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1. Introduction

The NA condition originates from the work of Black and Scholes [5] and Mer-
ton [31]. In these articles, the risky asset is modeled by a geometric Brownian
motion. The NA condition means the absence of arbitrage opportunities, i.e.
a nonzero terminal portfolio value can not be acceptable if it starts from the
zero initial endowment. A financial position in the classical arbitrage theory
is acceptable if it is non negative almost surely. In our work, the new con-
tribution is that we consider a larger class of acceptable positions which are
defined from a risk-measure.
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The NA condition is characterized through the famous Fundamental The-
orem of Asset Pricing (FTAP) for a variety of financial models. Essentially,
NA is equivalent to the existence of a so-called risk-neutral probability mea-
sure, under which the price process is a martingale. In discrete-time, the well
known FTAP theorem has been proved by Dalang, Morton and Willinger
[9]. We may also mention the papers [22], [25], [26], [35], [36]. In continuous
time, the formulation of the FTAP theorem is only possible once continuous-
time self-financing portfolios are defined, see the seminal work of Black and
Scholes [5]. This gave rise to an extensive development of the stochastic cal-
culus, e.g. for semi-martingales [20], making possible formulation of several
versions of the FTAP theorem as given in [10], [11], [12], [13] and [19].

The main contribution of the FTAP theorems is the link between the
concept of arbitrage and the pricing technique which is deduced. It is now
very well known that the super-hedging prices of a European claim are du-
ally identified through the risk-neutral probability measures characterizing
the NA condition. We may notice that the NA condition has been suitably
chosen in the models of consideration in such a way that the set of all attain-
able claims is closed, see [27, Theorem 2.1.1]. This allows one to apply the
Hahn-Banach separation theorem, see [37], and obtain dual elements that
characterize the super-hedging prices. This is also the case for financial mod-
els with proportional transaction costs, see [27, Section 3] and the references
mentioned therein.

The growing use of risk-measures in the context of the Basel banking su-
pervision naturally calls into question the definition of the super-hedging
condition which is commonly accepted in the usual literature. Recall that
a portfolio process (V;):ejo,r] super-replicates a contingent claim hy at the
horizon date T" > 0 means that Vp > hp a.s.. In practice, this inequality
remains difficult to achieve and practitioners accept to take a moderate risk,
choosing for example a € (0, 1) small enough so that P(Vr—hy > 0) > 1—«
is close to 1. This is the case when considering the Value At Risk measure,
see [23], and we say that Vi —hr is acceptable. More generally, Vi — hr is said
acceptable for a risk-measure p if p(Vy — hy) <0, see [1], [14], [15], [16],[18]
and [28] for frictionless markets and [2], [4], [17], [24] for conic models. The
acceptable positions play the role of the almost surely non negative random
variables and allow one to take risk controlled by the risk measure we choose.
Moreover, by considering a larger family of acceptable positions, the hedging
prices may be lowered as shown in [33] for the Black and Scholes models with
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proportional transaction costs, see also the discussion in [29].

Pricing with a coherent risk-measure has been explored and developed by
Cherny in two major papers [6] and [7] for coherent risk-measures defined
on the space of bounded random variables. Cherny supposes that the risk-
measure p (or equivalently the utility measure u = —p) is defined by a weakly
compact determining set D of equivalent probability measures, i.e. such that
p(X) = supgep Eq(—X) for any X € L. This representation automatically
holds for coherent risk-measures defined on L*°. This motivates the choice of
Cherny to suppose such a representation for the risk-measures he considers on
L° as he claims that it is hopeless to axiomatize the notion of a risk measure
on LY and then to obtain the corresponding representation theorem, see [7].

Actually, the recent paper [30] proposes an axiomatic construction of a
dynamic coherent risk-measure on L° from the set of all acceptable positions.
We consider such a dynamic risk-measure and we define the discrete-time
portfolio processes as the processes (V;);<r adapted to a filtration (F;)i<r
such that V; + 0;AS; 1 — V11 is acceptable at time ¢ for some F;-measurable
strategy 0; € L°(R? JF;). This is a generalization of the classical definition
where, usually, acceptable means non negative so that V; + 6,AS; 1 > V4
almost surely. We then introduce a no-arbitrage condition we call NA as
in the classical literature and we show that it coincides with the usual NA
condition if the acceptable positions are the non negative random variables.
This NA condition allows one to dually characterize the super-hedging prices,
at least when p is time-consistent. One of our main contribution is a version
of the Fundamental Theorem of Asset Pricing in presence of a risk-measure.

Similarly, Cherny proposes in his papers [6] and [7] a no-arbitrage condition
No Good Deal (NGD) which is the key point to define the super-hedging
prices. The approach is a priori slightly different: The NGD condition holds if
there is no bounded claim X attainable from the zero initial capital such that
p(X) < 0. In our setting, the NA condition is formulated from the minimal
price super-hedging the zero claim, which is supposed to be non negative
under NA. Clearly, there is a link between the NA and the NGD condition
as p(X) appears to be a possible super-hedging price for the zero claim.
Actually, the NGD and the NA conditions are equivalent in the setting of
Cherny, see Corollary 4.15. Although, in our paper we do not need to suppose
the existence of a priori given probability measure representing the risk-
measure. This is why the proof of the FTAP theorem we formulate is more
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challenging as we cannot directly use an immediate compactness argument
as done in [7] to obtain a risk-neutral probability measure. We then deduce
a dual representation of the super-hedging prices in the case where the risk-
measure is time-consistent. Under NA, we show that the set of all risk-hedging
prices is closed. At last, we formulate a dual representation for a risk-measure
defined on the whole set LY, which is also a new contribution.

2. Framework

In discrete-time, we consider a stochastic basis (2, F := (F;)L,, P) where the
complete ! o-algebra F; represents the information of the market available
at time t. For any t < T, L°(R%, F;), d > 1, is the space of all R%valued
random variables which are F;-measurable, and endowed with the topology
of convergence in probability. Similarly, LP(R¢, F;), p € [1,00) (resp. p =
00), is the normed space of all R%valued random variables which are F;-
measurable and admit a moment of order p under the probability measure
P (resp. bounded). In particular, L?(R,, F;) = {X € LP(R, F;)|X > 0} and
IP(R_,F;) = —LP(Ry,F;) when p = 0 or p € [1,00]. All equalities and
inequalities between random variables are understood to hold everywhere on
Q up to a negligible set. If A; is a set-valued mapping (i.e. a random set of
R%), we denote by L°(A;, F;) the set of all F;-measurable random variables
X; such that X; € A; a.s.. We say that X; € L°(A;, F;) is a measurable
selection of A;. In our paper, a random set A, is said F;-measurable if it is
graph-measurable, see [32], i.e.

Gra; ={(w,z) e QxR¥: z € A(w)} € F, x B(RY).

It is well known that L°(A4;, F;) # 0 if and only if A; # 0 a.s., see [21,
Th. 4.4]. When referring to this property, we shall say that we use a "mea-
surable selection argument” as it is usual to say.

We consider a dynamic coherent risk-measure X — (p:(X));<r defined on
the space L°(R, Fr), R = [—00, 0]. Precisely, we consider the risk-measure
of [30], where an extension to the whole space L°(R, Fr) is proposed. Re-
call that, in this paper, the risk-measure is constructed from its L°-closed
acceptance sets (A;);<r of acceptable financial positions A; at time t < 7.

!This means that the o-algebra contains the negligible sets so that an equality between
two random variables is understood up to a negligible set.
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We suppose that A; is a closed convex cone. In the following, we use the
conventions:

0 x (£o0) =0, (0,00) x (£oo) = {£o0},
R+ (+0) = 00, 00— 00 = —00+ 00 = +00.
For X € L°(R, Fr), p;(X) may be infinite and p,(X) € R a.s. if and only
if X € Dom A; where
Dom A, = {X e L°R,Fr): AX # 0},
AY = {C, e LR, F)| X +Cy € A}
Actually, we have p;(X) = ess infr, AX if X € Dom A;. Recall that the
following properties hold (see [30]):
Proposition 2.1. The risk-measure p; satisfies the following properties:
Normalization: pi(0) = 0;
Monotonicity: py(X) > py(X') whatever X, X" € L°(R, Fr) s.t. X < X';

Cash invariance: py(X +my) = p(X) —my if my € L°(R, Fy), and
X e LO(R, FT),'

Subadditivity: ps(X + X') < po(X) + p:(X') if X, X" € L°(R, Fr) ;
Positive homogeneity: p,(k,X) = kpy(X) if kb, € L°(R., F,), X € L°(R, Fr).

Moreover, p; is lower semi-continuous i.e., if X, — X a.s., then py(X) <
liminf, p;(X,) a.s., and we have

A, = {X € Dom A, | pi(X) < 0}. (2.1)

In the following, we define A;, = A, N L°(R,F,) for u € [t,T]. Let
(S¢)t<r be a process describing the discounted prices of d risky assets such
that S; € LO(Ri,]-"t) for any ¢ > 0. A contingent claim with maturity date
t 4+ 1 is defined by a real-valued F;,;-measurable random variable h; ;. In
the paper [30], the super-hedging problem for the payoff h;,; is solved with
respect to the dynamic risk-measure (p;);<7. Precisely:



Definition 2.2. A payoff hi1 € L°(R,Fiy1) is said to be risk-hedged at
time t if there exists P, € L°(R, F;) and a strategy 0; in L°(R%, F;) such that
P, + 0,AS;; 1 — hiyq is acceptable at time t. In that case, we say that P, is a
risk-hedging price.

Let P;(hi1) be the set of all risk-hedging prices P, € L°(R, F;) at time ¢
as in Definition 2.2. In the following, we suppose that P;(h;1) # 0. This is
the case if there exist as, by € L°(R,F;) such that hyyy < asS;q + by This
inequality trivially holds for European call and put options.

Definition 2.3. The minimal risk-hedging price of the contingent claim hyiq
at time t is defined as

P = essinf Pi(hiq). 2.2

(R t(het1) (2.2)

Note that the minimal risk-hedging price P;* of hy1 is not necessarily a

price, i.e. it is not necessarily an element of P;(h;, 1) if this set is not closed.

One contribution of our paper is to study a no-arbitrage condition under
which Pt* S Pt(ht+1).

Starting from the contingent claim hp at time 7', we recursively define

Pr:=hr, P = eteegg(ﬁlgfft)ﬂ(ﬂﬂ),
where P ; may be interpreted as a contingent claim /. The interesting
question is whether P} is actually a price, i.e. an element of P,(F},,), or
equivalently whether P;(P}, ) is closed. In the classical setting, recall that
closedness is obtained under the NA condition.

Definition 2.4. A stochastic process (Vi)i<r adapted to (Fi)i<r, starting
from an initial endowment Vg is a portfolio process if, for allt < T —1, there
exists 0, € L°(R%, F;) such that Vi + 0,AS;,1 — Viy1 is acceptable at time t.
Moreover, we say that it super-hedges the payoff hy € L°([—o0, 00], Fr) if
VT Z hT a.s..

Note that Vp_14+607_1ASr— Vr is supposed to be acceptable at time T —1.
Therefore, Vi > hp implies that Viy_q1 4+ 07_1ASr — hy is acceptable at time
T — 1. In the following, we actually set V; = hy where hy € LY(R, Fr)
is a European claim. Notice that, if Pj_; = —oo on some non null set,
then, the one step pricing procedure of [30] may be applied as the risk-
measure is defined on L°([—o0, 00|, Fr). Actually, this is trivial to super
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hedges P;_, = —oo by Pj_, = —o0. This means that the backward procedure
of [30] may be applied without any no-arbitrage condition. Let us now recall
this procedure.

We define P} = hp =: h and let us consider the set P,(F}, ;) of all prices p;
at time ¢ allowing one to start a portfolio strategy 0, € L°(R?, F;) such that
P40, ASp1 = Py +age where agqq € L°(R, F) is an acceptable position
at time t. This is a generalization of the classical super-hedging inequality
pe + 0, AS 1 > Pr . We have

Pu(Prr) = {6:S: + pi(0:S141 — Py - 60 € LY(RY, F)} + LY(RY, F),
and, recursively, we define:

Pf= essinf P,(P,).
t GteLO(Ilid,}'t) t( t+1)

In [30], a jointly measurable version of the random function g, that appears
above in the characterization of P,(P;,,), i.e.

gt (w,x) = xS, + py(aSis1 — PLy), (2.3)

is constructed in the one-dimensional case. With the same arguments, we may

obtain a jointly measurable version of g/'(w,x) := xSy + py(vSi11 — Pryy) if

x € R%. Moreover, by similar arguments, we also show that P = infd gl(z).
zeR

Let V be a portfolio process with Vi = hy = h. By definition, we have
that pr_1(Vp_1 + 0r_1ASr — hy) < 0. We deduce that Vy_y > Pj_; and,
by induction, we get that V, > F; for all ¢ < T, since V; is a risk-hedging
price for Viyy > P, at time ¢ + 1. In particular, V; € Py(P; ) # 0 for all
teT —1.

3. No-arbitrage and pricing with risk-measures

An instantaneous profit is the possibility to super-replicate the zero contin-
gent claim at a negative price, see [3], [8].

Definition 3.1. Absence of Instantaneous Profit (AIP) holds if, for any
t<T,
P(0)N L°(R_, F) = {0}. (3.4)



It is clear that AIP holds at time T since Pr(0) = L°(R, Fr). We now
formulate characterizations of the AIP condition in the multi-dimensional
setting. We denote by S(0,1) the set of all 2 € R? such that |z| = 1. We
present our first result:

Theorem 3.2. The following statements are equivalent:
1. AIP holds between time t — 1 and t.
2. pi—1(zAS;) >0, for any x € RY, a.s..
3. pi_1(2ASy) >0, for any z € S(0,1), a.s..
/.

Let x,_1 € L°(RY, Fi_1). If 2,1 AS; is acceptable on some non null set
Fi_y € Fia, then py_1(2,1AS;) = 0 on Fy_y.

Proof. 1 <= 2. Consider h; = 0 under AIP. As P, = inf g (z) >0, we
z€R

deduce that, for all z € R%, ¢° | (z) = xS;_1 + pi_1(2S;) = p_1(xAS;) > 0.
The equivalence 2 <= 3 is clear by homogeneity. Let us show that 2 —
4. Suppose that x; 1 AS; is acceptable on Fy_y, i.e. p_1(x;-1AS;) < 0 on
F;_1. Then, by 2, we have p;_1(z;—1AS;) = 0 on F;_;. Let us show that
4 implies 2. Consider the set F;_1 = {p;_1(x;_1AS;) < 0} € F,_1. Then,
xi—1AS; is acceptable on F;_; hence by 4, p;_1(z;-1AS;) = 0 on F,_1, which
implies that P(F;_1) = 0. Therefore, p;_1(z;-1AS;) > 0 a.s.. O

In the following, we consider a contingent claim h; € L°(R,F;) and a
jointly measurable version (see [30]) of the random function

gi—1(w, ) = xS_1(w) + pr—1(xSy — hy)(w) (3.5)

which is associated to h;. We then introduce two types of no-arbitrage con-
ditions we comment below.

Definition 3.3. We say that the Symmetric Risk Neutral condition SRN
holds at time t if, almost surely, for any z, € L°(S(0,1), F;), pi(2¢ASi1) =0
if and only if py(—2zASi11) = 0. We say that SRN holds if it holds at any

time.

Observe that the SRN condition means that a zero cost position z; is risk-
neutral if and only if —z; is risk neutral.

Definition 3.4. We say that the no-arbitrage NA condition holds at time t
when both conditions AIP and SRN hold at time t. We say that NA holds if

it holds at any time.
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Note that the NA condition depends on the risk-measure. In the usual case
where p,(X) = —ess infz, X or, equivalently, there is no risk measure in the
sense that the acceptable positions are the non-negative random variables,
then the NA condition above coincides with the usual one as claimed in the
following new result, see the proof in Appendix:

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that the risk-measure is p,(X) = —essinfz, X.
Then, the NA condition coincides with the classical NA condition of friction-
less models, i.e. it is equivalent to the existence of a risk-neutral probability
measure.

We recall that a function f : Q@ x R — R is an F;-normal integrand,
if its epigraph is F;-measurable and closed. Since the probability space is
complete, we know by [34, Corollary 14.34] that it is equivalent to suppose
that f(w,r) is F; ® B(RY)-measurable and lower semi-continuous (1.s.c.) in
x. Moreover, by [34, Theorem 14.37], we have:

Proposition 3.6. If f is an F;-normal integrand, inf,cga f(w,y) is Fi-
measurable and {(w,z) € Q x R*: f(w,z) = inf,cra f(w,y)} € F; @ B(RY)
15 a measurable closed set.

As we may choose a jointly measurable version of ¢;(w, z) when the payoff
is hyp1 = 0, we consider a jointly measurable version of p;(w, ) := py(xAS;11)
i.e. pr(w,z) is F; @ B(RY)-measurable. Then, p; is an F;-normal integrand.
By Proposition 3.6, the set I'y = {2 1 p(2AS;41) = infyes(0,1) pe(yASi41)} is
Fi-measurable. Moreover, each w-section of I'; is non empty since p; is l.s.c.
and S(0,1) is compact. Therefore, by a measurable selection argument, we
may select z € L°(S(0,1), F;) such that p(z:ASi1) = inf.es(0,1) pr(2ASi41)
a.s..

Our first contribution is to show that, under NA, infimum super-hedging
prices are minimal prices. To do so, we need the following new results which
are proved in Appendix.

Theorem 3.7. Suppose that AIP holds and consider z;_, € L°(S(0,1), F;_1).
Then, on the set Hi_ 1 = {pi_1(2:-1AS;) = 0} N {pi_1(—2_1AS;) = 0}, the
random mapping  — gi—1(w,x) giwven by (3.5) is a.s. constant on the line
Rz q, 6. gi1(w,x1) = gi1(w, xa) for all 1,29 € Rzy_1(w) and w € Hy_;.

Proposition 3.8. Let hy € L°(R,F;) be a payoff such that pi_, (h;) < oo
a.s..Consider the random function g,_1 associated to hy given by (3.5). For
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any 21 € L°(S(0,1), F;_1), consider the random set
Ft—l = {pt_l(zt_lASt) > 0} N {pt—l(_zt—lASt) > 0}
We have:

lim g;—1(w,72-1) = +00, Yw € F,_5.

[r|—o0

hence g;—1 admits a minimum on the line Rz, when w € F,_4.

Theorem 3.9. Let h; € L°(R, F;) be s.t. p;_1 (hy) < oo. Consider the func-
tion g;_1 associated to hy given by (3.5). Suppose that z_y € L°(S(0,1), F;_1)
18 such that
_1(z21AS;) = inf _1(zAS,).
pi-1(2-1AS;) N 1(zASy)
Then, on the set Fy_1 = {p_1(z-1AS;) > 0} N {pr_1(—z_1AS;) > 0}, the
random function g;_1 admits a minimum.

The following theorem is our first main contribution and shows that the
set of all risk-hedging prices is closed under NA. This is a consequence of
Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 that insures that ¢g;_; admits a global minimum, see
Theorem 3.9.

Theorem 3.10. Suppose that N A holds at time t <T and consider a payoff
hiy1 € L°(R, Fiy1) such that pi(hiy1) < oo a.s.. Then, the minimal risk-
hedging price P} for the payoff hiy1 is a price.

Notice that the proof of the theorem above (see Appendix) provides the
existence of an optimal hedging strategy 67 € L°(R, F;) such that

PP = g(0f) = 07S; + pe(07 Sty1 — hegr) € Pi(hisr)-

In the following, we say that a payoff h;y; is not freely attainable at
time ¢ if it satisfies p;(—hi1) > 0 a.s. and py(hyyq) < oo a.s.. Note that
if pi(—heyq) > 0, then it is not possible to get the payoff h;y; from nothing
when writing 0 = hy 1 + (—hy1) and letting aside (—hyyq) since the latter is
not acceptable. Notice that, if p,(X) = —ess infx (X) as in the usual case,
pe(—hiy1) > 0 means that ess supz, (A1) > 0 and recall that h,y is accept-
able if hy, 1 > 0 a.s.. The following theorem gives an interpretation of the NA
condition. Precisely, NA means that the price of any no freely attainable and
acceptable payoff is strictly positive. In the usual case, a no freely attainable
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and acceptable payoff is a non negative payoff which does not vanish on a
non null F;-measurable set.

We then have a new financial interpretation of the NA condition, as proved
in Appendix:

Theorem 3.11. The NA condition holds at time t < T if and only if the
infinimum risk-hedging price PP of any no freely attainable and acceptable
payoff hyy1 at time t is strictly positive. Moreover, under NA, the infimum
risk-hedging price P} of any contingent claim hyy1 € L°(RY, Fii1) satisfies

Pt(—ht+1) > Pt* > _pt(ht+1)~

4. FTAP and dual representation for time-consistent risk
measures.

Definition 4.1. A dynamic risk-measure (p;)i<r is said time-consistent if
pre1(X) = pia(Y) implies p(X) = pi(Y) for X,Y € L°(R, Fr) and t <
T —1 (see Section 5 in [16]).

The following result is very well known, see [1].

Lemma 4.2. A dynamic risk-measure (p;)i<r 1S time-consistent if and only
if its family of acceptable sets (Ay)i<r satisfies

At,T - At,t—l—l + At+1,T7 Vt S T-—1. (46)

Observe that, if (p;):<r is time-consistent, we may show by induction that
pe(—pirs()) = pe() for any t < T and s > 0 such that s+t < 7. In the
following, we introduce another possible definition for the risk-hedging prices
in the multi-period model, where the risk is only measured at time t.

Definition 4.3. The contingent claim hr € L°(R, Fr) is said directly risk-
hedged at time t < T — 1 if there exists a (direct) price P, € L°(R,F;) and

a strategy (0,)2} such that that P, + Y. 0,AS,.1 — hy is acceptable at
t<u<l—1
time t.

The set of all direct risk-hedging prices at time ¢ is then given by

ﬁt(hT) = {pt < Z HUASU_H — hT> c 0, € LO(Rd,fu)} + LO(R, E)
t<u<T-1
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and the infimum direct risk-hedging price is

Pr(hr) := ess Inf Pi(hr).
U)u=t
The following result is proved in [30] and shows that the direct infimum
risk-hedging prices may coincide with the infimum prices derived from the
step by step backward procedure developed before, i.e. such that

Fi(hr) = essinf Pu(Fri(hr)),

where Pj(hr) = hr.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that the dynamic risk-measure (p;)i<r 1S time-consistent.
Then, P}(hr) = P} (hy) for any t < T — 1. Moreover, the direct infimum
risk-hedging prices are direct prices if and only if the infimum prices of the
backward procedure are prices.

Corollary 4.5. Suppose that the dynamic risk-measure (pt)i<T 1S time-consistent.
Then, Pi(hy) = Pi(hr) for allt <T.

4.1. Dual representation

As mentioned by Cherny [7, Theorem 2.2] and shown in [15], any time-
consistent risk-measure p;, at time ¢, restricted to the set of all bounded
random variables, is characterized by a family D; of absolutely continuous
probability measures such that p;(X) = ess supgep, Eo(—X|F;). In the fol-
lowing, we consider the risk-measure p on L° as defined in this paper. The
goal is to understand whether it is possible to get a dual characterization of
p on the whole set L°, at least under some conditions. For X € L° we define
Eq(—X|F) as Eq(—X|F:) = Eq(X~|F:) — Eq(X™T|F:) with the convention
oo — oo = 0o. We say that a random variable X is F;-bounded from above if
X < ¢ a.s. for some ¢; € L°(R.y, F;). The proofs of the following new contri-
butions are postponed in Appendix. They provide a dual representation of
the risk-measure.

Proposition 4.6. Let (p;)i—o... 7 be the coherent risk-measure as defined in
Section 2. Then, there exists a family D, of absolutely continuous probability
measures such that, for every F;-bounded from above random variable X, we
have:

pe(X) = ess supgep, Lo(—X|F). (4.7)
12



Unfortunately, it is unrealistic to expect that (4.7) may be extended in
general from L*® to LY as mentioned by Cherny, [7]. The main problem is
about the non negatives random variables as we shall see in the proof of the
next proposition. Before, let us see a trivial example where we may meet
some difficulties for non negative random variables.

Example 4.7. We consider 2 = [0, 1] equipped with the Borel o-algebra and
the Lebesque measure P. The random variable X (w) = w™'11(w) is non
negative hence acceptable. Let us define the acceptable positions as the closure
in LY of the random variables Z such that Ep(Z) = Ep(ZT) — Ep(Z~) > 0.
We then define p on L° as in Section 2, see [30]. As Ep(X) = oo, we
deduce that Z, = X — « is acceptable for all o > 0. On the other hand,
P(Z, < 0)=1—a! tends to 1 as a« — oo, which is unrealistic if Z,, is
acceptable.

Consider Q) € Dy and Y = dQ/dP. Suppose that P(Y > 1) > 0. We then
choose a < 0 and f > 0 such that aP(Y > 1)+ fP(Y < 1) = 0. Then,
X = alyys1y + Blyy<yy is acceptable as Ep(X) = 0. Therefore, by (4.7),
Eqg(X) > 0. Actually,

EQ(X) = EP(XY) = Ep(CMYl{y>1} + 5Y1{y§1}) S EP(X) =0

and Eg(X) = 0 if and only if oY 1iy <1y +BY 1yy<1y = X. In that case Y =1
on {Y > 1} hence a contradiction. We deduce thatY <1 a.s.. At last, since
Y <1 as., we deduce that Y =1 a.s.. We then deduce that Dy = {P}.

In the following, we denote by A" the set of all acceptable positions at
time ¢ which are F;-bounded from above.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose that A is the closure of A" + LO(R*, Fr) in
L° and assume that, for some fized € > 0, A" contains all the random
variables Z which are Fi-bounded from above and satisfy P(Z < 0) <e. Let
(pt)t=0.... 7 be the coherent risk-measure as defined in Section 2. Then, there
exists a family Dy of absolutely continuous probability measures such that we
have.

pi(X) = ess supgep, Bo(—X|F), VX e L. (4.8)

The proof of the proposition above (see Appendix) shows that (4.8) holds
as soon as it holds for any acceptable position which is the sum of an F;-
bounded position plus a non negative one. By Proposition 4.6, (4.8) holds
for any F;-bounded position. Therefore, the difficulty in proving (4.8) stems
from the non negative random variables.
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4.2. FTAP and dual description of the risk-hedging prices

We consider the set of all attainable claims R between ¢ and T', when
starting from the zero initial endowment, i.e.

T
Riq = { Z 0,1AS, : 0, € L°(R% F,), u> t} .

u=t+1

We observe that P;(0) = (Air — Rer) N LO(R, Fy). In the following, we
consider the sets Z; r := Ry — Ay r and the sets

Al ={X € LR, Fr) : pi(X) = pi(=X) = 0}.

Remark 4.9. Note that A}, = Ayp N (—Awr). Indeed, first observe that
.A?,T C Ay N (=Air). Reciprocally, if xyr € Avr 0 (= A7), we have:

0=pi(xr —x17) < pe(xer) + pe(—217) <O0.

This implies py(xrr) = pi(—xr1) = 0 hence xyr € AgT.

The set Z, 1 is the family of all claims that are attainable up to an accept-
able position at time t since every attainable claim ryr € RY may be written
as 1 = (1o — arr) + agr where ayr € Ay and vy — avr € 2.

We now formulate intermediate new results that we need to prove the
FTAP theorem, which is the first contribution of this section.

Theorem 4.10. Assume that the risk measure is time-consistent. Suppose
that Ryr VA = Ay . Then, AIP holds and Z, 1 is closed in L° for every
t<T-1.

Theorem 4.11. Suppose that the risk-measure is time-consistent. Suppose
that NA holds and A, 7 NL°(R_, Fr) = {0}, for every t < T . Then, we have
Zyr NLY(Ry, Fr) = {0} and Ryp N Ay = A}y for every t.

Theorem 4.12 (FTAP). Suppose that the risk-measure is time-consistent
and A, 7ML (R_, Fr) = {0} for everyt < T. Then, the following statements
are equivalent:

1) NA
2) Rex N Ay = .A?,T, for every t <T.
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4) Zer N Ayr = A}, for every t <T.
5) ZO,T N AQ,T == A&T.
6) ZO7T N .A07T = A&T and ZO,T is closed in LO.

7) Forallt < T—1, there exists Q = Q' ~ P with dQ/dP € L>((0,00), Fr)
such that (S,)I_, is a Q-martingale and, for all t < T — 1, for all X
such that Eg(X~|F) < 00 a.s., pi(X) > —Eq(X|F).

Moreover, for all z € Ayr \ A}y, there exists such a Q = Q% such that
P(Eq(el7,) #0) > 0.

The following result is the second main contribution of this section. It
provides a dual description of the payoffs that can be super-hedged under
NA. To do so, we denote by Qf (and Q° = QF) the set of equivalent mar-
tingale measures ) that satisfies p;(X) > —Eq(X|F), for all X such that
Eq(X™|F) < 0o a.s.. We have QF # () under NA. We restrict the payoffs to
the class Lg(R, Fr) of random variables hy € L°(R, Fr) satisfying:

d
|hy| < &+ ZciS%, P —a.s.

i=1
for some constants c?, ..., ¢? that may depend on hy.

Theorem 4.13. Suppose that the risk-measure is time-consistent and we
have Ay N LY(R_, Fr) = {0} for every t <T. Consider the following sets:

F07T = ZQT N Ls(R, .FT),

@O,T = {hT c LS(R, -FT>7 sup EQ(hT) < O} .
QeQe

Then, under the NA condition, I'op = ©gr and the minimal risk-hedging
price Py (hr) of any contingent claim hr € Lg(R, Fr) is given by

Pg(hT) = Sup EQ(hT)
QeQe

4.8. Comparison with the No Good Deal condition

We recall that the No Good Deal condition (NGD) of Cherny [7] may be
rephrased in our setting as follows:
15



Definition 4.14. The NGD condition holds at any time t < T if there is no
Xir € Req such that py(Xe7r) <0 on a non null set.

In the setting of Cherny, we suppose that
pi(X) = ess supgiep, Lot (—X), (4.9)

where D; is a weakly compact subset of L' with respect to the o(L!, L>)
topology and we use the definition Egi(—X) = Eg:(X™) — Eg:(X ™) with
the convention co — oo = +o0. Adapting [7, Theorem 3.4], we immediately
get the following:

Corollary 4.15. Suppose that the risk-measure is given by (4.9). Then, the
NA condition and the NGD condition are equivalent to the existence of a
probability measure Q' € D; such that the price process (S,)1_, is a Q!-
martingale for allt < T — 1.

5. Appendix: Proofs.

Proof of Theorem 3.5.

Proof. We know that the existence of a risk-neutral probability measure () ~
P implies AIP. Moreover, suppose that p;(zAS;11) = 0 on F; € F; where
z € 5(0,1). Then, by definition of p;, 15 2ASi41 > 0. As Eg(1p,2AS;4:1) = 0,
we deduce that 15,2AS; 1 = 0 hence p;(—2zAS;11) = 0 on F,. By symmetry,
we deduce that SRN holds.

Reciprocally, suppose that AIP and SRN conditions hold. Let 6, € L°(R¢, F;)
such that 0;AS;,; > 0 a.s.. Let us write 6; = r;z; where r;, € LY(R,F;)
and 2 € L°(S(0,1),F). On the set F; = {r; > 0}, 2AS;;; > 0 hence
ess infz (2;AS;41) > 0. By the AIP condition, p;(z;AS;11) > 0. We de-
duce that ess infz,(2,AS;11) = 0 = pi(2AS;+1). Under SRN, we deduce that
pi(—2AS;1) = 0 hence zAS; 11 > 0so that 2,AS;;; = 0. By a similar reason-
ing on the set F; = {r; < 0}, we also get that z,AS;;; = 0 hence §;AS,;; = 0.
We then conclude by [27, Condition (g), p. 73, Section 2.1.1]. O

Proof of Theorem 3.7.

P’I"OOf. If )\t—l € LO(R, E), gt_l(At_lzt_lASt) = \)\t_l\gt_l(et_lzt_lASt) for
some ¢, € L°({—1,1},F,_1). We deduce that g; 1(N\_12_1AS;) = 0 on
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H;_1. Recall that g;_1(MN—121-1) = pr—1(M—12021AS; — hy) by Cash invariance.
Using the triangular inequality, we then deduce on H,; ; that

gt—l(o) = pt—l(_ht) < pt—l(_At—lzt—lASt) + pt—l()\t—lzt—lASt - ht)
< g1 (M—121)-

Similarly, we have
G—1(M1zem1) <0 pmr(Aem1221ASy) + proi(—he) = pr—i(—he).

We deduce that g;—1(A—12¢-1) = ¢¢+—1(0) and this implies that g, ; is a con-
stant on the line Rz;_;. Indeed, on the contrary case, the F;_;-measurable
set Iy 1(w) ={a € R: g1(az_1)# g-1(z-1)} is non empty on the non
null set Gy = {w e Q: Ty 1(w) # 0} € F_1. We then deduce a measur-
able selection z, € L°(R%, F;_;) such that %, = ay2; and ay € I';_; on the set
Gy_1 and we put Z; = z; on the complimentary set 2\ G;_;. By the first part
above, we deduce that g;_1(Z;) = g;—1(2) a.s., which contradicts the fact that
o €Iy on Hy_4.

O

Proof of Proposition 3.8.

Proof. It A\ € LO(R> Fi)s Gi—1(M—120-1AS;) = | Ae—1]ge—1(€—12-1ASy), where
€1 € L°({—=1,1}, F;_1) . Moreover, g;_1(€;_121AS;) > 0 on F;_;. By sub-
add1t1v1ty, we deduce that \)\t_1|gt_1(et_1zt_1ASt) S pt—l(ht)_'_gt—l()\t—lzt—l)-
As |\_1] goes to 400, we conclude that g;_1(A—_12;_1) tends to +o00 on Fy_;.
Now, let us suppose that there is a non null set G;_; of F;_; such that
gi—1(w,T2_1) does not converge to +00 if r — oo when w € G;_;. Note that
w € Gy_1 if and only if there exists m(w) € R such that, for all n > 1, there
exists 7, (w) > n such that g1 (w, rp(w)) < m(w). Consider the following set

Li(w) = {(m, (r,)22,) e Rx RN : r, >nand g,(w,r,) <m, ¥n > 1}.

The Borel o-algebra B(RY) is defined as the smallest topology on RN such
that the projection mappings P" : (r;)52, + r,, n > 1, are continuous.
Therefore, we deduce that I';_; is F;_j-measurable. As I';_; is non empty
on Gy_1, we deduce a F;_j-measurable selection (m, (r,)5;) of I';_; on Gy_;
that we extend to the whole space 2 by m(w) = +oo and r,(w) = n, if
w € Q\ Gy_;. Since the F;_1-measurable sequence (r,)7°, converges a.s. to
+00, we deduce that lim, 1 gi—1(rm2—1) = +00 on G;_1 by the first part
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of the proof. This is in contradiction with the property ¢;(w,r,(w)) < m(w),
foralln >1,ifwe Gi_y.

Similarly, by symmetry, we may also prove that lim, ,_ g;—1(rz;—1) = +00
on F;. As g;_1 is l.s.c., we finally deduce that g;_; achieves a minimum on
RZt_l. O

Proof of Theorem 3.9.

Proof. Note that on the F;_j-measurable set {inf,cgegi—1(z) = +oo}, we
have ¢;_1(x) = +oo for all z and inf,cga g;—1(x) = mingcgra gi—1(x) = +00.
The conclusion is then immediate. So, we now suppose w.l.o.g. that there
there exists 7,1 € L°(R%, F;_1) such that g, (2;,_1) < oo. We then introduce
the F,_i;-measurable random set D;_; = {z € R%: g¢,_1(2) < gi_1(24-1)}
and its normalized set defined by D} | = {z/|z|: © € D;_; \ {0}}. Observe
that inf,ecga gi—1(x) = inf,ep, | gi-1(2).

For any z € L°(D} \{0}, F;_1), there exits r, 1 € L°((0, 00), F;) such that
ri_12 € Dy_1. We have p;_1(2AS;) > 0 and p;_1(—2zAS;) > 0 by definition of
F;_1 and z;_;. Notice that, by definition, we have g;_1(ri—12) < gi—1(z¢-1).
As r;_1 > 0, this is equivalent to

h
Ti—1 <ZSt—1 + pi—1 (ZSt — r—t)) < gr—1(w-1),

-1
h
Tt 1 <ZSt—1 + pr—1(2St) + pr—a (ZSt - —t) — pt—l(ZSt)) < gr—1(z4-1).

Tt—1

We observe that by convexity and homogeneity:

h 1
Pr—1 <ZSt — —t) — pr—1(2St) > ———pi_1(hy).

Ti—1 Tt—1
Therefore, 741 (25i-1 + p1—1(25:)) < gr—1(z4—1) + pr—1(he), e

(Ge—1(ze-1) + pr—1(he)) ™t < (ge—1(x4—1) + pr—1(he))
pt—l(ZASt) - pt—l(zt—lASt)

This implies that |x| < M,y for all z € D, 1 hence inf,cge¢ gi—1(x) =
inf.ep, , gi—1(2) = inf,epo,n, ;) ge—1(x) where B(0, M;_;) is the closed ball
of radius M;_; and centered at the origin. Since B(0, M;_;) is compact and
gi—1 is Ls.c., we deduce that g,_; admits a minimum on B(0, M;_;) and,
finally, the same holds on R?. By Proposition 3.6, observe that there exists
a measurable version of an argmin, using a measurable selection argument.
The conclusion follows. O
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Proof of Theorem 3.10.

Proof. Suppose first that d = 2. Since p; is L.s.c., there exists z; € L°(S(0, 1), F;)
such that inf.cg 1) pr(2ASi11) = pe(2:ASi41). By Theorem 3.9 and under
SRN, g; attains a minimum on R? when w € F; = {p;(2,AS;41) > 0} € F,.

Let us now suppose that w € Ff = {pi(2:ASi11) = pi(—2ASi41) = 0}.
We consider a line that is parallel to the line Rz;. For any 2y, 2, € L°(R4, F})
on that line such that z; — 20 = r;2z; € Rz, 1y € LY(R, F;), we have:

91(z1) = pe((z2 + re2e) ASpr1 — higr)
< p(22ASi 11 — hygr) + pe(rizeASi1) = gi(22)

By symmetry, we also have: g;(22) < g;(21), hence g;(z1) = g;(22). Therefore,
g; is constant on any line which is parallel to Rz;. Moreover,

{(w,2") € A x R?: 21z (w) =0} € F, ® B(R?).

By measurable selection argument, we may choose z;- € L°(S(0, 1), F;) such
that the line Rz} is orthogonal to Rz;. Since d = 2, for any x € R?, there
exist A € R such that z — \z;* € Rz;. We then deduce from above that:

. . L
inf gi(x) = inf g(Az7").

On the set {p;(z;-ASi11) = 0}, we get that infyer g:(A2i") = ¢:(0) by
Proposition 3.7. On the other hand, on the set {p;(2 AS;41) > 0}, we get
that lim|y o0 gi(A\zi") = 400 by Proposition 3.8 and SRN, hence g; achieves
a minimum on the line thl.

Let us now prove the d-dimensional case by induction. Recall that there
exists z; € L°(S(0,1), F;) such that p;(zASi11) = infLes0,1) pe(2ASk1). On
F, = {pi(2:ASiy1) > 0}, by Theorem 3.9 and SRN, ¢; attains a minimum
on RY. On Ff = {p(%AS;11) = 0}, consider a hyperplane I;_; which is
orthogonal to Rz and admits an orthonormal basis (z1, 29, ..., 24—1) such
that for each w € Q, 2 = (2, 21, ..., 24-1) is an orthonormal basis for RY.
Note that each z; can be chosen in L°(S(0,1), ;). Indeed, similarly to the
case d = 2, we first choose z; € L°(S(0, 1), F;) orthogonal to z;. Recursively,
fori € {2,...,d — 1}, we have:

{(w,2) € QxR : ziz;(w) =0forall j =0,....,i — 1} € F, @ B(R?).
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By measurable selection argument, we then choose z; € L°(S(0,1),F;). We
denote by M, the matrix such that z; = M,e;, for every ¢ > 1, where e¢; =
(0,--+,1,---,0) € R% We recall the change of variable x = M, where x
and 7 are the coordinates of an arbitrary vector of R? in the basis (e;);>; and
(2:)i>1 respectively. The ith column vector of M, coincides with Z; expressed
in the basis (e;);>1, hence each entry of M; belongs to L°(R,, F;) and so do the

components of M;'. We then define the adapted processes S, = M; 'S, =
M]S,, for u=t,t + 1. We have:

gt(x) = Pt(SL’AStH - ht—l—l) = Pt(ngtH - ht—l—l)-

We observe that gu:ttﬂ forms a new market model which also satisfies the
NA condition between t and ¢ + 1. Indeed, for any z € S(0, 1), we have:

pt(ZAgt—l—l) = pt(szfASm),

hence p;(2AS,41) = 0 implies that p,(—2M/AS;;1) = 0 by the NA condition
satisfied in the market formed by S which, in turn, implies p;(—zAS;;1) = 0.

Fix w and, for any = € RY, consider the orthogonal projection Z of 2 onto
I;_. We then have g,(z) = ¢,(%). For Z € I;_;, we denote & = M; 'z, we
have:

d d
EAS 1 = 8AS =Y #ASL, =Y #AS],

i=1 1=2

since the first coordinate of Z equals 0 in the new basis. We deduce that:

d
inf gt<.]}') = inf pt(mASt—i-l - ht+1) = Aeig{IELI Pt (Z i’ZAgZ_i_l - ht+1>

zeR4 z€lg—1 -
=2

This means that we have reduced the optimization problem to a market with
only d — 1 assets defined by (52, ..., S%). As it satisfies the NA condition, we
deduce that inf,cga g;(x) is attained by induction. O

Proof of Theorem 3.11.

Proof. Suppose that NA holds. By Theorem 3.10, there is z; € L°(S(0, 1), F;)
and r; € L°(R,F;) such that Pf = p;(r;z:AS;41 — hey1). Suppose that
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pi(z:ASi1) and pi(—2;ASiy1) are both equal to 0. Then, the function g; as-
sociated to hy, 1, see (3.5), is constant on the line Rz; by Theorem 3.7. There-
fore, P = g1(0) = pi(—hey1) > 0. Otherwise, under NA, pi(2:ASi1) > 0
and p;(— ztASHl) > (. Using triangular inequalities, and the assumption
pe(hir1) < 0, we then deduce that:

Py = 128+ pe(rizeSier — hesa),

h
= Pt(—ht+1)1{n:0} + o (ZtASt—i-l - ;H) 1{n>0}
t

h
—TePy <_ZtASt+l + ;H) Lir <oy,
¢

> pt(_h’t+1)1{7‘t=0} + 1epr (2¢ASki1) Lir>0y — Tep (—2:ASii1) Liri<oy
> 0.

For the reverse implication, let us prove first that AIP holds. We fix hy 4
such that p;(—hyr1) € (0,00) and py(heyq) < 0. So, with the function g,
associated to hyy1, see (3.5), we have Pf = Pf(hy1) = inff{gt(x) > 0 by

xe

assumption and g;(rz) > 0 for all » € R and z € S(0,1). Let us show that
the set {zS; + pi(2Si41) < 0} is empty for all z € S(0, 1) a.s.. In the contrary
case, by measurable selection, we may construct z, € L°(RY, F;) such that
we have P(2;S; + pi(2:5i11) < 0) > 0. We then define

pe(—hisa)
= T (EAS ) >0,
Ty pt(ZtASt—i-l) {pt(2tASp41)<0} =
We have
ge(reze) = 14205t + pe(rezeSigr — P ),

1oz + pe(re2eSi41) + pe(—his),
Tepe(2eAS41) + pr(—Petr),

Pe(=ht11)1(p, (21 A8,41)>0).

IA AN IA

Therefore, P < 0 on the set {p;(z:AS;41) < 0} in contradiction with P > 0.

Let us show that p;(—2zAS;1) = 0 if py(2AS;1) = 0 for any z € S(0,1).

Otherwise, by measurable selection argument, there exists z; € LY(S(0, 1), t)

such that Ay := {pi(2:ASi11) = 0} N {pe(—2:ASi1) > 0} satisfies P(Ay) > 0
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If hiyr = 2 ASii1, then py(—hi1) = pi(—2ASi11) > 0 on Ay. On the com-
plimentary set, we fix hyyy = 7 > 0, 14 € L°((0,00), F;). It follows that
pi(—hi1) > 0. Moreover, py(hiy1) = pi(2:ASi41) = 0 on Ay and, otherwise,
pe(hir1) = —v < 0. Therefore, py(hiy1) < 0. We deduce that P (hyr1) > 0,
by assumption. On the other hand, if » > 1, and w € Ay,

Pt*(ht—i-l) < Pt(TZtAStH - ZtASt-l-l) = (7“ - 1)Pt(ZtASt+1) = 0.

It follows that P;(hty1) < 0 on A4, ie. a contradiction. We conclude that
pr(2AS;+1) = 0 if and only if p(—2AS;+1) =0 for any z € S(0,1).

At last, it is clear that Pf(hir1) < ¢4(0) = pi(—hey1). Moreover, for all
r € R0 < p(xASi41) < pe(xASey1 — hi1) + pi(hiy1). Taking the infimum
in the r.h.s. of this inequality, we get that 0 < Pj(hyy1) + pi(his1) and we
may conclude. ]

Proof of Theorem 4.6.

Proof. By [1], [15], there exists D; such that (4.7) holds if X € L*. By homo-
geneity, it is clear that (4.7) still holds if X is F;-bounded, i.e. | X| < ¢; where
¢ € L°(R,, F;). Let us show that (4.7) still holds for any random variable
X such that X < ¢; a.s. for some ¢; € L°(R,, F;). Let us first suppose that
X is acceptable. Let us define XM = X1ix>_ny for any M > 0. Then, xM
is Fi-bounded a.s.. As XM = X — Xlyxeony and —X1ixc_pp > 0, then
XM is acceptable i.e. p,(XM) < 0. By (4.7), we deduce that Eq(XM|F,) >0
for all Q € D;. Thus, Eq((XM)T|F) > Eq((XM)~|F) and, as M — oo, we
get that ¢, > Eg(XT|F) > Eg(X~|F:) hence co > Eg(X|F;) > 0. More
generally, for any X such that X < ¢; for some ¢; € LRy, F), pe(X) + X
is acceptable hence pi(X) > Eq(—X|F;) for any Q € D,. We deduce that
the inequality p;(X) > ess supgep, Fo(—X|F;) holds.
For the reverse inequality, note that the random variable

YM = ess supgep, Eq(—X|F;) + XM € [—, + XM, XM

is Fi-bounded hence (4.7) holds for 4™, as seen above. Moreover, we have
EQ(—’}/M|./_';5) S EQ(X‘E) - XM = EQ(X1X<_M|./_';5) S 0. We deduce by
(4.7) that p;_;(v™) < 0. Using the Cash invariance property, we deduce that
pr-1(XM) < ess supgep, Eo(—X|F;). As limpyoe XM = X, we then deduce
that p;—1(X) < liminfye0 pr—1 (XM) < ess supgep, Eo(—X|F;) so that we
may conclude that the equality (4.7) holds for any random variable that are
Fi-bounded form above. O
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Proof of Theorem 4.8.

Proof. Suppose that Z = X + ¢t where X is Fi-bounded from above and
acceptable and et > 0 a.s.. Then, D, exists by Proposition 4.6 and, for
all Q € Dy, Eg(Z|F) > Eg(X|F) > 0. As p(Z) + Z admits the same
form than Z, we deduce that p,(Z) + Z admits non negative conditional
expectations under () € D,. Therefore, p,(Z) > Eqg(—Z|F;) for all Z € D,
hence p;(Z) > ess supgep, Eq(—Z|F;), at least when p(Z) > —oo. Oth-
erwise, when p(Z) = —o0, Z, = —a + Z is acceptable for all o > 0,
hence Eq(Z.|F:) > 0, ie. Eg(Z|F) > « for all @ > 0. It follows that
Eo(Z™|F) — Eg(ZT|F) < —a and finally, as « — oo, we deduce that
pi(Z) = ess supgep, Fo(—Z|F;) = —o0.

Consider an acceptable position Z. Then, by assumption, Z = limsup,, Z"
where Z" is of the form Z" = X" + ¢ with ¢ > 0 a.s. and X" is Fi-
bounded from above. Note that sup,,,<,, X, is still F;-bounded from above
for all m > k > 1. Since sup,,~; Zn > SUPjp<pcrm Zn > SUDjcn<m Xn, for all
m > k, we deduce that supn>; 7. is of the form X, + ez where X} is Fj-
bounded from above and accéptable while ez > 0 a.s.. It follows that any
acceptable position is of the form Z = lim | Z,, where Z, is of the form
Zn = Xp+¢€b and X, is Fi-bounded from above and acceptable while €F > 0
a.s.. As Z < Z,, we deduce that p,(Z) > pi(Z,) > ess supgep, Eq(—2Zn|Ft)
by virtue of the inequality we have shown in the first part. As (—Z,) is non
decreasing we finally deduce that p,(Z) > Eq(—Z|F;) for any @) € D;, when
n — oo. It follows that p,(Z) > ess supgep, Eo(—Z|F).

Moreover, suppose that (4.8) holds for any acceptable position Z,, of the
form Z, = X,, + € where X,, is F;-bounded from above and acceptable and
er >0 a.s.. By lower semi-continuity,

pe(Z) < liminf p(Z,) = lim inf ess supgep, Eo(—2Zn|Ft).

As Z < Z,, Eo(—Z,|F) < Eg(—Z|F:), and we deduce the inequality
pi(Z) < ess supgep, Eq(—Z|F;). We then conclude that (4.8) holds for ev-
ery acceptable position Z and, finally, for every X € L% as p(X) + X is
acceptable.

It remains to show that (4.8) holds for Z = X + ¢t € AT + LOR*, Fp).
To get it, it is sufficient to prove that p;(Z) < ess supgep, Eq(—Z|F;). Let
us define Z" = X + e+1{6+§n} + aplictsny € Af°’+ where «,, > 0 is chosen
large enough in such a way that P(a, < €') < e. Then, (o, — €")1{erspy is
acceptable by hypothesis for P((a, — €)1fet5py <0) < Play, <€) <e.
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Since Z™ — Z a.s., we deduce that p(Z) < liminf, p:(Z"). Recall that
pi(Z") = supgep, Eq(—2"|F;) by Proposition 4.6. Hence,

pi(Z") < ess supgep, Eq(—2Z|Fi) + ess supgep, Eo(Z — 2" F).
Moreover, since Z™ — Z is F;-bounded from above, we have
ess SUpgep, Lo(Z — ZMF) = p(Z2" — Z) = pi((ou — €)1 ersn}) < 0.

We then deduce that p(Z) < esssupgep, Eo(—Z|F:) and the conclusion
follows. [

Proof of Theorem 4.10.

Proof. Consider 0, € L°(R% F;). By Theorem 3.2, it suffices to show that
pe(0:ASi 1) > 0 a.s.. Otherwise, the set Ay = {p:(0;AS;+1) < 0} admits a
positive probability and ,AS;111x, € Rir N Avr = AtO’T. It follows that
p1(0,AS;111,,) = 0 hence a contradiction. Therefore, AIP holds.

Let us show that Z;7 C Z; 7. In the one step model, let us suppose that
Y =04 | ASp—e€t_, p € Zp_1p converges to 7> € L°(R, Fr) in probability.
We suppose that €7, 7 € Ar_1 7. We need to show that v*° € Zp_; 7.

On the Fr_j-measurable set Ap_y := {liminf, |0} _,| < oo}, by [27, Lemma
2.1.2], we may assume w.l.o.g. that %, is convergent to some 05° ; hence
€p_y 7 1s also convergent and, finally, y*1x,_, € Zr_1 7.

Otherwise, on Q \ A7_;, we introduce the sequences,

07_y == 0p_,/(107_,| + 1), er_1r = ep_y1 /(071 +1).

By [27, Lemma 2.1.2], we may assume that a.s. 02_, — 05° . & 1 — €
and 0% | ASp — €7 17 = 0as. Note that 0% ] = 1 as.. As 0% | ASp
is acceptable (€7, € Ar_17) then 62 ASy € A} by assumption. We
follow the recursive arguments on the dimension of [26]. Since |85° || = 1,
there exists a partition of Q\ Ar_; into d disjoint subsets G%_, € Fr_; such
that 65" # 0 on Gi_,. Define on Gi_,, 0t = on_, — B 0% | where

7 = 07", /07 Observe that v = 07" | ASy — € |, where the position
é}’fLT =y =B )5° | AST is acceptable since £603° | ASy are acceptable.
As 62 =0 on G _,, we repeat the entire procedure on each G| with the
new expression 7" = 0" | ASy — &' | 1 such that the number of components

of é’%ﬁl is reduced by one. We then conclude by recursion on the number
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of non-zero components since the conclusion is trivial if all the coordinates
vanish.

We now show the result in the multi-step models by induction. Fix some
se{t,..., T —1}. We show that Z,,1 7 C Z,1 7 implies the same property
for s instead of s + 1.

Since AIP holds, we get that Z,, ;7 N L°%(R,, Fer1) = {0} hence, from
Ze1r C Zoy1r, we get that Z,r N LY (R, Fey1) = {0}. Using the Hahn-
Banach separation theorem in L', we deduce the existence of QG+t « P

. (s+1) ~ (s+1) .
with deP € L™ such that p,yq := EP(dQT|f5+1) =1 as., (Su)usst1 18
a martingale under Q®*Y and Eg(asi17|Fer1) > 0 for all agi17 € Airr

such that Eg(|ast1r||Fs+1) < 0o a.s.. Suppose that

T
v = Z Oy 1ASy, — €57 € Z, 1 converges to v € L°(R, Fr).
u=s+1
We suppose that €}, € A,7. By Lemma 4.2, €/, = €/ ., + €/, p, where
€1 € Asspr and €, 7 € Ay 7. As before, on the F-measurable set
Ag = {liminf, |07| < oo}, we may assume w.l.o.g. that 07 converges to 6°.
Therefore, on Ay,

T
S 0 AS, —€lp =" = O ASy 7 — 0 A

u=s+2

On the subset Ay := {liminf, €7 a1l = 0o} M A, € Fypq, we use the
normalization procedure as previously, i.e. we divide by [ef . ,,[, up to a sub-
sequence, and, by the induction hypothesis, we obtain that

T
~ ~ _
g eu_lASu — €s4+1,T = €s,54+1,

u=s+2

where €117 € Agi17 and € g1 € A 41 satisfies |€ 41| = 1 a.s.. Moreover,
since S is a martingale,

T
EQ(5+1) ( Z ég_lASu‘fs—l—l) - 0

u=s+2

Moreover, still by assumption, Ege+n(€s1,7|Fsr1) > 0. We deduce that
€sst1 = Egein (Es,s11|Fss1) < 0. Therefore, €11 = —1 hence p,(€441) =
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ps(—1) = 1, which is in contradiction with ps(€s+1) < 0. Therefore, we
may suppose, on Ay, that € 41 converges a.s. to some €,411 € As s+1. By

the induction hypothesis, we then deduce that Zu s 0n_1AS, — g, palso
converges to an element of Z,,; 7 and we conclude that v>*1,, € Z; 7.
On Q\ A, we use the normalisation procedure as before, and deduce the

equality
T
> 02, AS, — &5 =0as.
u=s+1
for some 6° € L°(R,F,), u € {s,...,T — 1} and &7 € Asr. By Lemma
4.2, we write €5 = €35, 1 + €53, 7 where €%, € A, 1 and €3, 7 € A7
Moreover, |602°] =1 a.s.. We deduce that:

T
§:°A5*8+1+ Z é 1ASy — €51 r = € as..

u=s+2

Taking the conditional expectation knowing F,y; under Q") we deduce
that €, < 0°AS,,,. It follows that p,(A°AS, 1) < ps(é €%11) < 0 hence

93 AS 1 € A&T by the assumption. Using the one step arguments based on
the elimination of non-zero components of the sequence 6, we may replace
07 by 67 such that 67 converges. We then repeat the same arguments on the
set Ay to conclude that v*°1g\a, € Z, 7. O

Proof of Theorem 4.11.
Proof. Let us consider W, € Ryr N Ay Then, W, ¢ is of the form:

T T
Wt,T = Z es—lASs = Z As—1,s,

s=t+1 s=t+1

where 0, ; € L°(R, F, ;) and as_14 € Ag 14, forall s = ¢+ 1,--- ,T. It
follows that:

T
HtASH_l — Qg 41 -+ Z (93_1ASS — as_Ls) =0. (510)

s=t+2

Therefore, py = 0;AS;11 — arr11 is a (direct) price at time s = t + 1 for
the zero claim. Under AIP condition, we get that 6,AS;11 > a;;+1 hence
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pt(HtAStH) S 0. As pt(HtASH_l) Z 0 by AIP, pt(HtASH_l) =0 and, by
SRN, we get that p,(0;ASi11) = pi(—0;AS;11) = 0. We then deduce that
—p; € Avr N LY(R_, Fr) = {0} hence p; = 0 and 6;AS; 11 = az411 € AgT.
The equality (5.10) may be rewritten as:

T
Or41ASi 19 — Qg pyo + Z (0s—1ASs — as—y1,5) = 0. (5.11)

s=t+3

By induction, we finally deduce that 0,AS;+1 = as 41 € Ags 4 forall s > ¢.
By Remark 4.9, we have W, € Ay

Consider now e € Z, 7NL° (R, Fr). We may write €5 = r, 7 —a; + where
rir € Rir and ayr € Ay, We get that ryr = apr + € € Ryr N A = Ag,T
hence —r; 1 € A; . Tt follows that —ef € A, 7 N LY(R_, Fr) = {0}. O

Proof of Theorem 4.12.

Proof. Suppose that 1) holds. By Theorem 4.11, we deduce that 3) holds.
Note that 2) and 3) are equivalent since the risk measure is time-consistent.
Suppose that 3) holds. Since —A; 7 C Z; 7, it follows that A?,T C ZirNAr.
Reciprocally, consider z, 7 = W, r—ayr € Z, 7N Ay p, where Wy r € Ry 1 and
ar € Ay, then Wy € Ay hence Wy € AgT by 2). It follows that z; 7 €
(—A:r) and we conclude that Z,r N Ayr = AgT. Moreover, by Theorem
4.10, Z; 7 is closed in probability hence 4) holds. Note that 4) and 5) are
equivalent since the risk measure is time-consistent.

Assume that 4) holds. The existence of @) in 7) holds by standard ar-
guments based on the Hahn-Banach separation theorem. In particular, NA
holds under P’ such that P’ ~ P. We suppose w.l.o.g that S; is integrable
under P for every t. If z € L'(R, Fr) N (Ayr \ AYp), 2 ¢ Zir N LY(R, Fr).
By the Hahn-Banach separation theorem, there exists p, € L*(R, Fr) and
¢ € R such that E(p,X) < c¢ < E(xp,), VX € Z, 7. As Z, 1 is a cone, we get
that E(p,X) <0 for all X € Z, 7 and since —L°(R4, Fr) C Z;.r, we deduce
that p, > 0 a.s.. With X = 0, we get that E(zp,) > 0 and, as R, r is a
vector space, E(p,X) =0 for all X € Ry7. As P(p, > 0) > 0, we may renor-
malize and suppose that ||p;||cc = 1. Let us consider the family G = (I';)zer
where I = L'(R, Fr) N (Air \ Ap) and Ty, = {p, > 0}. For any I € Fr
such that P(T') > 0, x = 1 € I since A7 N L°(R_, Fr) = {0}. Therefore,
E(zp,) = E(1rp,) > 0 implies that P(I', N I") > 0. By Lemma 2.1.3 in
27], we deduce a countable family (z;):2, of I such that Q@ = (J;=, T'y,. We
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define p = Y22, 27"p,,. We have p > 0 a.s and we renormalize p such that
p € L¥R,, Fr) and Ep(p) = 1. We define Q ~ P such that dQ/dP = p.
We have E(pX) = 0 for all X € R,r. Therefore, with F,—y € F,_1,
1p, JAS, € Ryr if u > t+1, so Eg(lp, ,AS,) = 0. This implies that
Eq(AS,|Fu—1) =0, i.e (S,)I_, is a Q-martingale.

Moreover, by the the construction of @ above, for all z € A, +N LY (R, Fr),
we have Eg(z|F;) > 0. By truncature and homogeneity, we may extend this
property to every x such that E(|z||F;) < oo a.s. since z/(1 + E(|z||F))
is integrable. Finally, this also holds if Eg(z~|F;) < oo a.s.. At last, since
pt(X) + X € Air, we may conclude that p(X) > —Eg(X|F), for all X
such that Eg(X~|F) < oo as. If x € Ayp \ A}y, it suffices to consider
the probability measure @), = %(Q + Q) where Q is defined by its density
dQ/dP = p,. Indeed, since Eg(r) > 0 and Eg(z) > 0, this implies that
Eg,(x) > 0 hence P(Eg, (z|F;) #0) > 0.

Assume that 7) holds. For some martingale measure ) ~ P we have
pe(0:ASi 1) > —Eg(6:AS11|F) = 0, hence AIP holds. If p;(6;ASi+1) = 0 on
some non null set A;, we have p;(6;AS;1114,) = 0. This implies ;AS; 114,
is acceptable. Moreover, if 0;AS; 115, ¢ .A?,T, Eq,(0:ASi114,|F) # 0 by
7), which yields contradiction . Therefore, p;(0;ASi11) = pi(—0;AS;11) =0
on Ay, i.e. SRN holds, and we deduce that 1) holds. Note that 5) and 6) are
equivalent by Theorem 4.10. O

Proof of Theorem 4.13.

Proof. By Theorems 4.10 and 4.12, we know that I'gp is closed in prob-
ability. For any hy € T'op, there exists Ztho 0,1AS, € Ror such that
0o (ZtT:o 0,_1AS; — hT> < 0. Since, hy € Lg, we suppose w.l.o.g that Sp

and hp are integrable under P.
Set v, = Z;O 0,_1AS; — hy for every t < T. For any Q € Q° # (), we
have:

T—1
|7T| S Zet_lASt + |9T—1||AST| + |hT|’
t=0
hence:
T-1
Eq(lyrl||Fr-1) < Zet—lASt + 071 | EQ(IAST||Fr-1) + Eq(|hr||Fr1) < 00 as..
=0
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By Statement 7) of Theorem 4.12 and the martingale property, we deduce
that:

pr-1(vr) = —Eq(yr-1|Fr-1). (5.12)
At time T — 2, by time-consistency of the risk measure and (5.12), we get
that
pr—2(vr) = pr—2(=pr-1(7)) = pr-2(Eq(yr-1|Fr-1))-
Moreover, Eq(|Eq(yr-1|Fr-1)[|Fr-2) < Eq(|yr-1|[Fr-2) and

T-2

Y 6iaAS

t=0
+EQ(|hT||FT—2) < 00 a.s..

Eq([vr-1l[Fr—2) < + |07 2| EQ(|AST_1||Fr_2)

We deduce by Statement 7) of Theorem 4.12 that

pr—2(Eq(yr—1|Fr-1)) > —Eq(yr—1|Fr—2).

By the martingale property, we finally deduce that pr_o(yr) > —Eqg(yr—2| Fr—2).
Recursively, we finally obtain:

T
0= po <Z 0,-1AS; — hT) > —Eq(mlFo) = —Eq(0ASy — hr) = Eq(hr).
=0
(5.13)

This implies I'y 1 C ©¢ 7.
Reciprocally, assume that there is hy € ©g 1\ I'gr. Since hy € Lg(R, Fr),

}:LT is integrable under () € Q°. Moreover, since I'y 7 is closed in probability,
Loz = Tor N LL(R, Fr) is closed in L'. By the Hahn-Banach separation

theorem, as hp ¢ Lo, we deduce the existence of Y € L (R, Fr) such that:

sup Eq(YX) < Eq(Yhr).

Xef‘o,T
Let H be the density @ w.r.t P, ie. H =dQ/dP. We have:

sup E(HYX) < E(HY hy).

XEI:‘()VT
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Since [y 7 is a cone, we deduce that E(HY X) < 0 for all X € [y 7. Moreover,
E(HYhr) > 0, HY > 0 as. and E(HY) > 0. Therefore, we deduce that
H := HY/E(HY) defines the density of a probability measure Q € Q°.

We define H¢ := eH + (1 — €)H. Since E(Hhy) > 0, we may choose
e € (0,1) small enough so that E(H¢hy) > 0. Since H¢ defines the density of
a probability measure Q¢ € Q°, we should have EQJLT = F(H 6iAzT) <0, as
iLT € Oy . This yields a contradiction. We conclude that I'g 7 = O 7.

At last, Fy is a super-hedging price for Ay if and only if hp — Fy € Iy 7. By
the first part, we deduce that Fy > supgco. Eg(hr). Suppose there exists
€ > 0 such that Py — € > supgeoe Eg(hr). Then, (hy — Py +¢) € O 1. Since
O©o1 = Loz, there exists Wy € Ror such that po(Wor — hr + Py —¢) < 0.
This implies that Py — e > po(Wor — hr). Since po(Wor — hr) is a super-
hedging price for hr, we also deduce that po(Wor — hy) > P which yields
a contradiction. We conclude that Py = supgege Eq(hr). O
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