arXiv:2111.14502v2 [q-fin.MF] 1 Nov 2023

Superhedging duality for multi-action options under model uncertainty with information delay

Anna Aksamit^† Ivan Guo^{‡§} Shidan Liu^‡ Zhou Zhou^†

Abstract We consider the superhedging price of an exotic option under nondominated model uncertainty in discrete time in which the option buyer chooses some action from an (uncountable) action space at each time step. By introducing an enlarged space we reformulate the superhedging problem for such an exotic option as a problem for a European option, which enables us to prove the pricing-hedging duality. Next, we present a duality result that, when the option buyer’s action is observed by the seller up to l periods later, the superhedging price equals the model-based price where the option buyer has the power to look into the future for l periods.

Keywords— robust finance; model uncertainty; pricing-hedging duality; information delay; Snell envelope

1 Introduction

The robust approach to pricing and hedging of financial derivatives addresses the traditional approach’s inability to account for model misspecification risk, by considering a collection of all possible models which are represented by probability measures, as opposed to pre-defining a probability measure that we guess to be the correct one in the traditional approach. Superhedging is a trading strategy whose value should be able to cover the payoff at all possible states and times. The duality between the minimum superhedging price and the supremum of expectations of the payoff (the model price) is a goal of much of the literature in robust finance, as it proves the optimality of both prices. Duality under volatility uncertainty in continuous time was studied in, for example, Denis and Martini [12], Nutz and Neufeld [20], Soner et al. [23], through different approaches.

Hobson [17] initiated the approach of superhedging using dynamic strategies for the underlying risky assets and static strategies for a given set of liquid options. This

†School of Mathematics and Statistics, The University of Sydney, Sydney, NSW, Australia (anna.aksamit@sydney.edu.au, zhou.zhou@sydney.edu.au). The research of A. Aksamit was supported by the Australian Research Council DECRA Fellowship DE200100896.

‡School of Mathematics, Monash University, Clayton, VIC, Australia (Ivan.Guo@monash.edu, Shidan.Liu@monash.edu).

§Center for Quantitative Finance and Investment Strategies, Monash University, Clayton, VIC, Australia

The authors thank Marek Rutkowski for helpful discussions and comments.

approach is desirable in the robust framework, as one often wants to include additional marketed securities for trading. In discrete time, Bouchard and Nut [9] introduced the notion of no arbitrage in a quasi sure sense, and showed a general pricing-hedging duality with the presence of a finite number of liquid options. Burzoni et al. [10] obtained a similar duality result, using a path-wise approach. General pricing-hedging duality in continuous time is shown in, for example, Biagini et al. [8], Dolinsky and Soner [13], Hou and Obłój [18].

Apart from works that are mainly focused on the robust superhedging problem of European options, there are various works devoted to American options. Neuberger [19] showed that the superhedging price for an American option may be strictly larger than the highest model price. Bayraktar et al. [2] established sub and superhedging dualities for American options in the setup of [9]. In addition, it is shown in [2] that with the presence of European options, the order of the infimum and the supremum in the subhedging dual representation may not be changed due to the lack of dynamic programming principle for the underlying martingale measure set. Several alternative definitions of superhedging prices were also discussed and compared in [2]. In a discrete time, discrete state space market with statically traded European vanilla options, Hobson and Neuberger [16] obtained superhedging duality by adopting a weak formulation. That is, the optimization runs over filtered probability spaces supporting a martingale rather than over martingale measures on a fixed filtered path space, which allows richer information structures and hence more stopping times. Soon after, Bayraktar and Zhou [5] improved the duality result in [16], and showed that in terms of model-based price, only randomized models, as in mixing the martingale measures in the original space, are relevant and other models proposed in [16] are redundant. After that, Aksamit et al. [1] obtained a similar but more general duality result in the sense that their model also works in the martingale optimal transport setup of Beiglböck et al. [6]. To achieve the result, they enlarged the probability space, and the American options in the original space were converted to European options in the enlarged space. They further gave insight that the duality gap as raised in [19] and [5] is caused by the failure of the dynamic programming principle, and proposed to restore dynamic consistency and to restore duality, by considering fictitious extensions of the market where all assets can be traded dynamically. Let us also mention the works Bayraktar and Zhou [3] and [4] where hedging American options are considered involving liquid American options. In particular, they provided a unified framework and established sub and superhedging dualities for American options in a market consisting of dynamically traded stocks and statically traded (can be bought and sold) European and American options. Another work related to superhedging American options is Herrmann and Stebegg [15], where a martingale optimal transport duality is established with given initial and terminal distributions, and it was shown that without any path restriction on the state space, the superhedging prices of American, Asian, Bermudan, and European options with intermediate maturity are all the same.

Inspired by the above works, we aim to extend the arguments and duality results in [1] as well as [9] to account for the scenarios where the buyer of the option is allowed to choose some action from an action space, countable or uncountable, at each time step. In particular, by enlarging the probability space as that in [1] and applying analytic set theory techniques and measurable selection arguments, we are able to obtain a pricinghedging duality for such exotic options. The main difficulty is to construct suitable analytic sets in order to apply measurable selection theorems so that we could prove the existence of an ϵ-optimal sequence of actions by the option buyer and obtain a dynamic programming principle en route to the duality. Furthermore, we also obtain a European style pricing-hedging duality in the enlarged space.

We further consider the scenario where the decisions made by the buyer is revealed to the seller with a variable delay periods that is capped by some number l. The delay increases the superhedging price and hence breaks the duality. We show that the duality can be restored, by fictitiously allowing the buyer the capability to look into the future for l periods and make her decisions based on future information.

Our results generalize those in [1, 4, 5, 16], in the sense that in our setup the option buyer’s action space can be very general and uncountable. As a result, our work can be applied to the pricing of swing options on oil or natural gas which involves an uncountable action space for the option buyer (see Example 2.1). Another application is the superhedging of multiple American options possibly with certain constraint on exercise strategies, such as a restriction on the difference of consecutive exercise times, or the maximum amount of American options that can be exercised at each period (see Section 5.1). Another contribution of our work lies in the result with information delay. Our duality provides an interesting financial observation: the l-period delay for the option seller in the primal hedging problem, to some extent, is equivalent to the l-period insider information for the option buyer in the dual problem.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives a quick recap on the model setup, formulates the space enlargement and reformulates the superhedging problem as one for a European option in the enlarged space. Section 3 proves our first main result, i.e., the European pricing-hedging duality in the enlarged space (Theorem 3.2). In Section 4, we present a duality result as Theorem 4.4 in the delayedinformation setup and present a delayed Snell envelope result. More applicable examples of our model can be found in Section 5.

2 Settings

2.1 Notation

Given a measurable space (Ω, F), denote by P(Ω) the set of all probability measures on F. If Ω is a topological space, then its Borel σ-algebra is denoted by B(Ω). If Ω is a Polish space, then a subset A ⊆ Ω is analytic if it is the image of a Borel subset of another Polish space under a Borel measurable mapping. A function f : Ω → R := [−∞, ∞] is upper semianalytic, if the set {ω ∈ Ω : f(ω) > c} is analytic for all c ∈ R. For a family P ⊆ P(Ω) of probability measures, a subset A ⊆ Ω is called P-polar if A ⊆ A^′, for some A^′ ∈ F satisfying P(A^′) = 0 for all P ∈ P. A property is said to hold P-quasi surely or P-q.s., if it holds outside a P-polar set. A set A ⊆ Ω is universally measurable if it is measurable with respect to the universal completion of F, which is the σ-algebra ∩_{P∈P(Ω)}F^P, with F^P being the P-completion of F.

A discrete-time model Consider the discrete-time model introduced in [9]. Fix a time horizon N ∈ N, and let T := {0, 1, . . . , N} be the time periods in this model. Let

Ω_0 = {ω_0} be a singleton and Ω_1 be a Polish space. For each k ∈ {1, . . . , N}, define Ω_k := Ω_0 × Ω^k_1 as the k-fold Cartesian product. For each k, define G_k := B(Ω_k) and let F_k be its universal completion. In particular, we see that G_0 is trivial and denote Ω := Ω_N and F := F_N .^1 We shall often see (Ω_k, F_k) as a subspace of (Ω, F), and σ-algebra F_k as a sub-σ-algebra of F_N , and hence obtain a filtration F = (F_k)_{0≤k≤N} on Ω.

Consider a market with d ∈ N financial assets that can be traded dynamically without transaction costs. We model the dynamically traded assets by an R^d -valued process S = (S_t)_{t∈T} such that S_t is G_t-measurable for t ∈ T. For an F-predictable, R^d -valued process H, the terminal wealth of the hedging portfolio is given by

(H ∘ S)_N = d∑ j=1 N∑ k=1 H^j_kΔS^j_k,

where ΔS^j_k = S^j_k − S^j_{k−1}. Let A be the space of actions at each time and let it be analytic and second-countable. We introduce C := A^{N+1} to be the collection of all possible plans, equipped with the Borel σ-algebra B(C).

Example 2.1. Swing options in the natural gas market. When an industrial gas consumer wishes to hedge their future input costs, and she does not precisely know the consumption volume, but have an estimated range based on past usage, she could purchase a month-long swing option to offset the 'volumetric risk' exposure, The option will give her the right to buy up to 10, 000 MMBtu (one million British thermal unit) at a price p = £5 in each of the four weeks, and the total volume must be between 10, 000 and 30, 000 MMBtu over the month. In such a case, we could make our action space A = [0, 10000], the collection of all possible plans C = A^4 with the constraints that

∑_4

i=1 c_i ∈ [10000, 30000].

Let χ̃ : Ω × C × T → A represent the feasible action sequence, and it is worth noticing that it is not only dependent on ω, but on previous actions as well. Then we have

D̃ := { χ̃ : Ω × C × T → A | χ̃(·, ·, k) is F_k ⊗ F^c_k-measurable ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N} and χ̃(ω, c, ·) ∈ C, ∀ω ∈ Ω, c ∈ C } (2.1)

representing the collection feasible action sequences, where F^c_k := σ ( (c_j )_{j≤k} ) with c ∈ C, is the σ-algebra generated by the actions observed up to time k. We further define χ : Ω × T → A via χ(·, 0) = χ̃(·, 0), χ(·, 1) = χ̃(·, χ_0), . . . , χ(·, N) = χ̃ ( ·, (χ_i)_{0≤i≤N−1} ) . Hence, we have

D := {χ : Ω × T → A | χ(·, k) is F_k-measurable} .

1We sometimes need G_k via the embedding G_k := {B × Ω_{N−k+1} : B ∈ B(Ω_k )} and F_k the universal completion of G_k; for instance, in the conditional expectation E^Q [ΔS_k | F_{k−1}] in (2.7). Let us also emphasize that unless otherwise indicated, at any time k, any mapping that takes in Ω takes indeed the truncated Ω_k .

For a given k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} and ω ∈ Ω_k, we have a non-empty convex set P_{k,k+1}(ω) ⊆ P(Ω_1) of probability measures, representing the set of all possible models for the (k + 1)-th period, given the state ω at time k. We assume that for each k ∈ {0, . . . , N}, graph(P_{k,k+1}) := {(ω, P) : ω ∈ Ω_k, P ∈ P_{k,k+1}(ω)} ⊆ Ω_k × P(Ω_1) is analytic. (2.2)

Given a universally measurable kernel P_{k,k+1} for each k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1}, define a probability measure P = P_{0,1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{N−1,N} on Ω by

P(A) := ∫ Ω_1 · · · ∫ Ω_1 1_A(ω_1, . . . , ω_N )P_{N−1,N} (ω_1, . . . , ω_{N−1}; dω_N ) . . . P_{0,1}(dω_1), A ⊆ Ω. (2.3) We can then introduce the set P ⊆ P(Ω) of possible models for the multi-period market up to time N by P := {P_{0,1} ⊗ P_{1,2} ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{N−1,N} : P_{k,k+1}(·) ∈ P_{k,k+1}(·), k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1} . (2.4) The set P_{k,k+1}(ω) is non-empty, then by Jankov-von Neumann Theorem as in [7, Proposition 7.49, page 182], condition (2.2) ensures that P_{k,k+1} always has a universally measurable selector P_{k,k+1} : Ω_k → P(Ω_1) such that P_{k,k+1}(ω) ∈ P_{k,k+1}(ω) for all ω ∈ Ω_k. Hence, the set P defined in (2.4) in nonempty.

We introduce the set of one-step martingale measures dominated by elements of P_{k,k+1}(ω) M_{k,k+1}(ω) := { Q ∈ P(Ω_1) : Q ≪ P_{k,k+1}(ω) and E^{δω ⊗kQ} [ΔS_{k+1}] = 0 } , (2.5)

where ΔS_{k+1} = S_{k+1} − S_k, and δ_ω ⊗_k Q := δ(ω_0, . . . , ω_k) ⊗ Q is a Borel probability measure on Ω_{k+1} := Ω_k × Ω_1. Furthermore, M_k(ω) := {δ_ω ⊗_k Q_{k,k+1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q_{N−1,N} : Q_{i,i+1} (·) ∈ M_{i,i+1}(·), i = k, . . . N − 1} . (2.6) The set of martingale measures for a process S on Ω is given by M = { Q ∈ P(Ω) : Q ≪ P and E^Q [ΔS_k | F_{k−1}] = 0, ∀k = 1, . . . , N } , (2.7)

where Q ≪ P denotes a stronger notion of absolute continuity, in the sense that

Q ≪ P, if there exists P ∈ P such that Q ≪ P.

Note that the family ( M_k(ω) ) k≤N−1,ω∈Ω defined in (2.6) satisfies: • Q ( [ω]_{Gk} ) = 1 for all Q ∈ M_k(ω), where [ω]_{Gk} is the atom of G_k containing ω;

that is, [ω]_{Gk} := ⋂ F ∈G_k:ω∈F F, (2.8)

is an indecomposable nonempty element of G_k, where G_k is countably generated and hence [ω]_{Gk} ∈ G_k; that is, the measures are concentrated on the paths of Ω that coincides with ω up until time k;

• For every Q ∈ M and every family of regular conditional probabilities (Q_ω )_{ω∈Ω} of Q w.r.t. G_k, one has Q_ω ∈ M_k(ω), for Q-a.e. ω.

The superhedging problem Let Φ : Ω × C → R be the payoff function, and define the set of dynamic trading strategies

H := { H : Ω × C × T → R^d | H(·, ·, k + 1) =: H_{k+1}(·, ·) is F_k ⊗ F^c_k-measurable, k = 0, . . . , N − 1 } , (2.9)

The superhedging price of the contract Φ is given by

π^G(Φ) := inf {x : ∃H ∈ H, s.t., x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ(·, c) P-q.s.,∀c ∈ C} . (2.10)

Recall that for a given χ ∈ D defined in (2.1), we have χ(ω, c, ·) ∈ C for all ω ∈ Ω, c ∈ C. Hence, we define Φ_χ : Ω → R by Φ_χ(ω) = Φ (ω, χ(ω, ·, ·)). The model price is defined by sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] . (2.11)

Remark 2.2. Our setup allows restrictions on the available actions at each time. Moreover, such restrictions can also be dependent on ω, and whenever these restrictions are violated, the payoff function is set to −∞; that is, there could be some subset of Ω × C in the form {(ω, c) : Φ(ω, c) = −∞}.

Here is an example of what we meant. For a three-period American option, our action space A = {0, 1}, where 0 denotes 'to continue' and 1 denotes 'to stop'. Since an American option can only be exercised once at any of the three periods, or not be exercised at all, any action sequence with more than one '1' would be irrelevant, for example, {0, 1, 1} or {1, 1, 1}, and its corresponding payoff would be set to −∞.

For another example, consider the situation where two American options are sold, with the restriction that they cannot be exercised at the same time. Denote by τ_1 and τ_2 their corresponding stopping times, and we have that Φ(ω, τ_1, τ_2) = −∞ for τ_1 = τ_2.

The enlarged space Consider the space Ω := Ω × C with ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω, where ω ∈ Ω and c ∈ C. For each k ∈ T, define a restricted enlarged space

Ω_k := Ω_k × C_{k−1} and Ω^+_k := Ω_k × C_k, (2.12)

where C_{k−1} = A^{k−1}, and C_{−1} is defined to be the null action space. We introduce the enlarged filtration G = (G_k)_{0≤k≤N} , with

G_k = { A × Ω_{N−k+1} × B × A^{N−k+1} : A ∈ B(Ω_k), B ∈ B(C_{k+1}) } ⊆ B(Ω), 0 ≤ k ≤ N, G^−_k = { A × Ω_{N−k+1} × B × A^{N−k+2} : A ∈ B(Ω_k), B ∈ B(C_k) } ⊆ B(Ω), 1 ≤ k ≤ N, and the universally completed filtration F = (F_k)_{0≤k≤N} with F_k being the universal completion of G_k. We think of ( Ω_k, F_k ) as a subspace of ( Ω, F ) , and σ-algebra F_k as a sub-σ-algebra of F_N . Furthermore, for ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_k, define P_{k,k+1}(ω, c) = { P ∈ P(Ω_1 × A) : ∃ν ∈ P s.t. P(B × A) = ∫ A P_a(B)ν(da), ∀B ∈ B(Ω_1), A ⊆ A, and P_a ∈ P_{k,k+1}(ω), for ν-a.e. a ∈ A } , (2.13) and P = { P_{0,1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{N−1,N} ⊗ ν_N : P_{k,k+1}(·) ∈ P_{k,k+1}(·), k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, ν_N ∈ P(A) } . Then, by Fubini’s Theorem, for all A ⊆ Ω P_{0,1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{N−1,N} ⊗ ν_N (A) = ∫ Ω_1×A · · · ∫ Ω_1×A ∫ A 1_A(ω_1, . . . , ω_N , c_0, . . . , c_{N−1}, c_N ) ν_N (dc_N )P_{N−1,N} (ω_1, . . . , ω_{N−1}, c_0, . . . , c_{N−2}; dω_N , dc_{N−1}) . . . P_{0,1}(dω_1, dc_0) = ∫ A · · · ∫ A N + 1

∫ Ω_1 · · · ∫ Ω_1 N 1_A(ω_1, . . . , ω_N , c_0, . . . , c_{N−1})1_A(c_N )

P_{N−1,N;c}(· ; dω_N ) . . . P_{0,1;c}(dω_1)ν_N (dc_N )ν_{N−1}(dc_{N−1}) . . . ν_0(dc_0) = ∫ C P_c(A_c)ν(dc), where A_c := {ω : (ω, c) ∈ A, c ∈ C}. Hence, we may rewrite P as P = { P ∈ P(Ω) : ∃ν ∈ P(C) s.t. P(B × C) = ∫ C P_c(B)ν(dc), ∀B ∈ F, C ⊆ C P_c ∈ P, for ν-a.e. c ∈ C } . (2.14) We extend naturally the definition of S from Ω to Ω via S(ω̄) = S(ω) for ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω. We extend the definitions of M_{k,k+1}(ω) and M_k(ω) defined in (2.5) and (2.6) respectively to the space Ω as follows. For ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_k, denote M_{k,k+1}(ω̄) := { Q ∈ P(Ω_1 × A) : Q ≪ P_{k,k+1}(ω, c) and E^{δω̄ ⊗kQ} [ΔS_{k+1}] = 0 } , and M_k(ω̄) := { δ_{ω̄} ⊗_k Q_{k,k+1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q_{N−1,N} : Q_{i,i+1}(·) ∈ M_{i,i+1}(·), i = k, . . . , N − 1 } . (2.15) Analogous to M, the set of martingale measures on the enlarged space is as follows. M = { Q ∈ P(Ω) : Q ≪ P and E^Q [ΔS_k | F_{k−1}] = 0, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , N} } , (2.16) The set of dynamic trading strategies is defined as

H := { H : Ω × T → R^d | H(·, k + 1) =: H_{k+1} is F_k-measurable } . (2.17) Let Υ be the class of upper semianalytic functions f : Ω → R that are bounded from above. The following proposition states that the superhedging price of the contract Φ is the same as that of its European option equivalence in the enlarged space.

Proposition 2.3. For any Φ ∈ Υ,

π^G(Φ) = π^E (Φ) := inf { x : ∃H ∈ H s.t. x + (H ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ P-q.s. }

Proof. From (2.9) and (2.17), note that the dynamic trading strategies for superhedging in π^G and π^E are the same. Then for a set Γ ∈ F_N , let Γ_c = {ω : (ω, c) ∈ Γ} and assume that P(Γ) = 0 for every P ∈ P. For any P ∈ P and c ∈ C, define P := P ⊗ δ_c ∈ P, thus P(Γ_c) = 0. Therefore, for x and H such that x + (H ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ, P-a.s., we have that x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ(·, c), P-a.s., for any c ∈ C and P ∈ P. Hence, we have π^E (Φ) ≥ π^G(Φ).

For the other direction, note that P(Γ) = ∫ C P_c(Γ_c)dν(c) where P_c ∈ P by construction. Hence, by the same arguments as above, it follows π^E (Φ) ≤ π^G(Φ).

3 Pricing-hedging duality

Our main result is the European pricing-hedging duality on the enlarged space, which is stated in Theorem 3.2. A dynamic programming principle result on the enlarged space is proved in Proposition 3.7.

Recall the notion of no arbitrage introduced in [9], stating that NA (P) holds if for all H ∈ H,

(H ∘ S)_N ≥ 0 P-q.s. =⇒ (H ∘ S)_N = 0 P-q.s.

Analogously, we say that NA(P) holds if for H ∈ H, ( H ∘ S ) N ≥ 0 P-q.s. =⇒ ( H ∘ S ) N = 0 P-q.s. (3.1)

Recall the sets M and M defined in (2.7) and (2.16). Bouchard and Nutz [9] established that NA (P) is equivalent to P and M having the same polar sets. We will obtain our version of such an equivalence on Ω. Then we follow the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 2.3 above, and obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. NA (P) ⇐⇒ NA ( P ) ⇐⇒ P and M have the same polar sets.

Under the no-arbitrage condition (3.1), we have the following superhedging duality.

Theorem 3.2. Let NA ( P ) hold, and let Φ : Ω → R be upper semianalytic. One has

π^E(Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] = sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] . (3.2)

Furthermore, there exists H ∈ H such that

π^E (Φ) + ( H ∘ S ) N ≥ Φ, P-q.s.

Remark 3.3. A probability measure Q ∈ M can be seen as a market model, together with a sequence of actions c ∈ C. Indeed, the set M is larger than the set of all pushforward measures induced by ω → (ω, χ(ω, ·)) and Q ∈ M for all χ ∈ D. In addition to all feasible action sequences in D, it also takes into consideration all randomized plans in C. Hence we have a weak formulation of the problem (2.11).

Remark 3.4. Suppose additionally there are e ∈ N European options available for static trading in the market. We use a R^e -valued, G_N -measurable random vector g = ( g^1, . . . , g^e ) to represent the payoffs of these statically traded European options.

Without loss of generality we assume the prices of these European options are 0. As shown in [2], when statically traded options are included in the hedging portfolio, it is possible that π^G_g (Φ) = π^E_g (Φ) ≠ sup_{Q∈Mg} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] ,

where

π^G_g (Φ) := inf {x : ∃(H, h) ∈ H × R^e , s.t., x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N + hg ≥ Φ(·, c) P-q.s.,∀c ∈ C} ,

π^E_g (Φ) := inf { x : ∃(H, h) ∈ H × R^e s.t., x + ( H ∘ S ) N + hg ≥ Φ Pq.s. } , are the superhedging prices in the original and the enlarged space respectively, and

M_g = { Q ∈ M : E^Q [ g^i ] = 0, i = 1, . . . , e } . That is, there could be a duality gap between the superhedging price and model price in the original space.

To close the duality gap, one solution is to establish the duality on the enlarged probability space, i.e., π^E (Φ) = sup Q∈M_g E^Q [Φ] , (3.3)

where M_g = { Q ∈ M : E^Q [ g^i ] = 0, i = 1, . . . , e } with g being extended to the enlarged space in an obvious way. Another solution relies on a dynamic extension of the original market such that the European options can also be dynamically traded as that in [1, Section 2.3, Page 871]. Then we would obtain a duality result of the form:

π^G_g (Φ) = ^π^G(Φ) = sup_^ Q∈ ^M sup ^χ∈ ^D E^{^Q} [ Φ_{^χ} ] = sup ^Q∈ ^M E^{^Q} [Φ] , (3.4)

where ( ^Ω, ^F , ^F, ^P, Y ) is a dynamic extension of (Ω, F, F, P, S, g), with Y being the price process of European options g, and the ^ and represent the space enlargement by the price processes of European options and the action space, respectively. (See [1, Section 2.3] for more details.) The proof of (3.3) and (3.4) uses an inductive argument on the number of European options. We omit the proof details here since such argument would be similar to that in e.g., [9, Section 5] or [1, Section 6.2].

3.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2 To prove Theorem 3.2, we first introduce the following set of measures M^{loc} := { Q : Q ≪ P and S is an ( F, Q ) -local martingale } . By similar arguments as those in [9, Lemma A.2 and Lemma A.1] and [1, Lemma 6.3], we have the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.5. Let Φ be upper semianalytic and Q ∈ M^{loc}. Then, for any x ∈ R and H ∈ H such that x + ( H ∘ S ) N (ω, c) ≥ Φ(ω, c), Q -a.s., one has E^Q [Φ] ≤ x.

Lemma 3.5 gives us the weak duality for all upper semianalytic Φ sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] ≤ sup Q∈M^{loc} E^Q [Φ] ≤ π^E (Φ). (3.5)

Lemma 3.6. Let Φ be upper semianalytic, let Q ∈ M^{loc} and ϕ : Ω → [1, ∞) be a random variable such that |Φ(ω, c)| ≤ ϕ(ω) for all ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω. Then, we have that M^{ϕ,Q} ≠ ∅ and that E^Q [Φ] ≤ sup Q^′∈M^{ϕ,Q} E^{Q ′} [Φ] ,

where M^{ϕ,Q} := { Q^′ ∼ Q : E^{Q ′} [Φ] < ∞, and S is an ( F, Q^′ ) -martingale } .

For 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ N, define the map from Ω_j to Ω_i (respectively, Ω_j to Ω_i) by

[ω]_i := (ω_1, . . . , ω_i) , ∀ω ∈ Ω_j and [ω̄]_i := ([ω]_i, [c]_{i−1}) , [c]_i = (c_l)_{l≤i}, ∀ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_j.

Moreover, the map from Ω_j to Ω^+_i is defined by

[ω̄]^+_i := ([ω]_i, [c]_i) , ∀ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_j ,

Note that G^−_k is the smallest σ-algebra on Ω generated by [·]_k : Ω → Ω_k; a G^−_k - measurable random variable f on Ω can be identified as a Borel measurable function on Ω_k.

Denote E(ξ) := sup_{Q∈M} E^Q [ξ] for ξ ∈ Υ, where Υ is the collection of upper semianalytic functions f : Ω → R. Suppose there is a family of operators E_k : Υ → Υ for k ≤ N, defined as

E_k(ξ)(ω) = sup_{Q∈M} k (ω) E^Q [ξ] , k ≤ N − 1, E_N (ξ)(ω) = ξ(ω), such that E_k(ξ) is F_k-measurable for all ξ ∈ Υ and E_k(−∞) = −∞. By (4.12) of [9], we have that (E_k) provides a dynamic programming representation of E; that is,

E(ξ) = E^0(ξ) ∀ξ ∈ Υ, where E^k(ξ) := E_k ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (ξ), 0 ≤ k ≤ N. (3.6)

Observe that E_k ∘ · · · ∘ E_{N−1}(ξ)(ω) = E_{k,k+1} ∘ · · · ∘ E_{N−1,N} (ξ)(ω), ξ ∈ Υ, (3.7) where E_{k,k+1}(ξ)(ω) = sup_{Mk,k+1(ω)} E^Q [ξ].

We extend the family of operators (E_k) to (E_k), in the following form. For f : Ω_{k+1} → R, and ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_k, E_k(f)(ω, c) = sup_{Q∈M} k (ω) sup c^′∈C_{N−k+1} E^Q [ f(·, c, c^′) ] , 0 ≤ k ≤ N − 1. (3.8)

In particular, E_N (Φ)(ω, c) = sup_{c′∈C1} Φ(ω, c, c^′). (3.9)

Also observe that

E_k ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (Φ)(ω, c) = E_{k,k+1} ∘ · · · ∘ E_{N−1,N} ∘ E_N (Φ)(ω, c), Φ ∈ Υ, (3.10)

where E_{k,k+1}(f)(ω, c) = sup_{Q∈Mk,k+1 (ω)} sup_c′_{∈CN−k+1} E^Q [f(ω, ·, c, c^′)], for f : Ω_{k+1} → R. For ξ ∈ Υ, let E^k(ξ) := E_k ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (ξ), 0 ≤ k ≤ N. (3.11) Proposition 3.7. Let Φ : Ω → R be upper semianalytic and bounded from above, then sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] = E(Φ) = E^0(Φ) = E_0 ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (Φ). (3.12)

To prove Proposition 3.7, we first prove the following two lemmas to establish a connection between the families of operators (E_k) and (E_k), hence the '≥' side of the equality.

Lemma 3.8. For any ε > 0 and φ ∈ Υ, there exists a χ^ε ∈ D such that

E^0(φ) ≤ E^0(φ_χε ) + ε.

Proof. We adapt the proof of [21, Theorem 2.3]. Let X = P × Ω_k × C_{k−1} × A and consider the mapping K : X → P(Ω_{k+1}) defined by K(A; P, ω, c, c^′) = E^P [ 1_A(ω, ·, c, c^′) ] , A ∈ G_{k+1}. Then, we consider P as a measure on F_{k+1} and let us show that K is a Borel kernel; that is, K : X → P(Ω_{k+1}) is Borel measurable.

This is equivalent to saying that (P, ω, c, c^′) → E^P [f(ω, ·, c, c^′)] is Borel measurable whenever f : Ω_k × Ω_1 × C_{k−1} × A → R is bounded and Borel measurable. We now consider the set W of all bounded Borel functions g : Ω_k × Ω_1 × C_{k−1} × A → R such that (P, ω, c, c^′) → E^P [ g(ω, ·, c, c^′) ] is Borel measurable for any c ∈ C_{k−1},

and show that it contains a monotone class.

The set W is a linear space, contains all constants and if g_n ∈ W increases to a bounded function g, then the above condition is satisfied as (P, ω, c, c^′) → E^P [g(ω, ·, c, c^′)] is the pointwise limit of the Borel-measurable functions (P, ω, c, c^′) → E^P [g_n(ω, ·, c, c^′)]. Moreover, W contains any bounded, uniformly continuous function g. Indeed, if ρ is a modulus of continuity for g and (P^n, ω^n, c^n, c^{′n}) → (P, ω, c, c^′) in X, then | |E_P^n [g(ω_n, ·, c_n, c_{′n})] − E_P[g(ω, ·, c, c_′ )] | | ≤ | |E_P^n [g(ω_n, ·, c, c_′)] − E_P^n [g(ω, ·, c, c_′)] | |

+ | |E^{Pn} [ g(ω, ·, c, c^′ ) ] − E^P [ g(ω, ·, c, c^′ ) ]| | + | |E_P^n [g(ω, ·, c, c_{′n})] − E_P^n [g(ω, ·, c, c_′)] | |

+ | |E_P^n [g(ω, ·, c_n, c_′)] − E_P^n [g(ω, ·, c, c_′)] | | ≤ ρ (dist(ω^n, ω)) + ρ ( dist(c^{′n}, c^′) ) + ρ (dist(c^n, c)) + | |E^{Pn} [ g(ω, ·, c, c^′ ) ] − E^P [ g(ω, ·, c, c^′ ) ]| | → 0, showing that (P, ω, c, c^′) → E^P [g(ω, ·, c, c^′)] is continuous and thus Borel-measurable. Since the uniformly continuous functions generate the Borel σ-algebra on Ω_k × Ω_1 × C_{k−1} × A, the monotone class theorem implies that W contains all bounded Borelmeasurable functions. Therefore, K is σ(W )-measurable; that is, K is a Borel kernel. Then by [7, Proposition 7.48], which says that Borel kernels integrate upper semianalytic functions into upper semianalytic ones, the mapping ( P, ω, c, c^′ ) → E^P [ f(ω, ·, c, c^′) ] ≡ ∫ f(ω, ω^′, c, c^′)K(dω^′; P, ω, c^′) is upper semianalytic. After recalling that P_{k,k+1} has an analytic graph and A is analytic, it follows from the Projection Theorem in form of [7, Proposition 7.47], that E_k(f) = sup_{(P,c)} E^P [f(ω, ·, c, ·)] is upper semianalytic (in (Ω_1 × A)). Then by the Jankov-von Neumann Theorem in the form of [7, Proposition 7.50, page 184], and

Fubini’s theorem ( E_{0,1} ∘ · · · ∘ E_N ) (φ) = E_{0,1} ( E^1(φ) )

≤ E^{Qε0} [ E^1(φ)(ω_0, ·, ·, c^ε_0) ] + ε ≤ E^{Qε0} [ E^{Qε1} [ E^2(φ)(ω_1, ·, ·, c^ε_1) ]] + 2ε . . ≤ Nε + E^{Q ε} [φ(·, χ^ε)] , which results in E^0(φ) ≤ Nε + sup_{Q∈M} E^Q [φ_χε ] ,

with χ^ε(ω) := ( c^ε_0(ω_0), c^ε_1(ω_1, c^ε_0(ω_0)) . . . , c^ε_N (ω_N , c^ε_{N−1}(ω_{N−1}, . . . )) ) for any ω ∈ Ω.^2 To see that χ^ε_k is indeed F_k-measurable, we proceed inductively. By definition, c^ε_0 is F_0-measurable. Assuming that for any time k, χ^ε_k is F_k-measurable, we look at c^ε_{k+1} ( ω_{k+1}, (χ^ϵ_i )_{0≤i≤k} ) , which is the universally (or analytically measurable) selector at time k + 1; that is, R := { (ω_{k+1}, c_k) | c^ε_{k+1}(ω_{k+1}, c_k) ∈ B, B ∈ B_A } ∈ A_{Ωk+1×Ck} , the analytic σ-algebra.

3 Hence, we have that R_{|Ωk+1} ∈ F_{k+1}. We claim that χ^ε_k is also F_{k+1}-measurable. Indeed, via some embedding (χ^ε_k)^{−1}(B) := {ω ∈ Ω_k | χ^ε_k(ω) ∈ B, B ∈ B_A} × Ω_1 ∈ F_{k+1}. Therefore, χ^ε_{k+1} is F_{k+1}-measurable.

The next lemma follows directly from the proof of Lemma 3.8.

Lemma 3.9. Let φ ∈ Υ, then we have that E_k(f) : Ω_k → R is upper semianalytic, whenever f : Ω_{k+1} → R is upper semianalytic.

Next, we show the '≤' side of the equality in (3.12). Recall the family of operators ( E_k ) defined in (3.8) and (3.9), as well as the relationship between E_k and E_{k,k+1} defined in (3.10).

Lemma 3.10. We have that sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] ≤ E^0(Φ), Φ ∈ Υ. (3.13)

2To help better picture χ, here is what it looks like in a three-period example, χ(ω) =

χ_0(ω_0), χ_1(ω_1, χ_0)) c1 , χ2(ω2, (χ0, χ1))) c2 . 3We recall that for any Borel space X, BX ⊂ AX ⊂ UX , where BX is the Borel σ-algebra, UX the universal σ-algebra and AX the analytic σ-algebra. (See [7, page 171], for details.)

Proof. We first rewrite E^0 as Ẽ^0 below. Let

G^−_k := G_k ⊗ B(C_{k−1}) ⊂ G_k := G_k ⊗ B(C_k) ⊂ F_k,

M^−_k (ω) := { Q ≪ P : Q [ [ω̄]_G−_k ] = 1 and E^Q [ ΔS_n | F_{n−1} ] = 0 ∀n ∈ {k + 1, . . . , N} } , which is essentially the same as M_k(ω̄) defined in (2.15), with [ω̄]_G−_k defined as in

(2.8). However, for the consistency with G^−_k , we use M^−_k in the rest of this proof.

Note that G^−_k is countably generated because C_{k−1} ⊆ A^{k−1} is second countable and hence its Borel σ-algebra is countably generated. For Φ ∈ Υ, define the operators

Ẽ_k(φ)(ω̄) := sup Q∈M^−_k (ω̄) E^Q [φ] , k ≤ N − 1, Ẽ_N (φ)(ω̄) := sup c^′∈C_1 φ(ω̄, c^′). Denote E^k(·) := E_k ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (·) and Ẽ^k(·) := Ẽ_k ∘ · · · ∘ Ẽ_N (·). We claim that

E^k(Φ)(ω̄) = Ẽ^k(Φ)(ω̄), 0 ≤ k ≤ N, Φ ∈ Υ. (3.14)

The fact that G^−_k is countably generated guarantees the existence of the regular conditional probabilities of any Q ∈ M w.r.t. G^−_k , denoted as Q_{ω̄} , which satisfies Q ({ ω̄ : Q_{ω̄} ∈ M^−_k (ω̄) }) = 1. Then we have E^Q [ Φ | F^−_k ] = E^Q [ Φ | G^−_k ] ≤ Ẽ_k(Φ), Q-a.s., which implies (3.13) by the tower property of conditional expectations and the definition of Ẽ^0.

Hence, it suffices to prove (3.14). For ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_k, take any Q ∈ M_k(ω), then for c^′ ∈ C_{N−k+1}, we have that c^{′′} = (c, c^′) and Q ⊗ δ_c′′ ∈ M^−_k (ω̄) and Q ⊗ δ_c′′ (Ω × {c^{′′}}) = 1. It then follows that E_k(f)(ω̄) ≤ Ẽ_k(f)(ω̄), for f ∈ Υ.

For the other direction, for ω̄ = (ω, c) ∈ Ω_k, take any Q ∈ M^−_k (ω̄) and consider its regular conditional probabilities w.r.t. G_{k−1}, denoted by Q_c′′ , c^{′′} = (c, c^′) and c^′ ∈ C_{N−k+1}. Then Q_c′′_{|Ω} ∈ M_k(ω) and Q_c′′ ({ω} × {c^{′′}}) = 1, for all c ∈ C_{N−k+1}.

Therefore, E_k(f)(ω̄) ≥ Ẽ_k(f)(ω̄), for f ∈ Υ. The result then follows by observing that Ẽ_N (φ)(ω̄) = E_N (φ)(ω, c).

Proof of Proposition 3.7. By Lemma 3.8, for any ϵ > 0

E^0(Φ) = E_0 ∘ · · · ∘ E_N (Φ) ≤ E^0(Φ_χ∗ ) + ε = sup_{Q∈M} E^Q [Φ_χ∗ ] + ε

≤ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] + ε ≤ sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] + ε.

The last inequality is because the set M is larger than the set of all push-forward measures induced by ω → (ω, χ(ω, ·)) and Q ∈ M for all χ ∈ D. In addition to all feasible action sequences in D, it also takes into consideration all possible plans in C. Since ε is arbitrary, we obtain the inequality

E^0(Φ) ≤ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] ≤ sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] .

Combined with the inequality in (3.13) as proved in Lemma 3.10, we have that

E^0(Φ) = sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [Φ_χ] .

The local no-arbitrage condition NA (P_{k,k+1}(ω)) introduced in [9] states that, given a fixed ω ∈ Ω_k, ΔS_{k+1}(ω, ·) := S_{k+1}(ω, ·)−S_k(ω) can be considered as a random variable on Ω_1, which represents a one-period market on (Ω_1, B(Ω_1)) endowed with a collection P_{k,k+1}(ω) of probability measures. Then NA (P_{k,k+1}(ω)) denotes the noarbitrage condition in such a one-period market; that is, the condition NA(P_{k,k+1}(ω)) holds if for all H ∈ R^d ,

HΔS_{k+1}(ω, ·) ≥ 0 P_{k,k+1}(ω)-q.s. =⇒ HΔS_{k+1}(ω, ·) = 0 P_{k,k+1}(ω)-q.s.

Recall the definition of Ω^+_k := Ω_k × C_k, then by Lemma 3.9 and by Lemma 4.10 of [9], we obtain the following result.

Lemma 3.11. Let f : Ω_{k+1} → R be upper semianalytic. Then E_k(f) : Ω_k → R is still upper semianalytic. Moreover, there exists a universally measurable function y : Ω^+_k → R^d such that E(f)(ω̄) + y(ω̄^+)ΔS_{k+1}(ω, ·) ≥ f(ω, ·, c), P_{k,k+1}(ω)-q.s. for all ω̄^+ = (ω, c) = (ω̄, c_k) ∈ Ω^+_k such that NA (P_{k,k+1}(ω)) holds and f(ω, ·, c) > −∞, P_{k,k+1}(ω)-q.s.

We are ready for the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The weak duality as in (3.5) is given by sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] ≤ π^E (Φ).

Without loss of generality, assume that Φ is bounded from above, as by Lemma 6.4 of [1] we have that lim_{n→∞} π^E (Φ ∧ n) = π^E (Φ) (see also the proof of Theorem 3.4 of [9]) and that sup_{Q∈M} E^Q [Φ] = lim_{n→∞} sup_{Q∈M} E^Q [Φ ∧ n], by the monotone convergence theorem.

When Φ is bounded from above, by Proposition 3.7, it is enough to prove that there exists some H ∈ H such that

E^0(Φ) + ( H ∘ S ) N ≥ Φ P-q.s.

By Lemma 3.6, we have that E^k(Φ)(ω̄) > −∞ for all ω̄ ∈ Ω_k. Recall that the only difference between Ω_k and Ω^+_k is the one-step action at time k. Then by Lemma 3.11, there exist a universally measurable function y^k : Ω^+_k → R^d such that

y^k(ω̄^+)ΔS_{k+1}(ω, ·) ≥ E^{k+1}(Φ)(ω, ·, c) − E^k(ω̄), c^′ ∈ C_{N−k+1}, P_{k,k+1}(ω)-q.s., for all ω̄ ∈ Ω^+_k such that NA(P_{k,k+1}(ω)) holds.

It follows that N−1∑ k=0 H_{k+1}ΔS_{k+1} ≥ N−1∑ k=0 ( E^{k+1}(Φ) − E^k )

= E_N (Φ) − E^0(Φ) ≥ Φ − E^0(Φ), P-q.s.,

where H_{k+1}(ω̄) := y^k([ω̄]^+_k ).

Hence, H is an optimal superhedging strategy for Φ being bounded above. The existence of the optimal superhedging strategy for general Φ is then a consequence of Lemma 6.4 in [1].

4 Duality with information delay

4.1 The delay setup

Let us consider the setup where the information on the action chosen by the buyer at time k is only revealed to the seller up to l ≤ N periods later. At maturity N, the seller would have known the true sequence of actions chosen by the buyer.

To this end, denote ^C := ^A^{N+1} to be the space of true action sequences, where ^A is the space of true actions at each time. Let A := ( ^A ∪ {null} )_{N+1} , and let C := A^{N+1} be the space of observed actions at each time. We explicitly include a null element to take care of invalid/conflicting actions, and we will talk more about this later (for example, Example 4.3).

More specifically, for a sequence of true actions ĉ = (ĉ_0, ĉ_1, . . . , ĉ_N ), the corresponding observed sequence of actions c = (c_0, c_1, . . . , c_N ), with c_t = (c_{t,0}, c_{t,1}, . . . , c_{t,N} ) the observation at time t, is given by

c_{t,k} = ĉ_k ∈ ^A, ĉ_k is observed exactly at time t, c_{t,k} = null, otherwise, (4.1)

for t = 0, . . . , T . That is, c_{t,k} represents the information observed at time t for the true action ĉ_k occurred at time k; if the information of ĉ_k is not available at time t or has been obtained before time t, we set c_{t,k} to null.

Example 4.1. Consider a 2-period case with true action space at each time ^A = {L, R}. We have A := {L, R, null}^3 and C := A^3. Then the observed sequence c = (c_0, c_1, c_2) with c_0 = (null, null, null) , c_1 = (R, null, null) , c_2 = (null, L, R) corresponds to the situation that R (resp. L, R) is the true action at time 0 (resp. 1, 2) observed at time 1 (resp. 2, 2); the observed sequence

c^′ = ( c^′_0, c^′_1, c^′_2 ) , with c^′_0 = (R, null, null) , c^′_1 = (null, null, null) , c^′_2 = (null, L, L) corresponds to the situation that R (resp. L, L) is the true action at time 0 (resp. 1, 2) observed at time 0 (resp., 2, 2).

Fix l ≤ N, and let C^v be the space of observed action sequences in the variable delay case (i.e., the delay could take any value in {0, 1, . . . , l}). Let C^f be the space of observed action sequences in the fixed-delay case where the delay is fixed to be l. Obviously, C^f ⊆ C^v ⊆ C.

Moreover, for any c = (c_0, c_1, . . . , c_N ) ∈ C^v with c_t = (c_{t,0}, c_{t,1}, . . . , c_{t,N} ), for any k there is exactly one t such that c_{t,k} ∈ ^A, meaning that the true action at time k is only observed once.

Example 4.2. Consider the observed sequences c, c^′ from Example 4.1. When l = 1, we have c ∈ C^f ⊆ C^v and c^′ ∈ C^v \ C^f .

Define ξ^v : C^v → ^A^{N+1} (resp. ξ^f : C^f → ^A^{N+1}) to be the mapping from the observed action sequence space to the true action sequence space via (4.1) in an obvious way; that is, ξ^v = (ξ^v_0 , . . . , ξ^v_N ) with ξ^v_k (c) = ĉ_k, c ∈ C,

where ĉ_k ∈ ^A is the true action at time k. It is easy to see that ξ^v (resp. ξ^f ) is surjective (resp. bijective) on C^v (resp. C^f ).

We further extend the domain of ξ^v(·) (resp. ξ^f (·)) to C and set ξ^v(c) (resp. ξ^f (c)) to a null sequence if c ∉ C^v (resp. c ∉ C^f ), which will trigger the payoff to be set to −∞ as we will see later.

Example 4.3. Consider again the setup in Example 4.1 and let l = 1. We have

ξ^v(c) = ξ^f (c) = (R, L, R) , ξ^v(c^′) = (R, L, L) and ξ^f (c) = null sequence.

For the observed sequence c^{′′} = ( c^{′′}_0 , c^{′′}_1 , c^{′′}_2 ) with c^{′′}_0 = (null, null, null) , c^{′′}_1 = (R, R, null) , c^{′′}_2 (null, L, L) since c^{′′} ∉ C^v (the true action at time 2 cannot be observed more than once and it is also conflicting), we have

ξ^v(c^{′′}) = ξ^f (c^{′′}) = null sequence.

Let Φ : Ω × ^A^{N+1} → R be upper semianalytic, representing the payoff function of an option to be superhedged. Note that Φ really is a function of the true action sequence instead of the observed one. We further set

Φ(·, null sequence) := −∞ (4.2)

to count for invalid observed sequences. Recall the set of dynamic trading strategies defined in (2.9). We define the superhedging price for the variable-delay case:

π^v(Φ) := inf {x : ∃H ∈ H s.t. x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ(·, ξ^v(c)) P-q.s., ∀c ∈ C} , (4.3)

as well as for fixed-delay case:

π^f (Φ) := inf { x : ∃H ∈ H s.t. x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ(·, ξ^f (c)) P-q.s., ∀c ∈ C } . (4.4) Recall the space of admissible sequences of actions defined in (2.1). With a bit abuse of notation, we write Φ_ξv_{(χ)} = Φ (·, ξ^v(χ(·, ·))), and present our result on duality with information delay as the following theorem.

4.2 Main results

Theorem 4.4. We have the following dualities

π^v(Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξv_{(χ)} ] = π^f (Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χa∈Da} E^Q [Φ_χa ] .

(4.5) where Φ_χa = Φ (·, χ^a(·, ·)) and

D^a := { χ^a : Ω × T → ^A | χ^a(·, k) is F_{(k+l)∧N} -measurable, k = 0, ..., N } .

Remark 4.5. Theorem 4.4 says that the superhedging price in the variable-delay situation is the same as that for the fixed-delay, which should not come as a surprise since we are in the robust framework and it makes sense to hedge against the worst case scenario. The more interesting part is when there is an information delay, the superhedging price increases, hence breaking the duality. But then, the duality can be restored, by fictitiously allowing the buyer the ability to look into the future as far as the maximum delay, and thus increasing the worst case model price.

Remark 4.6. In [5, Section 3.1], it is shown that if the seller of the hedged American option does not adjust her trading strategy according to the realized exercise time (which is equivalent to maximum delay periods l = N), then the superhedging price would be the same as the supremum of the expectation of the pathwise maximum of the Americaion option over martingale measures (which is aligned with the case that the option holder can look into the future for l = N periods). Therefore, the result in [5, Section 3.1] can be thought of as a special case of Theorem 4.3.

Remark 4.7. As pointed out in Remark 3.4, when statically traded European options g are included, we may establish the duality as follows by a dynamic extension such that the European options can also be dynamically traded,

π^v_g (Φ) = ^π^v(Φ) = sup_^ Q∈ ^M sup ^χ∈ ^D E^{^Q} [ Φ_ξv_{(^χ)} ] = π^f_g (Φ) = ^π^f (Φ)

= sup_^ Q∈ ^M sup ^χ∈ ^D E^{^Q} [ Φ_ξf_{(^χ)} ] = sup_^ Q∈ ^M sup ^χ^a∈ ^D^a E^{^Q} [ Φ_{^χ}a ] .

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Since Φ(·, ξ^v (c)) ≥ Φ(·, ξ^f (c)) for any c ∈ C, we must have π^f (Φ) ≤ π^v(Φ). On the other hand, let x ∈ R and H ∈ H be such that

x + (H(·, c) ∘ S)_N ≥ Φ(·, ξ^f (c)), P-q.s., ∀c ∈ C^f (and thus ∀c ∈ C due to (4.2)). Let ( ξ^f )_{−1} : ^C → C^f be the inverse function of ξ^f . Define H^′ ∈ H by

H^′_t(ω, c) = { H_t(ω, ( ξ^f )_{−1} (ξ^v(c))), ∃c^′ ∈ C^v s.t. c^′_k = c_k, k = 0, . . . , t, 0, otherwise.

The idea is that, in a variable-delay situation, the hedger could make it through by always mimicking the strategies of a hedger in a fixed-delay situation who is exposed to less information. Then we have that x + ( H^′(·, c) ∘ S ) N ≥ Φ(·, ξ^v(c)), P-q.s., ∀c ∈ C^v (and thus ∀c ∈ C due to (4.2) ).

This implies that π^f (Φ) ≥ π^v(Φ) and thus π^f (Φ) = π^v(Φ). By Theorem 3.2, we have

π^v(Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξv_{(χ)} ] = π^f (Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] . (4.6)

Alternatively, by Theorem 3.2 the first and third equality hold in (4.6). Since Φ(·, ξ^v(c)) ≥ Φ(·, ξ^f (c)) for any c ∈ C, we have

sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξv_{(χ)} ] ≥ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] . On the other hand, for any χ ∈ D with ξ^v (χ(·)) ∈ C^v P-q.s., since ξ^f is bijective on C^f , there exists a χ̃ ∈ D such that

ξ^v (χ(ω)) = ξ^f (χ̃(ω)) , P-q.s.

This implies sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξv_{(χ)} ] ≤ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ]

and thus (4.6).

It remains to show the last equality in (4.5). Take χ ∈ D, and without loss of generality we assume χ(·) ∈ C^f P-q.s., for otherwise E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] = −∞ for Q ∈ M. Then it is easy to see that ξ^v_k (χ(·)) is F_{(k+l)∧N} -measurable (up to a P-null set) for k = 0, . . . , N. Therefore,

sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] ≤ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χa∈Da} E^Q [Φ_χa ] .

Conversely, let χ^a ∈ D^a. As ξ^f is bijective on C^f , we may take χ ∈ D such that ξ^f (χ) = χ^a, i.e., χ_k(·) = (χ_{k,0}(·), . . . , χ_{k,N} (·)) = ( (ξ^f )^{−1}(χ^a) ) k with

χ_{k,t}(·) = { χ^a_t (·), k = (t + l) ∧ N, null, otherwise, for k, t = 0, . . . , N. Note that since χ^a_t is F_{(t+l)∧N} -measurable for k ∈ T, χ_k is indeed F_k-measurable for k ∈ T and thus we indeed have χ ∈ D. Consequently,

sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χ∈D} E^Q [ Φ_ξf_{(χ)} ] ≥ sup_{Q∈M} sup_{χa∈Da} E^Q [Φ_χa ] ,

and the proof is complete.

Remark 4.8. The proof of Theorem 4.4 relies on the measurability of ξ^f : C → ^C, and here is a quick note on why it would not be of concern. Rewrite ξ^f := ( ξ^f_0 , . . . , ξ^f_N ) , where ξ^f_k : C → ^A. It is easy to see that for any A ∈ F^{^A}, we have that ( ξ^f )_{−1} k (A) = null action×A×· · · ×null action which belongs to F^C . Therefore, ξ^f_k is measurable for all k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N}, and so is ξ^f . For the variable-delay, we can write (ξ^v_k )^{−1} (A) = ⋃_l j=0 ( ξ^{f,j}_k )_{−1} (A) where j ∈ {0, . . . , l} is the length of the variable-delay period, which is also in F^C .

Remark 4.9. It is worth pointing out that (in the variable-delay situation) the delay could be a choice of the buyer, or it could be due to some randomness from the external world, for instance, a communication system breakdown, etc.

4.3 The delayed Snell envelope

The Snell envelope, first introduced in [22], is an important tool used in the valuation of American options. In this section, we develop a similar notion in the context of an information delay on the buyer’s decision to exercise an American option, in a nonrobust complete market setup.

Consider the following motivating example to see how the delay would cause the American option price to go up.

Example 4.10. Consider the case with one-American option. Let N be the maturity date and l < N be the number of maximum delay periods. The true action space is given by ^A := {stop, continue}. The collection of all possible action plans would be ^C := ^A^{N+1}, while the observed action space at each time would be of the form A := ( ^A ∪ {null} )_{N+1} . For instance, let N = 14 and l = 3. If the buyer chooses to exercise at time 2 with a delay period of 2, then only when 2 periods later at time 4 would the option seller be able to observe that the option has been exercised already at time 2.

To see how the information delay could cause the model price to go up, consider the following non-robust 2-period American option example:

1/2

1/2

1/2

1/2

1/2

1/2

(4; 1)

(2; 2) (6; 4)

(2; 2)

(4; 1)

(0; 6) (3; 0)

Figure 1: 2-period binomial tree for an American option. The labels at each node is a tuple of the stock price and the payoff of the American option, respectively.

In the no-delay situation, the model price is given by

sup_τ E^Q [Φ_τ ] = 1 2 (2 ∨ 1 + 3 ∨ 2) ∨ 0 = 5 2 , while in the 1-period fixed delay setup, by considering at time 2 the immediate payoff versus the payoff that one should have got if exercising the option 1 period earlier, we find that

sup_{τ a} E^Q [Φ_τ a ] = 1 2 ( 1 2 (4 ∨ 1 + 2 ∨ 1) ∨ 1 + 1 2 (1 ∨ 2 + 6 ∨ 2) ∨ 2 ) = 12 4 . Recall that l ∈ T is the maximum delay, a fixed number, and we introduce the following set of random times

T^{−l}_s := {τ : τ ∈ [(s − l) ∨ 0, N] and {τ ≤ (s − l) ∨ 0} is F_s-measurable} , for any s ∈ T.

Then the Snell envelop from the seller’s point of view is given by

J^{−l}_k = sup τ ∈T^{−l}_k E^Q [Φ_τ | F_k] ,

the intuition being that given F_k at time k, the seller, dreading the buyer’s ability to revise her decisions in the past, assumes the worst-case scenario where the option has not been exercised up to l units of time ago.

On the other hand, let K_s := F_{(s+l)∧N} and K := (K_s)_{s=0,1,...,N} and we have

T^{+l}_s := {τ : τ ∈ [s, N] and τ is a K -stopping time} , for any s ∈ T.

From the buyer’s perspective, the Snell envelope is of the following form

J^{+l}_k := J^{−l}_{k+l} = sup τ ∈T^{+l}_k E^Q [Φ_τ | K_k] , which takes into consideration the fictitious power that she has to look into the future for up to l periods.

It is easy to see that J^{−l}_k coincides with J^{+l}_k by a change of variable. Proof of J^{+l}_k being a (Q, K )-supermartingale and the smallest supermartingale dominating Φ can be found in, for example, [11, Appendix I], [14, Proposition 3.2]

Denote T^{+l}_0 by T^a as introduced in the previous sections, we have

J^{+l}_0 = sup_{τ ∈T a} E^Q [Φ_τ ] = π̄(Φ),

by Theorem 4.4, and by noticing that the nonrobust complete market setup reduces both P and M to singletons.

Then the Doob-Meyer decomposition theorem can be applied, yielding

J^{+l}_k = M_k − C_k,

where M is a (Q, K )-martingale and C a nondecreasing, integrable and K -predictable process with C_0 = 0.

Consider N_k = M_{k−l} and we see that N is a (Q, F)-martingale, which guarantees the existence of some hedging strategy, say H̃. However, note that the first piece of information regarding the buyer’s decision only comes in at time l, hence it is reasonable to let H̃_0, . . . , H̃_{l−1} follow the hedging strategy of the European option Φ terminating at time l − 1.

Remark 4.11. Note that T^{+l}_s can be obtained via a change variable on T^{−l}_s . Intuitively, they have described the option buyer’s fictitious super power in the information delay setup from two different perspectives; that is, the power to rectify past decisions and the power to make decisions based on future information.

5 Examples

Apart from the American option in an information delay setup, as given in Example 4.10, we also present the following few examples where our model is applicable.

5.1 Multiple American options with constraints

Say we want to sell m ∈ N American options, how should we price it and do we still have a nice duality result like we used to?

Without loss of generality, we exclude exercise at time 0. Let T := {1, . . . , N}, which also serves as our action space; that is, we have that A := T. Hence, the collection of all possible stopping plans is denoted as C := T^m, and the enlarged space in this case can be defined as Ω := Ω × C, with T : Ω → T^m given by T (ω̄) = (θ_1, . . . , θ_m). An element of Ω looks like ω̄ = (ω, θ_1, . . . , θ_m). The filtration is given by F := ( F_k ) k=0,...,N with F k = Fk ⊗ ϑ m k and ϑ_k = σ (T ∧ (k + 1)) to ensure nonanticipativity.

An easy adaptation of our previous arguments, coupled with a random set at each time step to keep track of the American options that are still active, gives us the desired duality π^A(Φ) = sup_{Q∈M} sup_{τ ∈T (F)m} E^Q [Φ_τ ] = sup Q∈M E^Q [Φ] .

Furthermore, placing constraints on how these American options can be exercised gives us more non-trivial examples:

• Waiting period n ∈ N after an execution; in such cases, our collection of admissible plans D := {c ∈ T^m : ‖c_i − c_j ‖ ∈ [n, N], ∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}; that is, the buyer has to wait at least n periods after an execution of one of the American options;

• Limit of m^′ ≤ m on the number of options exercised each time; hence, the collection admissible plans D := {c ∈ T^m : ∑_m i=1 1_{ci=k} ≤ m^′, ∀k ∈ T}. Any choice outside D would result in the payoff being set to −∞, as pointed out in Remark 2.2.

5.2 Option on options recursively

Suppose there is such a contract that allows the buyer to choose until time K before the maturity date N, from a set of options, where each element is an option on another set of options, and so on so forth. Hence, we have the set of available options A at each time as our action space and C := A^K as the collection of all possible action plans. Then the collection of admissible plans D := { c ∈ C : c_k ∈ f_k((c_i)_{i≤k−1}), k = 0, . . . , K } , where f_k : (c_i)_{i≤k−1} → A produces the set of options available at time k, as a result of the buyer’s previous choices.

References

[1] A. Aksamit et al. Robust Pricing–Hedging Duality for American Options in Discrete Time Financial Markets. Math. Finance 29.3 (2019), pp. 861–897.

[2] E. Bayraktar, Y.-J. Huang, and Z. Zhou. On Hedging American Options under Model Uncertainty. SIAM J. Financial Math. 6.1 (2015), pp. 425–447.

[3] E. Bayraktar and Z. Zhou. Arbitrage, Hedging and Utility Maximization Using Semi-Static Trading Strategies with American Options. Ann. Appl. Probab. 26.6 (2016), pp. 3531–3558.

[4] E. Bayraktar and Z. Zhou. No-Arbitrage and Hedging with Liquid American Options. Math. Oper. Res. 44.2 (2019), pp. 468–486.

[5] E. Bayraktar and Z. Zhou. Super-Hedging American Options with Semi-Static Trading Strategies under Model Uncertainty. International Journal of Theoretical and Applied Finance 20.06 (2017), p. 1750036.

[6] M. Beiglböck, P. Henry-Labordere, and F. Penkner. Model-Independent Bounds for Option Prices—a Mass Transport Approach. Finance Stoch. 17.3 (2013), pp. 477–501.

[7] D. P. Bertsekas and S. E. Shreve. Stochastic Optimal Control: The Discrete-Time Case. Athena Scientific, 1996.

[8] S. Biagini et al. Robust Fundamental Theorem for Continuous Processes. Math.

Finance 27.4 (2017), pp. 963–987.

[9] B. Bouchard and M. Nutz. Arbitrage and Duality in Nondominated Discrete- Time Models. Ann. Appl. Probab. 25.2 (2015), pp. 823–859.

[10] M. Burzoni, M. Frittelli, and M. Maggis. Model-Free Superhedging Duality. Ann.

Appl. Probab. 27.3 (2017), pp. 1452–1477.

[11] C. Dellacherie and P. Meyer. Probabilities and Potential, B: Theory of Martingales. ISSN. Elsevier Science, 2011. isbn: 9780080871837.

[12] L. Denis and C. Martini. A Theoretical Framework for the Pricing of Contingent

Claims in the Presence of Model Uncertainty. Ann. Appl. Probab. 16.2 (2006), pp. 827–852.

[13] Y. Dolinsky and H. M. Soner. Martingale Optimal Transport and Robust Hedging

in Continuous Time. Probab. Theory Related Fields 160.1-2 (2014), pp. 391– 427.

[14] I. Guo and M. Rutkowski. Arbitrage Pricing of Multi-Person Game Contingent

Claims. CoRR (2014). arXiv: 1405.2718v1 [q-fin.MF].

[15] S. Herrmann and F. Stebegg. Robust Pricing and Hedging around the Globe.

Ann. Appl. Probab. 29.6 (2019), pp. 3348–3386.

[16] D. Hobson and A. Neuberger. Model Uncertainty and the Pricing of American

Options. Finance Stoch. 21.1 (2017), pp. 285–329.

[17] D. G. Hobson. Robust Hedging of the Lookback Option. Finance Stoch. 2.4 (1998),

pp. 329–347.

[18] Z. Hou and J. Obłój. Robust Pricing–Hedging Dualities in Continuous Time.

Finance Stoch. 22.3 (2018), pp. 511–567.

[19] A. Neuberger. Bounds on the American Option (2007). Preprint: http://ssrn.com/abstract=966333. [20] A. Neufeld and M. Nutz. Superreplication under Volatility Uncertainty for Measurable Claims. Electron. J. Probab. 18 (2013), pp. 1–14.

[21] M. Nutz and R. van Handel. Constructing Sublinear Expectations on Path Space.

Stochastic Processes and their Applications 123.8 (2013), pp. 3100–3121. [22] J. L. Snell. Applications of Martingale System Theorems. Transactions of the

American Mathematical Society 73.2 (1952), pp. 293–312.

[23] H. M. Soner, N. Touzi, and J. Zhang. Dual Formulation of Second Order Target

Problems. Ann. Appl. Probab. 23.1 (2013), pp. 308–347.