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Abstract

We study the convergence rate of Sinkhorn’s algorithm for solving entropy-regularized
optimal transport problems when at least one of the probability measures, u, admits a
density over R?. For a semi-concave cost function bounded by ¢ and a regularization pa-
rameter A > 0, we obtain exponential convergence guarantees on the dual sub-optimality
gap with contraction rate polynomial in A/c.. This represents an exponential improve-
ment over the known contraction rate 1 — O(exp(—coo/A)) achievable via Hilbert’s pro-
jective metric. Specifically, we prove a contraction rate value of 1 — ©(A\?/c%)) when p
has a bounded log-density. In some cases, such as when p is log-concave and the cost
function is ¢(z,y) = —(z,y), this rate improves to 1 — ©(A/coo). The latter rate matches
the one that we derive for the transport between isotropic Gaussian measures, indicating
tightness in the dependency in A\/co. Our results are fully non-asymptotic and explicit
in all the parameters of the problem.

1 Introduction

We study the numerical resolution of the entropy-regularized optimal transport problem

wf [ clwy)dr(oy) + AKLGlaE ). 1)
vl (p,v)

Here, ;1 and v are probability measures supported over subsets X and ) of R? T'(u,v)
denotes the set of couplings between p and v, A is a positive regularization parameter, KL is
the Kullback-Leibler divergence and c(z,y) is the cost of assigning a unit of mass from x to
y. Throughout this paper, we assume that the cost ¢ has bounded oscillation on X x ) and
we denote
o = || = sup c(x,y)— inf eclx,y) < oo.
o= el = sUD_clep) = _inf el

Under the conditions listed above, the unique solution to problem (1) can be obtained by
solving its dual problem

MW_C) >
d dv+X2(1- dudy |, 2
<z>eL1(§>l,1@Ib)eLl(u>/(Z5 M+/w v ( //eXp< A Hew @)

where (¢ & ¥)(z,y) = ¢(x) + ¥(y). The classical approach to solve (2) is via Sinkhorn’s
algorithm. Denoting F'(¢,) the dual functional being maximized in (2), Sinkhorn’s algorithm
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starts at an arbitrary point ¢g € L'(v) and repeatedly performs exact maximization of the
objectives ¢ — F(¢,v) and 1) — F(¢,1). This leads to the sequence of iterates

{¢t+% € argmaxg F(¢7wt)7 (3)

Yri1 € argmaxy, F(f, 1,9),

which can be defined in a unique way as detailed in Section 2. For Sinkhorn’s iterates
(¢t+1/2, Yt)e>0 and any integer ¢t > 0, we denote the dual sub-optimality gap

oy = sSup F(¢,¢) — F(¢t+1/27¢t)-
€L () peL (v)

It is well-known that J; converges to zero under general conditions. However, despite the
extensive history of Sinkhorn’s algorithm and its widespread adoption in modern applications,
several open questions remain regarding its convergence speed.

Existing guarantees generally fall into two categories. The first category exhibits exponen-
tial convergence, albeit with an exponential dependence on ¢, /A in the rate. Although these
guarantees demonstrate the exponential nature of the convergence of Sinkhorn’s algorithm,
they often fail to provide bounds that are relevant in practical applications where ¢ /A is
large. This limitation is somewhat mitigated by the second category of guarantees that yield
bounds of the form &; = O(c%, /(At)). While these bounds significantly improve the depen-
dence on ¢y /A, they exhibit a slower, polynomial dependence on the number of iterations t.
We discuss both types of guarantees in greater depth in Section 1.1.

One feature of the two types of convergence guarantees discussed above is their generality,
as they require no assumptions on the marginal measures pu and v. However, one of the
chief advantages of the optimal transport problem (1) lies in its capacity to capture specific
geometric properties of the problem at hand, which underscores its importance in a broad
array of application domains. This leads to the main question addressed in our paper: can
we improve upon the convergence guarantees described above under additional geometric
assumptions on the cost function ¢ and the marginal measures p and v?

Our main results demonstrate that the presence of geometric structure within the problem
can be leveraged to obtain exponential convergence rates with a well-behaved dependence
on A/ce. In particular, we prove convergence bounds of the form (1 — ©(\/cy))! and
(1-0(\2/c2,))t, representing a best-of-both-worlds scenario in terms of the bounds discussed
above. For the sake of simplicity and for streamlining the comparison with related work in
Section 1.1, we begin by stating a special case of our main results for the linear cost ¢(x,y) =
—(z,y), which is equivalent to the quadratic cost ¢(x,y) = ||z — y||>. The general statements
and proofs of our results, which cover for instance any C2? cost over a bounded domain,
are deferred to Section 3. We split our results into two cases, depending on the assumptions
imposed on one of the marginal measures, keeping the other marginal assumptions-free. First,
we handle the setting where one of the marginals is log-concave.

Theorem 1.1. Let X, be compact with X convex. Let c(x,y) = —(z,y). If u admits a log-
concave density on X, then for any t > 0 we have d; < g (1 — ofl)t where o = 176(1 4 52).

Second, we analyze convergence under the assumption that one of the marginal measures
has a bounded log-density.

Theorem 1.2. Let X, be compact with X convex. Let c(x,y) = —(x,y). Suppose that p
admits a density f satisfying 0 < m < f < M < oo for some positive constants m and M.
Then:

1. For any t > 0 we have &; < do(1 — ™ 1)!, where o = 176(1 + M &= %’)



2. For any large enough t we have 611 < 6;(1 — a™1), where a = 176(1 + L &=)

Finally, we prove a matching lower bound for the contraction rates proved in Theorem 1.1
and the second part of Theorem 1.2. Our lower bound holds for one-dimensional zero-mean
Gaussian measures. While the Gaussian measures do not satisfy the compactness assumptions
considered in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, our lower bound provides strong supporting evidence for
the optimality of the 1 —©(\/co) contraction rate. The proof is deferred to Section 6, where
the limiting contraction rate of the sequence (d;)¢>0 is also given in the asymptotic regime

A — 0.

Theorem 1.3. On R, let u = N(0,1), v = N(0,02) for o > 0, c(z,y) = —xy, and 1y = 0.
If X< a /5, then for any t > 0 we have & > 55(1 — %)t

1.1 Comparison with related work

Iterations (3), which we refer to as Sinkhorn’s algorithm, were rediscovered several times and
perhaps first appeared in [30]. Consequently, these iterations and close variants thereof are
known under various names in various communities, such as the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm,
Iterative Proportional Fitting Procedure (IPFP), RAS algorithm, matrix scaling algorithm,
Bregman algernative projection or Fortet’s iterations; see the surveys [19, 25| for some his-
torical remarks. Most quantitative convergence analyses can be classified into two categories:
(i) exponential convergence rates with non-robust constants and (ii) polynomial convergence
rates with robust constants.

Convergence guarantees of the first kind can be obtained by noticing that Sinkhorn’s
iteration is a contraction for Hilbert’s projective metric [16] where the contraction rate can
be shown to be at most 1 — ©(e~¢=/); see [9] for a recent extension to non-compact settings
and [25, Remark 4.12] for a bibliographical discussion. As put forth in [25, Remark 4.15],
the dependence on ¢, /A of this contraction rate numerically seems tight in the most difficult
cases, e.g. when the cost ¢ is random. In more favorable cases however, such as when
there exists an optimal transport map solving problem (1) with A = 0, many have observed
experimentally that the dependency in ¢y /A is generally much better in practice.

Convergence guarantees of the second kind can be traced back to [21]|, and have more
recently regained interest following [1|. In their tightest form, due to [15], one has the
guarantee §; < 2¢2,/(\t) for t > 1 (see [8, Proposition 10]). This result relies on an explicit
expression (see Eq. (7)) for the one-step dual improvement d; — 041, which is also central
in our approach. This proof scheme can also be framed as a mirror descent analysis in well-
chosen geometries [23, 2] and has been recently extended to non-compact settings [18] or [11,
Proposition 4.

Our results in this paper take the best of both worlds since, under additional regularity
assumptions on the cost and marginals, we prove exponential convergence rates with robust
constants. Some prior works [3, 12] have studied, for the cost ¢(x,y) = —(x,y), the limiting
dynamics of the time-rescaled sequence of iterates (1) /)\)t when A — 0. Under appropriate
assumptions, this leads to a dynamics that converges at an (unspecified) exponential rate
to the unregularized dual potentials. Informally, this might be seen as a hint towards a
convergence rate in 1 — ©(\/cy) in certain settings, which is indeed one of our results.

Finally, a result related to ours was announced by S. Di Marino in the 2022 workshop Op-
timal Transportation and Applications in Pisa. Specifically, he announced a dual convergence
rate of the form 1 — ©(\2?/c2,) for bounded and Lipschitz cost functions when both measures
w and v satisfy a Poincaré inequality', which differs from the assumptions considered in our
work. S. Di Marino’s proof extends to the multimarginal setting, but it requires assumptions
on all the marginals, while we only make assumptions on one of the marginals.

!Personal communication.



1.2 Paper outline

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we define the objects of interest
and recall a few useful formulas. The full statements of our main results are in Section 3, and
the core of the proofs can be found in Sections 4 and 5. The convergence rate of Sinkhorn’s
algorithm for isotropic Gaussian is studied in Section 6. Finally we gather in the Appendix
the proof of intermediate technical results.

2 Background and notation

This section sets up the notation and provides background on the Sinkhorn algorithm and
the (semi-)dual entropic optimal transport objective.

2.1 General conventions

For a subset Z of some Euclidean space we let P(Z) be the set of all Borel probability
measures supported on Z. For any p € P(Z) and any f € L%(p), the expectation and
variance of f against the measure p are respectively denoted

E,f =Epnpf(x /fdp and  Var,(f) = Varg,(f(z)) = E,(f — E,f)*.

For any p,p’ € P(Z), KL(p|p') is the Kullback-Leibler divergence (or relative entropy) be-
tween the measures p and p, defined as

if p<yp,
L(p|p,):{f dp PP

+00 otherwise.

Throughout the paper, the norm || - || is the Euclidean norm, X C R? is the support of the
marginal measure u € P(X) and ) C R? is the support of the marginal measure v € P()).
For functions ¢ € L(u1) and ¢ € L'(v) we use the notation

/ ¢dp and (¥, v) / wdv.

We denote the set of real-valued continuous functions defined on Z by C(Z). For a function
[+ Z — R, we denote its oscillation norm by || f|lose = sup,ecz f(2) — infyrez f(2) and its
Lipschitz semi-norm by Lip(f) = sup(, yyezxz(f(y) — f(2))/ |y — z[|. For the cost function
¢, we use the notation coo = ||¢[|osc. Finally, we recall the notion of semi-concave and semi-
convex functions that appears throughout our results:

Definition 2.1 (Semi-concave/convex functions). On a convex subset Z of some Euclidean
space, a function f : Z — R is said to be &-semi-concave for some & € R, if the function
x = f(x) — % |z||? is a concave function. Similarly, f is said to be ¢-semi-convex for some

CeRyifz— flx)+ % [|||? is a convex function.

2.2 (e, \)-transforms and the Sinkhorn algorithm

For a cost function ¢ and a regularization parameter A > 0, the (¢, A)-transforms ¢ 1) of
functions ¢ € L'(u),v € L'(v) are respectively defined as

6 () = ~Mog [ exp (M) dp(z),
VoMNz) = —)\log/exp <M> dv(y).



Note that even thought ¢ and v are only defined p- and v-almost-everywhere, their transforms
¢ and ¥ are defined everywhere on R%. A direct computation shows that if ¢ is a function
of bounded oscillation or is Lipschitz continuous, so are the (¢, A)-transforms:

Lemma 2.1. If||c|| .. = coo < o0 (resp. Lip(c) < o0), then for any ¢ € L*(u) and v € L*(v),

osc

||¢C’AHOSC <c¢x and ||7/)C’>\Hosc < Coos (4)
(resp.  Lip(¢*) < Lip(c) and Lip(¢>") < Lip(c)).

The (¢, A)-transform can be seen as an entropic equivalent of the c-transform in the
unregularized optimal transport theory. Indeed, it can be shown by computing the first
variation of the dual objective (2) that for any ¢ € L'(u) and ¢ € L'(v), we have

F(p™)¢) = max F(¢,¢) and F(¢,¢°) = maX)F(Gﬁ,dJ)-

pEL (1) Yell(v

For convenience, we also introduce the following shorthand notation for applying the (¢, A)-
transformation twice:

0N = (6N and PN = (PN,

A direct computation shows that a maximizing pair (¢*,1*) for the dual objective F : L*(p) x
L'(v) — R can be obtained by solving the Schrodinger system:

P(z) = e (x) for every z € X,
U(y) = ¢ (y) for every y € Y.

In particular, a solution (¢,) to the Schrodinger system verifies ¢ = ¥ and ¢ = Y. Un-
der our assumptions, such a maximizing pair always exists and it is unique up to translations
by a constant. Hence, we may now more formally define the Sinkhorn updates initialized at
an arbitrary 1y € L'(v) by

Srprje =" and g = (bfrl/z — & for t > 0. (5)

Because for every ¢ > 0 the iterate (¢;11/2,%t) = (1/15’)‘,1/%) depends only on 1y, it will be
convenient to rewrite the dual objective in terms of the function ¢ € L!(v). This leads to
the notion of semi-dual objective described in the next section.

2.3 Semi-dual objective and primal-dual relations

The semi-dual objective E : L!'(v) — R is defined by

E()) = maX)F(¢,¢) = F(4A, ).

peL(p

The definition of the (¢, \)-transforms implies that for any ¢ € L!(v)

//exp <%> dpdy = 1.

Hence, for any 1 € L'(v) the semi-dual objective E can be written as

Bw) = [ v du+ [ v



Any v € L'(v) induces a probability measure [1)] € P(X x V) defined as

Az —c(z
ol = esp (LD =LY g0y,

The measure 7[¢)] is, in general, not primal feasible as it does not belong to the set of couplings
I'(u,v). In fact, we have that y[i)] belongs to I'(u, v) if and only if ¢ is equal to a maximizer
¥* of the semi-dual objective E, in which case the measure y[¢)] = ~v[¢*] is equal to the
unique minimizer of the primal problem (1). Moreover, for any 1 € L!(v) the following
relation connects the dual sub-optimality gap to a form of a primal guarantee:

E@") — E(¢) = AKL (Y[ ]|y [¥]) -

2.4 Basic properties of Sinkhorn’s iterates

We now list some basic properties satisfied by Sinkhorn’s iterates (¢ /Q,Q,Z)t)tzo. They are
well-known in the literature, and we will use them without explicit references to this section.
For any ¢ € L'(v), define the marginal measures u[¢)] € P(X) and v[i)] € P(Y) of v[¢)] €
P(X x Y) by

wl](A) = /A yd’y[w] (z,y) for any Borel set A C X,

viY|(B) = /X ., dv[Y](x,y) for any Borel set B C ).

The definition of (¢, A)-transforms ensures that p[¢)] = p. However, v[¢)] # v unless 9 is a
maximizer of the semi-dual objective E. An explicit calculation shows that for any ¢ € L!(v),

oY B dv
POt =9 = Alog—dym,

so that

(Yt — 1, v). (6)

> =

KL (v[v[¢]) =
In particular, because ¢y, 1 = ¢fj, for any ¢t > 0 we have

E(ti1) — E(Yr) 2 F(Grr1/2,%e41) — FBey1y2,¥r) = AKL (v[v[¢y]) - (7)

Finally, for any £ > 1 and any maximizer 1* of the semi-dual objective F, it holds following
from (4) that ||[¢r — V*|lose < 2C00-

2.5 Entropic Kantorovich functional

We end this background section with the introduction of what we refer to as the entropic
Kantorovich functional, denoted K : L'(v) — R and defined by

K@) = = (%, ).

Notice that this functional corresponds to the non-linear part of the semi-dual functional
E() = (@ u) + (b, v) = K(p) + (1,v). The directional derivatives of K can be made
explicit. First, for any ¢ € L!(v) and any = € X, we define the probability measure v,[¢] on
Y as

Y()—c(z,y) \
e X YEN @)+ (y)—c(z,y)
A

_ dy[¥l(z,y)
du(z)

dva[](y) = dv(y) = e

—— dv(y)
f ew(y) /\( ,4) dl/(g)



Notice that the family (v,[t¢])zex corresponds to the disintegration of v[¢)] with respect to
1, in the sense that for any Borel set B C ) it holds

V[](B) = / v [6](B)dp(x).

We will repeatedly make use of the following property, proven in Section A.1.

Lemma 2.2. The functional K is concave on L'(v), and it is strictly concave up to trans-
lations. Moreover, K admits the following first and second order directional derivatives: for
any functions y,v € L*(v) and any ¢ € R,

d d? 1

$IC(1,Z) +ev) = —(v,v[p +ev]), and @K(qb +ev) = Y /Varvxwﬁv] (v)dp(z).

3 Main result: exponential convergence with robust contrac-
tion constants

Our main result establishes exponential convergence of Sinkhorn’s iterates in the semi-dual
objective under various general conditions on the cost and one of the marginals:

Theorem 3.1. Assume that

(A) The domain X is convex, there exists & € Ry such that for ally € YV, x — c(x,y) is

&-semi-concave, and ||c|| . = Coo < 00.

Then, for any integer t > 0, the Sinkhorn iterates (1)¢>0 defined in (5) satisfy

E(*) = B(te1) < (1 —a )(E®@") — E(y)) (8)
provided either one of the following additional assumption holds:

(A1) The domain X is compact and included in {z : ||z|| < Rx}, the measure p admits a

density f(z) such that % =k < 00, and
S

§

a=176{1 + (¢ + §R?Y)K/)\71 + A2,

(Aa) There exists a &-strongly convex function V : X — R such that the density of u reads
f(z)=e V@, and
= 176{1 + cooA L+ A A2,

(As) There exists ( € Ry such that for ally € Y, x +— c(x,y) is (-semi-convez, there exists

a max <£, 5%4) -strongly convex function V : X — R such that the density of p reads

f(z)=eV®, and
o = 176{1 + cooA "'}

Under slightly more assumptions, the contraction constants 1 — ©(A\2?/c2,) shown under
assumptions (A;) or (As2) can be shown to improve to 1 — O(\/cx) after enough iterations
have been performed. This is the content of the following corollary, proven in Section A.2.

Corollary 3.2. Assume that (A) holds and that either the cost ¢ is Lipschitz continuous
or the target measure v is finitely supported. Then, there exists an integer T depending on
W, v, ¢ and g such that for any t > T, guarantee (8) of Theorem 3.1 holds with a value of «
improved to:



1. a=176{1 + (coo + %R%()m)\_l} under (A1 ).
2. o= 176{1 + cooA"'} under (As).

Proofs of the Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 follow directly from the main theorem and its corollary
stated above.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We apply Theorem 3.1 under the conditions (A) and (As). The linear
cost function c¢(x,y) = —(x,y) is 0-semi-concave and 0-semi-convex. Thus, £ = ¢ = 0. Hence,

max <§ , %) = 0, and the condition on the density of u reduces to log-concavity (i.e., V is

required to be convex). This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We apply Theorem 3.1 under the conditions (A) and (A;). The linear
cost c(z,y) = —(z,y) is O-semi-concave, thus & = 0. With £ = 0, Theorem 3.1 gives a@ =
176(1 + Kcoo A1 + 2. A72), valid for any ¢ > 0, proving the first part of Theorem 1.2. The
second part follows from Corollary 3.2, which ensures the existence of an integer 7" such that
for t > T, the constant o improves to o = 176(1 + koo A1), which proves the second part of
Theorem 1.2. O

Before proving Theorem 3.1 in the next sub-section, we make the following few remarks.

Remark 3.1. The convexity assumption made on the support X of y is restrictive. This as-
sumption is needed in only one of the intermediate results, Proposition 5.1 below, that proves
a strong-concavity estimate for the entropic Kantorovich functional. It was shown however
in [6] that such strong-concavity estimates could be obtained under milder assumptions on
X, e.g. by assuming only that X" is a finite connected union of convex sets. Overall, we con-
jecture that assuming that p satisfies a Poincaré inequality should be a sufficient condition
for our results to hold.

Remark 3.2. The semi-concavity and semi-convexity assumptions made on c are easily
satified whenever ¢ is smooth and A and Y are compact, since in this case ¢ is both [|c[le2( v xy)-
semi-concave and [[c/[¢2(x xy)-semi-convex.

Remark 3.3. The semi-concavity and semi-convexity constants £, do not appear in the
expressions of a obtained in Theorem 3.1 under assumptions (As), (As). From the proofs,
this fact may be interpreted with the idea that the strong-convexity of the potential V' ezactly
compensates the lack of concavity or convexity of the cost ¢. Surprisingly, it does not seem
that assuming further convexity for the potential V' (e.g. in (As) assuming that V' is £-strongly
convex for some & > ¢ ) can easily be leveraged to improve the contraction constants.

Remark 3.4. The statement of Corollary 3.2 is asymptotic. However, as detailed in Sec-
tion B, the value of the integer T" present in this statement can be made explicit in some cases.

For instance, whenever the target measure v is finitely supported over Y = {y1,...,yn}, we
have
4C1 6
log <mini ;(?3)1)2>
T= )
—log(l — a1

where a = 176{1 + (co + %R%()/{)\_l + 2 272} and O = 11{(coo + %R%()/{ +A+E Y
under (A1); or @ = 176{1 + coo At + 2 A2} and Cp = 11{coo + A + 2 A1} under (4s).



3.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

The proof of Theorem 3.1 follows from the following two key independent propositions stated
below.

The first proposition relates the sub-optimality gap d; to the improvement made in one
step 0; — d¢41. Prior works that prove polynomial bounds on §; (e.g., [21, 1, 15]) typically
rely on bounds of the form

6t < CooV/2A 710 — Gp41), 9)

from which the estimate §; = O(1/t) follows using traditional arguments in smooth convex
optimization. Instead of using the bound (9), we prove a stronger result in the proposition
below, which replaces the ¢, factor by a certain variance term related to the curvature of
the semi-dual functional E. Our improvement comes from the use of Bernstein’s inequality
instead of Hoeffding’s inequality to control cumulant—generating functions of bounded random
variables appearing in the proof of Proposition 3.3; see Section 4 for details.

Proposition 3.3. For any t > 0, the Sinkhorn iterates (1s)s>0 defined in (5) satisfy

ldcs . _

6 < 20/ A" War, (% — ;) (6, — 0p1) + A6 — 8iq).

Remark 3.5. The proof of Proposition 3.3 only requires the cost function ¢ to be of bounded
oscillation norm. All the other assumptions enter through the strong-concavity estimates
obtained in Proposition 3.4 below.

The second proposition relates Var, (¢* — 1) back to d§; and &1 following an estimation
of the strong-concavity of the semi-dual functional E. The proof of this proposition, given
in Section 5, essentially relies on the Prékopa-Leindler inequality. It extends to bounded
semi-concave costs the existing estimations of the strong-concavity of the entropic and non-
regularized Kantorovich functional that were previously proven for a linear cost in [13, 14].

Proposition 3.4. Assume (A). Then for any t > 0, the Sinkhorn iterates (1)s>0 defined in
(5) satisfy
Var, (¢* — 1) < C16¢ + Co (¢ — 0y41)

in either of the following cases:
1. (A1) holds, Oy = 11{(coo + §RL)K + A+ A1} and Cy = 0.
2. (As) holds, C1 = 11{ceo + X + 2 A1} and Cy = 0.
3. (As) holds, C1 =11 (coo + A) and Cy = 32 A 7L,

Combining Proposition 3.3 with Proposition 3.4 yields convergence guarantees of the form
d¢11 < C'6; for some contraction rate C’ € (0,1). This is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that ||c||osc = Coo < 00. Let (5)s>0 be the Sinkhorn iterates. If for
some t we have Var, (" — ) < C10; + C2(6p — d¢41) then

2
b1 < (1—aY)d, where o =max {16)\_101,4 210y + %)\_1} )

The proof of the above lemma involves straightforward algebraic manipulations; we defer
the details to Appendix A.3. We will now complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.



1. If (A;) holds, then Propositions 3.3 and 3.4 with Lemma 3.5 yield 6,1 < (1 —a™1);
with

2
o = max (176)\_1 {(coo + gR%()m + A+ cgoxl} , %A*)
3

=176 {1 + (coo + §ng)ff)\71 + cgo)\Q} ,

where we used the fact that k > 1.

2. If (As) holds, then Propositions 3.3 and 3.4 with Lemma 3.5 yield d;11 < (1 — a™1)é;
with

2
a = max <176)\_1 {coo + A+ AT, 85“’ /\—1>

=176 {14 cooX ™" + 2 A2}

3. If (A3) holds, then Propositions 3.3 and 3.4 with Lemma 3.5 yield d;11 < (1 — a~1)é;
with

28
o = max (176)\_1 {Coo + A}, 4V/3c2 A2 + §°° )\_1>

=176 {1+ cooA '},

4 One-step improvement bound (Proof of Proposition 3.3)

By the concavity of K guaranteed in Lemma 2.2, the semi-dual functional is concave (this
also follows directly from the definition of E as a partial supremum of concave functions).
Hence, the first derivative computed in Lemma 2.2 with ¢ = ¢4 and v = ¢* — ¢, yields

O < (v —vhy], " — ).

In particular, for any n > 0 we have

8 <~ {{v = vl (" = r)) — KL ([v[e])} + 57 KL (v]v[e])
<n~t osup {( = vtn], (¥ =) — KL (v |vli]) }+ 07 KL (v]v[i])

VeP(X)
=0 1og B, fy,) [exp ()] + 0~ 'KL (v|v[1r]) , (10)

where f(y) = ¥* — by — Ey ) [%* — ¢]. The last line above follows from the expression of
the convex conjugate of KL (-|v[¢y]) and

(W = v, (" — ) = (V" — ) — (], 0" —r))) = (V).

By Bernstein’s moment generating function bound for bounded random variables |29,
Proposition 2.14] and the fact that ¢* — ¢, and hence f is contained in an interval of length
at most 2¢y, it follows that for any 1 € (0, 52—) we have

) 2Co0

* Vaty g (6 — 1)
108 2o o0 (100" ) ) < Tl 0

10



Since this holds for any 7 € (0, 52 T ), we obtain from bound (10) the estimate

. nvar, ) (V" =)
b < o<nl£f2€% { 20— %) + 1 KL (v|v[i])
< Vet g (67 — GOKL (vl fia]) + KL (o)) (1)

where the final inequality follows by optimizing in 7 (see details in [5], Lemma 2.4 and the
computation following Equation (2.5) on page 29 therein).
By equation (7), we have

L (v|v[ihr]) < A7H(6¢ — S¢41) (12)

Combining the above inequality with (11) yields

2¢
5, < \/ZAflVary[wt](¢* ) (0 — Gryn) + C—A (8 — 6111). (13)

In order to complete the proof of Proposition 3.3, it remains to replace the Var,,,(¥* — 1)
term in the above inequality with Var, ()* —;). To this end, we will use the following lemma
proved in Appendix A 4.

Lemma 4.1. Let p,m € P(X) by any probability measures such that p < m and ™ < p.
Then, for any function f: X — [a,b] it holds that

Var,(f) > SVare(f) — (b — a)’min(KL (plr) KL (]o)).

Indeed, by Lemma 4.1 and the fact that ||¢* — 1¢]lose < 2¢o0, We have

Var, ) (¥ — ) < 2Var, (" — 1) + 8c2 KL (v|v[vy])
< 2Var, (¢* — ) + 82 A 16 — 41,

where the second inequality follows from (12). Plugging the above inequality into (13) and
applying the bound va + b < v/a + Vb, valid for a,b > 0, we obtain

14co

—1 _
3 A (6t — Ot41),

5 < 24/ A" WVar, (v* — y)(0r — 0r1) +

which completes the proof of Proposition 3.3. U

5 Strong-concavity estimate (Proof of Proposition 3.4)

5.1 Proof of Proposition 3.4

By optimality of ¢*, one has v[)*] = v. Thus, for v = 1)* — 14, one has from Lemma 2.2 the
following expression for the dual sub-optimality gap:

b = K(v") ~ () — oK + ev)

e=1
1
— / di/C(% + ev)de — di/C(T/)t + ev)
e=1
/5 O/S P K¢y + sv)dsde. (14)

11



With these computations, we see that proving Proposition 3.4 reduces to proving a strong-
concavity estimate for IC of the type

d2

@K(lﬂt + SU) < —CV&YV[¢t+SU] (U)7 (15)

for some constant C'. Associativity of variances ensures
Varu[thrsv} (’U) = Var:}:fw,u (Euz [¢+sv] (’U)) + Egy\/,uvarz/z [Yi+sv] (U),

and Lemma 2.2 guarantees that %IC (Ye+sv) = —%ExNMVaryx [itso] (V). We thus get directly

d? 1
@K(wt + Sv) = _X(Varl/[thrsv} (v) - VarlBNH(Euz[iﬂHrsv} (v))) (16)

In order to conclude and get a strong-concavity estimate of the form of (15), there remains to

compare Varg~,(E,, 1y, 1s(v)) to either d—ZIC(wt + sv) or Var, [y, 4.5 (v): this is the content

ds
of the following proposition, which is proven in Section 5.2 and might be of independent

interest.

Proposition 5.1. Assume that (A) holds. Then, for any ¥,v : R — R and s € R, the

entropic Kantorovich functional satisfies
d? 1
TSR+ 50) £ = (C+ A) 7 Varyjy (0

wn either of the following cases:
1. (A1) holds and C = e(cx + %R?Y)H.
2. (Ay) or (As) holds and C = ecx.

Remark 5.1. The above strong-concavity estimate and its proof idea relying on the Prékopa-
Leindler inequality already appeared in [13, Theorem 3.2|, but only in the case where ¢ was
the linear ground cost ¢(z,y) = —(x,y). Interestingly, letting the regularization strength A
go to 0 in the above estimate allows to also get an estimation of the strong-concavity of the
non-reqularized Kantorovich functional, which is the functional

kv [ v,

where 9°(-) = infy ¢(-,y) — ¢ (y) is the usual c-transform. This allows to extend to bounded
semi-concave costs the strong-concavity estimate that was already established in [14, Theorem
2.1] for the non-regularized Kantorovich functional with linear ground cost c(z,y) = —(z,y),
which in turn was proven relying on the Brascamp-Lieb concentration inequality.

Before proving Proposition 5.1 in the next sub-section, we conclude the proof of Propo-
sition 3.4. From the reasoning in (14), we know that the sub-optimality gap admits the

following expression:
11 g2
o = — /80 /58 @K(l/}t + sv)dsde.

Proposition 5.1 then ensures the following lower bound:

1
(C+ X))o > / Var, (y, 450 (v)dsde,

e=0 Js=¢

12



where C' = e(c + %R%()/{ under (A;) and C = ecy under (As) or (As). Recall that
v =¢* — . Thus, V[ + v] = v[Yp*] = v, and the oscillation norm of v is bounded by 2¢y.
It follows by Lemma 4.1 that

1l
(CH+ X))o > / 0/ %Var,,(v) — (2¢00)*KL (v|v[ths + sv]) dsde
1 1,1
= ZVar,,(v) —4c% /5—0 /s_6 KL (v|v[y + sv]) dsde. (17)

Next, notice that for any s € [0, 1] we have by equation (6):

KL (vfy e + s]) = 3 (@ + 50)° — (W + 50),0)
= 5 (PG + 500, (@ 50)) = F((0+ 50) 0+ 50))
< 5 (FU@* A 97) = (@t 50 0+ 50)
= 5 (B = B(1 = s + 597))
< 12 (B - B(w)
1;3@, (18)

where the first inequality follows from the definition of ¥* as a maximizer for the semi-dual
functional and the last inequality follows from the concavity of E.

Remark 5.2. The above inequality is where we lose a factor A\/c in the final convergence
rate under (A;). Whenever this bound can be improved to A~(6; — &;11), the resulting
convergence rate becomes (1 — O(\/coo))t.

Plugging the inequality (18) in (17) yields
8
Var, (v) < <4C +4X\ + gcgo)\_1> d¢. (19)

Under assumption (A;), C = e(cxo + gR%()m so that the last bound entails

gR%()/f + A+ cgo)\_1> ¢,

Var,(v) < 11 <(cOO +
which completes the proof of the first bound claimed in Proposition 3.4.
Under assumption (Asz), C' = ecoo so that bound (19) becomes

Var, (v) < 11 (coo + A+ cgo)\_l) ¢,

which completes the proof of the second bound claimed in Proposition 3.4.

Assuming now (As), one has an improved bound for KL (v|v[i + sv]). Indeed, the fol-
lowing proposition (proved in Appendix A.5) ensures the pointwise convexity of the (c, \)-
transformation under assumption (Ags):

Proposition 5.2. Under assumptions (A) and (As), for any vo,11 : RY — R and o € [0, 1],
it holds L
(1= a)gpo + o) < (1= @) (100)™* + a (3p1)

13



Thus, for any y € R, one has

(1= )+ 597)°A()
< (=)0 () + 56 (w)
= (1= ) () + 507 (v),

(0 + 50)A(y)

where (1*)®* = 1)* follows from the optimality of 1/*. This ensures the estimate

S + 50)° — (W + 50), )

A
1 c

= (1 — s)KL(v|v[y])
< (L= s)AH (8¢ — Gp41),

KL (v|v[yy + sv]) =

IN

where we used (7). Plugging this bound in (17) and using C = ecy, yields
8
Var,(v) <4 (ecso + A) 0t + gcgo)\*l(ét — Op41)
< 11 (Coo + )\) 5t + 3030)\71(5,5 — 5t+1)-
This complete the proof of the last bound claimed in Proposition 3.4. O

5.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1

In order to prove this result, we give ourselves a positive Radon measure p € M (R?%) and
introduce an associated functional I, : (R? — R) — R, defined by

I,:1—log /X exp <1/Jc’)‘(.%')> dp(z).

The idea of this definition comes from [22, Exercise 2.2.11|. From Lemma A.1, the mapping
s+ I,(¢ + sv) is C? on R. Denote fi[)] the probability measure in P(X) satisfying

e (@) |,
T xp (023 (7) do(7)

Then the derivatives of I are the following:

dafy](z)

dp(z).

d d
ol +5v) = (L (@ +50) Ay + sv]),
2 d2 d
@Ipw + sv) = <@(¢ + sv)N iy + sv]) + Varﬁ[wanv](&(w + sv)N). (20)

Proposition 5.1 will follow from the above expression of the second order derivative of I, and
from the next result that ensures the concavity of I, for specific p as a consequence of the
Prékopa-Leindler inequality [27, 24, 28]. Note that the following lemma is the only result
that uses (and necessitates) the convexity assumption made on X in (4).

Lemma 5.3. If assumption (A) holds and p = e~V where W : R? — R is a &-strongly convex
function, then the functional I, is concave.

14



The above lemma is proved at the end of this section. We will now complete the proof of
Proposition 5.1.

Under assumption (A;), we choose p = e=sllel®, Otherwise, under assumptions (Asz) or
(A3), we choose p = p. In any of these cases, p = e=" with W : RY — R a ¢-strongly convex
function. We are thus in position to apply Lemma 5.3, that ensures that I, is a concave
functional. From this concavity, we deduce

2

T2l +sv) <0,
that is with formula (20):

d? d
(5 + 50)° Al + s0]) < —Vatggys e (- (0 + 50)°) 0. (21)

In order to conclude, we will compare the density of fi[t) + sv] to the density of p. We have
that

o (Wt s)P@) |,
Jrexp (¥ + sv)°(2)) dp(2)
From Lemma 2.1, we know that (¢, A)-transforms have finite oscillation upper bounded by

Cso- In particular, there exists finite constants m, M € R such that m < M, M —m < ¢y
and

exp (0 + 50)M@) Ly

djife + sv)(z) dp(z) = — ().

m < (¢ —i—sv)c’)‘ < M.

This gives the bounds
m M

e _ e

< dp(x) < dly + sol(w) < -dp(r). (22)
We finalize the comparison of fi to p using the specific choices of p we made under the different
assumptions.

Bound under assumption (A;). Under assumption (A;), we chose p = e=slel® . But
under this assumption, X C B(0, Ry ), we thus have for z € X’ the bound

0 < [lz] < Rx.
Injecting this bound into (22) gives under (A;) the following bound on X:

mf%Ri M

——— <Al +su <

Now recall that under (A;), the density f of pu over X is upper- and lower-bounded. We
denote under this assumption m, = inf,cx f(z) > 0 and M,, = sup,cy f(x) < 400, so that

K= %—Z Combining the previous estimate with the bound

my, < p < M,
satisfied by p on X, we get the comparison
mf%Ri M

(&
—u <[ <
701, p < A+ sv] < Ty

.

Inequality (21) thus ensures under assumption (Aj)

£ p2
eM d2 m—3R5

L e
Zm,, ds?

ZM,,

d
(¥ + s0)A, p) < — Var, (= (4 + 50)°),
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which gives, under assumption (A7),

e 5% (4 sy ) < var, (L
ds? = H\ds

(% + 50)%). (23)

Bound under assumption (As) or (Asz). Now, if we no longer assume (A;) but instead
assume (As) or (As), the choice p = p made above directly implies in (22) the comparison

m M

67# < [+ sv] < 67#-

Inequality (21) thus ensures under assumptions (As) or (As)

d2
ds?

e

(6 50) ) < ~Var (S (0 50 29

Concluding the proof of Proposition 5.1. By inequalities (23) and (24), we thus have
in any case a bound of the type

2

3z

d
(1 + 50)%, i) < =Var, (- (1 + 5v)*), (25)

where C' = ke=+58% under (A1) and C = e under (Az) or (As).
Next, recall that
LW+ ) = (w4 0)° ) ()
ds? SV =2 SU)

and that from the associativity of variances described in (16),

d? d .
_)\@K(ﬂ) + Sv) = Varyw_,_sv] (U) — Varu(£(¢ + sv) ,)\). (27)

Plugging (26) and (27) into yields (25) yields

d? d?
C@’C(T/J + S’U) < —)\@K(T/J + SU) - Varl,WJrsv} (U)
This gives
d? _
ek +sv) < = (C+N) " Var, 1 50 (V). (28)

We will complete the proof by improving the constant on the right-hand side of (28) via
the homogeneity argument described below. It will be convenient to introduce the more
explicit notation that highlights the role played by the regularization parameter A and the
cost function c¢. Henceforth, define

,Cc,)\(w) = <71Z)C7>\nu’>

and

A\ T — oz
dvea[¥](y) =dV(y)/eXP <¢ ( )+¢§y) ( ’y)> du(z).

Let a > 0 be an arbitrary positive constant. Observe that for any 1 we have

(@0 o) = ax [[exp (“HOZRAED ) )
— o (1) a),
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It follows that
Kacax(ayp) = <(0”/1)ac’a>\7,u> = aKc,A(¢)

Applying (28) to Kac,ax yields

d? 4 d?
@Kc)\(lb + SU) = @’CQC,M\(OH/J + SO(’U)
< —a ! (Co + a)\)_l Varl,acm[awsav} (aw), (29)

where C, = re(cot5RY) if (A1) holds and Cy, = e®(¢=) if (A5) or (A3) hold. Finally, observe
that for any ¥ we have

a)) N () + « — ac(z
dvac,anled)](y) = dv(y) / exp <( L2 )Z;p(y) ( ’y)> du(x)
a(P)Mz) + « — ac(z
— av() ey (AU F 00—l o
= dveA[Y](y)-

The above identity plugged into (29) yields

2

@ICC,A(w +sv) < —a(Cy + a)\)_l Var,,cyk[wsv] (v).

= _ (oflCa + )\)71 Var,,_ | (g+sv] (v).

The above inequality holds for any o > 0. Under assumption (A;), taking o = (¢ + gR%()_l
finishes the proof of the first part of the statement in Proposition 5.1. Under assumptions
(Ag) or (A3), taking o = (co0) ™! finishes the proof of the second part of this statement.

]

5.3 Proof of Lemma 5.3

The proof of Lemma 5.3 follows from the Prékopa-Leindler inequality [27, 24, 28]. We start
by recalling the statement of this inequality, found for instance in [10].

Theorem 5.4 (Weighted Prékopa-Leindler inequality (Theorem 1.2 of [10])). Let £ > 0 and
p be a measure on R® of the form dp = e=W where W is a &-strongly-convex function. Let
a € [0,1] and let f,g,h: R — R, be such that for all x,y € RY,

h((1 = @)z + ay) > e~ E 0 le=vl®/2 pgy1-ag (e,

oo (fso0)~ (Jm)

We are able to apply this inequality thanks to the following technical result, which relies
on the semi-concavity assumption made on ¢ in (A).

Then,

Lemma 5.5. Let ¥° ¢! : R? = R, a € (0,1), and assume (A). Then, denoting ¢® =
(1 — a)y® + ayp!, it holds for any u,v € X that

@M1~ a)u + av) > —ga(l —a) lu—v]* + (1 = a)(¥°)M(u) + a(y') (v).

17



Proof of Lemma 5.5. Let u,v € X. Assumption (A) ensures that there exists £ > 0 such
that for all y € Y, x — c(z,y) — % |||? is concave on X. It means in particular, that for any

yel,

§
2

§

(1 = au+av,y) — 2 (1 - aJu+av]® = (1 - a)(e(u,y) - > [1ull®) + ale(v, y) = < [lo]*).

|
After rearranging, this ensures that for any y € ),

(1 —a)u+av,y) > (1 — a)e(u,y) + ac(v,y) — ga(l —a) |lu—v|*.

From this inequality together with Holder’s inequality, we deduce:

(1= (W) +av! (W —c(-a)utav,y)
(1 =)y + o)M= a)u + av) = —)\log/e e dv(y)

j e o
0 () —c(uy) Pl —cv.y) ta(l-o)lu—v|?
Z _Alog/ (6 y ' y > (6 y ' y ) ‘ - dy(y)
j e «a
0 () —c(u,y) Pl —c(w.y)
:—ga(l—a)Hu—vHQ—)\log/<e 3 y) <e 3 y> dv(y)

Oy)—c u, l-o Liy)—c v, o
—ga(l — ) |lu— | = Alog </ew ()l wdl/(g)) </ew ()l wdy(y))

= —ga(l —a) lu—vf* + (1 = a)(¥°)Mu) + a(y") (v).

v

We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.3.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. Let 9%, ¢! : R? — R, o € (0,1), and denote

h:u— exp(((1— Oé)ibo + Oﬂﬁl)c’)\(u)%
fru e exp((¥°)“M(u)),
g : s exp((¢) N (w).

Lemma 5.5 guarantees that for any u,v € X,
h((1 — a)u+ av) > 6_50‘(1_0‘)”u_””2/2f(u)1_°‘g(v)a.
From the weighted Prékopa-Leindler inequality recalled in Theorem 5.4, it thus follows that
(1= )+ av!) = log | ha)dp(o)
> (1—a)log /X f(z)dp(x) + alog /X g(x)dp(z)

=(1- Q)IP(T/)O) + OJp(T/)l),

which shows the concavity of I,. Note that we used the convexity of X here. O
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6 Gaussian measures

In this section, we prove a lower-bound on the dual sub-optimality gap along Sinkhorn’s
iterates in a simple one-dimensional Gaussian setting with linear ground-cost. We also give
the value of the limiting contraction rate in the asymptotic regime A — 0.

Theorem 6.1. Let 0 > 0, u = N(0,1), v = N(0,0?), c(z,y) = —zy, and 1o = 0. If
A < 0/5, then for any t > 0 the sub-optimality gap d; satisfies

200 AN a2\, A V4o + N2
> _—— —— * = _
o2 (0 4+ )3 (1 o o2 > (o7)" where o 402 402

Moreover, in the asymptotic regime X — 0, we get the limit

. 5t+1 4\
im 221 —1 - 22 4 60,
t—gf-noo 5t ag * O( )

Before proceeding with the proof of the above theorem, we show how it implies Theo-
rem 1.3 stated in the introduction of this paper.

Proof of Theorem 1.53. Observe first that the condition A < /5 < o entails

205 S o3
(c+ A3~ 4

Then notice that

A2 402 + \2 A
*\2
- _ 2 102 + A2,
A o e T e A

But V40?2 + X2 < V402 + VA2 =20 + ), so that

A

1
* 2 > _ .
(a®)" 2 402 403

The condition A < ¢/5 then ensures that
1
*\2 > -
(a”)" 2 502
Thus Theorem 6.1 combined with the two lower-bounds above guarantee that for any ¢ > 0

200 AN a\' L, o AN 4\’
>0 (12 2> T (1o 2
5t_(a+)\)3< o 02> (o) _20< o 02>

we have

Finally, using again that A < o /5 we get %2 < é—g, so that

2
ERERI R S SO
o o2 50 o

This yields, for any t > 0,

o 51\

op > —|1-—],

20 o

which proves Theorem 1.3. U
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In order to prove Theorem 6.1, we leverage the fact that g and v are both Gaussian to
explicitly describe Sinkhorn’s iterates. Indeed, starting from g = 0, it can be shown directly
that Sinkhorn’s iterates are second order polynomials of the form

i(y) =y + 4 and AN x) = v + wy,

where (a¢)t, (Bt)t, (7¢): and (wy)¢ are sequences of real numbers defined recursively as follows:

2
ag=0, [= gza, s 4%+2A7
2
Bo =0, wy = —P + 5 log < - 2%%) ) Brs1 = —wi + 5 log (1 — 24) .
The semi-dual functional E(1)) = (1), u) 4 (1, v) satisfies along these iterates the equality
E(y) = 0®ar + By + v + wy.

This can be written as a function of oy:

A 2072 o?
E =02 —1 1—— _
(o) = o"as + g 8 ( A at) * 402y — 2\
We thus shift our attention to the sequence (ay)s. The above expressions allow to get the
recursion

o) = O,
{a __20fmr (30)
+1 = 2523202 4x020y

Analysing this recursion allows to get the following convergence result for (o), together with
a bound translating the fact that this convergence cannot happen too fast.

Lemma 6.2. The sequence (o) defined in (30) is decreasing and converges to o (defined
in the statement of Theorem 6.1). If X < /5, then for any t > 0 this sequence satifies

o\ t
o — o > (1—%—&> (—a™).

- o o2
Moreover, in the asymptotic regime X — 0, we get the limit

A1 — o 2

li =1-— A).
im 0—1—0()

t—+o00 oy — a*

202x—\

TN —ingTs- Lhis function

Proof. We start by noticing that a1 = f(cy) where f: z +—

satisfies
o2 2
1
Jlw) = (02 + A2 — 2)\J2x> '

The map f is thus increasing, and by noticing that a3 < ag we have with an immediate
recursion that for all £ > 0, ayy1 < ay, so that (ay); is a decreasing sequence. Because ag = 0,
this ensures oy < 0 for all £ > 0. We can also notice that for x < 0,

O'2 2
0< fI(CC) < (m) <1,

which entails that f is a contraction on R_. The sequence (cy); thus converges to the unique
fixed point of f on R_, which is

. A V4o + N2

402 402
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We differentiate f once more and get

4\o
(62 4+ X2 —2)\022)3"

1'(x) =

Notice that f” > 0 on R_, so that f is convex on this part of R. Because the sequence (ay);
lives on R_, this entails that for any ¢ > 0 one has

flon) > f(a®) + f'(a")(ar — o),

that is for any ¢ > 0,
gy — o > (@) (ap — a¥).

An immediate recursion entails that for any ¢ > 0,
ar—a* > f'(a”)(ag — o). (31)
We now seek for a positive lower-bound on f’(a*). We have
A VAR
402 402

But vVa+b<\/a+ Vb for any non-negative reals a and b. We thus have the inequality

ot > A _<20+)\> _ 1

402 402 20"

This yields

2\ 22
>1-— - —.
o o
Now the assumption A < £ implies that A < (‘/gT_l)a, which entails in turn that 1— % — ii; >
0. We thus have for any integer ¢t > 0
. 22 2A2\’
fla)t > <1—;—?> :

Plugging this last bound into the estimate (31) yields the wanted lower-bound on the speed
of convergence of (ay);.

We conclude with the limiting contraction rate of the sequence (ay); in the asymptotic
regime A — 0. We have, for any t > 0,

Qpy1 — Oy flay) — f(oz*).

o — a* ap — a*

Since oy converges to a* as t goes to infinity, we have the limit

L e —
lim —L T f(a®).
t—+oo ap — a*
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Straightforward computations show that in the asymptotic regime A — 0, it holds

i} 1A
(0% ——%—F@-FO()\).

We thus get the asymptotics
o e o? 2
lim —L T (o) =
t—too o — (e’ o2 + X2 —2\o2a*

- (1 2 +o()\)> -

=1-22 40
2 +o(N),

which is the limit stated in Lemma 6.2. O

On a side note, notice that Lemma 6.2 allows to recover the formula proven in [7, 4, 17, 20|
for the value of the maximum of the dual functional:

o2 A 202
() 402a*—2)\+20g< AO‘>+UO‘
A (1 02440012\ A (4o 4 A2)L2
— Mg [z ARy A Bem AT
20g<2+ 2\ 3 2

We now have a bound on the speed of convergence of (a;); towards its limit a*. In order
to prove Theorem 6.1, there remains to translate this bound into a bound regarding the
convergence of (E(1);)); towards its limit E(¢*), as done bellow.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. We assume that A < % and give ourselves a fixed integer ¢ > 0. In
order to prove the first lower-bound, our objective is to show that

255

6 > ——
b= (0 +MN)3

(o — )2 (32)
Indeed, assuming that (32) holds, Lemma 6.2 ensures

25 22 222\
>_ 9  (1_22_ A )2
= (c+XN)3 <1 o 02> ()

2
But it always holds that <1 - % - %) >1- % — ﬁ, and from A < £ < (\/571)0 we have

ag 0'2
that 1 — 2 — 4% 5 0 This gives

o o2
259 A a2\
> 27 A *
6t_(a—|—)\)3<1 o 02> (a®)7,

which is the targeted estimate. We thus now focus on proving (32).
A repeated use of the fundamental theorem of calculus allows us to write

b= (") ~ B
1
= [ 2B+ st — v
0 S

1 1 d2 .
— _/o /8 @E(wt + u(yp" — 1y))duds + &E(wt (" — )

s=1
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Because 9* is a maximizer of the concave functional E, we have the first order condition

d
T s )| o

Moreover, from the definition of E we have

2 2

d d
@E(iﬂt +u(y” —y)) = w’c(ﬂ}t +u(y™ =),

where K is the entropic Kantorovich functional defined in Section 2. The formula given in
Lemma 2.2 thus ensures

1 1 1
% = X/O / /Rvar’/z[thru(iﬂ*iﬂt)] (wt - ¢*)du(w)duds

Recall now that the iterates ¢; and ¥* are second order polynomials satisfying for any y € R

(y) = oy’ + By and P (y) = o*y? + B

Hence the sub-optimality reads

(at _ a*)z 1 1 9
o = I RvaryNw[Wru(w**wtﬂ (y")du(z)duds. (33)

In order to ease the notation, introduce for any u € [0, 1] and = € R the probability measure
v = vg[thy +u(y* — )] on R. By definition, the density of this measure satifies for all y € R

w(* — )Mz ¢+ u(Y* — Yy T
Vg(y):exp<(¢t+ kD)) ()+A(w+ (" —¥0))(y) + y)y(y)_

Introduce now the real numbers

2
a' = (1 —uw)ay + ua’, and V" = rar—an .
B = (1 —u)B + up*, wh = —p%+ %log (1 — 2%@“) .

They are such that

vy ER, (% +u(®’ —n))(y) = a’y? + Y,
and VzeR, (¢4 u@* — ) z) = y4a? + wt.

With these notations we thus have the following expression:

2 u u,,2 U
Yt + Wt +aty" + Y oy
) = ex ' ()
R . ot +atyt + By YR
V2oro A 202

1 wh + g 1 u
= N exp ( 3 > exp <_262 (y + 2y x)2> ,

where



Noticing that
w4+ %1 202 1 o2
— =1 1——a" | =21 —
) 2°g< AO‘> 2°g<&2 ’
we have the simplification

1

1
ve(y) = s exp (—@(y + 2’Yu90)2> ,

which corresponds to the density of the Gaussian measure N'(—2v%z,5%). We now compute
the value of Vary.,u(y?) that appears in (33). This variance reads

Varye (y?) = /]R y'dvy(y) — ( /]R y2d1/;‘(y)>2-

Using that v% = N(—2v%z, 5%), we easily get
Ayzdug(y) = (29"z)? + 6% and /Ryd‘dy;f(y) = (29"z)* + 6(27"2)?6% + 36™.
Recalling that 6% = —2\v%, this yields
[ i) = a6 - 20
and /[Ry4dug(y) = 16(y*) 2t — 48(7*)32% + 1202 (%)%
This eventually gives the expression
Vary,u(y?) = —32X(v*)%2? + 8A2 (v*)*.

Using that g = N(0, 1), this entails

[ Vatyan (7)) = =320+ 833" (34)

We now seek a lower bound on this quantity that is independent of u. Notice first that
8A%(v*)? > 0, and that
o? 3
(U3 — )
) <2)\ — 402a“>

But a" = (1 —u)oy +ua™ > o from Lemma 6.2. We have that o* > —%, so that a* > —%

and in turn 6

_(~¥")3 > 9

(0" 2 8(c + A3
Back to (34), this yields

/Var ( 2)d (z) > LJG

R VISR = (o + )3

Injecting this last bound into (33) finally yields

400 1 r1 .
o > CESNE </0 / duds) (o — a*)?
200 9

= g — A7)’

(c+ )3
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which corresponds to (32).
We conclude with the proof of the expression of the limit limy_, o, = Ot 6 in the asymptotic
regime A — 0. From (33) and (34) we have for any ¢ > 0 and any A > 0 that

_ A%)2 1 1
5 = w/ / (—32X(7)? + 8A%(v*)?) duds,
0 s

and " = (1 — u)ay + ua®. In the asymptotic regime X\ — 0, it holds

u A
ol —M (14—%) —|—0()\).

2
where v 7402(){” X

We thus get in this regime

(2

= _4(a*)2 (o ;ta + o(\).

> duds + o(A)

Hence in the asymptotics A — 0 we obtain the ratio

b — a2
t+1 M (atﬂ Oé> +o(N).

0t app1 \ o —aF

Taking the limit ¢+ — +o00 of this ratio, Lemma 6.2 ensures that

* 2
lim oL 2 (1—Q> o) =1- 4o,

g g

t—+too O a*

which concludes the proof of Theorem 6.1.
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A Proofs of technical results

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2

First, we state the following lemma on the derivatives of (¢, \)-transforms, the proof of which
is deferred to the end of the current section.

Lemma A.l. Let ¢,v: R? = R. Let x € R On R, the mapping € — (¢ + ev)®(x) is C

and admits the following derivatives:

W+ ) Nw) =~ (o, aly + 0],

d? . 1
d—gg(lb + ev) ’A(x) = _Xvaruz[iﬂJrev] (v).

We are now ready to prove Lemma 2.2. Let % ¢! : R — R be a pair of potentials. Let
a € [0,1]. We want to show that

K((1 =)’ +ay') > (1 - a)K@°) + aK(@'),
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with equality if and only is ¥° and ! differ by an additive constant. We have by definition:

[e3 0 (&3 c(x,
K((1 = a)y? + avh) / )\log/ (-a)u ) +av! )= GO (y)dp(z)

_ /—Alog/ <ew (y);c(x,y)> <ew (y);c(x,y)> dv(y)dp(z)
O(y)—c x, 1-a 1 —c(x, a
> /—Alog </ew )=l wdl/(g)) </ew )=l wdl/(g)) du(z)

= (1 - a)K@°) +ak(yh),

where the inequality corresponds to Holder’s inequality. There is equality in this inequality
if and only if there exists a measurable function 7 : R? — R* satisfying for p-a.e. x and for
v-a.e. y:

0 () —c(z,9) Pl —c(@y)
e =T1(z)e X .
y)

Simplifying with e™ x ~ on both sides shows that 7 does not depend on x, so that equality
holds above if and only if there exists a constant 7 > 0 such that for v-a.e. y,

¥(y) =" (y) + Alog 7,

that is if and only if % and ¢! differ by an additive constant v-a.e. Recalling that k(1)) =
((1)®*, u), the formulas for the first and second derivatives of K follow from the formulas
for the first and second derivatives of the (¢, \)-transformation given in Lemma A.1 and
differentiation under the integral sign. This completes the proof of Lemma 2.2. O

Proof of Lemma A.1. Recall that
(w + €U)C’>\($) — —)\log/exp <¢(y) + ev(i) — C(x,y)> dl/(y)

This quantity seen as a function of ¢ is C? (as a composition of C? functions). It admits the
first derivative

f —u(y) exp (¢(y)+5U(§/)—C(ﬂﬁyy)> dv(y)
fexp <¢(9)+€U(§\7)*C(l‘79)> dv ()

- _ /v(y)dyx[w + ev](y).

Similarly, we get the second order derivative

%(1# + ev)M ) =

2

S+ @)

il _# exp <w> du(y)
: J exp (W) dv(g)
(f v(y) exp <w) du(y)> (f 2 exp (w> dy(y))
<f exp <M> dy(g))Q

-t ( [ oo+ ) - ([ omanis +eiw) ) -

_|_
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A.2 Proof of Corollary 3.2

Under assumption (A) and (A;) or (Az), Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.4 stated above give
constants « > 0 and C7 > 0 such that for any ¢ > 0,

1
FVan (W =) <8 < (1-a™") &,
1

This ensures that the following limit holds:

lim Var, (" — ) = 0. (35)

t—-+o0

Now recall that for any f € L*(v), one has Var,(f) = 3 [ [(f(y) — f(5))*dv(y)dv(§). Thus
for any ¢ > 0,

* L.
Varu(w — ) = ) Hth%Q(w@u) )

where
Y xY =R,
Ve - _ " " ~
W9 = W@ =¥ (y) — (" —¥)(@).
The limit (35) can thus be written
Jm {19 2 gy = 0- (36)

We now show that this limit, together with the assumptions made in Corollary 3.2, ensure
that

t——+o0

Indeed, under the assumption that c is Lipschitz continuous, Lemma 2.1 ensures that the
sequence (04 )¢>0 is uniformly bounded and uniformly continuous. By Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem,
this ensures that this sequence admits a subsequence that uniformly converges to some limit
b € C(Y x V). Because of (36), we have that |[Uos || 12(,5,) = 0, so that 9 = 0 v ® v-almost-
everywhere. From this we deduce that 0o, = 0 on Y x ) (recall that Y = spt(v) and that
Uoo itself is Lipschitz continuous). The limit is thus unique in C() x ), therefore the whole
sequence (0t);>0 converges uniformly to 0 in C() x V). This corresponds to (37).

Under the assumption that v is finitely supported, i.e. that Y = {y1,...,yn} C R? for
some integer N > 1, we have

oulZ = max |0y (yi, y;)I?
> 1<ig<N T
1
minj<;j<n v(yi
1

~ 112
- minlSiSN V(yi)2 ||thL2(V®V) .

IN

N
B > 1be (i yi) P v (i) (y;)

3,j=1

Limit (37) then follows from this bound together with (36).
Thus in any case, limit (37) holds. This ensures that there exists an integer 7" > 0, that
depends on pu, v, ¢ and 1y, that is such that for any ¢ > T,

%" = Yillose < A/6.

We now assume that ¢ > T'. The above bound, together with the following lemma (the proof
of which can be found in Appendix A.6), allow to conclude the proof of Corollary 3.2.
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Lemma A.2. Fiz any ¢,v € Li(v) such that ||v|jesc < 1. Then, for any s € R such that
|s| < A/6 we have

$21

B +50) < B() + (v = vlyl,v) - 25

~EynpVar,, y)(v)

Applying Lemma A.2 with ¢ = ¢*, v = wt/\_/g* and s = \/6 yields

1 *
—ExNMVaryz[w*](wt — ’l/} )

Bl < BW) - 1

Rearranging entails

EpmpVary, (g« (e — ") < 4NS;.
By Lemma 2.2 together with Proposition 5.1, we have

d2

EmNﬂVar% [w*}(iﬁt — ¢*) = d )

K" + ev)

>
o )\Var,,(v),

where C' = e(cx + %R?Y)Ii under (A1) or C' = ecy, under (Ay). The last two bounds give
Var, (v) < 4(C + \)d;.
Finally, Lemma 3.5 ensures that for t > T,
1 < (1 —a )6y,
with o = max {64A71(C + X), Ze= 271} = 64X (C + \).

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.5

Combining Proposition 3.3 with the condition Var, (¢* — 1) < C16; + Co(dy — d141) and
applying the inequality va + b < \/a + Vb, valid for any a,b > 0, we have

ldes -
A6 — Ge11)

ldcs

8 < 20/ A WVar, (Y% — 1) (0 — 641) +

< 2¢/AH(C16; + Ca( — 0141)) (8¢ — Sp41) +

)\71 (5t — 5t+1)
14co

= 2/ A1C10:(6; — by41) + ALCo (6 — 6141)% +
14co

A6 — 641)

<2/ ALC164(6; — Opp1) + [ PRToEm— }(@—@H)

ldcqo

§2max{2\/)\_1015t(5t—5t+1) |: A~ 102—|— —\ :| (5t_6t+1)}-
We now split the analysis into two cases, depending on which of the two terms in the last

equation above is larger.
Case 1. We have

6t < A/ X106 (0 — O441)-
Squaring both sides and dividing by J; > 0 we have

6 < 16ATICL (6 — Op41).
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Rearranging the above inequality yields
01 < (1 —a1)6, where a=16A"1C). (38)

Case 2. We have

28Co0 + _
AU (8 = 6041).

0 <[4V A0y +

Rearranging the above inequality yields

28
S < (1 —a™1)6, where a =4y 10y + %)\_1. (39)
Concluding the proof. By the two-case analysis outcomes (38) and (39), we have
-1 -1 ] 28¢o0 \ 1
Ott1 < (1 —a 7)o, where «=max< 16A™ C,4V 10y + 3 A ,
which completes the proof of Lemma 3.5. O

A.4 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Redefining f by (f —a)/(b — a), we may assume without loss of generality that a = 0 and
b=1,1ie., f: X —[0,1].
The squared Hellinger distance between probability measures p and 7 is defined as

2
2 = — @1' T\
H(pm)—/X(l u >> dn(x).

Using the variational representation of Hellinger distance |26, page 149, equation above Ex-
ample 7.4] we have

Eo(9) > 5Ex(g) — H*(p,7) Vg: X —[0,1]. (40)

DN | =

Define
mp =E,(f) and h(z) = (f(z) — my)?,

The function h defined above takes values in [0, 1]; hence, plugging in h for g in the variational
inequality (40) yields

Varp(f) = Ep(f - mp)2
SER(f = mp)? = H(p, )

Y

1
> inf E.(f —m)? — H?
> 5 inf ~(f —m) (p,)

= %Varw(f) — H?(p, ). (41)
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Finally, using the inequality 1 — z < log(1/z) valid for any = > 0 we have

2
2 _ dp "
H(,w)_/x<1 P >> dn(z)
- /2 @) dn(a
—/Xz<1 dﬂ())d()

g/ 2log d—w dm
X dp
drm
= [ log <—> dm
/x dp

— KL (nlp).
Because Hellinger distance is symmetric, it follows that
H?(p, ) < min(KL (r]p) , KL (p|)).
Plugging the above inequality into (41) completes the proof. U

A.5 Proof of Proposition 5.2

Let 1%, ¢! : R — R and « € [0,1]. Denote ¢® = (1 — a)y? + arp!. Because assumption (A)
holds, we know from Lemma 5.5 that for any u,v € X,

@M1~ @Ju+av) > —ga(l —a) flu—ol* + (1 = a) (@) (u) + a(¥')(v).

In turn, the semi-convexity assumption in (As) made on ¢ ensures that there exists ¢ € R
such that for all u,v € X,

(1= a)u+av,y) < %a(l — ) |lu—v]*+ (1 = a)e(u, y) + ac(v, y).

Fix y € R? and denote

h:uw+— exp

).
iy (22 u; )
)

g:wexp<< )

The two inequalities above guarantee that for any u,v € X,
B((1 = a)u+ av) > e (Telmallul /2 () 1=e g gy,

From the weighted Prékopa-Leindler inequality recalled in Theorem 5.4 and the strong con-
vexity assumption made on the function V that is such that u = e~V in (A3), it thus follows
that

((w“)” u) -

(1= @)+ av)™ (y) = ~Alog | h(@)dp(z)
X
~(1 - a)Alog /X F(z)du(z) — arlog /X g(@)du(x)

= (1= a) (@) (y) + a(@) (),
which shows the convexity of ¥ + ()*(y) for any y € R O
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A.6 Proof of Lemma A.2

Notice that:

B( -+ sv) — B() — 5o, — vb]) = B+ sv) ~ B($) 5B +<v)

de e=0
= / iE(qb%—sv)de—sdi (¢+ev)
/E 0/u , du? E(¢ 4+ uv)dude.
Recall that E(y) = K(¢) + (¢, v), so that 1> FE(¢y +uv) = %K(zﬁ + uv). Lemma 2.2 thus
allows to write
E( + sv) — E()) — s{v,v — v[4]) = —1/8 / By Var, o (0)dude.  (42)
) \ 0 Juo w Vg [Y4uv

From the definition of v,[t/] in Section 2, we have for any y € R? and v € R, the comparison

2u[v]l oo

Vel +uv)(y) = e” 5 e[y (y).
The facts that [|v]|, <1 and s < % entail that for any y € R% and u € [0, s],

el + () = e Plyl(w) 2 Sralvl(y)

This entails in (42) the inequality
E( + sv) — E(¢) — s(v,v — ) < —— / / Ey~pVar, (4(v)dude
e=0 Ju=0

which completes the proof. O

B Refining Corollary 3.2

In this section, we give in specific settings the value of the integer 71" for which the statement
of Corollary 3.2 applies.

Proposition B.1. Assume that (A) holds, that the cost ¢ is L-Lipschitz continuous and the
target measure v is absolutely continuous on a bounded support Y. Assume further that there
exists my, > 0 such that for any y € Y and r > 0,

v(B(y,r)) > min(1,m,r?).
Then, under either (A1) or (As), the value of T for which Corollary 3.2 holds is

- |'10g ((24 n )0150>—‘ |

26d+4L2d

—log(1 —a™1)
where Cy comes from Proposition 3.4 and o comes from Theorem 35.1.

Remark B.1. The regularity condition on the measure v is satisfied for instance whenever
v has a lower-bounded density and ) is a finite union of convex polytopes, or a finite union
of connected domains with smooth boundaries of upper-bounded curvature and all having a
lower-bounded Cheeger constant.
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Proposition B.2. Assume that (A) holds and that the target measure v is finitely supported
onY ={y1,...,yn}. Then, under either (A1) or (A3), the value of T for which Corollary 3.2

holds is
4C1 6
T — log (min1§iglNOV(yi)2>
N —log(1—a=1) |’

where Cy comes from Proposition 3.4 and o comes from Theorem 3.1.

Propositions B.1 and B.2 are both direct consequences of the following lemma, that en-
sures that the value of 7" in Corollary 3.2 can be found provided one can control |[1; — ¢*| o
in terms of Var, (¢ — ¢*).

Lemma B.3. Under assumption (A) and (A1) or (As), assume that there exists a constant
Co o such that for any t > 0,

|y — ¢*II§SC < Co o Var, (v — ¢™).

Then the value of T such that Corollary 3.2 holds is

log(2C1 C2.0000)
T = :
—log(l — a1

where Cy is the constant from Proposition 3.4 and « is the constant from Theorem 3.1.

Proof. Theorem 3.1 together with Proposition 3.4 ensure that

Civaryw* “) < (1—a Y.
1

From our assumption we thus have

by — *||2,. < C1Ca00(1 — a™1)t6y. (43)

OosC —

Inspecting the proof of Corollary 3.2, the value of T such that this corollary holds is the
minimum integer 1" > 0 such that for all ¢ > T,

H¢t - ¢*||osc S 1.

From (43), this is satisfied whenever ¢t > T with

log(2C1 C2.0000)
T = ’ .
—log(l — a1

O

Proof of Proposition B.1. Thanks to Lemma B.3, we only need to find a constant C o > 0
that is such that for any ¢t > 0,

|y — ¢*II§SC < Co o Var, (v — ¢™).

As in the proof of Corollary 3.2 (Section A.2), let us define

Vg«

A,{yxy - R,
(v, 9) = (W =) (y) — (V" =) ().
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This function is such that Var, (¢ —9*) = 3 H@tH%g(V@V) and ||y — ¥*|| s = l|0¢]l o From
Lemma 2.1, we know that 1, — ¢* is (2L)-Lipschitz continous on )Y, so that o, is itself

(2L)-Lipschitz continous on ) x ). Let’s denote (y,7) € Y x ) a point that is such that

10|00 = [02(y, 9)] -

Because 9 is (2L)-Lipschitz continous, one has for any (z,2) € B ((y, R llﬁﬂ“’) NY x Y that

lb0(z,2)| > ””;”oo.

19l o 0]l o 19l o
B<y, ol x B (7, oL C B (y,9), i)

Therefore we have the following lower-bound:

Notice then that

Var, e~y = 5 [Tty )P v )
1 ol

—'2/;@u@;w)xg(gwggqmyxy 4

_ é 612, v (B (y %)) v <B (y %)) . (44)

Leveraging the assumptions on v, we have (because ) has a Lipschitz boundary) that there
exists a constant C'y > 0 only depending on ) such that

[0 . My d
v <B <y, 8—LOO > min (1, J3drd Hthoo) .

Injecting this last bound into (44) entails that

dv(y)dv(g)

. L2 m; 11 2d+2
Var, (b1 = %) 2 min (5 10 g 1027 )
Recalling that |0, = ||t — ¥*|| s, We have either

||71Z)t - T,Z)*Hgsc < 23V&rl’(¢t - ¢*)’

or

1 2442 26d+3L2d
e — 9" llose < =53 e = ¥*l0% < | =521~
osc ng 0sc ml%cgg

) Var, (¢ — 7).

Thus in any case,

: 3 26d+3 2d
* *
Hwt - T,Z) Hosc < (2 + m2c2d > Varl’(wt o T’Z) )
Voo
Applying Lemma B.3 finally yields the statement of Proposition B.1. O

Proof of Proposition B.2. Again, let’s define

) ,{yxy — R,
N e W — ) ) — W — ) ().
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This function is such that Var, (¢, — ¢*) = %H@H%Q(V@W) and ||y — ¥ o = |0t]lo- As
already covered in the proof of Corollary 3.2 (Section A.2), we have

)2, < : el
Hloo = ming <<y v(y;)? iz wey)
that is
%112 *
— < \Y% — .
||71Z)t rlzz) Hosc — minlSiSN l/(yi)Q ary(¢t ¢ )
Lemma B.3 allows then to conclude. O
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