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Abstract. We consider an agent who has access to a financial market, includ-
ing derivative contracts, who looks to maximise her utility. Whilst the agent

looks to maximise utility over one probability measure, or class of probability

measures, she must also ensure that the mark-to-market value of her portfolio
remains above a given threshold. When the mark-to-market value is based on

a more pessimistic valuation method, such as model-independent bounds, we

recover a novel optimisation problem for the agent where the agents investment
problem must satisfy a pathwise constraint.

For complete markets, the expression of the optimal terminal wealth is

given, using the max-plus decomposition for supermartingales. Moreover, for
the Black-Scholes-Merton model the explicit form of the process involved in

such decomposition is obtained, and we are able to investigate numerically

optimal portfolios in the presence of options which are mispriced according to
the agent’s beliefs.

1. Introduction

In this paper we consider a utility maximisation problem for an agent who has
some modelling beliefs, according to which the agent will aim to maximise her util-
ity, but also some constraints which are based on model-independent considerations.
Our basic setting is that the agent assumes they will observe only ‘possible’ paths
according to their beliefs, and they will pursue a utility maximisation objective
corresponding to their beliefs. We importantly include in our setting both trading
in an underlying risky asset, as well as in illiquid derivatives, whose initial price and
payoff are known, but no assumptions about the intermediate value can be made.
The agent is also being observed by a manager or regulator who does not share the
agent’s modelling assumptions, but rather uses other (typically more pessimistic)
assumptions. The manager will intervene if their valuation of the agent’s portfo-
lio goes below some given threshold, and the agent will act to avoid this scenario.
Note that many real-world trading strategies are subject to related constraints, for
example Interactive Brokers, an electronic trading platform, base customer margin
requirements on a portfolio margin basis, which they state is ‘determined using a
“risk-based” pricing model that calculates the largest potential loss of all positions
in a product class or group across a range of underlying prices and volatilities’,
[24].1

Under these modelling assumptions, our aim will be to determine the agent’s
optimal trading strategy when they are able to take (static) positions in certain
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options, for example, call options, or other simple derivatives. In the context of
some of these options, we will use the notion of an “intrinsic” value of an option,
which we think of as the worst-case valuation of the option or portfolio of options,
for example (in the absence of interest rates) the intrinsic vale of a long position
in a call option with maturity T and strike K at time t < T is (St − K)+, since
this can be realised through taking model-independent positions in the underlying
asset.

Our approach borrows from the literature model-independent or robust pricing
and hedging (see e.g. [21, 13, 20, 6, 15, 16, 5, 10, 14, 12]). We also use classical
results from the theory of utility maximisation in complete markets. Our approach
to handling pathwise constraints is heavily inspired by the papers of [18, 19], see
also [3, 4].

1.1. Basic Problem Formulation. We consider a market on the time interval
[0, T ], and we suppose that an asset price (St)t∈[0,T ] ∈ C([0, T ]) is observed, where
for the moment we suppose all prices are given in discounted units. We suppose
the agent believes that there is a class of probability measures P, and the agent
aims to find

(1.1) sup
π

inf
P∈P

EP [U (w0 +Xπ
T )] ,

where U is a utility function, w0 the initial wealth of the agent, and Xπ
T the trading

gains of the agent given they follow the trading strategy π.
More generally, we suppose that at time zero, the trader observes additional mar-

ket information in the form of the prices of other traded derivatives. For example,
the agent may observe the prices of call options given by C̃(K) =

∫
(x−K)+ µ(dx)

for some probability measure µ (given by the Breeden-Litzenberger formula, [9]).
In this case, the trader may purchase a portfolio of call options with payoff h(ST )
for price

∫
h(x)µ(dx) at time 0.

In our setup, we will impose a ‘model-independent’ restriction on the trader’s
behavior by assuming a specific budget constraint. This constraint will occur when
the trader’s portfolio contains derivatives. Our underlying assumption is that, even
though the trader may evaluate the ‘correct’ price of the derivative in their model,
they are subject to portfolio constraints imposed by a manager or regulator who is
much more risk averse, and who values their derivatives using a more conservative
set of pricing rules. We will typically call the valuation of the manager or regulator
the intrinsic value of the derivatives. The canonical example of such a derivative
is a call option, where the intrinsic value of the derivative is the ‘zero-volatility’
payoff of the option, or the terminal value of the call option if the asset grows at
the (deterministic) interest rate D−1

· .
Of crucial interest to us is that these intrinsic values are in general non-linear,

and so choosing to purchase different portfolios of derivatives will have a complex
effect on the terminal wealth of the investor, and hence on the optimal investment
strategies of the investor. Our usual setup in this paper will be the case where
the intrinsic value of the derivative corresponds to the model-independent sub-
replication price of the derivative, and in many examples we are able to specifically
identify this quantity in terms of the underlying contract.

For example in the case where the agent may purchase a portfolio of calls with
payoff h(ST ) then the intrinsic value of the portfolio at time t will be h∗(St), where
h∗ is the greatest convex minorant (on [0,∞)) of the function h. We think of the
intrinsic value at time t, which we write It(ST ) = h∗(St), as the minimum value of
the portfolio which can be guaranteed under any possible model. For example, if
h(x) = (x−K)+, then h

∗(x) = h(x) = (x−K)+, and we confirm that this amount
may be realised at time t through the trading strategy which (if St > K) short sells
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the asset until either the asset drops below K, or time T , whichever is earlier. If
we write Ht

K := inf{r ≥ t : Sr ≤ K}, then the value of this portfolio at maturity
is:

(ST −K)+ + (St − ST∧Ht
K
) =

{
(ST −K)+ + (St −K) Ht

K ≤ T

(ST −K) + (St − ST ) Ht
K > T

≥ St −K.

By considering the model where the asset price remains constant, so that the price
under this model is equal to the intrinsic value, we conclude that this is the best
we can do. Note, in particular, that with this trading strategy the trader’s wealth
(including the intrinsic value) at time u > t is always at least Su: that is,

Iu((ST −K)+) + (St − Su∧Ht
K
) ≥ Su.

The constraint we impose on our trader is that the trader’s portfolio must satisfy
an admissibility constraint, based on the intrinsic value of the derivatives. Specifi-
cally, we require the trader’s (intrinsic) wealth at every time t to satisfy:

(1.2) Wπ,h
t := D−1

t (w0 −
∫
h(x)µ(dx)) + It(h(ST )) +Xπ

t ≥ −α.

The quantity α represents a lower bound imposed on the trader’s portfolio value,
which is required to be observed at all times. We will call a wealth process which
satisfies (1.2) α-admissible.

Our intuition is as follows: the trader will follow her trading strategy π in a
manner that maintains (1.2) at all times. Under any probability measure P ∈ P,
this will result in a portfolio which satisfies the constraint. If the real path of the
asset does not follow a path which is compatible with any P ∈ P, then the trader can
monitor her wealth, and at the first time the wealth goes below −α, then the trader
will stop dynamic trading, and simply follow the simple strategy which realises (at
worst) the intrinsic value of the asset. Combined with the intrinsic value of the
portfolio, this strategy always ensures that the portfolio’s value remains above the
lower bound.

Alternatively, one could tell the story from the perspective of a trader who is
being monitored by a manager or regulator. The manager is conservative, and
will look at the agent’s gains from trade continuously, evaluating their derivative
portfolio using a stated, model-independent rule. If the trader’s intrinsic wealth
goes below the level −α, the manager will fire the trader and close out the position
with a resulting loss bounded below by α. As a result, the trader wishes to pursue a
strategy which does not result in their dismissal, and hence looks to find a strategy
which stays above the intrinsic wealth constraint with probability one (under any
model that they believe is possible).

Our results will take two different forms: first we will consider cases where the
trader is able to trade dynamically to exploit mispricings, and guarantee a profit
under certain conditions on the admissibility level α; these results will be in a
similar spirit to classical model-independent pricing constraints on traded option
prices. Second, we will consider utility maximisation problems, where the trader
aims to maximise their utility from terminal wealth under the additional constraint
that their wealth process is admissible. In this case, we will examine the impact of
different choices of derivative portfolios, and will give concrete conclusions about
the optimal strategies that should be employed by the investor when faced with
various traded options on the market.

Remark 1.1. We note that the notion of intrinsic value introduced above is fairly
flexible. For example, above we defined the intrinsic value to be the convex minorant
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on [0,∞), which corresponds to the case where it is not believed that the asset price
can go negative. However, it is possible also to consider the intrinsic value assuming
that asset prices can go below zero (e.g. in the Bachelier model). In this case, it
might not be sufficient to consider the convex minorant on [0,∞), but rather to
look at the minorant on R. In some cases, this would give different values of
the intrinsic process. More generally, intrinsic values arising from robust pricing
bounds (i.e. over a class of models) as opposed to model-independent (over all
models) bounds are also natural to consider.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the notion of intrinsic
value of derivative contracts in terms of a subreplicating submartingale, provid-
ing examples for specific cases. The robust optimization problem of maximizing
expected utility of terminal wealth subject to model independent intrinsic budget
restrictions is presented in Section 3, together with some implications in the trader’s
behavior. Specific results are obtained for the Black-Scholes-Merton model. In Sec-
tion 4 optimal trading strategies are obtained under the assumption of completeness
of the market, with the help of representations of supermartingales.

2. Intrinsic Valuation of Derivatives and Trading

We define here our basic market setup. We suppose that there is an underlying
asset price process (St)t∈[0,T ] which takes values in Ω := Cs0([0, T ]), the set of
continuous paths ω on [0, T ] with ω(0) = s0, and where we equip Ω with the
uniform norm, under which topology Ω is a Polish space. This space is endowed
with the Borel σ−algebra F. Our agent believes that the underlying dynamics of
S are governed by a probability measure P ∈ P, for some class P of probability
measures on Ω. We will typically be interested in statements which hold P-a.s.
for all P ∈ P, which we will write as P-a.s.. It is natural therefore to introduce
N (P) := {A ∈ F : P(A) = 0 ∀P ∈ P}. We also introduce the set Q(P), the
set of martingale measures which are equivalent to some P ∈ P. The natural
filtration generated by S is denoted by FS = {FS

t }. We also need the filtration
F = {Ft; t ∈ [0, T ]}, with Ft := FS

t+ = ∩s>tFS
s for t < T and FT := FS

T ,
which is the minimal filtration associated to the process S satisfying the usual
conditions, i.e. {Ft; t ∈ [0, T ]} is an increasing right continuous family of σ−fields
and completeness with respect to P, by which we mean that N (P) ⊂ F0. We
denote by Λ a Meyer σ−field which contains the predictable σ−field with respect
to F , that is, the σ−field generated by F−adapted, left-continuous processes, and
which in turn is contained in the optional σ−field with respect to the filtration F .

In addition to the risky asset, we suppose there exists a bank account which
pays a deterministic (although not necessarily constant) interest rate. We write Dt

for the discount factor, so the time-0 value of $1 at time t is Dt, or equivalently,
$1 invested at time 0 will be worth $D−1

t at time t. We assume then that Dt is
decreasing, continuous and D0 = 1.

We also associate with our setup trading strategies π with respect to the filtration
F . In this paper we do not wish to directly address the specific technicalities of
possible trading strategies under model-uncertainty, but refer readers to the large
and growing literature for various approaches (e.g. [16, 5, 7, 22, 17, 10] among
others). The details here will not be important, so we will generally either work in
the case where P is a singleton, and classical results are applicable, or else in the
case where P is large, and then we will only need to consider very simple trading
strategies; see Remark 2.5 below.

Note in particular, that these two cases are essentially the main ones of interest.
For example, [15] show that a robust hedging for a large class of stochastic volatility
models essentially reduces to the case where P contains all martingale measures.
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We also consider the special ‘classical’ case of model-independent pricing, where

(2.1) P◦ := {P : DS is a non-negative, uniformly integrable martingale}.
This will give rise to our canonical notion of intrinsic value, but other choices will
also be possible.

2.1. Intrinsic Value of Derivative Contracts. We consider the intrinsic valu-
ation of a derivative contract:

Definition 2.1. A derivative contract is a measurable function CT : Ω → R. We
say that I·(CT ) is a fair intrinsic value of a derivative contract CT corresponding
to the class P of probability measures at time t, if:

(i) DtIt(CT ) is a càdlàg Q-F -submartingale for all Q ∈ Q(P);
(ii) IT (CT ) = CT P-a.s..

As an interesting fact, of course, DtIt(CT ) ≤ EQ [DTCT |Ft], for all Q ∈ Q(P),
where we are assuming throughout that DTCT satisfy implicitly the required inte-
grability conditions in order that the conditional expectation is well defined. On the
other hand, in general, we would hope to find a maximal version of the fair intrinsic
price for a given set P, which one could define (except for non-trivial measurability
issues!) to be the price of the most expensive model-independent sub-replicating
strategy. That is:

(2.2) DtIt(CT ) := sup{x ∈ R : ∃(π) s.t. x+
∫ T

t

πr d(DrSr) ≤ DTCT P − a.s.}.

Such problems have been considered recently in discrete time ([6, 8, 2]) and contin-
uous time ([16, 5, 7, 22, 17, 10]), but defining this process in general in continuous
time is a non-trivial technical exercise. For the majority of this paper, our aim will
be to consider easily specified intrinsic value processes, but we emphasise that in
our setup the chosen fair intrinsic value is a part of the modelling framework, and
not necessarily a given quantity.

Note in particular that we do not expect the intrinsic price It to be linear: we
do not typically expect for example It(βCT ) = βIt(CT ) if β < 0. However, the
intrinsic price will generally be positive homogenous, with It(βCT ) = βIt(CT ) if
β ≥ 0.

Example 2.2. In the case where P = P◦, see (2.1), and Dt ≡ 1, we can give concrete
examples of an intrinsic value process which does in fact satisfy (2.2). Since many
of our examples will be based on this specific choice of the intrinsic price process,
we denote this specific operator by I◦.

(i) If h : R+ → R, then I◦
t (h(ST )) = h∗(St)1t<T +h(ST )1t=T , where h

∗(x) is
the greatest convex minorant of h (on R+). For example, h∗((x− k)+) =
(x− k)+, but h

∗(−(x− k)+) = −x.
To see this, we first observe that this intrinsic price satisfies all of the

conditions of Definition 2.1. Second, to see that this is the greatest such
price, observe that if h∗(x) is the greatest convex minorant of h, for x ∈
(0,∞) we can find yn ≤ x ≤ zn such that

h∗(x) = lim
n→∞

[
(zn − x)h(yn) + (x− yn)h(zn)

zn − yn

]
.

Now consider the model which is a (uniformly integrable, continuous)
martingale, which runs from x at time t < T , to either zn or yn at
time T . Then the fair price of the derivative under this model is ex-

actly
[
(zn−x)h(yn)+(x−yn)h(zn)

zn−yn

]
, and the claim follows. In the presence
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of non-zero interest rates, it is easy to see by a similar argument that
I◦
t (h(ST )) = D−1

t DTh
∗(D−1

T DtSt)1t<T + h(ST )1t=T .
(ii) If 0 < T ′ < T then It(h(ST ′)) = h∗(St)1t<T ′ + h(ST ′)1t≥T ′ . This is

essentially the same argument as in (i).

(iii) If B > 0 is a fixed barrier, we can consider the one-touch option, OTBT :=
1S∗

T≥B , where S∗
t = supr≤t Sr is the maximum process. In particular,

it can be checked that one has It(OTBT ) = 1S∗
t ≥B , while It(−OTBT ) =

−St

B 1S∗
t<B,t<T

− 1S∗
t ≥B .

In fact, in the last case, we can extend some of these ideas. For example,
let K < B. Then we have for t ≤ T

It
(
(ST −K)+
B −K

− OTBT

)
=

{
0, if S∗

t < B
1

B−K [(St − SHB
) + (K − St)+] , if S∗

t ≥ B
,

where we write HB := inf{t ≥ 0 : St = B}. This is a consequence of the
hedge for one-touch options given by [21].

We note that the amount (St − SHB
) is easily constructed from an

adapted trading strategy (buy one unit of the asset if it hits B before
T ). Including this additional trading, the intrinsic value of the combined
position is then simply (K − St)+1HB≤t.

2.2. Dynamic Trading Strategies. We also wish to consider the class of dynamic
trading strategies which are available to our agent for investment. Typically we
would expect these to be specified as part of the modelling assumptions, and could
depend on the choice of P. For example, if P is a singleton, one may be able to use
the standard stochastic integral, while for more complex choices of P, one needs to
be more careful to admit a measurable choice of the resulting trading strategy.

Definition 2.3. To each choice of dynamic trading strategy π, we associate a
corresponding gains process Xπ

· : Ω → C0([0, T ]). We say that a dynamic trading
strategy π, or equivalently the gains process Xπ

· , is P-admissible, if there exist
a ≥ 0 and a process Γ, with Γt ≥ 0 Pt-a.s. for all t ≥ 0, such that sup0≤t≤T Γt is
Q-integrable for any Q ∈ Q(P), and DtX

π
t ≥ −a(1 + Γt) P-a.s. holds for all t.

By abuse of notation, we will often write
∫ t
0
πs d(DsSs) = DtX

π
t , despite the

fact that π may not be explicitly defined as a pathwise object. In most examples,
process Γ will be taken without further comment as Γt = 1 + Dt|St|, and then
Doob’s inequality will give the required integrability provided

EQ [((1 +DTST ) log(1 +DT |ST |))+] <∞, for all Q ∈ Q(P).

Note that we need a constraint on dynamic trading strategies to rule out possible
doubling strategies. It is natural to impose conditions which are pathwise and
not probabilistic since we are potentially considering multiple pricing measures.
Relevant results which show that the pathwise interpretation is sufficient can be
found in [1]. The condition above will naturally be satisfied if (for example) our
market includes derivatives whose payoffs have growth rate which is larger than
((1 + DTST ) log(1 + DT |ST |))+. We can then deduce from the relevant pathwise
condition that the trading portfolio is uniformly integrable. If we have stronger
integrability (for example we know EQ [SpT ] < ∞ for some p > 1), then we can
weaken the pathwise constraint by increasing Γ appropriately.

We make the following definition:

Definition 2.4. We say that V is a set of admissible dynamic trading strategies if,
for each π ∈ V, the gains process Xπ is:

(i) F-adapted,
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(ii) P-admissible, and
(iii) DtX

π
t is a Q-local martingale for every Q ∈ Q(P).

We further assume that the set V is closed under addition and non-negative
scalar multiplication, that is, if π, ψ ∈ V and λ, µ ≥ 0, then λπ + µψ ∈ V, where
Xλπ+µψ := λXπ + µXψ.

Remark 2.5. Note that in the case where the asset price process S is non-negative,
the class of simple trading strategies, ie πt =

∑n
i=1 1{t∈(τi−1,τi]}ai, where ai are

bounded and Fτi-measurable, and (τi)
n
i=1 is a sequence of increasing, F-predictable

stopping times in [0, T ], belongs to the set of admissible strategies. Similarly, the
buy-and-hold strategy is always allowed in a set of admissible dynamic trading
strategies.

We can adopt results from Dolinsky-Soner, e.g. [16] to show that the class of
progressively measurable trading strategies includes finite variation strategies π,
defining the stochastic integral pathwise via integration by parts:∫ t

0

πs d(DsSs) := πtDtSt − π0S0 −
∫ t

0

DsSsdπs.

This definition is consistent with the stochastic integration for simple trading strate-
gies.

3. Trading with constraints on Intrinsic Wealth

3.1. General setup and preliminary results. We begin by making the following
observation about trading under intrinsic value constraints. We fix a class P of
possible probability measures, and a set V of admissible dynamic trading strategies.
We first suppose that there is an agent who acts to maximise utility from wealth,
and the utility function U satisfies the Inada conditions (U : [0,∞) → R ∪ {−∞}
is concave increasing and U ′(0) = ∞, U ′(∞) = 0). We suppose that the agent
will maximise worst case utility, in the presence of a derivative CT which has been
purchased for price c0, so the problem is to find:

(3.1) sup
π∈V

inf
P∈P

EP [U (D−1
T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ

T

)]
,

where Xπ
t is the gains from dynamic trading, subject to the intrinsic budget con-

straint

(3.2) Wπ,C
t := D−1

t (w0 − c0)+It(CT )+Xπ
t ≥ −D−1

t α, P − a.s.,∀ 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

where w0, α ≥ 0.

Definition 3.1. We call a trading strategy π ∈ V a (w0, α, c0, CT )-intrinsically

admissible dynamic trading strategy if Wπ,C
T ≥ 0 and (3.2) holds. Then, we write

π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ).

Our first result describes some simple cases where the trader’s behavior can be
easily described.

Lemma 3.2. (i) Suppose there exists ψ ∈ V which P-superreplicates CT for
initial value κ:

κ+

∫ T

0

ψr d(DrSr) ≥ DTCT , P − a.s.,

and further

(3.3) c0 +

∫ t

0

ψr d(DrSr) ≥ DtIt(CT ), ∀t,P − a.s.
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Then if κ < c0, the market price of the option, it is never optimal for the
trader to purchase the option, that is, for all π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ) there

exists π̂ ∈ V(w0, α, 0, 0) such that W π̂
T ≥Wπ,C

T .
(ii) Suppose there exists a strategy ψ ∈ V which P-subreplicates CT for initial

value κ:

κ+

∫ T

0

ψr d(DrSr) ≤ DTCT , P − a.s.,

such that −ψ ∈ V and the path constraint:

c0 +

∫ t

0

ψr d(DrSr) ≤ DtIt(CT ), ∀t,P − a.s.

holds. If κ > c0, then the trader can find portfolios with arbitrarily large
utility.

Proof. (i) We compare the strategy which purchases the option for price
C0, and follows the (w0, α, c0, CT )-admissible dynamic trading strategy
π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ), with the strategy which simply follows the dynamic
trading strategy π + ψ. Since π and ψ are both in V, so too is the com-
bined trading strategy. We need to show that π + ψ ∈ V(w0, α, 0, 0) and

Wπ+ψ,0
T ≥Wπ,C

T .

Now Wπ,C
T = D−1

T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ
T ≥ 0 since π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ),

and Wπ+ψ,0
T = D−1

T w0 +Xπ+ψ
T = D−1

T w0 +Xπ
T +Xψ

T ≥ D−1
T (w0 − κ) +

CT + Xπ
T > Wπ,C

T . It remains to show that the strategy π + ψ satisfies
(3.2). Since π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ), we know that

−D−1
t α ≤ D−1

t (w0 − c0) + It(CT ) +Xπ
t

≤ D−1
t (w0 − c0) +

(
Xψ
t +D−1

t c0

)
+Xπ

t

= D−1
t w0 +Xπ+ψ

t

for all t,P − a.s., using (3.3) in the second line.
(ii) Let λ > 0 and suppose the trader buys λ units of the derivative for price

c0, and takes short position −λψt. Then the traders terminal wealth is:

W−λψ,λC
T = D−1

T w0 + λ
(
CT −Xψ

T −D−1
T κ

)
+ λ(κ− c0).

Since first term in brackets is non-negative, and the second term is strictly
positive, the trader’s utility can be made arbitrarily large as λ→ ∞.

On the other hand, at any time t, we have:

D−1
t w0 + λIt(CT )− λXψ

t − λD−1
t c0 ≥ D−1

t w0 ≥ −D−1
t α,

and so the strategy satisfies the trading constraint.
□

Remark 3.3. (a) Note that Lemma 3.2 can also be applied to shorting an
option, by replacing C by −C, and c0 by −c0.

(b) In (i), the pathwise condition is fairly weak: we know κ+DTX
ψ
T ≥ DTCT ,

and hence for any Q ∈ Q(P), using Definitions 2.4 and 2.1, we expect that

κ+DtX
ψ
t ≥ κ+ EQ

[
DTX

ψ
T |Ft

]
≥ EQ [DTCT |Ft] ≥ It(CT ).

This is almost sufficient to deduce the pathwise constraint, however there
is no guarantee in our setup that this may hold P-almost everywhere for
a given t; there may exist sets of paths which are P-possible, but do not
appear under any Q ∈ Q(P) for superhedging problems. See e.g. [2] for a
discussion of this phenomena.
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On the other hand, the corresponding condition in (ii) is much stronger,
in particular taking t = 0 it already implies that the market price of
the option is below its intrinsic value. This reflects the much stronger
conclusion possible in (ii).

3.2. European Options in the Black-Scholes-Merton model. For motiva-
tion, we start by considering the case where the agent believes the underlying
model is the Black-Scholes-Merton model. In this case, the set P is a singleton,
and moreover, the market is complete, so a desired (non-negative, integrable) ter-
minal wealth XT can be realised through an admissible dynamic trading strategy,
with portfolio process π ∈ V such that Xπ

t = D−1
t EQ [DTXT |Ft], where Q is the

usual (unique) risk-neutral measure. We will assume that the intrinsic price value
is given by I = I◦ as described in Example 2.2.

We suppose that our agent holds a European option with terminal value h(ST ),
for some measurable function h such that h(x) ≤ a(1 + x) for some a > 0, and
we are interested in the admissibility of this simple trading strategy for different
values of α. We can write BS(h, t, T, St) for the price at time t of an option with
payoff h, time-to-maturity T and current asset price St. If the trader purchases
the option and trades dynamically to hedge the risk completely, it follows that
Xπ
t = D−1

t BS(h, 0, T, S0) − BS(h, t, T, St). If the trader follows the strategy of
investing in the portfolio h at price c0 and hedging using the strategy π, then the
intrinsic portfolio value at time t is given by

Wπ,h
t := D−1

t (w0 − c0) + It(h(ST )) +Xπ
t

= D−1
t (w0 − c0) +

DT

Dt
h∗
(
St
Dt

DT

)
+D−1

t BS(h, 0, T, S0)− BS(h, t, T, St).

Consider initially the case where h(x) = (x−K)+, forK ≥ 0, write BS(h, ·, ·, ·) =
BSC(K, ·, ·, ·) and denote by c0(K) the time-0 market price of the option, which
(since we are taking a long position) we expect (but do not need) to be lower than

the fair price of the derivative, i.e. c0(K) < BSC(K, 0, T, S0). Write ∆C(K) :=

BSC(K, 0, T, S0)−c0(K), the difference between the fair price and the market price,
then our admissibility criteria (3.2) for this strategy becomes:

D−1
t (w0 +∆C(K)) +

(
St −K

DT

Dt

)
+

− BSC(K, t, T, St) ≥ − α

Dt

⇐⇒ (w0 +∆C(K)) + (StDt −KDT )+ −DtBS
C(K, t, T, St) ≥ −α.

Now, noting that t 7→ DtBS
C(K, t, T, sD−1

t ) is decreasing by Jensen’s inequality

and the convexity of s 7→ BSC(K, t, T, s), we have:

inf
t∈[0,T ]
s∈[0,∞)

{
(sDt −KDT )+ −DtBS

C(K, t, T, s)
}

= inf
t∈[0,T ]
s∈[0,∞)

{
(s−KDT )+ −DtBS

C(K, t, T, sD−1
t )
}

= inf
s∈[0,∞)

{
(s−KDT )+ − BSC(K, 0, T, s)

}
= −BSC(K, 0, T,KDT ).

We can summarise in the following:

Proposition 3.4. In the Black-Scholes-Merton problem with intrinsic price given
by I◦, for π the usual delta-hedging of a long position in the European call option
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with strike K, then π ∈ V(w0, α, c0(K), (ST −K)+) if

(3.4) w0 +∆C(K) ≥ BSC(K, 0, T,KDT )− α,

where ∆C(K) := BSC(K, 0, T, S0)− c0(K). Similarly

−π ∈ V(w0, α,−c0(K),−(ST −K)+)

if
w0 + α−∆C(K) ≥ KDT .

Proof. The first part of the result was shown in the discussion preceding the propo-
sition. To prove the second part of the claim, we sell the call and hedge dynamically.
Then we have h(x) = −(x − K)+, h

∗(x) = −x, and so It(−(ST − K)+) = −St.
Then

W−π,h
t := D−1

t (w0 + c0(K)) + It(−(ST −K)+) +X−π
t

= −St + BSC(K, t, T, St) +D−1
t (w0 + c0(K)− BSC(K, 0, T, S0)).

As above, we need to compute:

inf
t∈[0,T ]
s∈[0,∞)

{
− sDt +DtBS

C(K, t, T, s)
}
= inf
t∈[0,T ]

{
Dt inf

s∈[0,∞)

[
−s+ BSC(K, t, T, s)

]}
= inf
t∈[0,T ]

{
−Dt

(
KDTD

−1
t

)}
= −KDT .

The conclusion follows. □

The term BSC(K, 0, T,KDT ) on the right-hand side of (3.4) is the price of an
at-the-money call option with strike K, and by the Black-Scholes formula, we can

rewrite this as KDT

(
1− 2Φ(σ

√
T/2)

)
. Suppose that w0 + α > 0 and the call

options are underpriced. Then we can always find some small K, K < K+(w0 +

α) := (w0 + α)D−1
T

(
1− 2Φ(σ

√
T/2)

)−1

such that we can buy the call, and hedge

dynamically to guarantee a profit. For larger strikes it will not be possible to follow
this strategy unless the mis-pricing is sufficiently large. A similar behaviour is
observed when the prices are too large, but now the asymmetry in the intrinsic
value of the call options makes the critical strike K < K−(w0+α) := (w0+α)D

−1
T .

3.3. Consistency of market prices under constrained trading. Above, we
considered only the case where single call options were traded. In reality call
options at a range of strikes and maturities are available for trading, and one
natural question is whether the prices are consistent. Simple model-free conditions
for the absence of arbitrage are well understood, based on simple model-independent
arbitrage strategies which can enforce such an arbitrage. In this section, we analyse
whether these strategies are available to a trader whose strategies are subject to
the admissibility criteria proposed above.

A common setup is to consider the case where call options with all strikes at
a given maturity are traded. Then the prices are free of (model-independent)
arbitrage only if the market prices for call options, C(K), satisfies the conditions: (i)
C is convex; (ii) C is decreasing; (iii) C(0) = S0; (iv) C

′
+(0) ≥ −DT ; moreover, it

is commonly assumed that also (v) C(K) → 0 as K → ∞. The first two conditions
can classically be enforced by simple arbitrage. In this section, we show that there
exist trading strategies in V, which satistfy (3.2) for α = 0, and generates a strictly
positive wealth if any of (i)–(iv) fail. We note that (v) is generally more subtle; see
e.g. [11], but under this further assumption (e.g. [13]), it follows that there exists
a probability measure µ on R+ such that C(K) =

∫
(x−K)+ µ(dx). We consider a
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weaker version, which is simply to enforce positivity, which normally follows from
the limiting behaviour and the decreasing property.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that P is given by P◦, I is given by I◦, and European
call options with strike K and maturity T can be traded at price C(K) at time 0.
Suppose that any of (i) C is convex; (ii) C is decreasing; (iii) C(0) = S0; (iv)
C ′

+(0) ≥ −DT ; (v) C is non-negative; fail. Then there exists a portfolio of call

options with payoff g(ST ) =
∑k
i=1 ai(ST −Ki)+ and price g0 =

∑k
i=1 aiC(Ki) with

k ∈ N, ai ∈ R, and ε > 0 such that V(−ε, 0, g0, g) is non-empty.

Note that the conclusion of the lemma, V(−ε, 0, g0, g) is non-empty, is equiva-
lently a formulation of arbitrage in our setting: that is, there exists a portfolio and
trading strategy which can be setup with initial capital −ε, and which will never
use our ‘intrinsic capitalisation’ capacity, α, but will finish with a non-negative
wealth. It is easy to check that the strategies we implement are in fact scalable, so
that we can in fact find such a strategy for an arbitrary ε > 0 by a simple scaling
argument.

Proof. Suppose that C(K) is not convex, then there exists K1 < K2 < K3 such
that C(K2) > λC(K1)+(1−λ)C(K3), where λ = (K3−K2)/(K3−K1). Then the
agent should define the function g such that a1 = λ, a3 = (1− λ), and a2 = −1.

Choose ε := −g0 = C(K2)−λC(K1)−(1−λ)C(K3). The agent holds a portfolio
of calls with positive payoff

g(ST ) :=


0 ST ̸∈ (K1,K3)

λ(ST −K1) ST ∈ (K1,K2]

(1− λ)(K3 − ST ) ST ∈ (K2,K3)

So we have g∗(St) = It(g(ST )) ≡ 0 for t < T . Taking the dynamic trading
strategy π which is identically zero, we see that our portfolio intrinsic value is
Wπ,g
t = g(ST )1t=T , which is non-negative under the assumption that C is not

convex, and hence π =∈ V(−ε, 0, g0, g).
The cases (ii)–(iv) are then essentially identical. For (ii) we suppose there exist

K1 < K2 with C(K1) < C(K2), and pursue the strategy of selling the call with
strike K2 and buying the call with strike K1. Then we have g(x) = (x −K1)+ −
(x − K2)+, and so g∗(x) = 0, and the result follows as above. For (iii) consider
either the strategy of selling the asset and buying the call with strike 0, or selling
the call with strike 0, and buying the asset. In this case we have It(ST ) = St and
It(−ST ) = −St, and Xπ

t = ±(St −D−1
t S0), and the conclusion follows.

For (iv), we have by (iii) a K > 0 such that C(K) < S0 − DTK. We sell
the asset, and buy the call with strike K. Then It((ST − K)+ − ST ) = (−St) ∨
(−DTD

−1
t K) ≥ −D−1

t DTK, and so the intrinsic value of the portfolio at time t is
(−C(K) + S0)D

−1
t + It((ST −K)+ − ST ) > D−1

t DTK −D−1
t DTK = 0. The case

(v) is trivial, we can buy the option for negative price, and hold to maturity. □

Remark 3.6. (i) Note that some of the properties of the I operator use the
non-negativity of the prices process. Of course, if the asset price can go
negative, then some of the conditions given can fail, e.g. in the Bachelier
model.

(ii) Consider the case where (v) fails. Then the ‘usual’ arbitrage strategy would
be to sell a call with a large strike, which should be worth very little, for
approximately limK→∞ C(K), and hedge in some way (or just not bother,
the model-implied loss will happen with arbitrarily small probability). In
our current setup, this will use up some of our lower constraint, since the
intrinsic value of this strategy will remain as −St, no matter how large K
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is. In this way, we can ‘use’ spare α to generate gains, but the cost may
be higher than the value of using this capacity elsewhere, depending on
other elements.

4. Utility Maximisation in Complete Markets

In this section we consider the problem as setup in Section 3.1 under the addi-
tional assumption that the trader believes in a complete market. In this case, the
trader can hedge their risk, subject to the condition that the intrinsic value of their
portfolio satisfies the wealth constraint, and we try to understand the impact of
this on their behavior.

4.1. Complete Market Assumption. To make significant progress on this prob-
lem, we make the assumption that P is a singleton, and moreover, P = {P}, where
P is a complete market. In particular, we suppose that there exists a uniformly inte-
grable state-price density process Ht, with Ht > 0 a.s., H0 = 1, such that whenever
Y is an FT -measurable random variable with E

[
D−1
T HT (1 + |Y |) log (1 + |Y |)+

]
<

∞, there exists a P-admissible portfolio π with E [HTY ]+Xπ
T = Y . In such a mar-

ket, we can define as usual a risk-neutral measure Q, by dQ
dP
∣∣
Ft

= HtD
−1
t . Moreover

it follows from our assumptions above that HtD
−1
t is a P-martingale.

Additionally, we suppose that a (set of) traded derivatives is available. To each
derivative or portfolio of derivatives, we associate a fair intrinsic price process,
It(CT ). Note that by Definition 2.1 we have It(CT ) ≤ Ct := H−1

t E [HTCT |Ft],
where Ct is the arbitrage-free price of the derivative.

If the investor decides to take a long position in the option, her optimisation
problem is:

(4.1) maximise E
[
u(Wπ,C

T )
]
, subject to π ∈ V(w0, α, c0, CT ),

where Wπ,C
t is given by (3.2); recall Definition 3.1.

In this section, we solve this problem for specific choices of the derivative C,
and under a range of assumptions on the market measure P. Our approach to
this problem is based on results of [18]. In that paper the authors characterise
the martingale Mt which maximises E [u(MT )] for a concave function u subject
to the constraint that M0 = 0 and Mt ≥ Jt for some supermartingale J . (More
generally, if J is not a supermartingale, it is trivial that J can be replaced by its
Snell envelope, i.e. the smallest supermartingale dominating J). The main result
of [18] says that, if the supermartingale Jt can be written in the form

(4.2) Jt = E
[

sup
t≤u≤T

J∗
u|Ft

]
for some adapted process J∗, then the martingale Mt := E

[
m ∨ sup0≤u≤T J

∗
u|Ft

]
,

where m is chosen so that M0 = 0, maximises E [u(MT )] for any concave function
u, over the class of all martingales starting at 0 which dominate J . The proof of
this representation theorem can be found in [19].

Further, in [18], the authors are able to extend their results to cover the case
of utility maximisation problems under certain assumptions on the form of the
function u. We adapt their arguments to apply to our setup. The main complication
in the utility maximisation framework is that the expectation and the martingale
properties of the wealth are taken under different probability measures (P and
Q respectively). The aim is to put these under the same measure through an
appropriate change of measure, and we require the following condition: There exists
δ > 1 such that E

[
H−δ
T

]
<∞.
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Following [18], we suppose that our utility function is of the form u(x) = up(x) =
x1−p

1−p , where
1

1+δ < p < 1.

Reformulating (4.1) using the definition of Wπ,C
t and the complete market char-

acterisation of admissible dynamic trading strategies, our problem is to choose the
FT -measurable random variable Xπ

T to maximise

E
[
up(D

−1
T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ

T )
]

subject to E [HTX
π
T ] = 0, D−1

T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ
T ≥ 0 and

(4.3) D−1
t (w0 − c0) + It(CT ) +H−1

t E [HTX
π
T |Ft] ≥ −D−1

t α, 0 ≤ t < T.

To write our problem in a form where we can apply the results of [18], we introduce

(4.4) YT := D−1
T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ

T ,

so E [HTYT ] = w0 + (E [HTCT ] − c0) if and only if E [HTX
π
T ] = 0; recall that

E
[
D−1
T HT

]
= 1. Write also ∆C := (E [HTCT ] − c0), the difference between the

hedging price (without portfolio constraints) and the market price of the option.
Then, in terms of Y , (4.3) becomes

It(CT ) +H−1
t E [HTYT |Ft]−H−1

t E [HTCT |Ft] ≥ −D−1
t α,

or equivalently, writing

(4.5) Yt := H−1
t E [HTYT |Ft] ,

we need:

DtYt ≥ −α+ (DtH
−1
t )E [HTCT |Ft]−DtIt(CT ), Y0 = w0 +∆C.

Note in particular that (DtYt) is a Q-martingale.
The issue now is that DY is a martingale under Q, while we maximise under

the probability P. To get around this difficulty we introduce a new measure Q
under which the two conditions can be understood for the same measure. For this
purpose, we define (ξ·) by

(4.6) ξT :=
H

− 1
p

T

E
[
H

1− 1
p

T

] , ξt := H−1
t E [ξTHT |Ft] .

Then ξ0 = 1, ξtHt is a P-martingale, and we can define a change of measure
dQ
dP = ξTHT .

Lemma 4.1. Under Q, with utility function u = up, the problem (4.1) is equivalent
to the problem:

maximise EQ [up(Y T )] ,
subject to

(4.7)


Y is a non-negative Q-martingale,

Y 0 = w0 +∆C,

Y t ≥ −αξ−1
t D−1

t − ξ−1
t It(CT ) + EQ [CT ξ−1

T |Ft
]
.

Moreover, the optimal terminal wealth Wπ,C
T can be recovered by Wπ,C

T = ξTY T ,

where Y T is the optimiser for the problem above.

Proof. Let Xπ
T be a candidate solution to (4.1), so E [HTX

π
T ] = 0 and Wπ,C

T =

D−1
T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ

T ≥ 0. Then, from (4.4,

E
[
up(D

−1
T (w0 − c0) + CT +Xπ

T )
]
= E [up(YT )] .
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Define Y t = Ytξ
−1
t ; see (4.5). Then EQ [Y T |Ft] = (ξtHt)

−1E
[
YT ξ

−1
T HT ξT |Ft

]
=

Ytξ
−1
t = Y t. In particular, Y is a Q-martingale, and Y T ≥ 0, hence Y is a non-

negative martingale.
On the other hand, we have

E [up(YT )] = E

[
Y 1−p
T

1− p

]

= EQ
[
(HT ξT )

−1 (Y T ξT )
1−p

1− p

]
= EQ

[
ξ−pT
HT

up(Y T )

]

=

(
E
[
H

1− 1
p

T

])p
EQ [up(Y T )] .

Moreover, the constraints on the lower bound and the initial value of Y follow
immediately. As a consequence, any feasible solution Y to the first problem gives
rise to a feasible solution Y to the second problem, and the corresponding values
differ only by a positive constant multiple. A similar conclusion can be obtained
starting with a feasible solution Y to (4.7), and building a candidate solution to
(4.1). Since the market is complete, the arbitrage free price and the replication
strategy of any contingent claim are uniquely determined, and hence there exists an
admissible dynamic trading strategy π such that the Q-martingale DtX

π
t replicates

the contingent claim DT ξTY T −DTCT − (w0 − c0). □

Remark 4.2. Note that the intrinsic wealth constraint process

(4.8) ζt := −αD−1
t ξ−1

t − ξ−1
t It(CT ) + EQ [ξ−1

T CT |Ft
]

is a Q-supermartingale. To see this, we observe that dQ
dQ = DT ξT , so (D−1

t ξ−1
t )

is a Q-martingale, and (DtIt(CT )) is a Q-submartingale by the assumption that
It(CT ) is a fair intrinsic wealth process, so also (ξ−1

t It(CT )) is a Q-submartingale.

More generally, we can reformulate the conditions in Lemma 4.1 that (Y )t≤T is

a non-negative Q-martingale such that Y t ≥ ζt for t ≤ T in terms of the process

ζ0t :=

{
ζt t < T

0 t = T
.

Specifically, since ζT = −αD−1
T ξ−1

T < 0, the requirement that Y is non-negative

and greater than ζt is equivalent to requiring that the process Y is greater than ζ0,
and further, equivalently, that it is greater than the Snell envelope of ζ0, which we
denote by ζ∗.

Assumption 4.3. The process ζ∗ is a supermartingale of class (D) upper semi-
continuous in expectation which admits the decomposition in terms of an optional,

upper-right semi-continuous process Jζu, with J
ζ
T = 0, as

(4.9) ζ∗t = EQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

Jζu|Ft
]
.

By [3, Theorem 2.9], we have that the representation in (4.9) can be obtained
for process ζ∗. Observe that, following [18] and [19], in order to obtain this repre-
sentation it is sufficient that the filtration {Ft} is quasi-left-continuous.
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Theorem 4.4. Suppose that u = up, It(CT ) is a fair intrinsic price process and
Assumption 4.3 holds. Then there exists a feasible solution to (4.1) if and only if

EQ
[

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu

]
≤ w0 +∆C.

When this condition holds, the optimal terminal wealth Wπ
T solving (4.1) is given

by

Wπ
T = ξT

[(
sup

0≤u≤T
Jζu

)
∨M

]
,

where M is chosen such that EQ [(sup0≤u≤T Jζu) ∨M] = w0 +∆C.

Proof. Under Assumption 4.3, it is immediate that ζt := EQ [sup0≤u≤T Jζu|Ft] is
a non-negative martingale which dominates ζ∗. Moreover, it is the smallest such
martingale.

In particular, if ζ0 ≤ w0+∆C, then there exists a process Y which is feasible for
(4.7). Moreover, since any admissible wealth process gives rise (via the arguments
of Lemma 4.1) to a non-negative martingale which dominates ζ∗, this is also a
necessary condition. The result now follows immediately from [19, Theorem 5.2]
2 □

It is now straightforward to deduce the form of the optimal π, using classical
methods, see for example [23, Theorem 6.3, Corollary 6.5].

4.2. Long position in Call options. In this section we consider the case where
the derivative position is a long position in call options. Specifically, we suppose
that the agent purchased λ > 0 units of a call option with strike K. As we will see,
in this case the form of the optimal terminal wealth can be identified.

We first consider the fair (replication) price of a call option with strike K at time
t, given by:

H−1
t E [HT (ST −K)+|Ft] = ξtEQ [ξ−1

T (ST −K)+|Ft
]

= D−1
t EQ [DT (ST −K)+|Ft] .

In addition, from Example 2.2(i), we know that It(λ(ST−K)+) = λ
(
St −KDT

Dt

)
+
,

and so:

ζt = D−1
t ξ−1

t

[
−α− λ(StDt −KDT )+ + λEQ [(STDT −KDT )+|Ft]

]
.

Observing that SDt := DtSt is a Q-martingale, and writing KD := DTK, it follows
that

(4.10) ζt = λξ−1
t D−1

t

(
EQ
[
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t |Ft
]
− α

λ

)
where LS

D,KD

is the local time of the process SD at the level KD. Recalling again

that dQ
dQ = DT ξT , we can also write

ζt = EQ
[(
λ
(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
− α

)
ξ−1
T D−1

T |Ft
]
.

Let us introduce ϕt := ξ−1
t D−1

t , so we can write(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
ϕT =

(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
ϕt +

∫ T

t

dLS
D,KD

s

∫ T

t

dϕs

2Note that there is a typographical error in the first bullet point on p.685 of [19], and this point
is not in general correct: in our notation, the choice of M will in general be less than w0 + ∆C;
we do not usually expect equality except in special cases.
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and by integration by parts,∫ T

t

dLS
D,KD

s

∫ T

t

dϕs

=

∫ T

t

(ϕs − ϕt) dL
SD,KD

s +

∫ T

t

(
LS

D,KD

s − LS
D,KD

t

)
dϕs

=

∫ T

t

ϕs dL
SD,KD

s −
(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
ϕt +

∫ T

t

(
LS

D,KD

s − LS
D,KD

t

)
dϕs

and so(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
ϕT =

∫ T

t

ϕs dL
SD,KD

s +

∫ T

t

(
LS

D,KD

s − LS
D,KD

t

)
dϕs.

Since ϕ is a Q-martingale, it follows that

EQ
[(
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t

)
ϕT |Ft

]
= EQ

[∫ T

t

ϕsdL
SD,KD

s |Ft
]
.

To say more about the optimal strategy in this framework, we then make the
following assumption:

Assumption 4.5. Suppose that S is a time-homogenous, Markov processes under
Q, and there exists a measurable function ϕ(u) such that ϕu = ϕ(u) when SDu = KD.
That is, ξtDt does not depend on the past of the process when the discounted price
and the discounted strike are equal.

Below we will see that this assumption holds for the case of a Black-Scholes-
Merton model. In particular, it follows from Assumption 4.5 that

ρ(t) :=

{
EQ
[∫ T
t
ϕs dL

SD,KD

s |SDt = KD
]
, t < T

−∞, t ≥ T

is well defined.

Theorem 4.6. Suppose that Assumption 4.5 holds, and in addition, ϕ is a Markov
process and

z(u;λ) := λρ(u)− αϕ(u)(4.11)

is decreasing in u, for u ∈ [0, T ]. Then the process Jζ involved in the representation
of ζ∗ in (4.9), the Snell envelope of ζ0, is given by

Jζu =


z(u;λ) SDu = KD

0 u = T

−∞ otherwise,

and so

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu =

{
z(HKD ;λ) ∨ 0 HKD < T

0 T ∧HKD = T.

Proof. Recall that the process ζ is defined in (4.8), and consider the process Jζ

defined above. We first note that the process ζ can be described as follows. Con-
sidering first t = T , we see immediately that ζT = −αϕT . In addition, for t < T ,
define the stopping time

(4.12) Ht
KD := inf{s ≥ t : SDs = KD},
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then (ζs∧Ht
KD

)s∈[t,T ] is a martingale, and ζt = EQ
[
ζT∧Ht

KD

]
. Now, observe that

ζHKD
= z(HKD ;λ) when HKD < T . Since ζ∗HKD

≥ ζHKD
, we have that,

ζ∗HKD
≥ EQ

[
sup

HKD≤u≤T
Jζu|FHKD

]
= ζHKD

∨ 0 = z(HKD ;λ) ∨ 0,

when HKD < T . It follows that

ζ∗0 ≥ EQ
[(
ζ∗HKD

∨ 0
)
1HKD<T

]
≥ EQ

[
sup

0≤u≤T
Jζu

]
.

On the other hand, by construction, EQ [supt≤u≤T Jζu|Ft] is a non-negative su-
permartingale dominating ζt, from which we conclude

ζ∗t = EQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

Jζu|Ft
]
,

as required.
□

Remark 4.7. The assumption that z is decreasing is necessary to get an explicit
expression. In general, we would expect the process Jζ to take a similar form, but
it would no longer be the case that sup0≤u≤T J

ζ
u = z(HKD ;λ) ∨ 0, and rather, the

right-hand side would be a maximum over all possible return times to the level
KD. In this case, we would expect the function z at time u to then only be defined
recursively in terms of an expression involving its future values, {z(s;λ), s ∈ (u, T ]}.

Next result is in fact a special case of the previous more general result.

Corollary 4.8. Suppose that Assumption 4.5 holds, α = 0, and the function ρ(t)
is strictly positive and decreasing. Then, we have

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu = λρ(HKD ) ∨ 0

where HKD := inf{t ≥ 0 : SDu = KD}.
Proof. Taking z(u, λ) = λρ(u), and using the fact that ρ is decreasing and strictly
positive, the result follows from the expression for Jζu, taking α = 0, since the
maximum of this process within the interval [t, T ] will be achieved at the valuation
in the left limit t. □

4.3. Long positions in Call options in the Black-Scholes-Merton model.
We now restrict ourselves to the standard setting of the Black-Scholes-Merton
model, so that Dt = e−rt, dSt = σStdBt + µStdt, for fixed constants σ, r, µ, where
Bt is a P-Brownian motion. In this model, we know that

Ht = exp

{
−θBt −

(
1

2
θ2 + r

)
t

}
,

where θ = µ−r
σ , the Sharpe ratio.

Using the fact that ξT = H
− 1

p

T

(
E
[
H

1− 1
p

T

])−1

, and Htξt is a P-martingale, one

can further see that

ξt = exp

{
θ

p
Bt + rt+

1

2
θ2(2p−1 − p−2)t

}
,

and therefore

ϕ−1
t = Dtξt = exp

{
θ

p
BQ
t − 1

2

θ2

p2
t

}
,(4.13)
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where BQ
t := Bt+θt is a Q-Brownian motion. It follows that SDt = KD if and only

if:

KD = S0 exp

{
σBQ

t − 1

2
σ2t

}
⇐⇒ BQ

t =
1

σ

[
ln

(
KD

S0

)
+

1

2
σ2t

]
(4.14)

and hence

ϕ(t) = exp

{
−θ
p

1

σ

[
ln

(
KD

S0

)
+

1

2
σ2t

]
+

1

2

θ2

p2
t

}
=

(
S0

KD

) θ
σp

exp

{
θ

2p2
(θ − σp) t

}
.

Note that it follows that Assumption 4.5 holds, and moreover ϕ is decreasing in t
if θ > 0 and pσ > θ.

Using from above the fact that dQ
dQ = DT ξT , which is given by (4.13), we also see

from Girsanov’s Theorem that BQ
t := BQ

t − θ
p t is a Q-Brownian motion.

In addition, using the Black-Scholes formula, we have

EQ
[
LS

D,KD

T − LS
D,KD

t |Ft
]
=
(
Φ(d1)S

D
t − Φ(d1 − σ

√
T − t)KD

)
− (SDt −KD)+

where d1 =
(
log
(
SD
t

KD

)
+ σ2

√
T − t/2

)
/(σ

√
T − t), and it follows from the argu-

ment used to derive (4.10) that

ρ(t) = ϕ(t)KD

(
2Φ

(
1

2
σ
√
T − t

)
− 1

)
.

From the fact that ϕ is decreasing, we deduce that Theorem 4.6 holds when θ > 0
and pσ > θ, since in this case z(·;λ), defined by (4.11), is decreasing. This last fact
follows from the following observation, using the previous display.

z(u;λ) =λρ(u)− αϕ(u)

=− αϕ(u)

[
1− λKD

α

(
2Φ(

1

2
σ
√
T − u)− 1

)]
=:− αϕ(u)g(u),

with g(T ) = 1, g(0) < 1 and g′(u) > 0, for 0 < u < T . The functions ρ, ϕ and z are
shown in Figures 1 and 2.

For y ̸= x, β ∈ R, and for a standard Brownian motion B with B0 = 0, we
introduce the hitting time

Hβ
y := inf{t ≥ 0 : x+Bt = y + βt}

and define the densities γ0, γ
β
1 , γ

β
2 by:

P(x+Bt ∈ A) =

∫
A

γ0(v, t, x) dv

P(Hβ
y < t) =

∫ t

0

γβ1 (u, x, y) du(4.15)

P(Hβ
y > t, x+Bt ∈ A) =

∫
A

γβ2 (v, t, x, y) dv(4.16)
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Figure 1. Plots of the functions ρ and ϕ in the case of the Black-
Scholes-Merton model. In this example, ρ represents the additional
cost of hedging that needs to be held when SDt = KD, ϕ is the value
of the process ϕt along the same line.
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Figure 2. The plot above shows the function z(t, λ). The level
z represents the value of the process Jζ which we will score when
we hit the line SDt = KD in order to get the correct form of the
process defined in (4.9).

Proposition 4.9. In the Black-Scholes-Merton model with θ > 0, pσ > θ, z de-
creasing and S0 ̸= KD, we can write

EQ
[(

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu

)
∨M

]
=M +

∫ T

0

γβ1 (u, x, y)(z(u;λ)−M)+ du

=M +

∫ r∗(M ;λ)

0

γβ1 (u, x, y)(z(u;λ)−M) du(4.17)

where x = σ−1 log(S0), y = σ−1 log(KD), β = σ/2− θ/p, and

r∗(M ;λ) := inf{u < T : z(u;λ) < M} ∧ T.
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Proof. First note that the parameters x, y and β come from the relevant terms in

(4.14) together with BQ
t := BQ

t − θ
p t.

From Theorem 4.6 we observe that

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu = z(HKD ;λ) ∨ 0

holds, and therefore

sup
0≤u≤T

Jζu ∨M =M + (z(HKD ;λ)−M)+.

The result now follows upon noting that z is decreasing and the observation that

HKD has distribution given by γβ1 . □

We now put together the results of this section to give a complete characterisation
of the optimal wealth in the case of a long position in call options.

Theorem 4.10. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 4.9 and Theorem 4.4 hold.
Then there exists an admissible trading strategy which is long λ units of the Call
option with strike K if and only if

w0 + λ∆C ≥
∫ r∗(0;λ)

0

γβ1 (u, x, y)z(u;λ) du.

If this holds then the value of M in the trader’s optimal portfolio is the unique
solution to the equation

w0 + λ∆C =M +

∫ r∗(M ;λ)

0

γβ1 (u, x, y) {z(u;λ)−M} du,(4.18)

and the optimal utility is given by

E
[
up(W

π,C
T )

]
= cp ·

(
up(M) +

∫ r∗(M ;λ)

0

γβ1 (s, x, y) {up(z(s;λ))− up(M)} ds

)
,

where M :=M(λ) is the value given by (4.18) and cp =

(
E
[
H

1− 1
p

T

])p
.

Proof. The first claim follows from Proposition 4.9 and Theorem 4.4. It also follows
from this and the fact that with positive probability, since S0 ̸= KD, HKD ≥ T
that a unique value of M satisfying (4.18) exists.

The form of the optimal utility now follows from applying the known distribution
of
(
sup0≤u≤T J

ζ
u

)
∨M , and the arguments of Lemma 4.1. □

Remark 4.11. In general the expression for γβ1 does not exist in closed form (unless
β = 0), however it is well known that its Laplace transform can be given in closed
form. In combination with the fact that the right hand side of (4.18) is increasing
in M , this means that the optimal value of M can be found quickly via simple
numerical methods.

Remark 4.12. In the case where the initial value of the asset is equal to the at-
the-money strike, S0 = KD, then HKD ≡ 0 and so the resulting sup0≤u≤T J

ζ
u is

fixed. Hence the optimal wealth will also be deterministic, and there hence this
case is trivial.
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Figure 3. The figure shows the value of M as a function of λ.
The parameters used are S0 = 1.2,K = 0.85, T = 2, σ = 0.5, r =
0.01, α = 0.4,∆C = 0.02, p = 0.75, θ = 0.05.
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Figure 4. The figure shows the value of r∗(M(λ), λ) as a function
of λ. The parameters are the same as in Figure 3. Note that for λ
small, then M(λ) ≥ z(0;λ), the intermediate wealth constraint is
never binding, and r∗(M,λ) = 0.

4.4. Numerical Results. In the context of the above results, it is possible now
to numerically compute various relevant quantities to get a sense of the typical
behaviour. We show the results of such numerical computations below.

We observe that M appears to be concave in λ, and we see similar behaviour
when we plot the utility, where the optimal value utility is attained for λ approxi-
mately equal to 3.1. The value of r∗(M,λ) is increasing in λ, although there is an
initial interval where it is equal to zero, since M(λ) ≥ z(0;λ), and the intermediate
wealth constraint is never binding. Note that this interval also corresponds to linear
behaviour for the value of M as a function of λ, since here we can directly hedge
the exposure, and we always guarantee a terminal wealth equal to w0+λ∆C ≡M .
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Figure 5. The figure shows the value of the utility as a function
of λ. The parameters are the same as in Figure 3. In this case, the
optimal utility occurs when λ ≈ 3.1.
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Figure 6. The figure shows the cumulative distribution function
of the optimal wealth YT for the optimal strategy. In this case,
different curves show the effect of different values of λ. The pa-
rameters are the same as in Figure 3.

The explanation for this behaviour can be seen in Figure 6, which shows the
cumulative distribution function of the optimal wealth YT for the optimal strategy.
We see that as we increase λ, the mean of the distribution increases, but the variance
also increases. The large jump on the left of each distribution function corresponds
to the value of M , and for small values of λ, then this step corresponds to a large
proportion of the distribution. As λ increases, the proportion of the distribution
that is at M decreases, and the distribution becomes more spread out. As we
increase λ, the mean of the distribution also increases. The optimal choice of λ
is then determined through a trade-off between the mean and variability of the
resulting distribution.
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5. Effect of static/dynamic hedging under intrinsic wealth
constraints: One-touch options

In this section we consider the impact of intrinsic wealth constraints when hedg-
ing a path-dependent option. Specifically, in the case of a one-touch option, we are
able to compare the case of hedging dynamically using the underlying asset alone,
with the case of completing the hedge using a static position in vanilla options. In
this case, we exploit the classical example of a static superhedge of a one-touch
option using vanilla options and dynamic trading in the underlying asset due to
Hobson [21]. As we will see, there is strong numerical evidence that even in a com-
plete market setting, where the vanilla options are priced at their replication price,
the impact of the static position on the intrinsic wealth constraint is significant,
and leads to notable benefits to the trader who looks to sell a one-touch option.

5.1. Max-plus representation for the one-touch option. We begin by re-
calling the definition of the one-touch option, and Hobson’s static superhedging
strategy.

A one-touch option is a path-dependent option which pays out a fixed amount
if the underlying asset price hits a pre-specified barrier level at any time before
maturity. For simplicity, we suppose the barrier crossing is determined in forward
price units, and our discount process is Dt = e−rt, with r a positive constant, under
the hypotheses stated in the previous section. From Example 2.2-iii, the one-touch
option has payoff OTBT := 1{S∗

T≥B}, where S∗
t = supr≤t Sr is the maximum process

and B > 0 is a fixed barrier. Recall that the discounted version of S and B is
denoted by SDt = DtSt and B

D = DTB. Define HB = inf{t ≥ 0 : SDt ≥ BD} and
the one-touch option can alternatively be written as

C0
T = 1{St≥BD−1

t DT , for some t∈[0,T ]}
= 1{SD

t ≥BD, for some t∈[0,T ]}.

Hobson’s superhedging strategy for the one-touch option consists of a short po-
sition in the one-touch option itself, combined with a static position in vanilla Call
options and dynamic trading in the underlying asset. Specifically, given K < B
fixed, we can consider the portfolio with a payoff C̃0

T composed by a long position
of 1

B−K Call options with strike K and, if SD hits BD before terminal time T ,

short sell 1
B−K units of asset, that is,

C̃0
T =

1

B −K
(ST −K)+ +

1

B −K
{(BDTD

−1
HB

)DHB
D−1
T − ST }1{HB≤T}.

Then, putting together the above expressions, the portfolio value at time T is given
by

C̃0
T − C0

T =
1

B −K
[(ST −K)+ + (B − ST )1HB≤T ]− 1{HB≤T}

=

{
1

B−K (ST −K)+, HB > T
1

B−K (K − ST )+, HB ≤ T.

Since the right-hand side is always non-negative, we deduce that C̃0
T is a superhedge

for the one-touch option.
In [21] it is shown moreover that the superhedging strategy is optimal in the

sense that there exists a model under which C̃0
T = C0

T almost surely, and hence the
cost of the superhedge is equal to the arbitrage-free price of the one-touch option.
Note that the choice of K is not fixed, but there is a choice of K which minimises
the cost of the superhedge, and this choice of K corresponds to the model which
attains equality.



24 ALEXANDER M. G. COX AND DANIEL HERNANDEZ-HERNANDEZ

Notice that from this expression we can deduce that its intrinsic value at time t
has the form

It(C̃0
T − C0

T ) =

{
DT

Dt
· 1
B−K (K − Dt

DT
St)+, HB ≤ t ≤ T

0, t < HB ∧ T

=

{
1

B−K (KDT

Dt
− St)+, HB ≤ t ≤ T

0, t < HB ∧ T,
and hence

DtIt(C̃0
T − C0

T ) =

{
1

B−K (KD − SDt )+, HB ≤ t ≤ T

0, t < HB ∧ T,
which is clearly a Q-submartingale. Then, the intrinsic wealth constraint process
(see (4.8)), is given by

(5.1) ζt := −αD−1
t ξ−1

t − ξ−1
t It(C̃0

T − C0
T ) + EQ

[
ξ−1
T (C̃0

T − C0
T )|Ft

]
, t ∈ [0, T ),

with ξt as in (4.6). Following the same arguments given in Remark 4.2, we get that
ζt is a Q-supermartingale, and hence

ζ̂t := Dtξtζt = −α−DtIt(C̃0
T − C0

T ) + EQ
[
DT (C̃

0
T − C0

T )|Ft
]
, t ∈ [0, T ],

is a Q-supermartingale with terminal condition ζ̂T = −α. To include the non-
negativity constraint on the intrinsic wealth at the terminal time, as above we
define

ζ̂0t := ζ̂t1{t<T} =

{
ζ̂t, t < T

0, t = T.

From the previous calculations of the intrinsic value of the derivative, for t < T , we
have that

ζ̂0t =− α− 1

B −K
(KD − SDt )+1{HB≤t<T}

+
DT

B −K

{
EQ [(ST −K)+1{HB>T} + (K − ST )+1{HB≤T}|Ft

]}
As a first step, we provide a Max-plus representation for the Snell envelope of

ζ̂0t , denoted as ζ̂0,∗t , under measure Q, meaning that there exists a process Jζu such
that

ζ̂0,∗t = EQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

Jζu|Ft
]
.

Note that the Snell envelope of ζ̂0 is equal to the Snell envelope of ζ̂ ∨ 0, and using
the last part of Lemma A.1, we can get the representation for the later once we

have the one for ζ̂. The ideas to do this have been already implemented in the
proof of Theorem 4.6, and Corollary 4.8 for the case when α = 0, therefore, we will
simply outline the line of argument that should be followed.

First, using the fact that ζ̂ is a supermartingale, its Max-plus representation
can be obtained using the first part of Lemma A.1, using the analogous class of
stopping times as in (4.12). Defining

φQ(u) =
1

B −K
EQ [(KD − SDT )+ | SDu = KD

]
− α,

it is given by

J ζ̂u =


−α, u = T

φQ(u), u = H∗ < T,

−∞, otherwise.
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From here, we can now use Lemma A.1 part (ii), to get the representation for

ζ̂0,∗t ,

Jζ
0,∗

u =


(
−α+ DT

B−K (ST −K)+

)
+
1{HB>T}, u = T

φ∗
Q(u), HB < u < T, SDu = KD

−∞, otherwise,

where

φ∗
Q(u) = max {φQ(u), 0} .

In this case we can apply Lemma A.1 part (i) with τt := inf{u ≥ t : SDu =
KD, HB ≤ u < T} ∧ T .

Remark 5.1. Notice that the Max-plus representation is needed under measure Q,
and it can be obtained using Lemma A.2 part (ii), applying to the corresponding
Radon-Nikodym derivative martingale {Dtξt}; see Remark 4.2. This result was
not needed in the proof of Theorem 4.6 because the process {ϕt := ξ−1

t D−1
t } was

implicit in all the calculations where it was involved; see, in particular, 4.11, so that
we could obtain the representation under the measure Q.

5.2. Numerical results. We now present some numerical results which illustrate
the impact of the intrinsic wealth constraint when hedging a one-touch option,
comparing the case where the trader uses only dynamic trading in the underlying
asset, with the case where the trader also holds a static position in vanilla Call
options as described above.

Using the max-plus representation described above, we can numerically compute
the optimal terminal portfolio wealth for the trader in both cases. Computing this
requires numerical evaluation of hitting time densities for Brownian motion with
drift, which can be done using standard numerical methods for inversion of the
Laplace transform.

In the numerical results below, we consider a trader who sells one-touch options
with barrier B = 1.9 and maturity T = 2, in a Black-Scholes-Merton model with
parameters S0 = 1.2, r = 0.01, σ = 0.5, θ = 0.05. The trader has initial wealth w0 =
0.1, risk aversion parameter p = 0.75, and intrinsic wealth constraint parameter α =
0.1. In this model, the arbitrage-free price of the one-touch option is approximately
0.41.

Since we believe the trader will benefit from holding a short position in the one-
touch option, we consider the case where the trader is able to sell the one-touch
option for a premium to the cost of dynamically replicating. Specifically, we suppose
that the trader is able to sell the one-touch option for a premium of ∆C = 0.02
above the replication cost.

In Figure 7, we can see the expected utility of the trader under different scenarios.
We observe that when the trader’s initial wealth is small, the benefit of selling the
call option does not outweigh the loss that is incurred because the trader must
trade in such a way as to avoid breaching the intrinsic wealth constraint. When the
wealth is large, both the case with and without the semi-static hedge outperform
the case where the trader does not sell the one-touch option, and in both cases
the trader is able to exploit the premium received from selling the one-touch at a
premium with minimal effect of the intrinsic wealth constraint. Notably, however,
the case where the trader holds the semi-static position in vanilla Call options is
much more impactful in the case where the trader’s initial wealth is moderate.
Moreoever, the initial wealth at which the trader is even able to implement the
strategy is much lower in the semi-static case (w0 ≈ 0.08) than in the case without
the static hedge (w0 ≈ 0.18).
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Figure 7. The figure shows the expected utility of the trader as
a function of the trader’s initial wealth, w0. The solid blue line
shows the expected utility when the trader holds a static position
in vanilla Call options as part of a superhedging strategy for the
one-touch option, while the solid green line shows the expected
utility when the trader does not hold the static position. The
dashed orange line shows the utility of the trader if they were not
to sell the one-touch option at all. Here the superhedge uses call
options with strike K = 0.1.3.
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Figure 8. The figure shows the expected utility of the trader as a
function of the wealth w0 of trader for different strikes. The utiliy
is shown in terms of the difference between the certainty equivalent
of the utility with and without the hedge. The plots are shown for
a range of stikes K for the vanilla Call options used in the semi-
static hedge.

We can also examine the impact of different choices of the parameterK. Figure 8
shows the expected utility of the trader as a function of initial wealth for a range
of different strikes K used in the semi-static hedge. We observe that there is no
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Figure 9. The plot shows the certainty equivalent of the trader
when holding the semi-static hedge as a function of the strike K
of the vanilla Call options used in the hedge. Highlighted is the
choice of semi-static hedge which corresponds to the minimal-cost
superhedge (’Hobson-optimal K’). The initial wealth is w0 = 0.1.

uniformly best choice of K. However there is some evidence in Figure 9 that
suggests the optimal choice of K is not exactly the ‘Hobson-optimal’ strike, but
this choice is close to optimal.

6. Summary and Future Work

In this paper we consider the problem of optimal investment in a portfolio which
combines dynamic trading and a static position in options. The novelty in our work
comes from a trading constraint which is based on the intrinsic, or worst case value
of the option. This setting allows us to develop a framework for hedging which
sits between classical and robust settings for option pricing. We are able to develop
explicit characterisations of the optimal trading strategy in certain cases, and we are
able to see in simple examples how the optimal strategy finds a balance between the
desire to maximise expected profit, and the risk associated with extreme positions
relative to the trader’s capacity to sustain short-term mark-to-market losses.

Notably, we see in our numerical results that even in a complete market setting,
the presence of the intrinsic wealth constraint can have a significant impact on the
optimal strategy. In particular, in the case of the one-touch option, we are able
to see the benefit of holding semi-static hedging positions in vanilla options, even
when these options are priced at their replication cost. This suggests that even in
complete market settings, the presence of intrinsic wealth constraints could justify
the use of semi-static hedging strategies.

While our explicit results make fairly strong assumptions (for example, complete
markets), our framework is flexible, and future work to understand the impact of
considering a larger class of possible hedging models (e.g. moving to an incomplete
market setting), or allowing for uncertain volatility models, for example, would be
interesting to understand.
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Appendix A. Results on Max-Plus Representations

In this appendix we prove some results on Max-plus representations for cádlàg
supermartingales under specific assumptions on the structure of the supermartin-
gale.

We suppose specifically that the cádlàg supermartingale (Xt)t∈[0,T ] can be writ-
ten as a martingale up to a specific exit time. That is, we suppose there exists a
maximal family of increasing stopping times {τt; t ∈ [0, T ]} such that τt ∈ [t, T ],
τt ≤ τs for t ≤ s,

(A.1) Xt = EQ [Xτt |Ft] ,
and such that

(A.2) Xt > EQ [Xσ|Ft] , for all stopping times σ ≥ τt with P(σ > τt) > 0.

In canonical cases, we may consider τt to be the first hitting time after time t by a
process to a specific region, for example. We note that the case where τt = t is not
excluded, although in the following result it will imply a very specific structure for
X.

Then we have the following result.

Lemma A.1. Suppose there exists a family of increasing stopping times {τt; t ∈
[0, T ]} such that τt ∈ [t, T ] (A.1) and (A.2) hold, and a decreasing function φ :
[0, T ] → R such that if τt = s for some t, then

Xs ≥ φ(s) ≥ Xu, for all u > s.

Then (Xt)t∈[0,T ] has Max-plus representation

Xt = EQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

Ju|Ft
]
,

where

Ju =


Xτu , u = τu < T,

XT , u = T,

−∞, otherwise.

Moreover, the smallest (in convex increasing order) martingale dominating (Xt)t∈[0,T ]

is given by

Mt = EQ
[

sup
0≤u≤T

Ju|Ft
]
,

and for any constant c ∈ R, the smallest (in convex increasing order) martingale
dominating (Xt ∨ c)t∈[0,T ] is given by

M c
t = EQ

[(
sup

0≤u≤T
Ju

)
∨ c|Ft

]
,

that is, the Max-plus representation is given by Jcu = Ju ∨ c, or equivalently

Ju =


Xτu , u = τu < T,Xτu ≥ c

XT ∨ c, u = T,

−∞, otherwise.
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Observe that in the trivial case where τt = t, then the conditions of the lemma
imply that X is a decreasing process, and hence the Max-plus representation is
trivially given by Ju = Xu for u ≤ T .

Proof. First observe that defining

J̃u =


Xu, u = τs < T, some s ≤ u,

XT , u = T,

−∞, otherwise.

then

Xt = EQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

J̃u|Ft
]
,

since if s = τt for some t ≤ s then for u ≥ s we have Xu ≤ φ(s) ≤ Xs, and
hence Xs = EQ [Xτs |Fs] ≥ EQ [Xu|Fs] with equality if and only if Xτs = Xu = Xs

almost surely. In particular, supt≤u≤T J̃u = Xs. On the other hand, if s ̸= τt for

some t ≤ s, then in particular s < τs, and Xs = EQ [Xτs |Fs] = EQ
[
J̃τs |Fs

]
≥

EQ
[
supτs≤u≤T J̃u|Fs

]
. Moreover, by the maximality of τt, if there exists t < s

such that s < τt with positive probability, then τt = τs on {s < τt} since Xs =
EQ [Xτs∧τt |Fs] = EQ [Xτt |Fs] on this set.

The rest of the proof now follows immediately from the fact that Xt = Jt = Jct
whenever Jt > c, and properties of max-plus martingales.

□

To help us in the verification of some results, we will make use of the following
result.

Lemma A.2. Let (Xt)t∈[0,T ] be a Q-supermartingale with càdlàg paths.

(i) Suppose X = Y+Z where Y and Z are both also càdlàg Q-supermartingales
such that YT , ZT ≥ 0. Suppose in addition that there exists a stopping time
τ ≤ T and an Fτ -measurable set A such that:
(a) Xt∧τ is a Q-martingale;
(b) Yt = 0 on A for all t ≥ τ ;
(c) Zt = 0 on Ac for all t ≥ τ .
Then Xt = EQ [supt≤u≤T Ju|Ft], where

Ju = JYu + JZu ,

and JYu and JZu are the Max-plus representations of Y and Z respectively.
(ii) Let (Xt)t∈[0,T ] be a Q-supermartingale with Max-plus representation JXu ,

and suppose Q is an equivalent probability measure to Q with Radon-

Nikodym derivative dQ
dQ = MT , where (Mt)t∈[0,T ] is a strictly positive Q-

martingale.
Suppose in addition that there exists a maximal family of stopping times

{τt; t ∈ [0, T ]} such that τt ∈ [t, T ] for each t, τt ≤ τs when t ≤ s and
Xt = EQ [JXτt |Ft]. If in addition

JXτtM
−1
τt ≥ JXu M

−1
u , u ∈ [t, T ],

then (XM−1)t∈[0,T ] is a Q-supermartingale with Max-plus representation

JXu = 1
Mu

JXu , i.e.

Xt =MtEQ
[

sup
t≤u≤T

(
JXu M

−1
u

)
|Ft
]
.
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Proof. (i) First observe since Y and Z are non-negative, we have JYT , J
Z
T ≥ 0,

and hence JT = JYT + JZT ≥ 0. Further, it follows from the fact that
Xt∧τ is a Q-martingale that both Yt∧τ and Zt∧τ are also Q-martingales.
Therefore, for t ≤ τ , we have almost surely

JYu ≤ sup
τ≤v≤T

JYv , u ∈ [0, τ ],

and similarly for JZu . In addition, on A, for u ≥ τ we have JZu = 0, and
similarly on Ac for JYu . Hence

sup
t≤u≤T

(JYu + JZu ) = sup
t∨τ≤u≤T

(JYu + JZu )

=

{
supt∨τ≤u≤T J

Y
u , on A,

supt∨τ≤u≤T J
Z
u , on Ac,

= sup
τ∨t≤u≤T

JYu + sup
τ∨t≤u≤T

JZu ,

= sup
t≤u≤T

JYu + sup
t≤u≤T

JZu .

(ii) Since Xt = EQ [JXτt |Ft] we have

M−1
t Xt =M−1

t EQ [JXτt |Ft]
= EQ [JXτtM−1

T |Ft
]

= EQ [JXτtM−1
τt |Ft

]
= EQ

[
sup

t≤u≤T
(JXu M

−1
u )|Ft

]
,

where in the second last step we have used the fact that M−1 is a Q-
martingale, and in the final step we have used the assumption that for all
u ∈ [t, T ], JXτtM

−1
τt ≥ JXu M

−1
u .

□
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