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GENERALIZING SUPER/SUB MOT USING WEAK L! TRANSPORT
ERHAN BAYRAKTAR AND DOMINYKAS NORGILAS

ABSTRACT. In this article we revisit the weak optimal transport (WOT) problem, introduced
by Gozlan, Roberto, Samson and Tetali [20]. We work on the real line, with barycentric cost
functions, and as our first result give the following characterization of the set of optimal
couplings for two probability measures p and v: every optimizer couples the left tails of p
and v using a submartingale, the right tails using a supermartingale, while the central region
is coupled using a martingale.

We then consider a constrained optimal transport problem, where admissible transport
plans are only those that are optimal for the WOT problem with L' costs. The constrained
problem generalizes the (sub/super-) martingale optimal transport problems, studied by
Beiglbock and Juillet [13], and Nutz and Stebegg [28] among others.

Finally we introduce a generalized shadow measure and establish its connection to the
WOT. This extends and generalizes the results obtained in (sub/super-) martingale settings.

1. INTRODUCTION

For two probability measures on Polish spaces X', ), denoted by p € P(X) and v € P(Y),
and a cost function ¢ : X x P(Y) — R, the weak optimal transport (WOT) problem is to

(1.1) minimize II(p,v) > 7 »—>/ c(x, myp)p(dx),
X

where II(p,v) is the set of probability measures on X' x ) with first and second marginals
p and v, respectively, and, for each © € II(u,v), (7;)zex is the p-a.s. unique family of
probability measures such that 7 (dx,dy) = p(dz)m,(dy).

This type of transportation cost first appeared in the works of Marton [27, 26] and Talagrand
[32, B3], where the authors studied the concentration of measure phenomenon via transport-
entropy inequalities. The rather recent works of Gozlan et al. [20, [19] (see also Aliberti et
al. [2]), on the other hand, provide a first systematic study of this problem, including general
definitions and Kantorovich-type duality results. [20] stimulated several research groups to
further study (1) in various contexts (see, for example, [I, 17, 18 [30, 29]). Together with
duality, essentially all the fundamental theoretical results of the classic optimal transport
(existence of optimizers, cyclical monotonicity, stability) were extended to the weak setting,

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY

E-mail addresses: erhan@umich.edu, dnorgil@ncsu.edu.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 60G42; Secondary: 49NO05.

Key words and phrases. Optimal transport, barycentric costs, stochastic order, martingales.

E. Bayraktar is partially supported by the National Science Foundation under grant DMS-2106556 and by
the Susan M. Smith chair.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.13002v1

2 GENERALIZED SHADOW MEASURE AND WOT

see [bl [4] B [18]. Consult also [7] for a list of applications and connections of weak optimal
transport to other fields (including Schrédinger problem, Brenier-Strassen theorem, optimal
mechanism design, linear transfers and semimartingale transport).

1.1. Our contribution. In this paper we investigate (LI]) on the real line (so that X =) =
R, and p,v € P(R)), and with barycentric costs. In particular, for a convex h : R — R, the
goal is to

(1.2) minimize T /R h(m— /R ywm(dy)> u(dz) over Ti(u,v).

This case (in one and higher dimensions) has received particular attention, see [T, [5 [17, 18]
19, 20, 30, 29, 3, [6].

Section [3: WOT with L' costs. We first study (L2) with h(-) = |-|. In this case we show
that = € II(u,v) is an optimizer for (I2)) if and only if it has a rather simple structure (see
Theorem [3.I)): there exists £~ < z (which are explicitly given in terms of the so-called
potential functions of the underlying measures (see Definition [B.6])) such that

7z > x and supp(m,) C (—oo,z7 |, forallxz <z,
(1.3) 7z =x and supp(m;) C [z ,2"], forallz” <z <zt
7z <z and supp(m;) C [z7,00), forall z® <z,

where 77 and supp(n) denote the mean and the support of a measure n. (L3]) essentially
means that 7 is optimal if and only if it couples the left (resp. right) tails of © and v using a
submartingale (resp. supermartingale), while the restrictions of both measures to the central
region (z~,x") are coupled via martingale.

We next investigate the implications of the decomposition (L3]) (obtained for the absolute
value cost function) to the more general problem ([.2]) when h is an arbitrary convex function.
In particular, we show that even in this case any optimizer of (I.2)) admits decomposition (L3));
see Corollary From this we conclude that the only interesting cases of the problem (L.3))
essentially are those with marginals that are either in convex increasing or convex decreasing
order (i.e., either u <.; v or p <.q v, so that the marginals can be coupled using submartingale
or supermartingale, respectively).

The proof of the above result (i.e., that the decomposition (3] is still valid for the opti-
mizers of ([.2]) with general h) relies on the following equivalence obtained in [20]:

mell(p,v) p*<cv m* €TI(p,p*)

(1.4) inf /Rh <m - /Ryﬂx(dy)> p(dx) = inf inf /RXR h(z — y)n*(dz, dy).

(Here <. denotes the convex order, i.e., if n <. x, then there exists a martingale coupling of
n and x and vice versa; see section [2] for precise definitions.) While there are many optimal
couplings for (L.2)), there is only one p* that minimizes the right hand side of (I4]). In
particular, there exists a u-a.s. unique map 7% : R — R, such that the push-forward measure
p* =T*(p) is optimal; see [19] 1l 29, [6]. An important feature of u* (or, equivalently, of T*)
is that it does not depend on the cost function h (we note that this feature fails in higher
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dimensions, see [1, Example 2.4]). Using this, together with the fact that (3] is valid when
h(-) = |-|, we obtain that (see Proposition B.])

x+— (T*(x) —x) is positive and decreasing on (—oo,z7),
(1.5) T*(x) =2 forall x¢€ [z ,z7],

s (T*(x) —x) is negative and decreasing on (z7, c0).

With (L3) (and also the equality (I.4))) at hand, we then come back to the general problem
(L2) and (by borrowing some results from [18]) deduce the decomposition (I.3]).

Section [ Constrained Optimal Transport. For a given cost function ¢ : R? — R, and a
pair of marginals (u, ), the main goal of the classical optimal transport theory is to minimize
T fR2 cdm over the set of couplings IT(u, v). In this section the goal is similar: we aim to

(1.6) minimize T+ . c(z,y)r(de,dy) over II*(u,v),

R
where IT*(u, v) C II(u,v) is the set of couplings that satisfy (L3]). In other words, leveraging
the results of section [3, we have that the only admissible couplings (for (LG)) are those that
solve (L2)) with A(-) = |-|.

The problem (LO) generalizes the martingale and supermartingale optimal transport prob-
lems that were explicitly studied for various specific cost functions; see, for example, [13] 28]
22, 24, 14) 10]. In particular, if u <. v, then II*(u,r) reduces to the set of martingale cou-
plings, while if y <.q v (resp. p < v), then IT*(u, v) corresponds to the set of supermartingale
(resp. submartingale) couplings of y and v.

The set IT*(u,v) is convex and compact (see Lemma [A.]) and, in particular, the problem
(L6) admits an optimizer (see Corollary E.I]). While the structure of the optimizers, in
general, depends on the cost function, (by considering the quadratic cost) we are able to
identify (among all elements of IT*(u,r)) two canonical couplings, in the sense that they
produce the smallest and largest correlation, respectively, of random variables X ~ p and
Y ~ v (see Proposition [4.]).

Section [3: Generalized shadow measure. As our last contribution we provide a systematic
way to build elements of IT*(u, v), i.e., couplings of (i, v) that optimizes (I.2]) with h(-) = |-|.
Our method relies on the notion of the generalized shadow measure of p in v, denoted by
S¥(u), which was introduced in the martingale and supermartingale settings in [I3] and [2§],
respectively, and further studied in [12] 14} [9, 10} 25].

Consider two measures on the real line, ;2 and v, such that pu(R) < v(R). Let 7,, = {0 :
O(R) = pu(R), 6 < v} be the possible target laws of p in v. In the case we can embed pu
in v using a martingale (resp. supermartingale), [I3] (resp. [28]) showed that there exists a
canonical choice for the target law in 7, ,: the shadow measure S¥(u) is the smallest element
of 7, with respect to convex order <. (resp, convex decreasing order <.q). In both cases,
S#(v) can be uniquely identified as a second (distributional) derivative of a certain convex
function. In particular, there exists s,, : R — R (that depends on p and v through the
potential functions of these measures) that is convex, and s}, ,(dz) = S¥(u)(dz).
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From the results of [12] and [9] we then have an important observation: the same convex s,
works (i.e., it identifies the shadow measure) in the martingale and supermartingale settings.
In this paper we show that, in fact, the convexity of s, , prevails for arbitrary (u,v) (and
not only for those measures that can be joined via martingale or supermartingale), and thus

the second derivative of s, , still corresponds to a measure - this is precisely our generalized
shadow measure S”(u) (see Lemma [5.2]).

While Lemma identifies sj;, = S¥(u) as an element of 7, ,, in Theorem B.1] we show
that S¥(u) is a canonical element with respect to WOT and convex order. In particular,
(1.7) S” () minimizes 6+ inf / x —

R

7 (d
o) /R ymz(dy)

However, there could be many minimizers 6* of (L7)). Nevertheless, they all have the same

p(dx) over Tuu.

mean, while the shadow measure has the smallest variance. In other words, S¥(u) <. 6* for
any other minimizer 6*.

Finally, we follow the approaches of [14] and [10], and, using the shadow measure, construct
a large family of couplings within IT*(u, v), the so-called shadow couplings. In particular, let
fi € P([0,1] xR) be an element of IT(Lebyq 1}, i1), i.e., some coupling of the Lebesgue measure on
[0,1] and p (in the language of [14], [ is a lift of u). Then each [ induces a parametrization
(fj0,u))o<u<1 of p, where fifgj(dz) = Jo i(dv, dz): we have that fijo,u)(A) < fijo(A4) <
fio,1)(A) = p(A) for all Borel B C R and 0 < u < v < 1. We then show that (see Theorem
£.2), for each lift f,

there exists the unique measure & on [0,1] x R x R that couples fi and v,

and sends each i ) to the shadow measure S”(fijo)-

By integrating out the Lebesgue measure we then have that fol dm corresponds to a coupling
of p and v, and which, in particular, belongs to IT*(u, v). At least in the martingale setting, [14]
showed that this type of couplings appear as optimizers to a certain weak optimal transport
problems.

2. MEASURES AND CONVEX ORDER

For k > 1, let MF (respectively P*) be the set of (Borel) measures (respectively probability
measures) on R¥ with finite total mass and finite first moment. When k& = 1, we will use
the notation M = M! (resp. P = P'), so that if n € M (resp. n € P), then n(R) < oo
(resp. n(R) = 1) and [|z|n(dz) < co. Given a measure 7 € M (not necessarily a probability
measure), define 7 = [ xn(dx) to be the first moment (or mean) of n (and then 77/n(R) is the
barycentre of ). Let Z,) be the smallest interval containing the support of 1, and let {£,,r,}
be the endpoints of Z, (the support itself is the smallest closed set of full mass). If 7 has an
atom at ¢, then /, is included in Z,, and otherwise it is excluded, and similarly for 7. For
any Borel B C RF and 1 € M*, we write n|p for the restriction of 7 to B.

For « > 0 and 8 € R let D(«,3) denote the set of non-decreasing, convex functions
f R~ R, such that

lim {f(z)} =0, lim{f(z) - (az =)} = 0.
zToo

zl—o0
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Then, when a = 0, D(0, 3) is empty unless 8 = 0 and then D(0,0) contains one element, the
zero function.
For n € M, define the functions P,, C,, : R — R™ by

Py (k) = /R(k: _a)tn(de), keER,
and
Cy (k) = /R(x _k)tn(de), keER,

respectively. Then P, (k) > 0V (n(R)k —7) and Cy(k) > 0V (7 — n(R)k). Also, the Put-Call
parity holds: Cy (k) — P,(k) = (7 — n(R)k).

The following properties of P, can be found in Chacon [I5], and Chacon and Walsh [16]:
P, € Dn(R),7) and {k : P(k) > (R —7)*} = {k : Cylk) > (71— n(®K)T} = (ysrsy).
Conversely (see, for example, Proposition 2.1 in Hirsch et al. [21]), if A is a non-negative,
non-decreasing and convex function with h € D(ky,, kf) for some numbers k,, > 0 and ky € R
(with kf = 0 if k,, = 0), then there exists the unique measure n € M, with total mass
n(R) = k,, and first moment 77 = k¢, such that » = P,. In particular, n is uniquely identified
by the second derivative of h in the sense of distributions. Furthermore, P, and (), are related
to the potential U,,, defined by

Uy (k) ::/R\k;—x\n(dm), ke R,

by U, = Cy, + P,. We will call P, (and C)) a modified potential. Finally note that all three
second derivatives Cy, P’ and U;'/2 identify the same underlying measure 7.
For n,x € M, let

(2.1) P(n,x) := {P € D(n(R),m) for some m € R: P, — P is convex}.

For n,x € M, we write n < x if n(A) < x(A) for all Borel measurable subsets A of R, or
equivalently if

/fdn < /fdx, for all non-negative f : R +— Ry.

Since n and x can be identified as second derivatives of P, and P, respectively, we have n < x
if and only if P, — P, is convex, i.e., P, has a smaller curvature than P,. Note that there
is one-to-one correspondence between measures § € M with §(R) = n(R) and 6 < x, and
functions P € P(n, x).

We further introduce some relevant stochastic orders. For n,x € M with n(R) < x(R),
we write 7 <c X,1 <ed Xo1 Sei XoM Spe XoM Sped X>N Spei X if [ fdn < [ fdx for all
f : R — R that are convex, convex and non-increasing, convex and non-decreasing, non-
negative and convex, non-negative, convex and non-increasing, and non-negative, convex and
non-decreasing, respectively. (Note that if n <. x, or n <.q4 X, or n <. X, then automatically
n(R) = x(R).) If n(R) = x(R) and [ fdn < [ fdx for all non-decreasing f : R — R, then
we write 1 <go X-

For n,x € M with n(R) = x(R), we write 7 € II(n, x) if € M? and

T(AxR)=n(A) and 7w(Rx A)=x(A), for all Borel ACR.
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Note that the (scaled) product measure (n ® x)/n(R) is an element of II(n, x). We will often
represent m € II(n, x) via disintegration with respect to n: w(dz,dy) = 7, (dy)n(dz), where
(72)zer 18 @ (n-a.s. unique) family of probability measures satisfying 7, € P for n-a.e. x € R.

For n,x € M with n(R) = x(R), we write w € Iz (n, x) if 7 € II(n, x) and [, ym.(dy) = =
for n-a.e. x € R, i.e., I(n,x) denotes the set of martingale couplings of n and x. Due
to Strassen [3I] we have that IIps(n, x) # 0 if and only if n <. x. Similarly, we write 7™ €
Msup(n, x) (resp. 7 € Mgup(n, X)) if 7 € T(n, x) and [ yma(dy) < x (vesp. [pyma(dy) > x)
for n-a.e. z € R, ie., gyp(n, x) (resp. gyup(n, x)) denotes the set of supermartingale (resp.
submartingale) couplings of n and x. Then gy, (7, x) # 0 (resp. gup(n, x) # 0) if and only
if 7 <cq x (resp. 7 <ci Xx)-

3. WEAK OPTIMAL TRANSPORT

Fix p,v € M with u(R) = v(R), and a convex h : R — R4 with h(0) = 0. The goal of the
Weak Optimal Transport (WOT) theory is to determine the value

(3.1) Vi(p,v) == inf /R

mell(p,v)

- yﬂx(dy)'u(dw) ~ ut [ - m)as)

mell(p,v)

and the associated optimal couplings.

Remark 3.1. The assumption that h is non-negative with h(0) = 0 is not restrictive. Indeed,
if h : R = R is conver, then, for any a € [B/(0—),h'(0+)], = — h(z) = [h(x) — h(0) — ax]
is conver, h(0) = 0 € [A/(0=), W/ (0+)], and therefore h > 0 on R. In particular, Vi (p,v) =
Vi (u,v) — h(0) — a(7i — T), and both problems share the same optimizers.

3.1. WOT with L! costs. In this section we consider a cost function k — h(k) = |k|, and
thus in what follows write V' := V},, where V}, is defined in (B.1]).

From the previous works we already know that there exists an optimizer 7* € II(u,v), so
that

(3.2) Vi) = /R

o [ ywi(dy)' (i),

however, it is not unique. Hence, the goal is to compute the value ([B.2]) and explicitly construct
(at least one)

w—/Rym(dy)'u(dx)-

First, observe that by Jensen’s inequality we have that

(3.3) /R /R (m— /R ym(dy)> p(dz)

The natural question is then, for which u, v € M does there exist 7* € II(u, ) such that

J

Then any such coupling is automatically optimal for (B.2]).

T € arg minwen(uw)/
R

:|ﬁ—7|, WGH(/%V)'

:n—/Rym(dy)‘u(dx) >

o[ ywi(dy)' u(de) = |7 7],
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Suppose p <. v. Then 7 = 7. On the other hand, we also have that Iy (u,v) # 0, and
thus there exists 7 € II(u, v) such that [, y7,(dy) = « for p-a.e. & € R. It follows that

Vi) = it [ o= [ gty

m€llp (p,v)
As the next lemma shows, we can obtain a similar result in the cases when either u <.; v
or i <. v. (Note that if y <. v then both u <.y v and u <. v.)

p(dz) =0 =[p—7.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose p,v € M with p <.qv (resp. p <¢ v). Then for any @ € gyp(p,v)
(resp. & € Mgup(p,v)) we have that

Vip,v) = /R

<resp. Vip,v) = /R

Proof. We only prove the case p <.4 v (the case u <. v follows by symmetry). If u <.4 v

o[ yﬁx<dy>' ulde) = i 7= (@ - 7)

o [ m(dy)' u(de) = [~ 7= (7~ 7).

then 7 < @ and gy, (u,v) # 0. Since, for any 7 € Igy,,(p,v) C II(p,v), we have that
Jz y7e(dy) < a for pa.e. x, it follows that

[le=] m(dy)\ o) = [ (2= [ vistan) utdo) = (=) = 51

This, combined with ([B.3]), proves the claim. O

In order to deal with the general case we introduce two constants:
(3.4) Puy i=sup{P,(k) — P,(k)} and ¢, :=sup{Cy,(k)—Cy,(k)}.
keR keR
Using that u(R) = v(R) together with the Put-Call parity we then have that

Duy = Cup + (7 - ﬁ)

Now, note that p, ., ¢, € R4. This can be easily seen by observing that k — {P,(k) — P,(k)}
(resp. k+— {C, (k) — C,(k)}) is continuous, and converges to 0 (resp. (i —7)) when k — —o0
and to (7 — @) (resp. 0) when k — oo.

Further observe that,

Puy =inf{m >0:P,(k)+m > P,(k), k € R},
cup =inf{m >0:C,(k) +m > C,(k), k € R}.

Indeed, if p € Ry (resp. ¢ € Ry) is another constant such that P, (k) +p > P,(k) (resp.
Cy(k)+c > C,(k)) for all k € R, then p > P,(k) — P,(k) (resp. ¢ > C, (k) — C,(k)) for all
k € R, and thus p,, < p (resp. ¢, < c).

Moreover, if p,, > 0 (resp. ¢, > 0), then there exists k, € R (resp. k. € R) such that
P,(kp) + puy = Pu(kp) (resp. Cy(cp) + cu = Ciulcp)); see Bayraktar et al. [Lemma B.6 and
its proof][9].

On the other hand, if p,, = 0 (resp. ¢, = 0), then P, > P, (resp. C, > C,,) on R, which
is equivalent to u <.q v (resp. p <. v), and thus Lemma [B.I] applies. Hence, without loss of
generality, in what follows we can assume that p,, > 0 and ¢, , > 0.
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Consider k ~ P, (k) defined by
(3.5) P,,(k):=P,(k) +p.,, keER.
Note that P,, > P, on R, and (since we assumed that p,, > 0)
{k ER: P, (k) = Pu(k)} £ 0.
Let
v

(3.6) x,, = inf {k eR: P(k) = Pu(k)} ., = sup {k: eR:P(k) = Pu(k;)} .

Now note that z,,,,z}, € R. Indeed, limj_, o {Pw,(kr) - P“(k‘)} = puy > 0 and thus

—o0 < w,, <z, Hence we only need to argue that xf, < oo. This follows by observing
that (by the Put-Call parity and the assumption that ¢, , > 0)

Jim { B (k) = Pulk) | = Jim {P(K) = Fu(k)} + pis
= Jim {Cy(k) = Culk)} = (7 = ) + Py = > 0.

Furthermore, by the continuity of P, and P, we have that P(k) = P, (k) for k € {eg,,2f,}
We now split p into three sub-probability measures 77;7,,,7727,,,77;” € M such that p =

Mo + 10, + 10

(3.7) T = Mooy Mo = Ml oty T = Bl o)
Define
(3.8) A, = P/;(az;u—), A:;V = P/;(a;;;u—k),

where f'(k—) (resp. f’(k+)) denotes the left (resp. right) derivative, at k € R, of a convex
function x — f(x). Note that Ail, € 9P, ,(x%), where Of(z) denotes the sub-differential
(provided it exists) at € R, of k — f(k). Then, by construction,

T’;,V(R) = A;:,w T,:L_,V(R) =1- A;—;w no(R) = A/—;I/ - A/:,I/’

Now the goal is to also split v into x,, ,, Xg,wX:Zu € M with v = x,,, + X?W + X,JL,/, but
with an additional requirement that 7, <ci X, ,» 7, <c Xb, and 77, <cq x;},. Set
Xpy = V|(_00,m;u)+(A;,u - pﬁ,u(fﬂ;u—))%;ya
(3.9) X;r,u = V‘(:(:Il,,oo)—i_(Al—;V - p;i,u(x:,u‘i‘))éxiw’
Xorw =V = Xpv = Xt
Lemma 3.2. Let 0, ,, 0, 10, Xawr Xibo Xo, € M be as in B7) and B3). Then

- - 0 0 + +
M Sei Xpwr My Se Xpws Mpw Sed Xy

Proof. In order to ease the notation we suppress the dependence on (u, ) and write n~ = UM
and similarly for other quantities.
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First consider = and y~. By construction, x~(R) = 1~ (R), and, since P > P, on (—o0, 2]
and P(z~) = P,(27), we have that

Co-(k) = (Pu(k) = {Pu(z7) + A (k —27)}) Itpepy
< < —{Pu(z7) + A (k - I_)}) Tk<a)
- <15(/<;) - {15(9;—) +A (k- x_)}) Tjeeny = Cy-(k), k€ER.

It follows that n~ <. x~.
By symmetry, nt <.4 xT. Indeed, by construction we have that x*(R) = n*(R), and, since
P> P, on [x%,00) and P(z") = P,(z"), we have that

Py (k) = (Pu(k) — {Pu(a™) + AY(k — 2)}) Tpsary
S( {P )+ AT (k- f€+)}>~’{k>x+}

(P) = {Pa*) + AT (k= 2)}) Ipsary = Pe(B), kER.
)=

Finally, consider 7 and x". It is clear that x°(R n°(R), and thus we are left to argue
that 7° <. x%. For this it is enough to show that P § Po on R, and limy ;o Ppo(k) =
limy, o0 PXo(kz). We have that

{P +A (k )}) Ike[:c*,xﬂ (PH( )—|—A+(k’—l‘+)) I{k>x+}
< (P {Pua) + Ak =270} Doy + (Pule) + AF (= 24) Tt

= (P(h) — {P@@™) + A~ (k = 7)) Inepo oy + (P®) + AT (= 27)) Lo
Pw(k), keR,

Ppo(k) =

|
’%

from which the desired asymptotic behaviour at oo also follows. We conclude that ;0 <.
0
Vo, g

We now define a set of candidate optimal couplings IT*(u, v) C II(p, v):

(3.10) e l"(p,v) if 7" e€l(p,v) and m,,:=m,, + Wu,, + 7Tuy, where
3.10

T € Wsus (s X)) T € HM(nu,u,xM,u), i € Wsup(M1 Xjin)-

Note that, by construction and Lemma B2 IT*(u, ) is non-empty.
We are now ready to state and prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose p,v € M with p(R) = v(R) and min{p,,,c,,} > 0. Then

- W;(dy)' u(de) = (o — 1) + (T — Xior)
=V Xpuw) + V(nzy,xlu), for all #* € II* (u, v).

Furthermore, any optimizer for V(u,v) is of the form (BI0).
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Proof. Similarly as in the proof of Lemma [3.2] we ease the notation by suppressing the de-
pendence on (u,v), and write n~ =1, ,, ete.
We first compute the total weak transport cost with respect to an arbitrary 7* € II*(u, v):

[l yw;wy)'u(dx)

:/R x—éyﬂi(dy)‘n_(dw)+4 /
:/R x_éyw;<dy>‘n—<dx>+4 /
:/R</Ry7r;(dy)—w> 77‘(da:)+/[R <x—/Ryﬂ§’(dy)> n*(dl’)

=0 =)+ —xT);

*(dx)

O(da
ymo(dy)| n°(da *(dx)

/yw (dy)|
- [ mttan|n

the first equality uses that u =1~ +7° + 11 (see (7)), while for the remaining equalities we
used the definition of 7* (see (B.10))).
We will now show that, for an arbitrary 7 € II(u,v),

|-

which will finish the proof of the first statement.
Fix 7 € II(u,v). Then

[l m(dw\ uldz) >

/ m(dy)\ u(dz) = (C =) + (7 =X,

o= [omtan|otan)+ [ Jo= [ yratan|*an
‘_ / / Y (dy)n~ (dz)

+{nt - / / yia(dy)n™ (dz)|
where the second inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality.
Now define 7~ (dx,dy) = 7,(dy)n~ (dz) and note that 7= € II(n—, x~) for some Y~ € M
with Y~ < v and Y~ (R) = 5~ (R). Similarly, 7" (dz,dy) := 7.(dy)n™(dz) is such that
T ell(nt,x™) for some xT € M with x+ < v and x*(R) = n™(R). It follows that

/]R T — /R y7ia(dy)| p(dw)

Therefore, in order to finish the proof, it is sufficient to show that

> | =X |+ i - X

= =]+ [T = | 2 =)+ GF =X
We will achieve this by showing that

(3.11) =X =00 ) and [t =X = 07 X,

First, note that since x~ is a restriction of v to (—oo,z7) (together with an appropriate
amount of mass at x7), any other measure x~ < v with Y7 (R) = x~(R) has a larger mean.
Indeed,

X~ (=00, k]) = X~ ((=00,k]), k€R,
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ie., X7 <sto X~ - Equivalently,

/ fk)x™ (dk) < / f(k)x™ (dk), for all non-decreasing k — f(k),
R R

and by taking k — f(k) = k we obtain that y— < .
In fact, if k — g(k) is convex and non-decreasing, using that n~ <. x~ <s X~ we have
that

/R a(kyy(dk) < /R a(k)x~(dk) < / o(k)%~ (dk)

R
(ie, 17 <ei X~ <ei X ), so that = < x= < x—. It follows that
- - -r e
We now use a symmetric argument for n*, x*, Y. Observe that
X" ((k,00)) > X ((k,0)), kER,

and therefore Y™ <y, xT, or equivalently,
/ fR)XT(dk) < / f(k)xT(dk), for all non-decreasing k — f(k).
R R
)

Then, if k — g(k) is convex and non-increasing, using that 7 <.; x*, we have that

/R g(ky (dk) < /R gkt (dk) < /R (k)T (dk)
(ie., nt <cg xT <eca X1), s0 that T > x+ > x+. It follows that
X = X 2

Combining both cases shows that

V(p,v) = /]R x— /Ryﬂi(dy)' p(dx) = (Xw — M) + (e — Xjiw)-

Furthermore, recall that by Lemma B2, 7, , <. x,,, and }, <cqg X, ,. Then from Lemma

BT we further have that V(1. X;.) = (X — ) and V(i1 Xi00) = (i — Xjiw)-
Finally, if 7 is another optimizer of (3], then (B.II]) must hold with equality, and thus
X~ = x— and YT = xT. But then since x~ <s, X~ and X7 <., x* (and all measures
are sub-measures of v), we must have that Y* = yx*. In addition, the second marginal of
70(dx,dy) = 7.(dy)n®(dz) is then given by (v — Y~ — x*) = x°. This proves the second
statement of the theorem and thus finishes the proof. O

3.2. Connection to Wasserstein projection of p on {ji € M : i <. v}. In this section
we work with p,v € M with p(R) = v(R) and a convex h : R — Ry satisfying h(0) = 0.
Define

Vi(u,v) == inf / h(x — y)m(dz,dy).
mell(pr) JRxR

We follow Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [6] and call S : R — R admissible if

i) S is non-decreasing,
ii) S is 1-Lipschitz,
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iii) the push-forward measure S(u) satisfies S(u) <. v.

Gozlan et al. [19] (see also Alfonsi et al. [I] for an equivalent result in higher dimensions)
showed that

(3.12) Vi(p,v) = ;SHCfV Vil p) = inf - Va(S(k), p)-

In particular, there exists an admissible (u-a.s. unique) map 7%, such that
Vi (p,v) = Vi (T* (1), ) for all convex h > 0 with h(0) = 0,

i.e., the optimizer T* (and the induced push-forward measure p* := T™*(1)) does not depend
on the choice of the convex cost function h. Furthermore, the map 7™ can be uniquelly
identified by one of the following conditions (see Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [6]):

(1) S(p) <. T*(p) <. v for all admissible S,

(2) T* is the unique admissible map which has slope 1 on each interval (T*)~!(I), where

Iis irreducible@ w.rt. (T*(p),v).
Recall 1, ,, 77:’,,, X XIV € M given by [B.7) and (39). Now let T—,T" be the optimal

maps for Vi,(7,,,,X,,,,) and Vh(ﬂf[,w X;Jf,u)v respectively, i.e., for any convex h : R — R, with
h(0) = 0 we have that

(313) Vh(n;,w X/:,l/) = Vh(T_ (77;,11)7 77;,1/) and Vh(n:,w X/j_,l/) = Vh(T+(77IV)7 77:_,1/)

Proposition 3.1. Let p,v € M with u(R) = v(R) and min{p,, ,, c,,} > 0. DefineT : R — R

by
T (x), T <,
T(z) =< =, x,, <v<al,
T (), Th, <.
Then T* =T.

Corollary 3.1. Let p,v € M with u(R)

= v(R) and min{p,,,cu,} > 0. Then the optimal
map T* is such that © — D(z) := (T*(x) — x) is non-increasing, and

D >0 on(-o00,z,,), D=0on [m;ﬂj,:ﬂ;y], D <0 on (ZL';;V,OO).

Proof. Since T~ (resp. T™) is optimal for Vi, (., X;.,,) (vesp. Va(nt,, x;th,)) and n,, <ci Xu,
(resp. mt, <cd X;5,), by Gozlan and Juillet [I8, Theorem 3.2]) we further have that 7, <
T~ (n,,) (resp. T*(n},) <sto Mt ), and therefore T*(z) = T~ (z) > x for p-ae. = <z,
(resp. T*(z) = T*(z) < z for p-a.e. x > z},). Combining this with the representation of T™*
in terms of the quantile function of T%(u) (see Alfonsi et al. [I, Theorem 2.6]), we immediately
have that D is non-increasing. Finally, if D(x) = 0 for some x < x,,, (resp. x >z} ), then

D =0on [z,z,,] (resp. [z} ,,z]), which contradicts the definition of x,, (vesp. z},). O

1Two measures n,x € M with n(R) = x(R) satisfies n <. x if and only if 7 = ¥ and P, < P, on R.
By the continuity of the potential functions, the set U := {k € R : P,(k) < Py(k)} is open and thus can be
represented as a countable union of disjoint open intervals, U = Un I,. These intervals I,, are called irreducible

w.r.t. (n,x).
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Remark 3.2. The assumption min{p,, ,,c,,} > 0 covers the most general case. If p <.q v
(resp. pu <& v) we have that Purv = 0 < cuyp (resp. Cupy = 0 < puy). In this case,
set k,, = —oo (resp. k::;u := +00). Then the statement of Proposition [31] still holds
(but with this modified value of k,, (resp. k;’,/)) Note that, in the case p <. v, we take

k,, = —00 < 400 =k}

4 and then x — T*(x) = z is optimal.

Proof of Proposition[31. By Lemma [B3.2] Mpw <ci Xp and 77:,,, <ed qu and therefore
sup{k € supp(7,,,)} < sup{k € supp(x;,,)} = ,,, and z}, = inf{k € supp(x;;,)} < inf{k €
supp(n},)}, respectively. It follows that T~ (z) < z,,, for all z < z;,, and T (x) > z;} , for all
x>z}, Then since T~ (resp. T7) is admissible w.r.t. (1,,,x;,,) (resp. (n},,x},)), from
the deﬁnltlon of T' we immediately have that T is admissible w.r.t. (1, v). Indeed, the defini-
tion of T~ as an optimal map for Vi,(n, ,, X,,,) implies that T~ (n,,) <¢ x,,,, (by symmetry
we then also conclude that T*(nt,) <. x;/,). Moreover, since T(z) = x for z € [z T,
we have that T'(u )\[
tion of v to (x, i
39)). Hence T'(p) <. Xjw +Xu7 +Xh, = v
Furthermore, P: (u)(k) = P,(k) for k € {z,,,x},
terval I, w.r.t. (T'(u),v) we have that both, I, and 7~1(I,,), belong to either (— 00, Ty )
or [z, ,,x},], or (z},,00). But T =T (resp. T =T7) on (— 00,7,,) (resp. (x),,00)),
and thus T and T~ (resp. T7) share the same irreducible intervals on (— 00, Z,,,,) (resp.
(z},,00)). It follows that T has slope 1 on T~1(1I,,) for every irreducible I,, satisfying either
I, € (—=o0,x,,) or I, € (x7,,00). On the other hand, if I, C [z, 2} ], then T-Y1,) = I,
and therefore (since T'(z) = z for all z € Emi )N T also has slope 1 for such I,,. We
conclude that 7" has slope 1 on each T ~1(I,). Since this last property is satisfied only by 7%,
we conclude that 7' = T*, O

_ — 0 0 0
St = M’[:c;,m:cﬁ,u]_ My <c Xp,v» Where x,, , corresponds to the restric-

a: ) together with appropriate amounts of mass at the boundaries (recall

}, and therefore for any irreducible in-

We can ow use the results of Proposition B.1l and give a version of Theorem [B.1] for general
cost functions h.

Corollary 3.2. Let u,v € M with p(R) = v(R) and min{p,,, ¢, } > 0. Suppose h : R — R
is convex and h(0) = 0. Then

Vh(:ua V) = Vh(n;:,w X/:J/) + Vh(n/j_,w X:L_,V)

— inf / h(a:— / ym(dy)> Ny (dT)
WGHSub(n;,V7X;,V) R R

+ inf /h<x—/yﬂx(dy)> My (d).
WEHSup(mthltV) R R
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Proof. By Proposition [B.1] and since h(0) = 0, we have that

Vil 1) = Th(T* (), 1) = /R W — T* () u(de)

=/( ) )h(ﬂc—T‘(as))n;,y+/(+ )h(x—T+(x))n;V
—O0,Ty,v x e’}

s
= Vi(T™ () Xu) + V(T (01, X00)
= Vi X) + Vit Xiw)-
On the other hand, since 7, <¢i X}, ,» by Gozlan and Juillet [I8, Theorem 3.2] we have that
V) = ot e [ )
TE€Mgub (M Xpw) /R R
Since ', <.q X;JLw a symmetric argument shows that

MV—
Vi) =t / h(:c— / yﬂx(dy)> vt (de).

WeHSup(n;J{,wX;r,u

which finishes the proof. O

4. CONSTRAINED OPTIMAL TRANSPORT

For fixed marginals p,v € P, recall the definition of IT*(u,v) C II(u,v); see (B.10). Note
that, due to Theorem [B3.1]

(4.1) (1) = avgmiinerig) | o = Talu(do)
The main goal of this section is to identify some canonical elements of this set.

For a (measurable) cost function ¢ : R x R — R, in this section we consider the following
variant of the optimal transport problem:

(4.2) inf / c(x,y)n(dz, dy).
mell* () JRxR

We first observe that (4.2]) generalizes the (sub/super-) martingale optimal transport prob-
lems introduced by Beiglbock et al. [11], Beiglbock and Juillet [I3], and Nutz and Stebegg
[28]. Indeed, due to Lemma B.I] we have that

p<cv = I(p,v) =y (p,v),
B<eqV H*(:u’ V) = HSup(:uvy)a
p<civ = II"(p,v) = Ugup(p,v).

Lemma 4.1. Let p,v € P. Then, II*(u,v), as in (&I), is conver and compact (wrt weak
topology induced by the continuous and bounded functions).

Lemma [4.] ensures that, under mild regularity conditions for ¢, the problem (4.2)) admits
an optimizer. The proof of Corollary 1] is based on the standard (lower semi-continuity
and compactness) arguments (see, for example, Beiglbock et al. [I1, Theorem 1]), and thus
omitted.
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Corollary 4.1. Let u,v € P. Suppose ¢ : R x R — R is lower semi-continuous and c(x,y) >
—K(|z|+|y|) for all x,y € R, for some constant K > 0.
Then there exists m* € II*(u, v) satisfying

/ c(z,y)r*(dv,dy) = inf / c(z, y)m(d, dy).
RxR mell*(pv) JRxR

Proof of Lemma[f.1. Let 7', 7% € II*(u,v). Then, for a € [0,1], we have that 7 := ar! +
(1 —a)7? is an element of II(x,v), T, = anl + (1 — )72, and thus also 77y = aml + (1 — a)72
for p-a.e. € R. Then using the convexity of | - | it follows that

/R & — Talu(de) < o /R & — wl|a(dr) + (1 — @) /R & — 72pu(dz) = V()

(recall (B1)), and thus 7 € IT*(u, v), which proves the convexity of IT*(u, ).

We now turn to compactness. Since II(u, v) is compact and IT* (u, v) C II(p, v), it is enough
to show that IT*(u, v) is closed. However, due to Corollary B.I], we have that any 7 € II*(u, v)
is of the form (BI0). Hence the claim follows if IIxz (7, x), Lsup(n, x) and ILg,,(n, x) are all
closed (provided they are non-empty) for some fixed 7, x € P.

The closedness of II;(n, x) was proved by Beiglbock et al. [11] We now argue (by suitably
modifying the arguments of Beiglbock et al. [11]) that IIg,,(n, x) (and thus, by symmetry,
also Igyp(n, X)) is closed.

Fix 1 <.q 1 so that Ig,,(n, x) # 0. Now note that

7 € llgup(n, x) <= / Iy(x)(y — x)m(dx,dy) <0 V Borel A CR.
R

By standard approximation arguments we can replace I4 by any non-negative, continuous
and bounded f: R — R. It follows that

Osw(mx)= () Zr= [) {7? € Il(p,v) : / f(@)(y — z)m(dz, dy) < 0} :
FECH(®), >0 JECH(R), f20 ®
Since the sub-level sets of a continuous function are closed, using the continuity (wrt the
weak convergence) of 7 — [ f(x)(y — x)m(dz, dy) (see Beiglbock et al. [11, Lemma 2.2.]), we
conclude that each Z; (and thus also ILgy,(n, X)) is closed. O

Remark 4.1. In fact one can prove Lemma [{.1] in a more general setting. Fiz p,v € P,
h:Rx P — R, and consider

IT; (p, v) = argmingcryy,) h(x, 7)) p(d).
R

If}N‘L is convex wrt the second variable, then using the same arguments as in Lemma [{.1] we
arrive to the convexity of H;fl(,u, v).

Furthermore, if in addition h is lower semi-continuous (with respect to the product topology)
and bounded from below (in particular, if it satisfies Condition (A) of Backhoff-Veraguas et
al. [5, Definition 2.7]), then m — [p h(zx, 7, )pu(dz) is lower semi-continuous (see Backhoff-
Veraguas et al. [5, Proposition 2.8]) ). Since the level sets of a lower semi-continuous function
are closed, it follows that HZ(M v) is a closed subset of II(u,v), and thus compact.
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Note that the above applies to (x,m) — h(z,n) := h(x —7), where h : R — R, is convex
with h(0) = 0 (as in section[3.2).

Since each 7 € II*(u, v) is of the form (B.I0), it follows that
(4.3)

inf / cdm = inf / cdm + inf / cdm + inf / cd.
mell* (/J,ll) WEHSub(n;,u7X;,V) WEHM(nﬁ,uvx(ﬁ.,u) WEHSup(”IV:XI,V)

We further note that (7]27,, + M) Zed (X?W + X)) and

(4.4) inf / cdm = inf / cdm + inf / cdm.
WGHSup(ng,u +nI,V7X?L,V+XI,V) melly (ng’V ’Xg’V) WEHSup(n/,tu 7X/,Jf,u)

+
2l

77:[,1/) <ecd (X?L:V + x;l,) in the sense of Nutz and Stebegg |28, Proposition 3.2], and thus every

Indeed, by construction we have that x7, corresponds to the mazimal barrier for (7727,/ +

T E ngp(ng,/ + nzy,xgw + XI,,) couples 7727V <. X/OW using a martingale (recall that the
supports of both measures 772’,/ <c X?L,I/ are contained in [a:;l,,x:[’,j], while the supports of

+
Lpws

(4.5) inf / cdm = inf / cdm + inf / cdm.
WEHSub(n;,V+772,V7X/:,V+X2,u) WEHSub(UE,mXE,u) WEHA{(ng)V’X?MV)

In the next section we consider (4.3]) for some specific cost functions.

Ny <ecd Xp, are contained in | 00)). A symmetric argument shows that

4.1. Spence-Mirrlees costs. Nutz and Stebegg [28] considered the supermartingale optimal
tranport problems with cost functions ¢ that satisfy certain twist conditions. A function
f:R? = R is called first-order Spence-Mirrlees if

(4.6) fxa, ) — f(x1,-) is strictly increasing for all x1 < x2,
and second-order Spence-Mirrlees if
(4.7) fxa,) — f(x1,-) is strictly convex for all x1 < xa.

Then f is the supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees if f is second-order Spence-Mirrlees and (— f)
is first-order Spence-Mirrlees.
Let I' € R? and consider (z,y1), (z,12), (2/,3y') € T’ with y; < y2. Then T is

(i) second-order left-monotone if y' ¢ (y1,y2) whenever x < 2/,

(ii) second-order right-monotone if ¥ ¢ (y1,y2) whenever z > z’.
Furthermore, let (I', M) C R? xR and consider (x1,%1), (72, y2) with 27 < 29. The pair (I', M)
is supermartingale (resp. submartingale)

(i) first-order left-monotone if y; < yo whenever xo ¢ M (resp. z1 ¢ M),

(ii) first-order right-monotone if yo < y; whenever x; ¢ M (resp. xo ¢ M).

Then we have the following

Theorem 4.1 (Nutz and Stebegg [28]). Suppose n,x € P with n <.q x. Then there exists
(nondegenerate, in the sense of Nutz and Stebegg [28], Definition 7.5]) (I'Y, MT) C B(R?) x
B(R) that is supermartingale first-order right-monotone and second-order left-monotone (resp.
(TP, MP) C B(R?) x B(R) that is supermartingale first-order left-monotone and second-order
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right-monotone) and the unique coupling ' € Hgyuy(n,x) (resp. ™ € Tgup(n, X)), the so-
called increasing (resp. decreasing) supermartingale coupling, such that

(T =1 and 7! |1 yp is a martingale  (resp. #'(T'1) =1 and 7! | b g is a martingale).

Furthermore, ©' (resp. 7P ) is the unique optimizer 0f SUPreT1g,, (nx) [ fdm and Infrerg,, (n.x) [ fdr
if f and (—f) (resp. (—f) and f) are supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees, respectively.

Theorem [A.1] completely solves (4.4]) for supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees cost functions.

Hence it remains to solve inf cdrmr. However, the solution depends on ¢ (within

mE€Lsup (M > Xp,v) J
the class of supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees cost functions.)

Using the symmetric arguments to those of Nutz and Stebegg [28], one can show that, for
n <. X, there exists the unique @/ € Igu(n, x) (resp. #° € Mgu(n, x)) that is supported
by (D1, MT) (resp. (TP, MP)), which is submartingale first-order left-monotone and second-
order left-monotone (resp. submartingale first-order right-monotone and second-order right-
monotone). 7! and 7! (resp. 7P and #”) are similar in the sense that both couplings
mimic the left-curtain (resp. right-curtain) martingale coupling (see Beiglbock ad Juillet
[13]) on their respective martingale points, M’ and M! (resp. MP and MP). However,
the behaviour of 7/ and #! (resp. m” and #P) differ on strict supermartingale and strict
D) mimics the antitone (resp. quantile)
D

)

submartingale points respectively; there 7! (resp. =
coupling, and thus is supported on a decreasing (resp. increasing) map, while 7l (resp. ") is
supported on an increasing (resp. decreasing) map, mimicking the behaviour of the quantile

(resp. antitone) coupling.

D ~I =D

The above differences of 7!, 7P, 71, 7P are also reflected in the optimal transport problems

for which these couplings appear as optimizers.

Lemma 4.2. Letn,x € P withn <. x. If ¢ (resp. —c) is supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees,
then neither the decreasing submartingale coupling 7P € Tlgu(n, X), nor the increasing sub-
martingale coupling 7' € Tgu(n, ), mazimizes

Msup(n, x) > 7= /Cdﬂ-

In particular, an optimizer is submartingale first-order right-monotone and second order left-
monotone (resp. submartingale first-order left-monotone and second-order right-monotone).

Using Theorem [£.J] and Lemma [4.2] we can characterize the optimzers of (4.3]) for the costs
satisfying supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees conditions:

Corollary 4.2. Let pi,v € P, and suppose that 7 is an optimizer of (43). Then
(i) If ¢ is supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees, then 7T*|[r;,u,oo)xR is the (unique) increasing
supermartingale coupling ©' € Hsup(ng’,, + nle,,xgﬂ, + X:f,u): while 7'('*‘(_0071,;71/]XR is
submartingale first-order right-monotone and second-order left-monotone.
(i) If (—c) is supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees, then W*‘[x;,moo)xR is the (unique) decreas-
ing supermartingale coupling T € st(ngw + 77;[7”, ngV + X,tu); while 7T*|(—oo7x;,u}xR
is submartingale first-order left-monotone and second-order right-monotone.
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Proof. Proof of Lemma Let (I;)k>—1 be the irreducible components of n <. x in the
sense of Nutz and Stebegg [28, Proposition 3.4] (but with necessary adjustments required for
the submartingale setting). In particular, Iy := (—oo,2*) (where z* := inf{k € R : Cy,(k) =
Cy(k)}) is the maximal barrier), (Ix)r=1,.. n (With N < oco) are the open components (i.e.,
disjoint open intervals) of (z*,00) N {C, < Cy}, and I_1 = R\ Up>o k- Let pp = plg, for
—1 <k < N. Then there exists the unique decomposition y = > k>:1 Xk, S-t.

po1=v_1, Mo <c X0, Nk <c Xk forall k>1.

Let (Ji)k>0 be such that each Jj is Iy, together with its endpoints in the case xj has atoms
at these endpoints. Any 7 € IIgy,(n, X) is a sum of couplings of (9, xx)-

Define ¥ := (I_y x I_1) Uyp>o(Zk % Ji). Let (I, M) C B(R?) x R be nondegenerate, where
I C ¥, M := MyU M, with Borel sets My C Iy and M; Uy I

For any finite measures 7, 7' on R? (with finite first moment) with the same first marginal
7!, we call 7 a (My, My)-competitor of 7 if

(4.8) 7l > 7 for mh-ae. x € My, and 7, =7 for ml-ae. x € M.

Now suppose that, in the case 7 is finitely supportedon I, [ fdr > [ fdr’ for any (Mo, My)-
competitor 7 (of 7) that is concentrated on ¥ (here f: R — R is any Borel function). This
is precisely a submratingale version of Nutz and Stebegg [?, Theorem 5.2].

Now consider (z1,y1), (z2,y2) € I' with x; < x9, and define

1 L1
= 2 {5(mlyy1)+5(12,y2)} = b} {5(117y2)+5(12,y1)} :

Suppose that ys < y1, so that
Ty > 71701 and T, < 71702
Suppose that 1 ¢ M (so that it does not affect the definition of a competitor, see ([A.J])).
Suppose that o € M, so that xo € I, for some k # 0. Then ys € Ji. On the other hand,
since x1 ¢ M, we must have that x; € Iy and thus also y; € Jy. But Jj is located to the right
of Jy. It follows that y; < ys.
Now suppose that xo ¢ M. Then x5 € Iy, and it follows that 7’ is a (My, M7)-competitor

of w. Furthermore, z; € Iy and thus y; € Jy, for i = 1,2, and thus 7’ is supported on X. It
follows that

0<2 (/ cdm — /Cd?T/> = c(22,y2) — c(21,y2) — (c(z2,41) — c(21,91))-

But the right-hand side of the equality is strictly negative if ¢ first-order Spence-Mirrlees, and
thus we again conlcude that y; < ys.

Combining both cases we conclude that (I', M) is submartingale first-order left-monotone,
whenever c is first-order Spence-Mirrlees.

Now suppose that (—c) is first-order Spence-Mirrlees, y; < y2, and xo ¢ M. Then z; <
T9 < z* and thus both x1,z9 € Iy, and also both y1,ys € Jy. Furthermore, since y; < y2, we
have that 7, < 7/, and thus 7’ is again a (M, M;)-competitor of 7. It follows that

0<2 (/ cdm — /cdw’) = c(x1,y1) — c(x2,y1) — (c(x1,y2) — c(x2,y2)).
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But the right-hand side is strictly negative since (—c) is first order Spence-Mirrlees. We
conclude that (I, M) is submartingale first-order right-monotone, whenever (—c) is first-order
Spence-Mirrlees.

Furthermore, we can follow verbatim the proof of Nutz and Stebegg [28, Proposition 7.8
(iii)-(iv)] and conclude that (I', M) is second-order left-monotone (resp. right-monotone),
whenever ¢ (resp. (—c)) is second-order Spence-Mirrlees.

The above (together with a submartingale version of Nutz and Stebegg [28, Theorem 5.2])
proves a submartingale version of Nutz and Stebegg [28, Proposition 7.8]. Then following
the lines of the first part of the proof Nutz and Stebegg [28, Corollary 9.4] we conclude that
an optimizer of suprcrg,, (nx) | cdr is submartingale first-order right-monotone and second-
order left-monotone (resp. submartingale first-order left-monotone and second-order right-
monotone), whenever ¢ (resp. (—c)) is supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees. O

Remark 4.2. In general there are more than one submartingale coupling of u <. v, that is
submartingale first-order right-monotone and second-order left-monotone, or submartingale
first-order left-monotone and second-order right-monotone. See Nutz and Stebegg [28, Section
10] for an equivalent statement in the supermartingale setting. However, one can modify the

increasing and decreasing submartingale couplings @, 77

on their respective martingale points
to obtain couplings with aforamentioned monotonicity properties.

For example, let MP be the martingale points of 7P, and let vMP be the second marginal
of ﬁD‘J\ZfDx]R' Then if #eM® denote the left-curtain martingale coupling of p;p<c yMP

(which is second-order left-monotone), it follows that 7 := ﬁ-D|R\]\ZfD +ple M

18 submartingale
first-order right-monotone and second-order left-monotone.

By modifying the increasing submartingale coupling 71 on its martingale points we can
similarly obtain a submartingale coupling that is submartingale first-order left-monotone and
second-order right-monotone.

The question whether these couplings are optimizers of [ cdm for some class of costs func-

tions ¢ (and thus canonical), we leave for the future research.

While we were not able to explicitly solve ([A3]) for supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees costs,
we can give a positive answer in the case we relax the second-order Spence-Mirrlees condition.
This leads us to the cost function (z,y) — c(z,y) = +(z — y)>.

For marginals u, v € P, we have that

/ (z —y)*n(dz, dy) =/w2u(d$)+/ —wyﬂ(d:v,dy)Jr/y%(dy)’ for all 7 € T(p,v),
RxR R RxR R

and therefore

argming crr-(,,,) /

[ (o= yPrlde.dy) = avgmas,errogu [ oyr(da.dy)
X

RxR

argmaX i (u,) /RXR(:E —y)?n(dx,dy) = argming cyy«(,, ) /RXR zym(dz, dy).

The above corresponds to the set of couplings in IT*(u, v) that produce the largest and smallest
correlation of random variables X ~ y and Y ~ v.
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Proposition 4.1. Let pu,v € P. Let 7P &l ¢ Wsub(M05 X ) be the decraesing and increasing

submartingale couplings, respectively. Let w0 w!

€ Msup(nt,, x;t,) be the decraesing and
increasing supermartingale couplings, respectively. Let 7 € HM(UB,V,X?L,V) be an arbitrary
martingale coupling.
Define
7= 7D M 7l and 7™ =7 4 oM 4 7D,
Then ™™™ and 7™ produce (among the elements of II*(u,v)) the smallest and largest co-
variance of X ~ pu and Y ~ v, respectively.

Proof. Since, for any n, x € M with n <, ¥,

/ xym(dx,dy) = / z?n(dx), for all m € My (n, x),
RxR R

we have that

ATEMAX 11y, (10, 10 / wym(de, dy) = argminger, op . o ) /R ayr(dz,dy) = (7 \%)

RZ

Therefore, solving (£3]) with ¢(x,y) = £y is equivalent to (separately) solving

sup / c(x,y)m(dz,dy) and sup / c(x,y)m(de, dy).
) JRXR )/ RXR

WEHSub(n;,wX;,u WeHSup(mJLr,wXﬁ,u

Let ¢(z,y) = —zy. Then, for 21 < x9, we have that

y = —c(x2,y) — (—c(z1,9)) = (22 — 1)y

is strictly increasing (and thus (—c) is first-order Spence-Mirrlees, see (4.6])) and linear (and
thus both ¢ and (—c) fail to be second-order Spence-Mirrlees, see (471); but they are still
convex). In particular ¢ is relared supermartingale Spence-Mirrlees (in the sense of Nutz and
Stebegg [28], Definition 9.1]), and thus by Nutz and Stebegg [28, Corollary 9.4] we have that

- inf / zym(dz, dy) = sup / —zym(dz,dy) = —/ zyr! (dz, dy).
WeHSup(nI,uvx;f,u) R2 R2 R2

7r€HSup (n;j,u 7X;JI,V)

On the other hand, by Lemma and its proof, we have that any maximizer of

sup / —zyr(dz, dy)
R2

WeHSub(n;,u 7X/:,u)

is submartingale first-order right-monotone. Since 7P

€ Tsup(Mys X)) 1s submartingale
first-order right-monotone, the submartingale version of Nutz and Stebegg [28, Corollary 9.4]

then gives that

- inf / zym(dx,dy) = sup / —zyn(dz,dy) = —/ zyrP (dzx, dy).
R2 R2

WEHSub(n;,wX;,V) WEHSub(n;,wX;,V) R?

Combining all three optimization problems we conclude that

inf / xyw(d:n,dy):/ zym™" (dx, dy).
mell*(uv) JR2 R?
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Using symmetric arguments we obtain that

sup /myﬂ(daz,dy):/ xym™ (dx, dy).
mell* (u,v) JR? R2

0

Remark 4.3. One could investigate ([L3]) beyond Spence-Mirrlees costs functions. For exam-
ple, consider c(x,y) = +|x — y|. In the martingale setting when p <. v,

sup / cdm
mellp (p,v)

was studied by Hobson and Neuberger [24], and Hobson and Klimmek [23]. However, the
supermartingale (and thus also submartingale) version of their results are not yet present in
the literature.

5. GENERALIZED SHADOW MEASURE
Fix p,v € M with p(R) < v(R), and define
Tuw ={0 € M:0(R) = u(R), 6 <v}.

Then 7, is the set of all target measures for p in v. It is easy to see that 7,, # (). Indeed,
(u(R)/v(R))v € T,,,. Furthermore, if p = (11 + p12) for some i1, po € M, then note that, for
any 0 € Tp, ., we have that 7y, ,_¢ # 0.

In the cases when p <p. v and p <,.q v, Beiglbock et al. [12] and Bayraktar et al. [9],
respectively, investigated the so-called shadow measure that arises as a second (distributional)
derivative of a convex function k — P, (k)— (P, — P,)°(k), where f¢ denotes the largest convex
minorant (i.e., convex hull) of f: R — R. Here we study this measure for arbitrary p and v,
and establish an interesting connection to the optimal transport with weak L' costs (recall
Section [3).

Define

Ppy = zgg{Pu(k) —P,(k)} and ¢y, = iﬁﬁ{c”(k) - Cy(k)}.

(This generalizes the definition of p, ,, ¢y, given in ([3.4) for probability measures.) Similarly
as for (3.4]), note that k — {P,(k) — P,(k)} is continuous, limy_, _{P,(k) — P,(k)} = 0 and
limg 00 { Pu(k) — P, (k)} = limp 00 {(7 — 1) — k (¢(R) — (R))}, from which we conclude that
Puy € [0,00). In particular, if p,, > 0, then p,, = (P,(k*) — P,(k*)) for some k* € R. A
similar argument shows that ¢, , € [0,00), and, in the case ¢, , > 0, ¢, = (Cu(k*) — C,(k¥))
for some k* € R. On the other hand, if p,, = 0 (resp. ¢, = 0) then u <p.q v (resp. p <pei V)
and we can embed p into v using a supermartingale (resp. submartingale).

Lemma 5.1. Let p,v € M with u(R) < v(R). The second (distributional) derivative of
kw (P, — P,)°(k) corresponds to a (unique) measure 0, € M such that Py, ,(k) = (P, —
P)¢(k) + puy, k € R. Furthermore, 0,,,(R) = (v(R) — u(R)) and 0, =T — T+ cup — Ppv-
Proof. Define k — h(k) := (P, — P,)°(k) 4+ ppu,,. In order to prove the claim we need to show
that h € D(v(R) — u(R),7 — I + cup — Puw). (Uniqueness is immediate since the measures
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are uniquely identified by their potential functions.) Convexity of h is clear, and thus we are
left to show that h is non-decreasing and has a correct asymptotic behaviour.

Observe that, by the definitions of p,, and ¢, ,, and the Put-Call parity, we have that
(Py(k) — Py(k)) > max{—py., (¥(R) — p(R))k — (7 — i + cu,)} for all k& € R. Therefore,
(P, — P,)°(k) > max{—py., ¥(R) — u(R))k — (T — T + cy,)} for all & € R. It follows that
Py(k) - P,u(k) +pu,u > h(k) > max{(), (V(R) - N(R))k - (7 —p+ Cuyy — p,u,y)} > 07 ke R)

which we will now use to deduce the desired properties of h.
First, we have that

(5.1) 0< lim h(k) <puu,

k——o0
and thus, since h is convex, h must also be non-decreasing. This also shows that, in the case
Puy = 0, limy_,_ o h(k) = 0. We now argue that limj_, o, h(k) = 0 holds when p,, > 0 as
well. Indeed, in this case, for some k1 € R we have that
0 S h(kl) S Pl/(kl) - Pp(kl) +pu,u = 07

which, combined with the convexity of h and (5.1I), shows that limg_,_ o, h(k) = 0. (Indeed,
if W' (k_—) < 0 for some k_ € (—o0, k1], then for a small enough k < k_ we must have that
h(k) > pu., and thus also limy_,_o h(k) > py., a contradiction. Hence h(k) = 0 for all
k < k1, from which the asymptotic behaviour follows.)

Secondly, we also have that

klinolo {(V(R) - N(R))k - (7 — B+ Cuy — pu,u)}
< lim h(k) < lim {((R) — p(R))k — (7 — 7 = pup)},
—00 k—o0
and thus in the case ¢, , = 0 we immediately have that
Jm h(k) = lim {((R) — p(R))k — (7 — T+ ¢y = Pup)}-
—00 k—o0
If ¢y > 0, then C,(k2) — Cu(k2) = —cy, for some ky € R, which by the Put-Call parity is
equivalent to
Py (ks) — Pu(k2) + Puy = (V(R) — u(R))k2 — (7 — T + Cuy — pu,l/)-
It follows that
(V(R) - N(R))k2 - (7 — K+ Cuy — pu,u) = Pu(k2) - Pu(k2) "‘pu,u
> h(ks)
> max{0, (V(R) — u(R))k2 — (V=T + cup — ppp)}
> (V(R) —pR)ky — (-1 + Cu,w — pu,l/)a
and therefore
h(kz) = (V(R) — p(R))k2 — (v =B+ cup — Du)-
Then, (similarly as for the asymptotic behaviour at —oo) if A'(k4+) > (¢(R) — u(R)) for some

k4 € [k2,400), then for a large enough k > k., h(k) > (v(R)—p(R))k—(T—Ti+cpp—pp,v), and
thus (by the convexity of h) also limj_,o h(k) > limp_oo {(V(R) —pu(R)) k= (T—Ti+cpp—Purv)},
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a contradiction. It follows that h(k) = (v(R) — pu(R))k — (7 — i + cp — ) for all k& > ko,
and thus limy_,o0 (k) = limg oo {(V(R) — p(R))k — (T — T+ cup — Pup) }-

Combining the convexity, monotonicity and the asymptotic behaviour (at —oo and oo) of
k +— h(k), we conclude that h € D(v(R) — u(R),7 — Il + ¢y — pu), which finishes the
proof. O

We now introduce the generalized shadow measure, which we uniquely identify by the
associated potential function of a special form.

Lemma 5.2 (Generalized shadow measure). The second (distributional) derivative of k
P,(k) — (P, — P,)°(k) corresponds to the unique measure S¥(u) € T, that satisfies

PS”(M)(k) = PV(k) - (PV - P,u)c(k) — Pu,v, keR, and SV(:U) =0+ Puv — Cup-

Proof. Define k +— h(k) := (P, — P,)° + pu,,. We need to show that (P, — h) € P(u,v)
(see (1)) (and that the underlying measure has a correct mean), which is equivalent to
(P,—h) € D(u(R),B+puy —cuy) and [P, — (P, —h)] = h being convex. The latter, however,
immediately follows from the definition of A.

We now show that (P, —h) € D(u(R), i + ppy — cu,v). By Lemma [51] we have that h €
D(v(R)—pu(R), 7—Fi+cy,p—pp,) and therefore lim ;oo { P, (k) —h(k) } = lim)j o max{0, u(R)k—
(B + puy — cuw)}- Hence the claim follows if (P, — h) is convex. But this is immediate from
Beiglbock et al. [14) Lemma 2.3]. O

For any 0 € 7,,, define
po :=sup{ P, (k) — Py(k)}.
keR
Note that, limy_, o {P.(k) — Ps(k)} = 0 and (since O(R) = p(R)) limy_oo{Pu(k) — Po(k)} =
0 — i, and therefore pg € R,.. Moreover,
Do = _lirel{&{Pe(k) —Pu(k)} =—(Pp — P,)°(k), keR
and, in particular, inf{m > 0: Py+m > P, on R} = py. Using the Put-Call parity we further
have that py = supyer{Cy(k) — Co(k)} — I + 0, and by defining
o i= sup{Cy (k) — Cy(k)} € R,
keR

we obtain that = 7i + pg — cp.

Lemma 5.3. Fiz p,v € M with u(R) < v(R), and let S¥(u) be the shadow measure as in
Lemmal5.2 Then

PSv(p) = Puy and  Csv(y) = Cup-

Proof. By Lemma [5.2] we have that S¥(u) € 7., and therefore S¥(u) =71 + pgv(u) — Csv(u)-

On the other hand, by Lemma we also have that SV(u) = i + pu, — cu,. Hence it is
enough to prove that pgv(,) = ppu. We have that
Psv(u) = —(Psv(uy) — Pu)
= _((PV - Pu) - (P,, - Pu)c _pu,V)C = _((PV - Pu)c - (PV - PM)C _pu,u)c = Pu,v>
where the third equality is a direct consequence of Beiglbock et al. [14, Lemma 2.4]. O
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The next lemma describes a special minimality (in terms of potential functions) property
of the shadow measure.

Lemma 5.4. Fiz p,v € M with u(R) < v(R), and let S¥(p) be the shadow measure. Then,
for all 0 € Ty,
Py(k) < Pgv(uy(k) + psv(u) < Po(k) +pg, kER,

and psv(u) < Po-
Proof. First, P, < Py + pg on R, and therefore
P,—FPy—py <P,— P, onR

Since 6 € T}, ,, we have that (v — 6) € M, and therefore k — [P, (k) — Py(k) — pg] =
[P,—g(k) — pg| is convex. It follows that

P,—Py—po < (P,—PF,)<P,— P, onR,
from which (using Lemmas 5.2 and [5.3]) we conclude that
Pu(k) < Psv(uy (k) + psv() = Po(k) = (P — Pu)°(k) = Pup + psvuy) < Po(k) +po k€R.
Letting £ — —oo we obtain that pgv(,) < pe. ([l
Corollary 5.1. Fiz p,v € M with u(R) < v(R). Then for all § € T,,,, we have that
Cu(k) < Cgv(py(k) +csv(uy < Co(k) +co, kER,
and cgv(,) < ¢p.

Proof. Since, for all § € T, 0 = i + py — cp, the claim immediately follows from Lemma [5.4]
and the Put-Call parity. O

While Lemma [5.4] characterizes the shadow measure in terms of its potential function, the
next result provides a characterization in terms of minimal (weak) transportation cost.
Now recall the setting of Section Bl For each 6 € 7,,, consider

Vo) = inf [ o= [ ymitay

dzx),
mell(p,0) ldz)
which is equivalent to ([B1)) since p(R) = 6(R).

Theorem 5.1. Fiz u,v € M with u(R) < v(R). The shadow measure (of pu inv) S¥(u), as
in Lemma[5.2, is the unique element of T, satisfying

(1) 8¥(u) € argminger, V(1. 0),
(2) S”(n) <c 07, for all 0" € argminger, \V(1,0).

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that min{psu(u),csu(u)} > 0. Note that, by
Lemma [5.4] we have that min{pg, cg} > min{pgv(,,csv(u)} > 0.
Fix 6 € 7., Then by Theorem [3.1] we have that

Vip,0) = V(n;,g, X;g) + V(ﬁff,g, X:,e) = (X;,g - 77;,9) + (77;9 - X;g)-
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Since S”(u) € Ty, the goal is to show that

(o = M) 2 (v ~ Tsviy) a0 (050 = Xi0) 2 (150~ X0

We will only treat the first inequality, the second inequality can be obtained using symmetric
arguments.

By Lemma [5.4] we have that Tosvy S Tuer Then, let Sp be a restriction of S¥(u)

to (—o00,x, ) together with an appropriate amount of mass a < 5”(u)({z,,}) such that
So(R) = So((—00, 2, 9]) = X, 4(R). Then Pg, = Pgv(,) on (=00, 4], Pg, is linear on
(2,9, 00) with slope x, o(R), Ps, (2, 4) +Psv(u) = Px;,g (x,9)tP9 = Pu(z,,) and Px;,g +pg >
Ps, + psv(u) = P on (—oo,a;;e). It follows that Ny Sei Sy <ei X0 and therefore

(5.2) (Xpo = Mag) = (So =1, 4)

= (50 = Xy 5v() = Mo ~ M) + Ny ~ s (uy)

= (s ()~ Musv ()

The last equality is obtained as follows. Recall that x; S () <z, Ps, = Pgv(,) on
(=00, 2, gl; Psv(uy (@) + psv(uy = Pu(z) for z € {:E;Su(u),x;’e}, and Ps, + pgv(y) > P, on
(=00, 2, 4]. Therefore (1, ,— 1, v (u)) <¢ (Sp— X, v (“)), and thus these measures have equal
means. We conclude that S”(u) € argminger, V(1. 0).

Furthermore, if § € argming, L,V (i, 0), then we must have that S; < X; P and (5.2)) holds
with equality. It follows that S; <. X; P and therefore p; = pgv(,). By symmetry, c; = cgv(p),
and, by combining Lemma [5.4] and Corollary 5.1l we conclude that S¥(u) <. . This finishes

the proof.
O

We next present the associativity property of the shadow measure. It is the main ingredient
in the construction of the lifted shadow couplings.

Lemma 5.5. Let u,v € M with p(R) < v(R), and suppose that p = py + po for some
Wi, 2 € M. Then
S (p1 + p2) = " (1) + S50 (pug).

Furthermore, psv () = Psv(u) + Pgv—5¥(u1) (pug)

Proof. Note that pa(R) < (v — S¥(111))(R) = v(R) — p1(R), so that T, ,_gv(u,) # 0, and
therefore S¥~5" (1) (119) is well-defined.
By Lemma [5.2] we have that, on R,

PS”(MH—Mz) =P, — (P, - Pm) - Puz)c — Puy+paw = P — (P, — Pm)c - Puz)c — Ppatua,vs

where the second equality follows from Beiglbock et al. [14, Lemma 2.4]. Now, using Lemma
for the inner convex hull and taking the constant p,, , outside the outer convex hull we
have that

Psv iy 4ps) = Pu — ((PV - PSV(M)) - PMZ)C + Purw = Puatper O R.
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Since S¥(u1) < v, (v — S¥(u1)) € M, and therefore (P, — Psv(,,)) = P,_sv(u,)- It follows
that

Psv(uy+ps) = P — (PV—SV(/Jl) - Puz)c t Dy — Puntpow

=Ph, - <PV—SV(u1) - PSV*S”(M)(MZ)) +pu2,u—S"(u1) + Pury — Puntpaw
= PSV(H/I) + PSV—SV(#l)(HQ) +pu27V_SV(/1/1) +p“1,y _pu1+u2’y on R,

where we used Lemma for the second equality. Taking second (distributional) derivatives
proves the associativity property.

For the second assertion, note that, since limg_, o Py(k) = 0 for all § € M, we must have
that py, ,—sv(uy) + Purw = Pus+ps,v- Then Lemma [5.3] completes the proof. O

We finish this paper with the result regarding the existence of shadow couplings.

In the rest of this section we work with u,v € P (or, more generally, with measures that
have equal total mass). We first recall the notions of the lift of © and the lifted couplings of
w and v, given in the introduction.

Let A = Lebyg 1) be the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. A lift of x4 is a measure i on [0,1] x R
with first and second marginals given by A and pu, respectively (i.e., i € II(\, u)). For each
fi € TI(A, v), define a family of measures on R, (fi0,))ue[o,1]» by setting, for each u € [0,1],

fifo,u)(A) = i([0,u] x A), for all Borel A CR.

For a fixed lift ji, let II(ji, ) be the set of probability measures on [0,1] x R x R, such that
(A x BxR)= (A x B) and 7([0,1] x R x B) = v(B), for all Borel A C [0,1], B C R.

Theorem 5.2. Let p,v € P. For each lift i € TI(\,v), there exists the unique Tt € f[(,&, v),
such that

| i € Mg, 8" o). o allwe f.1).
In particular, fol dnr € IT*(u, v).

Several canonical lifts (that then lead to canonical lifted couplings using Theorem [5.2)) can
be found in [14].

In order to prove Theorem [5.2] we will need one auxiliary result. Recall the definitions of
Ty @y, (given by B8)), of m,,. 1y, 0, (given by @), and of x,,,, X, X\, (given by

3.9)).
Lemma 5.6. Let u,v € P. For each lift i € TI(\,v) define

Aa— A ~0 .
o, = A0l (—oowr)r Ao = o)l
Then

“[Bu} = o]l (2t o)y Sor all uw € [0, 1].

-
Ty Thw)’

VoA - 0o, . +
S (fugo)) = X (g u) + S+ (fify ) + S (fi5 ) for all u € [0,1].

Proof. We use similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem [B.11

First, by Lemmal[3.2] and the fact that x;;,, is the restriction of v to (z;},, 00) (together with

an appropriate amount of mass at 2\ ,), we have that 7}, <cq X}, <ca 67 and Xiw > 07 for
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any other possible target law 07 € 777:”
that

, (of nf, inv). Using Lemma 3.1l we then conclude

inf / x—/yﬂ (dy)‘Tﬁ (de) = 1w — Xiw
WEH(”,IVvX;F,u) R R r 2214 M,V v

(5.3) <np,—0F

= inf / x—/ywm(dy)
nel(nt,,0+) JR R

and thus X/, is the unique element of argming+cr,  V(n;f,,0%). Tt follows that S¥(n},) =
N, vV

iy (d),

X~ (Note that in this case S”(n;},) reduces to the supermartingale shadow measure of [28].)
Now observe that i}, < nf, <cs x;, < v, and therefore fi.f , < n}, <,cq v. Hence, by
applying [9, Lemma 3.12] we obtain that i}, <pca S”(n},) and

N V(T R + N
S (’UF(_],U]) = SS (n#,v)(uﬁ(_]’u]) = SXI»L,V (N?67u})

(where we again use that all the shadow measures are in fact the supermartingale shadow
measures of [28]). By the associativity of the shadow measure (Lemma [5.5]) it then follows
that

+
N +V . v—SXp,v(fF . R
8 (Boug) = S (a ) + 875 Fowd (g 4 4, ).
We are left to show that

+
_SXN,,I_/ nt . N — ~— 0 ~
(5.4) SY (u[o’“])(ﬂ[om} + ,u[oo,u]) = SXwv (/L[07u}) + SXuw (#?0714)'
First note that
_ _ +
Mo Ty Sei Xpows + Xy SV = S5 (h ).

Furthermore, x,,, + ngV is a restriction of v — SXiw (,L][Jg u]) to (—oo,:nltu) (again, with an

appropriate amount of mass at xjy) Hence,

77;,11 + 772,1/ <ci X;,u + Xg,u <ci  and Xuy + Xg,u <ci < 0

for any other 8 € T +
Mo 1000 =S (f) 1)

Using Lemma B.I], and similarly as in (5.3)), we

+oo4
conclude that 8”5 (“[07“1)(?7;7,,, + 772,1/) = Xpp T X?w'
Furthermore, since ﬂ[_o’u]+ﬂ?07u} < 77;,,,4—77271,, we also have that ﬂ[_o’u]+ﬂ?07u} < 77;’,/4—77271, <pei
]

v — S (i ). Then using a submartingale version of [9, Lemma 3.12] we obtain that
(0,u]

+
o . —_SXp,v Nt _ _
fig g+ oy Spei 8750 (i, ) = X, + X0
and

+
+ v—sXpv (pt
Gr=Sv (i )( (B0,4))

. R I W Ty U
o ) M) = S° ("“’”Jrn“’”)(N[o,uﬁﬂ[oo,u]) = X TN (firg iy o)

Then using (5.4]), it follows that we are left to show that

_ 0 . N - ~A— 0 Iy
SX‘L’V—i_X‘L’V (N[()’u} _|_ ILL[OO,U]) = SX/J«,V (N[O,u}) + SXLL,V (/J/([)()’u})
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Applying the associativity of the shadow measure we have that
7u 0 N ~0 7V 71, ~— 7,1/"1‘ 0 V_SX;’V+X;’V T ~0
X (g o+ g,g) = SN0 (figg o) ST Vo) 7y ).

and thus we need to show that
_ - - ~ 0 V_Sxiqux*,u h R 0 .
SXpwtXu,w (/‘[Om}) = SXuwv (Iu[O,u]) and S X, : : (u[o’u])(iu([)Qu}) = SXuw (M([)O,u})‘

This can be done by repeating the above arguments, adapted to the submartingale and mar-
tingale settings, respectively. O

Proof of Theorem[5.2. For each lift g € II(A\ pu), and the corresponding parametrization
(Apo,u)ueio)s 16t (fig ) )uefo,s (i1 . )uelo,1] and (ﬂf&u})ue[o,u be the families of measures as
in Lemma Note that these families of measures correspond (up to the scaling with total
mass) to the lifts of ;,, 7% , and 7, respectively. Then using the results of [T4] and [10], we
have that there exists the unique couplings 7~ € Hgus(7,,,, X;,V),fro € HM(USM X?W),fﬁ €
Msup(n;! ., x;t,,) such that, for all u € [0, 1],

A dﬁ-_ EHSub(la[?],u]’ SXI;V ('EL[?LU]))’

(5.5) /0 470 €Ty (3,1, S (7 1),

u R R + ~
/0\ d7T+ GHSUP(/’L[S,U]’ SXH’V (MF’(_)vu}))

Then, if we define # = #~ + 7% + #T, using Lemma we conclude that 7 satisfies the
required properties.

For the uniqueness, if 7 is another element of II(j,r) that satisfies the stated proper-
ties, then using Lemma and the uniqueness of couplings 7~ € Hsub(n;,,,,x,;,,),ﬁo €
s (1) s X ) 71 € Wsup(nif . xh,) satisfying (B.5), we conclude that 7 = 7~ + 7% + 71 =
. d
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