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Abstract. We contribute to the recent studies of the so-called Bass martingale. Backhoff-Veraguas et al.
[2] showed it is the solution to the martingale Benamou-Brenier (mBB) problem, i.e., among all martingales
with prescribed initial and terminal distributions it is the one closest to the Brownian motion. We link it with
semimartingale optimal transport and deduce an alternative way to derive the dual formulation recently obtained
in [3]. We then consider computational methods to compute the Bass martingale. The dual formulation of the
transport problem leads to an iterative scheme that mirrors to the celebrated Sinkhorn algorithm for entropic
optimal transport. We call it the measure preserving martingale Sinkhorn (MPMS) algorithm. We prove that in
any dimension, each step of the algorithm improves the value of the dual problem, which implies its convergence.
Our MPMS algorithm is equivalent to the fixed-point method of Conze and Henry-Labordère [11], studied in [1],
and performs very well on a range of examples, including real market data.

1. Introduction

We are interested in describing Markov martingales with prescribed marginal distributions. This problem
is of fundamental importance in mathematical finance where it corresponds to fitting models to market data.
The best known solution, which had a tremendous impact on the financial industry, was given by Dupire [12].
However, this requires knowing marginal distributions at all times requiring elaborate interpolation techniques
and suffering from serious numerical stability challenges, see [5]. Instead, we want to build a diffusion process
with prescribed marginal distributions at finitely many times. This problem is also intimately related to the
classical Skorokhod embedding problem (SEP), see [20], and has recently been re-cast using techniques of optimal
transport theory.

In this paper, we focus on the martingale Benamou-Brenier (mBB) problem, i.e., among martingales with
prescribed initial and terminal distributions we want to select the one which is closest to Brownian motion, or
the constant volatility martingale. This problem was introduced and studied by Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [2] and
its solution is given by the so-called Bass martingale, going back to Bass [6] and his solution to the SEP. It is also
known as the stretched Brownian motion (sBM), and has recently been studied by [3, 4]. Importantly, Conze
and Henry-Labordère [11] provided a fixed-point-like iteration scheme for computing the sBM. Its convergence
is a topic of a very recent study by Acciaio et al. [1].

Our main contribution is two-fold. First, we link the mBB problem with the literature on semimartingale
optimal transport problems. We use the duality results in these works to represent sBM. This mirrors closely
the duality results presented in [3] but provides a different point of view. In particular, if we want to generalise
the setup to the case where full marginals are not fixed but only constrained (e.g., by a finite number of option
prices) this approach is likely to offer more flexibility. Second, we provide a numerical scheme to compute the
sBM which mirrors the famous Sinkhorn algorithm used to solve the entropic optimal transport problem, or
the Schrödinger problem. Our scheme, dubbed the measure preserving martingale Sinkhorn (MPMS) offers a
new vantage point on the iterative scheme of [11]. The MPMS iterations we derive are also reminiscent of the
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“back-and-forth method” of [16], which provides a fast iterative method to solve a standard optimal transport
problem. Our MPMS scheme displays fast convergence in practice and it offers promising approaches to the
higher dimensional setups.

2. Martingale Benamou-Brenier problem and its duality

We denote P2(R) the space of probability measures on R with a finite second moment. We work with
probability measures on R – this both simplifies the presentation and is the case of interest for applications
in mathematical finance. However, our arguments readily generalise to the case of probability measures Rd.
Throughout, we fix µ0, µT ∈ P2(R) which admit a density on R. It will be convenient to identify measures with
their densities, so µ0(x) will denote the density of µ0. It will be clear from the context if we work with a measure
or with its density, a function. We also assume that µ0 and µT are in strict convex order, i.e.,

∫
xdµ0 =

∫
xdµT

and ∫
(x−K)+µ0(dx) <

∫
(x−K)+µT (dx),

for all K in the interior of the convex hull of the support of µT .1

We fix a reference volatility value σ̄ > 0 and consider the following martingale Benamou-Brenier (mBB)
problem

MTµ0,µT
= inf

M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σsdBs

E

[∫ T

0

(σt − σ̄)2dt

]
,(mBB)

where the optimisation is taken over filtered probability spaces with a Brownian motion (Bt)t≥0. This problem
is equivalent to the following problem

Pµ0,µT
= sup

M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σsdBs

E

[∫ T

0

|σt|dt

]
= sup

M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σsdBs

E [MTBT ] ,

in the sense that the two problems share the optimiser and MTµ0,µT
= T σ̄2 +

∫
x2dµT −

∫
x2dµ0 − 2σ̄Pµ0,µT

.
These problems were studied in detail by Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [2], with further results relevant for the
higher-dimensional setup in the recent works of Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [3] and Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [4]. In
particular, [2] show that (mBB) admits a unique optimiser (in distribution) which has a particular representation
and is known as the standard stretched Brownian motion from µ0 to µT , or the Bass martingale. To describe
this process we need to introduce some further notation.

For α0 ∈ P2(R), we denote Bα = (Bαt )t≥0 a Brownian motion with a non-trivial starting law Bα0 ∼ α0. We
write Bδ0 = B, as usual, and for a given Bα let Bt = Bαt − Bα0 be the associated standard Brownian motion.
The heat kernel is denoted

Rt(x) =
1√
2πt

e−
x2

2t ,

and ∗ stands for convolution, so that BαT ∼ αT = α0 ∗RT . Finally, ·# denotes the push-forward operator:

F#µ0 = µT ⇔ µT = µ0 ◦ F−1 ⇔ ∀E, µT (E) = µ0(F
−1(E)).

Theorem 2.1 ([2]). There exists a probability measure α0 ∈ P2(R) and an increasing function F : R → R such
that F#(α0 ∗RT ) = µT . The problem (mBB) admits a unique optimiser given by

Mt = E[F (BαT )|Ft] = F (t, Bαt ),

where

∂tF +
1

2
∂xxF = 0, 0 < t < T, x ∈ R,

F (T, x) = F (x).
(1)

1This assumption, in the language of MOT, means that there is just one irreducible component.
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It follows that the optimiser solves

dMt = Fx(t, B
α
t )dB

α
t = σ(t,Mt)dBt,

subject to M0 ∼ µ0 and σ = Fx ◦ F−1, where the inverse is always taken with respect to the spatial variable.
To gain a different perspective on this process, we note that a class of processes linked to (mBB) was studied

via its dual and PDE methods by [15]. More generally, it is a special case of the semimartingale optimal transport
studied in [22, 14, 13]. In its general Markovian formulation, one considers

MTH
µ0,µT

:= inf
M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σ(s,Ms)dBs

E

[∫ T

0

H(σ(t,Mt)
2)dt

]
,(mBB(H))

for a convex function H satisfying suitable regularity assumptions. Then, following the general result stated in
[13], we know that duality holds and the minimizer in (mBB(H)) can be obtained by solving the dual problem

MTH
µ0,µT

= sup
φ

{∫
R
φ(T, x)µT (dx)−

∫
R
φ(0, x)µ0(dx)

}
,(2)

where the supremum is taken over all super-solutions φ of

∂tφ+H∗
(
1

2
∂xxφ

)
≤ 0,

with H∗(p) = supσ∈R{pσ − H(σ)} the Legendre-Fenchel transform of H. And further, if the supremum is
attained by φ then the optimiser is given via

σ2(t, x) = H∗
p

(
1

2
∂xxφ(t, x)

)
.

Note that for the cost function

H(β) =
1

2

(√
β − σ̄

)2

, we have H∗ (p) = σ̄2 p

1− 2p
,(3)

and therefore the HJB equation becomes

∂tφ+
1

2

σ̄2∂xxφ

1− ∂xxφ
= 0,(4)

which is well studied in its log-normal form in [18], see also [8, 9, 7]. Assuming that φ is optimal for (2), then
the optimal diffusion in (mBB) is given by

σ =
σ̄

1− ∂xxφ
.(5)

Note that for φ to solve the HJB equation, we have that ∂xxφ < 1. This means that the potential v = x2

2 −φ is
convex. It further satisfies

∂tv +
1

2
σ̄2

(
1− 1

∂xxv

)
= 0.(6)

Note that the derivative of v, ξ = ∂xv follows the linearized equation

∂tξ +
σ2

2
∂xxξ = 0, with σ =

σ̄

∂xxv
=

σ̄

1− ∂xxφ
.(7)

It follows that if we let Mσ solve dMσ
t = σ(t,Mσ

t )dBt, with σ in (5), then Zt := ξ(t,Mσ
t ) is a martingale.

Moreover, we have
d⟨Z⟩t = (∂xξ(t,M

σ
t ))

2σ(t,Mσ
t )

2dt = σ̄2dt,

and therefore 1
σ̄Z is a Brownian motion. Observe that the inverse map of ξ is ∂yv∗. If we put F (t, y) = ∂yv

∗(t, σ̄y),
then Mσ

t = F (t, 1
σ̄Zt). Further, from (6), we see that the Legendre-Fenchel transform v∗ satisfies

∂tv
∗ +

1

2
σ̄2(∂yyv

∗ − 1) = 0,(8)

which in turn readily implies that F solves the heat equation, which it has to by the martingale property of
Mσ, see (1) above. Note that these functional relations follow simply from φ solving the HJB equation (4). The

3



marginals are enforced via optimisation over such φ in (2), which gives Mσ
0 ∼ µ0 and Mσ

T ∼ µT at the optimiser.
However, since F solves the heat equation, we have F (0, ·) = F (T, ·) ∗RT . Comparing with (8) we see that

v∗(0, ·) =
(
v∗(T, ·)− σ̄2T

2

)
∗RT σ̄, and hence

v(0, ·) = (v∗(T, σ̄·) ∗RT σ̄)
∗
+
σ̄2T

2
.

We could thus replace the condition that φ solves the HJB equation by the above relation between v, or φ, at
times 0 and T . Recall that with H in (3) we have∫

R
φ(T, x)µT (dx)−

∫
R
φ(0, x)µ0(dx) = MTH

µ0,µT
=

1

2
MTµ0,µT

=
σ̄2T

2
+

∫
R

x2

2
(dµT − dµ0)− σ̄Pµ0,µT

.

Letting v(T, σ̄−1x) = ψ(x), we see that (2) can be equivalently written as

(9) Pµ0,µT
= inf

ψ

{∫
R
ψdµT −

∫
R
(ψ∗ ∗RT σ̄)

∗dµ0

}
,

which in the special case σ̄ = 1 recovers the duality recently obtained by Backhoff-Veraguas et al. [3].
The densities µ(t, x) of the marginal distributions Mσ

t satisfy the Fokker-Planck equation

∂tµ =
1

2
∂xx

(
σ2µ

)
which implicitly encodes the compatibility condition since both µ(0, ·) = µ0(·) and µ(T, ·) = µT (·) are fixed. In
particular, the measure α0 and the function F from Theorem 2.1, are recovered by taking σ̄ = 1 and

α0(·) = ∂xv(0, ·)#µ0 and F (y) = F (T, y) = ∂yv
∗(T, y).

We now explore in more detail these relations and compare with those known for the Sinkhorn system.

3. Measure Preserving Martingale Sinkhorn’s system (MPMS)

We fix σ̄ = 1 = T for simplicity of notation. We start by recalling classical results in entropic optimal transport
(EOT).

3.1. Sinkhorn’s system. The Schrödinger Problem, a.k.a. EOT problem is stated as finding

inf
π∈Π(µ0,µ1)

KL(π,Pref),

where KL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and we can understand the above either as a problem on the
pathspace or equivalently as a problem on R2. In the first case

- Π(µ0, µ1) denotes measures on C([0, 1];R) with marginals µ0, µ1 at times 0, 1 respectively,
- Pref is the Wiener measure,

and in the second case
- Π(µ0, µ1) denotes probabilty measure on R× R with given marginals µ0, µ1,
- Pref is the standard Gaussian measure on R× R.

It is well know that there exist f0, g1 such that

µ0 = (g1 ∗R1)f0,(10)
µ1 = g1(R1 ∗ f0),(11)
µt = (g1 ∗R1−t)(f0 ∗Rt),(12)

The system (10)-(11) is known as the Sinkhorn’s system. It induces an interpolation between µ0 and µ1 given by
(12). We refer the reader to [17, 19] for great surveys of Entropic Optimal Transport and the Sinkhorn’s system.
In a nutshell, R1(x, y)f0(x)g1(y) is the probability measure on R× R that solves the Schrödinger’s problem. It
induces a probability measure on the canonical space C([0, 1];R) that is absolutely continuous w.r.t the Wiener
measure.

4



The Sinkhorn’s algorithm consists in solving iteratively

Update f0 µ0 = (gn1 ∗R)fn+1
0 ,

Update g1 µ1 = gn+1
1 (R ∗ fn+1

0 ).

Algorithm 1: Sinkhorn’s algorithm
Input: µ0, µ1

Output: f0, g1
1 Set g01 = 1

2 for n = 1 to Niter do
3 Solve backward heat equation for gn ∂tg

n + 1
2∂xxg

n = 0, gn(1) = gn1
4 Update fn0 such that fn0 gn(0) = µ0

5 Solve forward heat equation for fn ∂tf
n − 1

2∂xxf
n, fn(0) = fn0

6 Update gn+1
1 such that gn+1

1 fn(1) = µ1

7 return f0, g1

It can be seen as iterative renormalizations of the kernel R1 to have the proper marginals µ0, µ1. It is shown
in [21] that this algorithm converges. Moreover, it yields a continuous dynamic interpolation between measures
through the system 

∂tµ+∇x · (µ∇φ) = 1
2∆µ,

µ(0) = µ0,

∂tφ+ 1
2 |∇φ|

2
+ 1

2∆φ = 0,
φ(1) = log(g1).

(13)

The stochastic process associated to this interpolation – with marginals given by µt – has unit diffusion and a
variable drift.

3.2. MPMS or Sinkhorn for the Bass martingale. Inspired by the above classical results, we propose to
re-interpret Theorem 2.1. Our proposed system is naturally in agreement with the fixed point problem addressed
in [11], as we explain below. We work again in the setup of Section 2 and µt = µ(t, ·) denote the marginals of the
optimiser Mσ of (mBB). We write F1 for the map F in Theorem 2.1. Theorem 2.1 can be summarised as follows:

µ0 = (R1 ∗ F1)#α0,(14)
µ1 = F1#(R1 ∗ α0),(15)
µt = (R1−t ∗ F1)#(Rt ∗ α0).(16)

This offers a clear analogy to the Sinkhorn system (10)-(12) and suggests an iterative scheme to solve for the
Bass martingale. We start with F 0

1 (x) = x and

Update α0 µ0 = (Fn1 ∗R1)#α
n+1
0 ,

Update F1 µ1 = (Fn+1
1 )#(R1 ∗ αn+1

0 ).

Algorithm 2: Measure Preserving Martingale Sinkhorn’s algorithm
Input: µ0, µ1

Output: α0, F1

1 Set F 0
1 = Id

2 for n = 0 to Niter do
3 Solve backward heat equation for Fn: ∂tF

n + 1
2∂xxF

n = 0, Fn(1) = Fn1
4 Update αn+1

0 such that Fn(0)#αn+1
0 = µ0

5 Solve forward heat equation for αn+1: ∂tα
n+1 − 1

2∂xxα
n+1 = 0, αn+1(0) = αn+1

0

6 Update Fn+1
1 such that (Fn+1

1 )#α
n+1(1) = µ1

7 return α0, F1

5



It is insightful to comment on the link between MPMS and the fixed-point iteration of Conze and Henry-
Labrodère [11]. For a measure ν, let Gν denote its cumulative distribution function. Recall that for two measures,
ν1 and ν2, we have for h = G−1

ν1 ◦Gν2 that ν1 = h#ν2. It follows that (14)-(15) can be re-written as

R1 ∗ F1 = G−1
µ0

◦Gα0
and F1 = G−1

µ1
◦GR1∗α0

.

Note also that GR1∗α0 = R1 ∗Gα0 so that we obtain

(17) Gα0 = Gµ0 ◦ (R1 ∗ F1) = Gµ0 ◦
(
R1 ∗

(
G−1
µ1

◦ (R1 ∗Gα0)
))

which is the fixed point relation for Gα0
in [11]. In this sense the two algorithms are equivalent, as they have to.

Specifically, given a candidate αn0 , then computing G−1
µ1

◦ (R1 ∗ Gαn
0
) corresponds to lines 5&6 in Algorithm 2,

and then applying Gµ0 ◦ (R1 ∗ ·) to the output corresponds to lines 3&4 in Algorithm 2, and yields the updated
αn+1
0 . One immediate advantage of the representation in Algorithm 2 is that it naturally extends to arbitrary

dimensions. Further, we believe this formulation and its analogy to the classical Sinkhorn, will allow for more in
depth study of the algorithm and its further relaxations.

We close the chapter by showing that each iteration of MPMS algorithm increases the objective function of
the dual problem (2).

Theorem 3.1. Let φ(t, x) solve (4) and v(t, x) := x2

2 − φ(t, x) as above. Let ψ(t, y) := y2

2 + v∗(t, y). Let α0 be
defined by ∂xφ(0, ·)#α0 = µ0 and αT = γT ∗ α0.

Then any update of φ(T, ·) (and consequently of φ(·, ·) through (4)) that increases
∫
R φ(T, x)µT (dx)−

∫
R ψ(T, x)αT (dx)

increases the dual objective function
∫
R φ(T, x)µT (dx) −

∫
R φ(0, x)µ0(dx). Consequently, the MPMS iterations

strictly increase the objective function of the dual problem (2) unless the algorithm has reached a fixed point.

Proof. As shorthand, write ft = f(t, ·) for any function f depending on (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R, and write dν = ν(dx)
for a measure ν. Starting from t = 0, with distribution µ0, let µ̃t be the law of a diffusion process with diffusion
given by (5), denoted σt(φt). We have that vt(x) = x2

2 − φt(x) is convex and at time t, let

αt = ∂xvt#µ̃t.

As seen before, α is the distribution of a Brownian motion with initial law α0. Let

ψt(y) =
y2

2
+ v∗(y),

and note ψt solves the heat equation :

∂tψt +
1

2
σ̄2∂yyψt = σ̄2.

Therefore, ∫
R
ψ0dα0 + σ̄2T =

∫
R
ψTdαT

argsupf(y)−g(x)≤|y−x|2/2

{∫
R
fdµ̃t −

∫
R
gdαt

}
= {φt, ψt}.

One could also say that the potential φt solves gives the Bass martingale between µ0 and µ̃T . We now have∫
R
φTdµT −

∫
R
φ0dµ0 =

∫
R
φTdµT −

∫
R
ψTdαT︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)

+

∫
R
ψ0dα0 −

∫
R
φ0dµ0︸ ︷︷ ︸

(II)

+σ̄2T.

The value (II) is minimal with respect to the pair {ψ0, φ0} for the pair of measures {α0, µ0}, so any update of
φ improves (II). Therefore any improvement of (I) improves the dual objective function. The MPMS algorithm
updates φ 7→ φnew such that

∂xv
new
T #µT = αT ,

or in other words ∫
R
φnew
T dµT −

∫
R
ψnew
T dαT = sup

f(y)−g(x)≤|y−x|2/2

{∫
R
fdµT −

∫
R
gdαT

}
.

6



Now assume that µ̃T ̸= µT , otherwise the algorithm terminates. Note that we do not have to attain the sup in
(2) for the result to hold true, we only need to increase

∫
R fdµT −

∫
R gdαT . Therefore the algorithm increases

(I) and when doing so, it updates {φ0, ξ0} in a way that can only increase (II) since the previous pair of dual
potentials was optimal (minimal). Therefore∫

R
φnew
T dµT −

∫
R
φnew
0 dµ0 >

∫
R
φTdµT −

∫
R
φ0dµ0.

The algorithm then updates α0 7→ αnew
0 = ∂xv

new
0 #µ0, and therefore the whole curve αt, but this has no effect

on the dual value. □

We remark that the result of Theorem 3.1 holds in any dimension. This is seen by considering the d-dimensional
version of (mBB) as formulated in [3]. Fix a reference volatility σ̄ > 0, and marginals µ0, µT ∈ P2(Rd) in strict
convex order. Then, as in one dimension, we have the equivalent formulation:

MTµ0,µT
= inf

M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σsdBs

E

[∫ T

0

|σt − σ̄Id|2HSdt

]
,(mBBd)

where | · |HS is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm and Id is the d × d identity matrix. We also have the equivalent
formulation of the (mBBd):

Pµ0,µT
= sup

M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σsdBs

E

[∫ T

0

tr(σt)dt

]
,

which can be viewed as maximising the covariance of M and Brownian motion. We then consider the more
general formulation in a Markovian setting, where we are given a cost function H : Rd×d → (−∞,+∞]:

MTH
µ0,µT

:= inf
M0∼µ0,MT∼µT

Mt=M0+
∫ t
0
σ(s,Ms)dBs

E

[∫ T

0

H(σ⊺(t,Mt)σ(t,Mt))dt

]
.(mBBd(H))

Once again, applying the general duality result of [13], we arrive at the dual formulation for (mBBd(H)):

MTH
µ0,µT

= sup
φ

{∫
Rd

φ(T, x)µT (dx)−
∫
Rd

φ(0, x)µ0(dx)

}
,(18)

where the supremum is taken over all super-solutions φ of

(19) ∂tφ+H∗
(
1

2
∇2
xφ

)
≤ 0.

It is well known that for a positive semidefinite matrix, A, there exists a unique positive semidefinite B such
that B⊺B = A, which we we denote by

√
A. Therefore, for β ∈ Rd×d, we take the cost function H to be:

(20) H(β) =

{
|
√
β − σ̄Id|2HS, if β positive semidefinite,

+∞, otherwise.

Then, we have that the problems (mBBd(H)) and Pµ0,µT
are equivalent when H is given by (20), and

(21)
∫
Rd

φ(T, x)µT (dx)−
∫
Rd

φ(0, x)µ0(dx) = MTµ0,µT
= dσ̄2T +

∫
Rd

|x|2(µT (dx)− µ0(dx))− 2σ̄Pµ0,µT
.

Therefore, with φ solving (19), v = |x|2
2 −φ, and ψ = v∗+ |y|2

2 , any update of φ(T, ·) that increases
∫
Rd φ(T, x)dµT−∫

Rd ψ(T, x)αT (dx) also increases the value of the dual objective function in (18). The proof of this and that the
MPMS iterations increase the value of (18) is identical in d dimensions. For completeness, we now provide a
short formal proof of the contraction property in [1, Theorem 1.2], taking advantage of our PDE formulation.

Proposition 3.2 (Contraction Property of [1], Theorem 1.2). The MPMS algorithm satisfies the contraction
property W∞(αn+1

0 , αn+2
0 ) ≤W∞(αn0 , α

n+1
0 ).

7



Proof. The algorithm follows the updates: φn0 7→ αn0 7→ αnT 7→ φn+1
T 7→ φn+1

0 . We then have the following
sequence of inequalities:

Update α0 : W∞(αn0 , α
n+1
0 ) ≤ ∥∂xφn0 − ∂xφ

n+1
0 ∥L∞ .

Heat equation contraction property : W∞(αnT , α
n+1
T ) ≤W∞(αn0 , α

n+1
0 ).

Update φ : ∥∂xφn+1
T − ∂xφ

n+2
T ∥L∞ =W∞(αnT , α

n+1
T )

HJB contraction property : ∥∂xφn+1
0 − ∂xφ

n+2
0 ∥L∞ ≤ ∥∂xφn+1

T − ∂xφ
n+2
T ∥L∞

The first and third point are a direct consequence of the fact that ∂xφ#µ = α, and for the third point that
we are in dimension 1. The second point is a well known fact, that can be easily recovered by considering the
case of two Dirac masses evolving through the heat flow. For the fourth point, observe that ξ = ∂xφ solves the
parabolic homogeneous PDE

∂tξ +
∂xxξ

2(∂xξ)2
= 0.(22)

We claim that ξT → ξ0 is a contraction in L∞. Indeed, this is a general fact for homogeneous nonlinear parabolic
equations. Consider the linearized equation of (22). It is a parabolic equation of the form

∂tu+A(ξ)∂xxu+ B(ξ)∂xu = 0.

It satisfies the maximum principle (at least assuming a growth condition on solutions that we can easily obtain),
and therefore ∥u0∥L∞(R) ≤ ∥uT ∥L∞(R) with equality only if u is constant. The claim follows easily, and the
fourth point of the argument follows.

Finally,

W∞(αn+1
0 , αn+2

0 ) ≤ ∥∂xφn+1
0 − ∂xφ

n+2
0 ∥L∞ ≤W∞(αn0 , α

n+1
0 ).

□

We observe that the only step of the proof that does not work in dimension greater than 1 is the third
argument.

4. Examples and implementation of Algorithm 2

We discuss now the practical implementation of Algorithm 2 and present some examples. This algorithm has
already been shown to perform very well in [11]. This relies to a large degree on the fact that in one dimension,
the transport problem, or the Monge-Ampère equation, can be solved explicitly. This is the observation in
(7) which we use for the computation of the pushforwards in Algorithm 2. However, we are also interested in
exploring ways to extend this algorithm to other settings, e.g., when the marginal distributions are not entirely
fixed or to higher dimensions. One possibility would be to only approximatively solve the transport problem in
step 6 in Algorithm 2. This motivated our numerical experiments reported in Appendix A.

In another small departure from the methods in [11], instead of using Gauss-Hermite quadrature to compute
the convolutions, we use the observation that α and F solve the forward and backward heat equation respectively
to construct an implicit finite difference scheme to compute α1 and F0 from α0 and F1 respectively. If 0 = t0 <
· · · < tM = 1 is a discretisation of the time interval, then we solve the linear systems AFtk = Ftk+1

from Ftk+1

and Ãαtk = αtk−1
. Since A = Ã, we only need to compute (A−1)M once to be able to compute the convolutions.

We take a finite interval [zmin, zmax] as our computational domain, and assign the following boundary conditions:

αtk(zmin) = 0, αtk(zmax) = 1, Ftk(zmin) = zmin, Ftk(zmax) = zmax, for k = 1, . . . ,M.

In all of our examples, we measure the error by 1
N

∑N
k=1

(
G−1
µ0

(yk)−G−1
(Fn

1 ∗R1)#αn
0
(yk)

)2

where 0 = y1 < · · · <
yN = 1 is a uniform discretisation of [0, 1], so that we are minimising in mean square the horizontal distance
between the CDFs. We start with a mixed Gaussian example with our marginals given by

(23) µ0 = N (0, 0.5), µ1 =
1

4
N (−1, 0.25) +

1

2
N (0, 0.5) +

1

4
N (1, 0.25).

We discretised the interval [−4, 4] into 1000 spatial gridpoints, and the time interval [0, 1] into 50 gridpoints. We
ran Algorithm 2 until an error of 1× 10−10 was reached, which took 9 iterations – equivalent to 0.067 seconds2.

2All computational times reported are for a laptop with 16GB RAM and i5-10310U CPU @ 1.70GHz.
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Figure 1. Example (23). (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ0 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ1 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error as a function of iteration.
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Figure 2. Example (23). (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ0 along with the
target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ1 along with the target density
(c) Plot of converged density martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3. Example (23). (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0, (b) Plot
of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1, (c) Plot of density martingale interpolation
viewed from t = 1.

We next try a lognormal example, where the prescribed marginals are given by

(24) µ0 = Lognormal

(
r − 1

2
σ2
0 , σ0

)
, µ1 = Lognormal(2r − σ2

1 , σ1).

Where r = 0.05, σ0 = 0.2, and σ1 = 0.4, so that this resembles a Geometric Brownian motion with different
volatilites. We took the same time discretisation as in the weighted Gaussian example, but our spatial interval
was given instead by [0.25, 7], which was discretised into 1000 gridpoints. We ran Algorithm 2 until an error of
1× 10−8 was attained, which took 57 iterations – equivalent to 0.35 seconds.
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Figure 4. Example (24). (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ0 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ1 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error as a function of iteration.
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Figure 5. Example (24). (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ0 along with the
target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ1 along with the target density
(c) Plot of converged density martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6. Example (24). (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0, (b) Plot
of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1, (c) Plot of density martingale interpolation
viewed from t = 1.

Finally, we benchmark the MPM-Sinkhorn iterations using the Breeden-Litzenberger formula of [10]. Let
C(T,K) be the price of a European call option on an underlying with maturity T > 0 and strike K > 0, then the
density of the underlying at time T is given by µT (K) = ∂2C(T,K)

∂K2 . In order to compute the second derivative
of the call option price, we interpolated the strikes and prices with a spline. Owing to numerical instabilities
in computing the second derivative, we also applied a smoothing formula to generate more reasonable densities.
We obtained3 SPX call option data with maturities at 20/12/2024 and 19/12/2025, which we denote T0 and T1
respectively. We discretised [T0, T1] into 50 gridpoints, and took the spatial interval of [1200, 8000] and discretised
it into 1000 gridpoints. We then rescaled the domain and the densities by 1000. Since the CDFs are numerically
computed from interpolated options data, we took a higher tolerance at 5× 10−6, and obtained convergence in
28 iterations which took 0.18 seconds.

3Data obtained from https://www.cboe.com/delayed_quotes/spx on 08/08/2023.
11
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Figure 7. SPX market data example. (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µT0
after

various iterations along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µT1

after various iterations along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error as a function
of iteration.
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Figure 8. SPX market data example. (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µT0

along with the target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µT1
along with

the target density (c) Plot of converged density martingale interpolation viewed from t = T0.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 9. SPX market data example. (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from
t = T0, (b) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = T1, (c) Plot of density
martingale interpolation viewed from t = T1.

Appendix A. An alternative implementation with an approximate transport solution

We now provide an alternative implementation of Algorithm 2, where we deal with the densities directly. We
write f = F ′ and fn for the derivative of Fn. In the algorithm, we have to twice solve the transport relation
ν1 = h#ν2 with two of ν1, ν2, h given. For a given ν1 ∈ P2(R) and a (differentiable strictly increasing) h, a change
of variables gives ν2(y) = ν1(h(y))h

′(y). In particular, line 4 in Algorithm 2 reads αn0 (y) = µ0(F
n(0, y))fn(0, y).

On the other hand, for a given ν1, ν2 ∈ P2(R), we have h = G−1
ν1 ◦Gν2 . We thus consider the equivalent implicit

equation for h: ν2(y) = ν1(h(y))h
′(y) and use the previous estimate for h(y) to solve for h′(y) and integrate

numerically. In summary, our alternative implementation for Algorithm 2 reads as follows:
Algorithm 3: MPMS: density implementation

1 Set F 0
1 = Id, f01 = 1;

2 for n = 0 to Niter do
3 Compute αn+1

0 : αn+1
0 (x) = µ0 ((F

n
1 ∗R1)(x)) (f

n
1 ∗R1) (x);

4 Compute fn+1
1 using Fn1 and αn0 : fn+1

1 (x) =
(αn

0 ∗R1)(x)
µ1(Fn

1 (x)) ;
5 Compute Fn+1

1 (x): Fn+1
1 (x) =

∫ x
−∞ fn+1

1 (y)dy.

6 return α0, F1, f1

In practice, the above has to be implemented on a discrete grid and has to address the issue of division by
zero. We let xi, i = 1, . . . , N be a discretisation of the desired interval to apply the convolution on and let
yi =

1
m (xi − c) be a rescaling of the discretisation such that most of the mass of µ1 is contained in [y1, yN ], i.e.,∫ yN

y1
µ1dy ≈ 1. We also replace fn+1

1 with fn+1
1 ∧C to avoid issues around division in line 4 above; in the region

of the domain where both αn0 ∗R1 and µ1(F
n
1 ) are close to zero, we set fn+1

1 = 0. Let conv denote a numerical
implementation of the convolution and conv(·)k denote the kth element of the vector returned by conv. Then,
the above algorithm can be implemented as follows:

F 0
1 (xk) = xk, f01 (xk) = 1, k = 1, . . . , N ;

 Fn1 ∗R1(xk) = conv(mFn1 + c,R1)k,
fn1 ∗R1(xk) = conv(mfn1 + c,R1)k,

αn0 (yk) = 1
m (fn1 ∗R1(xk)− c ∗R1(xk))µ0

(
1
m (Fn1 ∗R1(xk)− c ∗R1(xk)

)
,

(25)

13




αn0 ∗R1(xk) = conv(mαn0 + c,R1)k

fn1 (yk) =

{(
1
m (αn0 ∗R1(xk)− c ∗R1(xk)) /µ1(F

n
1 (yk))

)
∧ C, if αn0 ∗R1(xk)− c ∗R1(xk) ̸= 0 ̸= µ1(F

n
1 (yk)),

0, if αn0 ∗R1(xk)− c ∗R1(xk) = 0 = µ1(F
n
1 (yk)),

Fn+1
1 (yk) = Fn1 (y1) +

∫ yk
y1
fn1 (y)dy, k = 1, . . . , N.

(26)

Since we only approximately solve µ1 = F#(α0 ∗R1), we must control the error at both t = 0 and t = 1. We
therefore take the maximum of the mean square error of the inverse CDFs at t = 0 and t = 1. Since the CDFs
and their inverse must both be numerically computed, we had to take lower tolerances in this implementation.

We start with the weighted Gaussian with marginals given by (23). We discretised the interval [−4, 4] into
1000 spatial gridpoints, and applied the iterations (25)-(26) until a mean square error of 1× 10−5 was achieved.
The upper bound in (26) was taken to be C = 1.5. This took a total of 71 iterations which was equivalent to
0.27 seconds.
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Figure 10. Example (23). (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ0 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ1 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error in µ0 as a function of iteration.
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Figure 11. Example (23). (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ0 along with
the target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ1 along with the target
density (c) Plot of mean square error in µ1 as a function of iteration.
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Figure 12. Example (23). (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0, (b) Plot
of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1, (c) Plot of density martingale interpolation
viewed from t = 0, (d) Plot of density martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1.

We next try repeat the lognormal example with marginals given by (24). We used the domain [−3.9, 4.1] and
mapped it onto [0.2, 5] for µ0 and [0.25, 10] for µ1 each with 1000 gridpoints. As before, the iterations (25)-(26)
were repeated until an error of 1 × 10−6 was achieved, this time the upper bound in (26) was set to C = 2.4.
This took 47 iterations, which was equivalent to 0.19 seconds.
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Figure 13. Example (24). (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ0 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µ1 after various iterations
along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error in µ0 as a function of iteration.
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Figure 14. Example (24). (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ0 along with
the target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µ1 along with the target
density (c) Plot of mean square error in µ1 as a function of iteration.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 15. Example (24). (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 0, (b) Plot
of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1, (c) Plot of density martingale interpolation
viewed from t = 0, (d) Plot of density martingale interpolation viewed from t = 1.

Finally, we repeat the Breeden-Litzenberger example using Algorithm 3. We used the domain [−10, 10], and
mapped it onto [1200, 8000] for µT0 and µT1 . Due to numerical issues in computing the model inverse CDFs, we
used the mean square difference between CDFs as the error. We iterated (25)-(26) until we an error of 5× 10−5

was attained, and took the upper bound in (26) to be C = 2.7. This took a total of 57 iterations, for a total
computational time of 0.18 seconds. If we wanted to extend the model onto the interval [0, T0], since we have
no marginal constraints, we can use the fact that F solves the heat equation, so that for t ∈ [0, T0], we have
F (t, ·) = RT0−t ∗ F (T0, ·).
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Figure 16. SPX market data example. (a) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µT0
after

various iterations along with the target CDF, (b) Plots of CDF for the approximations of µT1

after various iterations along with the target CDF, (c) Plot of mean square error in µT0
as a

function of iteration.
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Figure 17. SPX market data example. (a) Plots of the density for the approximations of µT0

along with the target density, (b) Plots of the density for the approximations of µT1
along with

the target density (c) Plot of mean square error in µT1
as a function of iteration.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 18. SPX market data example. (a) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from
t = T0, (b) Plot of CDF martingale interpolation viewed from t = T1, (c) Plot of density
martingale interpolation viewed from t = T0, (d) Plot of density martingale interpolation viewed
from t = T1.
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