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Abstract

For probability measures on countable spaces we derive distributional limits for empir-
ical entropic optimal transport quantities. More precisely, we show that the empirical
optimal transport plan weakly converges to a centered Gaussian process and that the
empirical entropic optimal transport value is asymptotically normal. The results are
valid for a large class of cost functions and generalize distributional limits for empiri-
cal entropic optimal transport quantities on finite spaces. Our proofs are based on a
sensitivity analysis with respect to norms induced by suitable function classes, which
arise from novel quantitative bounds for primal and dual optimizers, that are related
to the exponential penalty term in the dual formulation. The distributional limits
then follow from the functional delta method together with weak convergence of the
empirical process in that respective norm, for which we provide sharp conditions on
the underlying measures. As a byproduct of our proof technique, consistency of the
bootstrap for statistical applications is shown.

Keywords: Optimal transport, entropy regularization, central limit theorem, bootstrap,
sensitivity analysis
MSC 2020 subject classification Primary: 60B12, 60F05, 62E20
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1 Introduction

Over the last decades, the theory of optimal transport (OT), originating in the seminal
work by Monge (1781) and later by Kantorovich (1958), has gradually established itself as
an active area of modern mathematical research and related areas (see Rachev & Rüschendorf
(1998a,b), Villani (2003, 2008), Santambrogio (2015), or Galichon (2016) for comprehen-
sive monographs). Recently, OT and variants thereof have also been recognized as an im-
portant tool for statistical data analysis, e.g., in genetics (Evans & Matsen, 2012), finger-
print identification (Sommerfeld & Munk, 2018), computational biology (Schiebinger et al.,
2019; Tameling et al., 2021), deformation analysis (Zemel & Panaretos, 2019), and medical
imaging (Chen, 2021), among others. However, for routine data analysis the computational
speed to solve the underlying linear program is still a bottleneck and the development of
algorithms for fast computation is a highly active area of research. Up to polylogarith-
mic terms, common linear OT solvers (for bounded costs) such as the Auction algorithm
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(Bertsekas, 1981; Bertsekas & Castanon, 1989) or Orlin’s algorithm (Orlin, 1988) have
a worst-case complexity O(N3) for N denoting the size of the data. The best known
(theoretical) worst case complexity to solve OT as a linear program is given by O(N2.5)
(Lee & Sidford, 2014) for which, however, no practical implementation is known. As an
alternative approach Cuturi (2013) proposed to replace the original OT optimization prob-
lem by an entropy regularized surrogate, a well-known approach in linear programming
with efficient algorithms whose convergence was already derived by Sinkhorn (1964, 1967)
and Cominetti & San Mart́ın (1994). In particular, for a given precision it solves the corre-
sponding optimization problem in about O(N2) elementary operations (Altschuler et al.,
2017; Dvurechensky et al., 2018). Since then, entropy regularized OT (EROT) has become
a frequently used computational scheme for the approximation of OT (Peyré & Cuturi,
2019; Amari et al., 2019; Clason et al., 2021; Tong & Kobayashi, 2021).

In this paper, we are concerned with EROT on countable spaces X = {x1, x2, . . . } andY = {y1, y2, . . . } (possibly X = Y). A probability measure r on X (s on Y) is represented
as an element in ℓ1(X) (resp. ℓ1(Y)), the space of absolutely summable sequences indexed
over X (resp. Y), such that ∑x∈X rx = 1 and r ≥ 0. The set of couplings between r and s,
also known as transport plans, on the product space X × Y is defined by

Π(r, s) ∶= {π ∈ ℓ1(X × Y)∶A(π) = (r
s
) , π ≥ 0} ,

where A is the marginalization operator

A∶ ℓ1(X × Y)→ ℓ1(X) × ℓ1(Y), π ↦ ((∑y∈Y πxy)x∈X(∑x∈X πxy)y∈Y) .
For a cost function c ∶ X × Y → R and a regularization parameter λ > 0 the EROT value
between probability measures r and s is defined as

EROTλ(r, s) ∶= inf
π∈Π(r,s)

⟨c, π⟩ + λM(π). (EROT)

The quantity ⟨c, π⟩ = ∑(x,y)∈X×Y c(x, y)πxy denotes the total costs associated to a transport
plan π ∈Π(r, s) and M(π) represents the mutual information

M(π) ∶= ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

πxy log
⎛
⎝

πxy

(∑y′∈Y πxy′)(∑x′∈X πx′y)
⎞
⎠ = ∑x∈X

y∈Y

πxy log ( πxy
rxsy
) ∈ [0,∞],

where by convention 0 log(0) = 0. If the cost function c is integrable with respect to r⊗ s,
i.e., if it fulfills c ∈ ℓ1r⊗s(X × Y), then there exists a unique minimizer (Proposition 2.1)

πλ(r, s) ∶= argmin
π∈Π(r,s)

⟨c, π⟩ + λM(π), (1.1)

known as EROT plan. Plugging πλ(r, s) into the functional for total costs ⟨c, ⋅⟩ yields the
Sinkhorn costs

Sλ(r, s) ∶= ⟨c, πλ(r, s)⟩.
Moreover, (EROT) is a convex optimization problem and hence exhibits a dual formulation

sup
α∈ℓ1r(X)

β∈ℓ1s(Y)

⟨α, r⟩ + ⟨β, s⟩ − λ[ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

exp(αx + βy − c(x, y)
λ

)rxsy − rxsy], (DEROT)
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where ℓ1r(X ) and ℓ1s(Y) denote the spaces of functions on X , Y with finite expectation
under r and s, respectively (for a general dual formulation on Polish spaces see Chizat et al.
(2016)). Optimizers α ∈ ℓ1r(X ), β ∈ ℓ1s(Y) of (DEROT) are called EROT potentials and
the quantities ⟨α, r⟩ = ∑x∈X αxrx, ⟨β, s⟩ = ∑y∈Y βysy denote their expectation with respect
to r and s.

Statistical questions arise as soon as the probability measures r and s are estimated by
(discrete) empirical measures

r̂n = 1

n

n∑
i=1

δXi and ŝm = 1

m

m∑
j=1

δYj (1.2)

for samples X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and independent Y1, . . . , Ym

i.i.d.
∼ s where δx is the Dirac mea-

sure at x. This scenario occurs, e.g., if the underlying probability measures are unknown
(Genevay et al., 2019), when subsampling methods are applied for randomized approxi-
mations (Sommerfeld et al., 2019), or if statistical inference based on EROT is aimed for
(Bigot et al., 2019; Klatt et al., 2020). Fundamental to such tasks are asymptotic limit
laws of the empirical EROT value and its corresponding plan.

For probability measures supported on finitely many points Bigot et al. (2019) proved
that the limit law for the empirical EROT value centered by its population counterpart
is normal and Klatt et al. (2020) showed asymptotic normality for the empirical EROT
plan and empirical Sinkhorn costs. For the Euclidean space R

d and squared Euclidean
costs Mena & Niles-Weed (2019) derived a normal limit law of the empirical EROT value
when sampling from sub-Gaussian probability measures. In contrast to the finite case, the
centering constant is given by the expected value of the empirical estimator rather than the
population quantity. A refinement for squared Euclidean costs was recently obtained by
del Barrio et al. (2022); Goldfeld et al. (2022) who showed that the expectation can indeed
be replaced by the population quantity if the measures are sub-Gaussian. Nonetheless,
an analysis beyond the finite setting or Euclidean spaces with squared Euclidean costs
remains largely open.

Only recently, parallel and independently to us, Harchaoui et al. (2020) analyzed sta-
tistical properties of a modified EROT problem that enables an explicit formula for the
unique optimal plan between empirical measures. Then, a central limit theorem for the as-
sociated modified empirical Sinkhorn cost and related quantities is derived. Their setting
subsumes probability measures absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure
and the distributional limit laws are valid for various cost functions. However, this ap-
proach seems to be not suitable for an analysis of limit distributions for (non-modified)
EROT quantities as the proof crucially depends on the explicit solution for the respec-
tive empirical optimal plan. Such an explicit solution is generally not available for the
(non-modified) EROT plan between empirical measures. Still, Harchaoui et al. (2020) con-
jecture asymptotic normality of empirical non-modified Sinkhorn costs. During the time
this work was under review, this conjecture was verified by Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022) for
compactly supported probability measures with squared Euclidean costs, leaving open the
question if the conjecture is also fulfilled on non-compact spaces and more general costs.

Indeed, this is true, at least on countable spaces, as we will show in this work. Our
theory provides distributional limit both for the one- and two-sample case. For the sake of
presentation, we focus for now only on the one-sample case. Under suitable assumptions
on the cost function and the probability measures r, s, with countable support, we prove
that the empirical EROT value is asymptotically normal

√
n (EROT λ(r̂n, s) −EROTλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ N (0, σ2λ(r∣s)), (1.3)

3



as n → ∞ (Theorem 3.2) with
D
ÐÐ→ denoting weak convergence (Billingsley, 1999). The

asymptotic variance σ2λ(r∣s) depends on the population EROT potential αλ for (DEROT)
and is equal to

σ2λ(r∣s) = VarX∼r [αλX] .
Concerning the EROT plan, we show for the empirical counterpart centered by its popu-
lation quantity, as n→∞, that

√
n (πλ(r̂n, s) − πλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ G(0,Σλ,πλ(r∣s)), (1.4)

for a centered Gaussian process G with covariance Σλ,πλ(r∣s) (Theorem 3.5). The covari-
ance Σλ,πλ(r∣s) can be stated explicitly and depends on the regularization parameter λ

and the EROT plan πλ between r and s. Notably, weak convergence in (1.4) takes place in
a suitable weighted ℓ1-space over X × Y. This enables us to derive the limit distributions
of suitably bounded (classes of) functions integrated with respect to the empirical EROT
plan centered by its population version and verifies a conjecture by Harchaoui et al. (2020)
on countable spaces. Notably, their assumptions are in line with our conditions; whereas
they demand that a certain operator is invertible, we impose sufficient conditions directly
on the cost function, which are more easily verifiable. As a corollary, we derive the limit
distribution for the empirical Sinkhorn cost on countable spaces (Corollary 3.8)

√
n (Sλ(r̂n, s) − Sλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0, σ̃2
λ,πλ
(r∣s)), (1.5)

as n→∞. The asymptotic variance σ̃2
λ,πλ
(r∣s) is given by

σ̃2λ,πλ(r∣s) = ∑
x,x′∈X
y,y′∈Y

c(x, y)c(x′, y′)(Σλ,πλ(r∣s))(x,y),(x′,y′).

Our limit laws are generically Gaussian for r ≠ s and r = s. This is in strict contrast to limit
results obtained for the empirical unregularized (λ = 0) OT value (Sommerfeld & Munk,
2018; Tameling et al., 2019; Hundrieser et al., 2022) and for the OT plan (Klatt et al.,
2022) on discrete spaces. Heuristically speaking, whereas the asymptotic law of the un-
regularized OT quantities depends on the geometry of the boundary of the underlying
transport simplex, the entropy regularization smooths such quantities (unique solutions
are attained in the interior of the simplex). Consequently, Gaussian fluctuations in the
marginals translate to Gaussian fluctuations of EROT quantities.

Additionally, our method of proof implies consistency of the näıve n-out-of-n bootstrap
(Theorem 3.11), which is also in contrast to unregularized OT (Sommerfeld & Munk, 2018;
Hundrieser et al., 2022). The latter being useful as the limit distributions in (1.4) and (1.5)
are in general not accessible and its estimation from data is challenging.

For our proof technique we rely on a general functional delta method for Hadamard
differentiable functionals with respect to norms induced by certain appropriate function
classes. Our analysis reveals an interesting interplay between the cost function and the
probability measures r and s in order to guarantee weak convergence of empirical EROT
quantities, an issue which does not arise for finite ground spaces (Bigot et al., 2019;
Klatt et al., 2020).

To suitably control the growth of the cost function we assume existence of functions
c−X , c

+
X ∶X → R and c−Y , c

+
Y ∶Y → R with c−X ≤ c+X and c−Y ≤ c+Y such that

c−X (x) + c−Y(y) ≤ c(x, y) ≤ c+X (x) + c+Y(y) (1.6)
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Table 1: Interplay between cost functions and summability conditions on probability
measures r, s for one-sample limit distribution of empirical EROT value.

Type Cost Summability Condition

Bounded costs ∥c∥ℓ∞(X×Y) <∞ ∑x∈X √rx <∞
Costs with

bounded variation

∥c̃+X − c̃−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ ∑x∈X CX (x)√rx + C̃2X (x)rx <∞∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) <∞ ∑y∈Y(CY + C̃Y)(y)sy <∞
Costs without

bounded variation

∥c̃+X − c̃−X ∥ℓ∞(X) =∞ ∑x∈X CX (x)√rx + (C̃2X + φ̃X )(x)rx <∞∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) =∞ ∑y∈Y(CY + C̃Y + φY)(y)sy <∞
for all (x, y) ∈ X ×Y. Our assumptions on the underlying measures to guarantee the distri-
butional limits for the empirical EROT value and plan are determined by these dominating
functions. Hence, there is a particular interest in choosing the dominating functions as
sharp as possible. For most cost functions of interest such dominating functions exist.
Various examples and their respective dominating functions are detailed in Section 4. The
dominating functions on the cost function enable us to state lower and upper bounds for
EROT potentials and plan (Proposition 2.3) which require r- and s-integrability of the
functions CX , φX ∶X → [1,∞) and CY , φY ∶Y → [1,∞), respectively, defined by

CX (x) ∶= 1 + ∣c+X (x)∣ + ∣c−X (x)∣, CY(y) ∶= 1 + ∣c+Y(y)∣ + ∣c−Y(y)∣,
φX (x) ∶= exp( c+X (x) − c−X (x)λ

), φY(y) ∶= exp( c+Y(y) − c−Y(y)λ
). (1.7)

For the Hadamard differentiability of the EROT value (Theorem 5.5), we then consider
two (possibly identical) collections of dominating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y

of c (one collection yields bounds for the EROT potential αλ, the other for βλ) with
corresponding functions C̃X , φ̃X , C̃Y , φ̃Y as above and define the function classes

FX ∶= {f ∶X → R∶ ∣f ∣ ≤ CX } ∪ {C̃X } ∪ {φ̃X } ∪ {φ̃X1X/{x1,...,xn}∶n ∈ N},
FY ∶= {f ∶Y → R∶ ∣f ∣ ≤ C̃Y } ∪ {CY } ∪ {φY} ∪ {φY1Y/{y1,...,yn} ∶n ∈ N}. (1.8)

In particular, to verify Hadamard differentiability with respect to the resulting norm we
use the dual formulation (DEROT), exploit strong duality, and rely on our quantitative
bounds for EROT potentials. Hence, for our distributional limit for the empirical EROT
value it is necessary that the function class FX is r-Donsker and that s defines a bounded
functional on FY . The latter two conditions are met if and only if (Lemma 3.1)

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx + (C̃2X + φ̃2X )(x)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

(CY + C̃Y + φY)(y)sy <∞.
Multiple special cases and their corresponding assumptions to guarantee the one-sample
distributional limits are detailed in Table 1. Note, that the different nature of the above
conditions is a consequence of the fact that the measure r is randomly perturbed (sampled)
while s is assumed to be fixed. For the related two-sample results for which both r and s
are randomly perturbed we require symmetric conditions, i.e,

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx + (C̃2X + φ̃2X )(x)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

C̃Y(y)√sy + (C2Y + φ2Y)(y)sy <∞.

5



Table 2: Interplay between cost functions and summability conditions on probability
measures r, s for one-sample limit distribution of empirical EROT plan and Sinkhorn cost.

Type Cost Summability Condition

Bounded costs ∥c∥ℓ∞(X×Y) <∞ ∑x∈X √rx <∞
Costs with

bounded variation

∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ ∑x∈X CX (x)√rx <∞∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) <∞ ∑y∈Y CY(y)sy <∞
Costs with bounded

variation in X -component

∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ ∑x∈X CX (x)√rx <∞∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) =∞ ∑y∈Y CY(y)φ4Y(y)sy <∞
For our sensitivity analysis of the EROT plan as an element in the weighted ℓ1-space

ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) as well as the Sinkhorn cost we only consider a single collection of domi-
nating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y for c and additionally require that

∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞.
This condition is clearly met for uniformly bounded costs (Section 4.1) but also for various
metric based costs when X is bounded while Y is not (Section 4.2.2). It is also fulfilled
under metric costs for unbounded spaces X and Y if they fulfill certain geometrical prop-
erties (Section 4.2.4). It enables us to verify that the Hadamard derivative is well-defined
and ensures that a certain operator has a strictly positive eigenvalue gap (Remark 5.9).
We then choose the function classes

HX ∶= {f ∶X → R∶ ∣f ∣ ≤ CX }, HY ∶= {f ∶Y → R∶ ∣f ∣ ≤ CYφ4Y } (1.9)

which induce on P(X ) and P(Y) weighted ℓ1-norms with weights given by CX and CYφ
4
Y

(see Appendix G). The sensitivity analysis relies on an optimality criterion for primal and
dual optimizers of (EROT) and is based on an implicit function approach. A notable
challenge in our analysis for the plan is caused by an operator that is only invertible on a
rather small domain. In particular, this avoids an ad-hoc application of a standard implicit
function theorem for Hadamard differentiable functionals (Römisch, 2006, Proposition 4).
Instead, we carefully assess the individual error terms that are caused by the perturbation
and exploit our bounds for primal and dual optimizers (Remark 5.9).

Invoking the functional delta method we then require for our distributional limits to
hold that HX is r-Donsker while s defines a bounded functional HY . These assumptions
are satisfied if and only if (Lemma 3.1)

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)sy <∞.
An overview of the resulting assumptions to guarantee our distributional limits for the
empirical EROT plan and Sinkhorn cost is detailed in Table 2.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces basic notation, shows exis-
tence and uniqueness of optimizers, and states an optimality criterion for primal and dual
optimizers of (EROT). Furthermore, we derive explicit bounds for optimal solutions. Sec-
tion 3 presents the main results on limit distributions for the empirical EROT value and
plan (Sections 3.1 and 3.2). Furthermore, we verify that the näıve n-out-of-n bootstrap
is consistent for the empirical EROT value and plan (Section 3.3) and analyze the behav-
ior of the limit distributions as the regularization parameter tends to zero (Section 3.4).
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Section 4 provides various examples where our theory provides novel distributional limits;
we consider uniformly bounded costs, costs induced by powers of a metric, and costs on
Euclidean spaces. Section 5 is concerned with the sensitivity analysis of the EROT value
and plan with respect to suitable norms. Section 6 discusses our results and concludes
with open questions for future research. For the sake of readability, all the proofs, except
for our main results in Section 3, are deferred to the appendix.

We finally stress that our results have immediate statistical applications, which will be
detailed in subsequent work. We briefly mention here biological colocalization of protein
networks recorded with super-resolution microscopy which can be defined as a certain
functional of the regularized OT plan. This has been done by Klatt et al. (2020) in the
context of finite ground spaces, i.e., for the setting of a finite number of pixels (corre-
sponding to the support of the intensity profile of protein structures). Our conditions in
Table 2 can be viewed as a guarantee for robustness of sub-sampling methods in large scale
images with many pixels. Moreover, our results imply in the context of high-resolution
imaging that sub-sampling is not only computationally feasible but also a statistically
viable approach.

Notation Throughout this work we denote by ℓ1(X ) the space of summable sequences
indexed over X and equipped with total variation norm ∥a∥ℓ1(X) = ∑x∈X ∣ax∣. Note that

ℓ1(X ) can be interpreted as the space of finite signed measures on X . Its dual space
can be identified by ℓ∞(X ) with norm ∥b∥ℓ∞(X) = supx∈X ∣bx∣. Given a positive function

f ∶X → (0,∞) we introduce the weighted ℓ1-space ℓ1f(X ) and its corresponding dual space

ℓ∞f (X ) with respective norms for a ∈ ℓ1f(X ) and b ∈ ℓ∞f (X ) given by

∥a∥ℓ1
f
(X) ∶= ∑

x∈X

f(x)∣ax∣ and ∥b∥ℓ∞
f
(X) ∶= sup

x∈X
f(x)−1∣bx∣.

Their dual pairing is given by ⟨b, a⟩ ∶= ∑x∈X ax. The set of probability measures on X
is denoted by P(X ) = {r ∈ ℓ1(X )∶∑x∈X rx = 1, r ≥ 0}. We emphasize that we equip X
with the discrete topology and do not embed it, e.g., in R

d. Hence, for any r ∈ P(X ) its
(topological) support is equal to supp(r) = {x ∈ X ∶ rx > 0} and r is of full support if and
only if rx > 0 for all x ∈ X . For a probability measure r ∈ P(X ) we define with slight abuse
of notation ℓ1r(X ) as the space of functions on X with finite expectation with respect to r.
Moreover, for a pointwise bounded function class F on X we define ℓ∞(F) as the Banach
space of uniformly bounded functionals on F equipped with norm

∥Φ∥ℓ∞(F) ∶= sup
f∈F
∣Φ(f)∣.

For an envelope1 function F of the class F that fulfills F ∈ ℓ1r(X ) for r ∈ P(X ), it follows
that r defines a uniformly bounded functional on F via r(f) ∶= ⟨f, r⟩. Hence, elements of
P(X ) that fulfill suitable integrability conditions can be considered as element of ℓ∞(F).
For weighted ℓ1- and ℓ∞-spaces (of function classes) on Y and X × Y we use the same
notation.

2 Preliminaries on Entropic Optimal Transport

In this section, we state some basic results for EROT. Most of which are well known for
Euclidean spaces and the purpose here is to generalize them to a broader class of cost
functions.

1The function F ∶ X → [0,∞) is an envelope function for a function class F on X if ∣f ∣ ≤ F for any f ∈ F .
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Without loss of generality, we assume that the cost function c is non-negative. Other-
wise, according to (1.6) define the non-negative function

c̃∶X × Y → [0,∞), c̃(x, y) ∶= c(x, y) − c−X ⊕ c−Y(x, y)
with c−X ⊕c

−
Y(x, y) ∶= c−X (x)+c−Y(y) which is bounded from above by c̃(x, y) ≤ (c+X −c−X )(x)+(c+Y − c−Y)(y) for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y. Further, if c−X ∈ ℓ1r(X ) and c−Y ∈ ℓ1s(Y), any transport

plan π ∈Π(r, s) satisfies ⟨c, π⟩ = ⟨c̃, π⟩ + ⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩. Hence, the objective functions of
(EROT) with cost function c and with the shifted non-negative cost function c̃ only differ
by a constant that only depends on r, s. This does not affect the set of minimizers, and it
holds that

EROTλc (r, s) = EROTλc̃ (r, s) + ⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩.
We now proceed with a result for existence of optimizers for (EROT) and formulate

a necessary and sufficient optimality criterion. Recall that the primal problem (EROT)
and its dual (DEROT) are said to satisfy strong duality if their respective optimal values
match.

Proposition 2.1 (Structure and Duality of EROT). Assume that the cost function c∶X ×
Y → [0,∞) fulfills c ∈ ℓ1r⊗s(X × Y). Then, strong duality holds. Further, for the pri-
mal problem (EROT) there is a unique optimizer πλ ∈ Π(r, s), the EROT plan, and for
(DEROT) there is an (r, s)-a.s. unique pair (up to constant shift2) of optimizers (αλ, βλ) ∈
ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y), the EROT potentials. Moreover, π ∈ ℓ1(X × Y) and (α,β) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y)
are optimal for (EROT) and (DEROT), respectively, if and only if

πxy = exp(αx + βy − c(x, y)
λ

)rxsy for all (x, y) ∈ X ×Y, (2.1)

∑
y∈Y

πxy = rx and ∑
x∈X

πxy = sy for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y. (2.2)

The assertion on strong duality in conjunction with the existence and uniqueness of
optimizers for (EROT) follows by Chizat et al. (2016, Theorem 3.2). The existence and
uniqueness (up to a constant shift) of optimizers for (DEROT), as well as the optimality
criterion is verified by Nutz (2021, Theorems 4.2 and 4.7).

Remark 2.2 (Relation between EROT potentials and extension). Combining conditions
(2.1) and (2.2) from Proposition 2.1 it follows that (αλ, βλ) ∈ ℓ1r(X )×ℓ1s(Y) denotes a pair
of EROT potentials if and only if

αλx = −λ log
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y exp(

βλy − c(x, y)
λ

)sy⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ for all x ∈ supp(r),
βλy = −λ log [ ∑

x∈X

exp(αλx − c(x, y)
λ

)rx] for all y ∈ supp(s).
(2.3)

Notably, outside the support of r and s, the EROT potentials can be selected arbitrarily.
A natural extension outside the support of the underlying measure is to define them
according to the right-hand side.

As a consequence of (2.1) it follows that the respective EROT value is equal to

EROTλ(r, s) = ⟨αλ, r⟩ + ⟨βλ, s⟩ + λ⟨1X×Y , πλ − r ⊗ s⟩ = ⟨αλ, r⟩ + ⟨βλ, s⟩. (2.4)

2This means for any pair of EROT potentials (α̃λ, β̃λ) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ
1

s(Y) there is a constant η ∈ R with
αλx − α̃

λ
x = β̃

λ
y − β

λ
y = η for all x ∈ supp(r), y ∈ supp(s).
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To assess the sensitivity of the EROT value and the plan suitable bounds for the entropic
optimal potentials are of interest. For squared Euclidean costs such bounds are readily
available by Mena & Niles-Weed (2019). In the following we generalize their argument to
more general costs which fulfill the bounds (1.6).

Proposition 2.3 (Bounds for EROT quantities). Assume that c∶X ×Y → R satisfies (1.6)
for dominating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and define CX ,CY , φX , φY as in (1.7). Let r ∈ P(X )

and s ∈ P(Y) be probability measures with CX , φX ∈ ℓ1r(X ) and CY , φY ∈ ℓ1s(Y). Then there

exists a unique pair of EROT potentials (αλ, βλ) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y) that fulfill
⟨αλ, r⟩ = ⟨βλ, s⟩ = EROT λ(r, s)/2 ≥ (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩)/2

and satisfy for all x ∈ X , y ∈ Y the bounds

c−X (x) − ⟨c+X , r⟩ + (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩)/2 − λ log⟨φY , s⟩
≤ αλx ≤c+X (x) + ⟨c+Y , s⟩ − (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩)/2,

c−Y(y) − ⟨c+Y , s⟩ + (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩)/2 − λ log⟨φX , r⟩
≤ βλy ≤c+Y(y) + ⟨c+X , r⟩ − (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , s⟩)/2.

For the EROT plan πλ in (1.1) it holds for all (x, y) ∈ X ×Y that

rxsy(φX (x)φY(y)⟨φX , r⟩2⟨φY , s⟩2)−1≤ πλxy ≤ rxsy(φX (x)φY(y) ⟨φX , r⟩⟨φY , s⟩).
In particular, if CXφX ∈ ℓ1r(X ) and CYφY ∈ ℓ1s(Y), it holds that πλ ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y).

The proof is deferred to Appendix A and relies on the correspondence between EROT
potentials from Remark 2.2 in conjunction with Jensen’s inequality.

3 Main Results

We derive the limit distributions of the empirical EROT value and plan. More pre-
cisely, we estimate the EROT quantities EROTλ(r, s) and πλ(r, s) by plug-in estimators
EROTλ(r̂n, ŝm) and πλ(r̂n, ŝm) based on empirical counterparts r̂n and ŝm (1.2) of the
probability measures r and s. We then characterize the statistical fluctuation of these
empirical plug-in estimators around their respective population version in terms of weak
convergence. The underlying metric space in which weak convergence of the empirical
EROT plan occurs is a suitable weighted ℓ1-space. This is of particular interest in order
to conclude uniform distributional limits for the empirical EROT plan evaluated over a
suitably bounded function class.

Our results are based on an application of the functional delta method for tangentially
Hadamard differentiable functionals (Van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996, Chapter 3.6). More
precisely, for our sensitivity analysis (Section 5) of the EROT value and plan we consider
a suitable norm ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(F) induced by a function class F which is motivated by our bounds
for the EROT potentials (Proposition 2.3) and depends on the choices of the dominating
functions from (1.6) for the cost c. To employ the functional delta method it is necessary
that the empirical process

√
n(r̂n − r) indexed over F weakly converges to a tight limiting

process. This is formalized using the notion of Donsker classes (Van der Vaart & Wellner,
1996, Chapter 2). In particular, based on the finite dimensional central limit theorem it
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follows that the weak limit for the empirical process is given by a Gaussian process Gr
with covariance,

Cov[Gr(f),Gr(f ′)] = ⟨ff ′, r⟩ − ⟨f, r⟩⟨f ′, r⟩ for f, f ′ ∈ F . (3.1)

Necessary and sufficient conditions for important function classes of this work to fulfill the
Donsker property are given in the following lemma. Its proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 3.1. Let r ∈ P(X ) be a probability measure and consider a positive function
f ∶X → (0,∞). Define the function classes F1 ∶= {f̃ ∶X → R ∶ ∣f̃ ∣ ≤ f} and F2 ∶= {f} ∪{f1X/{x1,...,xn}∶n ∈ N} and let F3,F4 be two arbitrary function classes on X . Then, the
following assertions hold.

(i) The function class F1 is r-Donsker if and only if ∑x∈X f(x)√rx <∞.

(ii) The function class F2 is r-Donsker if and only if ∑x∈X (f(x))2 rx <∞.

(iii) The union F3 ∪F4 is r Donsker if and only if F3 and F4 are r-Donsker.

We like to stress that assertion (i) is a weighted version of the celebrated Borisov-
Dudley-Durst theorem (Durst & Dudley, 1980; Borisov, 1981, 1983). The summability
condition in (ii) is weaker than the weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition in (i).
Indeed, if ∑x∈X f(x)√rx < ∞, then the subset X̃ ⊆ X of elements x ∈ X for which
f(x)√rx ≥ 1 admits finite cardinality; hence, since t ≤√t for any t ∈ [0,1], we obtain

∑
x∈X

(f(x))2 rx ≤ ∑
x∈X̃

(f(x))2 rx + ∑
x∈X/X̃

f(x)√rx <∞.
Moreover, since the Banach space ℓ1f(X ) isometrically embeds into the space ℓ∞(F)
(Lemma G.1) it follows by Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 1.3.10) that the con-
dition ∑x∈X f(x)√rx <∞ is necessary and sufficient for the empirical process

√
n(r̂n − r)

to weakly converge in ℓ1f(X ).
3.1 Distributional Limits for Empirical Entropic Optimal Transport Value

In this subsection we state our main result on the distributional limits for the empirical
EROT value under general cost functions.

Theorem 3.2 (Distributional limit for EROT value). Assume that c∶X ×Y → R satisfies
(1.6) for two collections of dominating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y . For these

two collections define CX ,CY , φY and C̃X , C̃Y , φ̃X as in (1.7). Further, consider probability
measures r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y).
(i) (One sample from r) Denote by r̂n ∶= 1

n ∑ni=1 δXi the empirical measure for random

variables X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and assume that

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx + (C̃2X + φ̃2X )(x)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

(CY + C̃Y + φY)(y)sy <∞.
Then, for n→∞, it follows that

√
n(EROT λ(r̂n, s) −EROT λ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0, σ2λ(r∣s)),
where σ2λ(r∣s) = VarX∼r[αλX] for (αλ, βλ) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y) denoting EROT potentials
for r and s with cost c.
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(ii) (Two samples) Additionally, let ŝm ∶= 1
m ∑mi=1 δYi be the empirical measure for random

variables Y1, . . . , Ym
i.i.d.
∼ s independent of X1, . . . ,Xn

i.i.d.
∼ r and assume that

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx + (C̃2X + φ̃2X )(x)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

C̃Y(y)√sy + (CY2 + φ2Y)(y)sy <∞.
Then, for min(m,n) →∞ with m

m+n → δ ∈ (0,1), it follows that

√
nm

n +m
(EROTλ(r̂n, ŝm) −EROT λ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0, δσ2λ(r∣s) + (1 − δ)σ2λ(s∣r)),
where σ2λ(r∣s) = VarX∼r[αλX] and σ2λ(s∣r) = VarY ∼s[βλY ] for (αλ, βλ) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y)
denoting a pair of EROT potentials for r and s with cost c.

Proof. Consider the function classes FX and FY from (1.8). By the summability constraint
for the one-sample and two-sample case we obtain from Lemma 3.1 weak convergence

√
n((r̂n, s) − (r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ (Gr,0) in ℓ∞(FX ) × ℓ∞(FY),√
nm

n +m
((r̂n, ŝm) − (r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ (√δGr,√1 − δGs) in ℓ∞(FX ) × ℓ∞(FY).
The covariance of the Gaussian process is detailed in (3.4). Further, by Theorem 5.8
the EROT value is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX )) ×(P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)). The Hadamard derivative is defined on the contingent cone and given

by (hX , hY) ↦ ⟨αλ, hX ⟩ + ⟨βλ, hY ⟩. In particular, by convexity of the domain it follows
by Aubin & Frankowska (1990, Proposition 4.2.1) that the contingent cone at (r, s) is
characterized in terms of,

T∣(r,s)((P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)))
=Cl{t(r̃ − r, s̃ − s)∶ t > 0, r̃ ∈ P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ), s̃ ∈ P(Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)},

where the closure is taken with respect to ℓ∞(FX ) × ℓ∞(FY). Hence, by Portmanteau’s
characterization of weak convergence in terms of closed sets (Van der Vaart & Wellner,
1996, Theorem 1.3.4(ii)) it follows that the weak limit is almost surely contained in the
contingent cone at (r, s). Invoking the functional delta method (Van der Vaart & Wellner,
1996, Theorem 3.9.4) thus asserts both distributional limits for the empirical EROT value.
Note herein that the underlying topology for Hadamard differentiability and for the weak
convergence coincide. By linearity of the tangential Hadamard derivative, the asymptotic
distribution is given by centered normal where the limiting variance for the one-sample
case is given by

σ2λ(r∣s) = ∑
x,x′∈X

αλxα
λ
x′Σ(r)xx′ = ∑

x∈X

(αλx)2rx − ( ∑
x∈X

αλxrx)2 = VarX∼r[αλX].
The calculation for the two-sample case is analogous.

Remark 3.3 (Comparison to other works and degeneracy). A few comments concerning
the obtained distributional limits and their relation to related results are in order.

(i) Implications to popular costs, e.g., p-th power metric based costs are derived Section
4. We also assess uniformly bounded costs and powers of norms on Euclidean spaces.
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(ii) The distributional limits for the EROT value are characterized by a centered normal
where the asymptotic variance is given by the variance of the respective population
EROT potentials. These observations are in line with previous findings for finite
spaces (Bigot et al., 2019; Klatt et al., 2020) and for continuous spaces with squared
Euclidean costs (Mena & Niles-Weed, 2019; del Barrio et al., 2022; Goldfeld et al.,
2022). In fact, for probability measures with finite support our required summability
constraints are trivially fulfilled, and our findings coincide with results by Bigot et al.
(2019) and Klatt et al. (2020).

(iii) For squared Euclidean costs and sufficiently spread countable spaces X ,Y con-
tained in a Euclidean spaces (e.g. X = Y = Z), our conditions require that the
underlying measures are sub-Weibull of order 1 + ε, instead of sub-Gaussian (i.e.,
sub-Weibull of order 2) as required by Mena & Niles-Weed (2019); del Barrio et al.
(2022); Goldfeld et al. (2022). In this context, we deem it possible that the sub-
Gaussianity condition can be slightly lifted for continuous Euclidean settings.

(iv) For a common countable metric ground space (X , d) i.e., X = Y our results for the
cost function c(x, y) = dp(x, y), p ≥ 1 show no substantial difference in the limit law
for empirical EROT quantities between the cases r = s and r ≠ s. Additionally,
our derived limit distributions generally do not degenerate as EROT potentials are
typically non-constant due to their relation via the optimality conditions (Remark
2.2). In contrast, limit results for the empirical unregularized OT value obtained
by Tameling et al. (2019) show a clear distinction in the limit behavior between the
cases r = s and r ≠ s. Further, for X = Y and c(x, y) = dp(x, y) with p > 1 the
obtained limits by Tameling et al. (2019) degenerate for r = s with supp(r) = X
if and only if X has no isolated point. This is a consequence of uniqueness and
constancy of the underlying unregularized OT potentials. For more general costs,
sharp conditions for the existence of constant OT potentials in terms of the cost and
the underlying measures are derived by Hundrieser et al. (2022, Section 4). This
illustrates again that limit laws for empirical unregularized OT fundamentally differ
from their entropic counterparts.

(v) Given the distributional limits, it is a natural question to ask whether the em-
pirical EROT value is asymptotically efficient in the semiparametric sense (see
Van der Vaart 1998, p. 367). Intuitively, this means that any estimator for EROT (⋅, ⋅)
attains, among all one-dimensional submodels passing through the population mea-
sures (µ, ν), at least the same asymptotic variance. Goldfeld et al. (2022, Proposition
2, Theorem 7) have shown that this is indeed the case for the EROT value due to its
linear derivative, demonstrating asymptotic efficiency of the empirical EROT value.

When considering X = Y and a positive definite cost function, i.e., c(x, y) ≥ 0 for any
x, y ∈ X and c(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y, then for any r ∈ P(X ) which is not equal
to a Dirac measure it follows that EROT λ(r, r) > 0. This is a consequence of entropy
regularization which leads to supp(πλ(r, r)) = supp(r ⊗ r) for any λ > 0. To resolve
this drawback of the EROT value, Feydy et al. (2019) proposed a debiased quantity. For
r, s ∈ P(X ) the Sinkhorn divergence is defined as

EROT
λ(r, s) ∶= EROT λ(r, s) − 1

2
(EROTλ(r, r) −EROTλ(s, s)) .

Clearly, it holds that EROT
λ(r, r) = 0. For this quantity we also obtain distributional

limits when estimating the underlying measures using empirical measures.
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Theorem 3.4 (Distributional limit for Sinkhorn divergence). Let X = Y and consider
a symmetric, positive definite cost function with two collections of dominating functions
c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y as in (1.6) and CX ,CY , φY and C̃X , C̃Y , φ̃X as in (1.7).

Further, consider probability measures r, s ∈ P(X ).
(i) (One sample from r) Denote by r̂n ∶= 1

n ∑ni=1 δXi the empirical measure for random

variables X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and assume that

∑
x∈X

(CX + CY)(x)√rx + (C̃2X + C̃2Y + φ̃2X + φ2Y)(x)rx <∞ and (3.2)

∑
y∈Y

(CX + CY + C̃X + C̃Y + φ̃X + φY)(x)sx <∞. (3.3)

Then, for n→∞, it follows that

√
n(EROTλ(r̂n, s) −EROTλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ N (0, σ2λ(r∣s)),
where σ2λ(r∣s) = VarX∼r[αλX(r, s) − αλX(r, r)] and αλ(r, s), αλ(r, r) represent EROT
potentials.

(ii) (Two samples) Additionally, let ŝm ∶= 1
m ∑mi=1 δYi be the empirical measure for random

variables Y1, . . . , Ym
i.i.d.
∼ s independent of X1, . . . ,Xn

i.i.d.
∼ r and assume that r and s

fulfill (3.2). Then, for min(m,n)→∞ with m
m+n → δ ∈ (0,1), it follows that√

nm

n +m
(EROT λ(r̂n, ŝm) −EROTλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0, δσ2
λ(r∣s) + (1 − δ)σ2

λ(s∣r)),
where σ2λ(r∣s) = VarX∼r[αλX(r, s)−αλX(r, r)] and σ2λ(s∣r) = VarY ∼r[βλY (r, s)−βλY (s, s)]
and αλ(r, s), αλ(r, r), βλ(r, s), βλ(s, s) represent EROT potentials.

The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 3.2 and based on the functional delta
method in conjunction with the Hadamard differentiability of the Sinkhorn divergence
(Corollary 5.6). Notably, inspecting the variance, it follows under r = s that the distribu-
tional limit for the debiased EROT value always degenerates. To analyze the limit law
of the empirical debiased EROT value for this setting a second order sensitivity result is
required. For discrete spaces and on compact Euclidean spaces with squared Euclidean
costs this has been recently done by Bigot et al. (2019) and Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022),
respectively. The corresponding limit law can then be characterized as a bilinear form of
normally distributed random variables.

3.2 Distributional Limits for Empirical Entropic Optimal Transport Plan

For our main result on the empirical EROT plan we require additional assumptions on
the dominating functions for the underlying cost function.

Theorem 3.5 (Distributional limit for EROT plan). Assume that c∶X × Y → R satisfies
(1.6) for dominating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y such that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) < ∞ and define

CX ,CY , φX , φY as in (1.7). Further, consider probability measures r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y).
(i) (One sample from r) Denote by r̂n ∶= 1

n ∑ni=1 δXi the empirical measure for random

variables X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and assume that

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)sy <∞.
13



Then, for n→∞, it follows that√
n(πλ(r̂n, s) − πλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ DH∣(r,s)π
λ(Gr,0) D= G(0,Σλ,πλ(r∣s))

in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y), where DH∣(r,s)πλ denotes the Hadamard derivative of πλ at (r, s)
(Theorem 5.8) and Gr is a tight, centered Gaussian process in ℓ1CX (X × Y) with
covariance Σ(r) characterized by

Σ(r)xx′ = ⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
rx(1 − rx) if x = x′,
−rxrx′ if x ≠ x′. (3.4)

(ii) (One sample from s) Denote by ŝm ∶= 1
m ∑mi=1 δYi the empirical measure for random

variables Y1, . . . , Ym
i.i.d.
∼ s and assume that

∑
x∈X

CX (x)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)√sy <∞.
Then, for m→∞, it follows that√

m(πλ(r, ŝm) − πλ(r, s)) D
ÐÐ→ DH∣(r,s)π

λ(0,Gs) D= G(0,Σλ,πλ(s∣r))
in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y), where Gs is a tight, centered Gaussian process in ℓ1

CYφ4Y
(Y) with

covariance Σ(s) characterized as in (3.4).

(iii) (Two samples) Additionally, suppose that the empirical measures r̂n and ŝm from
above are based on independent random variables and assume that

∑
x∈X

CX (x)√rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)√sy <∞.
Then, for min(m,n) →∞ with m

m+n → δ ∈ (0,1), it follows that√
nm

n +m
(πλ(r̂n, ŝm) − πλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ DH∣(r,s)π
λ (√δGr,√1 − δGs)

D= G(0, δΣλ,πλ(r∣s) + (1 − δ)Σλ,πλ(s∣r))
in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y), where Gr and Gs are independent Gaussian processes in ℓ1CX (X )
and ℓ1

CYφ
4

Y
(Y) as in (i) and (ii), respectively.

Proof. For the assertions on the empirical EROT plan we consider the function classes HX
and HY from (1.9) which induce according to Lemma G.1 on P(X ) and P(Y) weighted
ℓ1-norms ∥⋅∥ℓ1

CX
(X) and ∥⋅∥ℓ1

CYφ
4

Y

(Y). Hence, we infer by Lemma 3.1 using the respective

summability constraints for the one-sample case from r, for the one-sample case from s,
and the two-sample case that√

n((r̂n, s) − (r, s)) D
ÐÐ→ (Gr,0) in ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CYφ4Y(Y),√

m((r, ŝm) − (r, s)) D
ÐÐ→ (0,Gs) in ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CYφ4Y(Y),√

nm

n +m
((r̂n, ŝm) − (r, s)) D

ÐÐ→ (δGr ,√1 − δGs) in ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CYφ4Y(Y).
As the EROT plan is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X )∩ℓ1CX (X ))×(P (Y) ∩ ℓ1

CYφ4Y
(Y)) the different claims follow from the functional delta method. Again

by linearity of the derivative the weak limit is given by a centered Gaussian process
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Remark 3.6 (Weak limit for EROT plan). If r and s are not supported on a single point
it follows by Remark 5.10 that the Hadamard derivative of πλ is different from the zero
operator, which implies that the weak limit for the empirical EROT plan is non-degenerate.

The nature of the weak limits for the empirical EROT plan in the one- and two-sample
case is complicated due to the highly non-trivial derivative for the EROT plan. An explicit
expression of the Hadamard derivative is provided in Theorem 5.8 which is, however,
rather complicated to estimate. Already for finite spaces, an explicit representation of the
asymptotic covariance for the limit distribution comprises a major challenge, even if the
underlying measures are assumed to be known (Klatt et al., 2020). In practice, one would
therefore rather resort to bootstrap resampling techniques, whose consistency we show in
Section 3.3.

As a corollary from our distributional limit for the EROT plan we obtain from the
continuous mapping theorem (Van der Vaart, 1996, Theorem 1.9.5) a (uniform) weak limit
for the expectation of a suitably dominated function class with respect to the empirical
EROT plan as well as for the empirical Sinkhorn cost. We only present the one sample
case, the two-sample case is analogous.

Corollary 3.7. Assume the same setting as for assertion (i) in Theorem 3.5 and consider
a function class F on X × Y such that supf∈F ∥f∥ℓ∞

CX⊕CY
(X×Y) < ∞. Then, for n → ∞, it

follows that

√
n(⟨f,πλ(r̂n, s)⟩ − ⟨f,πλ(r, s)⟩)

f∈F

D
ÐÐ→ G(0,ΣFλ,πλ(r∣s)),

where the weak limit is given by a tight, centered Gaussian with covariance characterized
by

ΣF
λ,πλ
(r∣s)f,f ′ = ∑

x,x′∈X
y,y′∈Y

f(x, y)f ′(x′, y′)(Σλ,πλ(r∣s))(x,y),(x′,y′).
Corollary 3.8. Assume the same setting as for assertion (i) in Theorem 3.5. Then, for
n→∞, it follows that

√
n(Sλ(r̂n, s) − Sλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0, σ̃2
λ,πλ
(r∣s)),

where the limiting covariance is given by

σ̃2
λ,πλ
(r∣s) = ∑

x,x′∈X
y,y′∈Y

c(x, y)c(x′, y′)(Σλ,πλ(r∣s))(x,y),(x′,y′).
Remark 3.9 (Comparison to other works). (i) If X and Y are finite spaces, then the

conditions for our distributional limits are fulfilled for any pair of probability mea-
sures r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y). Our limits then match with results by Klatt et al. (2020)
when considering the mutual information as the penalization term.

(ii) Similar to the weak limit for the empirical EROT plan, the asymptotic variance for
the evaluation of functionals with respect to the empirical EROT plan is difficult
to express explicitly. Still, these limits are consistent with the results obtained by
Harchaoui et al. (2020) and Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022). We verify this observation
in Appendix B. In particular, Corollary 3.8 proves a conjecture by Harchaoui et al.
(2020) on the asymptotic normality of the empirical Sinkhorn costs for a general
class of cost function in the setting of countable ground spaces.
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Remark 3.10 (Sharpness of conditions). For cost functions with bounded variation, i.e., if∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X)+∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) <∞, and in particular bounded costs ∥c∥ℓ∞(X×Y) <∞, our

stated assumptions for the validity of our limit laws for the empirical EROT plan are sharp.
This is a simple consequence of the fact that weak convergence of the empirical EROT plan√
n(πλ(r̂n, ŝn)−πλ(r, s)) in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y) requires that the marginal empirical processes√
n(r̂n − r) and √n(ŝn − s) converge weakly in ℓ1CX (X ) and ℓ1CY (Y), respectively. Invoking

Lemma 3.1(i) and G.1 such weak convergence occurs if and only if weighted Borisov-
Dudley-Durst conditions ∑x∈X CX (x)√rx +∑y∈Y CY(y)√sy <∞ are fulfilled.

3.3 Bootstrap Consistency

Our findings from Theorems 3.2 and 3.5 on the distributions of the empirical EROT
value and plan are asymptotic results. In order to estimate the respective non-asymptotic
distribution typically bootstrap methods are applied. On finite and countable spaces
Sommerfeld & Munk (2018) and Tameling et al. (2019) showed that the unregularized
OT value is only directionally Hadamard differentiable, i.e., that the Hadamard derivative
with respect to r and s is non-linear. As a consequence, the (näıve) n-out-of-n bootstrap
for the approximation of the distribution of the empirical unregularized OT value fails.
However, the EROT value and plan on countable spaces are Hadamard differentiable with
linear derivatives. Therefore, it follows that the näıve n-out-of-n bootstrap appears to be
a consistent estimation method.

To make this statement precise we follow Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996). Denote the

notion of convergence in outer probability by
P
∗

ÐÐ→ and consider for a given Banach space
B the set of bounded Lipschitz functions with Lipschitz modulus at most one,

BL1(B) ∶= {g∶B → R ∶ sup
x∈B
∣g(x)∣ ≤ 1, ∣g(x1) − g(x2)∣ ≤ ∥x1 − x2∥B ∀x1, x2 ∈ B} .

With this notation we show the consistency of the bootstrap for the EROT value and
plan as an application of the functional delta method in conjunction with consistency
of the bootstrap empirical process. The proof is an application of the functional delta
method for the bootstrap Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.6.13), details are
deferred to Appendix B.

Theorem 3.11 (Bootstrap consistency for EROT quantities). Consider an empirical mea-

sure r̂n derived by a sample X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and denote by r̂∗n = 1

n ∑ni=1 δX∗i the empirical

bootstrap estimator for r̂n based on a sample X∗1 , . . . ,X
∗
n

i.i.d.
∼ r̂n. Under the same setting

as in assertion (i) of Theorem 3.2 the (näıve) bootstrap is consistent for the EROT value,
i.e., as n tends to infinity it holds that

sup
h∈BL1(R)

∣E [h(√n(EROT λ(r̂∗n, s) −EROTλ(r̂n, s)))∣X1, . . . ,Xn]
−E [h(√n(EROT λ(r̂n, s) −EROTλ(r, s)))] ∣ P∗

ÐÐ→ 0.

Moreover, under the same setting as in assertion (i) of Theorem 3.5 the EROT plan is
also consistent for the (näıve) bootstrap, i.e., as n tends to infinity it holds that

sup
h∈BL1(ℓ1CX ⊕CY

(X×Y))

∣E [h(√n(πλ(r̂∗n, s) − πλ(r̂n, s)))∣X1, . . . ,Xn]
−E [h(√n(πλ(r̂n, s) − πλ(r, s)))] ∣ P

∗

ÐÐ→ 0.
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Analogous statements on bootstrap consistency are valid for the two-samples case, i.e.,

when Y ∗1 , . . . , Y
∗
m

i.i.d.
∼ s∗m are independent bootstrap realizations from X∗1 , . . . ,X

∗
n
i.i.d.
∼ r∗n.

3.4 Entropy Regularized Optimal Transport in the Regime of Vanishing

Regularization

In this section, we assess the limit behavior of the empirical EROT value and Sinkhorn
costs in the regime λ ↘ 0. For this purpose, we introduce the unregularized optimal
transport value between r and s as

OT(r, s) ∶= inf
π∈Π(r,s)

⟨c, π⟩. (OT)

Provided that CX ∈ ℓ1r(X ), CY ∈ ℓ1s(Y) it follows by Villani (2008, Theorems 4.1 and
5.10) that OT(r, s) is finite and that there exists a (possibly non-unique) optimal solution
π0 ∈ Π(r, s) such that OT (r, s) = ⟨c, π0⟩. Under this assumption it also follows that the
OT value admits a dual formulation

OT(r, s) = sup
(α,β)∈Φc(r,s)

⟨α, r⟩ + ⟨β, s⟩,
where Φc(r, s) ∶= {(α,β) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y)∶α ⊕ β ≤ c}. Optimizing elements of the dual
formulation are referred to as OT potentials.

For our analysis of the EROT value we require an upper bound for the quantities∣EROTλ(r, s) − OT (r, s)∣ and ∣Sλ(r, s) − OT(r, s)∣. Let π0 be an OT plan for the non-
regularized problem (OT) for r, s and denote for λ > 0 its entropy regularized counterpart
by πλ. By optimality for their respective optimization problem it follows that

⟨c, π0⟩ ≤ ⟨c, πλ⟩ ≤ ⟨c, πλ⟩ + λM(πλ) ≤ ⟨c, π0⟩ + λM(π0),
where M( ⋅ ) represents the mutual information. This yields

0 ≤ Sλ(r, s) −OT (r, s) ≤ EROTλ(r, s) −OT (r, s) ≤ λM(π0).
Most notably, if one of the probability measures has finite entropy, i.e.,

H(r, s) ∶=min( ∑
x∈X

rx log ( 1
rx
),∑
y∈Y

sy log ( 1
sy
)) <∞, (3.5)

we obtain by the bound 0 ≤M(π) ≤ H(r, s) for any π ∈ Π(r, s) (Cover & Thomas, 1991,
Theorem 2.4.1) that

∣Sλ(r, s) −OT (r, s)∣ ≤ ∣EROT λ(r, s) −OT (r, s)∣ ≤ λH(r, s) = O(λ). (3.6)

We like to point out that if a probability measure fulfills the Borisov-Dudley-Durst con-
dition, then it also admits finite entropy.

Remark 3.12. For finitely supported probability measures it was shown by Cominetti & San Mart́ın
(1994) that ∣Sλ(r, s)−OT (r, s)∣ = o(exp(−κ/λ)) for some constant κ > 0 depending on r and
s as λ tends to zero. However, as noted by Weed (2018) the upper bound o(exp(−κ/λ))
appears to fail in general for countably supported probability measures where instead the
rate ∣Sλ(r, s) −OT (r, s)∣ = O(λ) seems to be tight.
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For a sequence of i.i.d. samples X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.
∼ r and its associated empirical measure

r̂n we obtain by Antos & Kontoyiannis (2001, Corollary 1) that limn→∞H(r̂n, s) =H(r, s),
hence lim supn∈NH(r̂n, s) <∞. Performing a decomposition gives√

n(EROTλ(n)(r̂n, s) −EROTλ(n)(r, s))
=√n(EROTλ(n)(r̂n, s) −OT(r̂n, s)) +√n(OT (r, s) −EROTλ(n)(r, s))
+
√
n(OT(r̂n, s) −OT(r, s)).

For λ(n) = o(1/√n) the first and second term converge to zero. Similar assertions remain
valid if EROTλ(n) is replaced by Sλ(n). The weak convergence of the third term has been
analyzed by Tameling et al. (2019) for the setting where the cost function is selected as
the power of a metric. More precisely, for a general metric space (M,d) and countable
subsets X ,Y contained therein, they consider costs of the form cp(x, y) ∶= dp(x, y) for
p ≥ 1. Then, for n→∞, the empirical non-regularized OT value converges in distribution
to the supremum of a Gaussian process,√

n(OT (r̂n, s) −OT(r, s)) D
ÐÐ→ sup

α∗∈S∗
⟨α∗,Gr⟩, (3.7)

where S∗ denotes the set of dual optimizers of (OT) and Gr represents the Gaussian
process with covariance Σ(r). This distributional limit is valid if, for some z ∈ (M,d), it
holds that

∑
x∈X

dp(x, z)√rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

dp(y, z)sy <∞.
Recently, distributional limits for the empirical unregularized OT value on countable

spaces have been extended by Hundrieser et al. (2022) to arbitrary uniformly bounded
cost functions c. They assert a similar asymptotic distribution as in (3.7) if the estimated
population measure r fulfills the Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition ∑x∈X √rx <∞.

Both limit laws, for non-regularized OT value and its entropy regularized counterpart,
are essentially governed by their respective set of population dual optimizers. However,
unlike the entropic variant where the limit law is always characterized by a centered normal
due to uniqueness of dual optimizers, the set of dual optimizers for the non-regularized OT
problem may not be unique resulting in a supremum of Gaussian distributions rather than
a Gaussian distribution. This suggests that in general it is not sufficient to select a small
but fixed regularization parameter λ > 0 as such choice crucially affects the corresponding
weak limit, leading to a centered normal asymptotic law. Instead, the regularization
parameter should decrease with increasing sample size.

Nevertheless, under unique OT potentials (up to a constant shift) the distributional
limit for the empirical OT value is indeed centered normal. Such uniqueness is in fact
often expected under different measures. According to Staudt et al. (2022, Lemma 6 and
Corollary 1) it is always guaranteed for r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y) if

∑
x∈A

rx ≠ ∑
y∈B

sy

for every non-empty proper pair of subsets A ⊂ supp(r) and B ⊂ supp(s). Hence, given
a uniformly bounded cost and measures r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y) which satisfy the above
condition, there exists a unique (up to a constant shift) pair of OT potentials (α0, β0). If
the Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition is met by r, it follows by Hundrieser et al. (2022) that

√
n(OT (r̂n, s) −OT (r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0,VarX∼r[α0
X]),
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while for the EROT value with λ > 0 under identical assumptions Theorem 3.2 yields that

√
n(EROTλ(r̂n, s) −EROTλ(r, s)) D

ÐÐ→N (0,VarX∼r[αλX]).
In particular, based on Proposition 5.3(ii), we obtain for suitably shifted EROT potentials
αλ pointwise convergence to α0, and hence using our quantitative bounds in terms of ∥c∥∞
for these EROT potentials (Proposition 2.3) it follows from dominated convergence that

lim
λ↘0

VarX∼r[αλX] = VarX∼r[α0
X].

Moreover, as the Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition for r also implies that ∥r̂n − r∥ℓ1(X ) → 0
a.s. (see, e.g., Van der Vaart & Wellner 1996, Lemma 2.10.14), it also follows for any
sequence λn = o(1) a.s. that

lim
n→∞

VarX∼r̂n[αλnX ] = VarX∼r[α0
X].

As an appealing consequence, this showcases under bounded costs and unique OT poten-
tials that the limit distribution for the empirical OT value can be consistently approxi-
mated using the empirical EROT quantities.

Remark 3.13 (Degeneracy of limit law). As noted by Tameling et al. (2019) the limit
distributions provided in (3.7) may degenerate in certain cases, namely when the set of dual
optimal solutions S∗ for the non-regularized OT problem only contains constant elements.
This occurs e.g. under r = s with supp(r) = X for a cost function c(x, y) = dp(x, y) with
p > 1 if and only if X has no isolated points. In view of Hundrieser et al. (2022, Section
4) this setting amounts to unique and r-a.s. constant dual OT potentials. Hence, in this
case, the limit distribution of the empirical EROT value and Sinkhorn cost degenerate
for λ(n) = o(1). In contrast, for fixed λ > 0 the limit law generally does not degenerate
since population EROT potentials are typically non-constant (Remark 2.2) and as the
Hadamard derivative of the EROT plan differs from zero (Remark 5.10).

4 Examples

In this section we discuss a number of examples where our theory asserts novel distribu-
tional limits for EROT quantities and compare it to related statistical contributions on
EROT. We focus on three settings: (1) uniformly bounded costs on general countable
spaces, (2) countable spaces embedded in a metric space (M,d) and a cost function given
by the p-th power of a metric with p ≥ 1, and, as a special instance thereof, (3) countable
spaces contained within Euclidean spaces with a norm as the metric. Since our summation
constraints for the distributional limits on the EROT value and plan solely depend on the
choice of the dominating functions for the cost function we outline possible choices in each
respective setting and omit the specific summation constraints. Further, unless we define
different collections of dominating functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y they are to

be selected identically.

4.1 Uniformly Bounded Costs

In case of a uniformly bounded cost function c∶X ×Y → R≥0 with C ∶= sup(x,y)∈X×Y c(x, y) <
∞ we consider for (1.6) the dominating functions c−X , c

+
X ∶X → R, c−Y , c

+
Y ∶Y → R given by

c−X (x) = c−Y(y) = 0 and c+X (x) = c+Y(y) = C2 .
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Then it follows for any x ∈ X and y ∈ Y that

CX (x) = CY(y) = 1 + C
2
≍ 1 and φX (x) = φY(y) = exp( C2λ) ≍ 1.

Herein, the relation a ≍ b mean that there exists a constant κ > 0 such that a/k ≤ b ≤ ak.
In consequence, for the distributional limits of the empirical EROT value and plan we
require that the respective estimated measure fulfills the standard Borisov-Dudley-Durst
condition (Durst & Dudley, 1980; Borisov, 1981, 1983).

4.2 Costs induced by Powers of a Metric

For a general metric space (M,d) and countable subsets X ,Y contained therein, a suitable
cost function is given by cp(x, y) ∶= dp(x, y) for p ≥ 1. This is motivated by the p-th
Wasserstein distance Wp, which is defined for probability measures r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y) by

W p
p (µ, ν) ∶= OTcp(r, s) = inf

π∈Π(r,s)
⟨cp, π⟩.

For this cost function, the dominating functions for our limit distribution theory on the
empirical EROT value and plan are to be selected as follows. For fixed z ∈M we define

RX =RX (z) ∶= sup
x∈X

d(x, z) and RY =RY(z) ∶= sup
y∈Y

d(y, z),
and differentiate between four settings: (i) bounded spaces RX ,RY <∞, and (ii) bounded
and unbounded spaces RX < ∞ and RY = ∞ (we refer to this setting as semi-bounded),(iii) unbounded spaces RX = RY = ∞, and (iv) potentially unbounded spaces with a
separability constraint and p = 1.
4.2.1 Bounded Setting

For setting (i) it follows by triangle inequality that cp is uniformly bounded,

0 ≤ cp(x, y) = dp(x, y) ≤ (d(x, z) + d(z, y))p ≤ (RX +RY)p <∞,
and the dominating functions are to be selected according to Section 4.1. In particular, for
distributional limits of empirical EROT value and plan under estimated r or s we require
the standard Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition to be satisfied.

4.2.2 Semi-Bounded Setting

For setting (ii) we obtain for (x, y) ∈ X × Y, upon denoting (t)p+ ∶= max(0, t)p for t ∈ R,
cp(x, y) = dp(x, y)⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

≤ (d(y, z) + d(z,x))p ≤ (d(y, z) +RX )p,
≥ (d(y, z) − d(z,x))p+ ≥ (d(y, z) −RX )p+.

This gives rise to dominating functions c−X , c
+
X ∶X → R and c−Y , c

+
Y ∶Y → R defined by

c−X (x) = 0 c−Y(y) = (d(y, z) −RX )p+,
c+X (x) = 0, c+Y(y) = (d(y, z) +RX )p, (4.1)

and hence

CX (x) = 1, CY(y) = 1 + ∣c−Y(y)∣ + ∣c+Y(y)∣ ≍ 1 + dp(y, z),
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φX (x) = 1, φY(y) = exp(c+Y(y) − c−Y(y)λ
) ≤ exp((d(y, z) +RX )p

λ
) .

In particular, if p ∈ N, it holds for any y ∈ Y that

c+Y(y) − c−Y(y)
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
≤ (d(y, z) +RX )p ≤ 2pRpX if d(y, z) ≤RX ,
= ∑pi=1

i odd

2(p
i
)RiXdp−i(y, z) if d(y, z) >RX ,

which yields for any entropy regularization λ > 0 and arbitrary γ, ε > 0 the relations

φY(y) ≍ exp (2λ−1∑pi=1
i odd

(p
i
)RiXdp−i(y, z))

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
≲ exp (γdp−1+ε(y, z)) ,
≳ exp (γdp−1−ε(y, z)) . (4.2)

These considerations assert the validity of distributional limits for the empirical EROT
value and plan under estimated r if the standard Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition is met,
in conjunction with CY , φ

2
Y ∈ ℓ1s(Y). For the distributional limit of the empirical EROT

value if s is (also) estimated we (additionally) require that

∑
y∈Y

CY(y)√sy + φ2Y(y)sy <∞, (4.3)

whereas for the empirical EROT plan we require that

∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)√sy <∞. (4.4)

Sufficient conditions for (4.3) and (4.4) are provided in the subsequent lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Y ⊆ (M,d) and set fY ∶N → N, n↦#{y ∈ Y ∶n−1 ≤ d(y, z) < n}. Let
s ∈ P(Y) and assume that there exist γ, δ, ε > 0 such that

∑
y∈Y

exp (γdp−1+ε(y, z))sy <∞ and fY(n) ≲ exp (δnp−1+ε/2) . (4.5)

Then, for γ ∶= γ/10 in (4.2), it follows that conditions (4.3) and (4.4) are met.

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is given in Appendix C. The summability constraint in
(4.5) means that the measure s needs to be sub-Weibull for the metric d with an order
strictly greater than p − 1. The growth condition in (4.5) requires that the elements of Y
are sufficiently spread. It is always fulfilled if fY grows at most polynomially as n tends
to infinity.

4.2.3 Unbounded Setting

For setting (iii) it follows by triangle inequality and Jensen’s inequality that

0 ≤ cp(x, y) ≤ (d(y, z) + d(z,x))p ≤ 2p−1(dp(y, z) + dp(z,x)).
Hence, for arbitrary p ≥ 1 we may select dominating functions c−X , c

+
X ∶X → R and c−Y , c

+
Y ∶Y →

R defined by

c−X (x) = 0, c−Y(y) = 0,
c+X (x) = 2p−1dp(x, z), c+Y(y) = 2p−1dp(y, z),

21



which yields for ε, γ > 0 the relation

CX (x) = 1 + 2p−1dp(x, z) ≍ 1 + dp(x, z), CY(y) = 1 + 2p−1dp(y, z) ≍ 1 + dp(y, z),
φX (x) = exp(2p−1dp(x, z)λ

) φY(y) = exp(2p−1dp(y, z)λ
)

≲ exp (γdp+ε(x, z)) , φY(y) ≲ exp (γdp+ε(y, z)) .
Moreover, for p ∈ Nmore refined dominating functions may be selected. Further we con-

sider different collections of dominating functions c−X , c
+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y . Given

ε, γ > 0 we use triangle inequality and Hölder’s inequality onto the i-th element of the
subsequent sum such that

dp(x, y) ≤ (d(y, z) + d(z,x))p = ∑pi=0 (pi)dp−i(y, z)di(x, z)
≤ dp(y, z) + λγ

2 d
p−1+ε(y, z) +∑p−1i=1 Kid

qi(x, z) + dp(x, z),
where qi = q(i, p, ε) ∶= p−1+ε

i−1+ε and Ki = K(i, p, ε, γ, λ) ∶= (pi) p−1+εi−1+ε ( λγ
2(p−1)

p−i
i−1+ε)− p−i

p−1+ε
repre-

sent for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p − 1} the dual Hölder exponent and coefficient, respectively.
Again invoking triangle inequality we find since p ∈ N that

dp(x, y) ≥ (d(y, z) − d(z,x))p = ∑pi=0(−1)i(pi)dp−i(y, z)di(x, z)
≥ dp(y, z) − λγ

2 d
p−1+ε(y, z) −∑p−1i=1 Kid

qi(x, z) + (−1)pdp(x, z).
Hence, under p ∈ N we may select dominating functions given by

c−X (x) = (−1)pdp(x, z) −∑p−1i=1 Kid
qi(x, z), c−Y(y) = dp(y, z) − λγ2 dp−1+ε(y, z),

c+X (x) = dp(x, z) +∑p−1i=1 Kid
qi(x, z), c+Y(y) = dp(y, z) + λγ2 dp−1+ε(y, z).

(4.6)

By symmetry of the metric, we may also consider the dominating functions

c̃−X (x) = dp(x, z) − λγ2 dp−1+ε(x, z), c̃−Y(y) = (−1)pdp(y, z) −∑p−1i=1 Kid
qi(y, z),

c̃+X (x) = dp(x, z) + λγ2 dp−1+ε(x, z), c̃+Y(y) = dp(y, z) −∑p−1i=1 Kid
qi(y, z). (4.7)

As a consequence, we obtain

CX (x) ≍ 1 + dp(x, z) + d(p−1+ε)/ε(x, z), CY(y) ≍ 1 + dp(y, z),
C̃X (x) ≍ 1 + dp(x, z), C̃Y(y) ≍ 1 + dp(y, z) + d(p−1+ε)/ε(y, z),
φ̃X (x) ≍ exp(γdp−1+ε(x, z)), φY(y) ≍ exp(γdp−1+ε(y, z)).

These functions provide the weights for the summability constraints of our distribu-
tional limits for the EROT value if r or s or both are estimated as outlined in Theorem
3.2. In particular, based on Proposition 4.1, it follows that the summation constraints are
fulfilled if the measures r and s are sub-Weibull for the metric d of an order strictly greater
than p − 1 and if additionally the sets X and Y are sufficiently spread out in (M,d).

Notably, for this setting our theory on distributional limits for the empirical EROT
plan does not apply since ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X ) = ∞ and ∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) = ∞. Nevertheless,

as the following subsection highlights, under an additional separability constraint we can
formulate refined dominating functions, which enables us to apply our distributional limits
for the empirical EROT plan even if both spaces are unbounded.
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4.2.4 Unbounded Setting with Separability Constraint

Assume that the countable spaces X ,Y are unbounded subsets in the metric space (M,d)
that fulfill the condition

κ ∶= sup
(x,y)∈X×Y

(d(x, z) + d(z, y) − d(x, y)) <∞. (4.8)

This condition is to be interpreted as a separability constraint between the spaces X and
Y, i.e., the larger the distances d(x, z) and d(z, y), the larger the distance d(x, y). Under
condition (4.8) and by triangle inequality we can select the dominating functions for c1 as

c−X (x) = d(x, z) − κ/2, c−Y(x) = d(y, z) − κ/2,
c+X (x) = d(x, z), c+Y(x) = d(y, z), (4.9)

which results in

CX (x) ≍ 1 + d(x, z), CY(y) ≍ 1 + d(y, z),
φX (x) ≍ 1, φY(y) ≍ 1.

This means that the summability constraints for the distributional limits of the empir-
ical EROT value and plan only consist in weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst conditions with
weights given by CX and CY .

4.3 Costs induced by Powers of a Norm on Euclidean Space

We now assume that X and Y are contained in a Euclidean space and consider a cost
function c(x, y) = ∥x − y∥p for some p ∈ N and some arbitrary norm ∥⋅∥. Based on the
previous section we provide a single proposition for the two-sample case.

Proposition 4.2 (EROT limits laws for powers of a norm). Let X ,Y be countable spaces
in (Rd, ∥⋅∥), consider costs cp(x, y) ∶= ∥x − y∥p for p ∈ N and take probability measures
r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y). Consider one of the following four settings.

(i) Suppose that X ,Y are bounded subsets of Rd and assume that

∑
x∈X

√
rx <∞ and ∑

y∈Y

√
sy <∞.

(ii) Suppose that X is a bounded subset of Rd while Y is not. Assume that the function
fY ∶N → N, n ↦ #{y ∈ Y ∶n − 1 ≤ ∥y∥ < n} grows at most polynomial as n → ∞.
Further, assume there exist ε, γ > 0 such that,

exp(∥y∥p−1+ε) ∑
x∈X

√
rx <∞ and ∑

y∈Y

exp(γ ∥y∥p−1+ε)sy <∞.

(iii) Suppose that X ,Y are unbounded subsets of Rd. Assume that the functions fX ∶N→
N, n↦#{x ∈ X ∶n−1 ≤ ∥x∥ < n} and fY grow at most polynomial as n→∞. Further,
assume there exist ε, γ > 0 such that,

∑
x∈X

exp(γ ∥x∥p−1+ε)rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

exp(γ ∥y∥p−1+ε)sy <∞.
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(iv) Take ∥⋅∥ = ∥⋅∥1 and let p = 1. Assume that X ⊆ (−∞, a], Y ⊆ [b,∞) for elements
a, b ∈ Rd and suppose

∑
x∈X

(1 + ∥x∥1)√rx <∞ and ∑
y∈Y

(1 + ∥y∥1)√sy <∞.
Then, assertion (ii) of Theorem 3.2 for the empirical EROT value holds. Further, under
setting (i), (ii), or (iv), assertion (iii) of Theorem 3.5 for the empirical EROT plan holds.

Remark 4.3 (Comparison to other works on squared Euclidean costs). The work by
Mena & Niles-Weed (2019) provide distributional limits for the EROT value under squared
Euclidean costs for sub-Gaussian measures by centering with the expectation of the em-
pirical quantities. A refinement of this distributional limit has been recently achieved by
del Barrio et al. (2022) and Goldfeld et al. (2022) during the time this work was under
review, asserting that the centering indeed can be selected as the population quantity.
Their limit law is in line with our findings and is also given by a centered normal whose
variance is characterized by the respective variance of the EROT potentials.

Proposition 4.2 complements these contributions as we do not focus only on the squared
Euclidean norm but consider more general choices for p ∈ N as well as other norms, while
demanding the measures to be concentrated on countable sets. Further, for p = 2 and
measures concentrated on sufficiently spread countable sets, e.g., X = Y = δZd for δ > 0,
we do not require sub-Gaussianity but only that the measures are sub-Weibull of order(1 + ε) for some ε > 0.
5 Sensitivity Analysis

To formalize the underlying norms in which we perform our sensitivity analysis, we assume
throughout this section that c∶X × Y → R satisfies (1.6) for two collections of dominating
functions c−X , c

+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y and c̃−X , c̃

+
X , c̃

−
Y , c̃

+
Y and define for these two collections the functions

CX ,CY , φX , φY and C̃X , C̃Y , φ̃X , φ̃Y as in (1.7). Note that the functions φX , φY and φ̃X , φ̃Y
also depend on the regularization parameter λ. Recall the definition of the function classes
FX ,FY from (1.8) and HX ,HY from (1.9). According to Lemma G.1, the norm induced by
FX (resp. FY) consists of a weighted ℓ

1-component with CX (resp. CY) in combination with
another component that ensures convergence of integrals of certain individual functions.
Further, we define for δ ≥ 0 the functions

ΦδX ∶X → [1,∞), x↦ CX (x)φδX (x),
ΦδY ∶Y → [1,∞), y ↦ CY(y)φδY(y), (5.1)

which shall serve as weights for a weighted ℓ1-norm. The key motivation for the use of
these norms in our analysis arises from our quantitative bounds on the EROT potentials
and the plan from Proposition 2.3.

5.1 Continuity of Entropic Optimal Transport Quantities

As a first step for our sensitivity analysis we derive a stability result for the EROT value
which relates the perturbation of measures in one component to the respective EROT
potentials. All proof of this subsection are deferred to Appendix D.1.

Lemma 5.1 (Stability of EROT value). Consider probability measures r, r̃ ∈ P(X ), s ∈
P(Y) such that CX ∈ ℓ1r(X ) ∩ ℓ1r̃(X ), CY , φY ∈ ℓ1s(Y) and let λ > 0. Then it follows for
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EROT potentials (αλ, βλ) and (α̃λ, β̃λ) (according to Remark 2.2) for the pairs (r, s) and(r̃, s), respectively, that
⟨α̃λ, r − r̃⟩ ≤ EROT λ(r, s) −EROTλ(r̃, s) ≤ ⟨αλ, r − r̃⟩

In particular, it holds that

∣EROT λ(r, s) −EROTλ(r̃, s)∣ ≤ (⟨CX , r + r̃⟩ + 2⟨CY , s⟩ + 2λ log⟨φY , s⟩) ∥r − r̃∥ℓ1CX (X ) .
Building upon this stability result for the EROT value we verify continuity properties

for the EROT value as well as EROT potentials and plan. Notably, these results crucially
rely on our quantitative bounds from Proposition 2.3.

Proposition 5.2 (Continuity under fixed λ > 0). Take sequences of probability measures
r, (rk)k∈N ∈ P(X ), s, (sk)k∈N ∈ P(Y) and let λ > 0 be fixed.

(i) Assume that CX , C̃X , φ̃X ∈ ℓ1r(X ), CY , C̃Y , φY ∈ ℓ1s(Y) and for FX ,FY suppose that

lim
k→∞
∥rk − r∥ℓ∞(FX ) + ∥sk − s∥ℓ∞(FY) = 0.

Then it follows that

lim
k→∞

EROTλ(rk, sk) = EROTλ(r, s).
(ii) Under the assumptions of setting (i), take EROT potentials (αλ, βλ), ((αλk , βλk ))k∈N ⊂

R
X ×RY of (DEROT) for (rk, sk)k∈N, (r, s) according to Remark 2.2 such that βλk,y1 =

βλy1 = 0 for some element y1 ∈ supp(s). Then it follows for any x ∈ X , y ∈ Y that

lim
k→∞

αλk,x = αλx, lim
k→∞

βλk,y = βλy .
(iii) Assume that Φ1

X ∈ ℓ1r(X ), Φ1
Y ∈ ℓ1s(Y) for Φ1

X ,Φ
1
Y defined in (5.1) and suppose that

lim
k→∞
∥rk − r∥ℓ1

Φ1

X

(X ) + ∥sk − s∥ℓ1
Φ1

Y

(Y) = 0.
Then it follows for the EROT plans of (rk, sk)k∈N, (r, s), respectively, that

lim
k→∞
∥πλ(rk, sk) − πλ(r, s)∥ℓ1

CX⊕CY
(X×Y)

= 0.
We emphasize that for the continuity of the EROT plan in the Banach space ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y)

we consider for the underlying measures the norm of the space ℓ1
Φ1

X
(X ) × ℓ1

Φ1

Y
(Y) which is

(under appropriate choice of the functions c−X , c
+
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y ) at least as strong as the norm of

ℓ∞(FX ) × ℓ∞(FY). Indeed, by selecting c−X = c̃−X , c+X = c̃+X and c−Y = c̃−Y , c+Y = c̃+Y , we have

∥⋅∥ℓ∞(FX ) ≤ ∥⋅∥ℓ1
Φ1

X

(X) on P(X ) and ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(FY) ≤ ∥⋅∥ℓ1
Φ1

Y

(Y) on P(Y),
where the latter norms are strictly stronger if ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) =∞ and ∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) =∞.

In addition to continuity results for a fixed regularization parameter, we also provide a
novel insight on the EROT value and potential under suitably converging measures in the
regime of vanishing regularization. This complements a convergence result for the EROT
potential by Nutz & Wiesel (2022, Theorem 1.1) on general Polish spaces but under fixed
marginal probability distributions.
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Proposition 5.3 (Continuity under λ↘ 0). Let c∶X ×Y → R be a uniformly bounded cost
function. Take sequences of probability measures r, (rk)k∈N ∈ P(X ), s, (sk)k∈N ∈ P(Y) such
that H(r, s) <∞ (defined in (3.5)) and

lim
k→∞
∥rk − r∥ℓ1(X) + ∥sk − s∥ℓ1(Y) = 0.

Further, let (λk)k∈N be positive regularization parameters with limk→∞ λk = 0.
(i) Then it follows that

lim
k→∞

EROTλk(rk, sk) = OT (r, s).
(ii) Assume that the (unregularized) OT potential for r, s is unique (up to a constant

shift) on supp(r)× supp(s). Consider a pair of OT potentials (α0, β0) for (r, s) and
take EROT potentials ((αλk

k
, β

λk
k
))k∈N ⊂ RX ×RY for (rk, sk)k∈N with regularization

parameter (λk)k∈N, respectively, such that βλk
k,y1
= β0y1 = 0 for some element y1 ∈

supp(s). Then it follows for any x ∈ supp(r), y ∈ supp(s) that
lim
k→∞

α
λk
k,x
= α0

x, lim
k→∞

β
λk
k,y
= β0y .

In our proof we explicitly make use of the boundedness of the cost function in order to
ensure existence of EROT potentials which then can be uniformly bounded independent
of the regularization parameter. Moreover, as part of our proof technique we show that
cluster points of sequences of EROT potentials with vanishing regularization constitute
dual optimizers of the OT problem. For this reason, it is central in our argument to
impose the uniqueness assumption. It remains open to what extent these requirements
can be relaxed. Such stability results would be both of statistical as well as computational
interest.

5.2 Hadamard Differentiability of Entropic Optimal Transport Value

In this section, we prove Hadamard differentiability of the EROT value with respect to the
marginal probability measures for a suitable weighted norm induced by a function class.

Definition 5.4. A mapping Ψ ∶U → V between normed spaces U,V is said to be Hadamard
differentiable at u ∈ U if there exists a continuous linear map DH∣uΨ ∶U → V such that for

any sequence hn ∈ U converging to h and any positive sequence (tn)n∈N with tn ↘ 0 such
that u + tnhn ∈ U it holds

∥Ψ(u + tnhn) − Ψ(u)
tn

−DH∣uΨ(h)∥
V

→ 0 (5.2)

for n →∞. Further, Ψ is Hadamard differentiable tangentially to U0 ⊆ U at u if the limit
(5.2) exists for all sequences hn = t−1n (kn − u) converging to h where kn ∈ U0 and tn ↘ 0.
The Hadamard derivative is then defined on the contingent (Bouligand) cone to U0 at u

Tu(U0) = {h ∈ U ∶ h = lim
n→∞

t−1n (kn − u), (kn)n∈N ⊆ U0, (tn)n∈N ∈ R≥0, tn ↘ 0} .
Concerning the derivative of the EROT value we recall by the relation between primal

and dual optimizers πλ, αλ, βλ for r, s (Proposition 2.1) that

EROTλ(r, s) = ⟨αλ, r⟩ + ⟨βλ, s⟩.
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This indicates that the Hadamard derivative of EROTλ at (r, s) is characterized by ⟨αλ, ⋅⟩+⟨βλ, ⋅⟩, an observation that is in line with findings on finite ground spaces by Bigot et al.
(2019) and Klatt et al. (2020). On countable spaces this is also valid under suitable
conditions on the cost functional and the probability measures r, s.

Theorem 5.5 (Hadamard differentiability of EROT value). Assume that CX , C̃X , φX ∈
ℓ1r(X ) and CY , C̃Y , φ̃X ∈ ℓ1s(Y), and from FX ,FY from (1.8). Then, for λ > 0 the functional

EROTλ∶(P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)) → R

is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X )∩ ℓ∞(FX ))× (P (Y)∩ ℓ∞(FY))
with Hadamard derivative

DH∣(r,s)EROT
λ
∶ T(r,s) ((P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)))→ R,

(hX , hY)↦ ⟨αλ, hX ⟩ + ⟨βλ, hY ⟩,
where (αλ, βλ) are EROT potentials for probability measures (r, s).

The proof is deferred to Appendix D.2. Central to its proof is strong duality (Propo-
sition 2.1) the correspondence between the EROT potentials (Remark 2.2) in conjunction
with pointwise continuity (Proposition 5.2). In particular, we make explicit use of the
norm induced by the function classes FX and FY in order to suitably control the EROT
potentials.

As a corollary, we obtain a sensitivity result for the Sinkhorn divergence (Section 3.1).

Corollary 5.6 (Hadamard differentiability of Sinkhorn divergence). Suppose that X = Y
and take a symmetric, positive definite cost function. Assume that CX ,CY , C̃X , C̃Y , φX , φ̃X ∈
ℓ1r(X ) ∩ ℓ1s(Y), and consider FX ,FY from (1.8). Then, for λ > 0 the functional

EROT
λ
∶(P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ∪FY)) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ∪FY))→ R

is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ∪ FY)) × (P (Y) ∩
ℓ∞(FX ∪FY)) with Hadamard derivative

DH∣(r,s)EROT
λ
∶T(r,s) ((P (X ) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ∪FY)) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FX ∪FY)))→ R,

(hX , hY)↦ ⟨αλ(r, s) − αλ(r, r), hX ⟩ + ⟨βλ(r, s) − βλ(r, r), hY ⟩,
where (αλ(r̃, s̃), βλ(r̃, s̃)) are EROT potentials for probability measures r̃, s̃ ∈ P(X ).
5.3 Hadamard Differentiability of Entropic Optimal Transport Plan

Deriving the Hadamard derivative of the EROT plan is more challenging and requires more
careful considerations. Before we state this in a formal way, we give a heuristic derivation.
For this purpose, we consider a fixed element y1 ∈ Y (as in Proposition 5.2) and denote for
any b ∈ RY the element where we omit the entry at y1 by b∗ ∶= (by2 , by3 , . . . ) ∈ RY/{y1}. We
adhere to this notation in order to fix the choice for EROT potentials (αλ, βλ) via βλy1 = 0,
it also enables us to prove invertibility of a certain operator.

In particular, we set

P (Y)∗ =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩s∗ ∈ ℓ

1(Y/{y1})∶ ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

s∗,y ∈ [0,1], s∗ ≥ 0⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
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as the set of probability vectors on Y, where we omit the entry for y1. Note that for a given
element s∗ ∈ P (Y)∗ we can recover the associated probability measure via the relation
s = (1 −∑y∈Y/{y1} s∗,y, s∗,y2 , s∗,y3 , . . . ). At the core of our approach is the reformulation of
the optimality criterion (Proposition 2.1) as an operator defined on suitable spaces. We
introduce the marginalization operator omitting the entry at y1, i.e.,

A∗∶ ℓ
1(X × Y)→ ℓ1(X ) × ℓ1(Y/{y1}), π ↦ ((∑y∈Y πxy)x∈X .(∑x∈X πxy)y∈Y/{y1}) .

Its dual operator, formally a linear mapping ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞(Y/{y1}) → ℓ∞(X × Y), will
be extended as follows

AT∗ ∶R
X
×R

Y/{y1} → R
X×Y , (a, b∗)↦ (a⊕ (0, b∗)),

where ⊕ denotes the tensor sum, i.e., (a ⊕ (0, b∗))x,y = ax + b∗,y for (x, y) ∈ X × Y and(a⊕ (0, b∗))x,y1 = ax for x ∈ X . These operators enable us to define

F ∶(ℓ1(X × Y) ×RX ×RY/{y1}) × (ℓ1(X ) × ℓ1(Y/{y1})) → R
X×Y
×R

X
×R

Y/{y1},

((π,α,β∗), (r, s∗))↦ ⎛⎜⎝
π − exp ( 1

λ
[AT∗ (α,β∗) − c])⊙ (r ⊗ s)
A∗(π) − ( rs∗)

⎞⎟⎠ ,
where ⊙ denotes the component-wise product and ⊗ is defined as the tensor product of the
probability measures (r ⊗ s)xy = rxsy for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y. In terms of F the optimality
criterion from Proposition 2.1 is restated as follows.

Lemma 5.7. For given probability measures (r, s) ∈ P (X ) ×P (Y) and λ > 0 the element
π ∈ ℓ1(X × Y) and the potentials (α, (0, β∗)) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y) ⊆ R

X × RY are optimal for
(EROT) and (DEROT), respectively, if and only if

F((π,α,β∗), (r, s∗)) = 0. (5.3)

Equation (5.3) intuitively contains a proposal for the Hadamard derivative of πλ.
Indeed, a näıve application of the usual calculus of partial derivatives (denoted by D)
from finite-dimensional spaces with respect to r, s∗ yields the partial derivative of F at
r̃, s̃∗ ∈ P (X ) ×P (Y)∗ for fixed elements π̃ ∈ ℓ1(X × Y), (α̃, β̃∗) ∈ RX ×RY/{y1}, given by

D
r,s∗∣(π̃,α̃,β̃∗,r̃,s̃∗)

F ∶ ℓ1(X ) × ℓ1(Y/{y1})→ R
X×Y
×R

X
×R

Y/{y1},

(hX , hY∗ )↦ ⎛⎜⎜⎝
− exp ( 1

λ
[AT∗ (α̃, β̃∗) − c])⊙ (r̃ ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s̃)

−(hX
hY∗
)

⎞⎟⎟⎠ ,
where hY ∶= (−∑y∈Y/{y1} hY∗,y, hY∗,y2 , hY∗,y3 , . . . ). Likewise, the näıve partial derivative of F

with respect to π,α,β∗ for the elements (π̃, α̃, β̃∗, r̃, s̃∗) is equal to
D
π,α,β∗∣(π̃,α̃,β̃∗,r̃,s̃∗)

F ∶ ℓ1(X × Y) ×RX ×RY/{y1} → R
X×Y
×R

X
×R

Y/{y1},

(hX×Y , hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ )
↦
⎛⎝h
X×Y − 1

λ
exp ( 1

λ
[AT∗ (α̃, β̃∗) − c])⊙ (r̃ ⊗ s̃)⊙AT∗ (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ )

A∗(hX×Y)
⎞⎠ .
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Motivated by an implicit function approach a proposal for the Hadamard derivative of πλ

at the pair of probability measures (r, s) ∈ P (X ) ×P (Y) is
− [D

π,α,β∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)
F]−1

π
○D

r,s∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)
F . (5.4)

Much of our proof is devoted to making (5.4) mathematically precise. This requires
assumptions on the cost function and the probability measures r and s. More precisely, for
our subsequent differentiability result for the EROT plan we require that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <
∞ which implies that CX ≤ ΦδX ≤ CX ∥φδX ∥ℓ∞(X) for any δ ≥ 0. Further, for an explicit

expression of the derivative for the EROT plan we introduce the operators

A
X
r,s∶ℓ

∞
φ4
Y
(Y/{y1}) → ℓ∞(X ), h

Y ,∞
∗ ↦ ( ∑

y∈Y/{y1}

(πλxy(r, s)
rx

)hY ,∞∗,y )
x∈X

,

A
Y
r,s∶ℓ

∞(X )→ ℓ∞
φ4
Y
(Y/{y1}) hX ,∞ ↦ ( ∑

x∈X

(πλxy(r, s)
sy

)hX ,∞x )
y∈Y/{y1}

,

BXr,s∶ℓ
1
Φ4

Y
(Y)→ ℓ∞(X ) hY ↦ ( ∑

y∈Y/{y1}

(πλxy(r, s)
rxsy

)hY∗,y)
x∈X

,

BYr,s∶ℓ
1
CX (X )→ ℓ∞

φ4
Y
(Y/{y1}) hX ↦ ( ∑

x∈X

(πλxy(r, s)
rxsy

)hXx )
y∈Y/{y1}

.

Based on our quantitative bounds for the EROT plan from Proposition 2.3 it follows that
these operators are continuous. Upper bounds on their operator norms are obtained in
the proof of the subsequent theorem. With these conventions we can state our main result
on the Hadamard differentiability of the EROT plan.

Theorem 5.8 (Hadamard differentiability of EROT plan). Consider probability measures
r ∈ P(X ), s ∈ P(Y) which both have full support. Assume that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) < ∞ and

CX ∈ ℓ1r(X ),Φ4
Y ∈ ℓ1s(Y). Further, consider the EROT plan for λ > 0 as a mapping

πλ∶ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

X
(Y))→ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y).

Then πλ is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩
ℓ1
Φ4

X
(Y)) with Hadamard derivative given by

DH∣(r,s)π
λ
∶T(r,s)((P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y)))→ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y),

(hX , hY)↦ (− [D
π,α,β∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)

F]−1
π
○D

r,s∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)
F) (hX , hY∗ )

= πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]

− πλ ⊙AT∗ ( (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
−AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1 )(

0 BXr,s
BYr,s 0

)(hX
hY
) .

The derivative is a well-defined and bounded operator and the contingent cone at (r, s)
with respect to ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) is given by

T(r,s)((P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1CY (Y)))
= {hX ∈ ℓ1CX (X )∶ ∑

x∈X

hXx = 0} × ⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩h
Y ∈ ℓ1CY (Y)∶∑

y∈Y

hYy = 0
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ .

29



If there exists a collection of functions c+X , c
−
X , c

+
Y , c

−
Y for c such that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞

and ∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ it follows that CX ≍ ΦδX and CY ≍ ΦδY for any δ ≥ 0. In this case, the

norm for the Hadamard differentiability can be replaced by ℓ1CX (X )×ℓ1CY(Y). The proof of
Theorem 5.8 is deferred to Appendix D.3, but we like to sketch its main arguments here.

Sketch of Proof. We first verify that the proposed operator for the derivative (5.4) is well-
defined and bounded (Proposition D.1). Herein, we require that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) < ∞
to ensure the validity of the Neumann series calculus. We then proceed with the proof
of Hadamard differentiability of the EROT plan. By definition, this requires to take a
sequence (tn)n∈N such that tn ↘ 0 and a converging sequence (hXn , hYn )n∈N ⊆ ℓ1CX (X ) ×
ℓ1
Φ4

Y
(Y) with limit (hX , hY) and (r+ tnhXn , s+ tnhYn ) ∈ (P (X )∩ℓ1CX (X ))×(P (Y)∩ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y))

for each n ∈ N. To this end, we show that the difference quotient of EROT plans for finitely
supported perturbations can be approximated by the proposed derivative (Proposition
D.3) and verify that the EROT plan is locally Lipschitz continuous (Proposition D.4).
These results, in conjunction with a notion of finite support approximation (Appendix F),
allow us to find for any ε > 0 an integer N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N holds

∥πλ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) − π(r, s)
tn

−DH∣(r,s)π
λ(hX , hY)∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

< ε.

Remark 5.9 (On proof technique). (i) Our proof for the sensitivity of the EROT plan
does not rely on a standard implicit function theorem for Hadamard differentiable
functions (Römisch, 2006, Proposition 4). The main issue in employing such a
result lies in the selection of suitable normed spaces for the domain and range of
F . To ensure that the mapping F is well-defined the range space has to be chosen
sufficiently large while at the same time the range space has to be sufficiently small
such that the operator [D

π,α,β∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)
F]−1 is well-defined on a neighborhood

around the origin in the range space. As it turns out by Lemma E.1 has the operator[D
π,α,β∗∣(πλ,αλ,βλ∗ ,r,s∗)

F]−1 only a fairly small domain (Remark E.2). Hence, to prove

the claim on Hadamard differentiability we instead perform a careful analysis of the
individual perturbation errors and show that they tend towards zero.

(ii) Our assumption ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ asserts by Proposition 2.3 a strictly positive
lower bound for the quotient πλxy1(r, s)/rx uniformly in x ∈ supp(r) and may be inter-
preted as a curvature condition; these are commonly required in the context of M -
estimators in order to control error bounds. In particular, the uniform lower bound
implies that the operators AXr,sA

Y
r,s and A

Y
r,sA

X
r,s have operator norm strictly smaller

than one, which asserts that (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s) and (IdY/{y1}−AYr,sAXr,s) are invertible.
This property was imposed as a direct condition by Harchaoui et al. (2020) in their
Assumption 2(3). It is also fulfilled for the setting of Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022) as
they consider compactly supported probability measures in Euclidean spaces with a
smooth cost function. It remains open if the analysis can be relaxed to account for
general unbounded ground costs (Remark D.5) on non-compact spaces.

Remark 5.10 (Non-vanishing derivative for EROT plan). For any r, r′ ∈ P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ),
s, s′ ∈ P (Y) ∩ ℓ1CY (X ) it holds that

∥πλ(r, s) − πλ(r′, s′)∥
ℓ1CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≥max(∥r − r′∥

ℓ1CX
(X)

, ∥s − s′∥
ℓ1CX
(X)
) .
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This implies under ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) < ∞ and ∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) < ∞ for a sequence (tn)n∈N ⊆(0,∞) such that tn ↘ 0 and a converging sequence (hXn , hYn )n∈N ∈ ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CY (Y) with
limit (hX , hY) and (r+ tnhXn , s+ tnhYn ) ∈ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ))×(P (Y)∩ ℓ1CY(Y)) for all n ∈ N
that

∥DH∣(r,s)πλ(hX , hY)∥ℓ1CX⊕CY(X×Y)= lim
n→∞

∥πλ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) − πλ(r, s)
tn

∥
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

≥ lim
n→∞

max(∥hXn ∥ℓ1
CX
(X)

, ∥hYn ∥ℓ1
CY
(X)
) =max(∥hX ∥

ℓ1
CX
(X)

, ∥hY∥
ℓ1
CY
(Y)
) .

This demonstrates for either r or s not supported on just a single point that DH∣(r,s)π
λ ≠ 0.

6 Discussion

For a general class of cost functions on countable spaces we have derived distributional
limits for the empirical EROT value and plan. These results are in line with other sta-
tistical contributions on the EROT value (Bigot et al., 2019; Mena & Niles-Weed, 2019;
del Barrio et al., 2022; Goldfeld et al., 2022) and the EROT plan (Klatt et al., 2020; Harchaoui et al.,
2020; Gonzalez-Sanz et al., 2022), and extend the current state of research concerning em-
pirical EROT.

It remains open to what extent the conditions on limit laws can be weakened, possibly
to omit the exponential term in our summability conditions. In particular, it would be
interesting to investigate the sensitivity of the EROT plan under generally unbounded
ground costs. Notably, in our results for the EROT plan the condition ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞
is of particular use to employ the Neumann series calculus of bounded operators. In case
of ground costs that are generally unbounded this proof technique does not generalize well
due to a lack of a guarantee for an eigenvalue gap of the operators AXr,sA

Y
r,s and A

Y
r,sA

X
r,s

(Remark 5.9). Therefore, weak limits for this setting remain unknown, although a similar
structure is reasonable to conjecture.

In addition to our limit results for fixed regularization parameter λ > 0, we charac-
terize in Section 3.4 the asymptotic behavior of the empirical EROT value and Sinkhorn
costs for the regime of a decreasing regularization parameter λ(n) = o(1/√n). We see
that the resulting limit law is given by the respective limit law of the empirical unreg-
ularized OT value which is fundamentally different when OT potentials are non-unique
(Tameling et al., 2019; Hundrieser et al., 2022). In contrast, under bounded costs and
unique OT potentials, our analysis shows that the empirical EROT value behaves in line
with its unregularized counterpart, independent of the convergence speed of λ(n) to zero.

Naturally, in the regime of non-unique OT potentials the question arises for λ(n) of
slower order than 1/√n whether the empirical EROT value centered by its population
version still converges weakly towards a suitable limit distribution and when a phase tran-
sition to the obtained normal limit occurs. Our bounds on EROT potentials (Proposition
2.3) combined with our stability result (Lemma 5.1) and arguments from empirical process
theory (Mena & Niles-Weed, 2019) suggest at least for bounded costs and r, s satisfying the
Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition that E [∣EROTλ(r̂n, ŝn) −EROT λ(r, s)∣] = O(∥c∥∞ /√n),
independent of the regularization parameter λ. By Markov’s inequality this causes for
λ(n) → 0 the sequence

√
n(EROTλ(n)(r̂n, ŝn) − EROT λ(n)(r, s)) to be tight, asserting

with Prokhorov’s Theorem the existence of a weakly converging subsequence.
The analysis of the limit behavior of the empirical EROT plan on countable spaces

for the regime λ ↘ 0 is even more involved. Mimicking Section 3.4 two aspects appears
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crucial to us. First, it is necessary to obtain suitable bounds between the (empirical)
EROT plan and a suitable unregularized (empirical) OT plan. Although it is known
under mild conditions that the EROT plan πλ(r, s) converges for λ → 0 in ℓ1(X × Y) to
the OT plan π∗ ∈ Π(r, s) with minimal entropy (Nutz, 2021, Theorem 5.5), quantitative
bounds for this convergence are only available on finite spaces (Weed, 2018). Second, the
limit distribution of the empirical unregularized OT plan on countable spaces has to be
characterized. For finitely supported probability measures with a unique unregularized
OT plan Klatt et al. (2022) recently obtained such a limit law explicitly relying on finite-
dimensional linear programming. However, this approach does not generalize well beyond
finite settings and hence similar statements for countable spaces remain open.
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A Proofs for Section 2

Proof of Proposition 2.3. The proof is based on techniques by Mena & Niles-Weed (2019).
By relation (2.1) between primal and dual optimizers for (EROT) it follows that any pair
of EROT potentials (αλ, βλ) ∈ ℓ1r(X ) × ℓ1s(Y) satisfies EROTλ(r, s) = ⟨αλ, r⟩ + ⟨βλ, s⟩.
Since CX ∈ ℓ1r(X ) and CY ∈ ℓ1s(Y), there exists (r, s)-a.s. unique EROT potentials up to a
constant shift (Proposition 2.1), allowing us to select potentials such that

⟨αλ, r⟩ = ⟨βλ, s⟩ = EROT λ(r, s)/2 ≥ (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , r⟩)/2.
Optimality of (αλ, βλ) implies by Proposition 2.1 for all x ∈ supp(r) and y ∈ supp(s) that

αλx = −λ log
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y exp(

βλy − c(x, y)
λ

)sy⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , βλy = −λ log [∑
x∈X

exp(αλx − c(x, y)
λ

)rx] .
As noted in Remark 2.2 we may extend the potentials to the whole spaces X and Y
according to the respective right-hand sides. Applying Jensen’s inequality for the convex
function − log( ⋅ ) and by our choice of (αλ, βλ) it then follows for each x ∈ X that

αλx = −λ log [∑
y∈Y

exp(βλy − c(x, y)
λ

)sy]
≤ ∑
y∈Y

c(x, y)sy − ⟨βλ, s⟩
≤ c+X (x) + ⟨c+Y , s⟩ − (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , r⟩)/2.

Likewise, it follows for all y ∈ Y that

βλy ≤ c+Y(y) + ⟨c+X , r⟩ − (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , r⟩)/2.
For the lower bound of αλx, take the upper bound of βλy and the lower bound on c to infer

αλx = −λ log (∑
y∈Y

exp(βλy − c(x, y)
λ

)sy)
≥ −λ log (∑

y∈Y

exp(c+Y(y) + ⟨c+X , r⟩ − (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , r⟩)/2 − c−X (x) − c−Y(y)
λ

)sy)
≥ c−X (x) − ⟨c+X , r⟩ + (⟨c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c−Y , r⟩)/2 − λ log⟨φY , s⟩.

The lower bound for βλ follows analogously. The bounds for the EROT plan follows
from the correspondence to the EROT potentials (Proposition 2.1) and the above derived
bounds. More precisely, for the upper bound it holds for any (x, y) ∈ X × Y that

πλxy = exp⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠ rxsy
≤ φX (x)φY(y) exp(⟨c+X − c−X , r⟩ + ⟨c+Y − c−Y , s⟩

λ
) rxsy

≤ φX (x)φY(y)⟨φX , r⟩⟨φY , s⟩.
The lower bound for the EROT plan follow by invoking the lower bounds on the potentials
in combination with the lower bound on the cost function.
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B Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Lemma 3.1. First note that assertion (iii) follows from the fact that subsets and
unions of Donsker classes are again Donsker (Van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996, Theorem
2.10.1 and Example 2.10.7).

For the proof of (i) we consider the partition X = ⋃n∈N{xn} and note that the restricted
function class F1∣{xn} fulfills

E[ sup
f̃∈F1∣{xn}

⟨f̃ ,√n(r̂n − r)⟩] = E [∣⟨f(xn)1xn ,√n(r̂n − r)⟩∣] = f(xn)E [√n∣r̂n,x − rx∣]
≤ f(xn)E [n∣r̂n,x − rx∣2]1/2 ≤ f(xn)√rx(1 − rx) ≤ f(x)√rx.

Hence, by Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 2.10.24), F1 is r-Donsker if the
weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition ∑x∈X f(x)√rx < ∞ is met; since rx ≤ √rx this
also implies that f ∈ ℓ1r(X ). The converse follows by Van der Vaart (1996, Lemma 2.2).

For (ii) note that the class F̃2 ∶= {f} is r-Donsker if and only if ∑x∈X (f(x))2rx < ∞.
Both function classes F̃2 and F2 ∶= {1X ,1X/{x1,...,xn}∶n ∈ N} have bounded uniform entropy

integrals, since F̃2 is a singleton and F2 is a VC-class of index 2 (Kosorok, 2008, Chapter
9.1). Hence, by Kosorok (2008, Theorem 9.15), their element-wise product F2 = F̃2 ⋅ F2

also has bounded uniform entropy integral and admits envelope function f . Thus, by
Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 2.5.2) it is also r-Donsker if∑x∈X (f(x))2rx <∞.
For the converse, recall that ∑x∈X (f(x))2rx <∞ is necessary for F̃2 to be r-Donsker; this
implies that it is also necessary for F2 to be r-Donsker.

Proof of Remark 3.9(ii). We show the evaluation of suitably bounded functions with re-
spect to the empirical EROT plan yields a distributional limit which is consistent with
results by Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022) and thus also Harchaoui et al. (2020).

Assume for dominating functions c+X , c
−
X , c

−
Y , c

+
Y for c that ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) < ∞ and

consider the two-sample case from Theorem 3.5; the arguments for the one-sample case are
analogous. Then, under suitable weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst summability constraints
and the explicit representation from Theorem 5.8 it follows for a function f ∶X × Y → R

with ∥f∥ℓ∞
CX⊕CY

(X×Y) <∞ by the continuous mapping theorem (Van der Vaart & Wellner,

1996, Theorem 1.3.9) for min(n,m) →∞ with m
n+m → δ ∈ (0,1) that√

nm

n +m
(⟨f,πλ(r̂n, ŝn)⟩ − ⟨f,πλ(r, s)⟩) D

ÐÐ→ ⟨f, πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [√δr ⊗Gs +√1 − δGr ⊗ s]⟩

+ ⟨f,πλ ⊙AT∗ ( −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1)(

√
1 − δBXr,sGs√
δBYr,sGr

)⟩ .
We now decompose the limit into three components, A∞,B∞,C∞ given by,

A∞ ∶= ⟨f,πλ ⊙AT∗ ( −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1)(

√
1 − δBXr,sGs√
δBYr,sGr

)⟩ ,
B∞ ∶= ⟨f, πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [√1 − δGr ⊗ s]⟩ , C∞ ∶= ⟨f, πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [√δr ⊗Gs]⟩ .

Upon defining the empirical processes Gn,mr = √ nm
n+m(r̂n − r) and G

n,m
s = √ nm

n+m(ŝm − s)
we introduce the empirical quantities

An ∶= ⟨f,πλ ⊙AT∗ ( −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1)(

BXr,sG
n,m
s

BYr,sG
n,m
r
)⟩ ,
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Bn ∶= ⟨f, πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [Gn,mr ⊗ s]⟩ , Cn ∶= ⟨f, πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗Gn,ms ]⟩ .

In particular, the terms An,Bn,Cn all converge for min(n,m) →∞ with m
n+m → δ ∈ (0,1)

in distribution to A∞,B∞,C∞, respectively. Herein, Bn and Cn are exactly the same quan-
tities as the terms Bn and Cn from Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022, p. 15) with P representing
r and Q representing s. Also note that the random variables (BXr,sGn,ms ,BYr,sG

n,m
r ) exactly

coincide with G
n
P,s and G

m
Q,s in their notation. Hence, the expression in An matches the

integral expression from Equation (25) in that reference.
Since the distributional limit of Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022) decomposes into these

three terms, we conclude that our distributional limit is consistent with the limit law
by Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022). In particular, their limits are in line with results by
Harchaoui et al. (2020), which also asserts that our results coincide with their limit.

Proof of Theorem 3.11. First recall the function classes FX ,FY from (1.8) and HX ,HY
from (1.9). For the first assertion note by the summability constraint from Theorem 3.2(i)
using Lemma 3.1 that FX is r-Donsker. Hence, we infer for the bootstrap empirical process
from Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.6.13) that

sup
h∈BL1(ℓ∞(FX ))

∣E [h(√n(r̂∗n − r̂n))∣X1, . . . ,Xn] −E [h(√n(r̂n − r))]∣ P
∗

ÐÐ→ 0. (B.1)

Further, note by assumption that s ∈ ℓ∞(FY). Hence, since any bounded Lipschitz function
on ℓ∞(FX ) whose modulus is bounded by one can be extended to a bounded Lipschitz
function on ℓ∞(FX )×ℓ∞(FY) (McShane, 1934, Theorem 1) we conclude for B = ℓ∞(FX )×
ℓ∞(FY) that

sup
h∈BL1(B)

∣E [h(√n((r̂∗n, s) − (r̂n, s)))∣X1, . . . ,Xn] −E [h(√n((r̂n, s) − (r, s)))] ∣ P
∗

ÐÐ→ 0.

Since the EROT value is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X )∩ℓ∞(FX ))×(P (Y) ∩ ℓ∞(FY)) for FX ,FY defined in (1.8), the assertion follows from the functional
delta method for the bootstrap (Van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996, Theorem 3.9.11).

For the second setting note that the summability constraint from Theorem 3.5(i) guar-
antees Lemma 3.1 that HX is r-Donsker, while s ∈ ℓ∞(HY). Invoking a similar extension
argument of bounded Lipschitz functions as above, we obtain for B = ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CYφ4Y (Y)
that

sup
h∈BL1(B)

∣E [h(√n((r̂∗n, s) − (r̂n, s)))∣X1, . . . ,Xn] −E [h(√n((r̂n, s) − (r, s)))] ∣ P
∗

ÐÐ→ 0.

The functional delta method for the bootstrap and Hadamard differentiability of the
EROT plan at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1CYφ4Y(Y)) yield the

second claim.

C Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.1. First note that φ2Y ∈ ℓ1s(Y) since
⟨φ2Y , s⟩ ≲ ∑

y∈Y

exp(γ
5
dp−1+ε(y, z))sy ≤ ∑

y∈Y

exp (γdp−1+ε(y, z))sy <∞.
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Moreover, note by the growth condition on fY that

∑
y∈Y

(1 + dp(y, z)) exp (− γ
10
dp−1+ε(y, z)) (C.1)

≤ ∞∑
n=1

fY(n)(1 + np) exp (− γ
10
(n − 1)p−1+ε)

≲
∞∑
n=1

(1 + np) exp (δnp−1+ε/2 − γ

10
(n − 1)p−1+ε) <∞.

Further, condition (4.5) implies
√
sy ≲ exp(−γ2dp−1+ε(y, z)) ≤ exp(− γ

10d
p−1+ε(y, z)). Hence,

from (C.1) we infer that

∑
y∈Y

CY(y)√sy ≲ ∑
y∈Y

(1 + dp(y, z)) exp (− γ
10
dp−1+ε(y, z)) <∞,

and conclude that (4.3) is fulfilled. Further, we find that (4.4) is satisfied since

∑
y∈Y

CY(y)φ4Y(y)√sy ≲ ∑
y∈Y

(1 + dp(y, z)) exp (( 4

10
−
1

2
)γdp−1+ε(y, z)) <∞.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. All assertions follow via a suitable selection of dominating func-
tions to be detailed below by invoking Theorems 3.2(ii) for the empirical EROT value and
3.5(iii) for the empirical EROT plan.

For assertion (i) we consider the dominating functions according to Section 4.1, which
results in standard Borisov-Dudley-Durst conditions for the measures. To show assertion(ii), we take the dominating functions from (4.1) for z = 0 and employ Proposition 4.1 to
simplify the summability constraint on s to guarantee distributional limits for the EROT
value and plan. For assertion (iii), we choose the dominating function according to (4.6)
and (4.7) for z = 0, and employ Proposition 4.1 to simplify the summability constraints
for the distributional limits of the EROT value. Finally, for assertion (iv) we note that
the separability condition (4.8) is met since for any (x, y) ∈ X × Y ⊆ (−∞, a] × [b,∞) it
holds that

∥x − y∥1 = ∥x − a + a − b + b − y∥1 ≥ ∥x − a + b − y∥1 − ∥a − b∥1= ∥x − a∥1 + ∥b − y∥1 − ∥a − b∥1 ≥ ∥x∥1 + ∥y∥1 − ∥a∥1 − ∥b∥1 − ∥a − b∥1 .
Hence, using the dominating functions from (4.9) with z = 0 it follows that the summability
constraints are given by ∑x∈X (1 + ∥x∥1)√rx <∞ and ∑y∈Y(1 + ∥y∥1)√sy <∞.

D Proofs for Section 5

D.1 Continuity of Entropic Optimal Transport Quantities

Proof of Lemma 5.1. The proof of this lemma is strongly inspired by Mena & Niles-Weed
(2019, Proposition 2). First note by assumptions on r, r̃, s from Proposition 2.1 that the
EROT potentials (αλ, βλ), (α̃λ, β̃λ) are contained in (ℓ1r(X ) ∩ ℓ1r̃(X )) × ℓ1s(Y). Moreover,
based on the dual representation of the EROT value as a supremum it follows by plugging
in (αλ, βλ) for the EROT problem with (r̃, s) that

EROTλ(r, s) −EROTλ(r̃, s)
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≤ ⟨αλ, r⟩ + ⟨βλ, s⟩ − λ[ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠ rxsy − rxsy]

−⟨αλ, r̃⟩ − ⟨βλ, s⟩ − λ[ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠ r̃xsy − r̃xsy]

= ⟨αλ, r − r̃⟩ − λ[ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠(rx − r̃x)sy].
Due to the convention of Remark 2.2 we obtain for any x ∈ X that

∑
y∈Y

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠(rx − r̃x)sy
= (rx − r̃x) exp(αλx

λ
) ∑
y∈Y

exp(βλy − c(x, y)
λ

)sy = (rx − r̃x).
Hence, by Tonelli’s theorem we infer that

λ[ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠(rx − r̃x)sy] = λ ∑x∈X(rx − r̃x) = 0,
which asserts the upper bound of the first assertion. The lower bound follows analogously
by repeating the argument for (α̃λ, β̃λ).

For the second assertion we employ Proposition 2.3 to infer for any x ∈ X that

∣αλx ∣ ≤ ∣c+X (x)∣ + ∣c−X (x)∣ + ⟨CX , r⟩ + ⟨CY , s⟩ + λ log⟨φY , s⟩
≤ CX (x) (⟨CX , r⟩ + ⟨CY , s⟩ + λ log⟨φY , s⟩) .

Consequently, we obtain by Hölder’s inequality that

⟨αλ, r − r̃⟩ ≤ (⟨CX , r⟩ + ⟨CY , s⟩ + λ log⟨φY , s⟩) ∥r − r̃∥ℓ1
CX
(X) .

In conjunction with the analogous bound for ⟨αλ, r − r̃⟩ the second assertion follows.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. The proof is divided into three steps, where we show each re-
spective assertion. The continuity of the EROT value is based on Lemma 5.1. For the
pointwise convergence of EROT potentials we follow an approach by Mena & Niles-Weed
(2019), who were inspired by Feydy et al. (2019), and afterwards exploit for the conver-
gence of the EROT plan the relation between primal and dual optimizers (Proposition
2.1).

Step 1 - Continuity of EROT value. By assumption of the convergence it follows that

KX ∶= sup
k∈N
∥rk∥ℓ∞(FX ) <∞ and KY ∶= sup

k∈N
∥sk∥ℓ∞(FY) <∞.

Moreover, invoking Lemma 5.1 in conjunction with triangle inequality asserts that

∣EROTλ(rk, sk) −EROT λ(r, s)∣
≤ ∣EROTλ(rk, sk) −EROT λ(rk, s)∣ + ∣EROT λ(rk, s) −EROTλ(r, s)∣
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≤ (⟨CY , sk + s⟩ + 2⟨CX , rk⟩ + 2λ log⟨φX , rk⟩) ∥sk − s∥ℓ1
CY
(Y)

+ (⟨CX , rk + r⟩ + 2⟨CY , s⟩ + 2λ log⟨φY , s⟩) ∥rk − r∥ℓ1CX (X)≤ (2KY + 2(1 + λ)KX ) ∥sk − s∥ℓ∞(FY) + (2KX + 2(1 + λ)KY) ∥rk − r∥ℓ∞(FX ) .
Hence, by assumption on the convergence of (rk, sk)k∈N to (r, s) it follows that the right-
hand side tends to zero and assertion (i) follows.

Step 2 - Pointwise continuity of EROT potentials. Denote by (α̃λk , β̃λk )k∈N the EROT
potentials for probability measures (rk, sk)k∈N which satisfy ⟨α̃λk , rk⟩ = ⟨β̃λk , sk⟩ and are
defined according to the convention in Remark 2.2 outside the support of the underlying
measures. By Proposition 2.3 we then infer for all k ∈ N and x ∈ X , y ∈ Y that

c−X (x) −KX − (1 + λ)KY ≤ α̃λk,x ≤ c+X (x) +KY ,
c̃−Y(y) − (1 + λ)KX −KY ≤ β̃λk,y ≤ c̃+Y(y) +KX .

Hence, the quantity Kβ ∶= supk∈N ∣β̃λn,y1 ∣ < ∞ is finite. Further, note that the pair (α̃λk +
β̃λk,y1 , β̃

λ
k − β̃

λ
k,y1
) exactly coincides on X and Y with the EROT potentials (αλk , βλk ) from

the assertion. This yields for all k ∈ N and x ∈ X , y ∈ Y the following bounds

c−X (x) −KX − (1 + λ)KY −Kβ ≤ αλk,x ≤ c+X (x) +KY +Kβ,

c̃−Y(y) − (1 + λ)KX −KY −Kβ ≤ βλk,y ≤ c̃+Y(y) +KX +Kβ.
(D.1)

Invoking a diagonalization argument asserts existence of a subsequence (αλkm , βλkm)m∈N
converging pointwise for each x ∈ X and y ∈ Y to a limit (αλ∞, βλ∞) ∈ RX ×RY . It remains
to show that (αλ∞, βλ∞) is a pair of EROT potentials for probability measures r and s that
follows the convention from Remark 2.2 and satisfies βλ∞,y1 = 0. By uniqueness, pointwise
continuity of the EROT potentials then follows. Upon relabelling, we may assume that(αλk , βλk ) converges pointwise, i.e., for each x ∈ X , y ∈ Y we have

exp(−αλ∞,x
λ
) = lim

k→∞
exp(−αλk,x

λ
) = lim

k→∞
∑
y∈Y

exp(βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sk,y,
exp(−βλ∞,y

λ
) = lim

k→∞
exp(−βλk,y

λ
) = lim

k→∞
∑
x∈X

exp(αλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

)rk,x.
In the following, we show that the limit expression and the sum on the right-hand side
can be interchanged for each x ∈ X and y ∈ Y. As noted in Remark 2.2 is this condition
necessary and sufficient for EROT potentials.

Based on bound (D.1) it follows for all y ∈ Y and k ∈ N that

exp(βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

) ≤ exp(c+Y(y) − c−Y(y)
λ

+
KX +Kβ

λ
). (D.2)

Since φY ∈ ℓ1s(Y) there exists some N1 ∈ N such that

∑
y/∈{y1,...,yN1

}

exp(βλ∞,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sk,y ≤ ε
8
.

By convergence of (sk)k∈N in ℓ∞(FX ) and due to (D.2) there is N2 ∈ N such that for
k ≥ N2,

∑
y/∈{y1,...,yN1

}

exp(βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sk,y ≤ ε
4
.
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By pointwise convergence of βλk there also exists N3 ∈ N such that it holds for all k ≥ N3

and y ∈ {y1, . . . , yN1
} that
RRRRRRRRRRRexp(

βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

) − exp(βλ∞,y − c(x, y)
λ

)RRRRRRRRRRR ≤
ε

4
.

Moreover, by (D.2) there exists N4 ∈ N such that for all k ≥ N4 follows

RRRRRRRRRRR∑y∈Y exp(
βλ∞,y − c(x, y)

λ
)(sk,y − sy)RRRRRRRRRRR ≤

ε

4
.

These previous four inequalities yield for k ≥max{N1,N2,N3,N4} that
RRRRRRRRRRR∑y∈Y exp(

βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sk,y − ∑
y∈Y

exp(βλ∞,y − c(x, y)
λ

)syRRRRRRRRRRR ≤
7

8
ε ≤ ε.

As ε > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small, it holds for all x ∈ X that

exp(−αλ∞,x
λ
) = lim

k→∞
∑
y∈Y

exp(βλk,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sk,y = ∑
y∈Y

exp(βλ∞,y − c(x, y)
λ

)sy.
Likewise, it follows by an analogous argument for all y ∈ Y that

exp(−βλ∞,y
λ
) = lim

k→∞
∑
x∈X

exp(αλk,x − c(x, y)
λ

)rk,x = ∑
x∈X

exp(αλ∞,x − c(x, y)
λ

)rx.
This shows that (αλ∞, βλ∞) is a pair of EROT potentials which fulfills the correspondence
from Remark 2.2 on spaces X and Y while also satisfying βλ∞,y1 = 0. Hence, (αλ∞, βλ∞) =(αλ, βλ), which verifies assertion (ii).

Step 3 - Continuity of EROT plan in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y). To prove assertion (iii) we first
choose the dominating function for the cost function as c−X = c̃−X , c+X = c̃+X , c−Y = c̃−Y , c+Y = c̃+Y .
Then it follows by Lemma G.2 that ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(FX ) ≤ ∥⋅∥ℓ1

Φ1

X

(X) on P(X ) and ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(FY) ≤ ∥⋅∥ℓ1
Φ1

Y

(Y)

on P(Y). Hence, the convergence of the probability measures (rk)k∈N to r in ℓ1
Φ1

X
(X ) and

(sk)k∈N to s in ℓ1
Φ1

Y
(Y) yields uniform bounds and pointwise convergence of the EROT

potentials. We thus obtain from the correspondence between EROT plan and potentials
(Proposition 2.3) that

∥πλ(rk, sk) − πλ(r, s)∥ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

≤ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

(CX (x) + CY(y)) exp⎛⎝
αλk,x+β

λ
k,y−c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠(rk,x ∣sk,y−sy∣ + ∣rk,x−rx∣ sy)

+ ∑
x∈X
y∈Y

(CX (x) + CY(y)) RRRRRRRRRRRexp
⎛⎝
αλk,x+β

λ
k,y−c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠ − exp⎛⎝
αλx+β

λ
y −c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠
RRRRRRRRRRR rxsy.

Our bounds from (D.1) for the EROT potentials assert that

(CX (x) + CY(y)) exp⎛⎝
αλk,x + β

λ
k,y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠
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≤ (CX (x) + CY(y))φX (x)φY(y) exp (KX +KY + 2Kβ

λ
)

≤ 2Φ1
X (x)Φ1

Y(y) exp (KX +KY + 2Kβ

λ
) .

Hence, the first term in the bound for ∥πλ(rk, sk)−πλ(r, s)∥ℓ1CX ⊕CY (X×Y) is dominated by

2exp (KX +KY + 2Kβ

λ
)(∥rk∥ℓ1

Φ1

X

(X) ∥sk − s∥ℓ1
Φ1

Y

(Y) + ∥rk − r∥ℓ1
Φ1

X

(X) ∥s∥ℓ1
Φ1

Y

(Y)) ,
which converges by assumption to zero. For the second term in the upper bound note that
the integrand with respect to r ⊗ s pointwise converges to zero and is dominated by

4Φ1
X (x)Φ1

Y(y) exp (KX +KY + 2Kβ

λ
) .

Hence, by dominated convergence it also tends to zero, thus finishing the proof for (iii).
Proof of Proposition 5.3. The proof is divided into two steps. First we prove the continuity
of the EROT value, then we proceed with pointwise continuity of EROT potentials.

Step 1 - Continuity of EROT value. We first perform the decomposition

EROT λk(rk, sk) −OT (r, s) = EROTλk(rk, sk) −EROTλk(rk, s)
+EROTλk(rk, s) −EROTλk(r, s)
+EROTλk(r, s) −OT (r, s).

Define C ∶= ∥c∥ℓ∞(X×Y) and select the dominating functions c+X (x) = c+Y(y) = C/2 and
c−X (x) = c−Y(y) = −C/2 for the cost function. Then, by Lemma 5.1 it follows that

∣EROT λk(rk, sk) −EROT λk(rk, s)∣ + ∣EROT λk(rk, s) −EROTλk(r, s)∣
≤ (4(C + 1) + 2λ log exp(C/λ)) ⋅ (∥rk − r∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥sk − s∥ℓ1CY (X))
≤ 6(C + 1)C (∥rk − r∥ℓ1(X) + ∥sk − s∥ℓ1(X)) .

For the third term if follows from (3.6) and since H(r, s) <∞ that

∣EROT λk(r, s) −OT (r, s)∣ ≤ λkH(r, s) = O(λk).
Combining these inequalities with the assumption the claim proves Assertion (i).

Step 2 - Pointwise continuity of EROT potentials. To show Assertion (ii), note by
uniform boundedness of the cost function from Proposition 2.3 that there exists a constant
K(c) > 0 such that the sequence of EROT potentials (αλk

k
, β

λk
k
) is uniformly bounded by

K(c).
Using a diagonal argument a pointwise converging subsequence (αλkl

kl
, β

λkl
kl
)l∈N exists

with limiting element (α̃, β̃). Note that β̃y1 = 0 necessarily.
Once we prove that the limit (α̃, β̃) coincides on supp(r)×supp(s) with an OT potential

for (r, s), Assertion (ii) follows by the assumed uniqueness (up to a constant shift) of OT
potentials. To this end, first note by Assertion (i) and dominated convergence that

∣OT (r, s) − ⟨α̃, r⟩ + ⟨β̃, s⟩∣ = ∣ lim
l→∞
(EROTλkl(rkl , skl) − ⟨αλklkl

, r⟩ − ⟨βλkl
kl
, s⟩)∣
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≤ ∣ lim
l→∞
(EROTλkl(rkl , skl) − ⟨αλklkl

, rkl⟩ − ⟨βλklkl
, skl⟩)∣

+K(c) lim
l→∞
(∥r − rkl∥ℓ1(X) + ∥s − skl∥ℓ1(Y)) = 0.

The remainder of this step is concerned with showing that

α̃(x) + β̃(y) ≤ c(x, y) for each (x, y) ∈ supp(r) × supp(s). (D.3)

It indeed suffices to verify this inequality only on supp(r)×supp(s) since its validity implies
by Nutz & Wiesel (2022, Lemma 2.6) the existence of functions α∶X → R, β∶Y → R which
coincide on supp(r), supp(s) with α̃, β̃, respectively, and fulfill

α(x) + β(y) ≤ c(x, y) for each (x, y) ∈ X × Y.
To prove (D.3), suppose there existed a pair (x′, y′) ∈ supp(r) × supp(s) and δ > 0 such
that α̃x′+β̃y′ > c(x′, y′)+δ. Then, by pointwise convergence, for sufficiently large l it would

follow that α
λkl
x′
+ β

λkl
kl,y

′ > c(x′, y′) + δ/2. In consequence, a contradiction would ensue,

− ∥c∥ℓ∞(X×Y) ≤ OT (r, s) = lim inf
k→∞

EROT λk(rk, sk)
= lim inf

k→∞
⟨αλk

k
, rk⟩ + ⟨βλkk , sk⟩ − λ[ ∑

x∈X
y∈Y

exp(αλkk,x + βλkk,y − c(x, y)
λk

)rk,xsk,y − rk,xsk,y]
≤ lim inf

k→∞
2K(c) − λk( exp ( δ

2λk
)rk,x′sk,y′ − 1) = −∞.

Hence, we conclude the validity of (D.3) and thus finish the proof of Assertion (ii).
D.2 Hadamard Differentiability of Entropic Optimal Transport Value

Proof of Theorem 5.5. The proof is divided into three steps. After providing some relevant
notation and conventions in Step 1, we show suitable lower and upper bound in Step 2
and prove in Step 3 that they converge to the asserted Hadamard derivative.

Step 1 - Preliminary conventions. To show Hadamard differentiability, consider a pos-
itive sequence (tn)n∈N with tn ↘ 0 and a converging sequence (hXn , hYn )n∈N ∈ ℓ∞(FX ) ×
ℓ∞(FY) with limit (hX , hY) such that (r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) ∈ (P (X )× ℓ∞(FX ))× (P (Y)×
ℓ∞(FY)) for all n ∈ N. By definition of FX and FY and Lemma G.2 the sequence(hXn , hYn ) may be interpreted as a signed measure in ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1CY(Y) with ∑x∈X hXn,x = 0
and ∑y∈Y hYn,y = 0 and where convergence to (hX , hY) is even stronger than induced by

that weighted ℓ1-spaces. Further, let (αλn, βλn), (α̃λn, β̃λn), (αλ, βλ) be the EROT potentials
for (r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ), (r, s + tnhYn ), (r, s), respectively, according to the convention in
Remark 2.2 with βλn,y1 = β̃λn,y1 = βλy1 = 0 for all n ∈ N.

Step 2 - Bound for difference quotient. Adding a non-trivial zero to the difference
quotient for the EROT value yields

1

tn
(EROT (r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) −EROTλ(r, s))

= 1

tn
(EROT λ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) −EROTλ(r, s + tnhYn ))

+
1

tn
(EROT λ(r, s + tnhYn ) −EROT λ(r, s)) .
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This asserts by Lemma 5.1 that

⟨α̃λn, hXn ⟩ + ⟨βλ, hYn ⟩
≤ 1

tn
(EROT (r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) −EROTλ(r, s))

≤ ⟨αλn, hXn ⟩ + ⟨β̃λn , hYn ⟩.
Hence, once we show that the lower and upper bound tend for n→∞ to ⟨αλ, hX ⟩+⟨βλ, hY⟩,
Hadamard differentiability tangentially to P(X ) ×P(Y) follows.

Step 3 - Convergence of lower and upper bound. We only state the proof for the upper
bound, the argument for the lower bound is analogous. Adding a non-trivial zero implies

∣⟨αλn, hXn ⟩ + ⟨β̃λn , hYn ⟩ − ⟨αλ, hX ⟩ − ⟨βλ, hY ⟩∣ (D.4)

≤ ∣⟨αλn, hXn − hX ⟩∣ + ∣⟨αλn − αλ, hX ⟩∣ + ∣⟨β̃λn , hYn − hY⟩∣ + ∣⟨β̃λn − βλ, hY ⟩∣ . (D.5)

Since limn→∞ tn(∥hXn ∥ℓ∞(FX )+∥hYn ∥ℓ∞(FY)) = 0 it follows that (αλn, β̃λn) converges pointwise
on X and Y to (αλ, βλ). Following along the proof of Proposition 5.2, we infer that

∥αλ∥ℓ∞CX (X) + ∥βλ∥ℓ∞CY (Y) + lim sup
n→∞

(∥αλn∥ℓ∞CX (X) + ∥β̃λn∥ℓ∞CY (Y)) <∞.
Moreover, since hX and hY can be viewed as elements of ℓ1CX (X ) and ℓ1CY(Y) respectively
(Lemma G.2), we obtain from dominated convergence that the second and fourth term in
(D.5) converges to zero. Further, in conjunction with

∥hXn − hX ∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
+ ∥hYn − hY∥ℓ1

CY
(Y)
≤ ∥hXn − hX ∥ℓ∞(FX ) + ∥hYn − hY∥ℓ∞(FY) → 0

we thus conclude using the previous two displays that the first and third term of (D.5)
also converge to zero. This shows that the difference in (D.4) converges to zero, which
finishes the proof of Hadamard differentiability.

Proof of Corollary 5.6. As a sum of Hadamard differentiable functionals (Theorem 5.5) it

follows that EROT
λ
is also Hadamard differentiable with derivative

DH∣(r,s)EROT
λ(hX , hY) = DH∣(r,s)EROT λ(hX , hY)

−
1

2
(DH∣(r,r)EROTλ(hX , hX ) +DH∣(s,s)EROTλ(hY , hY)) .

Since the cost function is symmetric it follows for any r̃ ∈ P(X ) that αλ(r̃, r̃) = βλ(r̃, r̃).
The claim now follows at once since

DH∣(r,r)EROT
λ(hX, hX ) = 2⟨αλ(r, r), hX ⟩, DH∣(s,s)EROT λ(hY, hY) = 2⟨βλ(s, s), hY ⟩.

D.3 Hadamard Differentiability of Entropic Optimal Transport Plan

The proof of Theorem 5.8 for the Hadamard differentiability of the EROT plan requires
three key results: (1) well-definedness and boundedness of the proposed derivative, (2)
the convergence of the difference quotient of πλ for finitely supported perturbations to the
proposed derivative and (3) a local Lipschitz property for the EROT plan πλ as a map of
its marginal probability measures. These three statements are provided in Propositions
D.1, D.3, and D.4, respectively, whose proofs are deferred to the end of this chapter. We
stress, for all of these results we assume

∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞.
46



Proposition D.1 (Proposal for derivative of EROT plan). Let r ∈ P(X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ) and
s ∈ P(Y)∩ ℓ1

Φ4

Y
(Y) be probability measures with full support. Then the linear map given by

− [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1 ○Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F ∶ ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y/{y1}) →

ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y) × ℓ∞φX (X ) × ℓ∞φY (Y/{y1})
is well-defined and bounded. In particular, the π-component is given by

− [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π ○Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F(hX , hY) = πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]

− πλ ⊙AT∗ ( (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
−AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1 )(

0 BXr,s
BYr,s 0

)(hX
hY
) .

Based on the correspondence between EROT plan and potentials (Proposition 2.1) it
follows that the support of the EROT plan coincides with the support of the product
measure of the underlying marginal distributions. Hence, as the support of perturbed
measures may be affected by the perturbation, additional mathematical challenges in the
analysis of the EROT plan come into play. To circumvent these issues, we define for an
element hX ∈ ℓ1(X ) its finite support approximation of order l ≥ 2, denoted by ĥXl , for
x ∈ X = {x1, x2, . . . } as

ĥXl,x ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩
hXx1 +∑∞i=l+1 hXxi if x = x1,
hXx if x ∈ {x2, . . . , xl},
0 else.

(D.6)

Analogously, we denote the finite support approximation of an element hY ∈ ℓ1(Y) by ĥY
l
.

Useful technical properties of this type of approximation are derived in Appendix F (see
Lemmata F.1 and F.2) and will play in important role in the proofs of the subsequent
results.

An appealing consequence of the finite support approximation in the context of Hadamard
differentiability is that it allows us to effectively bypass the challenges of varying supports.

Lemma D.2. Consider a strictly positive function f ∶X → [1,∞) and let r ∈ P(X )∩ℓ1f(X )
with full support supp(r) = X . Take a positive sequence (tn)n∈N such that tn ↘ 0 and(hXn )n∈N ⊆ ℓ1f(X ) with limit hX such that (r + tnhXn ) ∈ P (X ) ∩ ℓ1f(X ) for all n ∈ N. Then,

for any l ∈ N there exists an integer N ∈ N such that (r+tnĥXl ), (r+tnĥXn,l) ∈ P (X )∩ℓ1f(X )
and supp(r + tnĥXl ) = supp(r + tnĥXn,l) = X for all n ≥ N .

The proof of Lemma D.2 is given in Appendix F. With Lemma D.2 at our disposal,
we can state a directional differentiability result for the EROT plan, which represents the
second key result for the proof of Theorem 5.8.

Proposition D.3 (Differentiability for finitely supported perturbations). Let r ∈ P(X ) ∩
ℓ1CX (X ) and s ∈ P(Y) ∩ ℓ1

Φ4

Y
(Y) be probability measures with full support. Given l ∈ N

consider N ∈ N according to Lemma D.2 such that for all n ≥ N it holds that

(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) ∈ (P (X ) × ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y))

with supp(r + tnĥXl ) = X and supp(s + tnĥYl ) = Y. Then, for n→∞, it follows that

∥πλ(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) − πλ(r, s)
tn

−DH∣r,sπ
λ(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

→ 0.
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Finally, we also show that the EROT plan fulfills a local Lipschitz property with respect
to a suitable weighted ℓ1-norm of the underlying measures.

Proposition D.4 (Local Lipschitzianity of EROT plan). Let r ∈ P(X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ) and

s ∈ P(Y) ∩ ℓ1
Φ4

Y
(Y) be probability measures with full support. Denote for ρ > 0 the set

Bρ(r, s) ∶= {(r̃, s̃) ∈ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y))∶

∥r − r̃∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥s − s̃∥ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y) ≤ ρ}.
Then there exist ρ0,Λ,Λ

′ > 0 such that for any (r̃, s̃), (r̃′, s̃′) ∈ Bρ0(r, s) with supp(r̃′) ⊆
supp(r̃) and supp(s̃′) ⊆ supp(s̃) it follows that

∥πλ(r̃, s̃) − πλ(r̃′, s̃′)∥
ℓ1CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ Λ ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥

ℓ1CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
, (D.7)

∥(αλ(r̃, s̃) −αλ(r̃′, s̃′))1supp(r̃′)∥ℓ∞(X) ≤ Λ′ ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
, (D.8)

∥(βλ(r̃, s̃) − βλ(r̃′, s̃′))1supp(s̃′)∥ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y)
≤ Λ′ ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥

ℓ1
CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
, (D.9)

where (αλ, βλ) represent EROT potentials as in Proposition 5.2, i.e., βλy1 = 0.
Combining the previous three propositions enables us to state the proof for Theorem 5.8.

Proof of Theorem 5.8. The characterization of the contingent cone follows by Aubin & Frankowska
(1990, Proposition 4.2.1) in conjunction with r and s having full support. To show
Hadamard differentiability, take a positive sequence (tn)n∈N with tn ↘ 0 and (hXn , hYn ) ⊆
ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) converging to (hX , hY) such that

(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) ∈ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y))

for all n ∈ N. The quantity of interest is

∥πλ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) − πλ(r, s)
tn

−DH∣(r,s)π
λ(hX , hY)∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

for which we need to prove that it converges to zero as n tends to infinity. Let ε > 0, then
there exists by Lemma F.1 and by boundedness of DH∣(r,s)π

λ (Proposition D.1) an integer

l ∈ N such that for the finite support approximations ĥXl of hX and ĥY
l

of hY it follows
that ∥hX − ĥXl ∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥hY − ĥYl ∥ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
< ε
4
max (1,∥DH∣(r,s)πλ∥OP)−1 .

Further, denote by ρ0 > 0 the radius from Proposition D.4 such that πλ is Lipschitz with
modulus Λ > 0 on the set

Bρ0(r, s) ∶= {(r̃, s̃) ∈ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y))∶

∥r − r̃∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥s − s̃∥ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y) ≤ ρ0}.
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Moreover, by Lemma D.2 there exists N1 ∈ N such that it follows for all n ≥ N1 that
r + tnĥ

X
l , r + tnĥ

X
n,l ∈ P (X ) with supp(r + tnĥXl ) = supp(r + tnĥXn,l) = X , and likewise

s + tnĥ
Y
l
, s + tnĥ

Y
n,l
∈ P (Y) with supp(s + tnĥYl ) = supp(s + tnĥYn,l) = Y. Additionally,

Lemma F.2 asserts existence of N2 ∈ N such that it holds for all n ≥ N2 that

(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ), (r + tnĥXn,l, s + tnĥYn,l), (r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) ∈ Bρ0(r, s).
Using Lemma F.1 there also exists N3 ∈ N such that it follows for all n ≥ N3

∥hXn − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
+ ∥hYn − ĥYn,l∥ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
< ε

4Λ
and

∥ĥXn,l − ĥXl ∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
+ ∥ĥYn,l − ĥYl ∥ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
< ε

4Λ
.

Finally, by Proposition D.3 there exists N4 ∈ N such that it follows for n ≥ N4

XXXXXXXXXXX
πλ(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) − πλ(r, s)

tn
−DH∣(r,s)π

λ(ĥXl , ĥYl )
XXXXXXXXXXXℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y)

< ε
4
.

Summarizing, for all n ≥max{N1,N2,N3,N4} we obtain that

∥πλ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) − πλ(r, s)
tn

−DH∣(r,s)π
λ(hX , hY)∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

≤
XXXXXXXXXXXX
πλ(r + tnhXn , s + tnhYn ) − πλ(r + tnĥXn,l, s + tnĥYn,l)

tn

XXXXXXXXXXXXℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y)
+

XXXXXXXXXXXX
πλ(r + tnĥXn,l, s + tnĥYn,l) − πλ(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl )

tn

XXXXXXXXXXXXℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y)
+

XXXXXXXXXXX
πλ(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) − πλ(r, s)

tn
−DH∣(r,s)π

λ(ĥXl , ĥYl )
XXXXXXXXXXXℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y)

+ ∥DH∣(r,s)πλ(ĥXl , ĥYl ) −DH∣(r,s)πλ(hX , hY)∥ℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y)
≤ ε

4
+
ε

4
+
ε

4
+
ε

4
= ε,

which proves the claim. Moreover, the assertion on the representation of the derivative is
shown in Proposition D.1.

Proof of Proposition D.1. The proof is divided into several steps. In Step 1 we reduce the
analysis to the perturbation for EROT potentials. This reformulation is expressed in Step
2 as a countable system of equations which can be written in terms of two operators. In
Steps 3 and 4 we show that one operator is suitably bounded while the other is invertible.
In particular, for the invertibility the condition ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(Y) < ∞ is exploited which
enables the use of von Neumann series. Finally, in Step 5 we express the perturbation for
the EROT plan in terms of the perturbation for EROT potentials and prove in Step 6
that the proposed derivative has bounded operator norm.
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Step 1 - Reduction to perturbation of EROT potentials. Given a pair (hX , hY) ∈
ℓ1CX (X )×ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) we need to show that there exists a unique element (hX×Y , hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) ∈

ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) × ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞φY(Y/{y1}) such that

Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F(hX×Y , hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) = Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F(hX , hY∗ ). (D.10)

Denoting the EROT plan for r, s as πλ and by the relation between optimizers of (EROT)
and (DEROT) (Proposition 2.1) Equation (D.10) can be rewritten as

⎛⎝h
X×Y − πλ

λ
⊙AT∗ (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ )
A∗(hX×Y)

⎞⎠ =
⎛⎜⎜⎝
− π

λ

r⊗s ⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]
(−hX
−hY∗
)

⎞⎟⎟⎠ . (D.11)

In order to solve this system of countably many equations we set

hX×Y ∶= πλ
λ
⊙AT∗ (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) − πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s], (D.12)

which reduces (D.11) to

A∗(πλ
λ
⊙AT∗ (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) − πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]) = (−hX

−hY∗
) . (D.13)

We now have to show that a unique solution (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) for (D.13) exists. For this
purpose, we evaluate for x ∈ X the corresponding component-wise equation of (D.13) and
obtain

πλxy1

λ
hX ,∞x +

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

λ
(hX ,∞x + h

Y ,∞
∗,y )⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ −

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y
πλxy

rxsy
[rxhYy + hXx sy]

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ = −h
X
x ,

rx

λ
hX ,∞x +

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

λ
h
Y ,∞
∗,y

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ −
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y

πλxy

sy
hYy

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ − h
X
x

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y
πλxy

rx

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ = −h
X
x .

Note, for all x ∈ X it holds that ∑y∈Y πλxy
rx
= 1. This leads to

hX ,∞x +

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣ ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

rx
h
Y ,∞
∗,y

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ = λ
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y

πλxy

rxsy
hYy

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ .
Similarly, since ∑x∈X πλxy

sy
= 1 for any y ∈ Y/{y1} we deduce that

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣∑x∈X
πλxy

sy
hX ,∞x

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦ + hY ,∞∗,y = λ
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣∑x∈X

πλxy

rxsy
hXx

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦ .
Step 2 - Reduction to countable system of linear equations. In summary, we have to

solve a system of countably many linear equations. This can be expressed in terms of the
AXr,s,A

Y
r,s,B

X
r,s,B

Y
r,s, introduced in Section 5.3,

( IdX AXr,s
AYr,s IdY/{y1}

)(hX ,∞
h
Y ,∞
∗
) = λ( 0 BXr,s

BYr,s 0
)(hX

hY
) , (D.14)
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where we denote the operator of the l.h.s. by Ar,s and the operator on the r.h.s. with the
factor λ by Br,s. We will show that these operators are defined on the following spaces

Ar,s∶ ℓ
∞(X ) × ℓ∞φ

Y
(Y/{y1})→ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞φ

Y
(Y/{y1}),

Br,s∶ ℓ
1
CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y/{y1}) → ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞φY(Y/{y1}).

Herein, we equip the product of ℓ1-spaces with sum of the norms of each subspace and for
the ℓ∞-spaces we consider the maximum of the norms of the subspaces. In the subsequent
two steps we derive a bound for the operator norm of Br,s and show that Ar,s is invertible.

Step 3 - Bound on operator Q on r.h.s. of (D.14). For the operator norm of BXr,s we
employ the quantitative bounds for the EROT plan (Proposition 2.3). Denote the unit
ball of ℓ1

Φ4

Y
(Y) by B1(ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y)), then since 1 ≤ φX and φY ≤ Φ4

Y we obtain

∥BXr,s∥OP = sup
hY∈B1(ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y))

sup
x∈X

RRRRRRRRRRR∑y∈Y
πλxy

rxsy
hYy

RRRRRRRRRRR
≤ sup
h∈B1(ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y))

sup
x∈X
∣φX (x)⟨φX , r⟩⟨φY , s⟩ ∥hY∥ℓ1

φ
Y
(Y)
∣

≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩.
Likewise, upon denoting the unit ball of ℓ1CX (Y) by B1(ℓ1CY (X )), it follows since 1 ≤ CX
that

∥BYr,s∥OP = sup
hX ∈B1(ℓ1CX

(X))

sup
y∈Y/{y1}

φY(y)−1 RRRRRRRRRRR∑x∈X
πλxy

rxsy
hXx

RRRRRRRRRRR
≤ sup
hX ∈B1(ℓ1CX

(X))

sup
y∈Y/{y1}

∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩ ∥hX ∥ℓ1(X)
≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩ ∥hX ∥ℓ1CX (X) .

Hence, we obtain for the operator norm of Br,s that

∥Br,s∥OP ≤ λ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩. (D.15)

Step 4 - Invertibility of operator Ar,s on l.h.s. of (D.14). Next, we show that the
operator Ar,s is invertible for which we apply the Neumann series calculus (Sasane, 2017,
Theorem 2.9). This requires that the Neumann series

∞∑
k=0

(Id −Ar,s)k = ∞∑
k=0

( 0 −AXr,s
−AYr,s 0

)k (D.16)

converges in operator norm. To this end, we replace the norm of ℓ∞φ
Y
(Y/{y1}) by an

equivalent norm. We first label Y = {y1, y2, . . . ,} and set η ∶= infx∈X
πλxy1
rx
> 0 which is

strictly positive by the lower bounds for πλ (Proposition 2.3) and since ∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞.

Using the upper bound for πλ (Proposition 2.3) we obtain for any x ∈ X that

φY(y)πλxyrx ≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) φ2Y(y)sy ≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X)Φ4
Y(y)sy,
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which shows that φY(y)πλxyrx is summable over y ∈ Y as s ∈ ℓ1
Φ4

Y
(Y). Notably, the dominating

function is independent of x ∈ X . Hence, there exists some N ∈ N such that

∞∑
i=N+1

(φY(yi) − 1)πλxyirx
≤ η
2
.

For such N ∈ N it follows for all x ∈ X that

∞∑
i=2

πλxyi
rx
+

∞∑
i=N+1

(φY(yi) − 1)πλxyirx
≤ 1 − πλxy1

rx
+
η

2
≤ 1 − η

2
. (D.17)

To change the norm of ℓ∞φ
X
(Y/{y1}) we define the weight function

φ̃Y ∶Y → [1,∞), φ̃Y(y) = ⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
1 if y ∈ {y1, . . . , yN},
φY(y) else,

where we note that L−1Y φY(y) ≤ φ̃Y(y) ≤ φY(y) for LY = maxi=1,...,N φY(y). Consequently,
it follows that ∥⋅∥ℓ∞

φ
Y
(Y) ≤ ∥⋅∥ℓ∞

φ̃
Y

(Y) ≤ LY ∥⋅∥ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y). Hence, we can consider the operators

AXr,s,A
Y
r,s as mappings

Ã
X
r,s∶ ℓ

∞
φ̃
Y

(Y/{y1})→ ℓ∞(X ), Ã
Y
r,s∶ ℓ

∞(X )→ ℓ∞
φ̃
Y

(Y/{y1}),
respectively, and similarly define Ãr,s as the mapping Ar,s defined on this product space

with norm. Based on (D.17) we then note that ∥ÃXr,s∥OP ≤ 1 − η/2 and since ∑x∈X πλxy
sy
=

1 ≤ φ̃Y(y) for all y ∈ Y/{y1}, it follows that ∥ÃYr,s∥OP ≤ 1. Thus, we infer that

XXXXXXXXXXX(
0 −ÃXr,s
−ÃYr,s 0

)2XXXXXXXXXXXOP ≤max {∥ÃXr,sÃYr,s∥OP , ∥ÃYr,sÃXr,s∥OP } ≤ 1 − η2 ,
which implies that the Neumann series ∑∞k=0(Id − Ãr,s)k converges in operator norm with

∞∑
k=0

∥(Id − Ãr,s)k∥OP ≤ ( ∥Id∥OP + ∥(Id − Ãr,s)∥OP ) ∞∑
k=0

∥(Id − Ãr,s)2∥kOP
≤ 2

1 − (1 − η/2) = 4

η
<∞.

This implies that Ãr,s has a continuous inverse with operator norm dominated by ∥Ã−1r,s∥OP ≤
4/η. Returning to the original norm with ℓ∞φY

(Y/{y1}), we obtain that ∥A−1r,s∥OP ≤ 4LY/η.
Concluding, there exists a unique pair of elements (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) ∈ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞φY(Y/{y1})
that solves equation (D.14) and A−1r,sBr,s is a bounded operator.

Step 5 - Representation of derivative for EROT plan. Combining Equations (D.11) and
(D.14) thus yields an explicit expression for the π-component of the proposed derivative,

hX×Y = [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π ○ Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F(hX , hY)
= πλ(r, s)

λ
⊙AT∗A

−1
r,sBr,s (hXhY) − πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]
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= πλ ⊙AT∗ ( (IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 −(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1AXr,s
−AYr,s(IdX −AXr,sAYr,s)−1 (IdY/{y1} −AYr,sAXr,s)−1 )(

0 BXr,s
BYr,s 0

)(hX
hY
)

−
πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s].

Herein, the expression for A−1r,s is well-defined since max(∥ÃXr,sÃYr,s∥, ∥ÃYr,sÃYr,s∥) < 1.
Step 6 - Bounds for perturbation of EROT plan. Finally, we prove that hX×Y from

(D.12) is contained in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y). This follows by the following calculation

∥hX×Y∥
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ ∥πλ

λ
⊙AT∗ (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ )∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

+ ∥ πλ

r ⊗ s
⊙ [r ⊗ hY + hX ⊗ s]∥

ℓ1CX⊕CY
(X×Y)

.

Invoking Hölder’s inequality asserts

∥hX×Y∥
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ 2∥πλ

λ
∥
ℓ1
CX⊗ΦY

(X×Y)

( ∥hX ,∞∥
ℓ∞(X)

+ ∥hY ,∞∗ ∥
ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y/{y1})

)
∥ πλ

r ⊗ s
∥
ℓ∞
1X⊗φY

(X×Y)

2( ∥r∥ℓ1
CX
(X) ∥hY∥ℓ1

Φ
Y
(Y)
+ ∥hX ∥

ℓ1CX
(X)
∥s∥ℓ1

Φ
Y
(Y) ), (D.18)

where we used in the second line for (x, y) ∈ X × Y the inequality

(CX (x) + CY(x))φY(y) = CX (x)φY(y) + ΦY(y) ≤ 2CX (x)ΦY(y).
In particular, it holds by the upper bound for πλ (Proposition 2.3) that

∥πλ∥ℓ1CX⊗ΦY (X×Y) = ∑
(x,y)∈X×Y

CX (x)ΦY(y)πλxy ≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ∥r∥ℓ1CX (X) ∥s∥Φ4

Y
,

which is finite since (r, s) ∈ ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y). By the same upper bound we see that the

term ∥πλ/ r ⊗ s∥
ℓ∞
1X⊗φY

(X×Y)
is bounded by

sup
(x,y)∈X×Y

πλxy/(rxsy)
φY(y) ≤ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩.

This also shows that hX×Y continuously depends on (hX ,∞, hY ,∞∗ ) ∈ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞φ
Y
(Y) and

(hX , hY∗ ) ∈ ℓ1CX (X ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) and thus concludes the proof on well-definedness and bound-

edness of the operator of the claim.

Remark D.5 (On costs with unbounded variation in both arguments). Crucial for the well-
definedness of the proposed derivative for the EROT plan (Proposition D.1) for the setting∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) <∞ is that the operator Ar,s∶ ℓ

∞(X )×ℓ∞φY(Y/{y1})→ ℓ∞(X )×ℓ∞φY(Y/{y1})
from the l.h.s. of (D.14) has a continuous inverse for which we employ the Neumann
series calculus. To this end, we verify that there exists ε > 0 and construct a function
φ̃Y ∶Y → [1,∞) with φ̃Y ≥ kφY for some k > 0 such that

∑
y∈Y/{y1}

φ̃Y(y)πλxy
rx
≤ 1 − ε for all x ∈ X ,
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1

φ̃Y(y) ∑x∈X
πλxy

sy
≤ 1 for all y ∈ Y/{y1}.

Generalizing this approach to ground costs with unbounded variation in both components∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X) =∞ and ∥c+Y − c−Y∥ℓ∞(Y) =∞ would require existence of ε > 0 and suitable

functions ψX ∶→ [1,∞), ψY ∶→ [1,∞) with ψX ≥ kφX and ψY ≥ kφY for some k > 0 such
that

1

ψX (x) ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

ψY(y)πλxy
rx
≤ 1 − ε for all x ∈ X ,

1

ψY(y) ∑x∈X ψX (x)
πλxy

sy
≤ 1 for all y ∈ Y/{y1}.

Proof of Proposition D.3. For the proof we rewrite in Step 1 the optimality criterion from
Lemma 5.7 and obtain an equality consisting of the proposed derivative and additional
error terms. In Step 2, we conclude using Appendix E that these error terms tend to zero.

Step 1 - Rewriting of optimality criterion (Lemma 5.7). Define the mapping from
probability measures to optimizers of (EROT) and (DEROT)

ϑ∶ (P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X )) × (P (Y)∗ ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y/{y1}))→ P (X ×Y) ×RX ×RY/{y1},

(r, s∗)↦ (πλ(r, s), αλ(r, s), βλ∗ (r, s)),
where we select (αλ, βλ∗) according to Proposition 5.2, i.e., such that the element (0, βλ∗ ) ∈
R
Y represents a dual optimizer. Recalling the function F from Section 5, it holds by

Lemma 5.7 for each n ≥ N that

0 = F(ϑ(r, s∗), r, s∗) = F(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l),
which yields

0 = (F(ϑ(r, s∗), r, s∗) −F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l))
− (F(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
−F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)).

Adding another three terms of non-trivial zeros leads to the following equation

[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗))
= −tn [Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ĥXl , ĥY∗,l) (D.19)

+ (F(ϑ(r, s∗), r, s∗) −F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) (D.20)

+ tn [Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ĥXl , ĥY∗,l))
+ (F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) (D.21)
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−F(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
+ [D

π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ
Y
∗,l
)
F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)) )

+ ( [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)) (D.22)

− [D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ

Y
∗,l
)
F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)) ),

where Dr,s∗F , Dπ,α,β∗F represent the näıve component-wise derivatives as employed in
Section 5. For the term in (D.19) we already know by Proposition D.1 that applying[D

π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)
F]−1 is well-defined.

Step 2 - Convergence of difference quotient to asserted derivative. We need to show

that applying [D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1 on each of the summands (D.20), (D.21), and

(D.22) is also well-defined and that the ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y)-norm of the resulting component

in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y), i.e., the π-component decreases with order o(tn) for n→∞. This part
of the proof is technical and deferred to Lemma E.3 in Appendix E. Most notably, for this
purpose we require s ∈ ℓ1

Φ4

X
(X ). As a consequence, we obtain for n→∞ that

∥πλ(r + tnĥXl , s + tnĥYl ) − πλ(r, s)
tn

−DH∣r,sπ
λ(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

= XXXXXXXXXXX
ϑπ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑπ(r, s∗)

tn

+ ([Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π ○Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F)(ĥXl , ĥY∗,l)
XXXXXXXXXXXℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

= o(1),
which proves the assertion.

Proof of Proposition D.4. The proof consists of three steps. After introducing in Step 1
some notation for finitely supported measures, we show in Step 2 and 3 local Lipschitz
properties for the EROT potentials and plan, respectively, for finitely supported proba-
bility measures. In Step 4 we lift the bounds to countably supported measures. Overall,
we prove that the operator norm of the proposed derivative from Proposition D.1 can be
uniformly bounded for pairs of probability measures in a sufficiently small neighborhood
of (r, s).

Step 1 - Conventions and notation. We first set τ ∶= sup(r̃,s̃)∈B1
⟨φY , s̃⟩ ∈ (0,∞) and

define

κ ∶= 1 + τ ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) , η ∶= (τ2 ∥φX ∥3ℓ∞(X))−1 , ρ0 ∶= η

4κ
.

Further, consider (r̂, ŝ) ∈ Bρ0 with finite support and let X̂ ∶= supp(r̂), Ŷ ∶= supp(ŝ). Note
that the inequality ŝy1 ≥ sy1/2 > 0 holds, which asserts y1 ∈ Ŷ. For a positive function
f ∶X → (0,∞) define the Banach spaces ℓ1f(X̂ ) ∶= ℓ1f ∣X̂ (X̂ ) and ℓ∞f (X̂ ) ∶= ℓ∞f ∣X̂ (X̂ ). With

this notation, we define the operator Â∗ as A∗ from Section 5 restricted to ℓ1CX (X̂ ) ×
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ℓ1
Φ4

Y
(Ŷ/{y1}) and, similarly, introduce F̂ as F from Section 5 with a modified domain and

range space

F̂∶(ℓ1CX⊕CY (X̂ ×Ŷ)×ℓ∞(X̂ )×ℓ∞φY (Ŷ/{y1}))×(ℓ1CX (X̂ )×ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Ŷ/{y1}))→R

∣X̂×Ŷ∣+∣X̂ ∣+∣Ŷ∣−1.

Step 2 - Lipschitz modulus of EROT potentials for finitely supported (r̂, ŝ) ∈ Bρ0 .
By Lemma 5.7 the triplet (π̂λ, α̂λ, β̂λ) ∈ (ℓ1CX⊕CY (X̂ × Ŷ) × ℓ∞(X̂ ) × ℓ∞φY(Ŷ)) are op-

timizers of (EROT) and (DEROT) for the probability measures (r̂, ŝ) if and only if
F̂((π̂λ, α̂λ, β̂λ∗ ), (r̂, ŝ)) = 0. Furthermore, the function F̂ is Fréchet differentiable3, the

derivative in this notion will be denoted by DF . Following the arguments by Klatt et al.
(2020) the partial derivative of F̂ with respect to (π̂, α̂, β̂∗) at optimizers (π̂λ, α̂λ, β̂λ∗) for(r̂, ŝ) in matrix representation is then given by

[DF
π̂,α̂,β̂∗∣(π̂λ,α̂λ,β̂λ∗ ,r̂,ŝ∗)

F̂]
= ⎛⎝

Id
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X̂ ×Ŷ)
1
λ
exp ( 1

λ
[ÂT∗ (α̂λ, β̂λ∗) − c])⊙ (r̂ ⊗ ŝ)⊙ ÂT∗

Â∗ 0

⎞⎠ ,
which is an invertible operator since the identity operator is invertible in conjunction with
A∗ having full rank of order ∣X̂ ∣+ ∣Ŷ ∣−1, and because 1

λ
exp ( 1

λ
[AT∗ (α̂λ, β̂λ∗) − c])⊙(r̂⊗ ŝ) is

component-wise strictly positive. By the implicit function theorem this induces a mapping
on an open set U ⊆ ℓ1CX (X̂ ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Ŷ/{y1}) with (r̂, ŝ) ∈ U

ϑ̂∶U → (ℓ1CX⊕CY (X̂ × Ŷ) × ℓ∞φX (X̂ ) × ℓ∞φY(Ŷ/{y1}))
such that for any (r, s∗) ∈ U the relation F̂(ϑ̂(r, s), (r, s)) = 0 holds. In particular, for(r, s∗) ∈ U ∩ P(X̂ ) × P(Ŷ)∗ it follows that ϑ̂(r, s) coincides with the triplet of EROT
optimizers (π̂λ, α̂λ, β̂λ∗) for these respective probability measures. Further, the implicit
function theorem yields that ϑ̂ is Fréchet differentiable at (r̂, ŝ) with derivative

DF∣(r̂,ŝ∗)ϑ = − [DFπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r̂,ŝ∗),r̂,ŝ∗)F̂]−1 ○DFr,s∗∣(ϑ(r̂,ŝ∗),r̂,ŝ∗)F̂ .
Hence, it remains to bound this operator. Adapting the notation of the proof for Propo-
sition D.1 we know that there exist suitable operators Âr̂,ŝ, B̂r̂,ŝ such that the derivative

for the component of ϑ̂ in ℓ∞(X̂ ) × ℓ∞φ
Y
(Ŷ), i.e., the component for EROT potentials, is

given by Â−1r̂,ŝB̂r̂,ŝ. For the operator Q̂ we know that

∥Q̂∥
OP
≤ λ(1 + Φ4

Y(y1)) ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩ ≤ λ(1 + Φ4
Y(y1))κ =∶ Λ1 <∞.

For a bound on the operator norm of Âr̂,ŝ we obtain by Proposition 2.3 the lower bound
min

x∈X̂ π
λ
xy1
(r̂, ŝ)/r̂x ≥ η. Moreover, we choose N ∈ N such that

∞∑
i=N+1

Φ4
Y(yi)κsyi ≤ η4 .

3A map f ∶U → V between normed vector spaces is Fréchet differentiable if for any
u ∈ U there is a bounded linear map A∶U → V , the Fréchet derivative, such that
lim∥h∥

U
↘0 ∥f(u + h) − f(u) −A(h)∥V / ∥h∥U = 0. It is a stronger notion than Hadamard differentiability,

see Averbukh & Smolyanov (1967, Chapter 3).
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By definition of ρ0 we obtain for all (r, s) ∈ Bρ0 that

∥s − s∥ℓ1
Φ2

X

(X) =
∞∑
i=1

Φ4
Y(yi)∣syi − syi ∣ ≤ ρ0 = η

4κ
,

which by our choice on N yields for each (r, s) ∈ Bρ0 and x ∈ X that

∞∑
i=N+1

(φY(yi) − 1)πλxyi(r, s)
rx

≤ ∞∑
i=N+1

(φY(yi) − 1)φY(yi) ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩syi
≤ ∞∑
i=N+1

Φ4
Y(yi)κsyi ≤ ∞∑

i=N+1

Φ4
Y(yi)κ(∣syi − syi ∣ + syi) ≤ η2 .

In particular, it follows that ∑∞i=N+1 (φY(yi) − 1)πλxyi(r̂, ŝ)/r̂x ≤ η
2 for all x ∈ X and the

quantity LY = supi=1,...N φY(y) is finite. Hence, by the Neumann series calculus we obtain

that the operator norm of Â−1r̂,ŝ can be bounded by

∥Â−1r̂,ŝ∥OP ≤ 4LY
η
=∶ Λ2,

which yields ∥Â−1r̂,ŝB̂r̂,ŝ∥OP ≤ Λ1Λ2 =∶ Λ̃′. By definition, this bound is independent of (r̂, ŝ).
This means for any two pairs of probability measures (r̃, s̃), (r̃′, s̃′) ∈ Bρ0 with finite,
coinciding support it follows that (D.9) is valid for the Lipschitz-constant Λ̃′. Moreover,
by Proposition 5.2 we note that (D.9) generalizes to the setting of supp(r̃′) ⊆ supp(r̃) and
supp(s̃′) ⊆ supp(s̃).

Step 3 - Lipschitz modulus of EROT plan for finitely supported (r̂, ŝ) ∈ Bρ0. Next, we
derive the Lipschitz property for the EROT plan πλ in case of finitely supported probability
measures. To this end, we again consider the pair (r̂, ŝ) and note by (D.12) from the proof
of Proposition D.1 that the derivative for the component of ϑ̂ in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X̂ × Ŷ), denoted
by ϑπ̂, is given by

DF∣r̂,ŝ∗ϑ̂π̂ ∶ℓ
1
CX (X̂ ) × ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Ŷ/{y1})→ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X̂ × Ŷ),

(ĥX , ĥY∗ )↦ πλ(r̂, ŝ)
λ

⊙ ÂT∗ Â
−1
r̂,ŝB̂r̂,ŝ(ĥX , ĥY∗ ) + πλ(r̂, ŝ)r̂ ⊗ ŝ

⊙ [r̂ ⊗ ĥY + ĥX ⊗ ŝ].
Similar to the upper bound for (D.18) we see that

∥DF∣r̂,ŝ∗ϑ̂π̂∥OP ≤ sup
(r,s)∈Bρ0

(2λ−1 ∥πλ(r, s)∥
ℓ1
CX⊗ΦY

(X×Y)
Λ′

+ 2∥πλ(r, s)
r ⊗ s

∥
ℓ∞
1X⊗φY

(X×Y)

( ∥r∥ℓ1
CX
(X) + ∥s∥ℓ1

Φ
Y
(Y) )) =∶ Λ̃ <∞

is finite. Since the upper bound is independent of (r̂, ŝ) we obtain for any two pairs of
probability measures (r̃, s̃), (r̃′, s̃′) ∈ Bρ0 with coinciding support the inequality

∥πλ(r̃, s̃) − πλ(r̃′, s̃′)∥
ℓ1CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ Λ̃ ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥

ℓ1CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
.

Again invoking Proposition 5.2, this inequality also holds in case of supp(r̃) ⊆ supp(r) and
supp(s̃) ⊆ supp(s) and thus finishes the first step of the proof.

Step 4 - Extension of Lipschitz bounds to unbounded support. It remains to show
that these Lipschitz bounds extend to pairs (r̃, s̃), (r̃′, s̃′) ∈ Bρ0 with supp(r̃′) ⊆ supp(r),
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supp(s̃′) ⊆ supp(s) where at least one (potentially all) probability measure has infinite
support. Concerning the Lipschitz property for the EROT plan we consider finite support
approximations, introduced in (D.6), for probability measures. By Proposition 5.2 and
Lemma F.1 it follows for given ε > 0 that there exists l ∈ N such that (ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl), (ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l) ∈ Bρ0
with

∥πλ(r̃, s̃) − πλ(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl)∥ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
< ε
2
, ∥πλ(r̃′, s̃′) − πλ(ˆ̃r′l, ˆ̃s′l)∥ℓ1

CX⊕CY
(X×Y)

< ε
2
.

By our Lipschitz bounds from Step 3 it then follows that

∥πλ(r̃, s̃) − πλ(r̃′, s̃′)∥
CX⊕CY

≤ ∥πλ(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl) − πλ(ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l)∥CX⊕CY + ε
≤ Λ̃ ∥(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl) − (ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l)∥ℓ1

CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
+ ε

≤ Λ̃(CX (x1) + Φ4
Y(y1)) ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥ℓ1

CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
+ ε.

As ε > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small we deduce the local Lipschitz property with
modulus Λ ∶= Λ̃(CX (x1) +Φ4

Y(y1)).
For the EROT potentials, we only state the proof for αλ, the corresponding argument

for βλ is analogous. Consider x ∈ supp(r̃′), then it follows by Proposition 5.2 for given ε > 0
that there exists l ∈ N such that ∣αλx(r̃, s̃)−αλx(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl)∣ < ε/2 and ∣αλx(r̃′, s̃′)−αλx(ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l)∣ < ε/2
as well as (ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl), (ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l) ∈ Bρ0 . Applying our Lipschitz bound form Step 2 then yields

∣αλx(r̃, s̃) −αλx(r̃′, s̃′)∣ ≤ ∣αλx(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl) − αλx(ˆ̃r′l , ˆ̃s′l)∣ + ε
≤ Λ̃′ ∥(ˆ̃rl, ˆ̃sl) − (ˆ̃r′l, ˆ̃s′l)∥ℓ1

CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
+ ε

≤ Λ̃′(CX (x1) + Φ4
Y(y1)) ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥ℓ1

CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
+ ε.

Choosing ε arbitrarily small and setting Λ′ ∶= Λ̃′(CX (x1) +Φ4
Y(y1)) gives

∣αλx(r̃, s̃) − αλx(r̃′, s̃′)∣ ≤ Λ′ ∥(r̃, s̃) − (r̃′, s̃′)∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
.

Taking the supremum over x ∈ supp(r̃′) then proves the claim.

E Lemmata for Hadamard Differentiability of Entropic

Optimal Transport Plan

For the proof of Lemma E.3 we employ the following result on invertibility of the operator[D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1
π

and the norm of the resulting element.

Lemma E.1. Let r ∈ P(X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ) and s ∈ P(Y) ∩ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) be two probability measures

with full support and consider a monotone, possibly unbounded, function ψ∶N → [1,∞)
such that ∑∞i=1ψ(i)Φ4

Y(yi)syi <∞. Further, define the function

Γ ∶RX×Y → [0,∞], ξ ↦max

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩supx∈X
∑
y∈Y

∣ξxy ∣
rx

, sup
yi∈Y
∑
x∈X

∣ξxyi ∣
syiψ(i)φ3Y(yi)

⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
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and consider an element ξ ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) with Γ (ξ) < ∞. Then applying the operator

[D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1
π

onto (ξ,0,0) ∈ RX×Y × RX ×RY/{y1} is well-defined and gives an

element in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y). In particular, there is κ > 0 independent of ξ such that

∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (ξ,0,0)∥ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ κΓ (ξ).

Proof. For the proof we first show that a suitable solution exists and then verify a suitable
upper bound for that expression.

Step 1 - Derivation of solution. We first show that there exists a unique element(ζX×Y , ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ ) ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y) × ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞ψφ3Y (Y/{y1}) such that

⎛⎝ζ
X×Y − πλ

λ
⊙AT∗ (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ )
A∗(ζX×Y)

⎞⎠ =
⎛⎜⎝
ξ

(0
0
)
⎞⎟⎠ ,

where we exploited on the l.h.s. the relation between primal and dual optimizers of
(EROT) (Proposition 2.1). By setting

ζX×Y ∶= ξ + πλ
λ
⊙AT∗ (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ ) (E.1)

we reduce the system of countably many equalities. Then it remains to find (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ ) ∈
ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞

ψφ3
Y
(Y/{y1}) such that

A∗ (πλ
λ
⊙AT∗ (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ )) = −A∗(ξ).

This relation means that for all x ∈ X the following equation is valid

πλxy1

λ
ζX ,∞x + ∑

y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

λ
(ζX ,∞x + ζ

Y ,∞
∗,y ) = −∑

y∈Y

ξxy

rx

λ
ζX ,∞x + ∑

y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

λ
ζ
Y ,∞
∗,y = −∑

y∈Y

ξxy,

which is equivalent to

ζX ,∞x + ∑
y∈Y/{y1}

πλxy

rx
ζ
Y ,∞
∗,y = − λ

rx
∑
y∈Y

ξxy. (E.2)

Similarly, we obtain for each y ∈ Y/{y1} that
∑
x∈X

πλxy

λ
(ζX ,∞x + ζ

Y ,∞
∗,y ) = − ∑

x∈X

ξxy,

which implies that

(∑
x∈X

πλ

sy
ζX ,∞x ) + ζY ,∞∗,y = − λ

sy
∑
x∈X

ξxy. (E.3)
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The equalities (E.2) and (E.3) can therefore be represented by

Ar,s(ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ ) = −λξ̃, (E.4)

where Ar,s∶ ℓ
∞(X )×ℓ∞

ψφ3
Y
(Y/{y1})→ ℓ∞(X )×ℓ∞

ψφ3
Y
(Y/{y1}) denotes the operator from the

proof of Proposition D.1 with different domain and range. Notably, by our assumption
Γ (ξ) <∞ it follows that

⎛⎝∑y∈Y
ξx1y

rx1
,∑
y∈Y

ξx2y

rx2
, . . . , ∑

x∈X

ξxy2

sy2
, ∑
x∈X

ξxy3

sy3
, . . .
⎞⎠ ∈ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞ψφ3Y (Y/{y1}).

Moreover, since ∑∞i=1ψ(i)φ3Y(yi)syi <∞, it follows by a similar argument as in the proof of
Proposition D.1 that Ar,s has a bounded inverse operator and thus there exists a unique

solution (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ ) ∈ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞
ψφ3Y
(Y/{y1}) for equation (E.4). Hence, we obtain that

∥(ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ )∥
ℓ∞(X)×ℓ∞

ψφ3
Y

(Y/{y1})
≤ ∥A−1r,s∥OP λΓ (ξ).

Step 2 - Upper bound for norm of ζX×Y . It remains to show that ζX×Y , as defined
in (E.1), is contained in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y). Exploiting the upper bound for πλ (Proposition
2.3) yields

∥ζX×Y∥
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
≤ ∥ξX×Y∥

ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)
+ ∥πλ ⊙AT∗ (ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ )∥

ℓ1
CX ⊕CY

(X×Y)

≤ ∑
(x,y)∈X×Y

CX (x)∣ξX×Yxy ∣ + ∑
(x,y)∈X×Y

CY(y)∣ξX×Yxy ∣
+ ∥πλ∥

ℓ1
CX⊗ψΦ

3

Y

(X×Y)
⋅ 2∥(ζX ,∞, ζY ,∞∗ )∥

ℓ∞(X)×ℓ∞
ψφ3
Y

(Y/{y1})

≤ ∑
(x,y)∈X×Y

CX (x)rx ∣ξX×Yxy ∣
rx

+ ∑
(x,yi)∈X×Y

ψ(i)CY(yi)φ3Y(yi)syi ∣ξX×Yxyi
∣

ψ(i)φ3Y(yi)syi
+ ∥r∥ℓ1

CX
(X) ∥s∥ℓ1

ψΦ4

Y

(Y) ∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩2∥M−1∥
OP

λΓ (ξ)
≤ Γ (ξ)(∥r∥ℓ1

CX
(X) + ∥s∥ℓ1

ψΦ3

Y

(Y) + ∥r∥ℓ1
CX
(X) ∥s∥ℓ1

ψΦ4

Y

(Y)∥φX ∥2ℓ∞(X) ⟨φY , s⟩2∥M−1∥
OP

λ)
=∶ Γ (ξ)κ <∞,

which proves that the claim.

Remark E.2. We like to discuss the domain of the operator [D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1. For
an element ξ ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) the previous proof shows that the element (ξ,0,0)T ∈
ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) × ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞ψφ3Y(Y/{y1}) has a well-defined image under the mapping

[D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1 in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) × ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞ψφ3Y (Y/{y1}) if and only if

⎛⎝∑y∈Y
ξx1y

rx1
,∑
y∈Y

ξx2y

rx2
, . . . , ∑

x∈X

ξxy2

sy2
, ∑
x∈X

ξxy3

sy3
, . . .
⎞⎠ ∈ ℓ∞(X ) × ℓ∞ψφ3Y (Y/{y1}). (E.5)

In particular, by Lemma E.4 one can construct for any ε > 0 and ξ satisfying (E.5) an
element ξ′ ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y) such that ∥ξ − ξ′∥ℓ1

CX⊕CY
(X×Y) < ε but where ξ′ does not fulfill

(E.5). Hence, the domain of [D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)

F]−1 does not even contain an open ball

in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y).
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We now proceed with the proof of the error bounds from Proposition D.3.

Lemma E.3. Assume the same setting as in Proposition D.3 and denote by ϑ the mapping
as defined in its proof. Then it follows for n→∞ that

∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (F(ϑ(r, s∗), r, s∗) (E.6)

−F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
+ tn [Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ĥXl , ĥY∗,l))∥

ℓ1CX ⊕CY
(X×Y)

+∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) (E.7)

−F(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
+ [D

π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ
Y
∗,l
)
F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)

− ϑ(r, s∗)))∥
ℓ1
CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

+∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π ([ [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (E.8)

− [D
π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ

Y
∗,l
)
F] ]

(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)))∥
ℓ1CX⊕CY

(X×Y)

= o(tn).
Proof. We prove this assertion using Lemma E.1 by showing for each term on which we

apply [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π that the corresponding quantity Γ (⋅), given some func-
tion ψ, decreases with order o(tn). The resulting image element then tends to zero in
ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y) with order o(tn).

Step 1 - Convergence of first term. We start with the term in (E.6). A straightforward
calculation gives

(F(ϑ(r, s∗), r, s∗) −F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
+ tn [Dr,s∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ĥXl , ĥY∗,l)) = t2n

⎛⎜⎜⎝
πλ(r,s∗)
r⊗s ⊙ (ĥXl ⊗ ĥYl )

0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎠ =∶
⎛⎜⎝
ξ1(n)
0
0

⎞⎟⎠ .
Since ξ1(n) is only finitely supported, it is contained in ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y) and, given ψ ≡ 1,
we note that Γ (ξ1(n)) = O(t2n) ⊆ o(tn) which yields by Lemma E.1

∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (ξ1(n),0,0)∥ℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y) = o(tn).
Step 2 - Bounds for second term. For the term of (E.7) denote the EROT potentials for(r, s) and (r + tnĥXl , s+ tnĥYl ) by (αλ, βλ) and (αλn, βλn), respectively, with βλy1 = βλn,xy1 = 0.

Further, consider the closed ball Bρ0(r, s) from Proposition D.4 and let n be sufficiently
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large such that (r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) ∈ Bρ0(r, s) (Lemma F.2). This guarantees that dual
optimizers are Lipschitz (Proposition D.4). A straightforward calculation yields

[ F(ϑ(r, s∗), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
−F(ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l), r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l)
+ [D

π,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ
Y
∗,l
)F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)) ]

=
⎛⎜⎜⎝
−((r + tnĥXl )⊗ (s + tnĥYl ))⊙ exp (AT∗ (αλ, βλ∗ )−c

λ
)⊙∆(AT∗ (αλn−αλ, βλ∗,n−βλ∗ )

λ
)

0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎠
=∶ ⎛⎜⎝

ξ2(n)
0
0

⎞⎟⎠ ,
where ∆ is given by ∆∶R → R≥0, x ↦ exp(x) − 1 − x and is evaluated component-wise
for each entry of AT∗ (αλn − αλ, βλ∗,n − βλ∗). The function ∆ is smooth, non-negative and
its derivative vanishes at zero, hence, for a positive null-sequence xn → 0 it follows that
∆(xn) = o(xn). In addition, for each x ≥ 0 the inequality ∆(−x) ≤∆(x) is satisfied. Before
we apply Lemma E.1 let us state a component-wise bound for ξ2(n). For this purpose, let

κ ∶= ∥φX ∥ℓ∞(X) sup
n∈N

⟨φY , s + tnĥYl ⟩ <∞
and recall from Proposition 2.3 that componentwise we have exp (λ−1[AT∗ (αλ, βλ∗ ) − c]) ≤
κ(φX ⊗ φY). Hence, for all n ∈ N it holds componentwise that

∣ξ2(n)∣ = ∣(r + tnĥXl )⊗ (s + tnĥYl )∣⊙ exp(AT∗ (αλ, βλ∗) − c
λ

)
⊙

RRRRRRRRRRR∆(
AT∗ (αλn −αλ, βλ∗,n − βλ∗)

λ
)RRRRRRRRRRR≤ ∣(r + tnĥXl )⊗ (s + tnĥYl )∣⊙ κ(φX ⊗ φY) (E.9)

⊙∆(AT∗ (∣αλn −αλ∣, ∣βλ∗,n − βλ∗ ∣)
λ

).
Since ∆ is Lipschitz with modulus exp(t) on the bounded domain [−t, t] for t ≥ 0 it follows
by our bounds for ∣αλn −αλ∣, ∣βλ∗,n − βλ∗ ∣ from Proposition 2.3 for some constant κ′ > 0 and
any (x, y) ∈ X × (Y/{y1}) thatRRRRRRRRRRR∆(

∣αλn,x − αλx∣ + ∣βλ∗,n,y − βλ∗,y ∣
λ

) −∆(∣αλn,x − αλx ∣
λ

)RRRRRRRRRRR ≤ κ
′φY ∣βλ∗,n,y − βλ∗,y ∣. (E.10)

This implies componentwise that

∣ξ2(n)∣ ≤ ∣(r + tnĥXl )⊗ (s + tnĥYl )∣⊙ κ(φX ⊗ φY) (E.11)

⊙AT∗ (∆(∣αλn − αλ∣
λ

), κ′φY ∣βλ∗,n − βλ∗ ∣
λ

).
Based on (E.11) we thus infer by (r, s) ∈ ℓ1CX (X )⊗ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) that ξ2(n) ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X ×Y).
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Step 3 - Convergence of second term. In order to use Lemma E.1 we consider a
monotonous unbounded function ψ∶N → [1,∞) with ∑∞i=1ψ(i)Φ4

Y(yi)syi < ∞. Such a
function exists by Lemma E.4. For this function ψ we now show that Γ (ξ2(n)) = o(tn),
so let I ∈ N and consider x ∈ X . Then it holds that

∑
y∈Y

∣rx + tnĥXl,x∣ ⋅ ∣sy + tnĥYl,y ∣
rx

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠
RRRRRRRRRRR∆
⎛⎝
αλn,x −α

λ
x + β

λ
n,y − β

λ
y

λ

⎞⎠
RRRRRRRRRRR

≤ I∑
i=1

∣rx + tnĥXl,x∣ ⋅ ∣syi + tnĥYl,yi ∣
rx

κφX (x)φY(yi)∆⎛⎝
∣αλn,x − αλx∣ + ∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣

λ

⎞⎠
+

∞∑
i=I+1

∣rx + tnĥXl,x∣ ⋅ ∣syi + tnĥYl,yi ∣
rx

κκ′φX (x)ψ(yi)φ3Y(yi)
⋅ ( RRRRRRRRRRR∆

⎛⎝
αλn,x − α

λ
x

λ

⎞⎠
RRRRRRRRRRR +
RRRRRRRRRRR
βλn,yi − β

λ
yi

ψ(yi)φY(yi)λ
RRRRRRRRRRR )

≤ ⎛⎝1 + tn max
x∈{x1,...xl}

∣ĥXl,x∣
rx

⎞⎠κ ∥φX ∥ℓ∞(X) ∥s + tnĥYl ∥ℓ1φ
Y
(Y)

⋅∆
⎛⎝
∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X) +maxIi=1 ∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣

λ

⎞⎠
+
⎛⎝1 + tn max

x∈{x1,...xl}

∣ĥXl,x∣
rx

⎞⎠κκ′ ∥φX ∥ℓ∞(X) ∥s + tnĥYl ∥ℓ1ψφ2
Y

(Y)
∆
⎛⎝
∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X)

λ

⎞⎠
+
⎛⎝1 + tn max

x∈{x1,...xl}

∣ĥXl,x∣
rx

⎞⎠κκ′ ∥φX ∥ℓ∞(X) ∥s + tnĥYl ∥ℓ1ψφ3
Y

(Y)

∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y)

ψ(I)λ
= κ′′ [∆(λ−1 (∥αλn − αλ∥ℓ∞(X) +maxIi=1∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣)) + ψ(I)−1 ∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞

φ
Y
(Y)
]

for some κ′′ > 0 that is independent of I and x ∈ X . By the local Lipschitz property
(Proposition D.4) we know that

∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X) ≤ tnΛ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
,

∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y)
≤ tnΛ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
.

Hence, for ε > 0 select I ∈ N large enough such that

κ′′
∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞

φ
Y
(Y)

ψ(I) ≤ ψ(I)−1tnκ′′Λ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
< εtn

2
,

and choose N ∈ N sufficiently large such that for all n ≥ N holds

κ′′∆(λ−1 (∥αλn − αλ∥ℓ∞(X) +maxIi=1∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣))
≤ κ′′∆⎛⎝tnλ−1(1 +maxIi=1φX (i))Λ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)

⎞⎠ < εtn2 .

Consequently, we obtain that supx∈X ∑y∈Y ∣ξ2(n)xy ∣/rx < εtn, and thus it holds that supx∈X ∑y∈Y ∣ξ2(n)xy ∣/rx =
o(tn). To show that Γ (ξ2(n)) = o(tn) let us again consider some integer I ∈ N. For
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yi /∈ {y1, . . . , yI} we employ the upper bound (E.11) and see for some κ′′′ > 0 independent
of yi and I that

∑
x∈X

∣rx + tnĥXl,x∣ ⋅ ∣syi + tnĥYl,yi ∣
syiψ(i)φ3Y(yi)

exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
yi
− c(x, yi)
λ

⎞⎠∆⎛⎝
∣αλn,x − αλx∣ + ∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣

λ

⎞⎠
≤⎛⎝1 + tn max

y∈{y1,...yl}

∣ĥY
l,y
∣

sy

⎞⎠∥r + tnĥXl ∥ℓ1(X)κ′′′ ∥φ2X ∥ℓ∞(X)
∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣
ψ(i)φY(yi) . (E.12)

Note that the first four factors can be bounded by a constant independent of I and y ∈ Y.
For the last factor in (E.12) we employ the local Lipschitz property of dual optimizers
with modulus Λ′ (Proposition D.4) and obtain

∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣
ψ(i)φY(yi) ≤ ψ(i)−1tnΛ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1CX (X)×ℓ1Φ4

Y

(Y)
.

Hence, for ε > 0 we may choose I sufficiently large such that

ψ(i)−1tnΛ′ ∥(ĥXl , ĥYl )∥ℓ1
CX
(X)×ℓ1

Φ4

Y

(Y)
< εtn for all i > I. (E.13)

For each yi ∈ {y1, . . . , yI} we then use the upper bound from (E.9) in conjunction with a
similar bound as in (E.10) and obtain for some κ′′′′ > 0 independent of yi and I that

∑
x∈X

∣rx + tnĥXl,x∣ ⋅ ∣syi + tnĥYl,yi ∣
syiψ(i)φ3Y(yi) exp

⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
yi
− c(x, yi)
λ

⎞⎠∆⎛⎝
αλn,x − α

λ
x + β

λ
n,yi
− βλyi

λ

⎞⎠
≤⎛⎝1 + tn max

y∈{y1,...yl}

∣ĥY
l,y
∣

sy

⎞⎠
∥r + tnĥXl ∥ℓ1(X)
ψ(i)φ3Y (yi) κ′′′′ ∥φ2X ∥ℓ∞(X) φY(yi)∆⎛⎝

∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣
λ

⎞⎠
= O(∆(∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣)) ⊆ o(∣βλn,yi − βλyi ∣) ⊆ o(tn). (E.14)

Here we exploited the local Lipschitz property of βλ for the components yi ∈ {y1, . . . , yI}.
As a result we obtain by (E.13) and (E.14) that Γ (ξ2(n)) = o(tn). Hence, Lemma E.1
asserts ∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (ξ2(n),0,0)∥CX⊕CY = o(tn).

Step 4 - Convergence of last term. For the last term, i.e., for (E.8) we obtain

[ [Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗))
− [D

π,α,β∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r+tnĥXl ,s∗+tnĥ
Y
∗,l
)
F] (ϑ(r + tnĥXl , s∗ + tnĥY∗,l) − ϑ(r, s∗)) ]

=
⎛⎜⎜⎝
−(tnĥXl ⊗ s + tnr ⊗ ĥYl + t2nĥXl ⊗ ĥYl )⊙ exp (AT∗ (αλ, βλ∗ )−c

λ
)⊙ AT∗ (α

λ
n−α

λ, βλ∗,n−β
λ
∗ )

λ

0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎠
=∶⎛⎜⎝

ξ3(n)
0
0

⎞⎟⎠ .
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Since (r, s) ∈ ℓ1CX (X ) ⊗ ℓ1Φ4

Y
(Y) and as ĥXl , ĥ

Y
l

both have finite support, we obtain that

ξ3(n) ∈ ℓ1CX⊕CY (X × Y). To finish the proof, we show that Γ (ξ3(n)) = o(tn), where we
select ψ ≡ 1. For any x ∈ X it then follows using the Lipschitz property for dual optimizers
(Proposition D.4) that

1

rx
tn[ ∑

y∈Y

∣ĥXl,xsy + rxĥYl,y + tnĥXl,xĥYl,y∣
⋅ exp(αλx + βλy − c(x, y)

λ
)(∣αλn,x −αλx ∣ + ∣βλn,y − βλy ∣)]

≤ tn (∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X) + ∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞
φ
Y
(Y)
) exp(∥c+X − c−X ∥ℓ∞(X)

λ
)

⋅ κ
⎛⎝1 + max

x∈{x1,...,xl}

∣ĥXl,x∣
rx

⎞⎠
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑y∈Y(sy + (1 + tn)∣ĥ

Y
l,y ∣)φ2Y(y)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
= O (tn ∥αλn − αλ∥ℓ∞(X) + tn ∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞

φ
Y
(Y)
) ⊆ O(t2n) ⊆ o(tn).

Likewise, we see for all y ∈ Y that

1

syφ
3
Y(y) tn[ ∑x∈X ∣ĥXl,xsy + rxĥYl,y + tnĥXl,xĥYl,y∣

⋅ exp
⎛⎝
αλx + β

λ
y − c(x, y)
λ

⎞⎠(∣αλn,x − αλx∣ + ∣βλn,y − βλy ∣) ]
≤ tn ⎛⎝φ2Y(y)−1 ∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X) + ∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞φ2

Y

(Y)

⎞⎠ exp(∥c
+
X − c

−
X ∥

λ
)

⋅ κ
⎛⎝1 + max

y∈{y1,...,yl}

∣ĥY
l,y
∣

sy

⎞⎠[∑x∈X(rx + (1 + tn)∣ĥXl,x∣)]
= O ⎛⎝tn ∥αλn −αλ∥ℓ∞(X) + tn ∥βλn − βλ∥ℓ∞φ2

Y

(Y)

⎞⎠ ⊆ O(t2n) ⊆ o(tn).
This yields Γ (ξ3(n)) = o(tn) which concludes by Lemma E.1 the proof since

∥[Dπ,α,β∗∣(ϑ(r,s∗),r,s∗)F]−1π (ξ3(n),0,0)∥ℓ1CX⊕CY (X×Y) = o(tn).
Lemma E.4. Let (an)n∈N be a non-negative sequence such that ∑∞i=1 ai < ∞. Then
there exists an unbounded and monotonously increasing function ψ∶N → [1,∞) such that∑∞i=1ψ(i)ai <∞.

Proof. We define the function ψ by an iterative scheme. Let ψ0 ≡ 1 and select for any
k ∈ N the integer N(k) ≥max(k,N(k−1)) as small as possible such that

N(k)∑
i=1

ψk−1(i)ai + ∞∑
i=N(k)+1

2ψk−1(i)ai ≤ (2 − 1

k
) ∞∑
i=1

ai.

We then define the monotone function

ψk(i) ∶= ⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
ψk−1(i) if i ≤ N(k),
2ψk−1(i) if i > N(k).
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Note that ψk−1 ≤ ψk for each k ∈ N and since N(k) < ∞ it holds for all i > N(k) that
ψk−1(i) < ψk(i). Further, as N(k) ≥ k for all k ∈ N the sequence ψk converges entry-wise
to a monotone function ψ which is unbounded and satisfies by monotone convergence∑∞i=1ψ(i)ai ≤ 2∑∞i=1 ai.
F Auxiliary Results of Finite Support Approximation

In this section we show a number of characteristics of finite support approximations.
Based on the notation in the proof of Theorem 5.8, we consider a probability measure
r ∈ ℓ1CX (X ) on X with full support. Further, let (tn)n∈N be a sequence such that tn ↘ 0

and (hXn )n∈N ⊆ ℓ1CX (X ) with limit hX and that r + tnh
X
n ∈ P (X ) ∩ ℓ1CX (X ) for each n ∈ N.

Additionally, for an integer l ≥ 2 we denote the finite support approximations for hX by
ĥXl , i.e., labelling

ĥXl,x ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩
hXx1 +∑∞i=l+1 hXxi if x = x1,
hXx if x ∈ {x2, . . . , xl},
0 else.

Lemma F.1. For δ > 0 there exist l ∈ N such that

∥hX − ĥXl ∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤ δ.
Additionally, there is N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N holds

∥ĥXl − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
≤ δ, ∥hXn − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1

CX
(X)
≤ δ.

Proof. Choose l large enough such that CX (x1)∑∞i=l+1 CX (xi)∣hXxi ∣ ≤ δ/6. Then we see

∥hX − ĥXl ∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
≤ CX (x1) ∞∑

i=l+1

∣hXxi ∣ + ∞∑
i=l+1

CX (xi)∣hXxi ∣ ≤ δ3 .
Let N be large enough such that CX (x1) ∥hX − hXn ∥ℓ1

CX
(X)
≤ δ/3 for all n ≥ N . This yields

∥ĥXl − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1
CX
(X)
= CX (x1) ∣hXx1 − hXn,x1 + ∞∑

i=l+1

(hXxi − hXn,xi)∣ + l∑
i=2

CX (xi) ∣hXxi − hXn,xi ∣
≤ CX (x1) ∑

x∈X

CX (x) ∣hXx − hXn,x∣ = CX (x1) ∥hX − hXn ∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤
δ

3
,

which implies by triangle inequality

∥hXn − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤ ∥hXn − hX ∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥hX − ĥXl ∥ℓ1CX (X) + ∥ĥXl − ĥXn,l∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤ δ,
and thus finishes the proof.

Lemma F.2. It holds that

K ∶= ∥hX ∥
ℓ1
CX
(X)
+ sup
n∈N
∥hXn ∥ℓ1

CX
(X)
+ sup
n,l∈N
∥ĥXn,l∥ℓ1CX (X) <∞.

Further, for ρ > 0 there is N ∈ N such that it follows for all n ≥ N and l ∈ N that

r + tnh
X
n , r + tnĥ

X
n,l, r + tnĥ

X
l ∈ {r̃ ∈ ℓ1CX (X )∶ ∥r̃ − r∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤ ρ} .
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Proof. By convergence of hXn towards hX with respect to ℓ1CX (X ) we see that

∥hX ∥
ℓ1
CX
(X)
+ sup
n∈N
∥hXn ∥ℓ1

CX
(X)
<∞.

Further, for given l, n ∈ N it follows that ∥ĥXn,l∥ℓ1CX (X) ≤ CX (x1) ∥hXn ∥ℓ1CX (X), which yields

K <∞. For N ∈ N large enough such that tn < ρK−1 we conclude the second claim.

With these auxiliary results we can state the proof of Lemma D.2

Proof of Lemma D.2. First, we note that ∑x∈X hXn,x = 0 for all n ∈ N implies ∑x∈X hXx = 0.
By construction of the finite support approximation, it also follows for any l, n ∈ N that∑x∈X ĥXn,l,x = ∑x∈X ĥXl,x = 0. Hence, it remains to show for given l ∈ N that there exists

N ∈ N such that the elements r+ tnĥ
X
l , r+ tnĥ

X
n,l are strictly positive in each entry. To this

end, consider K > 0 as in Lemma F.2 and choose N ∈ N large enough such that it holds
for all n ≥ N that tn < (2K)−1mini=1,...,lmin(rxi ,1 − rxi). This yields for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l}
that

rxi + tnĥ
X
l,xi
= rxi + tnK ⋅ ĥ

X
l,xi

K

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
≤ rxi + 1

2 min(rxi ,1 − rxi) ≤ 1
2rxi +

1
2 < 1,≥ rxi − 1

2 min(rxi ,1 − rxi) ≥ 1
2rxi > 0.

Further, since ĥXx = 0 for all x /∈ {x1, . . . , xl} it follows for all n ≥ N that rx + tnĥ
X
l,x = rx ∈(0,1), which shows that r + tnĥ

X
l ∈ P (X ) and supp(r + tnĥXl ) = X . The same argument

implies for all n ≥ N that r + tnĥ
X
n,l ∈ P (X ) and supp(r + tnĥXn,l) = X .

G Auxiliary Results for Banach spaces

In this section we prove correspondences between the different Banach spaces employed
within this work. More precisely, for a positive function f ∶X → (0,∞) on the countable
space X we consider the function class F ∶= {f̃ ∶X → R∶ ∣f̃ ∣ ≤ f} and relate the Banach
spaces ℓ1f(X ) and ℓ∞(F) to each other.

Lemma G.1. The linear evaluation map

e∶ ℓ1f (X )→ ℓ∞(F), a↦ (e(a)∶F ↦ R, f̃ ↦ ⟨f̃ , a⟩)
is an isometric embedding of ℓ1f(X ) into ℓ∞(F), i.e., ∥e(a)∥ℓ∞(F) = ∥a∥ℓ1

f
(X) for a ∈ ℓ1f(X ).

Proof. First note for any a ∈ ℓ1f(X ) that e(a) ∈ ℓ∞(F) since
∥e(a)∥F = sup

f̃∈F

∣e(a)(f̃)∣ = sup
f̃∈F

∣⟨f̃ , a⟩∣ ≤ sup
f̃∈F

∥f̃∥
ℓ∞
f
(X)
∥a∥ℓ1

f
(X) = ∥a∥ℓ1

f
(X) .

Hence, the linear mapping e is continuous. Moreover, it holds that

∥a∥ℓ1
f
(X) = ∑

x∈X

f(x)∣ax∣ = ∑
x∈X

sign(ax)f(x)ax ≤ sup
f̃∈F

∣e(a)(f̃)∣ = ∥e(a)∥F ,
where the inequality holds since the function x↦ sign(ax)f(x) is contained in F .

The previous lemma shows that the weighted ℓ1-space can be identified as a subset of
ℓ∞(F). In particular, this implies that the intersections P(X )∩ℓ1f (X ) and P(X )∩ℓ∞(F)
can be identified. Moreover, given another function class F̃ on X with F ⊆ F̃ the following
inclusion from the intersections P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F̃) into ℓ1f(X ) can be formalized.
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Lemma G.2. The canonical (linear) projection map

ι∶ (P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F̃), ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(F̃))→ (P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F), ∥⋅∥ℓ∞(F)), (⟨f, r⟩)f∈F2
↦ (⟨f, r⟩)f∈F1

is continuous and injective. In particular, P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F̃) can be embedded into ℓ1f(X ).
Proof. First note that any r ∈ P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F̃) fulfills since F ⊆ F̃ that

∥ι(r)∥ℓ∞(F) = sup
f∈F
∣⟨f, r⟩∣ ≤ sup

f∈F̃

∣⟨f, r⟩∣ = ∥r∥ℓ∞(F̃) ,
which shows continuity. Moreover, if ∥ι(r) − ι(s)∥ℓ∞(F) = ∥ι(r) − ι(s)∥ℓ1

f
(X) = 0, and hence

r = s which shows injectivity. The second assertion then follows from the identification
P(X ) ∩ ℓ∞(F) = P(X ) ∩ ℓ1f(X ) where latter is clearly contained in ℓ1f(X ).
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