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Abstract

Generative adversarial networks (GANs) are popular for generative tasks; however,
they often require careful architecture selection, extensive empirical tuning, and are
prone to mode collapse. To overcome these challenges, we propose a novel model that
identifies the low-dimensional structure of the underlying data distribution, maps it
into a low-dimensional latent space while preserving the underlying geometry, and then
optimally transports a reference measure to the embedded distribution. We prove three
key properties of our method: 1) The encoder preserves the geometry of the underlying
data; 2) The generator is c-cyclically monotone, where c is an intrinsic embedding cost
employed by the encoder; and 3) The discriminator’s modulus of continuity improves
with the geometric preservation of the data. Numerical experiments demonstrate the
effectiveness of our approach in generating high-quality images and exhibiting robustness
to both mode collapse and training instability.

Keywords: generative adversarial network (GAN), geometry-preserving encoder, Gromov-
Monge distance, optimal transport, c-cyclical monotonicity, mode collapse, training instability

1 Introduction

The fundamental task of data generation requires a good approximation of the underlying
distribution of the input dataset to generate new data instances that resemble the originals.
Prominent approaches for generative modeling use neural networks (NNs) for such approxima-
tion and include Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [14], Variational Auto-Encoders
(VAEs) [22], encoder-based GANs [26, 53, 46, 5, 12], normalizing flows [42], and diffusion
models [18]. VAE-based and GAN-based methods aim to first generate samples in a latent
space, whose dimension is significantly lower than that of the input space, and then map
these samples to the input space. The use of a low-dimensional latent space can enable
efficient generation of high-quality examples when the underlying data distribution can be
approximated by a sufficiently smooth low-dimensional structure. This assumption is common
in addressing many data science problems and referred to as the manifold hypothesis [11, 41].
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Despite the widespread popularity of GAN-based and VAE-based methods, they suffer
from significant drawbacks. A primary challenge is the substantial sensitivity of the generated
map to the initializations of NN parameters [7] and choice of NN architecutres [25], which
often impedes effective model training. Another notable limitation of GAN-based methods is
mode collapse [4, 2], where they fail to capture all modes in the underlying data distribution,
resulting in generated examples that only represent a limited portion of the dataset. Despite
many attempts to address these issues [38, 3, 46, 16, 49, 31, 21, 6, 33], these challenges persist.

To address these challenges, we introduce a novel encoder-based GAN method with
intriguing theoretical properties. Our approach is distinguished from many others by carefully
designing the encoder and generator with the following theoretically-guaranteed properties.
First, we guarantee that the encoder preserves the geometry of the underlying data. This
property alleviates mode collapse. To enforce this property, we introduce a novel regularization
cost derived from the Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) distance [35], which is a variant of the
OT distance for quantifying structural disparities between distributions in different metric
spaces. The second property is the c-cyclical monotonicity of the generator G, where c is
a cost function defined with respect to the encoder. It is rooted in optimal transport (OT)
theory and leads to enhanced training stability for different choices of NN architectures and
parameters. Moreover, we can quantify the modulus of continuity of the discriminator and
establish its improvement with the geometric preservation of the underlying data by the
encoder. This leads to more efficient choices for the NN architecture of the discriminator,
requiring fewer parameters.

1.1 Related Works

We review works related to our study and highlight the advancements and limitations of these
methods to situate our contributions within the existing literature.

Encoder-based GAN The integration of GANs with encoders has been explored in various
models [26, 53, 46, 5, 12]. For example, VAEGAN [26] uses an encoder to minimize the
evidence lower bound loss, while VEEGAN [46] uses an encoder to minimize the cross-entropy
loss. Encoder-based GAN methods aim to improve mode collapse issues present in GAN-based
approaches and enhance image quality over VAE-based ones. However, they are sensitive to
the neural network architectures of the encoder, leading to training instability.

Local isometry encoders Recent studies have introduced encoders that locally preserve
data structures: [20] proposed a rate-distortion optimization guided encoder and showed
how it enabled local-isometric data embedding; [15] proposed a locally isometric decoder
by introducing a special loss function and forming the encoder as the pseudo-inverse of the
decoder; and [28] considered a family of coordinate-invariant regularization terms to measure
how closely the decoder approximates a scaled isometry. However, we are unaware of any
attempts for global geometric preservation by the encoder, rather than local.

Generative models via OT The OT distance has been extensively incorporated in
generative modeling. Various investigations [3, 16, 49] have integrated the W1 distance into
GAN-based methods, while others [34, 47, 31, 29, 23, 43] have focused on theW2 distance. Our
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approach uses the W2 distance but computes it in the latent space. While prior works, such
as [23], have also used the Wasserstein distance in the latent space, our method distinguishes
itself by employing a specialized encoder that preserves the geometric structure of the data
distribution.

GW distance This distance has been widely employed to quantify structural differences
across various distributions in numerous contexts [36, 40, 1, 51, 52, 30]. It has also been
integrated into specific NN architectures, such as transformers [19]. Despite its versatility,
the GW distance remains relatively underutilized in generative modeling, with only a few
generative models incorporating it [9, 48, 39]. Existing methods often suffer from computational
inefficiencies and may produce suboptimal results due to their non-convex formulations.

1.2 Contribution

We summarize the main contributions of our work.

1. We derive a novel generative algorithm that can be implemented using an encoder-based
GAN framework. For this purpose, we introduce a novel cost derived from the GW
distance and a novel OT-based framework.

2. We establish the following guarantees: a) The encoder preserves the underlying data
geometry; b) The generator is c-cyclically monotone; and c) The discriminator’s modulus
of continuity improves with the geometric preservation of the data.

3. Numerical experiments on CIFAR10 and Tiny ImageNet as well as on a synthetic
setting demonstrate generated objects of the highest quality with the best training and
mode-coverage stability among GAN-based methods.

1.3 Structure of the Rest of the paper

Section 2 reviews the mathematical framework of our proposed method and motivates its
choices. Section 3 introduces our novel cost function and demonstrates its ability to enforce a
geometry-preserving encoder. Section 4 delves into additional mathematical details, provides
interpretation of our OT-inspired, encoder-based GAN framework, and establishes theoretical
properties of the generator and discriminator. Section 5 presents the main algorithm and
Section 6 compares this algorithm with other GAN-based methods (including encoder-based
GANs) on both artificial and real datasets. Finally, Section 7 concludes this work.

2 Motivating Our Method

Our approach involves two key components: a specialized encoder for mitigating mode collapse
and the use of optimal transport costs to enforce a c-cyclically monotone generator and stabilize
training. In order to explain the mathematical innovation of our work, we first briefly review
in Section 2.1 the mathematical ideas behind GAN and encoder-based GAN. Section 2.2 and
Section 2.3 explain the mathematical ideas of each new component, while motivating them
with the problems they aim to solve.
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Notation and Conventions Throughout the paper we assume a compact d-dimensional
manifoldM in RD and a probability measure µ supported onM, that is, µ ∈ P(M). We
also assume a latent space Y ⊂ Rd, where d≪ D and a latent distribution ν ∈ P(Y ), where
commonly Y = Rd and ν is the standard normal distribution whose covariance is the identity
matrix, that is ν = N(0, I). Ideally, the aim is to compute a generator map G : Y →M that
pushes forward the latent distribution ν to the data distribution µ, i.e., G#ν = µ, where the
pushforward measure G#ν is defined by G#ν(B) = ν(G−1(B)) for all B ⊂ Y . In practice,
one only has a finite sample from µ, but given the effective generalization of neural networks
and the large number of samples, it is common to mathematically address this continuous
setting.

2.1 Review of the Mathematical Frameworks of GANs and Encoder-based
GANs

GAN The GAN objective is formulated as a minimax problem:

min
G

max
ψ

Lψ(G#ν, µ),

where Lψ is a cost function involving a discriminator ψ measuring the discrepancy between
G#ν and µ. The optimal generator, G∗, of this minimax problem satisfies G∗

#ν = µ.

Encoder-based GAN The common framework for these methods, which deviates from
our encoder-based GAN, aims to find G and ψ as in GAN and an encoder T solving

min
G,T

max
ψ

Lψ(G#ν, µ) + Ex∼µ∥x−G(T (x))∥2 + C(T#µ, ν)

where the second term enforces the inverse relationship between the encoder and generator,
G = T−1, and the last measures the discrepancy between T#µ and ν using a cost function C.

2.2 Addressing Mode Collapse via a Specialized Encoder

Mode collapse presents a significant challenge in generation tasks, where the diversity of traits
in the generated distribution does not fully capture the input data distribution.

As it was discussed in Section 2.1, the main objective of GAN is to minimize the distance
between two distributions: the data distribution µ and the generated distribution G#ν.
Mode collapse is often attributed to the challenge of comparing samples from µ and G#ν
in high-dimensional space RD. To overcome the complexity of comparing distributions in
high-dimensional spaces, we propose a novel encoder-based GAN method, reducing the
problem to a lower-dimensional space while preserving the underlying geometry. This latter
idea of preserving geometry, explained below, differs from the common encoder-based GAN
mechanism.

We quantify the encoder preservation of the underlying geometry by the bi-Lipschitzness
of this encoder. A map T :M→ Y is (α−1)-bi-Lipschitz if there exists 0 < α ≤ 1 such that

α∥x− x′∥ ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥ ≤ 1

α
∥x− x′∥, ∀x, x′ ∈M. (2.1)
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The bi-Lipschitzness of T implies the following relationship between the Wasserstein-p distance,
Wp, of G#ν and µ, which is defined in Section 4.1, and the Wp distance of the quantities
embedded by T , which is proved in the appendix:

Proposition 1. For p ≥ 1 and 0 < α ≤ 1, if T :M→ Y is (α−1)-bi-Lipschitz, then

αWp(T ◦G#ν, T#µ) ≤Wp(G#ν, µ) ≤
1

α
Wp(T ◦G#ν, T#µ).

Ideally, we say that T is a geometry-preserving map if it is (α−1)-bi-Lipschitz and α is
sufficiently close to 1. We would rather keep this terminology flexible, by not specifying how
close α is to 1 and allowing the following two relaxations: 1) The condition in (2.1) can hold for
x and x′ in a sufficiently large subset ofM; 2) The same condition only holds for sufficiently
well-separated data points x and x′. In view of Proposition 1, a geometry-preserving encoder
T effectively reduces the problem from a high-dimensional to a lower-dimensional setting.

For general distributions µ and ν, a map T such that T#µ = ν will typically not be
geometry-preserving. This limitation is intrinsic in earlier encoder-based GAN approaches,
which aim to establish a pushforward map from the data distribution to the Gaussian
distribution, and this map cannot generally preserve the geometry of the data distribution.
Nevertheless, our method does not enforce the pushforward constraint and aims to obtain
instead a geometry-preserving map. However, it seems impossible to directly enforce an
encoder to be α−1-bi-Lipschitz with α close to 1 by an algorithm. We thus introduce a
newly-proposed embedding cost for T given µ derived from the Gromov-Wasserstein distance
and show that if this cost is sufficiently small then T is geometry-preserving (see Section 3).
In practice, the algorithm uses this new cost as a regularization term to make sure that it is
sufficiently small (see Section 5).

The generator G no longer adheres to the inverse relationship G = T−1 as in encoder-based
GAN. That is, the map R := T ◦G is different from the identity. Ideally, we aim to define R
as the optimal transport map between ν and T#µ, i.e.,

W 2
2 (ν, T#µ) = min

R:
R#ν=T#µ

ˆ
Y

∥R(y)− y∥2

2
dν(y) ≡ min

G:
(T◦G)#ν=T#µ

ˆ
Y

∥T ◦G(y)− y∥2

2
dν(y).

(2.2)

Since the pushforward constraint R#ν = T#µ is hard to implement, we use a common minimax
formulation involving a discriminator. Figure 1 illustrates the three maps G, T , and R.

We note that in view of Proposition 1 W2(R#ν, T#µ) controls W2(G#ν, µ) as follows:

αW2(R#ν, T#µ) ≤W2(G#ν, µ) ≤
1

α
W2(R#ν, T#µ). (2.3)

That is, instead of the comparing via G between ν and µ, who lie in different spaces, we focus
on the comparison via R between ν and T#µ, which both lie in Rd.

2.3 Addressing training instability by c-cyclical monotonicity

We further elaborate on our approach to computing the generator such that G = T−1 ◦R using
optimal transport. In particular, we discuss the c-cyclical monotonicity of G. Additionally,
we highlight the benefits of this approach in addressing training instability.
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M⊂ RD Y ⊂ Rd

µ T#µ ν
T R

T−1

G = T−1 ◦R

Figure 1: Illustration of our method for generation of samples inM with a latent space Y
and a geometry-preserving map T .

We believe that training instability in GANs, VAEs and encoder-based GANs results from
the non-uniqueness of the generator, satisfying non-trivial constraints. Moreover, some of the
possible solutions for the generator are highly non-regular.

To clarify this claim in a simplistic setting, where both µ and ν are uniform distributions
on [0, 1]. Let’s examine G0(x) = x and

Gk(x) = 2k |x− (2i+ 1)/(2k)| , i/k ≤ x ≤ (i+ 1)/k, i = 0, · · · , k − 1 and k ∈ N.

0 1

1

0
0 1

1

0

Figure 2: Demonstration of the graphs of the functions G0 (left) and G2 (right). For any
k ∈ {0} ∪ N and for µ and ν uniform distributions on [0, 1], Gk#ν = µ.

Figure 2 demonstrates plots of G0 and G2. We note that any Gk, for k ≥ 0, satisfies
the pushforward relationship, Gk#ν = µ. However, for k ≥ 1, Gk exhibits spikes, whose
numbers increase with k. For large k, they induce highly irregular generators. To tackle
this issue in this example, one may enforce monotonicity of the generator. As mentioned in
Section 1.1, some previous works aimed to form some type of monotone generators (since
X ̸= Y a non-standard notion of monotonicity needs to be applied), but their improvement
of training stability is not significant enough. Hence, we substantially diverge from previous
methods.

We show in Section 4 that the generator G of our method is c-cyclically monotone, where
c ≡ c(x, y) = ∥T (x)− y∥2/2 and is associated with the encoder T . The definition of c-cyclical
monotonicity is the following one:
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Definition 1 (c-cyclical monotonicity [44]). For c : X × Y → R, a set Γ ⊂ X × Y is
c-cyclically monotone (c-CM) if for every k ∈ N, every permutation σ, and every finite family
of points (x1, y1), · · · , (xk, yk) ∈ Γ,

k∑
i=1

c(xi, yi) ≤
k∑
i=1

c(xσ(i), yi).

The map G : X → Y is a c-CM map if the set Γ = {(x,G(x)) : x ∈ X} is c-CM.

Restricting the generator G to be a c-CM map makes it more regular and well-behaved.
This imposition of monotonicity significantly aids in stabilizing the optimization process,
resulting in robustness against variations in NN architectures and parameter initializations.

3 Geometry-Preserving Maps via the Gromov-Monge Cost

In this section, we introduce an approach to discover a geometry-preserving map that satis-
fies (2.1) using the GW cost [35]. The GW cost is a variant of the OT cost which applies to
two measures from heterogeneous metric spaces. Given two probability measures µ and ν
defined on the metric spaces X and Y , respectively, and cost functions cX :M2 → R and
cY : Y 2 → R, the GW cost, GW(µ, ν) ≡ GWcX ,cY (µ, ν), is defined by

GW(µ, ν) := inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

E
((x,y),(x′,y′))∼π2

[∣∣cX(x, x′)− cY (y, y′)∣∣2] (3.1)

where Π(µ, ν) is the following set of transport plans with respective marginals µ and ν:

Π(µ, ν) :=
{
π ∈ P(X × Y ) : π(A× Y ) = µ(A), π(X ×B) = ν(B) ∀A ⊂ X,B ⊂ Y

}
.

The GW cost thus finds the coupling between the two metric spaces that minimizes the cost
of matching pairs of points from one space to the other.

An alternative Gromov-Monge (GM) cost [37, 10] uses a transport map T : M → Y
instead of the GW cost as follows:

GM(µ, ν) := inf
T#µ=ν

E
(x,x′)∼µ2

[
|cX(x, x′)− cY (T (x), T (x′))|2

]
. (3.2)

In general, GW(µ, ν) ≤ GM(µ, ν); however, the equality can be attained under some conditions
which are shown in [10]. We use the GM cost due to the explicit use of T . Specifically, we
aim to find a mapping T :M→ Y , whereM represents the support of µ that solves

min
T :M→Y

GM(µ, T#µ). (3.3)

This gives rise to an unconstrained nonconvex optimization problem. Its global minimizer is
attained when cX(x, x

′) = cY (T (x), T (x
′)) for all x, x′ ∈M, i.e., when T is an isometry.

We rewrite GM(T, µ) ≡ GM(µ, T#µ) to emphasize the roles of T and µ. We refer to
GM(T, µ) as the Gromov-Monge Embedding (GME) cost.

We show that if GM(T, µ) is sufficiently small then T is geometry-preserving. This will
allow us to enforce a geometry-preserving encoder in our implementation. The theorem
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employs the following notation and assumptions, which we summarize here and do not
repeat in its formulation: LetM be a d-dimensional compact submanifold of RD and µ be a
probability distribution onM. We assume the cost functions

cX(x, x
′) = log(1 + ∥x− x′∥2) and cY (y, y

′) = log(1 + ∥y − y′∥2). (3.4)

These functions are more common in practice and often yield tighter estimates.

Theorem 1. Fix ϵ > 0 and 0 < α < 1. If T :M→ Y satisfies GM(T, µ) < ϵ, then the set

K =

{
(x, x′) ∈M2 : α ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x

′)∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1
≤ 1

α

}
satisfies

µ2[K] =

ˆ
K
dµdµ > 1− ϵ

(logα)2
.

Moreover, if 0 < γ < 1 and x, x′ ∈ K are sufficiently separated as follows: ∥x− x′∥2 ≥ 1−α
αγ ,

then T satisfies the following bi-Lipschitz condition for such points:

α(1− γ)∥x− x′∥2 ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 ≤
(
1

α
+ γ

)
∥x− x′∥2. (3.5)

Proof. Define the sets

B =

{
(x, x′) ∈M2 :

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1
≥ 1

α

}
,

Q =

{
(x, x′) ∈M2 :

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1
≤ α

}
.

Using the definitions of GM(T, µ), B, the following equivalent definition of Q:

Q ≡
{
(x, x′) ∈M2 :

∥x− x′∥2 + 1

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 + 1
≥ 1/α

}
,

and the definition of K, we obtain

GM(T, µ) =

ˆ
M2

(
log

(
∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 + 1

1 + ∥x− x′∥2

))2

dµdµ

≥ (log(1/α))2
ˆ
M2∩B

dµdµ+ (log(1/α))2
ˆ
M2∩Q

dµdµ

≥ (logα)2
(ˆ

M2∩B
dµdµ+

ˆ
M2∩Q

dµdµ

)
≥ (logα)2

(
1−
ˆ
K
dµdµ

)
.

Consequently,

µ2[K] ≥ 1− GM(T, µ)

(logα)2
≥ 1− ϵ

(logα)2
.
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Next, we prove (3.5). Note that the defining condition of K can be expressed as

α∥x− x′∥2 − (1− α) ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 ≤ 1

α
∥x− x′∥2 +

(
1

α
− 1

)
. (3.6)

Fix 0 < γ < 1 and x, x′ ∈ K satisfying ∥x− x′∥2 ≥ 1−α
αγ . From the lower bound in (3.6),

α∥x− x′∥2 − (1− α) ≥ α∥x− x′∥2 − αγ∥x− x′∥2 = α(1− γ∥)x− x′∥2.

The upper bound can be shown similarly:

1

α
∥x− x′∥2 +

(
1

α
− 1

)
≤ 1

α
∥x− x′∥2 + γ∥x− x′∥2 ≤

(
1

α
+ γ

)
∥x− x′∥2.

Remark 1. For sufficiently small γ and ϵ, α can be chosen close to one such that 1−α
αγ is

close to zero and both µ2[K] and the bi-Lipschitz constant of (3.5) are close to 1.

Figure 3 tests whether our GME-based encoder is geometry-preserving in practice, while
comparing it to the encoder of VAE, which is the same encoder of VAEGAN. This figure plots

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥/∥x− x′∥ (3.7)

as a function of ∥x− x′∥. It uses both the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets and its latent space
is R100, which is a common choice by GAN-based models for both datasets.

(a) Ours (MNIST) (b) VAE (MNIST) (c) Ours (CIFAR10) (d) VAE (CIFAR10)

Figure 3: Scatter plots depicting the ratio ∥T (x)−T (x′)∥
∥x−x′∥ versus ∥x−x′∥ for encoders T obtained

by our GME-based method and VAE. They are applied to both the MNIST and CIFAR10
datasets. We use the commonly implemented latent space for these datasets, R100. Clearly,
our encoder is geometry-preserving, unlike the VAE encoder.

We note that the ratio in (3.7) is close to 1 for our encoder and the higher ∥x− x′∥ the
closer it is to 1. That is, our encoder T is geometry-preserving, and this property is more
emphasized for well-separated points. For VAE, this ratio significantly varies with ∥x− x′∥
and is often away from 1. That is, T in VAE does not preserve the underlying geometry.

Since we noticed in this and other experiments that T is in practice bi-Lipschitz and
consequently it is invertible, we assume in the next section the invertibility of T .

9



4 Generation via Geometry-Preserving Maps

We extend the mathematical foundations of our generative model. Section 4.1 reviews some
notions of optimal transport and use them to show that our proposed generator G can be
presented as an optimal map for a special optimal transport cost, depending on the geometry-
preserving generator T , which satisfies the desired relationship: G∗

#ν = µ. Section 4.2
establishes the c-cyclical monotonicity of the generative map and a regularity property of the
discriminator.

4.1 Optimal Transport

Given a cost function c :M× Y → R, the corresponding OT cost between µ and ν takes the
form

OTc(µ, ν) := inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

E
(x,y)∼π

[c(x, y)]. (4.1)

For D = d, p ∈ [1,∞) and cp(x, y) = ∥x− y∥p/p , the Wasserstein-p distance is defined by

W p
p (µ, ν) =

p

√
OTcp(µ, ν).

The following lemma implies that for the cost function

cT (x, y) = ∥T (x)− y∥2/2 ∀x ∈M and y ∈ Y, (4.2)

defined with respect to an invertible encoder T , the above OT cost, OTcT (µ, ν), coincides
with W 2

2 (T#µ, ν), which is used in our formulation in (2.2).

Lemma 1. If T :M→ Y is invertible, ν is absolutely continuous and cT is defined in (4.2),
then

W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) = OTcT (µ, ν).

Proof. Let π ∈ Π(µ, ν). First, we show that the coupling π′ defined by

π′(z, y) = π(T−1(z), y), ∀(z, y) ∈ Y 2 (4.3)

satisfies π′ ∈ Π(T#µ, ν). From the definition of π′, for any function f : Y → R,
ˆ
Y
f(z)dT#µ(z) =

ˆ
M
f(T (x))dµ(x) =

ˆ
M×Y

f(T (x))dπ(x, y)

=

ˆ
Y 2

f(z)dπ(T−1(z), y) =

ˆ
Y 2

f(z)dπ′(z, y).

For any function g : Y → R,ˆ
Y
g(y)dν(y) =

ˆ
M×Y

g(y)dπ(x, y) =

ˆ
Y 2

g(y)dπ′(z, y).

Therefore, π′ ∈ Π(T#µ, ν). Applying (4.3), we conclude the lemma as follows:

OTcT (µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

ˆ
M×Y

cT (x, y)dπ(x, y)

= inf
π′∈Π(T#µ,ν)

ˆ
Y×Y

∥y′ − y∥2

2
dπ′(y′, y) =W 2

2 (T#µ, ν).

10



Lemma 1 is crucial for transitioning from solving distances between T#µ and ν to distances
between µ and ν. Using this formulation, the following theorem proves the existence of a
minimizer for (4.1) with the cost function in (4.2) defined with respect to the encoder T .
Moreover, it shows that this minimizer, an OT plan, is induced by an OT map G such that
G#ν = µ, where G is the desired generator.

Theorem 2. If T :M→ Y is invertible and c(x, y) is defined in (4.2), then the OTc cost (4.1)
admits a minimizer π∗ ∈ Π(µ, ν) and the OT plan π∗ is induced by an OT map G∗ : Y →M
satisfying G∗

#ν = µ. Furthermore, G∗ takes the form of G∗ = T−1 ◦R∗ where R∗ : Y → Y is
the minimizer of (2.2).

Proof. By Lemma 1, OTcT (µ, ν) = W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) and by Brenier’s theorem [8], W 2

2 (T#µ, ν)
admits an optimal transport map R∗ satisfying R∗

#ν = T#µ (i.e., R∗ is the minimizer of (2.2)).

We define G∗ := T−1 ◦R∗. Using the definition of pushforward measures and the constraint
R∗

#ν = T#µ, we obtain for any Borel measurable set A ⊂ X,

G∗
#ν(A) = (T−1 ◦R∗)#ν(A)

= ν
(
(T−1 ◦R∗)−1(A)

)
= ν

(
(R∗)−1 ◦ T (A)

)
= R∗

#ν
(
T (A)

)
= T#µ

(
T (A)

)
= µ(A).

Therefore, the map G∗ satisfies G∗
#ν = µ.

We conclude the proof by verifying that G∗ is an optimal transport map for OTcT (µ, ν):

OTcT (µ, ν) =

W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) =

ˆ
Y
∥R∗(y)− y∥2dν(y) =

ˆ
Y
∥T ◦G∗(y)− y∥2dν(y) =

ˆ
Y
cT (G

∗(y), y)dν(y).

By Theorem 2, the OT problem (4.1) with cT chosen in (4.2) and T invertible, can be
written as a minimization with respect to the OT map G:

OTcT (µ, ν) = min
G:Y→M
G#ν=µ

E
y∼ν

[∥T ◦G(y)− y∥2/2]. (4.4)

Following a standard duality argument, we introduce a dual variable ψ :M→ R such that

OTcT (µ, ν) = min
G:Y→M

max
ψ:M→R

E
y∼ν

[∥T ◦G(y)− y∥2/2] + E
y∼ν

[ψ(G(y))]− E
x∼µ

[ψ(x)]. (4.5)

In the practical implementation ψ serves as the discriminator.

4.2 Regularity of the Generator and Discriminator

We first establish the cT -cyclical monotonicity (cT -CM) property (see Definition 1) of the
generative map G.

Theorem 3 (cT -Cyclical Monotonicity of G). If ν ∈ P(Y ) are absolutely continuous, T
is invertible, R : Y → Y is the minimizer of (2.2) and G = T−1 ◦ R, then the set Γ =
{(G(y), y) ∈M× Y } is cT -CM.
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Proof. We arbitrarily fix k ∈ N, a permutation σ, and a finite family of points (x1, y1), · · · ,
(xk, yk) ∈ Γ. Using the definition of c-cyclical monotonicity and the definition of the optimal
transport map, we have

k∑
i=1

cT (xσ(i), yi) =

k∑
i=1

∥T (xσ(i))− yi∥2 =
k∑
i=1

∥T (G(yσ(i)))− yi∥2 =
k∑
i=1

∥R(yσ(i))− yi∥2,

where the last equality comes from the definition of R = T ◦ G. Since R is an optimal
transport map, by Brenier’s theorem [8], R is c2-CM map with c2(x, y) = ∥x− y∥2/2. Thus,
it satisfies

∑k
i=1 ∥R(yσ(i))− yi∥2 ≥

∑k
i=1 ∥R(yi)− yi∥2 for any perturbation σ and k. Using

this observation, we conclude that G is cT -CM as follows:

k∑
i=1

cT (xσ(i), yi) ≥
k∑
i=1

∥R(yi)− yi∥2/2 =
k∑
i=1

∥T (G(yi))− yi∥2/2

=
k∑
i=1

∥T (xi)− yi∥2/2 =
k∑
i=1

cT (xi, yi).

Next, we establish a regularity property of the discriminator ψ and then interpret it.

Proposition 2 (Regularity of the discriminator). If T :M→ Y is (α−1)-bi-Lipschitz and
(f, g) is an optimal dual pair of the optimal transport cost W2(T#µ, ν) such that f, g : Y → R
and

W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) =

ˆ
Y
f(y) dT#µ(y) +

ˆ
Y
g(z) dν(z).

Let ω : R+ → R+ be an increasing continuous function with ω(0) = 0 such that

|f(y)− f(y′)| ≤ ω(∥y − y′∥), ∀y, y′ ∈ Y.

Then the optimal dual variable ψ∗ of the minimax problem (4.5) satisfies

|ψ∗(x)− ψ∗(x′)| ≤ ω
(
∥x− x′∥

α

)
, ∀x, x′ ∈M.

Thus, if α = 1, then ψ∗ shares the same modulus of continuity of f .

Proof. By optimal transport theory, the cost OTcT (µ, ν) can be written as a maximization
problem with respect to two dual variables ϕ : Y → R and ψ :M→ R such that

OTcT (µ, ν) = sup
ϕ,ψ

{ˆ
M
ψ(x) dµ(x) +

ˆ
Y
ϕ(y) dν(y) : ψ(x) + ϕ(y) ≤ cT (x, y)

}
.

Let (ϕ∗, ψ∗) be an optimal dual pair satisfying

OTcT (µ, ν) =

ˆ
M
ψ∗(x) dµ(x) +

ˆ
Y
ϕ∗(y) dν(y).

12



We write ψ∗ = f ◦ T for some function f : Y → R. Then, the above can be written as

OTcT (µ, ν) =

ˆ
M
f(T (x)) dµ(x) +

ˆ
Y
ϕ∗(y) dν(y) =

ˆ
M
f(y) dT#µ(y) +

ˆ
Y
ϕ∗(y) dν(y).

Therefore, it follows that (f, ϕ∗) is an optimal dual pair for the dual problem of W 2
2 (T#µ, ν).

Let ω be the modulus of continuity of f . Then,

|ψ(x)− ψ(x′)| = |f(T (x))− f(T (x′))| ≤ ω(∥T (x)− T (x′)∥) ≤ ω
(
∥x− x′∥

α

)
.

The modulus of continuity of the discriminator, as indicated in Proposition 2, depends
on the parameter α. It is known that the modulus of continuity of f is equivalent to that
of the quadratic function ∥y − y′∥2 due to the use of the Wasserstein-2 distance [44] and
furthermore, the function y 7→ 1

2∥y∥
2 − f(y) is convex. As α approaches 1, the discriminator

achieves the same regularity as the optimal dual variable f of W 2
2 (T#µ, ν), which is the same

of the quadratic function ∥y− y′∥2. The regularity of the discriminator depends on the choice
of NN architecture. When the encoder deviates from preserving the geometry, particularly
as the bi-Lipschitz constant α approaches 0, the discriminator becomes more irregular and
complex. Consequently, a neural network with more parameters is required to approximate
this function accurately. Conversely, a more regular discriminator allows less NN parameters.

5 Algorithm

We present our actual numerical algorithm that aims to solve the minimax problem outlined
in (4.5). However, we need to introduce additional regularization terms. First of all, in order
to ensure that the GME cost is sufficiently small and thus T is geometry-preserving, we add
the GME cost as a regularization parameter with a hyperparameter λ1. For the discriminator
we add a gradient-penalty term with a hyperparmeter λ2. This is a common procedure in
OT-based GAN methods. Lastly, we add a reconstruction term with hyperparamter λ3, since
this is a common practice in encoder-based GANs formulations. The common reconstruction
term in encoder-based GANs is

Ex∼µ∥G ◦ T (x)− x∥2,

which enforces the relationship G−1 = T . However, in our case G−1 = R−1 ◦T and in order to
form a reconstruction term, we introduce the independent function Rinv, which approximates
R−1, and the reconstruction term

Ex∼µ∥G ◦Rinv ◦ T (x)− x∥2.

Consequently, our algorithm aims to solve

min
T :M→Y
G:Y→M
Rinv :Y→Y

max
ψ:X→R

L(G,T, ψ,Rinv), (5.1)
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where

L(G,T, ψ,Rinv) :=

E
y∼ν

[∥T (G(y))− y∥2/2] + λ1GM(T ;µ) +D(ψ, λ2) + λ3 C(G,T,Rinv) (5.2)

with the discriminator loss

D(ψ, λ2) := E
y∼ν

[ψ(G(y))]− E
x∼µ

[ψ(x)] + λ2 E
x∼µ

[∥∇ψ(x)∥2],

and the reconstruction loss

C(G,T,Rinv) := Ex∼µ[∥G(Rinv(T (x)))− x∥2].

We construct NN functions Gθ1 , Tθ2 , ψθ3 , and (Rinv)θ4 to approximate G, a generative
map; T , a geometry-preserving encoder; ψ, a discriminator; and Rinv, a function to enforce
the inverse relation G ◦ (Rinv ◦ T ) = id, respectively. Here, θ1, θ2, θ3, and θ4 represent
parameter vectors for the respective networks. The resulting algorithm, referred to as the
Gromov-Monge Embedding GAN (GMEGAN) is summarized in Algorithm 1. While the
variable Rinv requires an additional neural network in comparison to other encoder-based
GAN formulations, we emphasize that in our implementation this neural network is rather
simple. Indeed, it is composed of three fully-connected layers with ReLU activation functions.

Algorithm 1 GMEGAN solving (5.1)

Input: A dataset {xi}ni=1 in X ⊂ RD; a known distribution ν ∈ P(Y ), where Y ⊂ Rd;
cost function L defined in (5.2); four NNs whose learned parameters are denoted by
θi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4; initial NN parameters (θi)0, i = 1, 2, 3, 4; regularization parameters λi,
i = 1, 2, 3; learning rates βi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4; minibatch size m ∈ N
Output: Generative map G∗

θ1
: Y →M and a generated distribution (G∗

θ1
)#ν

Initialize θ
(0)
i ← (θi)0, i = 1, 2, 3, 4

for k = 0, 1, 2, · · · do
Sample {xi}mi=1 ⊂ {xi}ni=1 and {yi}mi=1 from ν

θ
(k+1)
1 ← θ

(k)
1 − β1∇θ1L

θ
(k+1)
2 ← θ

(k)
2 − β2∇θ2L

θ
(k+1)
3 ← θ

(k)
3 + β3∇θ3L

θ
(k+1)
4 ← θ

(k)
4 − β4∇θ4L

end for

Our proposed method shares similarities with previous encoder-based GANs, but there
are significant differences. First of all, the previous ones aim to find encoders that pushes
forward a data distribution to a Gaussian distribution in a latent space, potentially leading
to a large upper bound in Proposition 1 due to a lack of control over the parameter α.
In contrast, GMEGAN distinguishes itself by incorporating a regularizer that enforces a
geometry-preserving encoder. Additionally, the loss function in GMEGAN is derived using
a carefully justified OT cost, which implies cT -cyclical monotonicity of the generator and
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improved modulus of continuity for the discriminator. Another difference is that in previous
encoder-based GANs, the generator G is the inverse of the encoder, i.e., G = T−1. In our
case, the generator G takes the form G = T−1 ◦R.

Lastly, we remark that that the term ∥T ◦G(y)− y∥2 in the loss function (5.2) appears
in both VEEGAN and CycleGAN [53]. However, while VEEGAN and CycleGAN introduce
this loss term to enforce the inverse relationship T = G−1, GMEGAN introduces the term to
compute the OT map solving OTcT (µ, ν).

6 Numerical Experiments

We describe our comprehensive numerical experiments. To ensure a fair comparison, we
exclusively evaluate our approach against other GAN-based algorithms (including encoder-
based GANs) and keep the NN architectures identical whenever possible. Our baseline methods
include GAN [14], Wasserstein GAN (WGAN) [3], Wasserstein GAN with gradient penalty
(WGP) [16], Wasserstein Divergence for GANs (WDIV) [49], OTM [43], VAEGAN [26], and
VEEGAN [46].

6.1 Some Experimental Details

All the experiments were implemented using a GPU server with NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090
GPUs. Each experiment runs on a single GPU. The cost functions, cX and cY , are chosen
according to (3.4). Table 1 summarizes the chosen regularization constants, learning rates
and batch sizes used for training all methods.

Table 1: Parameters used in the experiments

Experiment Regularization Batch Learning
Constants Size Rates

Artificial example λ1 = 10, 16 α1 = 10−4,
λ2 = 1, α2 = 10−4

λ3 = 5

CIFAR10, λ1 = 10, 64 α1 = 2 · 10−4,
TinyImagenet λ2 = 1, α2 = 10−4

λ3 = 5

6.2 Generating Synthetic Gaussian Mixtures

We examine an artificial dataset designed to elucidate the notions of monotonicity, mode
collapse, and sensitivity to parameter initialization. The input dataset {xi}ni=1, with n = 1, 000,
is i.i.d. sampled from a mixture of spherical Gaussians, predominantly centered in the first
two coordinates. We consider two different scenarios. In the first scenario, the data points
are in R100 and there are 9 Gaussians and in the second one, the data points are in R500 and
there are 12 Gaussians. The covariance matrix of each Gaussian is a diagonal matrix with the
first two diagonal entries equal to 0.3 and the remaining diagonal entries are 0.003, ensuring
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that the data distribution can be effectively embedded in R2. The latent distribution ν is a
single spherical Gaussian in R2.

Figure 4 illustrates samples from the latent distribution and the input data distribution.
Samples from the latent distribution are colored according to distances from the origin.
Samples from the mixture Gaussian distribution are colored according to the underlying
Gaussians.

(a) Latent distribution ν (b) Dataset in 100D (c) Dataset in 500D

Figure 4: Illustration of a sample from the latent distribution (left), colored by distances from
the origin, an input dataset in R100 with 9 Gaussians (middle) and another input dataset in
R500 with 12 Gaussians (right), both colored by Gaussian membership.

Figure 5 displays the outcomes of GMEGAN and the seven baseline models for two input
datasets of ambient dimensions 100 (depicted in rows 1 and 2) and 500 (depicted in rows 3
and 4). Rows 1 and 3 show the first two coordinates of the 1,000 generated samples, where
for a given generator G, each point G(yi) is colored according to the distance of yi from the
region in the same way as depicted for samples from ν in the left panel of Figure 4. Rows 2
and 4 demonstrate the latent distribution, where each yi ∈ R2 is colored based on the “cluster”
of G(yi) using the same color scheme depicted in the center and right panels of Figure 4.

GMEGAN demonstrates ”monotonicity” of its generator, effective latent embedding, and
successful mode coverage. While in general, cT -monotonicity is difficult to visualize, the
inherently two-dimensional underlying data allows us to approximate G as a map from R2 to
R2. Consequently, cT -monotonicity and the geometric preservation of the encoder T imply
the monotonicity of this approximation of G. These ideas are rigorously detailed in Appendix
A.2.

Observing the first and third rows of Figure 5, we note that the direct monotonicity of the
two-dimensional approximation of G is demonstrated by the preservation of the color map in
each radial direction, as shown in the left panel of Figure 4. In contrast, other generators
do not exhibit this type of monotonicity for either dataset. It is noteworthy that WGP and
WDIV appear to be monotone for the first dataset, where D = 100.

From the second and fourth rows of this figure, it is evident that GMEGAN provides the
best latent representation of the underlying data distribution. It maps the clusters to the
latent space while preserving the color arrangement in the center and right panels of Figure 4,
up to an orthogonal transformation. This highlights the effectiveness of the latent embedding
and the generator’s monotonicity as well mode coverage. In contrast, other methods often fail
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(a) Results for 9 Gaussians in 100D

(b) Results for 12 Gaussians in 500D

Figure 5: Results for artificial datasets in 100D and 500D generated by GMEGAN (ours),
GAN, WGAN, WGP, WDIV, OTM, VAEGAN, and VEEGAN. Top two rows: 9 Gaussians in
R100. Bottom two rows: 12 Gaussians in R500. Rows 1 and 3 show generated samples colored
by latent sample location (following the colormap in the left panel of Figure 4), with original
data shown in black for reference. Rows 2 and 4 display latent representations colored by
Gaussian membership, akin to those in the center and right panels of Figure 4.

to capture clusters in the latent space and do not maintain the original color ordering.
Lastly, we observed that GMEGAN’s results were insensitive to different parameter

initializations, unlike other methods.

6.3 Generating Real Images

We conducted experiments by training GMEGAN and several baseline models on two widely
used real image datasets: CIFAR10 [24] (comprising 10 image classes) and Tiny ImageNet [27]
(comprising 200 image classes). Each model was trained for 300 epochs on both datasets until
convergence was observed.

To measure the quality of the generated images, we used the Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID) [17], calculated between the generated samples and the input dataset. We report the
average of the 5 lowest FID scores between epochs 250 and 300, using 5,000 randomly sampled
real images and 5,000 generated images. The range of 250-300 epochs was chosen because we
observed convergence of FID scores for all methods within this range.

To assess mode collapse, we utilized the relative standard deviation of classes, as proposed
by [45]. For K classes with ni samples generated from the i-th class, the mean µ, standard

17



deviation (std) σ, and relative std are computed as follows:

µ =
K∑
i=1

ni/K, σ =

(
K∑
i=1

(ni − µ)2/(K − 1)

)1/2

and relative std =
σ

µ
.

The relative std is calculated after applying a pretrained classifier to the generated examples.
A low relative standard deviation indicates well-distributed generated samples across distinct
classes. For each GAN-based model, we used the classifier to classify 10,000 generated samples
from CIFAR10 and 22,000 from Tiny ImageNet.

To evaluate the robustness of each model, we used 11 distinct neural network architectures
for generators, encoders, and discriminators. These architectures varied in factors such
as the inclusion or exclusion of batch normalization or fully connected layers, the number
of convolutional layers, the number and width of fully connected layers, and the depth of
convolutional layers. This variation allowed us to thoroughly assess how these architectural
elements influence the effectiveness of GAN-based methods. The box and whisker plots of FID
scores and relative standard deviations across the 11 architectures are depicted in Figure 6
and Figure 7, respectively.
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(b) Tiny ImageNet

Figure 6: Box and whisker plots of FID scores obtained from CIFAR10 and Tiny ImageNet
using 11 different NN architectures.

Figure 6 indicates that GMEGAN outperforms other methods with the lowest mean FID
score and, more importantly, the lowest variance among the NN architectures. This suggests
that GMEGAN generates the highest quality images and is insensitive to different architectures.
Figure 7 indicates that GMEGAN has the lowest mean relative standard deviation with the
lowest variance among the NN architectures. This demonstrates that GMEGAN has the best
mode coverage and is the most robust to variations in NN architectures.

Previous works [13, 50, 32, 25] have extensively covered the sensitivity of GAN-based and
encoder-based GAN models to NN architectures. Surprisingly, GMEGAN exhibits remarkable
stability, standing out in contrast to other methods that display significant variance in response
to different NN architectures.
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Figure 7: Box and whisker plots of relative standard deviations obtained from CIFAR10 and
Tiny ImageNet datasets using 11 different NN architectures.

Figure 8: Box and whisker plots of FID scores obtained from GMEGAN (left) and its variants
with silent hyperparameters using CIFAR10 with 11 distinct NN architectures.

6.4 Ablation Study

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the impact of different regularization terms on
the performance of GMEGAN. Algorithm 1 incorporates three hyperparameters for various
regularization terms in the cost function L, listed in (5.2). Specifically, these are λ1 for the GME
regularization, λ2 for the gradient penalty of the discriminator, and λ3 for the reconstruction
loss enforcing the inverse relationship G−1 = Rinv ◦ T . We conducted experiments on the
CIFAR10 dataset to validate the effectiveness of these regularization terms.

Figure 8 compares the FID scores of GMEGAN with three variants, where each of these
hyperparameters is set to zero, i.e., λi = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3. The results indicate that excluding
any of the regularization terms significantly decreases the performance of GMEGAN.

While all three regularization terms are crucial for the effectiveness of GMEGAN, it
appears that λ3 may have the least impact on performance. Additionally, removing the GME
cost regularization λ1 significantly deteriorates the stability of the model.
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7 Conclusion

We introduced a novel method to address key challenges faced by GAN-based approaches,
namely mode collapse and training instability. To combat mode collapse, we leveraged a
geometry-preserving encoder, which effectively simplifies the minimization problem between
two high-dimensional distributions to a lower-dimensional setting. We introduced the new
GME cost as a regularization term to enforce a geometry-preserving encoder, and our
theoretical analysis guarantees this property.

To address training instability, we utilized the W2 Monge map in the latent space. Our
theoretical analysis also guarantees that the resulting generative map is cT -cyclically monotone,
where cT is a cost function defined through the geometry-preserving encoder.

Numerical experiments validate the efficacy of the geometry-preserving encoder and the
monotonicity of the generative map. Our approach mitigates mode collapse, demonstrates
robustness to parameter initializations and NN architecture selection, and achieves superior
performance compared to existing GAN-based (including encoder-based GANs) as evidenced
by the lowest FID scores on two common benchmark image datasets.

Future work could explore extending this framework to other types of generative models
and further improving computational efficiency.
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A Supplemental Details

We provide some supplemental details to the main text.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

We first bound Wp(G#ν, µ) from above using the definition of Wp as follows:

Wp(G#ν, µ) =

(
min

γ∈Π(G#ν,µ)

ˆ
M2

∥x− x′∥p/p dγ(x, x′)
)1/p

=

(
min

γ∈Π(G#ν,µ)

ˆ
M2

∥T−1 ◦ T (x)− T−1 ◦ T (x′)∥p/p dγ(x, x′)
)1/p

≤ 1

α

(
min

γ∈Π(G#ν,µ)

ˆ
M2

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥p/p dγ(x, x′)
)1/p

≤ 1

α

(
min

γ∈Π(T◦G#ν,T#µ)

ˆ
Y 2

∥y − y′∥p/p dγ(y, y′)
)1/p

≤ 1

α
Wp(T ◦G#ν, T#µ).
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Lastly, we bound Wp(G#ν, µ) from below as follows:

Wp(G#ν, µ) =

(
min

γ∈Π(G#ν,µ)

ˆ
M2

∥T−1 ◦ T (x)− T−1 ◦ T (x′)∥p/p dγ(x, x′)
)1/p

≥ α
(

min
γ∈Π(G#ν,µ)

ˆ
M2

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥p/p dγ(x, x′)
)1/p

≥ α
(

min
γ∈Π(T◦G#ν,T#µ)

ˆ
Y 2

∥y − y′∥p/p dγ(y, y′)
)1/p

≥ αWp(T ◦G#ν, T#µ).

A.2 Clarification of the observed monotonicity in Figure 5

When discussing the special setting of Figure 5 we claimed that the cT -monotonicity of G
implies the monotonicity of the approximation of G as a map from R2 to R2. We clarify this
idea as follows.

In this setting the manifoldM is a two-dimensional subspace in RD (D = 100 or 500),
which is described by the first two coordinates of the parameterized points in RD. Therefore,
the ideal geometry-preserving encoder is

T (x) = (x1, x2) ∈ R2 for x = (x1, . . . , xD) ∈ RD, (A.1)

We claim that since the GMEGAN generator G should satisfy cT -cyclical monotonicity, it has
to satisfy

⟨T ◦G(y)− T ◦G(y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ 0 for all y, y′ ∈ R2. (A.2)

To see this claim, apply Definition 1 with k = 2 to obtain:

c(T (G(y)), y) + c(T (G(y′)), y′) ≤ c(T (G(y)), y′) + c(T (G(y′)), y)

and consequently

−⟨T (G(y)), y⟩ − ⟨T (G(y′)), y′⟩ ≤ −⟨T (G(y)), y′⟩ − ⟨T (G(y′)), y⟩
⟨T (G(y))− T (G(y′)), y − y′⟩ ≥ 0,

which implies (A.2).
If the geometry-preserving encoder coincides with T in (A.1), then (A.2) implies that the

map G̃(y) = ((G(y))1, (G(y))2) satisfies the following monotonicity condition

⟨G̃(y)− G̃(y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ 0 for all y, y′ ∈ R2.

That is, the first two coordinates of the generator G follow the classical notion of monotonicity.
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