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Abstract

While many questions in robust finance can be posed in the martingale optimal transport framework
or its weak extension, others like the subreplication price of VIX futures, the robust pricing of American
options or the construction of shadow couplings necessitate additional information to be incorporated into
the optimization problem beyond that of the underlying asset. In the present paper, we take into account
this extra information by introducing an additional parameter to the weak martingale optimal transport
problem. We prove the stability of the resulting problem with respect to the risk neutral marginal
distributions of the underlying asset, thus extending the results in [8]. A key step is the generalization
of the main result in [7] to include the extra parameter into the setting. This result establishes that any
martingale coupling can be approximated by a sequence of martingale couplings with specified marginals,
provided that the marginals of this sequence converge to those of the original coupling. Finally, we deduce
stability of the three previously mentioned motivating examples.

Keywords: Martingale Optimal Transport, Adapted Wasserstein distance, Robust finance, Weak trans-
port, Stability, Convex order, Martingale couplings.

1 Introduction

In mathematical finance, the evolution of an asset price on a financial market is modeled by an adapted
stochastic process (X;) on a filtered probability spaces (2, F,P, (F;)). To ensure the absence of arbitrage
opportunities, risk-neutral measures (also known as equivalent martingale measures) Q are considered under
which the asset price process (X;) is a martingale, up to assuming zero interest rates. The reason why a
transport type problem arises in robust finance is because the marginals of (X;) can be derived from market
information based on the celebrated observation of Breeden—Litzenberger [11]. According to this observation,
the prices of traded vanilla options determine the marginals (u;) of (X;) at their respective maturity times
under the risk-neutral measure Q. Instead of considering one specific financial model, a robust approach is
to consider all martingale measures that are compatible with this observation, that is, all filtered probability
spaces (92, F,Q, (F;)) and stochastic processes (X;) such that

X is a (Q, (F;))-martingale and X; ~ u; at all maturity times ¢. (1.1)

Then the robust price bounds for an option with payoff ® are obtained by solving a transport type problem
[6, 14] where the optimization takes place over the set of all risk-neutral measures that are compatible with
the observed prices of vanilla options. That are martingale measures Q under which (X;) has the correct
marginal distributions, i.e.,

inf / sup {Eg[®] : (R, F,Q, (Fz), (X)) satisfying (1.1)}. (1.2)
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However, as we can only observe the prices of a finite number of derivatives (up to a bid ask spread), the
marginals (p;) are merely approximately known. Therefore, it is crucial to establish the stability of the
transport type problem (1.2) with respect to the marginals.

This article is concerned with the one time period setting, that is ¢ € {1,2}. Then, when ® is written on
the underlying asset X, (1.2) boils down to a martingale optimal transport (MOT) problem

inf / sup /‘b(:z:,y) 7(dx, dy), (1.3)
€l (p1,p2)

where TIps(p1, u2) denotes the set of martingale couplings with marginals p1 and pe, i.e., the set of laws
of 1-time step martingales (X3, X3) with X; ~ p;. Continuity of the value of (1.3) w.r.t. the marginal
input, which is called stability, has been proved in [4, 25]. Weak martingale optimal transport (WMOT) is
a nonlinear generalization of MOT analogous to weak optimal transport, which is a nonlinear generalization
of classical optimal transport proposed by Gozlan, Roberto, Samson and Tetali [15], and was considered in
[4, 8]. In WMOT one allows for more general payoffs ® which may depend on the conditional law of X,
given X7 in addition to X itself, and the corresponding WMOT problem reads as

inf / sup /fl) (x,mg) pa(dz), (1.4)

mEll s (1, p2)

where 7, comes from the desintegration w(dx,dy) = pi1(dx)m,(dy). Stability of WMOT has been studied in
[8] and was therein used to establish stability of the superreplication price of VIX futures and the stretched
Brownian motion.

Even though many problems in robust finance are covered by WMOT, some important examples require
that information is included into the optimization problem beyond that of the underlying asset. Accord-
ingly these problems can not be properly treated in the WMOT frameworks. For us, guiding examples of
such problems are the subreplication price of VIX futures, the robust pricing of American options and the
construction of shadow couplings. Through augmenting WMOT by an additional parameter, we demon-
strate how this extra information can be taken into account, prove stability of the resulting problem, and
consequently deduce stability of the three guiding examples. A key step is the generalization of the main
result in [7] to our current setting. This result states that any martingale coupling can be approximated by
a sequence of martingale couplings with specified marginals, provided that the marginals of this sequence
converge to those of the original coupling. As a side product of our approach, we establish the very same
result on the level of stochastic processes with general filtrations (c.f. [5]) any 1-step martingale on some
filtered probability space can be approximated w.r.t. the adapted Wasserstein distance by martingales on
(perhaps different) filtered probability spaces, provided that the marginals of this sequence converge to those
of the original martingale.

1.1 Notation

Let (X,dx) and (Y, dy) be Polish metric spaces and p > 1 We equip the product X x ) with the product
metric dyxy((z,y), (£,7)) := (dx(x, )P 4+ dy(y,§)?)"/? which turns X x ) into a Polish metric space. The
set of Borel probability measures on X is denoted by P(X). For p € P(X) and v € P(Y), we write II(p, v)
for the set of all probability measures on X x ) with marginals p and v. We denote by P,(X) the subset
of P(X) that finitely integrates z — d%(x, o) for some (thus any) zo € X and endow P,(X) with the
p-Wasserstein distance W, so that (P,(X),W,) is a Polish metric space where, for p, v € Pp(X),

1/p

Wp(p,v) == ( inf /d/—y(a:,y)pﬂ'(d:c,dy)) . (1.5)
mell(p,v)

The set of continuous and bounded functions on X is denoted by Cy(X') and we use the shorthand notation

u(f) to write the integral of a u-integrable function f: X — RU{+oo} w.r.t. a Borel measure p on X'. Given

a measurable map f: X — ), we denote by fxp the push-forward measure of y under f. For Polish spaces



Xy, Xo, X3 and ™ € P(X) X Xz X X3) and a non-empty subset I of {1,2,3}, proj; 7 denotes the image of 7 by
the projection to the coordinates in I, for example, proj; m is the X;-marginal of 7. Further, we write 74, 4,
for the disintegration of 7(dx1,dva, dvs) = proj; o w(dz1, dx2)ms, 2, (dz3). Frequently, we use the injection
(c.f. [3, Section 2])

J: P(Xl X Xo X Xg) — P(Xl X Xy X P(Xg))

T (21,22, 3) = (@1, T2, Ty 20)) 4 T,

and remark that J(7%) — J(7) in Pp(X1 x X x Pp(X3)) implies 7% — 7 in Pp(A) x Xa X X3).
Unless stated otherwise, R is equipped with the Euclidean distance and Leb denotes the Lebesgue measure
on [0,1]. Two measures p, v € P1(R) are said to be in the convex order and we write u <., v, if

Vo: R — R convex, pu(p) < v(yp).

We write mean: P;(R) — R for mean(p) = [y p(dy) and denote by

Ap(p,v) = {P € P1(RxU xPi(R)) : /51 ® p P(dz,dp) € (i, v), mean(p) = xP(da:,dp)—a.s.} .

1.2 Organization of the paper

Section 2 presents the main results of this paper. First, we introduce in Subsection 2.1 the setup with
the additional parameter and state in Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2 the corresponding results related to
stability. Furthermore, we present in Subsection 2.3 consequences of these results in the filtered process
setting, namely Corollary 2.7. Subsequently, we explain and state stability of the three guiding examples,
that are, subreplication of VIX futures (Subsection 2.2), robust pricing of American options (Subsection
2.4), and shadow couplings (Subsection 2.5). Section 3 is concerned with the proofs.

2 Main results

2.1 An extension of martingale transport

We introduce now a framework that is sufficiently general to deal with the question of stability of our
guiding examples. From now on, let (U, dy) be a Polish metric space that models an extra information
parameter u € Y. Given i € P1(R x U) and v € P1(R) with proj; i <., v, we denote by II(f,v) the set
of couplings m € II(fx, v) such that mean(m, ) = = f(dz, du)-a.e. Central to establishing the upper (resp.
lower) semicontinuity property in our stability results for minimization (resp. maximization) problems is
Theorem 3.5 , which is a reinforced version of the result below:

Theorem 2.1. Let (ii*, v*)ren, proj; it* <c. v*, be a convergent sequence in Pi(R x U) x Py(R) with limit
(fi,v). Then, every coupling = € Ty (ji,v) is the weak limit of a sequence (7%)gen with 7% € Ty (%, %)
and J(7) is the weak limit of (J(7%))ken.

In view of the counter-example by Briickerhoff and Juillet [12], this result does not generalize to higher
dimensions i.e. when R is replaced by R? with d > 2. This generalization of the main result of [7] to the
present framework is also key to establish the stability w.r.t. the marginals of the following variant of WMOT:

Ve(p,v) :=  inf )/C(m,u,ﬁm)u) a(dx, du). (2.1)

7€l (1,

As usual, it is necessary to impose regularity on the cost C' in order to have a continuous dependence of the
optimal value of (2.1) w.r.t. the marginals. Thus, we will suppose the following continuity assumption on
the cost function:



Assumption A. We say C: R x U x Pp(R) — R satisfies Assumption A if C is continuous and there is
K > 0 such that, for all (x,u,p) € R xU x Pp(R) and some ug € U,

Cloup)l < K (14 o + i) + [ 1o pla)). 22)

Theorem 2.2. Let C satisfy Assumption A and C(x,u,-) be convez for all (x,u) € R xU. Then the value
function Vi is attained and continuous on {(f, V) : proj; i <cz v} C Pp(RxU) x Py(R). Furthermore, when
(%, v*)ken, proj, i* <.. v*, converges to (ji,v), we have:

(i) if, for k € N, 7% € Ty (2%, V%) is optimal for (2.1), so are accumulation points of (7*)ken;

(i3) if additionally C(z,u,-) is strictly convex, then optimizers to (2.1) are unique. Furthermore, (7*)ren
and (J(7%))ren weakly converge to the optimizer of (2.1) with marginals (ji,v) and its image under J,
respectively.

2.2 VIX futures

The VIX is the implied volatility of the 30-day variance swap on the S&P 500. According to Guyon,
Menegaux and Nutz [16], the subreplication price at time 0 for the VIX future expiring at T3 is given by

Paub(p,v) = sup{p(o) + v()}, (2.3)

where p and v denote the risk neutral distributions of the S&P 500 at dates T} and T» equal to T plus
30 days both inferred from the market prices of liquid options. Moreover, the supremum is taken over all
(¢,%) € L*(n) x L} (v) and measurable maps A®, AL such that, for all (x,u,y) € (0,00) x [0,00) x (0,00),

¢(x) +v(y) + A%(z,0)(y — @) + Al (z,0) (la(y) — u®) —u <0, (2.4)

with £y (y) == 757 T In(z/y). Up to assuming zero interest rates, the S&P 500 is a martingale under the risk
neutral measure so that both, ¢ and v, have finite first moments and g is smaller than v in the convex order.
To state the dual problem, we define the set ITyrx (p, ) of admissible martingale couplings as

{m € P((0,00) x [0,00) x (0,00)) : proj; ™ = i, projs ™ = v, my 4, (Id, 4;) = (x,uz) for proj; 5 T-a.e. (x,u)},

with Id the identity function on R. Note that each 7 € Ilyix(u,v) satisfies 7 € Ily(proj; o 7, projs m)
and we have, by concavity of the logarithm function and Jensen’s inequality, for proj; , m-a.e. (x,u) that
Te.u(lz) > 0. Given probability measures p, v on (0,00) that are in the convex order and finitely integrate
|In(z)| + |z|, the dual problem Dg,p, consists of

Dyup(p,v) = inf / \/Tz.u(e) Projy 2 m(dx, du). (2.5)
Myrx (p,v)

According to [16, Theorem 4.1], the values of Py, (p,v) and Dgy, (1, V) coincide. In the present paper, we
are going to establish the following stability result with respect to the risk-neutral marginal distributions u
and v of the S&P 500 at dates T7 and Ts.

Proposition 2.3. Let (u*, ") ren, p* <cx V¥, be a sequence in 73((0 00)) X P((0,00)) that converges weakly
10 (.v) € P((0,00)) x P((0,50). If lim o [ (| In()| + |2]) v¥(da) = [ (| In(a)] + |z]) v(dz). then

lim Dsub(ﬂkayk) = Dsub(ﬂa”)'
k—o0

The analogous stability result for the VIX future superreplication price is stated in [8, Theorem 1.3] and
relies on the reduction of its dual formulation to the value function of a WMOT problem, see [16, Proposition
4.10]. Such a reduction step is, in general, not possible for the dual formulation of the subreplication price
and we remark that with the approach in this paper, one can recover [8, Theorem 1.3] without recasting the
problem as a WMOT problem.



2.3 Filtered processes

As explained in the introduction, in the robust approach it is natural to consider all martingales that are
compatible with market observations. For this reason, we follow the approach in [5], and call in our setting
a b-tuple
X = (Qva P, (Fi)i—1, X = (Xt)?:1) 5

consisting of a filtered probability space (2, F,P, (F;)?_,) and an (F;)-adapted process X, a filtered process.
We say that a filtered process X is a martingale if X is a (F;)-martingale under P. When F; is larger than
the o-field generated by X1, the conditional distributions law(X2|F1) and law(X3|X;) may differ and then
law(X32|F7) is not determined by the law of X. For pu,v € Pp(R) with p <., v, we write M(u, v) for the set
of all martingales X with X; ~ y and Xo ~ v.

Assume that the payoff ® of the option, which we want to price, depends on the conditional law
law(X32|F1) in addition to the price of the asset X: ® is a measurable function with domain R x R x P,(R)
satisfying |®(z1,x2,p)| < K (1+ |21|P + |22|P + [; [y|P p(dy)) for some K > 0. The robust price bound is
given by

Vo(u,v) =  sup E[®(X,law(X2|F1))]. (2.6)
XeM(u,v)

For C: R x P,(R) 2 (z, p) — [ ®(z,y, p) p(dy) € R, one has
E[(I)(X, laW(X2|]:1))|]:1] = C(Xl,laW(Xglfl))

We connect the robust price bounds to the optimization problem

Ve(u,v) .= sup  P(C). (2.7)
PeAn(p,v)
Indeed, the values of (2.3) and (2.7) coincide: For X € M(pu,v), we have law(Xy,law(X2|F1)) € Apr(p, v)
and therefore Vi (p,v) < Vo (p,v). On the other hand, for P € Ap(p,v), let us endow R x P,(R) x [0,1]
with P ® Leb and set (X1, X3): R x Py(R) x [0,1] 3 (z,p,u) — (x, F, ' (u)) € R?. Denoting by F; and F,
the respective Borel sigma-field on R x P,(R) and R x P,(R) x [0, 1], we have that

(R x Py(R) x [0,1], P ® Leb, Fa, (Fi)7—y, (Xe)7=1) € M(p,v).
Therefore, we also find Ve (p1, ) > Ve (p, v).
In the current setting, we derive the following analogue to Theorem 2.1.

Corollary 2.4. Let (uF,v%)en, p¥ <.o V¥, be a convergent sequence in Pp(R) x Pp(R) with limit (u,v).
Then, every P € An(p,v) is the W,-limit of a sequence (P*)gen with P* € Apr(u®, v%).

Remark 2.5. The adapted Wasserstein distance between two filtered processes X and Y is, by [5, Theorem
3.10], given by

AW, (X, Y) = W, (law (X1, law (X2 | Fi9)), law (Y7, law (Y2 FY))).

Consequently, the map X +— law(Xy,law(X3|F1)) is a surjective isometry from M(u,v) onto Aps(u,v).
Therefore, we may rephrase Corollary 2.4 using AW, and obtain under the same assumptions that every
process X € M(u,v) is the AW,-limit of a sequence of processes (X*),en with X¥ € M(p*, v*).

Similar to Theorem 2.2 we get stability of (2.7).

Proposition 2.6. Let C: R x P,(R) — R be continuous and assume that there is a constant K > 0 such
that, for all (z,p) € R x Pp(R),

Ctapl < & (1416 + [ loPotan)).
R
Then the value Vi is attained and continuous on {(u,v) € Pp(R) x Pp(R) : pu <ep v}. Moreover, if
k

(1, V) ken, pF <eo VF is convergent in Pp(R) x Pp(R) and (P*)ren, P* € An(u¥,v%) is a sequence of
optimizers of (2.7), then so are its accumulation points.



As in Remark 2.5, it is possible to phrase Proposition 2.6 in the language of filtered processes. Since the
map R X Pp(R) 3 (z,p) = 0, ® p® 6, € Pp(R X R x P,(R)) is continuous, adequate continuity and growth
assumptions on @ will imply that C(z,p) := §, ® p ® 0,(P) satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 2.6.
Hence, we can deduce the following stability result for (2.6).

Corollary 2.7. Let &: R x R x P,(R) — R be continuous and assume that there is a constant K > 0 such
that, for all (x1,22,p) € R X R x Py(R),

(o1, 22, )| < K (1 Hlol? ool + [ |y|pp<dy>) |
R

Then the value Vo is attained and continuous on {(p,v) € Pp(R) x Pp(R) : pp <cp v}.

2.4 American options

The robust pricing problem of American options as considered by Hobson and Norgilas [17], can be cast in
the setting of Subsection 2.3. Given a filtered process X, the filtration (F;) models the information that is
available to the buyer, who may exercise at only two possible dates, t € {1,2}. For t € {1,2}, let ®;: Rt = R
be a path-dependent payoff that she receives when exercising at time ¢. The model-independent price of this
American option is given by
Am(u,v) = sup price(®; X). (2.8)
XeM(p,v)

As the buyer can exercise the option at any (stopping) time, the price crucially depends on the information
that is available to the buyer and we have that the price of ® is given by

price(®; X) := sup Ep [11—13P1(X1) 4+ L0y P (X)] . (2.9)

7 (F¢)-stopping time

In the case of a Put, that is (®1(x) = (K; — x)* and ®o(x,y) = (K2 — y)*), Hobson and Norgilas [17]
relate the above suprema to the left-curtain martingale coupling [9] when p does not weight points. By the
Snell-envelope theorem, we have that

price(®; X) = E [max (@4 (x), E[®2(x, y)|F1] )],

which allows us to apply here Proposition 2.6 with C(z, p) := max(®1 (), [ ®2(z,y) p(dy)), and deduce the
following stability result:

Corollary 2.8. Let @1 and ®3 be continuous and sup(, ,ycp2 (;Ijrl'(xﬁl + Hq‘);‘(:jry';'p) < 00. Then the model

independent price Am is continuous on {(p,v) € Pp(R)?: p <.y v}.

2.5 Shadow couplings

The shadow couplings introduced by Beiglbock and Juillet in [10] fit into this framework. These couplings
admit characterizations in terms of optimality, in terms of geometry of their support sets, and as barrier-type
solutions to the Skorokhod embedding problem (c.f. [10, Theorem 1.1]). Let & = [0,1] and Leb denote the
Lebesgue measure on this set. For p,v € P1(R) such that p <., v, shadow couplings are solutions to weak
martingale transport problems of the form

inf Ch(x, 7)) p(dx), 2.10
it [ Catama) () (2.10)
where i € II(p, Leb) and Cp(x, p) = infy ey, (s, xp..p) J (1 — u)/1+ 32 x(dx, du,dy). The unique solution
7* to (2.10) is called a shadow coupling with source fi. Attached to each shadow coupling 7* with source i
is the (unique) lifted shadow coupling 7* € Ias(j1,v) that satisfies proj; 3 7 = #* and minimizes

Vso(p,v) :=  inf / (1 —u)v/1+ y?2~y(dz, du, dy). (2.11)
YEMM (B,v) JRx[0,1] xR



We denote by SC' the selector of unique optimizers of (2.11), i.e., SC(f,v) = 7*. According to [10, The-
orem 1.1}, there is a stochastic basis supporting an (F;)¢c(o,1]-Brownian motion B = (B¢)cjo,1) and an Fo-
measurable random variable U uniformly distributed on [0, 1] so that 7* ~ (By, U, B;) where 7 is the hitting
time of the process (By,U)ie[o,1] into a left barrier, that is a Borel set R C [0,1] x R such that (z,u) € R,
v < u implies (z,v) € R. Put differently, there exist two Borel measurable maps T7,72: R x [0,1] — R
satisfying

Vee R, V0O<v<u<I1, Ti(z,u) <Ti(z,v) <z <Th(z,v) < Ty(z,u),

such that
7 (dz, du, dy) = p(dz, du) B(z, Ty (z,u), Ta(x, u))(dy), (2.12)

where, for z,l,r € R, B(z,l,r) denotes the distribution

s+ 2=ks, l<a <,

B(z,l,r) = {T_l !

O else.

W.lo.g. we suppose that T} (z,u) = 2 = Ta(z,u) as soon as either T (z,u) = z or Ta(x,u) = x.

Proposition 2.9. The optimal value map Vsc, the selector SC of optimizers of (2.11), and J o SC are
continuous on the domain {(ii,v) : proj, it <c¢ v, projy it = Leb} C P,(R % [0,1]) x Pp(R) and with range R,
Pp(R x [0,1] x R), and P,(R x [0,1] x P,(R)), respectively.

Furthermore, when (i*,v*)reny with proj, i* <.. v* and proj, i* = Leb is a sequence converging to
(i, v) in Pp(R x U) x Pp(R) with g* — [i in total variation and (TF,T¥) (resp. (Th,Ts)) are the pairs of
maps satisfying (2.12) for SC(i*,v*) and (resp. SC(ji,v)) respectively, then

(TF, TH) = (T1, Ty) in f-probability on {Ty # Ty},
|TF — Ty | AT = To| — 0 in fi-probability on {T) = Ty}

3 Proofs

3.1 Topological refinements

In order to prove Proposition 2.3, we introduce refinements of the weak topology as detailed below, which
we use to establish stronger versions of the results given in the introduction. For the rest of the paper, let
X and Y be (non-empty) Polish subsets of R and consider two growth functions f: X x U — [1,+oc) and
g: Y — [1,+00) that are both continuous and

fminf inf 2% 50 and  liminf 99 5 . (3.1)
zEX yey

We define the sets Pr(X x U) := {p € P(X xU) : p(f) < oo} and Py(Y) :={p e PY) : p(g) < oo} and
endow them with the initial topology induced by Cy(X x U) U {f} resp. Cp(¥) U {g}, that is,

¥ — pin PrX xU) = p* — p weakly and p*(f) — p(f),
P = pin Py(Y) <= p* — p weakly and p*(g) — p(g).

Similarly, we define Pgg (X x U x Y)={peP(X x U x V):p(f@g) < oo} and Prg, (X XU x Py(Y)) ==
{p € P(X xUXPyY)) : p(f ©9) < oo} where f & g(z,u,y) := f(z,u) +g(y) and f & j(z,u,p) =

f(w,u)+ p(g). Again, these spaces are endowed with the topology induced by Cy(X xU x Y) U{f @ g} resp.
Co(X xU x Pg(Y)) U{f & §}, that is,

pF = pin Pf®g(X XU xXY) < p* = p weakly and p*(f @ g) = p(f @ g),



pF = pin Pras (X xU X Py(Y)) = p* — p weakly and p*(f @ §) — p(f @ 9).

Note that when X = R = Y and f(x,u) = 1 + |2|P + d},(uo, u) for some ug € U and g(y) = 1 + |y|?, we
have Pp(X x U) = Pp(X x V), Pyg(Y) = Pp(Y), and the topologies on the above introduced spaces coincide
with the corresponding p-Wasserstein topologies. Moreover, when dy, is bounded, the growth condition (3.1)
provides that these topologies are finer than the corresponding 1-Wasserstein topology. The reader may
ignore these refinements of the wea k topology and may accordingly substitute in every statement these
refinements with a p-Wasserstein topology.

Next, we define the injection

J: Prgg(X XU X V) = Prgs(X x U x Py(Y)),

(3.2)
T (X, Uy T ) T,

and observe that [ C(x,u, Tsu) Projyxy m(dz, du) = J(7)(C) for any J(r)-integrable C: X x U x P(Y) —
RU{oo}. In our specific setting we treat the X- and U-coordinates similarly as we interpret the X-coordinate
as the spatial state (at time 1) and the U-coordinate as the information state (at time 1), whereas we think
of the Y-coordinate as the state at time 2. For this reason, we say a sequence (7%)gen in P(X x U x V)
converges in the adapted weak topology to 7 if

J(rF) = J(r) in P(X xU x P(Y)). (3.3)

The associated adapted p-Wasserstein distance of 7! and 72, where mt, 72 € P,(X x U x ), is given by

AWE (!, 7%) = inf /dgg(xl,xg)—i—d (U1, u2) + WE(T L, s Ty ) X(d1, duy, dvy, dus)

XET(Proj x 1y T ,Projx 1y T2)
(3.4)

and satisfies AWD (7!, 7%) = WE(J ('), J(n?)) where W, is the p-Wasserstein distance on P, (X xU x Pp(Y)).
The following reformulation of [13, Lemma 2.7] proves very useful to check convergence in the adapted
Wasserstein topology.

Lemma 3.1. Let (V,dy) and (Z,dz) be Polish metric spaces, p € Pp(V) and ¢: V — Z by a measur-
able function such that @up € Pp(Z). Then M(p,p) 3 7 = [, dz(e(v), ( )) w(dv, dd) vanishes with

Sy @5 (v, 0) w(dv, do).

For more details on the adapted weak topologies and the adapted Wasserstein distance, we refer to [2, 5].

3.2 Convergence of subprobability measures

Occasionally it will be advantageous to work with subprobability measures. Therefore, we denote by M, (X)
the set of finite non-negative Borel measures on A that have finite p-th moments and by M (X) the subset
of measures with positive mass. We say that a sequence (p*)zen converges in M, (X) to p if one of the
following equivalent conditions holds:

(a) (p*)ren converges weakly to p and, for some ¢ € X, limy,_so J db(z, xo) = [d5%(z, 20) p(dz);

(b) for every continuous function ¢: X — R such that, for some o € X and all x € X, |p(x)] <
1+ dfy (2, 20), limp—s oo p"(0) = p()-

Further, when p,p € M;(X ) have equal mass, we can consider their p-Wasserstein distance given by
- 1 p p
Wy (ps p) :== p(X)» W, <——>
PP P\ Sy )

and similarly define the p-adapted Wasserstein distance AW,, between measures 7,7 € M;(X x U x Y) that
have equal mass.



Lemma 3.2. Let p > 1, p € M3(X), and (p")ren be a sequence in M35(X) with limy_,o p*(X) = p(X).
Then the following are equivalent:

(i) (p*)ren converges in M,(X) to p;

(ii) the normalized sequence (f’k(x))keN converges to ﬁ in Pp(X).

Proof. Since limy_,o. p*(X) = p(X), we have in either case that (p*)reny and the normalized sequence
(% /p*(X))ren are weakly convergent with limit p and p/p(X), respectively. For some z € X', we then have

lim [ d(x,20)" p* (d) :/dx(%wo)pp(df) < lim [ dx(z,20)" o) :/dx(x,xo)p pldz),

k— o0

Thus, the equivalence of (i) and (ii) follows from [24, Definition 6.8]. O

Lemma 3.3. Let p > 1 and X be a Polish space. Let (p*)ren be a convergent sequence in M,(X) and
(q")ken be a weakly convergent sequence with ¢ < p* for every k € N. Then, (¢*)ren converges in M,(X).

Proof. Write p and g for the weak limits of (p*)reny and (¢¥)ren respectively. Consider the sequence ¢* :=
o —qF e M, (X), k € N, which is also weakly convergent with limit § := p — ¢. By Portmanteau’s theorem
we have

/d;((:v, z0)P q(dz) <liminf [ dy(z,z0)? ¢"(dz),

k— o0
/d;((:zr,xo)p G(dx) < likm inf/d/—y(x,xo)p G (dx).
—00

Hence,

timsup [ du(e.a0)” ¢*(de) = [ dielo,zo)? pldn) ~limint [ do(, o) (o)
— 00

k— o0

< /d;((x,xo)p p(dx) —/d;((x,xo)p 4(dz) = /d;((x,xo)p q(dz),
yields limy_,oo [ dx (2, 20)? ¢ (dz) = [ da(z,20)? q(dz). O

3.3 Approximation of extended martingale couplings: proof of Theorem 2.1

Before stating and proving a strengthened version of Theorem 2.1, let us deduce stability of the set of
martingale couplings with respect to the marginals. The Hausdorff distance between two closed subsets
A, B C Pp(RxU xR) is denoted by di (A, B) := max (sup,ec 4 Wp(a, B), sup,cz Wy (b, A)) where Wy (a, B) :=
infpeg Wy (a,b). Note that for (i, v) € Pp(R x U) x Py(R), (12, v) is a compact subset of P,(R x U x R).

Corollary 3.4. Let ((i*,v%))ren with proj; i¥ <.. v* be convergent in P,(R x U) x Pp(R) to (j1,v). Then
khm dH (HM(IL_Lk, I/k),HM(IL_L, V)) = 0.
—00

The corresponding statement for couplings without the martingale constraint is straightforward to see as
in this case one even has

i (72, v), T ")) < (W2 G, i)+ WE o) " < Wy i) + W ().

p



Proof of Corollary 3.4. Assume that (%, 1v%)reny converge in P,(R x U) x P,(R) to (j1,v). Note that
Upen I a(i1F, V%) is relatively compact as consequence of Prokhorov’s theorem.

On the one hand, any sequence (7%),en with 7% € I (", vF) admits a weakly convergent subsequence
(m*i) jen with limit 7 € 15 (fz, v). Therefore,

lim sup W, (7", Iy (f1,v)) = 0.
k—o0 mkeIl(pk,vk)

On the other hand, the map © ~— W,(m, (2", %)) is W,-continuous. Thus, by compactness of
the set of martingale couplings there is for every k € N, #* € Ty (fz,v) with W), (ﬁk,HM(ﬂk,uk)) =
SUDPrerty, () VW (w, My (*, uk)). Again by compactness, any subsequence of (7¥)en admits a further sub-
sequence converging weakly to some limit in ITp; (@, v). For any of these accumulation points there is an
approximative sequence provided by Theorem 2.1. Consequently,

lim sup W, (ﬂ',HM(ﬂk, uk)) =0. O
k—oo w€ll s (f1,v)

We will prove the following strengthened version of Theorem 2.1 which takes into account general in-
tegrability conditions over Polish subsets of R and is, in fact, an extension of the main result in [7]. For
w € P(X) and v € Py(Y), u < v means that the respective extensions p(- N X) and v(-NY) of p and v to
the Borel sigma-field on R satisfy u(- N X) <., v(-NY).

Theorem 3.5. Let (i, V) ren, proj; ii* <.. v*, be a convergent sequence in Pr(X xU) x Py(Y) with limit
(fi,v). Then, every coupling © € Iy (ji,v) is the limit in the adapted weak topology of a sequence (7%)pen
with 7% € My (k, V).

The proof of Theorem 3.5 relies on the next three auxiliary results, that are Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.7, and
Proposition 3.8.

Here we recall the notion of a pair of measures being irreducible and refer to [9, Appendix A] for further
details. When p € M1(R), we denote by u, its potential function, that is the map defined by u,(y) =
Jz ly — 2| p(dx) for y € R. A pair (u,v) of finite positive measures in convex order is called irreducible if
I:={z € R:uu(z) <wu,(x)}is an interval and p(I) = u(R). For any pair (u,v) € P1(R)?, p <., v, there
exists N C N and a sequence (fin, Vn)nen of irreducible pairs of subprobability measures in convex order
such that

p=n+> pn and v=n+ > vy, (3.5)
neN neN

where ({u,, < uy,})nen are pairwise disjoint and n = pf(y,—y,}, ¢f. [9, Theorem A.4]. The sequence
(tin, Vn)nen is unique up to rearrangement of the pairs and is called the decomposition of (u,v) into irre-
ducible components. The next lemma generalizes [7, Proposition 2.4] to the current setting where we have
to keep track of the extra coordinate u € U.

Lemma 3.6. Let (i*, vF)ren, proj; ii* <e. v*, be a convergent sequence in Py (R x U) x Py (R) with limit
(1, v) and write projy i =: . Let (fin, Vn)nen where N C N be the decomposition of (u,v) into irreducible
components. Then, for every k € N, there exists a decomposition of (ji*,v*) into pairs of subprobability

measures (ik, vF)en, (7%, 0%) such that proj, ik <. vk for each n € N, proj; 7* <. v* and
P+ =ik, oY vy =k,
nenN neN
lim Z Wl(ﬂfmﬂn X ﬂz) + Wl(yrliv Vn) + Wl(ﬁkan X ﬂm) + Wl(Uk,n) = 0.
k— o0 e

Proof. We set fi(dz, du) = n(dz) i, (du) and fin(dz, du) = p, (dx) iz (du) for n € N. Let us select Wi -optimal
couplings #* € II(fi, i*) and define

ik (da, du) = / 75 o(dz, du) fin (d2,da), 7" (dv,du) == / 72 o (dz, du) ij(dz, da).

T,0 z, U
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We have

+ > Wil fm) <) = 0.
neN

Pick any 7% € Tl (¥, V%), set

VA (dy) = / 75 (dy) it (de, du), oF(dy) = / o(dy) 7 (dz, du),
7 (da, du, dy) = i (de, )7 (dy) € Tar (%, o).

Let n € N. Since (V¥ = vF + 3 vE)ren converges to v in Wi, we have tightness of (1))ren. As the
marginals are tight, we can pass by Prokhorov’s theorem to a subsequence and assume that, as k& — oo,
(7F) ken converges weakly to 7, € as(fin, ) where 7, € M;(R). At the same time, as (ﬂk)keN and (%) gen
are WW;-convergent, by passing to a subsequence we can additionally assume convergence of (7),en in Wy
to some 7 € Iy (fi, v). Since 78 < 7% for each k € N, passing to weak limits, we have 7,, < 7, which, in view
of Tp(dz, du,R) = i, (dx, du), implies 7, (dz, du, dy) = fin (dz, du)7y ., (dy) so that 7, = v,. By Lemma 3.3,
we get that Wi (7F, 7,,) goes to 0 as k — oco. Hence, Wi (v¥, 1) also goes to 0. The same argument applies
to deal with Wy (v, n). O

In order to show Theorem 3.5, it turns out to be beneficial to first demonstrate that a family of couplings
with a simpler structure is already dense. We say that a coupling 7 € I/ (@i, v) is simple if there is J € N,
a measurable partition (Z/Ij)'jjzl of U into proj, fi-continuity sets and, for j € {1,...,J}, a martingale kernel
(K 2)zer such that

J
7(dz, du, dy) = Z p(dz, du) K »(dy). (3.6)

Put differently, one may say 7 is simple if there exist (classical) martingale couplings m/ € Il (u,v;),
je{l,...,J}, and a measurable partition (uj)}]:1 of U in proj, fi-continuity sets such that

m(dz, du, dy) = I(dx, dy) i (du N U;).

H'M~

The next lemma establishes that these simple couplings are already dense in (g, v).

Lemma 3.7. Let i € P1(R x U) and v € P1(R). Then, the set of couplings satisfying (3.6) is dense in
Ips (3, v) w.r.t. the adapted weak topology.

Proof. We denote by A = proj, i € P1(U). Let ug € U and € > 0. We claim that there is a finite partition
(U;)]—y, J € N, of U into A-continuity sets such that

(3.7)

)Jklm

sup{dy(u,1): v, 0 € U;} < % for j € {1,...,J — 1}, and / dy(u, ug) A(du) <
Uy
To this end, note that since the map w +— dy(u, up) is integrable w.r.t. A, we can choose M, € [0, 4+00) with

dys(u, o) A(du) <

OOI(T)

/{ueb{: duy(w,ug)>Me:}

By inner regularity of A there exists a compact subset K of B := {u € U: dy(u,up) < M.} such that
A(B\ K) < g5+ Therefore, we have

| ™

/ dy(u, up) A(du) < M(B\K)M. <
B\K

11



Next, we choose for each u € K a radius r, € (0, §] such that the boundary of the ball B, (u) := {@ €

U: dy(u,4) <1y} has zero measure under X\. The family (B, (u))uek is an open cover of the compact set
K, which permits us to extract from this family a finite subcover of K denoted by (B;)i_;, I € N. Let
J=I+1,U; = ﬂj:l B§ C K¢, and set recursively, U; := B; N {Ui:1 i} for j € {1,...,J —1}. By
this procedure we have constructed a partition (L{j)jzl of U into measurable sets. Moreover, as for each
i € {1,...,J} the boundary of U; is contained in the union of the boundaries of the balls (B;)7_,, it must
have zero Ad-measure. Finally, for each j € {1,...,J — 1} we get

sup{dy(u,4): u, & € U;} < sup{dy(u,q): u,4 € B;} < %,

and compute

/M o, 10) M) < / i (w,a0) N(d) + /B A 0) ) <

We have shown the claim (3.7).
Consider the disintegration kernel fi, such that p(dz,du) = p(dx) i, (du), and, for j € {1,...,J}, denote
by fij(dx,du) the restrictions Iryxy; (z,u)ji(dz, du). Since jij(dx, du)-a.e. jip(U;) > 0 we can define

J
7/ (dx, du, dy) : Z i(dz, du)K; 5 (dy) where K ,(dy) = / T (dY) K
u.

7j=1 J

and remark that 7/ € T/ (ji, ). The last step is to estimate the AW;-distance between 7 and 77.

Using that (Id,Id)xf is an admissible coupling in the minimization problem that constitutes the AW;-
distance between 7 and 77/, and Jensen’s inequality (see for example [8, Proposition A.9]), we obtain the
estimate

AW (7, 77 ) < Z Wi (Tzuy K z) B(dz, du)
RxU;
. i (dil)
S Wl ﬁw,uuﬁ—m,ﬂ _I ﬂ d(E du
;/RXZ/IJ /Z/lj ( ) [ (Us) ( )

= /Wl ('ﬁ—m7u,ﬁ-ﬂ)i) v(d:v, du, dii‘, d’&)

where v := Z'jjzl 7; with the subprobability couplings +; defined for j € {1,...,J} by

iz (did)
Ha (Uj)

'WFGL%@HNL%L@M( @MLMQeHmﬁ@»

We have v € II(f, 1) and, by (3.7),

J
/dl,{(u,ﬁ) + |z — &|y(dz, du, dz, di) = Z/du(u,ﬂ) v, (dx, du, dZ, di)

J—1
< % S R xUXRxU) + /dz,{(u,uo) + dy (uo, 0) v (d, du, dit, dit)
7j=1
e €
< L4z _—c 3.8
<3 + 1 +< 1°°¢ (3.8)
Since € > 0 is arbitrary, Lemma 3.1 gives the conclusion. O
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Finally, we also require the following approximation result that concerns the marginals.

Proposition 3.8. Let (u*,v%)ren, pf <co vF, be a sequence in Py (R) x Pi(R) with limit (u,v) being
irreducible. For 1 < j < J €N, let (M?)keN be a convergent sequence in My (R) with limit p; and Zjvzl ué? =
uF. Let (vj))=1, 15 <ca V5, be a family in M3 (R) such that v = ijl vi. Then, for 1 < j < J, there exist
a convergent sequence (Vf)keN in My (R) with limit v; such that

J
,uf <c I/Jk and Zyjk =", (3.9)
j=1

The proof of Proposition 3.8 is rather technical and therefore postponed to Subsection 3.7. On closer
inspection of the statement, this is not completely surprising: in the setting of Proposition 3.8, let (u; )'j]:1
and (N?)j]d be families of measures with p;({z;}) = u;(R) and uf({xf}) = u?(R) for some :cj,xf € R so
that the points (x;)7_, are distinct. For = € Ia(p,v), we define v := m,,. Invoking Proposition 3.8 we
k

J/j=1
defines a martingale coupling in I (u*, v*) and, as VJ]? — v, and ué? — pj in M1(R), (7%)ren converges in
AW to . Hence, we recover in this particular setting the main result of [7], which states that, as long as
b <o VvF, pF — p, v¥ — v in Wy, any martingale coupling in IIxs(u, ) can be approximated in AW by a
sequence (1) ey with 7% € Ty (u®, v%).

obtain (v#)7_, and set 7% := ijl u? ® VJ’-“. Since /L? is concentrated on a single point and u? <ex VJ’-“, T

Proof of Theorem 3.5. By following the reasoning outlined in [7, Lemma 5.2], incorporating the additional
coordinate and replacing [7, Proposition 2.5] by Lemma 3.6, one can confirm that it suffices to establish the
conclusion when (f, v) is such that (proj; i, v) is irreducible. As the argument runs almost verbatim to the
proof of [7, Lemma 5.2], we omit the details and assume from now on that (proj, fi,v) is irreducible.

Let us suppose that diy; denotes some bounded complete metric compatible with the topology on ¢/ and
check that we may suppose w.l.o.g. that X = R = Y, f(z,u) = 1+ |2| + dy(u,ug) for some uy € U and
9(y) = 1+ |y|l. The convergence of (i*)x (resp. (v*)i) to i in Pr(X x U) (resp. v in Py(Y)) implies
that (z*(- N X x U))x (resp. (VF(- N Y))x) converges to (- N X x U) in P1(R x U) (resp. v(-NY) in
Pi(R)). Weset #(-) = 7(- N X xU x V) € My (a(- N X xU),v(-NY)). Let (7%)) be a sequence such
that 7% € TI(Z*(- N X x U),v*(-NY)) and (J(7*) = (z,u, 7 ) 47"} converges to J(7) = (2, U, Tpu) 47 in
P1(R x U x P1(R)). Since X, U and Y are Polish, the Borel sigma-fields satisfy

BX xUxY)=BX)2BU) @BDY)=0c({{ANX} x Bx {CNY}: A,C e BR),B e BU)Y})
={DNXXxUXxY:DeBR)RBU)QBR)}={DNX xUxY:DeBRxUXR)}.

By Alexandrov’s theorem, X and ) are countable intersections of open subsets of R. Hence X,) € B(R)
and X xU x Y € B(R xU x R) so that B(X) C B(R), B(X) C B(R) and B(X xU xY) C B(RxU x R). Let
7% € TI(ii*, v*) be defined by 7F = 7~rk|B(XXqu). By [8, Lemma A.7], the sequence (J(7*)); is relatively
compact in Pjg. (X x U x Py(Y)). Let (J(n*7)); denote some subsequence converging to Q. Since the
injection i : X xU x P(Y) 3 (x,u, p) — (z,u,p(-NY)) € R xU x P(R) is continuous, i J(7*) = J(7*) and

igJ(m) = J(7), we have for any continuous and bounded function ¢ on R x U x P(R),

Qpoi) = lim J(a)(p o) = lim J(7)(e) = J(7)(p) = J(m)(ip o ).

The equality between the left-most and right-most terms remains valid when ¢ is measurable and bounded.
Let A € B(X), B € B({) and C € B(P(Y)). Since P(R) > p — p(Y) is measurable, Py(R) = {n € P(R) :
n(Y) = 1} is a Borel subset of P(R). Since P(Y) 3 p— p(-NY) € Py(R) is an homeomorphism with inverse
r: Py(R) 3 p — play) € P(Y) when Py(R) is endowed with the topology induced by P(R), r~1(C) €
B(Py(R)) C B(P(R)). For the choice ¢ = 1 4 pxr-1(cy, We deduce that Q(A x B x C) = J(m)(Ax B x C).
Since B(X x U x P(Y)) = B(X) @ B(U) @ B(P(Y)), this implies that @ = J(w). Therefore the sequence
(J(7%))k converges to J () in Pja . (X X U x Py(V)).
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Therefore, we assume from now on that X = R =Y, f(x,u) = 1+ |2| + dy(u, ug) and g(y) = 1+ |y|.
Moreover, by using Lemma 3.7 we may assume that = admits the representation (3.6). Let (U )3-’:1 be
the associated finite measurable partition of &. Without loss of generality, e.g. by replacing one element of
the partition Uy, such that (R xUy) > 0 with the union of Uy, with all elements U; that satisfy (R xU;) =0
and removing the latter, we can assume that mini<;<j g(R x U;) > 0. For j € {1,...,J} and k € N, we
define
i = lesagfl, [y = LraA® py=projy fi; and  pf := projy ij.

As (Uj)jzl is comprised of continuity sets for the first marginal of ji, the weak convergence of (ii*)ren to
[ implies that (ﬂ?)keN converges weakly to fi; and, due to the continuity of the first coordinate mapping,
(M?)keN converges weakly to p; for each j € {1,---,J}. All the requirements of Proposition 3.8 are satisfied,

allowing us to identify, for each j € {1,...,J}, a sequence of subprobability measures (Vf)keN such that

J
1/]]-g k—>—+>oo vj, ,uf <. VJ]»c and Zyjk =k
j=1

From now on we will assume that £ is large enough so that min;<;<; u? (R) > 0. Weak convergence of
the original sequences yields, for each j € {1,---,J}, that the normalized sequence (ﬂf / ué? (R))ken (resp.
(VF/uk(R))ken) converges weakly to fi;/pj(R) (vesp. v;/p;(R)) as k — oo. As (i")ren and (v%)gen are
Wi-convergent sequences, it then follows easily from Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 that the normalized sequences
converge in Wj. Thus, we can apply [7, Theorem 2.6] and obtain an AW;-convergent sequence (ny’?)kGN of
martingale couplings with limit -; where

k k
g X Ko ( 1 vj ) K 1y Vi
o= M X B g (M and b e Ty | 2 9,
7T T (R) 15 (R)” 11 (R) 7 w5 (R)” 1 (R)

Further, write

—k k B
~k K XV - Trxu;xrT i X K4
V5= and 7, := =

’ pi (R) ! 1 (R) 1 (R)

To prove that (%’?)%N converges in AW, to 7;, we choose

iy Ay i 1

k J J ok J J

x; €11 , resp. x; €1l ,

I <u§<R> uj(R)> I (@(R) uj(R)>

Wi-optimal between its marginals resp. optimal for ./41/\/1(7]]‘C ,7;). For ease of notation, we moreover define
)Zf as )Zf(dx, du,dz,dt,dz) = Xé?(dac, du, dz, d@))%fm(dz) and compute

—k _
4. 5;) < SRR / koK) XE(dw, du, d, di
AWl(FngFYJ)—Wl(u;g(R)vluJ(R) + Wl(ﬂ)/g,ma Js )XJ( €T, au, ax, U)

Ry
ps(R) py(R)

< Wl( ) + / WL (V5 o K2) + Wh(K 2, Ka)) X5 (dw, du, di, da, dz)

—k _
Hj Hj k vk & dil
<W (H]TJE@7 Mng)) + AW (75, 75) + /Wl(Kj_rz,Kj@) Xj (dx, du, dz, du, dz), (3.10)

By Lemma 3.1 due to Eder [13] and since
—k _

Aok 5 Ky ] y —
e dz) < N
/Iz 2|%; (de, du, d8, dd, dz) < Wl(u?(R)’ (R ) AN 52 0

~—
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the right-hand side of (3.10) goes to 0 as k — oc.
In the next step, we revert the normalization by setting

J
= Wi (RS € Ty (¥, v%).
j=1

Let ¢ € (0, min;<j< s 11;(R)) and assume that k is sufficiently large so that max;<j<u |uf(R) — p;(R)| < e.
We split each of 7% and 7 into two parts:

J

J J
(1 (R) — ) 7F + > (uh(R) (R) +¢)7f and =Y (u;(R) — )% +¢ > _ 7.
= i

7j=1

J
J=1

Because (ﬂj)}]:1 are pairwise singular, we can apply [7, Lemma 3.7] to deduce that

J J
Jim AWy (i (R) =€) 35, Y (1 (R) =€) | =0.

Jj=1 j=1
With the help of [7, Lemma 3.6] and [7, Lemma 3.1 (a)(c)], we conclude that

limsup AW (7%, 7) < C (I} () + I}.(v)), (3.11)

k—o0

where C' > 0 is a constant that does not depend on (k,e) and, for a Polish space X, § > 0, 2y € X, and
n € My(X), I}(n) is given by

Ig(n) = sup / dx (z,xo) 7(dx).

rEML(X),T<n,m(X)<6) X

As e > 0 was arbitrary and we have by [7, Lemma 3.1 (b)] that limo~o (1], () + I7.(v)) = 0, we can infer
from (3.11) that (7*)gen converges to 7 in AW;. O

3.4 Proofs of Corollary 2.4 and Propositions 2.3 and 2.6

We are first going to prove the following stronger variants of Corollary 2.4 and Proposition 2.6 before deducing
Proposition 2.3. Let f: X — [1,+00) be a continuous growth function such that

lim inf M > 0.
reEX

The topological space P;(X) is defined like P,()) with X and f replacing J and g. The topological space
Prag(X x Pyg(Y)) is defined analogously to Py, (X x U x Py(Y)) but without the u coordinate.

Corollary 3.9. Let (uF,v%)ren, p¥ <cx V¥, be a convergent sequence in Py(X) x Py(Y) with limit (u,v).
Then, every P € Ap(p,v) is the limit in Pf@g(X X Py(Y)) of a sequence (P*)en with P* € Ap(p®, vF).
(

Proof. Let P = p(dx)Py(dp) € Ap(p,v). By Lemma 3.22 [22], there exists a measurable mapping R x
0,1] > (z,u) = 7z € Pi(R) such that my, ,Leb(du) = P;. Then for i = p ® Leb, n(dz,du,dy) =
j(dxz, du)m, . (dy) € Mpr(ji,v). The sequence (ji* = pu* ® Leb)ren converges to ji in Pr(X x [0,1]) where
f(z,u) = f(x). By Theorem 3.5, 7 is the limit in the adapted weak topology of a sequence (7%)ren with
7% € My (p*, v*). Therefore, we have P* = J(7%) € Ap(u¥,v¥) and get that (P*)ren converges to P in
Prog(X x Pg(V))- O
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Proposition 3.10. Assume that C: X X Py(Y) — R is continuous and that there is a constant K > 0 such
that, for all (z,p) € X x Py(Y),

|C(z, p)| < K (14 f(x) +p(9))-
Then, the value Vo is attained and continuous on {(u,v) € Pr(X) x Py(¥) : p <ew v}. Moreover, if
(¥, V9 pen with pk <., vF is convergent in Py(X) x Py(Y) and P¥ € Apr(u*,vF) is a sequence of optimizers
of (2.7), then so are its accumulation points.

Proof. Note that the mapping Prgy(X X Py(Y)) > P — P(C) is continuous. Using [8, Lemma A.7] for the
relative compactness, we easily check that for (p,v) € Py(X) x Py(Y) with p <cp v, An(p,v) is compact
and non-empty. Therefore Ve is attained.

Let (p*, v¥)pen with p* <., v*¥ be convergent in Pp(X) x Py(Y) with limit (u,v). Let P* € Ap(p,v)
be optimal for Vo (u, ). By Corollary 3.9, there exists a sequence (P*)ren with P* € Apr(u¥,vF) that
converges to P* in Prgs(X x Py(Y)). Therefore

Volp,v) = P*(C) = lim P*(C) < liminf Vo (u*, vF). (3.12)
k—o0 k—o0
Now choosing P** € Ay (¥, %) such that Ve (u*, %) = PR*(C), we may extract a subsequence (P**) ey
converging to some P> in P, (X x P, (Y)) and such that lim; o, P¥*(C) = limsup, . Vo (¥, v*). Then
P> e Ap(p,v) and
Volp,v) > P*(C) = lim P (C) = limsup Ve (1%, V%),
J—00 k—o0
With (3.12), we deduce that Ve (p, v) = limp_,e Vo (¥, %) so that Ve is continuous on {(1,6) : § <e 0} C
P(X) x Py(Y). Moreover Vo (u,v) = P>(C) and this equality remains true for any accumulation point
P> of (Pk’*)keN. O

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Set X = (0,+0), f : X 3 z — |In(z)| + |z| and Cyix : X X Pp(X) 3 (z,p) —
—+/p(£z) V 0 where we recall that £, = = ETI In(z/y) for (z,y) € X?. Let u,v € Ps(X). For 7 € Uyix (i, ),
we have that (z, 7, 4)xm = P € Ay(p, v) with

/ \/ Tau(le) proj; » m(dx, du) = —P(Cvix). (3.13)

Therefore Dy (pt, ) > =V (11, ).

On the other hand, if P € Ap(u,v) then m:= (z,v/p(ls), y)xP(dz, dp)p(dy) € Ilyix (i, v) since p(¢y) €
[0,4+00) P(dz,dp) a.e. by Jensen’s inequality combined with [ p(f)P(dz,dp) = v(f) < oo and, for ¢ :
X xRy — R measurable and bounded,

z,u)(u? — 7 (dx, du, =
/mw“’(’ )(u? — £, (y))n(d, du, dy) /

o, v/o(0)) / (p(Ls) — L. () pldy) P(dr, dp)
P X

FOF(XXP (X))
=0.

Therefore (3.13) again holds. We conclude that Dguy (g, ) = — Ve, (14, 7) and deduce from Proposition

3.10 applied with Y = X = (0, 00) and g = f the continuity of Dgyp. O

3.5 Stability of extended weak martingale optimal transport problems: proof
of Theorem 2.2

This section is dedicated to the proof of a stronger variant of Theorem 2.2, that is Theorem 3.11 below.

Assumption B. We say that a cost function C: X x U x Pg(Y) — R satisfies Assumption B if C is
continuous and there is a constant K > 0 such that, for all (z,u,p) € X x U x Py(Y),

C(x,u,p)| < K (1+ fla,u) +p(9)) - (3.14)
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Theorem 3.11. Let C satisfy Assumption B and C(x,u,-) be convex. Then the value function Vi is attained
and continuous on {(fi,v) : proj; ji <cx v} C Pp(X x U) X Py(Y).
Furthermore, when (i*, vF)ren, proj, i* <.. vF, converges to (fi,v) in PrX xU) x Pg(Y), we have:

(i) if (7%)ken is a sequence of optimizers w* € Ty (1¥, %) of (2.1), so are its accumulation points;

(ii) if C(z,u, -) is strictly convex, then optimizers of (2.7) are unique and (7*)ren converges to the optimizer
of (2.1) with marginals (@i, v) in the adapted weak topology.

Proof. By [8, Proposition A.12 (b)], the map Pjg (X xU x V) 3 m = [ C(x,u, Ty u) Proj  w(dx, du) is
lower semicontinuous. Since [T/ (j,v) is a compact subset of Prg (X x U x V), we deduce that the value
function is attained.

Let ((i7*,v%))ken in {(77,0) : proj; 7 <. 0} C Pr(X x U) x Py(Y) be convergent with limit (i, v). Let
7% € ™ (ji,v) be such that Vo(ji,v) = J(7*)(C). By Theorem 3.5, there exists a sequence (7%)ren with
7% € Mpr(ii*, vF) such that J(7%) — J(7*) in Prag(X x U x Py(Y)). Since the mapping Prg (X x U x
Py(¥)) > P+~ P(C) is continuous, we deduce that

lim sup Vo (%, %) < klim J(7)(C) = J(7*)(C) = Vo (i, v). (3.15)
k— o0 —o0
Choosing now 7%* € Iy (¥, %) such that Ve (¥, v¥) = [ C(x, u, 7573 )m** (dx, du), we may extract a subse-

quence (7%9*) jen such that (77*) jew converges to 7 in Pjg (X xUxY) and lim; o [ C(z,u, wi{{f)ﬂki (dz,du) =

lim infy_, oo Vo (¥, v%). The limit 7°° belongs to Il (ji, v) and, by lower semicontinuity of Prag(XxUXY) >
7 [ C(x,u, e ) Proj, o m(de, du), we deduce that

/C (z,u, mo0, ) i(de, du) < lim [ C(w, u,ﬂ’;qf) i(dx,du) = hmlnf Vo (u*, vk).

‘]*}OO

With (3.15), we deduce that limy_, . Vo (2%, V ) = Vo (i, v) so that Vi is continuous on {(7, 0) : proj; 7 <cs
0} C P#(X x U) x Py(Y). Moreover, Vo (i, v) = [ C(x,u,75°,)i(dz, du) and this equality remains true for
any accumulation point 7 of (7%*)ey in Pj®g(X XU X Y).

To show (ii), we assume the opposite, that is, that (7%)ren admits a subsequence which does not have 7*
as an accumulation point w.r.t. the adapted weak topology. By [8, Lemma A.7], this particular subsequence
admits a subsequence (7%9);cy such that (J(7%));en converges in Pray(X xU x Py(Y)) to P. We define
7€ Uy (fa,v) by T = i X g With 7, = [ p(dy) Pyu(dp). As C(x,u,-) is convex and continuous, we have
by Jensen’s inequality

/C(x,u,erU) p(dx, du) < /C(:v,u,p) P(dz,du,dp) = hm C(z, ’U/,7Tm W) iF (dz, du) = Ve (i, v).
k— o0
In particular, 7 is an optimizer of Vo (g, v) and, by strict convexity of C(z,u,-), we have J(7) = P and
uniqueness of optimizers. Thus, # = 7*, and we also get J(7*) = P. Hence, (7" )jen converges in the
adapted weak topology to 7*, which is a contradiction and completes the proof. O

3.6 Stability of the shadow couplings: proof of Proposition 2.9

Let us first state a consequence of Proposition 2.9 concerning the shadow couplings.

In view of Sklar’s theorem, it is natural to parametrize the dependence structure between p and the
Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] in the lift g € II(x, Leb) of p by copulas i.e. probability measures on [0, 1] x [0, 1]
with both marginals equal to the Lebesgue measure. We call shadow coupling between p and v with copula
x the shadow coupling between p and v with source equal to the image i, of x by [0,1] x [0,1] 3 (v,u) —

(F,'(v),u) € R x [0,1], where F,; ! denotes the quantile function of .
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Corollary 3.12. The shadow coupling with copula x is continuous on the domain {(p,v) : p <qn v} C
Pp(R) X Pp(R) and with range (Pp(R x R),W,) and even continuous in AW,, at each couple (u,v) such that
u does not weight points.

For the Hoeffding-Fréchet copula, x(dv, du) = Leb(du)d, (dv), we recover the stability w.r.t. the marginals
w and v of the left-curtain coupling proved by Juillet in [21]. For the independence copula x(dv,du) =
Leb(dv) ® Leb(du), we deduce the continuity of the sunset coupling.

The proof that the selector SC' of the lifted shadow coupling is continuous when the codomain P, (R x
[0,1] x R) is endowed with the adapted Wasserstein distance AW, relies on the fact that, by (2.12), the
selector SC' takes values in the following extremal set of extended martingale couplings

57, = {m € Pp(R x U x R) : # Supp(mz) € {1,2} and mean(r, ) = 2 m-a.s.}.

The set HCti is extremal in the following sense: when 7 € TI$f, and P € Py(R xU x P,(R)) with I(P) =,
where I(P) is the unique measure that satisfies

/fa:uy P)(dz, du, dy) = //fxuy) p(dy) P(dz, du, dp),

for all f € Cp(R x U x R) and mean(p) = = P-a.s., then we already have P = J(m). Proceeding from this
observation, the next lemma shows that on He"t the p-Wasserstein topology coincides with the p-adapted
Wasserstein topology, which we in turn use to prove Proposition 2.9.

Lemma 3.13. The identity map Id on Py(R x U x R) is (W,, AW,,)-continuous at any P € T}, In
particular, the metric spaces (H‘f\}fp, W,) and (H?\}fp,AWp) are topologically equivalent.

Proof. We follow a similar line of reasoning as used in [23, Lemma 7]. As W, < AW,, it suffices to show

that, given a sequence (7%)ren in Pp(R x U x R) with mean(n% ) = & 7*-a.s. and 7 € 57,

lim W, (" 7r)-0=>k11mAW( ) =0.

k—o0

So, let (7*)xen and 7 be as above and assume that 78 — 7 in W,. Observe that J|H?C}° is bijective onto
P
J(OS,) = {P € Po(R xU x Pp(R)) : I(P) € 1I§}, and mean(p) = x P(dx, du, dp)-a.e.}, (3.16)

with inverse I. Using [3, Lemma 2.3], we find that the sequence (J(7%))ren is W,-relatively compact in
Pp(R x U x P,(R)). Therefore, there is a subsequence (7%i) ey such that J(7*%i) — P. Since 7% — I(P) =
7 € TIF}" and mean(p) = z P(dz,du, dp)-a.e., we get by (3.16) that P € J(IIF},) which yields by bijectivity
of J|H?C}fp that P = J(r). Hence, J(7%) — J(r) in W, which means that 7% — 7 in AW,

Since any subsequence of (7%)en admits by above reasoning an AW,,-convergent subsequence with limit
7, we conclude that 7% —  in AW, O

The proof of Proposition 2.9 also relies on the following two lemmas, the proof of which are postponed
to the end of the current section.

Lemma 3.14. Let V, Z be Polish spaces, (6% )ren be a sequence in P (V) that converges in total variation to
0, and let p*:V = Z k€N, and p: V — Z be measurable functions. Then

(Id, %) 40" — (1d, )40 in P(V x Z2) = ¢* — ¢ in O-probability.

Lemma 3.15. Let 7,9,z € R with y < = < z, and ((y*,2%))ken be a (=00, 2] X [z, +00)-valued sequence
such that for each k, either y* < x < z* or y¥ = x = 2zF. Then we have

(Z) Wl(B(.I,yk,Zk),B(I,y,Z))—)0 — |yk_y|+|zk_z|—>0;
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(i) Wi (B(z,y*, 2%),0,) = 0 <= (zF —2) A (z —y*) — 0.
Proof of Proposition 2.9. As optimizers of Vgc are unique, we immediately obtain from Theorem 3.11 applied
with C(z,u,p) = [5(1 —u)\/1+ y?p(dy) continuity of
Vec: {(,v) € Pp(R x [0,1]) X Pp(R) : proj; it <ep v, proj, i = Leb} — R, (3.17)
SC: {(p,v) € Pp(R x [0,1]) X Pp(R) : proj; it <ez v, projy ip = Leb} — Pp(R x [0, 1] x R), (3.18)
when the domain is endowed with the product of the corresponding Wasserstein p-topologies. Since SC is a

continuous function taking values in II§*, Lemma 3.13 ensures that it is still continuous when the codomain
is endowed with the stronger AW,-distance. Therefore when By Proposition 2.9 we have that

SC(i*, V%) — SC (i, v) in AWy,
which is equivalent to Wj-convergence of
(Id, B(X, T, T3)) 4" = J(SC(i*, V%)) = J(SC (i1, v)) = (1d, B(X, T1, T2)) i
where X : R x [0,1] 3 (z,u) — = € R. Applying Lemma 3.14 in the setting
V=Rx[0,1], Z=P1(R), 0" =p" 0O=p, ¢"=BXTFTS) and ¢=DB(X,T1,T),

yields B(X,TF, T¥) — B(X, Ty, T») in ji-probability. There exists a subsequence such that this convergence
holds ji-a.s. Hence, we can invoke Lemma 3.15 and derive the assertion in the second statement of the
proposition for this particular subsequence. By the above reasoning any subsequence admits a subsubse-
quence which fulfills the conclusion of the second statement of the proposition, which readily implies the
statement. O

Proof of Corollary 3.12. For the continuity in W,, it is enough to combine Proposition 2.9 with

Vi, 1" € Pp(R), Wg(ﬂx,ﬂ;) < /[0 o] |F;1(1;) — FJl(v)VDX(dv,du) = Wg(ﬂ,,u’),
1] X0,

vr, ' € Pp(R x [0,1] x R), W, (proj, 3w, proj; 3 7') < Wy(m, ') < AWy (m, ).

To prove the reinforced continuity in AW, we consider a sequence ((u*,v*)x) in P,(R) x P,(R) with
puk <. vF converging to (u,v) where u does not weight points. For notational simplicity, we denote
SC* and SC respectively in place of SC’(ﬂi, v*) and SC(jiy,v). By the reinforcement of Proposition 2.9,

AW, (SC*, SC) — 0. Let n* € II(ii%, fix) be optimal for AW, (SC*,5C). We have
k —1 k
/[0 o 1]W5(SCF;;J(D)7U’ SCp-1 W)X (dv, du) < 27T AWP(SCT, SC)

—1 k
2 /[0 1]%[0,1] xRx[0,1] Wo (5Ca.0: SCr ) )X (0, du)nFJkl(vLu(dI’ dw)

The second term in the right-hand side goes to 0 according to Lemma 3.1 since i, is the image of x by
[0,1] % [0,1] 3 (v,u) = (F, ' (v),u) € R x [0,1] and, using |z — F,*(v)[? < 2P7 (| — Fl;cl(v)|p + |Fl;c1(v) -
E 1 (v)P), we have

/ = F )7 + [w = ulPx(dv, du)nfs ., (dz, dw) < 27 (Awg(sck, SC) + W (", u)) 0.
[0,1]2xRx[0,1] uk >

Hence f[o I

<o) Vb (SCk SCF‘LI(,U))U) x(dv,du) — 0. Let 7% (resp. ) denote the shadow coupling

Fl(v),w
o (v),u

with copula x between y* and v* (resp. p and v) and for (z,w) € R x [0,1], ¥*(v,w) = Fx (FJC1 (v)—) +
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wuk({Fl;cl (v)}). The image of the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] x [0, 1] by ¥* is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]
and for each v € (0,1), Fl;cl(ﬁk (v,w)) = FJCI(U), dw a.e.. Hence dv a.e.,

k k
T = SCh- Xk (v,w) (du)dw
Pl /[o,ux[o,u 2 (0% (0,0) X0 (v0) (1)

Since p does not weight points, Fu_l is one-to-one and Tp i) = f[o 1] SC - Lo)u Xv(du), dv a.e.. By the
triangle inequality and Jensen’s inequality (see for instance [8, Proposmon A 9]), we have

k k
Wp(ﬂF;;(v)vwF;l(v)) < /[o Ix ol W (SO 1 (9% (ww)) O C B (9 (0,0)), u> X% (v,0) (du)dw

+/ Wp ( S’C L (9% (0,)),u X0 (0, w) (du), SC L), xv(du)> dw.
[0,1] [0,1]

0,1]

Using again that the image of the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] x [0, 1] by 9¥ is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1],
we deduce that

AWE (m, 7) g/ B (0) = o (o) + W (g1 ) )

K —1
(0,1] I Fuk (v)

(0)u’

<Wpu i)+ 2 |

[0,1]x[0,1

| WP <SC’c SC s @),u) x(dv, du)

+2P—1/ W;?( S’C L9k (v,w)),u X9 (v, w) (du), SCp- Frl(v), xv(du)> dwdv.
[0,1]x[0,1] [0,1]

[0,1]

The sum of the first two terms in the right-hand side goes to 0 as n — oo. Since, by the proof of [19,
Proposition 4.2] (see the equation just above (4.12) where 6(F, ' (v),w) = v since F}, is continuous), dvdw

a.e., ¥* (v, w) — v, we have f[o 1x[0,1] |9% (v, w) — v[Pdvdw — 0 by Lebesgue’s theorem so that the third term
in the right-hand side also goes to 0 by Lemma 3.1 due to Eder [13]. O

Remark 3.16. Like in the proof of [19, Proposition 4.2], we could check that AW, (7%, 7) still goes to 0 as
n — oo when

vz e R, pF({z}) > 0= 3(a")p € RY, F (") A Fu(z) — Fn (2" =) v Fu(z—)—p({z}).

Proof of Lemma 3.14. As 0¥ — @ in total variation, we have that the total variation distance between
(Id, %) 0% and (Id, ¢*)»0 vanishes as k — oco. Thus, since ((Id, p*)£0%)ren converges to (Id, )0 =: n in
P(V x Z), the same holds for the sequence (n*)ren where n* := (Id, ¢*)40. W.lo.g. we assume that the
metrics dy and dy are both bounded, so that n* — n in W, and can pick couplings x* € T1(6,6) such that

Wil o) = [ dv(0.)+ dz (e 0).0(0) (o ),
By the triangle inequality we have
[zt @) 0@ o(d) = [ dz(e @), p(w) ¥ (o, do)
< [zt (). 0(0)) + dule(0), ) * (v, do)
= Wilnfm) + [ dz(o(0), 9(0) *(do, o). (3.19)

The first summand in (3.19) vanishes for k — oo as n* — 1 in Wy, whereas the second summand vanishes
as consequence of Lemma 3.1 due to Eder [13] since [ dy(v,9) x*(dv,dd) — 0. O
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Proof of Lemma 3.15. To show (i) and (ii) we may assume w.l.o.g. that y* < z < z*, since y* = x = 2*

implies B(z,y", 2¥) = 6, # B(z,vy,2). Then we compute

k k

+
B kK B _ z—x/\z—:v ok Z—SC_Z—SC k
Wl( (x,y )y % )a (l‘,y,Z)) (Z—y Zk—yk |y Yy |+ z—y Zk—yk (Z y)

Zk_x z—T + Xr — X — k
+(— )(z—yk)—l—(ry/\%)k—zﬂ. (3.20)

F—yk -y y 2 —yh

When |y* — y| + |2F — 2| — 0 then each summand in (3.20) also vanishes, showing the <= -implication
in (i). Conversely, when Wi (B(z,y*, z*), B(z,y,2)) — 0 then all four summands in the right-hand side of

(3.20) have to go to 0 individually as k — co. Thus, since z¥ —y > 2 —y>0and z —y* > 2z — 2 > 0, we
find, due to the second and third terms in (3.20), that ZZ:__;C — i:; . Then using that the first and fourth
terms also have to converge to 0, we get |y* — y| + |2* — 2| — 0, which completes the proof of (i).

On the other hand, we have

Wi (B, y",2"),82) (& —a)e—y*) _ (F-w)v(@—yh)

2 T gk o (" =) A (@ —y")).

Since 2% — y* > (2% — ) V (z — y¥) > (zF — y*), we deduce that

k Lk
1 S Wl (B(xay , % )751) S 2,
(28 =) A (2 —y¥)

which yields (ii) and completes the proof. O

3.7 Proof of Proposition 3.8

The proof of Proposition 3.8 relies on Lemma 3.17 below and Wasserstein projections in the convex order.
By [1, Proposition 4.2] there is a map J: P1(R) x P1(R) — P;1(R) satisfying

w<e J(p,v) and Wi (T (p,v),v) = #igfn Wi(n,v), (3.21)

which is called a Wasserstein projection in the convex order. According to Theorem 1.1 [20], J is Lipschitz
continuous: for p, v, p/, v € Pp(R) with p > 1, we have
Wl (1,0), T (W) € Wyl 1) + 2, (). (3.22)

Lemma 3.17. Let a,b € RU{—o00,+00}, a <b, and p € P1(R) be concentrated on [a,b] with mean z € R.
Let (™) men, (0™)men, a < a™ < x < ™ < b, be monotone sequences with a™ — a and b™ — b. Then

pm — _.m
Wi (p e (2—eBam + oy ) p ) = 0.
bm_am bm_am

Proof of Lemma 3.17. Let for eachm € N, n™ = fo_—;ﬁéam +%5b7n and p™ = pA.n™. Let us check that
lim 00 SUPy e (— o0,am] (Up(y) — (2—y)) = 0. If @ = —oo0, this is a consequence of limy_, oo (u,(y) —(z—y)) = 0.
If a > —o0, u,(y) = — y for y < a and since u, is 1-Lipschitz,

Yy € [a,a™], up(y) S upla) + (y —a) =z —at+y—a<z—y+20™ -a)

Since uym (y) = x —y for y € (—o0,a™] and using a symmetric reasoning to deal with the supremum over
[b™, +00) we deduce that lim, o0 SUPye(— oo, am]ufpm +00) (Up(Y) — uym (y)) = 0. By convexity of u, and since
uym is affine on [a™, b™], supyer(up(y) — tym (Y)) = SUDPye(—oo,amufpm +o0) (Up(Y) — uym (y)) so that

lim sup(up(y) — upm(y)) = 0.

m—00 yER
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Since the convex function u, —sup,cg(u,(y) — uym (y)) is not greater than u, A uym,

u, — sug(up(y) — Upym () < coup Atugm) = upm < up,.
ye

Hence u,m converges uniformly to u, as m — oo, which implies that Wi (p™, p) = 0. O
m——+00

Proof of Proposition 3.8. For every j = 1,...,J, we have u? — p; in My(R) with p;(R) > 0, so that

1k (R) — p;(R) > 0 and, for k large enough, min; << p%(R) > 0. We are going to check the existence of

M < oo such that for each € € (0,1), we can find sequences (V?’E)%N in M;(R) that satisfy

J J k,e
k ke ke _ k . Vi Vi
i <cv:”, v:® =v" and limsup » pu(RIW) | /==, —— | < Me. (3.23)
! ! ; ! ko0 2 n 1 (R) 1y (R)

j=1
As ¢ is arbitrary, the conclusion follows easily from (3.23).

Before jumping into the various steps of proving (3.23), we fix the following notation: Let a € {—oco} UR
and b € RU {400} be the endpoints of the irreducible component I = (a,b) of (u,v). Further, let

; 14 ; 14 2
w]:—XFiEHM( , )
1 (R) wi(R)" v;(R)

Up to modifying 2 — 7 on a p-null set, we suppose w.l.o.g. that for all = € (a,b), 7 is concentrated on
[a,b] and mean(r)) = x. Finally, for m € N, pick a™,b™ € I,a™ < b™, with a™ N\, a, and b™ b, so that
wi([a™,0™]) > 0 and p;({a™,b™}) =0foreach j =1,...,J.

Step 1: We claim that when m is sufficiently large, there exists 7; € M;(R) with

Wi (ﬂj, Vj) <e, v <. vy, p,j|[am1bm] <c i/‘jl[anl’bnl] and ﬂj|R\[am7bm] = /,Lj|R\[am7bm]. (3.24)

To show (3.24) we define ¢ as the unique probability measure supported on {a™,b™} with mean(¢*) = x
when z € [a™,b™], and 4, otherwise, i.e.,

. T S + Sy if 2 € (a™,b™),
O else.
Set ™ (dx, dy) = pj(dz) (7 Ae ¢)(dy). The measure 7™ is a martingale coupling between p; and its
second marginal, which we denote by v;,, and thus v;,, <. v;. Thanks to Lemma 3.17 we have for every
x € (a,b) that Wy (nl, 7l A ¢') — 0. Furthermore, by the triangle inequality and convexity of the absolute

value we have o _ _ _
Wi (md, ) Ae qi') < Wi(m, 80) + Wi(bo, T Ae i) < 2Wi(5, do),

where the right-hand side is p;-integrable. Hence, we get by dominated convergence

AW, (a0, i) < / Wil Ae g) ig(dz) —> 0. (3.25)
R m o0
Letting m be sufficiently large, (3.25) yields that #; := v; ,, satisfies W1 (#;,v;) < e. Since, for z € [a™,b™],
(7 Ae @' )([a™,b™]) = 1 and for x € R\[a™,b™], 7} Ac @' = Oz, Djljam pm) is the second marginal of
15][am pm) X (74 A qf') and (3.24) holds. Observe that 7;([a™,b™]) = p;([a™,b™]) implies that

mean (7Mj|[am’bm] ) = mean (7yj|[am’bm] ) =: 7.
pj (fa™, b™]) i ([a™, b™]) !

Step 2: Next we construct, for j € {1,...,J}, sequences (7F)ren in M (R) such that

k— o0

J
ph <o ok, N ok <ovb and 7 = (1—e) +ep; in My(R). (3.26)
j=1
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Since pj({a™,b™}) = 0, we have for every h € Cy(R) that the discontinuities of hljgm pm) are a pj-null set,
whence we get by Portmanteau’s theorem

[ e i @2 ) = [ B @) ).

With Lemma 3.3, we deduce that M?l[a7n1b7n] converges to fij|gm pm] in Mi(R) as k — oo. When £k is
sufficiently large, we have p%([a™,b™]) > 0 and define

k k ~
k,m :uj |[am,bm] ~k ,Mj |[am7bm] v |[a7n1b7n] m
x;"" :=mean | —————— and =0 , Ne @5 m -
’ <M?<[amvbm]>> ’ (u?([am,bmn pi(fam, om]) | 7 e

To simplify notation, we use the above definitions also when ,uf([am, b™]) = 0 under the convention that the

i ljam )
15 (@™ 5]

H5 o 5m)

undefined term 2 am o)

(3.22), we have

k ~ ~ ~

J2 |[am7bm] I/j|[am bm| ( lujham bm] I/j|[am bm] > Vj|[am bm] .

j J , ’ — j ’ , ’ — ’ in le
<u§“([am, o))" py([am, o)) ) koo = A py([am, b)) (fa™, 6m) ) py([a™, o))

is replaced by By Lemma 3.2 and W;-Lipschitz continuity of 7, c.f.

where the last equality follows from the fact that p|gm pm) <c 7j|jqm pm). Again by Lemma 3.2, we obtain
that :C?’m — 27" and therefore qZ}‘C,m — qg;m in Wy. Thus, [7, Lemma 4.1], i.e. continuity of A., provides that
J

ok Zjl(am pm) mo
P ——————— A @zm .
K e R A

Since Tj|jgm pm) is concentrated on [a™,b™] with mass j;([a™,b™]) and mean &7, we have j|jgm ym] <¢
/’Lj([a/mu bm])q%nm Hence,
J

Ak .
. 3.97
Ik oreo (@, om)) 42 (3.27)
We set
PE = (1= &) (i [y + 15 (@™, 07])F) + gk (3.28)

1 (am ym)

k
P‘j‘[a”l,b”l] <
ui ([a™,bm])

s ~k . L R LAk
By definition of 7 and since W (am o)) e

<c ¢k m, we have D%, which yields
J

py = (1= ) (5 lr\fam om) + H5 ] jam pmy) +eptf <c 75 (329)

In order to complete step 2, it remains to show that, when k is sufficiently large, then
J
> oop <o b (3.30)
j=1

As u? — p; and M‘I;|[am7bm] — tjliam pmy in Mi(R) and by (3.27) and (3.24), we also obtain that DJ’? —

(1 —¢e)p; +epj in Mi(R). In turn, this implies locally uniform convergence of the sequence of potential
functions (upr)ren 10 U(1—c)p; 4ep,- At the same time, as v¥ — v in P;(R), we have uniform convergence of
J

U, to u,. Thus, we find, for each 6 > 0, an index k() € N such that for all k¥ > k(5) and j € {1,---,J} we
have

0
UD;|[am7bm] < (1 - E)ul’)j|[am7bm] + cuy, |[am7bm] + Wi and  u, < uyr + 0. (331)
As (p,v) is irreducible with component I = (a,b) 2 [a™,b™], we can fix a § > 0 such that

5“u|[am,bm] S EUV|[am1bm] — 20. (332)

23



Let k > k(0), and compute, for y € [a™, b™],

J J
Zul;];p (1-¢ Zuj —i—sZuM(y)—i—&
j=1 j=1

< (I =eg)u(y) +eun(y) — 0
=uy(y) — 0 < ur(y),

where the first and last inequalities follow from (3.31), the second from Z 1 MG =, E 105 <e Zj:l v; =
vand (3.32). Next, let y € R\[a™,b™]. Since p¥([a™,b™])0F and pi¥|(4m ym) are both concentrated on [a™, b™]
with the same mass and barycentre, we obtain that their potential functions take the same value at y. We
have

M&

J
> sk () = (1= 2) D (Wt oy ) 15 0™ Dt (9)) 2D 0 (9)
j=1 j=1

1

<.
Il

Mu

= (1= 2) D (Wt g ) Wty () + €08 (9) = 0,0 (0) < 00 (9):

1

<.
Il

Summarizing, we have Z —1 Uk < Uy for k > k(6), which yields (3.30).

Step 3: The final step con81sts in modifying (7¥)7_, to (v ’-”)] | that fulfills (3.23). Denote by x* €
115 (ZJ , U, V%) the inverse transform martingale coupling (see [18]), which by [18, Theorem 2.11] satisfies

J
/ ly — x| x* (da, dy) <20y | Yok ok (3.33)
RxR i=1

We define V;—C’a as the second marginal of DJ’? x x*, that is

() = [ () ().
Using (3.29) we have

J
ph <. ot <, V;—C’a and ZV;—C’E =k, (3.34)
j=1
To prove the remaining claim in (3.23), we estimate

k,e
I/j’ vj MJ(R) 77 Mj(R
i (R)Wy <u§(R)’ug~(R>> < R )Wl( : f)+W1 (u;?(R)

Because of (3.26), ZJ | U¥ converges to (1 —¢) ijl Uvi+e Z'jjzl w; in Wi. We compute

~

z ﬂj> + Wi (74, v5) . (3.35)

J
(R
lim sup E i;ER% Wi (VJ’,“ ~k) = lim sup 5 Wy ( Ui, v; ) < hmsup/ ly — z| x* (dz, dy)
j=1 RxR

k— oo j=1 ' k— oo k—-+oo

J J J
< 2limsup Wy Z~f,uk <2W; 1—52 EZuj,l/

k—+oo j=

—

J
<2(1-¢) ZWl(Dj, vi)+2eWs(u,v) < 2(J +Wi(u,v))e,

Jj=1
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where the first equality is due to ué? (R) — p;(R), the first inequality because Z;-le ﬂf x X% = x*, the second
due to (3.33), the second last by the convexity of the 1-Wasserstein distance and v = Z;-le
by (3.24). As ¢ < 1, we obtain by (3.26) and convexity of the 1-Wasserstein distance that

v;, and the last

. (R) g - _
lim sup W, Mi( ) b | < eWrlpy, ) < eWalpy,vg) +€) <eWalpg,vy) +1).
k—oo K (R)

Plugging these estimates into (3.35) yields

J k,e J
V. Vs
limsup ¥ p;(R)W; [ —2—, —2 < 4T +2Wi(p,v) + Y Wi(u,,vj) | €
e MU i 2
so that (3.23) holds with M = 4J + 2W, (u,v) + E}‘le Wi (pg,v5). O
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