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Abstract

We introduce a formulation of optimal transport problem for distributions on
function spaces, where the stochastic map between functional domains can be
partially represented in terms of an (infinite-dimensional) Hilbert-Schmidt operator
mapping a Hilbert space of functions to another. For numerous machine learning
tasks, data can be naturally viewed as samples drawn from spaces of functions,
such as curves and surfaces, in high dimensions. Optimal transport for functional
data analysis provides a useful framework of treatment for such domains. In this
work, we develop an efficient algorithm for finding the stochastic transport map
between functional domains and provide theoretical guarantees on the existence,
uniqueness, and consistency of our estimate for the Hilbert-Schmidt operator. We
validate our method on synthetic datasets and study the geometric properties of the
transport map. Experiments on real-world datasets of robot arm trajectories further
demonstrate the effectiveness of our method on applications in domain adaptation.

1 Introduction

Optimal transport (OT) is a formalism for finding and quantifying the movement of mass from
one probability distribution to another [48]. In recent years, it has been instrumental in various
machine learning tasks, including deep generative modeling [3, 42], unsupervised learning [19, 33]
and domain adaptations [15, 4]. As statistical machine learning algorithms are applied to increasingly
complex domains, it is of interest to develop optimal transport based methods for complex data
structures. A particularly common form of such structures arises from functional data — data that
may be viewed as random samples of smooth functions, curves or surfaces in high dimension spaces
[37, 21, 11]. Examples of real-world machine learning applications involving functional data are
numerous, ranging from robotics [9] and natural language processing [41] to economics [20] and
healthcare [6]. It is natural to take a functional optimal transport approach in such domains.

The goal of this paper is to provide a novel formulation of the optimal transport problem in function
spaces, to develop an efficient learning algorithm for estimating a suitable notion of optimal stochastic
map that transports samples from one functional domain to another, to provide theoretical guaran-
tees regarding the existence, uniqueness and consistency of our estimates, and to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our approach to several application domains where the functional optimal transport
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viewpoint proves natural and useful. There are several formidable challenges: both the source and
the target function spaces can be quite complex, and in general of infinite 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 distributions
is hard to characterize and compute efficiently. Yet, to be useful one must find an explicit transport
map that can approximate well the optimal coupling (the original Monge problem) [48, 38].

There is indeed a growing interest in finding an explicit optimal transport map linked to the Monge
problem. For discrete distributions, map estimation can be tackled by jointly learning the coupling and
a transformation map [38]. This basic idea and extensions were shown to be useful for the alignment
of multimodal distributions [29] and word embedding [54, 18]; such joint optimization objective was
shown [1] to be related to the softassign Procrustes method [40]. Meanwhile, a different strand of
work focused on scaling up the computation of the transport map [17, 36], including approximating
transport maps with neural networks [43, 32], deep generative models [51], and flow models [22].
Most existing approaches learn a map that transports point mass from one (empirical) distribution to
another. To the best of our knowledge, there is scarcely any work that addresses optimal transport
in the domains of functions by specifically accounting for the functional data structure. A naive
approach to functional data is to treat a function as a vector of components sampled at a number of
design points in its domain. Such an approach fails to exploit the fine structures (e.g., continuity,
regularity) present naturally in many functional domains and would be highly sensitive to the choice
of design points as one moves from one domain to another.

The mathematical machinery of functional data analysis (FDA) [21], along with recent advances in
computational optimal transport via regularization techniques will be brought to bear on the aforemen-
tioned problems. First, we take a model-free approach, by avoiding making assumptions on the source
and target distributions of functional data. Instead, we aim for learning the (stochastic) transport
map directly. Second, we follow the FDA perspective by assuming that both the source and target
distributions be supported on suitable Hilbert spaces of functions H1 and H2, respectively. A map
T : H1 → H2 sending elements of H1 to that of H2 will be represented by a class of linear operators,
namely the integral operators. In fact, we shall restrict ourselves to Hilbert-Schmidt operators, which
are compact, and computationally convenient to regularize and amenable to theoretical analysis.
Finally, the optimal deterministic transport map between two probability measures on function spaces
may not exist; the characterization of existence and uniqueness for the deterministic map remains
unknown. To get around this, we enlarge the space of transport maps by allowing for stochastic
coupling Π between the two domains T (H1) ⊆ H2 and H2, while controlling the complexity of such
coupling via the entropic regularization technique initiated by [8].

This formulation has two complementary 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 take a joint optimization approach for the transport map T and
the coupling distribution Π in functional domains. Subject to suitable regularizations, the existence
of optimal (T,Π) and uniqueness for T can be established, which leads to a consistency result of our
estimation procedure (Section 3). Our estimation procedure involves solving a block coordinate-wise
convex optimization, and admits an efficient algorithm for finding explicit transport map that can
be applied on sampled functions, as described in Section 4. In Section 5, the effectiveness of our
approach is validated first on synthetic datasets of smooth functional data and then applied in a suite
of experiments mapping real-world 3D trajectories between robotic arms with different configurations.
Code is available here: https://github.com/VersElectronics/FOT

2 Preliminaries

This section provides some basic background of optimal transport and functional data analysis.

Optimal transport The basic problem in optimal transport, the so-called Kantorovich problem [48,
25], is to find an optimal coupling π of given measures µ ∈M(X ), ν ∈M(Y) to minimize

inf
π∈Π

∫
X×Y

c(x, y)dπ(x, y), subject to Π = {π : γX#π = µ, γY#π = ν}. (1)
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In the above display, c : X ×Y 7→ R+ is a cost function and γX , γY denote projections from X ×Y
onto X and Y respectively, while T#π generally denotes the pushforward measure of π by a map
T . This optimization is well-defined and the optimal π exists under mild conditions (in particular,
X ,Y are both separable and complete metric spaces, c is lower semicontinuous) [48]. When X = Y
are metric spaces, c(x, y) is the square of the distance between x and y, then the square root of the
optimal cost given by (1) defines the Wasserstein metric W2(µ, ν) onM(X ). A related problem is
Monge problem, where one finds a Borel map T : X → Y that realizes the infimum

inf
T

∫
X
c(x, T (x))dµ(x) subject to T#µ = ν. (2)

Note that the existence of the optimal deterministic map T is not always guaranteed [48]. However,
in various applications, it is of interest to find a deterministic map that approximates the optimal
coupling to the Kantorovich problem. In many recent work, it is shown naturally to restrict T in a
family of maps F and optimize T and π jointly [38, 1, 18, 43, 2]:

inf
π∈Π,T∈F

∫
X×Y

c(T (x), y)dπ(x, y), (3)

where c : Y × Y 7→ R+ is a cost function on Y . The family F is often chosen to be meaningful
depending on the spaces X , Y and measures µ, ν. For instance, F may be a class of linear functions
(e.g. rigid transformations) [38, 2] or neural networks [43].

At a high level, our approach will be analogous to (3), except that X and Y are taken to be Hilbert
spaces of functions, as we are motivated by applications in functional domains (see Fig. 1 for an
illustration). Thus we will be working with distributions on Hilbert spaces of functions, while F is a
suitable class of operators. This leads us to the framework of functional data analysis.

Functional data analysis adopts the perspective that certain types of data may be viewed as
samples of random functions, which are taken as random elements taking value in Hilbert spaces
of functions. Thus, data analysis techniques on functional data involve operations acting on Hilbert
spaces. Let A : H1 → H2 be a bounded linear operator, where H1 (respectively, H2) is a Hilbert
space equipped with scalar product 〈·, ·〉H1 (respectively, 〈·, ·〉H2) and (Ui)i≥1((Vj)j≥1) is the
Hilbert basis in H1 (H2). We will focus on a class of compact integral operators, namely Hilbert-
Schmidt operators, that are sufficiently rich for many applications and yet amenable to analysis and
computation. A is said to be Hilbert-Schmidt if

∑
i≥1 ‖AUi‖2H2

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

∑
i〈AUi, BUi〉H2

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

Recall that 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. An important fact of
Hilbert-Schmidt operators is given as follows (cf. Theorem 4.4.5 of [21]).
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) {Ui} and {Vj} for
H1 and H2 respectively, {Ui ⊗1 Vj} forms a CONS for BHS(H1, H2).

As a result, the following representation of Hilbert-Schmidt operators and their norm will be useful.
Lemma 1. Let {Ui}∞i=1, {Vj}∞j=1 be a CONS for H1, H2, respectively. Then any Hilbert-Schmidt
operator T ∈ BHS(H1, H2) can be decomposed as

T =
∑
i,j

λijUi ⊗1 Vj , where ‖T‖2HS =
∑
i,j

λ2
ij . (4)

3 Functional optimal transport: optimization and convergence analysis

We are ready to devise a functional optimal transport formulation based on the framework of Hilbert-
Schmidt operators and characterize the existence, uniqueness and consistency of our proposed
estimators, given sampled functions from source and target domains.
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(a) samples paths (b) mapping of individual sample paths (c) The pushforward

(d) the geodesic parameterized by t ∈ [0, 1] connecting the source and target domains.

Figure 1: Illustration of the estimated pushforward maps that send sample paths from the source
Swiss-roll curve dataset to the target Wave curve dataset domain. (a) Datasets are a collection
of continuous sample paths. (b) Three individual samples are mapped from source to target. (c)
Pushforward applied to all samples. (d) The resulting geodesic between source and target.

Given Hilbert spaces of function H1 and H2, which are endowed with Borel probability measures
µ and ν, respectively, we wish to find a Borel map Γ : H1 7→ H2 such that ν is the pushforward
measure of µ by Γ. Expressing this statement probabilistically, if f ∼ µ represents a random element
of H1, then Γf is a random element of H2 and Γf ∼ ν. As noted in Section 2, such a map may not
always exist, but this motivates the following formulation:

Γ := arg inf
T∈BHS(H1,H2)

W2(T#µ, ν), (5)

where T#µ is the pushforward of µ by T , and W2 is the Wasserstein distance of probability measures
on H2. The space of solutions of Eq. (5) may still be large and the problem itself might be ill-posed;
thus we consider imposing a shrinkage penalty, which leads to the problem of finding the infimum of
the following objective function J : BHS → R+:

inf
T∈BHS

J(T ), J(T ) := W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) + η‖T‖2HS , (6)

where η > 0. It is natural to study the objective function J and ask if it has a unique minimizer. To
characterize this problem, we put a mild condition on the moments of µ and ν, which are typically
assumed for probability measures on Hilbert spaces [30]. We shall assume throughout the paper that

Ef1∼µ‖f1‖2H1
<∞, Ef2∼ν‖f2‖2H2

<∞. (7)

Key properties of objective function (6) are as follows (all proofs are given in Appendix A).

Lemma 2. The following statements hold.

(i) W2(T#µ, ν) is a Lipschitz continuous function of T ∈ BHS(H1, H2), which implies that
J : BHS(H1, H2)→ R+ is also continuous.

(ii) J is a strictly convex function.

(iii) There are constants C1, C2 > 0 such that J(T ) ≤ C1‖T‖2 + C2 ∀T ∈ BHS(H1, H2).

(iv) lim‖T‖→∞ J(T ) =∞.

Thanks to Lemma 2, the existence and uniqueness properties can be established.

Theorem 2. There exists a unique minimizer T0 for problem (6).

The challenge of solving (6) is that this is an optimization problem in the infinite dimensional space of
operators BHS . To alleviate this complexity, we reduce the problem to a suitable finite dimensional
approximation. We follow techniques in numerical functional analysis by taking a finite number of
basis functions.
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In particular, for some finite K1,K2, let BK = Span({Ui ⊗ Vj : i = 1,K1, j = 1,K2}), where
K = (K1,K2). This yields the optimization problem of J(T ) over the space T ∈ BK . The following
result validates the choice of approximate optimization.
Lemma 3. For each K = (K1,K2), there exists a unique minimizer TK of J over BK . Moreover,
TK → T0 as K1,K2 →∞.

Consistency of M-estimator In practice, we are given i.i.d. samples f11, f12, . . . , f1n1
from µ and

f21, f22, . . . , f2n2
from ν, the empirical version of our optimization problem becomes:

inf
T∈BHS

Ĵn(T ), Ĵn(T ) := W 2
2 (T#µ̂n1

, ν̂n2
) + η‖T‖2HS , (8)

where µ̂n1
=

1

n1

∑n1

l=1 δf1l and ν̂n2
=

1

n2

∑n2

k=1 δf2k are the empirical measures, and n = (n1, n2).

We proceed to show that the minimizer of this problem exists and provides a consistent estimate
of the minimizer of (6). The common technique to establish consistency of M-estimators is via the
uniform convergence of objective functions Ĵn to J . Since BHS(H1, H2) is unbounded and locally
non-compact, care must be taken to ensure that the minimizer of (8) is eventually bounded so that a
suitable uniform convergence behavior can be established, as explicated in the following key lemma:
Lemma 4. 1. For any fixed C0 > 0,

sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| P−→ 0 (n→∞). (9)

2. For any n,K, Ĵn has a unique minimizer T̂K,n over BK . Moreover, there exists a finite
constant D such that P (supK ‖T̂K,n‖ < D)→ 1 as n→∞.

Building upon the above results, we can establish consistency of our M -estimator when there are
enough samples and the dimensions K1,K2 are allowed to grow with the sample size:

Theorem 3. The minimizer of Eq. (8) for T̂K,n ∈ BK is a consistent estimate for the minimizer of

Eq. (6). Specifically, T̂K,n
P−→ T0 as K1,K2, n1, n2 →∞.

It is worth emphasizing that the consistency of estimate T̂K,n is ensured as long as sample sizes and
approximate dimensions are allowed to grow. The specific schedule at which K1,K2 grow relatively
to n1, n2 will determine the rate of convergence to T0, which is also dependent on the choice of
regularization parameter η > 0, the true probability measures µ, ν, and the choice of CONS. It is of
great interest to have a refined understanding on this matter. In practice, we can choose K1,K2 by a
simple cross-validation technique, which we shall discuss further in the sequel.

4 Methodology and computational algorithm

Lemma 3 in the last section paves the way for us to find an approximate solution to the original fully
continuous infinite-dimensional problem, by utilizing finite sets of basis function, in the spirit of
Galerkin method [14], which is justified by the consistency theorem (Theorem 3). Thus, we can focus
on solving the objective function (8) instead of (6).

Choosing a basis {Ui}∞i=1 of H1 and a basis {Vj}∞j=1 of H2, and fixing K1,K2, we want to
find T based on the K1 × K2 dimensional subspace of BHS(H1, H2) with the basis {Ui ⊗1

Vj}i=1,K1,j=1,K2
. Lemma 1 gives us the following formula for T and its norm

T =

K1∑
i=1

K2∑
j=1

λjiUi ⊗1 Vj , ‖T‖2HS =

K1∑
i=1

K2∑
j=1

λ2
ji. (10)

As T is represented by matrix Λ = (λji)
K2,K1

j,i=1 , the cost to move function f1l in H1 to f2k in H2 is

‖Tf1l − f2k‖2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
K1∑
i=1

K2∑
j=1

λjiVj〈f1l, Ui〉H1 − f2k

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

H2

=: Clk(Λ). (11)
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Algorithm 1: Joint Learning of Λ and π
Input: Observed functional data {f1l = (x1l,y1l)}n1

l=1 and {f2k = (x2k,y2k)}n2

k=1, coefficient
γh, γp, η, and learning rate lr, source and target CONS {Ui(·)}K1

i=1 and {Vj(·)}K2
j=1.

Initial value Λ0 ←− Λini, π0 ←− πini.
U1l = [U1(x1l), ..., UK1

(x1l)], V2k = [V1(x2k), ..., VK2
(x2k)] # Evaluate eigenfunctions

for t = 1 to Tmax do
# Step 1. Update πt−1

Clk ←− ‖V2kΛtU
T
1ly1l − y2k‖2F # Cost matrix by Eq.(14)

πt ←− Sinkhorn(γh,C) OR πt ←− argminπL(π, λ; ρ) # Sinkhorn or Lagrange multipliers
# Step 2. Update Λt−1 with gradient descent
Learn Λt, solve Eq. (13) with fixed πt using gradient descent

end for
Output: πTmax , ΛTmax

Hence, the optimization problem (8) as restricted to BK can be written as

min
T∈BK

Ĵn(T ) = min
Λ∈RK2×K1 ,π∈Π̂

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlkClk(Λ) + η‖Λ‖2F . (12)

where ‖ · ‖F is the Frobenius norm, and the empirical joint measure Π̂ := {π ∈ (R+)n1×n2 | π1n2 =
1n1/n1, π

T1n1 = 1n2/n2} with 1n a length n vector of ones. Eq.(12) indicates we need to
simultaneously learn the HS operator T and the joint distribution (coupling) π. Additionally, we
also want to (i) use an entropic penalty to improve the computational efficiency [8], (ii) impose an lp
penalty on the coupling matrix via the term γp

∑n1,n2

l,k=1 π
p
lk, where p ≥ 1. It ensures that the optimal

coupling (πlk) has fewer active parameters thereby easing computing for large datasets. Also this
can be considered as imposing a robustness in addition to shrinkage, similar behavior is observed for
the Huber loss [23]. The final objective function is

arg min
Λ∈RK2×K1 ,π∈Π̂

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

Clk(Λ)πlk + η‖Λ‖2F + γh

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlk log πlk + γp

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πplk (13)

where η, γh, and γp are the regularization coefficients.

Discretization via design points. For real data, we do not directly observe functions (f1l)
n1

l=1
and (f2k)n2

k=1 but only their values (y1l)
n1

l=1 and (y2k)n2

k=1 at design points (x1l)
n1

l=1 and (x2k)n2

k=1,
respectively, where x1l,y1l ∈ Rd1l ,x2k,y2k ∈ Rd2k ∀ l, k. The transportation cost Clk becomes

Clk(Λ) = ‖V2kΛUT
1ly1l − y2k‖22, (14)

where U1l = [U1(x1l), . . . , UK1
(x1l)] ∈ Rd1l×K1 ,V2k = [V1(x2k), . . . , VK2

(x2k)] ∈ Rd2l×K2 .
The objective function (12) can be computed accordingly. It is worth-noting that our method works
even in the case where we observe our functions at different design points (and different numbers of
design points). It is obvious that one cannot treat each function as a multidimensional vector to apply
existing multivariate OT techniques in this case due to the dimensions mismatch.

Choosing basis functions and hyper-parameters. We can choose {Ui} and {Vj} based on
the Karhunen-Loeve basis of a user-specified kernel. For example, radial kernels k(x, z) =

exp(−‖x−z‖
2

2l2 ) corresponds to eigenfunctions [55] ej(x) ∝ exp−(b− a)x2Hj(x
√

2c) where a,b,
and c are coefficients related to kernel parameters and Hj is the j-th order Hermite polynomial. More
choices of Karhunen-Loeve bases and their properties are described in Appendix C. It can be seen
that increasing K1 and K2 can lower the objective function, but it can also hurt the generalization
of the method as we only observe a finite number of sampled functions. We recommend using
cross-validation to choose K1,K2 and regularization hyper-parameters η, γh, γp.

Optimization. The problem (12) is convex in Λ and π, separately. Therefore, 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 Appendix B. Experimental results for various
settings with this algorithm are described in the following section.
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5 Experiments

Figure 2: Left: As K̂ increases, TK̂#f1 moves toward f2 andW (TK̂#û, v̂) decreases until K̂ ≥ K∗.
Right: T̂K approximates T ∗K well, i.e., ‖T ∗K − T̂K‖F keeps decreasing as K increases.

5.1 Simulation studies on synthetic continuous functional dataset

Verification of theory First, we present simulation studies to demonstrate that one can recover the
"true" pushforward map via cross-validation. The result is described in Fig. 2, which illustrates the
effects of varying the number of basis eigenfunctions K̂ = (K̂1, K̂2). We explicitly constructed a
ground-truth map T0 that has finite intrinsic dimensions K∗1 = K∗2 = 15. Then we obtained the
target curves by pushing forward source curves via T0. The FOT algorithm is then applied to the data
while K̂1 and K̂2 gradually being increased. We observed that the performance of the estimated map
got better as K̂ increased until it exceeded K∗. Further increasing the number of eigenfunctions did
not reduce the learning objective.

We also directly validate Lemma 3 by evaluating T̂K̂ from an infinite-dimensional map that transports
sinusoidal functions. The Frobenius norm between the optimal T ∗K and estimated T̂K , ‖T ∗K − T̂K‖F ,
decreased as we increased K. In both simulations, we set sample sizes n1 = n2 = 30. For
hyperparameters, set γh = 20, η = 1. It is noted that the results were quite robust to other choices of
hyperparameter. More experimental settings can be found in Appendix C.

Method 1→ 1 1→2 2→1 2→2 2→3
GPOT 17.560 12.895 15.263 61.561 39.159
LSOT 133.434 94.229 117.832 929.108 663.461
DSOT 6.871 13.226 9.679 46.521 41.009
FOT 2.873 11.982 3.316 44.071 32.547

Table 1: Quantitative comparison on the mixture of sinu-
soidal functions data. The maps obtained by FOT method
achieved the best performance under the Wasserstein dis-
tance objective.

Baseline comparison We compared our
method with several existing map estima-
tion methods on synthetic mixture of si-
nusoidal functions dataset. Sample paths
were drawn from sinusoidal functions
with random parameters. Then, curves
were evaluated on random index sets.
Details of this continuous dataset are
given in Appendix C. In Fig. 3, FOT
is compared against the following base-
lines: (i) Transport map of Gaussian pro-
cesses [33, 35] where a closed form opti-
mal transport map is available, (ii) Large-
scale optimal transport (LSOT) [43], and (iii) Mapping estimation for discrete OT (DSOT) [38]. For
all discrete OT methods, we treat the functional data as point clouds of high dimensional vectors.
We can see that FOT successfully transported source sample curves to match target samples. By
contrast, GPOT only altered the oscillation of curves but failed to capture the target distribution’s
multi-modality, while LSOT and DSOT essentially ignored the smoothness of the sampled curves.

For a quantitative comparison, we used the Wasserstein distance to indicate how well the pushforward
of source samples match the target samples:

L = min
Π

1

nL

∑
l,k

d(T (f1l), f2k)Πlk. (15)

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 function and Πlk is the
probabilistic coupling. The experiments are indicted by ksource → ktarget, where k is the number
of mixture components in the data. More mixture components implies a more complicated data

7



(a) data (b) GPOT (c) LSOT (d) DSOT (e) FOT

Figure 3: Pushforward results learned by various approaches on mixture of sinusoidal functions data:
(a) Sample functions from source and target domain. The resulting pushforward maps of (b) GPOT
[33]; (c) LSOT [26]; and (d) DSOT [38]; and (e) our method FOT.

(a) Out-of-sample curves and the coupling π that reveals the multimodality. (b) Varying design points

Figure 4: While FOT mapping can transport out-of-sample examples towards a multimodal target. It
is also effective when observed curves are evaluated on different design points.

distribution. As demonstrated in Table 1, the pushforward map obtained by FOT performed the best
in matching target sample functions quantitatively.

Continuous properties As shown in Fig. 4a, the map learned by FOT does a good job at pushing
forward out-of-sample curves that were not observed during training. In addition, the coupling
π reveals the multi-modality in the data. Fig. 4b shows FOT is also effective for functional data
evaluated at different design points.

5.2 Optimal Transport Domain Adaptation for Robot Arm Multivariate Sequences

Recent advances in robotics include many novel data-driven approaches such as motion prediction
[24], human-robot interaction [31], etc [47, 52]. However, generalizing knowledge across different
robots, or from one (automated) task to another are considered challenging since data collection in
the real world is expensive and time-consuming. A variety of approaches have been developed to
tackle these problems, such as domain adaptation [5], transfer learning [50], and so on [46, 13].

Optimal transport domain adaptation We applied our proposed method on an optimal transport
based domain adaptation problem (OTDA) [7] for motion prediction by following three steps: 1)
learn an optimal transport map, 2) map the observed source samples towards the target domain, and
3) train a motion predictor on the pushforward samples that lie in the target domain. Although it
might be possible to discretize and interpolate data to fixed-size vectors, trajectories of robot motion
are intrinsically continuous functions of time of various lengths. So in this task, functional OTDA is
a natural choice over existing OT map estimation methods for discrete samples.

Datasets The MIME Dataset [44] contains 8000+ motions across 20 tasks collected on a two-armed
Baxter robot. The Roboturk Dataset [34] is collected by a Sawyer robot over 111 hours. As shown
in Figure (5a), both robot arms have 7 joints with similar but slightly different configurations, which
enable us to present domain adaptation among them. We picked two tasks, Pouring (left arm) and
Picking (left arm), from MIME dataset and two tasks, (bins-Bread, pegs-RoundNut), from Roboturk
dataset. We considered each task as an individual domain.

Pushforward of robot motions Our method successfully learns the transport map that pushes
forward samples from one task domain to another. The source dataset contains motion records from
task bins-full from Roboturk dataset while the target includes motion records from task Pour (left-arm)
in the MIME dataset. We visualize the motion by displaying the robot joint angles sequences in a
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(a) The arm of the Bax-
ter robot and the Sawyer
robot used in MIME
dataset and Roboturk
dataset. They share a
similar structure, 7 joints
and one end effector.

(b) Source motion: "Roboturk-bins-Bread" by Sawyer robot.

(c) Target motion: "MIME Picking (left-hand)" by Baxter robot.

(d) The pushforward motion of the transport map and the target motion
look similar to each other but differ slightly.

Figure 5: Pushforward of robot arm motions: a motion is visualized as image clips, while the
robot-arm joint angles are plotted as a multivariate time series.

Method LSTM ANP RANP MAML* TL* FOTLSTM FOTANP FOTRANP FOTMAML FOTTL

R1→M1 2.0217 1.3261 1.9874 0.0307 0.5743 0.0271 0.0963 0.0687 0.0165 0.0277
R1→M2 1.6821 1.0951 1.5681 0.0374 0.7083 0.0414 0.1642 0.1331 0.0191 0.0446
R2→M1 1.3963 0.6642 1.7256 0.0327 0.2491 0.0277 0.0951 0.0696 0.0202 0.0906
R2→M2 1.1952 0.6307 1.3659 0.0477 0.4020 0.0331 0.1620 0.1554 0.0167 0.0406

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.

physics-based robot simulation gym [12]. Animated motions can be found here2. In Fig. 5, we show
image clips of each motion along with a plot of time series of joint angles. We can see from the robot
simulation that the pushforward sequence in Fig. 5d matches with the target motion in Fig. 5c while
simultaneously preserving certain features of the source motion in Fig. 5b.

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 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, we 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 )}.
Our task is learning a predictive model that minimizes the squared prediction error in the target domain
arg minθ

∑M
i=1(Fθ(X

t
i )− Y ti )2 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 considered 5 baselines to solve this task, including (1) a simple LSTM model using
only the source data, (2) the Attentive Neural Process (ANP) [28], which is a deep Bayesian model
that learns a predictive distribution (of stochastic processes), (3) the recurrent attentive neural process
(RANP) [39], (4) the Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) model [13], and (5) a conventional
transfer learning (TL) [50] method, where we first trained the model on source domain and then
fine-tuned it on target domain. The first three methods can be considered as "zero-shot learning",
whereas MAML and transfer learning are considered as "few-shot learning" since a small portion of
target data is required for the training.

Results are given in Table 2. Despite the difference of approaches considered, we observe that FOT
DA with LSTM, NP, RANP as predictive models outperformed the conventional MAML and TL

2More examples can be found on this website: https://sites.google.com/view/functional-optimal-transport.
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approaches. Moreover, even MAML and TL can be further boosted by using the mapped samples
from FOT.

6 Conclusion

We proposed a method based on subspace approximations of Hilbert-Schmidt operators for learning
transport maps that push forward sample functions from one distribution to another. Theoretical
guarantees on the existence, uniqueness and consistency of our estimator were provided. Through
simulation studies we validated our theory and demonstrated the effectiveness of our method of map
approximation and learning from empirical data, by taking into account the functional nature of the
data domains. The effectiveness of our approach was further demonstrated in several real-world
domain adaptation applications involving complex and realistic robot arm movements. By bridging
functional data analysis techniques with the optimal transport formalism we expect to significantly
expand the scope of real-world applications in which both functional data and optimal transport
viewpoints can play complementary and useful roles toward achieving effective solutions.
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A Proofs

Fix Borel probability measures µ on H1 and ν on H2. We define the cost function (without regular-
ization term) Φ(T ) := W2(T#µ, ν) for T ∈ BHS(H1, H2). For the ease of notation, as in the main
text we write n for (n1, n2), K for (K1,K2), BHS for BHS(H1, H2) and BK for its restriction on
the space spanned by the first K1 ×K2 basis operators. ‖ · ‖ is used to denote the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm on operators.

In this section we often deal with convergence of a sequence with multiple indices. Specifically, we
say a tuple m = (m1, . . . ,mp) → ∞ when m1 → ∞, . . . ,mp → ∞. By saying that a sequence
F (m1,m2, . . . ,mp) of index m = (m1, . . . ,mp) converge to a number a as m → ∞, it is meant
that for all ε > 0, there exists M1, . . . ,Mp such that for all m1 > M1, . . . ,mp > Mp, we have

|F (m1, . . . ,mp)− a| < ε. (16)

We write (m1,m2, . . . ,mp) > (m′1,m
′
2, . . . ,m

′
p) if m1 > m′1, . . . ,mp > m′p.

We say a function f(T ) is coercive if
lim

‖T‖→∞
f(T ) =∞, (17)

and it is (weakly) lower semi-continuous if
f(T0) ≤ lim inf

k→∞
f(Tk), (18)

for all sequences Tk (weakly) converging to T0. Further details on convergence in a strong and weak
sense in Hilbert spaces can be found in standard texts on functional analysis, e.g., [53].

Now we are going to prove the results presented in Section 3 of the main text. For ease of the readers,
we recall all statements before proving them.

Existence and uniqueness First, we verify some properties of objective function J .
Lemma 2. The following statements hold.

(i) W2(T#µ, ν) is a Lipschitz continuous function of T ∈ BHS(H1, H2), which implies that
J : BHS → R+ is also continuous.

(ii) J is a strictly convex function.

(iii) There are constants C1, C2 > 0 such that J(T ) ≤ C1‖T‖2 + C2 ∀T ∈ BHS .

(iv) lim‖T‖→∞ J(T ) =∞.

Proof of Lemma 2. 1. We first show that Φ(T ) is Lipschitz continuous. Indeed, consider any
T1, T2 ∈ BHS , by the triangle inequality applied to Wasserstein metric,
W2(T1#µ, ν)−W2(T2#µ, ν) ≤W2(T1#µ, T2#µ)

=

(
inf

π∈Γ(µ,µ)

∫
H1×H1

‖T1f1 − T2f2‖2dπ(f1, f2)

)1/2

≤
(∫

H1×H1

‖T1f1 − T2f2‖2dπ′(f1, f2)

)1/2

=

(∫
H1

‖T1f1 − T2f1‖2dµ(f1)

)1/2

≤
(∫

H1

‖T1 − T2‖2‖f1‖2dµ(f1)

)1/2

= ‖T1 − T2‖
(∫

H1

‖f1‖2dµ(f1)

)1/2

= ‖T1 − T2‖(Ef∼µ‖f‖2)1/2,

where π′ is the identity coupling. Hence, both Φ2(T ) and η‖T‖2 are continuous, which
entails continuity of J as well.
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2. If we can prove that Φ2(T ) is convex with respect to T , then the conclusion is immediate
from the strict convexity of η‖T‖2. We first observe that W 2

2 (·, ν) is convex, as for any
measure ν1, ν2 on H2 and λ ∈ [0, 1], if γ1 is the optimal coupling of (ν1, ν) and γ2 is the
optimal coupling of (ν2, ν), then λγ1 +(1−λ)γ2 is a valid coupling of (λν1 +(1−λ)ν2, ν),
which yields

W 2
2 (λν1 + (1− λ)ν2, ν) ≤

∫
H1×H2

‖f − g‖2H2
d(λγ1 + (1− λ)γ2)(f, g)

= λW 2
2 (ν1, ν) + (1− λ)W 2

2 (ν2, ν).

Now the convexity of Φ2(T ) follows as for any T1, T2 ∈ BHS , λ ∈ [0, 1],

W 2
2 (((1− λ)T1 + λT2)#µ, ν) = W 2

2 ((1− λ)(T1#µ) + λ(T2#µ), ν)

≤ (1− λ)W 2
2 (T1#µ, ν) + λW 2

2 (T2#µ, ν).

3. This can be proved by an application of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that the
operator norm is bounded above by the Hilbert-Schmidt norm. Let π be any coupling of µ
and ν,

J(T ) = W 2
2 (T#µ, ν) + η‖T‖2

≤
∫
H1×H2

‖Tf1 − f2‖2dπ(f1, f2) + η‖T‖2

≤ 2

∫
H1×H2

(‖Tf1‖2 + ‖f2‖2)dπ(f1, f2) + η‖T‖2

≤ 2

(
‖T‖2

∫
H1

‖f1‖2dµ(f1) +

∫
H2

‖f2‖2dµ(f2)

)
+ η‖T‖2

= C1‖T‖2 + C2,

for all T ∈ B, where C1 = 2Ef1∼µ‖f1‖2H1
dµ(f) + η, C2 = 2Ef2∼ν‖f2‖2H2

dν(f).

4. This follows from the fact that Φ2(T ) ≥ 0 for all T and η‖T‖2 is coercive.

We are ready to establish existence and the uniqueness of minimizer of J . The technique being used
is well-known in the theory of calculus of variations (e.g., cf. Theorem 5.25. in [10]).
Theorem 2. There exists a unique minimizer T0 for the problem (6).

Proof of Theorem 2. As J(T ) ≥ 0 and is finite for all T , there exist L0 = infT∈BHS
J(T ) ∈ [0,∞).

Consider any sequence (Tk)∞k=1 such that J(Tk) → L0. We see that this sequence is bounded,
as otherwise, there exists a subsequence (Tkh)∞h=1 such that ‖Tkh‖ → ∞. But this means L0 =
lim J(Tkh) = ∞ (due to the coercivity), which is a contradiction. Now, because (Tk) is bounded,
by Banach-Alaoglu theorem, there exists a subsequence (Tkp)∞p=1 converges weakly to some T0.
Besides, J is convex and (strongly) continuous. Recall a theorem of Mazur’s, which states that a
convex, closed subset of a Banach space (Hilbert space in our case) is weakly closed (cf. [53]). As a
consequence, function J must be weakly lower semicontinuous. Thus,

J(T0) ≤ lim inf
p→∞

J(Tkp) = L0. (19)

Therefore the infimum of J is attained at some T0. The uniqueness of T0 follows from the strict
convexity of J .

Approximation analysis Next, we proceed to analyze the convergence of the minimizers of finite
dimensional approximations to the original problem (6). The proof is valid thanks to the presence of
the regularization term η‖T‖2.
Lemma 3. There exists a unique minimizer TK of J in BK for each K. Moreover, TK → T0 as
K1,K2 →∞.
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Proof of Lemma 3. Similar to the proof above, for every K = (K1,K2) there exists uniquely a
minimizer TK for J on BK as BK is closed and convex. Denote T0,K the projection of T0 to BK . As
K →∞, we have T0,K → T0, which yields J(T0,K)→ J(T0). From the definition of minimizers,
we have

J(T0,K) ≥ J(TK) ≥ J(T0), ∀K. (20)
Now letK →∞, we have limK→∞ J(TK) = J(T0) thanks to the Sandwich rule. Since J is convex,

J(T0) + J(TK) ≥ 2J

(
1

2
(T0 + TK)

)
, (21)

passing this through the limit, we also have

lim
K→∞

J

(
1

2
(T0 + TK)

)
= J(T0). (22)

Now using the parallelogram rule,

η

2
‖TK − T0‖2 = η

(
‖TK‖2 + ‖T0‖2 − 2

∥∥∥∥1

2
(T0 + TK)

∥∥∥∥2
)

=

(
J(TK) + J(T0)− 2J

(
1

2
(T0 + TK)

))
−
(

Φ2(TK) + Φ2(T0)− 2Φ2

(
1

2
(T0 + TK)

))
≤
(
J(TK) + J(T0)− 2J

(
1

2
(T0 + TK)

))
,

as Φ2 is convex. Let K →∞, we have the last expression goes to 0. Hence, ‖TK − T0‖ → 0.

What is remarkable in the proof above is that it works for any sequence (Tm)∞m=1: whenever we have
J(Tm)→ J(T0) then we must have Tm → T0.

Uniform convergence and consistency analysis Now we turn our discussion to the convergence
of empirical minimizers. Using the technique above, there exists uniquely minimizer T̂K,n for Ĵn
over BK . We want to prove that T̂K,n

P−→ TK uniformly in K in a suitable sense and then combine
with the result above to have the convergence of T̂K,n to T0. A standard technique in the analysis
of M-estimator is to establish uniform convergence of Ĵn to J in the space of T [27]. Note that
the spaces BHS and all BK’s are not bounded, so care must be taken to show that (T̂K,n)K,n will
eventually reside in a bounded subset and then uniform convergence is attained in that subset. The
following auxiliary result presents that idea.
Lemma 4. 1. For any fixed C0,

sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| P−→ 0 (n→∞). (23)

2. Let T̂K,n be the unique minimizer of Ĵn over BK . There exists a constant D such that
P (supK ‖T̂K,n‖ < D)→ 1 as n→∞.

Proof. 1. The proof proceeds in a few small steps.

Step 1. We will utilize a recent result on sample complexity theory of Wasserstein dis-
tances on function spaces [30]. This theory allows us to find the convergence rate of
EW2(µ̂n1

, µ), EW2(ν̂n2
, ν) to 0. By triangle inequality of Wasserstein distances,

|W2(T#µ, ν)−W2(T#µ̂n1
, ν̂n2

)| ≤W2(T#µ̂n1
, T#µ) +W2(ν̂n2

, ν)

≤ ‖T‖opW2(µ̂n1
, µ) +W2(ν̂n2

, ν).

Therefore,
sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )| ≤ C0W2(µ̂n1 , µ) +W2(ν̂n2 , ν) (24)
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Let r1(n1) = E[W2(µ̂n1 , µ)] and r2(n2) = E[W2(ν̂n2 , ν)]. The rates of r1(n1), r2(n2)→
0 depend on the decaying rate of Karhunen-Loeve expansions’ eigenvalues of µ and ν [30],
which exist thanks to our assumption (7). Write Φ̂n(T ) := W2(T#µ̂n1 , ν̂n2) for T ∈ BHS .
Then,

E sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )| ≤ C0r1(n1) + r2(n2)→ 0 (n1, n2 →∞). (25)

As L1 convergence implies convergence in probability, we have

sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )| P−→ 0, (26)

which means for all ε > 0,

P

(
sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )| < ε

)
→ 1, (27)

Step 2. Combining sup‖T‖≤C0
|Φ̂n(T )−Φ(T )| < εwith the fact that Φ2(T ) ≤ C1‖T‖+C2

implies that for all T such that ‖T‖ ≤ C0, we have Φ2(T ) ≤ C1C0 + C2 =: C

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| = |Φ̂2
n(T )− Φ2(T )|

= |Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )||Φ̂n(T ) + Φ(T )|
≤ ε(2

√
C + ε).

Hence

P

(
sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| < ε(2
√
C + ε)

)
≥ P

(
sup
‖T‖≤C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )| < ε

)
→ 1.

(28)
Noticing that for all δ > 0, there exists an ε > 0 such that ε(2

√
C + ε) = δ, we arrive at the

convergence in probability to 0 of sup‖T‖≤C0
|Ĵn(T )− J(T )|.

2. We also organize the proof in a few steps.

Step 1. Denote Φ̂n(T ) = W2(T#µ̂n1 , ν̂n2). We first show that for any fixed C0,

sup
‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

P−→ 0 (n→∞). (29)

Indeed, from (24),

sup
‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

≤W2(µ̂n1
, µ) +

W2(ν̂n2
, ν)

C0
. (30)

Taking the expectation

E sup
‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

≤ r1(n1) +
r2(n2)

C0
. (31)

Hence, sup‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

→ 0 in L1, and therefore in probability.

Step 2. For any fixed C0 and δ,

P

(
sup
‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

< δ

)
→ 1 (n→∞). (32)

The event sup‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

< δ implies that for all T such that ‖T‖ ≥ C0, we

have

Ĵn(T ) ≤ (Φ(T ) + δ‖T‖)2 + η‖T‖2 ≤ (
√
C1‖T‖2 + C2 + δ‖T‖)2 + η‖T‖2.
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Now for each K, we can choose a T̃K ∈ BK such that ‖T̃K‖ = C0. Thus,

inf
T∈BK

Ĵn(T ) ≤ Ĵn(T̃K) ≤ (

√
C1‖T̃K‖2 + C2 + δ‖T̃K‖)2 + η‖T̃K‖2

= (
√
C1C2

0 + C2 + δC0)2 + ηC2
0 =: C,

which is a constant.

On the other hand, choose D =
√
C/η, we have for all T such that ‖T‖ > D

Ĵn(T ) ≥ η‖T‖2 > C, (33)

which means infT∈BK :‖T‖>D Φ̂n(T ) > C for all K.

Combining two facts above, we have T̂K,n ≤ D for all K.

Step 3. It follows from the previous step that

P

(
sup
K
|T̂K,n| ≤ D

)
≥ P

(
sup
‖T‖≥C0

|Φ̂n(T )− Φ(T )|
‖T‖

< δ

)
, (34)

which means this probability also goes to 1 as n→∞.

We are ready to tackle the consistency of our estimation procedure.

Theorem 3. There exists a unique minimizer T̂K,n of Ĵn over BK for all n and K. Moreover,

T̂K,n
P−→ T0 as K1,K2, n1, n2 →∞.

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof proceeds in several smaller steps.

Step 1. Take any ε > 0. As TK → T0 when K → ∞, there exist κ = (κ1, κ2) such that
‖TK − T0‖ ≤ ε for all K1 > κ1,K2 > κ2. Let

Lε = inf
T∈B\B(T0,ε)

J(T ), (35)

where B(T, ε) is the Hilbert-Schmidt open ball centered at T having radius ε. It can be seen that
Lε > J(T0), as otherwise, there exists a sequence (Tp)p 6∈ B(T, ε) such that J(Tp)→ J(T0), which
implies Tp → T0, a contradiction.

Step 2. Let δ = Lε − J(T0) > 0. By Lemma 3, we can choose κ large enough so that we also have
|J(TK)− J(T0)| < δ/2 ∀K1 > κ1,K2 > κ2. Let

LK,ε = inf
BK\B(TK ,2ε)

J(T ).

As B(T0, ε) ⊂ B(TK , 2ε) and BK ⊂ BHS , we have

LK,ε = inf
BK\B(TK ,2ε)

J(T ) ≥ inf
T∈BHS\B(T0,ε)

J(T ) = Lε. (36)

Therefore,
LK,ε − J(TK) ≥ Lε − J(T0)− δ/2 = δ/2. (37)

for all K > κ.

Step 3. Now, if we have

sup
‖T‖≤D

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| ≤ δ/4, sup
K
|T̂K,n| ≤ D, (38)

where D is a constant as in Lemma 4, then

Ĵn(TK) ≤ J(TK) + δ/4, (39)

and
Ĵn(T ) ≥ J(T )− δ/4 ≥ J(TK) + δ/4, (40)
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for all ‖T‖ ≤ D and T ∈ BK \B(TK , 2ε), where the last inequality is due to Step 2.

Combining with |T̂K,n| ≤ D, we have T̂K,n must lie inside B(TK , 2ε) ∩ BK because it is the
minimizer of Ĵn over BK . Hence ‖T̂K,n − TK‖ ≤ 2ε, which deduces that ‖T̂K,n − T0‖ ≤
‖T̂k,n − TK‖+ ‖Tk − T0‖ ≤ 2ε+ ε = 3ε.

Step 4. Continuing from the previous step, for all κ large enough, we have the following inclusive
relation of events

{ sup
‖T‖≤D

|Ĵn(T )− J(T )| ≤ δ/4} ∩ {sup
K
|T̂K,n| ≤ D} ⊂ { sup

K>κ
‖T̂K,n − T0‖ ≤ 3ε} (41)

Using the inequality that for any event A,B, P (A ∩B) ≥ P (A) + P (B)− 1, we obtain

P ( sup
K>κ
‖T̂K,n−TK‖ ≤ 3ε) ≥ P ( sup

‖T‖≤D
|Ĵn(T )−J(T )| ≤ δ/4) +P (sup

K
|T̂K,n| ≤ D)−1, (42)

which goes to 1 as n→∞ due to Lemma 4. Because this is true for all ε > 0, we have

T̂K,n
P−→ T0, (43)

as K,n→∞.

B Optimization

We propose a coordinate-wise gradient descent approach to optimize the objective L(Λ, π) in Eq.
(13):

arg min
Λ∈RK2×K1 ,π∈Π̂

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

Clk(Λ)πlk + η‖Λ‖2F + γh

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlk log πlk + γp

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πplk, (44)

where the transportation cost is Clk(Λ) = ‖V2kΛUT
1ly1l − y2k‖22. Solving this objective involves

an alternative minimization over Λ and π whereby the first is fixed while the second is minimized,
followed by the second fixed and the first minimized. This procedure is repeated until a maximum
number of iterations is reached.

Updating Λ with π fixed: Here we want to solve

Λt = arg min
Λ∈RK2×K1

L(Λ, π) = arg min
Λ∈RK2×K1

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

Clk(Λ)πlk + η‖Λ‖2F . (45)

The minimum is achieved by performing gradient descent minimization algorithm, where the gradient
is:

∇ΛL(Λ, π) = 2

n1∑
l=1

n2∑
k=1

πlk
[
(ΛUT

1ly1l −VT
2ky2k)yT1lU1l

]
+ 2ηΛ. (46)

Updating π with Λ fixed: Now we want to solve

πt = arg min
π∈Π̂

L(Λ, π) = arg min
π∈Π̂

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

Clk(Λ)πlk + γh

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlk log πlk + γp

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πplk. (47)

To optimize for the probabilistic coupling π, we can consider this as a constrained linear programming
problem. The augmented Lagrangian is given as

L(π, slk, λ
k, λl, λlk) =

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

Clkπlk + γh

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlk log πlk

+

n2∑
k=1

λk(

n1∑
l=1

πlk − ptk) +

n1∑
l=1

λl(

n2∑
k=1

πlk − psl ) +
ρk
2

(

n1∑
l=1

πlk − ptk)2 +
ρl
2

(

n2=1∑
k

πlk − psl )2

+

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

λlk(πlk − slk) +

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

ρlk
2

(πlk − slk)2.

(48)
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In the above display, λk ∈ Rn1×1, λl ∈ Rn2×1, λlk ∈ Rn1×n2 are Lagrange multipliers, slk ∈
Rn1×n2 are the slack variables. The sub-problem is

πt, slkt = arg min
π,slk

L(π, slk, λ
k, λl, λlk)

λkt = λkt−1 + ρk(

n1∑
l=1

πlk − ptk)

λlt = λlt−1 + ρl(

n2∑
k=1

πlk − psl )

λlkt = λlkt−1 + ρlk(

n1,n2∑
l,k=1

πlk − slk).

(49)

In addition, it is worth noting that when γp = 0, the objective (44) reverts to the form of Sinkhorn
distance [8], so that we can take advantage of the superior computational complexity brought upon
by the Sinkhorn algorithm.

Algorithm 2: Sinkhorn algorithm

Input: Cost matrix C ∈ RN×n, entropy coefficient γ
K←− exp(−C/γ), ν ←− 1n

n
while not converged do
µ←− 1N

N �Kν

ν ←− 1n

n �KTµ
end while
Π←− diag(µ)Kdiag(ν)
Output: Π

C Experiments

C.1 Additional experiments

(a) data

(b) OTGI [1]

(c) data with noise

(d) AEWP [18]

(e) GPOT [33]

(f) FOT with η = 1

(g) DSOT1 [38]

(h) FOT with η = 40

(i) DSOT2 [38]

(j) couplings

Figure 6: (a),(c): noisy versions as observations. When Perrot’s DSOT [38] (i), Alvarez-Melis’
OTGI [1] (b) and Grave’s AEWP [18] (d) adapt to the noisy data leading to over-fitting, our method
(f),(h) performs better in terms of identifying the ground truth. This suggests the effectiveness of
treating data as sampled functions (rather than sampled vectors). From (f) and (h) we can see that the
parameter η controls the smoothness of the map. Since we could not find the code of method (b) and
(d), the results described here come from our own implementation of these methods.

In this part, we show additional experiments with more baseline methods for the same settings
considered in section 5.1. Although one can always apply existing OT map estimation methods
[1, 38, 18] to functional data by discretizing continuous functions into fixed-dimension vector
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measurements, we nevertheless demonstrate this discretization approach fails to exploit the functional
properties for most existing OT approaches. We added noncontinuous noise to the target sinusoidal
curves and only the pushforward of maps estimated with GPOT[33] and our methods successfully
recover the smoothness.

C.2 Experiment details

Hardware: All experiments were implemented with Numpy and PyTorch (matrix computation
scaling) using one GTX2080TI GPU and a Linux desktop with 32GB memory.

Synthetic data simulation: We illustrated our approach on a synthetic dataset in which the source
and target data samples were generated from a mixture of sinusoidal functions. Each sample
{yi(xi)}ni=1 is a realization evaluated from a (random) function yi = Ak sin(ωkxi + φk) + mk

where the amplitude Ak, angular frequency ωk, phase φk and translation mk are random parameters
generated from a probability distribution, i.e. [Ak, ωk, φk,mk] ∼ P (θk), and θk represents the
parameter vector associated with a mixture component.

For all simulations, we set the optimization coefficients as ρk = 800× 1 ∈ RN×1, ρl = 800× 1 ∈
Rn×1, η = 0.001, γh = 40, γp = −10, power p = 3. The learning rate for updating Λ is
lrΛ = 4e − 4, the learning rate for updating πlk is lrπ = 1e − 5. The maximum iteration step
is set as Tmax = 1000. We found that our algorithm’s performance was not sensitive to varying
hyperparameters.

C.3 Karhunen-Loève expansions

Algorithm 1 requires making a choice of basis functions for each Hilbert space in both the source and
target domains. In principle, we can take any orthonormal basis for a class of functions of interest.
However, a particular choice of orthonormal basis functions may have a substantial impact on the
number of basis functions that one ends up using for approximating the support of the distributions
(of the source and the target domain), and for the representation of the approximate pushforward map
going from one domain to another.

For the current study, we shall exploit the Karhunen-Loève expansion of square-integrable stochastic
processes with some specified kernels, which gives us a natural collection of basis functions. Suppose
that we are interested in Hilbert spaces of functions defined on a measure space (E,B, µ), where
E typically is a subset of Rd. We will first recall Mercer’s theorem to see the connection between
kernels, integral operators and bases of functions, then present the Karhunen-Loève theorem to link it
to stochastic processes and random elements in Hilbert spaces [21]. To serve that purpose, here we
only consider continuous, symmetric and non-negative definite kernel, i.e. a functionK : E×E → R
being continuous with respect to each variable, having K(s, t) = K(t, s)∀ s, t ∈ E, and for all
n ∈ N, (αi)ni=1 ∈ R, (ti)ni=1 ∈ E,

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

αiαjK(si, sj) ≥ 0. (50)

If K further satisfies
∫
E×E K(s, t)dµ(s)dµ(t) <∞, we can define integral operator K by

(K f)(t) =

∫
E

K(s, t)f(s)dµ(s), (51)

for all f ∈ L2(E,B, µ). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can see that K maps L2(E,B, µ) to
L2(E,B, µ). If λ ∈ R and φ ∈ L2(E,B, µ) satisfy

K φ = λφ, (52)
then λ is called an eigenvalue of K and φ its corresponding eigenfunction.
Theorem 4 (Mercer’s theorem). Suppose that K is a continuous, symmetric, non-negative definite
kernel and K is it corresponding integral operator, then there exists an orthornormal basis (φk)
of L2(E,B, µ) consisting of eigenfunctions of K such that its eigenvalues (λk) is non-negative.
Moreover, K has the following representation

K(s, t) =

∞∑
j=1

λjφj(s)φj(t), (53)
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where the convergence is absolute and uniform.

Theorem 5 (Karhunen-Loève’s theorem). Let {Xt}t∈E be a zero-mean square-integrable stochastic
process under a given probability space (Ω,U ,P) with covariance function being a continuous
symmetric non-negative definite kernel K given in the previous theorem. Let (λk, φk)∞k=0 be the
eigenvalue and eigenfunctions of K’s integral operator, then Xt admits the series expansion

Xt =

∞∑
k=1

Zkφk(t), (54)

where the convergence is inL2(Ω,U ,P), Zk are zero-mean, uncorrelated random variables satisfying

E[ZiZj ] = δijλj ∀ i, j ∈ N. (55)

In the following, we list some Karhunen-Loève bases that have closed forms and can be applied to
our algorithm. Detailed derivations can be found in [49, 55].

The Brownian motion. Suppose E = [0, 1] and µ is the Lebesgue measure on E. The Brownian
motion is defined by

K(s, t) = min{s, t}, ∀ s, t ∈ [0, 1]. (56)

The set of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions are given by

λk =
4

(2k − 1)2π2
, φk(t) =

√
2 sin

[(
k − 1

2

)
πt

]
, k ≥ 1. (57)

The Square Exponential Kernel. When E = R and µ is the Gaussian distribution with mean 0
and covariance σ2, we consider the square exponential kernel as follows

K(s, t) = exp(−(s− t)2/2l2). (58)

We have the set of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions corresponding to K to be

λk =

√
2a

A
Bk, φk(t) = exp(−(c− a)x2)Hk(

√
2cx), k ≥ 0, (59)

where Hk(x) = (−1)k exp(x2) dk

dxk exp(−x2) is the k-th order Hermite polynomial, while the
constants are defined by

a =
1

4σ2
, b =

1

2l2
, c =

√
a2 + 2ab, A = a+ b+ c, B =

b

A
. (60)

Eigenfunction decomposition An alternative way to estimate the eigenfunctions from empirical data
is by exploiting Mercer’s eigenfunction decomposition. From Mercer’s theorem we know a single
kernel can be written as a weighted inner product involving a diagonal matrix containing eigenvalues.
So a kernel matrix K = (K(si, sj))

N
i,j=1 can be written as

K =

∞∑
j=1

λjφj(s)φj(s)T , (61)

where φj(s) = [φj(s1), . . . , φj(sn)]T . Therefore, we can approximate the eigenfunctions by apply-
ing a singular value decomposition to the kernel matrix K. In addition, the coefficients of eigenvalues
can be obtained using the kernel function parameters estimated via Gaussian process regression.
For design points (x1l)

n1

l=1 and (x2k)n2

k=1, we can perform GP regression to source and target data
respectively to find the optimal kernel function parameters and then

SVD(K1l) = U1lD1lU
T
1l , SVD(K2k) = V2kD2kV

T
2k (62)

thus we can have an empirical estimate for eigenfunctions.
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C.4 Optimal transport map of Gaussian processes (GPs)

In Section 5.1, we used the optimal transport map between two Gaussian processes as one of the
benchmarks since there exists an explicit expression for the optimal transport map [35].

Optimal transport for GPs. GPs are closely related to Gaussian measures on Hilbert spaces [33].
Given probability spaces (X,ΣX , µ) and (Y,ΣY , ν), if there is a measurable T : X 7→ Y such that
any A ∈ ΣY we have ν(A) = µ(T−1(A)) then we can say ν is a pushforward of µ, denoted by
T#µ = ν. The L2-Wasserstein distance between Gaussian measures N(m,V ) and N(n,U) is given
by [16]

W2(N(m,V ), N(n,U))2 = ‖m− n‖2 + Tr(V + U − 2(V
1
2UV

1
2 )

1
2 ) (63)

From lemma 2.4 [45], A symmetric positive definite matrix T and its associated linear map T is
defined as

T = U
1
2 (U

1
2V U

1
2 )−

1
2U

1
2 , T (x) = Tx (64)

Then, T pushes N(V ) forward to N(U).
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