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WEAK MONOTONE REARRANGEMENT ON THE LINE

J. BACKHOFF-VERAGUAS, M. BEIGLBOCK, AND G. PAMMER

AsTrRACT. Weak optimal transport has been recently introduced by Gozlan et al. The
original motivation stems from the theory of geometric inequalities; further applications
concern numerics of martingale optimal transport and stability in mathematical finance.

In this note we provide a complete geometric characterization of the weak version of
the classical monotone rearrangement between measures on the real line, complementing
earlier results of Alfonsi, Corbetta, and Jourdain.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recently, there has been a growing interest in weak transport problems as introduced
by Gozlan et al [15]. While the original motivation mainly stems from applications to
geometric inequalities (cf. the works of Marton [17, [16] and Talagrand [21} 22]), weak
transport problems appear also in a number of further topics, including martingale optimal
transport [2} 4} [10L 6], the causal transport problem [7,1]], and stability in math. finance [5].

1.1. Framework and main results. Write I1(u, v) for the set of couplings between u, v €
P(RY). Starting with the seminal article of Gangbo-McCann [12] problems of the form

Wo(u, v) := infreri,) LMR O(x — y)n(dx, dy), (L.1)

where 6: RY — R denotes a convex function have received particular attention in optimal
transport. The pendant in weak optimal transport consists in

Vol v) = infec, Wol, ). (12)

Here <. denotes the convex order, i.e. u <. viff f wdu < f @dv for all convex ¢ : R — R.

The problem (T.2), and in particular its one dimensional version, is investigated in [2}
150 14} (190 18}, 204 [111 13} 8, 15]. The main purpose of this note is to give a complete
geometric characterization of the optimizer x* in one dimension.

Definition 1.1. Fix u,v € P1(R). We call a function S : R — R admissible if it satisfies
(i) S is increasing,
(ii) S is I-Lipschitz,
(iii) S(u) <. v.

Theorem 1.2. Let u,v € P1(R). There exists an admissible T (u-a.s. unique) which is
maximal in the sense that S (1) <. T (u) for every other admissible S .

If6: R — R is convex then u* := T(u) is an optimizer of (I.2). If : R — R is strictly
convex and Vy(u, v) is finite, T(u) is the unique optimizer of (1.2).

We call the (u-a.s. unique) map 7 in Theorem[I.2]the weak monotone rearrangement.

A particular consequence of Theorem [I.2]is that the optimizer of (T.2)) does not depend
on the choice of the convex function 6. We find this fact non-trivial as well as remarkable
and highlight that it is not new: different independent proofs were given by Gozlan et al
[15], Alfonsi, Corbetta, Jourdain [2] and Shu [20]. Alfonsi, Corbetta and Jourdain [3}
Example 2.4] notice that this does not pertain in higher dimensions.

The map T can be explicitly characterized in geometric terms using the notion of irre-
ducibility introduced in [9]: Measures 1, v € P;(R) are in convex order iff

uy() = [, 1x = yln(dx) < [ |x = yv(dx) =: u,(y), (1.3)

and, by continuity, the set U where this inequality is strict is open. Hence U = |, I,,
where (1, is an at most countable family of disjoint open intervals; these intervals I, are
called irreducible with respect to (17, v).



2 J. BACKHOFF-VERAGUAS, M. BEIGLBOCK, AND G. PAMMER

Theorem 1.3. The weak monotone rearrangement T of u,v € P1(R) is the unique admis-
sible map which has slope 1 on each interval T~'(I), where I is irreducible wrt (T (1), v).

Theorem [I.3] represents a necessary and sufficient condition for the optimality of the
measure T(¢*) in (I.2). We note that the ‘necessary’ part was first obtained (using some-
what different phrasing) by Alfonsi, Corbetta, and Jourdain [2| Proposition 3.12]. We also
refer the reader to the semi-explicit representation of 7 and T'(¢*) given in [2]].
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Figure 1. The solutions to (T.2)/(T-4) and (I.7)), respectively. Blue lines
depict contractive parts of the map, purple lines depict areas with (non
trivial) martingale transport.

1.2. Connection with martingale transport plans. Intuitively, the irreducible intervals
of (n,v) are the components where we need to ‘expand’ 7 in order to transform it into v.
In this sense Theorem [T.3] asserts that the mass of u can either concentrate between u and
T (1), or it can expanded between T'(u) and v (see Figure|T).

To make this precise, we recall from [15] that (T.2)) can be reformulated as

Vo, v) = infreniguy [ 00— [ yme(dy) udx), (1.4)

where (r,),cre denotes a regular disintegration of the coupling & wrt its first marginal p.
The set of optimizers of (T.4) is also straightforward to express in terms of 7: Write
IIy,(n, v) for the set of martingale couplings (or martingale transport plans), i.e. 7w € I1(z, v)
which satisfy barycenter(r,) = x, n-a.s. By Strassen’s theorem I1,,(7, v) is nonempty iff
n <. v. Using this notation, 7 € Il(y, v) is optimal iff there exists a martingale coupling
aM e T (T (), v) such that 7 is the concatenation of the transports described by 7 and 7™

(A X B) = [, u(dxry, (B (1.5)
Any m € T1(n7, v) can be decomposed based on the family of irreducible intervals (I,,),.:
denoting F := (U,I,)° by [9, Appendix A] we have

=3 ﬂllzxf,, + (d, Id)(u;p). (1.6)

Plainly, (T.6) asserts that any martingale transport plan can move mass only within the
individual irreducible intervals, whereas particles x € F have to stay put.

1.3. A reverse problem. Alfonsi, Corbetta, and Jourdain [2] proved that the same value
is obtained when reversing the order of transport and convex order relaxation in (I.2), i.e.

Vo(u, v) = inf < Wo(v*, v); 1.7)

moreover they find ([2, Proposition 3.12]) a monotone mapping which is optimal between
the optimizer of (I.7) and v as well as between y and the optimizer of (T.2).

As a counterpart to Theorems [I.2] and [T.3| we establish the following result, strengthen-
ing the connection between (I-2) and (I.7).

Theorem 1.4. Let y,v € P1(R). Then there exists a unique <.-smallest measure v*, y <,
v*, which can be pushed onto v by an increasing 1-Lipschitz mapping. Moreover we have
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(1) If 8: R — R is convex then v* is an optimizer of (I.7). If 6: R — R is strictly
convex and Vy(u, v) is finite, v* is the unique optimizer of (1.7).

(2) There exists a (v*-unique) increasing 1-Lipschitz mapping T which pushes v* onto
v; T has slope 1 on each interval I, where I is irreducible wrt (u, v*).

(3) T is the weak monotone rearrangement between y and v.

As in the previous section, (I.7) could be interpreted as a concatenation of a martingale
transport with the weak monotone rearrangement.

1.4. An auxiliary result. We close this introductory section which an auxiliary result that
will be important in the proofs of our results. Since it might be of independent interest we
provide the d-dimensional version. We denote the topology induced by the p-Wasserstein
distance on the space of probability measures on R? by ‘W,

Theorem 1.5 (Stability). Let 1 < p < oo, (e € PoRDY, Fhar € PIRHY and
0: RY — R convex and such that for some constant ¢ > 0 it holds

0(x) < c(1 +|xf°) VYxeR4 (1.8)
If i — pin W, and vk — vin W, then limy Vy(uk, V) = Vy(u, v). If additionally @ is
strictly convex, we have that
(1) argmin, Wg(/.lk, ) - arg min, <, Wo(u,v) in Wi,
(2) the sequence of maps T*, where T*(u) <. v and Vo(u,v*) = Wy(u, T*(w)), con-
verges in p-probability to T, where T (u) <. v and Vy(u,v) = Wy(u, v).

2. C-MONOTONICITY IMPLIES GEOMETRIC CHARACTERIZATION

In this part we prove the following

Theorem 2.1. Let yu,v € P1(R) and 0: R — R strictly convex. If Vy(u,v) yields a finite
value, for any optimizer m € W(u,v) of (L.4), the map

T(x) = [, yru(dy),
is u-almost surely uniquely defined and is independent of the specific coupling n, it is

admissible in the sense of Definition and it has slope 1 on T~Y(I) if I is an irreducible
interval for (T (u), v).

To prove Theorem 2.1} we need some further properties connected to irreducibility:
Lemma 2.2. Suppose {u,, < u,} =: (a,b). Then for any n € Iy (u,v), any regular disin-
tegration (my)xer Wrt p and any c € (a, b) such that u((a,c)) > 0, u((c,b)) > 0, there are
x € (a,cl, y € [c,b), x # y, such that the supports of n and nt, overlap, i.e.

int(co(supp(rry))) N co(supp(rm,)) U int(co(supp(ry))) N co(supp(r,)) # 0. 2.1

Proof. To show this assertion, we assume the opposite. So there exist ¢ € {u, < u,},
m € Iy (u, v) with fixed disintegration () er Wrt u and

u(a,¢)) >0, p((c,b) >0,
so that for all x,y witha < x < ¢ <y < b, x #y, we have
int(co(supp(nrx))) N co(supp(my)) U int(co(supp(ry))) N co(supp(ny)) = 0. 2.2)
Since r is a martingale coupling, and by (2.2), there exists d € (a, b) with
supp(rmy) € (—oo,d] forpu-ae. x <c,
supp(my) C [d,00) for p-a.e. y > c. 2:3)

Write d, for the largest and d_ for the smallest d such that (2.3) holds. Note then that
d_,d, € (a,b). We have either supp(n,) C [d-, d.] or u({c}) = 0, which in any case implies
u(fe Ad-,c Vv di]\ {c}) = 0. Thus, we infer
1= 7{((—00, C) X (—oo,d_) U {C} X [d—’d+] U (C’ OO) X (d-H OO))
= ”((_Oovd—) X (_Oo’d—] U {C} X [d—’d+] U (d+’ OO) X [d+’ OO)),
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and we conclude by contradicting u,(d_) < u,(d-) since
Jolx = d-ludx) = [, 1x = d-lu(dx) + [, , 1x = d-|u(dx)
= Jaay v = d-lrdy)(dx) + [, 1y = d-lnx(dy)u(dx)
= [ lx—d_Iv(dx). O

Lemma 2.3. Let p,q € P(R) have overlapping supports (cf- 2.1)). Then there exists a
continuous map [0,1] 3 @ = (pa, ga) € PR) X P(R) such that

Pe+qa=p+q VYael0,1], 2.4)
and such that for some B € (0, 1) the functions
B2 ae [ 2pe(dd. B 112 aw [ 2q4(d2) (2.5)
are strictly decreasing and increasing, respectively.
Proof. Let a € [0, 1] and define the inverse distribution functions by
s i=inflx e R: Fy(x) 2 a}, t,:=inf{x e R: Fy(x) > a},

where F), and F, denote the cumulative distribution functions of p and g, respectively.
Define two auxiliary measures

Po = P|(—oo,s[,) +(a - Fp(soz_))é{sa}v Go = ql(—cxxt(y) +(a - Fq(toz_))d{td}'

Defining probability measures p, and g, by py := Po + G1-o and g, 1= p + q — pe, yields
(2:4) and continuity of @ +— (pa.q). Since p and g satisfy 2.I), we find constants
c1, ¢y € supp(p) N supp(q) with ¢; > ¢; such that

a; = p([c1, +00)) > 0 and @3 := g((—, ¢3]) > 0.
Letas < a; A, thenforany 1 —a3 < @ <@’ <1 we have
i 2par(d2) = [ 2pald2) = [ 2 (o = Pa)(d2) + [ 2 (G1-0r — G1-0)(d2)
> (@ —a)cy —c) >0,
and conclude that for 8 := 1 — @3 the maps defined in (2.3) are strictly monotone. O

An important tool in the proof of Theorem [2.1]is C-monotonicity, a concept which was
introduced for the weak optimal transport problem in [6} (13} [8].

Definition 2.4 (C-monotonicity). A coupling © € Il(u,v) is C-monotone if there exists a
measurable set I C X with u(I') = 1, such that for any finite number of points xi, ..., xy in
I" and measures my, . .., my with Zfil m; = Zfil Ty,

2 0(xi = [ym(@dy) < B, C(xi— [ymidy).

Proof of Theorem2.1] Let n* be optimal for the weak optimal transport problem (T.4).
By the monotonicity principle [8, Theorem 5.2] 7* is C-monotone, therefore, there exists
aset | € R with u(I') = 1 and such that for all x,y € I, p;,p» € Pi(R) satisfying
T+ n; = p| + p2, we have

H(x - fR an‘((dy)) + O(y - fR z7r;‘,(dz)) < O(x - fR zpl(dz)) + H(y - j]‘% zpz(dz)). (2.6)

As an immediate consequence, we find that the map 7T'(x) = j;% yri(dy) is u-almost surely
increasing. Letting x,y € T, for any a € [0, 1] we define

pi =1 - +an, p)=an +1-am.
Plugging p{ and pj into (2.6) and computing the righthand-side derivative yields
(0:600x = T(x)) = 8,600y = TOD)(T(x) = T()) 2 0,

which is by strict convexity of 6 equivalent to

(x=T() -y + TO)T(x) - TH)) 2 0.
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Ficure 2. Sketch of usage of Lemma and Lemma to find contra-
diction to C-monotonicity of an C-optimal coupling 7.

Hence, |x —y| > |T(x) — T(y)| and T is u-a.e. 1-Lipschitz.

Further, we have that T(u) <. v and 7 := (T,id)(n*) € Ty(T(u),v). Without loss
of generality, we can assume 7ir(y) = 7y, y-a.e. Let (i)ren be the intervals given by the
decomposition of (T'(u), v) into irreducible intervals. Assume that there is an interval I
so that on 7~!(I;) the map T does not have u-a.s. slope 1. Then Lemmaprovides two
points %, ¥ in T(' N I;;) and two corresponding points x,y € I' N I; such that

x<y, T)=x<y=TQ), x-Tx)>y-T(Q),

and the overlapping condition (Z:I)) holds for Z7() = 7}, Zr(y = 7} Lemma [2.3]allows us
to define measures p, and g, on R such that

T+ 7y = 7o + A1) = Pa + Ga-
For a graphical depiction compare with Figure 2] Hence,
T(0) > Ve = [ 2pald2), TQ) <We = [ 2a(d2),
are strictly monotone, continuous maps on [3, 1]. Therefore, we find @ € (8, 1) with
X—=V=x—-TX)<x—vy <y—wo<y—-T(QHy)=y—w.
By strict convexity of 6 we find

00y — we) — 0(x — T(x)) < 0y =T () — 0(x —vy)
y—wy—x+T(x) y=TQy) —x+v,

k)

which then yields a contradiction to C-monotonicity:
0(x — [ zmi(da) + 6(y — [, 27 (d2)) = 6(x — T(x)) + 6y = T(7)
> 0(x —vy) +60(y —wy)
= §(x = [ 2pa(dd)) + 6y - [ 290(d2)). D

3. SUFFICIENCY OF THE GEOMETRIC CHARACTERIZATION

Naturally the question arises whether any map 7 satisfying the properties in Theo-
rem[2.1| must be optimal. The aim of this section is to establish this:

Theorem 3.1. Let u,v € Pi(R). Then any coupling n € Il(u,v) for which T(x) :=
fRyn'x(dy) is admissible (in the sense of Definition with slope 1 on each interval

T-Y(I), where I is irreducible wrt (T (u),v), is optimal for (L), i.e.,
Vou,v) = [, 0(x = T(x))u(dx).
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The proof is based on dual optimizers and their explicit representation. As long as 7T is
strictly increasing, [19, Theorem 2.1] provides dual optimizers to Vy(u, T'(u)). Investigating
dual optimizers further, we are able to show here Vy(u, T(u)) = Vy(u, v). First, Lemma@]
helps us to carefully approximate the increasing map 7 with strictly increasing maps 7.

Lemma 3.2. Let T: R — R be an increasing map, with T — id decreasing. Then, for any
g > 0 there is a strictly increasing map T,: R — R, with T, — id decreasing, such that

|T - T6|oo <g

and T is affine with slope 1 on an interval I if and only if T, is affine with slope 1 on I.

Proof. Since T is increasing we know that the pre-image of any point under 7 corresponds
to an interval. Therefore, we can find at most countable many, disjoint intervals (f; )xen Of
finite length, where 7'(1;) is a singleton and T is strictly increasing on the complement, i.e.,
on (" I;. For any & > 0, we define g.: R > R

—£t—- JkeN:xel,
go(x) 1= { AW Tk 3.1)
0 else.
Then the map T.(x) := T(x) + f_ xoo [g-(y) A 1]dy satisfies the desired properties. O

Let T: R — R be an increasing 1-Lipschitz function. Then 7" induces a unique decom-
position of R into at most countably many maximal, closed, disjoint intervals ({); and a
(Gs-set) G such that for all k € N the map T;, is affine with slope 1 and T'|¢ is properly
contractive, i.e., for any two points x,y € G we have |T(x) — T(y)| < |x — y|. Below we call
the intervals ({})y irreducible wrt T .

Proof of Theorem[3.1] The convex function 6 can be approximated by a pointwise-increasing
sequence of Lipschitz convex functions (6,),en, €.2.

6,(x) 1= 6(x) 1 (0) + [(x = W)L L1400 + [6(1) + (x + W)I_O(-1)] 1 ooy,
By monotone convergence we ﬁn(ﬂ sup, Vo, (1, v) = Vy(u,v). Indeed, if 7" optimizes
Ve, (i, v) and assuming wlog that 7, — 7, then
lim, [ 6, (x~ [yri(dy)) p(dx) = Timy [ 6, (x = [ yi(dy)) utd)

2 [ (x = [ymuldy)) u(dx),

by [8l Proposition 2.8]. Thus the claim follows by taking the supremum in .

From this, it suffices to consider the case when 6 is Lipschitz continuous. By Lemma[3.7]
we find for any € > 0 a strictly increasing map T, such that T, — id is decreasing, the
decompositions of T and T, match, and |T, — T|» < €. Then [19, Theorem 2.1] provides a
convex, Lipschitz continuous function f.: R — R such that for all x e R

Rfe(x) := infyer fo(y) + 0(x — y) = fo(To(x)) + 0(x — Te(x)),
which is even affine on the parts where T is affine. Write S .(x) = f_ xoo [g:(2) A 1]dz, where
g is defined as in (3.1I) so T, = T + S.. In the following we will show that f; is a dual
optimizer of the coupling 7° defined as the push-forward measure of 7 by the function
(x,y) = (X, + S (X))
First, we compute the barycenters of 7%:
foyrsdy) = [y +Se(0m(dy) = To(x),

and T.(u) <. proj,(n®) =: v.. Given the sets (;)rey and F from the decomposition of
(T (), v) into irreducible intervals, we find the sets (I7)ren and F from the decomposition
of (T.(w), v¢) into irreducible intervals by setting

If:=L+S.(x) foranyyeandxe T (y), F.:= U

TRecall that by [14] the optimizer of the weak transport problem does not depend on the convex cost.
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In view of the structure of martingale couplings, see [9, Theorem A.4], we find that for
p-ae. x € T;'(IF) we have supp(rf) C If and 75 = S7(xss,(n M-a.e. on Fy. Since the
decompositions of T and (T (w), v) are complementary, we infer the same for the decompo-
sitions of the map 7, and the pair (T:(u), v.). The next computation establishes duality of
the pair (7%, f.), where we use affinity of f, on the irreducible components of (T.(u), v.):

Fo(x= fym@dy)udx) = [ 6(x = To(x) pu(dx) = [ Rf(x) = fulTo(x)puld)
= [ RfCoudx) = [, fo(f ym5(dy)) p(dx)
= [ Rf(ou(dx) = [ foly)ve(dy).

This easily proves that 7° is optimal for the optimal weak transport problem Vjy(u, v,).
Drawing the limit for £ Y\, 0, we observe

Vo, ve) = f 60 = To(0)u(dx) — [, 6Cx = T(x)p(dx).
As 6 is Lipschitz, we can apply stability Theorem [I.5]and obtain optimality of 7. O

4. GEOMETRY OF THE WEAK MONOTONE REARRANGEMENT

We can summarize Theorems [2.1] and [3.1] as follows: There exists an admissible map
T with slope 1 on T~'(I) whenever I is an irreducible interval wrt (T (i), v), such that
is optimal for (T.4) iff 7(x) = f ym(dy) (u-a.s.). We now show that this map is the weak

monotone rearrangement and is therefore the maximum in convex order of the seﬂ
M(u,v) :={S: R — R: S isincreasing and 1-Lipschitz, S (i) <. v}.

Heuristically speaking, if the maximum in convex order of the set M(y, v) is again given by
an increasing, 1-Lipschitz map, then this map is as close as possible to a shifted identity.
In turn, this is favourable when trying to find the minimum in convex order of

{(id = S)(u): S € M(u, )},

which gives reason to why there should exist a single optimizer to (T.4) for all convex 6.
As preparation to establishing Theorem [I.3] we prove Lemmal4.T]and Lemma.2]

Lemma4.1. Letu € Pi(R), T,S : R — R be increasing maps with
J T@u(dx) = [, S (opdx),

then the maximum (wrt the convex order) of T () and S (i), which is uniquely determined
by its potential functions, is again given by an increasing map. If in addition, the maps are
L-Lipschitz with L > 0O, then the maximum is also given by an L-Lipschitz map.

Proof. The maximum of T (u) and S (1) wrt. the convex order is uniquely determined by
the maximum of its potential functions, i.€. usy) V Ury) = UswvT(y- The right-hand
side derivative of the potential function can be expressed by the cumulative distribution
function, namely d.,u,(x) = 2F,(x) — 1. By continuity of the potential functions, we find
a partition of R into at most countably many disjoint intervals (/x)ren, Where ury) = s
on 9}, and restricted onto I; one of the following holds true:

(@) usqly = urwli,»
(b) usqyly, < urqli,-
Suppose wlog[(a)| holds, then

Fs@vr(0) = Frep(x)  x € (I, ri). 4.1
By monotonicity, we can define 7* on I := (T~ () v S ™' (1), T~ (r) v S ' () F by

1,7k T
T*(x)z{T(x) xe T\ I NI,

4.2)
7 else.

2We abuse terminology here, meaning maximum of {S (1) : S € M(u, v)}.
3We use the convention that the maximum of the empty set equals —oo.
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Hence, T is an increasing map, Fr+,) = Fs)vrq) and S (u) vV T(u) is given by the map 7.
If T and S are in addition L-Lipschitz, it follows by construction that 7~ is L-Lipschitz. O

Lemma 4.2. Let 1 <. m, and T(mn) <. T1(q1), where T1,T, are increasing and 1-
Lipschitz. Then (id — Ty)(n1) <. (id — T2)(12).

In particular, if T and S are increasing 1-Lipschitz maps s.t. jK T(x)u(dx) = fR S (x)u(dx),
and we denote by R the increasing 1-Lipschitz map with R(u) = S (u) V T (u), which exists
by Lemma[.1] then (id — R)(u) <. (id — S)(u) A (id — T)(w).

Proof. By approximation, it suffices to settle the case when 7,7, are uniform measures

onn € N atoms. Let x{ < x} < .- < x, denote the atoms of 7;. Then the vector
7= (Ti(x}), ..., Ti(x;,)) is ordered in an increasing way. What is more, the vector y* :=
(x} = 2},...,x, — z,) is likewise ordered increasingly, since id — T; is an increasing map.

By e.g. [14] Proposition 2.6] we know that
Vk<n: YogX; < Dok Xp > Dok 2 S Dok %y -

But then also . x? - Z? < ek xél; - Z}, so again by [14] Proposition 2.6] we conclude
(id = Ty)(m) <. (id — T»)(12). The second statement easily follows from the first one. O

Proof of Theorem[I.3] Existence of an admissible map 7 which has slope 1 on each in-
terval T~!(I), where I is irreducible wrt (7'(u),v), was already shown in Theorem
Therefore, it remains to show that the map is maximal. Denote by T the map given by
Theorem 2.T|associated with an optimizer to (T.4) and some strictly convex 6: R — R. Let
S be an arbitrary map in M(u, v). Then Lemma [.2] states that

(id = R)(u) <, (id = T)(u),

where R is defined as the increasing, 1-Lipschitz map such that R(u) = S(u) vV T(w).
Additionally to existence, strict convexity of 6 ensures p-almost sure uniqueness of T
in the sense that for any optimal coupling m we have fRyﬂx(dy) = T(x) wp-a.s. Thus,
R(u) = T(u) and T = R u-almost surely. O

Proof of Theorem[1.2] This is a direct consequence of Theorem [2.1| which provides exis-
tence of a map with the desired geometric properties, and Theorem|[I.3] which provides the
equivalence between the geometric properties and maximality. O

5. ON THE REVERSE PROBLEM OF ALFONSI, CORBETTA, AND JOURDAIN
We aim to prove Theorem [T.4] pertaining the reverse problem (1.7).

Lemma 5.1. Letn;,n € P1(R), T1,T>: R — R be increasing maps with
T1(m) = T2(p2) =2 v.

Denote the minimum in convex order of n1 and n, by 1. Then there exists an increasing
map T* such that T*(n) = v. If in addition, the maps are L-Lipschitz with L > 0, then the
same holds true for T*.

Proof. Suppose there exist increasing maps 7; and measures 1;, i = 1,2, such that 71(n;) =
v = T(112). Then the potential function of the minimum 7 of n; and 7, wrt the convex order
is given by the convex hull of u,, and u,,. The potential function u, completely specifies
the cumulative distribution function through d,u, = 2F, — 1. Thus, we can find a partition
of R into countably many, disjoint intervals I; = [ax,b;) N R. For each k € N, we have
i # j € (1,2} with uy(ar) = uy,(ax), uy(bi) = uy;(br) such that one of the following holds
(@) 14,(x) = up,(x) on I,
(b) Fylar) = Fy(by—) = Fy,(br—) and uy(x) < uy, (x) A ty, (x) on (ay, by).
According to this decomposition, we can define an increasing map 7™ via

T*(x) = Ti(x) x¢€ I, [(a)holds,
" \Ti@) x e I, [B)holds.
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Note that 7 is L-Lipschitz if T;, i = 1,2, are L-Lipschitz. Let y € R, due to the continuity
of the maps 7'} and T,, we can find points x;, x, € R with p = F,(y), x; = F;]l(p) Xy =
F,;Zl(p). Assume thati = 1, j = 2 with x; € I}. Ifholds, then we have F(x1) = Fy, (x1).
Now presume that [(b)| holds, then F,,(by—) = F,(ax) < Fy,(x1). Then

Fp,(bi) = p = x2=b;and Fy(by) = p,
F,,(by) < p = 3l e N: x; € I;s.t. i =2 and[(@)] holds.

Hence, by monotonicity of the map T* we conclude Fr-;, = F,. O

Proof of Theorem[I.4] Define v* via the weak monotone rearrangement 7 between u and
v, as y on the contraction parts of 7' and accordingly shifted v on the affine (irreducible)
intervals such that T(v*) = v. Let y >, u. Then for any strictly convex 6: R — R and
coupling % € TI(7,v) we have [ _0(y — Dn*(dy,d2) = [, 600y — [ zwi(d2))n(dy), with
equality iff 7% is actually given by a map. Hence, if the optimizer 7> of Wy(n,v) is not
given by a map and ! € Ty (u, i), we have

Wo(n,v) > [ 0(x = [ [ 7 (do)m(dy)p(dx) = Vi(u, v).

Thus, by the structure of the weak monotone rearrangement, we deduce optimality of v*
for Problem (I.7). To show uniqueness of (I.7)), assume that 7 attains the minimum of
and the optimizer of Wy(7,v) is given by the map R. For any martingale coupling
n' € Ty (u, ) we define a map by

L(x) := [, RO)mi(dy).
Then by optimality L(x) = T(u) and, in particular,

L 00 = Ro)ndy) = [, 6(x — Lx)u(dx) = [ 6(x — T(x)pu(dx),
which shows L = T u-almost surely. By strict convexity, we have

y—Ry) =x-Lx)=x-T(x) n'-as.

Since 7! was arbitrary in ITy;(u, 7) we get that R is affine with slope 1 on I, whenever / is an

irreducible interval wrt (u, 7). Therefore n and v* restricted to I coincide. Hence, n = v*.

We finally show that v* is minimal in the convex order as stated. By Lemmal5.1] we can
assume u <. 1 <. v* and that 7 can be pushed forward onto v via an increasing 1-Lipschitz
map S. It follows by Lemmathat (id - §)(1) <. (id — T)(v*), so

Vo(u, v) < [[6(x = S)n(dx) < [ 6(x = T0)v*(dx) = Volp, v),

and by the uniqueness obtained above we deduce n = v*. O

6. STABILITY OF BARYCENTRIC WEAK TRANSPORT PROBLEMS IN MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS

The final part of the article is concerned with stability of the weak optimal transport
problem under barycentric costs, see (I.4). Unlike in the rest of the article we work here
on R?. The final aim is to prove Theorem|1.5

One surprising aspect of this result is that we only require v* — v in W) and not
necessarily in “W,,. This relates to the conditional expectation in (I.4) being ‘inside of 6.’
We first prove an illuminating intermediate result:

k

Proposition 6.1. Let 1 < p < oo, ()i € Pp(Rd)N, Fkery € SDp(Rd)N and 6: RY - R
convex and satisfying the growth condition (L8). Suppose that u* — p and v* — vin W,
and that n <. v. Then there exist 1* <. V¥ such that

(i) B = ninW,,

(i) Ximg W', 11%) = Wo(u, ).
Proof. Itis well-known that (i) together with the stated convergence of the u*’s implies (ii),

so we proceed to prove the former. Let 7 be an optimal coupling attaining W, (v, ). Let
M be any martingale coupling with first marginal 7 and second marginal v, the existence
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of which is guaranteed by the assumption <. v together with Strassen’s theorem. We
convene on the notation M(dx, dy) and n(dy, dz), and define the measure

P(dx,dy, dz) = My(dx)my(dz)v(dy).

This measure has 7, v and vk as first, second and third marginals. We next define R¥(x) as
the conditional expectation under P of the third variable given the first one, namely

R(x) = [ [zn¥(d2)M.(dy).
Next we introduce n* := R¥(17) so by definition 7* <. v*. Finally
Wolr, 'Y < [lx = Robmd) = [ |y Mo(dy) - [ ([ exi(da)) Mutay)| i
< [ly= [znf@)| vay) < [ [ly - 2Pr*(dy.dz) = Wy, 5,

by the martingale property and two applications of Jensen’s inequality. The desired con-
clusion follows. O

6.1)

Remark 6.2. In the context of the previous proposition, if i is supported in finitely many
atoms, then the condition that v¥ — v in W, can be relaxed to convergence in ‘W. To wit,
if n = X‘_, @6, one can take p = 1 in (6-I) and prove

Vi< |x = R*D)| < (minfa;}) ™ Wi (v, vh),
so taking p-power and integrating w.r.t. n we get W, (7, 7Y < K W, (v, "y — 0.

The previous remark shows that we need to reduce to the finite-support setting. We
carry to this in the next two lemmas:

Lemma 6.3. Let 7 € P1(RY). Then for any & > 0 there is a compactly supported, positive
measures fj with

i<n ARN=1-e [, mdD) = sz [, 2d). (6.2)

Proof. We first partition R? into countable, disjoint d-dimensional cubes (Qi)keN of length
8 > 0. Define an approximation 7° of 1 by

1
w65 Jo (42 (@) > 0,
0 else.

1= Yken 0 nQ@d), 2= {

Note that 7° <. 7 and ° — 57in ‘W, when 6 \ 0. If there exists an approximation 7° such
that the assertion holds, then it is straightforward to construct the corresponding measure
for n, which in turn satisfies the assertion with respect to . Wlog, we may assume that

{Zl L Qv (a,)Zd € de .., Vg € {x -7eR%: xe supp(r])}} =R,
where 7 denotes the barycenter of 7. Then we can find 6 > 0 such that
{Z,d1 awit (@), € R¥, vy, ... vy € {x -7eR%: xe supp(r]‘i)}} =R4
span R? in the sense above and
() =n(Q,)>0 j=1,...,2d.
For any & > 0 there is a & € (0, ) such that

(22 @izy,: (@) € R, 54, a; < &) 2 Bx(0).

Let 2%

TRRRRE n%l

Besides, there exists a compact set K C R4 such that

(K <& |z- [ m’(dz)| <&

and zﬁl , ‘fm € K. Therefore, we find (&; )2d € R% with
Z- [’ do) = DX @iz, TE @ <s
If £ is chosen smaller than 7 (Zn,) foralli=1,...,2d, we can define the 7° via

77 =n rK_Z,dl a’z(szn o
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Lemma 6.4. Let u,n € Pp(Rd) and 0: RY — R convex satisfying the growth condition

(T8). Then there exists a sequence (1 )ien of finitely supported measures with n* <. n,
" — nin W, and Wy(u, %) = We(u, ).

Proof. For any € > 0 we find a compact set K, C supp(n7) such that fo yIPn(dy) < €. For
any 0 > 0, the set K, can be covered by finitely many, disjoint sets (Af"s)fff with diameter
smaller than § and K, = |J; A>’. Define the measure 7> by

170 = 6, (KE) + TN, 8 0on(AT0),

i=1 "z

where the points z, and (zf"s)?ff are given by

= ok fK yn(dy), 0= ﬁ fAfﬁ n(dy).

By construction, there exists a martingale coupling between n>° and n, thus, 7% <. n.
Note that 6 restricted to K, is Lipschitz continuous. Then drawing the limit 6 — 0 yields

S 0mAT) = nlk, in W,
and by convexity, |z:[’n(K¢) < fKﬁ [yIPr(dy). Choosing d(¢) sufficiently small, we have
W,(, n%°®) < 2¢ and n*°® — g in W,.
By the growth condition (T.8)) and stability, we obtain Wy(u, 7°°®) — Wy(u, ). O
We can now prove a version of Proposition [6.T|under weaker assumptions:

Lemma 6.5. Let (V)ien be a sequence in P1(R?) and let (1*)ien be a sequence SDp(Rd)
with vk — vin W), ¥ — pin W,, where p > 1, and let 0: RY — R be a convex functions
satisfying the growth constraint (I.8). Then for any n <. v we find a sequence of f* <. v*
such that Wy(u*, %) — Wo(u, 1) and n* — 1in ‘W.

Proof. Wlog assume that 6§ is positive. By Lemma we can find for any € > 0 a
compactly supported f = 7 + (1 — fi(R?))d: € P,(RY) with ff <. n, Wi (f, 1) < & and

Wolu, 1) < Wolu,m) + ¢ [, 1+ 1x = 2P u(dx) < oo,

where 7 := f]Rd yn(dy). Using stability of classical optimal transport, see [23| Theorem
5.20], we may assume that |Wy(u, 7)) — Wy(u, )| < . By Lemmal6.4] we may reduce to the
case of finitely supported 7. We conclude the proof with Remark 6.2} O

Finally we can give the pending proof of Theorem [I.5}

Proof of Theorem[1.5] Lower-semicontinuity of the map (u,v) — Vy(u,v) follows from
[8l Theorem 1.3]. By [8, Lemma 6.1] we have

Vo(u, v) = inf,< , Wy(u,n), (6.3)

where the infimum is even attained for a measure n <. v. By Lemmal6.5|we find a sequence
7" <. vk, so that again using [8, Lemma 6.1] we find

Vo(u, v) = Wy(u, m) = limy Wy(uk, %) > lim sup, V(uk, ).

If 6 is strictly convex, the infimum in (6.3) is attained by a unique probability measure
i <. v*[{ which in turn is the push-forward of x* under a y*-uniquely defined map
T*. Moreover, the Wy-optimal transport plan ¥ € TI(u¥,¥) is uniquely determined by
H(dx)S7i((dy): Suppose the contrary and let 77(x) := ‘ﬁv yrk(dy), then T’(u¥) <. v and
we find the contradiction

Vo, ¥ < [, 0= T/ () < [, o 600 = y)m(dax, dy) = Vo, v).
Hence, by convergence of the values of Vy and tightness of (77;)ren, We deduce the con-
vergence of the 7* to the optimal n <. v in ‘W,. Suppose that u* = u for all k € N, then

4The uniqueness of 7%, T* and 7* was already shown in [2] Theorem 2.1] for | - |°, p > 1
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due to the uniqueness of the optimal transport maps 7 between T and T'(u), we can apply
Theorem [23] Corollary 5.23] and obtain convergence of the transport maps 7 to T. O
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