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The fundamental theorem of asset pricing with and without
transaction costs

Christoph Kiithn*

Abstract

We prove a version of the fundamental theorem of asset pricing (FTAP) in continuous time
that is based on the strict no-arbitrage condition and that is applicable to both frictionless
markets and markets with proportional transaction costs. We consider a market with a
single risky asset whose ask price process is higher than or equal to its bid price process.
Neither the concatenation property of the set of wealth processes, that is used in the proof of
the frictionless FTAP, nor some boundedness property of the trading volume of admissible
strategies usually argued with in models with a nonvanishing bid-ask spread need to be
satisfied in our model.
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1 Introduction

In frictionless financial market models with finitely many assets and a single probability measure,
the arbitrage theory can be considered to be fully understood in principle. The fundamental
theorem of asset pricing by Delbaen and Schachermayer [10] states that a market model satisfies
no free lunch with vanishing risk (NFLVR) iff there exists an equivalent probability measure
under which discounted asset prices are o-martingales. A variant of this theorem by Yan [3§]
provides even true martingales by considering a credit line that is a multiple of the sum of
all asset prices in the market. For a detailed discussion of the arbitrage theory in frictionless
markets we refer the reader to Delbaen and Schachermayer [I1] and Eberlein and Kallsen [12]
Subsection 11.7].

The picture for models with proportional transactions costs that generalize frictionless mar-
kets by allowing for bid-ask spreads is different. The picture is clear-cut in finite discrete time
and for a finite probability space: in a general “currency model”, Kabanov and Stricker [25]
show that no-arbitrage (NA) is equivalent to the existence of a so-called consistent price sys-
tem (CPS), which is a multidimensional martingale under the objective probability measure
taking values within the dual of the cone of solvent portfolios at each point in time. In the
special case of only one risky asset that we consider in the present paper, a CPS is a pair of an
equivalent probability measure and a martingale under this measure that lies between the (dis-
counted) bid and the ask price of the risky asset. For infinite probability spaces, this equivalence
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fails; Schachermayer [36, Example 3.1] provides an example for an arbitrage-free market which
allows an approximate arbitrage, i.e., a nonzero and nonnegative portfolio which is the limit
in probability of a sequence of portfolios attainable from zero endowment, and consequently a
CPS cannot exist. This raises the obvious question under which stronger no-arbitrage conditions
the existence of a CPS can be guaranteed. Schachermayer [36] introduces the concept of robust
no-arbitrage (NA”") — a no-arbitrage condition which is robust with respect to small changes in
the bid-ask spreads. Loosely speaking, if the bid-ask spread (of a pair of assets) does not vanish,
there have to exist more favorable bid—ask prices, leading to a smaller spread, such that the
modified market still satisfies NA. Schachermayer [36] shows that NA” implies that the set of
terminal portfolios attainable from zero endowment is closed in probability, and that NA" is
equivalent to the existence of a strictly consistent price system (SCPS), that is, a martingale
taking values within the relative interior of the dual of the cone of solvent portfolios at each point
in time. For general probability spaces but only one risky asset (in addition to a bank account)
it is shown by Grigoriev [I5] that NA already implies the existence of a CPS, although the set
of attainable portfolios need not be closed in probability; see also Bayraktar and Zhang [3] for
a different proof that holds in the more general framework of model uncertainty.

Most of the literature on continuous time models is based on the NA" concept. Guasoni,
Résonyi, and Schachermayer [18] derive a FTAP for a continuous mid-price process and small de-
terministic transaction costs. This means that the equivalence between no-arbitrage and the exis-
tence of a CPS holds asymptotically for small transaction costs. Guasoni, Lépinette, Résonyi [19]
prove a FTAP under a continuous time extension of NA" called robust no free lunch with van-
ishing risk (RNFLVR). The condition states that the bid-ask market has to satisfy NFLVR also
for a slightly more favorable bid and ask prices. The reduction of the spread is uniformly in time
but not uniformly in the scenario. The closedness required for portfolio optimization is shown
under similar conditions, see Czichowsky and Schachermayer [§].

Introduced by Guasoni [16], another popular sufficient condition to obtain an arbitrage-free
model is stickiness. It is formulated in the special case that the investor pays deterministic trans-
action costs when she buys or sells at a stochastic (mid-)price process. Roughly speaking, the
condition states that there are positive probabilities that the mid-price stays in neighborhoods
of its starting value. The appeal of the condition is that it is satisfied for many of the stochastic
processes usually considered in stochastic modeling (e.g. for fractional Brownian motion). On
the other hand, it is of course far away from being necessary.

An alternative to NA" is the strict no-arbitrage (NA®) condition introduced by Kabanov,
Résonyi, and Stricker [23]. Loosely speaking, a market model satisfies NA?® if any claim which is
attainable from zero endowment up to some intermediate time ¢ and can be liquidated in ¢ for
sure can also be attained from zero endowment by trading at time ¢ only. Property NA® alone
does not imply the existence of a CPS, see [36, Example 3.3] for the existence of an approximate
arbitrage under NA®. For a detailed discussion, we refer to the monograph of Kabanov and
Safarian [24]. More recently, Kithn and Molitor [27] introduced (in discrete time) a variant of
NA? that is called prospective strict no-arbitrage (NAP®). A market model satisfies NAP® if
any claim which is attainable from zero endowment by trading up to some time ¢ and can
subsequently be liquidated for sure can also be attained from zero endowment in the subsequent
periods (here, “subsequent” is not understood in a strict sense). This means that in contrast to
the NA? criterion, one does not distinguished between a trade that can be realized at time ¢ and
a trade from which one knows at time ¢ for sure that it can be realized in the future. NAP® is
slightly weaker than NA", but it guarantees that the set of terminal portfolios attainable from
zero endowment is closed in probability (see [27, Theorem 2.6]).

The aim of the present paper is to extend Kiithn and Molitor [27] to continuous time. We



consider a single risky asset with cadlag bid and ask price processes that may or may not coincide
depending on the scenario and time. An essential preparatory work is the paper by Kiihn and
Molitor [28]. Under no unbounded profit with bounded risk (NUPBR) for simple strategies it is
shown that there exists a semimartingale price system, that is a semimartingale lying between
the bid and ask price processes. Then, [28] show how these semimartingales can be used to
construct gains of general trading strategies that are not necessarily of finite variation. For the
continuous time extension of [27] that we consider in the present paper it is very natural to
merge the NAP® condition with no unbounded profit with bounded risk (NUPBR). The latter is
needed for the frictionless FTAP (the combination of NA and NUPBR is equivalent to NFLVR).
Very loosely speaking, a market model satisfies the new condition that we call prospective strict
no unbounded profit with bounded risk (NUPBRP?) if the set of cost values of the portfolios that
can be liquidated at maximal loss of 1 is bounded in probability. The cost value was introduced
by Bayraktar and Yu [2] as the cost to enter the portfolio position. It is the counterpart of the
liquidation value. In the special cases of a discrete time model or a frictionless model, NUPBR?®
coincide with NA?® and NUPBR, respectively. As in almost all FTAPs we prove that the set of
attainable terminal portfolios is closed. This property is of independent use.

In plain English, the key idea of our proof is that if a stock position is built up at a time
with positive spread (in terms of the “actual” bid and ask prices), there is a positive worst-
case risk taken by the investor that cannot be eliminated by smart trading at a later stage.
This restricts the amount of shares that can be hold at that time. Of course, the restriction also
depends on the current wealth of the investor (whereby we value positions at their cost/purchase
price). Once the number of assets is bounded on an interval, a semimartingale price system can
be used to show that trading costs cannot explode. The same holds for the total variation of
strategies as long as the spread is bounded away from zero. Then, we can apply the stochastic
version of Helly’s theorem by Schachermayer, and after passing to forward convex combinations,
any sequence of strategies converges pointwise to a finite limit. By contrast, the worst-case risk
described above disappears if the spread is zero since then a stock can be liquidated again
immediately at the same price as it has been purchased. But, for frictionless intervals we can
apply the (completely different) results used for the proof of the frictionless FTAP by Delbaen
and Schachermayer [I0]. Here, one directly analyzes the wealth processes (without having a
good control over the size of the strategies) and use that the investor can always switch between
strategies without transaction costs.

Unfortunately, although the basic intuition described above sounds not too complicated the
details are extremely technical. The main difficulties arises from the transition of frictionless
periods and periods with friction. This can occur continuously or by jumps that cause different
mathematical difficulties. We nevertheless hope to make the main ideas accessible to a wider
readership. The above mentioned worst-case risk is a new approach to the problem that is also
rather different to the arguments used under the RNFLVR condition. The latter use that any
transaction leads to costs that are added to the gains coming from a more favorable but still
arbitrage-free price system. This means that the starting point is to control the trading volume
of the strategies.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we introduce the notation and the
financial model, discuss the assumptions, and state the main results of the paper (Theorems
and [2.23)). Section Blis devoted to their proofs. Appendix [Al consists of auxiliary statements and
their proofs that are not directly linked to a financial application.



2 Definitions and Main Theorems

Throughout the paper, we fix a terminal time 7T € Ry, and a filtered probability
space (2, F, (Ft)iejo,1), P) satisfying the usual conditions. The predictable o-algebra on 2 x [0, T
is denoted by P, the set of bounded predictable processes starting at zero by bP. A stopping
time 7 is allowed to take the value oo, but [7] := {(w,t) € 2 x [0,T] : t = 7(w)}. Especially, we
use the notation 74, A € F;, for the stopping time that coincides with 7 on A and is infinite oth-
erwise. (In)equalities between stochastic processes are understood “up to evanescence”, i.e., up
to a global P-null set not depending on time. The term VarZ(X ) denotes the pathwise variation
of a process X on the interval [a,b]. In the case that P(Var’(X) < c0) =1, X = X, + XT — X¢
is its Jordan-Hahn decomposition into two nondecreasing processes on [a, b] with X =Xxt=o.
A real-valued process X is called laglad if and only if all paths possess finite left and right limits
(but they can have double jumps). We set ATX := X, — X and AX := A~ X := X — X_, where
Xy = limg); X and Xy = limgy X5 (with the convention X7y := X7 and Xo_ := Xj). For a
random variable Y, we set Y := max(Y,0) and Y~ := max(—Y,0). The standard stochastic in-
tegral as defined in Jacod and Shiryaev [2I], Definition II1.6.17] is denoted by ¢ S for ¢ € L(S)
with the convention @ * S = (p@) * S. It does not cause any ambiguity that by ¢ * .S we also
denote the integral of an almost simple integrand (cf., e.g., [28 Definition 3.15]) of the form,
e.g., p = 1y 5, with respect to a laglad process S (not necessarily a semimartingale and not
even right-continuous). The integral reads ¢ * S := (S™7 — S™)1¢,,~ 1 and analog definitions
are canonical (the integral does not allow to “invest” separately in A1S). For laglad processes X
and Y we define the metric dy,(X,Y) := E(supscjo 7 | Xt — Y[ A1) that metrizes the convergence
“uniformly in probability”. For semimartingales X and Y (that are by definition cadlag) the
Emery metric is defined by dg(X,Y) := SUPebp, || H||ew<1 E(SUPcpor) [H * (X —Y)¢| A1) that
metrizes convergence in the semimartingale topology.

The financial market consists of one risk-free asset or bank account that does not pay interest
and one risky asset with bid price S and ask price S expressed in units of the risk-free asset. We
assume that S and S are adapted cadlag processes with

0<S<S and Sr>0. (2.1)

The second condition is made to avoid confusion. Namely, a vanishing ask price would already
lead to an arbitrage in the multidimensional sense (see Definition [Z13] below) but not necessarily
in the one-dimensional sense, which is considered when the market is frictionless.

Definition 2.1. The actual bid and ask price processes are defined as the cadlag versions of
X, = essinf 7, sup,¢p ) 9, and X = esssupz, inf e m S, (whose existence is shown in Proposi-
tion[A.Tlthat also provides the precise definition of the conditional essential infimum /supremum).
The actual bid-ask spread is denoted by X := X — X.

In discrete time transaction costs models, these processes that take certain future trading
opportunities into account have already proven to be very useful. For the case of only one risky
asset, which we consider in this paper, Sass and Smaga [35], equation before Lemma 4.1] introduce
them by a backward recursion. We leave it as an easy exercise to the reader to prove (by induction
on the number of periods) that in (finite) discrete time the processes from Definition [2.1] coincide
with the processes in [35]. In the general multidimensional Kabanov model, the (discrete time)
actual bid and ask price processes correspond to the set-valued processes that are constructed
in Rokhlin [34] page 95] by a more general backward recursion.



The random variable X, is the highest price at which the investor can liquidate the stock
at present or in the future for sure — with the information she has at time ¢. One has X, > S,.
When the inequality is strict, it is silly to liquidate the position right now. The continuous time
counterpart of the NAP® condition from [27] has to be expressed in terms of (X, X) since it
captures trading opportunities in the future.

To work with the processes X and X is strongly related to freezing a portfolio position as it
is done in Guasoni, Lépinette, and Résonyi [19]. They start with almost simple strategies and
consider associated portfolios that are frozen after a transaction of the original portfolio if a
better liquidation price can be achieved for sure in the future. By introducing X and X we can
directly work with general strategies that shortens the proofs. The relation to [19] is discussed
further after Definition 2131

We decided to pass already now to the actual bid and ask price processes because in the spirit
of [19], the admissibility condition has anyhow to be expressed in terms of these processes, and
also a meaningful definition of a “frictionless interval” is in terms of the actual bid and ask
prices X, X rather than in terms of S, S themselves. But, for the motivation of the admissibility
condition, we keep the original processes S and S in mind. We note that the “actual actual bid
and ask prices” are just the actual bid and ask prices. For the price processes that are commonly
considered we have that X =S and X = S.

The arbitrage theory in continuous time frictionless markets is based on the set of general
trading strategies, i.e., on the set of predictable processes L(.S) which are integrable against the
semimartingale S modeling the stock price. This set was generalized to models with transaction
costs beyond efficient friction by Kiithn and Molitor [28]. As in frictionless markets, but in contrast
to models with efficient friction, the set contains strategies of infinite variation. Accordingly, the
present paper is based on this set and the corresponding self-financing condition. We only outline
the definitions that are needed to follow the present paper. For the rest of the paper, we
assume that there exists a semimartingale price system, i.e., a semimartingale S such
that

X<S<X. (2.2)

Remark 2.2. Of course, (2.3) includes the condition that X < X. A counterexzample is a
frictionless market in the sense that S = S and S is generated by an unfavorable doubling
strategy with Sy = 2 and Sp = 1. Then, one has X = § > X =1 on a set that is not
evanescent. But, the model is only arbitrage-free with the bank account as numéraire. In the
present paper, we work with a numéraire-free no-arbitrage condition that rules out such price
processes and perfectly fits to actual bid and ask price processes.

Under a mild NUPBR-condition for simple strategies in the bid-ask model it is shown in
Kiihn and Molitor [28, Theorem 2.7] that a semimartingale price system exists. To motivate
(Z2) we can apply this theorem to X, X. The assumptions we need in the present paper to
establish a FTAP are stronger — even if they were only required for simple strategies. Thus,
(22) is no further restriction.

For the extension of the self-financing condition to general strategies, also the following
assumption is needed.

Assumption 2.3. For every (w,t) € Q x [0,T) with X;(w) = X,(w) there exists an & > 0 such
that Xs(w) = X (w) for all s € (t,(t+e) AT) or Xs(w) > X (), X5 (w) > X,_(w) for all
se(t,(t+e)NT).

This means that each zero of the path ¢ — X;(w) — X,(w) is either an inner point from
the right of the zero set or a starting point of an excursion away from zero. We note that there



starts no excursion of the cadlag function f(t) :=> > (27" — )19 (n+1)<ycn-ny abt t = 0 since
there are zeros of the left limit. Assumption 2.3] incorporating left limits is already needed in
the proof of [28, Lemma 5.1] to ensure that the constructed excursion has a positive length.

Under Assumption 23] it is shown in [28, Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2] that there exist
sequences of stopping times (7{);en and (0%);en that exhaust the set of starting times of the
excursions of the spread away from zero and the set of starting times of the frictionless intervals,
respectively. Hence, there is a decomposition

Qx[0,T] = Ujen(Z7y U Il-f “) up to evanescence, where
75 =) o, =0 TN [, ) =] €

7l = [(0})1x,,_-oplUlot, Alo})]
U(Ae))q

>op DM@\ [T(A(01) (x —3l) €P, i €N, (2.3)

X r(A(oh)) -
and the stochastic intervals can be chosen such that they are disjoint. Here, T'(7}) := inf{t > 7} :
X; =0 or X;_ = 0} denotes the end time of the excursion starting in 7¢, and A(c?) := inf{t >
ol :3e>0Vs € (t,(t+e) AT) Xg > 0} is the starting time of the next excursion after of.
The interval Z¢ is with “costs”, and the interval Iif © starts with a “frictionless” period that is
followed by a period with “costs” iff at the end of the frictionless interval the spread is already
positive. By construction, the investor can rebalance her portfolio at the boundaries of Z and
I; ! without costs (since the spread can jump away from zero at an unpredictable stopping time,
this would not be the case if a frictionless period were not sometimes followed by a period with
costs). For XTli > 0 there must exist a frictionless forerunner (possibly only consisting of the

single point 7). Then, the excursion is included in some I ]f ¢, For notational convenience, we fix
the sequences in (2.3) for the rest of the paper, but we stress that the definitions below do not
depend on their choice.

For a ¢ € bP, specifying the number of risky assets the investor holds in her portfolio, [28]
equation before (3.9)] constructed the corresponding self-financing position in the bank account
by the [—o00, 00)-valued predictable process

(p) =TS —p +8 —Cp") —C(—p7) —ptS+ ¢S (2.4)

Here, S and S’ are arbitrary semimartingale price systems. The nondecreasing processes C'° and
C%" model accumulated costs that occur when trades are executed at the less favorable bid and
ask prices but positions are evaluated with S and S’, respectively. The key discovery was that
I1(¢) does not depend on the choice of the semimartingale price system (see [28, Corollary 3.22]).
We consider the construction directly for the actual bid and ask prices X, X and not for S, S
as in [28]. We apply the cost term C' that is [0, cc]-valued separately to ¢ and —¢~ and set
C55 () == C% (1) + C% (—p™). This definition makes sense: if one applied C' to ¢ € bP with
only one semimartingale, one would obtain C(¢™) + C(—¢~) (see [28, Step 3 in the proof of
Theorem 4.5]). The intuition for this is that ™ and —¢~ never trade in the opposite direction.
Thus, executing them through different trading accounts does not yield higher costs. Although
the choice of the semimartingale is irrelevant for bounded strategies, we provide more flexibility
for the extension to unbounded strategies by allowing different semimartingales for long and
short positions. Since in [28] S’ = S, one has to check that the proof of [28, Corollary 3.22]
still holds for different semimartingale price systems for the positive and negative part. But this
obviously follows by the above mentioned decomposition of the costs into C(p™) and C(—p™).



The process
VST () i=TI(p) + o7 S — o7 =gt e S —p~ = §' = CF(p*) = CF (—p7)

is the wealth process if long positions are evaluated by S and short positions by S’. The wealth
process V55" is written as a function of ¢ only since the increments of the bank account ¢° result
from the self-financing condition. This direct relation exists only for the increments of ¢ and ¢V,
which is why the initial values are set to zero. They would have to be modeled separately. With
this background information, one can follow the present paper to a large extent without knowing
the details of [28]. For a complete understanding the reader is referred to the construction of
the cost term in [28], Subsections 3.1 and 3.2].

Definition 2.4. Let S be a cadlag process. The lower and upper predictable envelopes of S,
denoted by essinfr S and esssupr S, are defined as the unique predictable processes such
that (essinfz_S), = essinfr, S, and (esssupz_S), = esssupx__S: a.s., respectively, for all
predictable stopping times 7 (the definition makes sense by Proposition [A.2]).

Predictable envelopes are needed for a consistent valuation of portfolio positions after the
portfolio is rebalanced at some time t but before prices move at t. Looking at both a semimartin-
gale price system S and its envelope can be seen as a splitting of time. In frictionless markets
these envelopes are not needed since the wealth only changes due to price movements but not
due to portfolio rebalancing. The example below that is adapted from Larsson [30] shows that
S_ generally does not do the job well enough since S; can exceed S;_ for sure.

Example 2.5 (Example 2.11 in Larsson [30]). Let t; € (0,7) and B be a standard Brow-
nian motion. Consider the bid price process S, = (|By,| + By — Byy) 1y, 1(t) that coincides
with its actual bid price process, i.e., X = S. Nevertheless, limyy, X, is zero and differs from
essinfr, X, =|By|.

If X were a frictionless price process, there would be an arbitrage, but as part of a bid-ask
model it can make perfect sense. Now, consider an investor who buys ¢, stocks at the ask price
Xy, with the information Fy, _. The quantity X; _ — essinfr, X, is the minimal worst-case
loss per share she takes by building up this position. Neither X, _ nor X, could provide this
information

The set of unbounded strategies to which ([2.4)) is extended is slightly different to [28]. The
main difference is that we do not require that the up-convergence of wealth processes holds
“globally” over all (countable many) excursions of the spread away from zero. In the special
case of a frictionless market, the set of course coincides with the set of integrable processes in
the semimartingale sense (see Proposition 2.10).

Definition 2.6. Let L(X,X) denote the subset of real-valued, predictable processes ¢ such
that there exists a sequence (¢")nen C (bP)L := {yp € bP : () > —oo} with

(a) ¢"™ — ¢ pointwise on Q x [0,7] and (¢")" < @™, ()" <~ for all n € N,
(b) there exist semimartingales S, S’ with X < § < X, X < 8’ < X, an optional laglad
wealth process V' satisfying
(1, =V =V)lix—oy, (1s, * Vo=V )lix_—oy =0 in dyp as n — oo for all

sequences (Jp,)nen of finite unions of (I);en, (Iifc)ieN

with 17, = Igy[o,7] up to evanescence as n — oo, (2.5)

7



and predictable processes PS and BS’ with essinfr S <BS, BS’ < esssupz S’ such that

lze VIS (") - Ize oV, 1igee VIS (") = Lije* V. in dyp as n — oo, (2.6)

and  (Iz¢ * (T(e") + (") TS = (¢") 7 29)) en
(1Iifc e (IL(¢™) + (™) TP — (@")_pS'))neN are dy,-Cauchy for all i € N.(2.7)
Furthermore, for all competing sequences (3" )nen € (bP)! satisfying (a) and for all i € N,
there exists a (deterministic) subsequence (ng)ren such that

(12 = (V55 @) = VS (@) (1o + (V3 (@) = VES () 50, koo,
(2.8)

up to evanescence.

We extend the self-financing operator II to L(X, X) by setting
M(p) =V —¢p"S+¢ 8, ¢ecLX,X). (2.9)

A self-financing strategy is a pair (¢°, ) of predictable processes specifying the number of bonds
and stocks in the portfolio such that ¢ — g € L(X, X) and ¢° = ¢§ + II(¢ — ¢g). When the
term “bounded strategy” is used, it refers only to the position in the stock, unless otherwise
stated.

Proposition 2.7. II(p) is well-defined, i.e., it does not depend on the choice of S, S’, and V.
In addition, one has that (bP)! C L(X, X).

Proof. (i) Let V! and V? be wealth processes that result from different approximating strate-
gies with regard to different semimartingales S, (S’)! and S2, (5')?, respectively. From [28]
Proposition 4.2] applied to the strategy ¢1, it follows that

1y, *Vi=1; « V2?4 (St = 5?) — o ((8)! = (5)?) on J, forall.J, asin (Z3).

For this, it is crucial that by construction, at the boundaries of I and Iif ¢ the portfolio can
be rebalanced without costs (thus, the choice of the semimartingales does not matter there).
By (Z3) and (Z.8]) (the latter is only needed for the last excursion) it follows that V! = V2 +
et (ST = 5%) — = ((8) — (5")2) up to evanescence.

(ii) For the second assertion we take a ¢ € (bP)!! and consider it as a constant sequence.
The semimartingale price systems are arbitrarily chosen and V := VS’SI(cp) =T eSS —p
S — 5 () — €% (—¢™). Condition (ZH) holds since 15, * (pT * S) = @t + 8, 15 * (¢ »
S = o= 28 1y, 2 C(pt) = C%(ph), and 1, » O (—p~) — O (—¢~) converge separately
in dyp as n — oo by the dominated convergence theorem for stochastic integrals (cf., e.g. [6)
Theorem 12.4.10]). For the cost processes that are only laglad, we refer to the notation and the
fact that there are no costs at the boundaries of J,,. Condition (Z8)) is already shown in [28],
Corollary 3.24]. O

Remark 2.8. The combination of (Z35) and (Z8) does not imply up-convergence of (V55 (¢"™))nen
to V on the whole time interval. Namely, we need not have control over the wealth processes dur-
ing the excursions uniformly in time.



Remark 2.9. In frictionless markets, the approzimating sequence (" )pen € bP = (bP)! from
Definition[2.8 can be chosen such that o™ « S > —1 for alln € N if p S > —1. To see this, one
considers for arbitrary € > 0 the stopping times 7, ;= inf{t > 0: " * Sy < p* Sy — e} and uses
that dyy(@" * S, +S) = 0, (¢")T < T, and (")~ < ¢~. Consequently, the approzimating
bounded (not elementary!) strategies can be chosen to satisfy the admissibility conditions of the
unbounded strategy. By condition (2.7) that allows for a consistent valuation of the portfolio
after the trade but before the price movement (cf. Example[2.0), the same property can be shown
in the bid-ask model (see Lemma[3.3). Condition (2.7) is weak in the sense that it only requires
minimal consistency for the intermediate valuation of long and short positions by PS and PS’,
respectively.

Proposition 2.10. In the special case of a frictionless market, in the sense that X = X,
condition (2.6) implies condition (2.7) with the choice PS := S_ V essinfr S and PS’ := S’ A
esssupr S, and we have L(X,X) = L(X).

Proof of Proposition [2.10. 1t is sufficient to show the first assertion. Then, the second one follows
along the lines of the proof of [28, Proposition 4.3].

Let S := 8" := X and (¢")nen € (bP)! be a sequence such that supepo,r] (" — ¢™) *
Si| — 0 in probability as n,m — oco. This implies that sup,cio 7y |((¢7)" — (#f")T)AS| +
supyeqo,r] [((pF)~ — (#§")7)AS;| — 0 in probability. From (A.2)) it follows that {*S > S_} N
{rS > S} and {PS" < S”} N {PS’ < S'} are evanescent, and we obtain that supefo 7 |((¢})" —
(D) F)(PSe = S-) |+ supyepo.r [((21)y — (@) 7)(ES; — S; )| = 0 in probability. Since I¢(¢™) +
@rSe— = ¢" * Si— and supeio ) [(¢" — ¢™) ¢ Si—| — 0 in probability as n,m — oo, we are
done. 0

Our admissibility condition is in the spirit of Guasoni, Lépinette, and Résonyi [19]. For a
motivation we refer to [19, Proposition 4.9] and Lemma B.1] (and the text before the lemma).

Definition 2.11. Let M € R,. A self-financing strategy (¢, ) is called M-admissible iff
O+ M+ (p+M*TX — (o+M)~X > 0. We write (0%, p) € AM. A strategy is admissible iff
it lies in A := Uprer +.AM . We denote by A} and Ay the corresponding sets of strategies which
start at (0,0). The liquidation value process of (", ) is defined as V19(p) := ¥+t X —p~X.

The following example shows that in Definition 2.I1] the actual bid and ask prices (X, X)
cannot be replaced by the original bid and ask prices (S, S) if the set of terminal (liquidation)
values that can be achieved by an admissible strategy should be Fatou-closed (cf., Theorem 2.23]
for a definition). This is an insight of [19], but we did not find an explicit example in the
literature.

Example 2.12 (Admissibility). Let T' = 2, B be a standard Brownian motion, and U be a
random variable that is uniformly distributed on (0,1) and independent of B. Define my :=
info<s<t Bs and 7 := inf{t > 0: my = —U} A 1. The original ask price is given by Si =3+ Binr
and the bid price by S = 1y + (S, + 2)/21y>7y- The filtration is generated by BT and
augmented by null sets. We have that X = S and X, =2 - Litery + (S, + 2)/21y>7y- The only
non-silly investment strategies are to buy stocks before T has occurred and sell them at time T
(or later). The market satisfies the RNFLVR condition in [19, Definition 5.2(ii)] (one considers
the ask and bid price processes 3/4S; +1/4-2 and 3/21 -y 4 (2/3S7 +1/3 - 2)1y>7y that are
uniformly in time strictly more favorable than S, S by P(~U > —1) = 1).

We define the function f(x) := (1 —z)~Y2 =1 for x € [0,1) and consider the sequence of
nondecreasing strategies ¢y = f((—=muar) A (1 — 1/n))lio<i<ry, n € N. The stock position is



liquidated before T, and the terminal bond position results

(—m+)A(1-1/n) 1
A = f(em) A= 1my e [ (-0 df) = - [ (1) dfCo)

Following the strategies (¢™)nen, stocks are purchased when S attains its running minimum
(above 3 — U ), and the amount of stocks explodes when S approaches 2 before T stops. But, a
share purchased at price 2+ € and liquidated at time T cannot produce losses larger than €. The
example was chosen such that M := fol(l —x)df (x) < oco. This means that Lp%n >—-M eR for
all n € N. We even have that (%", ") is M-admissible in the sense of Definition [Z11. The
strategies and their terminal wealth converge pointwise to pf° := f (—mt/\T)l{0<t§T} and

1+ B,
2

—mr 1
SD%OO = f(—m,) / (1—2)df(z) > —/ (1 —=z)df(z), respectively.
0 0

The limiting strategy (%>, p>) is M-admissible as well (> is not bounded anymore but ob-
viously in L(X,X)).

Now, we turn to admissibility in the sense of Definition [Z11] but with (X, X) replaced by
(S,S). For each n € N, we want to determine the minimal M, € R, such that ("7, ") is
M, -admissible. The most vulnerable time for the strategy is when B reaches —1+41/n and U >

1—1/n. If the stocks were sold at that time, the bond position would be — Olfl/n(l —x)df (z) —
f(1 —=1/n). The difference to above is one unit per share. Since the admissibility condition also

allows debts in the stock position, we arrive at M, = ( 01_1/n(1 —z)df(z)+ f(1—1/n))/2 € R4.

By the choice of f, we have that M,, — co as n — co. Thus, the sequence is not admissible with
regard to a joint M' € R, and the limiting strategy (p* ™) is not admissible at all.

This already gives a strong hint that one would not have Fatou-closedness of the set of
terminal portfolios which can be achieved by admissible strategies if (X, X) were replaced by
(S, S) in Definition [Z11. The reason is that M, is too large compared to the worst-case risk at
maturity. However, it remains to show that the limiting wealth cp%oo cannot be achieved by an
admissible strategy different from (%%, ™). Assume by contradiction that (¥°,) is admissible
with (Y%, r) = (Lp%oo, 0). We leave it as an exercise for the reader to shows that for each n € N,
Y has to coincide with " on {U <1 — 1/n}. By the minimality of M,, it follows that (¢°, )
cannot be M'-admissible for M’ < M,. Since M, — oo, (¢°,1) cannot be admissible at all.

For the rest of the paper, we follow the standard convention to assume that
Fr=Fr_, S;r=8;_, and Syt =Sr_. (2.10)

For the actual bid and ask prices this implies that X, = X, and X7 = X7_ as well. The
assumption allows to identify (go?p, ¢r) with the terminal portfolio that cannot be rebalanced
anymore. [t is w.l.o.g. since it just avoids to introduce an additional time after T" when the
investor can trade at prices Sp, St.

Definition 2.13. The market model satisfies the numéraire-free no-arbitrage condition (NA™)
iff there is no admissible strategy (¢°, ) with @) = ¢ = 0, P(¢% > 0,¢or > 0) = 1, and
P({¢F > 0} U{pr > 0}) > 0.

The condition is called “numéraire-free” since bounded short positions in both the bond and
the stock are allowed. Stating the admissibility condition in terms of X and X is equivalent to
freezing a portfolio position as it is done in Guasoni, Lépinette, and Résonyi [19]. On the other
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hand, freezing a short position in a stock with a frictionless price modeled by a nonnegative strict
local martingale that behaves like a doubling strategy leads to an arbitrage. Thus, the freezing
of positions better fits to the numéraire-free arbitrage theory that leads to true martingale price
processes.

As discussed in the introduction, we want to merge the conditions NUPBR and NAP® coming
from continuous time frictionless models and discrete time transaction costs models, respectively.
For this purpose, we consider the cost value process introduced by Bayraktar and Yu [2] as the
cost to enter a portfolio position and defined as

Veost(p) = " + pTX — o~ X for (¢°, ) self-financing with ) = ¢o = 0.

Definition 2.14. The market model satisfies the prospective strict no unbounded profit with
bounded risk (NUPBRP?) condition iff

{ sup V() @ (% ) € .A(l)} is bounded in LY, (2.11)
t€[0,T

and for every sequence (%", o")nen C A{ such that (¢")peny C (bP)! and (gpgin, o) — (C°,0)
a.s., where (C°,C) is a maximal element (in the sense that the convergence of 1-admissible
strategies cannot hold for a random vector that strictly dominates (CY,C) with respect to
the pointwise order), there exist forward convex combinations (A, k)nen, k=0, k., kn € N, i.e.,
Ak € Ry and ZZ';O Ank = 1, such that

kn
sup sup VtCOSt(Z A" TF) <00 as. (2.12)
neN¢€[0,T] k=0

Remark 2.15. In the special case that X = X the condition NUPBRP® coincides with NUPBR
(the latter still considered for numéraire-free 1-admissible strategies). Namely, when the running
supremum of a frictionless wealth process reaches a pre-specified level, the value can be conserved
by liquidating the portfolio (for condition (Z12) in frictionless markets we refer to the proof of
the second assertion of Theorem [2.22). This transfer of the cost value to time T is not possible
in models with friction, and the condition has to stated directly in terms of pathwise suprema.
Condition (2.12) is weaker than assuming L°-boundedness of the convex hull in (Z11). The
latter would be needed to obtain a finite limit of forward convex combinations from arbitrary
sequences of 1-admissible strategies by the L°-version of Komlds theorem (see [9, Lemma A1.1]
and the counterexample in [9, Remark 4 in the appendiz]). Economically convexr combinations of
pathwise suprema would not be very meaningful and in general larger than the suprema of mized
strategies considered in (Z12).

Remark 2.16. From the subadditivity of C5 it follows that the set (bP)! is convexr and
VSt (30 Mm@ ) > S Ak VOt (0 HE) for all (™ )new € (bP) and (A i )nen, k=0,...kn <
Ry with Zﬁ’;o Ak = 1. The same holds for Via gnd VS5 On the other hand, in contrast to
L(S), the set L(X,X) need not be convex. The reason is that the wealth of a mized strategy
would have to be +o0o (which is excluded) if trading costs cancel by the mizing. We note that for
the arbitrage theory this is no problem: in the frictionless market with price process Sy =t the
“arbitrage strategy” or = 1/t does not ly in L(S), but NUPBR is already ruled out by bounded

strategies.
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By convention (21I0), we could reformulate the NUPBRP® condition by considering only 1-
admissible strategies with ¢%.,or > —1. This means that at T the investor must actually limit
her debts, not just be able to do so. Thus, it makes sense to work with the pointwise order than
comparing terminal positions in Definition [2.14]

Remark 2.17 (Discrete time). In the case of only one risky asset, that we consider in this
paper, the discrete time NAP® condition from [27, Definition 2.3] reduces to

Y ¢ predictable, t =0,1,...,T (V;liq(go) >0 = V™) = V;liq(go) =0)

(this follows by the arguments in the proof of Lemma [31]). In discrete time, we have that
NUPBR?® < NAP®. The implication “=7" follows from the fact that V;liq(cp) > 0 implies
that Vdiq(go) > 0 foru = 0,1,...,t — 1, where (¢°, ) is a discrete time strategy not nec-
essarily admissible ex ante (cf. again the proof of Lemma [31). Let us show “<=7”. On the
set {Xo = essinfr,X,} € Fo a purchase at time 0 is reversible in the sense of [27, Defini-
tion 3.2]. Thus, under NAP* we have X1 = X; = Xg on {Xo = essinfz, X, }, and the purchase
can be postponed to time 1. On the complement {X > essinfz, X} the number of risky assets
of a 1-admissible strategy is bounded by (1 + essinf 5, X;)/(Xo — essinfz, X,). For a short posi-
tion in the risky asset one gets a similar random bound. Applying this argument inductively for
t=0,1,2,... we obtain the following. For every sequence of 1-admissible strategies (%™, o™ )nen
there is a corresponding sequence (P*", G )nen with the same liquidation and cost value processes
such that (PP )nen is L°-bounded for every t = 1,..., T (Namely, when following the strategies
we only realize the purely nonreversible parts of the orders in the sense of [27, Lemma 3.3]. This
means that, for evample, at time 0 purchases are only realized on {Xo > essinfr, X,}). The
LO-boundedness of the adjusted positions yields that NUPBRP® is satisfied.

Assumption 2.18. Let 7 be a stopping time such that on {T < oo} there starts an excursion of
the actual spread X := X — X away from zero (cf. (Z23)). Then, there exist a stopping time o
with ¢ > 7 and 0 > 7 on {7 < 00, X, = 0} and probability measures Q' and Q* equivalent to P
such that X° — X' is a Q'-supermartingale and X° — X7 is a Q%-submartingale. Let L' and L?
be the stochastic logarithm of the corresponding density process 79" and ZQ2, respectively, i.e.,
79 =1+ 29 « L. For each A € P, we define ZA by ZA =1+ 2414 « L' +Zél(QX[O,T])\A o L?
and assume that Z4, A € P, are true martingales defining probability measures Q*, for which
we, in turn, assume that they are uniformly equivalent to P, i.e.,

Ve>036>0YAePVYBeF (P(B)<i — Q*B)<e) (2.13)

and ¥e>035>0VAcPVBeF (QYB)<d = P(B)<e). (2.14)

Let T'(1) be the end time of the evcursion. Analogously to above, there exist a stopping time ¢
with ¢ <T(7) and ¢ < T(7) on {T'(1) < 0o, Xp(;)— = 0} and probability measures Q' and Q2

equivalent to P such that YF(T)l{XF(T)_N)} +X = 1{Xr(f)—: 0} ~X°isa Ql submartingale and
XF(T)l{XF(T)_w} —i—XF(T)_l{XF(T)_:O} —X%isa @2—supermartmgale. The pair (@1, @2) satisfies

the same pasting conditions as (Q*, Q%) from above.

Remark 2.19. First of all, it should be noted that Assumptions[2.3 and[2.18 are automatically
satisfied if the efficient friction condition in the sense of P(inficjo (X — X;) > 0) = 1 holds.
Thus, the assumptions are weaker than those in the previous literature. In addition, they are
automatically satisfied if the spread can only move away from zero or come back by jumps.
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But unfortunately, the situation is extremely complicated when this happens continuously.
Already to construct self-financing portfolios, [28] needs Assumption[Z.3 that rules out Brownian
local time behavior, and under which the starting times of excursions of the spread away from zero
are stopping times. Assumption[2.18 is for beginning and end, and it goes beyond Assumption[Z.3.
It requires that for an arbitrarily short random duration at the beginning of an excursion, the
market would be arbitrage-free even if purchases could be liquidated at the ask price and short
positions could be closed at the bid price. The condition is mirrored at the end of an excursion.
Put differently, at the transition to the regime with friction, the bid and ask price still behave like
frictionless arbitrage-free price processes for an arbitrary short random time. In this fictitious
frictionless market, long positions are traded at the ask price and short positions at the bid price.
It is a model with two risky assets with non-convez trading constraints.

Remark 2.20. Condition (Z13) is equivalent to the condition that {Z4 : A € P} is uniformly
integrable. By the Neyman-Pearson lemma, condition (2.14) is equivalent to inf{qg(Z?) A€
P} >0 for all e > 0, where qe(Z{}) denotes the right e-quantile of the distribution of Z:,f‘ under
P. For price processes of the form Xy = Sy = By + it and X, = S, = B; + ut with a standard
Brownian motion B and i > p, Assumption [Z18 can easily be verified by using Novikov’s
condition. B

Definition 2.21. A consistent price system (CPS) is a pair (5, Q) such that @ is a probability
measure equivalent to P and S is a Q-martingale with X < § < X (and thus a fortiori S < § <
5).

Theorem 2.22. If the market model satisfies NA™ and NUPBRP®, then there exists a CPS.
Conversely, if (S,Q) is a CPS, then the bid-ask model with bid price S and ask price S satisfies
NA" and NUPBRP.

Theorem 2.23. Under NA™ and NUPBRP?®, the cone Cy := {(¢%,07) @ (¢°,0) € A} —
LY, F, P;Ri) is Fatou-closed in the sense that for every M € Ry, every
sequence (C%", C™)pen C  Co with CO" . C™ > —M for all n € N, and every
(C°,C) € LY(Q, F, P;R?) with (C%" C™) — (C°,C) a.s. as n — oo, there exists a (¢°, ) € A
with (%, or) > (C°,C) a.s.

3 Proof of Theorems [2.22] and [2.23

The following lemma corresponds to [19, Proposition 4.9]. Intuitively, it states that at any
intermediate time, the credit line (in terms of bonds and stocks) required for the trading strategy
(that is followed so far) is minimized by freezing the portfolio and close the stock position at
the best price that can be achieved for sure now or in the future. Put differently, consider an
investor who has built up a, say, positive stock position at some time ¢. Then, to minimize her
worst-case risk she just has to sell the stocks at price X,, and complicated dynamic trading
strategies cannot improve the result.

Lemma 3.1. Let M € R.. Assume that the model satisfies NA™ . Let (0%, ) be an admissible
strategy with P(p% > —M,pr > —M) = 1. Then, (©°,¢) is M-admissible.

Proof. Tt is sufficient to show the following seemingly weaker implication: for all ¢y € (0,7") and
for all admissible strategies (¢°, ) with gp?o =0, ¢1, = 1, and 7 = 0, we have essinf 7, % < X,
(by symmetry, the arguments for an initial stock position below —M are the same).

Since we already passed to the actual prices, we prefer not to use the processes S and
S anymore (even though this may be more appealing at this place). Instead, we observe that
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X, = essinf 7, sup,¢p, 1) X, and X = esssupg, inf,cpp 7] Xou- W.Lo.g. let Fy be P-trivial. Assume
by contradiction that there exists e > 0 such that P(p% > X t, T €) = 1. The interesting case is
that Xy, > X +, T € since otherwise already (" — X4y, ) 1y¢o,77 would be an arbitrage, but we
do not have to make a case differentiation. Consider the stopping time

Ti=inf{t > to: (X; < X, +2/30r ¢ <0)and X, < X, +¢/3 Vue (to,t)}. (3.1)

We have that P(1 < oo) > 0 since P(p7 = 0, sup,cp, X, < Xy +¢/3) >0 by the definition
of the conditional essential infimum. In addition, before time 7(w) < oo, the ask price is above
X, +2¢/3 and the bid price below X, + ¢/3. At time 7(w) < 0o, either the investor can buy
the stock at a better price than ever before or she short-sells the stock for the first time. Under
the contradiction assumption, we can switch from strategy 0 to strategy ¢ at time 7 and obtain
an arbitrage. To formalize this, let us show several inequalities, at first only in the case that
(¢Y, ) is almost simple. Here, S and S’ are arbitrary semimartingale price systems. The first
inequality reads

Xy + VTS’S,((plﬂtO,T]]) + (X —5;) <X, +2/3 on {1 <00, X, <X, +2¢/3, ¢, >0}(3.2)

The LHS are the costs to build up the position (¢2,,) at time 7 (note that VOS’S /() =0
and Xy, + V;f’sl(gpl[[tojﬂ) is the wealth of (gpo,_gp) at time tp). For almost simple strategies,
inequality (B.2]) follows from X; > X, +2¢/3 > X, and X, +¢/3 > X, for all ¢ € [to,7), which
means that the initial stock position cannot be liquidated at a better price than X, + ¢/3 and
further purchases reduce the cost value. Next, we have again for (¢, ) almost simple

X4 + VTS’S/(@l[[tO,T]]) + (X, —5;) <X, +e/3on{r <oo,X,>X, +2/3,¢; >0}(33)

The estimate is for the case that 7 is triggered by a nonpositive stock position but the infimum
is not attained. Since the long position is liquidated immediately afterwards at the lower bid
price, we do not need to have control over X,, but X < X to +€/3 holds on {7 < oo}. Finally,
one has for almost simple strategies

Xty + V25 (@l rp) + - (X, — 8r-) < X, +&/3 on {7 < 00, ¢, <0}, (3.4)

where the left limit ¢, also exists for ¢ € L(X, X) since X — X > ¢/3 on [ty,T) if T < o0, see
[28, Proposition 3.3] and Proposition B.2{(a).

Let us show how ([B2), B3], and (B.4]) can successively be extended to strategies from
(bP)! and L(X,X). Let ¢ € (bP)! and 7 from (B.I)) belongs to this strategy. Since X~ — X
is away from zero up to time 7 on {7 < oo}, ¢ can be approximated by almost simple strategies
uniformly in probability in the sense of [28, proof of Proposition 3.17]. The approximation
can be adjusted such that the almost simple strategies take the value zero if ¢ or its right
limit takes the value zero. We observe that 7 need not coincide with the stopping times in
BI) for the almost simple strategies. But, (3.2), (3.3]), and (B4 still hold with the different
stopping time since we only need that the almost simple strategy does not become negative before
the stopping time. Thus, the inequalities carry over to ¢ by convergence of V5" uniformly
in probability and pointwise convergence of the strategies and their left limits at 7 (see [28]
Theorem 3.19(ii) and Proposition 3.17]). Now, let ¢ € L(X, X). From the proof of Lemma 3.3 it
follows that the approximating sequence (¢")nen C (bP)! in Definition can be chosen such
that (¢")" A1 = ¢T A1 for all n € N. This means that the associated 7 is the same for ¢" and
¢ and the inequalities carry over to ¢ by (2.6]) and the fact that ¢ — ¢, on {X _ < S;_}
by Proposition B.2(b) after passing to a deterministic subsequence.
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Putting inequalities (8:2), [B3]), and (B.4]) together implies that the self-financing strat-
egy (¢9,1) with ¢ := Pz, <oy Ul T] is admissible and satisfies Y7 = @r = 0, ¥% = 0 on
{r = oo}, and ¥ > ¢ — X, — 2¢/3 on {7 < co}. Under the contradition assumption one has
¢} — X, —2¢/3 > ¢/3. As observed above, we have P(T < c0) > 0. Thus, (¢/°,1) must be an
arbitrage, which is a contradiction. O

The following proposition describes jumps of general wealth processes at points with positive
spread. Here, strategies have to be of finite variation.

Proposition 3.2. (a) Let ¢ € L(X,X). On {X > X} the paths of ¢ are of finite variation
in right-hand neighborhoods; consequently, the right-hand limit of p exists, ATy is finite, and
ATV () = (S = X)(ATeT) T + (X = S)(ATph) ™ + (X = ) (AT )T+ (5 = X)(ATe)~
up to evanescence. Analogously, on {X_ > X ) the paths of ¢ are of finite variation in left-
hand neighborhoods, the left-hand limit of ¢ exists, A™p is finite, and A_VS’S/(QD) =pTAS —
o AT +(S_— X )(A gt ) (X~ ) (A pt) +(X_— 8 ) (A g )T +(S. X )(A~p)"
up to evanescence.

(b) Let (¢")neny C (BP)! be an “optimal” approvimating sequence of ¢ in the sense of Defini-
tion[Z0. Then, one has that (A* (™))t — (ATp™)T on {X > SJU{X > X, (ATp"H)T =0}
and (A~ (")) = (A=)t on {X_ > S JU{X_ > X_, (A ¢")T =0} up to evanes-
cence as k — oo for some (deterministic) subsequence (ny)ken. The analogous statements for all
combinations of negative/positive parts of the strategies and their jumps hold as well (cf. (a)).

Proof. Ad (a). Let (w,t1) € Q x [0,T) with X, (w) > X, (w) and, omitting w in the notation,
by :=inf{t > t1: Xy <2/3Xy, +1/3X, or X, >1/3X,, +2/3X, } AT. By the right-continuity
of X and X, we have that to > t;. For an almost simple strategy ¢, elementary calculations
show the estimate

S7S, S,S, B ~N .
Vo2 (o) = Voo (o) < —(Xy, — X4,)/6Vari(9) + (len, | + Is%l)(t Sﬁl}; ]Xt - tel[gfm]lt)' (3.5)
€|t1,t2 )

(Having the “last in first out principle” in mind, we argue as follows: A stock position which is
both built up and liquidated between t; and ¢5 cause a loss higher than (X, — X, )/3. Gains
from shares which are trades at most once can be estimated very roughly since their trading
volume is bounded by |4, | + |1, ])-

It remains to extend (B.5]) successively to (bP)! and to L(X,X). This follows by conver-
gence up to evanescence along subsequences (cf. [28, Theorem 3.19(ii)] and Definition 2.6) and
by the fact that the variation of the pointwise limiting strategy is dominated by the liminf of the
variation processes. The arguments for the left-hand neighborhood are the same. For a strategy
path of finite variation the equations in (a) easily follow from the definition of the cost term (cf.
[28, Definition 3.2 and the proof of (A.3)]).

Ad (b). Convergence in probability implies almost sure convergence along a subsequence.
Thus, by a diagonalization argument, we can find a (deterministic) subsequence (ng)kgen (not
depending on i) such that for each ¢ € N, the convergence in (2.6]) holds uniformly in time
for almost all w. By part (a), we know that on the set {X > X} the right-hand limits of the
strategies exist and (S — X)) (AT (™) )T+ (X —S) (AT (™) F) ™+ (X _S) (AT (™))" + (5" —
AT (™)) = (S—X)ATEH T+ (X —8)(ATeh) (X —S)(ATp ) +(S—X)(ATp )
up to evanescence by the above mentioned uniform convergence of the wealth processes on a
single excursion. There remains the problem that A" can have the opposite sign of ATy
although the jumps of the cost terms are similar.
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We fix an w € 2 outside the P-null sets from above and omit it in the notation. Let ¢; € [0,T).
To save space, we only write down the case that ;, > 0, X4, > S, and AT, > 0. The other
cases follow analogously. Now, assume by contradiction that, in addition, there exist an ¢ > 0
and a (random) subsequence (k;);eny with

(AT (o)D) — (AT )| > forallleN. (3.6)
Define

t2 = lnf{t > tl N SDt S SDt1+ - A+S0t1 /2 or ‘/25575 (SD) S Wff (SD) - A+80t1 (Ytl - Stl)/7
or X;<2/3X; +1/3S;, or S;>1/3X; +2/3S,}AT.

By <p?1 — oy, AT VSS/( k) — A*VSS/( ), and A*Vt‘f’s/(go) < 0, we must have that
A*(ptll < 0 for all [ large enough (depending on w). Indeed, if A*cpzk’ had the same sign
as ATy, divergent absolute values would be contrary to convergent jumps of the cost term.
By ﬂﬂ?tkl tt)/2 T Plt+ta)/2 and the construction of ts, the loss of wealth that (¢"*);cn nec-
essarily produces on (¢, (t1 + t2)/2] to get closer to ¢ again can be estimated from below by
1/6(X ¢, — Sy, ) ATy, for I — oc. Since this dominates the possible losses of o after t;+, we arrive

L s,s" s,8" 5,5 .
at a contradiction to V"7 (") — V7" (¢) and V(t +t2)/2(<p k) — V(t1+t2)/2( ¢) as k — oo. This
means that if (" );cy traded in the opposite direction of ¢, it would have to compensate for
this promptly, which would lead to additional transaction costs. The assertion for the left-hand

jump follows analogously. U

By definition of ¢ € L(X,X), its wealth process can be approximated by wealth pro-
cesses V3% (") with bounded strategies ¢", n € N, satisfying (¢")* < ¢, (¢")” < ¢,
and " — ¢. However, ¢™ need not be M-admissible if ¢ is M-admissible. Lemma shows
that we can choose the approximating bounded strategies such that they are M-admissible. The
following two lemmas prepare Lemma Since the investor has a credit line of M stocks, the
“safest short-term strategy” is to hold —M stocks. This means that for M > 0, the inequalities
(™M) < T and (p")” < ¢~ do not imply that ¢" is “safer than ¢ in the short term”. The
following lemma overcomes this problem.

Lemma 3.3. Let ¢ € L(X,X) and M € R,. Then, the approzimating sequence (¢")nen C
(bP)™! in Definition [Z.8 can be chosen such that

(@)Y AM=¢p~ AM (3.7)
and thus (" + M)* < (¢ + M)™ for all n € N.

We note that, by contrast, the inequality (¢ + M)~ < (¢ + M)~ already follows from
(") <.
Proof of Lemma[33. Step 1: Let ¢ € L(X,X) and M € R,. By definition, there exists a
sequence (" )pen C (bP)! with (¢™)F < ¢, (p")” < ™, " — ¢ and semimartingale price
systems S, S’ such that (23], (2.8, [27) hold and (23] is satisfied for all competing sequences.
For any ¢ € (bP)!, we have that

O (—yp7) = C¥ (=~ AM)) + C¥ (= (v + M)7) (3.8)

since the strategies —(p~ A M) and —(v) + M)~ never trade in the opposite direction (formally,
one checks it for almost simple strategies and apply the approximation in [28, proof of Theo-
rem 3.19]). Consequently, we can decompose: V35 (™) = V5 (™)) 4V S5 (= (™)~ AM))+
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VS (—(¢™ + M)~) and consider the alternative pointwise approximation @" := ©"io>0) —
(o= AM) = (" + M)~ =" A((=M) V @), n € N. Again by BS), we have that V35 (") =
VST ((0mM)F) + VI (= (o™ A M)) + VI (—(¢" + M)~) and thus VS (") — VI (o) =
VS (—(p~ AM)) = V5 (=((¢™)~ A M)). By [28, Corollary 3.24] using a Fatou-type estimate,
there exists a (deterministic) subsequence (ny)ren such that

(VI35 (= (o~ AM)) = VI (—((¢™)" AM)))™ =0 up to evanescence as k — co.  (3.9)

Now, we turn to a single interval Z¢ (the same for Zifc) and define Y™ := 1z¢ » (VS5 (—(p~ A
M))=VS5" (—((¢")~ AM))). B3) already implies that, with (¢™),en, also (3")nen is better than
all competing sequences in the sense of (2.8]). By (2.8)), there exists a further subsequence (k;);en
such that (1z¢ * (VS (M) — VS (o)) T — 0, and together with (39) we arrive at

Ize * Y™ — 0 up to evanescence as [ — oo. (3.10)

We continue by observing that

Yn
=1z o (") AM = (" AM))+ S — 1z« O (—(p7 AM)) + 17¢ + O (—((¢")” A M))

and define Y := ze * CS' (—((¢™)~ A M)) — ze o CS'(=(p~ A M)). There exists a further
(deterministic) subsequence (I;);en such that

sup |((¢ ") " AM = (¢~ AM))+Si| =0, as. (3.11)
t€[0,T]
(cf. [2I Theorem 4.31(iii)]) and Proposition B.2(b) holds true for (nklj )jen. Putting (310]) and
BII) together, we have

}7”’”1’ — 0 up to evanescence as j — 00. (3.12)

Step 2: It remains to show that (@nklﬂ' )jen satisfies (2.8) and (Z7)), where the limiting wealth

process is of course the same as for the approximating strategies (¢"),en we started with. By
n

(B.11)), it is sufficient to show that supcjo r Y, klj\ — 0 as. as j — oo. W.lo.g. Ny, = J-
We assume by contradiction that there exists A € Fp with P(A) > 0 such that on A the
sequence (sup;ejo 7] |Y7"|)nen does not tend to 0, but the convergence in (3.12) holds. We fix an
w € A that is omitted in the following notation. There exists € > 0 such that sup;c(o 1) ]f/t"] > e
for infinitely many n (depending on w). Define o, := inf{t > 0 : [¥;?| > £}. The sequence (o )nen
has an accumulation point in [0, 7] denoted by o. By ([B.12), we have that

Y0 asn— oo. (3.13)

At first, we consider the behaviour of Y™ in a right-hand neighborhood of ¢. By ¢ — ¢, and
Proposition B.2(b), considering the cases Aty < 0, ATy, > 0, and Aty = 0, we obtain
that (S; — Xo)((ar)™ AM — ((5)” AM))™ + (X, = Sp)((wg)” AM = ((eg)” AM))*
converges to (S, — X o) (¢,  AM — (o7 AM))™ + (X, —S,) (s AM —(p; AM))*. This means
that A+VJS’S/(—((QO")_ ANDM)) — A+VJS’S/(—(QO_ A M)). By the right-continuity of stochastic
integrals and by (3I3), we have that O3 (—((¢™)~ A M)) — O3 (—(p~ A M)). In addition,

there exists o/ > ¢ such that the limit cost term C%(—(p~ A M)) is bounded from above by
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CF(—(p™ AM)) +¢/2. By C5/(=((¢™)” A M) = C5/(—(¢~ AM)) as n — oo, [BI3), and by
the monotonicity of the cost terms, we obtain sup,> . tc[s,0'] |C5 (=((¢") " AM))=CF' (—(p~ A
M))| < e for ng large enough. The left-hand neighborhood of o can be handled in the same way.
We arrive at a contradiction to o, — o. This shows that sup;c(o 7 Y"| = 0 a.s. and thus (Z.0).
Since the differences of the cost terms and the semimartingale gains converge separately in d,,,
we can argue as in Proposition 210l to derive (2.7) with the same process £S’ that does the job
for (¢™)nen. O

Lemma 3.4. For ¢ € L(X,X) we define the predictable process

L(y) :=TI(¥)) + M + (3 + M) essinf . X — (1) + M) esssupr X

(that models the liquidation value of (II(¢)) + M,y + M) after the portfolio is rebalanced but
before the prices jump at some time t). Then,

(IL(x), v) is M-admissible = L(¢) >0

Proof. We suppose otherwise. Then, by a section theorem for predictable sets (see, e.g., [20]
Theorem 4.8]), there would exist a predictable stopping time 7 with P(7 < o0) > 0 and L, (v))
0 on {7 < oo}. This implies P(IL;(¢)) + M + (¢ + M)* X — (¢ + M)~ X, < 0) > 0,
contradiction to the M-admissibility of (II(v)), ).

O o A

Lemma 3.5. Let ¢ € L(X, X) such that (IL(), ¢) is M -admissible for some M € R . Then, the
approzimating sequence (" )neny C (bP)! in Definition 28 can be chosen such that (I1(¢™), ¢™)
are also M -admissible for all n € N.

Proof of Lemma[Z3. Let ¢ € L(X,X) such that (II(¢),¢) is M-admissible. By Lemma 3.3
we can and do choose an approximating sequence (¢"),eny € (bP)! such that (B37) holds. The
approximation holds with regard to the semimartingale price systems S and S’ and the associated
predictable processes by £S and 25", We write %" := II(¢"), ©° := TI(p), V55 (¢) := V and
introduce the predictable processes PV := @%" 4 (o) BS — (")~ PS" PV 1= @0+ T PS — o~ PG’
L" .= L(¢"), and L := L(yp).

Step 1: In the first step, we prove the lemma for the special case that ¢ invests only during
finitely many intervals Z¢ and Iif . Let 6 > 0. In this special case, [2.6) and (7)) imply that

P(supte[QT}(\VtS’S/((p") - VtS’S/(gO)] + [PV — PVy|) > 8) < 6 for n large enough. We define
7i=1inf{t > 0: V35 (o) < V> (@) = 6 or PV < PV; — 6} and A = {PV > PV, — 5} € F,_.
Since 7 is the debut of a progressive set, it is a stopping time (see e.g. [6, Theorem 7.3.4]).
Consequently, [0, 7[U[Ta] = [0,7] N {PV™ > PV — §} € P, which allows us to consider the
strategy

@" = 0" Lo r[Ural-
At first, we compare liquidation values strictly before 7. By ([B.7), it is easy to check that
PP M+ (" +MPX — (0" + M)"X — (" + M+ (p+M)TX — (p+ M)"X)
= V(") = VI () + (0" = ()N - X) + (¢ = (¢") )X = )
> VS5 (") =V (p) = =5 on [0, 7] (3.14)
and thus, by the M-admissibility of ¢,

O M A (" M)TX — (" + M)TX > =6 on [0, [. (3.15)
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We proceed by analyzing the liquidation value of the portfolio (II(g") + M,@"™ + M) at 7 if
the event Q \ A occurs. This means that long and short positions in the stock are liquidated at
the prices X and X,_, respectively. The paths of the processes %" and ¢™ must be of finite
variation in a left-hand neighborhood of 7 if X, > X __ (see Proposition 3.2(a)). Consequently,

on (Q\A)N{X,_ > X, _} one receives (o +M)* X — (o' +M) X, > —(o>" + M +0)
by @I5). On (Q\ A) N {X,_ = X, } we use that V;>% (¢" + M) + M > —§ for all t < 7 by
@IR), V25 (0" + M) = VT (0" + M) as t 17, and V25 (0" + M) + M = V55 (o + M) +
M+ A=Cr(¢" + M) = 2™ + M + (7 + M)TX,_ — (¢ + M)~ X,_. This yields that

PO M=o+ M4 (e +M)TX, — (o +M)"X,_ >0 onQ\ A (3.16)

Finally, we analyze the liquidation on the event A, i.e., we have to show that ¥ + M + (" +
M)TX —(¢"+ M)~ X >0 on the set [T4]. Analogously to ([B.14]), again using (3.7)), we estimate

L"—L = PV" =PV 4 (¢" — (¢")")(ES — essinfr_X) + (o~ — (") )(esssupr X —BS’)
> PV —PV  on [14]. (3.17)

By Lemma B.4] we have that L > 0 up to evanescence. Together with ([B.I7), we obtain that
L">L—-§>—-6 on [ra]. (3.18)

In order to replace the predictable lower bound L™ of the liquidation process by the process
itself, we pointwise distinguish the two cases below. Note that 7 is in general not predictable
and thus, (essinfz X); need not coincide with essinfr, X .

Case 1: X, > (essinfz_X), if o, + M > 0 (and X, < (esssupr X), if ¢, + M < 0). This
means that the liquidation value becomes higher. Inequation (B.I8]) yields

MM (P M)TX — (" + M)TX (3.19)
>L">~6 on[ra]N({p+M >0, X >essinfr X}U{p+ M <0, X <esssupr X}).

Case 2: X, < (essinfr_X), if o + M >0 (and X, > (esssupr X), if ¢, + M < 0). This
case can only occur if 7 is an unpredictable stopping time with X < X__ (or X, > X,_). The
liquidation value becomes smaller than its predictable lower bound, but the decrease is smaller
than that of the limiting strategy:

PO+ M+ (" + M)TX — (" + M)TX (3.20)
=+ M+ (p+MTX —(p+ M) " X+L"—L
+((") T — o)X —essinfr_ X) + (¢~ — (¢")7)(X —esssupr X)
>OP+ M+ (p+M)TX —(p+M) " X+L"—L
>—6 on[ra]N({p+M >0, X <essinfr X} U{p+M <0, X >esssupr X}),

where the equality holds by (3.7) and the second inequality holds because (©°, ¢) is M-admissible.

Putting together, the strategy (II(¢"), ¢") is (M + §)-admissible. By compression and since
d > 0 is arbitrary, we find an approximating sequence (with a suitable null sequence (8 )nen)
that is also M-admissible.

Step 2: We now proceed to the general case. Again, let 6 > 0. By (ZI) one can find a
finite union J of intervals (I¢)ien, (I{)ien such that P(supyepo,r 11s * Vi — Vellix,—oy V17 ¢

(2
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Vie =Vi-|l{x,_—0y > 9) < 0. Given § > 0, we modify the approximating strategies such that they

satisfy ¢" := —M on (2 x [0,T])\ J. By construction of I, I} ! there are no trading costs at the
boundaries of the intervals. In addition, by the semimartingale property of S’, J can be chosen
close enough to € x [0, 7] such that ds(—M1qxjo,r)\s * S';0) < 0. With these considerations
in mind, the proof is analog to Step 1. We note that on (Q x [0,77]) \ J the strategies ¢"™ need
not be liquidated since they just hold —M stocks. O

Lemma 3.6. Let ¢", ¢ € L(X,X) for alln € N and let S, S’ be semimartingale price systems.
If o™ is M -admissible fﬂ“ alln € N, VS’S/(cp”) — VS’S/(cp) uniformly in probability, and "™ — ¢
up to evanescence on {X > X}, then ¢ is M-admissible as well.

Proof. For any v € L(X,X) we define the process A(¢)) := () + M + (¢ + M)t X — (¢ +
M)~X — V55 (1) and rewrite it to

A(p) = M4+ 1yse (X = 8)+ MX) + 1_prepcy (WX - 5') + MX)
+lgp<an (WX = 5') + MX).

Consequently, ¢ — » implies that A(¢") — A(p) pointwise. Since, I[1(¢")+ M + (" +M)T X —
(" +M)"X >0 for all n € N and V55 (¢") — V55 () uniformly in probability, the assertion
follows. 0

For the rest of the section, we fix an M € R, and a sequence
("™ ™) nen C A such that ", @ > —M for all n € N and (%", p2) — (C°, C) a.s.,(3.21)

where (C°,C) € L°(Q, F, P;R?) is a mazimal element in the sense that (3.21)) cannot hold for
a random vector that strictly dominates (C°, C) in the pointwise order. E.g., (2,—1) does not
dominate (0,0) even if Sp = 1. By (2I0]) maximal elements exist following the arguments in [9)
Lemma 4.3].

To proof Theorem 2231 we have to show that there exists an M-admissible strategy with
terminal value (C?, C'), but there is still a long way to go. We refer to [9, Remark 4.4] for an in-
depth discussion for the need of maximal elements and also for the argument why it is sufficient
to consider sequences as in ([B.2]]) to prove Theorem 2.23] We note that for these considerations
it does not make any difference that we consider a two-dimensional framework here. Under con-
vention (2.I0), we can interpret (gpgin,gpgi) as the position after the market has closed. Thus,
positions in different “currencies” are analog to wealth in different scenarios.

By Lemma 3] the sequence in (3.2I]) has to be M-admissible. In addition, for each n € N,
there is a sequence of bounded strategies that approximate ™ in the sense of Definition
By Lemma [3.5] these strategies with bounded stock positions can be chosen to be M-admissible
as well. The “almost sure” convergence from above is not metrizable, but one can pass to
subsequences to ensure that the terminal portfolio of bounded approximations converge directly
to (CY,C). This allows us to assume w.l.o.g. that there exists a sequence (a,)nen € Ry such
that

" <an and  (@"",¢")nen €AY, neN. (3.22)

Of course, a, may explode as n — oo but for the analysis at the boundaries of the intervals with
friction we want to argue with bounded strategies.
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Note 3.7. Let S be a semimartingale price system. Then, there exist semimartingale price
systems S and S" such that for every starting time of an excursion T, there exist stopping times
o and o satisfying the conditions from Assumption [2Z18 with

(S, 8y = (X, X1 0 + (S, 5)1[[0,5[ + (X, X) 15,0005 (3.23)

Proof. There are at most countably many excursions. Since the processes X, X, and S are cadlag,
one can choose o and o close enough to 7 and I'(7), respectively, such that the correction terms
that occurs by replacing the semimartingale by Q“-super- and submartingales at the boundaries
are arbitrarily small in terms of the metric ds. U

For the rest of the section, we fix the semimartingale price systems S and S’ to evaluate
long and short positions in the risky asset, respectively, and construct a limiting strategy of the
sequence in (B.21))/([B:22]) using these semimartingales in Definition 2.6(b). This implies that if
the spread cannot move away from zero continuously or return to zero continuously, then one
can take any semimartingale price system to construct the limiting strategy.

3.1 Fictitious dormant market

In the proof of the frictionless FTAP the concatenation property of the set of wealth processes
plays a crucial role. This property is not available in models with transaction costs since on
{X: > 0} one cannot switch between two strategies without additional costs. On the other
hand, frictionless markets are included in our model. To prove Theorem 2.23], we proceed in two
steps. In the first step, we consider a fictitious market that behaves similar to a frictionless market
and satisfies the concatenation property along the sequence (¢"),en. When the bid-ask spread is
positive, the market is dormant, but at other times one can switch between the strategies. More
precisely, the gains that are obtained during an excursion of the spread away from zero enter in
the wealth processes but one cannot switch from one strategy to another strategy during this
time. Then, in the second step, the limiting strategy is constructed separately for each excursion,
and properties (2.0]), (Z7]), and (2.8]) are verified accordingly. We stress that the second step is the
main new step. However, the first step that is developed in this subsection is not only needed to
capture the frictionless intervals but also to paste the limiting strategies of the countably many
excursions together and obtain a reasonable limiting strategy along the whole interval.
Intuitively, the dormant model coincides with the original model if X_ = 0, and it is dormant
during excursions of the spread away from zero. When an excursion ends and a new frictionless
interval begins, the model is restarted with the current frictionless wealth (including gains from
trades during the excursions). At the starting time of an excursion two different cases can occur:
Either the spread is still zero. Then, we investor can still switch to another strategy using the
information that an excursion has just started. Or, the spread jumps away from zero. Then,
the investor is already in the midst of an excursion, and in the fictitious model the gains at the
jump time and the gains during the rest of the excursion cannot be separated from each other.
The easiest way to model this is to allow in the first case for double jumps of the wealth process
at the starting time of an excursion: the left jump models movements triggered by a possible
synchronous jump of the semimartingale price systems and the right jump models the anticipated
gains during the excursion. By contrast, if the spread jumps away from zero, the fictitious wealth
already takes the value after the excursion and remains constant up to the end of the excursion.
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Formally, we introduce the not necessarily right-continuous filtration F = (-%t)te[o,T] by

Fio= oRulJ{rd <t, Xy =0}u{r <t, X,; >0})
ieN
N Xpriy— =0} N Fpiiy—) U ({Xperiy— > 03 N Fpiiy))),

and the dormant wealth processes of the bounded strategies above are given by

V= (") x oy St — (0") Lx_—op * Si+ D iy, X =0jufri=t, XTi>o}5i’n7 (3.24)
ieN

where

in 5,8’ n S (o
€7 = Ly gy =0 (Viop- (07 = V2 () + Lo

i
1 1

S0y (Vo () = VET (7)) (3.25)

; i
D(r)— 1 1

with the convention that £" := 0 on {I'(7{) > T'}. The infinitely many summands in (3.24))
are absolutely summable since the semimartingale gains and the trading costs are converging
separately for bounded strategies (cf. the proof of Proposition2.7)). The process V™ is an optional
semimartingale under the filtration F (see, e.g., [I, Definition 7.1.1]). Finally, we note that if
X7 > 0 the model is frozen at the starting time of the last excursion.

Lemma 3.8. [cf. Lemma 4.5 in Delbaen and Schachermayer [9]] Let NA™ and NUPBRP® be
satisfied. Then,

sup |V — V™| = 0 in probability as n,m — oo,
t€[0,T]

where V™ is given by (3-24) for (@™ )nen from above.

This means that at the times the bid-ask spread vanishes the value processes have to be
close together. Note that Lemma [B.8 does not make any statement about the behavior of the
terminal portfolios on {X7 > 0}. However, this is not necessary since we already start with a
sequence whose terminal portfolios converge.

Proof. The proof is analogous to that in the frictionless model by [9, Lemma 4.5], but a bit more
technical since we have to deal with processes that have double jumps. Assume by contradiction
that there exists ¢ > 0 and subsequences (ny, mg)ren with P(sup,epo (V™ — V™) > ¢€) > ¢ for

allk € N. Let T}, := inf{t >0: YZ"’“—T/tmk > ¢}. Define T}, := T, on {X’fk = O}ﬂ{f/jgk—f/%nk > e}
~ k k
and Ty, := T'(T}) elsewhere. Consider 1* := O"* Lo, \[(Tw) a] T P [T Ul T, 7] With A =
({Xz >0 Uu{VZ — VI < )N {X.+, = 0}. The process ¥ is predictable in the original
Ty Ty Ty F(Tk)

model and thus generates a strategy. If Tk coincides with some 7¢, there are two cases. In the

case that ka = 0 and TN/%”“ — 17%”’“ > ¢ one switches from ¢™* to ¢™* before the excursion
k k

starts (using the information F,;). Otherwise, one still follows the strategy ¢™ during the
excursion and switches to ¢ at its end. In the fictitious model the information about the

excursion is already available at 7§ and the model is dormant afterwards. We arrive at 1% = @,
Op (k) > (™) + ¢ on {Tp < T} and ¥ = @7*, Tp(y*) = p(™) on {Ty > T} with

P(T}, <T) > . Now, we pass to forward convex combination of (¢*)zey (cf. [0, Lemma A1.1]).
Since (TI(y*),y*) € AM for all k € N and the self-financing operator II is concave on (bP)™,

we arrive at a contradition to the maximality of (C?,C) in the above sense. O

22



We discount the processes yn by the numéraire N defined as

1+ X, if X, =0
Ny:=q 1+ Xpego if Xy >0 and Xy = 0 for ¢ with ¢ € [r{,T(r})) (3.26)
14+ Xy if X >0 and Xpegy- > 0 for i with ¢ € [r{,T({))

that is the sum of 1 and a time-changed semimartingale price system (the time-changed process
does not depend on the choice of the semimartingale price system). Thus, N is an optional
F-semimartingale. Since (¢%", ©"),en are M-admissible in the sense of Definition 2T} we have
that V™ := V" /N > —M for all n € N (we refer to the term of an “allowable strategy” introduced
in Yan [38, Definition 2.4]).

Next, we show that (?")neN is a Cauchy sequence with respect to the semimartingale topol-
ogy. Since the processes are not cadlag but can have right jumps, the Emery metric has to be
adjusted. The integration theory for optional semimartingales is comparatively little developed
(see the monograph by Abdelghani and Melnikov [I] for a survey). An integration theory for
laglad integrators that is tailor-made for trading models with laglad price processes (not trading
strategies!) is introduced in Kithn and Stroh [29]. The key idea is that one can separately invest
in the part of the right jumps of the asset price process that can be overlapped by countably
many stopping times. In the example of INF, the investor can separately invest in the right jump
of an integrator at (Tli){ X =0} i € N, using the information F7;. To avoid the introduction

of too much notation, we write down Jg only for the wealth processes and not for general op-
tional F-semimartingales (the interested reader may do this following [29, Equation (3.1) and
Theorem 3.5)):

cfg(?",?m) = sup E( sup |H -+ (YA/" — ?m)t
11 F-predictable with [H|<1, GieL0(F,,), [Gil<1 te[0,7]

+ D (Gilpricyy = Heilipicyy) (€ g’m)l{XT{:o}! A1), (3.:27)
€N

where {Z " are derived from £%" by discounting with N. Formally, the integral in B217) is with
respect to the right-continuous modifications of v — Vm, and thus it is a standard stochastic
integral (H is F-predictable iff it is F*—predlctable) Then, the sum over ¢ expresses that the
investment in the right jump is annulled and replaced by G;. The definition is possible since the

summands in ([3.27) are absolutely summable (cf. (3.24])).

Remark 3.9. A reader who prefers to follow the arguments of this subsection within the standard
framework of cadlag integrators may alternatively introduce at time (Tf){ x_;=0} @ time shift of
71

27t Then, the right jumps of the F-model take place at separated times.

Lemma 3.10. [cf. Lemmas 4.7 to 4.11 in Delbaen and Schachermayer [9]] Under the assump-
tions of Lemma [3.8, ( "neN 1S a  ds-Cauchy sequence. In addition, there exists a limiting F-
semimartingale that we denote by V i.e. dS(V” V) — 0 asn — oo, and V = NV.

Proof. Based on the previous lemma, it is shown in [9] that the martingale and drift parts of
the wealth processes converge separately. To make this applicable to our model, we observe that
for every F-predictable strategy H with 0 < H <1,n € N, and G; € LO(]:Tli; [0,1]), the random
variable

H e Vit + 3G Hy)E o x oy (3.28)
€N
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is the discounted gain of a self-financing strategy (¥°,) in the original model (not necessarily
M-admissible). To be precise, on {X7 > 0} it is the gain at the starting time of the last excursion
and on {X7 = 0} the gain at 7. In addition, the set of random variables of this form which can
moreover be achieved by an M-admissible strategy is L°-bounded by (@IT)).

With this, the assertion follows from the proofs of Delbaen and Schachermayer [9l Lem-
mas 4.7 to 4.11] (when reading one must abstract from the fact that the semimartingales are
stochastic integrals). The proofs are reformulated in Kabanov [22] proofs of Lemmas 2.5 to 2.8
and Lemma 3.3] in a more abstract setting. It seems to be easier to adapt the arguments in
[22]. But, we just consider suitable integrals with respect to vn (n fixed) without introducing
a set of admissible wealth processes in the dormant market. In doing so, we stress that it is
sufficient to have (3.28]) with nonnegative integrands (it is enough to be abstinent if the drift is
negative, one need not be short). Furthermore, we refer to the alternative proof in Cuchiero and
Teichmann [7, Theorem 3.3(ii)].

To prove the second assertion, we make things easy for ourselves by using that in the time-
shifted cadlag model from Remark B9 the space of semimartingales is complete with regard to the
Emery topology ([13, Theorem 1]). From this, it follows that in our model there exists a limiting
optional F-semimartingale V such that in B27) we can replace ym by V and é\l’ml{ X _;=0} by

71

lim,, 00 é\l’ml{ x_;—0} that exists in probability. O
71

Proof of Theorem[223. So far, we made well-known results on frictionless markets accessi-
ble to our model by considering a fictitious dormant market that ignores the problems that
occur by positive bid-ask spreads. We now turn to the construction of the limiting strat-
egy when the spread does not vanish. The random vector (C°,C) and the approximating se-
quence (%" "), en are still from (@3.2I), and we have to show that (C° C) is the terminal
position of an M-admissible strategy. We can assume that (¢%", ¢©"),en satisfies (3:22)).

Step 1: By (212)), the second part of the NUPBR?® condition, we can assume w.l.o.g. that

sup sup V(") < oo, (3.29)
te€[0,T] neN

If this does not already hold for the original sequence of cost value processes, we pass to forward
convex combinations. (3.29)) allows us to define the finite process A; := sup [y 4 SUPpen Veost(pn)
that dominates all cost processes. Putting this together with the M-admissibility of ™, the later
means that %"+ M + (" + M)+t X — (¢"+ M)~ X > 0, we can control the size of the strategies.
Namely, we get

(X —X)<A+M+MX, VneN. (3.30)

Estimate (3.30) is used for the case that positions are built up during a frictionless interval but
the spread jumps away from zero. For the case that the portfolio is rebalanced under a positive
spread we need another estimate. The finite process A is pre-locally bounded, i.e., there exists a
sequence of stopping times (15, Jmen with P(T;, = oo) — 1 for m — oo and Vo (¢")1fg 1,1 < m
for all n € N. Let us show that

(goo’" + ("M X_ - (gpn)_i_) Lo, <m, Vn,méeN. (3.31)
Intuitively, this means that trade cannot increase the cost value of a portfolio. We have to prove

that ¢2’"+(¢g)+75— ()~ X, <mforall s < t implies that go?’n+(g0?)+yt, —(pp)~ X, <m.
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On the set {X;_ > X, }, o" converges to ¢} , and the variation of ¢©™ on [s,t) vanishes as s 1 ¢
by Proposition B.2l(a). This implies that

O (PP )X — (PP) X, <m. (3.32)

In addition, the LHS of (332) dominates ¢\ +(¢")t X, — (o)~ X, .On {X,_ = X, } we can
use that Va9 (07) < 07"+ (02) VX, — (92) "X, <mforall s < t and V%' (") — V2% (o") =

0, -~ _
e F ()T X = (o) X
We can and do choose the sequence (T},,)men from above such that one has, in addition, that

Y,lﬂo{me}ﬂUmeﬂ <m, VYmeéeN.
From (B.31]) we subtract the inequality
@O+ M + (" + M) Tessinfr X — (¢" + M) esssupr X >0
that holds by Lemma [3.4] and obtain the estimate
max{(p")T (X _ — essinfr_X), (¢") (esssupr X — X )} <m+ M+ Mm on ]0,T,,].
We arrive at

"X <m+ M+ Mm on]0,T,],
where X := min(X_ — essinfr_ X, esssupr X — X _). (3.33)

Estimate (.33 is crucial to control the position in the risky asset during an excursion of the
spread away from zero.

Step 2: Let 7 := 7 be the starting time of an excursion (cf. [23])). The spead at 7 can be
zero or positive. Let us show that the end of an excursion can be rewritten as

I(r) == inf{t>7:X;=X,0or X4 =X, } (3.34)
= inf{t>7:X;=X,or X;_ =X, or X;_ = (essinfr_X); or (esssupr X); = X, _}.

Let 71 be a predictable stopping time with X, _ = (essinfr_X), on {r; < oco}. Since X, >
(essinfr_X).,, the NA™ condition implies that X = X, _. This means that a long stock
position built up at time 7, — can be liquidated for sure at time 7. Consequently, we must have
that X, = X, on {11 < oo} since otherwise the sequence ¥" := nl; ], n € N, would violate
the NUPBRP* condition. This means that at t = 7 the first condition X; = X , is satisfied as
well.

To complete the proof, we define the debut 7 := inf{t > 7 : X; = (essinfz_X);} that is
a (not necessarily predictable) stopping time with [(72) (X 1y —(essinf 5)72}]] € P. We have to

show that P(r2 > I'(7)) = 1. Assume by contradiction that there exists an ¢ > 0 such that
P(my + ¢ < T'(7)) > 0. By a section theorem for predictable sets (see, e.g., [20, Theorem 4.8])
applied to the predictable set {X _ = essinfz_ X} N[ro, (12 +¢) AT(7)], there exists a predictable
stopping time 73 with P(13 < 0o, 7o +¢ <I'(7)) > 0, 2 < 73 < 7o +c and X, = (essinfr_X),,
on {73 < 00,72 +¢ < I'(1)}. Above, we have shown that this implies that X, = X_ on
{m3 < 00,79 + € < I'(1)} — a contradiction to the definition of I'(). By exactly the same argu-

ments we get rid of the condition (esssupr X); = X, in (3.34).

25



In the following, we construct a double sequence of stopping times (Tl’N , 72N )Nen with

which one can exhaust the excursion while keeping the spread away from zero. We set 75V :=
(r+ 1/N1{7T=XT}) A o. Since the stopping time (P(T)){Yrmf:Xr(f)_} is predictable, it pos-

sesses an announcing sequence. Thus, there exists a sequence (72V)yey with & < 72V < I'(7),

2N < I(7) on {Xp(r)- = Xp@)-ts and 2N — T'(7) a.s. as N — oo, where & comes from
Assumption 218 We have
_ LN _2,N
I POIN ) %,y =xp,, ] = Unven] 7, 727, (3.35)

For all N € N we define

nY o= inf min {Yt, — (essinfr_ X)),

1,N 2,N
telrie _y Ut N N ]

(esssupr X); — X, , X¢ — th} (3.36)
Let us show that
>0 as. (3.37)

The NA™ condition and a section theorem for predictable sets (see, e.g., [20, Theorem 4.8])
imply that ¥ > 0 a.s. Now, fix some N € N and define

B, = inf (X¢— — (essinfr_ X)) <1/np, neN.
tE[T{l’YI\:—:KT}}U(TLN,TZN}
In contrast to (3.36), ¢ = I'(7) is included in the infimum that makes B, predictable. Let
€ > 0. Again by a section theorem for predictable sets, there exists a sequence of predictable
stopping times (o, )nen such that P(B,N{o, < 0o}) > P(B,)—e2™", (essinfr_X),, > X,,— —
1/n, 7%V < 0, < 7Y on {0, < oo}, and 7V < g, on {X, > X_}. In addition, o, can
be chosen such that it does not exceed the debut of B, by more than 27". It follows that
X, >X,,——1/non {0, < oo} which means that the strategies ¢" := nlf, 1, n € N, are 1-

admissible. The NUPBRP® condition implies that the sequence (n(Xo, —Xo, )10, <o} )nen and

thus (n(Xo, — X, )1(s, <oo})nen is L-bounded. The latter implies that X, — X, converges

Do On,
to zero in probability on B := Nyen(B, N {0, < o0}) as n — oco. Consequently, there exists a
(deterministic) subsequence (ny)gen such that X, — X ., > 0on Bas. as k — oo. First,

Loy
we observe that on {73 < T'(7)} the bid-ask spread is bounded away from zero and thus

B C {r»Y =T(7)} a.s. On the other hand, on {r%" = I'(7)} we have that Xp(,_ > Xp(r)--
Putting together, we obtain that B C {o,, = I'(7) for all but finitely many k} a.s. Since the
stopping times are close to the debuts of B,, and ¢ > 0 was arbitrary, we arrive at (8.317) by
symmetry.

We conclude this step with a remark. Following Example 2] it can happen that YF(T)_ =
(essinf 7 X)) but Xpiy_ > Xrp(ry—- In this case the point I'(7) is still considered to be part
of the regime with friction. However, on {YF(T), = (essinfz_ X)r(r)} we must have anyway that
71‘(7)7 =Xpi;) = 71“(7)7 and there are no investment opportunities between I'(7)— and I'(7).

Step 3a: In the following, we consider an interval Z¢, i € N, whose left endpoint (%) (X _;=0}
1

is the starting time of an excursion of the spread X away from zero but at which the spread is
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still zero. This is the most tricky case in the proof since we do not have an upper bound for the
number of stocks of M-admissible strategies on {XT{' = 0}. Assumption T8 is needed to show
that with n — oo the cost value processes VC'(¢™) cannot increase significantly “closer and
closer” to (1{)x_,—o}-

Let 7 := (7]){x_,—o} be accompanied by the measures Q4, A € P, from Assumption 218 In

1

addition, we fix some m € N and ¢ € (0,1). By Proposition [A3|(b), there exists v € (0,¢) such
that for every A € P and every Q“-supermartingale Y on [0,T] with Yy =0 and Y > —m — M,
the following implication holds:

Q(sup Vi >7) <y = ds(V,0) <&, (3.38)
te[0,7)

where ds denotes the Emery distance under P (the proposition is applied under the measures Q4,
but by ZI4), ds is small if the Emery distance under Q4 is small). Next, there exists & € (0,~/3)
such that for every A € P and every Q“-supermartingale Y with Yy =0and Y > —m — M
P(Yr < —=38) <38 = P(sup |Yi|>7)VQA sup |Yi|>~)<~. (3.39)
t€[0,T t€[0,T]
Indeed, by ZI3)/@I4) we can switch between the measures P and Q4, and one has that
Ega(Yy) < a+ (m+ M)QA(Yr < —a) for all a € R,. Since at every stopping time the
expected loss of a supermartingale exceeds the expected gain, and the former is maximal at
maturity, implication ([3:39]) follows by considering the stopping times inf{¢ > 0:Y; > ~} and
inf{t>0:Y; < —v}.

By Lemma B8 and V" = VTS’SI(QD") = VCoSt(p") on {1 < oo} for all n € N, we have that
P(1 < 0o, |Vt (o) — Veost(pn2)| > §) < § for all ny,ns large enough. Since the converging
sequence (go%n, @ )nen is maximal, there exists n® € N such that for all ny,ny > n® there exists
no M-admissible (¢°,v) with (%, ¢7) > (gp%m A go%m, ot A i) and P(¢Y > gp%m +9)>6
(cf. the end of the proof of Lemma B.8). By [¢" | < ane (cf. (322)), we find an N¢ € N such
that P(o > 7, infyc, 1ve V(o) — veost(pn®) < §) < § and P(r < o < 72V°) < e, Let us
show that

P(_inf (V") = (")) < ~0) <6 foralln 2, (3.40)
We suppose otherwise. Then, one can switch from ¢™ to ¢" at a stopping time 7, with P(7, <
00) > § and 7 < 7, < TN VEOSH () — V;liq(cpns) < —d on {7, < oo} (such a stopping time
exists by a section theorem for optional sets, see, e.g., 20, Theorem 4.7]). This generates a
superior strategy (/°,1) from above that is a contradiction. Putting together we obtain that

P( [inlfN ](VfOSt(gpn) — VSt (™)) < —30) <35 for all n > n°. (3.41)
te|r, 7" €

But, (341]) implies that
P( inf (((pn)—i_l]]T,Tl,Nb‘]] M 7,5 - (gOn)_l]]T,Tl,Nﬂ] ° Xt) < —35) S 30. (342)

te[r,7LNE]

The processes 1, 573 ((¢") "1, ;v @ X — (") 1} 1vep » X), n € N, are bounded from
below by —m — M. By Assumption 2.I8], the n-th process is a supermartingale with respect to
the measure Q4 with A,, := {¢™ > 0}. Thus, we can derive from ([3.42)) and (3.39) that

QAn(l{Tm>T} sup |(80n)+1]]T,T1’NE]] ° 7t - (Son)il]]T,Tl’NE]] c Xy >7) < (3.43)

te[r,7LNVe]
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From (3.38]), it follows that
dg(l{Tm>T}(((p")+1]]T7T1,Ne]] * X — (") 1+ X),0) < g2 for all n > nf (3.44)

and dg taken with respect to P. By P(t < 0 < 74V°) < ¢, (X, X) coincides with (S,S’) on
[7,7VN°] with high probability (cf. Note B.7). Together with B.41), 30 < ¢, and (3.44), we
conclude that

P41, >3 sup \Vts’sl(go") — VS (M) >¢e) <3e forall n>n. (3.45)
te[r,7LNe]

Step 3b: Let I'(7) be the end time of the excursion. The numbers € and n® are still given
by Step 3a Analogously to 75", again using (3.22)), we find an N’ such that P(T2’N, <

T(7), SUP e ey Ve (0™ ) = Vi) (0" ) (xr,)- 500 = Vi) (¢" )L xp,, =0y > 6) < 4. Since

1,N

Step 3a is a fortiori true if we reduce 7%, we can assume that N’ = N¢. By similar arguments

as for (3:40), we get

P( sup (V™) = Vot (™)) > 6) < for all n > nf. (3.46)
te[r2Ne (1))

If (346) did not hold, then one could switch from ¢ to ™ and improve the terminal position.
Economically, this means that it could be anticipated if the sequence of strategies performed too
bad at the foreseeable end of the excursion, and one would switch to ¢ before that happens.
By contrast, at the beginning of the excursion one would switch from ¢™ to ¢™ after a bad per-
formance of ¢", cf. (3.40). Consequently, towards the end of the excursion, the liquidation values
of the sequence of strategies can be controlled, instead of the cost values as at the beginning of
the excursion. Putting together, we obtain

P(VFh((i)(SDn)l{Xr<r>—>0} + VFh((i)—(Spn)l{XFw—:O} a tel gszblepr( ) Vi) < ~30) <30 (347)

for all n > nf. Since the cost term C' is nondecreasing, (8.47]) implies that

n\+ .
P ) pr2ve 0N g,y —o] * X7
—(gDn)_l]]TQ,NE I(T)]]\[(F(T)){XF(T),:O}H o YT < —35) S 35 fOI‘ all mn Z ’I’La. (348)

The processes

n\+ . _ n\— .
Lt >r2vey ((07) T przve 0N gyl * X~ ) r2ve 0N 2ol * XD

(

n € N, are bounded from below by —m — M, and the n-th process is a supermartingale with
respect to the measure Q“» with A, := {¢™ > 0}. Thus, we can derive from 348 and (3.39)
that

NAn n\+ .
Q (1{Tm>72’N8}tE[Tf}VLPF(T)]|(90) L2 PN gy -] X

—(") Lpane PN ) (ol © X el >7) <7 for all m > n®(3.49)

From (3.49) and (B.38)), it follows that
n + ° —
A5 (L, >r2vey (") T Lprave 0N ) o] * X
(") 12 DONEE) (xp, oyl * X):0) S €8 for all n 2 n (3.50)
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and dg taken with respect to P. Since 72" > &, we have that (X, X) = (S5,5') on
[72N°, ()] \ [[(F(T)){XF(T)_:O}]], cf. Note B.7l Together with ([B.47) and (8.50) we arrive at

S,8' n S,S’ n 1i n 1i n
P(l{Tm>7—2’N5} : QS]}}EPF( ) ‘Vt (‘P ) - VT2,N5 ((P )’ v (1{XF(T)_>O}‘VF(?—)((P ) - V7_2(leE ((P )‘)
te|m=N " I

>¢) <2 forall n >nf. (3.51)

Step 4: Now, we fix m, N € N and show how a limiting strategy can be constructed on the
stochastic interval |75, 72N A T,,,] defined in (3.35). By (3.33)/(B.36), we have

’(Pn‘l[[Tl’N/\Tm,TzN/\Tm]] < (m + M + Mm)/nN = YnN VneN, (3.52)

and by (337), Y, v is a finite random variable (not necessarily bounded). First we observe that
by the semimartingale property of S and S’ the set

{TIZ)+1]]7-1,N77-2,N] * ST =Y 1N 2Ny S+ b is a predictable process with i < Ym,N}(3.53)

is L9%-bounded (namely, for a given probability of error, Y., N can be estimated by a constant).
This implies that the set

conv(C™ (o™ [rVN 72N A T])in € N) s also LO-bounded. (3.54)

Note that since L° is not locally convex, the L-boundedness of (C%5 (¢, [N, 72N])) e
would be potentially weaker. However, we can consider a convex combination of strategies
O "L "R but executing them through different trading accounts. This means that

we do not benefit from the subadditivity of C5%". Since the resulting strategies are still M-
admissible, ([3.54) follows from (3.52]) and (3.53)).

The processes X, X, S, and S’ are cadlag, and the paths of X — X are bounded away from
zero on [r5N 72N) The latter holds since 72" < T'(7) on {Xp(;)_ = Xp(r)- - Consequently,
we have that X — S > (X,onv — Xan)/3>00r S — X > (X,1v — X 1nv)/3 > 0 on an
interval with positive random length, and after finitely many analogous estimates we arrive at
727, The same holds for X — " and S’ — X. By (3.54) and [28,, Proposition 3.3], this implies
that ", n € N, are processes of finite variation on [, 72"]. Furthermore, |(gpn)I — (M} -
((@n)i - (@n)iﬂ < 2V, N for all 78N < s <t < 72N AT, and n € N by (3.52), we obtain
that CODV((SDn)IQ,N/\Tm - (Qpn)il,N/\Tm;n € N) and COHV((QDn)izNATm - (Son);L_l,N/\Tm;n € N) are
L% bounded, too.

Now, we can proceed as in Schachermayer [37, proof of Theorem 3.4]. It is a stochastic version
of Helly’s classic theorem that shows the existence of a converging subsequence of monotone
functions on the real line. We repeat only the results that are needed in the present paper. On
[75N, 72N A T,,] there exists a predictable process o such that after passing to forward convex
combinations, ¢ — ¢ up to evanescence. If one applies the same construction for a larger
pair (N, m) (and thus on a larger subinterval of the excursion), the strategy coincides with ¢ on
the smaller subinterval up to evanescence. By P(T,, = co) — 1 as m — oo and (B.30), we arrive
at a predictable process ¢ with

" — ¢ on |, T(7)]\ [[(I’(T)){XF(T)_:O}]] up to evanescence, n — 0o, (3.55)

after passing to joint forward convex combinations using a diagonalization argument.
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Step 5: In this step, we want to show that <p+1]]T,p(T)]]\[(p(T)){XF() _oy] € L(S) and

@™ Lr PN T x =] € L(S5’), where the semimartingales S and S’ are defined in Note B.7}
’ r(r)——

Let ¢ > 0. We choose m € N such that P(T}, < oo) < €2. The stopping times TLNT 72N are
from Step 2. They actually also depend on m. Beforehand, we observe that the dg-distance of

two semimartingales is bounded from above by the probability that their paths do not coincide.
Then, by ([3.44) and the triangle inequality of the metric ds, we obtain

dS((SDnl)Jrl]T,TLNE] <X - (@nl)ilﬂr,’rlvl\m] * X, (SDnQ)Jrl}]T,TLNE] <X - (SDnQ)il]T,TLNE]] *X) < 32

for all ny,ne > nf. By (B.50) we have the analogue estimate at the end of the excursion.
Since @"11ne a7, 2285 a7, < Ym,ne for all n € N, all strategies are bounded by y € Ry on
[71N°, 72N outside the event {7, < oo} U {Y;, = > y} that does not depend on n and has
smaller probability than 2¢? for y large enough (with a corresponding bound of the effect on ds).
Consequently, we can argue with the dominated convergence theorem for stochastic integrals
(cf., e.g. [6l Theorem 12.4.10]) and the pointwise convergence ([B.55]) to deduce that

dS((SDnl)—Fl]TLNe,TQ’NEH * S (Sonl)_l]]TLNe,TQ’NE]] ¢ Sl’
(@n2)+1]]7-1,NE 2NE] S — (QDnQ)il]]TI,NE 2NE] S < 3e?

for ny,ng large enough. Since € > 0 was arbitrary and (¢™)" (™)~ = 0, we conclude that the
sequences

((@")*1HT,F(T)1]\[[(F(T)){XF(T)_:O}]] * S)nen, ((80")71}]T,F(T)]]\[[(F(T)){XF(T)_:O}]] * 8 )nen
and a fortiori the sequences
(") A r N 3y, —or] * Snerts (") A @D ANEE) oy, o] * S Inen

are ds-Cauchy. Therefore, together with ([B.55) and (¢")T Apt < o™, (0")” A~ < ¢, we are
in the position to apply Chou, Meyer, and Stricker [5] (see also [28, Note 4.4]) and arrive at

" e DN () _oy] € L(S) and sf1]]T,r(7)]]\[(r(T)){XF(T)_:O}ﬂ € L(S"). (3.56)

{XI‘(T)—

Step 6: Let us show that ¢1HT7F(T)H\H(F(T)){XF( =] € L(X, X) (this states that o, which is

not yet globally defined, satisfies the “local” properties ([2.0]), ([2.7)), and (2.8]) of Definition
on the interval Z¢). As a candidate for the “optimal” sequence (") yeny C bP we take

wN := median(—yy, w’yN)]‘]]Tl’N,TQ’N/\TmN]] € bP,

where my € N is large enough such that P(7,,, < co) < 1/N and yy € Ry is large enough
such that P(Y;,, .~ > yn) < 1/N.

Let ¢ > 0 and m large enough such that P(7,, < co) < e. By (344) and (B:45]) we have
P(T,, = o, C’fl’il,g (™) — Cf{il, (™) > 2¢) < 4e for all n > n. and N > N¢. By the Fatou-type
estimate in [28, Proposition 3.11], the cost term of the limiting strategy cannot be higher in the
sense that

P(Tyn = 00, Y <y, O () — C5%(9) > 3¢) <4e for all N > N°. (3.57)
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By (356 and again by the dominated convergence theorem for stochastic integrals, we find
N’ > N°¢ such that dS(SD+1]]TTI,N’]] *S = 1y nep 0 5,0) < 2. Adding up the increments we
get that

P(Tp =00, Yy <yn,  sup [V () = VI (p)] > 4e) < 5e for all N > N'.(3.58)

tE[Tl’N,Tl’N,}

By (8350) and (3.51)), the analogue estimate holds for the end of the excursion. Since S = X,
S" = X on |1,0], the strategy YV does not produce trading costs at time 7V, and we have
that (V55 (¢N))yen is a up-Cauchy sequence. Since trading gains and trading costs converge
separately, condition (27]) follows from (2.6]) by the arguments in the proof of Proposition 210/

~ Now let (M nen € (P)T be a competing sequence with (¥N)* < o, (¥N)~ < ¢, and
YV — ¢ pointwise. Since, by Step 5, T, ¢~ are integrable with respect to the semimartingale

price systems, it follows again from the dominated convergence theorem for stochastic integrals
that ds((pN)T S — (V)" ¢, pt ¢S —p~+85) —0as N — oo and thus

ds((PN)F o5 = (N) e S, (@N)T e S = (V)T 2 8) 50, N - oc. (3.59)

On the other hand, again by [28] Proposition 3.11], the cost term of the competing sequence can
be estimated from below by

lim inf %% () > ¢S5 (pN') — sy Ny for every N’ € N. (3.60)

1,N/
N—oo T

By B.51), c%s (¥N') = 0 in probability as N’ — co. Thus, putting (359) and (3.60) together

!
+1LN

yields (2.8)), and we arrive at
(Pl]]T’F(T)]]\[(F(T)){XF(T)—:0}]] S L(K, 7) for 7 = (Tf){XT{.ZO}, i €N. (3.61)

We define the wealth process starting in zero at time (7¢) (X _;=0} a8
71

Vi = uplim VIS () on Z7 <)) (x_ oy PEDIN () g, <o)l 1€N (362

N—oo

(it corresponds to 1z¢ » V, but the global wealth process V' in Definition is not yet defined).

Step 7: By (B.30), we have that for fixed i € N, (@X(oi)l{XA( i)>0})n€N is L9-bounded. After
1 o}
passing once again to forward convex combinations, it converges a.s. to some F Aol )—measurable

finite random variable 1*. By a diagonalization argument, one finds a joint sequence for all i € N
(cf. the paragraph at the end of the proof). With this, one can argue as in Step 4, but starting
directly at the beginning of the excursion. Step 3a is not needed, and the arguments in Steps 5
and 6 only become simpler. Consequently, we obtain a predictable process ¢ that satisfies

(¢ — W)1}]T,P(T)]]\[[(F(T)){XF(T)_:O}]] € L(X,X) where 7 := (A(Ui)){XA(U@>o}, ieN. (3.63)

On |, T'(7)]\ [[(I‘(T)){XF(T)_:O}]] the limiting wealth process V27 is defined as in (3.62)). Observe
that the convergence of the strategies at the starting time of the excursion on {X, > 0} follows
from an analysis of the frictionless intervals whereas at the end the behavior can be explained
by considering only the excursion itself.
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Step 8: Let Iif = [(0})ix , —oy]U]ot, A(o})]. We have that
Ul_

i

L VI = (9") gy« S = (") 1 * 5"+ D 1 )iy L zaor)y (€N (3.64)
j=1

Let us show that the sequence (£7"),¢cn of gains during an excursion converges in probability to a

finite random variable as n — co. On {XT]' = 0} this follows immediately from Lemma B.10l On
1 .

{X_; > 0}, all we know at first by LemmaBI0lis that the sum & + (¢" ) TAS_; — (™)~ AS’,

1 L5t 1 5t Lt

converges. But, by the convergence of (gozj 1{y I>X j})neN established in Step 7 we are done.
1 T T

1
Together with (B.64) we can conclude that ((gpn)+1lf e S — (go")_llf * S )pen is ds-Cauchy.
By Mémin’s theorem (see [31, Theorem V.4]), there exists a predictable process ¢ such that
Tl € L(S), ¢~ 1, € L(S'), and

dg((gpn)+1zf cS—=(p") 1y S',gp+1zf S —¢ 1y S =0 n— oco. (3.65)
In fact, it only follows the existence of a limiting strategy in L((S,S”)), the set of two-dimensional
predictable processes which are integrable with respect to (S,S’). But, by (¢")"(¢")~ = 0, the
proof (that argues with M? ® A) shows the stronger assertion above. We can and do assume
that

e = lim ¢" on the set { lim ¢" exists in R} ﬂIZ-f eP. (3.66)
n— o0 n—o0
To see this, define ¢ := lim, o " if this limit exists in R and ¢ := ¢ otherwise. Then,

using that {¢ # ¢} = Uken{l¢"| < k& Vn € N} N {@p # ¢} it follows that the process
Ligtzpty S — Lig-2p-y ¢ S" must be evanescent by (B.65]) and the dominated convergence
theorem for stochastic integrals.

Step 9: Putting together the partial constructions of the previous steps, we have a candidate
for a global limiting strategy. Summing up:

according to (B.65) on {X_ =0}
p = { according to BEL)  on [(71)(x ;=op, FFDIN [T () ix, 5, =3] i €N
according to (B63) on [(A(e}))(x, . >op DA\ IC(A(T)))¢ -], i€ N.

(3.67)

Aot Xe(aerinn-

>0y a.s. for all i € N in (B.63)).

Using the process V from Lemma[3.I0 that is the semimartingale limit in the coarser F-model
and the processes from (B.62]), we define the F-adapted process V' by

We note that by ([B.66]), one has that 1" = Py lix

A(r})

Vii=Vy + VM forte (r],T(r)), X, =0

5 B 2, i J
Vi = VA(oi)f + ‘PI(U{)ASA(U@ - (pA(Ui)AS;\(Ui) + Vt for t € [A(Ul)7F(A(01)))7XA(U§) >0
V, = {7; otherwise.

By Steps 6 and 7 we have that V satisfies (2.6]), (2.7)), and the corresponding “optimal” sequences
satisfy (2.8]). From Lemma [3.10 it follows that V satisfies (2.5)), and we arrive at ¢ € L(X, X).
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Step 10: Finally, we observe that by (B.55]) and @X(Oi) = PA@i) 8. on {Xy,i) > 0},
Lemma [B.0] is applicable, and thus (II(¢), ¢) is M-admissible. This completes the proof.

To construct ¢, it was necessary to pass to forward convex combinations of the sequence (¢"),en
introduced in (B2I]) at several places in the proof. Let us look at the whole picture. Once we
pass to forward convex combinations for the cost value processes. Then, we pass to these combi-
nations for each excursion (Step 4) and each end time of a frictionless interval (Step 7). For the
latter two, one again applies a diagonalization argument to obtain a joint sequence of forward
convex combinations. O

We reformulate the implication (i) == (i7) of [9, Theorem 4.2] to make it directly applicable
to our two-dimensional setting:

Theorem 3.11. If a cone Co C L>(Q, F, P;R?) is Fatou closed (in the sense of Theorem[223),
then C := Co N L™®(Q, F, P;R2) is o(L>, L')-closed with respect to the measure space §) :=
Qx{0,1}, F:=F@20U .= P® (6 + 61), where &y, 8, denote Dirac measures.

Theorem 3.12 (2-dimensional version of Kreps-Yan). Let C be a o(L>, L')-closed conver cone
in L®(Q, F, P;R?) containing L= (Q, F, P;R2%) and such that CNL>(Q, F, P; Ri) = {0}. Then,
there exists (G°,G) € LY(Q, F, P; (R, \ {0})?) with E(G°) = 1 such that E(C°G° + CG) < 0
for all (C°,C) € C.

_ Of course, Theorem is completely standard. One may again consider the measure space
Q:=Qx{0,1}, F:= Fo20} 1 .= P® (6 +0;) and apply the one-dimensional proof of “="
in [IT, Theorem 5.2.2] (noting that only G is normalized).

Proof of Theorem [2.22. (i) By TheoremsZ.23}, B.11] and B.I2] there exists (G, G) € LY(Q, F, P; (R, \
{0})?) with E(0%G? + ¢rG) < 0 for all (¢°,¢) € A. For the convenience of the reader, we re-
peat and adjust the arguments in Schachermayer [37, Definition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2]. One
defines cadlag P-martingales by Z? = E(G°|F), Z; = E(G|F;), and sets dQ/dP := Z% > a.s.,

S := Z/Z°. By construction, S is a (true) Q-martingale. Let us show that X < S < X. Assume

by contradiction that there exists a stopping time 7 with P(7 < c0) > 0 and Z,/Z% > X, on

{r < co}. We consider the strategy (¢”,¢) := (=(X- A1),1 A (1/X,))1}, 7 that is bounded in
both components and satisfies

E(e7 20+ orZr) = E(9)1 Z) + 11 Z2) 1 {reoo)) > 0,

a contradiction. Analogously, for Z,/Z% < X_, one considers the bounded strategy (", ) :=

(X, AL —(LA (/X)) L.

T

(i) Let Q@ ~ P, S be a Q-martingale, and S = S = S. We have to show that the model
(S, S) satisfies NA™ and NUPBRP®. The martingale property implies that X = X = S. Thus,
the 1-admissibility condition boils down to ¢° + ¢S > —(1+ S). By Kallsen [26, Lemma 3.3 and
Proposition 3.1], V = ¢ ¢ S has to be a Q-supermartingale for any admissible strategy. This
means that for every (¢°, ) € A either P(¢% + orSr = 0) = 1 or P(¢% + orSr < 0) > 0.
Together with the condition P(Sp > 0) = 1, cf. 1)), we have NA™/.

For (oY, ) € A} and a € Ry, we define 7, := inf{t > 0 : Vi(¢) > a}. Since S is a Q-
martingale and V is a QJ-supermartingale, one has

aQ(7a < 0) < EQ(Vrunr(9)") < EQ(Veunr(9) ) < 1+ EQ(Sruar) = 1+ So.
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Since the RHS does not depend on ¢, the market satisfies (ZI1]). Since we have a frictionless
market satisfying NFLVR with numéraire 1+ S, we can apply [9, Proposition 3.2 and Lemma 4.5]
and any “maximal” sequence of wealth processes is d,,-Cauchy. This implies condition (ZI2),
and we arrive at NUPBRP?. O

A Appendix

Proposition A.1. There exists a cadlag process X with X, = essinf r, sup,cy 779, a.s. for all
t € [0,T], where

essinfr, sup S, :=esssup{Z:Q — R: Z is Fi-measurable and Z < sup S, a.s.}. (A.1)
u€lt,T] u€lt,T]

Proof. Let D be a dense countable subset of [0,T] with T" € D. Let )Z't, t € D, be versions of
essinf x, sup,ecp, 779, (for existence and uniqueness up to null sets cf., e.g., [20, Definition 1.12
and Theorem 1.13]) and

A= {)?tl < )?m + sup S, -5,
u€[t1,t2]

for all t1,ts € D with ¢; < tz}.

2

For every Ji -measurable random variable Z with Z < sup,cp, 778,, the random variable
7" =7+ 8;, — suPyc(y, 1,) Sy is an Fy,-measurable lower bound of sup,c, 719, This implies
that P(A) = 1, and by the usual conditions we can define the adapted process X (up to
evanescence) by

(W) = limgep g>t,g—t )Z'q(w) forweAandt<T
= S (w) otherwise.

Namely, for w € A, the above limit exists by the right-continuity of S. The existence of finite
left limits carries over from S to X, and the process X is cadlag. It remains to show that for
every ¢t € [0,T), X, is a version of essinfr, sup,cp 1S, =: X,. The estimate P(X; < X,)=1
follows from the same arguments which lead to P(A) = 1 combined with the right-continuity
of S. For the opposite estimate, we follow an argument from Larsson [30, Lemma 2.8(iv)]: for a
sequence (¢n)nen C D with g, >t and ¢, — ¢, one has inf,cy essinfr, SUPyelt, 7] S, = )?t a.s.,
since NpenFy, = Fi. Together with )qun < essinfr, sup,cp 9, we arrive at P(X; = X,) =
1. O

Proposition A.2. Let X be a cadlag process. Then, there exists a unique (up to evanescence)
predictable process Y with Y, = essinfr__ X, a.s. for all predictable stopping times T (where
essinfr__ ... is defined analogously to (A1) with the o-algebra F,_).

Proof. Theset {AX # 0} is thin, i.e., there exists a sequence of stopping times with {AX # 0} =
UnenlTr] (cf., e.g., [20, Theorem 3.32]). For each n € N, let (¢,m)men be a maximal sequence of
predictable stopping times that access the accessible part of the graph of T, (in the sense of [20]
proof of Theorem 4.20]). This means that [7,] \|U,,en[0n,m] cannot be overlapped by the graph
of a predictable stopping time with positive probability. We pass to a single sequence (o)ken
and obtain the same property for {AX # 0} \ Ugenlor]. We can and do choose the sequence
such that P(og, = ok, < 00) =0 for all k1 # ka. Let us define the process

v X on (2 % [0.7])\ Upery[o4] "
' essinf;%_Xok on [oi] for some k € N ’
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that is obviously predictable. Now, let 7 be a predictable stopping time. We have that

Yr = Xo 1rs0, vkeny + Z essinfr,  Xo li;—p) as. (A.3)
keN

In (A23]), X, _ can be replaced by X or essinfz__ X, since the sequence (o )ken is maximal which
implies that X does not jump on this set with positive probability. On {7 = o} € P we have
that essinfr, X, =essinfr _X; as. (we leave it to the reader to check this “local property”
of essinf). Together, we obtain that Y satisfies the properties of the proposition. Almost-sure-
uniqueness along predictable stopping times follows in the same way. Then, an application of
a section theorem for predictable sets (see, e.g., [20, Theorem 4.8]) shows uniqueness of the
predictable process up to evanescence. O

Proposition A.3. (a) Let €1,e2,e3 > 0 and Y be a supermartingale starting at zero with
—1<Y <e¢y and P(Yr < —e9) < e3. Then, the Doob-Meyer decomposition Y = M — A (i.e.,
M is a martingale, and A is a nondecreasing, predictable process with My = Ay = 0) satisfies
E(A2) < (g1 4+ 1)(e2 + €3) and E(M2) < €2 + 3 + 3 + 2e3 + 3e162 + 3e1¢e3, i.c., the second
moments are of order max(e1,¢€9,€3).

(b) There ezists a C' € Ry such that for all e > 0 and all supermartingales Y starting at zero
with =1 <Y and P(supyepo,r Y;| > ) < e, one has ds(Y,0) < C/z.

Proof. Step 1: We show assertion (a) for the discrete time Doob(-Meyer) decomposition along
a finite deterministic grid, w.l.o.g. 0,1,...,T —1,T with T' € N. For the first moment of A7, we
have E(Ar) = E(—Yr) < €9+ £3. Following the proof of Meyer [32, Theorem I1.45], we use this
for an estimate of the second moment:

E(A}) < ZZA — Ag 1) (A — Apy)) —2ZE ((As — As1)(Ar — A1)

s=1 t=s

I
p“%ﬂ

E((As - Asfl)E(AT - Asfl | -7:371))
1

I
M*ﬁ

E((As — Ay 1) E(Yr = Y1 | Fara))
1

@
Il

< E((As = As—1)(e1 +1)) = (e1 + ) E(Ar) < (e1 + 1)(e2 + €3),

MH

@
Il
—_

where for the second equation it is used that As— A1 is Fs_1-measurable. This yields & (M%) <
E(Y7))) + E(Ar +61)%) <3 +e3+ (e1+ 1)(e2 + €3) + 2(e2 + £3)e1 + 3.

Step 2: The continuous time extension follows by an inspection of the proof of Beiglbock,
Schachermayer, and Veliyev [4, Theorem 1.1] in which the mesh of the grid in Step 1 tends to zero.
The arguments are easier than in the original proof since we know from the estimate in Step 1
that the sequence of terminal values of the discrete time martingales is L?(P)-bounded. Thus,
it is sufficient to apply the Komlés theorem for Hilbert spaces, and one obtains L2-convergence
to the terminal value of the continuous time martingale part (cf. [4, Equation (6)]). This implies
L?-convergence of the terminal values of the drift parts, and the estimates from Step 1 also hold
for the continuous time Doob-Meyer decomposition. This yields (a).

Step 3: Let £ := inf{t > 0 : Y; > e}. Consider the (pre-)stopped process Y; := Y1 (t<) T

375,1(152 ¢)- Since Y is a supermartingale and AYg > 0, Y has to be a supermartingale as well. The
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process Y is bounded from above by € and we have that P(Yr < —¢) < P(supcjo 1 Y| >¢) <e.
This allows us to apply part (a) with e = g9 = €3 = € to Y, and we obtain for its Doob-
Meyer decomposition that E(M2) < 3¢ + 822 and E(A%) < 2e + 2¢2. By the corollary to

Protter [33, Theorem 24 of Chapter IV] we have supycpp |m|.<1 \/E(Supte[O,T] |H * Y;|2) <
3\/E(M2) + 3,/E(AZ%), which implies that ds(Y,0) < v/27¢ + 722 + /18 + 18¢2. Since the

paths of Y and Y coincide at least with probability 1 — ¢, we have that dg(i;, Y) < e, and (b)

follows with the triangle inequality of ds. O
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