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Abstract

We study the influence of additional intermediate marginal distributions on the value of
the martingale optimal transport problem. From a financial point of view, this corresponds
to taking into account call option prices not only, as usual, for those call options where
the respective future maturities coincide with the maturities of some exotic derivative but
also additional maturities and then to study the effect on model-independent price bounds
for the exotic derivative. We characterize market settings, i.e., combinations of the payoff
of exotic derivatives, call option prices and marginal distributions that guarantee improved
price bounds as well as those market settings that exclude any improvement.

Eventually, we showcase in numerous examples that the consideration of additional price
information on vanilla options may have a considerable impact on the resultant model-
independent price bounds.

Keywords: Martingale optimal transport, additional information, robust price bounds,
intermediate marginals
JEL classification: C61, G11, G13

1 Introduction

We consider a single underlying security S = (St)t≥0 and aim at determining model-free price
bounds for a financial derivative with an associated measurable payoff function c : Rn → R
that depends on the value Sti at future maturities ti with i = 1, . . . , n. Then, relying on the
martingale optimal transport (MOT) approach introduced in [12], [14] and [41], we consider
for the valuation of the exotic derivative c all martingale models calibrated to prices of vanilla
options (for all strikes) written on S that expire at times (ti)i=1,...,n. In this setting, solving MOT
problems corresponds to the calculation of the most extreme prices for c among all arbitrage-free
models that are calibrated to the observed vanilla option prices.

The crucial observation which motivates the present paper is that in practice, due to the
broad range of offered maturities for traded vanilla options1, it is often possible to calibrate
a candidate underlying model to more maturities than those dates on which the payoff of the
derivative c depends. Consequently, to determine model-free price bounds one may additionally
take into account price information on vanilla options maturing at some times (sj)j∈J such
that sj ̸= ti for all i = 1, . . . , n and for all j ∈ J , where J is some index set associated to the
additionally considered maturities.

Mathematically, when computing price bounds via MOT, this corresponds to restricting
the set of admissible joint distributions to those distributions that are consistent with auxiliary

1Note that in practice the expiration date of an exchange-traded call option is often the third Friday of a
month. Very often, for shorter maturities more expiration dates are available, often on a weekly basis.
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one-dimensional marginal distributions (that are implied by call option prices due to a result
from [19]) as well as to introduce additional intermediate martingale constraints. This means
we restrict the dynamics of admissible underlying processes at more future dates.

In this paper we pursue the question if this additional calibration procedure leads to re-
strictions which have an observable influence on the model-independent price bounds of exotic
derivatives.

Framing an answer to this question is not trivial. Already in the two-marginal case, i.e.,
n = 2, it is possible to derive a simple example where the value of the martingale transport
problem is influenced by restrictions imposed through an additional third intermediate marginal
distribution, compare Example 3.9, but it is also possible to construct settings in which the price
is not influenced by additional intermediate marginals, see Section 3.1.1 and 3.1.2.

To study the above outlined practice-implied question, we employ the MOT-approach and
its dual formulation as discussed and studied in [7], [11], [12], [13], [17], [18], [23], [27], [30], [34],
[41], [40], [42], [45], [44], [48], [63] among many others.

In a recent work, [55] study a related problem which can be regarded as the inverse problem
of the problem treated in this paper: let c : Rn → R be an arbitrary measurable payoff function
of a financial derivative. Then, the authors address the question how the original MOT-problem
is influenced and has to be redefined when only µ1 and µn are fixed and one has no information
on intermediate marginals µ2, . . . , µn−1. Moreover, the payoff function c is allowed to depend
on all of the associated times t1, t2, . . . , tn, i.e., the authors from [55] study the minimization
problem

inf
Q∈Mn(µ1,µn)

EQ[c(St1 , . . . , Stn)]

where Mn(µ1, µn) denotes the set of martingale measures on Rn with prescribed first and last
marginals µ1, µn. In contrast, we want to study the minimization problem

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,··· ,µn−1,µn)

EQ[c̃(St1 , Stn)]

for some c̃ : R2 → R. In a remark within the book [39] another version of the problem is
discussed. More specifically, in [39], the author investigates the problem when in the dual
variant of the problem, established in [12], trading in European options at intermediate points
is prohibited but trading in the underlying security is allowed. We will discuss the result from
[39] within this article, see Lemma 4.2. The authors from [33] compare within a sole example
the influence of additional marginal information on price bounds with the influence of this
information in combination with the homogeneity of an underlying process. Further, in the
recent works [3], [6], [29], [33], [50], [51], [52], [58], and [61] improvements of robust and model-
free price bounds either via the inclusion of prices of other derivatives, market information
or via additional assumptions on the underlying process are studied. However, to the best of
our knowledge, to explicitly study the influence of intermediate marginals on model-free price
bounds is a novelty.

From our point of view to study the price bound improvement induced by the inclusion of
intermediate marginals is of particular importance, as an improvement obtained in this way does
not require to expensively acquire information on other types of possibly OTC-traded financial
instruments nor to impose additional assumptions on the joint distribution of the underlying
process. The approach simply respects all information available to someone who applies the
MOT-approach for the valuation of financial derivatives.

The contribution of this article is twofold. First, we give a mathematical characterization
of the cases in which improved price bounds are guaranteed, and second, we study in several
examples, also involving real financial data, the degree of improvement through the inclusion
of intermediate marginal information.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the setting and
present our main results that comprise a characterization of cases in which including additional
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intermediate marginals causes improved price bounds as well as a description of the degree of
improvement through dual trading strategies.

In Section 2.4 we move away from the idealized setting in which we know the entire marginal
distributions and discuss the influence of a finite amount of call option prices at intermediate
times on model-free price bounds.

In Section 3 we provide several examples also involving real market data. The proofs of the
mathematical statements can be found in Section 4.

2 Setting and Main Results

In Section 2.1 we present the underlying setting of the paper that is used to derive a char-
acterization for improved price bounds in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3 we discuss the degree
of improvement emerging from considering an additional intermediate marginal. Section 2.4
provides a discussion of the case in financial markets where only a finite amount of traded call
options are taken into account instead of the full marginal information.

2.1 Setting

We introduce the setting that we use in this paper. We also refer to [12, Section 1.1.] where a
similar setting is considered.

Let P(Rd) denote the set of probability measures on Rd, d ∈ N equipped with the Borel
σ-algebra B(Rd). Then, for n ∈ N, we fix marginal distributions µ1, . . . , µn with µi ∈ P(R)
for i = 1, . . . , n and we impose the following assumption ensuring the existence of martingale
measures possessing these marginals, see also [49] and [60].

Assumption 2.1. The marginals (µi)i=1,...,n are assumed to increase in the convex order2 ⪯.
Moreover, the marginals (µi)i=1,...,n are assumed to possess finite first moments.

We denote by M(µ1, . . . , µn) ⊂ P(Rn) the set of all n-dimensional martingale measures
with fixed one-dimensional marginals (µi)i=1,...,n, which equivalently can be written as

M(µ1, . . . , µn) :=

{
Q ∈ P(Rn)

∣∣∣∣ ∫ f(xi)Q(dx1, . . . ,dxn) =

∫
f(xi)µi(dxi)∫

∆(x1, . . . , xj)(xj+1 − xj)dQ(dx1, . . . ,dxn) = 0

for all ∆ ∈ Cb(Rj), f ∈ L1(µi), j = 1, . . . , n− 1, i = 1, . . . , n

}
,

where Cb(Rj) denotes the set of continuous and bounded functions f : Rj → R for j ∈ N,
compare also [12, Lemma 2.3] for a characterization of M(µ1, . . . , µn).

Following [19], marginal distributions of an underlying security under pricing measures can
be inferred from observed market prices of vanilla call and put options. Hence, for some measur-
able function c : Rn → R that can be interpreted as the payoff of a financial derivative depending
on the underlying security at future times t1, . . . , tn, model-independent price bounds for this
derivative can, in absence of interest rates, dividend yields and market frictions, be computed
as

inf
Q∈M(µ1,...µn)

EQ[c] and sup
Q∈M(µ1,...µn)

EQ[c].

2A probability measure µ2 ∈ P(R) is larger in convex order than µ1 ∈ P(R), abbreviated by µ1 ⪯ µ2, if∫
R f(x)dµ1(x) ≤

∫
R f(x)dµ2(x) for all convex functions f : R → R such that the integrals are finite.

Moreover, note that if the marginals increase in convex order, then the prices of European call options computed
as expectations with respect to these marginals also increase, compare [35, Lemma 7.24]. That prices of European
call options increase with an increasing maturity is well-known in arbitrage free markets, hence the assumption
appears to be natural.
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Our goal is now to study whether including information about additional intermediate marginal
distributions will change these model-independent price bounds and whether it is possible to
derive conditions that guarantee an improvement. To reduce the notational complexity, and
since the theoretical results turn out to be analogue in higher dimensions (compare Remark 2.9),
we mainly discuss the problem in its easiest and clearest formulation which is present in the
three-marginal case and if the payoff function c depends only on the first and third of the three
prospective times to which the marginal distributions are associated.

To this end, let us assume3, that the payoff function c is continuous and of linear growth,
i.e., we assume c ∈ Clin(R2), where

Clin(Rd) :=

{
c ∈ C(Rd,R)

∣∣∣∣∣ sup
(x1,...,xd)∈Rd

|c(x1, . . . , xd)|
1 +

∑d
i=1 |xi|

< ∞ for all (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd

}
for d ∈ N.

Then, we address the question for which choices of measurable cost functions c ∈ Clin(R2)
and for which choices of marginal distributions µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ P(R) with µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3 it is true
that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)], (2.1)

or in the upper bound formulation

sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)], (2.2)

where S = (Sti)i=1,2,3 denotes the canonical process on R3. Equivalently, we study the cases
when (2.1) and (2.2) are violated, and therefore improved price bounds can be obtained through
the inclusion of additional marginal information. For completeness, details of the general n-
dimensional versions of the problems (2.1) and (2.2) are discussed in Remark 2.9. A financial
interpretation of the influence of more intermediate marginals on price bounds corresponds, ac-
cording to the rationale from [19], to the question whether incorporating more market-implied
price information on liquidly traded vanilla options may influence the model-independent val-
uation problem for exotic derivatives with payoff c, even if the payoff of the derivative does
not depend on the value of the underlying security at maturity of the additionally considered
vanilla options.

This effect may occur since through the additional calibration to more marginal distribu-
tions, the set of possible arbitrage-free market models is reduced by excluding models which
are not consistent with the additional marginal information. Moreover, additional martingale
constraints taking into account those intermediate times are introduced. Thus, it may happen
that models which lead to extreme prices without considering the intermediate marginal are
no more contained in the set of admissible models when taking into account a third marginal.
To study the influence of intermediate marginals on price bounds we are therefore interested in
identifying choices of marginal distributions for which the non-empty and compact set4 set of
optimal measures for the two-marginal MOT-problem

Q∗
c(µ1, µ3) :=

{
Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ3)

∣∣∣∣ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c] = EQ∗ [c]

}
3This assumption is mainly imposed to be able to apply a duality result (see [12] or [8]), and could be relaxed

to a certain degree, for example by considering semi-continuous payoff functions instead of continuous functions.
To avoid the need of distinguishing between lower-semi continuous payoff functions for lower bounds and upper
semi-continuous payoff functions for upper bounds, we decided to circumvent this issue by only considering
continuous payoff functions. The linear growth condition could be slightly relaxed to functions that do not grow
stronger than a sum of µi-integrable functions, however it is standard to use the linear growth condition as in
the definition of Clin(Rd), see e.g. [12, Theorem 1.1].

4Compare e.g. [54, Proposition 2.2.] for a proof of the compactness with respect to the Wasserstein distance
and the non-emptiness, which both are consequences of Berge’s maximum theorem.
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is still consistent with the newly introduced intermediate marginal µ2. More precisely, consis-
tency means in this context there exists some martingale measure Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that
π(Q) ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3) for π being defined as the projection

π : M(µ1, µ2, µ3) → M(µ1, µ3), π(Q)(A1, A3) := Q(A1,R, A3), for all A1, A3 ∈ B(R),

where B(R) denotes the Borel-sets on R.
The pricing-hedging duality result for MOT (see [12], [18], [23]) enables to regard the in-

corporation of additional intermediate marginals from another point of view: including more
intermediate marginals allows for more flexible compositions of the semi-static trading strategies
that can be considered for sub-hedging, as one can additionally trade statically in options expir-
ing at an intermediate maturity and readjust the dynamic position in the underlying security at
an associated intermediate time. This additional flexibility may allow to increase the maximal
sub-replication price. We are therefore interested in studying the maximal improvement that
is possible by switching from a two-marginal semi-static trading strategy to a three-marginal
semi-static trading strategy5.

To this end, we define for u1 ∈ L1(µ1), u3 ∈ L1(µ3), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) and
c ∈ Clin(R2) the function

R ∋ x2 7→ H(ui),(∆i)(x2) := inf
x1,x3∈R

{
c(x1, x3) − u1(x1) − u3(x3)

− ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) − ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2)

} (2.3)

that describes the pointwise gap between the payoff of c and a model-free sub-hedging strategy
with a payoff of the form u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2), i.e., with
static trading in options expiring at times t1, t3 and with dynamic trading in the underlying
security at times t1, t2, and t3. An immediate consequence of the definition of H(ui),(∆i) is the
following Lemma.

Lemma 2.2. Let u1 ∈ L1(µ1), u3 ∈ L1(µ3), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) and c ∈ Clin(R2).

(i) We have that H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 for all x2 ∈ R is equivalent to

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3)

for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R.

(ii) We have

u1(x1) + H(ui),(∆i)(x2) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3)

for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R.

This means, by Lemma 2.2 (i), if H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 for all x2 ∈ R, then the considered
semi-static trading strategy sub-replicates c pointwise. Moreover, by Lemma 2.2 (ii), adding
a static trading position with payoff H(ui),(∆i)(St2) to the semi-static strategy (ui), (∆j) still
sub-replicates the derivative c. Since this observation remains true for those sub-replication
strategies that lead to a maximal price for the two-marginal sub-hedging problem, we are
interested to study whether an integration of H(ui),(∆i) with respect to the intermediate marginal
µ2 leads to a higher price, and therefore to improved price bounds when considering optimal
sub-hedging strategies. Note that in the following we often abbreviate pointwise inequalities of
the form f(x) ≥ g(x) for all x ∈ Rm, for some m ∈ N, by writing f ≥ g.

5We refer for more details on semi-static trading strategies and its properties to [2], [21], [28] and [56].
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2.2 A Characterization of Improved Price Bounds

Below we characterize the equality described in (2.1). As we will point out in Remark 2.8 and
2.9, similar assertions can also be derived for the upper bound problem and for the case with
n marginals, where n > 2. Note that the subsequent proposition allows to identify the cases in
which improved price bounds through the inclusion of intermediate marginals can be excluded.
Thus, simultaneously the cases where improvement can be guaranteed are characterized.

Proposition 2.3. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled for the marginal
distributions µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ P(R). Then, the following statements are equivalent.

(i) We have
inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

(ii) There exists u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) with H(ui),(∆i) ≥ 0 such that for all

v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R) and all ∆̃1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆̃2 ∈ Cb(R2) we have

Eµ2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ1 [v1] − Eµ3 [v3] ≤ 0.

(iii) For all ε > 0 there exist u1 ∈ Cb(R), u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R) and ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) with

H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 for all x2 ∈ R, (2.4)

such that
Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] < ε, (2.5)

and such that∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε. (2.6)

(iv) For all ε > 0 there exist u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R) such that

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x3 ∈ R, (2.7)

and such that ∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε. (2.8)

(v) For all ε > 0 and for all u1, u2, u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) with

3∑
i=1

ui(xi)+∆1(x1)(x2−x1)+∆2(x1, x2)(x3−x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R, (2.9)

there exist v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆̃1 ∈ Cb(R) with

v1(x1) + v3(x3) + ∆̃1(x1)(x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x3 ∈ R, (2.10)

such that ∣∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [v3] −
(

3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

)∣∣∣∣∣ < ε.

(vi) There exists some Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that π(Q) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3).
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(vii) There exists some Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

(viii) There exist probability kernels6 Q1 : R × B(R) ∋ (x1, A) 7→ Q1(x1;A) ∈ [0, 1], Q1,2 :
R2 × B(R) ∋ ((x1, x2), A) 7→ Q1,2(x1, x2;A) ∈ [0, 1] such that

µ2 =

∫
R

∫
·
Q1(x1; dx2)µ1(dx1),

µ3 =

∫
R

∫
R

∫
·
Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3)Q1(x1; dx2)µ1(dx1),

x2 =

∫
R
x3 Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3) for all x1, x2 ∈ R,

x1 =

∫
R
x2 Q1(x1; dx2) for all x1 ∈ R,

and such that ∫
·

∫
R

∫
·
Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3)Q1(x1; dx2)µ1(dx1) ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3).

Note that if we consider the negation of the assertion of Proposition 2.3 (i), then improved
price bounds can be explained from two different points of view. While sub-points (ii)–(v)
from Proposition 2.3 allow to understand the improvement to be induced by the additional
flexibility with respect to the semi-static hedging strategies, as discussed at the end of Sec-
tion 2.1, sub-points (vi)–(viii) explain the improvement by the exclusion of martingale models
that were optimal in the two-marginal case and which are no more consistent with the new
set of martingale measures. Proposition 2.3 makes it apparent that indeed both effects occur
simultaneously.

With the following result we further characterize the set of intermediate marginals preventing
improved price bounds.

Proposition 2.4. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled for the marginal
distributions µ1, µ3 ∈ P(R). Consider the set

I :=

{
µ2 ∈ P(R)

∣∣∣∣ µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3 and inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

}
.

Then, the following holds true.

(i) The set I is closed in the space {µ2 ∈ P(R) | µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3} equipped with the topology
induced by the Wasserstein-distance7 of order 1.

(ii) The set I is convex.

Remark 2.5. As a consequence of Proposition 2.4 (i), the set{
µ2 ∈ P(R)

∣∣∣∣ µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3 and inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] > inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

}
is open in the space {µ2 ∈ P(R) | µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3} equipped with the topology induced by the
Wasserstein-distance of order 1, i.e., if an intermediate marginal leads to improved price bounds,
then pertubating the marginal slightly w.r.t. the Wasserstein-distance while maintaining the con-
vex order still leads to improved price bounds

6A probability kernel is a map where for fixed first component the map is a probability measure, and for fixed
second component the map is Borel-measurable.

7 For any µ, ν ∈ P(Rd) the Wasserstein distance of order 1 (or Wasserstein 1-distance) is defined as W1(µ, ν) :=
infP∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
Rd×Rd ∥x − y∥ P(dx,dy), where ∥ · ∥ denotes the Euclidean norm on Rd, and where Π(µ, ν) denotes

the set of joint distributions of µ and ν, compare also for example [62, Definition 6.1.].
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2.3 Degree of Improvement

It turns out that the function H(ui),(∆i), defined in (2.4), is crucial to describe the degree
of improvement emerging through the consideration of an additional intermediate marginal.
The function H(ui),(∆i) can be understood as the sub-hedging error of the semi-static strategy
(ui)i=1,3, (∆i)i=1,2, where by Lemma 2.2 a pointwise positive value of H(ui),(∆i) indicates that
the strategy is indeed a model-free sub-hedging strategy of c.

First we observe that by using H(ui),(∆i) we obtain an alternative representation of the
optimal sub-replication strategies as follows.

Lemma 2.6. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled for µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ P(R).
Then, we have

sup
ui∈L1(µi),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
= sup

u1,u3∈Cb(R)
∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2)

{
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2

[
H(ui),(∆i)

]
+ Eµ3 [u3]

}
.

(2.11)

The following proposition captures the degree of improvement of infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)]
over infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

Proposition 2.7. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled for µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈
P(R). Then, we have

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

sup
v1,v3∈Cb(R)

∆̃1∈Cb(R),∆̃2∈Cb(R2)

(
Eµ2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ1 [v1] − Eµ3 [v3]

)
.

(2.12)

Note that the latter Proposition 2.7 asserts that in the case of improvement, i.e., if we
have infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)] > infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)], for all sub-hedging strate-
gies with static option trading at two times, i.e., for all u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R),∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2)
with H(ui),(∆i) ≥ 0, we can improve the value of this strategy by considering a strategy

u1 − v1, u3 − v3 ∈ Cb(R),∆1 − ∆̃1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 − ∆̃2 ∈ Cb(R2) and investing the remainder
of the gap between c and this strategy in a static option with payoff H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)
(St2) at ma-

turity t2. Indeed, according to Lemma 2.2 (ii) this modified strategy fulfils for all v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R)
that

u1(x1) − v1(x1) + H
(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

(x2) + u3(x3) − v3(x3)

+
(

∆1(x1) − ∆̃1(x1)
)

(x2 − x1) +
(

∆2(x1, x2) − ∆̃2(x1, x2)
)

(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3)
(2.13)

for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3. Conversely, if we can improve any arbitrary strategy in this sense, then
according to Proposition 2.7 we obtain improved price bounds.

Remark 2.8 (Improvement of the upper bound). Note that, by using the relation infx f(x) =
− supx−f(x), we obtain analogue results as in Propositions 2.3 and 2.7 when considering the
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upper price bound problem. In particular, it holds under the assumptions of Proposition 2.7 that

sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[−c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[−c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

sup
v1,v3∈Cb(R)

∆̃1∈Cb(R),∆̃2∈Cb(R2)

(
Eµ2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ1 [v1] − Eµ3 [v3]

)
,

(2.14)
where for u1 ∈ Cb(R), u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R) and ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) the function H(ui),(∆i) is defined
as

R ∋ x2 7→ H(ui),(∆i)(x2) := inf
x1,x3∈R

{
u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1)

+ ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) − c(x1, x3)

}
,

(2.15)

i.e., H(ui),(∆i) describes the pointwise gap between a model-free super-hedging strategy and the
payoff c.

Remark 2.9 (Improvement in the case of n marginal distributions). One may also extend
Proposition 2.7 to the case with n ∈ N marginal distributions µ1, . . . , µn satisfying Assump-
tion 2.1. To this end, let I := {i1, . . . , im} ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with m < n and c ∈ Clin(Rm). Then,
we have

inf
Q∈M(µ1,...,µn)

EQ
[
c
(
(Sti)i∈I

)]
− inf

Q∈M((µi)i∈I)
EQ
[
c
(
(Sti)i∈I

)]
= inf

ui∈Cb(R),i=1,...,m

∆i∈Cb(Ri),i=1,...,n

sup
vi∈Cb(R),i=1,...,m

∆̃i∈Cb(Ri),i=1,...,n

{
1

n−m

∑
i∈{1,...,n}\I

Eµi

[
H

(i)

(uj−vj),(∆j−∆̃j)

]
−
∑
i∈I

Eµi [vi] s.t.

H
(i)

(uj−vj),(∆j−∆̃j)
≥ 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}\I

}
,

with H
(i)
(uj),(∆j)

: R → R for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}\I, defined by

H
(i)
(uj),(∆j)

(xi) := inf
(xj)j∈{1,...,n}\{i}

{
c
(
(xij )j=1,...,m

)
−

m∑
j=1

uj(xij )−
n∑

j=1

∆i(x1, . . . , xj)(xj+1−xj)

}
.

describing the pointwise gap between the payoff c (depending on m times) and a sub-hedging
strategy with static option trading at m times and dynamic trading in the underlying security
at n times.

2.4 Financial Markets with a Finite Number of Traded Options

In addition to the results from the idealized setting presented in Section 2.1, where knowledge
about entire marginal distributions is assumed, we next study the influence of additional inter-
mediate price information in a more realistic market environment. In a real financial market
only a finite amount of option prices can be observed and therefore, in contrast to the previously
discussed setting from Section 2, we do not assume to know the structure of the whole marginal
distributions (which only can be obtained when observing prices for a continuum of strikes via
the results from [19]), but the prices of a finite amount of call options maturing at prospective
times t1, t2, t3 with t1 < t2 < t3, compare also the settings of the super-replication approaches
involving a finite amount of options discussed in [1], [9], [21], [46], and [53].

Let S0 ∈ R denote the current spot value of the underlying security. At initial time, we
observe for each maturity ti ∈ {t1, t2, t3} the prices of mi + 1 call options with mi ∈ N and with
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payoff function R ∋ x 7→ (x − Ki,j)+ for j = 0, . . . ,mi, i = 1, 2, 3, where (Ki,j) i=1,...,mi,
j=1,2,3

⊂ R

denotes the set of associated strikes. Under absence of a bid-ask spread and transaction costs8,
we assume that the call option with payoff x 7→ (x − Ki,j)+ can at initial time be bought at
price Πi,j for j = 0, . . . ,mi, i = 1, 2, 3. Given d, λi,j ,∆0 ∈ R,∆i ∈ Cb(Ri), we denote the profit
of a semi-static trading strategy with trading at times t1 and t3 by

Ψ1,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

(x1, x3) := d+
∑
i=1,3

mi∑
j=0

λi,j (xi −Ki,j)
++∆0(x1−S0)+∆1(x1)(x3−x1), (x1, x3) ∈ R2

and by

Ψ1,2,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

(x1, x2, x3) := d +
3∑

i=1

mi∑
j=0

λi,j (xi −Ki,j)
+

+ ∆0(x1 − S0) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2),

for (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3 the profit of a semi-static trading strategy with trading at times t1, t2, t3.
We fix a payoff function R2 ∋ (x1, x3) 7→ c(x1, x3) and we study the influence of price information
on vanilla options with maturity t2 on the model-free data-driven sub-hedging problem

sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,∆1∈Cb(R)

d +

m1∑
j=0

λ1,jΠ1,j +

m3∑
j=0

λ3,jΠ3,j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ψ1,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

≤ c

 . (2.16)

In particular, we are interested in conditions which guarantee a strictly positive difference
between the formulation from (2.16) and the value of super-hedging that also involves static
trading in call options at intermediate time t2.

sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,∆i∈Cb(Ri)

d +
3∑

i=1

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ψ1,2,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

≤ c

 . (2.17)

To solve the problems formulated in (2.16) and (2.17) with MOT-methods, and then to
study the degree of improvement of the sub-hedging problem from (2.17) over the sub-hedging
problem from (2.16) by Proposition 2.3 and 2.7, we impose the following assumption on the set
of strikes and observed market prices.

Assumption 2.10. We assume for all i = 1, 2, 3 that

(i) 0 = Ki,0 < Ki,1 < · · · < Ki,mi,

(ii) S0 = Πi,0 ≥ Πi,1 ≥ · · · ≥ Πi,mi = 0,

(iii) The call option prices are convex with respect to the strike, i.e.,

Πi,j+1 − Πi,j

Ki,j+1 −Ki,j
− Πi,j − Πi,j−1

Ki,j −Ki,j−1
≥ 0 for all j = 0, . . . ,mi − 1.

Note that Assumption 2.10 (i), (ii), and (iii) can be considered as natural since they corre-
spond to empirical observations and since they exclude arbitrage, see, e.g. [47, Section 10.1].
For Assumption (iii) which prevents the existence of static arbitrage opportunities we refer to

8For an extension of the presented setting that enables to formulate model-free super-hedging in a market
with frictions, we refer the reader to [20, Section 2], [24, Section 3], [31], [33, Section 6.3] or [53, Appendix A.1].
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[25] and [26]. We now follow the construction from [10, Section 3], and define for i = 1, 2, 3
marginal distributions µ∗

i ∈ P(R) as follows9

µ∗
i :=

mi∑
j=0

(
Πi,j+1 − Πi,j

Ki,j+1 −Ki,j
− Πi,j − Πi,j−1

Ki,j −Ki,j−1

)
δKi,j ,

with
Πi,mi+1 − Πi,mi

Ki,mi+1 −Ki,mi

:= 0, and
Πi,0 − Πi,−1

Ki,0 −Ki,−1
:= −1.

In particular, the marginals µ∗
i , i = 1, 2, 3 are due to Assumption 2.10 (iii) well defined proba-

bility measures and have the property to be consistent with the observed market prices, i.e., it
holds

Eµ∗
i
[(Sti −Ki,j)

+] = Πi,j for all j = 0, . . . ,mi, i = 1, 2, 3,

compare also [10] and [28]. Since by construction the marginals (µ∗
i )i=1,2,3 possess the same

mean S0, Assumption 2.1 is for the marginals (µ∗
i )i=1,2,3 fulfilled if and only if Eµ∗

3
[(St3−K)+] ≥

Eµ∗
2
[(St2−K)+] ≥ Eµ∗

1
[(St1−K)+] for all K ∈ R, compare, e.g., [59]. Hence, if (K1, j)j=0,...,m1 =

(K2,j)j=0,...,m2 = (K3,j)j=0,...,m3 , then Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled if Π1,j ≤ Π2,j ≤ Π3,j for all
j = 0, . . . ,m1. To link the problems (2.17) and (2.16) to corresponding MOT problems we
reduce the super-hedging problems to the grid spanned by the considered strikes (Ki,j) j=0,...,mi

i=1,2,3
.

This leads to the following problems.

P 1,3(c) : = sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,
∆1∈Cb(R)

{
d +

∑
i=1,3

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

∣∣∣∣ Ψ1,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

(x1, x2, x3) ≤ c(x1, x3)

for all xi ∈ (Ki,j)j=0,...,mi , for i = 1, 2, 3

}
,

P 1,2,3(c) : = sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
d +

∑
i=1,2,3

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

∣∣∣∣ Ψ1,2,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

(x1, x2, x3) ≤ c(x1, x3)

for all xi ∈ (Ki,j)j=0,...,mi , for i = 1, 2, 3

}
.

(2.18)
The above formulated sub-replication problems allow to establish the following result.

Proposition 2.11. Let Assumption 2.1 hold true for the marginals µ∗
1, µ

∗
2, µ

∗
3, let Assumption

2.10 be fulfilled and let c ∈ Clin(R2). Then, we have

P 1,3(c) = inf
Q∈M(µ∗

1,µ
∗
3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

as well as
P 1,2,3(c) = inf

Q∈M(µ∗
1,µ

∗
2,µ

∗
3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

Note that the MOT-problems from Proposition 2.11 can be solved efficiently with finite
linear programming methods since they involve discrete marginals, compare also [32], [37] and
[38] for a description and analysis of these linear programming methods.

Moreover, by Proposition 2.11, we are able to apply Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.7 to
study the improvement of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c). In particular, we can describe the degree of
improvement by the following corollary.

9We denote by δx the Dirac measure centered on x ∈ R, i.e., for any measurable set A ⊂ R we have δx(A) = 1
if x ∈ A and 0 else.
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Corollary 2.12. Let Assumption 2.1 hold true for the marginals µ∗
1, µ

∗
2, µ

∗
3, let Assumption

2.10 be fulfilled and let c ∈ Clin(R2). Then, we have that

P 1,2,3(c) − P 1,3(c)

= inf
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,∆i∈Cb(Ri):

Ψ
1,2,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

≤c,λ2,j≡0

sup
d̃,λ̃i,j ,∆0∈R,∆̃i∈Cb(Ri):

Ψ
1,2,3

d−d̃,(λi,j−λ̃i,j),(∆i−∆̃i)
≤c

(
d− d̃−

m2∑
j=0

λ̃2,jΠ2,j −
∑
i=1,3

mi∑
j=0

(
λi,j − λ̃i,j

)
Πi,j

)

= inf
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

sup
v1,v3∈Cb(R)

∆̃1∈Cb(R),∆̃2∈Cb(R2)

(
Eµ∗

2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ∗

1
[v1] − Eµ∗

3
[v3]
)
.

3 Examples and Numerical Experiments

Given two marginal distributions µ1, µ3 ∈ P(R) with µ1 ⪯ µ3 as well as a payoff function
c ∈ Clin(R2), we know from Proposition 2.3 that the relation

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] (3.1)

is fulfilled if and only if one of the requirements of Proposition 2.3 is met. In Section 3.1, we
discuss two classes of marginal distributions and associated payoff functions which guarantee
equation (3.1). Moreover, in Section 3.2.2 we study examples where tighter price bounds can
be observed. Eventually, with Example 3.12 we provide an investigation of the problem when
applied to real financial markets, relying on the findings from Section 2.4.

3.1 Examples for the Exclusion of Improvement

3.1.1 Convex interpolation of Intermediate Marginals

Suppose for a fixed function c ∈ Clin(R2) and for marginals µ1, µ3 ∈ P(R) with µ1 ⪯ µ3 there
exists some measure Q∗ ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3) which exhibits a specific structure as it is supported on
two deterministic maps. More specifically, we assume

Q∗(dx1,dx3) := µ1(dx1)
(
q(x1)δTu(x1)(x3) + (1 − q(x1))δTd(x1)(x3)

)
dx3 (3.2)

with Td(x) ≤ x ≤ Tu(x) for all x ∈ R for some functions Td, Tu : R → R, and where

R ∋ x 7→ q(x) :=
x− Td(x)

Tu(x) − Td(x)
1l{Tu(x)>Td(x)} ∈ [0, 1]. (3.3)

Solutions of the type as in (3.2) are optimal for a broad class of payoff functions and are for
example discussed in [15], [16] and [41] in great detail. In [39], the author defines an interpolation
between marginal measures which preserves the convex order. We use this definition to define
a marginal µ2 ∈ P(R) with

µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3.

Assumption 3.1 (Martingale convex interpolation). Assume µ2 = Law(St2) ∈ P(R) with St2

defined by

St2 :=

{
St1 · (1 − t) + t · Tu(St1) with probability q(St1),

St1 · (1 − t) + t · Td(St1) with probability 1 − q(St1)

for some t ∈ [0, 1], where q is defined in (3.3).

The fact that the marginal distributions µ1, µ2, µ3, where µ2 is defined according to As-
sumption 3.1, increase in convex order is ensured by [39, Lemma 2.2.]. With these definitions
we are able to state the following result.
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Corollary 3.2. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and let Assumption 3.1 be true. Then we have no improved
price bounds, i.e., (2.1) holds true.

Proof. To show the assertion we apply Proposition 2.3 (viii). To this end, we define for all
x1, x2 ∈ R

Q1(x1; dx2) :=
(
q(x1)δ(1−t)x1+tTu(x1)(x2) + (1 − q(x1))δ(1−t)x1+tTd(x1)(x2)

)
dx2,

Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3) :=
(
q̃(x1, x2)δTu(x1)(x3) + (1 − q̃(x1, x2))δTd(x1)(x3)

)
dx3,

with q̃(x1, x2) :=
x2 − Td(x1)

Tu(x1) − Td(x1)
1l{Tu(x1)>Td(x1)}. (3.4)

This defines probability kernels which fulfil the requirements of Proposition 2.3 (viii) , compare
also the proof of Proposition 3.7.

Remark 3.3. The assumption for the martingale convex interpolation in Assumption 3.1 can
be slightly generalized and still one does not obtain improved price bounds, i.e., (2.1) holds true.
More precisely, assume µ2 = Law(St2) ∈ P(R) with

St2 =

{
f1(St1) with probability q(St1),

f2(St1) with probability 1 − q(St1),

for some functions f1, f2 : R → R fulfilling Td ≤ f1 ≤ Id ≤ f2 ≤ Tu, such that the following
relation holds for all x ∈ R:

q(x)f1(x) + (1 − q(x))f2(x) = x, (3.5)

where R ∋ x 7→ q(x) = x−Td(x)
Tu(x)−Td(x)

1l{Tu(x)>Td(x)} depends on the optimal measure Q∗ ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3)

as defined in (3.2). In this case, one defines Markov kernels fulfilling the requirements from
Proposition 2.3 (vii) through

Q1(x1; dx2) :=
(
q(x1)δf1(x1)(x2) + (1 − q(x1))δf2(x1)(x2)

)
dx2,

Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3) :=
(
q̃(x1, x2)δTu(x1)(x3) + (1 − q̃(x1, x2))δTd(x1)(x3)

)
dx3

and with q̃ defined as in (3.4), compare also the proof of Proposition 3.7.

Example 3.4 (Uniform marginals, Spence–Mirrlees cost function, Upper Bound). We consider
a payoff function

R3 ∋ (x1, x2, x3) 7→ c(x1, x2, x3) := x1(x3 − x1)
2,

and continuous uniform marginal distributions µ1 = U([−1, 1]), µ2 = U([−2, 2]). One can show
that with

R ∋ x 7→ Tu(x) =

(
3

2
x +

1

2

)
1l{x>−1} + x1l{x≤−1},

R ∋ x 7→ Td(x) =

(
−1

2
x− 3

2

)
1l{x>−1} + x1l{x≤−1}

(3.6)

and R ∋ x 7→ q(x) := 3
41l{x>−1}(x) the measure Q∗ defined in (3.2) fulfils EQ∗ [c] = supQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c],

compare for example [41].

(i) In Figure 1(a), we illustrate the intermediate marginal µ2 as defined by Assumption 3.1
for different values of t ∈ [0, 1]. The density function of µ2 is given by

R ∋ x 7→ fµ2(x) =

{
3

8+4t1l[−1,1+t](x) + 1
8−12t1l[−1,1−3t](x) if t ≤ 2

3 ,
3

8+4t1l[−1,1+t](x) − 1
8−12t1l[1−3t,−1](x) if t > 2

3 .
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(a) The interpolation from Example 3.4 (i).
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(b) The interpolation from Example 3.8.

Figure 1: The two plots show the probability density functions of interpolated marginals µ2

with µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3, where µ1 = U([−1, 1]), µ3 = U([−2, 2]). The density functions of µ2 from
Example 3.4 (i) (Figure 1(a)) and Example 3.8 (Figure 1(b)) are depicted in dependence of
different parameters t ∈ [0, 1].

(ii) Similarly, by following Remark 3.3, we can exclude improvement for intermediate measures
possessing atoms. By defining

St2 =

{
4
3St1 + 1

3 , with probability 3
4 ,

−1, with probability 1
4 .

we obtain an intermediate marginal µ2 := Law(St2) fulfilling the assumption postulated in
(3.5).

3.1.2 Linear Interpolation of Intermediate Marginals

Suppose the marginal µ2 ∈ P(R) possesses the property that for all u ∈ L1(µ2) there exists
some λu ∈ [0, 1] such that

Eµ2 [u] = λuEµ1 [u] + (1 − λu)Eµ3 [u]. (3.7)

Then, as a consequence of Proposition 2.3, we show that whenever µ2 fulfils the above equation
(3.7), then including this marginal information does not lead to an improved value of the MOT-
problem.

Lemma 3.5. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and let µ2 ∈ P(R) be such that (3.7) holds true, then we obtain
no improvement through inclusion of the marginal µ2, i.e., (3.1) is valid.

Proof. Let u1, u2, u3,∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) be such that

u1(x1)+u2(x2)+u3(x3)+∆1(x1)(x2−x1)+∆2(x1, x2)(x3−x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R.
(3.8)

By assumption (3.7) there exists some λu2 ∈ [0, 1] such that

Eµ2 [u2] = λu2Eµ1 [u2] + (1 − λu2)Eµ3 [u2]. (3.9)

Then, we first set in (3.8) x2 = x1, then x2 = x3 and consider convex combinations of the
resulting inequalities to obtain the inequality

u1(x1) + λu2u2(x1) + (1 − λu2)u2(x3) + u3(x3)

+ ((1 − λu2) ∆1(x1) + λu2∆2(x1, x1)) (x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x3 ∈ R.
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Further, by (3.9) we have that

Eµ1 [u1 + λu2u2] + Eµ3 [(1 − λu2)u2 + u3] = Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3]

and the assertion follows by Proposition 2.3 (v).

Example 3.6 (Uniform marginals). We consider the marginal distributions

µ1 = U([−1, 1]), µ3 = U([−2, 2]),

and the Spence-Mirrlees type cost function c(x1, x2, x3) = x1(x3−x1)
2. Define µ2 = Law(St2) ∈

P(R) for t ∈ [0, 1] with

St2 :=


St1 , with probability 1 − t,
3
2St1 + 1

2 , with probability t34 ,

−1
2St1 − 3

2 , with probability t14 .

Then, we use the notation from Example 3.4 and have for all u ∈ L1(µ2) and for all t ∈ [0, 1]
that

Eµ2 [u(St2)] = Eµ1 [(1 − t) · u(St1)] + Eµ1

[
t
3

4
u

(
3

2
St1 +

1

2

)]
+ Eµ1

[
t
1

4
u

(
−1

2
St1 −

3

2

)]
= Eµ1 [(1 − t) · u(St1)] + Eµ1 [tq(St1)u (Tu(St1))] + Eµ1 [t(1 − q(St1))u (Td(St1))]

= (1 − t)Eµ1 [u(St1)] + tEµ3 [u(St3)].

and Assumption (3.7) is fulfilled. Compare Figure 1(b) for an illustration of the resulting
marginal density functions when varying the parameter t ∈ [0, 1]. The probability density func-
tions of the intermediate marginal distributions are given by

R ∋ x 7→ fµ2(x) = t
1

4
1l[−2,2]\[−1,1](x) +

(
t
1

4
+ (1 − t)

1

2

)
1l[−1,1](x), t ∈ [0, 1].

3.2 Examples for Improvement

3.2.1 The case Td ≤ Id ≤ Tu

In Section 3.1.1 we have seen that interpolating the optimal martingale coupling at an inter-
mediate time implies marginal distributions preventing improved price bounds. By formalizing
these observations below, we entirely characterize marginal distributions leading to improved
price bounds given the setting of Section 3.1.1.

Proposition 3.7. Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ P(R) with µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3. Assume
Q∗

c(µ1, µ3) = {Q∗} for Q∗ defined in (3.2). Then, we have infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)] =

infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)] if and only if there exists some Q̃ ∈ M(µ1, µ2) with

Q̃
(
Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)

)
= 1.

The above Proposition 3.7 asserts that in terms of Proposition 2.4, the set of intermediate
marginals leading to improved price bounds is given by{

µ2 ∈ P(R)
∣∣ µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3, ̸ ∃Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2) : Q

(
Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)

)
= 1
}
.

Example 3.8. We consider the marginal distributions µ1 = U([−1, 1]), µ2 = U({−1, 1}), µ3 =
U([−2, 2]) and a payoff function R3 ∋ (x1, x2, x3) 7→ c(x1, x2, x3) = x1(x3 − x1)

2. Since the

partial derivatives of c fulfil the relation ∂3c
∂x1∂x2

3
= 2 > 0, the left-curtain coupling is according
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to [41] and [14] the unique optimizing measure for the (upper bound) two-marginal martingale
transport problem. More precisely, it holds

sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = EQlc
[c(St1 , St3)]

for the joint distribution Qlc defined via

Qlc(dx1, dx3) = µ1(dx1)
(
q(x1)δTu(x1)(x3) + (1 − q(x1))δTd(x1)(x3)

)
(dx3),

where, for the prevailing marginal distributions, the functions Td, Tu are given by (3.6). Let
Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2) be arbitrary, then the martingale property

St1 = Q(St2 = 1 | St1) −Q(St2 = −1 | St1)

implies together with Q(St2 = 1 | St1) + Q(St2 = −1 | St1) = 1 that

Q(St2 = 1 | St1) =
1

2
(1 + St1), Q(St2 = −1 | St1) =

1

2
(1 − St1).

We then see Q(St2 = 1 | St1 = 0) = 1
2 > 0, and Tu(0) = 1

2 leading to Q (St2 > Tu(St1)) > 0.
Hence, according to Proposition 3.7 the price bounds can be improved. Indeed, one can verify
that

0 = sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] < sup
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = EQlc
[c(St1 , St3)] = 0.5.

3.2.2 Further Examples

In this section we discuss several examples for improved price bounds. While the first two
settings discussed in Example 3.9 and Example 3.10 rely on the knowledge of entire marginal
distributions, we provide with Example 3.11 and Example 3.12 also an investigation of the
situation in practice where only a finite amount of prices of traded options can be taken into
account.

Example 3.9. We consider the three marginal distributions

µ1 = U([−1, 1]), µ2 = U({−1, 1, }), µ3 = U([−2, 2]),

and the payoff function of a forward start straddle, given by

R2 ∋ (x1, x3) 7→ c(x1, x3) := |x1 − x3|.

First note that in this situation Proposition 3.7 is not applicable since, as shown in [42] or
[36], conditional on St1 the law of St3 is supported on three and not only on two values, under
the optimal martingale measure for the minimization problem10. We show that in this setting
including the marginal µ2 nevertheless improves the price bounds. In [42] model-independent
price bounds for this specific derivative were extensively studied, and it was shown that the
solution of infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c] is determined via the dual strategy given by

u3(x) :=
[
α(p−1(x)) + (p−1(x) − x)(1 − θ(p−1(x)))

]
1l{x<−1} + α(x)1l{x∈(−1,1)}[

+α(q−1(x)) + q−1(x) − x)(−1 − θ(q−1(x)))
]

1l{x>1},

u1(x) := −u3(x),

∆1(x) := −θ(p−1(x))1l{x<−1} − θ(x)1l{x∈(−1,1)} − θ)q−1(x)1l{x>1},

10As shown in [43], under the unique optimal measure for the maximization problem, the conditional law of
St3 is supported only on two values, and therefore Proposition 3.7 is applicable to the analogue maximization
problem.
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with

α(x) : = ((2x)/
√

3)(arcsin(x/2)) + (2 −
√

4 − x2)/
√

3, θ(x) :=
2√
3

arcsin(x/2),

p(x) : =
−
√

12 − 3x2 − x

2
, p−1(x) :=

−x−
√

3(4 − x2)

2
,

q(x) : =

√
12 − 3x2 − x

2
, q−1(x) :=

−x +
√

3(4 − x2)

2
,

for all x ∈ R. This leads to a value of infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c] = Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3] ≈ 0.5931. We
consider now a strategy

û1(x1) := (1 − x1)
2 1l{x1∈[−1,1]}, û2(x2) := (−1 − |x2|) 1l{x2 ̸∈{−1,1}}, û3 :≡ 0,

∆̂1(x1) := −x11l{x1∈[−1,1]}, ∆̂2(x1, x2) :=
(
1l{x2=1} − 1l{x2=−1}

)
1l{x1∈[−1,1]}

fulfilling for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R that

û1(x1) + û2(x2) + û3(x3) + ∆̂1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆̂2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2)

=1l{x1∈[−1,1]}

(
(−1 − |x2| − x1x2) 1l{x2 ̸∈{−1,1}}

+ (1 − x1 + x3 − 1) 1l{x2=1}

+ (1 + x1 − x3 − 1) 1l{x2=−1}

)
≤ |x1 − x3|.

The value of this dual sub-replication strategy computes as Eµ1 [û1]+Eµ2 [û2]+Eµ3 [û3] = Eµ1 [û1] =
2
3 . In particular, we have

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c] ≥ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[û1 + û2 + û3] = Eµ1 [û1] =
2

3
> inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ3)
EQ[c],

demonstrating that we can indeed improve the price bounds by including the intermediate marginal
µ2.

Alternatively, we can verify the existence of improvement by considering an arbitrary strategy
u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R),∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) with H(ui),(∆i) ≥ 0, then defining v1 := u1 − û1, v3 :=

u3 − û3, ∆̃1 := ∆1 − ∆̂1, ∆̃2 := ∆2 − ∆̂2 and eventually checking the condition from Proposi-
tion 2.3 (ii) implying

Eµ2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ1 [v1] − Eµ3 [v3] ≥ Eµ2 [û2] +

2

3
− Eµ1 [u1] − Eµ3 [u3]

=
2

3
− Eµ1 [u1] − Eµ3 [u3] ≥

2

3
− 0.5931 > 0.

Note that the improvement does not rely on the discrete nature of the intermediate marginal.
Indeed, when considering for 0 < ε < 1 marginal distributions of the form µε

2 = U(Aε) with
Aε := Aε

1 ∪ Aε
2 for Aε

1 := [−1,−1 + ε] and Aε
2 := [1 − ε, 1], then we obtain with the sub-hedging

strategy

ûε1(x1) := (1 − ε− x1)
2 1l{x1∈[−1,1]}, ûε2(x2) := (−1 + ε− |x2|) 1l{x2 ̸∈Aε}, ûε3 ≡ 0,

∆̂ε
1(x1) := −x11l{x1∈[−1,1]}, ∆̂ε

2(x1, x2) :=
(
1lAε

2
− 1lAε

1

)
1l{x1∈[−1,1]},

that Eµε
1
[ûε1]+Eµε

2
[ûε2]+Eµε

3
[ûε3] = 2

3−ε and therefore an improvement over infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c] ≈
0.5931 whenever ε is small enough.
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We modify an example that was already studied in [33]. Note that the computations for
all of the subsequent Examples 3.10, 3.11, and 3.12 rely on linear programming approaches to
calculate solutions for MOT-problems with discrete marginals, see also [32], [37] and [38].

Example 3.10. The authors from [33] consider marginals possessing the same support as the
marginals in an additive binomial model with step size 1, starting value St0 = 100 and nine
prospective times t1, . . . , t9. More specifically, the marginals are supported on

{100 − i, 100 − i + 2, · · · , 100 + i} for i = 1, . . . , 9. (3.10)

The authors further study uniform marginals on the given support. When considering a finan-
cial derivative with payoff function (St9 − St8)+ the authors observe no improvement by solely
adding additional marginal information on µ1, . . . , µ7 associated to St1 , · · · , St7. However, a
large amount of improvement is observable if an additional assumption on the homogeneity of
an underlying process is incorporated.
We modify the setting and consider on the support defined through (3.10) new marginals implied
by an additive binomial model starting at 100 with step size 1 in which the probability for an
upward movement is 0.5, i.e. St1 ∼ µ1 = U({99, 101}), St2 ∼ µ2 = 1

4δ98 + 1
2δ100 + 1

4δ102 etc.

t1 t2 t3 t4 t5 t6
94

96

98

100

102

104

106

Figure 2: The marginals in Example 3.10 are implied by this binomial model, where the size of
the dots indicate the probabilities to reach the respective node.

Compare also Figure 2 where we illustrate this model for six time steps and indicate the
corresponding probabilities of the supporting values of the marginals through the size of the dots
at the respective nodes. Then, the derivative under consideration is (St6−St1)+ and we gradually
add information on intermediate marginals in two different ways:

1. We start by adding to incorporate information on µ2, proceed with µ3, µ4, and eventually
include µ5. We include information from the left in terms of the time scale.

2. We start by adding to incorporate information on µ5, proceed with µ4, µ3, and in the last
step we include µ2. We include information from the right.

Both approaches lead stepwise to a remarkable amount of improvement. With all marginals
included, lower and upper bound even coincide. However, including information from the right
tightens the bounds faster. This means, by Proposition 2.3 (vi), that including information on
µ5 restricts possible martingale transport plans more than taking into account information on
µ2. Information on µ2 alone has barely an impact, whereas in combination with information on
µ5 it leads to some improvement.

Compare also Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) where we illustrate this behavior. As discussed, e.g.,
in [57], µ5 involves more uncertainty than µ2 (which is ensured by the increasing convex order).
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(a) Including intermediate marginals from the left.
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(b) Including intermediate marginals from the right.

Figure 3: The two plots show the improvement implied by the inclusion of intermediate
marginals in the setting of Example 3.10. The left panel shows the improvement when starting
the inclusion of intermediate marginals with µ2 and ending with µ5, whereas the right panel
shows the improvement when including respecting information in reverse order, i.e., first in-
cluding µ5 and eventually incorporating µ2.

Therefore, information on µ5 is more valuable for improving the price bounds as it reduces more
future uncertainty by imposing stronger restrictions on the set of possible joint distributions.
This delivers a sound explanation why including marginals from the right improves price bounds
stronger than including marginals from the left.

The next example uses the setting from Section 2.4 where a finite amount of options are
observed.

Example 3.11. We consider prices of call options that are indicated in Table 1 for strikes
(Ki,j)j=0,...,6 = {0, 50, 80, 100, 120, 200, 250} for i = 1, 2, 3. See also the left plot of Figure 4.

Πi,0 Πi,1 Πi,2 Πi,3 Πi,4 Πi,5 Πi,6

i = 1 100 50 23 6 3 0.2 0
i = 2 100 53 24.8 6 5.2 2 0
i = 3 100 57 34 20 8 2 0

Table 1: The prices of the considered call options from Example 3.11.

Note that, in particular, according to the discussion after Proposition 2.11, Assumption 2.10
is fulfilled. We then derive the marginal distributions µ∗

i , i = 1, 2, 3, defined in Section 2.4,
and compute, by using Proposition 2.11, the improvement of the three-marginal MOT problem
over the two-marginal MOT problem, i.e., the difference between P 1,2,3(c) and P 1,3(c) for dif-
ferent payoff functions c. Moreover we study the improvement of the associated upper bounds
P 1,2,3(c) := −P 1,2,3(−c) and P 1,3(c) := −P 1,3(−c). The improvements are indicated in Ta-
ble 2 and they reveal that including the intermediate marginal has a relatively strong effect on
the price bounds. This can be well explained since the marginal distribution µ∗

2 is constructed
as an extreme case which, in contrast to µ∗

1 and µ∗
3, only possesses positive mass at 3 atoms

and is therefore rather restrictive with respect to possible joint distributions, obviously excluding
joint distributions that were optimal in the two-marginal case, in line with Proposition 2.3 (vi).
Moreover, Table 2 shows, that the degree of improvement highly depends on the considered payoff
function.
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(a) The prices of the call options.

0 50 100 150 200 250
x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

µ
∗ i
(x
)

µ∗
1

µ∗
2

µ∗
3

(b) The implied marginals µ∗
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Figure 4: In the setting of Example 3.11 we illustrate the considered prices of the call options
(a) as well as the implied marginal distributions µ∗

1, µ
∗
2, µ

∗
3 (b).

Payoff c(x1, x3) P 1,3 P 1,2,3 P 1,2,3 P 1,3
P 1,2,3−P 1,3

P 1,3

P 1,3−P 1,2,3

P 1,3

|x3 − x1| 28.13 31.63 39.99 39.99 12.43% 0.0%
(12(x1 + x3) − 70)+ 33.57 33.68 35.01 35.14 0.33 % 0.38%
(12(x1 + x3) − 100)+ 11.08 11.11 12.83 13.0 0.32% 1.28%
(12(x1 + x3) − 130)+ 3.26 3.58 4.6 4.75 9.61% 3.26%

Table 2: The improvement of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c), and of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c) for different
payoff functions c.

We indicate within the following example on which scale the improvement emerges in a more
realistic situation.

Example 3.12. We consider market prices11 of call options written on the stock of Alphabet
Inc. (Ticker GOOG) and prices of call options written on the stock of Apple Inc. (Ticker
AAPL). The prices for these call options were observed on 11 October 2022. After receiving the
prices from Yahoo Finance, we apply the methodology from [25] that allows by slightly altering
the prices (minimally with respect to the ℓ1 -norm) to obtain arbitrage-free prices which fulfil
Assumption 2.10. This procedure also ensures that the associated marginals µ∗

i , i = 1, 2, 3
fulfil Assumption 2.1. We then compute, by applying Proposition 2.11, the improvement of
P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c) and of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c) for a forward start straddle with payoff
c(St1 , St3) = |St3 − St1 | for different combinations of maturities t1 < t2 < t3.

The results are summarized in Table 3 and they reveal that an improvement is in most cases
observable, and the improvement tends to be slightly larger when more distant maturities are
involved, which is in line with the discussion from Example 3.10 and from [57] stating that an
increasing convex order12 comes with an increasing risk, and therefore with more uncertainty
which can be reduced by including additional intermediate marginals. Since our study does not
take into account any interest rates nor dividend yields we however only considered rather short
maturities. A larger improvement can be expected for more distant maturities.

While the amount of resulting improvement of the bounds turns out to be on a rather small
scale, we highlight again that including additional intermediate marginal information does not

11We use the mid-prices, i.e., the mean of observed bid and ask prices.
12Note that the largest maturities correspond to marginals that are the largest with respect to the convex

order.
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Alphabet Inc. Apple Inc.

Maturities (t1, t2, t3)
P 1,2,3−P 1,3

P 1,3

P 1,3−P 1,2,3

P 1,3

P 1,2,3−P 1,3

P 1,3

P 1,3−P 1,2,3

P 1,3

(0.02, 0.1, 0.18) 0.47 0 0.83 0.65
(0.02, 0.1, 0.25) 0.26 0 0.20 0.02
(0.02, 0.1, 0.42) 0.17 0 0.08 0
(0.02, 0.18, 0.25) 0.08 0 0.05 0
(0.02, 0.18, 0.42) 0.02 0 0.03 0
(0.02, 0.25, 0.42) 0.01 0 0.00 0
(0.1, 0.18, 0.25) 1.29 0 0.03 0
(0.1, 0.18, 0.42) 0.39 0 1.54 0
(0.1, 0.25, 0.42) 0.08 0 3.44 0
(0.18, 0.25, 0.42) 0.21 0 1.42 0

Table 3: The improvement (in %) of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c) and of P 1,2,3(c) over P 1,3(c) for the
payoff function c(x1, x3) := |x3 − x1|. The marginals are derived from call options written on
Alphabet Inc. and Apple Inc., respectively. Note that the maturities are measured in years.

require to impose any additional assumptions nor to expensively collect information. The ap-
proach simply uses the entire information available in the market. Therefore, the results imply,
since intermediate marginals evidently may have a (small) impact on price bounds that it is
strongly advisable to use as much price information about liquid market instruments as avail-
able.

4 Proofs

In Section 4.1 we report auxiliary results that are helpful to establish the proofs the main results
which are provided in Section 4.2.

4.1 Auxiliary Results

The first lemma states a duality result which was initially proved in [12]. We refer also to [8,
Theorem 2.2.] and [64, Theorem 2.1], where more general duality results are provided.

Lemma 4.1 ([12], Theorem 1.1.). Let n ∈ N, c ∈ Clin(Rn) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is
fulfilled for (µi)i=1,...,n ⊂ P(R). Then it holds

sup
ui∈L1(µi),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ n∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

ui(xi) +

n−1∑
i=1

∆i(x1, . . . , xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, . . . , xn) for all (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn

}
= sup

ui∈Cb(R),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ n∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

ui(xi) +

n−1∑
i=1

∆i(x1, . . . , xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, . . . , xn) for all (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn

}
= inf

Q∈M(µ1,...,µn)
EQ[c(St1 , . . . , Stn)]. (4.1)

Moreover, the infimum in (4.6) is attained by some measure Q ∈ M(µ1, . . . , µn).

21



A proof of the following observation can be found in [39, Corollary 2.1]. It states that the
value of the model-independent sub-hedging problem is not influenced when we additionally
trade at an intermediate time.

Lemma 4.2 ([39], Corollary 2.1). Let c ∈ Clin(R2) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled
for µ1, µ3 ∈ P(R). Then it holds

sup
ui∈L1(µi),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3]

∣∣ u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1)

+ ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
= sup

ui∈Cb(R),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3]

∣∣ u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1)

+ ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
= inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

Next, we establish the following assertion ensuring that the function H(ui),(∆i), defined in
(2.4), is integrable if it is bounded from below which is in particular the case if we require
H(ui),(∆i) ≥ 0.

Lemma 4.3. Let c ∈ Clin(R2). Let u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2), and let H(ui),(∆i)

be defined as in (2.4) and assume that Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled for µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ P(R). If there
exists some u2 ∈ L1(µ2) such that

3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆1(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R, (4.2)

then we have
H(ui),(∆i) ∈ L1(µ2).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. As a pointwise infimum of continuous functions, the function H(ui),(∆i) is
upper semicontinuous and in particular measurable. Further, note that condition (4.2) implies
that

H(ui),(∆i) ≥ u2 ∈ L1(µ2). (4.3)

Since u1, u3,∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2), there exists some C > 0 such that for all x2 ∈ R we have

H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≤ inf
x1,x3∈R

{C(1 + |x1| + |x2| + |x3|)} = C(1 + |x2|). (4.4)

By Assumption 2.1, the first moment of µ2 exists. Hence (4.3) and (4.4) together show that
H(ui),(∆i) is indeed µ2-integrable.

In the setting of Section 2.4 we further establish the following assertion.

Lemma 4.4. Let c : R2 → R. Then, we have

P 1,3(c) = sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2)

{
d +

∑
i=1,3

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

∣∣∣∣ Ψ1,2,3
d,(λi,j),(∆i)

(x1, x2, x3) ≤ c(x1, x3),

for all xi ∈ (Ki,j)j=0,...,mi for i = 1, 2, 3

and λ2,j = 0 for j = 0, . . . ,m2

}
.

(4.5)
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Proof of Lemma 4.4. The inequality ≤ in (4.5) follows immediately. To show the other in-
equality, let d, λi,j ,∆0 ∈ R,∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) such that Ψ1,2,3

d,(λi,j),(∆i)
≤ c, and such that

λ2,j = 0 for j = 0, . . . ,m2. Then, we define ∆̃0 := ∆0 as well as R ∋ x1 7→ ∆̃1(x1) := ∆2(x1, x1).
One directly sees that

Ψ1,3

d,(λi,j),(∆̃i)
≤ c

which implies the remaining inequality.

The following two lemmas are crucial to prove Proposition 2.11.

Lemma 4.5. Let Assumption 2.10 hold true, let i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and let f ∈ Clin(R). Then, there
exists some u ∈ Si with

Si :=

u : R → R

∣∣∣∣∣∣ u(x) = d +

mi∑
j=0

λj(x−Ki,j)
+ + ∆0(x− S0) for some d,∆0, λj ∈ R


such that it holds

f(x) = u(x) for all x ∈ {Ki,0, . . . ,Ki,mi},
as well as

Eµ∗
i
[f ] = Eµ∗

i
[u].

Proof. Let f ∈ Clin(R). Then pick d,∆0 ∈ R such that

f(Ki,0) = d + ∆0(Ki,0 − S0).

We continue by choosing some λ0 ∈ R such that

f(Ki,1) = d + λ0(Ki,1 −Ki,0) + ∆0(Ki,1 − S0)

and iteratively for all j = 1, . . . ,mi − 1 we pick some λj ∈ R such that

f(Ki,j+1) = d + λj(Ki,j+1 −Ki,j) +

j−1∑
k=0

λk(Ki,j+1 −Ki,k) + ∆0(Ki,j+1 − S0).

We choose an arbitrary value λmi ∈ R and define the function

R ∋ x 7→ u(x) := d +

mi∑
k=0

λk(x−Ki,k)+ + ∆0(x− S0)

which fulfils, by construction, that u = f on {Ki,0, . . . ,Ki,mi} as well as

Eµ∗
i
[u] = Eµ∗

i
[f ]

since µ∗
i is supported on {Ki,0, . . . ,Ki,mi} .

Lemma 4.6. Let Ξ ⊆ Rn be closed, let n ∈ N, c ∈ Clin(Rn) and assume that Assumption 2.1
is fulfilled for (µi)i=1,...,n ⊂ P(R). Moreover, assume that {Q ∈ M(µ1, . . . , µn),Q(Ξ) = 1} ̸= ∅.
Then it holds

sup
ui∈Clin(R),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ n∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

ui(xi) +
n−1∑
i=1

∆i(x1, . . . , xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, . . . , xn) for all (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Ξ

}
= inf

Q∈M(µ1,...,µn)
{EQ[c(St1 , . . . , Stn)] | Q(Ξ) = 1} . (4.6)

Proof. This follows, e.g., from [53, Theorem 2.4 (b)] when considering no dynamic option trad-
ing, i.e., V = ∅ in the notation of [53].
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4.2 Proofs of the Main Results

Proof of Lemma 2.2. This follows directly by definition of H(ui),(∆i).

Proof of Proposition 2.3.

(i) ⇔ (ii)

This follows directly by Proposition 2.7.

(i) ⇒ (iii)

Let ε > 0. According to Lemma 4.2 we find some uε1 ∈ Cb(R), uε3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆ε
1 ∈ Cb(R),

∆ε
2 ∈ Cb(R2) with

uε1(x1)+uε3(x3)+∆ε
1(x1)(x2−x1)+∆ε

2(x1, x2)(x3−x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3 (4.7)

such that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] < Eµ1 [uε1] + Eµ3 [uε3] + ε. (4.8)

Note that by Lemma 2.2 (i), inequality (4.7) is equivalent to H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )
≥ 0. By Lemma 2.2 (ii)

we also have

uε1(x1) + H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

(x2) + uε3(x3) + ∆ε
1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆ε

2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) (4.9)

for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3. Then, by Lemma 4.3 it follows H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )
∈ L1(µ2). We integrate both

sides of the inequality (4.9) with respect to some Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) and obtain

Eµ1 [uε1] + Eµ2 [H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

] + Eµ3 [uε3] ≤ EQ[c(St1 , St3)]. (4.10)

As Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) was arbitrary, the inequality (4.10) implies together with (4.8) that

Eµ1 [uε1] + Eµ2 [H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

] + Eµ3 [uε3] ≤ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] < Eµ1 [uε1] + Eµ3 [uε3] + ε,

and thus, as H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )
≥ 0, also

0 ≤ Eµ2 [H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

] < ε.

Hence, we have∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [uε1] + Eµ2 [H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

] + Eµ3 [uε3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε.

Thus, (iii) follows.

(iii) ⇒ (i)

Let (iii) be true, and assume that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = 2ε for some ε > 0. (4.11)

Let u1, u3,∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) be as in the assertion of (iii) for ε, then we obtain by
Lemma 2.2 (i), due to H(ui),(∆i) ≥ 0, that

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R,

and thus with x2 = x3

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x3 ∈ R,
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implying also that
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3] ≤ inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

We then obtain a contradiction by

2ε = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

≤ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − (Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3])

≤
∣∣∣∣ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − (Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [H(uε
i ),(∆

ε
i )

] + Eµ3 [u3])

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣Eµ2 [H(uε

i ),(∆
ε
i )

]
∣∣∣ < 2ε,

where the last strict inequality follows from (2.6) and (2.5). And thus there exists no ε > 0
such that (4.11) is true.

(iii) ⇒ (iv)

Let ε > 0. According to (iii), there exists some u1, u3,∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) such that∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε

2
(4.12)

and such that
0 ≤ Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] <

ε

2
. (4.13)

Moreover, we have H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 for all x2 ∈ R which implies by Lemma 2.2 (i)

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R,

and thus through setting x2 = x3 also

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x3 ∈ R.

Moreover, by (4.12) and by (4.13) we have∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)]

∣∣ < ε.

(iv) ⇒ (iii)

Let ε > 0 and let u1, u3,∆1 ∈ Cb(R) such that (2.7) and (2.8) hold true. Then we set ∆2 :≡ ∆1

and obtain H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 as a consequence of (2.7), see Lemma 2.2 (i). We then have by
Lemma 2.2 (ii) that

u1(x1) + H(ui),(∆i)(x2) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x3 − x1) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R.

In particular, Lemma 4.3 is applicable showing that H(ui),(∆i) ∈ L1(µ2), which implies

Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ3 [u3] ≤ Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [H(ui),(∆i)] + Eµ3 [u3] ≤ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)],

and thus (2.6) follows with (2.8).

(i) ⇒ (v)
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Let ε > 0 and pick u1 ∈ Cb(R), u2 ∈ Cb(R), u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) that satisfy
(2.9). Then, by (i) and by Lemma 4.1 we have that

Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3] ≤ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= sup
vi∈L1(µi),∆̃1∈Cb(R)

{
Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [u3]

∣∣ v1(x1) + v3(x3) + ∆̃1(x1)(x3 − x1) (4.14)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x3) ∈ R3

}
.

And thus, if Eµ1 [u1]+Eµ2 [u2]+Eµ3 [u3] < infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)], then by (4.14) we can

find v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆̃1 ∈ Cb(R) fulfilling (2.10) with

Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3] = Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [v3].

In case Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3] = infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)], by (4.14) we can find

v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆̃1 ∈ Cb(R) fulfilling (2.10) and∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [v3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε,

implying the claim.

(v) ⇒ (iv)

Let ε > 0 and let u1 ∈ Cb(R), u2 ∈ Cb(R), u3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆1 ∈ Cb(R), ∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) such that (2.9)
holds true and such that∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3] − inf

Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε

2
.

This choice is possible due to Lemma 4.1. Then according to (v), there exist v1, v3 ∈ Cb(R), ∆̃1 ∈
Cb(R) fulfilling (2.10) such that∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [v3] − (Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2 [u2] + Eµ3 [u3])

∣∣∣∣ < ε

2
.

and thus ∣∣∣∣Eµ1 [v1] + Eµ3 [v3] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

∣∣∣∣ < ε.

(i) ⇒ (vi)

Let (i) hold true. Then, we have

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]. (4.15)

According to Lemma 4.1 there exists some measure Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that

EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

Hence, with (4.15), we obtain

EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = Eπ(Q∗)[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)],
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and thus π(Q∗) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3).

(vi) ⇒ (i)

Let Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that π(Q∗) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3). Then, we have that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] ≤ EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)]

= Eπ(Q∗)[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

≤ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

(4.16)

(vi) ⇒ (vii)

Let Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that π(Q∗) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3). Then, we have

EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = Eπ(Q∗)[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]. (4.17)

(vii) ⇒ (vi)

Let Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) such that EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)]. Then, we have
EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = Eπ(Q∗)[c(St1 , St3)], and therefore with (4.17) it follows π(Q∗) ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3).

(vi) ⇔ (viii)

This follows directly when disintegrating Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) from the disintegration theorem
for probability measures, see, e.g. [22, Theorem 1] or [5, Theorem 5.3.1].

Proof of Proposition 2.4.

(i) Before proving the assertion we note that, according to [62, Definition 6.8 (iv) and Theo-
rem 6.9], for d ∈ N, the convergence P(n) → P of a sequence

(
P(n)

)
n∈N ⊆ P(Rd) to some

limit P ∈ P(Rd) in the Wasserstein 1-topology is equivalent to

lim
n→∞

∫
Rd

f(x) P(n)(dx) =

∫
Rd

f(x) P(dx) for all f ∈ Clin(Rd). (4.18)

Let
(
µ
(n)
2

)
n∈N

⊆ I such that µ
(n)
2 → µ2 ∈ P(R) as n → ∞ w.r.t. the Wasserstein 1-

distance. Then, we observe µ1 ⪯ µ2 ⪯ µ3 since the Wasserstein-convergence implies by
(4.18) that for all t ∈ R we have

lim
n→∞

∫
R

max{x− t, 0} µ
(n)
2 (dx) =

∫
R

max{x− t, 0} µ2(dx)

which characterizes the convex order by, e.g., [4, Theorem 2.1].

According to Proposition 2.3 (vi), for all n ∈ N there exists some Q(n) ∈ M(µ1, µ
(n)
2 , µ2)

such that π(Q(n)) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3). By [54, Proposition 2.2.], the set Q∗

c(µ1, µ3) is compact.
Hence, there exists a subsequence

(
π(Q(nk))

)
k∈N such that π(Q(nk)) → Q∗ ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3)
as k → ∞ w.r.t. the Wasserstein 1-distance.

Note that, since µ
(nk)
2 → µ2 as k → ∞ w.r.t. the Wasserstein 1-distance and hence weakly,

we have by Prokhorov’s Theorem that
{
µ
(nk)
2 , k ∈ N

}
is tight. We now denote by

Π̃ := Π
(
µ1,
{
µ
(nk)
2 , k ∈ N

}
, µ2

)
the set of probability measures on R3 with first marginal µ1, third marginal µ3 and second

marginal in
{
µ
(nk)
2 , k ∈ N

}
. Then, since

{
µ
(nk)
2 , k ∈ N

}
is tight, for all ε > 0 there exists
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some compact set Kε,2 ⊂ R such that for all k ∈ N we have µ
(nk)
2 (R\Kε,2) < ε. Moreover,

since µ1 and µ3 are probability measures, we can also find compact sets Kε,1 ⊂ R,Kε,3 ⊂ R
such that

µ1(R\Kε,1) < ε, µ3(R\Kε,3) < ε.

Then, for all π ∈ Π̃ we have

π
(
R3\(Kε,1 ×Kε,2 ×Kε,3)

)
≤ µ1(R\Kε,1) + sup

k∈N
µ
(nk)
2 (R\Kε,2) + µ3(R\Kε,3) < 3ε.

Hence Π̃ is tight. Thus, according to Prokhorov’s theorem there exists a subsequence(
Q(nkℓ)

)
ℓ∈N such that Q(nkℓ) → Q∗∗ ∈ P(R3) weakly as ℓ → ∞. We now show that Q∗∗ ∈

M(µ1, µ2, µ3). To this end, recall that by definition R3 ∋ (x1, x2, x3) 7→ Sti(x1, x2, x3) =
xi ∈ R for i = 1, 2, 3. Then, we have by the continuous mapping theorem, that Q(nkℓ) ◦
S−1
ti

→ Q∗∗ ◦ S−1
ti

weakly as ℓ → ∞ and Q(nkℓ) ◦ S−1
ti

= µ
(nkℓ)
i → µi weakly as ℓ → ∞

for i = 1, 2, 3. Therefore, Q∗∗ possesses marginals µ1, µ2, µ3. Further, as µ
(nkℓ)
2 → µ2

w.r.t. the Wasserstein 1-distance as ℓ → ∞, we have by (4.18) that

lim
ℓ→∞

∫
R3

(|x1| + |x2| + |x3|) Q(nkℓ)(dx1,dx2,dx3)

=

∫
R
|x1| µ1(dx1) + lim

ℓ→∞

∫
R
|x2| µ(nkℓ)

2 (dx2) +

∫
R
|x3| µ3(dx3)

=

∫
R
|x1| µ1(dx1) +

∫
R
|x2| µ2(dx2) +

∫
R
|x3| µ1(dx1)

=

∫
R3

(|x1| + |x2| + |x3|) Q∗∗(dx1,dx2,dx3).

Now, [62, Definition 6.8 (i)] implies together with the weak convergence that Q(nkℓ) → Q∗∗

w.r.t. the Wasserstein 1-distance as ℓ → ∞. Let ∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) and note that
both maps

R3 ∋ (x1, x2, x3) 7→ ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1),

and
R3 ∋ (x1, x2, x3) 7→ ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2),

are contained in Clin(R3), which implies by (4.18) that

0 = lim
ℓ→∞

∫
R3

∆1(x1)(x2−x1) Q(nkℓ)(dx1, dx2, dx3) =

∫
R3

∆1(x1)(x2−x1) Q∗∗(dx1,dx2,dx3),

and

0 = lim
ℓ→∞

∫
R3

∆2(x1, x2)(x3−x2) Q(nkℓ)(dx1,dx2,dx3) =

∫
R3

∆2(x1, x2)(x3−x2) Q∗∗(dx1,dx2,dx3).

This means we have shown that Q∗∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3).

Then, it follows, since c ∈ Clin(R3), by the characterization in (4.18) and with the Wasser-
stein 1-convergences limℓ→∞Q(nkℓ) = Q∗∗ and limℓ→∞ π

(
Q(nkℓ)

)
= Q∗ ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3) that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)]

= lim
ℓ→∞

E
π(Q(nkℓ))[c(St1 , St3)]

= lim
ℓ→∞

EQ(nkℓ)
[c(St1 , St3)]

= EQ∗∗ [c(St1 , St3)] = Eπ(Q∗∗)[c(St1 , St3)].

This means π (Q∗∗) ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3) where Q∗∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) and hence, by Proposi-

tion 2.3 (iv), there is no improvement induced by the intermediate marginal µ2, i.e.,
µ2 ∈ I.
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(ii) Let ν, ν ′ ∈ I and let Q ∈ M(µ1, ν, µ3),Q′ ∈ M(µ1, ν
′, µ3) be minimizers of the associated

MOT-problems, i.e.,

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,ν,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)],

EQ′ [c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,ν′,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)].

Let λ ∈ (0, 1) and define µ2 := λν + (1−λ)ν ′ ∈ P(R) and Q∗ := λQ+ (1−λ)Q′ ∈ P(R3).
Then, we have Q∗ ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) and hence

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] ≤ EQ∗ [c(St1 , St3)]

= λEQ[c(St1 , St3)] + (1 − λ)EQ′ [c(St1 , St3)]

= λ inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] + (1 − λ) inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

implying that infQ∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = infQ∈M(µ1,µ3) EQ[c(St1 , St3)] and hence
µ2 ∈ I.

Proof of Lemma 2.6. First, let u1, u3 ∈ Cb(R), u2 ∈ L1(µ2) and ∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2) such
that

3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3.

Then we have by Lemma 2.2 (i) that

H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ u2(x2) for all x2 ∈ R. (4.19)

Moreover, note that by Lemma 2.2 (ii)

u1(x1) + H(ui),(∆i)(x2) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) (4.20)

for all x1, x2, x3 ∈ R3, and by (4.19) also that

3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui] ≤ Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2

[
H(ui),(∆i)

]
+ Eµ3 [u3] (4.21)
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which in turn implies by using Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 that13

sup
ui∈L1(µi),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
= sup

u1,u3∈Cb(R), u2∈L1(µ2),

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
≤ sup

u1,u3∈Cb(R),u2≡H(ui),(∆i)
,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
.

Note that, as stated in Lemma 2.2 (ii), inequality (4.20) is always fulfilled for all ui ∈ L1(µi)
for i = 1, 3 and ∆1 ∈ Cb(R),∆2 ∈ Cb(R2). This implies that

sup
u1,u3∈Cb(R),u2≡H(ui),(∆i)

,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
= sup

u1,u3∈Cb(R),
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2

[
H(ui),(∆i)

]
+ Eµ3 [u3]

}
.

(4.22)
This shows one inequality of (2.11). The other inequality follows directly by using (4.22) and
by Lemma 4.3. Indeed, we have

sup
u1,u3∈Cb(R),
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
Eµ1 [u1] + Eµ2

[
H(ui),(∆i)

]
+ Eµ3 [u3]

}
.

= sup
u1,u3∈Cb(R),u2≡H(ui),(∆i)

,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
≤ sup

ui∈L1(µi),∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµi [ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x3)(x3 − x2)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

}
.

13Here we apply a variant of Lemma 4.1, where we only substitute two of the three L1-integrand by functions
from Cb(R). This is possible due to the argumentation from [12, Appendix] showing that for all u ∈ L1(µi) and
for all ε > 0 there exists some ũ ∈ Cb(R) such that ũ ≤ u and Eµi [u]− Eµi [ũ] < ε.
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Proof of Proposition 2.7. Note that by Lemma 2.2 (i), H(ui),(∆i)(x2) ≥ 0 for all x2 ∈ R, is
equivalent to

u1(x1) + u3(x3) + ∆1(x1)(x2 − x1) + ∆2(x1, x2)(x3 − x2) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3.
(4.23)

We then have by Lemma 4.1 that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − sup
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

(Eµ1 [u1(St1)] + Eµ3 [u3(St3)])

= inf
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

(
EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − (Eµ1 [u1(St1)] − Eµ3 [u3(St3)])

)
.

(4.24)
We now apply Lemma 2.6 and obtain by (4.24) that

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] − inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

= inf
u1,u3∈Cb(R)

∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)
≥0

sup
v1,v2∈Cb(R)

∆̃1∈Cb(R),∆̃2∈Cb(R2)

(
Eµ1 [v1(St1)] + Eµ2

[
H

(vi),(∆̃i)

]
+ Eµ3 [v3(St3)]

− Eµ1 [u1(St1)] − Eµ3 [u3(St3)]

)
= inf

u1,u3∈Cb(R)
∆1∈Cb(R),∆2∈Cb(R2):H(ui),(∆i)

≥0

sup
v1,v2∈Cb(R)

∆̃1∈Cb(R),∆̃2∈Cb(R2)

(
Eµ2

[
H

(ui−vi),(∆i−∆̃i)

]
− Eµ1 [v1(St1)] − Eµ3 [v3(St3)]

)
.

Proof of Remark 2.9. This follows analogue to the proof of Proposition 2.7.

Proof of Proposition 2.11. We show the assertion only for P 1,2,3(c), the case P 1,3(c) follows com-
pletely analogue. To this end, note that the inequality P 1,2,3(c) ≤ infQ∈M(µ∗

1,µ
∗
2,µ

∗
3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

follows by definition of the super-replication functional and we only need to show the converse
inequality. Since all joint distributions of the marginals µ∗

i , i = 1, 2, 3 are supported on the set
Ξ := {(K1,j1 ,K2,j2 ,K3,j3) | ji ∈ {1, . . . ,mi} for i = 1, 2, 3}, we have

inf
Q∈M(µ∗

1,µ
∗
2,µ

∗
3)
EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf

Q∈M(µ∗
1,µ

∗
2,µ

∗
3)
{EQ[c(St1 , St3)] | Q(Ξ) = 1} .

With an application of Lemma 4.6 it follows that

inf
Q∈M(µ∗

1,µ
∗
2,µ

∗
3)
{EQ[c(St1 , St3)] | Q(Ξ) = 1}

= sup
ui∈Clin(R),
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµ∗
i
[ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) +
2∑

i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}
.

Lemma 4.5 now implies that we can switch to integrands from the class

Si :=

u : R → R

∣∣∣∣∣∣ u(x) = d +

mi∑
j=0

λj(x−Ki,j)
+ + ∆0(x− S0) for some d,∆0, λj ∈ R
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for i = 1, 2, 3. This means we have

sup
ui∈Clin(R),
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµ∗
i
[ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) +
2∑

i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}
≤ sup

ui∈Si,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµ∗
i
[ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) +

2∑
i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi)

≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}
.

By taking into account that Eµi [Sti ] = S0 and that Eµi [(Sti −Ki,j)
+] = Πi,j for all i = 1, 2, 3

j = 0, . . . ,mi we obtain

sup
ui∈Si,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

Eµ∗
i
[ui]

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

ui(xi) +
2∑

i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}

= sup
di,λi,j ,∆

i
0∈R,

∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{ 3∑
i=1

di +

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

 ∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

di +

mi∑
j=0

λi,j(xi −Ki,j)
+ + ∆i

0(xi − S0)


+

2∑
i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}

= sup
d,λi,j ,∆0∈R,
∆i∈Cb(Ri)

{
d +

3∑
i=1

mi∑
j=0

λi,jΠi,j

∣∣∣∣ d +

3∑
i=1

mi∑
j=0

λi,j(xi −Ki,j)
+ + ∆0(x1 − S0)

+

2∑
i=1

∆i(x1, xi)(xi+1 − xi) ≤ c(x1, x3) for all (x1, x2, x3) ∈ Ξ

}
= P 1,2,3(c).

Proof of Corollary 2.12. The first equality follows directly by the definition of P 1,3(c) and
P 1,2,3(c) and by Lemma 4.4. The second equality follows by Proposition 2.11 and Proposi-
tion 2.7.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. First assume that there is no improvement, i.e., the equality

inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ2,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)] = inf
Q∈M(µ1,µ3)

EQ[c(St1 , St3)]

holds. Then, according to Proposition 2.3 (vi), there exists some probability measure Q ∈
M(µ1, µ2, µ3) with π(Q) = Q∗ ∈ Q∗

c(µ1, µ3). In particular, under Q, given knowledge of St1

and St2 , the law of St3 is supported on {Td(St1), Tu(St1)}, and we have

p(St1 , St2) := Q (St3 = Tu(St1) | St1 , St2) = 1 −Q (St3 = Td(St1) | St1 , St2)

The martingale property implies

St2 = EQ[St3 | St1 , St2 ] = Tu(St1)p(St1 , St2) + Td(St1) (1 − p(St1 , St2))
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Hence, we have Q-almost surely that

p(St1 , St2) =
St2 − Td(St1)

Tu(St1) − Td(St1)
1l{Tu(St1 )>Td(St1 )}

Since p(St1 , St2) ∈ [0, 1] we have Q-almost surely

1 = Q
(
Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)

∣∣∣∣ Tu(St1) > Td(St1)

)
and 1 = Q

(
St2 = St1

∣∣∣∣ Tu(St1) = Td(St1)

)
.

Hence 1 = Q (Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)) and projecting Q on the first two marginals shows the
existence of some Q̃ ∈ M(µ1, µ2) with 1 = Q̃ (Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)).

To show the reverse implication, consider some martingale measure Q̃ ∈ M(µ1, µ2) with

1 = Q̃ (Td(St1) ≤ St2 ≤ Tu(St1)) . (4.25)

By the disintegration theorem ([22, Theorem 1] or [5, Theorem 5.3.1]), there exists some prob-
ability kernel Q1 such that

Q̃(dx1,dx2) = µ1(dx1)Q1(x1; dx2)

Define further the probability kernel Q1,2 by

Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3) :=
(
q̃(x1, x2)δTu(x1)(x3) + (1 − q̃(x1, x2))δTd(x1)(x3)

)
dx3

where q̃(x1, x2) = x2−Td(x1)
Tu(x1)−Td(x1)

1l{Tu(x1)>Td(x1)}. Then

Q(dx1, dx2,dx3) := µ1(dx1)Q1(x1; dx2)Q1,2(x1, x2; dx3)

defines a probability measure Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) with π(Q) = Q∗ ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3). Indeed, we

have
Q̃ = Q ◦ (St1 , St2)−1 (4.26)

and hence Q possesses the fist two marginals µ1, µ2 and it holds Q-almost surely

EQ[St2 | St1 ] = EQ̃[St2 | St1 ] = St1 (4.27)

Moreover, if Tu(St1) = Td(St1), then by definition EQ[St3 | St2 , St1 ] = Td(St1) = St2 Q-almost
surely, where the last equality follows from (4.25). If Tu(St1) > Tu(St1), then Q-almost surely

EQ[St3 | St2 , St1 ] = q̃(St1 , St2)Tu(St1) + (1 − q̃(St1 , St2))Td(St1)

=
Tu(St1)St2 − Tu(St1)Td(St1) + Tu(St1)Td(St1) − St2Td(St1)

Tu(St1) − Td(St1)
= St2 .

(4.28)

Next, note that by (4.25) and (4.27) we have

EQ[q̃(St1 , St2) | St1 ] = EQ

[
St2 − Td(St1)

Tu(St1) − Td(St1)
1l{Tu(St1 )>Td(St1 )}

∣∣∣∣ St1

]
=

St1 − Td(St1)

Tu(St1) − Td(St1)
1l{Tu(St1 )>Td(St1 )} = q(St1)

Q-almost surely for q being defined in (3.3). This implies for all Borel-measurable sets A,B ⊆ R
that

Q(St3 ∈ B) = EQ

[
EQ[q̃(St1 , St2)1l{Tu(St1 )∈B} + (1 − q̃(St1 , St2))1l{Td(St1 )∈B} | St1 ]

]
= Eµ1

[
q(St1)1l{Tu(St1 )∈B} + (1 − q(St1)1l{Td(St1 )∈B}

]
= EQ∗ [1l{St3∈B}] = Q∗ (St3 ∈ B) = µ3 (B)
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and

Q(St1 ∈ A,St2 ∈ R, St3 ∈ B)

= EQ

[
EQ[q̃(St1 , St2)1l{St1∈A,Tu(St1 )∈B} + (1 − q̃(St1 , St2))1l{St1∈A,Td(St1 )∈B} | St1 ]

]
= Eµ1

[
q(St1)1l{St1∈A,Tu(St1 )∈B} + (1 − q(St1)1l{St1∈A,Td(St1 )∈B}

]
= EQ∗ [1l{St1∈A,St3∈B}] = Q∗ (St1 ∈ A,St3 ∈ B)

Hence, we have shown Q ∈ M(µ1, µ2, µ3) with π(Q) = Q∗ ∈ Q∗
c(µ1, µ3), and according to

Proposition 2.3 (vi) the price bounds are not improved.
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options on multiple assets and its numerics. SIAM Journal on Financial Mathematics, 12(1):158–
188, 2021.

[33] Stephan Eckstein and Michael Kupper. Martingale transport with homogeneous stock movements.
Quantitative Finance, 21(2):271–280, 2021.

35

http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.11732
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.06606
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.12572


[34] Ibrahim Ekren and H Mete Soner. Constrained optimal transport. Archive for Rational Mechanics
and Analysis, 227(3):929–965, 2018.
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