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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we introduce a variant of optimal transport adapted to the causal structure given
by an underlying directed graph G. Different graph structures lead to different specifications
of the optimal transport problem. For instance, a fully connected graph yields standard optimal
transport, a linear graph structure corresponds to causal optimal transport between the distribu-
tions of two discrete-time stochastic processes, and an empty graph leads to a notion of optimal
transport related to CO-OT, Gromov–Wasserstein distances and factored OT. We derive differ-
ent characterizations of G-causal transport plans and introduce Wasserstein distances between
causal models that respect the underlying graph structure. We show that average treatment ef-
fects are continuous with respect to G-causal Wasserstein distances and small perturbations of
structural causal models lead to small deviations in G-causal Wasserstein distance. We also
introduce an interpolation between causal models based on G-causal Wasserstein distance and
compare it to standard Wasserstein interpolation.

Keywords: Average treatment effect, causality, directed graphs, optimal transport, Wasserstein
distance

1 Introduction

Originally, optimal transport problems were introduced by Monge [43] and, in a more general form,
by Kantorovich [33] to study the most efficient way to transport and allocate resources. But in addition
to this immediate application, optimal transport theory has also lead to the the notion of Wasserstein
distance [34, 65, 66], which defines a metric on probability distributions. Over the years, optimal trans-
port has found applications in different areas of economics [16, 26, 53], probability theory [55, 56],
statistics [25, 27, 44], differential geometry [22, 24, 62], robust optimization [10, 42, 70], machine
learning and data science [4, 19, 50, 61], just to name a few. At the same time, various variants and
extensions of optimal transport have emerged, like multi-marginal versions [2, 23, 47], optimal trans-
port with additional constraints [9, 15, 14, 20, 36, 45], optimal transport between measures of different
masses [17, 60], relaxations [12, 39] and regularizations [18, 40]. On the other hand, causal research
examines causal relationships between different events; see e.g. [30, 48, 49, 59]. In probabilistic the-
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ories of causality, the underlying causal structure is typically described by a directed graph, leading to
graphical causal models [11].

In this paper we introduce a version of optimal transport that is adapted to the causal structure
given by an underlying directed graph and investigate corresponding Wasserstein distances between
different causal models. Our main goal is to obtain a version of the optimal transport problem which
yields topological and geometric properties consistent with the structure of the underlying directed
graph. We build on existing literature studying this question for distributions of stochastic processes
such as [7, 6, 8, 37]. This string of literature demonstrates different advantages of incorporating the
temporal structure into the definition of optimal transport distances between distributions of stochastic
processes compared to using standard Wasserstein distances, which are agnostic to this structure. For
instance, it improves the stability of dynamic optimization problems that are unstable under standard
Wasserstein distances (see [7]), and it leads to geometric structures compatible with certain properties
of stochastic processes (e.g. it has been shown in [8] that sets of martingales are geodesically convex).
In this paper, we show that it has similar benefits if a suitably adapted concept of optimal transport is
used for general causal structures. For such a version of optimal transport, the structure of the under-
lying graph G determines the exact specification of the optimal transport problem. A fully connected
graph corresponds to standard optimal transport, which consists in finding an optimal transport plan
transforming a given distribution into another one. Missing edges translate into additional constraints,
which increase the G-causal Wasserstein distance and therefore, lead to a finer topology on the cor-
responding set of causal models. For instance, a linear graph requires transport plans to respect the
temporal structure. This results in causal transport problems between distributions of stochastic pro-
cesses, which have been studied by e.g. [7, 6, 8, 37]. An empty graph restricts transport plans the most
and is related to CO-OT problems [63], the Gromov–Wasserstein distance [41] and factored OT [64].
For a general directed graph G, we call the corresponding transport plans G-causal and demonstrate
their suitability for downstream tasks which depend on the information structure given by G. For
instance, we show that while one of the most fundamental causal statistics, the average treatment ef-
fect, is not continuous in the standard Wasserstein metric, it becomes Lipschitz continuous if distances
between distributions are measured with a G-causal Wasserstein distance resulting from G-causal op-
timal transport. Furthermore, we demonstrate that under suitable assumptions, G-causal Wasserstein
interpolation between two G-compatible distributions preserves G-compatibility, which in general, is
not true for standard Wasserstein interpolation.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the setup and
provide our definition of G-causal transport plans together with the corresponding optimal transport
problems in Definitions 2.1 and 2.2. In Section 2.4 we showcase the relation to existing concepts of
optimal transport from the literature. In Section 3 we focus on G-causal transport maps for directed
acyclic graphs. We derive alternative characterizations ofG-causal transport plans in Theorem 3.4 and
Corollary 3.5 and study the structure of sets of G-causal transport plans in Proposition 3.6. In Section
4 we introduce Wasserstein distances between causal models that respect the structure of the underly-
ing graph G. We show that they satisfy all properties of a metric except for the triangle inequality in
Proposition 4.3. In Section 4.1, we prove that, under suitable assumptions, average treatment effects,
which estimate the causal effect of a treatment or intervention, are Lipschitz continuous with respect
to G-causal Wasserstein distance under a change of the underlying probability model while they are
not continuous for standard Wasserstein distances. As a consequence, bounds on the error result-
ing from estimating average treatment effects from data can be obtained by controlling the G-causal
Wasserstein estimation error. On the other hand, we show in Section 4.2 that small perturbations of a
structural causal model correspond to small deviations inG-causal Wasserstein distance. In particular,
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convergence of structural models implies convergence of the corresponding probability models with
respect to G-causal Wasserstein distance. Finally, in Section 4.3 we study a Wasserstein interpola-
tion between causal models that respects the causal structure and compare it to standard Wasserstein
interpolation.

2 Notation and definitions

2.1 Causal structures described by directed graphs

We consider a finite set V = {1, . . . , n} for some n ∈ N, endowed with a causal structure given by a
set of directed edges E ⊆ {(i, j) ∈ V 2 : i ̸= j}. This turns G = (V,E) into a directed graph. For
j ∈ V , we denote by paj the parents of j, given by

paj := {i ∈ V : (i, j) ∈ E},

and for a subset A ⊆ V , we define
paA :=

⋃
j∈A

paj .

We order both sets paj and paA according to the natural ranking of the elements of V = {1, . . . , n}.

2.2 Spaces and measures

We consider two product spaces of the form X = X1 × · · · × Xn and Y = Y1 × · · · × Yn for non-
empty Polish spaces Xi,Yi, i = 1, . . . , n. We endow X , Y and X × Y with the product topologies,
which makes them again Polish; see e.g. [13, Chapter IX, §6.1, Proposition I]. By P(X ), P(Y) and
P(X × Y) we denote the set of all Borel probability measures on X , Y and X × Y , respectively. If
we write X ∼ µ for a measure µ ∈ P(X ), we mean that X is an X -valued random variable with
distribution µ defined on some underlying probability space. Moreover, we use the notation X1:i to
denote the tuple (X1, . . . , Xi) for i ∈ V = {1, . . . , n}, and similarly, XA for any ordered subset A of
V = {1, . . . , n}. X1:0 as well as Xpai in cases where pai is empty, will be understood as empty tuple.

2.3 Transport plans and G-causal couplings

A transport map between two probability measures µ ∈ P(X ) and ν ∈ P(Y) in the sense of Monge
[43] is a measurable mapping T : X → Y such that T#µ = ν, where T#µ denotes the push-forward
µ ◦ T−1 of µ along T . A Monge transport map does not always exist, e.g. if µ is a Dirac measure
and ν is not. Therefore, Kantorovich [33] extended the set of transport plans by considering couplings
between µ and ν, which are probability measures π ∈ P(X × Y) with marginals µ and ν. The set
Π(µ, ν) of all couplings between µ and ν always contains the product measure µ⊗ν, and therefore, is
non-empty. Moreover, for every Monge transport map T : X → Y between µ and ν, the distribution
of the mapping (id, T ) : X → X × Y under µ is a coupling in Π(µ, ν). On the other hand, every
coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν) can be realized as a randomized transport map. Indeed, since Y is Polish, π
admits a disintegration of the form π(dx, dy) = µ(dx)π(dy | x), where π(dy | x) is a regular version
of the conditional distribution of y ∈ Y given x ∈ X with respect to π ; see e.g. [32, Theorem 3.4].
Therefore, one obtains from the kernel representation [32, Lemma 4.22] that π can be realized as the
distribution of a pair of random variables (X,Y ) such that X ∼ µ and Y is of the form Y = g(X,U)
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for a measurable map g : X × R → Y and an R-valued random variable U defined on the same
probability space as and independent of X .

To motivate our definition of G-causal couplings, we first consider the case of Monge transport
maps T : X = X1 × · · · × Xn → Y = Y1 × . . .Yn. Intuitively, one might want to define G-causality
of T by saying that T is G-causal if it is of the form T = (T1, . . . , Tn), where

Ti(x) = gi(xi, xpai) for all x ∈ X and i = 1, . . . , n, (2.1)

for measurable mappings gi : Xi × Xpai → Yi, i = 1, . . . , n. More generally, one could call T =
(T1, . . . , Tn) G-causal if

Ti(x) = gi(xi, xpai , Tpai(x)) for all x ∈ X and i = 1, . . . , n, (2.2)

for measurable mappings gi : Xi × Xpai × Ypai → Yi, i = 1, . . . , n. It is easy to see that in the
following three cases, conditions (2.1) and (2.2) are equivalent:

• if the graph G = (V,E) is fully connected, that is, E = {(i, j) ∈ V 2 : i ̸= j},

• if the graph G = (V,E) is empty, that is, E = ∅, or

• if the graph G = (V,E) has the linear structure E = {(i, j) ∈ V 2 : i < j}.

On the other hand,

• if the graph G = (V,E) has the Markovian structure E = {(i− 1, i) : 2 ≤ i ≤ n},

(2.2) is slightly more flexible than (2.1). In general, (2.1) is too restrictive for our purposes. For
instance, a generalization of (2.1) to randomized transport maps would still not guarantee the existence
of G-causal couplings between any two probability measures µ and ν that are compatible with respect
to a directed acyclic graph G in the sense of Definition 3.1 below. Therefore, we use (2.2) to define
G-causal Monge transport maps, which leads to the following general definition.
Definition 2.1 (G-causal couplings). Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph. We call a coupling π ∈
Π(µ, ν) between two measures µ ∈ P(X ) and ν ∈ P(Y) G-causal, if there exists a pair of random
variables (X,Y ) ∼ π together with measurable mappings

gi : Xi ×Xpai × Ypai × R → Yi, i = 1, . . . , n,

and R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such that
X,U1, . . . , Un are independent and

Yi = gi(Xi, Xpai , Ypai , Ui) for all i = 1, . . . , n. (2.3)

We call π G-bicausal, if π and π̃ ∼ (Y,X) areG-causal. We denote the set ofG-causal andG-bicausal
couplings between µ and ν by ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc

G (µ, ν), respectively.
Πbc

G (µ, ν) is a symmetrized version of ΠG(µ, ν) consisting of transport plans that are G-causal
in both directions.

In Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 below we give alternative characterizations of G-causal and
G-bicausal transport plans in the case where G is a directed acyclic graph. Proposition 3.6 shows that
ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc

G (µ, ν) are non-empty for all probability measures µ and ν respecting the structure
of G. The following transport problems can be defined for arbitrary directed graphs G.
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Definition 2.2 (G-causal optimal transport). Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph. For µ ∈ P(X ),
ν ∈ P(Y) and a measurable cost function c : X × Y → [0,∞), we define the G-causal and G-
bicausal optimal transport problems as

inf
π∈ΠG(µ,ν)

∫
X×Y

c dπ and inf
π∈Πbc

G (µ,ν)

∫
X×Y

c dπ, (2.4)

respectively.

2.4 Special cases and related concepts

2.4.1 Fully connected graphs and standard optimal transport

If E equals the set {(i, j) ∈ V 2 : i ̸= j} of all possible edges, a coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν) between two
measures µ ∈ P(X ) and ν ∈ P(Y) satisfies Definition 2.1 if and only if there exists a pair of random
variables (X,Y ) ∼ π together with measurable mappings

gi : X × YV \{i} × R → Yi, i = 1, . . . , n,

and R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such that
X,U1, . . . , Un are independent and

Yi = gi(X,YV \{i}, Ui) for all i = 1, . . . , n. (2.5)

Since X and Yi, i = 1, . . . , n, are Polish spaces, any coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν) admits an iterated
disintegration of the form

π(dx, dy) = µ(dx)π(dy1 | x)π(dy2 | x, y1) · · ·π(dyn | x, y1:n−1)

for regular conditional distributions π(dy1 | x) and π(dyi | x, y1:i−1), i = 2, . . . , n; see e.g. [32,
Theorem 3.4]. So, it follows from the kernel representation [32, Lemma 4.22] that π has a realization
of the form (2.5), which shows that

ΠG(µ, ν) = Πbc
G (µ, ν) = Π(µ, ν).

That is, the two optimal transport problems in (2.4) reduce to standard optimal transport.

2.4.2 Empty graphs, CO-OT and Gromov–Wasserstein distances

If the graph has no edges, that is, E = ∅, then a coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν) satisfies Definition 2.1 if and
only if there exists a pair of random variables (X,Y ) ∼ π together with measurable mappings

gi : Xi × R → Yi, i = 1, . . . , n,

and R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such that
X,U1, . . . , Un are independent and

Yi = gi(Xi, Ui) for all i = 1, . . . , n. (2.6)

Since Xi,Yi, i = 1, . . . , n, are Polish spaces, every measure πi ∈ Π(µi, νi) can be disintegrated as

πi(dxi, dyi) = µi(dxi)πi(dyi | xi)
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for a regular conditional distribution πi(dyi | xi); see e.g. [32, Theorem 3.4]. Therefore, we obtain
from the kernel representation [32, Lemma 4.22] that πi has a representation of the form (2.6). In
particular, if µ = µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µn and ν = ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νn are product measures, one has

ΠG(µ, ν) = Πbc
G (µ, ν) = {π1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ πn : πi ∈ Π(µi, νi) for all i = 1, . . . , n} .

This set of couplings is related to CO-OT problems [63], the Gromov–Wasserstein distance [41] and
factored OT [64]. CO-OT problems also optimize over couplings of marginals of product form. They
aim to simultaneously optimize two transport plans between features and labels of two datasets. There-
fore, n = 2 is used. The Gromov–Wasserstein distance measures the discrepancy between two spaces.
It considers n = 2 and marginal measures of the special form µ = µ1 ⊗ µ1, ν = ν1 ⊗ ν1. Factored
OT is a generalization of CO-OT to a multi-marginal setting based on couplings of the form

{π1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ πn : πi ∈ Π
(
µi,1, . . . , µi,ni

)
for i = 1, . . . , n}.

2.4.3 Linear graph structure and transport between distributions of stochastic processes

If the graph has the linear structure E = {(i, j) ∈ V 2 : i < j}, then a coupling π ∈ Π(µ, ν)
satisfies Definition 2.1 if and only if there exists a pair of random variables (X,Y ) ∼ π together with
measurable mappings

g1 : X1 × R → Y1, gi : X1:i × Y1:i−1 × R → Yi, i = 2, . . . , n,

and R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such that
X,U1, . . . , Un are independent and

Y1 = g1(X1, U1), Yi = gi(X1:i, Y1:i−1, Ui), i = 2, . . . , n.

If µ and ν are the distributions of two discrete-time stochastic processes with indices i = 1, . . . , n,
the coupling π can be viewed as a transport plan that respects the temporal structure. Such couplings,
sometimes treated in more generality through the use of filtrations, have been studied, for instance, by
[8, 37, 51] and have applications in robust finance [1, 6, 7, 52] as well as machine learning [68, 69].
For relations to different topologies on spaces of distributions of stochastic processes, see e.g. [3, 5,
29, 46]. The resulting optimal transport problems are called causal, bicausal or adapted.

In relation to this literature, we mention that interesting extensions of the G-causal optimal trans-
port problem may be possible by using a more flexible definition of G-causal couplings through more
precise encodings of the information structures, similarly to how [8] extends the space of stochastic
processes using filtrations.

2.4.4 Markovian graph structure

If the graph G = (V,E) has the Markovian structure E = {(i − 1, i) : 2 ≤ i ≤ n}, a coupling
π ∈ Π(µ, ν) satisfies Definition 2.1 if and only if if there exists a pair of random variables (X,Y ) ∼ π
together with measurable mappings

g1 : X1 × R → Y1, gi : Xi−1:i × Yi−1 × R → Yi, i = 2, . . . , n,

and R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such that
X,U1, . . . , Un are independent and

Y1 = g1(X1, U1), Yi = gi(Xi−1:i, Yi−1, Ui), i = 2, . . . , n.

6



2.4.5 Related concepts

Different variants of optimal transport have been proposed in the literature that do not exactly fit into
the framework of this paper but are related. [54] proposes a coupling between two populations, such
as male and female job applicants, along a given graph with the goal of achieving a fair embedding of
one group into the other. [35] proposes a GAN framework based on structural assumptions similar to
(2.3). [21] studies collections of couplings between conditional distributions.

3 G-causal couplings for DAGs

In causal modelling it is often assumed that the causal structure is given by a directed acyclic graph
(DAG), which is a directed graph with no cycles. By reordering the vertices, a DAG can always
assumed to be sorted, which means that it only contains edges (i, j) such that i < j; see e.g. [11, 38,
48]. If G is a DAG, it is possible to provide alternative characterizations of G-causal and G-bicausal
couplings, from which simple properties of the sets of all such couplings can be derived.

We start by recalling the notions of conditional independence and compatibility of a probability
measure with a given DAG. For more details, we refer to [11, 38, 48]. For random variables S,W,Z
defined on the same probability space (Ω,F ,P) with values in measurable spaces S,W,Z , we say S
is independent of W given Z and write S⊥⊥ZW if

P[S ∈ A,W ∈ B | Z] = P[S ∈ A | Z]P[W ∈ B | Z] P-a.s. (3.1)

for all measurable subsets A ⊆ S and B ⊆ W , which is equivalent to

P[S ∈ A |W,Z] = P[S ∈ A | Z] P-a.s. (3.2)

for all measurable subsets A ⊆ S. Since the conditional probabilities in (3.1)–(3.2) can all be written
as g(Z) or h(W,Z) for measurable functions g : Z → [0, 1] or h : W × Z → [0, 1] (see e.g. [32,
Lemma 1.14]), (3.1)–(3.2) can equivalently be formulated as

ρ[A×B ×Z | FZ ] = ρ[A×W ×Z | FZ ] ρ[V ×B ×Z | FZ ] ρ-a.s.

and
ρ[A×W ×Z | FW,Z ] = ρ[A×W ×Z | FZ ] ρ-a.s.,

where ρ is the distribution of (S,W,Z) and FZ , FW,Z are the σ-algebras generated by the projections
from S ×W ×Z to Z and W ×Z , respectively. This shows that conditions (3.1)–(3.2) only depend
on the distribution of (S,W,Z).

If S and W are Polish spaces equipped with their Borel σ-algebras, (S,W ) has a regular condi-
tional distribution ρ(ds, dw | z) given Z = z with respect to ρ (see e.g. [32, Theorem 3.4]). In this
case, conditions (3.1)–(3.2) can equivalently be written as

ρ(ds, dw | z) = ρ(ds | z)ρ(dw | z) for Z#P-almost all z ∈ Z .

Definition 3.1 (G-compatible probability measures). A measure µ ∈ P(X ) is said to be compatible
with a sorted DAG G = (V,E) if any of the following three equivalent conditions hold. We denote
the set of G-compatible measures in P(X ) by PG(X ).
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(i) There exists a random variableX ∼ µ together with measurable functions fi : Xpai×R → Xi,
i = 1, . . . , n, and independent R-valued random variables U1, . . . , Un such that

Xi = fi(Xpai , Ui) for all i = 1, . . . , n. (3.3)

(ii) For every random variable X ∼ µ, one has

Xi⊥⊥Xpai
X1:i−1 for all i = 2, . . . , n. (3.4)

(iii) The measure µ can be disintegrated as

µ(dx1, . . . , dxn) =
n∏

i=1

µ
(
dxi | xpai

)
(3.5)

for µ(dx1 | xpa1) = µ(dx1) and regular conditional distributions µ(dxi | xpai), i = 2, . . . , n,
called causal mechanisms in causal modelling.

Remark 3.2. The equivalence of conditions (i)–(iii) in Definition 3.1 follows from the definitions
(3.1)–(3.2) of conditional independence together with some well-known properties of probability mea-
sures on Polish spaces. For the sake of completeness, we give a short proof:

(i) ⇔ (ii): If (i) holds, there exists an X -valued random variable X = (X1, . . . , Xn) ∼ µ such
that the Xi are of the form Xi = fi(Xpai , Ui) for measurable mappings fi : Xpai × R → Xi and
independent R-valued random variables Ui, i = 1, . . . , n, defined on a probability space (Ω,F ,P).
It follows that P[Xi ∈ A | X1:i−1] = P[Xi ∈ A | Xpai ] P-a.s. for all measurable subsets A ⊆ Xi,
which, by (3.2), shows that (ii) is satisfied.

On the other hand, if (ii) holds, one obtains from [32, Proposition 8.20] that, possibly after
extending the underlying probability space, theXi have representations of the formXi = fi(Xpai , Ui)
P-a.s. for measurable functions fi : Xpai × R → Xi and U(0, 1)-distributed random variables Ui

satisfying Ui⊥⊥X1:i−1 for all i = 2, . . . , n. So X is of the form (3.3), except that the representation
only holds P-a.s. and the random variables U1, . . . , Un are not necessarily independent. But this can
easily be remedied by considering independent U(0, 1)-distributed random variables Ũ1, . . . , Ũn on a
new probability space and iteratively defining X̃i = fi(X̃pai , Ũi), i = 1, . . . , n. Then X̃1 has the same
distribution as X1, and for all i ≥ 2, the conditional distribution of X̃i given X̃1:i−1 is equal to the
conditional distribution ofXi givenX1:i−1. So, it follows by induction over i that X̃ = (X̃1, . . . , X̃n)
has the same distribution as X = (X1, . . . , Xn) and satisfies condition (i).

(ii) ⇔ (iii): Since X1, . . . ,Xn are Polish spaces, one obtains from [32, Theorem 3.4] that µ admits
an iterated disintegration of the form

µ(dx1, . . . , dxn) = µ(dx1)µ (dx2 | x1) · · ·µ (dxn | x1:n−1)

for regular conditional distributions µ(dxi | x1:i−1), i = 2, . . . , n, from which it can be seen that (3.4)
is equivalent to (3.5).

The following result provides some elementary properties of the set PG(X ).

Proposition 3.3. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG. Then

(i) PG(X ) is non-empty,

(ii) PG(X ) is closed in total variation,
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(iii) if X is a discrete2 Polish space, PG(X ) is weakly closed,

(iv) but there exist Polish spaces X = X1×· · ·×Xn and graphsG such that PG(X ) is not weakly
closed.

Proof. According to Definition 3.1.(iii), the product measure µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µn belongs to PG(X ) for
arbitrary marginal measures µi ∈ P(Xi), i = 1, . . . , n. This shows (i).

Moreover, it follows from Lemma A.1 in Appendix A below that Definition 3.1.(ii) is stable
under convergence in total variation, which proves (ii).

(iii) follows from (ii) since in case X is a discrete Polish space, weak convergence is equivalent
to convergence in total variation.

To show (iv), we consider the Markovian graph G = (V,E) given by V = {1, 2, 3} and G =
{(1, 2), (2, 3)}. Let X1 = X2 = X3 = [−1, 1] and consider the product space X = [−1, 1]3 with the
Borel σ-algebra. The measures µk = 1

2δ(1,1/k,1) +
1
2δ(−1,−1/k,−1), k ∈ N, belong to PG(X ) for all

k ∈ N and weakly converge to the measure 1
2δ(1,0,1) +

1
2δ(−1,0,−1), which does not belong to PG(X ).

This proves (iv).

The following is the main structural result of this paper. It gives different characterizations of
G-causal couplings between two measures µ ∈ PG(X ) and ν ∈ P(Y). Note that for a sorted DAG
G, one has ΠG(µ, ν) ⊆ ΠGl

(µ, ν), where Gl is the linear graph from Section 2.4.3, which leads to
causal optimal transport between distributions of stochastic processes, for which related results have
been shown by e.g. [6, Proposition 2.4].

Theorem 3.4. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG, and consider measures µ ∈ PG(X ), ν ∈ P(Y) and
π ∈ Π(µ, ν). Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) π ∈ ΠG(µ, ν),

(ii) for (X,Y ) ∼ π, one has

Yi⊥⊥Xi,Xpai ,Ypai
(X,Y1:i−1) for all i = 1, . . . , n, where Y1:0 is the empty tuple,

(iii) for (X,Y ) ∼ π, one has

Xi⊥⊥Xpai
(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1) and Yi⊥⊥Xi,Xpai ,Ypai

(X1:i, Y1:i−1) for all i = 2, . . . , n,

(iv) π is jointly G-compatible, that is,

π(dx1, dy1, . . . , dxn, dyn) =
n∏

i=1

π(dxi, dyi | xpai , ypai),

for regular conditional distributions π(dxi, dyi | xpai , ypai), and

π(dxi | xpai , ypai) = µ(dxi | xpai) for all i = 1, . . . , n and π-almost all (x, y) ∈ X × Y ,

where µ(dxi | xpai) are regular conditional versions of µ.
2i.e. X is a countable discrete topological space
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Before turning to the proof of Theorem 3.4, we note that it implies the following alternative
characterizations of G-bicausal couplings between two measures µ ∈ PG(X ) and ν ∈ PG(Y). Par-
ticularly the characterization in part (iii) of Corollary 3.5 is worth emphasizing, as this characterization
is very natural and hence serves as validation of Definition 2.1. The characterization states that, just
like the marginals, a G-bicausal coupling also has to be G-compatible. And on top of that, the causal
mechanisms of the marginals are coupled by the causal mechanisms of the coupling. In this way,
G-bicausal couplings can intuitively be understood as fine-grained couplings, which put the essential
building blocks of causal models, the causal mechanisms, into relation.

Corollary 3.5. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG, µ ∈ PG(X ), ν ∈ PG(Y) and π ∈ Π(µ, ν). Then,
the following are equivalent:

(i) π ∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν),

(ii) for (X,Y ) ∼ π, one has

(Xi, Yi)⊥⊥Xpai ,Ypai
(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1), Xi⊥⊥Xpai

Ypai and Yi⊥⊥Ypai
Xpai for all i = 2, . . . , n,

(iii) π is jointly G-compatible, that is,

π(dx1, dy1, . . . , dxn, dyn) =
n∏

i=1

π(dxi, dyi | xpai , ypai)

for regular conditional distributions π(dxi, dyi | xpai , ypai), and

π(dxi, dyi | xpai , ypai) ∈ Π(µ(dxi | xpai), ν(dyi | ypai))

for all i = 1, . . . , n and π-almost all (x, y) ∈ X × Y , where µ(dxi | xpai) and ν(dyi | ypai)
are regular conditional versions of µ and ν, respectively.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. (i) ⇒ (ii): If (i) holds, there exists (X,Y ) ∼ π such that the Yi are of
the form Yi = gi(Xi, Xpai , Ypai , Ui) for measurable functions gi : Xi × Xpai × Ypai × R → Yi and
R-valued random variables Ui, i = 1, . . . , n defined on the same probability space as (X,Y ) such
that X,U1, . . . , Un are independent. It follows that Ui⊥⊥(X,Y1:i−1), and therefore, P[Yi ∈ A |
X,Y1:i−1] = P[Yi ∈ A | Xi, Xpai , Ypai ] P-a.s. for every i and all measurable subsets A ⊆ Yi, which
by (3.2), shows that (ii) is satisfied.

(ii) ⇒ (i): If (X,Y ) fulfils (ii), one obtains from [32, Proposition 8.20] that, possibly after
extending the underlying probability space, the Yi can be represented as Yi = gi(Xi, Xpai , Ypai , Ui)
P-a.s. for measurable functions gi : Xi × Xpai × Ypai × R → Yi and U(0, 1)-distributed random
variables Ui satisfying Ui⊥⊥(X,Y1:i−1) for all i = 1, . . . , n. So (X,Y ) is of the form (2.3), except
that the representation only holds P-a.s. and the random variables U1, . . . , Un are not necessarily
independent. However, by extending the probability space further if necessary, one can assume that
there exist U(0, 1)-distributed random variables Ũ1, . . . , Ũn such that X, Ũ1, . . . , Ũn are independent.
If one iteratively defines Ỹi = gi(Xi, Xpai , Ỹpai , Ũi), i = 1, . . . , n, then the conditional distribution of
Ỹi given (Xi, Xpai , Ỹpai) is for all i equal to the conditional distribution of Yi given (Xi, Xpai , Ypai).
It follows by induction over i that (X, Ỹ ) has the same distribution as (X,Y ), and it satisfies all
requirements of Definition 2.1. So, (i) holds.

(ii) ⇒ (iii): The second condition of (iii) is immediate from (ii). In addition, one obtains from
(ii) that Yj⊥⊥Xj ,Xpaj ,Ypaj

Xi for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. In particular, Xi⊥⊥X1:i−1,Y1:j−1Yj for all 1 ≤ j <
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i ≤ n, which, by the chain rule [32, Theorem 8.12] yields Xi⊥⊥X1:i−1Y1:i−1. This together with
Xi⊥⊥Xpai

X1:i−1, which holds since µ ∈ PG(µ), gives Xi⊥⊥Xpai
(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1) for all i = 2, . . . , n,

showing that also the first condition of (iii) holds.
(iii) ⇒ (ii): The first condition of (iii) impliesXj⊥⊥X1:j−1Y1:i, and therefore, Yi⊥⊥X1:j−1,Y1:i−1Xj

for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. This, together with the second condition of (iii) and the chain rule [32, Theorem
8.12], yields (ii).

(iii) ⇔ (iv): Since Xi, Yi, i = 1, . . . , n, are Polish spaces, it follows from [32, Theorem 3.4] that
π can be disintegrated as

π(dx1, dy1, . . . , dxn, dyn) =

n∏
i=1

π (dxi | x1:i−1, y1:i−1)π (dyi | x1:i , y1:i−1) ,

where x1:0 and y1:0 are empty tuples. Since π ∈ Π(µ, ν), one has

Xi⊥⊥Xpai
(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1) ⇔ π(dxi | x1:i−1, y1:i−1) = µ(dxi | xpai) π-almost surely

and

Yi⊥⊥Xi,Xpai ,Ypai
(X1:i, Y1:i−1) ⇔ π (dyi | x1:i , y1:i−1) = π

(
dyi | xi, xpai , ypai

)
π-almost surely,

which shows that (iii) is equivalent to

π(dx1, dy1, . . . , dxn, dyn) =
n∏

i=1

µ
(
dxi | xpai

)
π
(
dyi | xi, xpai , ypai

)
,

which, in turn, is equivalent to (iv).

Proof of Corollary 3.5. (i) ⇔ (iii) follows directly from the equivalence of (i) and (iv) of Theorem
3.4.

(ii) ⇔ (iii): As in the proof of Theorem 3.4, we obtain from [32, Theorem 3.4] that π can be
disintegrated as

π(dx1, dy1, . . . , dxn, dyn) =

n∏
i=1

π (dxi, dyi | x1:i−1, y1:i−1) ,

where x1:0 and y1:0 are empty tuples, from which it can be seen that (ii) is equivalent to (iii).

In the following result we derive some elementary properties of the sets ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc
G (µ, ν).

Proposition 3.6. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and µ ∈ PG(X ), ν ∈ PG(Y). Then

(i) ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc
G (µ, ν) are both non-empty,

(ii) ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc
G (µ, ν) are closed in total variation,

(iii) if µ and ν are finitely supported, ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc
G (µ, ν) are weakly closed,

(iv) but in general, there exist X , Y and G such that ΠG(µ, ν) and Πbc
G (µ, ν) are not weakly

closed.

11



Proof. Since µ and ν are both compatible with G, they admit a decomposition of the form (3.5). So,
it can be seen from Corollary 3.5 that the product measure µ ⊗ ν belongs to Πbc

G (µ, ν), which is
contained in ΠG(µ, ν). This shows (i).

By Lemma A.1 in Appendix A, conditions (ii) and (iii) of Theorem 3.4 are stable under conver-
gence in total variation, which implies (ii).

Regarding (iii), if µ and ν have finite supports Sµ ⊆ X and Sν ⊆ Y , respectively, every measure
π ∈ Π(µ, ν) is supported by the finite subset Sµ×Sν ⊆ X ×Y . Since weak convergence among such
measures is equivalent to convergence in total variation, (iii) follows from (ii).

To show (iv), we consider a Markovian graph G = (V,E) with V = {1, 2, 3} and E =
{(1, 2), (2, 3)}. Consider the measures µ = ν = θ ⊗ η ⊗ θ on [0, 1]3, where θ = 1

2(δ0 + δ1) and η
is the uniform distribution on [0, 1]. We show that Πbc

G (µ, ν) is not weakly closed. Then ΠG(µ, ν)
cannot be weakly closed either. Otherwise, ΠG(ν, µ) and, as a consequence, Πbc

G (µ, ν) would also
have to be weakly closed. To prove that Πbc

G (µ, ν) is not weakly closed, we denote by γ ∈ Π(η, η) the
uniform distribution on the diagonal D = {(x, x) ∈ [0, 1]2 : x ∈ [0, 1]} and by γ1,k, γ2,k ∈ Π(η, η),
k ≥ 3, the uniform distributions on the shifted diagonals D1,k, D2,k given by

D1,k = {(x, x+ 1/k) : x ∈ [0, 1− 1/k]} ∪ {(x, x+ 1/k − 1) : x ∈ (1− 1/k, 1]} ,
D2,k = {(x, x+ 1− 1/k) : x ∈ [0, 1/k]} ∪ {[x, x− 1/k) : x ∈ [1/k, 1]} .

Clearly, γ1,k and γ2,k both weakly converge to γ for k → ∞. Now, let us define the measures πk,
k ≥ 3, on ([0, 1]2)3 through

πk(dz1, dz2, dz3) = πk1 (dz1)π
k
1,2(z1, dz2)π

k
2,3(z2, dz3)

for
πk1 =

1

2
(δ(0,0) + δ(1,1)), πk1,2(0, 0) = γ1,k, πk1,2(1, 1) = γ2,k

and

πk2,3(z2) =

{
1
2(δ(0,0) + δ(1,1)) if z2 ∈ D1,k

1
2(δ(0,1) + δ(1,0)) if z2 ∈ D2,k.

Then, πk ∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν) for all k ≥ 3, and for k → ∞, πk weakly converges to π given by

π(dz1, dz2, dz3) = π1(dz1)π1,2(dz2)π2,3(z1, dz3)

for
π1 =

1

2
(δ(0,0) + δ(1,1)), π1,2 = γ

and

π2,3(z1) =

{
1
2(δ(0,0) + δ(1,1)) if z1 = (0, 0)
1
2(δ(0,1) + δ(1,0)) if z1 = (1, 1).

So π is no longer Markovian, and therefore, π ̸∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν), which proves (iv).

4 G-causal Wasserstein distances

In this section, we study Wasserstein distances arising from G-bicausal couplings. We show that they
define semimetrics on appropriate spaces of G-compatible probability measures but in general do not
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satisfy the triangle inequality. In Section 4.1 we prove that under suitable assumptions, average treat-
ment effects are continuous with respect toG-causal Wasserstein distance, and in Section 4.2 we show
that small perturbations of structural causal models lead to small deviations in G-causal Wasserstein
distance. In Subsection 4.3 we investigate the interpolation of two G-compatible measures such that
the causal structure given by G is respected. In the whole section, we let X = Y and denote by dX a
metric dX : X × X → R+ generating3 the given Polish topology on X .
Remark 4.1 (Standard Wasserstein distances). For a p ∈ [1,∞), we denote by Pp(X ) the set of all
measures µ ∈ P(X ) satisfying∫

X
dX (x, x0)

pµ(dx) <∞ for some x0 ∈ X . (4.1)

Note that (4.1) implies∫
X
dX (x, x

′
0)

pµ(dx) ≤ 2p−1

(∫
X
dX (x, x0)

pµ(dx) + dX (x0, x
′
0)

p

)
<∞ for every x′0 ∈ X .

So, if (4.1) holds for one, it holds for all x0 ∈ X . The standard p-Wasserstein distance Wp(µ, ν)
between two measures µ and ν in Pp(X ) is given by

W p
p (µ, ν) := inf

π∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
X×X

dX (x, y)
p π(dx, dy).

It is well known (see e.g. [67]) that the infimum is attained and Wp defines a metric on Pp(X ).
Moreover, Π(µ, ν) is a weakly compact subset of P(X × X ).

In the following definition we introduce Wasserstein distances based on G-bicausal couplings.
For causal Wasserstein distances between distributions of stochastic processes, see [5] and the refer-
ences therein.
Definition 4.2 (G-causal Wasserstein distances). Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and p ∈ [1,∞).
We denote PG,p(X ) = PG(X ) ∩ Pp(X ) and define the p-th order G-causal Wasserstein distance
WG,p(µ, ν) between two measures µ and ν in PG,p(X ) by

W p
G,p(µ, ν) := inf

π∈Πbc
G (µ,ν)

∫
X×X

dX (x, y)
p π(dx, dy). (4.2)

The following result provides some elementary properties of G-causal Wasserstein distances.

Proposition 4.3. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and p ∈ [1,∞). Then

(i) for another directed graph G′ = (V,E′) with E′ ⊆ E, one has WG,p ≤WG′,p, and therefore,

{ν ∈ P(X ) :WG′,p(µ, ν) ≤ r} ⊆ {ν ∈ P(X ) :WG,p(µ, ν) ≤ r}

for all µ ∈ P(X ) and r > 0,

(ii) WG,p is a semimetric4 on PG,p(X ) and

(iii) if µ, ν ∈ PG,p(X ) are finitely supported, the infimum in (4.2) is attained.
3we assume dX generates the topology, but X is not necessarily complete with respect to dX
4that is, it has all properties of a metric except the triangle inequality
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Proof. (i): If E′ ⊆ E, one has pa′i ⊆ pai, i = 1, . . . , n, for the corresponding parent sets. Therefore,
it can be seen from Definition 2.1 that Πbc

G′(µ, ν) ⊆ Πbc
G (µ, ν) for all µ, ν ∈ P(X ), which implies (i).

(ii) It is clear that WG,p is symmetric and non-negative. Moreover, it follows from Proposition
3.6.(i) that for all µ, ν ∈ PG,p, there exists a coupling π ∈ Πbc

G (µ, ν). Therefore, one has for any
x0 ∈ X ,

W p
G(µ, ν) ≤

∫
X×X

(dX (x, y))
pπ(dx, dy) ≤

∫
X×X

(dX (x, x0) + dX (y, x0))
pπ(dx, dy)

≤ 2p−1

(∫
X
(dX (x, x0))

pµ(dx) +

∫
X
(dX (x, x0))

pν(dx)

)
<∞.

Next, note that for X ∼ µ ∈ PG,p(X ), the distribution of (X,X) belongs to Πbc
G (µ, µ), from which

one obtains WG,p(µ, µ) = 0. Finally, since Πbc
G (µ, ν) ⊆ Π(µ, ν), one has

WG,p(µ, ν) ≥Wp(µ, ν) > 0 if µ ̸= ν,

where the last inequality holds since the standard p-Wasserstein distance Wp is a metric.
(iii) If µ, ν ∈ PG,p(X ) are finitely supported, choose a sequence (πk)k≥1 in Πbc

G (µ, ν) such that∫
X
dX (x, y)

pdπk(dx, dy) →W p
G,p(µ, ν) for k → ∞. (4.3)

Since Π(µ, ν) is a weakly compact subset of P(X × X ), there exists a subsequence, again denoted
(πk)k≥1, which weakly converges to a measure π ∈ Π(µ, ν). By Proposition 3.6.(iii), π belongs to
Πbc

G (µ, ν), and, by (4.3), it minimizes (4.2).

We show in Appendix B below that in general, WG,p does not satisfy the triangle inequality.

4.1 Continuity of average treatment effects with respect to G-causal Wasserstein dis-
tance

The average treatment effect is a measure of the causal effect of a treatment or intervention (cf. [57]).
In the following we show that under suitable assumptions, it is Lipschitz continuous with respect to
WG,1 under a change of the underlying probability model while it is not continuous with respect to
the standard Wasserstein distance. I.e., we are interested in the mapping from probability measures
to average treatment effect. An important implication of this continuity result is that one can obtain
bounds on the error resulting from estimating average treatment effects from data by controlling the
G-causal Wasserstein estimation error. For recent studies on how average treatment effects can be
estimated from data, see e.g. [58, 31].

Let us assume there exist two indices j, k ∈ V = {1, . . . , n} such that j < k, Xj = {0, 1} and Xk

is a compact subset of R. Xj indicates whether a treatment is applied or not, andXk describes a result-
ing outcome. Suppose the metric dX on X = X1×· · ·×Xn is given by dX (x, y) :=

∑n
i=1 dXi(xi, yi),

where dXi(xi, yi) = |xi − yi| for i = j, k. Using Pearl’s do-notation (cf. the back-door adjustment
[48, Theorem 3.3.2] applied with paj), the average treatment effect under a model µ ∈ PG(X ) is
given by

ψµ :=

∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 1))−
∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 0))

=

∫
Xpai

∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | xj = 1, xpaj )µ(dxpaj )−
∫
Xpai

∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | xj = 0, xpaj )µ(dxpaj ),

(4.4)
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where for the purposes of this paper, the second line serves as definition of the do-notation in the first
line. In the following, we fix a constant δ > 0 and consider the set Pδ,j

G (X ) of models µ ∈ PG(X )
such that the propensity score µ(xj = 1 | xpaj ) satisfies

δ ≤ µ(xj = 1 | xpaj ) ≤ 1− δ for µ-almost all xpaj .

Then the following holds.
Proposition 4.4. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG, δ > 0 and j < k, Xj ,Xk, dX as above. Then
there exists a constant C ≥ 0 such that

|ψµ − ψν | ≤ CWG,1(µ, ν)

for all µ, ν ∈ Pδ,j
G (X ).

Proof. Note that∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 1))

=

∫
Xpaj

∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | xj = 1, xpaj )
µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )

µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )
µ(dxpaj )

=

∫
Xpaj

∫
Xj

∫
Xk

xk1{xj=1}

µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )
µ(dxk | xj , xpaj )µ(dxj | xpaj )µ(dxpaj )

=

∫
Xpaj

∫
Xj

∫
Xk

xk1{xj=1}

µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )
µ(dxk, dxj , dxpaj )

=

∫
X

xk1{xj=1}

µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )
µ(dx)

=

∫
X
fghµ(dx),

where f(x) = 1{xj=1} = xj , g(x) = xk and h(x) = µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )
−1. Moreover, one has

f(x)g(x)h(x)− f(y)g(y)h(y)

= [f(x)− f(y)] g(x)h(x) + f(y)[g(x)− g(y)]h(x)) + f(y)g(y)[h(x)− h(y)].

Since by assumption, Xk is compact and µ(xj = 1 | xpaj ) ≥ δ, there exists a constant K ≥ 0 such
that

|g(x)h(x)| ≤ K, |f(y)h(x)| ≤ K and |f(y)g(y)| ≤ K for all x, y ∈ X .
Let ε > 0 and choose a coupling π ∈ Πbc

G (µ, ν) such that∫
X 2

dX (x, y)π(dx, dy) ≤WG,1(µ, ν) + ε.

Then, ∣∣∣∣∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 1))−
∫
Xk

xk ν(dxk | do(xj = 1))

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
X
fgh dµ−

∫
X
fgh dν

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫ [f(x)g(x)h(x)− f(y)g(y)h(y)] π(dx, dy)

∣∣∣∣
≤ K

∫
X
(|f(x)− f(y)|+ |g(x)− g(y)|+ |h(x)− h(y)|) π(dx, dy)
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It is clear that
∫
X (|f(x)− f(y)|+ |g(x)− g(y)|) π(dx, dy) ≤ WG,1(µ, ν) + ε. Moreover, by the

lower bound on the propensity score and since∣∣∣∣1a − 1

b

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

δ2
|a− b| for all a, b ≥ δ,

we obtain from Corollary 3.5 that

δ2
∫
X 2

|h(x)− h(y)|π(dx, dy) ≤
∫
X 2

∣∣∣µ(xj = 1 | xpaj )− ν(yj = 1 | ypaj )
∣∣∣ π(dx, dy)

=

∫
X 2

∣∣∣π(xj = 1 | xpaj , ypaj )− π(yj = 1 | xpaj , ypaj )
∣∣∣π(dx, dy)

=

∫
X 2

paj

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
X 2

j

(xj − yj)π(dxj , dyj | ypaj , ypaj )

∣∣∣∣∣π(dxpaj , dypaj )

≤
∫
X 2

|xj − yj |π(dx, dy) ≤WG,1(µ, ν) + ε.

Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, this shows that∣∣∣∣∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 1))−
∫
Xk

xk ν(dxk | do(xj = 1))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ K

(
1 +

1

δ2

)
WG,1(µ, ν). (4.5)

Analogously, one deduces from the upper bound on the propensity score that∣∣∣∣∫
Xk

xk µ(dxk | do(xj = 0))−
∫
Xk

xk ν(dxk | do(xj = 0))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ K

(
1 +

1

δ2

)
WG,1(µ, ν). (4.6)

Now, the proposition follows from a combination of (4.5) and (4.6).

Remark 4.5. It is easy to see that Proposition 4.4 does not hold with the standard 1-Wasserstein
distanceW1 instead ofWG,1 since the topology generated byW1 is not fine enough. Indeed, measures
that are close with respect to W1 may have completely different transition probabilities µ(dxk | xj =
1, xpaj ), which play a crucial role in the definition of the average treatment effect ψµ; see (4.4).

To construct a simple counterexample, we consider the temporal graph G with three nodes (i.e.,
E = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}), where the second variable is the treatment variable and the third the
output variable. For p,H ∈ (0, 1), q = (1− p), L = (1−H) and ε > 0, let µε be given by

µε = pH2δ(ε,1,1) + pHLδ(ε,1,0) + pLHδ(ε,0,1) + pL2δ(ε,0,0)

+ qH2δ(0,0,0) + qHLδ(0,0,1) + qLHδ(0,1,0) + qL2δ(0,1,1)

Under µε, treatment and outcome variable are independent given the first variable. In other words,
the treatment has no direct effect on the outcome and one readily finds ψµε

= 0. On the other hand,
consider the weak limit of µε for ε→ 0, which is given by

µ0 = (pH2 + qL2)δ(0,1,1) + (pL2 + qH2)δ(0,0,0) + LHδ(0,1,0) + LHδ(0,0,1).

For instance, setting p = q = 1
2 and H = 0.9, L = 0.1, we see that now there is a strong positive

dependence between treatment and outcome variable, even conditional on the first variable (since
conditioning on the first variable is now irrelevant). Indeed, with these values, one finds that ψµ0

=
0.64.

The above example may intuitively be framed as modeling the question whether ”drinking wine
causes health benefits”, where the first variable is the common cause ”being wealthy or not”, but the
common cause is no longer included in the information structure for ε = 0.
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4.2 Perturbation of structural causal models

We know from Proposition 4.3.(i) that the topology generated by WG,p is the finer the fewer edges
the graph G has. In Section 4.1 we saw that average treatment effects are continuous with respect to
WG,1 but not with respect to the standard 1-Wasserstein distance W1, which corresponds to a fully
connected graph. In this section we show that the topology generated by WG,1 is not too fine for
practical purposes by proving that small perturbations of structural causal modes lead to distributions
that are close with respect to WG,1.

Proposition 4.6. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and consider for each i = 1, . . . , n, a metric dXi

on Xi generating the topology on Xi. Define the metric dX on X = X1 × · · · × Xn by dX (x, y) =∑n
i=1 dXi(xi, yi) and consider X -valued random variables X ∼ µ ∈ PG(X ) and Y ∼ ν ∈ PG(X )

such that for all i = 1, . . . , n,

Xi = fi(Xpai , Ui) and Yi = gi(Ypai , Vi)

for measurable functions fi, gi : Xpai × R → Xi and R-valued random variables Ui, Vi satisfying

(i) fi is Li-Lipschitz for a constant Li ≥ 0,

(ii) U1, . . . , Un are independent and

(iii) V1, . . . , Vn are independent.

Then there exists a constant C ≥ 0 depending on G and L1, . . . , Ln such that

WG,1(µ, ν) ≤ C
n∑

i=1

{
∥fi − gi∥∞ +W1(L(Ui),L(Vi))

}
, (4.7)

where L(Ui) and L(Vi) are the distributions of Ui and Vi, respectively.

Proof. It is well-known that there exist independent pairs of random variables (Ũi, Ṽi) such that
L(Ũi) = L(Ui), L(Ṽi) = L(Vi) and

E |Ũi − Ṽi| =W1(L(Ui),L(Vi)) for all i = 1, . . . , n;

see e.g. [67]. Let us define iteratively

(X̃i, Ỹi) = (fi(X̃pai , Ũi), gi(Ỹpai , Ṽi)), i = 1, . . . , n. (4.8)

Then, X̃ ∼ X and Ỹ ∼ Y . Moreover, it can be seen from (4.8) that

(X̃i, Ỹi)⊥⊥X̃pai ,Ỹpai
(X̃1:i−1, Ỹ1:i−1), X̃i⊥⊥X̃pai

Ỹpai and Ỹi⊥⊥Ỹpai
X̃pai for all i = 2, . . . , n.

So it follows from Corollary 3.5 that the distribution π of (X̃, Ỹ ) belongs to Πbc
G (µ, ν).

If we can show that

E dXi(X̃i, Ỹi) ≤ Ci

i∑
j=1

{
∥fj − gj∥∞ +W1(L(Uj),L(Vj))

}
(4.9)
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for constants Ci ≥ 0 depending on G and L1, . . . , Li, we obtain (4.7) with C =
∑n

i=1Ci. We prove
(4.9) by induction over i = 1, . . . , n. First, note that

E dX1(X̃1, Ỹ1) ≤ E
[
dX1(f1(Ũ1), f1(Ṽ1)) + dX1(f1(Ṽ1), g1(Ṽ1)

]
≤ L1 E|Ũ1 − Ṽ1|+ ∥f1 − g1∥∞ = L1W1(L(U1),L(V1)) + ∥f1 − g1∥∞,

showing that for i = 1, (4.9) holds with C1 = max {L1, 1}. For i ≥ 2, assuming that (4.9) holds for
all j < i, one obtains

E dXi(X̃i, Ỹi) ≤ E
[
dXi(fi(X̃pai , Ũi), fi(Ỹpai , Ṽi)) + dXi(fi(Ỹpai , Ṽi), gi(Ỹpai , Ṽi)

]
≤ Li E

∑
j∈pai

dXj (X̃j , Ỹj) + |Ũi − Ṽi|

+ ∥fi − gi∥∞

≤ Li

∑
j∈pai

Cj

j∑
k=1

{
∥fk − gk∥∞ +W1(L(Uk),L(Vk))

}
+ LiW1(L(Ui),L(Vi)) + ∥fi − gi∥∞.

So (4.9) holds with

Ci = max

Li

∑
j∈pai

Cj , Li , 1

 , i = 1, . . . , n,

and the proposition follows.

4.3 G-causal Wasserstein interpolation

In this section, we assume that in addition to a metric dX compatible with the Polish topology, X is
endowed with a vector space structure so that the vector space operations are continuous.

Note that for a sorted DAG G = (V,E), p ∈ [1,∞) and given measures µ, ν ∈ PG,p(X ), there
exists a sequence (πk)k≥1 of couplings in Πbc

G (µ, ν) such that∫
X×X

dX (x, y)
pdπk(dx, dy) →W p

G,p(µ, ν) for k → ∞.

Since Πbc
G (µ, ν) ⊆ Π(µ, ν), and the latter is a weakly compact subset of P(X × X ), there exists a

subsequence, again denoted (πk)k≥1, which weakly converges to a measure π ∈ Π(µ, ν). This leads
us to the following notion of G-causal interpolation, building on the concept of standard Wasserstein
geodesics (cf. [67]) and more recent work studying causal Wasserstein interpolation between distri-
butions of stochastic processes; see, e.g. [8, Section 5.4]). We aim for a G-causal interpolation
concept which, under suitable assumptions, ensures that the interpolation between two G-compatible
distributions preserves G-compatibility.
Definition 4.7. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and p ∈ [1,∞). For given µ, ν ∈ PG,p(X ), let
(πk)k≥1 be a sequence of couplings in Πbc

G (µ, ν) such that∫
X×X

dX (x, y)
pdπk(dx, dy) →W p

G,p(µ, ν) for k → ∞,

and πk weakly converges to some π ∈ Π(µ, ν). For λ ∈ [0, 1], denote by κλ the distribution of
(1− λ)X + λY , where (X,Y ) ∼ π. Then we call (κλ)λ∈[0,1] a WG,p-interpolation between µ and ν.
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The measure π in Definition 4.7 is a limit of measures πk ∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν). But in general, it

might not belong to Πbc
G (µ, ν) (see Proposition 3.6.(iv)), and even if it does, the measures κλ are

not necessarily G-compatible (see Example 4.11 below). Nevertheless, there are situations where the
interpolations κλ are G-compatible, which we study below.

The following result gives conditions under which the distribution of a convex combination of
the form (1− λ)X + λY is G-compatible.

Proposition 4.8. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and µ, ν ∈ PG(X ). Assume (X,Y ) ∼ π for a
distribution π ∈ Πbc

G (µ, ν). Then, for any λ ∈ [0, 1], the distribution of (X,Y, (1 − λ)X + λY ) is
G-compatible. Moreover, if there exists a measurable set A ⊆ X × X with π(A) = 1 such that for
each i = 2, . . . , n, the map

hλ,i : Xpai ×Xpai → Xpai , (xpai , ypai) 7→ (1− λ)xpai + λypai

is injective on the projection of A to Xpai × Xpai , then the distribution of λX + (1 − λ)Y is G-
compatible.

Proof. Since π is in Πbc
G (µ, ν), we obtain from Corollary 3.5 that

(Xi, Yi)⊥⊥Xpai ,Ypai
(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1),

which implies
(Xi, Yi, Zλ,i)⊥⊥Xpai ,Ypai ,Zλ,pai

(X1:i−1, Y1:i−1, Zλ,1:i−1) (4.10)

for all λ ∈ [0, 1] and Zλ = (1 − λ)X + λY . By Definition 3.1, this shows that the distribution of
(X,Y, Zλ) is G-compatible.

Now, let us assume there exists a measurable set A ⊆ X × X with π(A) = 1 such that for all
i = 2, . . . , n, hλ,i is injective on the projection ofA to Xpai×Xpai . If (Ω,F ,P) is the probability space
on which (X,Y ) is defined, we can, without loss of generality, assume that Ω = (X,Y )−1(A) since
restricting (X,Y ) to (X,Y )−1(A) does not change its distribution. But then, (Xpai(ω), Ypai(ω)) 7→
(1−λ)Xpai(ω)+λYpai(ω) is injective for all ω ∈ Ω and i = 2, . . . , n. It follows that σ(Xpai , Ypai) =
σ(Zλ,pai), which together with (4.10) gives Zλ,i⊥⊥Zλ,pai

Zλ,1:i−1 for all i = 2, . . . , n. This shows that
Zλ satisfies condition (ii) of Definition 3.1 and therefore, is G-compatible.

Corollary 4.9. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG and µ, ν ∈ PG(X ). Assume (X,Y ) ∼ π for a
distribution π ∈ Πbc

G (µ, ν).

(i) If µ and ν are finitely supported, the distribution of (1 − λ)X + λY is G-compatible for all
but finitely many λ ∈ [0, 1].

(ii) If µ and ν are countably supported, the distribution of (1 − λ)X + λY is G-compatible for
all but countably many λ ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. We show (i). The proof of (ii) is analogous. Assume µ and ν are of the form µ =
∑J

j=1 pjδxi

and ν =
∑J

j=1 qiδyj for pj , qj ≥ 0 and xj , yj ∈ X , j = 1, . . . , J . Then, for all i ≥ 2, x, x′ ∈
{x1, . . . , xJ} and y, y′ ∈ {y1, . . . , yJ} such that (xpai , ypai) ̸= (x′pai

, y′pai
), there exists at most one

λ ∈ [0, 1] satisfying
(1− λ)xpai + λypai = (1− λ)x′pai

+ λy′pai

⇔ (1− λ)(xpai − x′pai
) = λ(y′pai

− ypai).
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It follows that for every i = 2, . . . , n and all but finitely many λ ∈ [0, 1], the map

hλ,i : Xpai ×Xpai → Xpai , (xpai , ypai) 7→ (1− λ)xpai + λypai

is injective on the projection ofA = {x1, . . . , xJ}×{y1, . . . , yJ} to Xpai×Xpai . Since π ∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν),

we have π(A) = 1 and therefore, obtain from Proposition 4.8 that the distribution of λX + (1− λ)Y
is G-compatible.

Corollary 4.10. Let G = (V,E) be a sorted DAG, p ∈ [1,∞) and µ, ν two finitely supported mea-
sures in PG(X ) (and therefore also in PG,p(X )). Then there exists a measure π ∈ Πbc

G (µ, ν) such
that ∫

X×X
dX (x, y)

pdπ(dx, dy) =W p
G,p(µ, ν). (4.11)

Moreover, for (X,Y ) ∼ π, the distribution of (1−λ)X+λY isG-compatible for all but finitely many
λ ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. That there is a measure π ∈ Πbc
G (µ, ν) satisfying (4.11) follows directly from Proposition

4.3.(iii). Moreover, for (X,Y ) ∼ π, we obtain from Corollary 4.9.(i) that the distribution of (1 −
λ)X + λY is G-compatible for all but finitely many λ ∈ [0, 1].

Example 4.11. Consider the Markovian graph G = (V,E) with V = {1, 2, 3} and E =
{(1, 2), (2, 3)}, and take X = R × R × R endowed with the Euclidean distance. The distributions
µ = 1

2(δ(0,0,0) + δ(1,1,1)) and ν = 1
2(δ(0,1,0) + δ(1,0,1)) are both Markovian, and clearly, the optimal

W2-transport plan transports (0, 0, 0) to (0, 1, 0) and (1, 1, 1) to (1, 0, 1). It can directly be seen from
Definition 2.1 that this transport plan belongs to Πbc

G (µ, ν). Therefore,

κλ =
1

2

(
δ(0,λ,0) + δ(1,1−λ,1)

)
, λ ∈ [0, 1],

is the unique WG,2-interpolation between µ and ν. Note that κλ is Markovian for all λ ∈ [0, 1] except
for λ = 1/2. But for λ = 1/2, it is still a weak limit of Markovian distributions.

Next, we study an example where standard Wasserstein interpolation between two G-compatible
measures leads to distributions that are far from G-compatible.

Example 4.12. Consider the same setup as in Example 4.11. Denote by µ the distribution of the
random walk (X1, X2, X3) given by Xi =

∑i
j=1 ξj for i.i.d. innovations ξj with distribution P[ξj =

±1] = 1/2 and ν the distribution of (Y1, Y2, Y3) given by Yi =
∑i

j=1 ηj for i.i.d. innovations ηj with
distribution P[ηj = −1, 0, 1] = 1/3. The first two pictures in Figure 1 show all possible trajectories
of X = (X1, X2, X3) and Y = (Y1, Y2, Y3), respectively.

For the standard Wasserstein distance W2(µ, ν), a numerically obtained optimal coupling π can
be seen to satisfy

π
(
(X3, Y3) = (1, 0) | (X1, Y1) = (−1, 0), (X2, Y2) = (0, 0)

)
< π

(
(X3, Y3) = (1, 0) | (X1, Y1) = (1, 0), (X2, Y2) = (0, 0)

)
,

showing that (Xi, Yi)i=1,2,3 is not Markovian under π. It follows that, for all but finitely many λ ∈
[0, 1], the resulting interpolations κλ under this coupling π are also not Markovian.5

5This follows from the same arguments as in the proofs of Proposition 4.8 and Corollary 4.9, where the main argument
is that for Zλ

k = (1− λ)Xk + λYk, one has σ(Zλ
k ) = σ(Xk, Yk) for all but finitely many λ ∈ [0, 1].
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Figure 1: The binomial model µ on the left, the trinomial model ν in the middle, and the interpolating
measure κ1/3 under WG,2 on the right as given by Corollary 4.10 using the Euclidean distance on R3

as the underlying metric.

On the other hand, using a WG,p-interpolation as given by Corollary 4.10, the resulting inter-
polating measures κλ are Markovian for all but finitely many λ ∈ [0, 1]. The last picture in Figure 1
shows an illustration of the numerically computed G-causal (i.e., Markov) Wasserstein interpolation
κ1/3 using WG,1.

A Stability of conditional independence

Lemma A.1. Let S,W,Z be measurable spaces and S,W,Z the projections from S ×W ×Z to S,
W , Z , respectively. Denote by P(S×W×Z) the collection of all probability measures on S×W×Z
equipped with the product σ-algebra. Then the set

{π ∈ P(S ×W ×Z) : S⊥⊥ZW with respect to π} (A.1)

is closed under convergence in total variation.

Proof. Let (πk)k∈N be a sequence in (A.1) converging to a measure π ∈ P(S × W × Z) in total
variation. By (3.2), one has

πk[A×W ×Z |W,Z] = πk[A×W ×Z | Z] πk-a.s. (A.2)

for every measurable subset A ⊆ S and all k ∈ N. Let us denote

Hk = πk[A×W ×Z | Z] and H = π[A×W ×Z | Z].

If Ek denotes expectation with respect to πk and E expectation with respect to π, one has∣∣∣EkU − EU
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

(
πk[U > u]− π[U > u]

)
du

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ 1

0

∣∣∣πk[U > u]− π[U > u]
∣∣∣ du
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for all random variables U : S × W × Z → [0, 1], which shows that for every ε > 0, there exists a
k0 ∈ N such that ∣∣∣EkU − EU

∣∣∣ ≤ ε for every k ≥ k0 and all such U .

In particular, ∣∣∣Ek(1A×W×Z −H)2 − E (1A×W×Z −H)2
∣∣∣ ≤ ε

and ∣∣∣Ek(1A×W×Z −Hk)
2 − E (1A×W×Z −Hk)

2
∣∣∣ ≤ ε

for all k ≥ k0. Moreover, since the Hk can be viewed as L2-projections of 1A×W×Z on the space of
square-integrable Z-measurable random variables, one has

Ek(1A×W×Z −Hk)
2 ≤ Ek(1A×W×Z −H)2.

Together with Pythagoras’s theorem this gives

E(Hk −H)2 = E(1A×W×Z −Hk)
2 − E(1A×W×Z −H)2

≤ Ek(1A×W×Z −Hk)
2 + ε− E(1A×W×Z −H)2

≤ Ek(1A×W×Z −H)2 + ε− E(1A×W×Z −H)2

≤ E(1A×W×Z −H)2 + 2ε− E(1A×W×Z −H)2 = 2ε for all k ≥ k0,

showing that Hk → H in L2(π). Analogously, one obtains that πk[A × W × Z | W,Z] converges
to π[A×W ×Z | W,Z] in L2(π). So, equation (A.2) is stable under convergence in total variation,
which proves the lemma.

B Counterexample to the triangle inequality

In this section, we provide an example showing that in general, WG,1 does not satisfy the triangle
inequality. We consider the Markovian graph G = (V,E) with vertices V = {1, 2, 3} and edges
{(1, 2), (2, 3)} and choose X = X1 × X2 × X3, where X1, X2, X3 are all equal to the same abstract
discrete Polish space {x1, x2, x3, x4}. Define µ, ν, η as follows, which we note are Markovian:

µ =
1

4

(
δ(x1,x1,x1) + δ(x1,x1,x2) + δ(x2,x1,x1) + δ(x2,x1,x2)

)
ν =

1

4

(
δ(x1,x2,x1) + δ(x1,x2,x2) + δ(x2,x3,x1) + δ(x2,x3,x2)

)
η =

1

4

(
δ(x3,x4,x3) + δ(x3,x4,x4) + δ(x4,x4,x3) + δ(x4,x4,x4)

)
.

To gain some intuition why WG,1 violates the triangle inquality in this example, consider stochastic
processes (X1, X2, X3) ∼ µ, (Y1, Y2, Y3) ∼ ν, (Z1, Z2, Z3) ∼ η and note thatX2 andZ2 are constant
while σ(Y2) = σ(Y1, Y2). So it can be seen from Corollary 3.5 that transport plans in Πbc

G (µ, η) are
more restricted than those in Πbc

G (µ, ν) and Πbc
G (ν, η), which, for a suitable metric on X , implies that

WG,1(µ, η) is large compared to WG,1(µ, ν) and WG,1(ν, η).
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We specify the distances between the 12 sequences (x1, x1, x1), (x1, x1, x2), . . . used to define
the measures µ, ν, η with the following 12× 12 matrix M :

0 0.53 1.08 1.33 1.29 0.78 0.64 0.44 1.15 1.3 1.92 1.38
0.53 0 0.7 1.05 1.18 0.91 0.11 0.97 1.1 1.83 1.9 1.91
1.08 0.7 0 0.98 1.11 0.49 0.59 0.64 0.86 1.88 1.82 1.58
1.33 1.05 0.98 0 0.13 1.15 0.94 0.98 1.52 1.25 1.87 1.92
1.29 1.18 1.11 0.13 0 1.02 1.07 0.85 1.39 1.38 2 1.79
0.78 0.91 0.49 1.15 1.02 0 1.02 1.13 0.37 1.74 1.77 1.22
0.64 0.11 0.59 0.94 1.07 1.02 0 1.08 1.21 1.94 1.79 2.02
0.44 0.97 0.64 0.98 0.85 1.13 1.08 0 1.5 1.24 1.86 0.94
1.15 1.1 0.86 1.52 1.39 0.37 1.21 1.5 0 1.37 1.4 0.85
1.3 1.83 1.88 1.25 1.38 1.74 1.94 1.24 1.37 0 0.62 1.2
1.92 1.9 1.82 1.87 2 1.77 1.79 1.86 1.4 0.62 0 1.69
1.38 1.91 1.58 1.92 1.79 1.22 2.02 0.94 0.85 1.2 1.69 0



.

That is, M1,2 is the distance between (x1, x1, x1) and (x1, x1, x2), M1,3 is the distance between
(x1, x1, x1) and (x2, x1, x1) and so on. We obtained M by simulating symmetric matrices with zeros
on the diagonal and positive entries off the diagonal and iteratively updating the entries as long as the
triangle inequality was violated. More precisely, we started with a symmetric random matrix M0 with
zeros on the diagonal and positive off-diagonal entries. Then we iteratively set

Mk
i,j = min

{
Mk−1

i,j ,Mk−1
i,1 +Mk−1

1,j ,Mk−1
i,2 +Mk−1

2,j , . . . ,Mk−1
i,12 +Mk−1

12,j

}
until Mk = Mk−1. This guarantees that M defines a metric on (x1, x1, x1), (x1, x1, x2) . . . From
there it can be extended to a metric on X by Fréchet embedding. Finally, we used Gurobi [28] to
compute WG,1(µ, ν) = 0.585, WG,1(ν, η) = 2.24 and WG,1(µ, η) = 2.925, showing that

WG,1(µ, η) > WG,1(µ, ν) +WG,1(ν, η).
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[17] Lenaic Chizat, Gabriel Peyré, Bernhard Schmitzer, and François-Xavier Vialard. Unbalanced
optimal transport: Dynamic and Kantorovich formulations. Journal of Functional Analysis, 274
(11):3090–3123, 2018.

[18] Marco Cuturi. Sinkhorn distances: lightspeed computation of optimal transport. Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, 26, 2013.

[19] Marco Cuturi and Arnaud Doucet. Fast computation of Wasserstein barycenters. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 685–693. PMLR, 2014.

[20] Luca De Gennaro Aquino and Stephan Eckstein. Minmax methods for optimal transport and be-
yond: regularization, approximation and numerics. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 33:13818–13830, 2020.
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