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Abstract
Optimal transport (OT) has generated much recent
interest by its capability of finding mappings that
transport mass from one distribution to another,
and found useful roles in machine learning tasks
such as unsupervised learning, domain adaptation
and transfer learning. On the other hand, in many
applications data are generated by complex mech-
anisms involving convoluted spaces of functions,
curves and surfaces in high dimensions. Func-
tional data analysis provides a useful framework
of treatment for such domains. In this paper we
introduce a novel formulation of optimal transport
problem in functional spaces and develop an effi-
cient learning algorithm for finding the stochastic
map between functional domains. We apply our
method to synthetic datasets and study the geomet-
ric properties of the transport map. Experiments
on real-world datasets of robot arm trajectories
and digit numbers further demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our method on applications of domain
adaptation and generative modeling.

1. Introduction
Optimal transport is a powerful formalism for finding and
quantifying the movement of mass from one probability
distribution to another (Villani, 2008). In recent years, it has
been instrumental in a variety of important machine learning
tasks, including deep generative modeling (Arjovsky et al.,
2017; Salimans et al., 2018), unsupervised learning (Ho
et al., 2017; Mallasto & Feragen, 2017) and domain adap-
tations (Ganin & Lempitsky, 2015; Bhushan Damodaran
et al., 2018). As machine learning algorithms are applied
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to increasingly complex data domains, it is of great interest
to develop optimal transport based methods and tools for
complex data structures. A particularly common form of
such data structures is functional data — data that may be
viewed as random samples of (relatively) smooth functions,
curves or surfaces in high dimension spaces (Mirshani et al.,
2019; Hsing & Eubank, 2015). Examples of real-world
machine learning applications involving functional data are
numerous, ranging from robotics (Deisenroth et al., 2013)
and natural language processing (Rodrigues et al., 2014)
to economics (Horváth & Kokoszka, 2012) and healthcare
(Chan et al., 2020).

The goal of this paper is to provide a novel formulation of
the optimal transport problem in function spaces1, to de-
velop an efficient learning algorithm for finding a suitable
notion of optimal stochastic map that transports samples
from one functional domain to another, and to demonstrate
the effectiveness of our approach to several application do-
mains where the functional optimal transport viewpoint
proves natural and useful. There are several technical chal-
lenges arising in our problem: both the source and the target
function spaces can be very complex, and in general of in-
finite dimensions. Moreover, one needs to deal with the
distributions over such spaces, which is difficult if one is
to model them. In general, the optimal coupling or the
underlying optimal transport map between the two distribu-
tions is hard to characterize and compute efficiently. Yet,
to be useful one must find an explicit transport map that
can approximate reasonably well the optimal coupling (the
original Monge problem) (Villani, 2008; Perrot et al., 2016).

There is indeed a growing interest in finding an explicit
optimal transport map linked to the Monge problem. A
large amount of work was conducted to scale up the com-
putation of the transport map (Genevay et al., 2016; Meng
et al., 2019), including approximating transport maps with
neural networks (Seguy et al., 2017; Makkuva et al., 2019),
deep generative models (Xie et al., 2019) and flow models
(Huang et al., 2020). The most existing approaches learn
a mapping that transports point mass from one (empirical)
distribution to another. There is scarcely any work that ad-

1Code is available here: https://github.com/VersElectronics/FOT
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dresses optimal transport in the domains of functions by
specifically accounting for the functional data structure.

The mathematical machinery of functional data analysis
(FDA) (Hsing & Eubank, 2015), along with recent advances
in computational optimal transport via regularization tech-
niques (e.g., (Cuturi, 2013)) will be brought to bear on the
aforementioned problems. First, we take a model-free ap-
proach, by avoiding making assumptions on the source and
target distributions of functional data. Instead, we aim for
learning the (stochastic) transport map directly. Second, if
we follow the FDA’s perspective, both the source and tar-
get distributions are supported on suitable Hilbert spaces
of functions. A transport map between two Hilbert spaces
H1 and H2 will be represented by a class of linear opera-
tors, namely the integral operators. In fact, we shall restrict
ourselves to Hilbert-Schmidt operators, which are compact
and computationally convenient to regularize. Finally, the
optimal (deterministic) transport map between two proba-
bility measures on function spaces may not exist. Thus, we
enlarge the space of transport maps by allowing for stochas-
tic coupling between the two domains H1 and H2, while
controlling the complexity of such coupling via the entropic
regularization technique initiated by (Cuturi, 2013).

It is interesting to note that our formulation admits two com-
plementary interpretations: it can be viewed as learning an
integral operator regularized by a transport plan (a coupling
distribution) or it can also be seen as an optimal coupling
problem (the Kantorovich problem), which is associated
with a cost matrix parametrized by the integral operator. In
any case, we propose a joint optimization problem that esti-
mates both the transport map and the coupling distribution.
This problem is block coordinate-wise convex, and admits
an efficient algorithm for finding explicit transport map that
can be applied on sampled functions. We first demonstrate
empirical evidence for the effectiveness of our approach
on synthetic datasets for smooth function data. Then, we
provide a suite of experiments on domain adaptation and
generative modeling with real-world data.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews prelimi-
nary backgrounds of optimal transport and functional data
analysis. Section 3 discusses the notion transportation maps
as elements of a Hilbert space, setting stage for our func-
tional OT framework and optimization algorithm for finding
the transportation map on function spaces in Section 4. Sec-
tion 5 discusses extensive experiments with synthetic and
real data.

Notation: Given a probability measure µ and a Borel
map T acting on the support of µ, T#µ denotes the push-
forward operator of µ by T . For a probability vector
(P1, . . . , Pi, . . . ), its negative entropy function is defined
as H(P) :=

∑
i Pi logPi. An inner product relative to

a Hilbert space H is denoted by 〈·, ·〉H . For a set X

endowed with a probability measure ρ, L2(X, ρ) is de-
fined as the space of square integrable functions with norm
‖f‖2ρ = 〈f, f〉ρ =

∫
X
|f(x)|2dρ(x). ‖ · ‖HS is the Hilbert-

Schmidt operator norm defined in Section 2. The outer
product operator between two elements ei ∈ Hi for i = 1, 2
is denoted by e1 ⊗1 e2 : H1 → H2 and is defined by
(e1 ⊗1 e2)f = 〈e1, f〉H1

e2 for f ∈ H1.

2. Preliminaries
In this section, we briefly review some background knowl-
edge on optimal transport and functional data analysis.

2.1. Optimal transport

Monge problem Let X ⊆ Rds and Y ⊆ Rdt be two com-
plete and separable metric spaces and M(Z) denote the
space of probability measures over spaces Z . Given two
probability measures µ ∈ M(X ), ν ∈ M(Y) and a cost
function c : X × Y 7→ R+, the Monge problem consists
in finding a Borel map, T : X 7→ Y between µ and ν that
realizes the infimum

inf
T

∫
Ω

c(x, T (x))dµ(x) subject to T#µ = ν, (1)

where T#µ denotes the push forward operator of µ by T .
The existence of the optimal transport map T is not always
guaranteed: the Monge problem is non-convex and often un-
feasible, for example, when the support µ and ν are different
number of Diracs. Monge’s formulation can be improved
by the following relaxation problem by Kantorovich (Kan-
torovitch, 1958).

Kantorovich relaxation Given µ ∈ M(X ), ν ∈ M(Y)
and a cost function c : X × Y 7→ R+, Kantorovich OT
seeks a joint measure π ∈ Π minimizing

W (µ, ν) := inf
π∈Π

∫
X×Y

c(x, y)dπ(x, y). (2)

Here, Π is the set of couplings of µ and ν denoted by :

Π = {π : γX#π = µ, γY#π = ν}, (3)

where γX , γY are functions that project onto X and Y re-
spectively. Note that the optimal coupling always exists, and
the conditional probability distributions πy|x gives stochas-
tic maps from X to Y and is considered as ”one-to-many”
version of the deterministic map of the Monge map.

The computation in high dimensions of the optimal transport
is typically computationally intensive. A faster approximate
solution was proposed by (Cuturi, 2013) as follows:

inf
π∈Π

∫
X×Y

c(x, y)dπ(x, y) + λH(π). (4)
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(a) The samples paths (b) The Mapping of individual sample paths (c) The Push-forward

(d) The geodesic connecting the source samples and the push-forward.

Figure 1: Illustration of the estimated map that pushes forward sample paths from the source Swiss-roll curve dataset to
the target Wave curve dataset. (a) Datasets are a collection of continuous sample paths. (b) Three individual samples are
mapped from source to target. (c) The resulting push-forward of all samples. (d) The geodesic implies a smooth mapping.

Here, H(π) =
∫
π(x, y) log(π(x, y))dxdy is the negative

entropy function of π.

While the Monge map is non-convex, the Kantorovich
map can be non-deterministic especially when one of the
marginal measures µ, ν is discrete. In this paper we consider
the following problem: Find a Borel map T : X 7→ Y and a
coupling π ∈ Π that attains the infimum

inf
π∈Π,T

∫
X×Y

c(T (x), y)dπ(x, y). (5)

The following lemma establishes a connection between the
Monge map in Eq. (1) and the optimal map in Eq. (5).

Lemma 1 Let c(·, ·) be a norm on Y . If there exists a
Monge map, T , that attains the infimum in Eq. (1), and π
that attains the infimum in Eq. (2), then T satisfies,

inf
π∈Π

∫
X×Y

c(T (x), y)dπ(x, y) = 0. (6)

Thus, if T ′, π′ = arg infπ∈Π,T

∫
X×Y c(T (x), y)dπ(x, y),

then T = T ′ µ-a.s. and π = π′.

2.2. Functional data analysis

Functional data analysis adopts the perspective that certain
types of data can be viewed as samples of random functions,
which are given as random elements taking value in Hilbert
spaces. Thus, data analysis techniques on functional data
involve operations acting on Hilbert spaces of functions.

Linear operators on Hilbert spaces We recall some use-
ful notions for operators from functional analysis. Let

A : H1 7→ H2 be a (linear) bounded operator, whereH1 (re-
spectively, H2) is a Hilbert space equipped with scalar prod-
uct 〈·, ·〉H1

(respectively, 〈·, ·〉H2
) and (e1i)i≥1((e2i)i≥1) is

the Hilbert basis inH1 (H2). A is said to be Hilbert-Schmidt
if
∑
i≥1 ‖Ae1i‖2H2

<∞ for any Hilbert basis (e1i)i≥1. The
space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators between H1 and H2, de-
noted BHS(H1, H2) is also a Hilbert space endowed with
the scalar product 〈A,B〉HS =

∑
i〈Ae1i, Be1i〉H2

and the
corresponding Hilbert-Schmidt norm is denoted by ‖ · ‖HS .

An important fact of Hilbert-Schmidt operators is given as
follows (cf. Theorem 4.4.5 of (Hsing & Eubank, 2015)).

Theorem 1 The linear space BHS(H1, H2) is a separable
Hilbert space when equipped with the HS inner product. For
any choice of Complete Orthonormal Basis system (CONS)
{e1i} and {e2j} for H1 and H2 respectively, {e1i ⊗1 e2j}
forms a CONS for BHS(H1, H2).

The following is an useful consequence of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1 Any Hilbert-Schmidt operator Γ : H1 7→ H2

can be written as

Γ =

∞∑
i,j=1

λi,je1i ⊗1 e2j , (7)

where λi,j are the coefficients associated with the e1i⊗1 e2j

operators.

3. Optimal transport on Hilbert spaces
We proceed to provide a formulation of optimal transport in
spaces of function, reposing on the foundation of functional
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(a) data (b) GPOT (c) LSOT (d) FOTDiag (e) FOT

Figure 2: Push forward results learned by various approaches on mixture of sine dataset. (a) Sample functions from source
and target domain. The resulting push-forwards of GPOT (b) and LSOT (c). FOT with diagonal Λ restriction; (e)FOT.

data analysis (FDA). In many application domains, data
can be naturally viewed as samples from random functions
embedded in high-dimensional ambient spaces. As a con-
crete example, in the domain of (vehicle) transportation, the
trajectory of an object’s motion can be generally modeled
as curves denoted by f : R+ → Rd for some d ≥ 2. f(t)
represents the location of the object at time t. For a vehicle,
d = 2; for a robot’s arm motion d = 3, and so on.

3.1. Trajectories as Hilbert space elements

Suppose one is interested in the relations and transforma-
tions of motion patterns across different environments (am-
bient spaces). More specifically, given motion pattern in
environments E1 and E2, one may wish to find a map Γ
that outputs a motion pattern in environment E2 when the
input is a motion pattern in E1. The map provides a method
to produce samples in E2 given access to a collection of
motion patterns in E1 and a few samples in E2. Moreover,
Γ also encodes structural differences in the environments.
A natural way to do this is to model each motion pattern as
an element embedded in an Hilbert space of functions.

Formally, given Hilbert spaces of function H1 and H2, and
let F1 ⊆ H1, F2 ⊆ H2. In addition, F1 and F2 are en-
dowed with Borel probability measures µ and ν, respec-
tively. We wish to find a Borel map Γ : F1 7→ F2 such that,
if f ∼ µ represents a random motion pattern in F1, then Γf
is the correspond random motion pattern in F2 that satisfies
Γf ∼ ν. As noted in Section 2, such a map may not always
exist, but this motivates the following formulation.

3.2. Optimization problem

For mathematical and computational tractability, we restrict
the map Γ to the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, and

define

Γ := arg inf
T∈BHS(H1,H2)

W2(T#µ, ν), (8)

where Γ#µ is the push-forward of µ by Γ. The space of
solutions of Eq. (8) may still be large; thus we consider
imposing a shrinkage penalty via the following problem:

Γ = arg inf
T∈BHS(H1,H2)

W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) + η‖T‖2HS , (9)

By Corollary 1, any Hilbert-Schmidt opera-
tor T ∈ BHS(H1, H2) can be represented as
T =

∑∞
i,j=1 λi,je1i ⊗1 e2j . Moreover, since the

Hilbert-Schmidt operators are compact and bounded, there
exists a singular value decomposition (Mollenhauer et al.,
2020) given by

Γ =
∑
i∈I

σi(vi ⊗ ui) (10)

where I is an either finite or countably infinite order index
set, {ui}i∈I ⊂ H1 and {vi}i∈I ⊂ H2 two orthonormal
systems, and {σi}i∈I ⊂ R the set of singular values.

Lemma 2 provides an expression to explicitly calculate the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm for a Hilbert-Schmidt operator.

Lemma 2 Let {e1i}, {e2i} be a Complete Orthonormal
System for H1, H2 respectively. Then any Hilbert-Schmidt
operator T ∈ BHS(H1, H2) can be decomposed as:

T =
∑
i,j

λije1i ⊗1 e2j . (11)

Moreover, in this case,

‖T‖2HS =
∑
i,j

λ2
ij . (12)



Functional Optimal Transport

The optimal Γ obtained in Eq. (9) is intricately connected
with the optimal coupling between µ and ν. In other words,
if T ′, π̃ attains the infimum of :

inf
π∈Π,T

∫
F1×F2

‖Tf1 − f2‖2H2
dπ(f1, f2) + η‖T‖2HS , (13)

then T ′ = Γ a.s. µ. In the next section we provide explicit
computation for the optimization problem in Eq. (13) for
finite dimensional spaces.

4. Methodology
The previous section describes infinite-dimensional general-
ization of compact operators on Hilbert spaces. However,
in practice, we always deal with finite dimensional objects.
Therefore, in this section we assume the following:

1. F1 and F2 are finite dimensional Hilbert spaces of
dimensions d1 and d2 respectively.

2. The source and target dataset on F1, resp. F2, com-
prises of samples ofN (resp. nwith n� N ) functions
f11, . . . , f1N ∼ µ (f21, . . . , f2n ∼ ν).

Problem: Our goal is to simultaneously learn the joint
distribution (coupling) π and an integral operator Γ as the
transport map via Eq. (13) adapted to the above setting.
Additionally, we also impose certain penalties to satisfy
other criteria as described below.

(i) Eq. (13) involves solving an optimal coupling problem
for each T , and therefore we choose to add an entropic
penalty to our objective function to improve computa-
tional performance as identified in (Cuturi, 2013).

(ii) Let the coupling matrix be denoted by (πl,k)l,k. Ad-
ditional to the entropic penalty, we also impose
an lp penalty on the coupling matrix via the term
−γp

∑N
l=1

∑n
k=1 π

p
l,k. The usefulness of this penalty

is two-fold.

(a) It ensures that the optimal coupling (πl,k) has
fewer active parameters thereby easing computing
for large datasets.

(b) Secondly, in combination with the entropic penal-
ization, one can think of this as imposing a robust-
ness in addition to shrinkage. Similar behavior is
observed for the Huber loss (Huber, 1964).

Objective and Optimization: In consideration of condi-
tion (i) and (ii) above, the objective function to be optimized

Algorithm 1 Joint Learning of Λ and Π

Input: Observed functional data {f1i}nl
i=1 and {f2j}nk

j=1,
coefficient γh, γp, η, and learning rate lr.
Initial value Λ0 ←− Λini, Π0 ←− Πini.
Obtain CONS: U and V with SVD (Eq. 10)
for t = 1 to Tmax do

# Step 1. Update Λt−1 with gradient descent
gΛ ←− ∇ΛL(Λ,Π) , Λt ←− Λt−1 + lrgΛ
# Step 2. Update Πt−1

if Use Sinkhorn then
Cl,k ←− ‖VΛtU

T f1l − f2k‖22 # Cost matrix
Πt ←− Sinkhorn(γh,C ∈ RN×n)

else
Πt ←− argminΠL(Π, λ; ρ)

end if
end for
Output: ΠTmax

, ΛTmax

can be seen to be:

min
T,π

N∑
l=1

n∑
k=1

πl,kClk(T) + η‖T‖2HS

+ γh
∑
l,k

πl,k log πl,k − γp
nl∑
l=1

nk∑
k=1

πpl,k

s.t. T ∈ BHS , π ∈ Π(N,n),

(14)

where Clk(T) := d(Tf1l, f2k), γp, γh > 0 and p > 1 and
d(·, ·) i a distance metric in F2. Also, Π(N,n) := {π ∈
(R+)N×n| π1n = 1N/N, π

T1N = 1n/n} with 1n a
length n vector of ones. The term −γp

∑
l,k π

p
l,k regular-

izes π so that the coupling better specifies the connection
between the source and target distribution.

For further simplification, notice that F1 and F2 are finite
dimensional spaces with CONS {e1i}d11 , {e2i}d21 respec-
tively, and therefore are isomorphically isometric to Rd1
and Rd2 with CONS (say) {ui}d11 , {vj}

d2
1 respectively. As-

sume that we can represent the CONS as matrices U and
V respectively with each column resembling an isometric
isomorphing of a basis element. Moreover f ∈ F1 can be
isometrically embedded in Rd1 . We can therefore write

Tf =
∑
i,j

λij(e1i ⊗1 e2j) =
∑
i,j

λij〈e1i, f〉F1
e2j

∼= VΛUT f (15)

where Λ = (λij)i,j . Moreover, following Eq.(12),
‖T‖2HS =

∑
i,j λ

2
ij .
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This simplifies the objective in Eq. (14) further as:

min
Λ,π

N∑
l=1

n∑
k=1

πl,k‖VΛUT f1l − f2k‖22 + η‖Λ‖2F

+ γh
∑
i,j

πij log πij − γp
N∑
l=1

n∑
k=1

πpl,k

s.t. Λ ∈ RN×n, π ∈ Π(N,n)

(16)

The above problem is convex in T and π separately. How-
ever, it is not convex jointly. To alleviate this problem of non-
convexity we propose a coordinate-wise gradient descent
approach to minimize the above function. The algorithm is
described in Algorithm 1 and the explicit calculations are
shown in the appendix. Experimental results for various
settings with this algorithm are described in the following
section.

5. Experiments
In this section, we evaluate our proposed Functional Optimal
Transport on various tasks.

Figure 3: Illustration of the estimated map applied to a
dataset, learned probabilistic coupling, and Λ matrix.

5.1. Pushing forward continuous sample functions

A driving motivation for the proposed Functional Optimal
Transport (FOT) is to learn a map that pushes forward sam-
ple functions realized from a source to the target.

Dataset First, we qualitatively illustrate our approach on a
synthetic dataset in which the source and target data samples
are generated from a mixture of random functions. Each
sample {yi(xi)}ni=1 is a realization evaluated from a ran-
dom function yi = Ak sin(ωkxi + φk) + mk where the
amplitude Ak, angular frequency ωk, phase φk and transla-
tionmk are random parameters generated from a probability
distribution, i.e. [Ak, ωk, φk,mk] ∼ P (θk), and θk is the
prior parameter for each mixture component.

Push-forward From Figure 3, we can see that our method
effectively learns a transport map that pushes forward sam-
ple functions from the source domain to the target. Figure
3 shows that the learned probabilistic coupling reveals the
mixture structure because the coupling is the transport plan
that guides the push-forward.

Baseline methods In Figure 2, we compare our method
with the following baselines: (i) Transport map of Gaus-
sian Processes (Mallasto & Feragen, 2017; Masarotto et al.,
2019), (ii) Large-Scale Optimal Transport (LSOT) (Seguy
et al., 2017). To find the transport map using GPOT, we first
do a GP regression on both source and target set and then ap-
ply the closed-form transport map to each sample function
in the source domain. Note that the LSOT method is not
intended for functional data from stochastic processes so we
treat the functional data as point cloud of high dimensional
vectors when applying the LSOT method. We can see that
our method successfully push forward source sample paths
to match the target samples. However, GPOT only alters the
oscillation of curves while LSOT ignores the continuity of
curves. In Figure 2d we restrict the Λ matrix to be diagonal.
Compared with figure 2e, we can see that the learned map
is more expressive without this restriction.

Method 1→ 1 1→2 2→1 2→2 2→3
GPOT 17.560 14.809 16.826 59.452 45.085
LSOT 133.434 122.995 117.832 849.408 763.682
FOTDiag 3.599 17.624 4.249 63.531 41.209
FOT 2.873 14.517 2.995 57.777 35.759

Table 1: Quantitative comparison on mixture of continu-
ous function dataset. In partiular, Push-forward of FOT
methods without the Diagonal restriction achieve the least
Wasserstein distances.

5.2. Quantitative Comparison

We also present a quantitative comparison between our ap-
proach and the benchmarks. To enable a fair comparison,
we use the following Wasserstein distance to indicate how
well the push-forward of source samples match the target
samples:

L = min
Π

1

nL

∑
l,k

d(T(f1l), f2k)Πlk. (17)

Here, d(x,y) := ‖x− y‖22, {T (f1i)}nl
i=1 and {f2i}nk

i=1 are
mapped samples and target samples, T (·) is the map given
by different methods, nL is the length of each sample func-
tion and Πlk is the probabilistic coupling. The experiments
are indicted by ksource → ktarget, where k is the number
of mixtures in the data. More mixtures implies a more com-
plicated task. Here we use GPOT and LSOT as benchmarks;
as demonstrated in Table 1, the push forward of FOT best
matches the target sample functions quantitatively.

5.3. Optimal Transport for
Robot Arm Multivariate Sequences

The trajectories of robot motion (joint states, positions)
are intrinsically continuous functions of time. Due to the
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(a) Source: demonstration of task ”Roboturk-bins-Bread” conducted by Sawyer robot.

(b) Target: demonstration of task ”MIME Picking (left-hand)” conducted by Baxter robot.

(c) The resulting push forward that maps a skill from Sawyer robot towards Baxter robot

Figure 4: Visualization of robot tasks.

Figure 5: The arm of the Baxter robot and the Sawyer robot,
used in the MIME dataset and Roboturk dataset respectively.
They share a similar structure, 7 joints and one end effector.

uncertainty caused by sensors’ noise, physical constraints
and actuators, we can consider different trials of robot data
on one task as multiple samples from one stochastic process.

MIME Dataset: The MIME Dataset (Sharma et al., 2018)
contains 8000+ demonstrations across 20 tasks (e.g. pour-
ing, book-closing, Stirring, etc.) collected on a Baxter robot.
We select the tasks in which only one arm is used. For
example, in the pouring task, the robot uses either its left
arm or right arm. We therefore divide the data into left-arm
pouring and right-arm pouring. We use the 7 dimensional
joint angles of the robot arm as the dataset.

Roboturk Dataset: The Roboturk Dataset (Mandlekar
et al., 2018) is collected by Sawyer robots on a number
of different tasks (e.g. binning objects). As shown in Figure
(5), the Sawyer robot only has one arm with 7 joints, leading
to a 7 dimensional time sequences of joint angles.

Mapping robot demonstrations from one domain to an-
other: Our method indeed learns a transport map that
maps the trajectories from one dataset to the other. The
source dataset is the demonstrations from task:bins-full of
Roboturk dataset while the target is the demonstrations
from task:Pour(left-arm) of MIME dataset. We visualize
the demonstration by displaying the robot joint angles se-
quences in a physics-based robot simulation gym (Erickson
et al., 2020). From Figure 42, we can see that the push-
forward sequences matches with the target demonstration
while it simultaneously preserves some feature of the source
demonstration.

5.4. Domain Adaptation with Optimal Transport (for
Robot-arm motion Prediction)

The recent progresses in robotics have witnessed a lot of
novel approaches in reinforcement learning (Xu et al., 2020),

2More examples can be found here:
https://sites.google.com/view/functional-optimal-transport.

https://sites.google.com/view/functional-optimal-transport
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Method R1 →
M1

R1 →
M2

R2 →
M1

R2 →
M2

LSTM 2.0217 1.6821 1.3963 1.1952
ANP 1.3261 1.0951 0.6642 0.6307
ANPRNN 1.9874 1.5681 1.7256 1.3659
MAML* 0.0307 0.0374 0.0327 0.0477
TL* 0.5743 0.7083 0.2491 0.4020
FOTMAML 0.0165 0.0191 0.0202 0.0167
FOTTL 0.0277 0.0446 0.0906 0.0406
FOTLSTM 0.0271 0.0414 0.0277 0.0331
FOTANP 0.0963 0.1642 0.0951 0.1620
FOTANPRNN 0.0687 0.1331 0.0696 0.1554

Table 2: MSE error results of different predictive models.
R1: Roboturk-bins-bread, R2: Roboturk-pegs-RoundNut,
M1:MIME1-Pour-left, M2: MIME12-Picking-left.

motion prediction (Jetchev & Toussaint, 2009), and human
robot interaction (Liu et al., 2018). However, generalizing
knowledge from different tasks, from real-world to simu-
lation, or from one domain to another are notoriously hard
in robotic tasks. Therefore, a variety of approaches, such
as domain adaptation (Bousmalis et al., 2018), domain ran-
domization (Tobin et al., 2017), meta-learning (Finn et al.,
2017), and transfer learning (Weiss et al., 2016) have been
developed to tackle these problems.

Optimal Transport Domain Adaptation We apply our
proposed method on an Optimal Transport based domain
adaptation (OTDA) (Courty et al., 2016) for motion predic-
tion. Our OTDA follows three steps: 1) learn an optimal
transport map from the source to the target distribution, 2)
map the observed source samples to match the target distri-
bution and 3) train a motion predictor on the push-forward
samples that lie in the target domain.

Datasets We also use the MIME dataset and the Roboturk
Dataset. We pick 2 tasks Pouring (left arm) and Picking
(left arm) from MIME dataset and 2 tasks (bins-Bread,
pegs-RounNut) from Roboturk dataset. We consider the
demonstration data of each task as an individual domain.

Experiment Setup For the Robot Arm Motion Prediction
task, a data of length l consists of a set of vectors Si ∈ Rd
with associated timestamps ti. S = (S1, t1), ..., (Sl, tl)
where the time series trajectories are assumed to be governed
by continuous functions of time fS(t) : t ∈ R 7→ S ∈ Rd.
Since the task is to predict the future lf points based on the
past lp points, therefore we can always arrange the data to
have the format Xt = {(St+1, t + 1), ..., (St+lp , t + lp)},
Yt = {(St+lp+1, t + lp + 1), ..., (St+lp+lf , t + lp + lf )}.
Then our task is learning a predictive model that minimizes

the squared prediction error in the target domain

arg min
θ

M∑
i=1

(Fθ(X
t
i )− Y ti )2 (18)

where Y ti is the true label from target domain and Ŷ ti =
Fθ(X

t
i ) is the predictive label estimated by a model trained

on source domain (Xs, Y s) and a subset of target domain
(Xtm, Y tm).

Methods We consider 5 baselines to solve this task, includ-
ing (1) a simple LSTM model only using the source data,
(2) the Attentive Neural Process (ANP) (Kim et al., 2019),
which is a deep Bayesian model that learns a predictive
distribution over stochastic process, (3) the ANPRNN (Qin
et al., 2019) a variant of ANP, (4) the Model-Agnostic Meta-
Learning (MAML) model (Finn et al., 2017) applicable to a
variety of tasks, and (5) a conventional transfer learning (TL)
(Weiss et al., 2016) method, where we first train the model
on source domain and then fine tune it on target domain.

The results are give in Table 2. Despite the difference of
different approaches, we can see that FOT can significantly
improve the performance of all downstream models.

5.5. High dimensional experiments

MNIST and USPS dataset We consider the MNIST
dataset (LeCun et al., 1998) and the USPS dataset (Netzer
et al., 2011) with the aim of learning an optimal transport
map from one domain to another. Here the images are con-
sidered as surfaces such that v = f(X), where v ∈ R is the
pixel value, X ∈ R2 is the pixel index and f : R2 7→ R
is a random function that generates one category of digit.
We normalize the pixel value from [0, 255] to [0, 1]. The
results of the push-forward obtained by transport map are
depicted in Figure 6a. We notice that the push-forward re-
sults of MNIST samples look like the target. Moreover, the
push-forward inherit some features from the source.

(a) Mapping MNIST sam-
ples to USPS samples.

(b) Generating digits from ran-
dom noise

Figure 6: Qualitative result of FOT on high-dimensional
digital number datasets.

Generative Optimal Transport Inspired by the corollary
1 of Seguy et al. (2017), the estimated Monge map can
serve as a generator between an arbitrary continuous mea-
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sure µ and a discrete measure ν representing the discrete
distribution of the dataset.

6. Discussion
In order to learn an explicit transport map that pushes the
sample functions from one stochastic process to another,
we construct a map based on subspace approximation of
Hilbert-Schmidt operator. The learned transport map shows
its effectiveness on toy example datasets and real-world
datasets. We believe that our approach paves the way for
bridging optimal transport and functional data analysis tech-
niques and practice.

References
Arjovsky, M., Chintala, S., and Bottou, L. Wasserstein gan.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1701.07875, 2017.

Bhushan Damodaran, B., Kellenberger, B., Flamary, R.,
Tuia, D., and Courty, N. Deepjdot: Deep joint distribution
optimal transport for unsupervised domain adaptation. In
Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer
Vision (ECCV), pp. 447–463, 2018.

Bousmalis, K., Irpan, A., Wohlhart, P., Bai, Y., Kelcey, M.,
Kalakrishnan, M., Downs, L., Ibarz, J., Pastor, P., Kono-
lige, K., et al. Using simulation and domain adaptation
to improve efficiency of deep robotic grasping. In 2018
IEEE international conference on robotics and automa-
tion (ICRA), pp. 4243–4250. IEEE, 2018.

Chan, J., Miller, A. C., and Fox, E. B. Representing
and denoising wearable ecg recordings. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2012.00110, 2020.

Courty, N., Flamary, R., Tuia, D., and Rakotomamonjy, A.
Optimal transport for domain adaptation. IEEE transac-
tions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 39(9):
1853–1865, 2016.

Cuturi, M. Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation
of optimal transport. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 2013.

Deisenroth, M. P., Fox, D., and Rasmussen, C. E. Gaussian
processes for data-efficient learning in robotics and con-
trol. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine
intelligence, 37(2):408–423, 2013.

Erickson, Z., Gangaram, V., Kapusta, A., Liu, C. K., and
Kemp, C. C. Assistive gym: A physics simulation frame-
work for assistive robotics. IEEE International Confer-
ence on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), 2020.

Finn, C., Abbeel, P., and Levine, S. Model-agnostic meta-
learning for fast adaptation of deep networks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1703.03400, 2017.

Ganin, Y. and Lempitsky, V. Unsupervised domain adapta-
tion by backpropagation. In International conference on
machine learning, pp. 1180–1189. PMLR, 2015.

Genevay, A., Cuturi, M., Peyré, G., and Bach, F. Stochas-
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