibrium using solutions to the
barycenter problem as well as the corresponding dual.

Theorem 6.5. Assume that Assumption 4.3 holds with Bbc
c1:N (Y0) < ∞ replaced by Bc

c1:N (Y0) < ∞. For
every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, let ci be measurable and lower-bounded, k : Y −→ R be bounded on compacts, and
ℓi ∈ L1(LawPi(Xi)) be such that ci(x, y) ≤ ℓ1(x) + k(y), (ωi, y) ∈ Ωi × Y. Then there exists an equilibrium
(w0:N,⋆, ν⋆, π0:N,⋆) ∈ Θ.

Proof. The assumptions imply that the problem

inf
ν∈P(Y)

N∑
i=1

CWci(Xi,Yν) (6.4)

is attained and admits the dual representation, see (5.4), which is attained as well. In particular, there
exist f i,⋆ ∈ L1(Pi), i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, such that for every ν ∈ P(Y), there exist Gi,ν ∈ Gi,c, measurable
wi,ν : Y −→ R, such that f i,⋆(xi) ≤ ci(xi, y) − wi,ν(y) + Gi,ν(xi, y),

∑N
i=1 wi,ν(y) = 0 cplc(Xi,Yν)–quasi-

surely, and (f i,⋆)N
i=1 attains the dual problem. Let ν⋆ be a solution to (6.4) and πi,⋆ ∈ cplc(Xi,Yν⋆) be

the corresponding optimal transport plans. It is then easy to see that (w0:N,ν⋆
, ν⋆, π0:N,⋆) ∈ Θ satisfies

Definition 6.2.(i). It thus suffices to verify that Definition 6.2.(ii) is met. To that end, it is straightforward
to verify that, by optimality of ν⋆ and πi,⋆, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , N}, we have

f i,⋆(xi) = ci(xi, y) − wi,ν⋆(y) + Gi,ν⋆(xi, y) πi,⋆–almost surely.

Invoking Lemma 6.3, we obtain that Definition 6.2.(ii) is satisfied. This concludes the proof.
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A Appendix
The appendix collects technical lemmata related to multicausal couplings and (bi-)causal transport.

Lemma A.1. The sets cplbc(X1,X2), cplc(X1,X2), cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) are compact in the weak topology.

Proof. The first two cases were treated in Eckstein and Pammer [18, Lemma A.3]. The multicausal case
can be shown analogously.

Lemma A.2. Let π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) and I ⊆ {1, . . . , N}. Then projI#π ∈ cplmc((Xi)i∈I).

Proof. Let v ∈ RI be a vector. We write Gv :=
⊗

i∈I F i
vi

for simplicity. Fix an arbitrary index j ∈ I
and denote π̃ := projI#π. Let further U, V be GT ej -measurable and G(t,...,t)-measurable, respectively, and
bounded. Then U ◦projI and V ◦projI are FT ej - and F t-measurable, respectively. It follows that π–almost
surely the following holds

Eπ̃[UV |Gtej ] ◦ projI = Eπ[(UV ) ◦ projI |F tej ] = Eπ[U ◦ projI |F tej ] · Eπ[V ◦ projI |F tej ]
= (Eπ̃[U |Gtej ] · Eπ̃[V |Gtej ]) ◦ projI ,

where the second equality is due to multicausality of π. Hence, we have that π̃–a.s.

Eπ̃[UV |Gtej ] = Eπ̃[U |Gtej ]Eπ̃[V |Gtej ],

which shows that GT ej is conditionally independent of Gt given Gtej . This concludes the proof.

Lemma A.3. Let π ∈ cpl(X1, . . . ,XN ). Then π is multicausal if and only if there are F t−1-measurable
kernels Kt : Ω1:t−1 −→ P(Ωt), t ∈ {2, . . . , T − 1} and K1 ∈ P(Ω1) such that

π( · |F t−1)|Ft
= Kt with Kt(ω1:t−1) ∈ cpl(PN

t,ωi
1:t−1

, . . . ,PN
t,ωi

1:t−1
), resp. K1 ∈ cpl(P1

1, . . . ,PN
1 ) π–a.s. (A.1)

In this case, we have π(dω) = K1(dω1) ⊗ K2(ω1; dω2) ⊗ . . . ⊗ KT (ω1:T −1; dωT ).

Proof. As we have assumed that all considered spaces are Polish, every π ∈ P(Ω) admits a regular
conditional probability π( · |F t) given F t. Then we have that FT ei is conditionally independent of F t

given F tei under π if and only if

proji#π( · |F t) = proji#π( · |F tei) = Pi( · |F i
t ) π–a.s., (A.2)

where the last equality is due to proji#π = Pi. Hence, by potentially (for every t) modifying the regular
conditional probability π( · |F t) on a π-null set, we deduce from (A.2) that π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) if
and only if (A.1) holds. The last assertion follows by the tower property. Indeed, for any bounded
FT -measurable random variable V ,

Eπ[V ] = Eπ[Eπ[V |FT −1]] = Eπ[Eπ[. . .Eπ[V |FT −1] . . . |F2]|F1]

=
∫

. . .

∫
V (ω) KT (ω1:T −1; dωT ) . . . K1(dω1),

which concludes the proof.

Remark A.4. As a consequence of Lemma A.3, we emphasize that when (Kt)T
t=1 is a family of kernels

where, for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, Kt is F t−1-measurable and

Kt(ω1:t−1) ∈ cpl(PN
t,ωi

1:t−1
, . . . ,PN

t,ωi
1:t−1

), t ∈ {2, . . . , T}, and K1 ∈ cpl(P1
1, . . . ,PN

1 ),
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then the probability measure

π(dω) := K1(dω1) ⊗ K2(ω1; dω2) ⊗ . . . ⊗ KT (ω1:T −1; dωT ) (A.3)

is contained in cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ). This follows directly as by construction π ∈ cpl(X1, . . . ,XN ) and
therefore all assumptions of Lemma A.3 are satisfied.
In the special case when (Ωi, F i,Fi,Pi) coincides with (X , FX

T ,FX , µi) for some µi ∈ P(X ), where
(X , FX

T ,FX) is the canonical path space with its filtration, and Xi is the canonical process on X for
every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, Lemma A.3 can be paraphrased as follows: Let π ∈ P(XXX ) be a coupling with
marginals proji#π = µi and write µi

t,xi
1:t−1

for the disintegration of proj1:t
#µi with respect to proj1:t−1

#µi.
Then π is multicausal if and only if

π(dx1:N
1:T ) = π1(dx1:N

1 ) ⊗ K̃2(x1:N
1 ; dx1:N

2 ) ⊗ . . . ⊗ K̃T (x1:N
1:T −1; dx1:N

T ),

where, for every t ∈ {2, . . . , T}, K̃t : X N
1:t−1 −→ P(X N

t ) is a measurable kernel with K̃t(x1:N
1:t−1) ∈

cpl(µ1
t,xi

1:t−1
, . . . , µ1

t,xi
1:t−1

) and π1 ∈ cpl(µ1
1, . . . , µN

1 ).

Lemma A.5. Let M ∈ {1, . . . , N}, π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XM ) and γ ∈ cplmc(XM , . . . ,XN ). Let K : ΩM −→
P(ΩM+1:N ) be a measurable kernel such that γ(dωM , . . . dωN ) = γ(dωM )⊗K(ωM ; dωM+1, . . . dωN ). Then
π ⊗ K ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) where

(π ⊗ K)(dω) := K(ωM ; dωM+1,N )π(dω1:M ).

Proof. We have to show for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and i ∈ {1, . . . , N} that under π ⊗ K

FNei is conditionally independent of F t, given F tei . (A.4)

Due to symmetry, we may assume without loss of generality that i ∈ {1, . . . , M}. Indeed, it is easy to
verify that if we interchange the roles of π and γ, we obtain the same measure. In other words, we have
γ ⊗ Kπ = π ⊗ γ, where π = (projM# γ) ⊗ Kπ, defines the same measure as π ⊗ K. By [34, Lemma 24 (1)]
we have for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T} that under π ⊗ K

FNv is conditionally independent of F tw, given F tv, (A.5)

where v, w ∈ {0, 1}N with vi + wi = 1, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, and vi = 1 if i ≤ M and 0 otherwise. Further, as
π is multicausal we also have

FNei is conditionally independent of F tv, given F tei . (A.6)

By invoking [28, Theorem 8.12], we immediately derive (A.4) from (A.5) and (A.6).

Lemma A.6. Let Y ∈ FP(Y) and πi ∈ cplbc(Xi,Y), i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Then there exists a probability
measure Q ∈ P(Ω × ΩY, FT ⊗ FY

T ) such that

(i) (proji, projN+1)#Q = πi;

(ii) Q ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ,Y).

In particular, proj1:N
# Q ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ).

Proof. For notational simplicity, we write ωY for the elements in ΩY. Let, for every πi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N},
Ki : ΩY −→ P(Ωi) be a measurable kernel satisfying πi(dωi, dωY) = Ki(ωY; dωi)PY(dωY). Define

Q(dω, dωX) :=
( N⊗

i=1
Ki(ωY; dωi)

)
⊗ PY(dωY).

Clearly, Q satisfies (i). Next, (ii) follows from a simple induction using Lemma A.5, which asserts that
multicausality is preserved under gluing. The last statement is a consequence of Lemma A.2.
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Lemma A.7. Let (X1, . . . ,XN ) ∈ FPN . Then the following are true.

(i) If π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ), then Lawπ(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )) ∈ cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )).

(ii) Conversely, if γ ∈ cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )), then there exists π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN ) such that
γ = Lawπ(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )).

Proof. Let us first show (i). Since (id, ip(Xi))#Pi ∈ cplbc(Xi, ip(Xi)) by [10, Theorem 3.9.(i)], the result
follows from repeatedly using Lemma A.5.

As for (ii), consider the disintegration Pi(dωi) = µi(dz) ⊗ κi(z; dωi), where µi := LawPi(ip(Xi)) ∈ P(Z),
and define

π(dω1, . . . , dωn) := γ(dz1, . . . , dzN ) ⊗
N∏

i=1
κi(zi; dωi).

Since (id, ip(Xi))#Pi ∈ cplbc(Xi, ip(Xi)) and γ ∈ cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )), we get π ∈ cplmc(X1, . . . ,XN )
by analogous arguments as in Lemma A.6.

Lemma A.8. Let Ki ⊆ FP for i ∈ {1, . . . , N} be compact. Then the set

K :=
{

cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )) ∈ P(ZN )
∣∣∣X1 ∈ K1, . . . ,XN ∈ KN

}
is compact.

Proof. Let

γn = cplmc(ip(X1,n), . . . , ip(XN,n)) ∈ K for some X1,n ∈ K1, . . . ,XN,n ∈ KN , n ∈ N,

be a sequence in K. Then, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, up to passing to a subsequence, the sequence
(Xi,n)n∈N admits a limit Xi,∞ ∈ Ki by compactness of Ki. It follows that for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N} the
set {LawPi,n(ip(Xi,n)) | n ∈ N ∪ {∞}} is tight, and so the sequence γn admits a limit up to choosing
a subsequence, say γ∞, which belongs to cpl(ip(X1,∞), . . . , ip(XN,∞)) by standard arguments using the
isometry [10, Theorem 3.10]; see e.g. the proof of [35, Theorem 1.7.2]. We now show multicausality of
γ∞. For γ ∈ cpl(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )), we have that γ ∈ cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )) if and only if for every
t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1} and i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and for every φ and f countinuous and bounded it holds∫

ZN

[
φ(z1

1:t, . . . , zN
1:t)f(zi

t+1:T )
]
γ(dz1, . . . , dzn)

=
∫

ZN
1:t

[
φ(z1

1:t, . . . , zN
1:t)

∫
Zt+1

f(zi
t+1:T )pi

t(dzi
t+1:T )

]
γ(dz1, . . . , dzn). (A.7)

As the functions in the integrals on both sides are continuous and bounded functions on Z and the equality
(A.7) is satisfied by γn by Lemma A.7.(i), we conclude that γ∞ ∈ cplmc(ip(X1), . . . , ip(XN )) by passing
to the limit on both sides in (A.7).

Lemma A.9. Let X = (X , τ) be a Polish topological space and let (Yn)n∈N be a sequence of Polish spaces.
Further, let (fn)n∈N be a sequence of measurable functions fn : X −→ Yn, n ∈ N. Then, there exists a
refinement of the topology τ , say τ̃ ⊃ τ , such that the following holds:

(i) fn is continuous with respect to τ̃ for every n ∈ N;

(ii) the topological space (X , τ̃) is Polish;

(iii) the Borel σ-algebras generated by τ and τ̃ coincide.

Proof. See Kechris [29, Exercise 13.12 (ii)].
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