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BARYCENTERS IN THE HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH SPACE

NHAN-PHU CHUNG AND MINH-NHAT PHUNG

ABSTRACT. Recently, Liero, Mielke and Savaré introduced the Hellinger-Kantorovich
distance on the space of nonnegative Radon measures of a metric space X. We prove that
Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters always exist for a class of metric spaces containing of
compact spaces and Polish CAT(1) spaces; and if we assume further some conditions on
the data, such barycenters are unique. We also introduce homogeneous multimarginal
problems and illustrate some relations between their solutions and Hellinger-Kantorovich
barycenters. Our results are analogous to the work of Agueh and Carlier for Wasserstein
barycenters.

1. INTRODUCTION

A notion of barycenter in the Wasserstein space over R™ has been introduced and in-
vestigated by Agueh and Carlier in [1], and has been explored extensively after that. It
is closely related to optimal transport problems and has many applications in other fields
such as texture mixing in computer vision [24], machine learning [26], multi-population
matching equilibrium in economics [7]. The Wasserstein barycenter also has been investi-
gated for measures (not necessarily with finite support) over compact manifolds [15] and
locally compact geodesic spaces [18].

On the other hand, recently unbalanced optimal transport problems and various gen-
eralized Wasserstein distances on the space of finite measures have been introduced and
studied by various authors [8,16,17,19,20,23]. In [20], Liero, Mielke and Savaré define
the Hellinger-Kantorovich distance H K (u,v) between measures on a metric space via
homogeneous marginals and Wasserstein distances over its Euclidean cone €. They also
represent this distance in terms of Logarithmic Entropy Transport problems and estab-
lish a Benamou-Brenier formula for it. As natural we would like to ask whether we can
define barycenters and show their existence, uniqueness and consistency in the Hellinger-
Kantorovich space as in the Wasserstein setting. Because Hellinger-Kantorovich spaces in
general are not NPC, the existence and uniqueness of barycenters do not follow straight-
forward from the work of [27].

Let (X, d) be a metric space and (€, d¢) be its Euclidean cone. Let p > 2 be an integer,
A1, A2, ..., Ap be positive real numbers satisfying > 7 | A\; = 1 and py, po, . .., pt, € M(X).
We consider the following Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem

inf J(p) =Y NHEK(u, ) (P).
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In this article, we will first prove that barycenters in the Hellinger-Kantorovich space
M (X)) always exist if our base space X is a Polish metric space having property (BC')
(see definition 3.1 in section 3). Roughly speaking, our assumptions on metric spaces
concern a nice selection of the ‘pointwise barycenter’. Our class of examples include all
compact geodesic spaces, and Polish CAT(1) spaces. To do that, we lift up a sequence
of minimizing measures to their corresponding measures on the cone, and if we can find
Wasserstein barycenters for the latter ones we can push back a minimizing solution in
Hellinger-Kantorovich distance. As we need the existence of Wasserstein barycenters in
the cone € which is not locally compact unless X is compact, we also can not apply
directly results in [1, 15, 18] for our work.

Secondly, following the strategy in [1], to study the uniqueness of our barycenters we
introduce dual formulations of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem (P). To
achieve the uniqueness of barycenters, we need that the term Y 7 | [ + Aifidp in formula
(1) on page 20 does not depend on the choice of solutions p of (P). That is the reason
we put the constraint > % A;f; = 0 into the dual problem (P*) (page 13). And to show
that the dual problem (P*) is actually a dual formulation of problem (P), we introduce
another (normalized) dual problem (P;) of (P) to finish this task via convex analysis.
In addition, to get our formula (1) we need to show that problem (P*) has solutions.
To do this, we need that the limit function of a sequence of functions maximizing (P*)
still satisfies the constraints in (P*). Therefore, we can not apply directly the duality
formula of HK in [20, Theorem 7.21] as the constraint sup f < 1 there is not closed
under the pointwise limit. Instead, we introduce the sets of functions Fj;,7 = 1,---p in
definition 4.3, and establish variants of [20, Theorem 7.21 (i) and (ii)] in lemmas 4.1,
4.2, 4.4 to overcome this obstacle. All these steps hold for general metric spaces X.
Finally, applying duality results in [20] for the Hellinger-Kantorovich distance in terms
of Logarithmic Entropy Transport problems, and the uniqueness of optimal plans for
these problems [20, Theorem 6.6], we achieve the unique barycenter under some mild
conditions for our starting measures when X = R"™. Note that although the authors
stated [20, Theorem 6.6] only for the Euclidean case X = R", their proof still holds for
all metric spaces for which we can apply Rademacher’s theorem. For simplicity, we only
present our result on the uniqueness of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters for the case
X = R". Furthermore, our dual formulation (P*) of the original barycenter problem is
useful for us to compute Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters (example 4.10).

Finally, similar to [1,22] in Wasserstein spaces, we propose and study the following
homogeneous multimarginal problem

inf {/c c((m, ... mp))do, a0 € My(€P), h?a = ,ui} :

where the definition of homogeneous marginals h?c« is given at definition 1 below, and
the cost function ¢ : €7 — [0, 00) is defined by

p
— 72 . — P
c(n) = 717:r€1£ ;:1 Nidg(n,n;) for every m = (m,...,n,) € €.
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We also establish relations of their minimum solutions with Hellinger-Kantorovich
barycenters whenever X is a Polish space having property (BC') in theorem 5.2. As a
consequence, in theorem 5.3 we get a consistency result of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycen-
ters which has been proved for Wasserstein spaces in [4]. We also illustrate an explicit
formula of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters via solutions of the homogeneous multi-
marginal problem when X is the (n — 1)-sphere S*~1.

Our paper is organized as following. In section 2, we review Wasserstein distances,
Hellinger-Kantorovich distances, and Logarithmic Entropy Transport. In section 3, we
introduce metric spaces satisfying property (BC') and prove the existence of Hellinger-
Kantorovich barycenters for metric spaces having property (BC'). In section 4, we es-
tablish dual formulations of our original barycenter problem and prove the uniqueness of
barycenters. And in the last section, we show our results for homogeneous multimarginal
problems.

We also study barycenters for generalized Wasserstein spaces in our companion paper
9].
Relation to [11]. After we posted our preprint on Arxiv in September 2019, soon
after that in October 2019, Friesecke, Matthes and Schmitzer announced the related ar-
ticle [11] which studies the barycenters for the Hellinger-Kantorovich distance over R
Their setting in the article is restricted to compact, convex subsets of R? while ours fo-
cuses on more general metric spaces beyond compact ones. However, their exposition is
rather different from ours. First, the authors provide an alternate proof for the uniqueness
of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters over R? without using their dual formulations.
Second, using a detailed study of the convexity properties of the multimarginal cost, they
establish a multimarginal formulation of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem.
The latter result relies heavily on convex duality between positively 1-homogeneous in-
tegral functionals on measures and indicator functions on continuous functions [25]. In
addition, they also provide a detailed analysis of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters
between Dirac measures and show corresponding numerical illustrations. In contrast,
with a different method we introduce a homogeneous multimarginal formulation of the
Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem for more general metric spaces.

Acknowledgements: Part of this paper was carried out when N. P. Chung visited
University of Science, Vietnam National University at Ho Chi Minh city in summer 2019.
He thanks the math department there for its warm hospitality. The authors were partially
supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) grants funded by the
Korea government No. NRF- 2016R1A5A1008055 , No. NRF-2016R1D1A1B03931922
and No. NRF-2019R1C1C1007107. We thank the anonymous referee for her/his useful
comments which vastly improve the paper.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Given a metric space (X,d), we denote by M(X) and P(X) the spaces of all finite
nonnegative Radon measures and all probability Radon measures on X, respectively. The
set Po(X) (resp. My(X)) is defined as the set of all u € P(X) (resp. M(X)) such that
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there exists some (and therefore every) zy € X such that [, d*(2o,z)dp(z) < co. Given
two measures fi1, iz € P2(X), the Wasserstein distance between pq and s is defined by

1/2

W)= (_nt [ Eeainten)
mell(p,p2) S x x x

where TT(p1, p19) is the set of all probability measures m € P (X x X) such that its marginals

are 1 and fo.

For every pn € M(X) and every measurable map 7' : X — Y between metric spaces X
and Y we will denote by Tz € M(Y') the push forward measure defined by Txp(A) ==
wu(T~1(A)) for every Borel set A in Y.

Given p,v € M(X), we say that p is absolutely continuous with respect to v and
write p < v if v(A) = 0 yields p(A) = 0 for every Borel subset A of X. We call u
and v mutually singular and write p L v if there exists a Borel subset B of X such that
w(B) =v(X\B)=0.

Let (X,d) be a metric space. For every a > 0, we will denote by d, := d A a the
truncated metric, ie. dy(z,y) = min{d(z,y),a} for every x,y € X. The (Euclidean)
cone € of X, as a set, is the quotient space of X x [0,00) by the equivalence relation ~
given by (zq1,71) ~ (x9,r3) if and only if r; = ro = 0 or 71 = 79,21 = x9. We denote
the equivalence classes by n = [z,r]. The special class [z, 0] is denoted by 0. Then the
function d¢ : € x € — [0, 00) defined by

d%([l‘l, 7"1], [IQ, 7’2]) = T% + T; — 27’17"2 COS(dW(SCl, LUQ))

is a metric.

Fixing a point z € X, we define two maps r : € — [0,00),r([z,7]) := r and x :
¢ — X, x([z,r]) := x if r > 0 and equals to z if » = 0. For every n € N, we will
denote by m = (n1,...,mn) = ([x1,71], ..., [Tn,ma]) € €7, and define r;(n) = r(n;) = 74,

x;(n) = x(1;).

Definition 2.1. For every o € M(€") with [, Y " rido < oo, we define its homoge-
neous marginals

b (a) == (x;)4(ric) € M(X),i=1,...,n.

When n =1 we will write by instead of b .

Given piq, s € M(X), the Hellinger-Kantorovich distance between f; and p is defined
by

HK2(M1,M2> = ll'lf{/ di(’fh,’f}g)da e A MQ(Q?), f)foz = ,ul,z = 1,2}
@2
For every R > 0, let us set
C[R] :={[z,r] € €:r < R}.

Let £ : [0,00] — [0, 00] be the function defined by £(t) := log(1 + tan?(min{t, 7/2})),
for every ¢ € [0,00]. For every v € M(X x X), its marginals are denoted by v; and .
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Given g, o € M(X), we define

LET(p1, o) :=  inf : {Z/ (oilogo; — o + 1)dp; + / ﬁ(d(xl,@))dfy} ,
—Jx XxX

yEM(X xX

where 0; = Ell_;Z is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of ~; with respect to p;, and we also follow

the convention that 0log0 = 0. We denote by Opty gr(p1, o) the set of all v € M(X x X)
minimizing the above inf.
As we use the following results several times, we recall them.

Lemma 2.2. ([20, Remark 7.12]) Let (X, d) be a metric space. For everyn > 2 and every
His -5 fin € M(X), there exists B € Pa(€") concentrated on {m € €" : sup,r;(n) < E}
such that

b?/g = My and HK2(/J’17/~LJ) = /dé(nhn])dﬁuj - 17 <o N,

where B = /i (X) + 37 HK (1, 1)

Theorem 2.3. (]20, Theorem 6.3 and Theorem 7.20]) Let (X, d) be a metric space. For
all py, g € M(X) we have

HEK?(y, p12) = LET (111, pt2) = sup { Z/ fidp; : f; € LSCs(X),sup f; < 1,
— Jx

(1= fi(@1))(1 = fao(w2)) > cos*(dyja(21,29)) for every a1, xs € X},

where LSCy(X) is the space of all lower semi-continuous functions on X with finite im-
ages. The identity still holds if we replace the space LSCy(X) by Cy(X), the space of all
bounded continuous functions on X.

3. EXISTENCE OF HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH BARYCENTERS

Let (X, d) be a metric space. Let p > 2 be an integer, A, Ag, ..., A, be positive real
numbers satisfying > 7 A\ = 1 and g, po, ..., 1, € M(X). We consider the following
problem

We call a solution of problem (P) a Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter of the measures
1; with weights A;. To study the existence of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters, we
introduce some classes of metric spaces.

Definition 3.1. We say that a metric space (Y,d) has property (B) if for every k € N,
Y1, .-, Yk €Y, and every Ay, ..., N\, > 0 with Zle i = 1, the problem inf, ¢y Zle Nd*(y, vi)
attains the minimum and the set {z € Y = 320 \d?(z,9:) = mingey S Nd?(y, y;)} is
also o-compact. We say that a metric space (Y,d) has property (BC) if its cone € has
property (B).



6 NHAN-PHU CHUNG AND MINH-NHAT PHUNG

Lemma 3.2. Let (Y, d) be a metric space. Then for every k € N, and every Ay, ..., \x >0
with Y% N =1, the map ¢ : Y* — [0,00) defined by

k
o 2 , k
(Y1, un) = ;g;&d (y,yi) for every (yi,...,ys) €Y

18 lower semi-continuous.

Proof. Let {y" = (y},...,y2)} be a sequence in Y* converging to y = (y1,...,yx) in Y*.
Let 3™(j) be a sequence that minimizes S5, \id?(y, y"). As {d(y"(j),yi)}n, is bounded
we get that for sufficient large n, the difference between d?(y™(j), ") and d*(y™(j),y;) is

small for all j. Hence the difference between S2%  A\;d?(y"(j), y;) and c(y") is small for
sufficient large n and sufficient large j. Thus, liminf, c(y™) > ¢(y). O

Now, we have versions of [18, Lemma 7 and Theorem 8] for metric spaces having
property (B).
Lemma 3.3. Let (Y,d) be a Polish space satisfying property (B). Then for every k € N

and weights Ay, ..., A\, there exists a Borel map T : Y* —'Y associating (y1,...,yx) to a
minimum of inf,cy Zle Nd*(y, yi)-

Proof. Applying [6, Theorem 1] with U = Y* V =Y to the subset

k k
S = {(y17 s 7yk7y) eUxV: Zkldz(yMyZ) = ;25;&612(27%)}7

i=1

we get the result. 0

Recall that given p,...,ux € P(Y) we denote II(pq,...,u;) as the set of all a €
P(Y*) with marginals are yy, . .., ug. Using lemma 3.2, lemma 3.3 and the same proof of
[18, Theorem 8] we get

Theorem 3.4. Let (Y, d) be a Polish space satisfying property (B). Then for every k € N,
Wiy e € Po(Y) and weights A, ..., \g, there exists a measure o € T(py, ..., )
minimizing

k
] . 2 .
B /ylg]g;&d (Y, y)dB(y1, - -, Yk)-

Moreover, let T : Y* — Y be a Borel map as in Lemma 5.3 then the measure Tya is
a barycenter of p; with weight A\; in Wasserstein space and if this map T is unique then
Tya is the unique barycenter.

Theorem 3.5. Let X be a Polish space having property (BC). Let piy, pa, . . ., pt, € M(X)
and let A\, g, ..., N\, be positive real numbers satisfying > 7_, N\; = 1. Then problem (P)
has solutions.
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Proof. By theorem 2.3, we get

P p p
> NHE(p, ;) = sup {/ > Nifidp + Z/ Aigidui} ,
i=1 X =1 i=1 /X

where f;,g; € LSCy(X) with sup fi < 1, supg; < 1, and (1 — fi(x))(1 — ¢:(y)) >
cos?(dyja(x,y)) for every z,y € X. Take a sequence {x"} minimizing inf e )J(,u)
then consider f; = 1,¢; = —1 in the dual form to get J(p") + >.7_, Aips(X) > % "(X).
Because J(u") is bounded and p;(X) is finite for all i so {u"} is bounded

By lemma 2.2, there are ", o' € Py(€) with o, ol being concentrated in €[E"] where

E' =/ +Z L HEK (p™, pi) such that
h2a" = ", b2al = p; fori=1,...,p,
HEK(p", ;) = Wy (", o) fori=1,....,p.

1
Note that D7 HK(u", p;) < > n + J(p™) so D7 HK(u™, p1;) is bounded. Thus,

{E"} is bounded. Let E be an upper bound of {E"}, we have that o is concentrated in
¢[E] for all n.

Recall that a sequence {1, } C M(X) is weak™* convergent to v € M(X) if lim,, o [y @dv, =
[y edv, for every ¢ € Cy(X). By [20, Lemma 7.3] and Prokhorov’s theorem {a'} is rela-
tively compact in weak*-topology. Then there is a subsequence {a;*} converging weakly*
in Po(X). Let a; be the limit of {o;*}. As {a;*} is concentrated on the bounded set
C[E], we get

/ &([z, 7], [, O)da [z, ]) — / &z, ), [, O] vy (i, ).

Therefore from [28, Theorem 6.9], W, (o™, a;) converges to 0.
Since szl HK(u™, u,) is bounded then so is Wy, (™, a;*). Using the inequalities
|Wdc( Q; 7 nk) - Wdc( )| < Wdc( al) and Wdc( nk’ai) < Wdc( " ank)+Wd¢( Q; ,Oé )’

we have that
(Wi (@™, a*) = Wi (™, )]
= [Wa (@™, ai*) = Wa, (o, ;)| [Wae (@™, a;*) + Wa, (@™, a;)|
< Wae (@), i) (2Wa, (@™, o) + Wa, (", aq)) -
As X is a Polish space having property (BC'), its cone € is also Polish and has property

(B). From theorem 3.4, we get for every € > 0 there exists N > 0 such that for every
ng > N:

p
€+ J(Mnk) Z Z )\ZT/VC%€ (Oénk, Oéi)

1=1

min_ Z)\ I/Vd€ a, a;)

aGPz
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p
= Z )\iWC%Q(a, «;) (a is a minimizing solution)
i=1

> J(h ).

Hence, inf,erqx) /(1) > J(h?«) and this leads to the existence of solutions for the mini-
mizing problem in Hellinger-Kantorovich space. U

Now we illustrate examples of metric spaces satisfying property (BC).

Example 3.6. [t is clear that every compact metric X space has property (B).

First, we show that every separable locally compact geodesic space (X, d) also has prop-
erty (B). As X is locally compact and geodesic, it is proper, i.e. every closed ball is
compact, by Hopf-Rinow theorem. Hence for every k € N, z1,...,x, € X, and ev-
ery A, ..., \r > 0 with Ele Ai = 1, inf ey Zle Nd?(y, z;) always attains the min-
imum.  Furthermore, because X s locally compact and separable we get that the set
{z € X : 8  Nd(z,2) = mingex Sr, Nd®(y, )} is also o-compact. Therefore, X
has property (B).

Now we will show that every compact metric space X which is geodesic has property
(BC). From [20, Lemma 7.1] and [5, Proposition 1.5.10] we get that € is locally compact
and geodesic. On the other hand, we also have that € is separable as X is compact.
Therefore, € has property (B) and hence X has property (BC).

Note that when X is a compact metric space, from [20, Corollary 7.16] we know that the
space (M(X), HK) is proper and hence the existence of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters
is straightforward.

Next we will illustrate that every complete CAT(1) space has property (BC'). Let us
review CAT (k) spaces, and more details can be found in [5]. Let (Y,d) be a metric space
and let x,y € Y. A geodesic joining x,y is a map ¢ : [0,] — Y such that o(0) =
z,p(l) =y, and d(p(s),¢(t)) = |t — s| for every s,t € [0,¢], where { := d(z,y). We say
that Y is a geodesic space if for every x,y € Y there exists a geodesic joining x and y.
Given r > 0, we call that Y is r-geodesic if for every x,y € Y with d(x,y) < r there exists
a geodesic joining x and y.

Given a real number k, we denote model spaces by M, the following metric spaces:

(1) My is the Euclidean space R?;

(2) if Kk > 0 then M, is the sphere S* with the metric is obtained by multiplying its
distance function with 1//k;

(3) if kK < 0 then M, is the hyperbolic plane H with the metric is obtained by multi-
plying its distance function with 1/v/—k.

We put D, := +oo if K < 0 and D,, := 7w/\/k if K > 0. Let (X,d) be a metric space.
Forx,y € X, if there exists a geodesic joining we write [z,y| to denote a definite geodesic
segment joining x to y. A geodesic triangle A in X consists of three points x,y,z €
X and a choice of three geodesic segments [x,y|, [y, z] and [z,x]. A point p € A if p

is in [z, y] U ly, 2] U [z,z]. A triangle A(Z,y,2) in M, is called a comparison triangle
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for Alle, o), [y, 2} [2,2]) if d@,7) = d(z,), dZ7) = d(z,y) and d(T,7) = d(z,2). If
d(z,y) + d(y, z) + d(z,z) < 2D,, such a triangle always exists [5, Lemma 1.2.14].

Let A be a triangle geodesic in X with perimeter less than D, and let A C M, be its
comparison triangle. We say that A satisfies the CAT (k) inequality if for every p,q € A
and all comparison points p,G € A, one has d(p,q) < d(p, q).

If K <0 then X is called CAT (k) space if it is geodesic and every its geodesic triangle
satisfies the CAT (k) inequality. If k > 0 then we X is called CAT(k) space if it is D,-
geodesic and every its geodesic triangle with perimeter less than 2D, satisfies the CAT (k)
imequality.

We say that a metric space (Y,d) is a (global) NPC space if it is complete, and for
every xi,xy € Y, there exists y € Y such that for all z € Y, one has

Play) S 5 (em) + 5 (e, m2) = 1w, ).

From [3, Theorem 1.3.2], we know that complete CAT(0) spaces consist of all NPC' spaces.
Applying [27, Proposition 4.3] we get that every NPC' space has property (B). And as X is
CAT(1) if and only if its cone € is CAT(0) [5, Theorem I1.3.14], and X is complete if and
only if € is complete [5, Proposition 1.5.9], we obtain that CAT(1)-spaces have property
(BC). Ezamples of CAT(1)-spaces can be found in [5, Section II.1].

Here are the reasons we put the condition (BC') of metric spaces to prove the existence
of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters.

Remark 3.7. (1) As € is not locally compact unless X is compact, we can not apply
directly results of [15,18] for the existence of Wasserstein barycenters on €.

(2) Hellinger-Kantorovich spaces in general are not NPC [20, Theorem 8.8]. There-
fore, the existence of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters is not a consequence of
[27]. Indeed, given two measures pui, o in R™ as in example 4.11, there exists
t € (0,1) such that inf e pqrny (1 — ) HEK? (p1, ) +tH K?(p, pi2) has at least two dif-
ferent minimizing solutions. Therefore, (M(R™), HK) is not NPC by [27, Propo-
sition 4.3].

(3) If (X,d) is a geodesic space then so is (M(X), HK) [20, Proposition 8.3]. How-
ever, similar to the Wasserstein setting, if X is not compact, (M(X), HK) is not
locally compact, in particular not proper; and the existence of barycenters is also
less known for non-proper spaces. Here is our example inspired by [19, Example
4, Example 9] and [2, Remark 7.1.9] for this fact.

Example 3.8. (The space (M(X), HK) is locally compact only if X is compact).

Let (X, d) be a metric space. First we calculate the distance H K (po, j11) where jig =
ap0zy, 1 = 104, + 0104, ag, a1, by are positive numbers, and xg, x1 are points in X. From
[20, Theorem 6.3 (b)] we know that

al\/%
Va1 + by cos?(dy o (o, 1))

i bl COS2(dﬂ—/2(I0,ZL’1))\/a70
) Va1 + by cos?(dy o (o, 1))

O(wo,20 O(zo,21) € OPtrgr(to, H1)
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and so using [20, Theorem 6.3 (d)] we get

HEK?(po, p1) = LET (1o, 1) = ag + a1 + by — 2\/%(@1 + by cos?(dr /2 (0, 71))).

If M(X), HK) is locally compact then we assume that there are ¢ > 0 and a point xg
such that the ball B'(04,,€) := {p € M(X): HK(p,6,) < €} is compact. Consider any
sequence (x,) € X then we have

HE (8,05, + b6s,) =1+ a+ b — 2, /a + beos?(de s w0, )

2
_ <\/a + bcos(dy 2 (w0, Tn)) — 1) + bsin®(dy ja(wo, 7))

2
» €
for any positive numbers a,b. Choose a =1+ /2¢ and b := o> we see that

2
HEK? (64,004, + b6,,) = <\/a + b cos?(dy j2(z0, Tn)) — 1) + bsin®(dy o (20, 7))

g2 ’ g2
< 1+\/§a+5—1 +5:52.

Therefore, (ad,, +bd,, ) has a convergent subsequence in HK distance. Applying [20, The-
orem 7.15 | we have that (ad., +bd,,) has a convergent subsequence in the narrow topology
on M(X). Hence (z,,) must have a convergent subsequence in X by [2, Proposition 5.1.8
and Corollary 5.1.9].

4. UNIQUENESS AND CHARACTERIZATIONS OF HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH
BARYCENTERS

In this section we will introduce dual formulations of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycen-
ter problem (P), and investigate the uniqueness of barycenters.

4.1. Dual formulations of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem. Let
(X, d) be a metric space. For every f € Cp(X) with sup f < 1, we define the function S f
on X by
. cos® (drp2(2,9)) .
SFy) = lﬂfxexf{l— 1= () } if B,(m/2) C Xy,

—oo otherwise |,
where Xy = {z € X|f(z) < 1}.

Our lemmas 4.1, 4.2 and 4.4 are variants of [20, Theorem 7.21 (i) and (ii)]. As we
mentioned on the introduction, we need the constraint f; € F; in lemma 4.4 instead of
sup fi < 1 as in [20, Theorem 7.21 (ii)], which is not closed under the pointwise limit, to
show that the dual problem (P*) has solutions in proposition 4.7.

Lemma 4.1. For every f € Cy(X) with sup f < 1, the function Sf is upper semi-
continuous, and in particular Sf is measurable. Furthermore, if sup f < 1 then Sf is
bounded and continuous with sup Sf < 1.
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Proof. Let f € Cy(X) with sup f < 1, it’s easy to see that supSf < 1. For y € X if
there exists v € By (n/2) : f(x) = 1 then for all y € By(w/2 —d(x,y)) : Sf(y') = —o0.
Otherwise for y,, € X, y, — y we have

limsup Sf(y,) <limsup inf
n n EEXf

fi - e )

2(d
< inf limsup {1 o8 (dra(2, yn))

zeXy n 1-— (ZE)
=Sf(y).
cos?(dq2(z,y)) 1
L X)) with = M < 1 then 1 — >1— — { 11
et f € Cy(X) with sup f < 1 then 1= f(2) > T fora

x,y € X which means S f is bounded below. For y,y’ € X consider a sequence {z,} that
cos?(dr/2(x,y))

- ) }. Then we get

minimizes inf,ey{1 —

Sf)—Sfy)
1 1

I _4M o <§ (4 /2(n, ) + depo(n, y,))) - (5 (rjolan ) = deyolzn, y/)))

< lim inf
n

. (1 , . (1 /
sin (5 (dﬂ/2(l’n’y) + drjo(Tn, y ))) sin (5 (dﬂp(xn, Y) — drjo (20, y )))
< 2y y)

- 1-M

2d7r/2 (y> y/)
1-M

Lemma 4.2. Let (X,d) be a metric space and let py, po € M(X). Then
HEK?(py, o) = sup{/ fduy —I—/ Sfdug, f € Cp(X),sup f < 1}.
X X

Proof. Given f,g € Cy(X) with supf < 1,supg < 1 and (1 — f(x))(1 — g(y)) >
05" (dr2(2, ) for all x € X
1= f(z)

Similarly, Sf(y) — Sf(y') <

. Hence S'f is continuous. O

cos?(dr/2(x,y)) for every z,y € X, we have g(y) < 1 —

which means g < Sf. Therefore, from theorem 2.3, we have

HE?(jy, j12) < sup {/ fdn +/ Sfdus, f € Cy(X),sup f < 1}-
X X
Now we prove that HK?*(u1, p12) > [y fdps + [y Sfdps for every f e Cy(X) with

sup f < 1. By [20, Lemma 7.19] there exists a € My(€?) such that h?a = uy, b = po
and HEK?(p1, p2) = [ d2, odex. Then we have

/dem+/XSfduz=/¢2 (f(z1)r? + Sf(w)r2) dex
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= [ (24— (= e - (1 - $f(wa))rd) da
¢

S/ (r% + 73— 2r7y cos(dr o (1, :L’g))) do
Q:Z

=HEK* (11, pia)-
O
Definition 4.3. Given p > 1, p1, ..., p, € M(X) and weights Ay, ..., \,, we define F;
for everyi=1,...,p as the set of all functions f satisfying the following conditions:

(1) feCy(X) and f(z) < 1,Vx € X,
(2) If f(x) =1 then p;(B.(7w/8)) =0, where B.(s) :={y € X : d(x,y) < s} for every
s> 0.

As F; contains all f € Cy(X) with sup f < 1, from lemma 4.2 we get that

HE?(ju, ;) < sup {/ fidﬂ+/ S fidpi, fi € Fz}
X X

And the proof in lemma 4.2 of HK?(p1, 1i;) > [y fidp+ [ S fidp; still holds for all f; € F;.
Therefore, we get the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let X be a metric space. Then for every u € M(X) we have
HE?(u, pi;) = sup {/ fidp +/ Sfidwi, fi € E} :
X b's

And hence \; HK?(p, pi;) = sup { [y Mifidp+ [ XS fidps, f; € F;} , for every p € M(X).
Now we consider a dual formulation of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem

i=1 v X i=1

For every i = 1,---,p and every f € Cy(X) with sup f < A; we define the function
Sy, f on X by

SAzf(y) = Inf

zeX

{3 - R ente)
' Ai — fi(z)
Then for every f € Cp(X) with sup f < 1 and every i = 1,---,p we have Sy,(\;f;) =
NS fi.

To prove inf(P) = sup(P*) we investigate another maximum problem

} for every y € X.

(Pg) sup {F(f1,...,fp) = ZASAifidﬂi : fi € Co(X),sup f; < )\i,Zfi = O}.

For f € Cy(X) we define

+00 otherwise.
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Then we can define the Legendre-Fenchel transform of H; with respect to the dual pairing
(f.1) == [y fdp for every f e Co(X), u € My(X) as follows

Hf(p):= sup {/ fdu — }
feCo(X
- {/ fdu+/SA fdm},
fe€CH(X),sup f<X;

where M (X) is the set of all Radon (not necessarily nonnegative) measures on X.

Lemma 4.5. For every Radon measure with finite total variation p we have

Hi(p) = { NH K (p, pa) if pp€ M(X)

+00 otherwise.

Proof. In case that p is not nonnegative, there exists f € Cp(X), f > 0 such that [ v fdu <
0. Instead of f, we take —f which means there is a function f € Cy(X), f < 0 such that
Jx fdu > 0. Note that Sy, is order-reversing so Sy, (tf) > 0 for every t > 0. Thus, we
have

Hi(p) = supt/ fdp = +oo.
t>0 X

Now, let’s consider p € M(X). It’s clear that \;HK?(u, ;) > H}(u), suppose
NHEK?(u, ;) > H; () then there exists fo € Cyp(X),sup fo < 1 such that

/ Fodp + / Shodus > sup { / Fdu+ / Sfdm}.
X X feCo(X),sup f<1

By the definition of Radon measures, for ¢ > 0 there exists a compact subset K. of X
such that p(X \ K.), 1;(X \ K.) < e. Recall that d(x, A) := infyc s d(z,y) for € X and
A is a subset of X. Define the subset K. := {z € X : d(x, K.) < w/2}. Define
Jo(z
Jel@) = ed(x(,K)g
then we have that fy is equal to f. on K. and Sf; is equal to Sf. on K.. Since fy is
bounded and sup fy < 1 there exist N < 0, M > 0 such that N < fo(z) < M < 1,Vr € X
and hence N, M : N < f.(x) < M < 1, for every x € X, and every ¢ > 0. Since S is

1
<Sf(y)<1-— ﬁ,Vy € X,e > 0. As a consequence,

< [ A= Fldu+ [ 18f=Stldn,

order-reversing, 1 —

1-M
/ (fo— f)du + / (Sfo— Sf.)du
X X

1 1
6<M—N+1_M—1_N),Va>0.

We get a contradiction so A\, H K?(ju, j1;) = H} (). O

Proposition 4.6. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Then we have
inf(P) = sup(P*) = sup(P;).
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Proof. First, it is clear that sup(P*) = sup(Py).

Second, we will prove that inf(P) > sup(P*). Let p € M(X), and fi,..., f, € Co(X)
with sup f; < A; and Y7 | f; = 0. From lemma 4.5, we get

N H K2 (1, 1) Z/fid,u+/ Sy, fidp; for every i =1,...,p
X X

Summing over ¢ and using that > 7 f; = 0 we have

p p
Z)\z’HK(%,Ui) > Z/ Sy fid .
i=1 i=1 VX

Now we only need to prove that inf(P) = sup(P;). We define H(f) for f € Cy(X) as

follow:
H(f Hlf{ZH fz fzeCO Zfz— }

Considering the duality pairing (f, ) := [y fdu for every f € Co(X), € M (X), we
will prove the following properties:

(1) H is convex and continuous on {f € Cy(X) : sup f < 1}. Hence, H**(0) = H(0).
(2) H* =52 Hy.
(3) inf >0, Hf = — (327, HY)" (0).

Applying these properties, we get that
P P *
inf(P) = inf Y~ H = — <Z H;) (0) = —H**(0) = —H(0) = sup(P}).
i=1 i=1

Now we check that those properties indeed hold. For f,g € Cy(X) and sup f,supg < \;
we have

(55,7 (0) + (1= 0Su90) =it {5 -

N cos?(dy o, y))}
Ai — f(z)

+(1—1) ilgf {)\i - N CO;?(_d;/éf’ 2 }
. N cos?(dy o, y)) A? cos? (drja(7,y))
' - A cos?(dya(,y))

Sll;f{)" N —tf(z) — (1 - t)g(if)}

so Hi(tf + (1 — f)g) < tH;(f) + (1 —t)H;(g). If sup f or supg is not less than \; then
H(f) or H(g) is +o00 and we still have the inequality. Hence, H; is convex and so is H.
For f € Cy(X) and sup f = M < 1 take ¢ such that M +¢ < 1 thenfor g: |lg — f| <e
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take g; = \;g we have

A2 cos?(d,
Hi(gi):/ sup ZCOS.(_ /,Q(x’y)) — i ¢ dp;
X z Ai — gi(x)

1
N (=2 1)

Thus, H(g) is bounded above in By(e) and is continuous by [10, Lemma [.2.1]. From
[10, Proposition [.4.1] we get that H** is the ['-regularization of H. The I'-regularization
coincides with the lower-semicontinuous regularization ([10, Proposition 1.3.3]) since H
is convex and admits a continuous affine minorant. As H is continuous at 0, it also
coincides with its lower-semicontinuous regularization at 0 ([10, Corollary 1.2.1]). Hence
H*(0) = H(0).

Now we will prove the second property. Note that if sup f > 1 and Y7 | f; = f then
there must exist j such that sup f; > A; which means there always ex1sts j such that

H;(f;) = +oo so H(f) = +oo when supf > 1. Therefore, we have that

—sup{/ fdp— H(f), f € Co(X >}

:sup{/de,u—H(f),feC'O(X),supf < 1}

=sup {/ fdM+SUP{—ZHi(fz’)>fi € Co(X),sup f; < )\i>Zfz' = [}, f€Co(X),sup f < 1}
j i=1

—Zsup{/ Jidp — i), fi € Co(X), supfi<Ai}=ZH;*(u)
i=1

The last one follows immediately from

_ (ZH;‘) (0) :—sup{/XOdu—ZHi*(u)} :ianHi*.
UJ

Before proving the existence of solutions for problem (P*) we recall several notions.
The c-transform of a function ¢ : X — R U {400} for a cost function ¢ : X x X —
0, +00] is defined by

P°(y) = mf(c(z,y) — p(2)) for every y € X,

with the convention that the subtraction is +00 whenever ¢(x,y) = 400 and p(z) = +o0.
It is easy to check that ¢ > ¢. And we call that ¢ is c-concave if = .

For a uniformly continuous map f between metric spaces (Xi,d;) and (X3, ds), its
modulus of continuity is the function w : [0, 00) — [0, 00| defined by

w(t) == sup{da(f(x), f(y)) : di(x,y) <t} for every t € [0, 00).
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It is clear that w is nondecreasing, w(0) = 0, dao(f(z), f(y)) < w(di(z,y)) for every
x,y € X1, and w is continuous at 0. Furthermore if f is bounded the image of w is indeed
in [0, 00).

We also recall that a space is proper if every of its closed balls is compact.

Proposition 4.7. Let (X, d) be a separable metric space which is proper. Then problem
(P*) has solutions.

Proof. Because the supremum of problem (P*) stays the same if we strengthen the con-
straint to f; € Cp(X) and sup f; < 1 so we take {f'} to be a sequence satisfying that and
maximizing (P*). Take ¢! = —log(l — f*) then (¢})¢ = —log(1l — Sf*) with the cost
function c(x,y) := —log(cos?(dy/2(z,y))). Problem (P*) is equivalent to the problem:

p p
sup {Z/ N1 = e #)dp; - o € Py, ZN‘@_% = 1} ;
i=1 /X i=1

where ®; is the set of all functions ¢ satisfying:
(1) ¢ : X = RU{+o00} is continuous.
(2) Tf () = +oo then ju,(B.(r/8)) —

For all i = 1,...,p — 1, instead of ¢} we can consider ¢ := () and ¢ =

1= e - 5
—log( iz > ¢ ) . This argument is valid since ¢ > ¢ and ()¢ = ()¢,
P

©n < so (r)° > (). Thus, we can always consider the case that ¢} is c—concave
fori=1,...,p—1.

Let o be a point in X, we consider the compact set K., = B} (7/8). For every
7,y € K,, with d(z,y) < 7/4 we have e“@¥) < 2 on K,,. Because {¢'} is a sequence
that maximizes the problem, we can suppose there is a constant C' such that

p
> / (1= ey, > C
i=1 7 X

and as a consequence

Zm C>Z/Ae O

As o (z) < c(z,y) — (pI")(y) for every z,y € X, we have that for every z € K,

p p
3 / AP O dp(y) <3 / M@ =) ()
i=1 Y Kag i=1 v Koo
p
<2 (Z Aitti(X) — C) :
i=1
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If pi(Ky,) > 0 then {¢'} is bounded from above in K,,. On the other hand, {¢!'} is
bounded below by log();) from the constraint > »_, \;ie %" = 1. Thus, {¢}} is bounded
in K.

As {¢}'} is bounded below by log(A;) we get (¢})°(y) = infrex(c(z,y) — ¢} (x)) is
bounded above by —log();). Let M;(K,,) be an upper bound for {<pl} on K,,. For
Ai

M;(Kag) ©

x € K,,andy ¢ B! (t) we have c(z,y)—(p")(y) > M;(K,,), where t = arccos
e

Therefore, for every z € K,, we get

(¢i)* (@) = Inf (c(z,y) — (¥})"(W)) = Inf (c(z,y) — ()W)

yeB; (1)

Let x € K,,, let 0 := 7/2 —t and take §' = §/4, the cost function ¢ is continuous on
(BL(0") N K, ) x B (t+ ") so it is uniformly continuous and bounded. Let w : [0, 00) —
[0, 00) be its modulus of continuity then for every 2’ € B.(8') N K,,,y,y' € B, (t+0'), we
have

le(2’,y) — ez, y)| < w(d(z',x)).
As ¢l' = (") by its c-concavity, we take a minimizing sequence {y,} C B.L(t + ¢') for
¢; (z) to get
pi (@) = i (x) <Timinf(e(a’, y) — ez, yp)) < wld(@’, 7).
As B!,(t) C B,(t+ ') and

pil(a’) = inf(e(2',y) = (#1)°(W)) = inf (c(a’,y) = (#1)°(W)),

yeB’, (1
similarly as above, take a minimizing sequence {y,} C B.(t+ ¢'), we also get
pi (2) = @il (2') <liminf(c(z, yp,) — (2, yp)) < wld(z, 7)),

Since w does not depend on n, w(0) = 0 and w is continuous at 0, we get that ¢}|r, is
equi-continuous.

By Ascoli-Arzela theorem, if p;(K,,) > 0 there exists a subsequence of ¢}|k, (here
still denoted by 7|, ) and @ik, € C(K,,) such that ¢f|k, —uniformly converges to
QOZ"KIO,Y;: 1,...,]9— 1.

As X is Polish, let A = {x1,25,...} be a countable dense subset of X. Let K' =
UM(K%»O K., and by a standard diagonal argument we get a subsequence ¢f that is

pointwise convergent to ¢y, K., whenever ,ul(ij) > 0, then we can define on K*

p1(z) = YLK, (z)

when 2 € K, and py(K,,) > 0. For any point z, € A\ K, if p](z)) is bounded then
we can take a subsequence of ¢ such that ¢} (xy) is convergent and define ;1 () by its
limit, otherwise there exists a subsequence of ¢} such that ¢} (z}) increases to infinity and
we define ;1 () = +00. Using a standard diagonal argument again and the density of A,
we construct a subsequence ¢! that pointwise converges to ¢; and ¢, € ®;. With similar
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arguments, we can construct a subsequence (7, .. .,gp;f_l) that pointwise converges to
(P15 0p—1) and ¢; € ©; for every i =1,--- ,p— 1.

We define
1—SP ' Ne ¥
p 1= —log ( Z’; ) )
P

If py(K,,;) > 0, then
p—1
Z Ne ¥ =1— )\pe_%l <1-—¢Y
i=1
1 Aipa(X) = O)
Aphtp (K ;)

2
where C; = log < ( ) so we also have ¢} pointwise converges to ¢,

and ¢, € ¢,

Using Fatou’s Lemma, we have that f; = 1—e~ % solve problem (P*). To finish, we need
to check that limsup, Sf* < Sf;. Fory € X, if B,(7/2) ¢ Xy, then Sfi(y) = —o0, we
show that limsup,, Sf"(y) = —oo. Indeed, there exists z € B, (7/2) such that f;(z) =1
cos?(dr2(z,y))

1- fzn(x)

so f'(x) converges to 1. Sfl'(y) < 1 —
By(m/2) C Xy, then

Sfily) = inf {1 - Cosz(d“”(x’y))} — inf limsup{l = Cosz(d’f”(x’y))}

which converges to —oo. If

reXy, 1-— fZ(SL’) z€Xy, n - fzn(x)
cos®(dy (2, y))
S ) B
2imenp g {1~
cos®(dyja(z,y))
ST ) B
_hmnsup gg)f( {1 1= f(a) }

=limsup Sf/".
O

4.2. Uniqueness of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters. Now we are ready to in-
vestigate the uniqueness of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters. Recall that given v, u €
M(X) with u(X) +~(X) > 0, from [20, Lemma 2.3] there exist Borel functions o, p :
X — [0,00) and a Borel partition (A4, A,, A,) of X satisfying the following properties:

A={reX:0(x)>0}={xe X :p(x) >0}, ox)pr)=1Vre A4
y=op+yyt L p(A) =41 (X N\ A) = 0;
p=py+ e Lyy(Ay) = pt (X N\ Ay) = 0;
o€ L' (X, n),peL'(X,7)

Furthermore, the sets A, A, A, and the maps o, p are uniquely determined up to (p+)-
negligible sets.
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Let (X, d) be a metric space having property (BC'). Let u € M(X) be a solution for
(P) and (fi,...,fp) € Fi x -+ x F, with >-7_ A\;f; = 0 be a solution for (P*). Then

p p p p
O S AHE () =3 / NS fidpi =Y / NS fidpi+ S / N fidp.
i=1 i=1 7YX i—1 v X i— /X

From lemma 4.4 we have
HE?(p, i) = / AilS fidpi +/ Aifidp, for every 1 =1,....p,
X X

and then applying theorem 2.3 we get

LET (1, p1:) :/ fidﬂ+/ S fidp;.
X X

Let v € Optypr(i, i;), then by [20, Theorem 6.3 (b)] we know 7,72 are absolutely
continuous with respect to i, p; and there exist Borel sets A; C supp(7y;) with v, (X\4;) =
0 and Borel densities o1 : A; — (0,00) of v1 w.r.t p, o9 : Ay — (0,00) of 75 w.r.t p; such
that

o1(x1)o2(z9) > cos?( drja(x1,02)) in Ay x Ay,

o1(21)02(22) = co8®(drjo(T1,22))  -a.e in Ay X Ay.
As (X \A;) =0for j =1,2 we get y(A; x X) =7(X x X) = (X x A;) and hence
(A x Ag) = v(X x X). Because oy (x)o2(y) = cos*(dya(x,y) for y-a.e (z,y) in Ay x Ay

and o; > 0 in A; we get that v is concentrated on {(z,y) € Ay x As|d(z,y) < 7/2}. Now
we will show that

L= fi2) 1= 54()
o1(x) o2 (y)
Recall that the function Sf; : X — RU{—o0} is defined by

> 2 for v —a.e (x,y) in A} x As.

- cos(drja(2,9)) | .
S5 = { oo {1 TR B2 € X

—o00 otherwise |,
where Xy, = {z € X|fi(x) < 1}.
1
If Sfi(y) = —oo then it is clear that

— @) 185

o1(z) oa(y)

consider Sf;(y) # —oo. In this case, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have
1—M@+1—5Mw22¢ Als)1- 555)

o1(r) o2(y) ) a2(y)
(2

Hence, we only need to check (1—f;(x))(1—=Sfi(y)) > o1(x)oa(y) for every (x,y) € Ay X Ay
with Sfi;(y) # —oo and d(z,y) < 7/2. Let (z,y) € A; x As satisfying Sf;(y) # —oo and

> 2. Therefore, we only
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d(z,y) < m/2. Because Sfi(y) # —oo, from the definition of Sf; we have B, (7/2) C Xy,

2
d’ﬂ' Y
and hence x € X, As Sfi(y) = inf.ex, {1 B Cosl(_ ?Ez)y))

(1= fi(2))(1 = Sfi(y)) = cos*(dnpa(2,y)) = 01 (2)02(y)-
And hence we finish the proof that

1— fz(f) 11— sz'(?/)
(@) o)

} we get that

> 2 for v —a.e (x,y) in A x As.
It implies that

wwmwz/ﬁw+/smM

/du /1—fld,u+/du, /1—Sf,du,

Sfi
mx»~mx>(ﬁ - A @fwm

—/’ ﬁ—ﬁﬂu—/’ (1= Sf)dp
X\ A4, X\ Az
<p(X) 4 i (X) — 29(Ar x Ap)

=1(X) + pi(X) = 29(X x X).

On the other we have (X)) + p;(X) —2~(X?) = LET (u, p;) [20, Theorem 6.3 (d)]. Hence,
o1 =1—f;y1-a.eon Ay,1—f; = 0 p-a.eon X\ Ay and 09 = 1—S5f; 1e-a.eon Ay, 1—Sf; =0
pi-a.e on X \ As. Because sup Sf; < 1 we can consider supppu; = As.

We say that v € M(X) satisfies condition (*) if d(x, suppr) < m/2 for every z € X.

Because d must be greater than 7/2 in suppu® x supppu; by [20, Theorem 6.3 (b)] we
get that if y; satisfies condition (*) then suppu’ = @) and hence pt is the null measure.

Now we assume that X = R"™ with the Euclidean distance for some n € N, and there
exists some ¢ such that y; is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
We will use the notion of approximate differential denoted by D [2, Definition 5.5.1]. Then
by [20, Theorem 6.6] oy is approximately differentiable p;-a.e. and the optimal plan 4 of
W, f; is uniquely determined by the push forward measure (¢, Id) 47,2, where

arctan(||€(932) ||)
1€ (o)l

£(a) = — %[)logag(@).

t(ry) =19 — §(r2),

Since S'f; is already determined so 09, 72,71, 01 will be determined regardless of what p
is. We can write g in the form oy 'y, + p*. And if p; satisfies condition (*) then p is
uniquely determined. We conclude the result into the following proposition.
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Theorem 4.8. Let pu1, ..., 11, be nonnegative Radon measures on R™ and let Ay, ..., \, be
positive real numbers satisfying Y &, N\; = 1. Let p be a solution for (P) and (fi,..., [,)
be a solution for (P*). Taking A; := suppp, 0; := 1 — S f; on A,y = o
(1) If there exists i such that o; is p;-a.e. approzimately differentiable on A; (for
instance ju; s absolutely continuous to Lebesgue measure), then p must have the
form 6;7'9; + pt, where 6; == 1 — f; on A; == t;(A;) N {z € R"|fi(z) < 1} and
N arctaﬂ(HEi(!E)H)ﬁ.(I)
1€ (@) o

£(x) = — %Dlogai(x).

(2) Furthermore, if pu; above also satisfies condition (*) then the solution p is unique.

Remark 4.9. Theorem 4.8 would hold for all metric spaces having property (BC') and
for which [20, Theorem 6.6] is still valid. From the proof of [20, Theorem 6.6], we see
that it could be extended for all spaces that we can apply Rademacher’s theorem, i.e. every
Lipschitz function is approximately differentiable. For simplicity, we only present theorem
4.8 for R™ only.

Example 4.10. Let X = R,p = 2,\ = Xy = 1/2 and py = Lio1—r—a]s o = Linzt]
where L is the Lebesque measure and L is the restriction measure on Borel set A. We
define

—1 ifx < —m/2
filx) = 2% if —m/2<x<m/2
1 if x > /2

and fo = —f1. Now we check that (f1, f2) is a solution for (P*). Let (g1,¢92) € F1 X Fy
such that \igy + Aags = 0. Then g1 + 9o =0, g; <1, and hence —1 < g; < 1. As g1 € F}
and pi1 = Li_1-x _x), by the definition of F} we must have g, <1 on [-1—m, —r|. Because
COS2(d7r/2(x>y))} <1_l_1

1—gi(z) -2
for every y € [—1 — m,—n|. Similarly, we have Sga < % on [m, 1 —I— 7|. By the definitions
of f1, fa, we have that (fi, fo) € F1 X Fo, Mifi + Xafo =0, Sfi =5 on [-1 — 7, —7], and
Sfo =5 on[m,1+7]. As Sfi,Sfs reach the largest possible values on the supports of
i1, L2, respectwely, we get that (f1, f2) is a solution of (P*).

Applying proposition 4.6 we get that

g1 is bounded below by —1, we have Sg1(y) < inf,ex, {1 -

f MHK? Ao HK?( Sldl—
ue}{}l(x) (14, p1) + Az (12, p2) Z/ fidp

Consider py, as in theorem 4.8, we have Ay = [-1 — 7,—7w|,00 = 1/2,t; = Id and
1
hence a barycenter i has the form M +pt (supppt C [7/2,+00) ). Similarly consider
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1 1
Lo, we will get p = i + ik We can check this p is truly a barycenter. Indeed

v = 1/2(1d, Id) 4p; € Optypr(, ;) (120, Theorem 6.3 (b)]) so HK?(p, p;) = 1/2.
In this case we still have the uniqueness of barycenter although both iy, o do not satisfy
condition (*). However, in general we may not have it.

Example 4.11. ([19, Example 11 ii)]) Let X = R™,p = 2 and p; = a10,,, pio = a0y,
where a; is a positive number and 0, is the Dirac measure at point x; € X such that
|z1 — 23] = w/2. We have two geodesics which connect py and ps. The first geodesic
is the Hellinger curve pf(s) := (1 — s)%a10,, + s?a20,, and the second one is defined
by p(s) == a(s)dys) where a(s) == (1 — s)?a; + s%az, z(s) == (1 — p(s))a1 + p(s)z2 and

5y/az _
p(S) — ; arctan (m) ZfS c [0, 1)
1ifs=1.
For i1, pio with different constant-speed geodesics put(s), p?(s) which connect them, there
ist € (0,1) such that p'(t) # p?(t). Both p!(t), p?(t) minimize the problem inf e pqx)(1—
) HK?(p, ) + tHE? (p, ).

5. HOMOGENEOUS MULTIMARGINAL PROBLEMS AND HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH
BARYCENTERS

Let (X, d) be a metric space and € be its cone, 4, ..., u, be nonnegative Radon mea-
sures on X, Ar,...,\, be positive real numbers satisfying > 7 A; = 1. We define the
cost function ¢ : €7 — [0, 00) by

p
i 2 . — P
c(n) : 71’I€1£ ;:1 Nidg(n,m;) for every n = (m1,...,1n,) € €.

As ¢ is the infimum of continuous functions we get that ¢ is upper semi-continuous and
hence it is measurable.

The multi-marginal problem for the cost function ¢ above has been studied first by
Gangbo and Swiech for R [12]. Their result has been generalized in several directions in
[13,14,21,22]. It also has been used to study Wasserstein barycenters [1,22].

Similar to [1,22], now we investigate the following homogeneous multimarginal problem
and its connection with Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters

inf {/Qp (i, mp))de, o € My (€P), bl = uz} :

Before proving the existence of solutions for the homogeneous multimarginal problem,
let us recall dilations. If a € M(€P) and ¥ : €7 — (0, 00) is a Borel map in L*(€?, o) we
define the map prdy : € — €P by

prdg(n); :=n; - (9(n)) ", forevery n = (n1,...,m,) €€ i=1,...,p.

Lemma 5.1. Let (X,d) be a metric space. Then the function c is continuous and the
homogeneous multimarginal problem has a solution.



BARYCENTERS IN THE HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH SPACE 23

Proof. Applying lemma 3.2 we get that ¢ is lower semi-continuous and hence it is contin-
uous.

As there always exists @ € My (€P), h?a = p; by [20, (5.29)]), we can take a minimizing
sequence o, of the homogeneous multimarginal problem. From the definition of h;, we can
restrict the constraint in the problem to all ac € My(€P) concentrated on €7\ {(o,...,0)},
where o is the point [z,0] in €. Then using dilations we can restrict furthermore the
constraint to a € Py(€P), with h?a = p; and a is concentrated on €[Z|, where E =
\/ f 1 1i(X). This is valid since c(prdﬁ( )) = c(n)(¥(n))~? for every Borel map ¥ :

— (0, oo) n € €P. Indeed, let n™ and " be minimizing sequences for the barycenter
problem for the point 7 and the pomt prdg(m), respectively then we have that

c(prdy(n _hmzw 7" (9(m) ™)

s Y A - 0(m) 1) (0)

1=1

>c(n)(¥(n)) 2

:hinz Nidg(n™ - (9(m) " mi - (9(m)) ™)

>c(prdg(n)).

With such an estimate, the sequence o, is bounded and equally tight by [20, lemma
7.3]. Thus, it’s relative compact in the weak™ topology and each limit point still satisfies
the constraint. As ¢ is continuous we get the result. O

Now, analogous to the results in [1,22] for the Wasserstein setting, we establish rela-
tions between Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters and solutions of the homogeneous mul-
timarginal problem.

Theorem 5.2. Let (X, d) be a Polish metric space having property (BC'). Let T : €¥ — €
be a Borel barycenter map as in lemma 3.5.

(1) If the homogeneous multimarginal problem has a solution ov € Mo (€P) then h* Ty
is a barycenter of py, ..., p, with weights Ay, ..., Ap;

(2) Assume further that for every m = (n,...,n,) € €P, the point T'(n) is the unique
barycenter of (n;, ;). Then every Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter o of (i, ;)
must have the form H*Tya for some solution o € Py(€P) of the homogeneous
multimarginal problem with a being concentrated on €P[E], with B = /po(X) +

Proof. (1) Let u™ € M(X) be a sequence minimizing > 7| \iHK?(p, p1;) and cv € Mo (€P)
be a minimizer of the homogeneous multimarginal problem. Then from lemma 2.2, for
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every n € N choosing 8" € Py(€7*!) with h7B8" = u*,b7,,8" = p; and HK(u", ;) =
[ dg(no,m:)dB",i=1,...,p, we get that

p p
Z)\iHK2(u",m) :/Z&d%(%ﬂ%)dﬁn

i=1 =1
p

> [ SR T ). )8
=1
p

> [ oA (T ). m)da
=1

p
> NHE? (5’ Tyor, ;).
i=1
Thus, h*Tya is a barycenter of py, ..., p, with respect to i, ..., A\,
(2) Let 1o be a barycenter of yu, ..., p1, with respect to A, ..., A, then from lemma 2.2
there is 8 € Pa(€P*!) concentrated on €[], with E = /po(X) + >0, HK (po, j1:)
such that

P P
Z NH K (po, 1) = / Z )\idé(ﬂoa 0:)dB(1os - - -, 1p)
i=1 i=1

> / D Ne (T, mp)s 1) dB(os - - 71p)
i=1

i=1
Since all the equations hold, II; .3 must be a minimizer for homogeneous multimarginal

problem and 3 is concentrated on the graph (T'(ny, ..., 1), M1, - - -, 1p). Thus, py = h*Tha,
where o =11, .3 € Po(€P). O

.....

As a consequence, we get a consistency result for Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters. It
has been proved for Wasserstein spaces in [4, Theorem 3.1].

Theorem 5.3. Let (X,d) be a Polish metric space having property (BC'). Let T : € —
¢ be a Borel barycenter map as in lemma 3.5. Assume that T is continuous and for
every m = (ni,...,n,) € €, the point T'(n) is the unique barycenter of (m;, N\;). Let
ity {ug ) be sequences in M(X) such that pit converges to p; weakly*, and for every
n € N let uy be any Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter of (ul, \;). Then the sequence
{Wh}n is relative compact and any of its limit is a Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter for
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Proof. According to theorem 5.2, there exists a™ € Py(€P) which is a solution for homo-
geneous multimarginal problem and satisfying h?Tya™ = uf for each n. Also, a™ is con-
centrated on €P[\/ph(X)+ > | HK (ply, pi)] and Txa™ is concentrated on €[/ ph (X)) +

P HK(u, u)]. Let v be the null measure on X. Then we have HK?(v, 1) = v(X)
for every v € M(X). Therefore

1
5/1%()() = §HK2(/~L%7 Vo)

1 p
<3 Z NIHK (!, vo) + HK (1, pi)]?
i=1

p p
< NENX) DY NHE ().
i=1 i=1

We also have
p

p p
S HK (g ) <> 4% + > NHE (i, i)
i=1 i=1 ' =1
Because ul' converges to p; as n — oo, we get that {u"(X)}, is bounded. Using [20,
Theorem 7.15]) we also get that {>F_ | N\ HK?(u}, u') },, is bounded. Hence {+/p%(X) +

P HK(ulhy, 1)} is bounded above by some 2 > 0. Then we can assume that a” is
concentrated on €P[E], Txa™ is concentrated on €[E] for every n € N. As {ul'}, is a
convergent sequence we obtain that {ul'}, is an equally tight set in M(X) then {a™}
is also an equally tight set in M(€?) by [20, Lemma 7.3]). As o is also a probability
measure for every n, we get that {a"}, is relative compact. Because T is continuous and
Tya™ is concentrated on €[Z] for every n € N, we get that the sequence {u}} is also
relative compact.

Take a convergent subsequence of i, to simplify, we still denote it by ;. We denote
its limit by pp. Let po be a Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter for (u;, \;), then applying
again [20, Theorem 7.15] we get

p p
S ONHE (o, i) = Y NHE? (o, i),

i=1 i=1

p p
S ONHE (i, ) = > NHK (g, ).

i=1 i=1

On the other hand,

p p
S ONHE (o, i) > Y NHEK? (i, i)

i=1 =1

Therefore, Y 7 NHK?(po, i) > >0 MHK?(pup, ;) which means pp is a Hellinger-
Kantorovich barycenter for p, ..., i, with respect to Ay,..., \,. (]
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When the space € is NPC it is known that for every m = (n,...,1,) € € and
A, .oy Ap > 0 with Y°P | \; = 1, the barycenter of (1;,);) is unique [27, Proposition
4.3] and furthermore the map 7" : €” — € as in lemma 3.3 is continuous by [27, Theorem
6.3]. As we know that X is CAT(1) if and only if € is CAT(0), theorems 5.2 and 5.3 work
for all Polish CAT(1) spaces.

Remark 5.4. Let n > 2 and X = S"! C R" be the (n — 1)-sphere endowed with the
standard spherical angular metric d, i.e. d(z,y) := arccos (1 — %Hx — y||2) for every
x,y € X. Then its Euclidean cone (€, d¢) is the usual Euclidean space (R™, || -|). In this

case, for every p > 1 and every weights (A, -- -, \,), from [1, page 913] we know that the
map T : (R")? — R" defined by T'(x1,- -+ ,xp) ==Y b Ny for every (zq,- -+, z,) € (R")P
1s characterized by the property

p p
inf 3 Mla—yl? = 3 Allr — Tl )
i=1 =1

yeRn

Therefore, theorem 5.2 provides us an explicit homogeneous marginal formulation of the
Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem in this case.

REFERENCES

[1] Martial Agueh and Guillaume Carlier, Barycenters in the Wasserstein space, SITAM J. Math. Anal.
43 (2011), no. 2, 904-924.

[2] Luigi Ambrosio, Nicola Gigli, and Giuseppe Savaré, Gradient flows in metric spaces and in the space
of probability measures, 2nd ed., Lectures in Mathematics ETH Ziirich, Birkh&user Verlag, Basel,
2008.

[3] Miroslav Bacdk, Convex analysis and optimization in Hadamard spaces, De Gruyter Series in Non-
linear Analysis and Applications, vol. 22, De Gruyter, Berlin, 2014.

[4] Emmanuel Boissard, Thibaut Le Gouiec, and Jean-Michel Loubes, Distribution’s template estimate
with Wasserstein metrics, Bernoulli 21 (2015), no. 2, 740-759.

[5] Martin R. Bridson and André Haefliger, Metric spaces of non-positive curvature, Grundlehren
der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences], vol. 319,
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1999.

[6] L. D. Brown and R. Purves, Measurable selections of extrema, Ann. Statist. 1 (1973), 902-912.

[7] Guillaume Carlier, Adam Oberman, and Edouard Oudet, Numerical methods for matching for teams
and Wasserstein barycenters, ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal. 49 (2015), no. 6, 1621-1642.

[8] Lénaic Chizat, Gabriel Peyré, Bernhard Schmitzer, and Frangois-Xavier Vialard, Unbalanced optimal
transport: dynamic and Kantorovich formulations, J. Funct. Anal. 274 (2018), no. 11, 3090-3123.

[9] Nhan-Phu Chung and Thanh-Son Trinh, Barycenters in generalized Wasserstein spaces,
arXiv:1909.05517.

[10] Ivar Ekeland and Roger Témam, Convex analysis and variational problems, Corrected reprint of the
1976 English edition, Classics in Applied Mathematics, vol. 28, Society for Industrial and Applied
Mathematics (STAM), Philadelphia, PA, 1999. Translated from the French.

[11] Gero Friesecke, Daniel Matthes, and Bernhard Schmitzer, Barycenters for the Hellinger-Kantorovich
distance over R%, arXiv:1910.14572.

[12] Wilfrid Gangbo and Andrzej Swiech, Optimal maps for the multidimensional Monge-Kantorovich
problem, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 51 (1998), no. 1, 23-45.

[13] Young-Heon Kim and Brendan Pass, A general condition for Monge solutions in the multi-marginal
optimal transport problem, STAM J. Math. Anal. 46 (2014), no. 2, 1538-1550.



BARYCENTERS IN THE HELLINGER-KANTOROVICH SPACE 27

[14] , Multi-marginal optimal transport on Riemannian manifolds, Amer. J. Math. 137 (2015),
no. 4, 1045-1060.

[15] , Wasserstein barycenters over Riemannian manifolds, Adv. Math. 307 (2017), 640—-683.

[16] Stanislav Kondratyev, Léonard Monsaingeon, and Dmitry Vorotnikov, A new optimal transport dis-
tance on the space of finite Radon measures, Adv. Differential Equations 21 (2016), no. 11-12,
1117-1164.

[17] Stanislav Kondratyev and Dmitry Vorotnikov, Spherical Hellinger-Kantorovich gradient flows, STAM
J. Math. Anal. 51 (2019), no. 3, 2053-2084.

[18] Thibaut Le Gouic and Jean-Michel Loubes, Fzistence and consistency of Wasserstein barycenters,
Probab. Theory Related Fields 168 (2017), no. 3-4, 901-917.

[19] Matthias Liero, Alexander Mielke, and Giuseppe Savaré, Optimal transport in competition with reac-
tion: the Hellinger-Kantorovich distance and geodesic curves, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 48 (2016), no. 4,
2869-2911.

, Optimal entropy-transport problems and a new Hellinger-Kantorovich distance between pos-
itive measures, Invent. Math. 211 (2018), no. 3, 969-1117.

[21] Brendan Pass, Uniqueness and Monge solutions in the multimarginal optimal transportation problem,
SIAM J. Math. Anal. 43 (2011), no. 6, 2758-2775.

[22] __ | Optimal transportation with infinitely many marginals, J. Funct. Anal. 264 (2013), no. 4,
947-963.

[23] Benedetto Piccoli and Francesco Rossi, Generalized Wasserstein distance and its application to trans-
port equations with source, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 211 (2014), no. 1, 335-358.

[24] Julien Rabin, Gabriel Peyré, Julie Delon, and Marc Bernot, Wasserstein Barycenter and Its Appli-
cation to Texture Mizing, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 6667, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg,
2012, pp. 435-446.

[25] R. T. Rockafellar, Integrals which are convex functionals. II, Pacific J. Math. 39 (1971), 439-469.

[26] Sanvesh Srivastava, Cheng Li, and David B. Dunson, Scalable Bayes via barycenter in Wasserstein
space, J. Mach. Learn. Res. 19 (2018), Paper No. 8, 35.

[27] Karl-Theodor Sturm, Probability measures on metric spaces of nonpositive curvature, Heat kernels
and analysis on manifolds, graphs, and metric spaces (Paris, 2002), Contemp. Math., vol. 338, Amer.
Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2003, pp. 357-390.

[28] Cédric Villani, Optimal transport, Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental
Principles of Mathematical Sciences], vol. 338, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2009. Old and new.

NHAN-PHU CHUNG, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, SUNGKYUNKWAN UNIVERSITY, 2066 SEOBU-
RO, JANGAN-GU, SUWON-SI, GYEONGGI-DO, KOREA 16419.
E-mail address: phuchung@skku.edu;phuchung82@gmail.com

MINH-NHAT PHUNG, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, SUNGKYUNKWAN UNIVERSITY, 2066 SEOBU-
RO, JANGAN-GU, SUWON-SI, GYEONGGI-DO, KOREA 16419.
E-mail address: pmnt1114@skku.edu;pmnt1114@gmail.com



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Existence of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters
	4. Uniqueness and characterizations of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters
	4.1. Dual formulations of the Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenter problem
	4.2. Uniqueness of Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters

	5. Homogeneous multimarginal problems and Hellinger-Kantorovich barycenters
	References

