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Abstract

Entropic regularization provides a generalization of the original optimal transport
problem. It introduces a penalty term defined by the Kullback-Leibler divergence,
making the problem more tractable via the celebrated Sinkhorn algorithm. Replac-
ing the Kullback-Leibler divergence with a general f -divergence leads to a natural
generalization. Using convex analysis, we extend the theory developed so far to
include f -divergences defined by functions of Legendre type, and prove that un-
der some mild conditions, strong duality holds, optimums in both the primal and
dual problems are attained, the generalization of the c-transform is well-defined,
and we give sufficient conditions for the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm to con-
verge to an optimal solution. We propose a practical algorithm for computing the
regularized optimal transport cost and its gradient via the generalized Sinkhorn
algorithm. Finally, we present experimental results on synthetic 2-dimensional
data, demonstrating the effects of using different f -divergences for regularization,
which influences convergence speed, numerical stability and sparsity of the opti-
mal coupling.

1 Introduction

Since its inception in the 18th century with the work of Gaspard Monge, the theory of optimal trans-
port [Villani, 2008] has found its applications in many areas such as physics, economics and statis-
tics. Among other developments, the optimal transport problem led L. V. Kantorovich to develop
his duality theory [Kantorovich, 1940] and to pioneer the field of linear programming [Kantorovich,
1939] for practical solutions during World War II. The application of this theory to computer vision
dates back at least to Rubner et al. [1997] where it has showed its strength in tasks such as image
retrieval. However, computing the optimal transport involved solving a linear program which was
computationally too costly to apply it to machine learning. Cuturi [2013] showed that slightly mod-
ifying the original optimal transport problem by introducing a regularization term one can compute
the (regularized) optimal transport cost using the Sinkhorn algorithm [Sinkhorn and Knopp, 1967]
in significantly less time. In recent years, this generalization of the optimal transport problem called
entropy-regularized optimal transport [Peyré and Cuturi, 2019] became popular in the machine learn-
ing community [Feydy et al., 2019, Lorenz and Mahler, 2020, Di Marino and Gerolin, 2020b].

1.1 Our contributions

Let µ and ν be Borel probability measures defined on compact metric spaces X and Y respectively.

Let Dφ be an f -divergence defined by a convex and lower semicontinuous function φ : R → R such
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that φ(1) = 0. Let c : X×Y → R be a Lipschitz continuous cost function and ǫ > 0 a constant. We
are interested in the optimal transport problem with f -divergence regularization (or Primal Problem)
defined as

OT
ǫ
(µ, ν) = inf

π∈Π(µ,ν)

{∫
cdπ + ǫDφ(π‖µ⊗ ν)

}
(1)

where Π(µ, ν) is the set of Borel couplings of µ and ν. The corresponding Dual Problem is then

sup
f⊕g≤c+ǫφ′(∞)

{∫
f ⊕ gdµ⊗ ν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)dµ⊗ ν

}
. (2)

where the potentials f and g are assumed to be Lipschitz functions, φ′(∞) = limx→∞
φ(x)
x

, and φ∗
+

is the convex conjugate of φ+ = φ+ ιR+ .

In this paper we prove that if φ is of Legendre type then the Primal and Dual Problems have equal
optimums. Furthermore, there exists an optimal coupling for (1) and optimal potentials for (2).
We generalize the classical Kantorovich duality theory of optimal transport [Villani, 2008, Theo-
rem 5.10], proving in particular that the singular part of an optimal coupling is supported on a
c-cyclically monotone set [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.1] (see Theorem 3).

We also show that the generalization of the c-transform [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.2] denoted
(c, ǫ, φ)-transform [Di Marino and Gerolin, 2020b, Definition 3.1] is well-defined and has analo-
gous properties as in the classical setting. Our results reveal an interesting connection between the
(c, ǫ, φ)-transform and φ′(∞). If φ′(∞) = ∞ (i.e. φ is superlinear) as for the Kullback-Leibler
divergence, then the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform is always the solution to an implicit functional equation.
However, if φ′(∞) < ∞, then there are some cases where the transform collapses to (almost) the
classical c-transform (see Proposition 15 in the appendix).

This observation is important because so far, the Sinkhorn algorithm, which consists of iteratively
applying the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform to a pair of potentials, has been proved to converge to optimum
only for divergences with φ′(∞) = ∞ (see Cuturi [2013], Di Marino and Gerolin [2020b]). More-
over, the classical analogue of the Sinkhorn algorithm using the c-transform converges immediately
[Villani, 2008, Proposition 5.8], but not to an optimum in general. Several commonly used diver-
gences satisfy φ′(∞) < ∞ (see Agrawal and Horel [2020, Table 1] or Appendix C). This is what
motivated us to look for conditions under which we can use divergences with φ′(∞) < ∞ and
still have convergence of the Sinkhorn algorithm. This motivates the definition of Good Triple (see
Definition 5). Under this condition, even if φ′(∞) < ∞, we prove that the Sinkhorn iterations
converge to optimal potentials in (2) and one can recover the solution to (1) (see Theorem 6 for an
exact formulation).

Finally, we propose a practical algorithm for computing the regularized optimal transport cost and
its gradient using the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm. We demonstrate the method on synthetic
2-dimensional point clouds.

To summarize, our contributions are the following.

• The f -Kantorovich duality of the optimal transport problem with f -divergence regulariza-
tion.

• Conditions for the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm to converge to an optimal solution.

• A practical algorithm for computing the regularized optimal transport loss and its gradient
via the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm.

• Experimental results demonstrating the utility of the proposed algorithm on synthetic 2-
dimensional data.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 1.2 we discuss related literature. In Sec-
tion 2, we detail the notation used throughout the paper and list background facts concerning f -
divergences and optimal transport. In Section 3, we state and discuss our main results, including
the properties of the generalization of the c-transform, the f -Kantorovich duality of the regularized
optimal transport problem and convergence of the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm. In Section 4,
we propose a practical algorithm to compute regularized optimal transport losses between measures
with finite supports, and demonstrate its usefulness on synthetic 2-dimensional data. Finally, in
Section 5 we discuss the theoretical and practical limitations of our work. Complete proofs of our
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theorems and additional propositions can be found in Appendix B with the required mathematical
background collected in Appendix A. Functions used in our algorithm corresponding to classical
f -divergences are listed in Appendix C. Experimental results and discussion that did not fit in the
main paper due to space constraints are included in Appendix D.

1.2 Related work

Since the breakthrough of [Cuturi, 2013] the area of entropy-regularized optimal transport has
grown quickly [Peyré and Cuturi, 2019, Santambrogio, 2015]. Some of them have focused on
studying the case of the Kullback-Leibler divergence and Γ-convergence to the unregularized prob-
lem [Clason et al., 2019]. Others have focused on generalizing the regularization to tackle linear
programming problems [Benamou et al., 2015]. In Carlier et al. [2017] there are results on Γ-
convergence for the squared Euclidean cost and a proof of convergence of the discrete entropic
smoothing of the Wasserstein gradient flow. In Feydy et al. [2019] we find a theoretical proof to-
gether with practical experiments of the usefulness of Sinkhorn divergences, which remove the bias
introduced to the optimal coupling by the regularization term. Other types of generalizations have
also been proposed [Roberts et al., 2017].

Closest to our results are Di Marino and Gerolin [2020b] and Lorenz and Mahler [2020]. In the lat-
ter a very general result is proved on strong duality in case the couplings are considered as densities
in Orlicz spaces [Rao and Ren, 1991], but on the practical side they focus only on the Kullback-
Leibler divergence and quadratic regularization, and they restrict to absolutely continuous couplings.
In [Di Marino and Gerolin, 2020b] we find general results on strong duality and convergence of the
Sinkhorn iterations but only in the superlinear case (φ′(∞) = ∞). Indeed, this assumption appears
in many papers in the area (see for example Carlier et al. [2017, Assumption 3.1]). In Dessein et al.
[2018] we find results on regularized optimal transport in finite spaces with Bregman divergences,
which intersect with the set of f -divergences only at the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Other works
focusing on finite spaces are Genevay et al. [2016], Altschuler et al. [2017], Blondel et al. [2018],
Luise et al. [2018, 2019]. Closer to our work are Ferradans et al. [2014], Rakotomamonjy et al.
[2015], Cuturi and Peyré [2016], Lorenz et al. [2019], Di Marino and Gerolin [2020a]. One of the
motivations of our work was to generalize these results.

2 Background

2.1 Notation

We denote the extended reals by R = R ∪ {±∞}, the nonnegative reals by R+, and the extended

nonnegative reals by R+ = R+ ∪∞. The indicator of a set A is denoted by ιA with ιA(x) = 0 if
x ∈ A and ιA(x) = ∞ otherwise. We denote by intA the interior of a set A inside a topological
space. Absolute continuity and singularity of measures will be denoted by ≪ and ⊥ respectively.
The Radon-Nikodym derivative of a measure µ with respect to a nonnegative measure ν such that

µ ≪ ν is denoted by dµ
dν

and the support of a measure µ by supp(µ). The product of measures µ, ν
is denoted by µ ⊗ ν and the set of measures having µ and ν as marginals by Π(µ, ν). The set of
probability measures on a measurable space X is denoted by P (X). For functions f : X → R and
g : Y → R, the tensor sum f ⊕ g : X × Y → R is defined as f ⊕ g(x, y) = f(x) + g(y). Given

a convex function φ : R → R, its effective domain domφ ⊂ R is defined as domφ = {s ∈ R :
φ(s) < ∞} and the convex conjugate φ∗ : R → R as φ∗(t) = sups∈R

{st− φ(s)}. Such a function
φ is proper if domφ 6= ∅ and φ > −∞.

2.2 f -divergences

Given a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function2 φ : R → R, a measure µ and
a nonnegative measure ν on a measurable space X , the f -divergence of µ from ν is defined
[Csiszár, 1963, Ali and Silvey, 1966, Csiszár, 1967, Csiszár et al., 1999, Borwein and Lewis, 1993,
Agrawal and Horel, 2020] as

Dφ(µ‖ν) =
∫

φ ◦ dµc

dν
dν + φ′(∞)µ+

s (X)− φ′(−∞)µ−
s (X). (3)

2Originally, f is used in place of φ (hence the name), but we reserve the symbol f for other functions.
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Here, µc ≪ ν, µs ⊥ ν are the absolutely continuous and singular parts of the Lebesgue decompo-
sition of µ with respect to ν and µ+

s , µ
−
s ≥ 0 is the Jordan decomposition of the singular part. By

definition φ′(±∞) = limx→±∞
φ(x)
x

∈ R. Restricting to nonnegative measures can be done by
using φ+ = φ+ ιR+ in place of φ, inducing Dφ+(µ‖ν) = Dφ(µ‖ν) if µ ≥ 0 and ∞ otherwise.

A subset of f -divergences including the Kullback-Leibler, reverse Kullback-Leibler, χ2, reverse
χ2, squared Hellinger, Jensen-Shannon, Jeffreys and triangular discrimination divergences, but
excluding the total variation, consists of those defined by functions φ of Legendre type. A

proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function φ : R → R is said to be of Legendre type
[Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Definition 2.5] if it is strictly convex on domφ and differentiable on
int domφ with lims→inf domφ φ

′(s) = −∞ if inf domφ > −∞ and lims→sup domφ φ
′(s) = ∞ if

sup domφ < ∞.

2.3 Entropy-regularized optimal transport

Let µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) be probability measures defined on spaces X and Y and let Dφ be
an f -divergence. The generalized entropy regularized optimal transport problem with cost function

c : X × Y → R and regularization coefficient ǫ ∈ R+ is defined in (1), and the corresponding
dual problem is defined in (2) [Di Marino and Gerolin, 2020b]. Research in this area deals with the
problem of finding suitable conditions under which strong duality holds, i.e. (2) equals (1). In some
cases of interest, there are known sufficient conditions ensuring that the infimum and the supremum
are achieved by optimal primal and dual variables, and characterizations of such optimal variables
have been developed as well.

The case ǫ = 0 with any φ reduces to the original, unregularized optimal transport problem, the dual-
ity theory of which, named after its most prominent contributor L. V. Kantorovich, is summarized in
Villani [2008, Theorem 5.10]. In this case, one has that there exists a closed, c-cyclically monotone
set C ⊂ X×Y such that any optimal primal variable π is supported onC. A set C ⊂ X×Y is called
c-cyclically monotone [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.1] if for any subset {(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)} ⊂ C

for n ∈ N, one has
∑n

i=1 c(xi, yi) ≤ ∑n−1
i=1 c(xi, yi+1) + c(xn, y1). This means that an optimal

π only assigns mass to pairs (x1, y1), (x2, y2) such that one can not get lower transport cost by
rerouting π to assign mass to (x1, y2), (x2, y1) instead.

The case ǫ > 0 with φ = x log(x) − x + 1, corresponding to the Kullback-Leibler divergence,
became a popular tool in machine learning due to its better computational performance over the
unregularized case. Cuturi [2013] proved that the Sinkhorn algorithm can be used in this case to
obtain the optimal variables in a significantly smaller timeframe compared to the unregularized case.
The price of efficiency is the optimal coupling being biased, an issue that has been investigated and
remedied in Feydy et al. [2019]. For more references on the state of the art see Section 1.2.

3 Optimal transport with f -divergence regularization

3.1 (c, ǫ, φ)-transform and f -Kantorovich duality

In this paper we study the problem of regularized optimal transport under the assumptions that the
underlying spaces X and Y are compact metric spaces, the cost function c : X × Y → R and
the potentials f : X → R, g : Y → R are Lipschitz. The reason we have chosen this family
of functions is that for most applications the costs involved satisfy this hypothesis. Also, for deep
learning applications, any function represented by a neural network is a Lipschitz function, and if
one aims to implement the potentials by neural networks such as in a GAN setting, it makes sense
to develop the theory of regularized optimal transport on Lipschitz functions.

Remark 1. The results presented in this paper can be also applied for Polish spaces X and Y as
long as the measures µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) are compactly supported. Furthermore, we can
always assume that both µ and ν are of full support. To see this, note that if π ∈ Π(µ, ν) then
supp(π) ⊂ supp(µ) × supp(ν). Thus, for many problems (such as the ones we deal with in this
paper), given compactly supported measures µ and ν on Polish spaces X and Y respectively, we
can assume that supp(µ) = X and supp(ν) = Y . If this is not the case, we can always restrict
ourselves to the support, apply all the results that we are going to present to supp(µ) and supp(ν)
and then go back to the original spaces. Given a measure defined in supp(µ)× supp(ν) it is trivial
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how to define a measure on X × Y , and any function f ∈ Lip(supp(µ)) or g ∈ Lip(supp(ν)) can
be extended to a Lipschitz function on X or Y with the same Lipschitz norm by [Cobzaş et al., 2019,
Theorem 4.1.1].

Our first main result concerns the generalization of the c-transform. Recall from Villani [2008]
the classical problem of optimal transport OT(µ, ν) = infπ∈Π(µ,ν){

∫
c dπ} for a cost function

c : X×Y → R. For the sake of simplicity we assume that c is continuous and X and Y are compact
and metric. It is trivial that for any pair of continuous functions f : X → R and g : Y → R, if
f ⊕ g ≤ c then

∫
f dµ +

∫
g dν ≤

∫
c dπ for any π ∈ Π(µ, ν). A classical result of Kantorovich

shows that in fact the supremum of
∫
f dµ+

∫
g dν over all functions f ⊕g ≤ c equals the infimum

of
∫
c dπ over all couplings [Villani, 2008].

Let us now think about this problem in the following way, if f ⊕ g ≤ c for any pair of functions
(f, g) we can “improve” the value of

∫
f dµ +

∫
g dν by replacing g with infx∈X{c(x, y) −

f(x)} := f c(y). The latter function is what we will call the c-transform of f . Clearly f ⊕ f c ≤ c.
Similarly, we could replace f with (f c)c, defined analogously. The values that we will obtain in
the dual problem will never decrease, i.e.

∫
f dµ +

∫
g dν ≤

∫
f dµ +

∫
f c dν ≤

∫
(f c)c dµ +∫

f c dν ≤ · · · . Unfortunately, after repeating this process we will see that we get stuck [Villani,
2008, Proposition 5.8] and in general we will not reach the value OT(µ, ν). The great advantage
of regularized optimal transport is that if we replace OT(µ, ν) by OTǫ(µ, ν) defined in (1), at the
cost of introducing a bias (namely that the optimal couplings in the two problems are not equal), the
analogue of the previous argument will in fact converge (under certain conditions) to OTǫ(µ, ν).

The analogue of the c-transform for the problem OTǫ(µ, ν) was introduced in
[Di Marino and Gerolin, 2020b, Definition 3.1] for superlinear divergences (φ′(∞) = ∞).
We generalize this definition to the case of any f -divergence defined by φ of Legendre type.

Definition 2 ((c, ǫ, φ)-transform). Let c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower
semicontinuous function of Legendre type with φ(1) = 0, ǫ > 0, µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) with

full supports. We define the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform f (c,ǫ,φ) ∈ Lip(Y ) of f ∈ Lip(X) as follows:

f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) := argmax
γ≤fc(y)+ǫφ′(∞)

{
1

ǫ
γ −

∫
φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(f(x) + γ − c(x, y))

)
dµ(x)

}
.

See Proposition 15 in the appendix for properties of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform. Let us now check why
this definition is the natural generalization of the c-transform. Let (f, g) be a pair of potentials such
that f⊕g ≤ c+ǫφ′(∞). It follows from the convex conjugate of Dφ+(·‖µ⊗ν) [Borwein and Lewis,

1993, Agrawal and Horel, 2020] and the Young-Fenchel inequality3 that
∫
fdµ+

∫
gdν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦

1
ǫ
(f ⊕g−c)dµ⊗ν ≤

∫
cdπ+ ǫDφ(π‖µ⊗ν). Looking at the left hand side of the inequality, notice

that if we try to adjust the value of g(y) pointwise at any fixed point y in such a way that g(y) −
ǫ
∫
φ∗
+(

1
ǫ
(f(x)+g(y)−c(x, y))dµ(x) is maximized we obtain precisely the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform of f .

Hence, we have an analogous inequality as before,
∫
fdµ+

∫
gdν− ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g− c)dµ⊗ ν ≤∫

fdµ+
∫
f (c,ǫ,φ)dν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ) − c)dµ⊗ ν.

The similarities do not end here, we encourage the reader to compare Proposition 15 with Proposi-
tion 13 where we have stated many properties of the (c, ǫ, φ) and c-transforms respectively. For now,
let us mention how we can compute the value of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform. The following result is (i)
of Proposition 15:

f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) is well-defined for all y ∈ Y implicitly by
∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) − c(·, y))dµ = 1

if there exists such a number f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) ∈ R or explicitly as f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = minx∈X{ǫφ′(∞) +
c(x, y)− f(x)} = f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) otherwise.

This shows precisely why if φ′(∞) = ∞ this definition reduces to solving the implicit equation∫

X

φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f + γ − c(·, y))dµ = 1 (4)

for γ. However, if this is not the case, there may be cases where the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform is just
the c-transform plus ǫφ′(∞). Indeed, this behaviour can happen as we can see in Example 17.

3As any coupling π is by definition positive, we can replace φ by φ+ = φ + ιR≥0 and Dφ(π‖µ ⊗ ν) =
Dφ+(π‖µ⊗ ν).
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Analogously to the c-subdifferential [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.2], the (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferential of

f ∈ Lip(X) defined as ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f = {(x, y) ∈ X × Y : f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞)} is a
closed, c-cyclically monotone set (see Proposition 19 in the appendix). Analogous results hold for

the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform g(c,ǫ,φ) ∈ Lip(X) of g ∈ Lip(Y ).

We can now state one of the main results of this paper, generalizing the Kantorovich duality of
optimal transport [Villani, 2008, Theorem 5.10].

Theorem 3 (f -Kantorovich duality). Let µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) be probability measures of full
support on compact metric spaces (X, dX) and (Y, dY ). Let c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a

regularization coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of
Legendre type. Then one has

min
π∈Π(µ,ν)

{∫
cdπ + ǫDφ(π‖µ⊗ ν)

}

= max
f∈Lip(X),g∈Lip(Y )

f⊕g≤c+ǫφ′(∞)

{∫
f ⊕ gdµ⊗ ν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)dµ⊗ ν

}

= max
f∈Lip(X)

{∫
f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ)dµ⊗ ν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ) − c)dµ⊗ ν

}

= max
g∈Lip(Y )

{∫
g(c,ǫ,φ) ⊕ gdµ⊗ ν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(g(c,ǫ,φ) ⊕ g − c)dµ⊗ ν

}
,

i.e. strong duality holds and optimums in both the Primal and Dual Problems are achieved. The
absolutely continuous part (with respect to µ ⊗ ν) πc of any optimal coupling π is unique with its
density given by

dπc

dµ⊗ ν
= φ∗

+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c), (5)

where (f, g) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) are any pair of optimal potentials. Optimal potentials (f, g) are

such that f ⊕ g is unique almost everywhere with respect to πc, and f (c,ǫ,φ) = g and g(c,ǫ,φ) = f
always hold. Moreover, there exists a closed, c-cyclically monotone set C, which can be taken
to be the intersection of the (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferentials ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f = ∂(c,ǫ,φ)g = {(x, y) ∈ X × Y :
f(x) + g(y) = c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞)} of all optimal couplings (f, g), such that the singular part (with
respect to µ⊗ ν) πs of any optimal coupling π is supported on C, i.e. supp(πs) ⊂ C.

See Theorem 18 and Proposition 20 in the appendix for the proof. As a sketch, the proof of this
result consists of two main parts. The first one is proving that both the Primal (1) and Dual (2)
problems have the same solution. The proof of this fact follows from convex analytic tools such
as [Zalinescu, 2002, Theorem 2.6.1 (v)]. To prove attainment in the Primal problem we can use
a standard functional analytic argument. To prove attainment in the Dual Problem we make use
of the properties of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform given by Proposition 15. Then, uniqueness properties
of the optimal couplings and potentials follow from the characterization of the subdifferentials of
f -divergences [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Theorem 2.10] and the Young-Fenchel inequality.

3.2 Generalized Sinkhorn algorithm

The goal of this section is to prove that under certain conditions, given any starting pair of potentials

(f, g) if we start replacing g with f (c,ǫ,φ), then f with (f (c,ǫ,φ))(c,ǫ,φ) and so on, we are able to
recover a pair of optimal potentials of the Dual Problem and an optimal coupling for the Primal
Problem. This process is called the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm. A single Sinkhorn iteration is
defined as follows.

Definition 4 (Sinkhorn operator). Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈
P (Y ) be Borel probability measures of full support. Let also c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be

a regularization coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function
of Legendre type. Fix any point y0 ∈ Y . Given a pair (f, g) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) we define the
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operator F (c,ǫ,φ) : Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) → Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) as4

F (c,ǫ,φ)(f, g) := ((f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))
(c,ǫ,φ), f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0)).

The most important properties of this operator are that if (f ′, g′) = F (c,ǫ,φ)(f, g) then
‖f ′‖L, ‖g′‖L, ‖f ′‖∞ and ‖g′‖∞ are uniformly bounded in terms of the diameters of X and Y ,
‖c‖L, ‖c‖∞ and ǫ. Also, this operator is continuous in the product topology generated by ‖ · ‖∞ on
Lip(X)× Lip(Y ). See Proposition 22 for more details.

We have seen before that iterating the c-transform in the classical optimal transport problem usually
does not converge to a pair of optimal potentials. However, we know from Cuturi [2013] that using
the Kullback-Leibler divergence for regularization we get convergence of the Sinkhorn algorithm to
optimal potentials. As we saw before, as soon as φ′(∞) < ∞ the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform can almost
collapse to the usual c-transform, in which case convergence is not guaranteed. Therefore, we
introduce a mild condition that ensures that even in this case, the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform never collapses
to the c-transform plus ǫφ′(∞). This condition on the other hand is general enough to be able to
include many examples and different f -divergences, and ensures that the (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferentials
are always empty. This implies that any optimal coupling is absolutely continuous with respect to
µ⊗ ν, so that the optimal coupling is actually unique, as in the case φ′(∞) = ∞.

Definition 5 (Good triple). Let X be a compact metric space and µ a Borel probability measure on
X . Let φ be proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type and suppose that
φ′(∞) < ∞. Let C > 0 be a constant. We say that (X,µ, φ) is a good triple with respect to C if
for all x0 ∈ X one has

lim
δ↓0

∫

X

φ∗
+
′(φ′(∞)− Cd(x0, x)− δ) dµ(x) > 1.

This condition can be trivially verified if X is a discrete space and the measure µ has full support.
But more generally it applies to other functions φ even in general compact metric spaces. For
example, if X = [0, 1] with the usual Lebesgue measure and the Euclidean distance then it is easy
to check by hand that if φ is the function defining either the Jensen-Shannon, the squared Hellinger
or the reverse Kullback-Leibler divergence then (X,µ, φ) is a good triple with respect to any fixed
constant C.

With this definition we can now state the main result of this section.

Theorem 6 (Convergence of generalized Sinkhorn algorithm). Let X and Y be compact metric
spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈ P (Y ) be Borel probability measures of full support. Let also c ∈
Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and
lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type. Suppose that either φ′(∞) = ∞ or (X,µ, φ) and
(Y, ν, φ) are good triples with respect to 2‖c‖L/ǫ. Take any pair (f0, g0) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) and

define inductively (fn, gn) := F (c,ǫ,φ)(fn−1, gn−1) for n ≥ 1. Let us also define the dual functional
for any pair of functions (f, g) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) as

Dǫ(f, g) :=

∫
fdµ+

∫
gdν − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦

(
1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

)
dµ⊗ ν.

Then one has Dǫ(fn, gn) → OTǫ(µ, ν) as n → ∞, and fn ⊕ gn → f̃ ⊕ g̃ in L∞(π) as well with

π being the unique optimal coupling and (f̃ , g̃) any pair of optimal potentials. Moreover, π can be

recovered as π = φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f̃ ⊕ g̃ − c) · µ⊗ ν.

4 Experiments

For measures with finite supports, the equation (4) defining the values of (c, ǫ, φ)-transforms can al-
ways be solved. In this case, if supp(µ) = {x1, . . . , xk} = X and supp(ν) = {y1, . . . , yl} = Y , the

potentials reduce to finite-dimensional vectors f ∈ R
k and g ∈ R

l with fi = f(xi) and gj = g(yj).

4Technically this operator depends as well on y0, but as this is fixed and arbitrary, we decided not to include
it explicitly.
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In Terjék [2021], an algorithm was proposed to solve (4) via Newton’s method and calculate its gra-
dient by implicit differentiation, which is included here as Algorithm 1 for completeness. Based on
this, we propose a practical implementation of the generalized Sinkhorn algorithm in Algorithm 2.
There, statements containing indices i and/or j are to be executed for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and
j ∈ {1, . . . , l}, which can easily be parallelized to run efficiently on GPUs.

In order to use this as a loss function between pointclouds defined by empirical measures in au-
tomatic differentiation engines, one has to compute the gradient with respect to the points in the
supports of the measures. An obvious solution is to backpropagate through the Sinkhorn itera-
tions, which is computationally demanding. It is possible to do so via the optimal potentials f, g
by generalizing the "graph surgery" method of Feydy et al. [2019] and the gradient formula of
Di Marino and Gerolin [2020b, Proposition 3.7]. Instead, we propose to do so via the optimal cou-
pling π. Detaching π from the computational graph and calculating

∫
cdπ =

∑
i,j Ci,jπi,j leads to

a scalar loss which depends on the points {xi} and {yj} only through the cost function c.

Algorithm 1 Calculate γφ,ξ(h) and ∇hγφ,ξ(h)

Input:
h, ξ ∈ R

n, φ : R → R, 0 < δ, τ ∈ R

Output:
γφ,ξ(h) ∈ R, ∇hγφ,ξ(h) ∈ R

n

if φ′(∞) < ∞ then
γ = max(h)− φ′(∞) + δ.

else
γ = 〈ξ, h〉

end if
repeat

s =
−〈ξ,(φ∗

+)′(h−γ)〉+1

〈ξ,(φ∗

+)′′(h−γ)〉
γ = γ − s

until |s| < τ

∇hγ =
ξ⊙(φ∗

+)′′(h−γ)

〈ξ,(φ∗

+)′′(h−γ)〉

Algorithm 2 Generalized Sinkhorn algorithm for
computing optimal potentials f, g and optimal
coupling π

Input:
µ ∈ R

k, supp(µ) = {x1, . . . , xk} ⊂ X ,

ν ∈ R
l, supp(ν) = {y1, . . . , yl} ⊂ Y ,

c : X × Y → R, φ : R → R, 0 < ǫ, τ ∈ R

Output:
f ∈ R

k, g ∈ R
l, π ∈ R

kl

Ci,j = c(xi, yi)
fi = 0
repeat
fprev = f
gj = −ǫγφ,µ

(
1
ǫ
(f − C·,j)

)

g = g − g0
fi = −ǫγφ,ν

(
1
ǫ
(g − Ci,·)

)

until ‖f − fprev‖∞ < τ
πi,j = φ∗

+
′(1

ǫ
(fi + gj − Ci,j)) · µ⊗ ν

To demonstrate the feasibility of the approach, we apply the algorithm to synthetic 2-dimensional
data obtained from https://github.com/jeanfeydy/global-divergences, the official code-
base of Feydy et al. [2019]5. The data consists of 4 pairs of densities on R

2, nicknamed "cres-
cents", "densities", "moons" and "slopes". The task with each pair is to compute the regular-
ized optimal transport problem between measures obtained by sampling a set of points indepen-
dently from each density. Examples of such pairs of empirical measures with supports of size
500 can be seen for each pair of densities in Figure 2 in the appendix, with µ being the red and
ν the blue pointcloud. Using different f -divergences and ǫs influences many aspects of the task,
which are detailed below. In all examples, the cost function is c(x, y) = 1

2‖x − y‖22, i.e. half
of the squared Euclidean distance. We consider classical f -divergences defined by φ of Legen-
dre type, specifically the Kullback-Leibler, reverse Kullback-Leibler, χ2 (or Neyman χ2), reverse
χ2 (or Pearson χ2), squared Hellinger, Jensen-Shannon, Jeffreys and triangular discrimination (or
Vincze-Le Cam) divergences. The corresponding functions needed for the algorithms (such as φ∗

+
and its first and second derivatives) are collected in Appendix C. The source code was based on
https://github.com/jeanfeydy/global-divergences, the official codebase of Feydy et al.
[2019], and will be made public upon acceptance.

Bias of optimal coupling. Entropic regularization introduces a tradeoff between convergence speed
of the Sinkhorn algorithm and bias in the optimal coupling. Increasing ǫ leads to faster convergence,
but pushes the optimal coupling further away from the coupling which is optimal in the unregularized
problem. Using different f -divergences for regularization leads to different biases. Since the range

5The data is used according to its terms of use, which can be found following the link above.
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of values of these divergences can be quite different, there is no point in comparing the induced
biases with equal ǫs. To make a fair comparison, we tuned the value of ǫ for each task-divergence
setting in order for the Sinkhorn algorithm to converge in 200 iterations with a tolerance of τ = 10−6.
Upon convergence, we backpropagated the resulting loss

∫
cdπ as described above, and took 1

gradient descent step on the points belonging to the support of µ with a learning rate of 1. The
results are visualized in Figure 1. The tradeoff leads to a visually similar, small amount of bias in
the case of the Kullback-Leibler, χ2, squared Hellinger, Jensen-Shannon and Jeffreys divergences.
On the other hand, the bias is more pronounced for the reverse Kullback-Leibler, reverse χ2 and
triangular discrimination divergences. Luckily, the bias can be reduced even in these cases, but at a
price of slower convergence speed. For other application scenarios, practitioners might benefit from
evaluating all considered f -divergences, since the biases in other tasks could differ.

Convergence speed and stability. We ran each setup with a number of ǫs with a tolerance of τ =
10−6 and collected the number of steps needed for convergence in Table 1 in the appendix. Among
the divergences considered, the χ2 divergence leads to the best stability and convergence speed, and
to the least sensitivity with respect to the choice of ǫ. For more details, see the discussion following
Table 1.

(a) Kullback-Leibler (b) Reverse Kullback-Leibler

(c) χ2 (d) Reverse χ2

(e) Squared Hellinger (f) Jensen-Shannon

(g) Jeffreys (h) Triangular discrimination

Figure 1: Bias of optimal couplings when ǫ is tuned to reach tolerance of 10−6 in 200 Sinkhorn
iterations

Sparsity of optimal coupling. For the χ2 divergence, one has φ∗
+
′((−∞,−2]) = 0, and for the trian-

gular discrimination divergence, one has φ∗
+
′((−∞,−3]) = 0. For all other divergences considered,

one always has φ∗
+
′ > 0. Since the density of the optimal coupling is obtained as the image of φ∗

+
′,

this leads to sparse couplings in the former case. In the latter, the optimal couplings will only contain
zeros because of floating point inaccuracies. Since the loss is defined by the coupling, sparsity in the
coupling leads to sparsity in the gradient tensors. This can be useful in practical scenarios as most
automatic differentiation engines contain implementations of subroutines tailored for sparse tensors,
which can be used in these cases to increase efficiency. In quantitative terms, the average ratio of
positive elements in the optimal couplings obtained in the experiments above for the χ2 divergence
were 100% with ǫ = 1−1, 82% with ǫ = 1−2, 37% with ǫ = 1−3, 14% with ǫ = 1−4, 5% with
ǫ = 1−5, 2% with ǫ = 1−6, 0.7% with ǫ = 1−7 and 0.3% with ǫ = 1−8, while for the triangular
discrimination divergence they were 100% with ǫ = 1−1, 78% with ǫ = 1−2, 14% with ǫ = 1−3

and 1% with ǫ = 1−4.
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5 Limitations

From the theoretical side, the main limitation of our paper is the assumption that the cost function
is Lipschitz. We explained in the corresponding section the reasons why we decided to work in this
setup. A more general theory may be able to include lower semicontinuous costs, but we did not
pursue this in the present work. The Legendre type assumption on φ excludes the total variation
divergence, but it is necessary in order to have a well-defined (c, ǫ, φ)-transform. Another limitation
in our work is that we believe that the Sinkhorn algorithm may fail if no condition like the Good
Triple is assumed, but we do not present an explicit example of this behavior. Instead, we just proved
that the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform can collapse to almost the c-transform, and for the latter it is well known
that the analogue of the Sinkhorn algorithm generally fails. Finally, we did not study Γ-convergence,
explicit formulas of the subdifferential of OTǫ(·, ν), nor the generalization of Sinkhorn divergences.
We leave these for future projects.

On the practical part, we believe that the implementation of Newton’s method could be optimized
for each φ. For the tolerances, there should be at least a heuristic way of choosing them in terms of ǫ
and φ in order to have the marginal conditions satisfied at convergence. This issue is discussed with
more detail in the appendix.
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A Mathematical background

A.1 Functional analysis

We are going to recite some of the most important results that we need for our paper. We refer the
reader to Cobzaş et al. [2019] for a detailed account on them.

In this paper, X and Y will denote compact metric spaces except if noted otherwise. We will be
interested in studying the set of Lipschitz functions on these sets. We say that a function f : X → R

is Lipschitz if there exists K ≥ 0 such that |f(x) − f(x′)| ≤ KdX(x, x′) for all x, x′ ∈ X where
dX is a metric on X . We will denote the set of Lipschitz functions on X by Lip(X). The optimal

K such that the above holds will be the Lipschitz constant of f , ‖f‖L = supx 6=x′

{
|f(x)−f(x′)|
dX (x,x′)

}
.

Clearly this definition depends on the metric dX (resp. dY ) chosen on X (resp. Y ) but for our
purposes we will fix some metric on X (resp. Y ) and all the Lipschitz constants will be relative
to it. Furthermore, in the product space X × Y we will assume that we have a metric dX×Y such
that dX×Y ((x, y), (x, y

′)) = dY (y, y
′) (and similarly fixing y instead of x). For example, it can be

assumed for the rest of the paper that dX×Y ((x, y), (x
′, y′)) = max{dX(x, x′), dY (y, y′)}.

As X and Y are compact spaces, it will always make sense to talk also about the ‖·‖∞ norm of a Lip-
schitz function on X or Y (and it will always be finite). Thus, we define ‖f‖∞ := supx∈X{|f(x)|}.
We can combine the Lipschitz constant with the supremum norm to create the following norm on
Lip(X) (resp. Lip(Y )), ‖f‖max := max{‖f‖L, ‖f‖∞}.

For any compact metric space (X, dX) we will denote by B(X) the Borel σ-algebra on X . A
measure on X is a function µ : B(X) → R such that µ(∅) = 0 and for pairwise disjoint elements
(Ai ∈ B(X))i≥1 we have µ(∪∞

i=1Ai) =
∑∞

i=1 µ(Ai). The variation of a measure µ is defined by:

|µ|(A) := sup
A=∪n

i=1Bi

n∑

i=1

|µ(Bi)|

where the Bi are pairwise disjoint and the supremum is taken over all possible partitions. The total
variation of µ is then defined as ‖µ‖ := |µ|(X). We will denote by M(X) the set of Borel measures
on X with finite total variation. Similarly, M+(X) will denote the subset of measures µ ∈ M(X)
such that µ ≥ 0 and M(X, ξ) for some ξ ∈ R will denote the set of measures such that µ(X) = ξ.
Finally P (X) will denote the set of probability measures on X , i.e., M+(X) ∩M(X, 1).

Given two measures µ, ν ∈ M(X) we will say that µ is absolutely continuous with respect to ν
and denote it by µ ≪ ν if for all A ∈ B(X) if ν(A) = 0 then µ(A) = 0. In this case, we will

denote the Radon-Nikodym derivative as dµ
dν

∈ L1(ν). We will say that two measures µ, ν ∈ M(X)
are singular to each other when there exists A ∈ B(X) such that |µ|(A) = 0 and |ν|(X \ A) = 0.
Given a measure µ ∈ M(X) for a compact metric space X we define its support as supp(µ) :=
X \ (∪{U⊂X open and |µ|(U)=0}U). Note that this is always a closed and compact subset of X .

For any µ ∈ M(X, 0) we are interested in defining

‖µ‖KR := sup

{∫
f dµ : ‖f‖L ≤ 1

}
.

With this, we can define the Hanin norm, which will be central in this paper. Given µ ∈ M(X) we
define

‖µ‖H := inf
ν∈M(X,0)

{‖ν‖KR + ‖µ− ν‖}.

The importance of this norm relies on the following theorem:

Theorem. Let (X, dX) be a compact metric space. Then

(Lip(X), ‖ · ‖max) ≃ (M(X), ‖ · ‖H)∗

and furthermore there is an isometric linear isomorphism given by the mapping that sends f ∈
Lip(X) to the functional µ 7→

∫
f dµ.
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Remark 7. For the rest of the paper, the normed spaces of measures M(X),M(Y ) and M(X×Y )
will be assumed to have the Hanin norm and the normed spaces Lip(X),Lip(Y ) andLip(X×Y ) the
max norm unless stated otherwise (as for example in (vi) of Proposition 15 where the ‖ · ‖∞-norm
is used).

GivenX and Y compact metric spaces and π ∈ M(X×Y ) let p1 : X×Y → X be the map (x, y) 7→
x. We denote by p∗1(π) ∈ M(X) the pushforward measure of π, i.e. p∗1(π)(A) := π(p−1

1 (A)) for
any A ∈ B(X). We do an analogous definition with with p2 : X×Y → Y (x, y) 7→ y. If we let now
µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) we can define Π(µ, ν) := {π ∈ M+(X × Y ) : p∗1(π) = µ, p∗2(π) = ν}.

A.2 Convex analysis [Zalinescu, 2002]

Given a topological vector space X , denote its topological dual by X∗, i.e. the set of real-valued
continuous linear maps on X , which is a topological vector space itself, and the canonical pairing
by 〈·, ·〉 : X × X∗ → R, which is the continuous bilinear map (x, x∗) → 〈x, x∗〉 = x∗(x).
Given a function f : X → R, the set dom f = {x ∈ X : f(x) < ∞} is the effective domain
of f . A function f is proper if dom f 6= ∅ and f(x) > −∞ for all x ∈ X , otherwise it is

improper. For a convex function f : X → R, its convex conjugate is f∗ : X∗ → R defined by
f∗(x∗) = supx∈X{〈x, x∗〉 − f(x)}, and its subdifferential at x ∈ X is the set ∂f(x) = {x∗ ∈
X∗ | ∀x̂ ∈ X : 〈x̂ − x, x∗〉 ≤ f(x̂)− f(x)}, singleton if and only if f is Gateaux differentiable at
x.

Remark 8. It should not be confused the pushforward operators p∗1 and p∗2 with the convex conju-
gate of a convex function (represented also with the symbol ∗). We believe that this will make no
confusion as the only pushforward of a measure will be represented as p∗1 and p∗2. All the rest of ∗

are convex conjugates.

B Complete proofs

Let us start with an easy result that shows that the pushforward operation of a measure is continuous
between the spaces of measures in the Hanin norm:

Proposition 9. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces. The map p∗1 : M(X × Y ) → M(X) is
linear and continuous.

Proof. Let p1 : X×Y → X be the projection to the first coordinate, (x, y) 7→ x. As p∗1(π) = π◦p−1
1

and thus it follows directly that this operator is linear. To see that it is continuous it is enough to
check that it is bounded. Let π ∈ M(X × Y ) be such that ‖π‖H ≤ 1. Let ν ∈ M(X × Y, 0) be
such that ‖ν‖KR + ‖π − ν‖ ≤ 1 + ǫ for some ǫ > 0. We have to see that ‖p∗1(π)‖H is bounded.

It suffices to see that ‖ν ◦p−1
1 ‖KR+ ‖π ◦p−1

1 − ν ◦p−1
1 ‖ is bounded by some constant (independent

of ν). Clearly we have that ν ◦ p−1
1 ∈ M(X, 0) as ν ◦ p−1

1 (X) = ν(X × Y ) = 0. By definition

‖ν ◦ p−1
1 ‖KR = sup

{∫
f ◦ p1 dν : ‖f‖L ≤ 1

}
.

Consider X × Y with the maximun distance, dX×Y = max(dX , dY ). It is easy to see that f ◦
p1 ∈ Lip(X × Y ) as |(f ◦ p1)(x, y) − (f ◦ p1)(x

′, y′)| = |f(x) − f(x′)| ≤ ‖f‖LdX(x, x′) ≤
‖f‖LdX×Y ((x, y), (x

′y′)). If ‖f‖L ≤ 1 then ‖f ◦ p1‖L ≤ 1 as well. Therefore ‖ν ◦ p−1
1 ‖KR ≤

‖ν‖KR (as essentially we are taking the supremum over a larger set).

For the total variation part, note that given a partition A1, . . . , Am of X , this automatically gives us a

partition of X×Y induced by p−1
1 , namely A1×Y, . . . , Am×Y . Therefore ‖π ◦p−1

1 − ν ◦p−1
1 ‖ ≤

‖π − ν‖. Thus ‖p∗1(π)‖H ≤ 1 + ǫ for all positive ǫ and therefore ‖p∗1(π)‖H ≤ ‖π‖H and the
functional is continuous.

Clearly a similar argument shows that p∗2 is linear and continuous.

Proposition 10. If a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function φ : R → R is of Legendre
type, then φ+ = φ + ιR+ is strictly convex and differentiable on domφ+ = domφ ∩ R+, φ∗

+ is

strictly convex and differentiable on domφ∗
+, and (φ′

+)
−1 = φ∗

+
′ on the set {t ∈ R : φ∗

+
′(t) > 0}.
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Proof. If domφ ⊂ R+, the proposition is immediate. Assume the contrary, so that φ(0) ∈ R. By
definition, for t ∈ R

φ∗
+(t) = sup

s∈R

{st− φ+(s)} = sup
s∈R+

{st− φ(s)}, (6)

which is a strictly concave constrained maximization problem. The first derivative test gives

t− φ′(s) = 0, (7)

giving the optimum

s = φ∗′(t) (8)

by Borwein and Lewis [1993, Lemma 2.6]. If φ∗′(t) ≥ 0, the constraint is satisfied and the optimum
is valid. Otherwise, since the problem is strictly concave, the optimum is going to be s = 0, giving

φ∗
+(t) =

{
φ∗′(t)t− φ(φ∗′(t)) = φ∗(t) if φ∗′(t) ≥ 0,

−φ(0) otherwise.
(9)

Differentiating gives

φ∗
+
′(t) =

{
φ∗′(t) if φ∗′(t) ≥ 0,

0 otherwise,
(10)

proving the proposition.

In the following, we denote by 〈µ, f〉 the integral
∫
fdµ of f ∈ Lip(X) and µ ∈ M(X), since it is

exactly the dual pairing for the duality of (M(X), ‖.‖H) and (Lip(X), ‖.‖max) (and similarly for
the spaces Y and X × Y ). The mapping (µ → Dφ(µ‖ν)) is denoted Iφ,ν , the theory of which can
be found in Agrawal and Horel [2020] and Borwein and Lewis [1993], generalized to this duality
setting in Terjék [2021]. We begin with a technical result that will help us prove strong duality.

Proposition 11. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and c ∈ Lip(X × Y ). Let also φ : R → R

be a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type with φ(1) = 0. Let ǫ > 0,

µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ), and define the map Tc,φ,ǫ,µ,ν : M(X × Y ) → R as

Tc,φ,ǫ,µ,ν(π) = 〈π, c〉+ ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π) + ι{(µ,ν)}(p
∗
1(π), p

∗
2(π)).

Then this map is proper, convex, and lower semicontinuous, and its conjugate T ∗
c,φ,ǫ,µ,ν : Lip(X ×

Y ) → R is

T ∗
c,φ,ǫ,µ,ν(ϕ) = inf

(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )

{
ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(ϕ− c− f ⊕ g)

)
+ 〈µ, f〉+ 〈ν, g〉

}
.

Proof. First we define Φϕ : M(X × Y )× (M(X)×M(Y )) → R as

Φϕ(π, (ξ, ρ)) = ι{(µ,ν)}(p
∗
1(π)− ξ, p∗2(π) − ρ) + 〈π, c− ϕ〉+ ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π).

for a function ϕ ∈ Lip(X × Y ). Now note that

T ∗
c,φ,ǫ,µ,ν(ϕ) = sup

π∈M(X×Y )

{〈π, ϕ〉 − ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π)− ι{(µ,ν)}(p
∗
1(π), p

∗
2(π)) − 〈π, c〉}

= sup
π∈M(X×Y )

{−Φϕ(π, 0, 0)} = − inf
π∈M(X×Y )

{Φϕ(π, 0, 0)} .

Further, suppose that the following convex optimization problem can be solved:

− inf
π∈M(X×Y )

{Φϕ(π, 0, 0)} = inf
(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )

{Φ∗
ϕ(0, (−f,−g))} (11)

Then this would imply that

T ∗
c,φ,ǫ,µ,ν(ϕ) = inf

(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )
{Φ∗

ϕ(0, (−f,−g))}.
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Now, by definition of Φ∗
ϕ(0, (−f,−g)) we have that

Φ∗
ϕ(0, (−f,−g)) = sup

π,ξ,ρ

{〈ξ,−f〉+ 〈ρ,−g〉+ 〈π, ϕ〉 − 〈π, c〉

− ι{(µ,ν)}(p
∗
1(π)− ξ, p∗2(π)− ρ)− ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π)}.

Changing the variables η := p∗1(π)− ξ and τ := p∗2(π) − ρ the previous equation equals:

sup
π,η,τ

{〈ϕ− f ⊕ g, π〉+ 〈f, η〉+ 〈g, τ〉 − 〈π, c〉 − ι{(µ,ν)}(η, τ) − ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π)}.

It is clear that without loss of generality we can assume that η = µ and τ = ν (as otherwise the
value inside the supremum is −∞). Hence

Φ∗
ϕ(0, (−f,−g)) = sup

π
{〈ϕ− f ⊕ g, π〉 − ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π)− 〈π, c〉} + 〈f, µ〉+ 〈g, ν〉

= (ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν)
∗(ϕ− f ⊕ g − c) + 〈f, µ〉+ 〈g, ν〉.

And this will conclude the proof since

T ∗
c,φ,ǫ,µ,ν(ϕ) = inf

(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )
{(ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν)

∗(ϕ− f ⊕ g − c) + 〈f, µ〉+ 〈g, ν〉}

and (ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν)
∗ = ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν(

1
ǫ
·) by Zalinescu [2002, Theorem 2.3.1(v)].

Thus, it only remains to check that (11) holds. To do so, by [Zalinescu, 2002, Theorem 2.6.1(v)] we
know that we have strong duality if the marginal function

hϕ(ξ, ρ) := inf
π∈M(X×Y )

Φϕ(π, ξ, ρ)

is lower semicontinuous at the origin and hϕ(0, 0) ∈ R. First note that taking π = µ⊗ ν it is easy to
see that the infumum is not ∞. To see that it is not equal to −∞, note that by [Agrawal and Horel,
2020, Paragraph before Remark 4.1.4]

Iφ+,µ⊗ν(π) ≥ 0

for any π ∈ M(X × Y ). If we take now any π such that Φϕ(π, 0, 0) 6= ∞ it is clear that p∗1(π) = µ
and π is a positive measure. Thus, we have the bound Φϕ(π, 0, 0) ≥ −‖c − ϕ‖∞ for all π ∈
M(X × Y ). Hence, we have that hϕ(0, 0) ∈ R.

To prove lower semicontinuity at the origin we have to prove that given (ξn, ρn) ∈ M(X)×M(Y )
with (ξn, ρn) → (0, 0) as n → ∞ then we have that hϕ(0, 0) ≤ lim infn→∞ hϕ(ξn, ρn). Note that
for n large enough we can assume without loss of generality max(‖ξn‖H , ‖ρn‖H) ≤ 1. Note also
that if ‖ξ‖H ≤ 1 then Φϕ(π, ξ, ρ) is bounded from below. This is because in order to have a value
different from ∞ we must have that π ≥ 0 (otherwise Iφ+,µ⊗ν(π) = ∞) and also p∗1(π) = ξ + µ.
In particular, the total variation of π can be bounded as follows

‖π‖ = π(X × Y ) = p∗1(π)(X) = (ξ + µ)(X) ≤ ‖ξ‖H + 1 ≤ 2,

where in the first equality we have used that π ≥ 0 and for the first inequality we have used
[Cobzaş et al., 2019, Proposition 8.5.2 (ii)]. Thus, we have that

Φϕ(π, ξ, ρ) ≥ 〈c− ϕ, π〉 ≥ −‖ϕ− c‖∞‖π‖ ≥ −2‖ϕ− c‖∞
whenever ‖ξ‖H ≤ 1.

Hence, if max(‖ξn‖H , ‖ρn‖H) ≤ 1 then hϕ(ξn, ρn) > −∞. It is clear that if
lim infn→∞ hϕ(ξn, ρn) = ∞ then the lower semicontinuity of this sequence is verified. Hence,
passing through a subsequence if necessary we can assume that hϕ(ξn, ρn) are all finite and that
lim infn→∞ hϕ(ξn, ρn) = limn→∞ hϕ(ξn, ρn). Now, for each n let πn ∈ M(X × Y ) be such
that |Φϕ(πn, ξn, ρn)− hϕ(ξn, ρn)| < 1/n. Note that without loss of generality we can assume that
πn ≥ 0 (using the same arguments as we used in the previous paragraph). In particular, we have
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that ‖πn‖ ≤ 2 for all n large enough (so that ‖ξn‖H ≤ 1). By [Cobzaş et al., 2019, Remark 8.5.9]
we have that the set {π ∈ M(X × Y ) : ‖π‖ ≤ 2} is compact in the Hanin norm and therefore there
exists a convergent subsequence πn → π (that abusing the notation we denote just by n). Hence

lim inf
n→∞

hϕ(ξn, ρn) ≥ lim inf
n→∞

Φϕ(πn, ξn, ρn)− 1/n = lim inf
n→∞

Φϕ(πn, ξn, ρn)

≥ Φϕ(π, 0, 0) ≥ inf
π∈M(X×Y )

Φϕ(π, 0, 0) = hϕ(0, 0).

Where we have used that Φϕ is lower semicontinuous. To prove this, we just have to prove that it is
the sum of lower semicontinuous functions. Clearly 〈·, c− ϕ〉 is continuous, the indicator function
is also lower semi-continuous, and Iφ,µ⊗ν is lower semi-continuous in the Hanin norm by [Terjék,
2021, Proposition 7]. Using that clearly (πn, ξn, ρn) → (π, 0, 0) as n → ∞ the result follows. The
map Tc,φ,ǫ,µ,ν is easily seen to be proper, convex and lower semicontinuous.

Let us recall the definition of c-transform (see for example [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.2]).

Definition 12 (c-transform). Let f ∈ Lip(X) and c ∈ Lip(X×Y ) for some compact metric spaces
X and Y . We define the c-transform of f as follows:

f c(y) := inf
x∈X

{c(x, y)− f(x)}.

Proposition 13. Let f ∈ Lip(X) and c ∈ Lip(X × Y ) for some compact metric spaces X and Y .
Then the c-transform of f has the following properties:

(i) If g ∈ Lip(Y ) is such that f ⊕ g ≤ c then g ≤ f c.

(ii) f ⊕ f c ≤ c.

(iii) f c ∈ Lip(Y ) and ‖f c‖L ≤ ‖c‖L.

(iv) ‖f c‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∞ + ‖c‖∞.

Proof. Most of the properties follow immediatelly from the definitions. For (iii), note that given
y, y′ ∈ Y we have

f c(y)− f c(y′) = inf
x∈X

{c(x, y)− f(x)} − inf
x∈X

{c(x, y′)− f(x)}

≤ inf
x∈X

{c(x, y′)− f(x) + ‖c‖LdY (y, y′)} − inf
x∈X

{c(x, y)− f(x)}

≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′),
where we have assumed that dX×Y ((x, y), (x, y

′)) = dY (y, y
′). Swapping the roles of y and y′ we

have the other inequality and therefore |f c(y)− f c(y′)| ≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′).

The natural generalization of the c-transform to the regularized optimal transport problem is the
following.

Definition 14 ((c, ǫ, φ)-transform). Let c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower
semicontinuous function of Legendre type with φ(1) = 0, ǫ > 0, µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ). We
define the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform of f as follows:

f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) := argmax
γ∈R

{
1

ǫ
γ −

∫
φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(f(x) + γ − c(x, y))

)
dµ(x)

}
.

Note that in this definition we can assume that γ ≤ f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) as otherwise it is clear that the
function inside the argmax is going to be −∞ by Borwein and Lewis [1993, Lemma 2.1].

Let us now prove some properties of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform:
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Proposition 15. Let (X, dX) and (Y, dY ) be compact metric spaces. Let also µ ∈ P (X) be of full
support, i.e. supp(µ) = X , c ∈ Lip(X × Y ) a cost function, 0 < ǫ ∈ R a regularization coefficient

and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type. Then one has
that for any f ∈ Lip(X):

(i) f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) is well-defined for all y ∈ Y implicitly by
∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f+f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)−c(·, y))dµ =

1 if there exists such number f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) or explicitly as f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = minx∈X{ǫφ′(∞) +
c(x, y)− f(x)} = f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) otherwise.

(ii) f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) ≤ c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞) for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y .

(iii) ‖f (c,ǫ,φ)‖L ≤ ‖c‖L.

(iv) ‖f (c,ǫ,φ)‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∞ + ‖c‖∞ if φ′(∞) = ∞ and ‖f (c,ǫ,φ)‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∞ + ‖c‖∞ + ǫφ′(∞)
otherwise.

(v) For any a ∈ R we have (f + a)(c,ǫ,φ) = f (c,ǫ,φ) − a.

(vi) The map from Lip(X) → Lip(Y ) that sends a function to its (c, ǫ, φ)-transform is 1-Lipschitz
with respect to the ‖ · ‖∞-norm.

Clearly analogous properties hold if we consider the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform defined as

g(c,ǫ,φ)(x) := argmax
γ∈R

{
1

ǫ
γ −

∫
φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(γ + g(y)− c(x, y))

)
dν(y)

}
.

of a function g ∈ Lip(Y ).

Proof. Let us start proving (i). Fix any y ∈ Y and consider the following Primal Problem

inf
ξ∈M(X,1)

{
Iφ+,µ(ξ)−

∫
1

ǫ
(f − c(·, y)) dξ

}
(12)

and the corresponding Dual Problem

sup
γ∈R

{
1

ǫ
γ −

∫
φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(f + γ − c(·, y))

)
dµ

}
. (13)

First, let us verify that the Primal Constraint Qualifications and the Dual Constraint Qualifications
from [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, p. 254 and p. 255] are satisfied. To verify the Primal CQ just note

that taking dξ
dµ

= 1 this condition holds (i.e. ξ = µ). For the Dual CQ, note that if γ is such that

γ < f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) then this condition holds as well (as φ′
+(−∞) = −∞).

Thus, by [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Theorem 4.1 (i), (ii) and (iii)] we get that both the Primal and

Dual Problems have (in principle non-necessarily unique) optimal solutions ξ̂ and γ̂ respectively.

Furthermore, if we decompose ξ̂ = dξ̂c
dµ

µ+(ξ̂s)+− (ξ̂s)− where ξ̂c is the absolutely continuous part

with respect to µ and (ξ̂s)+ and (ξ̂s)− is the Jordan decomposition of the singular part we have that
dξ̂c
dµ

is uniquely defined µ-a.e. and dξ̂c
dµ

= φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f + γ̂ − c(·, y))).

Now suppose that we have two optimal γ̂1 and γ̂2. Suppose now that the absolutely continuous part
is nonzero. By uniqueness of the absolutely continuous part we have that φ∗

+
′(1

ǫ
(f+ γ̂1−c(·, y))) =

φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f + γ̂2 − c(·, y))) µ-a.e. First note that

∫
X
φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f + γ̂1 − c(·, y)))dµ > 0 as otherwise the

absolutely continuous part would be 0. Thus, there exists an open set Uy ⊂ X of positive measure

such that φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f(x)+ γ̂1−c(x, y))) > 0 for all x ∈ Uy . Without loss of generality we can assume

that γ̂2 ≥ γ̂1 (otherwise swap the roles of γ̂2 and γ̂1) so in particular this inequality holds as well for
every x ∈ Uy replacing γ̂1 with γ̂2. By Proposition 10, φ∗

+
′ is invertible in Uy and thus we have that

1
ǫ
(f + γ̂1 − c(·, y)) = 1

ǫ
(f + γ̂2 − c(·, y)) for Uy-a.e. (if we want to be very precise, this would be

with the restriction of µ to Uy) and this clearly shows that γ̂1 = γ̂2. In particular, this unique value is

precisely f (c,ǫ,φ)(y). For simplicity and smoothness of the notation we will denote f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = γy .
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Note also that by [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Corollary 3.6] we have that supp((ξ̂s)−) ⊂ { 1
ǫ
(f +

γy − c(·, y)) = φ′
+(−∞) = −∞} = ∅ and, in particular (ξ̂s)− = 0, and that supp((ξ̂s)+) ⊂

{ 1
ǫ
(f+γy−c(·, y)) = φ′

+(∞)}. As φ is of Legendre type φ∗
+
′ is always nonnegative and increasing

by Proposition 10. In particular ξ̂ is a probability measure. If φ′(∞) = ∞ or
∫
X
φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f + γ̂y −

c(·, y))) = 1 then we have no singular part but if
∫

dξ̂c
dµ

dµ < 1 then there must exists some

x ∈ X such that f(x) + γy − c(x, y) = ǫφ′(∞). If we assume that (ii) of this proposition holds

and f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) ≤ c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞) for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y , we have that in this case

f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = γy = f c(y)+ǫφ′(∞), in particular uniqueness holds even if the absolutely continuous
part is 0.

Let us prove (ii). now. Suppose by contradiction that f(x0) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0) > c(x0, y0) + ǫφ′(∞)
for some x0 ∈ X and y0 ∈ Y . Let us now define Uy0 := {x ∈ X : f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0) >
c(x, y0) + ǫφ′(∞)} which by hypothesis is a non-empty open set. Now we use the assumption that
supp(µ) = X to see that in this case 1

ǫ
γy0 −

∫
X
φ∗
+(

1
ǫ
(f + γy − c)) dµ equals

1

ǫ
γy0 −

∫

X\Uy0

φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(f + γy − c)

)
dµ−

∫

Uy0

φ∗
+

(
1

ǫ
(f + γy − c)

)
dµ.

But µ(Uy0) > 0 and φ∗
+ equals ∞ in that set. As the other part of the integral is always bounded

from below, we get that 1
ǫ
γy0 −

∫
X
φ∗
+(

1
ǫ
(f + γy − c)) dµ = −∞ but this is impossible as we know

that the Dual Problem has a solution strictly larger than −∞.

We continue now by proving (iii). Let us define βy(γ) :=
∫
X
φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f + γ − c(·, y))) dµ for any

γ ∈ R. As we saw before, either βy(γy) = 1 or βy(γy) < 1 and γy = f c(y)+ǫφ′(∞). To prove that

f (c,ǫ,φ defined pointwise by γy is Lipschitz, given y, y′ ∈ Y first suppose that βy′

(γy′) ≥ βy(γy).
Then, as φ∗

+
′ is an increasing function so is βy(γ) as a function of γ. Thus

βy′

(γy′) ≥ βy(γy) ≥
∫

X

φ∗
+
′
(
1

ǫ
(f(x) + γ − c(x, y′)− ‖c‖LdY (y, y′))

)
dµ

= βy′

(γy − ‖c‖LdY (y, y′)).

Hence, γy − γy′ ≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′).
If βy′

(γy′) = βy(γy) = 1 then we are done, as we can repeat the above argument switching the

roles of y and y′. Similarly, if βy′

(γy′) < 1 and βy(γy) < 1, using the fact that in this case the
transform is just a translate of the regular c-transform we get the result. The only case left is what

happens if (say) βy′

(γy′) = 1 and βy(γy) < 1. By the previous argument we already know that
γy − γy′ ≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′). For the other inequality, note that as f c(y′) − f c(y) ≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′)
but we also know that γy = f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) and γy′ ≤ f c(y′) + ǫφ′(∞). Plugging this into the
previous inequality the result follows.

Let us now prove (iv). Again we have to divide into two cases. Given y ∈ Y , if βy(γy) = 1 using

that φ(1) = 0 we know that φ∗
+
′(0) = 1 and as φ∗

+
′ is increasing and nonnegative we have that

supx∈X{ 1
ǫ
(f + γy − c)} ≥ 0 (as otherwise βy(γy) would be strictly smaller than 1). From this it is

easy to see that γy ≥ −‖f‖∞ − ‖c‖∞. An analogous argument shows that γy ≤ ‖f‖∞ + ‖c‖∞. If
γy = f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) then we use the bound ‖f c‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖∞ + ‖c‖∞ and the result follows.

(v) follows directly from the definitions.

To prove the last part, let f1, f2 ∈ Lip(X). We want to prove that if ‖f1 − f2‖∞ ≤ L then

‖f (c,ǫ,φ)
1 − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
2 ‖ ≤ L. We have to consider 3 different cases. Fix any y ∈ Y . First assume

that both f
(c,ǫ,φ)
i (y) for i = 1, 2 are calculated by the formula f

(c,ǫ,φ)
i (y) = minx∈X{ǫφ′(∞) +

c(x, y) − fi(x)}. If we use that −f1(x) ≥ −f2(x) − L for all x ∈ X we have that f
(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y) ≥

minx∈X{ǫφ′(∞) + c(x, y) − f2(x) − L} = f
(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) − L. Using the inequality −f1(x) ≤

−f2(x) + L we obtain the converse inequality and we are done in this case.
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Next, assume that for i = 1, 2, the value of f
(c,ǫ,φ)
i (y) is given implicitly as the unique value

such that
∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(fi + f

(c,ǫ,φ)
i (y) − c(·, y))dµ = 1. Then we would have that for example

1 =
∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f1 + f

(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)− c(·, y))dµ ≤

∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f2 + L+ f

(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)− c(·, y))dµ. As

the function βy as we defined it before is increasing, we must have6 that by definition f
(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) ≤

f
(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)+L. By an analogous argument but using that f1(x) ≥ f2(x)−L for all x ∈ X we have

the opposite inequality.

Finally, in the mixed case when (say) f
(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y) is given explicitly and f

(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) is implicit, we

have to combine the previous arguments to conclude our result. On the one hand, f
(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y) ≥

minx∈X{ǫφ′(∞) + c(x, y) − f2(x) − L} ≥ f
(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) − L (as we always have the inequality

f
(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) ≤ f c

2 (y)+ ǫφ′(∞). For the other inequality note that 1 ≥
∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f1 + f

(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)−

c(·, y))dµ always (because ξ̂ is always a probability measure). Then we use the inequality f1(x) ≥
f2(x)−L which give us at the end that 1 ≥

∫
X
φ∗
+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f2−L+ f

(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)− c(·, y))dµ. Similarly

as before, this implies that f
(c,ǫ,φ)
2 (y) ≥ f

(c,ǫ,φ)
1 (y)− L.

Remark 16. Note that in some cases the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform collapses to “almost” the c-transform.

Example 17 (Mihály Weiner, personal communication). Consider the following example. Let X =
Y = [0, 1] with the measure dµ = 2x dx (where dx is the usual Lebesgue measure). Let also ǫ = 1,
the cost function c(x, y) = 3x − 1 and f(x) = 0. Let also Dφ be the reverse Kullback-Leibler

divergence (see C.2). Then f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = f c(y)+ ǫφ′(∞) = 0 for all y ∈ Y . To prove this, note that

we just have to compute
∫
φ∗
+(

1
ǫ
(f + γ − c)dµ =

∫ 1

0
2x

3x−γ
dx = 2

3 + 2
9γ(log(3 − γ) − log(−γ)).

From here it is easy to check that there is no γ ≤ 0 such that the previous integral equals 1. Thus,
the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform of f collapses to f c(y) + ǫφ′(∞) for all y ∈ Y .

Theorem 18. Let µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) be probability measures of full support on compact
metric spaces (X, dX) and (Y, dY ). Let c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization coefficient

and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type. Then one has

min
π∈Π(µ,ν)

{〈π, c〉+ ǫDφ(π‖µ⊗ ν)}

= max
f∈Lip(X),g∈Lip(Y )

f⊕g≤c+ǫφ′(∞)

{〈µ⊗ ν, f ⊕ g〉 − ǫ〈µ⊗ ν, φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)〉}

= max
f∈Lip(X)

{〈µ⊗ ν, f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ)〉 − ǫ〈µ⊗ ν, φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ) − c)〉}

= max
g∈Lip(Y )

{〈µ⊗ ν, g(c,ǫ,φ) ⊕ g〉 − ǫ〈µ⊗ ν, φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(g(c,ǫ,φ) ⊕ g − c)〉},

and π∗ ∈ Π(µ, ν) is optimal in the primal problem if and only if there exists (f∗, g∗) ∈ Lip(X) ×
Lip(Y ) such that

1

ǫ
(f∗ ⊕ g∗ − c) ≤ φ′(∞), (14)

dπc

dµ⊗ ν
= φ∗

+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f∗ ⊕ g∗ − c) (15)

and

supp(πs) ⊂ {(x, y) ∈ X × Y :
1

ǫ
(f∗(x) + g∗(y)− c(x, y)) = φ′(∞)} (16)

hold. In this case, (f∗, g∗) are a pair of optimal potentials in the dual problem.

6Note that in principle these integrals are only well-defined if the argument of φ∗
+

′ is less or equal than
φ′(∞). However, we can assume that the value of φ∗

+
′ is ∞ for values larger than φ′(∞) as this will be

consistent with the definition of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform given in (i).
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Proof. Since infx∈X{f(x)} = −f∗(0) for any proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function
f , by Proposition 11 one has

inf
π∈M(X×Y )

{〈π, c〉+ ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π) + ι{(µ,ν)}(π(· × Y ), π(X × ·))}

= − inf
(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )

{
ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(−c− f ⊕ g)

)
+ 〈µ, f〉+ 〈ν, g〉

}
,

or equivalently

sup
(f,g)∈Lip(X)×Lip(Y )

{
〈µ⊗ ν, f ⊕ g〉 − ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

)}
.

Since I∗φ,µ⊗ν(ϕ) = ∞ unless ϕ(X) ⊆ [φ′(−∞), φ′(∞)] [Terjék, 2021, Proposition 7], φ′
+(−∞) =

−∞ and φ′
+(∞) = φ′(∞), one has the constraint 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c) ≤ φ′(∞), leading to

sup
f⊕g≤c+ǫφ′(∞)

{
〈µ⊗ ν, f ⊕ g〉 − ǫ

〈
µ⊗ ν, φ∗

+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

〉}
.

By definition of the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform, it is clear that

g − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c) dµ ≤ f (c,ǫ,φ) − ǫ

∫
φ∗
+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ f (c,ǫ,φ) − c) dµ (17)

for every y ∈ Y . Thus we can always replace g by f (c,ǫ,φ). A similar argument shows that we can

always replace f by g(c,ǫ,φ).

Let us now check that both the supremum and the infimum are attained. Let us start with the infimum.
Let πn ∈ Π(µ, ν) be such that 〈πn, c〉+ ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(πn) → infπ∈Π(µ,ν){〈π, c〉+ ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(π)} as n →
∞. As the set of probability measures is a compact set in the Hanin norm by [Cobzaş et al., 2019,
Theorem 8.4.25(3),Theorem 8.5.7] and any coupling is a probability measure, we can assume that
there is a convergent subsequence (that abusing the notation we denote by πn) such that πn → π∗ in
the Hanin norm. Moreover, as p∗1 and p∗2 are continuous functions we know that π∗ ∈ Π(µ, ν). And
finally note that as the function 〈·, c〉 + ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(·) is lower semicontinuous we have that 〈π∗, c〉 +
ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(π

∗) ≤ limn→∞〈πn, c〉 + ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(πn) = infπ∈Π(µ,ν){〈π, c〉 + ǫIφ,µ⊗ν(π)}, so that the
maximum is achieved by π∗.

As for the supremum, we want to prove that

S := sup
f⊕g≤c+ǫφ′(∞)

{
〈µ⊗ ν, f ⊕ g〉 − ǫ

〈
µ⊗ ν, φ∗

+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

〉}

is attained for some pair of functions (f, g) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y ). Let (fn, gn) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y )
be a sequence of functions such that fn ⊕ gn ≤ c + ǫφ′(∞) and |S − 〈µ, fn〉 − 〈ν, gn〉 +

ǫ
〈
µ⊗ ν, φ∗

+ ◦ 1
ǫ
(fn ⊕ gn − c)〉

∣∣ ≤ 1/n. First note that by (17) we can replace gn by f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n

and we are still at most 1/n away from S. As Y is compact and metric, it has finite diameter,

diam(Y ) = supy,y′∈Y dY (y, y
′) < ∞. By (iii) of Proposition 15, the Lipschitz constant of f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n

is bounded by ‖c‖L for all n ≥ 0. Moreover, note that we can replace the pair (fn, f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n )

by (fn + a, f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n − a) for any constant a ∈ R. Thus, taking a = f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0) for some

y0 ∈ Y we have that f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0) is a function with Lipschitz constant at most ‖c‖L

and |f (c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0)| ≤ ‖c‖LdY (y, y′) ≤ ‖c‖L diam(Y ).

Now, again we use (17) and instead of the pair (fn + f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0), f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0)) we

take ((f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0))

(c,ǫ,φ), f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0)). By Proposition 15 we know that

the Lipschitz constant of (f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n − f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0))

(c,ǫ,φ) is at most ‖c‖L and that ‖(f (c,ǫ,φ)
n −

f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0))

(c,ǫ,φ)‖∞ ≤ ‖c‖∞+‖c‖L diam(Y ). Thus, if we denote by hn := f
(c,ǫ,φ)
n −f

(c,ǫ,φ)
n (y0)

we have that |S − 〈µ, h(c,ǫ,φ)
n 〉 − 〈ν, hn〉| ≤ 1/n and ‖hn‖max = max{‖hn‖∞, ‖hn‖L} ≤

(diam(Y ) + 1)‖c‖L. Similarly we get that ‖h(c,ǫ,φ)
n ‖max = max{‖h(c,ǫ,φ)

n ‖∞, ‖h(c,ǫ,φ)
n ‖L} ≤
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(diam(Y ) + 1)‖c‖L + ‖c‖∞. The key fact now is that these constants do not depend on n, and
therefore, as (Lip(X), ‖ · ‖max) is the dual of a normed space (namely (M(X), ‖ · ‖H)), by the
Banach-Alaoglu theorem we know that the unit ball is compact in the weak* topology. Thus, we

can assume (passing to a subsequence if necessary) that hn → h and h
(c,ǫ,φ)
n → h′ in the weak*

topology. Using the fact that I∗φ+,µ⊗ν is weak* lower semicontinuous by [Zalinescu, 2002, Theorem

2.3.1] this implies that

S = 〈µ⊗ ν, h′ ⊕ h〉 − ǫ

〈
µ⊗ ν, φ∗

+ ◦ 1

ǫ
(h′ ⊕ h− c)

〉

and similarly changing h′ by h(c,ǫ,φ) or h by h′(c,ǫ,φ). Note that h′(x) + h(y) ≤ c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞)
for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y as otherwise the right hand side of the previous equation will be −∞.

If π is optimal and (f, g) are optimal potentials then

〈π, c〉+ ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π) = 〈π, f ⊕ g〉 − ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

)
,

or equivalently
〈
π,

1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

〉
= Iφ+,µ⊗ν(π) + I∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

)
.

The optimality conditions then follow by applying [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Theorem 2.10].

We can say even a little more about the structure of the optimal potentials and coupling. A set
C ⊂ X × Y is called c-cyclically monotone [Villani, 2008, Definition 5.1] if for any subset
{(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)} ⊂ C for n ∈ N, one has

n∑

i=1

c(xi, yi) ≤
n−1∑

i=1

c(xi, yi+1) + c(xn, y1). (18)

Proposition 19. The (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferential of f ∈ Lip(X) defined as

∂(c,ǫ,φ)f = {(x, y) ∈ X × Y : f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) = c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞)}, (19)

and the (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferential of g ∈ Lip(Y ) defined as

∂(c,ǫ,φ)g = {(x, y) ∈ X × Y : g(y) + g(c,ǫ,φ)(x) = c(x, y) + ǫφ′(∞)} (20)

are both closed, c-cyclically monotone sets.

Proof. If φ′(∞) = ∞, then ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f = ∂(c,ǫ,φ)g = ∅, so the statement is vacuously true. Now

assume that φ′(∞) ∈ R. Being the level sets of Lipschitz continuous functions implies that both
sets are closed. Let {(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)} ⊂ ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f , so that one has

n∑

i=1

c(xi, yi) =

n∑

i=1

[f(xi) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(yi)− ǫφ′(∞)]. (21)

On the other hand, one always has c(xi, yj) + ǫφ′(∞) ≥ f(xi) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(yj), implying that

n−1∑

i=1

c(xi, yi+1)+c(xn, y1) ≥
n−1∑

i=1

[f(xi)+f (c,ǫ,φ)(yi+1)−ǫφ′(∞)]+f(xn)+f (c,ǫ,φ)(y1)−ǫφ′(∞)

=

n∑

i=1

[f(xi) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(yi)− ǫφ′(∞)]. (22)

The last two equations imply the proposition for ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f , and a symmetric argument clearly works
for ∂(c,ǫ,φ)g.
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Proposition 20. Let µ ∈ P (X) and ν ∈ P (Y ) be probability measures of full support on compact
metric spaces (X, dX) and (Y, dY ). Let c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization coefficient

and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type. Let π′ ∈
Π(µ, ν) be an optimal coupling for the primal problem. Let π′

c be its absolutely continuous part
with respect to µ ⊗ ν and π′

s the singular part. Let also (f ′, g′) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) be a pair of

optimal potentials. Then
dπ′

c

dµ⊗ν
is unique for any optimal coupling. If (f̃ , g̃) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y )

are also optimal potentials then f ′ ⊕ g′ = f̃ ⊕ g̃ π′
c-a.e.. If φ∗

+
′ is invertible in (−∞, φ′(∞)) then

any optimal potential equals (f ′ + a, g′ − a) for some a ∈ R. Finally, the support of πs lies in the
intersection of the (c, ǫ, φ)-subdifferentials of all optimal dual variables.

Proof. Let π1, π2 ∈ Π(µ, ν) and (f1, g1), (f2, g2) ∈ Lip(X)×Lip(Y ) be optimal primal and dual

variables. If gj = f j(c,ǫ,φ) and f j = gj
(c,ǫ,φ)

would not hold for j ∈ {1, 2}, one could replace

gj with f j(c,ǫ,φ) to increase the value of the dual problem, contradicting optimality of (gj , f j). By
optimality, one has

∫
cdπi + ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π

i) =

∫
f j ⊕ gjdµ⊗ ν − ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f j ⊕ gj − c)

)
(23)

for i, j ∈ {1, 2}. Since πi ∈ Π(µ, ν), one has
∫
f j⊕gjdµ⊗ν =

∫
f j⊕gjdπi, so we can rearrange

as

Iφ+,µ⊗ν(π
i) + I∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f j ⊕ gj − c)

)
=

∫
1

ǫ
(f j ⊕ gj − c)dπi. (24)

By Borwein and Lewis [1993, Theorem 2.10], since φ′
+(−∞) = −∞, this holds if and only if

1

ǫ
(f j ⊕ gj − c) ≤ φ′(∞), (25)

dπi
c

dµ⊗ ν
= φ∗

+
′ ◦ 1

ǫ
(f j ⊕ gj − c) µ⊗ ν-a.e. (26)

and

supp(πi
s) ⊂

{
(x, y) ∈ X × Y :

1

ǫ
(f j(x) + gj(y)− c(x, y)) = φ′(∞)

}
, (27)

where one has
{
(x, y) ∈ X × Y : 1

ǫ
(f j(x) + gj(y)− c(x, y)) = φ′(∞)

}
= ∂(c,ǫ,φ)f

j =

∂(c,ǫ,φ)g
j . As (26) holds for fixed j and i = 1, 2 we have that the absolutely continuous part of

any optimal coupling is unique. If we let C := {(x, y) ∈ X × Y : φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f1 ⊕ g1 − c)) =

φ∗
+
′(1

ǫ
(f2 ⊕ g2 − c))} we know that µ ⊗ ν(C) = 1. As φ∗

+
′ ≥ 0 and it is invertible in the points

where φ∗
+
′ > 0 by Proposition 10 if P := {(x, y) ∈ X × Y : φ∗

+
′(1

ǫ
(f1 ⊕ g1 − c)) > 0} we know

that for all (x, y) ∈ C ∩ P we have f1 ⊕ g1 = f2 ⊕ g2. But clearly π1
c (C ∩ P ) = π1

c (X × Y ).

Furthermore, if φ∗
+
′ is invertible in its domain from the same equation we deduce that f1 ⊕ g1 =

f2 ⊕ g2 µ ⊗ ν-a.e. As µ and ν have full support so do µ ⊗ ν, and as f j and gj for j = 1, 2 are
continuous functions, then f1 ⊕ g1 = f2 ⊕ g2 must hold for every (x, y) ∈ X × Y 7. The last part
of the proposition follows from (27) for a fixed i and any j = 1, 2.

Definition 21 (Sinkhorn operator). Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈
P (Y ) be Borel probability measures of full support. Let also c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be

a regularization coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function
of Legendre type. Fix any point y0 ∈ Y . Given a pair (f, g) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) we define the

operator F (c,ǫ,φ) : Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) → Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) as

F (c,ǫ,φ)(f, g) := ((f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))
(c,ǫ,φ), f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))

7Here we use an standard continuity argument. If for some (x0, y0) ∈ X ×Y we have f1(x0) + g1(y0) 6=
f2(x0) + g2(y0) then this will hold in an open neighborhood of (x0, y0). But this will contradict the fact that
f1 ⊕ g1 = f2 ⊕ g2 µ⊗ ν-a.e. as any open set has positive measure if the measure has full support.
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Technically this operator depends also on the point y0 but as it is not very important which point it
is, we decided not to put it in the definition of Sinkhorn iteration. This operator has the following
very nice property:

Proposition 22. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈ P (Y ) be Borel
probability measures of full support. Let also c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization

coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type.
Fix any point y0 ∈ Y . Then for any (f, g) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y ) we have ‖F (c,ǫ,φ)(f, g)‖max ≤ K
where K depends only on the diameters of X and Y , ǫ and on ‖c‖max. Moreover, F (c,ǫ,φ) is
continuous with respect to the ‖ · ‖∞-norm8.

Proof. By (iii) of Proposition 15 we have that the Lipschitz constants of f (c,ǫ,φ) and (f (c,ǫ,φ) −
f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))

(c,ǫ,φ) are uniformly bounded by ‖c‖L. As clearly f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0) is a function

that attains the value 0 we have that ‖f (c,ǫ,φ)−f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0)‖∞ ≤ ‖f (c,ǫ,φ)‖L supy,y′∈Y dY (y, y
′) ≤

‖c‖L diam(Y ) where the diameter of Y is finite because Y is compact. Using (iv) of Proposi-

tion 15 we have that ‖(f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))
(c,ǫ,φ)‖∞ ≤ ‖(f (c,ǫ,φ) − f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0))‖∞ + ‖c‖∞ +

ǫφ′(∞)χR(φ
′(∞)) (where the last summand vanishes if φ′(∞) = ∞). The last part of the proposi-

tion follows easily from (vi) of Proposition 15.

Definition 23 (Good triple). Let X be a compact metric space and µ a Borel probability measure
on X . Let φ be a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type and suppose
that φ′(∞) < ∞. Let also C > 0 be a constant. We say that (X,µ, φ) is a good triple with respect
to C if for all x0 ∈ X

lim
δ↓0

∫

X

φ∗
+
′(φ′(∞)− Cd(x0, x)− δ) dµ(x) > 1.

As we said in the main body of the paper, this condition is the one which ultimately will allow us to
prevent the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform to collapse to the c-transform plus ǫφ′(∞). More specifically, in the

next proposition we will see how maxx∈X,y∈Y { 1
ǫ
(f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(x, y))} is separated from

the critical value φ′(∞) assuming this condition.

Proposition 24. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈ P (Y ) be Borel
probability measures of full support. Let also c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization

coefficient and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type.
Suppose that (X,µ, φ) is a good triple with respect to 2‖c‖L/ǫ. Then for any f ∈ Lip(X) with

‖f‖L ≤ ‖c‖L we have that maxx∈X,y∈Y { 1
ǫ
(f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(x, y))} ≤ φ′(∞)− τ for some

positive constant τ > 0.

Proof. Fix any y ∈ Y and let xy ∈ X be such that the maximum of { 1
ǫ
(f(x)+f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)−c(x, y))}

with respect to x ∈ X is attained at xy (it always exists because X is compact and the functional
continuous). Then

∣∣∣∣
1

ǫ
(f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(x, y)) − 1

ǫ
(f(xy) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(xy , y))

∣∣∣∣ ≤
2‖c‖L

ǫ
dX(x, xy).

As φ∗
+
′ is increasing we have that

∫

X

φ∗
+
′
(
1

ǫ
(f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(x, y))

)
dµ ≥

∫

X

φ∗
+
′
(
1

ǫ
(f(xy) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(xy, y))−

2‖c‖L
ǫ

dX(x, xy)

)
dµ.

8In the space Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) we define the ‖ · ‖∞ norm as ‖(f, g)‖∞ := max(‖f‖∞, ‖g‖∞) for any
(f, g) ∈ Lip(X)× Lip(Y ).
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Relabeling 1
ǫ
(f(xy) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(xy , y)) as φ′(∞)− δ we see that this is a contradiction if δ is

too small because the left hand side has to integrate to a value at most 1 by (the proof of) Proposition
15. By the definition of good triple we see that this is independent from the point y ∈ Y so it holds
for all of them.

Let us now state our main final result, which we will prove in several steps:

Theorem 25. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces and µ ∈ P (X), ν ∈ P (Y ) be Borel proba-
bility measures of full support. Let also c ∈ Lip(X × Y ), 0 < ǫ ∈ R be a regularization coefficient

and φ : R → R a proper, convex and lower semicontinuous function of Legendre type. Suppose
that (X,µ, φ) and (Y, ν, φ) are a good triples with respect to 2‖c‖L/ǫ. Take any pair (f, g) ∈
Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) and define inductively (f0, g0) := (f, g) and (fn, gn) := F (c,ǫ,φ)(fn−1, gn−1)
for n ≥ 1. Let us also define the dual functional for any pair of functions (f, g) ∈ Lip(X)×Lip(Y ):

Dǫ(f, g) := 〈µ, f〉+ 〈ν, g〉 − ǫI∗φ+,µ⊗ν

(
1

ǫ
(f ⊕ g − c)

)
.

The optimal primal problem OTǫ(µ, ν) is defined as

OT
ǫ
(µ, ν) := inf

π∈Π(µ,ν)
{〈π, c〉+ ǫIφ+,µ⊗ν(π)}.

Then Dǫ(fn, gn) → OTǫ(µ, ν) as n → ∞. Also, there exists a unique optimal coupling π̃ that

attains the infimum in OTǫ(µ, ν) and if (f̃ , g̃) are optimal potentials for the dual problem we have

that fn ⊕ gn → f̃ ⊕ g̃ in L∞(π).

Proof. By Proposition 22 as soon as n ≥ 1 we have that all the functions (fn, gn) will have ‖ ·
‖max norm bounded uniformly in terms of c, ǫ and the diameters of X and Y . Therefore we will
assume from now on that all the functions in this sequence have this property. We can apply the
Arzelà-Ascoli theorem by [Cobzaş et al., 2019, Theorem 8.4.11] (as the sum norm defines the same
topology as the max norm, clearly ‖·‖max ≤ ‖·‖sum ≤ 2‖·‖max). Thus we have that (fnk

, gnk
) →

(f̃ , g̃) as k → ∞ in the ‖ · ‖∞ norm for some subsequence nk.

In particular, as all the elements fn and gn have Lipschitz norm bounded by ‖c‖L, so do f̃ and g̃.
The Sinkhorn operator is continuous with the ‖ ·‖∞-norm by Proposition 22. By Proposition 24 and
the definition of the pair (fn, gn) we know that 1

ǫ
(fn ⊕ gn − c) has its image in (−∞, φ′(∞) − τ ]

and therefore by [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Theorem 2.7] the operator Dǫ(·, ·) is continuous in the
set where (fn, gn) lives.

Thus, we have that Dǫ(fnk
, gnk

) → Dǫ(f̃ , g̃) and Dǫ(F (c,ǫ,φ)(fnk
, gnk

)) → Dǫ(F (c,ǫ,φ)(f̃ , g̃))).
Furthermore, by definition of the sequence (fn, gn) we have that Dǫ(fnk

, gnk
)) ≤

Dǫ(F (c,ǫ,φ)(fnk
, gnk

)) ≤ Dǫ(fnk+1
, gnk+1

)). Hence, Dǫ(f̃ , g̃) = Dǫ(F (c,ǫ,φ)(f̃ , g̃)). In partic-

ular we have that Dǫ(f̃ , g̃)) ≤ Dǫ(f̃ , f̃
(c,ǫ,φ)) = Dǫ(f̃ + a, f̃ (c,ǫ,φ) − a)) ≤ Dǫ((f̃

(c,ǫ,φ) −
a)(c,ǫ,φ), f̃ (c,ǫ,φ) − a)) = Dǫ(f̃ , g̃) for some constant a ∈ R. Hence, all previous inequal-

ities are equalities. By (v) of Proposition 15 we have that Dǫ(f̃ , g̃)) = Dǫ(f̃ , f̃
(c,ǫ,φ)) and

Dǫ(f̃ , f̃
(c,ǫ,φ))) = Dǫ((f̃

(c,ǫ,φ))(c,ǫ,φ), f̃ (c,ǫ,φ))). Now we need the following lemma:

Lemma 26. With the same hypothesis as in Theorem 25 let f ∈ Lip(X) and g ∈ Lip(Y ) be any

functions. Suppose that Dǫ(f, g)) = Dǫ(f, f
(c,ǫ,φ)). Then g = f (c,ǫ,φ) for every y ∈ Y .

Proof of lemma: Assume that equality fails at some y0 ∈ Y . For any h ∈ Lip(Y ) and y ∈ Y let us
define

Hh(y) := h(y)− ǫ

∫

X

φ∗
+(f + h(y)− c(·, y))dµ.

By hypothesis we also have that
∫
Hg(y)dν =

∫
Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y)dν. Note that by definition of the

(c, ǫ, φ)-transform we have that Hg(y) ≤ Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y) for all y ∈ Y . Thus, those functions are equal

ν-a.e. If for some y0 ∈ Y we have g(y0) 6= f (c,ǫ,φ)(y0) then Hg(y0) < Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y0). Let us denote

that positive difference as e := Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y0)−Hg(y0).

25



Now note first that Hg(y) is upper semi-continuous in y by [Zalinescu, 2002, Theorem 2.3.1] (we
apply this result for general Lipschitz functions in Lip(X) and then note that we are just specializing
that result to the concrete family of functions 1

ǫ
(f(x) + g(y)− c(x, y)) indexed by y ∈ Y ). For the

part of Hf(c,ǫ,φ) we need to prove continuity instead of just upper semicontinuity. To do so, recall

that by Proposition 24 we know that the functions 1
ǫ
(f(x) + f (c,ǫ,φ)(y) − c(x, y)) ∈ Lip(X) (this

is a family of functions indexed by y ∈ Y ) have their image strictly inside the range (−∞, φ′(∞)).
Thus, by [Borwein and Lewis, 1993, Theorem 2.7] we have that for y ∈ Y , Hf(c,ǫ,φ) is continuous.

Hence, by upper semicontinuity of Hg(y) there exists some δ > 0 such that if dY (y, y0) < δ then
Hg(y) < Hg(y0) + e/3. Similarly, by continuity of Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y) there exists δ′ > 0 such that if

dY (y, y0) < δ′ then Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y) ≥ Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y0) − e/3. Therefore if dY (y, y0) < min(δ, δ′) then

Hg(y) < Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y) and this is a contradiction with the fact that ν has full support. In particular,

we have found an open set {y ∈ Y : dY (y, y0) < min(δ, δ′)} (which has positive measure as ν has
full support) such that Hg(y) < Hf(c,ǫ,φ)(y) and this is a contradiction with the fact that these two
functions are equal ν-a.e.

Note that under similar hypothesis an analogous argument shows that if Dǫ(f, g) = Dǫ(g
(c,ǫ,φ), g)

then g(c,ǫ,φ) = f .

This lemma implies that the potentials (f̃ , g̃) that we have found satisfy that they are (c, ǫ, φ)-
transforms of each other. We claim that the measure

π̃ := φ∗
+
′(f̃ ⊕ g̃ − c)µ⊗ ν

is an optimal solution to the primal problem, i.e. Dǫ(f̃ , g̃) = OTǫ(µ, ν). First, note that by Theorem
18 if we manage to prove that π̃ is in Π(µ, ν) then we would be done (as this clearly satisfy all the
remaining conditions to be optimal). As φ∗

+
′ is nonnegative so is π̃.

Let us see that (p∗2)(π̃) = ν (the other projection follows analogously). Given any A ⊂ Y measur-
able we have that

(p∗2)(π̃)(A) =

∫

A

∫

X

φ∗
+
′(f̃(x) + g̃(y)− c(x, y))dµ(x)dν(y)

=

∫

A

∫

X

φ∗
+
′(f̃(x) + f̃ (c,ǫ,φ)(y)− c(x, y))dµ(x)dν(y).

By hypothesis, recall that (X,µ, φ) is a good triple with respect to 2‖c‖L/ǫ and therefore by Propo-

sition 24 and (i) of Proposition 15 we know that for every y ∈ Y we have
∫
X
φ∗
+
′(f̃ + f̃ (c,ǫ,φ)(y)−

c(·, y))dµ = 1. Thus, the integral above reduces to
∫
A
dν = ν(A) and the result follows.

This proves that for the subsequence nk we have that Dǫ(fnk
, gnk

) → OTǫ(µ, ν). However, it
is easy to extend this result to the full sequence using the fact that Dǫ(fn, gn) is an increasing
sequence for all n ≥ 1. Just note that given δ > 0 we know that there exists K(δ) such that if
k ≥ K(δ) we have that |Dǫ(fnk

, gnk
) − OTǫ(µ, ν)| < δ. Thus, for all n ≥ nK(δ) we know that

|Dǫ(fn, gn)−OTǫ(µ, ν)| < δ which proves convergence.

By Proposition 20 we know that the absolutely continuous part of an optimal solution is unique.
As in our case we know that this defines directly a probability measure, we know that the solution
to the primal problem OTǫ(µ, ν) is unique (the singular part must be just 0). To prove the last
part of the theorem, let (f ′, g′) ∈ Lip(X) × Lip(Y ) be a pair of optimal potentials and suppose
by contradiction that fn ⊕ gn 6→ f ′ ⊕ g′ in L∞(π̃) as n → ∞. This means that there exists a
subsequence ni and a positive δ > 0 such that ‖fni

⊕gni
−f ′⊕g′‖L∞(π̃) ≥ δ for all i ≥ 1. We can

now repeat the same arguments as before using the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem to prove that there exists
a subsubsequence nij for j ≥ 1 such that (fnij

, gnij
) → (f ′′, g′′) as j → ∞ in the ‖ · ‖∞ norm. In

particular, fnij
⊕ gnij

→ f ′′ ⊕ g′′ in L∞(π̃). By Proposition 20 we have that f ′ ⊕ g′ = f ′′ ⊕ g′′

π-a.e. which is clearly a contradiction.
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C Functions related to f -divergences

C.1 Kullback-Leibler divergence

φ+(x) =

{
x log(x) − x+ 1 if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(28)

∂φ+(x) =

{{log(x)} if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(29)

φ′(∞) = ∞ (30)

φ∗
+(x) = ex − 1 (31)

φ∗
+
′(x) = ex (32)

φ∗
+
′′(x) = ex (33)

C.2 Reverse Kullback-Leibler divergence

φ+(x) =

{
x− 1− log(x) if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(34)

∂φ+(x) =

{{
x−1
x

}
if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(35)

φ′(∞) = 1 (36)

φ∗
+(x) =

{− log(1 − x) if x ≤ 1,

∞ otherwise.
(37)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

1

1− x
(38)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

1

(1− x)2
(39)

C.3 χ2 divergence

φ+(x) =

{
(x− 1)2 if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(40)

∂φ+(x) =

{{2x− 2} if x ≥ 0,

∅ otherwise.
(41)

φ′(∞) = ∞ (42)

φ∗
+(x) =

{
1
4x

2 + x if x ≥ −2,

−1 otherwise.
(43)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

{
1
2x+ 1 if x ≥ −2,

0 otherwise.
(44)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

{
1
2 if x ≥ −2,

0 otherwise.
(45)
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C.4 Reverse χ2 divergence

φ+(x) =

{
1
x
+ x− 2 if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(46)

∂φ+(x) =

{{
1− 1

x2

}
if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(47)

φ′(∞) = 1 (48)

φ∗
+(x) =

{
2− 2

√
1− x if x ≤ 1,

∞ otherwise.
(49)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

1√
1− x

(50)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

1

2
√
1− x

3 (51)

C.5 Squared Hellinger divergence

φ+(x) =

{
(
√
x− 1)2 if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(52)

∂φ+(x) =

{{
1− 1√

x

}
if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(53)

φ′(∞) = 1 (54)

φ∗
+(x) =

{
x

1−x
if x ≤ 1,

∞ otherwise.
(55)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

1

(1− x)2
(56)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

2

(1− x)3
(57)

C.6 Jensen-Shannon divergence

φ+(x) =

{
x log(x) − (x+ 1) log(x+1

2 ) if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(58)

∂φ+(x) =

{{log(x)− log(x + 1) + log(2)} if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(59)

φ′(∞) = log(2) (60)

φ∗
+(x) =

{− log(2− ex) if x ≤ log(2),

∞ otherwise.
(61)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

1

2e−x − 1
(62)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

2ex

(ex − 2)2
(63)
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C.7 Jeffreys divergence

φ+(x) =

{
(x− 1) log(x) if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(64)

∂φ+(x) =

{{
log(x)− 1

x
+ 1

}
if x > 0,

∅ otherwise.
(65)

φ′(∞) = ∞ (66)

φ∗
+(x) = x+W (e1−x) +

1

W (e1−x)
− 2 (67)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

1

W (e1−x)
(68)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

1

W (e1−x)
− 1

W (e1−x) + 1
(69)

W denotes the principal branch of the Lambert W function, also called the product logarithm, de-

fined implicitly by the relation W (x)eW (x) = x. Similarly to the proposed conjugates, it is com-
puted by Newton’s method and its gradient by the implicit function theorem.

C.8 Triangular discrimination divergence

φ+(x) =

{
(x−1)2

x+1 if x ≥ 0,

∞ otherwise.
(70)

∂φ+(x) =

{{
(x−1)(x+3)

(x+1)2

}
if x ≥ 0,

∅ otherwise.
(71)

φ′(∞) = 1 (72)

φ∗
+(x) =





−1 if x < −3,

(
√
1− x− 1)(

√
1− x− 3) if −3 ≤ x ≤ 1,

∞ otherwise.

(73)

φ∗
+
′(x) =

{
0 if x < −3,

2√
1−x

− 1 if −3 ≤ x ≤ 1
(74)

φ∗
+
′′(x) =

{
0 if x < −3,

1
(
√
1−x)3

if −3 ≤ x ≤ 1
(75)

D Experimental results

(a) "crescents" (b) "densities" (c) "moons" (d) "slopes"

Figure 2: Data
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Table 1: Number of Sinkhorn iterations until a tolerance of 10−6 is reached (*: double precision
needed, §: large marginal error)
f -divergence ǫ "crescents" "densities" "moons" "slopes"

Kullback-Leibler

10−1 4.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.00
10−2 20.67± 0.58 19.00± 0.00 29.67± 1.53 23.67± 0.58
10−3 153.67± 2.08 144.00± 1.73 229.67± 9.07 167.00± 12.53
10−4 1050.67± 46.00 1028.00± 5.20 1661.33± 65.04 1021.33± 79.07
10−5 5378.00± 244.04 6272.67± 127.91 10458.00± 460.24 3860.00± 1020.53
10−6 12360.67± 845.23 23127.33± 1055.33 42211.67± 1355.86 9018.67± 507.50

Reverse Kullback-Leibler

10−1 6.00± 0.00 6.00± 0.00 8.00± 0.00 7.00± 0.00
10−2 198.33± 33.29 66.67± 3.79 98.67± 19.66 93.67± 18.34
10−3 9038.00± 2327.37 8490.00± 2614.58 9169.67± 2208.43 4644.33± 1051.65
10−4(§) 4661.00± 2283.38 12419.00± 3314.75 27975.67± 4293.37 2681.67± 1665.94

χ2

10−1 2.00± 0.00 2.00± 0.00 2.00± 0.00 2.00± 0.00
10−2 6.00± 0.00 6.00± 0.00 8.00± 0.00 7.67± 0.58
10−3 28.00± 0.00 30.33± 0.58 48.00± 1.00 34.67± 1.53
10−4 95.33± 2.52 102.33± 0.58 185.67± 7.51 112.00± 8.00
10−5 278.33± 6.81 309.33± 2.89 580.00± 36.66 311.67± 17.90
10−6 789.33± 64.73 891.67± 36.68 1675.33± 126.47 835.00± 60.02
10−7 2139.33± 229.26 2631.67± 310.37 4947.00± 702.99 2151.33± 381.64
10−8 6421.33± 1283.94 8612.67± 2220.83 15712.67± 4352.62 4209.33± 1156.98

Reverse χ2

10−1 5.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.00 7.00± 0.00 6.00± 0.00
10−2 2358.33± 631.65 432.33± 77.94 454.33± 275.73 652.00± 118.50
10−3(§) 1183.00± 343.65 6818.00± 2030.81 14054.00± 1562.71 1320.50± 219.91
10−4(§) 558.50± 47.38 2080.00± 1237.44 6635.00± 1738.07 404.50± 6.36

Squared Hellinger

10−1 8.00± 0.00 8.00± 0.00 10.67± 0.58 9.00± 0.00
10−2 90.00± 2.00 66.33± 1.15 99.33± 4.04 84.33± 6.03
10−3 1891.33± 165.24 1469.00± 83.54 1905.67± 80.87 1528.00± 151.16
10−4 10548.00± 1655.86 15000.67± 2475.15 23323.67± 2701.67 6628.00± 739.63

Jensen-Shannon
10−1 8.00± 0.00 8.00± 0.00 11.00± 0.0 9.00± 0.00
10−2 331.67± 58.16 117.00± 3.00 162.33± 32.93 183.00± 30.05
10−3 8364.00± 1602.30 8839.50± 2153.14 10537.50± 1528.06 4624.50± 540.94

Jeffreys
10−1 4.00± 0.00 4.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.0 4.00± 0.00
10−2 15.67± 0.58 14.33± 0.58 22.00± 1.00 17.67± 0.58
10−3(∗) 133.00± 1.00 120.00± 1.73 187.67± 7.51 142.00± 10.53

Triangular discrimination

10−1 5.00± 0.00 5.00± 0.00 7.00± 0.00 6.00± 0.00
10−2 1956.33± 463.31 304.00± 97.25 349.67± 222.17 561.67± 110.12
10−3(§) 2485.33± 1681.77 6875.00± 2514.91 14789.33± 3961.96 1848.00± 1268.91
10−4(§) 754.00± 269.29 1950.67± 1312.67 7375.67± 2302.41 515.67± 99.60

Sample means and standard deviations were calculated over 3 runs each with pointcloud sizes k, l
of 500, 1000 and 2000, except for a few cases for the reverse χ2 and Jensen-Shannon divergences
with small ǫs, which produced nan values with pointcloud size of 2000. The number of iterations
required for convergence did not depend on the pointcloud sizes, most often faster convergence
was observed for larger sizes, so that in this case changing the pointcloud size effectively acted as
changing the random seed (except for the few cases of instabilities explained above). The lowest ǫ
was chosen in order to allow the Newton’s method for computing the (c, ǫ, φ)-transforms to converge,
except in the case of the Kullback-Leibler divergence, where the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform is available in

closed form since in this case γφ,ξ(h) = log
∫
ehdξ. In a number of cases, decreasing ǫ further after

a threshold leads to faster convergence. It turns out that in these cases, denoted by (§), the marginal
conditions of the optimal coupling at convergence are not satisfied. Naturally, in all other cases
the conditions are only satisfied approximately, with negligible errors, but in these cases the errors
are large. This can be fixed by setting a lower tolerance level, at the price of slower convergence.
In one case, denoted by (*), we had to use double precision to run the algorithm. The reason is
that the (c, ǫ, φ)-transform corresponding to the Jeffreys divergence involves computing the implicit
Lambert’s W function, which is itself computed via Newton’s method. Nesting two instances of
Newton’s method in such a way leads to numerical instability. All experiments were run on NVIDIA
GTX 1080Ti GPUs.
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