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Abstract

The push-forward operation enables one to redistribute a probability measure through a

deterministic map. It plays a key role in statistics and optimization: many learning prob-

lems (notably from optimal transport, generative modeling, and algorithmic fairness) include

constraints or penalties framed as push-forward conditions on the model. However, the lit-

erature lacks general theoretical insights on the (non)convexity of such constraints and its

consequences on the associated learning problems. This paper aims at filling this gap. In a

first part, we provide a range of sufficient and necessary conditions for the (non)convexity of

two sets of functions: the maps transporting one probability measure to another; the maps

inducing equal output distributions across distinct probability measures. This highlights that

for most probability measures, these push-forward constraints are not convex. In a second

time, we show how this result implies critical limitations on the design of convex optimization

problems for learning generative models or group-fair predictors. This work will hopefully

help researchers and practitioners have a better understanding of the critical impact of push-

forward conditions onto convexity.

Keywords: push-forward, machine learning, convexity, optimal transport, generative model-

ing, fairness

1 Introduction

Most penalties promoting group-level fairness in machine learning are nonconvex. Analogously,

generative-modeling optimization problems are almost never convex even in function space. This

article provides a common mathematical explanation: push-forward constraints are generally non-

convex, and no convex loss can quantify the deviation to a nonconvex subset.

Given a Borel probability measure P on Rd and a measurable function f : Rd → Rp, the push-

forward measure of P by f is defined as f♯P := P ◦f−1. This operation describes the redistribution

of the mass from P through the deterministic allocation f , and plays an increasingly important

role in statistics and machine learning. Notably, both optimal transport [Monge, 1781] and genera-

tive modeling [Goodfellow et al., 2014, Kingma and Welling, 2014, Rezende and Mohamed, 2015]

address the computation of a map f satisfying f♯P = Q for two probability measures P and Q.

Additionally, many concepts of group-wise algorithmic fairness can be framed as finding a predic-

tor f such that f♯P = f♯Q [Dwork et al., 2012, Hardt et al., 2016]. However, while convexity is

critical to design statistically and numerically sound learning problems [Hjort and Pollard, 1993,
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Bubeck et al., 2015], the literature has little analyzed the (non)convexity of such constraints and

its consequences in machine learning.

Our paper aims at filling this gap. We refer to functions f such that f♯P = Q as transport maps

between P and Q, and to functions f such that f♯P = f♯Q as equalizing maps between P and Q. In

a first time, we thoroughly study these sets of functions, notably proving that they are most often

not convex. In a second time, we address the practical relevance of the first part to understand the

limitations of popular machine-learning tasks. Our reasoning rests on an overlooked result from

convex analysis: there is no convex loss quantifying the deviation from a nonconvex constraint.

We show how this generally renders unfeasible the design of convex learning problems involving

push-forward constraints or penalties on the model, such as generative modeling and fair learning.

As such, this theoretical work has a practical interest. While the first part can be seen as a

“stand-alone” mathematical contribution that sheds a fresh light on the push-forward operation, it

crucially provides guidance on what can(not) be achieved in generative modeling and algorithmic

fairness through the second part. Concretely, we hope that this paper will not only provide a

better understanding on measure transportation, but also save time to researchers and practitioners

struggling to design convex learning problems.1

Outline The rest of the paper is organized as follows.

• Section 2 furnishes the necessary background on the push-forward operation.

• Section 3 elucidates the convexity of the sets of transport maps (Section 3.1) and equalizing

maps (Section 3.2) by proving that they are generally not convex.

• Section 4 first reminds that a convex loss is minimal on a convex set, and details the conse-

quences of this result on the design of convex minimization programs (Section 4.1). Then,

it applies this framework to explain why the machine-learning problems for generative mod-

eling (Section 4.2.1) and group fairness (Section 4.2.2), which involve (generally nonconvex)

push-forward constraints, cannot be convex.

• Section 5 proposes two directions to recover convexity in such machine-learning tasks: weak-

ening or strengthening the constraint (Section 5.1), or relaxing the deterministic push-forward

map to a random coupling (Section 5.2).

• Appendix A focuses on equalizing maps between discrete measures, which requires specific

notations.

2 Preliminaries

This preliminary section introduces the basic notations and definitions that will be used throughout

the paper, and provides basic knowledge on the push-forward operation.

2.1 Notations and definitions

Let d, p ≥ 1 be two integers, and G be the most general class of functions we consider in this work:

the class of Borel measurable functions from R
d to R

p. The other key objects are the measures on

1We emphasize that the motivation for this work comes precisely from failed attempts on our side to find a

convex penalty for statistical parity. This led us to identify specific cases where this was impossible, and then to

develop a general interpretation of this phenomenon.
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Euclidean spaces. We denote by ‖·‖ the Euclidean norm regardless of the dimension. We refer to

M(Rd) and M+(Rd) as respectively the set of Borel measures on Rd and the set of nonnegative

Borel measures on Rd. Additionally, we define Ms(R
d) := {µ ∈ M(Rd) | µ(Rd) = s} for s ∈ R,

and M+
s (R

d) := {µ ∈ M+(Rd) | µ(Rd) = s} for s ≥ 0. As such, P(Rd) := M+
1 (R

d) is the set of

probability measures on Rd. For f ∈ G, and µ ∈ M(Rd), we call f♯µ := µ ◦ f−1 the push-forward

measure of µ by f . If P ∈ P(Rd), note that f♯P is simply the probability law of the random

variable f(X) when the law of the random variable X is P .

We denote by δx the Dirac measure at a given point x, and by ℓd the Lebesgue measure on Rd.

A measure µ ∈ M(Rd) is absolutely continuous with respect to a measure ν ∈ M(Rd), written as

µ ≪ ν, if for any Borel set E ⊆ Rd, (ν(E) = 0 =⇒ µ(E) = 0). We say that µ is continuous if

for any x ∈ Rd, µ({x}) = 0. Two measures µ, ν ∈ M(Rd) are singular if there exists a partition

{A,B} of Rd such that µ(B′) = ν(A′) = 0 for all Borel sets A′ ⊆ A and B′ ⊆ B. Every P ∈ P(Rd)

can be written as P = Pc + Pδ where Pc and Pδ are two singular measures of M+(Rd), such that

Pc is continuous and Pδ is a discrete (or pure point) measure.

For P ∈ P(Rd), two functions f, g ∈ G are P -almost everywhere equal if P ({x ∈ Rd | f(x) =

g(x)}) = 1, which we write as f
P−a.e.
= g. Then, for any f ∈ G and P ∈ P(Rd), we define

{f}P := {g ∈ G | f
P−a.e.
= g}. It describes a family of functions that cannot be distinguished

by P . Throughout, we also consider a probability space (Ω,Σ,P) that serves to define random

variables. The law with respect to P of any random variable or vector X defined on Ω is denoted by

L(X) := X♯P, while its expectation is denoted by E[X ] :=
∫

ΩX(ω)dP(ω). Additionally, whenever

it is well-defined, L(X | E) refers to the law of X conditional to E ∈ Σ.

A crucial concept for the second part of the paper is convexity. A set C is convex if for any

u, v ∈ C and 0 < t < 1 the element (1− t)u+ tv belongs to C. A real-valued function L defined on

a convex set C is convex if for any u, v ∈ C and 0 < t < 1, L((1 − t)u+ tv) ≤ (1− t) L(u) + tL(v).

Note that for any f ∈ G and P ∈ P(Rd), {f}P is convex.

2.2 Push-forward calculus

We formalize a series of elementary calculus rules for the push-forward operator that will be

frequently used in the proofs of our main results. They directly follow from the definition of the

push-forward measure.

Proposition 2.1 (basic push-forward calculus). Let f, g ∈ G, µ, ν ∈ M(Rd), and s ∈ R. The

following properties hold:

(i) the function f♯ : M(Rd) → M(Rp) is a linear map;

(ii) (µ ∈ Ms(R
d) =⇒ f♯µ ∈ Ms(R

p)) and (µ ∈ M+
|s|(R

d) =⇒ f♯µ ∈ M+
|s|(R

p));

(iii)
∫

Rp h d(f♯µ) =
∫

Rd(h ◦ f) dµ for every measurable function h : Rp → R;

(iv) ψ♯(f♯µ) = (ψ ◦ f)♯µ for every measurable function ψ : Rp → Rk where k ≥ 1 is an integer;

(v) if µ ∈ P(Rd), then (g
µ−a.e.
= f =⇒ g♯µ = f♯µ).

Basically, a push-forward operation does not change the absolute value nor the sign of the mass:

it only changes its location. The next section dives into more advanced push-forward calculus, by

examining sets of functions satisfying a mass-preservation constraint.
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3 The shape of push-forward constraints

This section focuses on clarifying the sets of transport maps and equalizing maps, by providing

various necessary or sufficient conditions on the cardinality and convexity of these sets.

3.1 Transport maps

Let P ∈ P(Rd) and Q ∈ P(Rp) be two probability measures. We consider the set of functions

pushing-forward P to Q, that we refer as the transport maps or measure-preserving maps between

P and Q. Formally, we define

T (P,Q) := {f ∈ G | f♯P = Q}.2

As detailed latter in Section 4.2.1, the constraint described by this set plays a fundamental role in

so-called push-forward generative modeling [Salmona et al., 2022], where one aims at generating Q

by a deterministic function f pushing-forward a distribution P typically satisfying d ≪ p. It also

corresponds to the admissible solutions of the Monge formulation of optimal transport [Monge,

1781], which looks for the elements in T (P,Q) minimizing a certain mass-displacement cost.

People familiar with optimal-transport theory know that T (P,Q) can be empty and nonconvex

(which is often mentioned as a motivation for the well-known relaxation of Kantorovich and Rubinshtein

[1958]). However, the literature lacks a general understanding of what connects the cardinality

and convexity of the set of transport maps to the measures P and Q. This is precisely what we

address in this subsection. For starters, let us illustrate the possible values of T (P,Q) for simple

discrete measures P and Q.

Example 3.1 (simple transport maps). We provide three examples:

(i) Let P := δx for some x ∈ Rd, and Q := 1
2δy1 +

1
2δy2 for two distinct y1, y2 ∈ Rp. Remark

that for any f ∈ G, f♯P = δf(x) 6= Q. Thereby T (P,Q) is empty. More generally, this occurs

in particular whenever the support of Q is larger than the support of P . Note that in this

case, T (P,Q) is trivially convex.

(ii) Let P := δx for some x ∈ Rd, and Q := δy for some y ∈ Rp. It readily follows from

f♯P = δf(x) that T (P,Q) = {f}P where f : {x} → {y}, x 7→ y. Note that in this case as well,

T (P,Q) is trivially convex.

(iii) Let P := 1
2δx1 + 1

2δx2 for two distinct x1, x2 ∈ Rd, and Q := 1
2δy1 + 1

2δy2 for two distinct

y1, y2 ∈ Rp. We define the following surjective functions from {x1, x2} to {y1, y2}: f such

that f(x1) = y1 and f(x2) = y2; g such that g(x1) = y2 and g(x2) = y1. Note that f and g

belong to T (P,Q). Moreover, f(x1)+g(x1)
2 = y1+y2

2 /∈ {y1, y2}. Therefore, (12f+
1
2g) /∈ T (P,Q),

and the set T (P,Q) is not convex.

We observe three configurations where the cardinality of T (P,Q) and its convexity seem inter-

twined. To theoretically ground this observation for general probability measures, we firstly study

the set of functions aligning the squared Euclidean norm across P and Q, formally defined as

T‖·‖2(P,Q) :=

{

f ∈ G |

∫

‖f‖2dP =

∫

‖·‖2dQ

}

for Q ∈ P(Rp) such that
∫

‖·‖2dQ < +∞. Critically, similarly to a sphere, T‖·‖2(P,Q) has no

convex subset with more than one point, as explained below.

2This definition can naturally be extended to any measures P ∈ M(Rd) and Q ∈ M(Rp) such that P (Rd) =

Q(Rp).
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Theorem 3.2 (nowhere convexity of the set of squared-norm matching functions). Let P ∈ P(Rd)

and Q ∈ P(Rp) be two probability measures such that Q has finite second order moments. For any

F ⊆ T‖·‖2(P,Q), F is either:

(i) empty;

(ii) equal to {f}P for some f ∈ G;

(iii) not convex.

The strategy of the proof amounts to finding a necessary condition for the convexity of F ⊆

T‖·‖2(P,Q) that holds only if F is either empty or reduced to a singleton. It remarkably involves

the equality case of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 By definition of T‖·‖2(P,Q), and since F ⊆ T‖·‖2(P,Q), if F is convex

then for every 0 < t < 1 and any f, g ∈ F ,
∫

‖(1 − t)f + tg‖dP =
∫

‖·‖dQ. After developing and

simplifying using the fact that
∫

‖f‖2dP =
∫

‖g‖2dP =
∫

‖·‖2dQ < +∞ we obtain the following

necessary condition that does not involve t anymore: for every f, g ∈ F ,
∫

〈f, g〉dP =
∫

‖·‖2dQ.

Now, according to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and again the fact that
∫

‖f‖2dP =
∫

‖g‖2dP =
∫

‖·‖2dQ we obtain
∫

〈f, g〉dP ≤
(

∫

‖f‖2dP
)1/2 (

∫

‖g‖2dP
)1/2

=
∫

‖·‖2dQ. There is equality if

and only if there exists αf,g ∈ R∗
+ such that g

P−a.e.
= αf,gf .

Wrapping everything up, if F is convex then for every f, g ∈ F there exists a constant αf,g ∈ R∗
+

such that g
P−a.e.
= αf,gf . We distinguish three cases regarding the set F in the light of this

condition.

(i) F = ∅: therefore it is trivially convex.

(ii) F is reduced to a function P -almost-everywhere unique: therefore it is trivially convex. It

corresponds to the setting where for every f, g ∈ F , αf,g = 1.

(iii) There exist elements f, g ∈ F that are not P -almost everywhere equal. Assuming ad ab-

surdum that F is convex, the necessary condition ensures that there is a positive αf,g 6= 1

such that g
P−a.e.
= αf,gf . Therefore,

∫

‖g‖2dP = α2
f,g

∫

‖f‖2dP = α2
f,g

∫

‖·‖2dQ 6=
∫

‖·‖2dQ.

This contradicts the fact that
∫

‖g‖2dP =
∫

‖·‖2dQ. Consequently, F is not convex.

Theorem 3.2 is a strong result. It signifies that any subclass of functions merely matching the

squared Euclidean norm between two probability distributions can only take a restricted number

of shapes: it is basically either trivial or nonconvex. Because T (P,Q) ⊆ T‖·‖2(P,Q) (a transport

map matches all moments, not just one) the following corollary holds.

Corollary 3.3 (nonconvexity of the set of transport maps). Let P ∈ P(Rd) and Q ∈ P(Rp) be

two probability measures such that Q has finite second order moments. Then, T (P,Q) is either:

(i) empty;

(ii) equal to {f}P for some f ∈ G;

(iii) not convex.

Proof Recall that two probability measures µ and ν are equal only if
∫

hdµ =
∫

hdν for every

measurable function h. Therefore, if f ∈ T (P,Q), then
∫

(h ◦ f)dP =
∫

hdQ for every measurable

function h. In particular, the integral equality must be true for h := ‖·‖2, leading to f ∈ T‖·‖2(P,Q).
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This shows that T (P,Q) ⊆ T‖·‖2(P,Q). Theorem 3.2 concludes the proof.

While we find it interesting to exploit the squared-norm alignment to prove Corollary 3.3 through

Theorem 3.2, it comes at the price of a moment assumption on Q. We leave the question of its

necessity for further research.

Remarkably, Corollary 3.3 automatically converts knowledge on the cardinality of T (P,Q) into

information on its convexity. More precisely, if T (P,Q) contains at least two elements that cannot

be distinguished by P , it is not convex. In light of this result, we determine the convexity of

T (P,Q) for standard probability measures P and Q by specifying its cardinality. The proposition

below addresses the case where P is continuous.

Proposition 3.4 (transport maps for a continuous source measure). Let P ∈ P(Rd) be continuous,

and Q ∈ P(Rp) not be a Dirac measure. Then, T (P,Q) contains an uncountable number of

functions that are two-by-two not P -almost-everywhere equal.

The proof distinguishes three situations: if Q is continuous, if Q is discrete, if Q has continuous

and discrete parts. Whatever the case, the general idea is to firstly send P onto U , the uniform

probability measure on [0, 1], and then to exhibit an uncountable number of redistributions from

U to Q.

Proof of Proposition 3.4 For starters, let us specify the objects that will be common to all

parts of the proof. Since P is continuous there exists according to [Kechris, 2012, Theorem 17.41]

a bijective measurable function TP : Rd → [0, 1] such that TP ♯P = U . Next, we define an

uncountable number of allocation from U to U . More precisely, we construct the parametric

family of functions (ξa)a∈[0,1) by

ξa(u) :=







u+ a, if u ∈ [0, 1− a)

u− 1 + a, if u ∈ [1− a, 1].

For every a ∈ [0, 1), ξa♯U = U and therefore (ξa ◦ TP )♯P = U . Moreover, for every distinct

a, a′ ∈ [0, 1), ξa(u) 6= ξa′(u) for all u ∈ [0, 1]. This means that we possess an uncountable collection

of distinct allocation from P to U . Now, the crucial question is how to send the reallocated mass

from U to Q.

In a first time, we assume that Q is also continuous. According to [Kechris, 2012, Theorem

17.41] again, there exists a bijective measurable function with measurable inverse TQ : Rp → [0, 1]

such that TQ♯Q = U . Then, let us define the family (fa)a∈[0,1) by fa := T−1
Q ◦ ξa ◦TP . Crucially, it

follows from the push-forward relationships that (fa)a∈[0,1) ⊆ T (P,Q). Moreover, recall that for

every distinct a, a′ ∈ [0, 1), ξa(u) 6= ξa′(u) for all u ∈ [0, 1]. This implies by injectivity of TQ that

for every x ∈ T−1
P ([0, 1]), fa(x) 6= fa′(x). Since P (T−1

P ([0, 1])) = U([0, 1]) = 1, the (fa)a∈[0,1) are

all distinct P -almost everywhere. Noting that (fa)a∈[0,1) is uncountable permits to conclude.

In a second time, we assume that Q is discrete but different from a single Dirac. More pre-

cisely, for m ≥ 2 possibly equal to +∞ we write Q :=
∑m

j=1 βjδyj
where the (βj)

m
j=1 are prob-

ability weights and the {yj}mj=1 are two-by-two-distinct elements of Rp. Next, we set σ : [m] →

{yj}mj=1, j 7→ yj, such that by defining Q1 :=
∑m

j=1 βjδj ∈ P(R) we have σ♯Q1 = Q. Moreover, we

write T †
Q for the generalized inverse distribution function of the univariate discrete measure Q1. It

satisfies T †
Q♯
U = Q1. We define the family (fa)a∈[0,1) by fa := σ ◦T †

Q ◦ ξa ◦TP . As before, it follows

from the push-forward relationships that (fa)a∈[0,1) ⊆ T (P,Q). To see that the elements of this

family are distinguishable under P , recall that for every distinct a, a′ ∈ [0, 1), fa(x) = fa′(x) if

and only if T †
Q ◦ ξa ◦ TP (x) = T †

Q ◦ ξa′ ◦ TP (x). Because Q1 is not a Dirac, there exists u0 ∈ (0, 1)

6



such that for every u < u0 < u′, T †
Q(u) 6= T †

Q(u
′). Additionally, note that there exists a nontriv-

ial interval Ia,a′ ⊆ [0, 1] such that for any u ∈ Ia,a′ , ξa(u) < u0 < ξa′(u) or for any u ∈ Ia,a′ ,

ξa′(u) < u0 < ξa(u). As a consequence, for any x ∈ T−1
P (Ia,a′), fa(x) 6= fa′(x). Thereby, fa and

fa′ are not P -almost everywhere equal for a 6= a′ since P (T−1
P (Ia,a′)) = U(Ia,a′) > 0.

In a third time, we address the case where Q has a nonzero continuous part and a nonzero

discrete part. Here again, we rely on U and TP as previously defined. We decompose Q as

Q = Qc + Qδ where Qc ∈ M+(Rp) is continuous and Qδ ∈ M+(Rp) is discrete, and we write

qc := Qc(R
p) to qδ := Qδ(R

p). By assumption, 0 < qc = 1 − qδ < 1. We also divide U into

U = Uc+Uδ where Uc and Uδ are the Lebesgue measures on respectively [0, qc) and [qc, 1]. Using the

conclusions from the first two parts of the proof, we know that there exists a family of measurable

functions (gδ,a)a∈[0,1) from [qc, 1] to Rp that are two-by-two distinct on an interval, and such that

gδ,a♯Uδ = Qδ. Additionally, there exists a bijective measurable function gc : [0, qc) → Rp such

that gc♯Uc = Qc. Then, we define the family (ga)a∈[0,1) by ga(u) := gc(u)1{u<qc} + gδ,a(u)1{u≥qc},

which is composed of functions that are not U -almost-everywhere equal and satisfy

ga♯U = ga♯Uc + ga♯Uδ = gc♯Uc + gδ,a♯Uδ = Qc +Qδ = Q.

Finally, we conclude the proof by defining the family (fa)a∈[0,1) as fa := ga ◦ TP . It verifies

(fa)a∈[0,1) ⊆ T (P,Q), consists of functions that are two-by-two not P -almost everywhere equal,

and is uncountable.

Remark 3.5 (existence and uniqueness of monotone push-forward maps). A famous result of

McCann [1995] states that if d = p and P ≪ ℓd (which is more specific than being continuous),

then among the infinity of transport maps from P to Q, there exists a P -almost everywhere unique

function f that can be written as the gradient of a convex function. Interestingly, being the gradient

of a convex function generalizes the notion of monotonic functions to dimensions higher than one.

Thereby, this map can be seen as the canonical redistribution from P to Q. In particular, if d = 1

then f = F−1
Q ◦ FP where FP and FQ are the cumulative distribution functions of respectively P

and Q. See [Hallin et al., 2021] for an extension to d > 1.

Another classical scenario, particularly relevant in statistics, concerns transport maps between

empirical measures. Empirical probability measures drawn from continuous probability measures

are almost-surely uniform finitely supported measures, and thereby apply to the next proposition.

Proposition 3.6 (transport maps between uniform finitely supported measures). Let n,m ≥ 1 be

two integers, and {xi}ni=1 ⊂ Rd and {yj}mj=1 ⊂ Rp be composed of two-by-two distinct elements. If

P := 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi

and Q := 1
m

∑m
j=1 δyj

, then

(i) if n < m, then T (P,Q) = ∅;

(ii) if n = m, then T (P,Q) contains exactly n! functions that are two-by-two not P -almost

everywhere equal;

(iii) if n > m and m does not divide n, then T (P,Q) = ∅;

(iv) if n > m and m divides n, then T (P,Q) contains at least two functions that are not P -almost

everywhere equal.

Proof of Proposition 3.6 We prove each item separately.
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(i) If n < m, then there is no surjections from {xi}ni=1 to {yj}mj=1. Therefore, there is no

transport map from P to Q.

(ii) If n = m, then there are exactly n! surjections from {xi}ni=1 to {yj}mj=1. Since all probability

weights of P and Q are equal to 1/n, this entails that T (P,Q) is composed of n! distinct

functions up to P -negligible sets.

(iii) We prove this point by contrapositive. Assuming that T (P,Q) is not empty, there exists

f ∈ G such that f♯P = Q. Thereby, the definition of P and Q implies for every 1 ≤ j ≤ m

the equality
kj

n = 1
m , where kj is the cardinality of {i ∈ [n] | f(xi) = yj}. This means in

particular that m divides n.

(iv) Suppose now that m divides n, so that there exists an integer r ≥ 1 satisfying n = mr. Then,

let {Ik}mk=1 be partition of [n] such that the cardinality of each Ik for k ∈ [m] is r. We define

f, g ∈ G such that

f(xi) = yj if i ∈ Ij , g(xi) =















y1 if i ∈ I2

y2 if i ∈ I1

yj if i ∈ Ij , i /∈ {1, 2}

.

They satisfy f♯P = Q and g♯P = Q while P ({x ∈ Rd | f(x) 6= g(x)}) > 0.

To sum-up, through Corollary 3.3, it follows from Propositions 3.4 and 3.6 that T (P,Q) is

trivial for very specific P and Q and nonconvex otherwise. In the next subsection, we tackle a

similar clarification work for the set of equalizing maps.

3.2 Equalizing maps

Let P,Q ∈ P(Rd) be two probability measures. We turn to the set of functions transforming P

and Q into a same arbitrary measure in P(Rp), that we refer as the equalizing maps between P

and Q. Formally, we define

E(P,Q) := {f ∈ G | f♯P = f♯Q}.3

The definition above is motivated by algorithmic-fairness problems, where one typically tries to

design models producing the same distributions of outputs across distinct protected groups. We

detail this connection in Section 4.2.2.

In contrast to the set of transport maps, which became more apprehensible due to its key role

in the intensely-studied optimal-transport theory, the set of equalizing maps lacks basic insights.

Let us begin the clarification by presenting trivial facts.

Proposition 3.7 (basic properties). For any P,Q ∈ P(Rd),

(i) E(P,Q) = E(Q,P );

(ii) if P = Q, then E(P,Q) = G;

(iii) E(P,Q) 6= ∅, as it contains in particular all the constant functions;

3Similarly to transport maps, this definition can naturally be extended to any measures P,Q ∈ M(Rd) such that

P (Rd) = Q(Rd).
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(iv) for any f ∈ E(P,Q), ψ ◦ f ∈ E(P,Q) for any measurable ψ : Rp → Rp.4

As a preliminary analysis, let us resolve the convexity of E(P,Q) for simple discrete measures

P and Q.

Example 3.8 (simple equalizing maps). We provide three examples:

(i) Let P := 1
2δx1 + 1

2δx2 and Q := 1
2δy1 + 1

2δy2 for distinct x1, x2, y1, y2 ∈ Rd. We set two

distinct z1, z2 ∈ Rp, and write R := 1
2δz1 + 1

2δz2 . Then, we define f : Rd → Rp such that

f(x1) = f(y1) = z1 and f(x2) = f(y2) = z2. Similarly, we define g : Rd → Rp such

that g(x1) = g(y2) = z1 and g(x2) = g(y1) = z2. Note that f♯P = f♯Q = g♯P = g♯Q = R.

Moreover, (12f+
1
2g)♯P = R whereas (12f+

1
2g)♯Q 6= R since (12f+

1
2g)(y1) =

z1+z2
2 /∈ {z1, z2}.

Therefore, E(P,Q) is not convex.

(ii) Let P := 1
2δx1 + 1

2δx2 and Q := 1
3δy1 + 2

3δy2 for distinct x1, x2, y1, y2 ∈ Rd. Note that for

any f ∈ E(P,Q), the push-forward of P and Q is supported by one or two points. The

one-point case corresponds to the almost-everywhere-constant functions. However, due to

incompatible masses, there is no output measure R supported by two points such that f♯P =

f♯Q = R. Therefore, E(P,Q) narrows down to the functions that are constant P and Q

almost everywhere, which is a convex set.

(iii) Let P := 1
3δx1 +

2
3δx2 and Q := 1

3δy1 +
2
3δy2 for distinct x1, x2, y1, y2 ∈ Rd. As in (ii), for any

f ∈ E(P,Q), the push-forward of P and Q are supported by one or two points, with the one-

point case corresponding to the almost-everywhere-constant functions. In the two-point case,

the output measure necessarily has the form R := 1
3δz1 +

2
3δz2 for two distinct z1, z2 ∈ Rp,

and the admissible f are constrained to send {x1, y1} to {z1} and {x2, y2} to {z2}. Checking

the different convex combinations shows that E(P,Q) is convex, but not reduced to constant

functions.

These examples do not highlight a universal classification as explicit as the “trivial versus non-

convex” from Corollary 3.3 which focused on transport maps. Nevertheless, we can identify sharp

conditions on the (non)convexity of the set of equalizing maps for specific classes of probability

measures P and Q. The proposition below fully determines the convexity of E(P,Q) when P,Q

both have a density with respect to ℓd.

Proposition 3.9 (equalizing maps between absolutely-continuous measures). Let P,Q ∈ P(Rd)

be two Lebesgue-absolutely-continuous probability measures such that P 6= Q. Then, E(P,Q) is not

convex.

Up to a subtlety when the supports of P and Q intersect each other, the key idea amounts

to equally dividing the mass in P and Q to recover the same configuration as the (i)-case from

Example 3.8.

Proof of Proposition 3.9 We denote by ϕP and ϕQ two density functions of respectively P

and Q. Then, we define SP := {x ∈ Rd | ϕP (x) > 0} and SQ := {x ∈ Rd | ϕQ(x) > 0}. In a

first time, we assume that SP ∩ SQ = ∅. Let U ∈ P(R) be the uniform measure on [0, 1]. Since P

and Q are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue’s measure, there exist two measurable

maps TP and TQ such that TP ♯P = TQ♯Q = U as a consequence of [Kechris, 2012, Theorem

17.41]. Next, we set z, z ∈ Rp such that z 6= z′, and define two functions: ψ1 : R → Rp by

4It directly follows from (iv) that E(P,Q) is path connected for any P,Q ∈ P(Rd).
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ψ1(x) := 1{x<1/2}z + 1{x≥1/2}z
′; ψ2 : R → Rp by ψ2(x) := 1{x<1/2}z

′ + 1{x≥1/2}z. Observe that

ψ1♯U = ψ2♯U = 1
2δz +

1
2δz′ . Finally, using the fact that SP ∩ SQ = ∅, we define f, g ∈ G as,

f(x) =















ψ1 ◦ TP (x) if x ∈ SP ,

ψ1 ◦ TQ(x) if x ∈ SQ,

0 otherwise,

and g(x) =















ψ1 ◦ TP if x ∈ SP ,

ψ2 ◦ TQ, if x ∈ SQ,

0 otherwise.

They satisfy f♯P = f♯Q = g♯P = g♯Q, and (12f + 1
2g)♯P = f♯P = 1

2δz +
1
2δz′ . Moreover, for any

x ∈ SQ, (12f + 1
2g)(x) =

z+z′

2 /∈ {z, z′}. Therefore, (12f + 1
2g)♯Q 6= (12f + 1

2g)♯P , and E(P,Q) is

not convex.

In a second time, we address the more general case where possibly SP ∩ SQ 6= ∅. We define

three Lebesgue-absolutely continuous measures: I ∈ M+(Rd) with density min{ϕP , ϕQ} with

respect to ℓd, P
′ := P − I ∈ M+(Rd) and Q′ := Q − I ∈ M(Rd). Note that P ′ and Q′ have

the same total mass. More precisely, P ′(Rd) = P (Rd) − I(Rd) = 1 − I(Rd) = Q(Rd) − I(Rd) =

Q′(Rd) > 0. We write γ := P ′(Rd) = Q′(Rd), so that P ′, Q′ ∈ M+
γ (R

d). They admit respectively

ϕP ′ := (ϕP − ϕQ)1{ϕP−ϕQ>0} and ϕQ′ := (ϕQ − ϕP )1{ϕP−ϕQ<0} as densities with respect to ℓd.

Critically, these densities are positive on disjoint sets. Therefore, we know by the previous case

that there exist f and g such that f♯P
′ = f♯Q

′ = g♯P
′ = g♯Q

′ and (12f + 1
2g)♯P

′ 6= (12f + 1
2g)♯Q

′.

Let us show that f and g provide a counterexample for the convexity of E(P,Q). First, f♯P =

f♯I + f♯P
′ = f♯I + f♯Q

′ = f♯Q, and by a similar computation g♯P = g♯Q. Second,

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

P =

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

I +

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

P ′,

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

Q =

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

I +

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

Q′.

It follows from (12f + 1
2g)♯P

′ 6= (12f + 1
2g)♯Q

′ that (12f + 1
2g)♯P 6= (12f + 1

2g)♯Q. Consequently,

E(P,Q) is not convex.

Additionally, in the important case where P and Q are both finitely supported, we can com-

pletely characterize the convexity of E(P,Q). For the sake of simplicity and concision, we defer

this result to Appendix A (see Theorem A.1) since the obtained conditions are fairly intricate

and involved notation wise. Basically, it asserts that there is no universal convexity of E(P,Q) in

this discrete setting (it depends on the location, number, and probability weights of the points).

A significant implication of this characterization concerns empirical measures, as precised by the

following proposition. Recall that two integers are coprime if the only positive integer that divides

both of them is 1.

Proposition 3.10 (equalizing maps between uniform finitely supported measures). Let n,m ≥ 1

be two integers, and the sets {xi}ni=1, {yj}
m
j=1 ⊂ R

d be both composed of two-by-two distinct elements

such that {xi}ni=1 ∩ {yj}mj=1 = ∅. If P := 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi

and Q := 1
m

∑m
j=1 δyj

, then:

(i) if m and n are coprime, then E(P,Q) is the set of functions in G whose restrictions on

{xi}ni=1 ∪ {yj}mj=1 are constant, which is a convex set;

(ii) if m and n are not coprime, then E(P,Q) is not convex.

According to Proposition 3.10, the set of equalizing maps between empirical measures are either

trivial or nonconvex. The proof, detailed in Appendix A, consists in checking one of the necessary
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conditions for convexity given by Theorem A.1. We also refer to Proposition A.2 to address the

case with intersecting supports.

All in all, while the possibles shapes of the equalizing constraint are richer than the ones of

the transport constraint, Propositions 3.9 and 3.10 highlight that convexity remains rare, and

sometimes occurs only because the equalizing maps are constant (that is trivial). In the rest of

the article, we discuss the consequences of these results on machine-learning problems.

4 Application to machine learning

This section illustrates the role of the sets T (P,Q) and E(P,Q) in popular machine-learning prob-

lems, and highlight the consequences of their (non)convexity.

4.1 Learning and convexity

First of all, we introduce unified formulations of learning problems involving a specific condition

on the models. Most machine-learning problems amount to minimizing a numerical criteria (e.g.,

prediction accuracy) under a constraint or a penalty (e.g., sparsity). Formally, let F ⊆ G be a set

of base models (e.g., neural networks with a fixed architecture), and C ⊆ G be a constraint. In

this case F ∩ C represents the set of admissible or feasible models. In optimization and learning

problems, a loss serves to quantify the deviation of a model to some constraint. For the sake of

clarity, we use the following terminology in the rest of the paper.

Definition 4.1 (C-loss). Let C be a subset of G. A function L : G → [0,+∞] is a C-loss if for any

f ∈ G, L(f) = 0 ⇐⇒ f ∈ C.

For a given loss function L : G → [0,+∞], a learning problem including C in its objective fits

either the constrained optimization problem

min
f∈F∩C

L(f) (1)

or the penalized optimization problem

min
f∈F

L(f) + λLC(f), (2)

where λ > 0 governs a trade-off between L and a C-loss LC .

A minimization problem is convex if both the objective to minimize and the set of feasible

solutions are convex. Researcher and practitioners generally endeavor to design convex optimiza-

tion problems for essentially two reasons. From an optimization viewpoint, there exist efficient

numerical procedures to solve convex programs [Bubeck et al., 2015]. From a statistical viewpoint,

the minimizers of empirical convex objectives often enjoy asymptotic and nonasymptotic guaran-

tees [Haberman, 1989, Pollard, 1991, Niemiro, 1992, Arcones, 1998, Bartlett et al., 2006]. On the

basis on the above generic formulations, we can easily identify sufficient conditions for convexity

in learning problems.

• Problem 1 is convex if C and F are convex sets (since convexity is stable under intersection),

and if L is a convex function.

• Problem 2 is convex if F is a convex set, and if L and LC are convex functions.
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Let us underline the specific role of C, as we aim at studying examples where C is a set of transport

maps or equalizing maps. The influence of C is straightforward in Problem 1, while it depends

on a C-loss LC in Problem 2. Notably, a C-loss is obviously not uniquely determined by C, which

makes the choice of LC crucial to attain convexity in Problem 2. But we critically emphasize that

designing a convex C-loss is sometimes impossible, as a consequence of a classical result of convex

analysis.

Theorem 4.2 (no convex loss for nonconvex constraints). If L : G → [0,+∞] is a convex function,

then L−1({0}) is a convex set. Therefore, if C ⊆ G is nonconvex, then there exist no convex C-loss.

Proof of Theorem 4.2 For any f, g ∈ F and 0 < t < 1, we have by convexity and non-negativity,

0 ≤ L((1− t)f + tg) ≤ (1− t) L(f) + tL(g).

Therefore, if f and g belong to L−1({0}), that is L(f) = L(g) = 0, this inequality entails L((1 −

t)f + tg) = 0, that is (1 − t)f + tg ∈ L−1({0}), which means that L−1({0}) is convex.

This furnishes a simple criterion to check whether a condition C can(not) be quantified by a

convex loss: it suffices to verify that C itself is (not) a convex set. The consequences of this result

in machine learning are significant and perhaps not well appreciated. It means that it can be vain

to look for a convex penalty.

All in all, the sufficient conditions for convexity along with Theorem 4.2 entail that one cannot

guarantee the convexity of Problem 1 and Problem 2 as soon as C is not convex. Next, we advance

from general constraints C to specifically transport maps and equalizing maps.

4.2 Learning under (approximate) push-forward constraints

If C := T (P,Q) or C := E(P,Q), then convexity depends on (P,Q) according to Section 3. Notably,

such constraints are not universally convex (i.e., convex whatever the input measures) and even

actually nonconvex in many classical scenarios. In particular, this (informally) signifies through

Theorem 4.2 that there exist no losses LT (P,Q) and LE(P,Q) that are convex for all measures P

and Q, in contrast to (for instance) the mean square error which is convex regardless of the

data distribution. This is a strong limitation on the design of convex learning problems, since in

typical scenarios the measures are exogenous factors. Moreover, being able to certify the convexity

of C := T (P,Q) or respectively C := E(P,Q) does not even mean being able to construct a

workable convex C-loss for this specific case. Of course, if C is convex then LC(f) := dist(f, C) or

LC(f) := 1G\C(f) define convex C-losses, but they require knowing C explicitly to be computed

while the role of a loss is precisely to implicitly quantify a condition.

In what follows, we illustrate that this setting applies to generative modeling and group-level

algorithmic fairness, explaining why such problems of are generally not provably convex.

4.2.1 Generative modeling

Let P ∈ P(Rd) be an source probability distribution, Q ∈ P(Rp) be a target probability distribu-

tion with bounded support, and D : P(Rp) × P(Rp) → [0,+∞] be discrepancy function between

probability measures. Finding a push-forward generative model for Q from P amounts to finding

a model f ∈ F such that f♯P ≈ Q, which can be achieved by solving

min
f∈F

D(f♯P,Q). (3)
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This setting notably includes generative adversarial networks (GAN) and variational auto-encoders

(VAE). Typically, the discrepancyD is chosen as the Kullback-Leibler divergence [Goodfellow et al.,

2014], the Wasserstein-1 distance [Arjovsky et al., 2017], or a Sinkhorn divergence [Genevay et al.,

2018]. Critically, the formulation fits Problem 2 with C := T (P,Q), LC(f) := D(f♯P,Q), and

L(f) := 0. Thereby, Problem 3 is not universally convex. More precisely, there are two limits to

its convexity according to the sufficient conditions discussed in Section 4.1.

First limit: the convexity of the set of feasible models F . In most cases, F is a set of neural

networks with fixed architecture. Remark that such a set is not necessarily convex, since in

particular the sum of two neural networks is generally a neural network with different depth and

widths. One could work instead with a convex class of models, like linear models, but it would

sacrifice the necessary inductive power of neural networks for generative tasks.

Second limit: the convexity of T (P,Q), which only holds in restricted cases according to

Section 3.1. More specifically, in the GAN scenario, the true (or population) target distribution Q

is continuous. Therefore, Proposition 3.4 along with Theorem 4.2 ensures that Problem 3 cannot

be convex—whatever the choice of D, even if it is convex. This emphasizes that the convexity

of Q⋆ 7→ D(Q⋆, Q) (in measure space) is radically different from the convexity of f 7→ D(f♯P,Q)

(in function space).5 Notably, the global convergence guarantees from the original GAN paper

leverages unrealistic assumptions to reframe the GAN minimization problem as a convex program

in measure space [Goodfellow et al., 2014, Proposition 2]. Following a more statistically-driven

approach, one rather solves Problem 3 between some empirical measures Pn and Qm, respectively

corresponding to an n-sample from P and an m-sample from Q. According to Proposition 3.6,

T (Pn, Qm) is convex only if m does not divide n. Not only this is restrictive, but this would

solely guarantee the existence of a convex C-loss; it would not provide a closed-form expression as

previously mentioned.

Lastly, we shall mention that the class F = {fθ}θ∈Θ is generally parametric, with Θ included

in an Euclidean space. Therefore, in practice, one does not optimize in function space but in

parameter space. Several references noticed the nonconvexity of the GAN objective in parameter

space, pointing out the nonconvexity of θ 7→ fθ for common neural networks [Nagarajan and Kolter,

2017, Guo and Mounjid, 2023]. Our analysis highlights a more structural culprit: the nonconvexity

of the push-forward operation. All in all, push-forward generative modeling suffers from strong

limitations to convexity at every level, making it almost never convex.

4.2.2 Group-level algorithmic fairness

We turn to the design of fair machine-learning predictors. Let X : Ω → Rd−1 be a random vector

representing some covariates, and S : Ω → {0, 1} be a random variable encoding a binary protected

status (e.g., males and females) such that 0 < P(S = 1) < 1. A function f ∈ G satisfies statistical

parity with respect to S if f(X,S) ⊥⊥ S [Dwork et al., 2012]. We define P := L((X,S) | S = 0) and

Q := L((X,S) | S = 1) the conditional probability measures of the two protected groups. In this

binary case, note that statistical parity can be framed as L(f(X,S) | S = 0) = L(f(X,S) | S = 1),

that is f♯P = f♯Q, namely f ∈ E(P,Q).

Maximizing the accuracy of the model under the statistical parity constraint corresponds to

Problem 1 with L(f) := E

[

‖f(X,S)− Y ‖2
]

(or any other convex loss for accuracy) and C :=

E(P,Q) (as in [Thibaut Le Gouic et al., 2020, Chzhen et al., 2020]). Obtaining a trade-off between

accuracy and fairness corresponds to Problem 2 with LC an E(P,Q)-loss (as in [Pérez-Suay et al.,

5Another striking illustration of this distinction comes from [Ambrosio et al., 2005, Section 7.3], which shows

that the Wasserstein-2 distance is convex in both input measures but concave along its geodesics.

13



2017, Risser et al., 2022]). Most often, people work with LC(f) := D(f♯P, f♯Q) where D is (the

power of) a distance or divergence between probability measures.

Similarly to generative modeling, the convexity of a learning process involving statistical parity

has two restrictions according to Section 4.1: the convexity of F and the one of E(P,Q). Regard-

ing the former: if F is a set of neural networks with fixed architecture, then the learning is not

convex; if F is the parametric set of linear predictors, then the learning could be convex (but likely

less efficient on complex data). Regarding the latter: the discussion from Section 4.1 along with

the results from Section 3.2 show that the learning is rarely convex, whether it be for Lebesgue-

absolutely-continuous population measures P,Q (Proposition 3.9) or their empirical counterparts

(Proposition 3.10). As such, no practitioner can design a group-fair learning problem that univer-

sally guarantees convexity. Notably, as for Section 4.2.1, modifying LC (using for instance a convex

D) is pointless.

Strictly, we should take into account that the models belong to F instead of G. It could happen

that for relevant subclasses of models F , the set of feasible solutions E(P,Q) ∩ F is convex. In

the next proposition, we show that convexity does not universally hold for the widely-used class

of weight-linear predictors.

Proposition 4.3 (no universal convexity of the set of linear equalizing maps). We define the

parametric class of functions FLin := {x 7→ θx + θ0; θ ∈ Rp×d, θ ∈ Rp}. If d ≥ 2, then there exist

P,Q ∈ P(Rd) such that E(P,Q) ∩ FLin is not convex.

Proof of Proposition 4.3 We define two functions f and g in FLin by f(x1, . . . , xd) := x1 and

g(x1, . . . , xd) := −x2. Set A and B two i.i.d. nonconstant random variables, and let P,Q ∈ P(Rd)

be the laws of respectively (A,B, 0, . . . , 0) and (A,A, 0, . . . , 0). Remark that f♯P = f♯Q = L(A)

and g♯P = g♯Q = L(−A) since A and B are equal in law. Moreover, (12f + 1
2g)♯P = δ0 and

(12f + 1
2g)♯Q = L

(

1
2B − 1

2A
)

which is not equal to δ0 since A and B are independent and not

constant. Therefore, (12f + 1
2g)♯P 6= (12f + 1

2g)♯Q, and E(P,Q) ∩ FLin is not convex.

Note that the same conclusion holds for any class F such that FLin ⊆ F .

5 Towards recovering convexity

As explained in the previous section, one cannot guarantee the convexity of a learning problem

involving a nonconvex condition C, be it as a constraint or a penalty. This section explores two

directions that one can follow to recover convexity, exemplified on problems involving transport

maps or equalizing maps.

5.1 Weakening or strengthening the condition

The simplest approach amounts to replacing the constraint C by a different one that still captures

the same principle while being convex. Let us illustrate this idea with statistical parity. In this

subsection, we assume that p = 1, so that all models f are functions from Rd to R.

Basically, statistical parity requires the predictions f(X,S) to be independent to the protected

attribute S. More precisely, it leverages the probabilistic notion of independence between random

variables. However, other concepts of dependence could be employed. For instance, one could

simply demand Cov(f(X,S), S) = 0 where Cov is the covariance between two random variables.

This leads to a weaker definition of fairness, that still limits the dependence of f(X,S) to S,

but that is convex in the model. This is notably what Zafar et al. [2017] did to obtain a convex

learning problem while their primary goal was to enforce statistical parity. Conversely, one can
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also reach convexity by strengthening the definition. In contrast to statistical parity, which is

a distributional (or group) definition of fairness, counterfactual fairness focuses on input-level

predictions [Kusner et al., 2017]. It holds when the model produces the same outputs for every

input and their counterfactual counterparts had the protected status changed. While it became

famous for addressing causality rather than mere associations, another interesting aspect explored

in [Kusner et al., 2017, De Lara et al., 2021] lies in the fact that (under standard assumptions) it

implies statistical parity by being its input-scale counterpart. Moreover, counterfactual fairness

represents a convex constraint that can be quantified through a convex loss [Russell et al., 2017,

De Lara et al., 2021]. It can thereby be used as a stronger convex surrogate for statistical parity.

This illustrates that weakening or strengthening the constraint C is a natural option to attain

convexity. However, we point out that such a change can sometimes raise other challenges, like

computing the causal model needed for counterfactual fairness.

5.2 Radically changing the models

The last strategy for dealing with a convex constraint consists in changing the nature of the base

models f , that is changing the space of models G into a radically different one. In this subsection,

we focus on replacing the deterministic mapping f by a random coupling.

The most notorious illustration comes from optimal transport theory. Suppose that p = d and

consider the Monge formulation of optimal transport between P and Q in P(Rd):

min
f∈T (P,Q)

∫

‖x− f(x)‖2dP (x).

Although the loss to minimize is actually convex, the constraint T (P,Q) renders the problem

nonconvex in most configurations according to Corollary 3.3. Interestingly, one can recover con-

vexity by rewriting T (P,Q) with random couplings π rather than deterministic functions f . Let

us denote by Π(P,Q) ⊂ P(Rd × Rd) the set of couplings with P and Q as respectively first

and second marginal, which is a convex set. The Kantorovich formulation of optimal transport

[Kantorovich and Rubinshtein, 1958] addresses the following relaxation:

min
π∈Π(P,Q)

∫

‖x− y‖2dπ(x, y).

Not only this problem always admits a solution in contrast to Monge’s version, but it remains

convex since Π(P,Q) is a convex set whatever (P,Q) and π 7→
∫

‖x− y‖2dπ(x, y) is a convex

function. As such, the underlying idea of Kantorovich’s relaxation could be generalized to attain

convexity at the model level (not necessarily the parameter level) in learning problems with a

mass-transportation constraint.

This raises the question whether such an exchange of the deterministic coupling induced by

f by a random coupling π can similarly render the set E(P,Q) convex. However, one can easily

convince themselves that there is no natural coupling reformulation in this context.

6 Conclusion

By diving into the theory of transport maps and equalizing maps, we showed that pushing-forward

measures was a nonconvex operation in general. Analyzing popular machine-learning problems in

light of this underappreciated characteristic enabled us to provide a structural understanding of

their (non)convexity. This will hopefully help practitioners and researchers know when it is vain to
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try designing a convex objective, and consequently encourage them to rapidly consider a different

approach if convexity is required.

Our work also opens further lines of research. From a mathematical perspective, there is still

much to discover regarding the shape of push-forward constraints, notably equalizing maps. From

an applicative angle, a valuable direction would be to investigate deeper the ideas from Section 5,

to furnish better guidance on the construction of alternative convex problems.

A Equalizing maps between finitely supported probability

measures

This supplementary section provides insight on E(P,Q), notably on its convexity, when P and Q

are two discrete probability measures with finite supports.

A.1 Setup

Formally, let n,m ≥ 1 be two integers, {αi}ni=1, {βj}
n
i=1 ⊂ [0, 1] be two sets of probability weights,

and {xi}ni=1, {yj}
m
j=1 ⊂ Rd be two sets of values. Then, we define P and Q as P :=

∑n
i=1 αiδxi

and Q :=
∑m

j=1 βjδyj
. In a first time, we restrict our analysis to measures with disjoint supports,

which means supposing that {xi}ni=1 ∩ {yj}mj=1 = ∅. Later, we explain through Proposition A.2

how to extend our results to measure with nondisjoint supports.

Let us introduce extra notations before proceeding. We denote by [k] the set {1, · · · , k} and by

2[k] the set of parts of [k] for any integer k ≥ 1. We also define the following sets:

Sα =

{

∑

i∈I

αi, I ∈ 2[n]

}

, Sβ =

{

∑

i∈J

βj , J ∈ 2[m]

}

.

They correspond to the reachable values by sums of the weights of respectively P and Q, and can

be seen as the image sets of these discrete measures. They will play a key role in the results below.

Finally, we write Sα,β := Sα ∩ Sβ . Remark that {0, 1} ⊆ Sα, Sβ ⊂ [0, 1].

A.2 Characterization of convexity

The following theorem gives a sufficient and necessary condition on P and Q to have the convexity

of the set E(P,Q).

Theorem A.1 (equalizing maps between finitely supported discrete measures). Let n,m ≥ 1 be

two integers, {xi}ni=1, {yj}
m
j=1 ⊂ Rd be two sets of two-by-two distinct elements such that {xi}ni=1∩

{yj}mj=1 = ∅, and {αi}ni=1, {βj}
m
j=1 ⊂ [0, 1] be probability weights. Define P :=

∑n
i=1 αiδxi

and

Q :=
∑m

j=1 βjδyj
. Then, the set E(P,Q) is convex if and only if the three following conditions

hold:

(i) for every γ in Sα,β, there exists a unique couple (Iγ , Jγ) ∈ 2[n] × 2[m] such that
∑

i∈Iγ

αi =
∑

j∈Jγ

βj = γ;

(ii) the sets {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
and {Jγ}γ∈Sα,β

defined by (i) are σ-algebras of respectively [n] and [m];

(iii) for every γ, γ′ ∈ Sα,β, the index sets ηα(γ, γ′), ηβ(γ, γ′) ∈ Sα,β defined by (i) and (ii) such

as Iηα(γ,γ′) = Iγ ∩ Iγ′ = and Jηβ(γ,γ′) = Jγ ∩ Jγ′ satisfy

ηα(γ, γ
′) = ηβ(γ, γ

′).
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The above conditions may seem convoluted. Nevertheless, remark that item (i) alone is a

strong condition on P and Q. It requires that every probability attainable by both P and Q

corresponds to unique events for respectively P and Q. Therefore, it provides a powerful criterion

to identify settings where E(P,Q) is not convex. This is precisely the strategy we follow to prove

Proposition 3.10.

Proof of Proposition 3.10 We address each item separately.

Firstly, let us suppose that m and n are coprime. Notice that if Sα,β := Sα ∩Sβ = {0, 1}, then

E(P,Q) is the set of constant functions over {xi}ni=1 ∪ {yj}mj=1. Therefore, we aim at showing in

this part of the proof that Sα,β = {0, 1}. By definition of P and Q we have

Sα = {k/n, 0 ≤ k ≤ n}, Sβ = {k′/m, 0 ≤ k′ ≤ m}.

Consequently, for any γ ∈ Sα,β, there exist two integers 0 ≤ k ≤ n and 0 ≤ k′ ≤ m such that

γ = k/n = k′/m, hence k′n = km. This entails that n divides km, and thereby n divides k since

n and m are coprime. Finally, recall that 0 ≤ k ≤ n, leading to k = n or k = 0, therefore γ = 1 or

γ = 0.

Secondly, let us suppose that m and n are not coprime: there exist three integers r ≥ 2 and

n′,m′ ≥ 1 such that n = rn′ and m = rm′. For every element I ∈ 2[n] of size n′ and element

J ∈ 2[m] of size m′ we have
1

r
=

∑

i∈I

αi =
∑

j∈J

βj .

This contradicts condition (i) of Theorem A.1, as the number of elements I ∈ 2[n] of size n′ is

larger than one. Hence, E(P,Q) is not convex.

The proof of Theorem A.1 is divided in two parts, one for each side of the equivalence. We

address the necessary condition by contrapositive; proving the sufficient condition is more straight-

forward.

Proof of Theorem A.1 Let us start with the necessary condition (⇐=). First, suppose

that condition (i) does not hold: there exists γ ∈ Sα,β such that there are two distinct couples

(Iγ , Jγ), (I
′
γ , J

′
γ) ∈ 2[n] × 2[m] verifying

∑

i∈Iγ
αi =

∑

j∈Jγ
βi =

∑

i∈Iγ′
αi =

∑

j∈Jγ′
βi = γ. With-

out loss of generality, we can assume that Iγ 6= I ′γ , meaning that there exists i0 ∈ Iγ such that

i0 /∈ I ′γ . Then, for z1 and z2 two distinct elements of Rp, we define the functions f, g ∈ G as:

f(x) =







z1 if x ∈ {xi, i ∈ Iγ} ∪ {yj, j ∈ Jγ}

z2 otherwise

and

g(x) =







z1 if x ∈ {xi, i ∈ I ′γ} ∪ {yj, j ∈ Jγ},

z2 otherwise
.

Since γ ∈ Sα,β, these functions satisfy f♯P = f♯Q = g♯P = g♯Q = γδz1 + (1− γ)δz2 . In addition,

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

P = αi0δ z1+z2
2

+
∑

i∈[n],i6=i0

αiδ f(xi)+g(xi)
2

6=

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

Q = γδz1 + (1 − γ)δz2 .

This proves that E(P,Q) is not convex.

Second, suppose that (i) holds but (ii) does not hold. It readily follows from
∑n

i=1 αi =
∑m

j=1 βj = 1 that for every γ ∈ Sα,β , Icγ := [n]\ Iγ = I1−γ and Jc
γ := [m]\Jγ = J1−γ . This implies

that both {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
and {Jγ}γ∈Sα,β

are stable under complementary and not empty. Therefore,
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(ii) being false means that {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
or {Jγ}γ∈Sα,β

is not stable under intersection. Let us find

a counterexample for the convexity of E(P,Q) using this property. Without loss of generality, we

can assume that {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
is not stable under intersection: there exist γ1, γ2 ∈ Sα,β such that

Iγ1 ∩ Iγ2 /∈ {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
. Then, for z1 and z2 two distinct elements of Rp, we define the functions

f, g ∈ G as:

f(x) =







z1 if x ∈ {xi, i ∈ Iγ1} ∪ {yj, j ∈ Jγ1}

z2 otherwise

and

g(x) =







z1 if x ∈ {xi, i ∈ Iγ2} ∪ {yj, j ∈ Jγ2}

z2 otherwise
.

As before, it follows from γ1, γ2 ∈ Sα,β that f♯P = f♯Q = γ1δz1 + (1 − γ1)δz2 and g♯P = g♯Q =

γ2δz1 + (1− γ2)δz2 . In addition,

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

P =





∑

i∈Iγ1∩Iγ2

αi



 δz1

+





∑

i∈Ic
γ1

∩Ic
γ2

αi



 δz2 +







∑

i∈(Iγ1∪Iγ2)\(Iγ1∩Iγ2)

αi






δ z1+z2

2

and

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

Q =





∑

j∈Jγ1∩Jγ2

βj



 δz1

+





∑

j∈Jc
γ1

∩Jc
γ2

βj



 δz2 +







∑

j∈(Jγ1∪Jγ2)\(Jγ1∩Jγ2)

βj






δ z1+z2

2
.

Critically, Iγ1∩Iγ2 /∈ {Iγ}γ∈Sα,β
entails that

∑

i∈Iγ1∩Iγ2
αi 6=

∑

j∈Jγ1∩Jγ2
βj . Therefore,

(

1
2f + 1

2g
)

♯
P 6=

(

1
2f + 1

2g
)

♯
Q, meaning that E(P,Q) is not convex.

Finally, suppose that (i) and (ii) hold, and that (iii) does not hold: there exist γ1, γ2 ∈ Sα,β

such that ηα(γ1, γ2) 6= ηβ(γ1, γ2). Let us define f, g ∈ G as before. They still verify f♯P = f♯Q

and g♯P = g♯Q. In addition,

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

P = ηα(γ1, γ2)δz1

+ ηα(1− γ1, 1− γ2)δz2 + (ηα(γ1, 1− γ2) + ηα(1− γ1, γ2)) δ z1+z2
2

,

and

(

1

2
f +

1

2
g

)

♯

Q = ηβ(γ1, γ2)δz1

+ ηβ(1− γ1, 1− γ2)δz2 + (ηβ(γ1, 1− γ2) + ηβ(1− γ1, γ2)) δ z1+z2
2

.

By assumption ηα(γ1, γ2) 6= ηβ(γ1, γ2). Hence
(

1
2f + 1

2g
)

♯
P 6=

(

1
2f + 1

2g
)

♯
Q, meaning that

E(P,Q) is not convex.

We now turn to the sufficient condition (=⇒). Consider that conditions (i), (ii) and (iii)

hold. By definition, for any f, g ∈ E(P,Q) there exist two integers K,L ≥ 1, two sets of probability
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weights {γk}Kk=1, {γ
′
l}

L
l=1, and two sets of values {fk}Kk=1, {gl}

L
l=1 ⊆ Rp such that

f♯P = f♯Q =

K
∑

k=1

γkδfk and g♯P = g♯Q =

L
∑

l=1

γ′lδgl .

Then, according to (i) and (ii):

[n] =
K
⋃

k=1

Iγk
=

L
⋃

l=1

Iγ′

l
=

K
⋃

k=1

L
⋃

l=1

Iηα(γk,γ′

l
),

where Iηα(γk,γ′

l
) = Iγk

∩ Iγ′

l
. Condition (i) gives Iγk

= {i ∈ [n], f(xi) = fk} and Iγ′

l
= {i ∈

[n], f(xi) = gl}. Similarly,

[m] =

K
⋃

k=1

Jγk
=

L
⋃

l=1

Jγ′

l
=

K
⋃

k=1

L
⋃

l=1

Jηβ(γk,γ′

l
),

with Jγk
= {j ∈ [m], f(yj) = fk} and Jγ′

l
= {j ∈ [m], f(yj) = gl} again from Condition (i). Then,

for all t ∈ [0, 1]

(tf + (1− t)g)♯ P =

K
∑

k=1

L
∑

l=1

ηα(γk, γ
′
l)δtfk+(1−t)gl =

K
∑

k=1

L
∑

l=1

ηβ(γk, γ
′
l)δtfk+(1−t)gl

= (tf + (1− t)g)♯Q,

due to condition (iii). This conclude the proof.

A.3 When the probability measures have nondisjoint supports

Theorem A.1, and thereby Proposition 3.10, hold for P and Q with disjoint supports. Nevertheless,

one can deduce conditions for the convexity of E(P,Q) in more general cases by subtracting the

common mass of P and Q. More formally, for P :=
∑n

i=1 αiδxi
and Q :=

∑m
j=1 βjδyj

two finitely

supported elements of P(Rd), we define their minimum as:

min(P,Q) :=
n
∑

i=1

m
∑

j=1

min(αi, βj)1{xi=yj}δxi
,

which is a finitely supported element of M(Rd). Note that if P and Q have disjoint supports, then

min(P,Q) is the null measure. Crucially, the following result hold.

Proposition A.2 (equalizing maps between finitely supported measures with nondisjoint sup-

ports). Let n,m ≥ 1 be two integers, {xi}ni=1, {yj}
m
j=1 ⊂ Rd be two sets of two-by-two distinct

elements, and {αi}ni=1, {βj}
m
j=1 ⊂ [0, 1] be probability weights. Define P :=

∑n
i=1 αiδxi

and

Q :=
∑m

j=1 βjδyj
. Then, P − min(P,Q) and Q − min(P,Q) have disjoint supports, share the

same total mass, and satisfy

E(P,Q) = E(P −min(P,Q), Q −min(P,Q)).

This proposition enables one to determine conditions for the convexity of E(P,Q) by applying

for instance the previous results to P −min(P,Q) and Q −min(P,Q).
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Proof of Proposition A.2 The proof is trivial when P and Q already have disjoint supports.

Let us assume that the supports of P and Q are not disjoint. Then, one can define a nonempty

set {zk}lk=1 := {xi}ni=1 ∩ {yj}mj=1 where l ≥ 1 is an integer. Without loss of generality, we reorder

the elements in {xi}ni=1 and {yj}mj=1 so that zk = xk = yk for every k ∈ [l]. This enables us to

express min(P,Q) as

min(P,Q) =

l
∑

k=1

min(αk, βk)δzk .

In the rest of the proof, we write P ′ := P −min(P,Q) and Q′ = Q−min(P,Q).

First, we show that P ′ and Q′ have disjoint supports. Remark that

P ′ =

l
∑

k=1

(αk −min(αk, βk))δzk +

n
∑

i=l+1

αiδxi
and Q′ =

l
∑

k=1

(βk −min(αk, βk))δzk +

m
∑

j=l+1

βjδyj
.

By hypothesis, {xi}ni=l+1 ∩ {yj}mj=1 = ∅. Additionally, for every k ∈ [l], if αk − min(αk, βk) > 0,

then αk > βk, hence βk−min(αk, βk) = 0. These two remarks ensures that P ′ and Q′ have disjoint

supports. They also clearly share the same total mass since P and Q both sum to one, and the

subtrahend is the same, namely min(P,Q).

Second, we prove that E(P ′, Q′) = E(P,Q). Every function f in E(P ′, Q′), satisfies f♯P
′ = f♯Q

′

by definition. Therefore, it follows from P = P ′+min(P,Q), Q = Q′+min(P,Q), and the linearity

of the push-forward operation that:

f♯P = f♯P
′ + f♯ min(P,Q) = f♯Q

′ + f♯ min(P,Q) = f♯Q.

This means that E(P ′, Q′) ⊆ E(P,Q). Conversely, for every f in E(P,Q), the linearity of the

push-forward yields

f♯P
′ = f♯P − f♯ min(P,Q) = f♯Q− f♯ min(P,Q) = f♯ min(P,Q).

Consequently, E(P,Q) ⊆ E(P ′, Q′). This concludes the proof.
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