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Abstract

We propose a discrete time formulation of the semi-martingale optimal transport problem
based on multi-marginal entropic transport. This approach offers a new way to formulate and
solve numerically the calibration problem proposed by [17], using a multi-marginal extension of
Sinkhorn algorithm as in [6, 10, 7]. When the time step goes to zero we recover, as detailed in the
companion paper [8], a continuous semi-martingale process, solution to a semi-martingale optimal
transport problem, with a cost function involving the so-called “specific entropy”, introduced in
[13], see also [12] and [2].

1 Introduction
Applications of Semi Martingale Optimal Transport (SMOT) in finance have been the object of several
recent studies ([24], [17], [18] . . . ). This framework is particularly well adapted to the problem of
model calibration: Find a diffusion model that is compatible with observed option prices. SMOT
is the stochastic version of Dynamic Optimal Transport (DOT), that was introduced by [5], as a
generalization of static OT where the mass is transported by a time dependent flow minimizing the
kinetic energy. While the theoretical aspects of these problems are now well understood, the numerical
implementation remains challenging.

In the meantime, a stochastic relaxation of static optimal transport, known as Entropic Optimal
Transport (EOT), has shown to be solvable efficiently, by the so-called Sinkhorn algorithm (see [22]
for a review). Interestingly, while there is equivalence between the static OT problem and its dynamic
version, the Entropic regularisation of OT can also be seen either as a static problem, or as variant of
the DOT adding a constant volatility diffusion to the governing model, this dynamic problem is known
as the Schrödinger problem, see [19].

Consider processes described by the SDE with drift µ and volatility σ

dXt = µt dt+ σt dW t, X0 ∼ ν0,

where Wt is the Wiener process and ν0 the initial law of X (typically X0#P = δx0). Formally, the
above SDE induces a probability P on the space of continuous paths. Reciprocally, see section 2, µ
and σ can be interpreted as characteristics coefficients depending on P. In this setting, all problems
(DOT, SMOT and EOT) are seen as a variant of :

inf
P
F(P) := EP

[∫ T

0

F (t,Xt, µt(Xt), σt(XT )
2) dt

]
+M0(P0) (1)
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The cost function F may describe modelling, calibration or observations constraints or combinations
of these, and M0 enforces the ν0 initial marginal constraint.

• Classical DOT [5] corresponds to the particular case F = |µ|2 if σ ≡ 0, Xt0#P = ρ0 and
XT#P = ρT , +∞ otherwise. It corresponds to the minimization of the kinetic energy under
under initial and terminal conditions on the laws of Xt=0 and Xt=T denoted ρ0 and ρT .

• EOT [19] is the same as DOT except for a prescribed constant volatility σ ≡ σ. It is also
one of the formulations of the Schrödinger’s problem , i.e. minimizing the relative entropy (aka
Kullblack Leibler divergence) of P: KL(P|Wσ), with respect to the Wiener measure Wσ (with a
given constant volatility σ) Classical EOT in its static formulation can be solved efficiently by
the Sinkhorn’s algorithm [11] [23] [9].

• SMOT will handle general forms of F , as long as it is convex with respect to (µ, σ2).

• Martingale Optimal Transport (see [3] and the references therein) implies a µ ≡ 0 constraint, a
pure diffusion model. For the classical martingale constrained DOT problem, feasibility requires
that ρ0 and ρT to be in convex order. In this paper we use a soft version of this constraint
F = C∥µ|2 with C >> 1. We therefore try to achieve a mass transport governed preferably by
the volatility and not the drift.

• Price calibration adds a set of discrete constraints described by (τi, ci, Gi)i∈I where for each i
the triplet (τi, ci, Gi) is the maturity, the price and the payoff function of an observed derivative
price on the market. In this paper penalize the cost with Ck(X) = λ

∑
i∈I ∥E[Gi(Xτi)] − ci∥2

(λ >> 1) (see next section).

A general approach to DOT, EOT and their generalisations (see [4] for a review) is a time dis-
cretization that leads to a Multi-Marginal OT problem. In this setting the minimization is performed
over the law Ph (h is the time step) of a vector-valued random variable whose marginals represent
densities at each time step. In this paper, we use this time discretization method and an entropic reg-
ulariization to solve problem (1): We minimize the sum of a discretized form of F(P) in (1), Fh(Ph).
We use in particular the natural discrete versions of µ and σ (see section 3.2) and the discrete time
relative entropy regularization KL(Ph|Wh

σ ).
The drawback of minimising an energy in the form KL(P|Wσ) is that by essence the minimizer is

constrained at σ = σ and cannot satisfy constraints on µ (for instance µ ≡ 0 or µ = r, the interest rate)
familiar in finance, since µ is precisely the only degree of freedom used to comply with the distribution
constraints. We propose to overcome this issue by considering a proper scaling of the discrete relative
entropy and its convergence property : if Ph a sequence of Markov chains converging to the law of a
diffusion P with drift µ and volatility σ then

lim
h↘0

h KL(Ph|Wh
σ ) = EP

[∫ T

0

σ2
t

σ2 − 1− log
σ2
t

σ2 dt

]
=: S(P|Wσ), (2)

The "specific relative entropy" S defined above has been introduced in [13] see also [12] [2].

It is shown in [8] that minimizers of time discrete problem

inf
Ph
Fh(Ph) + hKL(Ph|Wh

σ ) +M0(Ph
0 ) (3)

approximate in the limit h↘ 0 a diffusion process P minimizing

inf
P
F(P) + S(P|Wσ). (4)

For h > 0 the minimizer Ph is a solutions of a Multi-Marginal EOT problem, and a discrete Markov
chain that can be used for simulations. The interest of this approach is not only theoretical. Classical
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methods to solve (1) involve maximizing the dual problem through gradient ascent or primal-dual
approaches. These methods imply solving a fully non-linear Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation at
each iteration ([5], [21], [16]). Our approach by Multi-Marginal Sinkhorn’s algorithm, extending [6]
and [7], computes an equivalent time discrete solution trough the maximisation of a strictly concave
variational problem.

This paper describes the dual formulation of the problem in the context of local volatility calibra-
tion, the associated Sinkhorn algorithm and its practical implementation, with numerical examples. A
numerical study as h↘ 0 is available in [8] .

2 Martingale Optimal Transport for model calibration
The continuous formulation of (Semi-)Martingale Optimal Transport was introduced in [24], and ex-
tended for multiple calibration applications as presented in the survey [17]. Let Ω = C([0, T ],R), T > 0
be the set of continuous paths, and P the set (or a convex subset of) probability measures on Ω.

Following [24], we formulate the problem as a minimization problem on P, we restrain our search
to the set P0

s ⊂ P such that, for each P ∈ P0, X ∈ Ω is an (F ,P)-semimartingale on [0, 1] given by

Xt = X0 +AP
t +MP

t , ⟨X⟩t = ⟨MP
t ⟩ = BP, P-a.s., t ∈ [0, 1],

where MP is an (F ,P)-martingale on [0, 1] and (AP, BP) is F-adapted and P-a.s. absolutely continuous
with respect to time. In particular, P is said to be have characteristics (µ, σ2)(P), which are defined
in the following way,

µ =
dAP

t

dt
, σ2

t =
dBP

t

dt
,

Note that (µ, σ2) is F-adapted and determined up to dP × dt, almost everywhere. We now let
F (t, x, a, b) be convex with respect to (a, b) for every (t, x), and seek for

inf
P∈P

EP

∫ T

0

F (t,Xt, µt, σ
2
t ) dt,

An example of modelling function F is to enforce a Martingale constraint on X trough

F (µ) =

{
0 if µ = 0

+∞ otherwise.

or its soft version (λ >> 1):
F (µ) = λ∥µ∥2

At this stage, the processes µ, σ are very general and can be generally path-dependent, however,
as showed in [15], they can be chosen as local processes, i.e. functions of (t,Xt) only: indeed, for
any choice of µ, σ, there exists a local version µ(t, x), σ(t, x) that preserves the constraints (i.e. option
prices) and that can only reduce the cost (8). The minimization problem can therefore be formally
reduced to Xt solutions of the stochastic differential equation:

dXt = µt(Xt) dt+ σt(Xt) dBt, (5)

where Bt is a standard Brownian motion.

The calibration problem adds a set of discrete constraints indexed by i ∈ I := {1, . . . , Nc} described
by (τi, ci, Gi)i∈I where for each i the triplet (τi, ci, Gi) is the maturity, the price and the payoff function
of an observed derivative price on the market.
We will seek for an element P ∈ P such that

EP[Gi(Xτi)] = ci. (6)
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As an example, calibrating a set of call options at a fixed maturity t would lead to Gi(x) = (x−Ki)
+,

where Ki is the strike of the i-th option, and τi = t for all i. Moreover, we assume that there is a
set of listed maturities {τi}i∈I . Because we will use {tk}NT

k=0 a time discretisation of [0, T ] we assume
for simplifications that the maturities take values in this discrete set. Thus the set of constraints I
can be partitioned as I =

⋃
k Ik, Ik := {i ∈ I, τi = tk}, where tk is the k-th distinct maturity. By

convention we set Ik = ∅ if there are no constraints at time tk. To take these constraints in account
in the the minimisation problem, we will use for all k, the costs:

Ck({gi}) =

{
0 if gi = ci,∀i ∈ Ik
+∞ otherwise.

or its mollified version (λ >> 1):

Ck({gi}) = λ
∑
i∈Ik

∥gi − ci∥2. (7)

Using these notations, the calibration problem becomes:

inf
P∈P

EP

[∫ T

0

F (t,Xt, µt, σ
2
t ) dt

]
+

NK−1∑
k=0

Ck({E[Gi(Xτi)]}i∈Ik
) +M0(X0#P) (8)

Where M0 := δν0
enforces the initial distribution of prices ν0.

The cost function can also be used to constrain the model volatility and/or its regularity. We might
want for instance σ to be close to a prescribed guess σ, which can be enforced by adding to F [20]

G = (σ − σ̄)2

(which is convex in σ2 and is linked to the Bass martingale problem [3]), or in [17]

G(σ2) = a

(
σ2

σ2

)p

+ b

(
σ2

σ2

)−q

+ c (9)

with p, q, a, b > 0 and c ∈ R such that F is convex with minimum at σ = σ. It is also a barrier as σ2

goes to 0.
In this paper, as explained in section 3.3, we use

G(σ2) =
σ2

σ2 − 1− log
σ2

σ2

corresponding to the integrand of the Specific entropy (2). It will allow to discretize (in time) the
problem as a multi-marginal EOT problem. It is again convex with minimum at σ2 = σ2 and a
barrrier as σ2 goes to 0 but unlike (9) it is only sublinear as σ ↗ +∞ (see [8] where we need additional
assumptions to prove a convergence result based on the the discretisation of Fr as (17) below).

3 Time Discretisation as a Multi-Marginal Entropic Martingale
Transport

3.1 Notations
We will discretize our problem in time, replacing the interval [0, T ] with a regular grid of NT + 1
timesteps, tk = k h for k ∈ {0, . . . , NT } =: Kh, where h := T/NT is the time step. We impose that all
the calibration times τi are included in the grid, i.e. τi = tki

for some ki ∈ Kh.
Instead of functions t 7→ ω(t), we consider their discrete counterparts, which are n-tuples (ω0, . . . , ωNT

) ∈
RNT+1, in which ωk corresponds to the value of the path at time tk. Instead of RNT , we denote by Xk

the space of values that ωk can take, and by Ωh := ΠNT
i=0Xi the space of discrete paths1. We denote

1 An element (t 7→ ω(t)) ∈ Ω is hence replaced by a n-tuple (ω0, . . . , ωNT
) ∈ Ωh with ωk ∈ Xk for k ∈ Kh.
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Ph the set of probability measures on Ωh.
We are hence searching for a probability measure Ph on Ωh. We denote by (Xk)k∈Kh the canonical

process of Ph on Ωh. We will denote by Ph
k := Xk#Ph the marginal law of Ph at timestep k ∈ Kh, and

by Ph
k,l := (Xk, Xl)#Ph the joint law between time steps k ∈ Kh and l ∈ Kh.

We note Kh
−i = Kh \{i} the set of timesteps except timestep i, and dx−i =

∏
Kh

−i
dxk, which allows

to write the marginal law Ph
k as Ph

k =

∫
Ph(xk,dx−k) and joint laws in a similar fashion. Similarly, we

note dx[i,j] = Πj
k=i dxk.

We note ν0 the initial marginal of our process, which is imposed, X0 ∼ ν0. It may or may not be
a Dirac mass in our case.

We denote by Ph the reference measure on Ωh that we will use to regularize the problem. We will
denote by (Yk)k∈Kh the canonical process of Ph on Ωh. It’s law is determined by a Euler-Maruyama
discretisation of the continuous reference process :

Yk+1 = Yk + µ(Yk, kh)h+ σ(Yk, kh)h
1/2 Zk, ∀k ∈ Kh

−0, Y0 ∼ ρ0, Zk ∼ N (0, 1)

For any probability measure Ph and Ph in Ph, we note KL(Ph|P) = EPh

[
log
(

dPh

dPh

)
− 1
]

the

Kullback-Leibler divergence between Ph and Ph if Ph ≪ Ph. By convention, if Ph ̸≪ Ph, we set
KL(Ph|Ph) = +∞.

3.2 Time discretisation of conditional moments
As opposed to the continuous-time approach, which uses Markovian projections of the processes, and
as such the variable being optimised are functions representing the drift and volatility, in this discrete-
time approach, we will directly optimise on Ph. In order to justify the choice of moment variables in
the discrete problem, let us consider the Euler-Maruyama discretization of a diffusion process. Let Xt

be a diffusion process with drift µ and volatility σ, following the SDE;

dXt = µ(Xt, t) dt+ σ(Xt, t) dW t;

and consider the Euler-Maruyama time discretization of the process:

Xh
k+1 = Xh

k + µ(Xh
k , kh)h+ σ(Xh

k , kh)h
1/2 Zk

where ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , NT } := Kh, Zk is a standard normal random variable, and we note Ph the law of
(Xh

k )k∈Kh . We have Ph ∈ Ph
EM.

For such a process, we can compute the following quantities from conditional expectations :

βk(x) =
1

h
E[Xk+1 −Xk | Xk = x] = µ(x, kh), (10)

αk(x) =
1

h
E
[
(Xk+1 −Xk)

2
∣∣ Xk = x

]
= µ2(x, kh)h+ σ2(x, kh) −−−→

h→0
σ2(x, kh). (11)

These variables are computed from the law Ph and are the discrete counterpart of the drift and volatil-
ity of the continuous process. They can hence be used to discretize of F (t,Xt, µ, σ

2).

The method actually extends to any vector of variables (bk) : X → RK defined by taking the con-
ditional expectation of a function B : (X ,X )→ RK to be specified and depending on two consecutive
timesteps :

bk(x) =
1

h
E[B(Xk, Xk+1) | Xk = x]. (12)

In the present section the variables βk and αk correspond to the function B(X,Y ) =

[
(Y −X)

1/2 (Y −X)2

]
,

but in section 5, we will use B(X,Y ) = (1− eY−X).
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3.3 Specific relative entropy
We give a formal derivation of the Specific Entropy (see [13] [12] [2] for rigorous smoothnesss hypoth-
esis and proofs).

The Kullback-Leibler divergence between two normal laws N (µ1, σ
2
1) and N (µ2, σ

2
2) is equal to :

KL(N (µ1, σ
2
1)|N (µ2, σ

2
2)) =

1

2

(
σ2
1 + (µ1 − µ2)

2

σ2
2

− 1− log

(
σ2
1

σ2
2

))
.

Consider two diffusion measures P and P defined by the following SDEs on their respective canonical
processes X and Y :

dXt = µ(Xt, t) dt+ σ(Xt, t) dW t, X0 ∼ P0, (13)

dYt = µ(Yt, t) dt+ σ(Yt, t) dW t, Y0 ∼ P0. (14)

We can discretize on a grid of step h as law Ph and Ph using the Euler-Maruyama discretization from
previous section, giving their respective canonical processes Xh and Y h :

Xh
k+1 = Xh

k + µ(Xh
k , kh)h+ σ(Xh

k , kh)h
1/2 Zk, ∀k ∈ Kh, Xh

0 ∼ ρ0, (15)

Y h
k+1 = Y h

k + µ(Y h
k , kh)h+ σ(Y h

k , kh)h
1/2 Zk, ∀k ∈ Kh, Y h

0 ∼ P0. (16)

Noting µk(x) = µ(x, kh), σk(x) = σ(x, kh), and µk(x) = µ(x, kh) and σk(x) = σ(x, kh), the Kullback-
Leibler divergence can then be decomposed as follows :

h KL(Ph|Ph) = h
∑NT−1

k=0

∫
KL(N (µk(x)h, σk(x)

2h)|N (µk(x)h, σk(x)
2h))Ph

k(dx)

= h
2

∑NT−1
k=0

∫ (
σk(x)

2h+ ((µk(x)− µk(x))h)
2

σk(x)2h
− 1− log

(
σk(x)

2h

σk(x)2h

))
Ph
k(dx)

= h
2

∑NT−1
k=0

∫ (
σk(x)

2 + (µk(x)− µk(x))
2h

σk(x)2
− 1− log

(
σk(x)

2

σk(x)2

))
Ph
k(dx)

−−−→
h→0

S(P|P) := 1
2

∫
EP

[
σ2
t

σ2 − 1− log

(
σ2
t

σ2

)]
dt.

(17)
This convergence result motivates the use the Specific entropy as a regulariser of the continuous

problem, because it is linked to a natural discretization in terms of the Kullback-Leibler divergence,
and therefore and entropy regularization of a discretisation if (1).

3.4 Discretization and specific entropy regularisation
The cost function, simplified for the presentation is

F(P) = EP

[∫ T

0

F (µt, σt) dt

]
+

NT−1∑
k=0

Ck({E[Gi(Xτi)]}i∈Ik
) +M0(P0).

The specific entropic regularisation of the continuous problem (8) is

inf
P∈P
F(P) + S(P|P)

6



where S the specific entropy introduced in section 3.3. Its time discretisation (as in (4) and (3)) using
(17) and the variables βk and αk defined in equations (10) and (11) can be written as:

inf
Ph∈Ph

Fh(Ph) + hKL(Ph|Ph) (18)

with

Fh(Ph) = h EPh

[
NT−1∑
k=0

F (βk(Xk), αk(Xk))

]
+

NK−1∑
k=0

Ck({E[Gi(Xτi)]}i∈Ik
) +M0(X0#Ph).

or

Fh(Ph) = h EPh

[
NT−1∑
k=0

F (bk(Xk))

]
+

NK−1∑
k=0

Ck({E[Gi(Xτi)]}i∈Ik
) +M0(X0#Ph), (19)

using, for simplification, the general form of conditional moments bk = 1
h EPh

[
B(Xh

k , X
h
k+1)

∣∣ Xh
k

]
(sec-

tion 3.2).

As customary in Entropic OT, we perform a change of variable in the definition (19) in order to
apply Fenchel-Rockafellar convex duality (section 3.5) and later use Sinkhorn algorithm (section 4).
Let us define, for all k:

Definition 3.1.

νk(dx) = Xk#Ph(dx)

mk(dx) = νk(dx)bk(dx) =
1

h
EPh

k,k+1
[B(dx,Xh

k+1)]

gk = {EPh
τi

[
Gi(Xτi#P

h)
]
}i∈Ik

Notice that the operator

Definition 3.2.

∆† : P(Ωh) → (⊗NT−1
k=1 P(Xk))× (⊗NT−1

k=1 M(Xk))× (⊗NT−1
k=1 R#Ik)

Ph → ∆†Ph := ({h νk}, {hmk}, {gk})

is linear. Remember that #Ick the cardinal of the set of maturities at time tk and Ik = ∅ if there
are none (M(Xk)) is the set of vector Radon measure on Xk). The h multiplicative factor is used to
simplify the dual formulation.

Overloading the notation Fh as a function of the new variables ({νk}, {mk}, {gk}) we obtain

Fh(∆†Ph) =

NT−1∑
k=0

(
h Eνk

[
F (
hmk(Xk)

h νk(Xk)
)

]
+ Ck(gk)

)
+M0(ν0). (20)

and Fh is a convex function of ({νk}, {mk}, {gk}) by construction (we recognise in the integrand the
perpective functions of F which is assumed to be convex).

In summary, (18) can be casted in the Fenchel Rockaffelar convex setting (appendix A) with a
primal problem:

inf
Ph∈Ph

Fh(∆†Ph) + G(Ph), (21)

where the relative entropy
G(Ph) := hKL(Ph|Ph). (22)

is also convex.
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Remark 3.1 (Convergence as h → 0). We point out that while the solution of this problem is a
measure that respects the initial condition and the price constraints similarly to the continuous problem,
the constraint that Ph is the law of a discrete diffusion Markov chain and belongs to the set of semi-
martingale laws P0

s in the limit has been relaxed. We show in [8] under additional conditions that
this relaxation is tight under additional regularity assumptions and that a minimizer of the continuous
problem (8) can be constructed using a sequence in h of minimizers of (18).

3.5 Dual Problem
We first need to compute the Legendre transforms of F and G, and the adjoint operator of ∆†.

Lemma 3.1. G⋆, the Legendre-Fenchel transform of G is given by :

G⋆ : Cb(Ωh) → R

f → hEPh(exp(f/h))

Lemma 3.2. Fh,⋆ the Legendre transform of Fh (20) is given by :

Fh,⋆ : (⊗NT−1
k=1 Cb(Xk))× (⊗NT−1

k=1 Cb(Xk))× (⊗NT−1
k=1 R#Ik)→ R

Φ := ({ϕνk
}, {ϕmk

}, {Λk})→
∑NT−1

k=0 M⋆
k (ϕνk

+ F ⋆(ϕmk
)) + C⋆k(Λk)

where M⋆
0 is the Legendre-Fenchel transform of M0 the function enforcing the initial law and M⋆

k for
k = 1, NT − 1 is the indicatrix ιϕ≤0 or equivalently the Legendre-Fenchel transform of Mk(ν) := ιν≥0.

Proof. The proof is a direct application of the definition of the Legendre Fenchel transform. Note that
Fh is separable in k and position xk. We first rewrite the cost function in a more general form

Fh(∆†Ph) =

NT−1∑
k=0

(
h Eνk

[
F (
hmk(Xk)

h νk(Xk)
)

]
+Mk(νk) + Ck(gk)

)
(20) corresponds to Mk(νk) = ινk≥0 for k = 1, NT − 1 and does not change the cost as we identify
(m, ν)→ νF (m/ν) with its bi-dual {(m, ν)→ νF (m/ν)}⋆⋆ = νF (mν ) if ν > 0, 0 if (m, ν) = (0, 0) and
+∞ else. We also use the classic characterisation of the LF dual of a perspective function {(m, ν)→
νF (m/ν)}⋆(ϕ, ψ) = ι(ϕ+ F ⋆(ψ)) .

Lemma 3.3. The adjoint operator to ∆† is given as

∆ : (⊗NT−1
k=1 Cb(Xk))× (⊗NT−1

k=1 Cb(Xk))× (⊗NT−1
k=1 R#Ik)→ Cb(Ωh)

Φ := {ϕνk
}, {ϕmk

}, {Λk} →
∑NT−1

k=0 (hϕνk
+ ϕmk

·B(xk, xk+1) + Λk · {Gi(xτi)}i∈Ik
)

We apply the Fenchel-Rockafellar duality (appendix A) to get the dual of (21) :

sup
Φ
−Fh,⋆(−Φ)− hEPh(exp(

∆Φ

h
)) (23)

Remark 3.2. A simplification is possible in the setting of lemma 3.2. We have have M⋆
k = ιϕ≤0 for

k = 1, NT − 1 enforcing −ϕνk
+F ⋆(−ϕmk

) ≤ 0. Because −hEPh(exp(∆Φ/h) is decreasing in ϕνk
, this

constraint necessarily saturates as ∆Φ is increasing in ϕνk
. We can set M⋆

k (ϕνk
) = 0, and replace the

variable ϕνk
by F ⋆(−ϕmk

) in ∆Φ.
Conversely, M⋆

k can be kept as the Legendre Fenchel transform of a general convex function Mk

acting on νk and to be added to F . See the proof of lemma 3.2.
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Proposition 3.1. Assuming the supremum in (23) is attained by Φ, then Φ induces a measure Ph

through
dPh

dPh
= exp

(
∆Φ

h

)
,

Ph is the optimal solution of (21) for the constraints functions M,C that are finite under Ph.

Proof. We apply theorem A.1. The first optimality condition is given by:

∆Φ ∈ h ∂Ph KL(Ph|Ph)

which leads to :

∆Φ = h log

(
dPh

dPh

)
(24)

We can therefore identifiy the law of Ph and its marginals as functions of the dual potentials. We
use the folowing factorisation which will also be useful to implement Sinkhorn algorithm below.

Definition 3.3. For i = 0, NT −1, let ∆i,i+1 the transitional part of ∆ ( see definition 3.3) depending
only on ϕmi

:
∆i,i+1(ϕmi

)[xi, xi+1] = B(xi, xi+1) · ϕmi
(xi),

and use the following simplified notation Gk := {Gi(xτi)}i∈Ik
. Let ψu

i , ψ
d
i potential functions factoriz-

ing the kernel after (Down) and before (Up) time ti:

ψu
i (xi) = log

(∫
ρ0

i−1∏
k=0

exp

(
∆k,k+1(ϕmk

)

h
+ ϕνk

+
Λk ·Gk

h

)
Ph
k,k+1 dx[0,i−1]

)

ψd
i (xi) = log

(∫ NT−1∏
k=i

exp

(
∆k,k+1(ϕmk

)

h
+ ϕνk+1

+
Λk+1 ·Gk+1

h

)
Ph
k,k+1 dx[i+1,NT ]

)
Proposition 3.2. Let Ph an optimal solution of (21). The following properties hold true :

• Its density of the joint law at time ti and ti+1 with respect to the reference measure is given by :

Ph
i,i+1(xi, xi+1) = exp[ψu

i (xi) + ϕνi(xi) + (Λi ·Gi)/h

+∆i,i+1(ϕmi
)[xi, xi+1]/h

+ (Λi+1 ·Gi+1)/h+ ϕνi+1(xi+1) + ψd
i+1(xi+1)] Ph

i,i+1(xi, xi+1)

• Its marginal are given by :

νk(xk) = Ph
k(xk) = exp(ψu

k (xk) + ϕνk
(xk) + (Λk ·Gk)/h+ ψd

k(xk))

Proof. In Appendix B. Note we are abusing notations using the same variables for the measures and
their densities.

The following proposition is important for the implementation of Sinkhorn algorithm.

Proposition 3.3. Remark that the quantities ψu
k , ψd

k can be computed recursively :

ψu
k+1 = log

(∫
exp

(
ψu
k +

∆k,k+1(ϕmk
)

h
+ ϕνk

+ (Λk ·Gk)/h

)
Ph
k,k+1 dxk

)
ψd
k−1 = log

(∫
exp

(
ψd
k +

∆k−1,k(ϕmk−1
)

h
+ ϕνk

+ (Λk ·Gk)/h

)
Ph
k−1,k dxk

)
with ψu

0 = log ν0 and ψd
NT

= 0.
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Proof. Let i ∈ K and xi ∈ Xi. We can compute the following integral :

ψu
i (xi) = log

(∫
ρ0

i−1∏
k=0

exp

(
∆k,k+1

h
(ϕmk

) + ϕνk
+ (Λk ·Gk)/h

)
Ph
k,k+1 dx[0,i−1]

)

= log

(∫ (∫
ρ0

i−2∏
k=0

exp

(
∆k,k+1

h
(ϕmk

) + ϕνk
+ (Λk ·Gk)/h

)
Ph
k,k+1 dx[0,i−2]

)

exp

(
∆i−1,i(ϕmi)

h
+ ϕνi−1

+ (Λi−1 ·Gi−1)/h

)
Ph
i−1,i dxi−1

)
= log

(∫
exp

(
ψu
i−1 +

∆i−1,i(ϕmi
)

h
+ ϕνi−1

+ (Λi−1 ·Gi−1)/h

)
Ph
i−1,i dxi−1

)
.

A symmetric computation can be done for ψd
i .

4 Numerical method

4.1 Sinkhorn Algorithm
Sinkhorn algorithm is based on the iterative “à la Gauss-Seidel” resolution of the optimality conditions
of the dual problem (23). This amount to coordinate-wise (in Φ) maximisation. We use the notations
introduced in proposition 3.3, the additional index n corresponds to the Sinkhorn iterations rank:

ϕn+1
νk

= arg supϕ −M⋆
k (−ϕ+ F ⋆(−ϕnmk

))− . . .

hEPh
k

[
exp(ψu,n+1

k + ϕ+ (Λn
k ·Gk)/h+ ψd,n

k )
]

Λn+1
k = arg supΛ −C⋆

k(−Λ)− . . .

hEPh
k

[
exp(ψu,n+1

k + ϕn+1
νk

+ (Λ ·Gk)/h+ ψd,n
k )

]
ϕn+1
mk

= arg supϕ −M⋆
k (−ϕνk

+ F ⋆(−ϕ))

−hEPh
k,k+1(x,.)

[
exp(ψu,n+1

k + ϕn+1
νk

+ (Λn+1
k ·Gk)/h+∆k,k+1(ϕ) + ψd,n

k )
]
(25)

and this is ∀k ∈ [0, NT −1]. Each subproblem is a relaxation of the global strictly concave problem and
therefore is well posed. Unlike in the classic OT marginal constraints case there are no explicit formula
for the optimal potentials and it is necessary to use a Newton method to solve the optimality conditions
equations. The maximisations can be performed point-wise in xk for the potentials (phiνk

, ϕmk
) and

on the vectors (Λk).

The algorithm is decomposed as follows:

10



Algorithm 1: Sinkhorn algorithm for problem (23)

Input: Number of timesteps NT , support of each space X dx
k

Input: Stopping tolerance ϵ, reference measure Ph

Input: Initial potentials ϕ0νk
, ϕ0bk , Λ0

i

Result: Numerical solution of problem (23)
1 ψu,0

0 ← log ν0;
2 ψd,0

NT
← 0;

3 for n← 0 to N do
4 for k ← NT − 1 to 0 do
5 ψd,n

k ← UpdatePsiDown(ψd,n
k , ϕnνk

, ϕnbk , Λn
i , Ph);

6 for k ← 0 to NT − 1 do
7 ϕn+1

νk
← SolveMarginal(ϕnνk

, ϕnmk
, Λn

k , ψu,n
k , ψd,n

k , Ph);
8 Λn+1

k ← SolvePrices(ϕn+1
νk

, ϕnmk
, Λn

k , ψu,n
k , ψd,n

k , Ph);
9 ϕn+1

mk
← SolveDriftVol(ϕn+1

νk
, ϕnmk

, Λn+1
k , ψu,n

k , ψd,n
k , Ph);

10 ψu,n+1
k+1 ← UpdatePsiUp(ψu,n+1

k+1 , ϕn+1
νk

, ϕn+1
bk

, Λn+1
k , Ph);

11 ϕn+1
νNT
← SolveMarginal(ϕnνNT

, Λn
k , ψu,n

NT
, ψd,n

NT
, Ph);

12 Λn+1
NT
← SolvePrices(ϕn+1

νNT
, Λn

k , ψu,n
NT

, ψd,n
NT

, Ph);

13 emax ← ∥Φn+1−Φn∥∞
∥Φn∥∞

;
14 if emax < ϵ then
15 return Φ, Ψ;

16 return Φ, Ψ;

The functions SolveMarginal, SolvePrices and SolveDriftVol are functions that solve the max-
imimization problems in (25). The functions UpdatePsiUp and UpdatePsiDown correspond to the
recursive definitions in proposition 3.3).

4.2 Space truncation and discretization
We expect the number of (Newton) iterates to solve the maximization problems (25) is finite and the
intermediate variables ψd

k and ψu
k (proposition 3.3) can be stored instead of recomputed inside the

sinkhorn loop. Then for all k ∈ 1 . . . Nt, the order of number of operations will be upper bounded by
the cost of computing for all xk ∈ Xk convolutions in xk+1 ∈ Xk+1 with the kernel

K(xk, xk+1) = exp

(
∆k,k+1

h

)
Ph

k,k+1. (26)

Before discretizing in space we need to truncate the support so that it has a finite width. The
simplest approach is to assume that the solution remains close to the reference measure and use its
standard deviations σk. for each timestep tk = k h i = 0., . . . , NT , we restrict the computational
domain to a δ multiple (usually δ = 5) of the standard deviation:

Xk = [−δ vk, δ vk]

where vk =
√
v20 + h

∑k
l=0 σl

2 and v0 is the standard deviation of the initial marginal ν0. This is
also assuming the solution remains close to a martingale with 0 mean. There are many possible
refinements, for exemple using a priori guess by interpolating coarse solution produced by the time
multiscale strategy (see below).

On these compact supports, we discretize the potentials on a regular grid of size dx and use a
parabolic scaling: for all k,

dx = Kσk

√
h. (27)
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K is finite (we used K = 50). Under this choice the number of points at time tk in space NXk
is of

order O(
√
NT ).

We again assume the solution sufficiently close to a diffusion with the reference measure as law.
For all xk ∈ Xk , we and truncate the transition kernel K(xk, .) (26) to 0 outside a sliding window
[xk − δσk

√
h, xk + δσk

√
h]. Therefore K(xk, .) has finite size δ K. This is for a martingale process and

needs of course to be adjusted using the drift if any.
The number of operation for one Sinkhorn loop for this implementation is therefore of order

O(NT NXk
) = O(N

3/2
T ). This is confirmed experimentaly in [8].

4.3 Acceleration of Sinkhorn iterations
Sinkhorn iterations are known to converge slowly when the ratio between displacement and regular-
ization parameter or “temperature” goes to 0. In our case while the temperature scales with h (and
therefore goes to 0), the displacement betwen marginals of Ph decreases. We do not have a rigorous
study of the speed of convergence for our sinkhorn iterates but we have implemented two acceleration
procedures that seems, at least experimentaly to improve it.

Since one Sinkhorn iteration Φk+1 = s(Φk) is a fixed-point iteration, we accelerate convergence
using Anderson acceleration [1] [25].

Because the complexity of algorithm 1 scales with the number of timesteps NT , we also perform a
coarse to fine time discretisation warm restart : One way to do so (as in [8]) consists in interpolating in
time the coarse potentials to initialize on a finer time grid. Alternately one can interpolate the coarse
solution to construct a new reference measure. Indeed the method can be extended to non local in time
and space reference volatilities. The procedure reduces the number of iterations of the finer time grid
and therefore computing time. It also seems to stabilize the optimisation as Sinkhorn direct fine time
grid arbitrary initialisation does not converge systematically. Probably because the price constraints
are numerically infeasible with the initial volatility model.

5 Application: Local volatility calibration
It is customary for this application to minimize over positive martingale positive processes, hence to
consider processes of the form Xt = logSt where St is a martingale diffusion:

dSt

St
= σ(St, t) dW t.

Applying Ito’s lemma, in terms of Xt = logSt, we obtain the following SDE:

dXt = µ(Xt, t) dt+ σ(Xt, t) dW t, µt = −
1

2
σ2
t

As noted in [17], the process St will be a martingale if

bt = 2µt + σ2
t = 0

After discretisation, this is becomes non linear equation in the coefficients βk and αk defined in section
3.2 equations (10-11):

bk = 2βk + αk − hβ2
k = 0

The variable bk cannot be represented as a conditional moment of P and we need to back to the expo-
nential form of the prices. Instead of the variables β and α, we will use the variable bk corresponding

12



to the choice B(X,Y ) = 1− eY−X :

bk(x) =
1

h
E
[
1− eXk+1−Xk

∣∣ Xk = x
]

=
1

h

1

eXk
E
[
eXk − eXk+1

∣∣ Xk = x
]

=
1

h

1

Sk
E[Sk − Sk+1 | Xk = x],

bk = 0 is the martingale constraint on the chain Stk . In practice with use a soft constraint by mini-
mizing F = cmart∥b∥L2 with cmart > 0 the strength of the matingale constraint penalization.

For the price constraints, let ci ∈ R+ be an observed price, we use the soft constraint Ci a convex
function with minima in ci, for instance, Ci = 1

2 (· − ci)
2. We use the payoff function Gi(x) =

max(0, ex −Ki) for a call option with strike Ki, and Gi(x) = max(0,Ki − ex) for a put option with
strike Ki.

For the initial marginal constraint, we propose using a hard constraint M0 = ιµ0 whose dual is
⟨ϕν0

, µ0⟩, with µ0 = δlogS0
.

Finally, we obtain the following problem:

V = inf
Ph

NT−1∑
0

hEνk
[F (bk)] +M0 (ν0) +

N∑
i=1

Ci (gi) + hKL(Ph|Ph),

which fits the framework of section 4 without reordering the calibration constraints using maturities
(tk)s, gi = EPh

τi

[
Gi(Xτi#Ph)

]
is defined as in definition 3.1.

In dual form where (see remark 3.2) we eliminate ϕνk
(= F ⋆(−ϕmk

)), ∀k ∈ [1, NT − 1]:

D = sup
ϕν0

,{ϕmk
},{λi}

Eµ0
[ϕν0
− F ⋆(−ϕm0

)] +

NC∑
i=1

C⋆
i (λi) + hEPh

[
exp

(
∆({F ⋆(−ϕmk

)}, {ϕmk
}, {λi})

h

)]
.

Numerical results We construct a synthetic data set of price using using a parametric local volatil-
ity surface.

The local volatility surface that we choose is the SSVI surface as presented in [14]. We choose
the at-the-money implied total variance for the money to be θt = 0.04t. We choose a power-law
parameterization of the function ϕ described in [14] as ϕ(θ) = ηθ−λ. The at-the-money total implied
variance is then

σ2
BS(k, T ) =

θt
2

(
1 + ρϕ(θt)k +

√
(ϕ(θt)k + ρ)2 + (1− ρ2)

)
,

where k is the log-moneyness log(K/F ). The parameters are chosen as η = 1.6, λ = 0.4 and ρ = −0.15.
The resulting surface is shown in Figure 1. Prices are generated using the Black-Scholes formula.

We select five observation times to calibrate the model on generated prices : t ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0}.
At time τi, we select the calls with strikesK ∈ {S0+1+4ki} and the puts with strikesK ∈ {S0−1−4ki}
for ki ∈ {0, 1, . . . , NC,i}, with NC = (5, 7, 9, 10, 12). We calibrate less points for the earlier maturi-
ties as mass is almost nonexistent far from the at-the-money price at these maturities. We choose
cmart = 1× 104 as the penalization term for the martingale constraint.

We use the multiscale in time strategy and figure 2c shows the convergence of the price calibration
cost versus the Sinkhorn iterations. Each vertical bar corresponds to a refinement of the time discreti-
sation and a reinitialisation of the reference measure. The finest scale is NT = 81. Figure 2a shows the
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L2 norm of the relative iterate errors ∥Φk+1−Φk∥
∥Φk∥ versus Sinkhorm iterations at the finest scale. Figure

2b shows the L2 norm of the martingale error. Finally, Figure 3 shows the volatility calibration results
at each time. For each of the calibration times, we show the reference implied volatility, the calibrated
implied volatility, and the implied volatility generated by the forward diffusion process with the same
number of timesteps and the volatility of the solution.

Algorithm 1 is implemented in Python using the PyKeops library. For this simulation The program
runs in approximately 10 minutes on a V100 GPU with 24GB of GDDR5 memory and an Intel Xeon
5217 8 core CPU with 192GB or DDR4 RAM.

Figure 1: Generating model implied volatility
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A Fenchel Rockaffelar
We recall the abstract Fenchel-Rockafellar theorem and hence the form of the primal problem Changer
E et F

Theorem A.1 (Fenchel-Rockafellar). Let (E,E∗) and (F, F ∗) be two couples of topologically paired
spaces. Let ∆ : E → F be a continuous linear operator and ∆† : F ∗ → E∗ be its adjoint. Let
F : E∗ → R and G : F ∗ → R be two lower semicontinuous and proper convex functions, F⋆ and G⋆
their Legendre-Fenchel transform. If there exists P ∈ F ∗ such that G(P) < +∞ and F is continuous
at ∆†P, then :

sup
Φ∈E
−F⋆(−Φ)− G⋆(∆Φ) = inf

P∈F∗
F(∆†P) + G(P),

and the inf is attained. Moreover, if there exists a maximizer Ψ ∈ E, then there exists P ∈ F ∗ satisfying
∆Ψ ∈ ∂G(P) and ∆†P ∈ −∂F⋆(−Ψ).

We note the primal problem :
V := min

P∈F∗
F(∆†P) + G(P) (28)

and the dual :
D := sup

Φ∈E
−F⋆(−Φ)− G⋆(∆Φ) (29)
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B Proof of Proposition 3.2
First, we separate the sum of λgi per timesteps using the values defined above :

NC∑
i=0

λgiGi(xi) =

NT∑
k=0

NC∑
i=0

λgi1τi=kGi(xi) =

NT∑
k=0

Λk ·Gk(xk)

We can rewrite the operator ∆ as a sum :

∆(ϕm, ϕb, λg) =

NT−1∑
k=0

∆k,k+1(xk, xk+1) +
1

h
Λk ·Gk + ϕνk

(xk)

+ ϕmNT
(xNT

) +
1

h
ΛNT

·GNT
(xNT

)

where only consecutive timesteps are grouped together. In particular, for a given k, we can separate
this sum into three parts :

∆(ϕm, ϕp, ϕd, λg) =∆k,k+1(xk, xk+1) +
1

h
Λk ·Gk(xk) + ϕνk

(xk)

+
1

h
Λk+1 ·Gk+1(xk+1) + ϕνk+1

(xk+1)

+ ∆u
k(xk) + ∆d

k+1(xk+1)

where ∆u
k and ∆d

k are given by :

∆u
k(xk) =

k−1∑
i=0

∆i,i+1(xi, xi+1) +
1

h
Λi ·Gi(xi) + ϕmi(xi)

∆d
k(xk) =

NT−1∑
i=k

∆i,i+1(xi, xi+1) +
1

h
Λi+1 ·Gi+1(xi) + ϕmi+1

(xi+1).

We further note :

∆k,k+1(xk, xk+1) =∆k,k+1(xk, xk+1) +
1

h
Λk ·Gk(xk) + ϕνk

(xk)

+
1

h
Λk+1 ·Gk+1(xk+1) + ϕνk+1

(xk+1)

for simplicity.
Given that Ph is separable in the same fashion, we can compute the joint probability between steps

k and k + 1 as :

Ph
k,k+1(xk, xk+1) =

∫
Ph(dx[0,k−1], xk, xk+1, dx[k+2,NT ])

=

∫
e(∆

u
k+∆k,k+1+∆d

k+1)/hρ0

NT∏
i=0

Ph
i,i+1dx[0,k−1]dx[k+2,NT ]

=

(∫
e∆

u
k/hρ0

k−1∏
i=0

Ph
i,i+1dx[0,k−1]

)
× e∆k,k+1/hPh

k,k+1

×

(∫
e∆

d
k+1/h

NT∏
i=k+1

Ph
i,i+1dx[k+2,NT ]

)
= exp(ψu

k (xk) + ∆k,k+1(xk, xk+1)/h+ ψd
k+1(xk+1))Ph

k,k+1(xk, xk+1)
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Similarly as in the previous proof, we can compute the marginal as:

Ph
k(xk) =

∫
Ph(dx−k, xk)

=

∫
e(∆

u
k+ϕνk

(xk)+Λk·Gk(xk)+∆d
k)/hρ0

NT∏
i=0

Ph
i,i+1dx[0,k−1]dx[k+2,NT ]

=

(∫
e∆

u
k/hρ0

k−1∏
i=0

Ph
i,i+1dx[0,k−1]

)
× eϕνk

(xk)+Λk·Gk(xk)/h

×

(∫
e∆

d
k/h

NT∏
i=k

Ph
i,i+1dx[k+1,NT ]

)

= exp(ψu
k (xk) + ϕνk

(xk) +
1

h
Λk ·Gk(xk) + ψd

k(xk))
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(a) Calibration at time 0.2.
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(b) Calibration at time 0.4.
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(c) Calibration at time 0.6.
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(d) Calibration at time 0.8.
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(e) Calibration at time 1.

Figure 3: Calibration results.
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