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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.
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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 & Riischendorf
(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(N?3) 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(N%°)
(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 Martin (1994). In particular, for a given precision it solves the corre-
sponding optimization problem in about O(N?) 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,...} and
Y ={y1,y2,... } (possibly X =Y). A probability measure r on X (s on }) is represented
as an element in £1(X) (resp. £1()))), the space of absolutely summable sequences indexed
over X (resp. )), such that Y .y 7, =1 and r > 0. The set of couplings between r and s,
also known as transport plans, on the product space X x ) is defined by

I(r,s):= {7‘(‘ e M(X xY):A(r) = (2) T2 0} ,
where A is the marginalization operator

A:fl X x —>€1 X Xfl — (Zyey ﬂ'xy)aze)().
( y) ( ) (y), " ((Z:}:GXﬂ-xy)yey

For a cost function ¢: X x Y - R and a regularization parameter \ > 0 the FROT wvalue
between probability measures 7 and s is defined as

EROT(r,s):= inf (c,m)+AM(m). (EROT)

well(r,s)

The quantity (¢, m) = ¥ (5 )exxy ¢(T,y) Ty denotes the total costs associated to a transport
plan 7 € II(r,s) and M (7) represents the mutual information

0 0

M(m) := Z Ty lOg d = Z melog( = ) € [0, 00],

reX ( Zy'ey ny’)( DX 7T:B’y)

yey

where by convention 0log(0) = 0. If the cost function c is integrable with respect to r ® s,
i.e., if it fulfills c € £1g,(X x )), then there exists a unique minimizer (Proposition 2.1)

7 (r, ) = argmin (¢, ) + AM (), (1.1)
well(r,s)

known as EROT plan. Plugging 7 (r, s) into the functional for total costs {c,-) yields the
Sinkhorn costs
SA(r, 8) = (e, (1, s)).

Moreover, (EROT) is a convex optimization problem and hence exhibits a dual formulation

sup {(a,r)+(B,s) - )\[ > exp(o% + By —cly) )rxsy - rwsy], (DEROT)
aell(X) zeX A
Bell(¥) vey



where £1(X) and £.()) denote the spaces of functions on X, ) with finite expectation
under r and s, respectively (for a general dual formulation on Polish spaces see Chizat et al.
(2016)). Optimizers a € £1(X), 5 € £1(Y) of (DEROT) are called EROT potentials and
the quantities (a,7) = ¥pcx @uTz, (B, 8) = Xyey Bysy 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

1 n 1
- = d 5§, =— 1.2
for samples X1,...,X, i'i'~d'r and independent Y7i,... ,Ymi'i&d's where ¢, 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 wvalue 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? 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 Fuclidean 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

V1 (EROT(#y, 5) - EROT(r, 5)) —— N (0,03 (r]s)), (1.3)



as n - oo (Theorem 3.2) with 2, denoting weak convergence (Billingsley, 1999). The
asymptotic variance o3 (r]s) depends on the population EROT potential o for (DEROT)
and is equal to

O'?\(’I“|S) = Varx., [aﬁ‘(] .

Concerning the EROT plan, we show for the empirical counterpart centered by its popu-
lation quantity, as n — oo, that

V(7 (P, 5) = 7N (1, 8)) —= G(0, £y a (7]5)), (1.4)

for a centered Gaussian process G with covariance Xy /1(r|s) (Theorem 3.5). The covari-
ance Xy 1 (r|s) can be stated explicitly and depends on the regularization parameter A
and the EROT plan 7} between r and s. Notably, weak convergence in (1.4) takes place in
a suitable weighted ¢!-space over X x ). 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)

V(S (P, 8) = S (r,5)) — N (0,62, (rls)), (1.5)

as n — oo. The asymptotic variance 5?\ (7[s) is given by

5-3\77|—A(T|5): Z C(ﬂj,y)c(x,,y,)(ZA,ﬂ.)\(Tls))(x7y)7($,7y,).

z,2'eX
BTN

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 (A = 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 naive 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
Cx,Cx: X > Rand ¢y, ¢3: Y — R with ¢ < ¢} and ¢, < ¢, such that

cx () +cy(y) < c(x,y) < cx(x) +cy(y) (1.6)



Table 1: Interplay between cost functions and summability conditions on probability
measures 7, s for one-sample limit distribution of empirical EROT value.

Type Cost Summability Condition

Bounded costs el goo (x) < 00 Yaex \/Tz < 00

Costs with ez - 655“5”(90 <00 YVyeax Cx(x)\/ro + é?v(w)% < o0

bounded variation HCS’ ~% Hf""()’) <o Zyey(cy * Cy)(y)sy <o

Costs without e - EE{H@""(X) =00 Lgex CX(x)}/E + (C?v + &x)(x)% < oo
bounded variation HCS’ ~Cy HZW()}) =00 Yuey(Cy +Cy +dy)(y)sy < oo

for all (x,y) € XxY. 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 - and s-integrability of the
functions Cx, ¢ : X - [1,00) and Cy, 9y Y = [1,00), respectively, defined by

Cx(x) = 1+|ch (@) +|cx ()], Cy(y) =1+ +ley(v)l;

dr(2) = eXP(M)’ by (y) = exp ( M) (1.7)

For the Hadamard differentiability of the EROT value (Theorem 5.5), we then consider
two (possibly identical) collections of dominating functions cy,, ¢, ¢y, ¢3, and 3, ¢y, ¢y, &3,
of ¢ (one collection yields bounds for the EROT potential a?, the other for ") with
corresponding functions Cy, ¢ X,éy, gz;y as above and define the function classes

Fx = {fX - R |f| < CX} U {éX} U {QBX} U {QBX]IX\{xl,-..,a:n}:n € N}’
Fy = {:Y > Relf] <Gy }U{Cy } U {63} U {byTongpnny i €N},

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)

> Cx(z)\/rz + (C?( + gz;%()(x)rx <oo and Y (Cy+ Cy+ $y)(y)sy < oo.

reX yey

(1.8)

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,

> Cx(x)\/rz + (C?\g + q;?\f)(x)rx <oo and Y, éy(y)\/@+ (Cg; + ¢§,)(y)sy < 0.

reX yey



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 HCHZ‘”(XXJ)) < 00 Y wex /Tz < 00
Costs with I - cx ||5""(X) <00 Yiex Cx(w)\/rz < 00
Yl
bounded variation e c)’“éoo(y) <00 ey Cy(y)sy < oo
v -
Costs with bounded e —cx H5""(/'\f) <00 Yaex Cx(x)\/Ta < 00

: _ 4
variation in X-component Hcg, B cyHé‘”(y) =0 Xyey Oy (U)o (y)sy < o

For our sensitivity analysis of the EROT plan as an element in the weighted ¢'-space
féx @Cy()( x Y) as well as the Sinkhorn cost we only consider a single collection of domi-
nating functions ¢, c%, y, 033 for ¢ and additionally require that

ek = Cxllos 2y < 00

This condition is clearly met for uniformly bounded costs (Section 4.1) but also for various
metric based costs when X is bounded while ) is not (Section 4.2.2). It is also fulfilled
under metric costs for unbounded spaces X and ) 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

Hy={f:X >R|f|<Cx},  Hy:={f:Y->R|f|<Cys}} (1.9)

which induce on P(X) and P()) weighted ¢!-norms with weights given by Cx and Cy(b‘)l,
(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 (Romisch, 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 #y. These assumptions
are satisfied if and only if (Lemma 3.1)

Z Cx(x)\/rz <oo and Z Cy(y)¢§;(y)sy < 00.
zeX yey

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 naive 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).



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 ¢!(X) the space of summable sequences
indexed over X and equipped with total variation norm [af ;) = Xyex laz|. Note that
?1(X) can be interpreted as the space of finite signed measures on X. Its dual space
can be identified by £*°(X) with norm [b] e xy = Supex |bo|- Given a positive function
f: X - (0,00) we introduce the weighted ¢'-space E}(X) and its corresponding dual space
(7 (X) with respective norms for a € E}(X) and b € (7 (X) given by

leliyoy = 3 F@lacl - and Bl oy = sup £ (@)l

reX reX
Their dual pairing is given by (b,a) := ¥ .y a,. The set of probability measures on X
is denoted by P(X) = {r e {1(X):4ex 7z = 1,7 > 0}. We emphasize that we equip X
with the discrete topology and do not embed it, e.g., in R%. Hence, for any r € P(X) its
(topological) support is equal to supp(r) = {z € X:r, > 0} and r is of full support if and
only if r, > 0 for all z € X. For a probability measure r € P(X) we define with slight abuse
of notation E%(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 £*°(F) as the Banach
space of uniformly bounded functionals on F equipped with norm

|]l ¢ () = sup ().
feF

For an envelope! function F' of the class F that fulfills F' € £1(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 £*°(F).
For weighted ¢!- and ¢*®-spaces (of function classes) on Y and X x ) 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.

!The function F: X — [0, 00) is an envelope function for a function class F on X if |f| < F for any f e F.



Without loss of generality, we assume that the cost function ¢ is non-negative. Other-
wise, according to (1.6) define the non-negative function

X xY—1[0,00), &(x,y)=clz,y)-cy ®cy(z,y)

with ¢y ®cy(z,y) = c3(x) +¢3(y) which is bounded from above by ¢(x,y) < (cy—cy)(z)+
(¢ =) (y) for all (z,y) € X x Y. Further, if ¢ € 6;(X) and ¢3, € £4(Y), any transport
plan 7 € II(r, s) satisfies (c,7) = (¢,7) + (cy,7) + (¢}, 5). Hence, the objective functions of
(EROT) with cost function ¢ and with the shifted non-negative cost function ¢ only differ
by a constant that only depends on r,s. This does not affect the set of minimizers, and it
holds that

EROTX(r,s) = EROT2(r,s) + (cy,r) + (cy,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 x
Y = [0,00) fulfills ¢ € £lgs(X x V). Then, strong duality holds. Further, for the pri-
mal problem (EROT) there is a unique optimizer m € II(r,s), the EROT plan, and for
(DEROT) there is an (r,s)-a.s. unique pair (up to constant shiff®) of optimizers (a, ) €
(LX) x LL(Y), the EROT potentials. Moreover, m € £1(X x V) and (o, B) € £L(X) x L1(D)
are optimal for (EROT) and (DEROT), respectively, if and only if

Tzy = €XP (aw * ﬁy; @ y) )rxsy for all (x,y) e X x Y, (2.1)
Y May=rs and Y may=sy, forallzeX andye). (2.2)
yey zeX

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 (o, ) € £1(X) x £1()) denotes a pair
of EROT potentials if and only if

A
a;‘ = —)\log|: Z exp (M)sy] for all = € supp(r),

vey (2.3)

A
B - —)\log[ S exp (%(“’))] for all y € supp(s).
reX

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

EROT(r,s) = (&, r) + (B, s) + MLLawy, 7 =1 ®5) = (a?,7) + (8, 5). (2.4)

2This means for any pair of EROT potentials (&, B) € £1(X) x £1(Y) there is a constant 7 € R with
ad-a) = ,B{/\ - B{/\ = for all x € supp(r),y € supp(s).



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 ¢: X x) — R satisfies (1.6)
for dominating functions cy, cy,cy, ¢y, and define Cx,Cy, by, ¢y as in (1.7). Letr e P(X)
and s € P(Y) be probability measures with Cx, ¢ € £r(X) and Cy, by € (X(Y). Then there
exists a unique pair of EROT potentials (o, ) € LL(X) x LX(Y) that fulfill

(a*,7) = (B, 5) = EROT*(r,5)[2 > ({cx,7) + {c}, 5))/2

and satisfy for all x € X,y €)Y the bounds

A

(
<ag e (@) + (5, 8) = (e, )

For the EROT plan 7 in (1.1) it holds for all (z,y) e X x Y that

rosy (6 (@)oy ()0 1) (6,5)7) <7y < 1as, (62 (@)dy (1) (D))

In particular, if Cx¢, € £+(X) and Cygy € (1Y), it holds that m € Kéxeacy(/\.’ x)).

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 EROT™(r,s) and 7*(r,s) by plug-in estimators
EROT)‘(fn,ém) and 7 (7, 4,,) based on empirical counterparts 7, and 5,, (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 ¢'-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 [-| () 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 ¢. To employ the functional delta method it is necessary
that the empirical process \/n(#, —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



follows that the weak limit for the empirical process is given by a Gaussian process G,
with covariance,

Cov[Gr(f),Gr(f)] = (£f'r) = (for){f' ) for f,f e 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 - (0,00). Define the function classes Fi == {f:X - R:|f| < f} and Fp == {f} U
{f]l;(\{xh___,xn}:n e N} and let F3,Fy be two arbitrary function classes on X. Then, the
following assertions hold.

(i) The function class Fy is r-Donsker if and only if ¥ pex [(2)/Tz < 00.
(i) The function class Fy is r-Donsker if and only if ¥ pex (f(2))% 1y < c0.
(i71) The union F3 U Fy is r Donsker if and only if F3 and Fy 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 (7i) is weaker than the weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition in (4).
Indeed, if ¥ cx f(x)\/Tz < oo, then the subset X ¢ X of elements z € X for which
f(z)y/rz > 1 admits finite cardinality; hence, since ¢ < V't for any t € [0,1], we obtain

> (F@)ra< 3 (f@)rat 3 f@)/ra < oo.

TeX zeX zeX\X

Moreover, since the Banach space E}(X ) isometrically embeds into the space £%°(F)
(Lemma G.1) it follows by Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 1.3.10) that the con-
dition Y ey f(2)\/Tz < oo is necessary and sufficient for the empirical process /n(7y, — 1)
to weakly converge in E}(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 xY — R satisfies
(1.6) for two collections of dominating functions cy,cy,cy, ¢y, and €y, €y, ¢y, Cy,. For these

two collections define Cx,Cy, ¢ and é)(,éy,(gx as in (1.7). Further, consider probability
measures v € P(X), s e P(Y).

(i) (One sample from r) Denote by 7, = % * ., 0x, the empirical measure for random

variables X1,...,X, W and assume that
M Cx(2)/re + (Cx + 9% ) (@)re <o and Y. (Cy +Cy + py) (y)sy < 0.
xeX yey

Then, for n — oo, it follows that
Vi BROT? (¢, 5) - EROT (1, 5)) 2 N(0,63(r]s)),

where o3 (r|s) = Varx..[a ] for (@, 8%) e £L(X) x €1(Y) denoting EROT potentials
for r and s with cost c.

10



(it) (Two samples) Additionally, let §,, = % Yin1 Oy, be the empirical measure for random

variables Y1,..., Y, g independent of X1,...,X,

Z Cx(x)\/rz + (C?\g + &i)(x)rm < oo and Z CNy(y)\/%Jr (Cy2 + qS%,)(y)sy < 0.

reX yey

i.i.d.
Yy and assume that

Then, for min(m,n) — oo with ==~ — § € (0,1), it follows that

m+n

nm

- (EROT (7, 5m) — EROT(r,5)) = N(0,603 (r]s) + (1 - )03 (s]r)),

where 0§(r|s) = VarXNT[ozﬁ‘(] and 0§(s|r) = VaryNS[ﬁ})}] for (&, BY) e L1(X) x LL(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

VA((ns5) = (1,5)) = (Gy,0) in £%°(Fx) x £ (Fy),
L ((F ) - (19)) = (VBG,, VIZ0G)  in £°(Fx) < L7 (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) n (> (Fx)) x
(P (Y)ne=(Fy)). The Hadamard derivative is defined on the contingent cone and given
by (h*,hY) = (o, hY) + (6, 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(rs) (P (X) 002 (Fa)) x (P (V) 0 £2(Fy)))
=CHt(F - 7,5 -5)t>0,7 e P(X)nL®(Fx),5 e P(Y)nl(Fy)},

where the closure is taken with respect to ¢*°(Fx) x £°°(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

Ji(r|s) = Z aiailﬂ(r)m/ = Z (ai‘)er - ( Z airm)z = VarXNT[ozﬁ‘(].

T,x’'eX reX reX
The calculation for the two-sample case is analogous. U

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.

() 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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(i)

(iii)

(i)

(v)

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).

For squared Euclidean costs and sufficiently spread countable spaces X,) con-
tained in a Euclidean spaces (e.g. X =) = Z), our conditions require that the
underlying measures are sub-Weibull of order 1 + ¢, 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.

For a common countable metric ground space (X,d) i.e., X =) our results for the
cost function ¢(z,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 7 = s and r # s. Further, for X = Y and c(x,y) = d’(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.

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 (1, V), 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 = ) and a positive definite cost function, i.e., ¢(z,y) > 0 for any
x,y € X and c¢(x,y) = 0 if and only if z = y, then for any r € P(X) which is not equal
to a Dirac measure it follows that EROT)\(’I“,’I“) > 0. This is a consequence of entropy
regularization which leads to supp(7*(r,r)) = supp(r ® ) for any A > 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

EROTany:EROI“@@)—%(EROTNnr)—EROTN&sn.

Clearly, it holds that EROT (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 =) and consider
a symmetmc positive deﬁmte cost function with two collections of dominating functions
Cx»Cx,Cy,Cy and Cy,Cy, ¢y, ¢y as in (1.6) and Cx,Cy, ¢y, and Cx,Cy, ¢X as in (1.7).
Further, consider probability measures r,s € P(X).

(i) (One sample from r) Denote by 7, = %Z?zl dx, the empirical measure for random

iid

variables X1,...,X, "~ 'r and assume that
S (Cx +Cy) (@) /7 + (C3 +C3 + % + 63) (2)rz <00 and (3.2)
reX
Z (CX +Cy+c~)(+c~y+(£x+(by)(1‘)sx<oo. (3.3)
yey

Then, for n — oo, it follows that
VA(EROT" (i, 5) - EROT (r,5)) —— N(0,73(r]s)),

where 73 (r|s) = Vary.,[aX (r,8) — X (r,7)] and a*(r,s), a*(r,r) represent EROT
potentials.

(i1) (Two samples) Additionally, let §,, := % >iti Oy, be the empirical measure for random
variables Y1,...,Y, - independent of X1,...,X, M and assume that v and s

fulfill (3.2). Then, for min(m,n) (0,1), it follows that

nm

- (EROT (7n,3m) - EROT (r, 5)) L N(0,655(r]s) + (1= 8)&2(s]r)),
where 73 (r|s) = Varx..[ay (r,8)—aX (r,7)] and 53 (s|r) = Vary..[B3(r,5) =B (5,5)]
and o (r,s), a*(r,r), B(r,s), 3 (s,5) 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 ¢: X x )Y — R satisfies
(1.6) for dominating functions cy,cy,cy,cy, such that ||c}—c;(||£w()() < oo and define
Cx,Cy, by, by asin (1.7). Further, consider probability measures r € P(X), s € P(}).

(i) (One sample from r) Denote by 7, = %Z?zl dx, the empirical measure for random

iid

varitables X1,...,X, "~ 'r and assume that
S Cx(x)/rz <o and Y. Cy(y)dy(y)sy < oo.
reX yeY
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Then, for n — oo, it follows that
\/ﬁ(ﬂ)‘(fn,s) - 77)‘(7“,5)) 2, Dﬁn’s)w)‘(Gr,O) B G(0, %) o (7ls))

in Kéx@cy(k’ x )), where Dﬁr S)T[')‘ denotes the Hadamard derivative of ™ at (r,s)
(Theorem 5.8) and G, is a tight, centered Gaussian process in E(IZX(X x Y) with
covariance X(r) characterized by

re(1=ry) ifz=21, (3.4)

—T g Ty ifx+a.

2(r)ge = {

(ii) (One sample from s) Denote by §y, = = S 8y, the empirical measure for random

variables Yq,. .. ,Ymi'i&d's and assume that
Z Cx(xz)ry <oo and Z Cy(y)¢§,(y)\/% < 00.
reX yey

Then, for m — oo, it follows that

V(7 (r,5m) = 7 (r,5)) = DI 7M(0,G4) B G0, By (s1r)
in Kéxeacy(/\.’ x )), where G is a tight, centered Gaussian process in Eéyq% () with
covariance X(s) characterized as in (3.4).

(iti) (Two samples) Additionally, suppose that the empirical measures 7y, and $,, from
above are based on independent random variables and assume that

Y Cx(z)\/rz<oo and > Cy(y)gbﬁ;(y)\/% < o0.

reX yey

Then, for min(m,n) — oo with —"— - § € (0,1), it follows that

nm (7T>‘(fn, 8m) — (1, s)) 2, sz"7s)7r>‘ (\/EGT, V1- 5G3)

n+m

2. G (0,62 (1) + (1-8)Z 1 (slr)
in féxeacy()( x Y), where G, and G5 are independent Gaussian processes in E};X(X)

and 6(13 4 () as in (i) and (ii), respectively.
ALY

Proof. For the assertions on the empirical EROT plan we consider the function classes H y

and Hy from (1.9) which induce according to Lemma G.1 on P(X) and P()) weighted

¢*-norms |-, (xy and [-[;n (5. Hence, we infer by Lemma 3.1 using the respective
Cx cyé}

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

V(s 8) = (r,5)) == (Gy, 0) in £, (X) % £, 0 V),
Vn((r,5m) - (,5)) = (0,G5) in 68, () x €40 (),
Vo () = (r,9)) = (86, VI=5G) in 68, () x €, 0 (V).

As the EROT plan is Hadamard differentiable at (r,s) tangentially to (P (X) mﬁéx (X)) x
(73 Y)n Eéy 44 (J))) the different claims follow from the functional delta method. Again
y

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 7* 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 x Y such that supser | flpe  (xxy) < oo. Then, for n — oo, it
Cx@Cy

follows that

VA£G 9)) = (£ (1 8))) = G0, 5 (7]5)),

feF

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

STl = X F @ @) (Eam (1) . oy

z,x'eX

y,y'ey
Corollary 3.8. Assume the same setting as for assertion (i) in Theorem 3.5. Then, for
n — oo, it follows that

V(5N 5) = SX(r,5)) = N (0,531 (7]5)),
where the limiting covariance is given by

5§;M (r|s) = Z c(ﬂ:,y)c(x',y')(ZAmA (r|s))(x’y)’($,7y,).
z,x'eX
y,y'ey
Remark 3.9 (Comparison to other works). (i) If X and ) are finite spaces, then the
conditions for our distributional limits are fulfilled for any pair of probability mea-
sures r € P(X),s € P(¥). Our limits then match with results by Klatt et al. (2020)
when considering the mutual information as the penalization term.

(i7) 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.

15



Remark 3.10 (Sharpness of conditions). For cost functions with bounded variation, i.e., if
|k — ¢ ||€°<,(X) + HCS’, -cy Hzoo(y) < 00, and in particular bounded costs |c[ g (xxy) < 00, 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
V(7 (P, 8p) =7 (1, 8)) in féxe;cy()( x )) requires that the marginal empirical processes
Vn(rn, —r) and \/n(§, - s) converge weakly in KéX(X ) and E(lzy (), respectively. Invoking
Lemma 3.1(i) and G.1 such weak convergence occurs if and only if weighted Borisov-

Dudley-Durst conditions ¥ cx Cx (2)\/Tz + Lyey Cy(y)\/5y < oo 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 (naive) 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 naive 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

. . .. P . .
notion of convergence in outer probability by —— and consider for a given Banach space
B the set of bounded Lipschitz functions with Lipschitz modulus at most one,

BL.(B) - {g:B - R suplg(a)] <1, lo(a1) - o(22)| € s a2l Ve 2 B}.
TE

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 7y, derived by a sample X1,... ,an'l&d'r and denote by 7, = %z;gl 5)(; the empirical

N

bootstrap estimator for 7y, based on a sample X{,..., X Hd 7n. Under the same setting
as in assertion (i) of Theorem 3.2 the (naive) bootstrap is consistent for the EROT value,
i.e., as n tends to infinity it holds that

sup ‘E [h(\/E(EROTA(f;, s) — EROT (', s)))‘Xl, . ,Xn]
heBL1 (R)

~E [(\VA(EROT (7, 5) - EROT(r,5)))]| .o

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

sup [E[A(Va(m (75, 8) = 72 (s 9))) X155 X
heBLl(zéX@Cy(xxy))

~E [h(v/A(x (i, 5) = 7 (7, 5))) ] | — 0.
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Analogous statements on bootstrap consistency are valid for the two-samples case, i.e.,

*

Lid. . - Lid.
when Y*,... Y "~"s’ are independent bootstrap realizations from X{,..., X "~ 'r’.

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 A “ 0. For this purpose, we introduce the unregularized optimal
transport value between r and s as

OT(r,s) := ﬂelijrg: S)(c,w). (OT)

Provided that Cy € £1(X), Cy € () 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
70 € IT(r,s) such that OT(r,s) = {c,7°). Under this assumption it also follows that the
OT value admits a dual formulation

OT(r,s)= sup (a,7r)+(5,s),
(c,B)e@c(r,s)
where @.(r,5) = {(a, B) € LL(X) x £1(V):a ® B < ¢}. 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
|EROT?(r,s) = OT(r,s)| and |S*(r,s) — OT(r,s)|. Let 7° be an OT plan for the non-
regularized problem (OT) for r, s and denote for A > 0 its entropy regularized counterpart
by 7. By optimality for their respective optimization problem it follows that

(e, %) < (e, 7)) < (e, ) + AM (7)) < (e, 7°) + AM (70),
where M(-) represents the mutual information. This yields
0< S r,s)—OT(r,s) < EROT(r,s) = OT(r,s) < \M (7).
Most notably, if one of the probability measures has finite entropy, i.e.,
. 1 1
H(r,s):= mln( Zrmlog(—), Zsylog(—))<oo, (3.5)
TeX Ty yey Sy

we obtain by the bound 0 < M (7) < H(r,s) for any 7 € II(r,s) (Cover & Thomas, 1991,
Theorem 2.4.1) that

|SM(r,s) = OT(r,s)| < |[EROT(r,s) = OT(r,s)| < NH (r,5) = O(X). (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 Martin
(1994) that |S*(r,s)-OT (, s)| = o(exp(~+/))) for some constant x > 0 depending on r and

s as A tends to zero. However, as noted by Weed (2018) the upper bound o(exp(-x/)\))
appears to fail in general for countably supported probability measures where instead the

rate |[SA(r,s) — OT(r,s)| = O(\) seems to be tight.
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. . ii.d. . . o .
For a sequence of i.i.d. samples Xi,...,X,, "~ r and its associated empirical measure

7, we obtain by Antos & Kontoyiannis (2001, Corollary 1) that lim, e, H(7y,s) = H(r,s),
hence lim sup,, . H (7, s) < oo. Performing a decomposition gives

Va(EROT ™ (7, 5) - EROTM™ (7, 5))
= V/n(EROTM™ (', 5) = OT (7, 5)) + Vn(OT (r,5) = EROTN™ (r,5))
+ /(0T (y,s) - OT(r,5)).

For A(n) = o(1/\/n) the first and second term converge to zero. Similar assertions remain
valid if EROT*™ is replaced by S*™) . 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',) contained therein, they consider costs of the form c,(x,y) := dP(z,y) for
p > 1. Then, for n — oo, the empirical non-regularized OT value converges in distribution
to the supremum of a Gaussian process,

V(0T (7, s) - OT (1, s)) 2, sup (o, G,), (3.7)
a*eS*
where §* denotes the set of dual optimizers of (OT) and G, represents the Gaussian
process with covariance X'(r). This distributional limit is valid if, for some z € (M,d), it
holds that

Y dP(z,2)\/Tz <0 and . dP(y,z)sy < co.

reX yey

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 ) .y /72 < 00.

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 A > 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(}) if

D TaE ), Sy

zeA yeB

for every non-empty proper pair of subsets A c supp(r) and B c supp(s). Hence, given
a uniformly bounded cost and measures r € P(X),s € P()) which satisfy the above
condition, there exists a unique (up to a constant shift) pair of OT potentials (o, 8%). If
the Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition is met by r, it follows by Hundrieser et al. (2022) that

V(0T (7, 5) = OT(r, ) —— N(0, Var x..[a%]),
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while for the EROT value with A > 0 under identical assumptions Theorem 3.2 yields that
\/E(EROT)‘(P,“ s) — EROT(r, s)) 2, N(0, Varx..[aX]).

In particular, based on Proposition 5.3(7i), we obtain for suitably shifted EROT potentials
o’ pointwise convergence to a’, and hence using our quantitative bounds in terms of | ¢/,
for these EROT potentials (Proposition 2.3) it follows from dominated convergence that

lim Varx..[a ] = Varx.,[a%].
ANO
Moreover, as the Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition for r also implies that |7, — || o) =0
a.s. (see, e.g., Van der Vaart & Wellner 1996, Lemma 2.10.14), it also follows for any
sequence A\, = o(1) a.s. that
lim Varx.;, [ozé("] = Varx.,[a%].
n—o00
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 §* 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 ¢(z,y) = dP(z,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 7-a.s. constant dual OT potentials. Hence, in this
case, the limit distribution of the empirical EROT value and Sinkhorn cost degenerate
for A(n) = o(1). In contrast, for fixed A > 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 cy,cky, ¢y, ¢y, and &y,¢E%, ¢y, ¢y, they are to
be selected identically.

4.1 Uniformly Bounded Costs

In case of a uniformly bounded cost function c: X xY — Ryg with C' = sup(, ,yexxy (@, y) <
oo we consider for (1.6) the dominating functions cy, cy: X - R, ¢j),¢3,: Y = R given by

G =) =0 md @)= =5
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Then it follows for any z € X and y € ) that

C C
Cx(x)=Cy(y)=1+ 5 = 1 and ¢y (x) = dy(y) = exp(ﬁ) < 1.

Herein, the relation a < b mean that there exists a constant x > 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', ) contained therein, a suitable
cost function is given by c¢,(z,y) := dP(x,y) for p > 1. This is motivated by the p-th
Wasserstein distance W),, which is defined for probability measures r € P(X), s € P()) by

Wh(u,v) = OTe,(r,s) = ﬂe}%g’s)(cp,ﬂ.

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):=supd(xz,z) and Ry=Ry(z):=supd(y,z),
TeX yey

and differentiate between four settings: (i) bounded spaces Ry, Ry < oo, and (i) bounded
and unbounded spaces Ry < oo and Ry = oo (we refer to this setting as semi-bounded),
(773) unbounded spaces Ry = Ry = oo, and (iv) potentially unbounded spaces with a
separability constraint and p = 1.

4.2.1 Bounded Setting
For setting (7) it follows by triangle inequality that ¢, is uniformly bounded,
0<ep(z,y) = d(z,y) < (d(z,2) +d(2,9))" < (Rx + Ry)’ < oo,

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 (z,y) € X x ), upon denoting (¢)¥ := max(0,t)? for t € R,

< (d(y, 2) +d(z,2))" < (d(y,2) + Rx)",

#(@9) = (@) {z (d(y.2) - d(z.2))2 2 (d(y.2) - Ra ).

This gives rise to dominating functions c3,,c%: X - R and Cy, cg,:y — R defined by

cx() =0 cy(y) = (d(y,2) -Ra)¥,

A ” (4.1)
cx(z) =0, cy(y)=(d(y,2) +Rx)",

and hence
Cx(z) =1, Cy(y) =1 +[ey (W)l + ey (y)l 2 1+ dP(y, 2),
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cy(y) - Cy(y)) o ((d(y,z) + Rx)p)
X\ =P X\ '

o) =1 o) -e
In particular, if p € N, it holds for any y € ) that

N - <(d(y,z) +Rx)P <2PRY if d(y,z) <Rux,
1 odd

which yields for any entropy regularization A > 0 and arbitrary 7, e > 0 the relations

{S exp (ydP~ 1 (y, 2))
>

> exp (’ydp’l’e(y, z)) . (42)

Op() = exp (227 2y (DRRA(5:2)

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,gz% € (1(Y). For the distributional limit of the empirical EROT
value if s is (also) estimated we (additionally) require that

> Cy(y)/3y + 63 (y)sy < o0, (4.3)

yey

whereas for the empirical EROT plan we require that

> Cy(1)$y(y)/5y < oo (4.4)

yey
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,nw— #{yeY:n-1<d(y,z) <n}. Let
s €P(Y) and assume that there exist 7,9, >0 such that

> exp (de_“a(y, z))sy<oo and  fy(n) Sexp (5np_1+5/2) . (4.5)
yey

Then, for ~:=7%/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 )
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 < ep(w,y) < (dy, 2) +d(z,2))P <2771 (dP(y,2) + &P (z,2)).

Hence, for arbitrary p > 1 we may select dominating functions ¢, c¢}: X - R and Cys 033: Y-
R defined by

cx(z) =0, cy(y) =0,
cy () =277 P (x, 2), () =271 (y, 2),
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which yields for €,y > 0 the relation

Ca(z)=1+2P dP(x,2) 2 1 +dP(x,2), Cy(y) =1+2P" 1P (y,2) < 1+ dP(y, 2),
P~ LqP(x, 2 2= Lar(y, =
$x(x) = exp ¥ de.z) ¢y (y) = exp 7 Fw2)
A A
S exp (vd" (2, 2)) , S exp (vd" (y,2)) -
Moreover, for p € N more refined dominating functions may be selected. Further we con-
sider different collections of dominating functions cy, cy, ¢y, ¢y, and éy,¢%, &y, ¢y, Given

g,7 > 0 we use triangle inequality and Holder’s inequality onto the ¢-th element of the
subsequent sum such that

& (x,y) < (d(y,z) +d(z,2))" = £, (7)d " (y,2)d' (2, 2)
<A (y,2) + LA (y, 2) + XU Kd% (w, 2) + dP(x, 2),

- -1 . e D L\ i
where ¢; = q(i,p,€) = 5’_11; and K; = K(i,p,&,7, ) := (7;) 1+ (Z(pjl) iflja) P repre-

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

& (z,y) > (d(y, 2) = d(z,2))F = £7o(-1)"(§)d" " (y, 2)d' (x, 2)
2 dp(y, Z) - %dp—lﬁS(y’ Z) - Z?;ll Kidqi(xa Z) + (_1)pdp(x’ Z)‘
Hence, under p € N we may select dominating functions given by

Ay

cx (@) = (-1)PdP(z,2) - T Kid®(x,2), cy(y) = d"(y,2) - = @ (W, 2), (w6

) =)+ T Kb, ) =) e ).
By symmetry of the metric, we may also consider the dominating functions

G (@) = (2, 2) = LA, 2), () = (1P, 2) - DU Kid(y,2), .

A _
Ce(@) = d"(,2) + L (@,2), () = dP(y,2) - T Kad® (3, 2).

As a consequence, we obtain
Ca(z) 2 1+dP(z,2) +dP 1+ (2, 2), Cy(y) 2 1+dP(y, 2),
Cx(z) 2 1+d°(,2), Cy(y) = 1+dP(y, 2) +dP1+9E(y, 2),
G () % exp(yd’ e (2, 2)), Py (y) = exp(yd’ 1 (y, 2)).

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 ) 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} _C;€”£°°(X) = oo and Hci’,—ci,”zoo(y) = oco. 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', ) are unbounded subsets in the metric space (M, d)
that fulfill the condition

K:=  sup (d(CC,Z) +d(z,y) - d(x,y)) < 00. (4.8)
(z,y)eXxy

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(z,y). Under
condition (4.8) and by triangle inequality we can select the dominating functions for ¢; as

cy(x) =d(x,2) - K/2, cy(x) =d(y, z) - K/2,
() = d(z,2), () = dly,2). )
which results in
Cx(z)=x1+d(x,2), Cy(y) = 1+d(y,2),
(bX(x) = 17 ¢y(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 ) are contained in a Euclidean space and consider a cost
function c¢(z,y) = |x —y|” 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', be countable spaces
in (RY, ), consider costs c,(x,y) = |z -y|” for p € N and take probability measures
reP(X),s e P(Y). Consider one of the following four settings.

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

Y ra<oo and ) /S, < oo.

reX yeY

(i1) Suppose that X is a bounded subset of R? while Y is not. Assume that the function
N > Nnw— #{yeVn-1<|y| <n} grows at most polynomial as n — oo.
Further, assume there exist €,y >0 such that,

> Vrz<oo and Y exp(y [y[PT)sy < oo
reX yey

(ii1) Suppose that X,Y are unbounded subsets of RY. Assume that the functions fx:N —
Nyn - #{zeXin-1<|z| <n} and fy grow at most polynomial as n — oco. Further,
assume there exist €,y >0 such that,

> exp(y[z[P ) g <00 and Y exp(y [y|P ) sy < oo
reX yey
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(iv) Take || = ||, and let p = 1. Assume that X ¢ (—o0,a], Y € [b,00) for elements
a,beR? and suppose

Z(1+HxH1) ry <00  and Z(1+||y||1)\/@<oo.

reX yey

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 = 6Z% for 6 > 0,
we do not require sub-Gaussianity but only that the measures are sub-Weibull of order
(1+¢) for some € > 0.

5 Sensitivity Analysis

To formalize the underlying norms in which we perform our sensitivity analysis, we assume
throughout this section that ¢: X x ) - R satisfies (1.6) for two collections of dominating
functions cy, cy, ¢y, ~c§, a~nd~5}, ?}, ¢y, ¢y, and define for these two collections the fun~cti031s
Cx,Cy, 9,0y and Cx,Cy, ¢y, ¢y as in (1.7). Note that the functions ¢, ¢y and ¢y, ¢y,
also depend on the regularization parameter A. Recall the definition of the function classes
Fx,Fy from (1.8) and Hr,Hy from (1.9). According to Lemma G.1, the norm induced by
Fx (resp. Fy) consists of a weighted ¢'-component with Cx (resp. Cy) in combination with
another component that ensures convergence of integrals of certain individual functions.
Further, we define for § > 0 the functions

QS(EYX - [17 00)7 €T = CX(¢)¢§’((£)7

5.1
By > [Loo), o Coln)dh(y), 5-1)

which shall serve as weights for a weighted ¢!-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,7 € P(X),s €
P(Y) such that Cx € £L(X) N LX), Cy, 0y € (X)) and let A\ > 0. Then it follows for
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EROT potentials (o, 3") and (&, 5*) (according to Remark 2.2) for the pairs (r,s) and
(7, s), respectively, that

(&>, r —7) < EROT(r,s) - EROT (7, s) < (o, - F)
In particular, it holds that

‘EROT)\(T,S) - EROT)‘(f,s)‘ < ({Cx,r +7) +2(Cy,s) + 2)\log(¢y,s)) [~ —FHZé (x) -
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 A > 0). Take sequences of probability measures
7, (k) keny € P(X), 8, (Sk)keny € P(Y) and let A >0 be fized.

(i) Assume that C)(’é)(,(];/y e lL(X), Cy,éy,(by € (X)) and for Fx,Fy suppose that
B e = gee gy + 88 = Sllgee () = 0.
Then it follows that

Jim EROT(ry, s;) = EROT(r, 5).

(ii) Under the assumptions of setting (i), take EROT potentials (o, ), ((a}, By) ke ©
RY¥xRY of (DEROT) for (7%, sk )ken, (7, 8) according to Remark 2.2 such that 52‘&1 =

3’/\1 =0 for some element y; € supp(s). Then it follows for any x € X,y €Y that

S U WS S
lim a , = o, I}Lrgo By = By-

k—o0
(iii) Assume that & € £L(X), Q%, e (1Y) for @k,@%, defined in (5.1) and suppose that
kh_{f)lo lrw = V"Hz;}v(X) + sk = 5”@%(3}) =0.
Then it follows for the EROT plans of (T, Sk)ken, (1, 8), respectively, that

khjgo Hﬂ)\(rk7 Sk) — 71')‘(7°, S)Hééx@cy(xxy) =0.

We emphasize that for the continuity of the EROT plan in the Banach space E};X ®Cy) (X xDY)
we consider for the underlying measures the norm of the space %1 (&) x %1 () which is
X y

(under appropriate choice of the functions ¢, ¢}, y, cg,) at least as strong as the norm of
02 (Fx) x £ (Fy). Indeed, by selecting cy = Cy, ¢} = ¢y and ¢, = ¢y, ¢y, = &y, we have

[llgeo (7 < H'H%k(;v) on P(X) and [ (p,) < H'Hz;ly(y) on P(Y),

where the latter norms are strictly stronger if |3 — ¢y ¢ (x) = 00 and |3, = c3; o= (3) = 0.

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 A \ 0). Let ¢: X xY — R be a uniformly bounded cost
function. Take sequences of probability measures r, (rg)ren € P(X), 8, (Sk)ken € P(Y) such
that H(r,s) < oo (defined in (3.5)) and

B e =gy + sk = sl = 0.

Further, let (A\g)ren be positive reqularization parameters with im0 Ag = 0.
(i) Then it follows that

lim EROT™ (1, s3) = OT (1, 5).

k—oo

(it) Assume that the (unregularized) OT potential for r,s is unique (up to a constant
shift) on supp(r) xsupp(s). Consider a pair of OT potentials (a°, 3°) for (r,s) and
take EROT potentials ((ai’“,ﬁé"“))keN c RY xRY for (rh, sk )ken with regularization
parameter (i )ren, respectively, such that ﬁl;\”;l = ﬁgl = 0 for some element y; €
supp(s). Then it follows for any xz € supp(r),y € supp(s) that

P 0 Ak _

lim o)* =« lim 0
k,x T k%wﬁk,y ﬁy

k— oo
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 ¥:U — V between normed spaces U,V is said to be Hadamard
differentiable at uw € U if there exists a continuous linear map D‘IZ V:U - V such that for

any sequence h, € U converging to h and any positive sequence (t, )neny With £, N 0 such
that u + ¢, h, € U it holds

=0 (5.2)
14

ku Ftahn) - ¥ (u)

, - D (h)

for n - oco. Further, ¥ is Hadamard differentiable tangentially to Uy € U at w if the limit
(5.2) exists for all sequences h,, = t;l(kn —u) converging to h where k,, € Uy and ¢, X\ 0.
The Hadamard derivative is then defined on the contingent (Bouligand) cone to Uy at u

T (Us) = {h U= lim £ (kn =), (knJnen  Uos (b mert € Rsos bn o}.

Concerning the derivative of the EROT value we recall by the relation between primal
and dual optimizers 7, o, * for r, s (Proposition 2.1) that

EROT(r,s) = (o, 1) + (8, 5).
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This indicates that the Hadamard derivative of EROT™ at (r, s) is characterized by (o, -)+
( B, -}, 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 7, s.

Theorem 5.5 (Hadamard differentiability of EROT value). Assume that Cx,Cx,r €
(LX) and Cy,Cy, b € L1(Y), and from Fx,Fy from (1.8). Then, for A >0 the functional

EROTA:(P (X)n E“(]—“X)) x (7> V) n €°°(.7-"y)) SR

is Hadamard differentiable at (r,s) tangentially to (P (X)n€=(Fx)) x (P (V) nl>(Fy))
with Hadamard derivative

Di(\. ) BROT: T(y. ) ((P (X) n 67(F)) x (P (V) n£*(Fy))) ~ R,
(h*,10) = (0 hY) + (B2, hY),

where (a*, B) 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,Cx,Cy, ¢y, ¢y €
(HX)NLL(Y), and consider Fx,Fy from (1.8). Then, for X\ >0 the functional

EROT (P (X) 0 £=(Fx 0 Fy)) x (P (V) £=(Fx U Fy)) > R

is Hadamard differentiable at (r,s) tangentially to (P (X) n (> (Fx u Fy)) x (P(Y)n
(=(Fx 0 Fy)) with Hadamard derivative

D‘Ié,vs)ERO_TA;T(T,S) (P (X)L (Frx UuFy)) x (P(Y) N> (FxruFy))) >R,
(hX7hy) = <Oé>\(7°,8) - OCA(T',T'),hX) + (5)\(7478) - /BA(Tar)ahy>a

where (o (7,58), BA(7,5)) are EROT potentials for probability measures 7,5 € 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 y; € ) (as in Proposition 5.2) and denote for
any b € RY the element where we omit the entry at y; by by := (byssbys,...) € RYMy1} . We
adhere to this notation in order to fix the choice for EROT potentials (oz)‘, ﬁ)‘) via ﬁ;‘l =0,
it also enables us to prove invertibility of a certain operator.

In particular, we set

P), = {3* eV\{m}): Y seyel0,1], 5.2 0}

yeV\{v1}
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as the set of probability vectors on ), where we omit the entry for y;. Note that for a given
element s. € P(Y), we can recover the associated probability measure via the relation
s=(1- Yye\{y1} S+, S#yas Styyzs - - - ). 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 yi, i.e.,

A (X xY) > (X)L \)), 7o ((ZW Tou)sex )
(Reit Tay)yeyr (o)

Its dual operator, formally a linear mapping £%°(X) x £<(V\{y1}) = €= (X x ), will
be extended as follows

AT RY x RIMv L RYY 0 (0,0,) > (a® (0,b,)),

where @ denotes the tensor sum, i.e., (@ ® (0,b4))zy = agz + by y for (z,y) € X x ) and
(a®(0,b4))a,y, = az for x € X. These operators enable us to define

F (01 9) < B <R s (1(2) x 0 (1)) » ROV < RY xR,

W—exp(§ [A:{(oz,ﬁ*) —C]) o(res)
(o))

*

where ® denotes the component-wise product and ® is defined as the tensor product of the
probability measures (r ® )3y = 125y for all (z,y) € X x ). 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)x P (Y) and X >0 the element
7 e L1 (X xY) and the potentials (o, (0,54)) € £5(X) x £L(Y) € RY x RY are optimal for
(EROT) and (DEROT), respectively, if and only if

F((m, .80, (r,5.)) = 0. (5.3)

Equation (5.3) intuitively contains a proposal for the Hadamard derivative of 7.
Indeed, a naive 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
7,8, e P(X)x P (), for fixed elements 7 € £ (X x V), (&, B.) € RY x RY\M¥1} given by

F: 01(X) x D\ {11 }) » RYY x RY « RYMu1}
—exp (1 [AT(a,8.)-c]) o (FohY + h* ® 3)
(thhaj) = _(hX) ’

4

r7s*|(ﬁ-7d76~*7fﬂ§*)

where hY = (- yed\fu1} Y kY. kY. . ...). Likewise, the naive partial derivative of F

kYT Y2 7 T TR Y3
with respect to ,a, 8, for the elements (7, &, B«,7, 84 ) is equal to

F: 01X x P) x RY x R} L RYY S RY o RV

7'(',&,6,(.‘(%,5!{75*,;,5*)

(WY %, 1)

(- tew (B [AT (@A) - ]) o (Fo 5) o AT (W, 12
A*(h.}t‘xy) .
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Motivated by an implicit function approach a proposal for the Hadamard derivative of 7

at the pair of probability measures (r,s) € P (X) x P ()) is
-1

F ] oD

- [D - ns*\(w&a&ﬁz,r,&)f- (5.4)

ﬂ-vavﬁ*‘(ﬂ)\vaAvﬁi\vrvs*)

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} — 5| foo(x) <
oo which implies that Cy < @5 < Cx H(bchgoo(X) for any 6 > 0. Further, for an explicit
expression of the derivative for the EROT plan we introduce the operators

A
AYZ (P\{nn}) - €2(X), hf""’»( (M)hf@”) :
Y vy \ Tz e
iy (7, 8)
AY % (X) > 055 (V\{w1}) h% s ( > (y—)hff"”) :
Y zeX Sy ye\{y1}
7y (7, 8)
BYoth, (V) — £°(X) hy”( 2 (—)hy) ’
Y ye\y \ TSy e
X Wi\ (7"73) X
BAah (X) > (5. 00Nm)) b »(Z(y—)hx) .
Y zex \ TzSy ye\{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 e P(X),s € P(Y) which both have full support. Assume that |c} —c3 HZW(X) < oo and

Cx e f,{(?(),@%, € (X(Y). Further, consider the EROT plan for A\ >0 as a mapping
7% (P (2) 16, (X)) x (P (V) 1 e (V) = Lyac, (X < V).

Then m is Hadamard differentiable at (r,s) tangentially to (P (X)n E(IZX(X)) < (P(Y)n
Ké%v (Y)) with Hadamard derivative given by

D@S)WA;T(T,S)((P (X)nts, (X)) x (P(Y)n e;%(y))) > oy (X X ),
-1
(hX’ hy) =~ (_ I:Dw,a,ﬁ*\(WA,aA,ﬁi‘,r,s*)F]ﬂ. ° Dr,s*|(7r>‘,aA,ﬁi‘,r,s*)F) (hX’ h:“’)“])
A
S @[r@hy+hx®s]
res
Cogar( Qdx-ATAY) —(Idy - ATAY) AT (0 B (R
A (Idy - AXAY )T Ty gy - AYAY) T )\BY, 0 J\»Y )

The derivative is a well-defined and bounded operator and the contingent cone at (r,s)
with respect to E};X(X) x E}tA () is given by
v

T(,,,S)((P (X)n e (X)) x (P(Y)n e};y(y)))

= {hX elp (X)) hy= o} x {hy e lg, (V) 3 hY = o}.

reX yey
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If there exists a collection of functions cy, cy, ¢y, ¢y, for ¢ such that |c3 - ¢y | peo(y <
(x) < it follows that Cx = @‘E,( and Cy x @g, for any § > 0. In this case, the

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

and [ - &5

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 |ck — ¢y y) < 00
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 (t,)neny such that ¢, ~ 0 and a converging sequence (h:¥,hY),en € KéX(X ) x
%‘;(y) with limit (%, hY) and (r+tphyy,s+t,hY) € (P (X))l (X)) x (P (P) ”%‘;O}))
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 £ > 0 an integer N € N such that for all n > N holds

A+ tah s +t,hY) - w(r, s)
tn

=Dl o7 (b, hY) <e. O

ééwcy(xxy)

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 (Romisch, 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 NS F]7! is well-defined on a neighborhood

0B | (7,0, B2 ,7,84)

around the origin in the range space. As it turns out by Lemma E.1 has the operator
[,Dﬂ,a,ﬁ*\(wA,aA,ﬁf,r,s*)f]71 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.

(74) Our assumption |cy = cy|lje (x) < o0 asserts by Proposition 2.3 a strictly positive
lower bound for the quotient 77, (7, s)/r, uniformly in z € 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 AffSA?f’ s and A%f SAfS have operator norm strictly smaller
than one, which asserts that (Idy — A AY,) and (Idy\ 1} — AV, Arr,) 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)n E(IZX(X ),
s, €eP(Y)n Kéy (X) it holds that

Hﬂ')\(r, s) =7 (r', s')HgéX@Cy(Xxy) 2 maX(HT - r'Hz(le(X) ls = S,Hg(ljx(;\f)) .
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This implies under |c} — C;szoo(x) < oo and HcSr, - ci)Hgoo(y) < oo for a sequence (tp)nen S

(0,00) such that t, ~ 0 and a converging sequence (h:X,h))pen € E(IZX(X) X Kéy (¥) with

limit (%, hY) and (r+tahpy s +tahy) € (P(X) n6E, (X)) x (P (¥)ntg, (V) for all n e N

that

TN+ tahit s+ tahY) — (1, 5)
tn

HD@,vS)wA(hX,hy)

= 11m
1
08 yac, (XxY) n—oo 0 yocy (XV)

Y
h Hz}:y(y))'

3)71')‘ + 0.

P B (T P

This demonstrates for either r or s not supported on just a single point that ngr

> lim max ( |y Hzéx (x)°

)

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} - c | oo (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 AfSA% s and A%f SA;:( 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 A > 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 A\(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 \(n) to zero.

Naturally, in the regime of non-unique OT potentials the question arises for A\(n) of
slower order than 1/y/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 UEROTA(fn, 3,) - EROT*(r, s)|] = O(||e| o /),
independent of the regularization parameter A\. By Markov’s inequality this causes for
A(n) — 0 the sequence \/H(EROTA(")(%,%) - EROTA(H)(T,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 A \ 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 7*(r,s) converges for A - 0 in £ (X x )) to
the OT plan 7* € II(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 (o, 3") € £1(X) x £1(Y) satisfies EROT*(r,s) = (o*,7) + (B*,s).
Since Cx € £L(X) and Cy € £1(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

(a*,r) = (B, 5) = EROT(r,5)/2 > ((c,7) + (3, 7))/2.
Optimality of (a*, ) implies by Proposition 2.1 for all € supp(r) and y € supp(s) that
A A
c(x, -
a;‘:—)\log Zexp(ﬁy—(y))sy , ﬂ;‘:—)\log[Z exp(w)m].
yey A reX A

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 (a,3") it then follows for each x € X’ that

A —c(x
ai = —)\log[ Z exp(u)sy]

yey
< Z c(x7y)3y - (/8)\78>
yey
<y (@) + ey, s) = ({cx,m) + (e, ) /2.
Likewise, it follows for all y € Y that
By <ey(y) + (chsr) = ({casm) + {(3,m)) 2.

For the lower bound of ai}, take the upper bound of 5;‘ and the lower bound on ¢ to infer

A c(z
ai = —)\log( Z exp(w)sy)

yey
> -Alog ( S exp (c}(y) +{ck,r) - ({cx.r) +>\(c5,,r))/2 —cx(z) - c3(y) )sy)
yey

2 cx () = (cx,r) + ((cx, 1) + (c3,7))/2 = Mog(dy, 5).

The lower bound for 8 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 x ) that

A A
A (Oéx-i-ﬁy—C(CC,y))
= exp Tz Sy

Ty )\

(cy —cxs7)+{(c3 - 65;,5>)
Tz Sy

< (e .
<02(@)6y ()b ).

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. O
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B Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Lemma 3.1. First note that assertion (#i¢) 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 = U,en{®,} and note that the restricted
function class i, fulfills

E| suplf,v/n(in —r»] =E[|(£ @) Lens vVl =1))|] = £ (@) [Valine = rl]

FeFilan

< F@n)E [ling - 1al2]"" < F@n)Nra(l = 72) < f(2)\/Fr.

Hence, by Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 2.10.24), F; is r-Donsker if the
weighted Borisov-Dudley-Durst condition Y cx f(2)\/7z < oo is met; since r, < /75 this
also implies that f € £1(X). The converse follows by Van der Vaart (1996, Lemma 2.2).
For (ii) note that the class Fy := {f} is 7-Donsker if and only if ¥,y (f(x))%rs < oo.
Both function classes F» and Fy := {1r,1 X\[@1,zn) TV E N} have bounded uniform entropy
integrals, since F is a singleton and Fs is a VC-class of index 2 (Kosorok, 2008, Chapter
9.1). Hence, by Kosorok (2008, Theorem 9.15), their element-wise product Fo = Fy-Fo
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 3, ¢ (f(2))?r; < oo.
For the converse, recall that ¥,y (f(2))?rs < oo is necessary for Fy to be r-Donsker; this
implies that it is also necessary for F5 to be r-Donsker. O

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 cj,cy,cy, ¢y, for ¢ that ”C;(_C;(ng()() < oo 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 x)Y - R
with || f| 2 0c, (05) < oo by the continuous mapping theorem (Van der Vaart & Wellner,

1996, Theorem 1.3.9) for min(n,m) — co with —2~ — § € (0,1) that

nm

n+m

i f ﬂ_)\ ® AT _(Id/"( - AT{YSAQ},S)71 (IdX - AfsAys)ilAfs vV1- 567{96:8
’ N (1 - AXAY) T (g - AVATD T\ VoBYG,

We now decompose the limit into three components, Ao, Boo, Coo given by,

~(Idx - AFAY ) (Iday - AYAY )AL, | (VI-0BYGs
A%{s(ldx - AfsA%s)71 _(Idy\{yl} - "473’},3"455)71 \/SB%sGr ’

Bw:=<f,%®[\/1—66‘r®s]), Cm::<f,%®[ﬁr®Gs]>.

A
((f,7 (s 50)) = (fy 7 (1, 8))) — (f, =3 © [Vore G, + V-G, e s]>

Ay = (f,w)‘GA?(

Upon defining the empirical processes G, = \ /2 (7, — 1) and G§™ = /2 (5,, - s)

we introduce the empirical quantities

= A T —(Id)( a AT‘;’YS‘A%S)71 (Id)( - AT‘;’YSAQ)S)ilAT{YS Bist?,m
e <f77r ok (A%)’S(Idx B AfSA%S)_l _(Idy\{yl} - 'A;fsAfs -t B%ng’m ’
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B,, = f,%@[Gf’m@)s]), C,, = <f,%@[r®(¥?’m]>.

In particular, the terms Ay, By, Cy, all converge for min(n,m) - co with —2- - § € (0,1)
in distribution to Aes, Boo, Ceo, respectively. Herein, B, and C,, are exactly the same quan-
tities as the terms B,, and C), from Gonzalez-Sanz et al. (2022, p. 15) with P representing
r and @ representing s. Also note that the random variables (BX Gy™, By G exactly
coincide with G% and Gg . in their notation. Hence, the expression in A 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 Fy is r-Donsker. Hence, we infer for the bootstrap empirical process
from Van der Vaart & Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.6.13) that

sup |E[ \/_(r —Tn) ‘Xl,... ] [ (\/_(rn—r) |—>0 (B.1)

heBL1 (£>°(Fx))

Further, note by assumption that s € £*°(Fy ). Hence, since any bounded Lipschitz function
on (*°(Fx) whose modulus is bounded by one can be extended to a bounded Lipschitz
function on £%°(Fx ) x £ (Fy) (McShane, 1934, Theorem 1) we conclude for B = £*°(Fy ) x
0°°(Fy) that

sup [E[R(VA((7.9) = ()| X1, X | = E[(VA((7, 8) = (r,9)) ] | = 0.
heBL, (B)
Since the EROT value is Hadamard differentiable at (r, s) tangentially to (P (X)nL= (fé\f))x

(P () ne>(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 Hy is r-Donsker, while s € £*°(Hy). Invoking a similar extension
argument of bounded Lipschitz functions as above, we obtain for B = E}ZX(X ) x féy o4 )

that

sup | [B [1(VA((7:5) = (s sD)[X1s o X | =B [B(V((ns ) = () ][ = 0.

heBL, (B)

The functional delta method for the bootstrap and Hadamard differentiability of the
EROT plan at (r,s) tangentially to (P (X)n EéX(X)) x (P(Y)n E(lfydf‘ (¥)) yield the
v

second claim. |

C Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition /4.1. First note that q%, e £1(Y) since

qﬁy, Z exp( dP~ 1+€(y,z))sy Z exp( dpfhg(y,z))sy < o0,
yey yey
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Moreover, note by the growth condition on fy that

/4 _i p—1+e
y%}(“d(yw))exp( T (y,Z)) (C.1)

o0

5 ot nen(-So- 1)

SO (1+nP)exp (5np_1+5/2 - %(n— 1)p_1+5) < 00.

n=1

Further, condition (4.5) implies | /5, § exp(—%dp’”g(y7 z)) < exp(—%dp’“g(y7 z)). Hence,
from (C.1) we infer that

> Co)VEr s X (14 (g2 exp (-7 (y.2)) < oo,
yey yey

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

/4 4 1y _ p—-1+€
S OB R @b Nen((5-5)7 @) < O

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
(i1), 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 (z,y) € X x ) € (—o0,a] x [b,00) it
holds that

lz=yly =le-a+a-b+b-y|, 2 |z-a+b-y[, -]a-b],

=lz—aly+ o=yl = la -0l 2 =]y + vyl = laly = 6], = lla= o],

Hence, using the dominating functions from (4.9) with z = 0 it follows that the summability
constraints are given by Y cx(1+ |z];)\/Te < o0 and ¥ ey(1+ |yl;)./5y < oo. O

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,7,s from Proposition 2.1 that the
EROT potentials (a*,8%), (&, 5*) are contained in (£1(X) n€L(X)) x £1(Y). Moreover,
based on the dual representation of the EROT value as a supremum it follows by plugging
in (a?,3") for the EROT problem with (7,s) that

EROT(r,s) — EROTA(7, s)
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AL ph
< (a’\,r)+(ﬂ)‘,s)—)\[ 5 exp(% +/8y)\ c(x’y))rxsy—rxsy]

reX
yey
XL ah_
{0 F) - (5.9) —A[ ) exp(% i c(””’y))msy —wy]
yey
O[;\ + IBA - C(x,y)
= (o r—F) [ > exp g (rx—Fx)sy].
reX A
yey

Due to the convention of Remark 2.2 we obtain for any x € X that

A A_
(a:v + /83/)\ C(xay) ) (T;c _ fm)Sy

A _ e,
(ﬁy )\( y))sy:(ﬁ:—fx)-

Z exp

yey

- (o )zex

yey

Hence, by Tonelli’s theorem we infer that

Oé)\ )\_Cl'
)\liZGXp( :v+5y)\ ( ’y))(m—fx)sy]:)‘Z(rl‘_%):o’

reX reX
yey

which asserts the upper bound of the first assertion. The lower bound follows analogously
by repeating the argument for (&%, 3).
For the second assertion we employ Proposition 2.3 to infer for any x € X that

o] < lck (@)] + [ex ()] + (Cx,r) + (Cy, 8) + Mog(by, )
<Cx(x) ((C)(,’I“) +(Cy, s) + Alog(py, s)) .

Consequently, we obtain by Holder’s inequality that

(@7 =7) < ((Caes7) + (Cy) + Mogldy,5)) Ir =7l

A

In conjunction with the analogous bound for (a*,r —7) 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

Ky =sup|rg| e <oo and Ky :=sup|sg| e < 00,
e I ||z (Fx) y e | ||e (Fy)

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

‘EROT)‘(rk, si) — EROT(r, s)|
< ‘EROT)‘(rk, si) — EROT*(ry, s)| + ‘EROT)‘(rk, s) = EROT*(r, s)‘
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< ({Cy, sk + 8) + 2(Cx, i) + 2X10g(P s Tk )) [ sk —SHeéy(y)
+ ((Cxyri +7) +2(Cy, ) + 2X1og(y), ) ”Tk_THZéX(X)
< (2Ky +2(1+ M) Kx) | sk —SHZOO(]_—)}) +(2Kx +2(1+ N Ky) |ry _THZ“’(}‘X) .

Hence, by assumption on the convergence of (7, sk )ken 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 (dg,ﬁg‘)keN the EROT
potentials for probability measures (rg,sg)geny Which satisfy (ap,rg) = (B,i‘,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

cx(z) - Kx - (1+ A\ Ky < ap , < ci(z) + Ky,
&) - L+ N Ex - Ky < B, <& (y) + Kx.

Hence, the quantity Kz := supkeN|Bé7y1| < oo is finite. Further, note that the pair (542 +
B,i‘ - B,? - B,i‘ y1) exactly coincides on X' and ) with the EROT potentials (ag, ﬁ,?) from

the assertion. This yields for all ke N and z € X',y € Y the following bounds
cx(z) - Kx - (1+A\)Ky - Kz <oy, < cy(z) + Ky + Kg,

- : (D.1)
&) - L+ N Ky -Ky-Kz< B, <&(y) + Kx + Kp.

Invoking a diagonalization argument asserts existence of a subsequence (agm,ﬂé‘m )meN
converging pointwise for each = € X and y € Y to a limit (o, 32) e RY x RY. It remains
to show that (o, 32)) is a pair of EROT potentials for probability measures r and s that
follows the convention from Remark 2.2 and satisfies ﬁi‘qyl = 0. By uniqueness, pointwise

continuity of the EROT potentials then follows. Upon relabelling, we may assume that
(ag,ﬁg‘) converges pointwise, i.e., for each x € X,y € ) we have

A A A
~05 4 o\ Biy — (2,
exp( 3 : ): lim exp(%) = lim Z exp(k’yi(y))s/w,

k—oo k—oo yey A
ex _ﬁi\o’y = lim ex _—52,3, = lim Z ex —ag’y —cl@y) T
p A k—o0 p A k— o0 reX P A ko

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 € ). 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 € ) and k € N that

A —clx C+ — s
exp(iﬁk’y )\( ,y)) SeXp( y(y))\ () + KX:KB). (D.2)

Since ¢y, € (1(Y) there exists some N; € N such that

530,y_c(xay) 3
> }exp(f)shySg.

y#{Y1,- YN,
By convergence of (sg)keny in £%°(Fy) and due to (D.2) there is Ny € N such that for
k> No,
Biry = cla,y)

IS
_— < —.
Z }eXp( A )skvy— 4

y#Hy1,yN,
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By pointwise convergence of ﬂ,i‘ there also exists N3 € N such that it holds for all £ > N3
and y € {y1,...,yn, } that

o (ﬁay —c(z,y) ) ) exp(ﬁéo,y —c(z,y) )

<
A A

£
"
Moreover, by (D.2) there exists N4 € N such that for all £ > Ny follows

A
(Bazgen,

€
Zexp SZ.

yey

These previous four inequalities yield for k > max{ N1, No, N3, N4} that

A A
Zexp(ﬁk,y ;(xay))Sk,y_ZeXp(ﬁoo,y )\C(x,y))sy <

yed yey

7
—e<Le.
8

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

—ai‘o A ¢ x, i‘o —c(z,
exp( )\’JC): lim Zexp(iﬁk’y )\( y))slﬁy: Zexp(—ﬂ Y )\( y))sy.

koo ey yey

Likewise, it follows by an analogous argument for all y € ) that

B ay —c x, A ,
exp( ﬁ;’y) = lim Z exp(—k’x )\( y) )Tk,m = Z exp(—ax’x )\c(:n y) )7"35.

k—co reX reX

This shows that (ai‘o, ﬁi‘o) is a pair of EROT potentials which fulfills the correspondence
from Remark 2.2 on spaces X and ) while also satisfying ﬁi‘ow = 0. Hence, (a,,B2) =
(o, ), which verifies assertion (ii).

Step 3 - Continuity of EROT plan in E}:X@cy(?f x V). To prove assertion (7ii) we first
choose the dominating function for the cost function as ¢y = ¢y, cy = ¢y, ¢y, = &y, ¢3, = &3,
Then it follows by Lemma G.2 that || e (£, < H-||£;£(<X) on P(X) and || pee ) < ||-||%§;(y)

on P()). Hence, the convergence of the probability measures (7 )gen to 7 in 63151 (X) and
X
(Sk)ken to s in Eé%; (¥) 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

|7 (re, sk) = 7 (r, ) Hé’éx@cy(?fxy)

oy 4B, —c(z,y)
< > (Cx(x) +Cy(y)) exp( k’ ki (ke |3k,y—3y‘ + ‘Tk,:v_rw| sy)
ap +Bp,—c(z,y) ay+8—c(x,y)
+ > (Cx(x) +Cy(y)) eXP( i ki )—exp(yf) Tz Sy-
xe§
ye

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

a?,x + /Bli\,y - C(.YJ, y) )

(Cx () +Cy(y))eXp( :
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K)(+Ky+2K5)

< (Cx(@) + Cy (1) @)y () exp =2

Kx+Ky+2K5)
3 .

< 20} (2)} (y) ex
Hence, the first term in the bound for |72 (7, sx)—7(r, 8) | (xxy) 18 dominated by
Cx®Cy

KX + Ky + QKB
26XP( I\ ) (Tkz;}((x) e SHz;i}(y) + e = THz;k(x) 5”@%(3})) )

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

Kx+Ky+2Kﬁ)

10} () (y) exp (2

Hence, by dominated convergence it also tends to zero, thus finishing the proof for (iii). O

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 (ry,, s,) — OT(r,s) = EROT™ (ry,, s,) = EROT™ (ry, s)
+ EROT™ (ry, s) — EROT™ (r, )
+ EROT* (r,s) — OT(r, s).

Define C' := |c|je(xxy) and select the dominating functions cy(z) = ¢3,(y) = C/2 and
cx(x) = cy(y) = -C/2 for the cost function. Then, by Lemma 5.1 it follows that

|EROT (ry, s3,) = EROT™ (1}, 5)| + |[EROT™ (13, 8) — EROT* (1, 5)|
< (4(C +1) +2)logexp(C/N) ) - (Hm ey cy * sk - sn%m)
<6(C +1)C (It = vl ay * 5k = sleaay )
For the third term if follows from (3.6) and since H(r,s) < oo that
|EROT™(r,s) — OT(r,s)| < \eH(r,s) = O(\g).

Combining these inequalities with the assumption the claim proves Assertion (7).

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 (az’“,ﬁg"“) is uniformly bounded by
K(c).

Using a diagonal argument a pointwise converging subsequence (ozzlkl,ﬁ,i\lkl )ieN €exists
with limiting element (&, 3). Note that Byl = 0 necessarily.

Once we prove that the limit (&, 3) coincides on supp(r)xsupp(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

Ak, Ak,

0T (r, ) ~ (6,7} + (3, 5)| =|tim (EROTAM (ks ) — (™ 7) = (67 ,s))‘
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. A A
<|lim (EROTA’W (rhys smy) = (g3 7i) = (B s s, ))‘

+ K (c) lim (I =7l ey + 15 = sk a3y ) = O-
The remainder of this step is concerned with showing that

a(z) +B(y) <c(z,y) for each (z,y) € supp(r) x supp(s). (D.3)

It indeed suffices to verify this inequality only on supp(r)xsupp(s) since its validity implies
by Nutz & Wiesel (2022, Lemma 2.6) _the existence of functions a: X - R, : Y — R which
coincide on supp(r),supp(s) with @, 3, respectively, and fulfill

a(z) +B(y) <c(x,y) for each (z,y) € X x V.

To prove (D.3), suppose there existed a pair (z’,3") € supp(r) x supp(s) and ¢ > 0 such

that é,+ 3, > c(z,y")+0. Then, by pointwise convergence, for sufficiently large [ it would

A A ..
follow that a;l + ﬂk;;, >c(x’,y") +0/2. In consequence, a contradiction would ensue,

= el (xxy) < OT (1, ) = liminf EROT*(ry, s1,)

A )\
N a2+ B — el )
= lim 1nf(ak )+ (B sk) = A D exp TkaSky ~ TkaSky
k—oo zeX )‘k‘
yey

)
< hm 1nf 2K (c) - )\k( exp(2)\ )rk o' Sky — 1) = —o0.
Hence, we conclude the validity of (D.3) and thus finish the proof of Assertion (7). O

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 (tp)neny with ¢, N 0 and a Converglng sequence (h:¥, hY )pen € £°(Fy) x
0°(Fy) with limit (h*, hY) such that (r+t,h;¥, s +t,hY) € (P (X) x £2(Fx)) x (P (V) x
(=(Fy)) for all n € N. By definition of Fx and Fj and Lemma G.2 the sequence
(h:¥ hY) may be interpreted as a signed measure in EéX(X) x E(ljy (¥Y) with ¥ ,cx hix =
and ey h%y = 0 and where convergence to (h?*,hY) is even stronger than induced by
that Weighted ¢*-spaces. Further, let (a)),3)), (df‘z,ﬁ%), (o, ) be the EROT potentials
for (r +t,hX, s +t,hY), (r,s +t,hY), (r,5), respectively, according to the convention in
Remark 2.2 Wlth ﬁ)‘yl = ﬁéyl = ﬁ)‘ =0 for all n e N.

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

(EROT (r + ol s + toh)) — EROT (1, 5))

:’“IH:’*IH

(EROT*(r + tyhi¥ s + tyhY) = EROT*(r,s + t,hy))

%(EROT)‘(T s +tnhy) = EROT(r,s)).
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This asserts by Lemma 5.1 that
(cims iy ) + (B hy)

n»''n

1
<— (EROT(r + t,hif,s +t,hy)) = EROT(r,s))

n
<(ap, by ) + (B 1)
Hence, once we show that the lower and upper bound tend for n — oo to {(a*, h )+ (>, hY),
Hadamard differentiability tangentially to P(X) 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

‘(a:\whf>+<~£’h%>_<a)\’h)(>_<ﬁ)\’hy>| (D4)
< [aps by = BN+ [ = o W)+ (B by = W)+ [(B - 8B (D)

Since limy, o0 ty (| 2¥ leso () + 17| goo (F»)) = 0 it follows that (a), B)) converges pointwise
on X and Y to (a*,3"). Following along the proof of Proposition 5.2, we infer that

A A G A A
ez, oy + 18z, 0 + lnnsup (Nl oy + 182z, ) < o

Moreover, since k¥ and hY can be viewed as elements of E(IZX(X ) and Kéy () 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

T PR S P U M S IS

(Fx) F)

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. O
Proof of Corollary 5.6. As a sum of Hadamard differentiable functionals (Theorem 5.5) it
follows that EROTA is also Hadamard differentiable with derivative

H FpaT (nX 1Yy - pH Ap X Y
Dl EROT (h*, 1) =Dfl EROT*(h* 1Y)
L(H ApX X H MY 1Y
—§(D|(T,T)EROT (W, 1%) + D, EROT (Y, 1Y)).
Since the cost function is symmetric it follows for any 7 € P(X) that o (7,7) = N7, 7).
The claim now follows at once since

D, .y EROTA(h*,h*) = 2(a* (r,r), hY), D, o BROT(W”,hY) = 2(8(s,),h”). O

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 7 for finitely supported perturbations to the
proposed derivative and (3) a local Lipschitz property for the EROT plan 7 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

lex = cxllg ey < 00-
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Proposition D.1 (Proposal for derivative of EROT plan). Let r € P(X)n E(IZX(X) and
seP(Y) 0624 () be probability measures with full support. Then the linear map given by
v

- [Dw,a,ﬁq(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)j::l K D, au(9(rs) s e Loz (X) %(y\{yl}) -
leyocy (X x V) x L3 (X) xt3 (W\{y1})
is well-defined and bounded. In particular, the w-component is given by
-1 7'(')‘
- [DW,a,ﬁ*Kﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)j::lﬂ 0D, o () F (BT hY) = el [7“ ®h” +h* ® S]
AT ( (Idy - AFAY )™ —(ldy —A;’;A%s)—m%)( 0 B;;’;) (h"‘).
\AY (Idy - AXAY )T (Ldy gy —AVAY) T J\BY, 0 J\RY

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 h* € (1 (X) its finite support approzimation of order I > 2, denoted by ﬁlx , for
xeX={x1,29,...} as

A hflJer:thfi if v =4,
hi'y = h¥ if 2 €{xg,... 21}, (D.6)

0 else.

Analogously, we denote the finite support approximation of an element hY € ¢*())) by Bly .
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 — [1,00) and let r € P(X) ﬂ@}(z\.’)
with full support supp(r) = X. Take a positive sequence (tn)neny such that t, ~ 0 and
(hy Ynew € L5(X) with limit W such that (r +tahy ) € P(X) 0 €;(X) for all n € N. Then,
for any l € N there exists an integer N € N such that (r+tnﬁlx), (r+tnﬁil) eP(X) 06}(/\.’)
and supp(r + tniLlX) = supp(r + tnﬁil) =X foralln>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)n
E}ZX(X) and s € P(Y) n %4 (¥) be probability measures with full support. Given | € N
y

consider N € N according to Lemma D.2 such that for all n > N it holds that
(r+thi’ s +tuh)) € (P (X) x £, (X)) x (P (¥) N Lgy (V)

with supp(r + tniLlX) =X and supp(s + tniL?)) =Y. Then, for n — oo, it follows that

- 0.

A 7 7 A
T (’I“+7fnth,S+tnhly)—7T (r,s) _pH WA(?LIX,ley)

th r,s

Z(lj)(@cy (XxY)
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Finally, we also show that the EROT plan fulfills a local Lipschitz property with respect
to a suitable weighted ¢'-norm of the underlying measures.

Proposition D.4 (Local Lipschitzianity of EROT plan). Let r € P(X) n EéX(X) and
seP(Y)n Eéﬂ (¥) be probability measures with full support. Denote for p >0 the set
v

B,(r,s) = {(f,g) ¢ (P, (1)) x (PO Nty (V)

Ir=lay 0+ Il 0y <0

Then there exist pg, A, A" > 0 such that for any (7,5),(7',5") € Byy(r,s) with supp(7’) ¢
supp(7) and supp(8’) € supp(§) it follows that

Y AN YT AU
Hﬂ' (7,8) -7 (7,5 )Hzéxaacy()(xy) < AH(TaS) (7,8 )"Zéx(x)xgéw)’ (D.7)

H(OZ)\('Fa 5) - Oé)\(’FI, 5’))]lsupp(f’) £ (X) < A H(f’ §) - (’F,’ gl)HEéX(X)XZ;4 )’ (DS)
v

~I ~I

Z;oy(y) <A H(f’g) - (T S )HEéX(X)XE;‘i,(y) ’

H(/BA(’F’g) _IBA(’F,’g,))]lsupp(E’) (DQ)

where (a)‘,ﬁA) represent EROT potentials as in Proposition 5.2, i.e., ;‘1 =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 (t,)ney with t,, ~ 0 and (h:¥,hY) ¢
E(IZX(X) X %35 (V) converging to (h*,hY) such that

(r+tahl s +tah)) € (P(X) Nl (X)) x (P (P) ne;%(y))
for all n € N. The quantity of interest is

77)‘(r + tnhf, s+ tnh%}) - 77)‘(7", s)
tn

- DL o7 (0, nY)
géXGBCy (XxY)

for which we need to prove that it converges to zero as n tends to infinity. Let € > 0, then
there exists by Lemma F.1 and by boundedness of Df({ )7r>‘ (Proposition D.1) an integer

r,8
[ € N such that for the finite support approximations ﬁlx of h* and hly of WY it follows

that
€
— max (1,

X X Yy _ iy
|n* i h = hy Hz%(y) <1

Dﬁ”vs)WAHOP)_l ’

o+

Further, denote by pg > 0 the radius from Proposition D.4 such that 7 is Lipschitz with
modulus A >0 on the set

By (r,8) = {(f,é) € (73(2() mé};x(X)) x (73 ) me;%(y)):
I =7l + I35l 3y < po}.
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Moreover, by Lemma D.2 there exists N; € N such that it follows for all n > N; that

T+ tnﬁlx,r + tnﬁfl € P(X) with supp(r + tnleX) = supp(r + tnhfl) = X, and likewise
5+ tnﬁly,s + tnh%l € P(Y) with supp(s + tnﬁly) = supp(s + tnh%l) = ). Additionally,
Lemma F.2 asserts existence of Ny € N such that it holds for all n > Ny that

(r+tohl s +t,hY), (r +ty hnl,s+tnﬁgl),(r +tnﬁf,s+tnﬁly) € Byy(r,s).

Using Lemma F'.1 there also exists N3 € N such that it follows for all n > N3

g
| by - thHzl L) th 3 ) <qa nd
X X Ny £
o = i HzéX(X)+ IRV
Yy

Finally, by Proposition D.3 there exists N4 € N such that it follows for n > Ny

A P Y A
M (r+t,hi,s+t,hy)—7(r,s VN
(et o ) 2 T0S) it o i) £
t s ) 4
Zcxecy(Xxy)
Summarizing, for all n > max{Ny, No, N3, Ny} we obtain that
A X y A
7+ thho s+ tahy ) =7 (r, 8) H N x
T = D7 (1)
n eéwcy(xxy)
TN+ taht s + t,hY) —7T)‘(T+tnﬁfl,s+tnh%l)
< ’ )
- t
" Cxﬂ}Cy(XXy)
7T)‘(r+tnﬁfl,s +tnﬁgl) —w)‘(r+tnﬁlx,s+tnhly)
+ ’ )
t
" Cxﬂ}Cy(XXy)
A 4 Yy A
T (r +tahit, s +ty b)) — 7 (r, s) \eix 3
* ; =Dy (b 1))
n féX@cy(XW)
+|DE TN R, DE N RY,
(™ (i I) = DY 8 oy (¥)
e € € €
—+-—+-+- = g
4 4 4 4

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% —cy | e () < o 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 (h*,hY) €
féx (X)) x 6;4 () we need to show that there exists a unique element (h**Y h*>*, hf’oo) €
y

Eéx@Cy(X x V) x £°(X) x g:;; (V\{%1}) such that

Dy ol (9(rsny sy F (B B2 02%) =D JF(h*, 1Y), (D.10)

7,8%|(9(r,8%),7,5%

Denoting the EROT plan for r, s as 7* and by the relation between optimizers of (EROT)
and (DEROT) (Proposition 2.1) Equation (D.10) can be rewritten as

A
hXxy_n_*QAT(th hy,oo) _:EG[’I“@hy-i-hX@S]
AR = _pX . (D.11)

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

WY 7T—A@AT(M"" W) - —e[reny +h¥ o) (D.12)
DY * T res ’ '
which reduces (D.11) to
A A x
T T Xee Vo) T V., X _(h
A*( ) o AT(n*, 1)) r@g@[r@h +h ®s])—(_h¥). (D.13)

We now have to show that a unique solution (A%, hY"*) for (D.13) exists. For this
purpose, we evaluate for x € X’ the corresponding component-wise equation of (D.13) and
obtain

7T)\ 7'(')\ | 7T)\ ]
S g S S (e ey | < | S [k 4 R s, ]| =~k

A v 1) 4 TaSy |
A [ A A ]
Tr , X.00 Tory 2 Y oo Ty, y X Ty X
—h —hy’ - —hs|-h — | ==h7.
A x + |: Z A Y ] Z s Y x Z Ty €T
yeV\{y1} | yeY Y yeY ]

us

A
r”;y = 1. This leads to

Note, for all z € X it holds that } .y

A A
B +[ > @h{’;"] - )\[Z Ehg’].

ye\{y1} '@ yey TzSy

A
Similarly, since Y ,cy 7;—7 =1 for any y € Y\{y1} we deduce that

7T)\ 7T>\
|5 Do endir -] 3 2|
reX Sy zex TzSy

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
A¥ LAY BY, BY,, introduced in Section 5.3,

Idy A% (V) (0 BYL)(r*
(Ary,s Idy\{yl})(hf’w e, o J\w) (D-14)
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where we denote the operator of the Lh.s. by A, ; and the operator on the r.h.s. with the
factor A by B, s. We will show that these operators are defined on the following spaces

Ar st 07(X) g (I\{y1}) = £7(X) x €5 (W\{u1}),
By il (X) x Ly V\y1}) > £7(X) x €3 (W\{y1})-

Herein, we equip the product of ¢!-spaces with sum of the norms of each subspace and for
the £*°-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 B, ; and show that A, , is invertible.

Step 3 - Bound on operator Q on r.h.s. of (D.14). For the operator norm of B, we

r,s

employ the quantitative bounds for the EROT plan (Proposition 2.3). Denote the unit
ball of 6;531} (¥) by By (%ﬁ} ()), then since 1< ¢y and ¢y, < 91531, we obtain

A
T
HBfS HOP = sup sup y%} T;yy h?j

hyeBl(e%(y)) zeX

< sup sup
heBy(£L, (V)) zeX
2y

bx(2) (P2, )Py, 8) thHZ;) )
y

< Hqﬁxuzw(x) (by,s)-

Likewise, upon denoting the unit ball of Kéx (¥) by By (ﬁéy()( )), it follows since 1 < Cy
that

A

T
Blop=  sup sup  dy(y) | D —Lhy
H ’ HOP hXGBl(ZéX(X))yGy\{yI} Y zex TzSy
< sup sup ”QSXH?“’ 2 (@y,8) HhXH
h¥eBy(2), (X)) v\ 1) 0 )
2
< dxliexy (Dy,5) HhX Hgl (x) "
Cx
Hence, we obtain for the operator norm of B, s that
|Brslop <A ”@bXH?w(X) (Dy,s). (D.15)

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

) =) _AX k
Z (Id - Ar,s)k = Z ( Oy ‘Ar,s) (D16)
k=0 _Arvs 0

k=0

converges in operator norm. To this end, we replace the norm of Ef;y (V\{y1}) by an

A

Tzyy

equivalent norm. We first label } = {y1,92,...,} and set n := inf cx > 0 which is

Tx
strictly positive by the lower bounds for 7 (Proposition 2.3) and since |c} - c3 HEOQ(X) < oo.

Using the upper bound for 7* (Proposition 2.3) we obtain for any = € X’ that

ﬂ?y 2 2 2 4
Oy(W)~— <ldxllie () 23 (Y)sy < IOl () Py (y)sy,
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A
which shows that (by(y)ﬂ;ﬂ is summable over y € ) as s € 6;54 (). Notably, the dominating
@ y

function is independent of x € X'. Hence, there exists some NV € N such that

S 7Tﬂ)c\y' n
Z (¢y(yz‘)—1) - <o
i=N+1 Tz 2

For such N € N it follows for all z € X that

) >\ >\ 7T>\
ST S gy - 1) e T Doy (D.17)
i2 Tz =N+l Tz Ty 2 2

To change the norm of E;"X (V\{y1}) we define the weight function

ifye{yr,...,yn},

qﬁy:y—»[l,oo), ¢y(y) {¢y(y) else,

where we note that L5,1¢y(y) < éy(y) < ¢y(y) for Ly = max;-1, N ¢y (y). Consequently,
it follows that ||-||Z;o ) < e 3y € Ly H‘sz; (»)- Hence, we can consider the operators
Y ¢y hY

Afs,A,J,f < as mappings
AY: 5 WMyn}) = £7(2), AY g 07(X) =45 Munh),

respectively, and similarly define Ar s as the mapping A, ; defined on this product space
with norm. Based on (D.17) we then note that HA Jop <1-7/2 and since ¥yex ~ » may
1< (by(y) for all y € Y\{y1}, it follows that |AY,|op < 1. Thus, we infer that

(e, )

which implies that the Neumann series Z,‘;":O(Id - Am)k converges in operator norm with

<mae { |AX AV, |AVAK ] o } <12,
oP

ZH(Id Ar)*lop s (1Mdlop+ (1~ Ars)Hop)ZH(Id APl

< 2 4 <
<——F——<=—<

1-(1-n/2) n
This implies that /Nln s has a continuous inverse with operator norm dominated by H/Nl;é lop <
4/n. Returning to the original norm with 5(‘;‘; (Y\{y1}), we obtain that HA;}SHOP <4Ly/n.
Concluding, there exists a unique pair of elements (h¥ hY*®) € £2(X) x f;"y (Y\{y1})

that solves equation (D.14) and A;}SBm 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 w-component of the proposed derivative,

-1
XxY _ X 1Y
h - [Dﬂ a,Bx |(19(r,s*),r,s*)fj|7r °© Dr,s*\(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)f(h 7h )

)\ X A
= (;S)GATA Brs(h )— T @[T@hy+hX®s]

hY res
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A ® AT (IdX - AT‘/”,?SATJ’ZS)_l _(IdX - Ai,(sA%),s)_lAi(s 0 ‘87)’,(8 hX
ST A 1y - AFAY )T (g gy - A AT\ BY, 0 [\
A

® [r@hy+h"®s].
res
7,8 5 HA%SA%S”) <1.
Step 6 - Bounds for perturbation of EROT plan. Finally, we prove that h**Y from
(D.12) is contained in 6(1?;( @Cy(X x )). This follows by the following calculation

Herein, the expression for A~L is well-defined since maX(HAfol?f, s

%A @AZ{(thW,hi”"")

A

1,

<
) S
x®Cy (X2Y) eéx@cy(xxy)

+

®[r®hy+hx®s]

r®s C oy, (XY)

Invoking Hélder’s inequality asserts

A

xXxYy n
b -

2

‘féxecy(«’\fxy) : ( Hh&m Héw(x) " ’ L Hz;oy(y\{yl}) )

zéxwy(;vxy)

A
y X
2( HTHZ(IZX (Xx) Hh Hgé}y(y) + Hh Hg(ljx (x) HSHQS)}()J) )7 (D'18)

™

7 ® S|| oo
ZIX®¢y(X><y)

where we used in the second line for (z,y) € X x ) the inequality

(Cxx(z) +Cy(x))dy(y) = Cax () by (y) + Dy(y) < 2Cx () Py (y).

In particular, it holds by the upper bound for = (Proposition 2.3) that

|7 <) = Coo (@) Py ()72, < Dl foe ey 71 Isllgs
fevon, (1) (m,y)ze:xxy Y y = IRale=(x) 1T, (1) 17145,

which is finite since (r,s) € KéX(X) X 6;54 (). By the same upper bound we see that the
v

term H?T)\/T’ ® SHZ"" is bounded by
1x

89y, (XxY)

FIoN [(resy)
Ty ] 9
sup  — ——— < [dx [y () (D), 5)-
@yerxy  PyY) X e () Py

This also shows that h**¥ continuously depends on (A, hY"™) € £ (X) x E(‘;"y (¥) and
(h*, hY) e Kéx (X) x 6;54 () and thus concludes the proof on well-definedness and bound-
y

edness of the operator of the claim. O

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
lck — ¢ ||€°<,(X) < oo is that the operator A, £ (X) xE;’)"y (Y\{y1}) = £=2(X) xf;;’y(y\{yl})
from the Lh.s. of (D.14) has a continuous inverse for which we employ the Neumann
series calculus. To this end, we verify that there exists € > 0 and construct a function
&y:y — [1,00) with (5), > k¢, for some k > 0 such that

~ 7T>\
Z ¢y(y)ﬂ§1—a for all x € X,
yeV\{y1} Tz
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1 yIPA

= <1 for all y e V\{y1}.
¢y(y) zeX Sy

Generalizing this approach to ground costs with unbounded variation in both components
|k — ¢ ||€°<,(X) = oo and Hci} - CSJng(y) = oo would require existence of € > 0 and suitable
functions Yx:— [1,00),%y:—> [1,00) with Yx > k¢ and ¢y > k¢,, for some k > 0 such
that

1 Ty
T (D) yey%{:yl}wy(y) - <l-¢ for all x € X,
o ( ) > 1/1)((.%’) for all y € Y\{y1}.
reX

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)

35 (P () 1€, () % (P (D), 01y (W\[11]) = P (3 x ) x BY X R\,
(r,8:) (7T)‘(7“,5),a)‘(r,s),ﬁi‘(r,s)),
where we select (a?, 82) according to Proposition 5.2, i.e., such that the element (0,3)) €
RY represents a dual optimizer. Recalling the function F from Section 5, it holds by
Lemma 5.7 for each n > N that
0= .7-"(79(7", S%),5T, s*) = .7-"(19(r + tnﬁlx, Sy + tnﬁfl),r + tnﬁlx, Sy + tnﬁfl),

which yields
0= (f(z?(r,s*),r,s*) = F(O(r,s.),7 + by, 50 + 7571?‘3,1))
- (]—“(q?(r +tahit s + tnilf,l)ﬂ” +tohit 5. + tnﬁzz)
— F(O(r,5.),7 + tah¥ 5. +tnﬁf,l))-

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

[Dw,a,ﬁ*\(ﬂ(r,s*),r,S*)}—] (79(7“ + tniLlX, S+ tnﬁf’l) - 9(r, s*))
=—tn [Dr,s*\(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)‘?] (BIX? ;L:f’l) (D‘19)

+ (f(ﬂ(r, $4),7, 84 ) = F(O(r,s.),r + tnhi¥ 5. + tnﬁil) (D.20)

Sx gy
+in [,Dr,s*|(19(r,s*),r,s*)fj| (hl 7h>(-7l))

+ (‘7-'(19(7“,5,9),7’thnﬁff,s,E +tnhfl) (D.21)
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—.7-"(19(r + tnﬁlx,s* + tnﬁfl),r + tnile,s* + tnﬁfl)

. -
n [Dw,a,ﬁqw(ns*)7r+tnhf7s*+tnﬁ{l)f] (19(7‘ +tnhi s+ tahy ;) = 9(r, s*)) )

+ ( I:,Dﬂ,a,ﬁ*\(ﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)f] (19(70 + tnillxa Sy + tnil:,):l) - 19(7“, 3*)) (D-22)

~x Ay
—_ [Dw,a,ﬁq(ﬁ(r,s*),r+tnﬁf,s*+tnﬁzl)j::| (19(7’ + tnhl ;S* + tnh*7l) - 19(71, S*)) )’

where D, ,, F, Dy op,F represent the naive component-wise derivatives as employed in
Section 5. For the term in (D.19) we already know by Proposition D.1 that applying
-1,
[Dﬂ,a,ﬁ*\(ﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)f] is well-defined.
tep 2 - Convergence of difference quotient to asserted derivative. We need to show
that applying [Dﬂaﬁ*\(ﬂ(rs*)rs*)‘?:rl on each of the summands (D.20), (D.21), and

(D.22) is also well-defined and that the E};X ecy, (X x V)-norm of the resulting component

in Kéxeacy(k’ x )), i.e., the m-component decreases with order o(t,) for n - oo. This part

of the proof is technical and deferred to Lemma E.3 in Appendix E. Most notably, for this
purpose we require s € 6;54 (X). As a consequence, we obtain for n - oo that
X

A hX hY A
T (r+ by s+ tahy) -7 (r,5) -pH 7TA(hlx’ﬁly)

t |r,s

Zéxeacy(xxy)

Ir(r +tniLlX,s* + tnﬁzl) —9r(r, 84)
= -

-1 ’\X '\y
+ ( [Dw,a,ﬁ*Kﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)f]ﬂ °© ,Dr,s*|(19(r,s*),r,s*)f)(h ) h*,l)
z}zwcy(;\fxy)

=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).

] ﬁStep 1 - Conventions and notation. We first set T := sup(; 5)ep, ($y,35) € (0,00) and

efine

2 3 -1 n
Ki=14T[0x[pexy, n= (7'2 ||¢X||eoo(;()) o=

Further, consider (7, 3) € B, with finite support and let X = supp(7), Y= supp(s). Note
that the inequality §,, > s,,/2 > 0 holds, which asserts y; € Y. For a positive function
f:X = (0,00) define the Banach spaces E}(X) = E}W(X) and (7 (X) := E;T)E(X)' With

this notation, we define the operator fl* as A, from Section 5 restricted to féx()e) X
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6;54 (V\{y1}) and, similarly, introduce F as F from Section 5 with a modified domain and
rafige space

Hl oy (X 3>)xe“(QE)xegy(y\{yl}))x(e};,x(X)xe(;ly (P\{n}))» ROV,

Step 2 - Lipschitz modulus of EROT potentials for finitely supported (7,3) € B,,.
By Lemma 5.7 the triplet (#*,a,3%) ¢ (Zéxeacy()? x V) x £2°(X) x E;"y()})) are op-
timizers of (EROT) and (DEROT) for the probability measures (7,8) if and only if
]-'((fr)‘,dA,ﬁi‘),(f,é)) = 0. Furthermore, the function F is Fréchet differentiable®, the
derivative in this notion will be denoted by DF". Following the arguments by Klatt et al.
(2020) the partial derivative of F with respect to (#,d, 8,) at optimizers (#*,&*, 52 for
(7,8) in matrix representation is then given by

P .
[D’fr d B*‘(ﬁ/\7d/\7[—j>/e\7f. §*)f:|
1 29 A a AT
:(Idcxecy()”y) )\exp(x[ ( A B )—c])@(r@s)@A*)
A, 0

)

which is an invertible operator since the identity operator is invertible in conjunction with
A, having full rank of order |X|+|Y|-1, and because + Texp (5 [AT(a ,5)‘) -c])o(f®s)is
component-wise strictly positive. By the implicit function theorem this induces a mapping

on an open set U € E(IZX(QE') X 6;54 (V\{y1}) with (#,8) eUd
y

DU > (L ey (X x V) x 3, () x €2 (W\}))

such that for any (7,5.) € U the relation F (79(7" 5),(7,3)) = 0 holds. In particular, for
(7,5:) e Un P(X) x P(Y). it follows that J(7,5) coincides with the triplet of EROT
optimizers (7r , & ,ﬁi‘) for these respective probability measures. Further, the implicit
function theorem yields that ¥ is Fréchet differentiable at (7,8) with derivative

F B F ~11 F A
Dyis)0 =~ [Dw,a,ﬁ*\(ﬁ(f,é*),f,é*)]:] 0Dy o 1(9(7,50),7,50) T -

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 A; 3, B 3 such that the derivative
for the component of 9 in E”(?&) X E;"y ()A)), i.e., the component for EROT potentials, is

given by AA ABf- 5. For the operator Q we know that

HQHOP <A1+ y(y1)) H¢X”zw(x) (Dy,8) <A1 + P y(y1))k = Ay < oo.

For a bound on the operator norm of /Alr;g we obtain by Proposition 2.3 the lower bound
min__p Wé‘yl(f, §)/7% > n. Moreover, we choose N € N such that

S 4 n
2. Py(yirsy <
i=N+1

5A 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
limyp o [f(u+h) = f(u) = A(h)|y [ |kl = 0. Tt is a stronger notion than Hadamard differentiability,
see Averbukh & Smolyanov (1967, Chapter 3).
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By definition of pg we obtain for all (7,5) € B, that

_ = - N
- = S B ()5, - syl < po = L,
I5 SH%i(X) 2 Y(Yi)[8y; = syl < po 1n

which by our choice on N yields for each (7,5) € B,, and z € X' that

> Wi\y_(F,g) e 2 —\=
> (oy(wi) - 1);_7 < > (@y(wi) = 1)y (wi) | D[ o0 (1) (Dy, 5)5y,
i=N+1 z 1=N+1

) 4 3 ) 4 B
< Z Dy (yi) K5y, < Z Dy (yi)k([Sy; — syl +8y,) <
i=N+1 i=N+1

N3

In particular, it follows that 7%y, (qﬁy(yl) - 1)W£yi(f,§)/fx < 4 for all z € X and the
quantity Ly =sup;_; _y ¢y (y) is finite. Hence, by the Neumann series calculus we obtain
that the operator norm of /l; 18 can be bounded by

ALy

A;}guop < =: /12,

which yields ||A7Zi§l§’,a,gHop < A Ay =2 A’. By definition, this bound is independent of (7, 3).
This means for any two pairs of probability measures (7,5),(7,5") € B,, with finite,
coinciding support it follows that (D.9) is valid for the Lipschitz-constant A’. Moreover,
by Proposition 5.2 we note that (D.9) generalizes to the setting of supp(7') € supp(7) and
supp(3’) € supp(3).

Step 3 - Lipschitz modulus of EROT plan for finitely supported (7,38) € B,,. Next, we
derive the Lipschitz property for the EROT plan 7 in case of finitely supported probability
measures. To this end, we again consider the pair (7, $) and note by (D.12) from the proof
of Proposition D.1 that the derivative for the component of 9 in E(IZX @Cy(i’ x Y), denoted
by ¥4, is given by

D o, Vil (X) x by P\{1}) = Leyocy (X x V),

~ ~ >\ P S A~ ~ A ~ ~ A P S ~ ~
(A% hY) o w © ATA; LBy (W, W) + & (,5) o [Fe i+ ¥ @3]

Similar to the upper bound for (D.18) we see that

[P s (217 1P n
r.S = p 7T (T,S)

|78 0T OP (FE)GBPO H Hééxg@y()(xy)

)\ —_ —

7 (T,3) _ _ _
+2 — ’_ (Herl (X)+HS||51 ) )) =A< o0
r®s 0o c @
£1X®¢y(X><y) X Yy

is finite. Since the upper bound is independent of (7,3) we obtain for any two pairs of
probability measures (7, 5), (7, 5") € B, with coinciding support the inequality

)\~~_)\~I~l ~~~_~/~/
HW (7,8) -7 (7,3 )Hg(lzxeacy(xxy) < AH(T,S) (7,8 )Hzéx()()xz%(y)'

Again invoking Proposition 5.2, this inequality also holds in case of supp(7) € supp(r) and
supp(5) € 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 (7,5), (7,5") € B,, with supp(7’) < supp(r),
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supp(8’) < 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 ¢ > 0 that there exists [ € N such that (7,5;), (7], 5)) € By,

with

|5 =Dl e < =
Cx@Cy 2

~ ~ z 3 .
7,8 =il e < 3

By our Lipschitz bounds from Step 3 it then follows that

HW)‘(f, 5) - 7T>‘(f', gl)HCX@Cy < Hﬂ')\(?%l, s1) - 7'(')\(7%1,, §;

Al

Neyoe, +

IA

2 2 =1 2
(71,51) (Tl’sl)HzéX(X)xféé(y) e

< A(Cx (1) + 4531)(91)) (7, 3) = (7, 5')”@%){(2{)%%(3}) te

As € > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small we deduce the local Lipschitz property with
modulus A := A(Cy(x1) + @%,(yl)).

For the EROT potentials, we only state the proof for o, the corresponding argument
for 5 is analogous. Consider x € supp(7'), then it follows by Proposition 5.2 for given £ > 0
that there exists [ € N such that |} (7,3) — o} (71, 5)| < £/2 and | (7, 3") - ) (7], 5))| < e/2
as well as (77, 51), (7], 5;) € By,. Applying our Lipschitz bound form Step 2 then yields

|a2(7:7 §) - ai‘(f” gl)l < |C¥i\(7%l, §l) - ai(ﬁlc §;)| +e

< rei L 2 _ Zr 2y
<A H(lesl) (Tl,sl)"géx(;()xg;é(y)*'e

A7 4 ~ o~ ~ ~I
<A (Cx(x1) + st(yl)) H(r,s) - (7,3 )Hééx(.)()xf(;%}(y) te
Choosing e arbitrarily small and setting A := A'(Cx(z1) + @%,(yl)) gives
A/~ ~ ANp=l ~1 'z = ~I =/
|04x(7“,s) - Oéx(V" y S )l <A H(?",S) - (T y S )Hz(lf,'\e(X)XZ;B‘Jl}(y) .
Taking the supremum over x € supp(7') then proves the claim. O

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
[Dﬂ,a,ﬁ*\(ﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)‘?];l and the norm of the resulting element.

Lemma E.1. Let r e P(X)n KéX(X) and s € P(Y)n %4 () be two probability measures
v

with full support and consider a monotone, possibly unbounded, function ¥:N — [1,00)
such that Y72, w(i)sﬁﬁ,(yi)syi < co. Further, define the function

§ayl [yl
:RYY [0,00], &~ max<sup oy , sup —
reX y%i Ta yieyx;t' Syﬂb(l)qﬁ?i(yi)
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and consider an element & € Kéx@cy(ﬂ.’ x V) with I'(§) < co. Then applying the operator
[Dma,ﬁ*\(19(7",5*),7",5*)‘?];1 onto (£,0,0) e RYY x RY x RYMu1} s well-defined and gives an
element in Kéx@cy(k’ x YV). In particular, there is k> 0 independent of & such that

<kI(E).
Z(lj)(@cy (XxY)

H[Dﬂvaﬂﬁ(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)f]ﬂl (57 070)

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

(CFY, %, V) €l e, (X x V) x £2(X) x £, (W {y1}) such that
e

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

A
¢FYi= v o AL(¢V ) (E.1)

we reduce the system of countably many equalities. Then it remains to find (¢*°°, (") €

02°(X) x Em}i (V\{y1}) such that

A (%A o AL(¢H.¢ ’°°)) = —A.(6).

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

Wi‘yl X, 00 Wéy X, 00 e}
HETE 3 TG = Y by
yeV\{y1} yey
Tz .x 7Ti‘y
x [oe) ,00 _
X z T Z TC*,y __ngy,
yeV\{y1} yey
which is equivalent to
A
Gt D ﬂc*,é === &y (E.2)
ye\fyi} o "z yey

Similarly, we obtain for each y € Y\{y1} that

7T9>c\y 0o Y, 00
Z —(Cm Tt *,,y == Z 53:3/,

reX A reX

which implies that

A
(Z W_Cm 7m) + C*,é/oo = _Si Z gzvy- (E3)

zeX Sy Y xeX
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The equalities (E.2) and (E.3) can therefore be represented by
AT,S(CX7OO7 3]700) = _)‘57 (E4)
where A, ;: 0% (X) x €$¢3 (V\{y1}) = (X)) x 6:1;0453 (V\{y1}) denotes the operator from the
v y

proof of Proposition D.1 with different domain and range. Notably, by our assumption
I'(€) < oo it follows that

(Z 59&13/’2595_2?/’___’ D gny’ > &Ci,...)EKW(X)X%O@O)\{%})-

yey Tz, yey Ty zeX Sy2  zex Sys

Moreover, since Y2, w(i)qﬁgj(yi)syi < 00, it follows by a similar argument as in the proof of
Proposition D.1 that A, s has a bounded inverse operator and thus there exists a unique

solution (¢¥°°,¢0"%) € £°(X) x €Z°¢3 (V\{y1}) for equation (E.4). Hence, we obtain that
y

[(iategd] [A=s o p AT (-

<
ZW(X)X€;°¢§,}(3’\{y1})
Step 2 - Upper bound for norm of ¢¥*¥. It remains to show that ¢(**Y, as defined
in (E.1), is contained in E(lfxeacy(x x V). Exploiting the upper bound for 7 (Proposition
2.3) yields

XxY xXxYy A T (X, 00 ,00
5 iy o <1 iy oy * [P AT,
< Y @I X oW
(z,y)eXxY (w,y)eXxy
A . X,00 ,00
+H7T Hzéwwi(xw) QH(C G )sz(x)xz;’@(y\{yl})
[59ad Ll

< C " Cy (Y 3 i )Sy; =
<(x,y)Z€:XXy x(z)r o +(x7yi)Z€:XXy1/1(1) v (i) oy (y )Sy’w(z)@(yi)sw

*Irley o Isler , ) 18l (69,82 [M7 o p AL (E)
y

2 -1
<D [lg 0+ 1l ) # g,  oh, 9y 30200
(<o
which proves that the claim. ]

. . . -1
Remark E.2. We like to discuss the domain of the operator [Dma,ﬁ*l(ﬁ(m*)J,S*)]:] . For
an element ¢ € Kéx@cy(ﬂ.’ x )) the previous proof shows that the element (&,0,0)7

féxeacy()( x V) x £2(X) x f;’;’qbg, (V\{y1}) has a well-defined image under the mapping
y
-1, - - . .
[Dma,ﬁ*\(19(7»,5*),7",5*)‘7:] in Kéx@cy(ﬂ.’ x V) x £°(X) x gwdﬁ’; (Y\{y1}) if and only if

(Z Sory. > Soay D Sous. > gxyg,...)ef""(?() xLigs, (V\y})- (E.5)

yey Ty yey Txo zeX Sy2  zeXx Sys

In particular, by Lemma E.4 one can construct for any ¢ > 0 and ¢ satisfying (E.5) an
element &' € 05 .o (X xY) such that € —¢&| (xxy) <€ but where £ does not fulfill
x®Cy Cx8Cy

(E.5). Hence, the domain of [Dﬂa Bal(9(r52) Ts*)]:]fl does not even contain an open ball
in féxeacy()( x V).
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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 ¥ the mapping
as defined in its proof. Then it follows for n — oo that

-1
H I:Dw,a,ﬁq(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)j:]ﬂ (‘7:(19(71,5*)’7"’5*) (EG)
_ ]—"(79(7", Se), T+ tniLlX, Sy + tnﬂzl)

Sx Gy
+tn [Dr,s*\(ﬁ(r,s*),r,s*)‘?] (hl ’h*,l))

eéXGBCy (XxY)

+

-1 ~ A
[Dw,a,ﬁ*l(ﬁ(m*),r,S*)]:]ﬂ (.7:(19(73 84)sT +tnhit, 5. + tnhzl) (E.7)
~F(I(r +tahi s, + tnﬁf,l),r +tnhit s, + tn}}f’l)

Ay ~y
+ Ii,D7'r7og,ﬁ*(19(T‘,S*),7"+tnhX S*+tnhyl) ] (19(7” + tnhl , 84 + tnh*’l)

_19(7073*)))
% @Cy()(xy)

[Dﬂ,a,ﬁq(ﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)}—];l ([ [Dr 0,805 ) v50) F ] (E.8)

+

— [Dmaﬂ*(79(”73*)”’”"];1){’s*“nﬁzl)}-] ]

(79(7“ +tnhi¥ s, +tnﬁ3],l) —19(7“,3*)))

= o(tp).
c aCy (XxY)

Proof. We prove this assertion using Lemma E.1 by showing for each term on which we
apply [Dma,ﬁ*l(ﬂ(m*)77‘78*)}—];1 that the corresponding quantity I'(-), given some func-
tion 1, decreases with order o(t,). The resulting image element then tends to zero in
féxeacy()( x ) with order o(t,).

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

(}"(19(7“,5*),7«,5*) ~F(O(r,s0),r +tahi’ 50 + tnfbf,z)

w2 (r,54) @(h ﬁy) £1(n)
fx o3y 9 r®s l I
+in [,Dr,s*|(19(r,s*),r,s*)f] (hl 7h*7l) =1y 0 = 8
0

Since &1(n) is only finitely supported, it is contained in Kéx @Cy(X x )) and, given ¢ = 1,
we note that I'(&1(n)) = O(t2) € o(t,) which yields by Lemma E.1

=0o(tn).
x98Cy (XxY)

H I:Dﬂ,a,ﬁ*\(ﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)‘?]

Step 2 - Bounds for second term. For the term of (E.7) denote the EROT potentials for
(r,s) and (r+tnth,s+tnhly) by (o, ") and (), B)), respectively, with ﬁ =B oy =
Further, consider the closed ball B, (r,s) from Proposition D.4 and let n be sufﬁ(nently
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large such that (r + tnﬁlx, Sy + tnﬁfl) € By, (r,s) (Lemma F.2). This guarantees that dual
optimizers are Lipschitz (Proposition D.4). A straightforward calculation yields

|:.'F(19(7",8*),7"+tnillx,8* +tni”2},l)
~F(I(r +tahit s, + tnﬁﬁl),r +tnh¥ s, + tnﬁf,l)
~x ~
+ [Dw,a,ﬁ*(ﬂ(r,s*),rthnlAllX,s*+tnilf’l)f:| (0(7” + tnhl , 84 + tnh?j’l) - 0(T78*)):|
. . T(oA_o>. B> >
0
0

§2(n)
0 1,

0

where A is given by A:R — R,z = exp(z) - 1 — z and is evaluated component-wise
for each entry of AZ(O&% - oz)‘,ﬁi,n - ﬁi) The function A is smooth, non-negative and
its derivative vanishes at zero, hence, for a positive null-sequence x,, — 0 it follows that
A(zy) = o(xy,). In addition, for each x > 0 the inequality A(-z) < A(x) is satisfied. Before
we apply Lemma E.1 let us state a component-wise bound for £(n). For this purpose, let

K= H%{Hﬁw(){) sup(¢y, s + tnilly) <o
neN

and recall from Proposition 2.3 that componentwise we have exp (A‘l[A:{(aA, B - c]) <
k(¢ ® ¢y). Hence, for all n e N it holds componentwise that

AZ(OR\’ 53) — C)

[€2(n)| = |(r+tniLlX)®(s+tniLly)‘®exp( ;i

T A_ X A\ _ A\
@A(A*(an a’, Bin 6*))

A
S|(r+tnﬁlx)®(s+tnﬁ?})‘®ﬂ(¢x®¢y) (E.9)
ALl - 0,182, - B2)
@A( 3 : )

Since A is Lipschitz with modulus exp(¢) on the bounded domain [-t,t] for ¢ > 0 it follows
by our bounds for |a;) — a?|, |ﬂi‘n — 2| from Proposition 2.3 for some constant ' > 0 and

any (z,y) € X x (Y\{y1}) that
A(lai\lJ - Oé%| + |5i,n7y - lﬁi\yl) _ A( ai\b,x - Oé;l)
A

A\ < "i,(bylﬂi,n,y - i\,yl' (ElO)

This implies componentwise that
o (n)] < |(r + tahi¥) ® (s + tah))| © K(Pr ® Dy) (E.11)

la — o 182~ B2

Based on (E.11) we thus infer by (r,s) € E};X(X) ®€é§4 () that &(n) € f}:x@cy(?f x ).
y
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Step 8 - Convergence of second term. In order to use Lemma E.1 we consider a
monotonous unbounded function :N — [1,00) with }72; ¢(i)@§,(yi)syi < o0. Such a
function exists by Lemma E.4. For this function ¢ we now show that I'(&2(n)) = o(t,),
so let I € N and consider x € X. Then it holds that

Sy ~
|T:B + tnhl,xl ’ |5y + tnhl)fyl exp (Oé;\ + 5;\ - C(:Uay) ) ‘A (ai\b,x - Oé;‘ + ﬁ7>1\7y - 5;\)

vey Ty A A
I re + tahily] - [y, + tal) | P R e

< Zl ’ ok () by () A |
i= T

oo [ry + tnhiSy| - [sy, + tnhy’

|
Y ok e ()10 (yi) 65 (i)
o —
Al n,T T
(=)
77X

|hl,ar|

e )’% H¢XHZ°°(X) HS + tniL?}HZ;y(y)

i=I+1 Tz

A _pA
+ nYi Yi

V(i) Py (yi)A

< (1+tn max

lBG{:Bl,...{L’l}

A ( o7 - Heoo(x) +maxpy |5, - ;l)

A
|ilic‘$ . Hai\b _a)\HZ‘”(X)
' (1 *in xe{rﬂg?f%xz} T i |6 HZM(X) Hs - tnhlyH%ﬁ; (y)A N
Zaw o Tl
e R R

=K’ [A ()‘_1 (Hai\z -a Hzoo(x) * maxiﬁllﬂé,yi - 5;”)) o) gy -8 Hé;;y(y)]

for some &” > 0 that is independent of I and = € X. By the local Lipschitz property
(Proposition D.4) we know that

o =My < A IS DNy 3 1
y

N A X 7Y
12 =5l ) ANy ety 0

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

182 =8l )
K oD Y <op(I) k" A

and choose N e N sufficiently large such that for all n > N holds

KA ()\71 (Haﬁ —at Hé‘”(?() + maxlelﬂ,){,yi - ;‘J))

ety

X 7Y
(hi", by )HééX(X)xZ;%) ™2

- ) j l tn
< K'A (tn)‘ 1(1 +maxi1=1¢x(z))/1’ H(hl)(,h?})Hééx(X)xz;4 (37)) < 82 .
v

Consequently, we obtain that sup,cy Yyey [£2(7)yl/72 < €ln, and thus it holds that sup,.cy ¥ yey [£2(1)2y|/72 =
o(tp). To show that I'(§2(n)) = o(ty,) let us again consider some integer I € N. For
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vi ¢ {y1,...,yr} we employ the upper bound (E.11) and see for some "’ > 0 independent
of y; and I that

[ + thi |- sy, + tah?, |
=% sy 0 (1)03 (i)
ISY A PYERTEON Y
exp (ozx + By, — c(@,y:) ) A ( o — ozl + 187y, _ﬁyil)

A A

N

|hl,y|

<{1+t, max —=
ye{yi,-u} Sy

X (i) by (i)
Note that the first four factors can be bounded by a constant independent of I and y € ).

For the last factor in (E.12) we employ the local Lipschitz property of dual optimizers
with modulus A" (Proposition D.4) and obtain

B =Byl v X 5y
0y <O A IEED ey 0

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

)Hwhf\\mm"' 62, ©12)

Y(i) A | (R 2| 6 (oyeet, (v) <Stn foralli>I. (E.13)
hY

For each y; € {y1,...,yr} we then use the upper bound from (E.9) in conjunction with a
similar bound as in (E.10) and obtain for some " > 0 independent of y; and I that

|rs + tnhlg,(x| sy, + tnhll,}yil o (04:)2 + 5); - c(z,y;) ) A (ai\L,:B - ai‘ + 57){,% - 5); )

reX 3y1¢(1)¢§;(yz) A A

A
= 0(A(By, ~ By.D) € oIBny, = By ) < o). (E.14)

Here we exploited the local Lipschitz property of 5* for the components y; € {y1,...,yr}.
As a result we obtain by (E.13) and (E.14) that I'(¢2(n)) = o(t,). Hence, Lemma E.1
asserts

|illy | HT +tnﬁlx Hél()() |ﬁA - ﬁA.l
<|1+¢, Y apy: AA [ B = Py
< ( * ye{ryrijaj}fyl} sy w(l)ﬁsg;(yz) K H(b/"( HZOO(X) ¢y(y )

=o(ty).

-1
H[Dw,a,ﬁ*Kﬂ(r,s*),r,s*)}—:lﬂ (52(71)’0’0) CraCy
Step 4 - Convergence of last term. For the last term, i.e., for (E.8) we obtain

[ [Dﬂvayﬁ*\(19(7",5*),7",5*)‘?] (’19(’1“ + tnﬁlxa Sy + tnil:,):l) - 19(7’, S,r))

-y -y
- [Dw,a,ﬁ(ﬁ(r,s*),wtnizf,s*+tnﬁ2fl)]:] (ﬁ(r +lnhi, se +tnhy ) = 9(r, s*)) ]

AL (ap—0?, B2 =B2)
A

h 7 7 2 T A gAy_
_(tnthtX)Sthnr(X)hlert%hl/"-’@hly)@eXp(Ae (a),\ﬁ*) C) ©
) 0

0
53(”))
=: 0 .
0
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Since (r,s) € E(IZX(X) ® %31} (¥) and as ;ijlly both have finite support, we obtain that
&3(n) € Kéxeacy(/\.’ x )). To finish the proof, we show that I'({3(n)) = o(t,), where we

select 1 = 1. For any x € X it then follows using the Lipschitz property for dual optimizers
(Proposition D.4) that

1 S X 5 SX 5
—tn[ Y|Py + b, + tahi Y,
Tz yey

AL gh_
'exp(am + ﬁy}\ c(z,y) )(Iaﬁ,x —apl+ By, - ﬁﬁl)]

IA

NN N Ik =l 2y
(102 182 Pl g s e

|iLlXx| 2P N 42
kl1+ max —= Z(3y+(1+tn)|hl,y|)¢y(y)

xe{xly"wwl} Tx yeY

0 (tn o) = 0 ey * 1182 = 8] O,)) cO(t3) < oltn).
y

Likewise, we see for all y € ) that
1 S x 5 Sx 3
— iy + o, + i

A A
exp (Ozx + By)?c(%y) ) (laﬁ,m B Oz;| + |5r);,y B Bg\l) ]

IN

(B0 o0y 52 L2521
y

2, i ¥
-k|1+ max —= [Z(T:v+(1+tn)|hl,a:|)]

ye{yi,-»u} Sy X

Olty|an - aAHL,m(X) +tn || Bp = B oo M O(t2) c o(ty).
&
This yields I'(£3(n)) = o(t,,) which concludes by Lemma E.1 the proof since

) =o(ty). O
£ yacy, (X3Y)

-1
HI:D7r,oz,ﬁ,,|(19(r,s*),7’,5,«)‘7:']7T (53(71)’0’0)

Lemma E.4. Let (an)nen be a non-negative sequence such that Y2 a; < co. Then
there exists an unbounded and monotonously increasing function :N — [1,00) such that

Z;‘):l ¢(z)az < 00.

Proof. We define the function ¢ by an iterative scheme. Let 1y = 1 and select for any
k € N the integer N(;y > max(k, N(;_1)) as small as possible such that

Z ¢k_1(i)ai + Z 2¢k_1(z’)ai < (2 - %) Zai.
i=1 i=N(k)+1 i=1

We then define the monotone function

Yr-1(i) i< N(k),

Vi) = {2¢k_1(z') iti> N(k).
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Note that ¢y_1 < ¢y for each k € N and since N (k) < oo it holds for all ¢ > N(k) that
Yp-1(i) < g (7). Further, as N (k) > k for all k € N the sequence 1y, converges entry-wise
to a monotone function ¥ which is unbounded and satisfies by monotone convergence
Yo v(i)a; <232 a;. O

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
re KéX(X ) on X with full support. Further, let (¢,)nen be a sequence such that ¢, ~ 0
and (h:¥ )pen € féX(X) with limit A% and that r + t,ht € P (X)n féX(X) for each n e N.
{&dditionally, for an integer | > 2 we denote the finite support approximations for A% by
th, i.e., labelling

hfl+zi°:l+1hfi if v =24,

le)fx ={h¥ if © e {xa,..., 21},

0 else.

Lemma F.1. For § >0 there exist | € N such that
|n¥ - B

HzéX(X) < 9.

Additionally, there is N € N such that for all n > N holds

J.

it - ilf,l”géX(X) <6, |y =iy, Hzéx(x) <

Proof. Choose [ large enough such that Cx (1) ¥5,1 Cx(2;)|hy | < 6/6. Then we see

Wl

HhX_BlXHZé oy SCx(x1) X |+ 30 Carlai)lhz| <
X

i=l+1 i=l+1

Let N be large enough such that Cy(z1) Hhx - h¥ Hzl (x) S 5/3 for all n> N. This yields
Cx

A ~ i l
19 =Pl = Corlan) Bty = By + 3 (R = b )| + 32 Caei) [, = M,
X 1=l+1 =2
)
<Ca(x1) 3, Ca(@) |hg —hifs| = Ca(an) |0 =Yy 2y < 2
xeX Cx 3

which implies by triangle inequality

Hhr)f _hf BlX - 55

’leéX(X) < s - hXHEéX(X) +|n* i

P X
Hzéx(x) + i Hzéx()() =
and thus finishes the proof. O

Lemma F.2. It holds that

— »X X T X
K:=|h Hz}:X(x) +sup |77 Hzéx(x) . Pt Hzéx(x) <0
Further, for p>0 there is N € N such that it follows for alln> N and [ €N that

T+tnhf,r+tnﬁx r+tnﬁlx e{feééx()():nf—r\ué () Sp}.
X

n,l»
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Proof. By convergence of h:¥ towards h”¥ with respect to E(IZX(X ) we see that
X X
Iz Hzéx(x) + ilelg |7 Hzéx(x) <0

Further, for given [,n € N it follows that Hh l” <Cx(x1) H hi¥ which yields

£ (X )
K < oco. For N €N large enough such that ¢, < pK we conclude the second claim. U

o

With these auxiliary results we can state the proof of Lemma D.2

Proof of Lemma D.2. First, we note that ) .y hX =0 for all n € N implies Y, c» hX =
By construction of the finite support approxunatlon it also follows for any I,n € N that
Yorex hnl:v Yorex hlm = 0. Hence, it remains to show for given [ € N that there exists

N e N such that the elements r +tnhl ,T +tnhn ; 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 t, < (2K)™! min,—; _;min(ry,;,1 -7z,). This yields for any i € {1,...,l}
that

~x ilivxl <Tg, + %min(rm, —7g;) < rxl % <1,
Tg; T tnhl,:m =Ty + tn K- 1.
K \>7ry - smin(ry,1-7y,) 2 2 Tz, > 0.
Further, since h¥ =0 for all z ¢ {21,...,2;} it follows for all n > N that r, + tnﬁle =7y €
(0,1), which shows that r + tnleX € P(X) and supp(r + tnleX) = X. The same argument
implies for all n > N that r + tnﬁfl € P(X) and supp(r + tnﬁfl) =X. O

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 — (0,00) on the countable
space X we consider the function class F := {f:X — R:|f| < f} and relate the Banach
spaces 7(X) and £=(F) to each other.

Lemma G.1. The linear evaluation map
ely(X) > 62(F), aw(e(a):F =R, fr(f,a))
is an isometric embedding ofﬁ}(X) into (= (F), i.e., [e(a)pe(r) = HaHZ}(X) forace 6}(/\.’).

Proof. First note for any a € £} 7(X) that e(a) € £(F) since

le(a)] = = suple(a)(f)| = sup(f, a)| < sup Hﬂb¢<m laley ey = lales ) -
feF feF feF

Hence, the linear mapping e is continuous. Moreover, it holds that

ol gy = 3 S@leal = T stgn(en) f(@)a <sup|e(@)(P)] = le(@)]

reX feF
where the inequality holds since the function = ~ sign(a,)f(x) is contained in F. O

The previous lemma shows that the weighted ¢!-space can be identified as a subset of
£°°(F). In particular, this implies that the intersections P(X) 06}(/\.’) and P(X)nL>(F)
can be identified. Moreover, given another function class F on X with F ¢ F the following
inclusion from the intersections P(X) n ¢ (F) into £} #(X) can be formalized.
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Lemma G.2. The canonical (linear) projection map
e (PX) N L (F) g y) = (PX) L (F) g ry)s - (For)) e = ((For)) em
is continuous and injective. In particular, P(X) nL®(F) can be embedded into 6}(2(’).

Proof. First note that any 7 € P(X) n £%°(F) fulfills since F ¢ F that

[eCr)lgoe ) = sup [(f, )] < sup[(f,7)] = 7]l goe 2y
JeF feF

which shows continuity. Moreover, if [[¢(r) = ¢(8) oo () = [e(r) = L(s)Hg}(X) =0, and hence

r = s which shows injectivity. The second assertion then follows from the identification
PX)nl=(F)=P(X)n E}(X) where latter is clearly contained in 6}(/\.’). O
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