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Abstract

The adapted Wasserstein (AW) distance is a metric for quantifying distributional uncertainty and
assessing the sensitivity of stochastic optimization problems on time series data. A computationally
efficient alternative to it, is provided by the entropically regularized AW-distance. Suffering from similar
shortcomings as classical optimal transport, there are only few explicitly known solutions to those dis-
tances. Recently, Gunasingam—Wong provided a closed-form representation of the AW-distance
between real-valued stochastic processes with Gaussian laws. In this paper, we extend their work in
two directions, by considering multidimensional (R%-valued) stochastic processes with Gaussian laws and
including the entropic regularization. In both settings, we provide closed-form solutions.
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1 Introduction

The Wasserstein distance is a ubiquitous concept with applications across numerous fields, such as statistics,
economics, biology, and machine learning. Its rise was crucially amplified by the introduction of entropic
regularization, which traces back to Schrodinger’s work in 1931 ; see also for a survey on the
connection with optimal transport. In the current paper, extending the work of Gunasingam—Wong ,
we provide a closed-form solution of the entropic adapted Wasserstein distance between stochastic processes
with Gaussian laws.

For probabilities u, v on R?, the entropic 2-Wasserstein distance W  is defined by

Wiatur) = _int [ |y dn + XDiulnluo o), (L.1)

where A > 0 is the regularization parameter, Dky, is the Kullback-Leibler divergence (or relative entropy),
and Cpl(u,v) denotes the set of all probabilities on R x R? with first marginal ; and second marginal v.
Clearly, for A = 0 we recover the classical 2-Wasserstein distance Wh(p, ). Building on transport theory,
adapted optimal transport has been introduced to deal with distributions in dynamic settings, where the
time component and the flow of information play crucial roles. Remarkably, this provides a robust framework
for distributional uncertainty and sensitivity of stochastic optimization problems of time series data; see e.g.
[Bac+20} [PP14} [Bac+17; ]ABP22} BW23].




For two laws of discrete-time stochastic processes u, v on R%T, where T is the number of time steps, the
entropic adapted 2-Wasserstein distance AWs y is defined by

AW A(v) = inf [ oy dn o+ XDialue v), (12)
Uy be vV

where Cply . (1, v) denotes the set of bi-causal couplings between p and v; see Deﬁnitionbelow. For A\ =0
this boils down to the adapted 2-Wasserstein distance, denoted by AWa(u, v).

As for the classical Wasserstein distance, in the adapted setting it is notoriously difficult to provide
closed form solutions of the distance and the optimal couplings. Our main results are Theorems [2.4] and
in Section [2| below, which extend |[GW24] to the multi-dimensional entropically regularized setting. For
comparison and simplicity of exposition, we present them here for the case d = 1 (real-valued processes).
For A > 0, we define the function fy(z) as (vV16x2 + A2 — X)/(4z) if « # 0 and 0 otherwise.

Theorem 1.1. Let u = N(a, A) and v = N(b, B) be non-degenerate Gaussians on RT, whose covariance
matrices have Cholesky decompositions A= LLT and B= MM, and let A > 0. Then
A
AW3 \(,v) =|a = b]* + tr(A + B) — 2tr(PAN) — 5 log det(I — P}, (1.3)

where Py = fx(N) and N = diag([(M " L)«]L,).

Note that fy(s) is the unique optimizer of max,¢(_1,1)2sz + 5 log(1 — 2%) when A > 0, and otherwise
the sign function.

Theorem 1.2. In the setting of Theorem for any diagonal matriz P € RT*T define

(] bt )

Then we have:
(i) If \ > 0, let P = Py. Then n* = mwp is the unique optimizer of AWa x(pt, V).

(ZZ) If)\ = 0, let Ptt € [—171] with Ptt = (Pk)tt = Sigl’l(Ntt) Zf Ntt # O, t < T. Then n* = Tp 1S an
optimizer of AWs A(1,v) and all Gaussian optimizers have such a representation. Moreover, * is the
unique optimizer if and only if N is invertible.

In what follows, we draw comparisons between the results obtained here for the AW )-distance and
those contained in previous literature, especially regarding regularization, dimensionality, and adaptedness.

o Regularized vs unregularized adapted Wasserstein distance. If A = 0, fi(x)z = |z| for all z € R. Then
tr(f\(N)N) = tr(|N|) = tr(|M"L|) = tr(|JL"M|) and we recover the closed-form solution of AW, for
Gaussians on RT from [GW24, Theorem 1.1]. In the setting of Theorem this reads as

AWS(p,v) = |a —b* + tr(A + B) — 2tx(|L " M]). (1.5)

When the matrix N (c.f. Theorem [L.1)) is not invertible, then AW (u,v) does not have a unique optimizer.
In this case there are also non-Gaussian optimizers; see Example However, AW, x(u,v) always has a
unique, Gaussian optimizer when A > 0, thanks to the strict convexity of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.



© One-dimensional vs multi-dimensional adapted Wasserstein distance. The multi-dimensional generalization
of Theorems that is, when p and v are Gaussian distributions on R for d > 1, can be found in
Theorems and below. When d = 1, it was already observed in [GW24| that the Knothe-Rosenblatt
coupling is an optimizer for AW5(u,v) if and only if the diagonal entries of LT M are non-negative. For
a detailed discussion on the Knothe-Rosenblatt coupling and its induced distance, we refer to [BPP23].
Moreover, by [GW24, Corollary 4.6] the Knothe-Rosenblatt distance coincides with AW5 locally at non-
degenerate Gaussians. On the other hand, when d > 1, there is no direct analogue to the Knothe-Rosenblatt
coupling and the structure of AWs-optimal Gaussian couplings becomes more complex as the dT' x dT-
analogue to the T' x T-diagonal matrix P is given by a block diagonal matrix.

o Adapted vs classical (regularized) Wasserstein distance. The entropic 2-Wasserstein distance between

non-degenerate Gaussians has a well-known closed-form solution, and the unique optimal coupling is also
Gaussian; see [IMGM22; [BL20; BG16} Jan+20]. In the setting of Theorem this gives

Wi \(,v) = |a — b|* + tr(A 4+ B) — 2tr(Cy) — %log det(I — K\K) ), (1.6)

where the matrices Ky and C are given by

1 1 1 1 1 1 A2 NS 1A
Ky=A"3C\B~%, Cy = 5Az(4AzBA2+ZI) AT -2 (1.7)

a A CA
R
problem coincides with the adapted optimal transport problem, and in this case we have AWs5 x = Ws 5
and 7* (given as above) coincides with the optimal coupling that is characterized in Theorem On
the other hand, when T' > 2, the values of AW5 » and W, typically differ from each other. From the
formula of AW5 » and W, we obtain an entropic trace inequality; see Section for details. When A = 0,
W, has a unique, Gaussian optimal coupling between non-degenerate Gaussians. Moreover, the optimal
coupling is a Monge optimal coupling with corresponding Monge map given by the linear transformation
2+ b+ A"2(A2BA2)2 A2 (x — a). By Monge optimal coupling, we mean an optimal coupling supported
on the graph of a map, which is in turn referred to as Monge map. On the other hand, when A = 0, AW,
may not have a unique optimal coupling. For AW5, there always exists a Monge optimal coupling, while
there may also exist optimal couplings that are not of Monge type; see Section for details.

and the unique optimal coupling is 7* = N ( [ ] ) When T = 1, the optimal transport

Other papers investigating explicit solutions of causal and bi-causal transport problems are |[Bac+17}
BKR22; [Rus85] studying the Knothe-Rosenblatt coupling in discrete time, [Bac+20; [BKR22; |BT19; |CL24;
Las18; |RS24] for continuous time SDEs, [Han23};|Zor20] solving a related optimal transport problem between
Gaussians, and [Ram+23} Bap+24] constructing triangular maps as conditional Brenier maps between Gaus-
sians.

Notations. We regard R%” as the space of d-dimensional discrete-time paths with 7' time steps, = =
(1,...,27), equipped with the Euclidean norm |- |. To refer to the subvector (zs,...,x:) of x we also write
Tgy. Fort =1,...,T —1, we use the shorthand notations xy = x1.4+ and x¢ = x441.7, and set zp = .
Moreover, for u € P(R?T), we denote the t-th marginal of x4 by p;, the up-to-time-t marginal of u by s,
and the kernel (disintegration) of p w.r.t. @¢ by fig,, so that u(dry) = [par o, (doe)pe(dag). To denote
the x,-marginal of y,,, we use the notation pj (dzs) = (x4 — @) 4 fie, (dzs), where # designates the push-
forward operation. For notational completeness, we let p,, = pu. For pu,v € P(RT), we denote their set of



couplings by Cpl(u,v) = {7 € P(RIT x RT) : 7(dz x R = pu(dx), (R x dy) = v(dy)}, and for every
coupling 7 we use the analogous notations Ty, Tt, T, ,ye, Moy yer Tao,yo- FOr any matrix M € RIT*AT and

for s,t € {1,...,T}, we denote the s-th (resp. up to s) row and ¢-th (resp. up to ¢) column blocks of M by

M, € R4 (resp. Mgy € R4¥) 50 that

My -+ My Mg - My
M = N ‘. . ) Ms,t = : ..
My, -+ Mgy Msr -+ Mgy

If M is block diagonal, meaning M;; = 0 whenever s # ¢, with an abuse of notation we denote M; = M, ,
t € {1,...,T}. We equip matrices with the spectral norm, denoted by ||-||2. For f: R — R and M € RIT*dT,
we denote by f(M) the element-wise function application of f on M. For the sign function, we adopt the
convention sign(0) = 0. Finally, the Kullback-Leibler divergence is given by Dkr,(p|v) = [log(du/dv)dp if
1 < v and 400 otherwise.

2 Main results

We start by introducing the notion of bi-causal coupling, as a coupling for which, at every time, the condi-
tional law of the future evolution given the past is still a coupling of the respective conditional laws of the
marginals.

Definition 2.1. A coupling 7 € Cpl(u,v) is called bi-causal if, for all t = 1,...T — 1 and z¢, ys € R%, it
holds that 74, 4, € Cpl(tta, .y, ). In this case, we write m € Cply.(u, V).

The causality constraint can be expressed in different equivalent ways, see e.g. [Bac+17; |ABZ20] in the
context of transport, and [BY78] in the filtration enlargement framework. In particular, the bi-causality
condition in the above definition corresponds to having the following conditional independence for discrete-
time processes X,Y with joint distribution 7:

forallt=1,...T—1, Y; L X given X1,, and X; LY given Yy.

This means that the transport is done in a non-anticipative way, both from X to Y and from Y to X. In
the next theorem, we characterize all Gaussian bi-causal couplings.

Theorem 2.2 (Characterization of Gaussian bi-causal couplings). Let p = N(a, A) and v = N'(b, B) be
non-degenerate Gaussians on R, whose covariance matrices have Cholesky decompositions A = LLT and
B=MMT. A Gaussian coupling m € Cpl(u,v) is bi-causal if and only if there exists a block diagonal matriz
P = diag(Py,..., Pp) € RITXIT st 7 =q7p, where

a] [ LLT  LPMT
WP:N([b]’{MPTLT MMTD’ 21)

and P; € R¥*? qre contractions (i.e. |Pill2 < 1), for allt <T.

T

Proof. 1f © € Cpl,. (11, v) is Gaussian, then there exists C' € R4T*4T gt [LCLT MMT} is positive definite
al [LLT C . . .

and T = N( vl Lo MMT ) Let (X,Y) ~ 7. Since L and M are invertible, we can define

B0 Bl -
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0 M!
7% is also bi-causal and Gaussian. Then, for all s < t,s,t < T, i,j < d,

where P = L71C(M~1)T. By bi-causality of = and since {L ] is invertible and lower triangular,

(Ps)ij = B[22, 2] = BIZ3EIZ)5| 25, 24]) = E[Z5E[ 2y Z_4]) = E[Z - 0] = 0,

where the second equality follows by the tower property, the third one by causality, and the forth one by
ZY ~ N(0,1). Similarly, by symmetry, we have (Ps:);; = 0 for all s,t < T,s > t,i,j < d. Thus, P is

block diagonal, i.e. P = diag(Py,...,Pr) with P, € R¥?  Finally, is positive-definite, which

I P
{PT I
is equivalent to say that P is a contraction, by |[Bha09, Proposition 1.3.1]. In turn, this corresponds to
(Py,..., Pr) being all contractions, as P is block diagonal. The reverse implication is shown by following

the arguments above in reverse order, as these are all equivalences. O

In general, couplings of Gaussian marginals need not be Gaussian. So an optimal coupling of AWs » (1, V)
is not necessarily Gaussian. In particular, this is the case when the optimizer is non-unique; see also
Example below. Nonetheless, it turns out that AW, x (i, v) always admits a Gaussian bi-causal optimal
coupling.

Theorem 2.3 (Existence of Gaussian bi-causal optimizers). Let u = N(a, A) and v = N (b, B) be non-
degenerate Gaussians on R, whose covariance matrices have Cholesky decompositions A = LLT and
B=MMT, and let A\ > 0. Then AWs (11, ) has a Gaussian optimal coupling.

We postpone the proof of Theorem to Section [3] and head to our main theorems.

Theorem 2.4 (Closed-form representation). Let u = N(a, A) and v = N (b, B) be non-degenerate Gaussians
on R | whose covariance matrices have Cholesky decompositions A = LLT and B= MM, and let A > 0.
Then

AW%)\(M, v) =la —b]* +tr(A + B) — 2tr(D,S) — %log det(I — D3), (2.2)

where Dy = fa(S) and S = diag(Si,...,St), with S being the diagonal matriz of singular values of
(MTL)y.

Theorem 2.5 (Characterization of optimizers). In the setting of Theorem let UyS;V," be the singular
value decomposition of (MTL)H, t=1,...,T, and, for any block diagonal contraction matriz P € R4T*4T

define mp by (2.1). Then we have:
(i) If A\ >0, let P, =Uy(Dy\)V;", t=1,...,T. Then n* = 7p is the unique optimizer of AWa x(p,v).

(i) If X = 0, let P, = U;D,V," where Dy is a contraction with (Dy); = 1 if (Sp)y # 0, i = 1,...,d,
t=1,...,T. Then m* = wp is an optimizer of AWs(u,v) and all Gaussian optimizers have such a
representation. Moreover, 7 is the unique optimizer if and only if S is invertible.

Proof of Theorems[2.742-5. W.l.g. we assume a = b = 0. By Theorem there exists at least one optimal
Gaussian bi-causal coupling. By Theorem [2:2] for any such coupling 7, there exists a block diagonal matrix
P = diag(Py, ..., Pr) with | P||s < 1s.t. 7 = mp given by (2.I). First, we compute the transport cost under
m, which is given by

/ |z — y||?dr = tr(A+ B) — 2tr(LPM ") = tr(A+ B) — 2tr(PM " L). (2.3)



Next, we compute the relative entropy of © w.r.t. p® v:

LLT 0 LLT LPMT
DKL(WIu@V)—Q(logdet[ 0 MMT] — log det [MPTLT MMT]) o
1 10 I Py 1 . '
= i(logdet {O I] — log det {PT I] ) = f§logdet(IfPP ).
Combining (2.3)) and (2.4)), we arrive at the total cost
A

/ |z — y||2dr + A\Dxy (7| @ v) = tr(A + B) — 2tr(PM T L) — 5 log det( — PPT)

(2.5)

T
= tI‘(A + B) - Z 2tI‘(PtNt) - %logdet(l — PtPtT),
t=1

where we define Ny == (M"L);;, t = 1,...,T. Clearly, to minimize the cost in (2.5)), we only need to
equivalently consider, for all ¢t = 1,...,T, the maximization problem

A
Jy = max 2tr(P,N;) + = logdet(I — P,P,"). (2.6)
I P:ll2<1 2

Let UtStVtT = N; be the singular value decomposition of N;, where Uy, V; are orthogonal and S; is diagonal.
We define D, := V," P,U;. Notice that | P;||2 < 1 iff |V," PU;|l2 < 1 and det(I — P,P,”) = det(I — D, D).
So, J¢ can be equivalently expressed using Dy, as

A
= 2tr(P, + Zlogdet(I — PP
Tt ||1£?\|a:il T( tUtSt ) B 0og e( 4 )

A
= 2tr(D; S Zlogdet(I — D, D). 2.7
P (D t)+20g et( +Dy ) (2.7)

We write s;; == (S;);; > 0 and denote by d;; == 0;(D;) the i-th singular value of D, i = 1,...,d. Thus,
(1—=d,,...,1—=d} ) are the eigenvalues of I—-D;D/, and we have det(I — P,P,’) = H?Zl(l —d3 ;) Moreover,
| D¢ll2 < 1 yields d; ; € [0,1]. By von-Neumann’s trace inequality!, we have

Ji = max 2tr(D.S;) + Zlog —d7,;)

| Dell2<1
4 N . (2.8)
< \|g)11\?)(<1225t71dt1+ §Zlog(1 d%z) S Zj iy
i 1 i=1 i=1

where jt,i = maxg, ,efo,1) 25¢,id¢,i + % log(1 — dtz,z) Observe that df ; == a(st,i) maximizes Jt i By defining
Dy = diag([dfy,...,d;f 4]) = fa(S:) and taking D; = Dy, we see that the inequalities in ) become
equalities. Therefore, D) ; is an optimizer of [J; and

A
Ji = 2tr(Dy 4S;) + 5 log det(I — D3 ). (2.9)

tr(AB) < Z‘ii:l 0i(A)o;(B) where 0;(A) and o;(B) are the i-th singular values of A and B.



When A > 0, D, is the unique optimizer by strict convexity. When A = 0, we have that J; = 2 Z?:l St
Therefore, if D; is optimal, then tr(D;S;) = E?:1(Dt)ii3t,i = Zle St,;- Also, notice that || D|2 < 1 implies
(Dy)ii € [-1,1]. This means that, since s;; > 0, we get (D;);; = 1 whenever s;; > 0. Therefore, we have
shown that, when A =0,

D, is an optimizer of J; <= D, is a contraction and (D¢);; = 1if (S¢); > 0,i=1,...,d.

Combining (2.5)), (2.6) and (2.9), we get
T
A
AW3 \(p,v) = tr(A+ B) = > 2tr(Dy ¢ Sy) + 5 logdet (I — D3,)

t=1
= tr(A+ B) — 2tr(D)S) — %k)g det(I — D3),

where Dy = f1(9), S = diag([S1,...,S7]). Since D; = V," PU;, all Gaussian optimizers are of the form
7 = 7p given by (2.1]), where P is block diagonal with P, = V;D,U,", and D; is an optimizer of J;. O

2.1 Adapted vs classical (regularized) Wasserstein distance

When T' = 1, adapted optimal transport coincides with classical optimal transport. So, AW y = W, » and
the problems share the same optimizers. In particular, the unique optimal coupling of W, » between two
non-degenerate Gaussians is also characterized by Theorem To see this, recall that W,  has a unique,
Gaussian optimal coupling 7*:

. a A C, ! 1 1A N 1 A
Let L = HoV,] and M = HgUj be the polar decompositions of L and M, where Hu, Hp are positive
definite and U4, Up are orthogonal. Then A= LLT = H% and B= MM " = H}. Since A and B are both
positive definite, they have a unique square root matrix. Thus, H4 = Az and Hp = B2 and we can rewrite
L= A%VAT and M = B%Ug. For the singular value decomposition USV T of B%A%, we get AzBz =VSUT
and A~2B~% = VS~'UT. This allows us to express C) in terms of L and M, as

1 2 1

Oy = 5L(4LTMMTL + %1) L - 21 = LVAV) A (S)(UsU) ™M (2.11)
Also, notice that MTL = UgBzA2V] = UgUSVTV,] = (UgU)S(VaV)T, so that (UpU)S(VaV)T is the
singular value decomposition of M " L. Therefore, by Theorem [2.5| the optimal coupling for AWj y is given
by p defined in (2.1)) with P := (V4V)fr(S)(UgU)". By (2.11)), mp is exactly the optimizer of W, defined
in (210).

When T > 2, by definition W x < AWs . In the case of d = 1, this yields the following entropic trace

inequality:

AWa x (1, v) = Wa a(p, v)

= 200(S/2(5)) + 3 logdet(I — F3(S)) — 2 (N F5(N) — 2 logdet(I — ()
= tr(9(5)) ~ tr(gA(N)) > 0.

where g)(s) = 2sfx(s) + 3 log(1 — f3(s)) and N = M T L. In particular, when A = 0, we recover tr(S(N)) >
tr(N), where S(N) denotes the singular value matrix of N.



2.2 On Monge optimizers

When p and v are non-degenerate Gaussians, the Monge map is given by the linear transformation =
b+ A’%(A%BA%)%A*%(:E — a), which induces the unique Ws-optimal coupling. On the other hand, for
AW, the optimal Gaussian couplings mp characterized in Theorem may not be unique. As P is block
diagonal, we can write in direct-sum form that

LDIT ﬂ:é% ﬂ:é{é (I—P(ZPD%} [é <I—£tpi>%]'

t=1 t=1

Therefore, mp is induced by a triangular map if and only if P.P, = I, or equivalently D? = I, for all t < T..
Note that we can always choose D; = I, which shows that there always exists a Monge map. However, since
D; = I might not be the unique choice when S is not invertible, there may be multiple optimizers of Monge
type.

3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

This section is devoted to proving Theorem [2.3] For this we need some preparatory results. Recall that
for non-degenerate Gaussian marginals, the entropic 2-Wasserstein distance has a unique, Gaussian optimal
coupling, given in . For general degenerate quadratic cost, we show that there still always exists a
Gaussian optimizer.

Lemma 3.1. Let v = N(m1,%1), 72 = N(ma,X2) be non-degenerate Gaussians on R, X\ > 0 and
A € R%4 Then
Vaatmz) = _ it [ o= Ayl + ADia(xln s v) (3.1)

7€CPI(71,72)
admits a Gaussian optimizer, whose covariance matriz does not depend on (my, ma).

Proof. Let F: R¥*4 o R4t F(z,y) = (x—m1,y—ma), z,y € RE Observe that, for all 7 € Cpl(v1,72),
we have Dky,(m|u ® v) = Dk (Fem|Fgu(p ®v)) and

/ [ — AgPdm = [my — Amo” + / & — AyPd(Fym).

Since F is invertible, we have Vi x(71,72) = |m1 — Ama|? + VA x(N(0,31), N (0,%2)). If 7* is a Gaussian
optimizer of Vi x(N(0,%:1),N(0,%2)), the covariance matrix of 7* does not depend on (mq,mg). Then
F#_&lw* is a Gaussian optimizer of Yy (71, 72) and F;lﬂ'* has the same covariance matrix as 7*. Thus, w.l.g.
we assume my = mg = 0 and prove that Vi x(71,72) has a Gaussian optimizer.

Case 1 (A invertible): If A is invertible, we set fa(z) = Az, ga(z,y) = (2, A7 y), J2 = (fa)#72, and find

Varbm) = _int [ o= oPdm 4+ XDiw((9n)47l(00) 40 732)
7€Cpl(v1,72)
= inf /|x—z|2d7~r+/\DKL(7~r|~yl®%), (3.2)
7€Cpl(v1,72)

where the first equality holds by definition of the push-forward measure, and the second equality is due to
the relative entropy being invariant under the push-forward by bijections. Since being Gaussian is preserved



under linear transformations, we have that 71,42 are both Gaussian, and thus the optimizer of (3.2)), denoted
by 7%, is also Gaussian and given by (2.10). Hence, 7* := (ga)7* is a Gaussian optimizer of ({3.1)

Case 2 (A not invertible): If A is not invertible, let € > 0 be such that A, = A + el is invertible. As in
Case 1, we write fa_(2) = Aex and consider v§ = (fa,)#v. By Case 1, we have that admits a Gaussian
optimizer between v; and 75, which we denote by 7). Let €, N\, 0 be such that A, is invertible. Clearly,
~5" converges to 2 in Wh. By stability of entropic optimal transport, see e.g. |[EP24, Theorem 3.6], the
accumulation points of (ﬂ':n)neN are optimizers of . Since the Gaussian distributions are a Wh-closed
subspace of P»(R%), these accumulation points are again Gaussian, which proves that admits a Gaussian
minimizer. O

Next, we recall the dynamic programming principle for AW5 » (g, v) and the conditional law of Gaussian
distributions in terms of their Cholesky decompositions.

Proposition 3.2 (Dynamic programming principle). Let p,v € P(RT). Set VI (z,yr) = 0 and define,
forallt=0,...,T -1,

2 dﬂ't.—‘rl
VI (e, 90) = inf / [|$t+1 — Yiq1|” + Alog ($>
e P () Ao ), (3.3)

v t+1
+ VLT (Te41, yt+1)} ATy e

Then V" (x4, y¢) = AW3 \(ttay Vy,) for allt =0,...,T — 1; in particular V{"" = AW3 y(u,v). Moreover,
let T4 be optimizers of Vi (x4, 1), t = 0,..., T — 1. Then mp, y, (deys, dye) = [['g 75FL (dzgyr, dysin)

Tt Yt Ts,Ys

is an optimizer of AWa x(tay, Vy, ), t =0,...,T —1; in particular, 7(dz,dy) = HtTQOI mhh (i, dygya) is

an optimizer of AWaq (s, V).
Proof. Tt follows from the separability of quadratic cost and log-likelihood; see [EP24; [PW22]. O

Lemma 3.3. Let = N(a, A) be a non-degenerate Gaussian on R, whose covariance matriz has Cholesky
decomposition A= LL". Then, for allt=1,...,T —1 and z¢ € R%,

Mgy = N(at/ + Lt’ytL;,% ({L‘t — at), Lt/’t/LZ’t/). (34)
Proof. See |GW24] Lemma 4.3]. O

Remark 3.4. The variance of p,, only depends on ¢ and does not depend on .

Finally, we prove Theorem 2.3|by back-propagating the Gaussianity of optimal couplings through dynamic
programming principle.

Proof of Theorem[2.3 W.l.g. we assume a = b = 0 and proceed to prove the assertion backwards in time.
Step 1: For t =T — 1, by Proposition [3.2] we have

VYL“M—VI ('TT—l’ yT—l) = AW%,)\(/’LIT—l ) VyT—l) = W22,>\(:LL$T—1 ) VyT—l)' (35)

Notice that, for every (zr_1,yT-1) € RUT-1) « Rd(T*D, Har_, and vy, are both non-degenerate Gaus-
sian by Lemma and the covariance matrices are independent of (z1_1,yr—1). Thus, by Lemma



AW A (fbzp_1 5 Vyr_,) has a Gaussian optimal coupling, which we denote by 7z , yr_,, Whose covariance
matrix is independent of (xT_1,yT—1).

Step 2: Suppose that, for some ¢t € {1,...,7 — 1} and every (z¢,yt) € R¥ x R, AWs 5 (fig,, vy, ) has a
Gaussian optimal coupling 7, ., , whose covariance matrix is independent of (z¢,ys). This means that there
exists a matrix C; € RUT—)xd(T=1) g ¢

Ly L_lx Lt/ t/LT ’ Ct dt A C
i :N( t/,t t’f t , , t/,t >:N< " , t At )
Ty, ys |:Mt’,tMt,t1yt C’tT Mt’,t’ M?V by CtT By

By Proposition and plugging 7, ., into the cost functional in (L.2), we get
‘/t#’y(xtvyt) = AW%,)\(IU%H Vyt) = ‘ﬁ‘t - Bt|2 + AW%,A(N(Oa At)7N(07 Bt))v (36)

where .AW;AN(O,AQ,N(O,BQ) =: R; does not depend on (x¢,yt). Now, we plug (3.6) into (3.3) in
Proposition [3.2] with ¢ = ¢ — 1, and get

v _ : 2 —1 -1 2
VI (g1, 96-1) = inf [|$t — 4" + | Ly s Ly g o6 — My + Mg ¢ Y|
wt ; €Cpl(ut vt ) ) ’
Tg_1:Yt—1 Tt—17 Yt—1

t

dﬂzt_ e
+ M og( e )+ R, s

Tt—1,Yt—1

which after expanding the quadratic terms and recombining them, is equivalent (up to a constant) to

. 2 dﬂit—hyt—l t
inf / |:|QCt - Atyt‘ + )\log( t ):| dﬂmt_l,yt_ﬂ (37)

t t t
ﬂ'ztfl’yt71ECpl(thffyytfl) d('u ® V)$t717yt71

where A, = I + Lt_’tTLg—,’tMt/’tMt_,tl. Notice that, by Lemma ph, , and vl - are Gaussian with

covariance matrices independent of (x4_1,y¢—1). Thus, by Lemma (3.7) has a Gaussian optimal

coupling Wit_hyt_l, whose covariance matrix is also independent of (xt_1,y¢—1). Therefore, by Proposi-
t

tion Ty 1e—a (ATer, dyer) = 7o | (dTe, dye) T, y, (doe, dyy) is a Gaussian optimal coupling of

AW A(ftzy 1, Vy,_,) and the covariance matrix of 7, , 4, , is independent of (z¢—1,yt—1)-

Step 3: By induction, for all ¢t € {0,...,T — 1}, V/*" (x4, y:) has a Gaussian optimal coupling; in particular,
there is a Gaussian optimal coupling for V""" = AW; A (1, V), which yields the assertion. O

4 Examples

In this section we compare optimal couplings for different optimal transport distances, in particular for AW,
and AWs x. We showcase that AWs-optimal couplings may be non-unique, non-Gaussian, and that, even if
the coupling is Gaussian, the displacement interpolation may degenerate. On the other hand, the AW x-
optimal coupling is always unique, Gaussian, and the displacement interpolation remains non-degenerate, as
long as A > 0. In the examples, we fix the simple setting d =1, T' = 2.

Example 4.1 (Non-unique optimal coupling). Let u = N(a, A) and v = N (b, B), with
0 6 1 2 1 —-0.5 1 0 1 0
“= [0}’ b= [6}’ A= [2 5}’ b= [0.5 1.25}’ L= {2 1]’ M= {0.5 1]’

10



0 2
-05 1
AWs-optimal coupling 77%,,,, is not unique, since there is one degree of freedom to choose optimal Gaussian
couplings from. Indeed,

. (e LLT  LP;MT e [p 0
AW _N< [b} ’ [(LP;MT)T MMT } ) with Py = {o 1)’

so that A = LLT and B = MM". Observe that L' M = ] and (LTM);;1 = 0. Then, the

is an optimal coupling as long as p € [—1,1]. In particular, choosing p = 1,0,—1 corresponds to the
monotone, independent, and anti-monotone coupling of the first marginals, respectively. These different
optimal couplings can be observed in Figure El In contrast to AWs-optimal couplings, the AW, y-optimal

Adapted 2-Wasserstein (p= —1) Adapted 2-Wasserstein (p = 0) Adapted 2-Wasserstein (p=1) Adapted 2-Wasserstein (non-Gaussian)
7.5 9 9 q -

e

5.0 4

2.54

0.0 4

-2.5

-5.0

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-50 -25 00 25 50 75 1?00 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 100 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 100 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 10.0

-7.5

—10.0

Figure 1: Different optimal couplings of AW,

coupling 71':*41,\,27A is unique if A > 0. Moreover, as A — 0, this converges to 77, , corresponding to p = 0,
which is the coupling with maximal entropy among all optimal couplings for AWs. Therefore, WZWM can
be seen as a robust alternative to 77%,,, when the optimizers are not unique.

Finally, we show that there may be non-Gaussian optimizers. Intuitively, this can be constructed by
considering a bi-causal coupling as a mixture of optimal couplings 77, corresponding to p = —1 and p = 0.
Let Z1, Z5 be standard Gaussian random variables on R, and Zy, a coin flip, i.e., a Bernoulli random variable
taking values 1 and —1 with equal probability. Let Zy, Zs, Zy be all independent and define

7Z W2z X a L 0][zX
X _ |4 Y _ 1 _
Then the distribution of (X,Y) is also a .AW5 optimal coupling, but clearly not a Gaussian one, since

Zy + W Zy is a mixture of a Gaussian and a Dirac measure; see Figure [}

Example 4.2 (Degenerate displacement interpolation). We consider the parameters

T Y P e R ey A A B

sothat A= LLT and B= MM7". For y = N(a, A) and v = N (b, B), we compute the optimal couplings
under different distances, which are W (with optimal coupling 7y, ), Wa x (with optimal coupling W%M)
for A =1, AW, (with optimal coupling 7%y, ), and AW 5 (with optimal coupling 7%, , ) for A = 1, which
are all unique in this example; see Figure '
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7.5 1

5.0 4

2.51

0.0 4

—2.5

—~5.0

—7.5

—10.0 4

2-Wasserstein Entropic 2-Wasserstein (A =1) Adapted 2-Wasserstein Entropic adapted 2-Wasserstein (A =1)

5
.
e

we

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-50 -25 00 25 50 75 100 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 100 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 100 -50 -25 00 25 50 75 100

Figure 2: Optimal couplings for different distances

We see from Figure [2| that the AW5-displacement interpolation at ¢ = 0.5 is degenerate. This showcases
that the AWs,-displacement interpolation can degenerate even with non-degenerate marginals. However,
the Wa, Wy, and AW, y-displacement interpolations are always non-degenerate Gaussian when A > 0.
Therefore, we can see WTAWM as the non-degenerate approximation of 7y, when 77%,,, is unique.
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