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Abstract

We develop a non-parametric, optimal transport driven, calibration methodology for local volatility models

with stochastic interest rate. The method finds a fully calibrated model which is the closest to a given reference

model. We establish a general duality result which allows to solve the problem via optimising over solutions

to a non-linear HJB equation. We then apply the method to a sequential calibration setup: we assume that

an interest rate model is given and is calibrated to the observed term structure in the market. We then seek

to calibrate a stock price local volatility model with volatility coefficient depending on time, the underlying

and the short rate process, and driven by a Brownian motion which can be correlated with the randomness

driving the rates process. The local volatility model is calibrated to a finite number of European options prices

via a convex optimisation problem derived from the PDE formulation of semimartingale optimal transport.

Our methodology is analogous to Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a but

features a novel element of solving for discounted densities, or sub-probability measures. We present numerical

experiments and test the effectiveness of the proposed methodology.

1 Introduction

Modelling involves inevitable trade-offs: “All models are wrong, some models are useful” as Box and Draper,
1987 put it. Models need to capture the important aspects of the system they represent but they also need to
be tractable, and analytically and/or numerically solvable. In particular, calibration – picking model parameters
which recover known outputs – is an essential part of any modelling process. It is a key challenge faced by the
financial industry practitioners on a daily basis, as their pricing models need to match market prices of liquid
instruments before they can be used to price any bespoke or illiquid products.

In practice, models for a key underlying, such as the S&P500 index, will need to be calibrated to a large
number of options with different maturities and strikes. This may be nigh impossible for a simple parametric
model. Dupire, 1994 derived a formula to calibrate a local volatility model to an arbitrary number of options,
establishing it as a benchmark for equities modelling. However, it came with its own shortcomings. It was
criticised for wrong dynamic behaviour compared to suitable stochastic volatility models, see Hagan et al., 2002.
Its calibration poses serious numerical challenges, see Bain, Mariapragassam, and Reisinger, 2021, and requires
interpolation of the data as Dupire’s formula assumes a continuum of prices across strikes and maturities. This
becomes even more significant for extensions or when more market data is considered. A good example of the
former are local-stochastic volatility models, which aim to address the issues of wrong spot-vol dynamics. A
good example of the latter is joint calibration to SPX and VIX options, see Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a.

∗This research has been supported by BNP Paribas Global Markets and the EPSRC Centre for Doctoral Training in Mathematics
of Random Systems: Analysis, Modelling and Simulation (EP/S023925/1).
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Recently, an optimal transport driven, fully non-parametric, calibration method has been proposed which
aims to address the above challenges. In Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2019 a method drawing on Benamou and
Brenier, 2000 and semimartingale transport of Tan and Touzi, 2013 was used to calibrate a local volatility model,
in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 the duality approach as in Huesmann and Trevisan, 2019 was used to calibrate
a local-stochastic volatility model, in Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a the same duality technique was used
to jointly calibrate SPX and VIX. A general duality result and applications to calibration to path dependent
options was considered in Guo and Loeper, 2021. An overview of these results is given in Guo, Loeper, Obłój,
et al., 2022b. It is worth noting that whilst the link with optimal transport was not recognised, a variational
approach to calibrating local volatility models was first constructed already in Avellaneda et al., 1997. The core
contribution is to build a method which gives a fully calibrated model while trying to preserve desirable features
of a given model. In effect, we offer an abstract projection in the space of feasible models: we project a given
reference model onto the set of calibrated models. As the calibration constraints depend on one-dimensional
marginals, classical mimicking results, see Gyöngy, 1986 and Brunick and Shreve, 2013, allow us to restrict to
Markovian models. This in turns allows to use PDE methods to solve the dual problem.

Our contribution here is to consider a setup with stochastic interest rates and understand how to develop
and calibrate joint models for rates and equities. We develop suitable duality results and seek to calibrate a
stock price local volatility model with volatility coefficient depending on time, the underlying and the short rate
process, and driven by a Brownian motion which can be correlated with the randomness driving the rates process.
In a sequel paper Loeper, Obłój, and Joseph, 2023, we consider a simultaneous joint calibration problem. A
particular difficulty here is in dealing with the path dependent discount terms while keeping the number of state
variables, and thus the dimension of the problem, at d = 2. This is important for computational reasons as the
numerical methods rely on solving a non-linear HJB equation and pricing PDEs, which becomes computationally
increasingly more difficult by standard techniques when the dimension d > 3. In particular, while our duality
result cover abstract interest rates models, more involved setups would make our numerical methods infeasible.

2 Preliminaries and Notation

We adopt the setup of Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a, who in turn used the
formulation of Tan and Touzi, 2013. Let E be a Polish space equipped with the Borel σ-algebra, let C(E) be the
space of continuous functions on E and Cb(E) be the space of continuous bounded functions on E. LetM(E) be
the space of finite signed Borel measures endowed with the weak-∗ topology, letM+(E) ⊂M(E) be the subset
of non-negative finite Borel measures, and P(E) be the set of Borel probability measures also under the weak-∗
topology. Note that if E is compact, then the topological dual of Cb(E) is given by Cb(E)∗ =M(E), but if E
is non-compact, then Cb(E)∗ is larger than M(E). Let BV(E) be the set of bounded variation functions on E

and L1(dµ) be the space of µ-integrable functions. For unambiguity we write Cb(E;Rd),M(E;Rd), BV(E;Rd),
and L1(dµ;Rd) for the vector valued versions of those spaces (with an analogous definition for the matrix valued
versions). Write S

d for the set of d × d symmetric matrices and S
d
+ ⊂ S

d as the subset of positive semidefinite
symmetric matrices. For a, b ∈ R

d write a · b for the inner product a⊺b and for A,B ∈ S
d write A : B for their

inner product Tr(A⊺B). As a shorthand, we define Λ := [0, T ]× R
d and X := R× R

d × S
d, which will be used

for the domain and range of the triple representing the law of the semimartingale, the drift and the volatility.
Finally, denote the duality bracket between Cb(E) and Cb(E)∗ by 〈·, ·〉.

We fix a time horizon T > 0 and consider the space Ω := C([0, T ],Rd), T > 0 of continuous R
d-valued paths

on [0, T ] with canonical process X and canonical filtration F = (Ft)06t6T . We consider all probability measures
P on (Ω,FT ) such that X ∈ Ω is an (F,P)-semimartingale with decomposition

Xt = X0 +AP

t +MP

t , t ∈ [0, T ], P− a.s.,

where (MP
t )t>0 is an (F,P)-martingale and (AP

t )t∈[0,T ] is a finite variation process, both are absolutely continuous
relative to the Lebesgue measure and can be characterised in the following sense.

Definition 2.1. We say that P is characterised by (αP
t , β

P
t ) if

αP

t =
dAP

t

dt
, βP

t =
d〈MP〉t

dt
dt× P(dω)-a.e.,

where (αt, βt)t∈[0,T ] is a R
d × S

d-valued, progressively measurable process.
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Note that (αP
t , β

P
t ) is only determined up to dP × dt-almost everywhere. The set of probability measures P

satisfying the conditions above is denoted P . We note that regular conditional probabilities exist on Ω and we
will use these implicitly, e.g., EP

t,x[α
P
t ] will denote the conditional expectation E

P[αP
t | Ft] seen as a measurable

function of (t,Xt) and evaluated at Xt = x.
We further consider the subset P1 ⊂ P of measures satisfying the following integrability condition:

E
P

[

∫ T

0

|αP

t |+ |β
P

t | dt

]

< +∞, (1)

where | · | is the L1 norm. This integrability assumption is so that we can apply Brunick and Shreve, 2013,
Corollary 3.7. These mimicking results, extending earlier works of Krylov, 1984 and Gyöngy, 1986, allow us
to construct a Markov process with the same one-dimensional marginals as a given semimartingale. As our
constraints and cost will only depend on these marginals, it will allow us restrict our attention to Markov
processes. Markovian projection relies on the classical result that the marginal law of a diffusion process is a
distributional solution to the corresponding Fokker-Planck equation, with the converse result given in Figalli,
2008 where existence and uniqueness results are constructed for the corresponding SDE satisfied by a process
with marginal law that is a weak solution to a Fokker-Planck equation. These results are summarised in the
following lemma.

Lemma 2.2 (Markovian Projection). Let P ∈ P1 and ρ̄Pt = ρ̄P(t, ·) = P ◦X−1
t be the marginal distribution of Xt

under P, t 6 T . Then ρ̄P is a weak solution to the Fokker-Planck equation
{

∂tρ̄
P
t +∇x · (ρ̄

P
tE

P
t,x[α

P
t ])−

1
2∇

2
x : (ρ̄Pt (E

P
t,x[β

P
t ])) = 0, on [0, T ]× R

d,

ρ̄P0 = δX0
, x ∈ R

d.
(2)

Moreover, there exists another probability measure P
′ ∈ P1 under which X has the same marginals, ρ̄P

′

= ρ̄P,
and is a Markov process satisfying:

{

dXt = αP
′

(t,Xt) dt+ (βP
′

(t,Xt))
1
2 dW P

′

t , 0 6 t 6 T,

X0 = x0.
(3)

Where W P
′

is a P
′-Brownian motion, and the drift and diffusion coefficients are given by αP

′

(t, x) = E
P
t,x[α

P
t ],

βP
′

(t, x) = E
P
t,x[β

P
t ], a.s.

Remark 2.3 (Existence and Uniqueness of Solutions). Under suitable conditions on (α, β) the SDE and the
corresponding Fokker-Planck equation admit unique solutions - in the sense of measure valued solutions for
(2) and martingale solutions for (3), see Figalli, 2008, and Trevisan, 2016. These conditions will be satisfied
in our setting as our characteristics (α, β) will be a functional of the spatial derivatives of a function ϕ ∈
BV([0, T ];C2

b (R
d)), given in Lemma 3.11 below. Note that ρ̄P(t, ·) is a measure but depending on the context we

write ρ̄P(t, x) or ρ̄P(t, dx).

We let P1
loc denote the subset of measures in P1 under which X is a Markov process satisfying (3). Our

calibration problem will be written as a minimization of a cost functional: the cost will be set to +∞ if the model
is not calibrated and will otherwise represent its “distance” to a given favourite reference model. We will take a
strongly convex cost function F : Λ×Rd×Sd → R∪{+∞} as non-negative, proper lower semicontinuous in (α, β).
It will be set to take value +∞ outside of a set Γ, see for example (31). In particular, we will always set F = +∞
if β 6∈ S

d
+ to ensure β is a legitimate covariance matrix. We use this implicitly whenever we restrict to β ∈ S

d
+.

The strong convexity assumption of F (see Nesterov, 2018, Definition 2.1.3) means that for any subderivative ∇
performed over (α, β) ∈ R

d×Sd+ that there exists C > 0 such that for all (t, x, α, β, α′, β′) ∈ Λ×Rd×Sd+×R
d×Sd+,

when F (t, x, α, β) <∞ we have

F (t, x, α′, β′) > F (t, x, α, β) + 〈∇F (t, x, α, β), (α′ − α, β′ − β)〉+ C(||α − α′||22 + ||β − β
′||2Fro). (4)

Here || · ||Fro denotes the Frobenius norm, which for a matrix M is given by ||M ||Fro =
√

∑

i,j |mi,j |2. We

additionally assume that F is p-coercive, that is there exists p > 1 and C > 0 such that for all (t, x, α, β) ∈
Λ× R

d × S
d
+ we have

||α||p + ||β||p 6 C(1 + F (t, x, α, β)). (5)
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The Legendre-Fenchel transform of F (see for example Rockafellar, 1970, §12) is given by

F ∗(t, x, a, b) := sup
α∈Rd,β∈S

d
+

{α · a+ β : b− F (α, β)}, (6)

where the supremum is a priori over (α, β) ∈ R
d × S

d but can be restricted β ∈ S
d
+ by the comment above,

or indeed can be later restricted to the set Γ as F = +∞ elsewhere. While F itself may not be differentiable
with respect to (α, β), since F is strictly convex in (α, β) we therefore have that F ∗(t, x, a, b) is differentiable
in (a, b) (see Rockafellar, 1970, Theorem 26.3). For convenience, we will denote F (α, β) := F (t, x, α, β) and
F ∗(a, b) := F ∗(t, x, a, b).

3 Problem formulation and duality results

Consider a d-dimensional Markov process (Xt)t∈[0,T ] and without loss of generality write Xt := [Xr
t , X̃t]

⊺,

where (Xr
t )t∈[0,T ] corresponds to the short rate process in our setting and (X̃t)t∈[0,T ] is (d − 1)-dimensional

process corresponding to the underlying asset, such as the S&P 500, and extra state variables, e.g., extra assets,
stochastic factors in the volatility functions, or multi-factors in the short rate. We want to calibrate our model
to n market prices of options, the ith option has maturity τi ∈ (0, T ), payoff Gi ∈ Cb(R

d;R) and price ui. We
let τ = (τ1, . . . , τn), G(x) = (G1(x), . . . , Gn(x)) and u = (u1, . . . , un). In addition, we consider the augmented

process X̂t = [Xr
t , exp(−

∫ t

0 X
r
s ds), X̃t]

⊺. Recall that P1
loc denotes the subset of measures in P1 under which X

is a Markov process satisfying (3), and analogously write P̂1
loc for those measures under which X̂ is a Markov

process.

Definition 3.1. Given an initial distribution µ0, expiry times τ , market prices u corresponding to payoffs G,
we introduce the set of calibrated measures

P(µ0, τ, u) =

{

P ∈ P1 : P ◦X−1
0 = µ0, E

P

[

e−
∫ τi
0

Xr
s dsGi(Xτi)

]

= ui, i = 1, . . . , n

}

. (7)

And we denote Ploc(µ0, τ, u) = Ploc(µ0, τ, u) ∩ P
1
loc the calibrated models under which X is a Markov process

satisfying (3) and P̂loc(µ0, τ, u) = Ploc(µ0, τ, u) ∩ P̂
1
loc.

We note that Ploc(µ0, τ, u) ⊆ P̂loc(µ0, τ, u), and also remark that we will usually take µ0 = δX0
where X0 are

the observed initial values of our semimartingale.

3.1 The primal problem

We now formulate our primal problem which consists in selecting one of the possible calibrated models in
P(µ0, τ, u). The selection is done by minimising a cost functional. Similarly to Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022,
Proposition 3.4, since market constraints only depend on marginal distributions and the cost functional is convex,
a combination of Markovian projection in Lemma 2.2 and Jensen’s inequality readily shows that we can restrict
our attention to Markov process.

Lemma 3.2. Given an initial distribution µ0, expiration times τ , and market prices u, we have

inf
P∈P(µ0,τ,u)

E
P

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s dsF (αP

t , β
P

t ) dt

]

= inf
P∈P̂loc(µ0,τ,u)

E
P

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s dsF (αP(t,Xt), β
P(t,Xt)) dt

]

.

Proof. If P(µ0, τ, u) is empty, then so is P̂loc(µ0, τ, u), so equality holds as the infimum of the empty set is taken
to be +∞. Otherwise, take P ∈ P(µ0, τ, u) and use Lemma 2.2 to find the corresponding P

′ ∈ P̂loc(µ0, τ, u) such

4



that X̂ has the same marginals under P and P
′. Using the tower property and Jensen’s inequality we have:

E
P

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s dsF (αP

t , β
P

t ) dt

]

= E
P

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s ds
E
P

t,X̂t

[

F (αP

t , β
P

t )
]

dt

]

> E
P

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s dsF (EP

t,X̂t
[αP

t ],E
P

t,X̂t
[βP

t ]) dt

]

= E
P
′

[

∫ T

0

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

sF (αP
′

(t, X̂t), β
P
′

(t, X̂t)) dt

]

.

This gives one inequality between the two infimum. The other is trivial since P̂loc(µ0, τ, u) ⊂ P(µ0, τ, u).

The discount factor e−
∫ τi
0

Xr
s ds appears in (7) and in the expressions in Lemma 3.2 above. It is a path

dependent term and increases the dimension of the problem from d to d+1 when we change from X to X̂. The
resulting HJB equation from our duality method will have the same number of dimensions as the primal problem
has state variables. In particular, when we consider the joint calibration of a local volatility model and a short
rate, we would obtain a three dimensional fully nonlinear PDE instead of a two dimensional one increasing the
numerical effort significantly. We propose a solution to this problem in the next section.

3.2 A ‘discounted density’ transformation

We propose now a new approach to deal with the stochastic discount term. Instead of working with prob-
ability measures, we will work with discounted densities, i.e., sub-probability measures. We let DP(t, x) =

E
P
t,x

[

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s ds
]

, which is a jointly measurable function. When a P ∈ P1
loc is fixed, we write ρ̄, α, etc., for ρ̄P, αP,

etc.

Lemma 3.3. Let P ∈ P1
loc so that X solves (3). Let ηt,x(·) be the law of

∫ t

0
Xr

s ds conditional on Xt = x =

[xr, x̃]
⊺, where xr ∈ R and x̃ ∈ R

d−1. Define the ‘discounted density’

ρ(t, x) :=

(∫

R

e−yηt,x(dy)

)

ρ̄(t, x) = D(t, x)ρ̄(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d. (8)

Then ρ solves the ‘discounted’ version of the Fokker-Planck equation:

∂tρ(t, x) +∇x · (α(t, x)ρ(t, x)) −
1

2
∇2

x : (β(t, x)ρ(t, x)) + xrρ(t, x) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d. (9)

Proof. Let ϕ : Rd → R be a smooth compactly supported test function which is zero at zero. Conditioning on
Xt and using the tower property, we have

d

dt
E

[

ϕ(Xt)e
−

∫
t

0
Xr

s ds
]

=
d

dt
E [ϕ(Xt)D(t,Xt)] =

d

dt

∫

Rd

ϕ(x)ρ(t, dx) =

∫

Rd

ϕ(x)∂tρ(t, dx). (10)

Applying Itô’s formula to ϕ(Xt)e
−

∫
t

0
Xr

s ds, and denoting the Hadamard product by ⊙, we get:

ϕ(Xt)e
−

∫
t

0
Xr

s ds =

∫ t

0

(

e−
∫

s

0
Xr

u du∇xϕ(Xs)⊙
√

diag(β(s,Xs))
)

· dWs (11)

+

∫ t

0

e−
∫

s

0
Xr

u du

[

α(s,Xs) · ∇xϕ(Xs) +
1

2
β(s,Xs) : ∇

2
xϕ(Xs)

]

ds−

∫ t

0

Xr
s e

−
∫

s

0
Xr

u duϕ(Xs) ds.

5



Thus, taking expectations in (11), applying Fubini twice, and taking the time derivative, we have:

d

dt
E

[

ϕ(Xt)e
−

∫
t

0
Xr

s ds
]

= E

[

E

[

e−
∫

t

0
Xr

s ds
∣

∣Xt

]

(

α(t,Xt) · ∇xϕ+
1

2
β(t,Xt) : ∇

2
xϕ(Xt)−X

r
t ϕ(Xt)

)]

=

∫

Rd

(

α(t, x) · ∇xϕ(x) +
1

2
β(t, x) : ∇2

xϕ(x) − xrϕ(x)

)
∫

R

e−yηt,x(dy)ρ(t, dx)

=

∫

Rd

(

α(t, x) · ∇xϕ(x) +
1

2
β(t, x) : ∇2

xϕ(x) − xrϕ(x)

)

ρ(t, dx),

=

∫

Rd

ϕ(x)

(

−∇x · (α(t, x)ρ(t, dx)) +
1

2
∇2

x : (β(t, x)ρ(t, dx)) − xrρ(t, dx)

)

. (12)

Thus, combining (10) and (12), we get
∫

Rd

ϕ(x)

(

∂tρ(t, dx) +∇x · (α(t, x)ρ(t, dx)) −
1

2
∇2

x : (β(t, x)ρ(t, dx)) + xrρ(t, dx)

)

= 0, ∀ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd;R).

(13)
Thus, from (13), we have that ρ solves the discounted version of the Fokker-Planck equation (9).

3.3 The dual problem

We consider now the objective from Lemma 3.2. We showed there that it is sufficient to consider Markovian
dynamics in P̂loc(µ0, τ, u) instead of P(µ0, τ, u). From now on, we restrict further and consider dynamics in
Ploc(µ0, τ, u) only. Note, that instead of making this restriction, we could have replaced the discount term

exp(−
∫ t

0 X
r
s ds) with its conditional version DP in the objective in Lemma 3.2. Then, the equality holds for

infimum over P , over P̂loc and over Ploc.
We use Lemma 3.3 to subsume the discount factor in the objective in Lemma 3.2 into the density ρ and

eliminate the additional state variable. This results in the following value function.

Problem 3.4 (Primal Problem). The value function for the Primal Problem is given by

V := inf
ρ,α,β

∫ T

0

∫

Rd

F (α(t, x), β(t, x))ρ(t, dx) dt, (14)

where the infimum is taken over (ρ, α, β) ∈ C([0, T ];M(Rd)) × L1(dρt dt;R
d) × L1(dρt dt; S

d), subject to the
following constraints in the sense of distributions:

∂tρ(t, x) +∇x(ρ(t, x)α(t, x)) −
1

2
∇2

x : (ρ(t, x)β(t, x)) + xrρ(t, x) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d, (15)

∫

Rd

Gi(x)ρ(τi, dx) = ui, for i = 1, . . . , n,

ρ(0, ·) = µ0.

The existence of ρ ∈ C([0, T ;M(Rd)) as a solution to (15) is guaranteed by our integrability assumption (1),
see Trevisan, 2016, Remark 2.3. To solve this constrained optimisation problem, we will use a duality method
inspired by Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a. This proof relies mainly
on the Fenchel-Rockafellar duality theorem (see Villani, 2009 for a formulation of this classical result), and an
adjustment to make the problem convex. As our primal problem is quite similar, the approach used there can
be adapted to our setting. The following result uses the notion of viscosity solution from Definition 3.10 below.

Theorem 3.5 (Dual Problem). The dual expression for the value function V is

V = sup
λ

(

λ · u−

∫

Rd

ϕλ(0, x) dµ0

)

, (16)

where λ ∈ R
n and ϕλ = ϕ is the viscosity solution to the HJB equation:

∂tϕ− xrϕ+

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτi + F ∗

(

∇xϕ,
1

2
∇2

xϕ

)

= 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d, (17)

6



with terminal condition ϕ(T, ·) = 0. If V is finite, then the infimum in Problem 3.4 is attained. If the supremum
is attained for some λ∗ ∈ R

n, with ϕ∗ ∈ BV([0, T ];C2
b (R

d)) such that ϕ∗(T, ·) = 0 solving the corresponding HJB
equation, and (ρ∗, α∗, β∗) being the optimal solution of Problem 3.4, then (α∗, β∗) is given by:

(α∗
t , β

∗
t ) = ∇F

∗

(

∇xϕ
∗(t, ·),

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗(t, ·)

)

, dρ∗t dt - almost everywhere.

Remark 3.6. Solving the dual problem in Theorem 3.5 yields the primal optimisers (α∗, β∗). These characterise
the distribution of the Markov process solving (3) with these coefficients , i.e., ρ̄ solves (2), and the associated
measure P

∗ on Ω, ρ̄∗t = P
∗ ◦ X−1

t . We can then compute D and apply the transformation (8) to obtain that
ρ̃∗(t, x) = D(t, x)ρ(t, x) is a solution of (9).

We prove the duality result above in the remainder of this section through a series of lemmas. Our first
observation is that the objective function (14) is not jointly convex in (ρ, α, β). We define the measures A := ρα,
B := ρβ, so A and B are absolutely continuous with respect to ρ. Then, the objective function is convex in
(ρ,A,B) with constraints that are affine in (ρ,A,B). This arises from the classical notion that the function

f̄(z1, z2, z3) := z3f
(

z1
z3
, z2
z3

)

is convex in (z1, z2, z3) whenever f is convex in (z1, z2) on the set {z3 > 0}. Note

also that we write dA for α(t, x)ρ(t, dx) dt and dB for β(t, x)ρ(t, dx) dt. Moreover, our constraints in Problem 3.4
can be formulated in the weak sense as:

∫

Λ

∂tϕdρ+∇ϕ · dA+
1

2
∇2ϕ : dB − xrϕdρ+

∫

Rd

ϕdµ0 = 0, (18)

∫

Λ

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτidρ−

n
∑

i=1

λiui = 0. (19)

for any smooth compactly supported test function ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Λ) with ϕ(T, ·) = 0 and λ ∈ R

n. The terminal
condition on ϕ arises when performing an integration by parts to derive (18), since we need the ρ(T, ·) boundary
term to vanish as we do not have a priori knowledge of ρ(T, ·). Therefore we can write Problem 3.4 as the
following saddle point problem:

Problem 3.7.

V = inf
ρ,A,B

sup
ϕ,λ

{∫

Λ

F

(

dA

dρ
,
dB

dρ

)

dρ− ∂tϕdρ−∇ϕ · dA−
1

2
∇2ϕ : dB

+ xrϕdρ−

∫

Rd

ϕdµ0 −

∫

Λ

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτidρ+

n
∑

i=1

λiui

}

,

where the infimum is taken across (ρ, α, β) ∈ C([0, T ];M(Rd))×L1(dρt dt;R
d)×L1(dρt dt; S

d) and the supremum
is taken across (ϕ, λ) ∈ C∞

c (Λ;R)× R
n.

We now want to find a functional with convex conjugate equal to (14), and another that is the remainder of the
infimum in Problem 3.7. To do this, we use the following terminology from Huesmann and Trevisan, 2019 in their
duality arguments for finding the dual formulation of martingale optimal transport. Denote BVT ([0, T ];C

2
b (R

d))
as the set of ϕ ∈ BV([0, T ];C2

b (R
d)) such that ϕ(T, ·) = 0.

Definition 3.8. We say that the triple (γ, a, b) ∈ Cb(Λ;X ) is represented by (ϕ, λ) ∈ BVT ([0, T ];C
2
b (R

d))× R
n

if

γ + ∂tϕ− xrϕ+

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτi = 0,

a+∇ϕ = 0,

b+
1

2
∇2ϕ = 0.
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Since (γ, a, b) ∈ Cb(Λ;X ), the presence of the dirac delta functions give that t 7→ ϕ(t, ·) is of bounded variation
on [0, T ] with jump discontinuities at t = τi, which we denote as ϕ ∈ BVT ([0, T ];C

2
b (R

d)), since we require ϕ
to be at least C2 in space. Proceding in an analogous way to Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 to obtain the dual
problem, first define functionals Φ : Cb(Λ;X )→ R ∪ {+∞} and Ψ : Cb(Λ;X )→ R ∪ {+∞} by:

Φ(γ, a, b) =

{

0, if γ + F ∗(a, b) 6 0,

+∞, otherwise.

Ψ(γ, a, b) =

{

∫

Rd ϕ(0, x) dµ0 −
∑n

i=1 λiui, if (γ, a, b) is represented by (ϕ, λ) ∈ BVT ([0, T ];C
2
b (R

d))× R
n,

+∞, otherwise.

Lemma 3.9. The objective function V can be expressed in terms of Φ and Ψ as

V = inf
ρ,A,B

{Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)} , (20)

where the infimum is taken across (ρ,A,B) ∈ Cb(Λ,X )
∗.

We remark that switching from ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Λ) (with ϕ(T, ·) = 0) to ϕ ∈ BVT ([0, T ];C

2
b (R

d)) does not change
the value of the supremum, which will be formalised by the notion of viscosity solutions later in Definition 3.10

Proof. As shown in Lemma A.1 of Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022, we can compute Ψ∗ by restricting the domain
of the convex conjugate from Φ∗ : Cb(Λ;X )

∗ → R ∪ {+∞} to M(Λ;X ). Since ρ is given by (8), we have
ρ ∈M+(Λ;R); moreover our definition of A and B give that A,B ≪ ρ, and therefore (A,B) ∈ M+(Λ;R

d × S
d),

so (ρ,A,B) ∈ M+(Λ;X ). Thus,

Φ∗(ρ,A,B) = sup
γ+F∗(a,b)60

∫

Λ

(

γ + a ·
dA

dρ
+ b :

dB

dρ

)

dρ

= sup
a,b

∫

Λ

(

a ·
dA

dρ
+ b :

dB

dρ
− F ∗(a, b)

)

dρ

=

∫

Λ

sup
a,b

(

a ·
dA

dρ
+ b :

dB

dρ
− F ∗(a, b)

)

dρ

=

∫

Λ

F

(

dA

dρ
,
dB

dρ

)

dρ.

Since the construction of (ρ,A,B) give that the restriction of (ρ,A,B) toM(Λ;X ) is equivalent to the restriction
of (ρ,A,B) toM+(Λ,X ) with A,B ≪ ρ, we have

Φ∗(ρ,A,B) =

{

∫

ΛF
(

dA
dρ ,

dB
dρ

)

dρ if (ρ,A,B) ∈M(Λ,X ),

+∞ otherwise.
(21)

We now compute Ψ∗ : Cb(Λ;X )
∗ → R ∪ {+∞}, we first note that if this is restricted to (ρ,A,B) ∈ M(Λ,X ),

then

Ψ∗(ρ,A,B) = sup
(γ,a,b)∈Cb(Λ;X )

{

〈(γ, a, b), (ρ,A,B)〉 −

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x)dµ0 +

n
∑

i=1

λiui

}

= sup
ϕ,λ

{

〈

(

xrϕ− ∂tϕ−
n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτi ,−∇ϕ,−
1

2
∇2ϕ

)

, (ρ,A,B)

〉

−

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x)dµ0 +
n
∑

i=1

λiui

}

= sup
ϕ,λ

{

{∫

Λ

xrϕdρ− ∂tϕdρ−

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτidρ−∇xϕdA−
1

2
∇2

xϕ : dB

}

−

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x)dµ0 +

n
∑

i=1

λiui

}

.

(22)

Thus, since Φ∗ is independent of (ϕ, λ) we can simply add (21) and (22) together to get the argument of the
infimum in Problem 3.7, so

V = inf
(ρ,A,B)∈M(Λ;X )

(Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)).

8



Now, we apply Lemma A.2 in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and we get that

V = inf
(ρ,A,B)∈M(Λ;X )

{Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)} = inf
(ρ,A,B)∈Cb(Λ;X )∗

{Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)}.

Now we apply the Fenchel-Rockerfellar duality theorem. We first note that as the constraints in the functionals
Φ and Ψ are affine, the functionals are clearly convex in (γ, a, b). We now check the conditions of the theorem
at the point (0, Od×1, Od×d) which is represented by (ϕ, λ) = (etxr , On×1) where O refers to the zero matrix of
appropriate dimension. Since F is non-negative:

F ∗(Od×1) = − inf
(α,β)∈Rd×Sd

+

F (α, β) 6 0.

Therefore, we have Φ(0, Od×1, Od×d) = 0 and (0, Od×1, Od×d) is a point of continuity of Φ since F ∗ is continuous.
Moreover, since ϕ(t, x) = etxr and µ0 is a probability measure:

Ψ(0, Od×1, Od×d) =

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x) dµ0 = 1.

Thus, as Ψ is finite and Φ is finite and continuous at (0, Od×1, Od×d) and both take values in (−∞,+∞] we may
apply the Fenchel-Rockerfellar duality theorem and obtain that:

inf
(γ,a,b)∈Cb(Λ;X )

{Φ(−γ,−a,−b) + Ψ(γ, a, b)} = sup
(ρ,A,B)∈Cb(Λ;X )∗

{−Φ∗(−ρ,−A,−B)−Ψ∗(−ρ,−A,−B)}

= sup
(ρ,A,B)∈Cb(Λ;X )∗

{−Φ∗(ρ,A,B)−Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)}

= − inf
(ρ,A,B)∈Cb(Λ;X )∗

{Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)}.

Thus rearranging we obtain

V = inf
(ρ,A,B)∈Cb(Λ;X )∗

{Φ∗(ρ,A,B) + Ψ∗(ρ,A,B)}

= sup
(γ,a,b)∈Cb(Λ;X )

{−Φ(−γ,−a,−b)−Ψ(γ, a, b)}

= sup
(γ,a,b)∈Cb(Λ;X )

{ n
∑

i=1

λiui −

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x) dµ0 : −γ + F ∗(−a,−b) 6 0, (γ, a, b) is represented by (ϕ, λ)

}

= sup
(λ,ϕ)∈Rn×BVT ([0,T ];C2

b
(Rd))

{ n
∑

i=1

λiui −

∫

Rd

ϕ(0, x) dµ0 : ∂tϕ− xrϕ+

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)δτi + F ∗

(

∇xϕ,
1

2
∇2

xϕ

)

6 0

}

.

(23)

Now, to obtain equality in the HJB equation constraint and thus the HJB equation (17) and dual formulation in
Theorem 3.5, we adapt the classical notion of viscosity solutions from Lions, 1983 to include the required jump
discontinuities, in analogy to Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022. First define disjoint intervals Ik := [τk−1, τk) with
τ0 = 0, with

⋃n

k=1 Ik = [0, T ).

Definition 3.10 (Viscosity Solution). For any λ ∈ R
n, we say ϕ ∈ BVT ([0, T ];Cb(R

d)) is a viscosity subsolution
(supersolution) of (17) if ϕ|Ik×Rd ∈ Cb(Ik;Cb(R

d)) is a classical (continuous) viscosity subsolution (supersolution)
of (17) in Ik × R

d and for all k = 1, . . . , n has jump discontinuities:

ϕ(t, x) = ϕ(t−, x) −

n
∑

i=1

λiGi(x)1{t=τi}.

With terminal condition ϕ(T, ·) = 0. In addition, ϕ ∈ BVT ([0, T ];Cb(R
d)) is a viscosity solution of (17) if it is

both a viscosity subsolution and viscosity supersolution of (17).
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The expression for V in (23) involved supersolutions to (17) and the first step is to show that we can restrict
to viscosity solutions, as stated in the first part of Theorem 3.5. For this we follow the proof of Guo, Loeper,
and Wang, 2022, Prop. 3.5.

Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022, Remark 3.9 provides a comparison principle, which is the classical comparison
principle of viscosity solutions applied to ϕ on Ik × R

d for each k. Using this, one can deduce existence and
uniqueness of solutions to (17) via Crandall, Ishii, and Lions, 1992. The comparison principle also implies that
V in (16) is smaller than the supremum over viscosity solutions.

We then use the smoothing argument from Bouchard, Loeper, and Zou, 2017, which shows that any viscosity
solution of (17) can be approached by smooth supersolutions. This, together with (23) shows that V is larger
than the supremum over viscosity solutions. This allows us to conclude the proof of the first point of Theorem 3.5.

We now seek to obtain the form of the optimal (α, β) for the second part of Theorem 3.5.

Lemma 3.11. If the supremum in Theorem 3.5 is attained for some λ∗ with ϕ∗ ∈ BVT ([0, T ];C
2
b (R

d)) solving
the corresponding HJB equation, and (ρ∗, α∗, β∗) being the optimal solution of Problem 3.4, then (α∗, β∗) is given
by:

(α∗
t , β

∗
t ) = ∇F

∗

(

∇xϕ
∗(t, ·),

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗(t, ·)

)

, dρ∗ - almost everywhere. (24)

Remark 3.12. Here we need to assume that ϕ ∈ C2 in space to make sense of (24).

Proof. Let (α∗, β∗) be the optimal solution of Problem 3.4, then (ρ∗, ρ∗α∗, ρ∗β∗) also achieves the infimum in
Problem 3.7. Assume that λ∗ is the optimal solution solving (16) with corresponding solution to (17) ϕ∗. Then,
λ∗ achieves the supremum in Problem 3.7, so with our optimal solution we may rewrite Problem 3.7 as:

V =

∫

Λ

(

F (α∗, β∗)−∂tϕ
∗−∇xϕ

∗ ·α∗−
1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : β∗+xrϕ

∗−

n
∑

i=1

λ∗Gi(x)δτi

)

dρ∗−

∫

Rd

ϕ∗ dµ0+

n
∑

i=1

λ∗i ui. (25)

Since (ϕ∗, λ∗) are optimal, we have from Theorem 3.5 that

V =
n
∑

i=1

λ∗i ui −

∫

Rd

ϕ∗ dµ0.

Therefore, (25) is equivalent to

0 =

∫

Λ

(

F (α∗, β∗)− ∂tϕ
∗ −∇xϕ

∗ · α∗ −
1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : β∗ + xrϕ

∗ −

n
∑

i=1

λ∗Gi(x)δτi

)

dρ∗

=

∫

Λ

(

F (α∗, β∗) + F ∗

(

∇xϕ
∗,

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗

)

−∇xϕ
∗ · α∗ −

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : β∗

)

dρ∗. (26)

Now define (ᾱ, β̄) as:

(ᾱ, β̄) = ∇F ∗

(

∇xϕ
∗,

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗

)

.

Note that

(ᾱ, β̄) = ∇F ∗

(

∇xϕ
∗,

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗

)

= argmax
(a,b)∈Rd×Sd

+

(

a · ∇xϕ
∗ + b :

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ − F (a, b)

)

. (27)

Thus,

F ∗

(

∇xϕ
∗,

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗

)

= sup
(a,b)∈Rd×Sd

+

{

∇xϕ
∗ · a+

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : b− F (a, b)

}

= ∇xϕ
∗ · ᾱ+

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : β̄ − F (ᾱ, β̄).

Since F is convex, its Legendre transform is an involution (see Rockafellar, 1970, Corollary 12.2.1), so taking the
double Legendre transform, we have

(A,B) := ∇F (ᾱ, β̄) = ∇F ∗∗(ᾱ, β̄) = argmax
(a,b)∈Rd×Sd

+

(a · ᾱ+ b : β̄ − F ∗(a, b)).
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Therefore,

F ∗∗(ᾱ, β̄) = A · ᾱ+B : β̄ − F ∗(A,B) = A · ᾱ+ B : β̄ − max
(x,y)∈Rd×Sd

+

(A · x+B : y − F (x, y)).

Since F (ᾱ, β̄) = F ∗∗(ᾱ, β̄), from (27) we have that for the affine terms to cancel, we need (A,B) =
(

∇xϕ
∗, 12∇

2
xϕ

∗
)

. So, substituting into (26) we have:

0 =

∫

Λ

(

F (α∗, β∗)− F (ᾱ, β̄)−∇xϕ
∗ · (α∗ − ᾱ)−

1

2
∇2

xϕ
∗ : (β∗ − β̄)

)

dρ∗. (28)

Since F (α, β) is assumed to be strongly convex in (α, β), we have from (4) that for some constant C > 0:

F (α∗, β∗)− F (ᾱ, β̄) > 〈∇F (ᾱ, β̄), (α∗ − ᾱ, β∗ − β̄)〉+ C
(

||α∗ − ᾱ||2 + ||β∗ − β̄||2
)

.

Applying this inequality to (28) and noting that ∇F (ᾱ, β̄) =
(

∇xϕ
∗, 12∇

2
xϕ

∗
)

gives us

0 >

∫

Λ

C
(

||α∗ − ᾱ||2 + ||β∗ − β̄||2
)

dρ∗ > 0.

Therefore we have (α∗, β∗) = (ᾱ, β̄) up to dρ∗ almost everywhere.

3.4 Sequential Calibration Setup

We now specify the setting in which we seek to apply Theorem 3.5. We first specify the state variables of our
model: we consider d = 2, Xt = (rt, Zt), were rt is the short rate and Zt is the log-stock price. We start
with a setting in which a model for the short rate is fixed and has already been calibrated. We refer to this
as a “sequential calibration” problem. Our aim is then to calibrate a local volatility model for the stock price,
where the local volatility function can depend on the short rate. For this we will employ the OT methodology
developed above. The joint calibration problem in which both the short rate and the stock price are calibrated
simultaneously using the OT methodology, and in particular the short rate model parameters can depend on the
stock price, is considered in our sequel paper Loeper, Obłój, and Joseph, 2023.

Specifically, we take now a given pre-calibrated Hull-White model for the interest rate, see Hull and White,
1990; Hull and White, 1994, and a local volatility dynamics for the log-price:

dZt = rt −
1

2
σ2(t, Zt, rt) + σ(t, Zt, rt) dW

1
t

drt = (b(t)− art) dt+ σr dW
2
t (29)

d〈W 1,W 2〉t = ξ(t, Zt, rt) dt

Where a, σr(t) > 0 are constants and b(·) is a function of time, calibrated so that the dynamics of (rt)06t6T

match the market data (e.g., suitable interest rates caps and floors). Both a and σr being positive constants is
not a particularly restrictive constraint as remarked in Brigo and Mercurio, 2007; Hull and White, 1995. Note
that b(t) will therefore need to be calibrated to fit the term structure of interest rates seen in the market. Our
aim now is to calibrate σ(t, Zt, rt) and ξ(t, Zt, rt) using our OT-methodology. In order to calibrate the local
volatility and correlation, we will want to find a cost function that forces αP

t and βP
t to take the form above.

As discussed before, we achieve this by using a functional form for F as long as (α, β) ∈ Γ for some convex set
Γ, with F = +∞ otherwise. The set Γ will enforce that at least β is positive semidefinite and symmetric, and
β22 = σ2

r , which defines a set that is convex in β. With no further constraints on β12, we obtain a non-explicit
form of the Legendre transform of the cost function, F ∗, which in general will require a numerical solver at each
(t, x). To reduce the computational difficulty of the numerical solution, as in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022, we
first restrict the correlation to the following form, which still keeps the set Γ convex:

ξ(t, Zt, rt) =
σr(t)

σ(t, Zt, rt)
ξref(t, Zt, rt), for t ∈ [0, T ], (30)
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where ξref(t, Zt, rt) ∈ R
2 here is a fixed reference function. We then set:

Γ(t, Zt, rt) =

{

(α, β) ∈ R
2 × S

2 : α1 = rt −
1

2
β11, α2 = (b(t)− art), β12 = β21 = ξrefσ

2
r , β22 = σ2

r

}

, (31)

where one would change the set Γ suitably if a different short rate model was fixed initially. We also require the
inequality ξref(t, Zt, rt)

2σr(t)
2 6 σ2(t, Zt, rt) to keep ξ(t, Zt, rt) ∈ [−1, 1] as a correlation also. Since rt is on a

much lower scale to Zt, we have that σ2
r ≪ σ2, so this condition is not financially restrictive. To enforce this

condition, we will define a convex function H : R× R
+ × R→ R ∪ {+∞} with a parameter p > 2:

H(x, x̄, s) :=







(p− 1)
(

x−s
x̄−s

)1+p

+ (p+ 1)
(

x−s
x̄−s

)1−p

− 2p, if x, x̄ > s,

+∞, otherwise.

The coefficients of each term ensure that H(x, x̄, s) is minimised over x at x = x̄ with minxH(x, x̄, s) = 0. We
fix a reference local volatility function σ̄2 = σ̄2(t, Zt, rt) that represents the desired model. Our aim is to find a
calibrated model which does not deviate too much from the reference one. To achieve this we set

F (t, Z, r, α, β) =

{

H(β11, σ̄
2, ξ2refσ

2
r), if (α, β) ∈ Γ(t, Zt, rt),

+∞, otherwise.
(32)

Remark 3.13. It is easy to check that the function F defined in (32) satisfies the assumptions for the duality
proof.

This cost function will ensure that we retain the Hull-White model in the interest rate, while also matching
the market prices for the call options by calibrating the volatility of the stock. Additionally, we wish to enforce
that the matrix β from our model characteristics is positive definite and that ξref remains a correlation function,
and we achieve this by setting s = ξ2refσ

2
r as an argument of H in the definition of F . Applying Theorem 3.5, we

have the following dual formulation with the given cost function F (α, β):

Problem 3.14 (Hull-White Dual Formulation).

V = sup
λ

λ · u− ϕλ(0, Z0, r0).

Where ϕλ = ϕ(t, z, r) solves the HJB equation:

n
∑

i=1

λi(exp(z)−Ki)
+δτi + ∂tϕ+ sup

β11

((

r −
1

2
β11

)

∂zϕ

+ (b(t)− ar)∂rϕ+
1

2
β11∂

2
zzϕ+ ξ̄σ2

r∂
2
zrϕ+

1

2
σ2
r∂

2
rrϕ− rϕ −H(β11, σ̄

2, ξ̄2σ2
r )

)

= 0, (t, z, r) ∈ [0, T ]× R
2.

(33)

Lemma 3.15 (Analytic Formula for the Optimal Characteristic). The optimal characteristic in the HJB equation
(33), β∗

11 is given by

β∗
11(t, z, r) = ξ̄2σ2

r +





(σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r)

p(ϕzz − ϕz)

4(p2 − 1)
+

1

2

√

(

(σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r )

p(ϕzz − ϕz)

2(p2 − 1)

)2

+ 4(σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r)

2p





1
p

. (34)

Proof. By differentiating the argument of the supremum in (33) with respect to β11, we notice that solving the
supremum over β11 in (33) is equivalent to solving the equation for x:

1

2
(∂2zzϕ− ∂zϕ) = ∂xH(x, σ̄2, ξ̄2σ2

r ). (35)

Computing the right hand term and rearranging, we have

∂

∂x
H(x, σ̄2, ξ̄2σ2

r ) = (p2 − 1)

(

(

x− ξ̄2σ2
r

σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r

)p

−

(

x− ξ̄2σ2
r

σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r

)−p
)
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We again rearrange and arrive at the quadratic in (x− ξ̄2σ2
r )

p:

(x− ξ̄2σ2
r)

2p − (x − ξ̄2σ2
r )

p(σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2
r )

p ϕzz − ϕz

2(p2 − 1)
− (σ̄2 − ξ̄2σ2

r)
2p = 0

Thus solving this and taking the positive root since x > ξ̄2σ2
r gives us the desired answer.

Once the optimal β∗
11 is obtained the full model dynamics are specified and we can compute the model price

ψ(0, z, r) of an instrument with payoff G̃ and maturity τ̃ 6 T by solving the standard pricing PDE:

{

∂tψ +
(

r − 1
2β

∗
11

)

∂zψ + (b(t)− ar)∂rψ + 1
2β

∗
11∂

2
zzψ + ξσ2

r∂
2
zrψ + σ2

r∂
2
rrψ − rψ = 0, (t, z, r) ∈ [0, τ̃)× R

2,

ψ(τ̃ , z, r) = G̃(z, r), (z, r) ∈ R
2.

(36)
If we denote P

∗ the measure corresponding to the dynamics of the selected model, then via the Feynman-Kac

formula, EP
∗

[

e−
∫

τ̃

0
rs dsG̃(Zτ̃ , rτ̃ )

∣

∣Z0 = z, r0 = r
]

= ψ(0, z, r).

4 Numerical Method

In this section, we outline the numerical method used to solve the dual formulation in Theorem 3.5. We will use
and adapt the methods presented in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a for
ease of implementation. We first remark, as in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al.,
2022a, that in order to compute the supremum in 3.5, we must solve an HJB equation for a given λ, and then
update the λ using an optimisation algorithm. To speed up the convergence, we compute the gradients with
respect to λ of the dual objective function.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Problem 3.4 is admissible, and define the dual objective function as

L(λ) = λ · u− ϕλ(0, Z0, r0). (37)

Then the gradients of the dual objective function are given by

∂λi
L(λ) = ui − E

P

[

e−
∫ τi
0

rs dsGi(Zτi)
]

. (38)

The gradients are obtained via the same method in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022, Lemma 4.5, but with the
discounting appearing in the expectation as a result of the −rϕ term in the HJB equation from the Feynman-Kac
formula. The interpretation is the same here, that the gradients represent the difference between the model and
market prices. We briefly outline the numerical method from Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper,
Obłój, et al., 2022a which can be directly applied here. We are first given an initial guess λ, which will usually
be taken to be a zero vector, and then solve (33) to obtain ϕ(0, Z0, r0). Since the HJB equation (33) has dirac
deltas at the times (τi)i=1,...,n, the solution also has jump discontinuities in time. However, in-between these
jump discontinuities, the solution is continuous so can be solved using standard techniques backwards in time,
and then the jump discontinuities can be incorporated into a terminal condition at the expiration time. That is,
we take the final jump discontinuity as a terminal condition, solve the HJB equation up to the next calibrating
option expiry, and then add the jump discontinuity to the solution as a new terminal condition at the next
jump discontinuity in the same way as given in Definition 3.10 since we understand the solution in the viscosity
sense. Then, given ϕ(0, Z0, r0), we calculate the objective value (37), and apply an optimisation algorithm to
update the λ to a new guess. As in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a, the
L-BFGS algorithm of Liu and Nocedal, 1989 displayed good convergence, and with the gradients calculated in

Lemma 4.1 the convergence can be made faster. We remark that to compute (38), the E
P

[

e−
∫ τi
0

rs dsGi(Zτi)
]

term is simply the model price of the ith option. This expectation can either be computed via Monte Carlo
methods, for which a change of numeriare will be required to eliminate the path dependent discount term, or
using standard pricing PDE techniques by solving (36) with β∗

11 obtained from the solution of the HJB equation.
This process is then repeated until ||∇λL(λ)||∞ < ε for some specified tolerance ε > 0, which corresponds to the
model prices matching all of the market prices.
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We perform the constant rescaling in the short rate variable rt 7→ Rrt where we choose R = 100 for stability
reasons in the finite difference approximations to make it of the same order as the other coordinate. In addition,
we rescale the calibrating option prices and their payoffs by their vegas computed from their Black-Scholes
implied volatility. In addition to helping the stability of the numerical method by reducing the magnitude of the
jump discontinuities, it also converts pricing errors into implied volatility errors since the vega represents how
much the option price will change as the volatility changes by 1%.

4.1 Numerically Solving the HJB Equation

We now outline how to solve the HJB equation (33). In Barles and Souganidis, 1991, it has been shown that
monotonicity, stability and consistency of a numerical scheme guarantees convergence locally uniformly so long
as there exists a comparison principle for the analytic solution. We use a policy iteration method (see Ma and
Forsyth, 2017) similar to that in Guo, Loeper, and Wang, 2022 and Guo, Loeper, Obłój, et al., 2022a, where
we solve the HJB equation using an implicit finite difference method, with central difference approximations for
the spatial derivatives from In’t Hout and Foulon, 2010. We choose a boundary far away enough such that the
boundary conditions have less of an effect on the HJB equation solution, and our boundary conditions are such
that the second derivative of ϕ does not change with time between each calibrating option. That is, for all x
on the boundary of our computational domain, and for a subsequence of the calibrating option maturity times
(τik)k=1,...,m such that for k = 1, . . . ,m all τik are distinct, and with τi0 = 0,

∇2
xϕ(t, x) = ∇

2
xϕ(τi, x), for t ∈ (τik−1

, τik ], k = 1, . . . ,m, x = (z, r).

At each time step, we start with the value of ϕ at the previous time step, we then approximate the PDE
coefficients α and β using Lemma 3.11 and Lemma 3.15, and then solve the HJB equation at that time step
using one step of a fully implicit spatially second order finite difference scheme. We then use Lemma 3.11 and
Lemma 3.15 again at the same time step to approximate the PDE coefficients again with the new value of ϕ.
This process is repeated until convergence within some specified tolerance, after which we procede to the next
time step. Once we have solved the HJB equation at all time steps, we then use the value of β11 computed from
solving the HJB equation, compute β12 from the convexity adjustment, and use them to solve the linearised
model pricing PDE via the ADI method to generate the model prices. In the simulated data example, we use
a discretisation on a uniform 100× 100 spatial grid of [4, 5]× [0, 5] for the log-stock and rescaled interest rates,
and partition the time interval into year fractions at the resolution of one day, so that dt = 1

365 . We use the
minimisation package, minfunc, of Schmidt, 2005 for an implementation of L-BFGS.

We now summarise this idea in an algorithm. Let 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = T be a discretisation of the time
interval [0, T ] such that the expiration times of the calibrating instruments (τi)i=1,...,n are a subset of the dis-
cretisation times. Let ε1 be the tolerance of the model prices to the calibrating prices, so that ||∇λL(λ)||∞ < ε1,
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where the gradients are given in Lemma 4.1, and let ε2 be the tolerance of the policy iteration for approximating
the optimal characteristics.

Algorithm 1: Policy iteration algorithm.

Data: Input an initial λ and market prices ui.
Result: Calibrated model prices, optimal characteristics

1 while ||∇λL(λ)||∞ > ε1 do
/* Solve the HJB equation backwards in time */

2 for k = N − 1, . . . , 0 do
/* Terminal Conditions - adding λ multiplied by the payoff */

3 if tk+1 = τi for some i = 1, . . . , n then

4 ϕtk+1
← ϕtk+1

+
∑n

i=1 λiGi1{tk+1=τi}

5 end

/* Policy iteration to approximate the optimal characteristics */

6 ϕnew
tk
← ϕtk+1

// Approximate using previous time step

7 while ||ϕnew
tk
− ϕold

tk
|| > ε2 do

8 ϕold
tk
← ϕnew

tk
// Store the old value of ϕ

9 Approximate β∗
11 using Lemma 3.11 and Lemma 3.15 with ϕold

tk
. // Use old values to

approximate optimal characteristics

10 Use β∗
11 to compute α∗

1 and β∗
12, then plug into (33) to remove the supremum and solve using

one step of an implicit finite difference method, and set the solution to ϕnew
tk

.

11 end

12 ϕtk ← ϕnew
tk

// Save the solution once the ϕ has converged to the optimal solution

13 end

/* Computing the model prices and gradients */

14 Compute the model prices by solving the pricing PDE (36) using the ADI method.
15 Compute the gradients (38).
16 Use the L-BFGS algorithm to update λ.

17 end

4.2 Numerical Results

We present now numerical results showcasing the performance of our proposed calibration method. We use sim-
ulated market data to investigate the advantages and drawbacks of our method, and in particular its dependence
on the reference model σ̄ in (32).

We use the CEV (constant elasticity of variance) model of Cox, 1996, with different sets of parameters for the
model used to generate the option prices and for our reference model. The underlying St = exp(Zt), 0 6 t 6 T ,
thus solves the following stochastic differential equation:

dSt = rtSt dt+ σ(t, St)St dW
1
t , (39)

with σ(t, St) = σS
γ−1
t , where σ > 0 and γ > 0 are both constants. We remark that this is a special case of the

SABR (“stochastic α, β, ρ”) model derived in Hagan et al., 2002 as a stochastic volatility extension of the CEV
model.

We solve a pricing PDE to compute the generating model prices and consider the following instruments:

1. calls on the underlying with an expiration of 60 days;

2. calls on the underlying with an expiration of 120 days.

We note that the payoffs of these options are not smooth and cause instabilities when computing the derivatives
in the terminal conditions of the HJB equation. Thus, we use the smoothed version of the call option payoffs,
which for ε≪ K is given by:

(ST −K)+ ≈
1

2

(

tanh

(

ST −K

ε

)

+ 1

)

. (40)

We keep the interest rate model parameters the same throughout since that is assumed to be given.
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We present two numerical examples, the “good” reference model where the initial reference model is para-
metrically close to the generating model, and the “bad” reference model where it is not parametrically close to
the generating model and in particular has a correlation with a different sign. Note that in the extreme case
when the generating model and the reference model are the same, the calibration procedure will stop instantly
and recover the generating model. The parameters for all the models are summarised in Table 1.

Parameter Value Interpretation
Z0 log(92) Initial log-underlying price
r0 0.025× 100 Initial short rate scaled by R = 100
ε1 1× 10−4 Tolerance for the difference in model and market implied volatility
ε2 1× 10−8 Tolerance for the policy iteration approximation of the optimal characteristics
p 4 Exponent in the cost function
σ 0.78 Volatility scaling of generating CEV model
γ 0.9 Power law in generating CEV model

θ(t) ar0 +
σ2
r

2a (1− e
−2at) Initial term structure of Hull-White generating model

a 0.4 Speed of mean reversion of Hull-White generating model
σr 0.05 Volatility of Hull-White generating model
ξ −0.6 Instantaneous correlation between short rate and log-stock in generating model
σgood 0.9 Volatility scaling of the “good” reference CEV model
γgood 0.9 Power law in the “good” reference CEV model

ξgood −0.4 Instantaneous correlation between short rate and log-stock in the “good” refer-
ence model

σbad 1.2 Volatility scaling of the “bad” reference CEV model
γbad 0.78 Power law in the “bad” reference CEV model

ξbad 0.4 Instantaneous correlation between short rate and log-stock in the “bad” refer-
ence model

Table 1: Parameter values for the simulated data example.

Our numerical methods converged for both the “good” and “bad” reference model case, calibrating all the
call options to a tolerance of 10−4, with the calibrated model implied volatility replicating the prices of the
generating model. The generating and calibrated model implied volatility skews are indistinguishable for both
maturities within the range K = [85, 120] in which our options’ strikes were taken, indicating that our optimal
transport model replicates the observed simulated data both at and in-between the calibrating option strikes.
The dependence on the reference model is only observed outside of this range, which is to be expected. The plots
are given in Figure 1 with the exact results summarised in Table 2. We include also Monte-Carlo simulations of
the generating and calibrated dynamics to demonstrate how the calibrated and the generating model dynamics
compare, see Figure 2.

A feature of our method is that it is designed to find a calibrated model closest to the reference model, in the
sense of minimising (14). This results in a spiky volatility surface – the method tries to stick to the reference
one whilst making sharp deviations needed to calibrate to the given options’ prices. This is not necessarily a
desired feature and we propose to smooth the surface to obtain a reasonable volatility surface while matching
the market data. We used an iterative procedure: once we obtained convergence of the model prices to the
generating model prices within the tolerance of ε1, we then stored those characteristics as the new reference
model, applied an interpolation method using cubic splines to smooth the surface and then restarted the process
with the smoothed surface as our reference model. We remark that the final epoch of the calibration algorithm
involved no interpolation, as this spoils calibration, so the overall algorithm provided the OT calibrated surface
after iterating through smoothed reference models. In addition to providing more reasonable model dynamics,
the smoothed reference model iteration also improved the numerical stability of the algorithm, and thus allowed
us to achieve a better calibration. This came at a significant computational cost due to the iterations of the
calibration routine, however both ran on a standard notebook laptop in a matter of hours. Both reference models
were smoothed around 10 times before changes in the volatility surface plots were no longer noticeable.

We remark that the aforementioned reference model iteration could be circumvented via a regularisation
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technique by encoding a smoothing penalty into the cost function, such as via a second order Tikhonov regu-
larisation method. Clearly this would change the optimal characteristics given in (34), but the optimal surface
would then have this smoothing penalty encoded into it. However, this would require at all gridpoints to estimate
the first and second derivatives of β11 via a central difference method, which would substantially increase the
computational load beyond that of the reference model iteration method, and additionally potentially require
extra state variables to account for the spatial derivatives of β.
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Figure 1: Implied volatility skews under the generating model, reference model and OT-calibrated models with
both reference models and across two maturities.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2: Monte Carlo simulations of the SPX in the (a) calibrated model with a “good” reference, (b) calibrated
model with a “bad” reference and (c) generating model.

Generating Model Calibrated Model: Calibrated Model:
Good Reference Bad Reference

Option Type Strike Price IV Price IV Price IV

SPX Call options at t = 60 days

85 11.3666 0.4941 11.3666 0.4941 11.3668 0.4941
92 7.5389 0.4921 7.5398 0.4922 7.5396 0.4922
99 4.7538 0.4906 4.7549 0.4906 4.7537 0.4905
106 2.8616 0.4893 2.8625 0.4894 2.8613 0.4893
113 1.6523 0.4884 1.6532 0.4885 1.6526 0.4884
120 0.9189 0.4875 0.9192 0.4876 0.9192 0.4876

SPX Call options at t = 120 days

85 14.2787 0.4923 14.2787 0.4923 14.2780 0.4923
92 10.7017 0.4905 10.7007 0.4904 10.7009 0.4904
99 7.8563 0.4886 7.8580 0.4887 7.8575 0.4886
106 5.6560 0.4866 5.6575 0.4866 5.6568 0.4866
113 3.9917 0.4840 3.9918 0.4840 3.9910 0.4840
120 2.7493 0.4802 2.7495 0.4802 2.7483 0.4802

Table 2: Table of the generating and calibrated model prices and implied volatilities.

To better illustrate the features of the OT-calibrated model, we present plots of the surfaces of the model
characteristics, both on their own – see Figures 3 and 4 – and superimposed with the characteristics of the
generating and reference models for comparison, see Figures 5 and 6. Broadly speaking, as discussed above, the
OT-calibrated model is close to the generating one in the region specified by the data and close to the reference
one otherwise. In addition, the surfaces we obtain for the correlation ξ are highly dependent on the reference
model, as one may expect from the the convexity adjustment in (30). The choice of reference value will therefore
mean that ξ is always close to the reference model in this case with some fluctuations obtained through the
change in the value β11. In consequence, the modeller’s (or trader’s) insight in specifying correct correlation (not
least its sign) are relatively more important as the market data alone will not necessarily help to correct a widely
wrong reference guess.
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Figure 3: Plots of β11 at t = 30, 60, 90, and 120 days for the calibrated model.
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Figure 4: Plots of ξ at t = 30, 60, 90, and 120 days for the calibrated model.
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Figure 5: Plots of β11 at t = 30, 60, 90, and 120 days for the calibrated model compared with the generating
model.

Figure 6: Plots of ξ at t = 30, 60, 90, and 120 days for the calibrated model compared with the generating
model.
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5 Conclusions

This paper developed a non-parametric optimal-transport driven method to calibrate stock price model in a
stochastic interest rate environment. By switching to sub-probability measures representing discounted densities
the method manages not to increase the dimension of the state variables. The method is flexible and can
accommodate different calibrating instruments. We developed a generic duality result and applied it in the
context of Hull-White short rate model and a local volatility stock price model with short rate dependence.
We illustrated the numerical performance of the method considering a sequential calibration problem: the short
rate model is calibrated first in a parametric setting and it then feeds into our non-parametric local volatility
calibration. We highlighted how some model features are pinned well via the market prices of options. However
others, notably the correlation between the Brownian motions driving the rates and the stock price, are much
more sensitive to the modeller’s choice of their reference model. In a follow up paper Loeper, Obłój, and Joseph,
2023, we apply the duality result developed here to consider simultaneous OT-driven calibration for a joint model
for the stochastic interest rates and the stock price process, and demonstrate its performance on real market
data. We note that here and in Loeper, Obłój, and Joseph, 2023, we restrict ourselves to short-rate models to
keep the dimension of the HJB equation to two state variables. It would be of interest to consider more realistic
fixed income models, such as market models of Brace, Gątarek, and Musiela, 1997; Miltersen, Sandmann, and
Sondermann, 1997; Jamshidian, 1997 or more recent multi-curve framework models, see Henrard, 2007; Henrard,
2010, where the post 2008 financial crisis effects of the LIBOR-OIS spreads are taken into account. This however
would drastically increase the dimension of our state process. It would likely necessitate novel tools to solve the
resulting PDEs, such as recent machine learning methods, see Han, Jentzen, and Weinan, 2018; Weinan, Han,
and Jentzen, 2021. We believe these are very interesting avenues for future research.
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