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Abstract

Wasserstein barycentres represent average distributions between multiple probabil-
ity measures for the Wasserstein distance. The numerical computation of Wasserstein
barycentres is notoriously challenging. A common approach is to use Sinkhorn itera-
tions, where an entropic regularisation term is introduced to make the problem more
manageable. Another approach involves using fixed-point methods, akin to those em-
ployed for computing Fréchet means on manifolds. The convergence of such methods for
2-Wasserstein barycentres, specifically with a quadratic cost function and absolutely con-
tinuous measures, was studied by Alvarez-Esteban et al. in [6]. In this paper, we delve
into the main ideas behind this fixed-point method and explore how it can be generalised
to accommodate more diverse transport costs and generic probability measures, thereby
extending its applicability to a broader range of problems. We show convergence results
for this approach and illustrate its numerical behaviour on several barycentre problems.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Related Works and Motivation
Wasserstein barycentres represent a powerful concept in Optimal Transport theory, enabling
the computation of average distributions between multiple probability measures. These barycen-
tres preserve the geometric structure of the underlying distributions, making them particularly
suited for machine learning tasks. They have proven useful in numerous applications, includ-
ing image processing [34], computer graphics [36, 14], statistics [13], domain adaptation [31],
generative modelling [27], fairness in machine learning [24] or model selection in Bayesian
learning [8]. Wasserstein barycentres are also at the core of clustering methods such as K-
means, to define centroids in spaces of probability measures [25, 30].

The classical notion of barycentre refers to the weighted average of a set of points (xk) with
positive weights (λk) summing to 1, in a metric space (E, d). Formally, a barycentre x̄ is a
point that minimises the weighted sum of (typically squared) distances:

x̄ ∈ argmin
x∈E

K∑
k=1

λkd
2(x, xk).

This concept can be extended to the space of probability measures, where d can be replaced
for instance by a transportation cost Tc. We remind that for two probability measures µ and
ν on metric spaces (X , dX ) and (Y , dY), and a cost function c : X × Y → R+, the optimal
transport cost between µ and ν for the ground cost c is defined as

Tc(µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

ˆ
X ×Y

cdπ,

where Π(µ, ν) is the set of probability measures on X ×Y with marginals µ and ν. Considering
K different cost functions ck, the barycentre problem can be written in this setting as

µ̄ ∈ argmin
µ

K∑
k=1

λkTck
(µ, νk). (1)

When (X , dX ) = (Y , dY) is a Polish space and c = dp
X with p ≥ 1, Wp(µ, ν) := (Tdp(µ, ν))

1
p

defines a distance between probability measures (with finite moment of order p), called p-
Wasserstein distance. In this case, the barycentre µ̄ defined above is called a Wasserstein
barycentre. Generalisation to a barycentre of a probability measure on P(X ) and the consis-
tency of their discrete approximations is also studied by several authors [2].

The theoretical analysis of Wasserstein barycentres begins with the foundational work by Car-
lier and Ekeland [18], who studied the existence, uniqueness and dual formulations for barycen-
tre problems with generic continuous cost functions. Subsequent work by [1] re-established
the existence and dual formulations of such barycentres for the quadratic Wasserstein dis-
tance W2 on Euclidean spaces, and showed uniqueness under the hypothesis that one of the
original measures is absolutely continuous. More recent studies have broadened these results:
[17] extended the theoretical analysis to Wasserstein medians (W1), studying their stability
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properties, and investigated dual and multi-marginal formulations. [16] further extended the
framework to Wp distances for p > 1, proving existence and uniqueness of barycentres for
absolutely continuous measures on Rd. A follow-up study by [15] analysed the general case
for strictly convex and C2 cost functions with non-degenerate Hessian.

From a computational perspective, calculating Wasserstein barycentres is known to be a highly
challenging problem, classified as NP-hard. According to [5], although polynomial-time al-
gorithms exist for computing Wasserstein barycentres with a fixed number of points, their
computational complexity scales exponentially with respect to the dimension of the space,
or with respect to the number of marginals. This makes direct computation infeasible for
high-dimensional problems or large sets of distributions, which are common in practical ap-
plications.

To tackle these computational challenges, several approximate methods have been developed
for Wasserstein barycentres. The first paper to propose an algorithmic solution for computing
these barycentres was by [34], which computed Sliced Wasserstein barycentres through a
gradient descent approach. This method leveraged the sliced Wasserstein distance to achieve
an efficient approximation, significantly simplifying computations.

A natural approach to develop easily computable approximations of such barycentres is to
replace transport costs Tc by regularised versions

Tc,ε(µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

ˆ
X ×Y

cdπ + εKL(π|µ⊗ ν),

as proposed in [19]. When the support of the distributions and barycentre is fixed (a grid for
instance), the problem can be rewritten as a KL projection problem and the so-called entropic
barycentre can be computed efficiently with a modified version of Sinkhorn’s algorithm [11, 32].

In order to deal with distributions without imposed support a second approach also described
in [19] relies on a fixed-point algorithm inspired by the computation of Fréchet means on
manifolds. Each step of this fixed point approach consists in replacing the current barycentre
µ by its image measure by the map ∑K

k=1 λkTk, where the Tk are optimal maps between µ and
νk (assuming these maps exist). The authors of [6] were the first to establish a rigorous proof
of convergence for this fixed-point approach in the case of absolutely continuous measures νk:
more precisely, they proved convergence of a subsequence to a fixed point and showed that if
the fixed point is unique, it is indeed a barycentre. Their study focuses specifically on the case
of W2 barycentres, with applications demonstrated mainly on Gaussian measures. Although
their proof is only provided for absolutely continuous measures, this fixed point approach is
frequently used for discrete measures and probably the baseline free-support method provided
in numerical optimal transport libraries [22]. Building on the same ideas as [6], the author
of [28] extends the investigation of the fixed point algorithm for discrete measures on Rd,
limited to just one single iteration, and deriving a worst-case error bound in the W2 and
W1 settings. The iterative solver of [6] has also been extended in high dimensional settings
by [27], which use a neural solver for computing the optimal maps Tk.

In closely related directions, several other approaches have been proposed to compute Wasser-
stein barycentres over Riemannian manifolds [26], or Gromov-Wasserstein barycentres [9, 10]
and the approach we develop in this paper share similarities with [9].

1.2 Contributions and Outline
In this paper, we develop a fixed-point approach to compute barycentres between probability
measures for generic transport costs, i.e. solutions of the optimisation problem (1). Our only
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hypotheses are that we work on compact spaces, and that the ground costs ck are continuous
and such that argminx

∑K
k=1 λkck(x, xk) is uniquely defined. In particular, we do not assume

existence of optimal transport maps between µ and the νk, and we do not assume anything
on the probability measures µ and νk. We propose an iterative fixed-point algorithm gener-
alising [6] in this generic case. We show that the sequences generated by this algorithm have
converging sub-sequences, that limits must be fixed-points of a certain mapping G, and that a
barycentre for (1) is also a fixed point of G. We show that these results still hold for entropic
regularised transport costs.

Numerically, we show that our approach specifically allows to extend the recent definition
of generalised Wasserstein barycentres presented in [21], notably by considering non-linear
functions between the ambient space and the subspaces of measures νk. It also enables efficient
computation of barycentres for the mixture Wasserstein metric [20], which until now were
calculated using their multi-marginal equivalent formulation.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we introduce a novel notion of Optimal
Transport barycentres in a certain space between measures νk on potentially different spaces
for generic costs ck. In Section 3, we propose a fixed-point algorithm which generalises [6] and
converges to solutions (in a certain sense). We re-write the problem in a discrete setting in
Section 4 and illustrate our method in Section 5 on several numerical examples, providing a
publicly available Python toolkit.

2 Lifting Ground Barycentres to Measures
We work with probability measures νk on compact metric spaces (Yk, dYk

)k∈J1,KK, of which
we will seek a "barycentre" µ in a compact metric space (X , dX ). To compare a measure
νk ∈ P(Yk) and µ ∈ P(X ) we consider continuous cost functions ck : X × Yk −→ R+. A
barycentre will be a minimiser of the sum of the transport costs with respect to the measure
νk, leading to the following energy for a measure µ ∈ P(X ):

V (µ) :=
K∑

k=1
Tck

(µ, νk), (2)

hence our minimisation problem reads

argmin
µ∈P(X )

V (µ). (3)

Note that to introduce barycentre weights λk, it suffices to replace ck with λkck, which allows us
to include weights in the costs and alleviate notation. We summarise our standing assumptions
on the spaces and costs in Assumption 1:

Assumption 1. The metric spaces (X , dX ) and (Yk, dYk
) are compact, and the costs ck :

X × Yk −→ R+ are continuous.

Existence of solutions for Problem (3) was established by [18] Proposition 2 under Assump-
tion 1.

Remark 2.1. Uniqueness was proven in [18] Proposition 4 if, essentially, for at least one k,
the problem Tck

(µ, νk) has a Monge solution, for which they assume that each νk is absolutely
continuous on Yk = Ω with Ω an open and bounded subset of Rd with with νk(∂Ω) = 0. They
also assume that the costs ck(·, y) are Lipschitz with a uniform constant L and that ck verifies
the Twist condition: ck(·, y) is differentiable, with ∂xck(x, ·) injective.
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The definition of a barycentre between measures νk can be seen as a lifting of a notion of
barycentre within X of points (y1, · · · , yK) ∈ Y1 × · · · × YK . To give mathematical meaning
to this intuition and to our method, we will make the following assumption throughout the
paper:

Assumption 2. For all (y1, · · · , yK) ∈ Y1 × · · · × YK , the set argmin
x∈X

∑K
k=1 ck(x, yk) has a

unique element.

The uniqueness of the optimisation problem in Assumption 2 allows us to introduce the ground
barycentre function B:

B :

 Y1 × · · · × YK −→ X
(y1, · · · , yK) 7−→ argmin

x∈X

∑K
k=1 ck(x, yk). (4)

For convenience, we introduce Y := ΠkYk, equipped with the product distance, with the
notation Y := (y1, · · · , yK) for an element of Y , as well as the total cost function:

C :=
{

X × Y −→ R+
(x, y1, · · · , yK) 7−→ ∑K

k=1 ck(x, yk) . (5)

Equipped with these convenient notations, we can write the multi-marginal formulation of our
barycentre problem:

argmin
π∈Π(ν1,··· ,νK)

ˆ
Y
C(B(Y ), Y )dπ(Y ). (6)

The barycentre problem defined in Eq. (3) is related to the multi-marginal formulation through
the following equation, due to [18], Proposition 3.3:

argmin
µ∈P(X )

V (µ) = B# argmin
π∈Π(ν1,··· ,νK)

ˆ
Y
C(B(Y ), Y )dπ(Y ). (7)

The following technical result uses the continuity of the ck and Assumption 2 to show that B
is continuous.

Lemma 2.2. The function B : Y −→ X defined in Eq. (4) is continuous.

Proof. The proof uses standard compactness arguments, showing that for Yn −−−−−→
n−→+∞

Y ∈ Y ,
(B(Yn)) can only have B(Y ) as a subsequential limit.

Another important technical result is the regularity of transport costs, which we will use
repeatedly. We gather well-known results in Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.3. Consider E,F compact metric spaces and let c : E×F −→ R+ a measurable cost
function. The optimal transport cost Tc has the following regularity for the weak convergence
of measures depending on c:

1. If c is lower-semi-continuous, then Tc is lower-semi-continuous.

2. If c is continuous, then Tc is continuous.

3. If E = F and c is l.s.c. with c(x, y) = 0 =⇒ x = y, then Tc(µ, ν) = 0 =⇒ µ = ν.

Proof. Regarding item 1), by [35] Theorem 1.42, Kantorovich duality holds for c l.s.c. and
thus Tc can be written as a supremum of l.s.c. functions, hence is l.s.c.. For item 2), the result
is verbatim [35] Theorem 1.51. For item 3), if Tc(µ, ν) = 0 then there exists π ∈ Π(µ, ν) such
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that
´

E2 c(x, y)dπ(x, y) = 0 (existence follows from lower semi-continuity, as in [35] Theorem
1.5). Thus for π-almost-every (x, y), c(x, y) = 0, which by assumption gives x = y, hence
(using the same technique as in [35] Proposition 5.1) for any test function ϕ ∈ C0(E,R):

ˆ
E

ϕ(x)dµ(x) =
ˆ

E2
ϕ(x)dπ(x, y) =

ˆ
E2
ϕ(y)dπ(x, y) =

ˆ
E

ϕ(y)dν(y),

which shows that µ = ν.

3 A Fixed-Point Algorithm

3.1 Algorithm Definition
In this section, we define a sequence (µt) ∈ P(X )N that will approach a barycentre of fixed
measures νk ∈ P(Yk). We propose a modified version of the iterated scheme from [6] to solve
Eq. (3). To define an iteration mapping, for µ ∈ P(X), we consider the set of multi-marginal
couplings

Γ(µ) :=
{
γ ∈ P(X × Y1 × · · · × YK) : ∀k ∈ J1, KK, γ0,k ∈ Π∗

ck
(µ, νk)

}
, (8)

where, for all k, γ0,k denotes the X × Yk marginal of γ and Π∗
ck

(µ, νk) denotes the set of all
optimal couplings for the transport problem between µ and νk associated to the cost function
ck. The existence of such multi-couplings is a consequence of the well-known "gluing lemma"
(see [35] Lemma 5.5). The following multi-coupling provides an explicit element of Γ(µ) given
πk ∈ Π∗

ck
(µ, νk):

γ(dx, dy1, · · · , dyK) := µ(dx)πx
1 (dy1) · · · πx

K(dyK), (9)

where we wrote the disintegration of πk with respect to its first marginal µ as πk(dx, dyk) =
µ(dx)πx

k(dyk). By abuse of notation, we will denote B#γ := B#γ1,··· ,K , where γ1,··· ,K ∈
P(Y1 × · · · × Yk) is the marginal of γ with respect to (y1, · · · , yK). In terms of random
variables, if (X, Y1, · · · , YK) ∼ γ, then B#γ = Law[B(Y1, · · · , YK)]. Denoting B#Γ(µ) :=
{B#γ, γ ∈ Γ(µ)}, we define the multi-valued mapping G which maps µ ∈ P(X ) to the set of
next iterates G(µ) ⊂ P(X ):

G :=
{

P(X ) ⇒ P(X )
µ 7→ B#Γ(µ) . (10)

Note that this construction is similar to that of [6], Remark 3.4. Moreover, the candidate
barycentre µ = B#γ1,··· ,K is closely related to the multi-marginal formulation of the barycen-
tre problem (see Eq. (7)). Indeed, set π := γ1,··· ,K ∈ Π(µ1, · · · , µK), notice that π is a
candidate for the multi-marginal problem of a particular structure induced by the reference
measure µ. In the case where the plans γ0,k are induced by maps Tk, then this structure is the
coupling (T1, · · · , TK)#µ. In terms of random variables, if X ∼ µ, then the chosen coupling
is (T1(X), · · · , TK(X)).

Taking inspiration from the W2
2 case, we can see informally the iterate µ ∈ G(µ) as a local

linearisation of P(X ). To illustrate this intuition, we consider the case X = Y1 = · · · = YK

and assume that for each k, the set of optimal plans Π∗
ck

(µ, νk) is reduced to (I, Tk), or in
other words, that the Monge problem has a unique solution. Informally, one may see the set
of maps T : X −→ X sending µ to a measure T#µ ∈ P(X ) as the tangent space to P(X ) at
µ. As a result, the problem of finding a barycentre µ can be seen from the viewpoint of the
reference measure µ in the tangent space TµP(X ) as the problem of finding S ∈ TµP(X ) such

6
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that S#µ would minimise the cost V . Our approach takes a barycentre of the optimal maps
Tk by choosing the candidate S := B ◦ (T1, · · · , TK). In the case of the squared-Euclidean
cost on the common space Rd, this amounts to S := ∑

k λkTk, which is exactly the Linearised
Optimal Transport barycentre approximation for the reference measure µ, as introduced in
[29], Section 4.3. We illustrate this viewpoint schematically in Fig. 1.

Figure 1: Illustration of the informal linearisation interpretation for the barycentre candidate
µ = B ◦ (T1, · · · , TK)#µ.

Starting from a measure µ0 ∈ P(X ), our algorithm consists of choosing iterates through the
multi-function G:

∀t ∈ N, µt+1 ∈ G(µt).
We dedicate the next section to a theoretical study of the convergence of this fixed-point
iteration.

3.2 Convergence of Fixed-Point Iterations
We can formulate a regularity result of the multi-valued map G: namely, we will show that G
is upper hemi-continuous. For the sake of simplicity, we will take the following definition1:

Definition 3.1. A multi-valued function φ : E ⇒ F from a compact metric space E to parts
of a compact metric space F is said to be upper hemi-continuous (u.h.c.) if for any sequence
(xn, yn) ∈ (E × F )N such that yn ∈ φ(xn) and xn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
x ∈ E, there exists an extraction

such that yα(n) −−−−−→
n−→+∞

y ∈ F with y ∈ φ(x).

For more technical reasons, we also need to introduce the notion of lower hemi-continuity2

Definition 3.2. A multi-valued function φ : E ⇒ F from a compact metric space space E to
parts of a compact metric space space F is said to be lower hemi-continuous (l.h.c.) if for any
sequence (xn) ∈ EN such that xn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
x ∈ E, then for any y ∈ F such that y ∈ φ(x), there

exists an extraction α and a sequence (yn) ∈ FN such that yn ∈ φ(xα(n)) and yn −−−−−→
n−→+∞

y.

1We refer to [3] Chapter 17 for a more general definition and introduction to these concepts on Polish spaces.
We choose a stronger sequential definition from [3] Theorem 17.20, which in their vocabulary corresponds to
u.h.c multi-functions with compact values.

2whose formulation is is equivalent to [3], Definition 17.2 by their Theorem 17.21.
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To illustrate the technical differences between these two notions, we consider two specific
multi-valued functions in Fig. 2. Finally, an hemi-continuous multi-map is one that is both

Figure 2: Left: the multi-function φ : [0, 1] ⇒ [0, 2] defined by ∀x ∈ [0, 1), φ(x) = [x, 3/2]
and φ(1) = [1, 2] is u.h.c.. Indeed, taking any sequence (xn, yn) such that yn ∈ φ(xn) and
xn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
x, there exists an extraction α such that yα(n) −−−−−→

n−→+∞
y ∈ φ(x). However, φ is

not l.h.c. at 1 since the target y′ := 7/4 ∈ φ(1) can never be a limit of a sequence (xn, yn)
with xn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
1 and yn ∈ φ(xn).

Right: ψ : [0, 1] ⇒ [0, 2] defined by ∀x ∈ [0, 1), ψ(x) = [x, 2] and ψ(1) = [1, 3/2] is l.h.c.. Take
xn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
x and a target y ∈ ψ(x). Then there exists an extraction α and a sequence (yn)

such that yn ∈ ψ(xn) and yn −−−−−→
n−→+∞

y. However, ψ is not u.h.c: take xn −−−−−→
n−→+∞

1 and the
sequence zn := 5/3. We have ∀n ∈ N, zn ∈ ψ(xn), however any subsequence of (zn) converges
to 5/3 /∈ ψ(1).

u.h.c. and l.h.c.:

Definition 3.3. A multi-valued function φ : E ⇒ F from a compact metric space space E
to parts of a compact metric space space F is said to be hemi-continuous if it is both u.h.c.
(Definition 3.1) and l.h.c. (Definition 3.2).

We begin with technical lemmas on the hemi-continuity properties of sets of couplings.

Lemma 3.4. Consider E,F compact metric spaces and ν ∈ P(F ). The multi-function

Πν :=
{

P(E) ⇒ P(E × F )
µ 7→ Π(µ, ν) (11)

is hemi-continuous.

Proof. u.h.c.. We apply Definition 3.1: introduce µn
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
µ ∈ P(E) and πn ∈ Π(µn, ν).

Since P(E × F ) is compact, we can introduce α an extraction such that πα(n)
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
π ∈

P(E × F ). By continuity of marginalisation, we deduce π ∈ Π(µ, ν), which shows that Πν is
u.h.c. by definition.

8
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l.h.c.. We consider W1, the 1-Wasserstein distance on P(E) (i.e. TdE
), and use the same

notation for the 1-Wasserstein distance on P(E2), with the distance dE2((x, y), (x′, y′)) :=
max(dE(x, x′), dE(y, y′)), both of which metrise the weak convergence by [37] Corollary 6.13.
We apply Definition 3.2: take µn

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

µ ∈ P(E), and let π ∈ Π(µ, ν). Consider (X, Y )
two coupled random variables of law π, and for n ∈ N, take Xn a random variable such that
(X,Xn) is an optimal coupling for W1(µ, µn), and let πn := Law(Xn, Y ). We have

W1(π, πn) ≤ E [dE2 ((X, Y ), (Xn, Y ))] = E [max(dE(X,Xn), dE(Y, Y ))] = W1(µ, µn),

then by metrisation, we get W1(µ, µn) −−−−−→
n−→+∞

0, then πn
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
π, concluding the proof

that Πν is l.h.c..

We can apply Berge’s maximisation theorem to show that the set of optimal transport plans
is upper hemi-continuous for a continuous cost function:

Lemma 3.5. Consider E,F compact metric spaces, a continuous cost c : E × F −→ R+ and
ν ∈ P(F ). The multi-function

[Π∗
c ]ν :=

{
P(E) ⇒ P(E × F )
µ 7→ Π∗

c(µ, ν) (12)

is upper hemi-continuous.

Proof. By compactness, the map π 7−→
´

E×F
cdπ is continuous, and by Lemma 3.4, the multi-

map µ ⇒ Π(µ, ν) is hemi-continuous (with compact values), hence by Berge’s maximisation
theorem from [3] Theorem 17.31, the map

[Π∗
c ]ν : µ 7−→ Π∗

c(µ, ν) = argmin
π∈Π(µ,ν)

ˆ
E×F

cdπ

is upper hemi-continuous.

Remark 3.6. The multifunction [Π∗
c ]ν is not lower hemi-continuous. Indeed, take the fol-

lowing points of R2:

∀n ∈ N, xn := (−1, 2−n), yn := (1,−2−n), x∞ := (−1, 0), y∞ := (1, 0), w := (0, 1), z := (0,−1),

and the following discrete measures (see Fig. 3):

∀n ∈ N, µn :=
1
2(δxn + δyn), µ∞ :=

1
2(δx∞ + δy∞), ν :=

1
2(δw + δz).

We have µn
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
µ∞, and a unique OT plan for the cost c(·, ·) := ∥ · − · ∥2

2 between µn and
ν, which sends xn to w and yn to z:

∀n ∈ N, Π∗
c(µn, ν) = {πn}, πn :=

1
2 (δxn,w + δyn,z) ,

with πn
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
π∞ :=

1
2 (δx∞,w + δy∞,z). However, the set of optimal plans between the limit

µ∞ and ν has more than one element, since ∥x∞−w∥2
2 = ∥x∞−z∥2

2 and ∥y∞−w∥2
2 = ∥y∞−z∥2

2:

Π∗
c(µ, ν) = {(1 − t)π∞ + tπ′, t ∈ [0, 1]} , π′ :=

1
2 (δx∞,z + δy,w) .

We conclude that there does not exist an extraction α and a sequence (π′
n) such that ∀n ∈

N, π′
n ∈ Π∗

c(µα(n), ν) and π′
n

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

π′.

9
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Figure 3: Counter-example from Remark 3.6 showing that Π∗
c(·, ν) is not lower hemi-continuous

in general.

A direct corollary of Lemma 3.5 is the upper hemi-continuity of Γ and G. For notational
convenience, we introduce Z := X × Y1 × · · · × YK .

Proposition 3.7. The multi-map

Γ :=
{

P(X ) ⇒ P(Z)
µ 7→ Γ(µ)

where Γ(µ) is defined in Eq. (8) and G defined in Eq. (10) are upper hemi-continuous (and
compact-valued).

Proof. Let µ ∈ P(X ). To show that G(µ) and Γ(µ) are compact, it suffices to show that Γ(µ)
is closed, since P(Z) is compact, and G(µ) = B#Γ(µ) with B continuous by Lemma 2.2.
Take (γn) ∈ Γ(µ)N such that γn −−−−−→

n−→+∞
γ ∈ P(Z). We show that γ ∈ Γ(µ). For k ∈ J1, KK

and n ∈ N, we have γn ∈ Γ(µ), hence [γn]0,k ∈ Π∗
ck

(µ, νk). By continuity of marginalisation,
we deduce that γ ∈ Π(µ, ν1, · · · , νK). By continuity of π 7−→

´
X ×Yk

ckdπ (which holds by
compactness), we deduce that γ0,k ∈ Π∗

ck
(µ, νk), hence γ ∈ Γ(µ).

For the u.h.c. of Γ, take a sequence (µn) ∈ P(X )N such that µn
w−−−−−→

n−→+∞
µ ∈ P(X ), and take

a sequence (γn) ∈ P(Z)N, with γn ∈ Γ(µn). Since γn ∈ P(Z) which is compact, take α an
extraction such that γα(n)

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

γ ∈ P(Z). We will show that γ ∈ Γ(µ).

Start with k := 1. For n ∈ N, we have γα(n) ∈ Γ(µα(n)), hence π
(1)
α(n) := [γα(n)]0,1 ∈

Π∗
c1(µα(n), ν1). By Lemma 3.5, the map µ 7−→ Π∗

c1(µ, ν1) is u.h.c., hence by definition, since
µα(n)

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

µ ∈ P(X ) and π
(1)
α(n) ∈ Π∗

c1(µα(n), ν1), there exists an extraction α1 such that

π
(1)
α◦α1(n)

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

π(1) ∈ Π∗
c1(µ, ν1).

Continuing this method for k ∈ J2, KK with successive sub-extractions αk, setting β := α ◦
α1 ◦ · · · ◦ αK , we have for any k ∈ J1, KK, [γβ(n)]0,k = π

(k)
β(n)

w−−−−−→
n−→+∞

π(k) ∈ Π∗
ck

(µ, νk). The
continuity of marginalisation implies γ0,k = π(k), and in turn shows that γ ∈ Γ(µ), concluding
that Γ is u.h.c.

For G, the fact that G(µ) = B#Γ(µ) and the continuity of B prove that G is u.h.c. using the
u.h.c. of Γ by [3] Theorem 17.23.

In order to study the energy of iterates of G, we first require a technical result on the error of
sub-optimal ground barycentres forB. We introduce a radius constantR := max

(x,Y )∈X ×Y
dX (x,B(Y )),

10
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which is finite since X and Y are compact, and B is continuous. We need to make a trivial
assumption to ensure that R > 0:

Assumption 3. There exists x ∈ X and Y ∈ Y such that x ̸= B(Y ).

Lemma 3.8 is a generalisation of the following elementary Euclidean property in Rd for the
cost ∥ · − · ∥2

2, for which B(y1, · · · , yK) = ∑K
k=1 λkyk verifies the following identity:

∀x ∈ Rd, ∀(y1, · · · , yK) ∈ (Rd)K , x :=
K∑

k=1
λkyk :

K∑
k=1

λk∥x−yk∥2
2 =

K∑
k=1

λk∥x−yk∥2
2 +∥x−x∥2

2.

Lemma 3.8. There exists a function δ = η◦dX , with η : [0, R] −→ R+ lower-semi-continuous,
non-decreasing and verifying η(s) = 0 ⇐⇒ s = 0, such that

∀(x, Y ) ∈ X × Y , C(x, Y ) ≥ C(B(Y ), Y ) + δ(x,B(Y )). (13)

Proof. — Step 1 : Definition of η. First, for (x, Y ) ∈ X × Y , let ∆(x, Y ) := C(x, Y ) −
C(B(Y ), Y ). By definition of B, ∆(x, Y ) ≥ 0, and ∆(x, Y ) = 0 ⇐⇒ x = B(Y ). By
assumption, B and C are continuous, which implies that ∆ is also continuous.

We now introduce S := max(x,Y )∈X ×Y ∆(x, Y ). Assumption 3 ensures S > 0. Define now the
function η:

η :=

 [0, R] −→ [0, S]
u 7−→ min

(x,Y )∈X ×Y
{∆(x, Y ) : dX (x,B(Y )) ≥ u} . (14)

We show that for u ∈ [0, R], the infimum is attained. First, let f := (x, Y ) 7−→ dX (x,B(Y )),
we remark that

∀(x, Y ) ∈ X × Y , dX (x,B(Y )) ≥ u ⇐⇒ (x, Y ) ∈ f−1([u,R]).

By continuity of f and compactness of X × Y , Ku := f−1([u,R]) is a compact subset of
X × Y . Ku is not empty since there exists (xR, YR) ∈ X × Y such that dX (xR, B(YR)) = R
(by continuity, compactness and definition of R).

— Step 2 : Proof of Eq. (13). Let (x, Y ) ∈ X × Y , and u := dX (x,B(Y )). By definition,
(x, Y ) ∈ Ku, hence η(u) ≤ ∆(x, Y ), which is equivalent to Eq. (13).

— Step 3 : Lower semi-continuity of η. Let un −−−−−→
n−→+∞

u ∈ [0, R], and for n ∈ N introduce
(xn, Yn) ∈ Kun such that η(un) = ∆(xn, Yn). Since (η(un)) ∈ [0, S]N, consider an extraction
α such that η(uα(n)) −−−−−→

n−→+∞
aα ∈ [0, S]. By compactness of X × Y , we can extract from

(xα(n), Yα(n))n a subsequence such that (xα◦β(n), Yα◦β(n)) −−−−−→
n−→+∞

(xα,β, Yα,β) ∈ X × Y . By
construction of the sequence (xn, Yn)n, we have

∀n ∈ N, dX (xα◦β(n), B(Yα◦β(n))) ≥ uα◦β(n), (15)

since (xα◦β(n), Yα◦β(n)) ∈ Kuα◦β(n) . Taking the limit in Eq. (15) yields dX (xα,β, B(Yα,β)) ≥ u, by
continuity of B, Lemma 2.2. This shows that (xα,β, Yα,β) ∈ Ku, hence η(u) ≤ ∆(xα,β, Yα,β).
However, by continuity of ∆, and since ∆(xα(n), Yα(n)) −−−−−→

n−→+∞
aα, it follows that ∆(xα,β, Yα,β) =

aα. Since the subsequential limit aα was chosen arbitrarily, we conclude that η(u) ≤ lim inf
n−→+∞

η(un),
hence η is lower semi-continuous.

11



Barycentres for Generic Transport Costs Eloi Tanguy, Julie Delon and Nathaël Gozlan

— Step 4 : η is non-decreasing. Let 0 ≤ u ≤ v ≤ R, we have Kv ⊂ Ku, hence

η(u) = min
(x,Y )∈Ku

∆(x, Y ) ≤ min
(x,Y )∈Kv

∆(x, Y ) = η(v).

— Step 5 : Separation property. Let u ∈ [0, R] such that η(u) = 0. This implies that there
exists (x, Y ) ∈ X ×Y such that ∆(x, Y ) = 0 and dX (x,B(Y )) ≥ u. Now by Step 1 this implies
x = B(Y ), thus dX (x,B(Y )) = 0 and finally u = 0.

Given the inequality in Eq. (13), we can now find an informative inequality between V (µ) and
V (µ) for any µ ∈ G(µ). Applying Proposition 3.9 to the W2 case for absolutely continuous
measures yields [6] Proposition 4.3, wherein the cost Tδ is simply W2

2. This decrease was also
studied by [28] (Proposition 4.4) in the discrete setting Wp

p.

Proposition 3.9. Let µ ∈ P(X ) and µ ∈ G(µ). Then V (µ) ≥ V (µ) + Tδ(µ, µ). If µ∗ is a
barycentre, then G(µ∗) = {µ∗}.

Proof. Let µ = B#γ ∈ G(µ) with γ ∈ Γ(µ), by definition of Tck
and by optimality of the

bi-marginals γ0,k of γ:
K∑

k=1
Tck

(µ, νk) =
ˆ

X ×Y
C(x, Y )dγ(x, Y ) (16)

≥
ˆ

X ×Y
(C(B(Y ), Y ) + δ(x,B(Y )))dγ(x, Y ) (17)

≥
K∑

k=1
Tck

(B#γ, νk) + Tδ(µ,B#γ) (18)

= V (µ) + Tδ(µ, µ). (19)

The inequality in Eq. (17) comes from Lemma 3.8, and the inequality in Eq. (18) comes from
the definition of Γ(µ) (Eq. (8)), which allows us to write for k ∈ J1, KK:

ˆ
X ×Y

ck(B(Y ), yk)dγ(x, Y ) =
ˆ

X ×Yk

ckdπk,

where we introduce the coupling πk := (B,Pk)#[γ1,··· ,K ], with Pk(y1, · · · , yK) = yk. The first
marginal of π is B#[γ1,··· ,K ] (which we write B#γ for legibility), and the second marginal is
νk. Similarly,

ˆ
X ×Y

δ(x,B(Y ))dγ(x, Y ) =
ˆ

X ×X
δd[(I, B)#γ] ≥ Tδ(µ,B#γ).

If µ∗ is a barycentre, then by definition for any µ ∈ G(µ), we have V (µ) ≥ V (µ∗), thus
Eqs. (17) and (18) are equalities, and Tδ(µ∗, µ) = 0. By Lemmas 2.3 and 3.8, the cost δ
guarantees the separation property of the transport cost Tδ, hence µ∗ = µ.

The inequality in Proposition 3.9 shows that the amount of decrease in the energy between
two iterations is lower-bounded by a transport discrepancy Tδ (we remind that in the squared-
Euclidean case, Tδ = W2

2). We can now show convergence of iterates of G, in the sense that
any weakly converging subsequence converges towards a fixed point of G.

Theorem 3.10. For any µ0 ∈ P(X ), let (µt) verifying µt+1 ∈ G(µt). Then (µt) has converging
subsequences, and any weakly converging subsequence necessarily converges towards a µ ∈
P(X ) such that µ ∈ G(µ).

12
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Proof. Fix a sequence (µt) such that µt+1 ∈ G(µt) and write µt+1 = B#[γt]1,··· ,K with γt ∈
Γ(µt). Since X is compact, the space P(X ) is also compact, and so the sequence (µt) is tight.
Consider an extraction α such that µα(t)

w−−−−→
t−→+∞

µ ∈ P(X ). By u.h.c. of Γ (Proposition 3.7),
there exists an extraction β such that γα◦β(t)

w−−−−→
t−→+∞

γ ∈ Γ(µ).

By Proposition 3.9, the sequence (V (µt)) is non-increasing and non-negative, hence it is con-
vergent, imposing lim

t−→+∞

[
V (µα◦β(t)) − V (µα◦β(t)+1)

]
= 0. Using the lower-bound in Proposi-

tion 3.9 we obtain:

∀t ∈ N, 0 ≤ Tδ(µα◦β(t), µα◦β(t)+1) ≤ V (µα◦β(t)) − V (µα◦β(t)+1),

and take the limit inferior:

0 ≤ lim inf
t−→+∞

Tδ(µα◦β(t), µα◦β(t)+1) ≤ 0. (20)

We remind that (µα◦β(t)+1)t is a sequence in P(X ) which is compact, and take ρ ∈ P(X ) a
subsequential limit of (µα◦β(t)+1)t. By lower-semi-continuity of Tδ (which holds by applying
Lemma 2.3 item 1) with Lemma 3.8), Eq. (20) provides Tδ(µ, ρ) = 0. By Lemma 2.3 item 3),
we obtain that ρ = µ, thus any subsequential limit of (µα◦β(t)+1)t is µ, which proves that it
converges weakly to µ.

Writing abusively B#γ for B#γ1,··· ,K , we conclude:

µα◦β(t)+1
w−−−−→

t−→+∞
µ

= =

B#γα◦β(t)
w−−−−→

t−→+∞
B#γ

hence we have found γ ∈ Γ(µ) such that µ = B#γ, proving µ ∈ G(µ).

3.3 Expression of the Iterates when the Plans are Maps
In some cases, the plans introduced in Γ(µ) (Eq. (8)) are induced by maps, which is to say
that they are each supported on a set of the form (x, Tk(x)). This is the case in the specific
setting chosen by [6], which is to say that all measures are absolutely continuous on Rd and
the costs are all c(x, y) = ∥x − y∥2

2. By Brenier’s Theorem (as stated in [35], Theorem
1.22, for example), this implies that optimal transport couplings are supported on the graph
of a map. This property holds under the weaker condition that the costs verify the Twist
condition (see [37] Theorem 10.28 for example). In this case, each set optimal transport
plans Π∗

ck
(µ, νk) is composed of one element (I, Tk)#µ, and as a result, the expression of G(µ)

becomes substantially simpler, namely G(µ) = {B ◦ (T1, · · · , TK)#µ}. In the linearisation
interpretation (Fig. 1), this expression can be understood as taking the ground barycentre of
the maps Tk using the ground map B.

Drawing inspiration from this observation, we can define an alternative iteration consisting in
choosing a map Tk as the barycentric projection of the coupling γ0,k ∈ Π∗

ck
(µ, νk) for γ ∈ Γ(µ):

see Definition 3.11 and Fig. 4.

Definition 3.11. The barycentric projection of a coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν) for µ ∈ P(E) and
ν ∈ P(F ) is the map π : E −→ F , which is defined for µ-almost-every x ∈ E as:

π(x) =
ˆ

F

yπx(dy),

13
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where we wrote the disintegration π(dx, dy) = µ(dx)πx(dy). In terms of random variables,
one may write this expression as:

π(x) = E
(X,Y )∼π

[Y | X = x].

Figure 4: Illustration of a barycentric projection. The disintegration of the coupling π with
respect to its first marginal µ at x is the measure πx concentrated on the dotted line. The
barycentric projection of π evaluated at x is the mean of the measure πx.

Note that for this expression to be well-defined, the target space F must be a convex space, i.e.
a space where one may define convex combinations of points (or, more precisely, expectations
of probability measures). In the case X = Y1 = · · · = YK , a meaningful choice of convex
combination is the ground barycentre B. We can apply this barycentric projection idea to
define an alternate multi-mapping H : P(X ) ⇒ P(X ):

∀µ ∈ P(X ), H(µ) := {B ◦ (γ0,1, · · · , γ0,K)#µ, γ ∈ Γ(µ)} . (21)

In general, for π ∈ Π(µ, ν), π#µ ̸= ν, hence one does not necessarily have ∀µ̃ ∈ H(µ), V (µ̃) ≤
V (µ). However, if each Π∗

ck
(µ, νk) are composed of plans supported by maps, then H(µ) =

G(µ). In the case of discrete measures and for the squared Euclidean cost, the iterations of H
correspond to the approach proposed in [19], Algorithm 2.

3.4 Extension to the Entropic Case
In this section, we explain how our results from Section 3.2 extend to Entropic-Regularised
Optimal transport, wherein we introduce for a regularisation ε > 0:

Tc,ε(µ, ν) := min
π∈Π(µ,ν)

ˆ
E×F

cdπ + εKL(π|µ⊗ ν), Vε :=
K∑

k=1
Tck,ε(µ, νk). (22)

Strict convexity of the KL divergence yields existence and uniqueness of entropic optimal
transport plans (denoted Π∗

c,ε(µ, ν)), and by [23] Theorem 1.4, the (single-valued) map µ 7−→
Π∗

c,ε(µ, ν) is continuous for the weak convergence, provided that the cost c is continuous. Akin
to the OT case, we define the map Γε : P(X ) −→ P(Z) by:

Γε(µ) := µ(dx)πx
1,ε(dy1) · · · πx

K,ε(dyK), ∀k ∈ J1, KK, πk,ε := Π∗
ck,ε(µ, νk), (23)

14
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and the iteration functional Gε(µ) := B#Γε(µ). Using Lemma 3.8 and some technical manip-
ulations of the KL divergence, we adapt Proposition 3.9 to this entropic case.

Proposition 3.12. Let µ ∈ P(X ) and µ := Gε(µ). Then Vε(µ) ≥ Vε(µ) + Tδ(µ, µ). If µ∗ is a
barycentre, then Gε(µ∗) = µ∗.

Proof. We begin as in Proposition 3.9, with γ := Γε(µ):
K∑

k=1
Tck,ε(µ, νk) =

ˆ
X ×Y

C(x, Y )dγ(x, Y ) + ε
K∑

k=1
KL(γ0,k|µ⊗ νk) (24)

≥
ˆ

X ×Y
(C(B(Y ), Y ) + δ(x,B(Y )))dγ(x, Y ) + ε

K∑
k=1

KL(γ0,k|µ⊗ νk). (25)

For convenience, write γ⊗ := µ⊗ ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νK . Using the notation from Eq. (23), notice that
dγ
dγ⊗

= ∏K
k=1

dπk,ε

d(µ⊗ νk), which implies that ∑k KL(γ0,k|µ⊗ νk) = KL(γ|γ⊗). Putting this with

Eq. (25) yields

Vε(µ) ≥
K∑

k=1

ˆ
X ×Yk

ckd(B,Pk)#γ + εKL(γ|γ⊗) +
ˆ

X 2
δd(I, B)#γ. (26)

Now let f : X × Y1 × · · · × YK −→ X × Y1 × · · · × YK the continuous function defined by
f(x, y1, · · · , yK) := (B(y1, · · · , yK), y1, · · · , yK). We apply the data processing inequality (use
the Donsker-Varadhan identity [33] Theorem 3.5): KL(γ|γ⊗) ≥ KL(f#γ|f#γ⊗). Now we use
the disintegration formula and the change-of-reference formula for KL. Notice that the first
marginals of f#γ and f#γ⊗ are both equal to µ, and that (f#γ)1,··· ,K ∈ Π(ν1, · · · , νK) and
(f#γ⊗)1,··· ,K = ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νK .

KL(f#γ|f#γ⊗) = KL((f#γ)0|(f#γ⊗)0) +
ˆ

X
KL((f#γ)x|ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νK)dµ(x)

= 0 +
ˆ

X
KL((f#γ)x|(f#γ)x

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (f#γ)x
K)dµ(x)

+ KL((f#γ)x
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (f#γ)x

K |ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νK)dµ(x)

≥
K∑

k=1

ˆ
X

KL((f#γ)x
k|νk)dµ(x) =

K∑
k=1

KL((f#γ)0,k)|µ⊗ νk).

Now we notice that (f#γ)0,k = (B,Pk)#γ ∈ Π(µ, νk), which with Eq. (26) provides:

Vε(µ) ≥
K∑

k=1

(ˆ
X ×Yk

ckd(B,Pk)#γ + εKL((B,Pk)#γ|µ⊗ νk)
)

+
ˆ

X 2
δd(I, B)#γ

≥
K∑

k=1
Tc,ε(µ, νk) + Tδ(µ, µ) = Vε(µ) + Tδ(µ, µ).

The rest of the proof follows as in Proposition 3.9.

From Proposition 3.12, we deduce an adaptation of Theorem 3.10 to the entropic case.

Theorem 3.13. For any µ0 ∈ P(X ), let (µt) verifying µt+1 = Gε(µt). Then (µt) has con-
verging subsequences, and any weakly converging subsequence necessarily converges towards a
µ ∈ P(X ) such that µ = Gε(µ).

Proof. The proof can be adapted from Theorem 3.10 without difficulty, in particular given
the fact that each µ 7−→ Π∗

ck,ε(µ, νk) is continuous with respect to the weak convergence of
measures, which ensures that Γε is also continuous.

15



Barycentres for Generic Transport Costs Eloi Tanguy, Julie Delon and Nathaël Gozlan

4 Focus on the Discrete Case
In this section, we will formulate the fixed-point algorithm in the discrete case, and discuss
some algorithmic aspects.

4.1 Discrete Expression and Algorithms
Consider discrete measures νk := ∑nk

i=1 bk,iδyk,i
∈ P(Rdk) where ∀k ∈ J1, KK, ∀i ∈ J1, nkK, yk,i ∈

Rdk . We stack the support of νk into Yk ∈ Rnk×dk such that [Yk]i,· = yk,i, and similarly intro-
duce bk := (bk,i)nk

i=1 ∈ ∆nk
.

First, our objective is to re-write the iteration Eq. (10) in this discrete setting, with an initial
measure µ = ∑n

i=1 aiδxi
∈ P(Rd). For each k, we choose πk ∈ Rn×nk

+ an optimal transport
plan, which is to say a solution of the Kantorovich linear program:

argmin
Π(a,bk)

n∑
i=1

nk∑
j=1

ck(xi, yk,j)πi,j,

where Π(a, bk) :=
{
π ∈ Rn×nk

+ : π1 = a, πT 1 = bk

}
. A discrete version of Eq. (10) using the

multi-coupling from Eq. (9) reads:

G(µ) =

 ∑
j1,··· ,jK

(
n∑

i=1

1
aK−1

i

π
(1)
i,j1 × · · · × π

(K)
i,jK

)
δ (B(y1,j1 , · · · , yK,jK

)) , π(k) ∈ Π∗
ck

(µ, νk)

 .
(27)

Indeed, in this discrete case, the disintegration of the coupling πk = ∑nk
i,j π

(k)
i,j δ(xi,yk,j) with

respect to µ at xi is πxi
k = 1

ai

∑nk
j=1 π

(k)
i,j δyk,j

. Thanks to Eq. (27) we formalise the fixed-point
iterations in the discrete case in Algorithm 1:

An important computational remark is that Optimal Transport plans are sparse: at line 4
of the algorithm, any discrete OT plan between a(t) ∈ ∆n(t) and bk ∈ ∆nk

will have at most
n(t) +nk − 1 non-zero entries (by [32] Proposition 3.4). As a result, the updated weights a(t+1)

will be a very sparse vector of ∆n1×···×nK
. This is crucial since at Line 8, it suffices to compute

B(y1,j1 , · · · , yK,jK
) in the support of a(t+1). We deduce from this observation that the support

of the barycentre iterations µ(t) varies and is non-decreasing.

In some specific cases, the expression in Eq. (27) becomes simpler. If the weights a and bk

are all uniform and n = n1 = · · · = nK , then the Birkhoff-von-Neumann Theorem allows the
choice of each transport plan πk as permutation assignments [πk]i,j = 1

n
1(σk(i) = j). In this

case, the expression of G(µ) becomes:

G(µ) = 1
n

n∑
i=1

δ
(
B(y1,σ1(i), · · · , yK,σK(i))

)
. (28)

If one takes the barycentric projections of the OT plans π(k) in Eq. (27), one obtains a discrete
expression of H (from Eq. (21)):

H(µ) =


n∑

i=1
aiδ

B
(1/ai)

n1∑
j=1

π
(1)
i,j y1,j, · · · , (1/ai)

nK∑
j=1

π
(K)
i,j yK,j

 , π(k) ∈ Π∗
ck

(µ, νk)

 . (29)

Contrary to G, for H the number of points in the support of µt remains the same, and the
weights a remain fixed. In this setting, the optimisation is done solely on the positions, which
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Algorithm 1: Discrete iteration of G.
Data: barycentre coefficients (λk) ∈ ∆K , for k ∈ J1, KK, support of νk: Yk ∈ Rnk×dk ,

weights of νk: bk ∈ ∆nk
and cost function ck : Rd × Rdk −→ R+. Number of

iterations T , initial size n ≥ 1 and stopping criterion α ≥ 0.
Result: Barycentre µT = ∑

j1,··· ,jK
a

(T )
j1,··· ,jK

δB(y1,j1 ,··· ,yK,jK
).

1 Initialisation: Choose µ0 = ∑n
i=1 a

(0)
i δ

x
(0)
i

with a(0) ∈ ∆n and X(0) ∈ Rn×d.
2 for t ∈ J0, T − 1K do
3 for k ∈ J1, KK do
4 Solve the OT problem: π(k) ∈ argmin

π∈Π(a(t),bk)

∑
i,j πi,jck(x(t)

i , yk,j);

5 end
6 for (j1, · · · , jK) ∈ J1, n1K × · · · × J1, nKK do
7 Compute a(t+1)

j1,··· ,jK
= ∑

i
1

(a(t)
i )K−1π

(1)
i,j1 · · · π(K)

i,jK
;

8 Compute x(t+1)
j1,··· ,jK

= B(y1,j1 , · · · , yK,jK
) = argmin

x∈Rd

∑K
k=1 λkck(x, yk,jk

);

9 end
10 if W2

2(µt+1, µt) < α∥X(t)∥2
2 then

11 Declare convergence and terminate.
12 end
13 end
14 return a(T ), X(T )

can be seen as a Lagrangian formulation. Note that in the squared-Euclidean case, Eq. (29) is
the formula proposed in [19] (Equation 8) and currently implemented in the Python OT library
[22]. A technical difference is that [19] also proposes an optimisation over the barycentre
weights (by sub-gradient descent), while the fixed-point approach by [6] and ours do not.
Furthermore, [19] suggests a computational simplification by using barycentric projections of
entropic plans (as in Section 3.4), for which, as for H, there are no theoretical guarantees (to
our knowledge).

The practical advantage of the map-supported expressions in Eqs. (28) and (29) over Eq. (27)
is that they do not require a joint summation over (j1, · · · , jK) ∈ J1, n1K × · · · × J1, nKK,
which is prohibitively expensive computationally, nor a search for the support of the next
iteration. We shall see in Section 4.3 that in some cases, Kantorovich solutions are almost-
surely permutations for random supports. While convenient, this expression only holds when
all the measures have the same amount of points, in contrast to the barycentric expression
Eq. (29).

4.2 Correspondence of Gradient Descent with Fixed-Point Itera-
tions

The fixed-point method of [6] applied to Bures-Wasserstein barycentres also corresponds to
a gradient descent algorithm with a specific step size, as remarked by [4]. This also holds
for discrete measures. Indeed, writing X = {x1, · · · , xn} and assuming µX = 1

n

∑n
i=1 δxi

, an
alternative to fixed-point iterations would be to apply a gradient descent directly on the non
convex functional F : X 7−→ ∑K

k=1 λkTck
(µX , νk). For differentiable costs ck, assuming that
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Algorithm 2: Discrete iteration of H.
Data: barycentre coefficients (λk) ∈ ∆K , for k ∈ J1, KK, support of νk: Yk ∈ Rnk×dk ,

weights of νk: bk ∈ ∆nk
and cost function ck : Rd × Rdk −→ R+. Number of

iterations T , barycentre size n ≥ 1, weights a ∈ ∆n and stopping criterion
α ≥ 0.

Result: Barycentre µT = ∑n
i=1 aiδx

(T )
i

.
1 Initialisation: Choose µ0 = ∑n

i=1 aiδx
(0)
i

with X(0) ∈ Rn×d.
2 for t ∈ J0, T − 1K do
3 for k ∈ J1, KK do
4 Solve the OT problem: π(k) ∈ argmin

π∈Π(a,bk)

∑
i,j πi,jck(x(t)

i , yk,j);

5 end
6 for i ∈ J1, nK do
7 Compute x(t+1)

i = B
(
(1/ai)

∑n1
j=1 π

(1)
i,j y1,j, · · · , (1/ai)

∑nK
j=1 π

(K)
i,j yK,j

)
;

8 end
9 if W2

2(µt+1, µt) < α∥X(t)∥2
2 then

10 Declare convergence and terminate.
11 end
12 end
13 return X(T )

νk = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δyk,i

, one step of such a gradient descent writes

∀i ∈ J1, nK, x(t+1)
i = x

(t)
i − α

K∑
k=1

λk∇xck(x(t)
i , y

k,σ
(t)
k

(i)), (30)

where we choose an element of Π∗
ck

(µX(t) , νk) induced by a permutation σ(t)
k between {x(t)

1 , · · · , x(t)
n }

and {yk,1, · · · , yk,n}. The whole optimisation algorithm consists in alternating such gradient
steps on X with updates of the optimal assignments {σ(t)

k }, depending on the new point
positions. In the fixed-point approach, this gradient step on each x

(t)
i is replaced by the com-

putation of B(y1,σ
(t)
1 (i), · · · , y

K,σ
(t)
K (i)), which corresponds to a full descent on X for a given

configuration of assignments before updating the said assignments (in other words, alter-
nate minimisation). For generic costs ck, one may also use a gradient descent strategy to
compute barycentres B(y1,σ

(t)
1 (i), · · · , y

K,σ
(t)
K (i)), that is gradient descents on the K functionals

x 7−→ ∑K
k=1 ck(x, y

k,σ
(t)
k

(i)), and such descents write exactly as Eq. (30). In this case, the only
difference between both approaches is that the fixed point algorithm applies the whole descent
on X before updating assignments, while gradient descent on F alternates steps of gradient
descent on X with updates of the assignments.

When ck = ∥ · − · ∥2
2, both approaches are equivalent if the gradient step is chosen as α = 1

2 .
Indeed, a gradient iteration on F writes

∀i ∈ J1, nK, x(t+1)
i = (1 − 2α)x(t)

i + 2α
K∑

k=1
λkyk,σ

(t)
k

(i) =
K∑

k=1
λkyk,σ

(t)
k

(i).

It follows that for α = 1
2 , one step of gradient descent computes directly the barycentre for the

current configuration of assignments {σ(t)
k }, which is precisely one iteration of the fixed-point

algorithm. For different cost functions, similar optimal steps may be formulated, but the step
may depend on i and x

(t)
i .
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Choosing the best strategy between the fixed point approach and the gradient descent surely
depends on the set of costs. When B is easily computable (more efficiently than by gradient
descent), the fixed point algorithm moves the points faster than gradient descent. However,
it is not obvious what should be the better option for complex costs ck in practice. More
generally, one could wonder if updating assignments more often (which is the case for the
gradient descent on F ) might not help avoiding local minima of the whole functional which
is non convex in X. We did not observe this behaviour in practice in our experiments and
therefore recommand the fixed point approach as the default choice.

4.3 Discrete Uniqueness Discussion
In this section, we investigate conditions to have uniqueness in the discrete Kantorovich prob-
lem between measures µ = ∑nx

i=1 aiδxi
∈ P(Rdx) and ν = ∑ny

j=1 bjδyj
∈ P(Rdy):

min
π∈Π(a,b)

nx∑
i=1

ny∑
j=1

πi,jc(xi, yj). (31)

For convenience, we introduce X := (x1, · · · , xnx) ∈ Rnx×dx and Y := (y1, · · · , yny) ∈ Rny×dy .
The following result shows that if the cost matrix M := (X, Y ) 7−→ (c(xi, yj))i,j ∈ Rnx×ny is
not orthogonal to a face of the transportation polytope, then the discrete Kantorovich problem
has a unique solution. For convenience, we write π ·M := ∑

i,j πi,jMi,j.

Proposition 4.1. Let a ∈ ∆nx and b ∈ ∆ny be fixed weights and c : Rdx × Rdy −→ R+ a cost
function. Consider the cost matrix function

M :=
{

Rnx×dx × Rny×dy −→ Rnx×ny

(X, Y ) 7−→ (c(xi, yj))i,j
,

and let (X, Y ) ∈ Rnx×dx ×Rny×dy . Denote by Extr Π(a, b) the (finite) set of extremal points of
the transportation polytope Π(a, b).

min
π∈Π(a,b)

π ·M(X, Y ) has a unique solution ⇐⇒ M(X, Y ) ̸∈
⋃

π1 ̸=π2∈Extr Π(a,b)
(π1 − π2)⊥. (32)

Proof. Since Π(a, b) is convex and compact in Rnx×ny , by the Krein-Milman theorem, it is the
convex hull of the set of its extreme points, denoted Extr Π(a, b). With the definition

Π(a, b) =
{
π ∈ Rnx×ny : π ≥ 0, π1 = a, πT 1 = b

}
,

we see that Π(a, b) is a polytope, and thus Extr Π(a, b) is finite. Since the Kantorovich problem
is a linear problem, the set of optimal solutions is exactly the set of convex combinations of
optimal extremal points. As a result, we have non-uniqueness in Eq. (31) if and only if there
exists π1 ̸= π2 ∈ Extr Π(a, b) : π1 · M(X, Y ) = π2 · M(X, Y ). We conclude that uniqueness
holds if and only if ∀π1 ̸= π2 ∈ Extr Π(a, b) : M(X, Y ) ̸∈ (π1 − π2)⊥.

A consequence of Proposition 4.1 is that ifM#L nx×dx+ny×dy does not give mass to hyperplanes
of Rnx×ny , then the Kantorovich problem has a unique solution for L nx×dx+ny×dy -almost-every
(X, Y ). Furthermore, if the measures have the same amount of points (nx = ny) and the
weights are uniform, then the extreme points of Π(a, b) are permutations, which provides a
theoretical justification for the convenient expression in Eq. (28).
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4.4 Application to Gaussian Mixture Model Barycentres
In this section, we explain how our fixed-point algorithm can be applied to compute barycentres
between Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs), providing a new numerical method for the GMM
barycentre notion introduced in [20] (Section 5). The notation S++

d (R) will refer to the cone
of positive definite symmetric d× d matrices.

We consider the case where the measures are Gaussian Mixture Models, seen as discrete mea-
sures over the space of Gaussian measures on Rd: X := N :=

{
N (m,S) : m ∈ Rd, S ∈ S++

d (R)
}
,

equipped with the 2-Wasserstein distance, which has a specific expression called the Bures-
Wasserstein distance:

W2
2(N (m1, S1),N (m2, S2)) = ∥m1 −m2∥2

2 + Tr
(
S1 + S2 − 2(S1/2

1 S2S
1/2
1 )1/2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

d2
BW(S1,S2):=

. (33)

Alternatively, one could see the same problem differently, setting X := Rd ×S++
d (R) equipped

with the distance defined in Eq. (33). To remind the definition of barycentres between Gaussian
mixture models from [20], we will consider measures that lie on the same space of Gaussian
measures: X = Y1 = · · · = YK = N . Next, we choose cost functions ck on N as the squared
Bures-Wasserstein distance W2

2 scaled by λk. Given mixture models µ, ν ∈ P(N ) of the form

µ =
n∑

i=1
aiδN (mi,Si), ν =

m∑
j=1

bjδN (m′
j ,S′

j),

the Optimal Transport cost TW2
2
(µ, ν) is the value of a discrete problem, which is precisely the

Mixed Wasserstein Distance introduced in [20] (as per their Proposition 4):

TW2
2
(µ, ν) = min

π∈Π(a,b)

∑
i,j

πi,jW2
2(N (mi, Si),N (m′

j, S
′
j)). (34)

Consider K GMM measures νk written as:

νk =
nk∑

j=1
bk,jδN (mk,j ,Sk,j) ∈ P(N ),

their GMM barycentre cost with weights (λk) for µ = ∑n
i=1 aiδN (mi,Si) ∈ P(N ) reads:

V (µ) =
K∑

k=1
λk min

πk∈Π(a,bk)

∑
i,j

πi,j

(
∥mi −mk,j∥2

2 + d2
BW(Si, Sk,j)

)
. (35)

We now turn to the expression of the ground barycentre function B : N K −→ N . This
corresponds to a 2-Wasserstein barycentre problem in the Gaussian case, which was first
studied by [1] (showing existence and uniqueness in Theorem 6.1):

B(N (m1, S1), · · · ,N (mK , SK)) = N (m,S), m :=
K∑

k=1
λkmk, S := argmin

S∈S++
d

(R)

K∑
k=1

λkd
2
BW(S, Sk).

A fixed-point formulation of this problem is presented in [6] as a particular case of their
study of the fixed-point algorithm for the ground cost ∥ · − · ∥2

2 and absolutely continuous
measures. This problem is presented again in [12], were they prove additional convergence
guarantees. We recall from [6, 12] the fixed-point algorithm to compute the barycentre of
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K Gaussians (N (mk, Sk)) and weights (λ1, · · · , λK), which consists in iterating the function
GN : S++

d (R) −→ S++
d (R):

GN (S) = S−1/2
(

K∑
k=1

λk(S1/2SkS
1/2)1/2

)2

S−1/2. (36)

Now that we have defined the ground barycentre map B, we can apply our fixed-point algo-
rithm to compute a barycentre. Given a reference GMM with n components µ = ∑n

i=1 aiδN (mi,Si),
for k ∈ J1, KK, solve the discrete Kantorovich problem between µ and νk (Eq. (34)) and choose
πk ∈ Π∗

W2
2
(µ, νk). The GMM of G(µ) associated to the choice of plans πk ∈ Π(a, bk) in the

iteration scheme is the GMM µ defined by:

µ =
∑

j1,··· ,jK

n∑
i=1

1
aK−1

i

π
(1)
i,j1 × · · · × π

(K)
i,jK

δ[B(N (m1,j1 , S1,j1), · · · ,N (mK,jK
, SK,jK

))].

As we argued in Section 4.1, it is computationally wise to consider a variant of the fixed-point
iterations which use the barycentric projections of the couplings πk (see Eq. (21)). To use this
in the case of the space N , we need to choose a notion of convex combination in N to be
able to compute the images of the barycentric projections. The most meaningful choice is a
Wasserstein Gaussian barycentre, which corresponds to using the ground barycentre map B
(this time with weights given by the disintegration of the coupling in question).

Remark 4.2. The metric space (N ,W2) is not compact, however we consider discrete mea-
sures (GMMs). We will show how one can restrict N to a compact subset containing all
barycentres. Combining [20] Corollary 3 and [6] Theorem 4.2 (Equations 20 and 21), shows
that the barycentre is within a certain compact subset of P(N ) of measures supported on Gaus-
sians with covariances whose eigenvalues are in a segment [r, R], where 0 < r < R are explicit
constants depending on the covariances of the components of ν1, · · · , νK. As for the means,
they can be constrained to the convex hull of the means of the components of the mixtures νk.

5 Numerical Illustrations
In this section, we provide numerical experiments to illustrate the fixed-point method (specif-
ically its barycentric variant presented in Algorithm 2) on various toy datasets. All code from
this section is available in our companion Python toolkit. A numerical implementation of
Algorithm 1, which allows flexible support sizes, is also possible, but computationally much
less appealing than Algorithm 2.

5.1 Illustration with Norm Powers
We begin with discrete measures in R2 for costs ck(x, y) = ∥x− y∥q

p, as illustrated in Fig. 5.
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Barycentre for the cost |x y|3/2
3/2

Figure 5: Barycentre with support size n = 400 for (p, q) = (3
2 ,

3
2) of three measures with sizes

561, 382, 629.

In Fig. 6, we observe that for (p, q) = (3
2 ,

3
2), the algorithm converges numerically in one

iteration. In Fig. 7, we present barycentres for various pairs (p, q).

Iteration 0 Iteration 1 Iteration 2

(a) Fixed-point iterations for (p, q) = (3
2 , 3

2).

0 1 2
Iteration

300

400

500

600

700

V

V evolution by iteration

(b) Barycentre energy V of the
iterations.

Figure 6: Convergence of the fixed-point algorithm.
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p=1.5, q=1.5 p=1.5, q=2 p=1.5, q=3

p=2, q=1.5 p=2, q=2 p=2, q=3

p=3, q=1.5 p=3, q=2 p=3, q=3

Figure 7: Barycentres for the cost ∥x− y∥q
p for different values of (p, q).

5.2 Comparison with the Multi-Marginal Formulation
Following Eq. (7), the discrete OT barycentre problem has a multi-marginal formulation,
which can be written as follows, given measures νk = ∑mk

j=1 bk,jδyk,j
:

argmin
π∈Π(b1,··· ,bK)

∑
j1,··· ,jK

πj1,··· ,jK

K∑
k=1

ck(B(y1,j1 , · · · , yK,jK
), yk,jk

). (37)

Numerical solvers for Eq. (37), while slow, allow the computation of the exact solution of the
barycentre problem. Comparing this solution to the output of our algorithm is technical, since
the barycentric version of our algorithm imposes the size of the support of the barycentre in
addition to imposing the weights, which introduces bias. We aim to illustrate that the speed
of the barycentric algorithm, with a quantitative study of the error with respect to the multi-
marginal "ground truth". Note that even in this square-euclidean experiment, there is no
widespread multi-marginal solver, which is why we also contribute an implementation.

The experimental setup is the following: the K measures νk are all uniform measures with
n points in Rd drawn independently from N (0, 1). For the fixed-point algorithm, the initial
measure is also taken as a uniform measure over n points with N (0, 1) samples. We compare
different numbers of iterations of the fixed-point algorithm and different choices of n, d,K.
The plots show the ratios of the energy V and computation times for our algorithm divided
by a Linear Programming multi-marginal solver, plotting 30% and 70% quantiles across 10
samples for each configuration.
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1.35

V / V MM

2 3 4 5 6
K

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

V / V MM
FP 1 its
FP 5 its
FP 10 its

20 40 60 80 100
n

10 4

10 3

10 2

Time / Time MM

20 40 60 80 100
d

2 × 10 3

3 × 10 3
Time / Time MM

2 3 4 5 6
K

10 4

10 3

10 2

Time / Time MM

Ratios of energy and time between FP and MM, varying n, d, K

Figure 8: Comparing the fixed-point solver with a linear programming multi-marginal solver.
From left to right columns: varying n with d = 10 and K = 3; varying d with n = 30 and
K = 3; varying K with n = 10 and d = 10. The comparison is made by dividing the energy
value V (resp. computation time) of the fixed-point solution by the multi-marginal solution.
The different curves correspond to T = 1, 5, 10 iterations (legend in the top-right).

From the results presented in Fig. 8, it appears that the fixed-point algorithm converges in
very few iterations, has an energy at most 50% worse than the exact multi-marginal solution,
and is orders of magnitude faster, especially for larger measure sizes n and for greater numbers
of marginals K. Note that for n ≥ 10 and K ≥ 10 for example, the multi-marginal problem
is computationally intractable.

To compare with similar barycentre support sizes, in Fig. 9 we experiment with fixed-point
barycentres with NFP = (n− 1)K + 1 points. The rationale behind this choice stems from the
fact that discrete measures with n1, · · · , nK points have a barycentre with at most∑k nk−K+1
points ([7] Theorem 23.).

3whose techniques are in fact not specific to the cost ∥ · − · ∥2
2

24



Barycentres for Generic Transport Costs Eloi Tanguy, Julie Delon and Nathaël Gozlan
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n
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V / V MM
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n
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Time / Time MM
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d
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Time / Time MM

2 3 4 5 6
K

10 4
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10 2

10 1

Time / Time MM

Ratios of energy and time between FP and MM, varying n, d, K for NFP = (n 1)K + 1

Figure 9: Comparing the fixed-point solver for NFP = (n− 1)K + 1 and the same setup as in
Fig. 8.

Comparing Figs. 8 and 9 suggests that the fixed-point method is useful as a fast approximate
solver for the barycentre problem, and that settings with larger barycentre supports may re-
quire more iterations to converge. The main takeaway is that our method remains competitive
for large supports (comparable to the multi-marginal solution), yet its convergence speed and
overall advantages are more pronounced for smaller supports (comparable to the supports of
the marginals).

5.3 Generalised Wasserstein Barycentre Computation
In Fig. 10a, we illustrate the case where ck(x, y) = ∥Pkx − y∥2, where Pk : R3 −→ R2 is
an orthogonal projection. The problem finds a 3D measure whose projections attempt to
match the reference 2D measures, which we compare in Fig. 10b. This is a modification of
the exponent 2 from Generalised Wasserstein Barycentres [21].
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(a) Barycentre in R3 with immersed
measures νk ∈ P(R2).

Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3

Projected Barycentre Projected Barycentre Projected Barycentre

(b) Projections of the barycentre into R2.

Figure 10: Barycenter with costs ck(x, y) = ∥Pkx − y∥2, where Pk are orthogonal projections
from R3 to the three axes-aligned planes of the orthonormal basis. We provide an animation
in the companion code.

5.4 Non-linear Generalised Wasserstein Barycentre Computation
In this illustration, we look for a barycentre in R2 whose projections onto different circles
match measures on these circles. We choose the costs ck(x, y) = ∥Pk(x) − y∥2

2, where Pk is the
projection onto the circle k. Since Pk is not linear, this is a direct generalisation of [21].

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

First 5 Steps Fixed-point GWB solver

Figure 11: First 5 iterations of the fixed-point algorithm for costs ck(x, y) = ∥Pk(x) − y∥2
2,

where Pk are projections onto four different circles on which the νk are supported (plotted in
colour).

In this instance, convergence happens quickly, but a stationary point is only reached after
about 5 iterations, as observed on the steps in Fig. 11 and on the energy curve in Fig. 12.
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0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Iteration

10 3

V

V evolution by iteration

Figure 12: Barycentre energy V of the fixed-point algorithm across iterations.

5.5 Gaussian Mixture Model Barycentres
We illustrate numerical solutions of the GMM Barycentre method introduced in Section 4.4.
In Fig. 13, we compare the multi-marginal solution with the output of our algorithm.

Multi-Marginal Barycenter, time: 0.257s Fixed Point Barycenter, time: 0.018s

Figure 13: Left: multi-marginal solution for the GMM barycentre problem. Right: fixed-point
solution for n = 6 components.

Finally, in Fig. 15 we illustrate barycentres between 4 GMMs shown in Fig. 14 with different
weights.

Figure 14: Four GMMs of which we will compute barycentres in Fig. 15.
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Figure 15: GMM barycentres between the four corner GMMs computed with the fixed-point
solver with n = 15 components. The GMMs are represented by the contours of their densities
on R2.

Future Directions
There are numerous directions for future research. To begin with, in Theorems 3.10 and 3.13,
we show subsequential convergence to fixed-points of G (resp. Gε), which may not be barycen-
tres. In cases where barycentres and fixed points may not be unique such as the discrete setting,
it remains unclear if there exists fixed points that are not barycentres.

The barycentric fixed-point algorithm (iterating Eq. (21)) has no theoretical guarantees of
convergence. Given its computational advantages and its current use in practice for the squared
Euclidean cost ([19], [22]), this is a timely question.

In Section 3.3, we required a notion of barycentric projection for couplings π ∈ Π∗
ck

(µ, νk).
In Rd, the underlying convex combinations are performed using the usual linear structure,
however this does not generalise to arbitrary metric spaces. To consider these object more
formally on generic (compact) metric spaces, it would be necessary to discuss in more detail
the meaning of expectation in a space without a linear structure.

Throughout this work, we relied heavily on Assumption 2, but in practice this can be difficult to
verify for costs ck: beyond the case ck = h(x−y) with h strictly convex, it is difficult to provide
large classes of costs that yield this property onB (other examples include ck(x, y) = ∥Pkx−y∥2

2
as in [21] or W2

2 for absolutely continuous measures). One could alternatively investigate a
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theoretical framework where B is a multi-function.

In the absolutely continuous case, the Twist condition can ensure uniqueness of the barycentre,
as explained in Remark 2.1. A natural question concerns almost-sure uniqueness in the discrete
case, as was partially explored in Section 4.3.

From a numerical standpoint, it has been observed that the fixed-point algorithm converges
in very few iterations. A theoretical work extending the discrete Wasserstein case from [28]
would bridge a significant gap between theory and practical observation.
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