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Abstract

We introduce graphs associated to transport problems between discrete marginals, that allow to char-
acterize the set of all optimizers given one primal optimizer. In particular, we establish that connectivity
of those graphs is a necessary and sufficient condition for uniqueness of the dual optimizers. Moreover,
we provide an algorithm that can efficiently compute the dual optimizer that is the limit, as the regu-
larization parameter goes to zero, of the dual entropic optimizers. Our results find an application in a
Stackelberg-Cournot-Nash game, for which we obtain existence and characterization of the equilibria.
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1. Introduction. Starting with the seminal works by Monge [21] and Kantorovich [I7], optimal trans-
port theory became a vibrant field of research with many applications in the most various fields, including
economics, finance and machine learning, see e.g. [I5], 2 [I, [7, [l 3]. Optimal transport is concerned
with the question of how a given probability distribution can be coupled with another given probability
distribution in a cost efficient way. Under weak conditions, one can show equivalence of this (primal)
problem and a dual one. In the case of continuous measures on Euclidean spaces, in many situations of
interest the dual optimizer is unique (up to translation), see [8, Appendix B], [I3, Cor. 2.7], [26, Prop.
7.18] and [28]. However, in the case where the marginals have finite support, there are several natural
examples illustrating how uniqueness can easily fail. To the best of our knowledge, only a sufficient cri-
terion for uniqueness has been described in [28]. Since non-uniqueness happens regularly, it is of interest
to determine the set of all dual optimizers. However, the classical algorithms for the optimal transport
problem (see [24] for an overview) output only one (nearly optimal) solution.

In the present work, we use tools from graph theory in order to characterize the set of all optimizers
in optimal transport problems with finitely supported marginals. Other authors have been working at
the intersection of the two theories, for example studying optimal transport on graphs as in [19], or in
order to analyze a multi-marginal optimal transport problem as in [23]. Our approach goes in a different
direction. The starting point consists in associating to each optimal transport problem (in a discrete
setting) a family of graphs G7, where -y varies over all (primal) optimizers, and G” describes its support.
What is crucial for our analysis is the connectivity of the graph G obtained as union of all graphs G7. This
allows us to characterize uniqueness (up to translation) of the optimizer to the dual transport problem,
in the sense that uniqueness holds if and only if G is connected. On the other hand, when connectivity
fails, we can describe in a simple way the set of all dual optimizers by starting with one primal optimizer
~ of the original transport problem. This is achieved by decomposing the optimal transport problem in
subproblems (corresponding to the connected components of the graph G7). For every subproblem, the
corresponding graph is connected and a unique dual optimizer is obtained. From the dual optimizers for
the subproblems, we can then determine the set of all dual optimizers for the original problem.
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A second contribution of this paper regards the approximation by entropic regularization. Notably,
by adding an entropic penalization term to the transport problem, one obtains a strictly convex problem
such that both primal and dual problem admit a unique solution. The entropic transport problem gained
popularity because of its computational tractability, e.g. via the Sinkhorn algorithm of Cuturi [12], and
since it provides an approximation of the original transport problem, in the sense that the optimal costs
converge and that the optimizers of the regularized problems converge to an optimizer of the original
problem, see [22] 24]. In a discrete setting, Cominetti and San Martin [I1] show that the limit of the dual
optimizers of the regularized problems is a specific dual optimizer for the original problem and in [31] it
is shown that the convergence is exponentially fast. The limit optimizer is called centroid because it is
characterized geometrically as a particular “central” point of the convex set of all optimizers. However,
the computation is complex, as it is necessary to solve several nested convex optimization problems. Our
contribution in this direction is twofold. First of all, we provide a simple algorithm to compute the
centroid. Further, by leveraging on the previously exposed results, we can describe the set of all dual
optimizers of the original problem, starting from the unique primal optimizers of the entropic ones. Given
the efficiency in computing the latter, this provides a tractable way to find all dual transport optimizers.

Our last main contribution concerns an application to static games with a continuum of agents as
introduced by Aumann [5 [6]. In these games, agents with different types choose among a set of actions
to minimize their costs which depend on their own type and action as well as on the actions of all other
agents (mean-field interaction). Existence of (Cournot-Nash) equilibria has then been established by
Schmeidler [27], Mas-Colell [20] and Khan [I8]. However, relying on classical game theory, no further
results regarding for example uniqueness or characterization of equilibria had been obtained until the
work of Blanchet and Carlier [9]. The authors there introduced a class of games with separable cost
functions, where equilibria can be characterized by minimizing a cost function that includes an optimal
transport problem, and proposed a uniqueness criterion. In this work we consider a Stackelberg version of
this game, where in addition a principal is participating to the game, setting up some cost to be paid by
the agents according to their action, and at the same time facing a cost that depends both on this and on
the distribution of actions of the agents. Relying on the connection of these games with optimal transport
established in [9] 10], we find conditions to ensure existence of equilibria. Interestingly, the optimal choice
of costs for the principal corresponds to finding a dual optimizer to an optimal transport problem. We
can therefore apply the results illustrated above to describe the optimal strategies of the principal. We
conclude by investigating whether entropic regularization gives nearly optimal solutions and providing a
numerical example.

Organization of the rest of the paper. In Section [2] we recall the optimal transport problem, the
relevant graph theoretic notions, and important results from both optimal transport and graph theory.
In Section Bl we introduce the graph associated to the optimal transport problem and prove the first two
main results of the paper: the uniqueness criterion and the characterization of the set of all optimizers.
In Section @ we turn to the entropic regularization and provide the characterization of the limit of the
regularized dual optimizers. Finally, in Section [§] we consider the game between a continuum of agents
and a principal, describe existence results and connect the optimization problem of the principal to the
problem of finding all dual optimizers for certain optimal transport problems. We conclude the section
by providing approximation arguments and a numerical illustration.

2. Preliminaries. In this section we recall some fundamental results in optimal transport and in graph
theory, that will be used throughout the paper.

2.1. Finite Optimal Transport. Let ; and v be two discrete probability measures on RY, with finite
supports & and Y having cardinality nx and ny, respectively. For a function ¢ : X x Y — R, the
optimal transport problem between p and v with respect to the cost ¢ is given by

OT(re) = nt | clo.y)n(de.dy) (2.1)
yEI(p,v)

where II(u,v) C P(X x ) is the set of probability measures on X x Y with first marginal equal to u
and second marginal equal to v. An element ~ of II(u,v) is called a coupling of p and v, and is called



an optimal coupling, or primal optimizer, if it is an optimizer for problem ([2I)). The associated dual
optimization problem reads as

DOT(u,I/,c)=sup{fxgodu+fywdl/:cp:X—>R,¢:y—>R, o(x) +¥(y) < c(z,y) vV € X,yey}.
(2.2)

A pair (p,1) satisfying the constraints in ([2.2]) is called feasible, and referred to as dual optimizer if it
is an optimizer for problem (2.2)). Since the finite optimal transport problem is a linear optimization
problem, we immediately see that both the set of all primal optimizers and the set of all dual optimizers
are convex. We refer the reader to the manuscript of Villani [30] for a thorough exposition of the optimal
transport theory. We summarize below some of the crucial results about problems (Z1)) and (22) that
will be useful for later reference. For this, we recall that a set I' C X x Y is called c-cyclically monotone
if, for any N € N and any collection (z1,¥1),- .., (zn,yn) € T', the inequality

N N
Z (@i, yi) < Z (i, Yit1)
i=1

=1

holds, with the convention yx4+1 = y1. A coupling v € P(X x ) is said to be c-cyclically monotone if it
is concentrated on a c-cyclically monotone set.

Theorem 2.1 ([30], Theorem 5.10, Remark 5.12). In the above discrete setting, we have:
(i) duality holds, i.e. OT(u,v,c) = DOT(u,v,c);
(i) both the primal problem (Z1I) and the dual problem [22)) admit solutions;
(i11) there is a c-cyclically monotone setT' C X x )Y such that, fory € II(u,v), the following are equivalent:

1. 7 is optimal for 21I);
2. 7 is concentrated on I';

3. v is c-cyclically monotone;

(i) let v € I(u,v), and (p,v) be a feasible pair for the dual problem, then v and (p,v) are optimal
solutions for the primal resp. dual problem if and only if they are complementary, i.e.

p() +P(y) = c(x,y) v-a.5;

(v) the union of the supports of all primal optimizers is the smallest c-cyclically monotone set contained
m X x Y and such that all primal optimizers are concentrated on it.

Remark 2.2 (uniqueness). It is immediate to see that if (p,1) is a dual optimizer, then also the pair
obtained by translation, (¢ 4+ a,¥ — a), a € R, is a dual optimizer. One of the main results of the present
paper consists in characterizing all dual optimizers, and for this we decide to adopt a normalization
assumption. In light of this, we say that the dual optimizer is unique if it is unique up to translation. <

2.2. Graph Theory. A graph is a pair G = (V, E) of two sets, such that V # ) is a finite set and
E C [V]2, where [V]? is the set of all two-element subsets of V. Any element of V is called a vertex.
Moreover, we say that e = {v,w} € E is an edge and v and w are the end vertices of e. A graph
G' = (V/,E') with V/ CV and E’ C F is called a subgraph of G, and in this case we write G’ C G.
We say that a graph G is maximal with respect to some property if there is no graph H # G with the
same property and such that G C H. Given a graph G = (V, E) and a set U C V, the induced subgraph
G[U] := (U, E') C G is the graph such that £ = {{v,w} € E: v,w € U}, i.e. it contains all edges whose
both end vertices lie in U.

A path in G = (V, E) is a sequence of vertices P = vg...v; (I > 0) such that all v; are distinct and
{vi,vi41} € E for all i € {0,...,1 —1}. We call vy and v; the end vertices of the path P and say that P
joins the vertices vg and v;. Note that we allow paths of length zero, i.e. consisting of one vertex only.
We say that a graph G = (V, E) is connected if any two of its vertices are linked by a path. We say that
a set U C V is connected in G if the induced subgraph G[U] is connected.



Proposition 2.3 ([14], Proposition 1.4.1). Let G = (V, E) be a connected graph and let v € V be an
arbitrary vertex. We can order the vertices of G as v1,...,v, such that v = v; and G[{v1,...,v;}] is
connected for all i € {2,...,n}.

A maximal connected subgraph of G is a component of G. We highlight that components are induced
subgraphs of G, that any component can be identified by its vertex set, and that the vertex sets V1,..., Vn
of all components of G partition the vertex set of G. Hence, with a slight abuse of notation, we will say
that Vi,..., Vy are the components of G. We say that a graph G = (V, E) is bipartite if we can partition
the vertex set into two classes W; and W5 such that every edge has one end vertex in Wi and the other
one in Wy. If G is a bipartite graph and e = {wy, w2} € E, then we write e = [w1, ws] to indicate
that wy € Wy and we € Wsy. A cycle is a sequence vgvs ...v;—1vg such that vg...v;_1 is a path and
{vi1,v0} € E. A connected graph without cycles is called a tree.

Exzample 2.4. Figure [[] shows examples of graphs: The graph in Figure [[al is bipartite graph with vertex
set V = {x1,22,y1,y2} and edge set E = {[x1,y1], [x1,¥2], [x2,y1], [x2,y2]}. It is bipartite with classes
W1 = {x1,22} and Wy = {y1,y2}. Moreover, it is connected since there is a path from every vertex to
every other vertex. For example, a path from x; to y; is given by 1y and a path from x; to x3 is given
by z1y122. The graph in Figure is not connected since there is no path from 5 to 1. Instead, it has
two components Vi = {1,2, 3,4} and V5 = {5,6,7}. The graph is not a tree because it contains the cycle
2,3, 4, nor bipartite because we cannot partition {2, 3,4} into two sets such that any edge goes from one
set to the other. Finally, the graph in Figure [Id is a tree because it is connected and does not contain
any cycles.
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a) A bipartite graph b) A graph with two components

Figure 1: Examples of graphs

3. Connectivity and Transport Optimizers. In this section we introduce graphs that allow to
derive structural results on the optimal transport problem. In particular, we provide a necessary and
sufficient criterion for uniqueness of the dual optimizer and a characterization of all dual optimizers given
one primal optimizer. For this, we fix u, v and ¢ as in Section 2.1l and consider the corresponding primal

and dual problems (21]) and 2.2).
Let « be a primal optimizer of OT(u, v, ¢). Then we define the bipartite graph G7 = (V7, E7) with
vertex set V7 = X UY (with partition Wi = X and Wo = )) and edge set

BT = {[I,y] ty(zy) > 0}-

Moreover, we consider the bipartite graph G = (V| E) with vertex set V = X UY and edge set given by
the union of all E7 with  optimal for (Z1), that is

E = {[x,y] :y(x,y) > 0 for some primal optimizer 7}. (3.1)

We call G the graph associated to OT(u, v, ¢).

Remark 3.1. Note that the set E in (31]) corresponds to the set described in Theorem [ZT}(v). Moreover,
by Theorem 2T}(iii),(v), v € II(u, v) is a primal optimizer if and only if

Y(z,y) =0 for all [x,y] ¢ E.



Ezample 3.2. Let us illustrate the definitions as well as the differences between the sets G7 and G
introduced above in a simple example. Consider X = {1,2,3} and Y = {1,2, 3,4} and the measures

p= 300y + 300 + 303 and v = 1500y + 20q2) + 5013y + 1504y

Set F = {(1,1),(1,2),(2,1),(2,2),(2,3),(3,2),(3,3),(3,4)} and define ¢ = 1pc. By definition of ¢, we
have OT(u,v,¢) > 0. Since v: X x ¥ — [0,1] with

Y(1,1) = §5, 7(1,2) = 5, 7(2,2) = 1,73,3) = £, 73, 4) = &

is feasible and has cost 0, we have OT(u,v,c¢) = 0. The graph G7 is depicted in Figure Bal It is clear
that any feasible coupling v is optimal if and only if, for any (x,y) € X x Y, y(z,y) > 0 = (v,y) € F.
Moreover, one can easily see that there exists a coupling with support F', which implies £ = F. The
graph G is depicted in Figure Rhl Note that G” is a proper subgraph of G, and that it is not connected
although G is.

a) GV b) G

Figure 2: The graphs G7 and G from Example

o
Lemma 3.3. There is a primal optimizer v* such that G = G .
Proof. Since the graph G has finitely many vertices, it also has finitely many edges eq,...,eps, with
em = [Tm,Ym], Tm € X and y,, € Y, for each m € {1,..., M}. By construction of G, there is for each
m € {1,..., M} a primal optimizer ™ such that v"™ (&, ym) > 0. Since the set of all primal optimizers
is convex, the coupling defined as
M
* 1 m
Y= M Z Y
m=1
is a primal optimizer as well. Moreover, it satisfies
* 1 m
Y (T, Ym) > Yl (TmyYm) >0 forallme{1,...,M}.
Hence, G7" = G. O

Next we show that the graph G also characterizes dual optimizers.

Proposition 3.4. Let (p, ) be feasible for the dual problem. Then it is a dual optimizer if and only if

olx) +¥(y) = clx,y) for all [z,y] € E. (3.2)

Proof. Let v* be the optimizer from Lemma 3.3l Then G = G"" and the support of y*is E, i.e. the
union of the supports of all primal optimizers. Therefore, if p(z) + ¢¥(y) = c(z,y) for all [x,y] € E, then
o(x) + ¥(y) = e(x,y) v*—a.s. Hence, v* and (¢, ) are complementary, which by Theorem 2] means
that (p,%) is a dual optimizer.

Vice versa, if (v, %) is a dual optimizer, then, by Theorem[Z1l v* and (¢, ¢/) have to be complementary.
This exactly means that ¢(x) + ¥(y) = c(x,y) for all [z,y] € E. O



3.1. Uniqueness. In this section, we provide sufficient conditions for the dual optimizer to be unique
(meaning uniqueness up to translation, see Remark 2.2)).

Proposition 3.5. Let G be the graph associated to OT(p,v,c). Then:
(i) if for all non-empty subsets X C X andY C Y we have u(X) # v(Y'), then the graph G is connected;
(i) if the graph G is connected, then the dual optimizer is unique.

In particular, the dual optimizer is unique whenever for all non-empty subsets X C X and' Y C Y we

have u(X) # v(Y).

The last statement of the proposition has already been described by Staudt et al. [28]. The sufficient
condition in (ii) is new, and we will see later in Corollary 314 that is actually necessary.

Proof. (i): We are going to show that, for any primal optimizer -y, the graph G7 is connected. This in
turn implies the claim, by considering v* from Lemma [3.3] Assume that there is a primal optimizer ~y
such that G7 is not connected. In this case there are two non-empty sets U; and Us such that Uy NUy = 0,
U; UU; = X UY and that there is no edge from U; to Us in E7, i.e., for all (e1,e2) € E7 we have that
either e1,es € U or ey, e3 € Us. By construction of G7, we can write U; = X; UY; and Us = X5 UY5 for
some subsets X1, Xs C X and Y7,Ys C ). Note that all subsets X7, Xo, Y7,Ys are non-empty. Indeed,
suppose by contradiction that for example Y3 = ). Then we would have X; = Uy # ). Since p(z) > 0
for all € X, then in particular for any x € X; there is y € ) such that v(x,y) > 0. By the above
decomposition of E7 we would then need to have y € Uy as well, that is y € Y7, which leads to the desired
contradiction. Similarly, we would find a contradiction by assuming any of the other sets to be empty.
Now note that, since there are no edges from U; to Us, then

¥(z,y) =0 for all (z,y) € (X1 x Ya2) U (X3 x Y7).

Together with the fact that v € TI(u, v), this yields

X)) = > p@) = > Y A@y =Y > vmy =Y > wy)= > vy =v),

reX, reXy yey zeX1 yeY: yeY1 2€X1 YyEY]

which is a contradiction.

(ii): To prove uniqueness up to translation, we fix an arbitrary o € X and show that there is exactly
one dual optimizer with ¢(zg) = 0. By Proposition 23] there is an ordering vi,vs, ..., Unx4ny of the
vertices of G, with v1 = x¢ and such that G[{v1,...,v;}] is connected for all i € {2,...,nx + ny}.
Consider any dual pair (p,) with ¢(v1) = 0. Since G[{v1, v2}] is connected, then [v1,v2] € E and, by
PropositionB.4] we have that 1(ve) = c¢(v1, v2) —p(v1). In the same way, we argue that since G[{v1, v2,v3}]
is connected, then either [vy,v3] € E or [vs,v2] € E. In the first case, v3 € Y and Proposition B4 yields
¥(vs) = c(v1,v3) — ¢(v1), while in the second case we have vz € X and p(v3z) = c(vs,v2) — ¥(v2). By
iterating this process, we see that all values p(x),x € X, and ¥ (y),y € Y, are uniquely identified. Hence,
the dual optimizer (p, 1) is unique up to translation. O

Note that the proof of the second part of Proposition 3.5 also describes a way to determine the unique
optimizer given the graph G. Namely, it suffices to find an ordering v1, ...,V 4n, of the vertices of G
such that v; = z¢ and G[{v1,...,v;}] is connected for all i € {2,...,ny +ny}, and thereafter successively
set the values of ¢ resp. 9 according to (B.2]).

Ezample [32(continued). Since G is connected, there is a unique dual optimizer. Note that p({1,2}) =
v({1,2}), which means that the condition that u(X) # v(Y) for all X C X and Y C ) is not necessary
for uniqueness. Moreover, as explained before, we can easily compute the dual optimizer: an ordering
satisfying the desired conditions is 1x, 1y, 2,2y, 3x, 3y, 4y, where indexes here are to show the belonging
set. Hence, following the method described in the proof of Proposition B} (ii) and starting with ¢(1) = 0,
we find that (¢, 1) with ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 0 is the unique dual optimizer. o

For a connected graph G, the unique dual optimizer immediately characterizes the graph G. Later we
will see that a weaker statement holds also for general (not necessarily connected) graphs. Namely, we
can show that there are some dual optimizers that satisfy (3:3]) below, while there are always some dual
optimizers for which E C {[z,y] : x € X,y € Y, c(z,y) = p(z) + ¥(y)} (see Corollary BIT]).



Proposition 3.6. Assume that the graph G associated to OT(u,v,c) is connected and let (p, 1) be the
unique dual optimizer. Then

E={lz,yl:x € X,yc ) clr,y) =p) +(y)} (3.3)

Proof. By Proposition B4 we have that E C {[z,y] : z € X,y € V,c(z,y) = o(z) + ¢¥(y)}. To prove
the other inclusion, assume by contradiction that there are £ € X and § € ) such that [£,§] ¢ E while
c(Z,9) = (&) + (7). We are now going to construct a primal optimizer 4 such that 4(Z,4) > 0, which
yields the desired contradiction. Since G is connected and bipartite, there is a path x1y1x2y2 . . . z;y; from
T =2x1 t0oy =y with z1,...2; € X and y1,...,y; € V. Now let v be a primal optimizer such that
G = G7. Note that this implies v(z;,y;) > 0 for j € {1,...,1}, and ~y(z;,yj—1) > 0 for j € {2,...,1}.
Then we set

6: 1 . . /\ . 1_ ) . .
jegg}gl}v(xj,yg) je?zlf?,”( v(xj,yj-1))

Note that § € (0,1). We define

y(z,y) =06 if (z,y) = (z;,y,) for some j € {1,...,1}
’7(15,3/) = 'y(:zr,y)+5 if (x7y> = (xjayjfl) for somej € {1751}
v(z,y) else,
with the convention yg := y;.

Now we show that 4 € T(u,v). First, note that 4(x,y) € [0,1] for all (z,y) € X x Y by choice of 4.
Now, let z € X\ {z1,...,2;}. Then

> A y) =D vz y) = px).

yeY yey

Now assume that = ; for some j € {1,...,{}. Then we obtain

Ay = > @ y) (i y) — vy yia) 0= () = pl).

yey ye\{y;,yj-1} yey

Analogous computations for y € Y show that 4 € II(y, v).
To show that 4 and (¢, ) are complementary, it suffices to note that, for all (z,y) # (Z, ), we have

F(z,y) > 0= 7(z,y) > 0.

Hence, the complementarity of v and (p,), as well as the choice of & and g, yield that 4 and (¢, )
are complementary. By Theorem 21} (iv) we therefore obtain that 4 is a primal optimizer, which yields
[Z,9] € E. This is the desired contradiction. O

3.2. Optimal Transport on Connected Components. In this section we show that the optimal
transport problem on X x )Y is closely related to the optimal transport problems restricted to the com-
ponents of the relevant graph. For this we introduce the following notation. Let X C X and Y C Y be
such that u(X) = v(Y). Then we denote the transport problem restricted to X x Y by

1

1
= e — JRN—
OTxy(p,v,c) == OT (M(X)MX, U(y)V|Y;C|X><Y) ;

and use the notation DOTx y (i, v, ¢) for its dual problem.

Theorem 3.7. Let v be a primal optimizer of OT(u, v, c), and let Vi, ..., Vy be the connected components
of G7, with V;, = X,, UY,, for subsets X,, CX andY,, C)Y forne{l,...,N}. Then:

(i) for allm,m e {1,...,N} withn #m, v(X, x Yi,) = 0;

(it) for allm € {1,...,N}, ﬁﬂ&lxm is a primal optimizer for OTx,, v, (u,v,¢);



(iii) it holds that

T(p, v, c) n)OTx, v, (1, v, c);

an

(iv) if (p, ) is an optimizer for the dual problem DOT(u,v,c), then, for alln € {1,..., N}, (¢|x,,,¥|v,)
is an optimizer for the dual problem DOTx, v, (u,v,c).

Proof. (i): This is clear by definition of G7.

(ii): This is an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.6 in Villani [30], which asserts, in the current
discrete setting, that if v is a primal optimizer and 4/ is a non-negative measure on X x ) such that " < ~
with 4/(X x YV) > 0, then v'/9'(X x V) is optimal for OT(¢/, v/, ¢) where p’ and v/ are the marginals of
v /7' (X x Y). In our case, for any n € {1,..., N}, we choose

, v(z,y) ifrxe X, yeY,
v (2, y) = .
0 otherwise

and note that, by (i),

YA XY)=v(Xnx V)= Y. Ay = > @y =wpX,) >0

r€Xn,yeY, r€X,,yeY

Finally, using (i) we have

/ 1 p 1 1
pw(r) = TR y§n7 (z,y) = > y(zy) = pw(x) for x e X,

/ 1 ' 1
YO = Sy > Ay = ) > A(zy) = v(y) foryeY,,

x€X,,

which shows that (X )7|X xv, 18 a primal optimizer for OT (M(X wlx, U( V|yn,C|X XY, )
(iii): By optimality of v and from (i), we have

N

g / c|x, xv, dV|x,xv,-
X XYy

n=1

OT(u,v,c) = / cdy=
XxY

Then by (ii), for all n € {1,..., N},

1 /
clx,xv, dvlx,xv, = OTx, y, (1, v,c).
H(X ) Xn XY, ) *

Combining the two equations gives the desired statement.

(iv): To show that (¢|x, ,%|y,) is an optimizer for DOTx, v, (4, v, ¢), by Theorem [ZI}(iv) it suffices
to show that mﬂxnxyn and (¢|x,, %]y, ) are complementary. Note that, for all x € X,, and y € Y,,,
we have

1
M(—Xn)ﬂxnxyn(%y) >0 < y(x,y) > 0.

Since v and (p, ) are primal resp. dual optimizers, by Theorem 2I}(iv) they are complementary, thus
the statement follows. O

Given that for any primal optimizer v we have E7 C E, the above theorem immediately allows us to
draw conclusions about the graph G, and to characterize all primal optimizers given G.

Corollary 3.8. Let G be the graph associated to OT(u,v,c) and Vi,...,Vn its connected components,
with V,, = X,, UY,, for subsets X,, CX andY,, C)Y forne{1,...,N}. Then:

(i) any primal optimizer v satisfies v(Xp, X Yin) =0 for alln,m € {1,..., N} with n # m;



(ii) v € I(p,v) is a primal optimizer if and only if M(X ’y|X <Y, is optimal for the problem OTx, v, (1, v,c)
foralln=1,...,N;

(i11) any dual optimizer (@, ) satisfies that, for alln € {1,..., N}, the vector (¢|x,,, Y|y, ) is an optimizer
for DOTx, v, (v, c).

Proof. (i) and (iii) are immediate consequences of Theorem B.7] and so is the “only if” implication in
(ii). To see the converse implication, let 4 be a primal optimizer such that G7 = G, which exists by
Lemma B3] Then Theorem B.7(iii) applied to 4 gives

T(p,v,c) Zu n)OTx, v, (1,v, ).

Now fix any v € II(p, v) such that mﬂxnxyn is optimal for OTx,, v, (1, v, ¢) for all n € {1,...,N}.
This implies in particular that v(x,y) = 0 whenever z € X,, and y € Y,,, with n # m. Therefore

N
/ c d,y = Z/ C|Xn><)/n d/}/'XnX)/n Z/’l’ OTXn;)/n (/,I,7I/ C) OT(M’ V7 C),
XXy n=1 X'n,XY’rL

which shows that ~ is indeed optimal. [l

3.3. Characterization of all Dual Optimizers. Relying on the results obtained in the previous
sections, we can now characterize the set of all dual optimizers.

Theorem 3.9. Let vy be a primal optimizer for OT(u,v,c), and let Vi, ..., Vy be the connected components
of GV, with V;, = X,,UY,, for subsets X, CX andY, CY forn e {1,...,N}. Let (on,1,) be the unique
optimizer for DOTx, v, (t,v,c) forn € {1,...,N}. Then a pair (p,v) is an optimizer for DOT(p, v, c)
if and only if there are constants ay,aa,...,an € R such that:

(1) for all x € X,,, we have p(z) = pp(x) + an + a1 if n# 1, and p(x) = ¢1(z) + a1 if n =1;
(ii) for ally €Y, we have ¥(y) = ¥n(y) —an — a1 if n #1, and v(y) = 1(y) — a1 if n = 1;
(iii) for alln,m € {1...,N} with n # m, we have

_IEXH:},I;GY (ZE y) ( ) 1Z)n( ) Sap—ap < zGXI:l,iyneY (I y) ( ) U)m( ) (34)

Proof. We start by showing that, for any dual optimizer (¢, ), constants aq, @, . . ., ay satisfying (i)-(iii)
exist. By Theorem [3.7}(iii) we know that, for every n € {1,..., N}, ¢|x, and ¢|y, have to be optimizers
of DOTx, v, (i, v, ¢). Since the optimizers for these problems are unique up to translation, there is exactly
one set of constants aq, as, ..., an such that the first two conditions are satisfied. Hence, it remains to
prove that the constants «q, o, ..., ay given in this way satisfy (iii). For this, fix any n,m € {1,..., N}
with n # m. Let us first consider any = € X,, and y € Y,,,. Since (¢, ) is feasible and (g, 1) satisfies (i)
and (ii), then

c(x,y) > o(x) + YY) = ¢n(T) + an + Y (y) — am.

Hence, a,, — o < ¢(z,y) — pn(x) — ¥ (y), which proves the second inequality in (iii).
Similarly, let us now consider z € X, and y € Y;,. Then

c(x,y) > o(x) + YY) = em(T) + am + Yn(y) — an,

thus oy, — am > —c(x,y) + ©m(z) + ¥, (y), which proves the first inequality in (iii).

We are left to show the converse implication, that is, that given constants aq,...,ay satisfying (iii),
the pair (p,v) defined via (i) and (ii) is a dual optimizer. For this we first prove that (¢, 1)) is feasible,
and then that it satisfies c¢(z,y) = p(z) + ¥ (y) y—a.s.. This means that v and (¢, ) are complementary,
which by Theorem 2] implies optimality of (¢, ).

To show that (¢,1)) is feasible, we first note that for n € {1,...,N}, x € X,, and y € Y,, we have

(@) +Y(y) = en(z) + ¥n(y) < c(z,y),



since (¢n,¥y) is an optimizer for DOTx, y, (4, v,¢). Now let n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m, and consider
any ¢ € X,, and y € Y,,,. By choice of «,, and «a,,, we have

Un = Qo < ¢(2,Y) — @n(T) = Y (y).

Hence,

() +P(y) = on(x) + an + Y (y) — am
< on(@) + ¥m(Y) + c(,y) — on(@) — Ym(y) = c(z,y).

Thus, all in all we proved that (p,) is fea31ble It remains to prove that (y,) is complementary to .
By Theorem B (i) we have that v(X,, x Y,,) =0 for all n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m. Hence, we only
have to check that

y(z,y) > 0=c(z,y) =¢(x)+¢¥(y) forallne{l,...,N},z € X,,,y €Y,.
By definition of ¢ and v, this is equivalent to showing that
Y(z,y) > 0= c(z,y) = pn(x) + Yu(y) forallne{l,...,N},z € X,,,y €Y,.

This follows from the fact that
(on,¥n) is optimal for DOTx, v, (i, v, ¢) by assumption, thus they are complementary, which yields

(1 Y| x, xv, is optimal for OTx, v, (4, v,c) by Theorem B.7(ii), and

Y(z,y) >0& VX, xv, (@,9) > 0= c(2,y) = n(x) +9n(y) foralln e {1,... N}z € X,y €Y.

1

w(Xn)
[l

Ezample 3.10. Consider X = {1,2,3,4} and Y = {1,2,3,4,5} and the following measures:

p= 3501y + 55002y T 50(sp + 304y and v = 30y + 15072y + 50(s) + 7044y + 39(5)-
Set Fy = {(2,1),(3,3), (3,4)}, F» = {(1,1),(2,2), (4,3), (4,4), (4,5)}, Fs = {(1,2)}, and define
c(r,y) = 15, (2, y) + 3 1py(2,y) + 2 L(mumurs)- (T, ).
Then one finds that
Y=5 Loyt 5 e + 55 ey + 5 ey + 1 Haa.ws)

is a primal optimizer for OT(u,v,c). The associated graph G7 is depicted in Figure [l and has three
components with X; = {1,2},Y7 = {1,2},Xo = {3},Y2 = {3}, X3 = {4},Y5 = {4,5}. The dual

Figure 3: The graph G7 from Example B.10] and Example

optimizers for the connected components can be immediately computed as explained after Proposition3.5]
and they read as

p1(1) =0, 01(2) = =1, 1 (1) = 1, ¥1(2) = 2

10



©2(3) =0, 92(3) =0
©3(4) =0, ¥3(4) = 1, P3(5) = 1.

Now the constraints (B4) on o = (a1, e, a3) are
0<a;—a3<2,0<a;—ag<land —1<ay—a3<—1.

Hence, we obtain that any suitable « has to satisfy a1 € R, as € [a1 — 2,0q] and a3 = a2 + 1. By
Theorem [39] these choices describe all dual optimizers. o

Given this result, we can formulate the announced statement regarding the relation of F and the set
{lz,y] rx € X,y € Y,c(z,y) = p(x) + ¥(y)} for not necessarily connected graphs.

Corollary 3.11. Let G be the graph associated to OT(u,v,c) and Vi, ..., Vy its connected components,
with V,, = X,, UY,, for subsets X,, C X and Y, C Y forn € {1,...,N}. Let (pn,¥,) be the unique
optimizer for DOTx, vy, (u,v,c) forn € {1,...,N}. Moreover, let (¢,1) be an optimizer for DOT(p, v, c),
and a = (o, ...,an) be the constants satisfying condition (i)-(iii) of Theorem[Z9. Then

E={lz,yl:xe X yel c(z,y) = o) +¢(y)}
if and only if, for alln,m € {1,..., N} with n # m, B4) holds with strict inequalities.

Proof. By CorollaryB.8L(ii), the graph G[X,UY,,] is the graph associated to the subproblem OTx, v, (, v, ¢).
Moreover, G[X,, UY,] is connected and (¢, %) is the dual optimizer for OTx, v, (i, v, c). Hence, by
Proposition B.6] we obtain for z € X,, and y € Y, that (x,y) € F if and only if

c(®,y) = on(®) + Yu(y) = @nl(®) + an + PYu(y) — an = p(z) + P (y).

Now let n,m € {1,...,N} with n # m. If a,, — o, satisfies (3.4) with strict inequalities, then for any
z € X, and y €Y, we have that (z,y) ¢ E by Corollary B.8 (i), and moreover

p(2) +9(Y) = en(2) + an +m(y) — am < on(2) + Pm(y) + c(2,y) = pn(2) = Pm(y) = c(z,y).

Analogously, we obtain for x € X,,, and y € Y;, that (z,y) ¢ F and c(x,y) > ¢(z) + ¥ (y). Hence, for any
dual optimizer with « satisfying ([3.4]) with strict inequalities for all n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m, we
have that (z,y) € E if and only if ¢(z,y) = ¢(z) + ¥ (y).

Now assume that, for some n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m, a, — a,, equals one of the extremes in
(B4). Assume first that o, — v, = — mingex,, yev, (T, y) —@m(x) —¥n(y) and let z,,, € X, and y, € Y,
be such that a, — m = —(c(Tm, Yn) — Pm(Tm) — ¥n(yn)). Then, again by Corollary [B.8(i), we have that
(Tm,yn) ¢ E, and at the same time

(T, Yn) = Pm(Tm) + W + Yn(Yn) — an = ©(@m) + P (Yn).
Analogously for the other extreme. This concludes the proof. O

We know that whenever the interval

= eamin_ c(w,y) = om(®) = Pn(y), i c(x,y) — pn(x) — Pm(y)

consists of more than one value, then there are multiple dual optimizers and hence G[X,, UY;, U X,, UY},]
cannot be connected, by Proposition B5H(ii). In the next lemma we show that if the interval consists of
exactly one point, then G[X,, UY,, U X,,, UY,,] is indeed connected.

Proposition 3.12. In the setting of Theorem [33, if for some n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m we have
1 — ©On — Um = — 1 s — Om — Wn 3.5
e c(t,y) = on(x) = ¥m(y) == _min o c(@,y) = m(@) — Pnly) (35

then G[X, UY, UX,, UY,,] is connected.
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Proof. Let n,m € {1,..., N}, n # m be such that the equality in (35 holds, and call 5 the common value
of the LHS and RHS of (B.1). Let (¢, ) be a dual optimizer. Then by Theorem there are constants
a1, Qa,...,ay such that conditions (i) - (iii) of Theorem are met. In particular, «, — a,, = . Since
(p, 1) is, as a dual optimizer, feasible, we have

0= mexrf,iynem c(z,y) = ¢(x) = ¥ly) = mexrf,iyneym (2, y) = pn(2) = an = Ym(y) + am
= o e(@,9) = oa(@) = Yuly) = 5= 0.

Together with (B), this implies that there are x,, € X, Ty € Xin, yn € Yy, and z,, € X, such that

(T, Ym) = @(xn) + Y(ym) and  c(Tm,yn) = ©(@Tm) + P (Yn). (3.6)
Let i € {n,m}. Since G[X; UY;] is connected and bipartite, there is a path x( NS )xl(l) . (l )yz( 2
from xz(-o) =x; to yz( ") — y; in X; UY;, with xz(-J) € X, and yz( 9 ¢ Y; for all j € {0,..., ll}. Note that there
is no vertex that appears in both paths since X,, UY,, and X,, UY,, are disjoint.
Now set )IE) o) ,G-1)
0= mi . y?) A min 11—~z 7)),
ie{n,m}, JE{O,...,li},y( i oY ie{n,m},je{l,..., ll}( ,7( o Y ))

and define 4 : X x Y — [0,1] by

YV(a,y) =5 i (2,y) = (@, y) for some i € {n.m},j € {0,.... L}
gy = 4 1@ )+ i (ay) = @y ) for some i € {nm),j € {1, 1)
’ Y(wy) +6if (,9) € {(Tn, Ym), (T yn)}
v(z,y) else.
The construction of 4 is illustrated in Figure @l
Vn
oD e ... o yln=1)
4
O )
Lo AN
o) e
><§,:'*~J<J
xgzoﬁ—é _[ !
Ym w(m
6 40,
oD e . @y m—l)
Vi

Figure 4: The figure illustrates the construction of 4. This shows on which edges [z,y] we set Y(x,y) =

~v(x,y) — ¢ (solid edges) and on which edges [z,y] we set §(z,y) = v(x,y) — § (dashed edges).

We are going to show that 4 € II(u,v). Since v(2n, Ym) = ¥(Tm, yn) = 0, by definition of § we have

that v(x,y) € [0,1] for all (z,y) € X x Y. Moreover, for any x € X'\ {3:510), i) §2),xmm>} we have

> A y) =D vz y) = ).
yey yey
On the other hand, for i € {n,m} and 5 € {0,...,l,}, we obtain

Sy = Y e e w?) =@ )+
yey yeN @ yi—13
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where we used the convention yffl) = ygli). Analogous computations for y € Y show that 4 € II(y, v).

Now we prove that 4 and (¢, 1) are complementary. We start by noticing that for (z,y) € {(zn, ym), (Tm, yn)}
we have
Y(@,y) > 0= ~y(z,y) > 0.

Moreover, for (z,y) € {(zn,Ym), (Xm,yn)} we have [B.6). Hence, the complementarity of v and (¢, )
implies that 4 and (¢, ) are complementary. By Theorem [ZT}(iv) this implies that the coupling 4 is a
primal optimizer. Thus, [Zn, Ym], [Tm, yn] € E, which yields that G[X, UY, U X, UY,,] is connected, as
wanted. O

Ezample [310(continued). We have seen that, for any admissible «, the intervals a; — as and a3 — a3
consist of more than one point, which means that X; UY7 and XsUY5 as well as X;UY7; and X3UY3 are not
part of the same component of G. On the other hand, the interval s — a3 consists of exactly one point.
Hence, in G there are two components with X; = {1,2}, ¥; = {1,2}, Xo = {3,4} and Y5 = {3,4,5}. o
Remark 3.13. The results derived so far allow us to compute G given one primal optimizer v and one
dual optimizer (p,%). Namely, given G7, we first determine the components Vi,...,Vy of G7 and
then check for which pairs n,m € {1,..., N} condition [B.5) is satisfied. If this condition is satisfied, by
Proposition [3.12 we have that V,,UV,, is part of one component of G. If this condition is not satisfied, then
as noted before Proposition we have that V}, and V,,, cannot be part of the same component. Hence,
by checking the condition for all n,m € {1,..., N}, we obtain the connected components Vi, ..., Vas of G.
Then we construct a subgraph G’ C G with the same components as G in the following way. For each pair
(n,m) such that B.5) is satisfied, we find pairs (@, ym) € X, X Yy, and (2, yn) € Xim X Y, that attain
the minima in (BX). As argued in the proof of Proposition B2 we have that (z,,ym), (Xm,yn) € E.
Now let G’ be the graph obtained by adding to G7 the edges (2, Ym), (Tm, yn) for any (n,m) such that
(B3) holds. By construction, this graph has the same connected components as G. Finally, we compute
the edges of G. By Proposition B5H(ii), the dual optimizer of each component V;, = X,, UY,, is unique,
therefore (¢, 1) restricted to V,, is the unique optimizer. Hence, by Proposition B8] all edges of G in this
component are given by those edges (z,y) € X,, x Y,, for which ¢(x,y) = @(x) + 1 (y). That these are all
edges of G finally follows from Corollary 3111 o

Finally, we can now show that the condition that G is connected is also necessary for the uniqueness
(up to translation) of the dual optimizer.

Corollary 3.14. The dual optimizer is unique if and only if the graph G is connected.

Proof. That G being connected is sufficient for a unique dual optimizer has been proved in Proposition 3.5l
Hence, it remains to prove that the condition is also necessary for uniqueness. Assume that there is a
unique dual optimizer and, by contradiction, that the graph G is not connected, i.e. that G has N > 2
components. By Theorem [3.9] we now have that for any a = (aa, ..., an) satisfying condition ([B.4) there
is a dual optimizer. Since, by assumption, the dual optimizer is unique, « has to be uniquely determined,
which in particular means that

a1 —a2= min c(x,y) — T) — =— min c¢(x,y)— T) — .

1-az= min (2,y) — ¢1(z) — ¥a(y) Lo lnin_ (2,y) — p2(z) — ¥1(y)

By Proposition B2 this implies that G[X; UY; U X2 UY53] is connected, which is the desired contradiction.
O

4. Entropic Transport Problems and Asymptotics. In this section we turn to the entropic reg-
ularization of the optimal transport problem and provide the characterization of the limit of the dual
entropic optimizers. We start by briefly describing the entropic regularization of the optimal transport
problem. For more details in this discrete setting, we refer the reader to Chapter 4 in [24].

For any € > 0, the entropic regularization of OT(u, v, c) reads as

OT.(u,v,c) = inf {[fcdy+cH(v)}, (4.1)
YE(p,v)
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where H(v) is the entropy associated to the coupling 7, and is given by

Hiy)= Y ~@y)nly(zy) - 1),

(z,y)€X XY

with the usual convention 0log(0) = 0. The corresponding dual is

DOT.(u, v, c) = sup {fX pdp + fy Ydv — € Z et (e@y)te(@)+e©) p: X=>Ry:Y— R}.
(z,y)eX XY
(4.2)

As for the classical transport problem, duality OT. (i, v, c¢) = DOT.(u, v, c) holds. One main advantage
of the regularized problems is that both (@Il and (£2]) admit unique optimizers, that we call primal and
dual entropic optimizers, respectively, and denote them by ~¢ and (¢°, ¥°).

Proposition 4.1 ([24], Proposition 4.1). For e — 0, the unique solution v¢ of OT.(u,v,c) converges to
a solution of OT(u,v,c), and specifically to the one with minimal entropy, namely

~v¢ — 4" = argmin {H (v) : v optimizer of Z1I))} . (4.3)
As a consequence, OT.(p,v,c) = OT(u,v,c) for e = 0.

Note that the minimizer v* in (@3] is unique because of strict convexity of relative entropy and
convexity of the set of primal optimizers.

Remark 4.2. By Remark 3.1l we obtain the more convenient characterization

v =argmin< Y y(@,y)(In(y(z,y) — 1) v € Mg, v) s.t. supp(y) C B
z,yleE

<

Clearly, the discrete optimal transport problem OT(u,v,c) is a linear programming problem. More-
over, by fixing an arbitrary zp € & and dropping the redundant constraint > .y, v(z0,y) = u(zo),
we obtain a linear programming problem where the matrix describing the constraints has full rank; see
[24, Remark 3.1]. The dual problem associated to this adjusted linear programming problem is problem
DOT(u, v, ¢) with the additional requirement that ¢(xo) = 0. By Theorem [ZT] there is a dual optimizer
and by Theorem we moreover have that the set of all solutions to this problem is bounded. Hence, the
adjusted dual problem satisfies the assumptions requested in [I1, Proposition 3.2], ensuring the existence
of a dual optimizer (o, 1&), namely the centroid of the solution set, such that any sequence of dual entropic
optimizers (¢, ") with &, — 0 converges to (,4)). However, the construction of the centroid in [IT]
requires the determination of the solution set for up to nyx x ny convex optimization problems. We now
propose a simple algorithm to pinpoint (@, 1&), that relies only on elementary computations.

In what follows we denote by Vi,...,Vy the connected components of the graph G associated to
OT(u,v,c), and we consider the usual decomposition V,, = X,, UY,, for n € {1,..., N}. Without loss of
generality we assume that xo € X;. Recall that, for each n, the dual problem DOTx, v, (¢, v, c) admits
a solution that is unique up to translation by constants. We fix one of them and denote it by (¢n, ¥y).
For the first component, we choose this representative so that o1 (z¢) = 0.

Theorem 4.3. Let T = (VT ET) be the spanning tree on VT = {1,..., N} given by Algorithm [ Let
a1 =0 and set ag,...,ay to be constants such that, for all {n,m} € ET,

1 1
Ay — Oy = Ln,m = 5 mGXril,iyner (C(fcay)_@n(fﬂ)_iﬁm(y)) - 5 zGXIEi,IyIGYn (C(,T, y)_(pm(x)_wn(y))' (44)

Define ¢* : X =5 R and ¢* : Y = R by o*(z) = on() + an and ¥*(y) = Yu(y) — o for all x € X, and
yeY,, ne{l,...,N}. Then any sequence (¢, ") with e, — 0 converges to (p*,*).

By what said above, proving Theorem [£3] corresponds to showing that (p*,1*) is the centroid (&, 1/;)
found in [I1].
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Algorithm 1: Construction of the tree T’

1 F«+—[{1,...,N})?

2 BT+

3 foreach (n,m) € F' do

4 L 5n,m — % (minxemeEYm c(a:, y) - (Pn(x) - wm(y) + mianXm,yEYn C(x7 y) - (Pm(x) - wn(y))
5 while F' non-empty do

6 § +— min(n,m)ep 5n,m

7 for (n,m) € F: 0y, =6 do

8 ET «— ETu{(n,m)}

9 L remove (n’,m’) from F whenever there is a path from n’ to m' in T

Figure 5: By means of simple computations, Algorithm [I] gives a recipe to construct a tree T' on the vertex
set {1,..., N}, which is a connected graph with exactly N —1 edges. This tree then allows us to describe the
dual optimizer to which any sequence of dual entropic optimizers converges, as described in Theorem 3]

Proof. Step 1: There is exactly one set of constants (aq,...,an), with a; = 0, that satisfies (@A) for all
{n,m} € ET.
Note that the graph T built in Algorithm [ is a tree, which in particular means that it is connected.
Then, by Lemma 23] we find an ordering vy, ..., vy of the vertices in T such that vy = 1 and T'[vy, ..., ]
is connected for every i € {2,...,N}. As in the proof of Proposition B:5 we can then successively set
oy, for any i € {2,...,N}. Since T is a tree, for any ¢ € {2,..., N} there is exactly one edge {vys,v;}
with 4" < ¢ in T" and we choose a,, such that a,, — a,,, satisfies (£4]). Proceeding this way, we uniquely
determine (aa, ..., a,). Moreover, we used one edge for each step i € {2,..., N}, and all these edges are
distinct. Hence, we used all N — 1 edges in 7. Therefore, (o, ..., ay) satisfies (@4) for all {n,m} € ET.
Step 2: Description of the construction procedure for the centroid in Cominetti and San Martin [11)].
We denote by Sy the set of all solutions of the dual problem DOT(u,v,c). Let Iy = {(z,y) € X x Y :
c(z,y) = p(z) + Y(y) Y(p,¢) € Sp}. By Proposition B4 we have that E C Iy. Since, by Corollary 311
there exists a dual optimizer (¢,v) such that E = {(z,y) € X x Y : ¢(x,y) = ¢(x) + ¥(y)}, we obtain
that £ = Iy. Next, for each n =0,...,nx - ny — 1, we define the continuous concave function

fu(p, ) = <x,r{,1>i£1n c(z,y) — p(x) = P(y).

For n =1,...,nx - ny, we consider the convex optimization problem
wy, = max{ fo_1(p, %) : (p,9) € Sn_1},

and we denote by S,, the set of its solutions. Finally, we write

In = {(2,y) & In—1 = c(2,y) —wn = @(x) +9(y) Ve, ¥) € Sn}

and set I, = I,,_1 U J,. Note that we start this induction procedure with the set Sy which is non-empty,
bounded, closed and convex, and that by construction all sets .S,, preserve the same properties.

Step 3: The set J,, is non-empty for all n such that I,_1 C X x ).
We work by way of contradiction, and assume that J,, is empty. This means that for any (z,y) ¢ I,—1
there is a pair (¢®¥) (@¥)) € S, such that

c(w,y) — o™ (@) — Y (y) > wy. (4.5)

Since S, is convex, we have that

(@7/&) = (nXXny17|In71‘ Z sp(w,y)7 nXXny17|[n71‘ Z w(m,y)) E Sn

(z,y)Eln-1 (z,y)&I1n—1

15



Let (¢',y') ¢ I,—1 be arbitrary. Then we have

' y) = p@) =00 = s > (@l y) — eV = ().

(zy)En—1

Note that c(2’,y") — @Y (") — @Y (y') > w,, for all (z,y) ¢ I,_1, since (p@¥) (V) € S, Moreover,
c(@',y") — @) (2") — @Y (y') > w, holds by ([@H). Hence, we have

c(a’,y) = @(a') = (y) > wn  forall (2',y') & Ln—s,

which is a contradiction to (@,1) € S,.

Step 4: Identification of the limiting point in [11)].
Note that Step 3 implies that the sequence Iy C I; C ... C I, is strictly increasing, as long as I,_1 C
X x Y. Because of strict monotonicity of the sets I,, C X x Y, for some M < nyx x ny we have that
(X UY, 1)) is a connected graph. Let M’ be the first step where this happens. Then, by the same
argument as in the proof of Proposition B3 (ii), we can conclude that Sy = {(¢, 1))}

Now, set wg =0 and Jy = Ip. In [I1] it is shown that the polytopes Sy 2 S1 2 ... D Sy satisfy

C
C

—~

z,y) —wj =¢(x) +Y(y), forallje{0,...,n},(z,y)€J; }
Iay) —Wp 2 @(I) + 1/)(24), for all (‘Tvy) ¢ I,

for all n = {0,1,...,M’}, and that the pair ((,1)) in Sy is indeed the limit of any sequence (=", 1))
with ,, — 0.

We are therefore left to show that (¢*,9*) = (,1)).

Step 5: Conclusion in the case of G connected.
If G is connected (i.e. N = 1), by Proposition B5}H(ii) we have that already Sy = {(¢,1))} is a singleton,
so the claim immediately follows. Hence, in the following we assume that N > 1.

Step 6: Setting for the rest of the proof.
We define ¢® : X —» R and ¢ : Y — R by p%(x) = ¢n(x) + oy, and ¥*(y) = ¥n(y) — o, for all z € X,
and y € Y, n € {1,...,N}, with @; = 0 and constants as,...,ay € R as in Theorem 3.9 We write
01 < ... < 0y, for the values of § in line 6 of Algorithm [ that occur while iterating the while-loop.
Moreover, we denote by T} the graph obtained in the while-loop in line 5 of Algorithm [l for é;,1 =1, ..., L.
Finally, we set 69 = 0, 61,41 = +o00 and write Ty for the graph on {1,..., N} with no edges.

Step 7: For any j € {1,....M'} and 1 € {0,1,...,L}, if w; € [01,0141), then S; is the set all pairs
(p,¥®) with a such that a1 =0 and:

(i) for all edges {n,m} € T;, @A) holds;
(ii) for all pairs (n,m) € {1,..., N}? such that there is no path in T} joining n and m, then

On = Om € | = min c(w,y) = pm () — Pn(y) +wy, ebin c(x,y) = on(®) — Pm(y) — w;

We first prove by induction on j that any pair (p®, %) with « as in the claim satisfies the constraints
in (@8] for n = j. Afterwards, we will show that any pair (¢, 4*) where o does not satisfy the conditions
in the claim violates at least one constraint in ([4.0]).

To prove the first statement, we note that for j = 0 the claim immediately follows from Theorem
Now let j € {1,..., M’} and assume that the claim has been proved for j — 1. Let o be as in the claim.
Let us first consider = € X,, and y € Y,,, for some n € {1,..., N}. Then

c(z,y) — (1) = P*(y) = c(z,y) — pn(®) — an — Y (y) + an = c(x,y) — on(T) — PV (y).

Hence, the difference c(x,y) — ¢ (x) — ¢¥*(y) equals some value L(z,y) independent of a. If L(x,y) < wj,
then, by the induction hypothesis, there is k& < j such that wy = L(z,y) and (z,y) € Ji. Hence, the
equality in the first constraint in (A0]) is satisfied. If L(x,y) = wj, then (z,y) € J; and the equality in
the first constraint in (£.0)) is satisfied. Finally, if L(z,y) > w;, then we have

c(z,y) —w; > c(x,y) — Lz, y) = ¢%(x) + 9% (y),
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hence (z,y) ¢ I, and the second inequality in (L0 is satisfied.
Now consider z € X,, and y € Yy, for n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m and such that they are connected
by a path n =ning...ny =m in T;. Then

c(z,y) — ¢ (x) =9 (y) = c(@,y) = Pn(2) — an = Ym(y) + am

= C(l‘,y) - (pn(l') - ¢m(y) = Qny T Qpy = Qpy + Qg — ..o = Qg + Q-
Since « satisfies the claim, ay,, — ap, , is constant for all ¢ € {2,...,k}. Therefore, the difference
c(z,y) — ¢*(x) — v (y) equals some value L(z,y). If L(z,y) < wj, then L(z,y) < w;j_1 and hence, by

the 1nduct10n hypothesis, the first constraint in ([@6]) is satisfied. If L(x,y) = w;, we obtain (z,y) € J;
and again the first constraint in (£0)) is satisfied. If L(x,y) > w;, then we have

c(x,y) —wj > c(,y)) — L(z,y) = ¢ () + ¢ (y),

thus (z,y) ¢ I, and the second constraint in (£.0) is satisfied.
Finally, we consider x € X,, and y € Y,, such that n and m are not joined by a path in 7;. In this
case, by construction of T; we have that 6, ,, > 41 > ;. In particular, d, ,, > w;. Hence, the difference
c(x, y) ©*(x) —9*(y) can take different values depending on «, thus (z,y) ¢ I,,. By choice of o we have

c(z,y) — % () =9 (y) = c(z,y) = Pn(2) = an = Pm(y) + am
= c(@,y) = on(z) = ¥m(y) — (an — am)
> (@, y) = on(x) = mly) = min__(c(2’,y) = on(@’) = ¥m(y) + w;

r'e€Xn, Yy €Ym

AS

hence the second constraint in (6] is satisfied. This concludes the proof of the fact that, for all «
satisfying the claim, the pair (¢%, 1) belongs to S;.

In order to conclude the proof of the claim, it remains to prove that for any « not satisfying the
constraints of the claim we have (p®, %) ¢ S;. Assume first that (p®,®) is such that there are
n,m € {1,...,N} such that (n,m) € T} and o, — auy, > Ly, with Ly, given in (£4]). Note that by
construction of T; we have &, < § < w;. Let moreover 2’ € X,, and ' € Y,, be such that

c(a'sy) = en(@) —¥m(y) = _min - c(z,y) = on(z) = dm(y).

TEXn,YEYm

c(@'y') —p*(a') =) = e, y) — ula’) = Ym(y') — an + am
< min_ c@y) - pu(@) — Ynly) - 2

2E€X 0, yEYm 2 xEXn er

! (c(,y) — pm (&) — u(v)

— min
2 r€Xm YEY,

(c(z,y) = en(@) — Ym(y))

= 5n,m < wi,

thus the constraints in ({6 are not satisfied for (z’,y’). One can proceed in an analogous way for (¢%, %)
such that there are n,m € {1,..., N} with (n,m) € T; and oy, — @ < Ly -

Now assume that (¢%,1®) is such that there are n,m € {1,..., N} with n # m such that there is no
path from n to m in T; and that

T ey, V) T ()~ Ym )

Let 2’ € X,, and ¢’ € Y,,, be such that

@, y) —on(@) —Ym(y) = _min_ c(@,y) = on(x) = Ym(y)-

z€Xy,YEYm

C(I/a y/) - <Pa(1?/) - wa(y/) (I Y ) ( ) 1Z)m( ) —ant+an
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< peiin c(w,y) — on(®) — Ym(y) — e c(w,y) — on(®) — Ym(y) + w;
= wj?

hence the constraints in (6] are not satisfied. Finally, we consider the case of (¢%,1*) such that there

are n,m € {1,..., N}, n # m, with no path from n to m in 7} and
n— Om < — i ) - ¥m - ¥n j -
an =@ oin_ o (e(@,9) = pm(@) = day)) +w;

Note that this inequality is equivalent to

O —an > min_ - (c(@,y) = em(@) = ¥uly)) - wj,
thus we arrive again at a violation of the constraints in ().

Step 8. Conclusion.

By Step 7, we note that for any j € {1,..., M’} such that w; > 0r we have S; = {(¢*,¢*)}. We will
now show that for any j € {1,..., M’} such that w; € [0r—1,d1) we have |S;| > 1. From this, since the
sets (Sj)jeq1,...,mv}y are decreasing, and Sy = {(@, )}, it will follow that |S;| > 1 for all j € {1,..., M’}
with w; < dp, while wyp = 6, with Sy = {(¢*,1¥*)}, which then concludes the proof.

Hence, let us now consider j € {1,..., M’} such that w; € [6r—1,dr) and let us prove that the set S
consists of at least two elements. First, note that the set S; contains the point (¢*,1*), again since the
sets (Sj)je{1,...,my are decreasing. This means that the unique constants (v, @z, ...,an) from Step 1
satisfy (i)-(ii) of Step 7 for w; € [61—1,01) and T _1.

Note also that the graph 77, _1 is not connected. Indeed, since the algorithm successively adds edges,
we know that, as the algorithm has not stopped (L —1 < L), the graph 77,1 has less edges than T7,. Now,
by [14, Theorem 1.5.1], any tree is minimally connected, which means that, whenever at least one edge
is removed, the resulting subgraph is not connected. Hence, Ty _; is not connected. Let us enumerate

the vertices of Tr,_1 as v1,...,vn such that there is K € {1,..., N — 1} for which {vky1,...,on} is a
connected component of Ty, _;. Note that the set {v1,..., vk} can contain one or more components. Since
Ty,—1 is a subgraph of a tree and {vk1,...,vn} is connected, again by [I4, Theorem 1.5.1], there is a

unique path from v, to v,, for all n,m > K + 1. Let v, = vMv®@ .. v =y, be this path. Then define

L'Un7'Um =L,0,@ + ...+ Lya-1,w.
Any a = (dl, . .,dN) with
Gy =y forallv e {vy,...,vr}, Qe =0, and &y =+ Ly, vy, forallve {vgia,...,un},
for some
€ max - min clz,y) — ) — w; — L «
g o~ (L, ew0) = o (o)~ 00 0)) +105 ~ Loy +

(4.7)

mSKI%ziIZlKH (mexurf,i;lenm @) = o (@) = Yun (y)) B
satisfies the constraints in Step 7. Indeed, (@1 is equivalent to the constraint (ii) in Step 7 for vy, vy, such
that m < K and n > K + 1. That the remaining constraints are satisfied (i.e. (i) for all {n,m} € T4
and (ii) for vy, v, such that n,m < K and v,,v,, such that n,m > K + 1) follows from the fact that «
satisfies (ii) in Step 7 and since we have &, — G, = Qu, — Qp,, in all described cases.

We will now show that the interval in (A7) has non-empty interior, which implies that |S;| > 1. For
this we note that, since S; = {(¢*,¢*)} for w; = 0, then § = ay,, satisfies the constraint [@1) with
0, instead of w;. Hence,

mﬁlglf?é{KJrl B <m€Xur71nn>2€Yvn C(:E’ y) — P (:E) - wvn (y)> " oo LvvaJrl o

min c(x,y) = o, (¥) = Yo, (y)) +dr — Ly, viir + o,

< max —
m<Kn>K+1 r€Xy,,,YEY0,
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< . . _ _ _ _ &
€ ey (e 00) = 0 2) ) =00 L+

. . . . —w —
S RSkt <zexg}ynenm @) = o (@) = Yo, (y)) Wi T Smvreys + o

which shows that the interval in (A7) has a non-empty interior. Therefore, |S;| > 1 and the claim
follows. |

Remark 4.4. The construction of the centroid in Cominetti and San Martin [I1] is informally described
as tightening all non-saturated constraints until some of them become binding. This idea is also the basis
of our construction. The set of all dual optimizers is described by the set of all constants aq,...,an
satisfying the constraints in Theorem B.9}(iii). These constraints require that ., — a,, lies in a particular
interval. Indeed, the upper and lower bound for the difference «;,, — a,, is given by the value where for
some pair in X, X Y,, and in X,, x Y,,, respectively, the constraint becomes binding. The term 26,, ,,
now describes the difference of the upper and the lower bound, i.e. the width of the admissible interval.
Hence, if wj = 0y,m the constraint will become binding.

In our algorithm, we successively add edges to a graph on {1,..., N}. These edges (non-redudantly)
describe that the difference «,, — ay, is fixed to a certain value, namely, the one given by ([@4). The
edges that we can add come from a candidate set, which is shrinking. At first, it is the set of all pairs
(n,m) € [{1,...,N}]2. Once we add an edge (n,m) to the graph T, we delete all pairs (n/,m’) where
the value of ay,s — ay is already fixed to a certain value, i.e. we delete all edges for which the pair
(n',m’) does not impose an additional constraint on the solution set. These pairs are exactly those that
are connected in 77, since in this case ap/ — Qs = @py — Qpy + Qpy — Qpy + ... — @y s already fixed to
a certain value, as {n’,n*1} € T; for all i € {[0, ...,k — 1}. o

Example 4.5. We consider a slightly modified version of Example B. 10l Namely, we set

é(.f,y) = C(Ia y) +2- 1{(374)}($7y) + 1{(4,3)}($7y)

The primal optimizer v from Example is again an optimizer for the problem OT(u, v, &), but now we
have G = G7. Nonetheless, the functions ¢, and v, n € {1,2,3}, described in Example are still
the unique dual optimizers for the subproblems on the connected components. Any dual optimizer can
be represented as in Theorem where the constant a = (aq, ag, a3) now satisfies

0<a;—a3<2,0<a;—az3<land —2<as—a3z<1.

We now derive the limit (¢*,1*) of the dual optimizers of the entropic optimal transport problems
using Algorithm [I] and Theorem We first note that

5172 =0.5- (2 + O) = 1, 61)3 =0.5- (1 + 0) = 0.5 and 62)3 =0.5- (1 + 2) =1.5.

Hence, the algorithm selects {1, 3} as the first edge of T and {1, 2} as the second edge. Then the constant
o satisfies
a1 —as=05-2—-05-0=1landa; —a3=05-1-0.5-0=0.5,

which, using the convention ay = 0, yields as = —1 and ag = —0.5. Therefore, the limit (¢*,1*) of the
dual entropic optimizers reads as

9 (2) = -1, ¢"(3) = -1, ¢"(4) =05

L Pt(2) =2, ¥7(3) =1, ¥ (4) = 1.5, ¥*(5) = 1.5.

5. Stackelberg-Cournot-Nash Equilibria. In this section we consider a game between a principal
and a population of agents, that is a Stackelberg version of the problem considered by Blanchet and
Carlier [9]. We provide existence results together with a characterization of equilibria. We then study
approximation by regularization and conclude with a numerical example.
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5.1. Problem Formulation. We consider a continuum of agents (population), characterized by a finite
number of types, that need to choose among a finite number of actions, and a principal who determines
the additional costs an agent faces for choosing a certain action. To set this problem in the optimal
transport setting of Section I} we let X = {x1,..., 2y, } be the set of all types and Y = {y1,...,Yny}
the set of all actions. A distribution of types, p € P(X), is fixed, and the optimal distribution of actions
will be found in equilibrium among all v € P(Y). With an abuse of notation, we identify the distributions
i and v with their respective probability vectors in the ny- and ny-simplex, A,, and A, resp., ie.,
= (1, fing) = ((@1)ye o, pu(@ny)) € Apy = {w € [0,1]"* : 3% w, = 1}, and analogously for
v. For each v € A,,,, a coupling v € II(u,v) € P(X x Y) describes the strategy of the agents, with the
interpretation that ~;;/u; is the probability that an agent of type x; chooses action y;. Again with an
abuse of notation, we use 7 also to denote the matrix in the simplex Ay, , xn,, With entries v;; = (2, y;),
forie{1,...,nx},j€{1,...,np}.

The cost of each agent does not only depend on its own type and action, but also on the actions of
all other agents in a mean-field sense, i.e. it will not depend on single choices of other agents, but on
the distribution v of their actions (the continuum of agents allows us to consider as indistinguishable the
distribution of actions of all agents and that of all agents except one). Specifically, for a distribution of
actions v € A,,, and a vector of costs k = (k;j)je1,... ny} € K chosen by the principal from a fixed subset
K C R"™, the cost of an agent of type z;, i € {1,...,nx}, choosing action y;, j € {1,...,ny}, is given
by

ny
Cij[V, k] = Cij —|—I€J —I—fj(uj)—l-ZGajua. (51)

a=1
Here: ¢ = (Cij)ie{l,...,nx},je{l,...,ny} € R"x*™y takes care of the part of the cost depending on both type
and action of such agent; k; is paid for action j independently of the type and of other agents actions; and
last two components consider the interactions with the other agents, with f; : [0,1] — R nondecreasing
and continuous functions, reflecting the fact that choosing a more popular action (within agents of same
type) is more costly, and (0aj)a,jef1,....ny} € R™*™Y symmetric matrix so that the last term reflects the
cost related to actions of agents of different type. Finally, the principal faces a cost G(v, k) that depends
on the chosen vector of costs k and on the agents’ actions through the distribution v. The function
G : Apsxny — R is assumed to be continuous. A possible interpretation of the different role played by

the terms in (B)) is illustrated by the following classical example.

Ezxample 5.1. Consider a big company with many employees for which vacation times have to be co-

ordinated. The possible vacation times are Y = {1,...,ny}, which we could interpret as weeks. The
employees differ through their preferences for these time slots because they have kids in school, prefer
travelling in summer or winter, etc. We assume that there are finitely many types X = {1,...,nx}. The

cost of the individual agents is given by

ny
Cijlv, k] = cij + kj + £ () + > _ g(la — j|)va,

a=1

where ¢ is a decreasing function and f;,j = 1,...,ny are strictly increasing and continuous functions.
The components are interpreted as follows: the first is the cost of taking vacation in week j for an agent
of type i; k; is an additional cost charged by the employer for agents that pick week j; the last two
terms capture the effect that the workload is increasing the more agents are on holiday in the same week
(captured by f;(v;)) or in the weeks that are close (captured by g(Ja — j|)va, since g(la — j|) is smaller
the larger the distance of a and j is). The principal’s cost function reads as G(v) = 2?21 ij, expressing
the preference that not too many employees are on vacation at the same time. This cost function does
not depend on k reflecting the fact that employers can increase or reduce the costs of the agents, which
are measured in utility, by measures which are not costly for themselves. o

In what follows we will use p; and ps for the projections into first and second marginal of a measure,
so that v € II(u, v) satisfies p1#y = p and po#y = v. We will denote by II(y, ) the set of measures
with p1#+v = p and any second marginal, and by II(-, ) the set of measures v with pa#v = v and any
first marginal. Similar notation will be used when one of the marginal is not fixed in the OT problem.
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Definition 5.1 (SCNE). For k € K, a strategy v* is said optimal for k, or a Cournot-Nash equilibrium
(CNE) w.r.t. k, if it is optimal for the problem

nx ny

mf Clvk k] - 1anZC” v k] Yigs (5.2)

=1 j=1

where ¥ = po#~*, and the minimization is run over all v € TI(y, -).
A pair (%", k*) € TI(u, .) x K is a Stackelberg-Cournot-Nash equilibrium (SCNE) if it satisfies the two
following conditions:

(i) v*" is a CNE w.r.t. k*,
(i) G, k*) < G(V*,k) for all k € K and v* CNE w.r.t. k.

The fact that, for a fixed k € K, the solution to problem (5.2)) is a Nash equilibrium for the agents, is
easily seen considering that we are in a setting with a continuum of agents, so that a change of action by
one of them would not change the distribution of actions; see [3]. This gives condition (i) of the SCNE.
Condition (ii) expresses the Stackelberg equilibrium in a principal-agent game, that is, the situation where
the principal optimizes over a set of possible choices (here k € K), knowing how agents would optimally
act w.r.t. each choice (here v¥).

5.2. The Optimization Problem of the Agents. In what follows we will relate the optimization
problem for the agents to an equivalent variational problem related to optimal transport. Let us define
the energy function £ : A,,, — R as

ny 1 ny
5[1/] = ZFj(Vj) + 5 Z 9ajua1/j,
j=1

a,j=1
with Fj( fo fj(s)ds. Then the variational problem of interest is given by
inf {OT(u,v,c)+k-v+E]}. (5.3)
veP(Y)

As for standard Cournot-Nash games, we can relate Cournot-Nash equilibria to the variational problem
G.3).
Proposition 5.2 ([3],Theorem 3.4). Assume that £ is convex. Then * € (u,-) is a CNE w.r.t. k if
and only if V* = paty* solves (B.3) and +* is an optimizer for OT(u, V", c).
As in [10], we define
S oT if
I
else.

o0,

The reason for this is to have a function OT(u, -, c) defined on the whole R™, so that one can apply
classical results from convex analysis.

A special role in our results will be played by the subdifferential of F' = OT(u,,c) or F = OT(u, -, c),
which is defined by

OF(v)={feR™  Fv)-f-v<F(n)—f-n, YnePd)}.

Note that, for v ¢ P(Y) we have 9,0T(u,v,c) = 0, while for v € P(Y) we have 9,0T(u,v,c) =
0,0T(u, v, c). As an immediate consequence, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 5.3. Assume that € is convex. Then v € P(Y) is a minimizer of [B3) if and only if
0€9,0T(u,v,c) + k+ VE[].

If £ is strictly convex, then there is a unique optimizer of (B.3).
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5.3. The Optimization Problem of the Principal. For any fixed vector of costs k£ € K, the opti-
mization problem of the population, that is (5.2]), has been reduced to the variational problem (G.3]). Let
us write

BR: K — 2FW)

for the set-valued map that maps k to the set of all optimizers of (53)). By Proposition 53] whenever £
is strictly convex, the optimizer v* of (5.3) is unique. Hence, in this case the map BR is a function.

Theorem 5.4. Assume that £ is convex. Then the map BR has a closed graph.

Proof. In order to show that {(k,v) : v € BR(k)} is closed, it suffices to prove that, for any sequence
(k™) that converges to k and any sequence (v™),, that converges to v, with v™ € BR(k™), we have that
v € BR(k). By Proposition 5.3 the values m" := —k™ — VE[v"] satisfy m™ € 9,0T (i, ", ¢). Since (k™),,
and (v"),, are converging sequences and £ € C1, we obtain that m" converges towards m := —k — VE[v].
Since the map OT(, -, ) is lower semicontinuous (see [3, p.13]), the subdifferential 3, 0T (u, -, ¢) is upper
semicontinuous (see [29, p. 55]). Thus, m € 9,0T(u, v, c). This is equivalent to

0 € 9,0T(u,v,c) + k + VEW,

which shows that v is indeed the optimal response of the population to the vector of costs k, i.e. v €
BR(k). O

Proposition 5.5. Let £ be convex and K be compact. Then a SCNE exists.
Proof. The statement follows directly from Theorem [5.4] since the latter implies that the infimum

inf G(v, k)
{(k,v):ke K,veBR(k)}

is attained. O

Remark 5.6. We highlight that this result crucially relies on the link of optimal transport and the Cournot-
Nash equilibria. Indeed, standard techniques from game theory yield only an existence result and only for
the game without the principal. However, for our proof the characterization of the equilibria as solutions
to a variational problem is a cornerstone of the analysis. o

As a next step we provide a helpful reformulation of the optimization problem for the principal.

Theorem 5.7. Assume that £ is conver. Then it holds that

inf  inf G(v,k)= inf inf G, k),
ke K ve BR(k) veP(Y) ke(—0, OT(p,v,c)—VE(W))NK

with the convention that inf ) = oo.

Proof. By [25, Theorem 23.5], k € —0,0T(u1, v, ¢) — VE[V] = —0,0T (i, v, ¢) — VE[v] is equivalent to the
fact that the function L
v k-v+ OT(u,0,c) + EY]

achieves its infimum for 7 = v. O

An important class of models are those where the reward of the principal reads G(v, k) = G(v) for
some function G : A,,, — R. This is reasonable if the costs of the agents are measured in terms of utility
and the principal can influence these costs in such a way that it is costless for itself, see Example 5.1

For this class of models, we obtain an existence result that even yields the possibility to compute
CNEs.

Corollary 5.8. Assume that € is convex. Let G(v, k) = G(v) forallv € Ay, k € K. Assume that v* is a
minimizer of G and that v* is an optimizer for OT(u,v*,c). Then, for any k* € (=0, OT(u,v*,c) — VE(W*))N
K, the pair (k*,~*) is a SCNE. In particular, if v* € ri(A,,) and K =R"™, then a SCNE exists.
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Proof. For the first part of the claim, by Theorem (.7 it suffices to show that (k*,v*) is an optimizer of

inf inf Gv).
veP(Y) ke(—0, 0T (u,v,c)—VEW))NK

Since the function G does not depend on k, this means (recall the convention inf ) = cc) that the optimizer
of G(v) over all v € P(Y) such that (—=9,0T(u,v,c) — VE(v)) N K is non-empty. By assumption, v* is
such a minimizer and k* is one minimizer for the inner infimum. The second part of the claim follows
since OT is a proper closed convex function and such functions are subdifferentiable in the relative interior
of the domain A,,,,; see [25, Theorem 23.4]. O

ny;

5.4. The Subdifferential of OT. Given the reformulation of the principal’s problem in Theorem [5.7],
understanding the subdifferential of the optimal transport problem turns out to be an essential step in
order to solve the SCNE problem. We will see in Theorem [5.9] below that this is tightly related to the
optimizers of the dual problem.

Recall that the so-called c-transform of the function k, denoted by k€, is given by

ku: mincij—kj i=1,...,nX.
Jj<ny

This clearly satisfies the constraint
so that the pair (k¢ k) is feasible for the dual problem DOT(u, v, c).

Theorem 5.9. Let v € A,,,. Then k € K satisfies k € 0, OT(p, v, c) if and only if (k°, k) is an optimizer
for DOT(u,v,c), i.e.

K optk-v=max{p-pu+¢-v:peR™ e R™, g+ < ¢ Vi <nx,j < ny}.

We remark that this result has been proved for general probability measures supported on a compact
subset of R? in [26, Proposition 7.17]. Here we present a simpler proof for our discrete setting.

Proof. Let us first fix k € 9,0T(u, v, ¢). Then we have for any n € A,,,, and any v € II(u, n) that

ny
OT(p,v,¢) —k-v<OT(u,n,¢c) —k-n<c-y—k-n. (5.4)
Now, for any i < nx, choose 5 such that
j(i) € argmin; <, , {cij — k;}

and set v € II(y, -) via
0, forj#j®
L I 10
i, Ior g = jgrv.

Letting n = pa#y, by [E.4) we get
OT(/J,7I/,C)—]€-I/§C-’7—]€'77:Zcij(i)ﬂi_zkj Z Hi

i<nx J<ny  i<nx:j(d=j
= E Cijiiy i — E ke pi = E (Cij(i) - kj(i)) i
i<nx i<nx i<nx
= E kip, = k° - p.

'L‘Snx

This implies OT(p, v, ¢) < k-v+k®-p. Since OT(u, v, ¢) > k-v+ k- p is true by the Kantorovich duality,
equality follows, thus (k¢ k) is an optimizer for DOT(y, v, ¢).

To show the converse implication, we now assume that (k¢ k) is an optimizer for DOT(u, v, ¢). This
yields OT(u, v, ¢) — k-v = k°- u. On the other hand, for any n € A,,,,, we have OT(u,n,¢) > k-n+k° - u
by the Kantorovich duality. Hence, we obtain

ny»

OT(u,n,¢) —k-n>k® pu=0T(u,v,c)—k-v, foranyneA,,.
Thus k lies in the subdifferential 9, 0T (u, v, c). O
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Remark 5.10. Theorem allows us to formulate a more general version of Corollary 5.8 Namely, we
obtain that, when & is convex, G(v,k) = G(v) for all v € A, k € K, v* € 1i(A,,,), and K = Rny _,
then a SCNE exists. Indeed, by [25, Theorem 23.4], an element k € —9,0T(u,v*,c) — VE(v*) exists.
Since k+c-1 € 9,0T(u, v*,¢c) — VE(v*) for all ¢ € R, we can find ¢ € R such that k+c-1 € R, Hence,
(v*,k+c-1) is indeed a SCNE by Theorem 5.7

5.5. Approximation Result. This section is devoted to the discussion of approximation results for
the principal and the agents’ problems. We will show that, under some assumptions, up to an error that
can be made as small as wanted, both principal and agents can compute (very efficiently) regularized
transport problems rather than the original ones; see Remark [5.12

Proposition 5.11. Let K be closed and let £ be strictly convex. Assume that G(v, k) = G(v) is a
continuous function. Let v* be a minimizer of G. Moreover, assume that k¢ € (=0, OT* (u,v*) — VE[*])N
K with k*(xz¢) = 0 for all € > 0. Then there is k* € K s.t. v* = BR(k*) and k* — k™. Moreover, we
have

G(BR(k®)) — G(BR(k")).

Proof. We first note that, since £ is strictly convex, the map BR is a function. By Theorem 4.3 and
Theorem B9 k° — k* with k* € —9,0T(u,v*) — VE[v*]. Since K is closed, k* € K. Moreover,
v* = BR(k*) by Proposition Finally, by Theorem [5.4] the map BR has a closed graph, so the claim
follows from continuity of G. O

Remark 5.12. When the set K of cost vectors and the principal’s cost function G are as in Proposi-
tion [E10] the principal can look for a cost vector k¢ in (—0,0T®(p,v*) — VE[r*]) N K rather than in
(—=0,0T(u,v*) — VE[v*]) N K, for e small enough so that G(BR(k?)) is as close as wanted to the optimal
value G(BR(k*)). The reason for doing this is the fact that computing 9, OT¢(u, v*) is more efficient than
computing 9, 0T (u, v*). Indeed, 9, 0T*(u, v*) is the dual optimizer ¢ for the regularized problem, that
can be approximated via the Sinkhorn algorithm (the scaling variables satisfy (u,v) = (e# /%), e¥*/¢), see
[24, Propositions 4.4 and 4.6]).

Note also that, by offering k® rather than k* to the agents, they also achieve a result as close as
wanted to their optimal value, for e small enough. This follows by Proposition[5.2] and Theorem 5.4, since
the optimal transport problem is stable w.r.t. its marginals, see [16]. Furthermore, again for efficiency
reasons, agents can as well decide to solve a regularized OT problem rather than the original one in
Proposition [0.2] and get as closed as wanted to their optimal value; see [3]. o

For general functions G(v, k), i.e. depending on the second variable as well, it might happen that
considering only the entropic regularization yields to larger costs than necessary, since it might happen
that, in the set of all dual optimizers, better candidates can be found. An illustration of this phenomenon
is given in the next example.

Ezample 5.13. Consider X =Y = {1,2}, p = %6{1} + %(5{2}, c=l{a),22y + 2 1{a2,en € =0,
K ={(1,z): 2 € R} and
G, k) =vi +v3 + (% —|—k2)2, vely,.

For any v € A,,,, we denote by (¢*(v),¥*(v)) the optimizer for DOT (s, v, ¢) that is the unique limit of the
dual entropic optimizers. Note that, by Proposition 3.5 for all v € R? except & = (%, %) there is a unique
dual optimizer, that clearly coincides with (¢*(v),1*(v)). This dual optimizer reads as ¢*(v) = (0,1),
Y*(v) = (1,2) if 1y < 3, and ¢*(v) = (0,1), ¥*(v) = (1,0) if 4 > 3. The set of all dual optimizers
given ¥ in K is given by ¢ = (0,z), ¥ = (1,1 — z) with & € [—1, 1]. Hence, by Theorem 3] we have that
¢*(0) = (1,1). Since v¥ + 13 > 1, we now obtain that

T+9 ifr <
G(%“/’*(V))E %4—%; if]/lz%,
% + i, if v > %
However, choosing k = (—1,—3) yields G(0,k) = 3 < 3 < G(v,¢*(v)) for all v € A,,,. Let us now

assume that the principal chooses the vector of costs relying on regularized transport problems, i.e.
chooses a pair (v, —9°(v)). Then, for ¢ sufficiently small, the pair (v, —¢¢(v)) is close to (v, —p*(v)).
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Since G is continuous, also the cost G(v, k) will be close to the cost G(v,1*(v)) > 2. Hence, the cost

will be substantially larger than 1 = G(%, k). All in all, this shows that relying on regularized transport
problems to compute the optimal vector of costs can lead to choices that are not close to the optimal
ones. o

5.6. Numerics. In this section we come back to Example (.1l and illustrate how the presence of a
principal affects the choice of the agents. Here, we choose X = {1,2}, Y = {1,...,10}, f;(z) = 22 for all
j eV, (9(k)rey = (2,1,0.5,0.25,0.1,0.05,0.02, 0,0, 0) and
C_<54321123)
51 5 5 1 11 5)°

Since f;(v;) is differentiable, g is non-negative and 22,&721/% g(k) < ¢(0), which implies that (g(Ja —
J1))a,jef1,... nyy is positive definite, £[v] is strictly convex. Hence, we can compute equilibria for the game
with and without a principal by applying the results established in the previous subsections.

Let us first compute the Cournot-Nash equilibrium of the game without a principal, that is where the
costs of the agents are given by (5.1) with k¥ = 0. For this we note that, as described in Section (£.2] it
suffices to find the minimizer v* of the convex optimization problem

Velg(fy){OT(u, v,e)+ E]},
as the CNE is then given by a primal optimizer v* of OT(u, ", ¢). As established in [3], considering the
regularized problem yields good approximations of v*.

For the game with a principal, we note that the minimizer of the cost function G reads as v* =
(%,,%) Hence, by Corollary 5.8 a SCNE is given by (v*,k*), where v* is an optimizer for
OT(u,v*,¢) and k* € (—=0,0T(p,v*,c) — VE[v*]). By Proposition EI1] and Remark B.12] we ob-
tain good approximations of * and k* by computing the optimizers ¥¢ of OT.(u,v*,¢) and k* €
(=0, 0T (u,v*,¢) — VE[V*]).

We report in Tables [l and 2] respectively, the approximate equilibrium strategy v¢ and the associated
approximate equilibrium distribution v = pa#+°, in the case without a principal (that is taking k& = 0)
and with a principal (optimizing over k), respectively. Furthermore, for the game with a principal, we
report the principal’s choice of costs k°.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

(1,y) | 0.0019 0.0000 0.0030 0.0030 0.1555 0.1336 0.0001 0.0030
(2,y) | 0.0011 0.3115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0868 0.0746 0.2260 0.0000
v¢(y) | 0.0030 0.3115 0.0030 0.0030 0.2423 0.2082 0.2261 0.0030

£

Y
,.Ys

Table 1: Cournot-Nash equilibrium for the game without a principal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
k(y) | -2.0357 1.8393 -2.1003 -1.1610 1.7543 1.7793 1.8393 -1.9153
7¢(1,y) | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0875 0.1250 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0875
v4(2,y) | 0.1250 0.1250 0.0375 0.0000 0.1250 0.1250 0.1250 0.0375
Ve (y) 0.1250 0.1250 0.1250  0.1250 0.1250 0.1250 0.1250  0.1250

Table 2: Stackelberg-Cournot-Nash equilibrium for the game with a principal

As expected, the presence of a principal in this game has a clear effect. To wit, in the game without
a principal most agents choose one of the actions in YVeood := {2, 5,6, 7}, which yields G(v*) = 0.2502,
whereas in the game with a principal, the equilibrium distribution satisfies G(v°) = 0.125. That the
equilibrium distribution in this case is uniform over the actions is clearly due to the principal’s choice of
k, which means that an agent choosing an action from Yg0q is charged an additional cost, whereas an
agent choosing a non-preferred action from Y \ Vgooa faces reduced costs.
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