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MULTIVARIATE STOCHASTIC DOMINANCE VIA OPTIMAL TRANSPORT
AND APPLICATIONS TO MODELS BENCHMARKING

GABRIEL RIOUX, APOORVA NITSURE, MATTIA RIGOTTI, KRISTJAN GREENEWALD,
AND YOUSSEF MROUEH

ABSTRACT. Stochastic dominance is an important concept in probability theory, econometrics and
social choice theory for robustly modeling agents’ preferences between random outcomes. While
many works have been dedicated to the univariate case, little has been done in the multivariate
scenario, wherein an agent has to decide between different multivariate outcomes. By exploiting a
characterization of multivariate first stochastic dominance in terms of couplings, we introduce a
statistic that assesses multivariate almost stochastic dominance under the framework of Optimal
Transport with a smooth cost. Further, we introduce an entropic regularization of this statistic,
and establish a central limit theorem (CLT) and consistency of the bootstrap procedure for the
empirical statistic. Armed with this CLT, we propose a hypothesis testing framework as well as an
efficient implementation using the Sinkhorn algorithm. We showcase our method in comparing and
benchmarking Large Language Models that are evaluated on multiple metrics. Our multivariate
stochastic dominance test allows us to capture the dependencies between the metrics in order to
make an informed and statistically significant decision on the relative performance of the models.

1. INTRODUCTION

In choice theory, economics, finance, and models benchmarking, agents are faced with stochastic
prospects that are (eventually) multivariate random variables which they wish to order according to
a utility or risk measure of interest. To formalize such a notion of ordering of stochastic quantities,
the concept of stochastic dominance can be utilized.

In the univariate case, a standard notion of order is given by First order Stochastic Dominance
(FSD) which can be expressed in terms of the quantiles of the underlying random variables [Ogryczak
and Ruszezynski, 2002]. To wit, a random variable X dominates another random variable Y in
FSD, if it has larger quantiles than Y across all percentiles. A weaker notion of FSD, called almost
stochastic dominance was introduced in Del Barrio et al. [2018], del Barrio et al. [2018]. Their
approach is based on optimal transport (OT) and consists of measuring a ratio which quantifies
how close X is to dominating Y. Del Barrio et al. [2018], del Barrio et al. [2018] further lay the
groundwork for principled statistical analysis of almost FSD by establishing a central limit theorem
for the empirical ratio as well as consistency of the bootstrap. Dror et al. [2018], Ulmer et al. [2022],
Nitsure et al. [2023] used the almost FSD testing framework in benchmarking Large Language models
to make statistically significant decisions regarding which model to select when these models are
evaluated with a metric of interest on test data.

Our main motivation is to extend the testing framework for almost FSD of Del Barrio et al.
[2018] to the multivariate case as to enable applications with dependencies between metrics. For
instance, the problem of multivariate portfolio selection in financial applications has been treated
via a reduction to univariate orders [Kouaissah, 2021]. Another application of interest is that of
multi-metric benchmarking which is central nowadays in ranking and selecting Large Languages
Models [Bommasani et al., 2023, Chang et al., 2023, Huang et al., 2023, MosaicLM, 2023, Beeching
et al., 2023, Zhang and Hardt, 2024]. Current approaches such as Nitsure et al. [2023] use aggregation
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techniques to reduce the ordering to the univariate case thereby ignoring dependencies between
metrics.

Our starting point is the so-called standard multivariate stochastic order (see Chapter 6 in Shaked
and Shanthikumar, 2007). This order can be expressed in terms of couplings between random
vectors. This insight allows us to follow the approach of Del Barrio et al. [2018] and define an
almost multivariate FSD via OT in Section 2. This notion of stochastic dominance can be defined
using multivariate violation ratios that are expressed as optimal transport problems with smooth
costs [Manole and Niles-Weed, 2024, Hundrieser et al., 2022, Groppe and Hundrieser, 2023]. Given
that empirical OT suffers from the curse of dimensionality, we resort in Section 3 to entropic
regularization [Cuturi, 2013| to alleviate that issue and hence define Entropic Multivariate Violation
Ratios. We establish in Section 3 convergence of these entropic violation ratios as the regularization
parameter goes to zero, as well as a central limit theorem and bootstrapping consistency in Section
4 using the functional delta method [Romisch, 2006]. We highlight that the delta method has
seen general success for proving limit theorems with entropic OT [Hundrieser et al., 2024, Goldfeld
et al., 2024a,b]. Armed with this theory, we propose a new framework for hypothesis testing of
multivariate stochastic dominance and apply it to multi-metric benchmarking of LLMs. Multivariate
FSD captures the dependencies between the metrics in this setting and leads to a more robust ordering.

Notation. The indicator function of a set A C R? is denoted 14(z) and takes the value 1 if z € A
and 0 otherwise. We also adopt the following shorthand notation, Ry = [0, 00), the maximum of
two numbers a,b € R is denoted by a V b, and for vectors z,y € R%, we write z < y to indicate that
x; < y; for every ¢ € {1,...,d}.

Throughout, P(R?) is the set of all probability measures on R%. A measure n € P(R?) is said to
be sub-Gaussian with parameter 72 > 0 with respect to the 1-norm provided E, [exp(IIXI7/2r2)] < 2.

Convergence in distribution of random variables is denoted by A (in the sense of Hoffmann-Jgrgensen
when necessary, see Chapter 1 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996).

2. OPTIMAL TRANSPORT AND STOCHASTIC ORDER

2.1. FSD and Almost Stochastic Dominance in One Dimension. To properly motivate our
results on multivariate FSD, we first review some theory for the univariate setting. For random

variables X,Y, it is said that X dominates Y in the stochastic order (denoted X = Y) if
FSD

P(X <t) <P(Y <t) for every t € R. Formally, this means that the inequality Y < X generally
holds for a given instantiation of these random variables. This condition can be cast, equivalently,
as Fy ' (t) < Fy'l(t) for every t € (0,1), where Fy;'(t) and Fy,'(t) are the quantile functions for X
and Y respectively. With this formulation in mind, del Barrio et al. [2018] propose the following
index of almost stochastic dominance;

1/ - _
R - B )
W (. v)
p=law(X),v = law(Y), and, for z € R, (2)2 = (0 V 2)? denotes the squared hinge loss. Here, the
numerator captures the degree to which X fails to dominate Y whereas the denominator serves

as a normalizing constant so that ey, (,,) € [0,1]. Indeed, as (z — y)% + (y — 2)3 = (z — y)?, we

1
v (1,) where WHGav) = | (P10 = P (0Pt

see that ey, (11,v) = 0 precisely when Fy,'(t) < Fy'(t) for a.e. t € (0,1) whereas ey, (u,v) = 1
when the opposite inequality holds. del Barrio et al. [2018] then propose to test the null hypothesis
ew, (1, V) < gg for some g sufficiently close to 0, corresponding to the case where X almost dominates
Y in the stochastic order, versus the alternative hypothesis ey, (i, ) > 9. To this end, they provide
a central limit theorem for the statistic €)y, and propose to construct the rejection region via
bootstrap estimation of the limiting variance. Similar results were obtained for a notion of almost
second order stochastic dominance in Nitsure et al. [2023].
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We highlight that the index ey, can be connected to OT. Indeed, by Proposition 2.17 in
Santambrogio [2015], the numerator and the denominator in ey, (i, v) can be written, respectively,
as infrer(y,) [(z — y)2dm(z,y), and infreriu,) [(z — y)2dr(x,y), where II(u, ) denotes the set
of all couplings of (i, v). These problems are (univariate) instances of the well-studied OT problem

OT.(u,v) == inf /Cdﬂ', (1)
mell(p,v)

where ¢ : R4 x R — R, is a given cost function. We highlight that the costs considered herein are

such that an optimal coupling always exists (see Theorem 4.1 in Villani, 2009). This connection

will serve as our basis for extending the notion of almost stochastic dominance to the multivariate

setting.

2.2. Multivariate FSD and its Relaxation via Optimal Transport with Compatible Costs.
In the sequel, we provide a general framework for assessing multivariate almost FSD using a purely
OT-based methodology. Following Chapter 6 and Theorem 6.B.1. in Shaked and Shanthikumar
[2007], given the random vectors X,Y € R?, we say that X dominates Y in the usual stochastic order

(denoted X = Y) provided that there exists a coupling (X,Y) of (X,Y) satisfying P(X > V) =1
FSD

(i.e. foreachi=1,...,d, X; > Y; with probability one). This condition can be cast as follows:

Lemma 1. Letting u (resp. v) denote the law of X (resp. Y ), X = Y if OT.(,v) = 0, where
FSD

c:RTx R — Ry is the cost function c(x,y) = Liz<yy (2, y).

Evidently, the cost 1;,<,1(7,y) in Lemma 1 can be replaced by any nonnegative cost function
c(x,y) satisfying c(z,y) = 0 if and only if z < y and it still holds that X = Y if OT.(u,v) = 0.

FSD
We denote the set of all such costs by €<.

Definition 1 (OT Costs Compatible with Multivariate FSD). The set of all cost functions which are

compatible with multivatiate FSD in the sense that OT.(law(X),law(Y)) = 0 implies that X > Y
FSD

is given by €< = {c: R4 x R® — Ry such that c(z,y) = 0 if and only if x < y}.

A simple recipe for generating cost functions in €< is to take any univariate function h : R — R4
with the property that h=1({0}) = (—o0, 0] and define ¢(z,y) = Zle h(y; — ;). For notational
simplicty, we write OTj to denote the OT cost with this type of cost function even when the
aforementioned property does not hold. The results presented in the following sections require some
additional smoothness assumptions on the function A discussed above which we summarize presently.

Definition 2 (Smooth Costs). The function h : R — Ry satisfies the smoothness condition (SCq) if
h is Lipschitz continuous with constant L > 0 (that is, |h(z) — h(y)| < L|z — y| for every x,y € R)
and, for k = [4/2] + 1, h is k-times continuously differentiable with derivatives of order s < k
satisfying |h) (x)] < Cr(1 + |z|)P* for some Cy < oo and py, > 1 which may depend on k.

We now discuss some examples of cost functions of interest.

Example 1 (Examples of OT Costs). 1) The function h(z) = e~ for z € (0,00) and 0 otherwise
is known to be smooth (see Evample 1.8 in Tu, 2011) and satisfies h=*({0}) = (—00,0]. It is easy to
see that all derivatives of h are 0 on (—o00,0], and decay to 0 at infinity (and hence are bounded on
R) so that h satisfies (SCq) for any d € N, and induces a cost function in €<.

2) The squared hinge function h(z) = (2)% considered in Section 2.1 has linear growth, but
18 mon-smooth. Although this function can be smoothed using e.q. mollification as introduced in
Friedrichs [19/4], this will result in a cost ¢ which is not an element of €< and may be costly to
implement due to the convolution operation used in mollification.



4 G. RIOUX, A. NITSURE, M. RIGOTTI, K. GREENEWALD, AND Y. MROUEH

3) The logistic function h(z) = log(1 + €%?) for B > 0 has linear growth and derivative h'(z) =
ﬂlj_% = B¢(Bz), where ¢(z) = H% is the sigmoid function. As<'(z) = ¢(2)(1 —<(2)), it is easy to
see that all derivatives of h are bounded on R so that the assumption (SCq) is satisfied for any d € N.
Although h does not induce a cost in €<, it is increasing and decays to 0 faster than eP* as z — —oo0.
Moreover, if the induced cost satisfies c(x,y) < €o, then max®l  (y; — x;) < %log(eEO —1). Thus, if
OTc(p,v) = f{cSEO} cdm* + f{c>50} cdm* = € for an optimal plan © and some small € > 0, one has
that f{c>€0} cdr* < e so that 7 ({c > ep}) < ¢/eo i.e. ™ assigns at least mass 1 —¢/eq to points (x,y)
for which max?_, (y; — ;) < %log(e‘So —1). Hence, for large (3, ¢ enforces similar properties to a
cost in €. Note also that h can be viewed as a smooth surrogate for the 0/1 loss for large (.

At this point, a multivariate analogue to the univariate almost stochastic domination could be
defined by analogy with Section 2.1. However, we highlight two major impasses which make the
entropically regularized index considered in the following sections a far more palatable option in
dimension d > 1. First, it is well-known that the expected rate of convergence of empirical OT
generally suffers from the curse of dimensionality in statistical estimation; scaling as n~"? (cf. e.g.
Manole and Niles-Weed, 2024). Although Hundrieser et al. [2022] improve these rates as to depend
on the minimum of the intrinsic dimensions of u, v in place of d, entropic optimal transport exhibits
a preferable parametric rate of convergence. Next, solving the OT problem numerically between
two finitely discrete distributions supported on N points requires solving a linear program in N2
variables which can be prohibitive for even moderately sized problems.

3. ENTROPIC REGULARIZATION OF OT WITH MULTIVARIATE FSD COMPATIBLE COSTS

Before defining the regularized index, we first provide some background on entropic optimal
transport (EOT) with a cost ¢ : RY x R — R,. EOT is defined by regularizing the OT problem (1)
as

OTca(p,v) = inf /Cdﬂ' + ADko(7||p @ v), (2)

mell(p,v)
where A > 0 is a regularization parameter and Dg| is the Kullback-Leibler divergence defined by
DkL(p,n) = [log (Z—Z) dp if p is absolutely continuous with respect to n and Dk (p,n) = +oo

otherwise. When A = 0, we recover the standard OT problem. If ¢ € L'(y ® v), (2) admits a unique
solution and is paired in strong duality with the problem

z) y)—c(z,y)

sup /(pd,u + /¢d1/ - )\/(;;;( B m— du@v(z,y) + A (3)
peLt(p),pell(v)

Solutions to (3) are known to be almost surely unique up to additive constants (i.e. if (¢, ), (¢, 9’)

solve (3), ¢ = ¢' + C p-almost surely and ¢ = ¢’ — C v-almost surely for some constant C' € R)

and are uniquely determined for p-a.e. x and v-a.e. y by the so-called Schrédinger system

. () —c(e.) _ (@)=c(w.y)
e~ :/e S dv(y), e w(y)//\:/e‘/’ . du(), (4)

. . @)+ (y)—c(=z,y) . . .
which implies that few — Cdp ® v(z,y) = 1. EOT potentials satisfying (4) on the whole

space are known to exist and are unique up to additive constants (see Lemma 6). We refer the reader
to Nutz [2021] for a comprehensive introduction on EOT including all stated results.

Entropic regularization of OT problems was introduced in the seminal work of Cuturi [2013] as
a means to accelerate computation by utilizing Sinkhorn-Knopp’s matrix scaling algorithm which
can be efficiently implemented on GPUs. Interestingly, entropic regularization also alleviates the
curse of dimensionality rates in statistical estimation inherent to standard OT; for instance Genevay
et al. [2019] and Mena and Niles-Weed [2019] show that the plug-in estimator for the EOT cost with
fixed A\ > 0 and cost ¢(z,y) = ||z — y||* achieves a parametric expected rate of convergence with a
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dimension dependent constant (see also Groppe and Hundrieser, 2023, Stromme, 2023 for related
results with the dimension replaced by the minimum intrinsic dimension of u and v); del Barrio
et al. [2023] and Goldfeld et al. [2024b] further establish a central limit theorem in this setting.

Given that EOT is meant to approximate OT, we derive the properties of OTp x(,v) and its
solutions as A | 0. First, we quantify the rate of convergence of OT} ) to OTy » under mild conditions,
then show that solutions of OTj, \ converge to solutions of OTy » as A | 0 in a suitable sense.

Theorem 1 (Stability as A | 0). Let u, v € P(R?) have finite first moment, h be a function satisfying
(SCq), and fix 6 > 0. Then,

(1) for any A € [0,1) satisfying | \~%| > (20/5)%, we have that
4L\
0 <OTpa(p,v) — OTho(p,v) < dXlog(l/x) + T(E)Cg + 20d)

d d
Jor Cs = Zj:l f |5Uj|1+6d#0(x) A Zj:l f |33j’1+6d,u1($)'
(2) if my is the unique solution to OTy \(p,v) for X > 0, then there exists a subsequence of (mwx)x 0
which converges weakly to a solution of OTyp o(u,v).

We highlight that the implications of Theorem 1 require only the Lipschitz condition imposed in
(SCq). The proof of the first result follows that of Theorem 3.3 in Eckstein and Nutz [2023] which
controls the error of approximating the OT cost and OT plan using discretizations of the measures
at play. The main novelty in our approach is to provide explicit constants and a simple argument
showing that the rate at which a general measure on R% can be approximated by a finitely discrete
measure on at most n points under the 1-Wasserstein distance scales at worst as n~"¢ for sufficiently
large n. The second statement is proved using the machinery of I'-convergence (see Maso, 1993).
Complete proofs are provided in Appendix B.2.

4. ENTROPIC MULTIVARIATE F'SD VIOLATION RATIO AND TESTING

By analogy with the univariate case described in Section 2.1, we consider a normalized index of
stochastic order violation given by

OTh,)\(Ma V)

ena(p, V) = oT , (5)

we adopt the convention that ep x(p,v) = 0 whenever OTp, \(u,v) = 0. Here, OTjy, \ (i, v) is the

EOT problem with cost ¢(x,y) = 2?21 h(y; — x;) + h(x; — y;). This cost function is induced by the
function h(z) = h(z) + h(—z) and hence satisfies (SCq) provided that h satisfies (SCq). Moreover,
OTp(p,v) < OTy \(1,v) by construction so that e (u,v) € [0,1] yielding a normalized index.
The corresponding notion of entropic multivariate almost stochastic dominance can thus be defined.

Definition 3 (Entropic Multivariate Almost FSD). We define (h, \,e0) — FSD, the entropic multi-
variate almost FSD wia the violation ratio as follows:

p = v if epa(p,v) < €.
(h,\g0)—FSD

In light of Theorem 1, limy g ep (1, V) = % with the convention that this latter quantity is

zero when OTj, (u1, ) = 0. In the case that h is the squared hinge function described in Example 1
and d = 1, we recover the univariate index from Section 2.1. As aforementioned, the squared hinge
function is not sufficiently smooth to enable us to characterize the asymptotic fluctuations of the
empirical index in arbitrary dimensions. See Example 1 which lists other examples of costs satisfying
(SCq); this condition is sufficient for the following statistical developments.
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4.1. Statistical Properties. We now lay the groundwork for performing principled statistical

inference with the empirical estimator of the entropic index €, x. Namely, we establish the asymptotic

properties of the plug-in estimator e x(fin, V), Where fi, = 1 Yo 0Xy U = 1 Z" dy, are the

empirical distributions from n independent observations, (X;);-; and (Y;)7_; of u and v respectlvely.

Furthermore, we establish consistency of the bootstrap procedure. To this end, given sets of n
n n

iterations observations of y and v, (X;)iL; and (Y;)}_; as above and sets (XB)r_, and (YB)] 1

of n independent samples from fi,, and D, i = 71121:1 Sxp and 0B = }szzl dy s are the
[ J

corresponding bootstrap empirical distributions. P? denotes the conditional probability given the
data.

Theorem 2 (Limit distribution and bootstrapping). Assume that p,v € P(R?) are sub-Gaussian
with a shared parameter 7 > 0 and that h satisfies (SCq). Let (on,vn) and (p5,v7) be any pairs of
optimal potentials for OTp x(u,v) and OTy, \(u, v) respectively satisfying the Schridinger system (4)
on R? x R%. Then, if OTy (1, v) >0,

(1) /n(epr(fin, On) — ena(pt, 1)) LN N(0,02), a mean-zero Gaussian with variance

0% = var ! Yn — OThlp:v) ey, | + var __ vy — OThalm,v) U5
"\ OThalpv) OTsalp )2 ™" "\ OTha(kv) OTj ()2 ™"

(2) IfO' >0, SUP¢eRr ‘P ( (gh A(:U’nv 7?) - Eh,/\(ﬂna ﬁn)) < t) - P(N(O7U2) < t)‘ B) 0.

Observe that the limiting distribution in Theorem 2 is non-pivotal in the sense that the variance
depends on the population distributions (u,v) rendering direct estimation of the limiting variance
highly non-trivial. The bootstrap consistency result in the second point enables us to establish
confidence intervals for ep \(1, 7). Explicitly, if (3 denotes the smallest value of ¢ € R for which
PB (e (B, 0P) <t) > 1 — B for any B € (0,1), then ep (g, v) € [0,2ep7(fin, Pn) — (o] with
probability approaching 1 — « for any « € (0,1) due to Lemma 23.3 in Van der Vaart [2000].

The proof of Theorem 2 is based on the functional delta method [Romisch, 2006] which extends
the standard delta method to functionals defined on normed vector spaces, following the framework
of Goldfeld et al. [2024b]. Formally, this approach consists of showing that the functional mapping
72-sub-Gaussian distributions (1, p) to 5 (7, p) is directionally differentiable at (u,v) and Lipschitz
continuous in a suitable sense and that the relevant potentials lie in a space of sufficiently smooth
functions using the assumption (SCq). Smoothness of the potentials is crucial to ensure that
the empirical processes v/n(fi, — i), v/n(n — v) converge when treated as functionals on the
aforementioned space of smooth functions. Complete details are included in Appendix B.3, and a
primer on the functional delta method can be found in Appendix C.

Remark 1 (On Theorem 2). 1) We note that the condition that OTj, \(u,v) > 0 in Theorem 2 is
satisfied except in certain degenerate settings. Indeed, for a general nonnegative cost c, OT. (i, v) =0
if and only if [cdp ® v =0 as follows from the fact that Dxy (7||u ® v) > 0 with equality if and
only if m = p@wv. In particular, OTy, \(u,v) = 0 if and only if h(x; — yi) = h(yi — i) = 0 for
every x € spt(u) and y € spt(v) and every i € {1,...,d}. If h is chosen as to generate a cost
function which is compatible with multivariate FSD (recall Definition 1), h=1({0}) = (=00, 0] so that
OT;’%)\(,U, v) = 0 if and only if ;1 and v are point masses at some shared a € RY.

2) Theorem 2 is presented in the balanced case with empirical measures from n samples. In the
case where [, and Uy, are empirical measures from n % m samples with Lm — s € (0,1),

the implications of Theorem 2 are easily seen to hold with /"% in place of vn and 02 =

1— SOTh A(H«y ) — SOTh A ;,L v .
Vel <0T N) Pl T OT ey )2%) vary <0TE,A<Su,u> Yh = 0Ty u) “”h) in place of 7%
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4.2. Multivariate FSD Hypothesis Testing In ML Models Benchmarking. With the sta-
tistical properties of the violation ratio in hand, we now consider using the violation ratio in the
context of statistical testing for (h, A,e9)— FSD. Consider two d-dimensional distributions p, v. In
our application, these will correspond to the distributions of performance of two language models’
responses evaluated on d metrics. Given n,m samples from pu, v respectively, we can apply Theorem
2 to create statistically valid tests comparing p and v. Similarly to Nitsure et al. [2023], we consider
both absolute and relative testing (see Nitsure et al., 2023 for a complete discussion).

Absolute testing. The most straightforward application of Theorem 2 is to specify a desired

threshold £y and consider the following hypothesis test for (h, A\,eq)— FSD: Hy : u )4 v
(R, g0)—FSD
versus the alternative Hy : u = v. Note that v dominating p would be tested separately.
(h,\g0)—FSD
Given a desired confidence 1 — «, the central limit theorem and bootstrap results in Theorem 2
suggest rejecting Hy if

UB(/:anﬁm)(I)il(a)u (6>

EnA(fins Um) < €0+
mn

where 0% is the bootstrapped variance (See Algorithm 1) and ® is the CDF of the standard normal
distribution. By Theorem 2, this test will be asymptotically valid.

Relative testing. A downside of absolute testing is that it requires specifying a threshold ¢q. This
threshold can be meaningful in pairwise comparisons, but when multiple distributions (e.g. multiple
language models evaluations) are being compared for ranking purposes, it is difficult to determine
a priori what threshold to use to ensure that the distributions can be separated. As in Nitsure
et al. [2023], we therefore also present a relative test that compares each of k random vectors with

measures [1,..., 4 using a one-versus-all violation ratio. First, consider all pairs of violations
ratios between the & measures: 61(»?’)\) = ep (i, py) for i,j € {1... k},i # j. Let M = (p1, ... pg),

and define the one-versus-all violation ratio of the dominance of ; on all other variables ju;, j # i:
e{md) (M) = X Z#i e™N We can then define relative stochastic dominance (h,A\)-R-FSD as

i E—1 ij
B hA
Wiy = iy - kDuik;}&:gl )(M)g---gagk )

—

R—FSD R-FS
the one with the lowest one-versus-all violation ratio. Testing for relative dominance of y; on p; we can
then compare their one-versus-all ratios via the following statistic: Asg)(M )= EZ@(M ) — 8§~£)(M ). To
test for (h, A\)-R-FSD of y; versus p; then, we have the null hypothesis Hy : Ae;;(M) > 0 versus the
alternative Hy : Ag;j(M) < 0. It is possible to extend the central limit theorem and bootstrapping
results in Theorem 2 to this relative statistic under an independence assumption (omitted for brevity).

Let Mn = (fti,n,- .- fin) be the empirical measures for n samples from each distribution. As in the
absolute case, we then reject Hyp with a confidence 1 —avif: Ag;, 4, (Mn) < \/%UB,relative(ila i2)® ()

where J?B,relative(ih i2) is the bootstrapped variance (see Algorithm 1 for the variance expression).

(M). Here the most dominating model is

Multitesting and Ranking. To apply the above multivariate FSD violation ratio hypothesis tests
to ranking of multiple distributions, we follow the approach of Nitsure et al. [2023]. We aggregate the
set of all pairwise tests, ensure multitesting statistical validity via Family-Wise Error Rate (FWER)
control, and, if needed, aggregate the pairwise test results into a numerical ranking. Our approach is
described below and summarized in Algorithm 1 that invokes the Sinkhorn algorithm [Cuturi, 2013],
which computes EOT between distributions on N points with a complexity of O(N?).
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Ranking multiple distributions. In our experiments below, we seek to use the pairwise tests
above to obtain a statistically valid ranking of a set of k random vectors X *) with measures p(?),
e.g. samples of X () can be the per-sample evaluation metrics for a set of language models. To rank
k models at a specified significance level o, we first test all k* — k pairs (u(i), pld )), i # j, employing
a FWER correction (see next paragraph) to guarantee a valid control on the overall false rejection
rate. This yields a set of trinary outcomes for each (i, 5) pair, with 1 if the null is rejected in the
positive direction, -1 if the null is rejected in the negative direction, and 0 if the null is not rejected.
These pairwise rankings are then combined into a single rank using a simple Borda count [de Borda,
1781] rank aggregation algorithm.

Multitesting FWER control. When running a family of T tests each at a significance level 1 —
the true probability that at least one test falsely rejects the null scales with T'. If the output of all
T tests needs to be trusted simultaneously, instead it is desirable that the probability of any test
falsely rejects the null is less than or equal to the specified .. Achieving this requires adjusting, or
“correcting” the significance level of each of the T tests, in a process called Family-Wise Error Rate
(FWER) control. In the present work, we use the Bonferroni correction, which sets the significance
level of the ith test to 1 — a; with a; = a/T'. Note that while the Bonferroni correction is known to
be pessimistic, we choose it as it sets uniform significance levels for all tests, as opposed to other
strategies such as the Holm correction [Holm, 1979] which is tighter but yields highly nonuniform
statistical power across the family of tests. Exploring sensible ways to employ nonuniform FWER
control approaches in the context of performance ranking is an interesting avenue for future work.

5. EXPERIMENTS

All experiments were run on NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs using PyTorch [Ansel et al., 2024] (v.2.3.0,
BSD-3 license) and the Python Optimal Transport package [Flamary et al., 2021] (v.0.9.3, MIT
license) to compute optimal transport distances with and without regularization.

5.1. Synthetic Data Experiment. In this section we analyze our method on a synthetic toy
dataset that enables us to parametrically control the level of the multivariate stochastic dominance
between two random variables. Given a dimension d, a parameter p € [0, 1], and mean and variance
parameters p, o2, our synthetic dataset is generated by sampling from the multivariate random
variables X,Y € R%

o X;~N(p,0?) fori=1,...,d

o Vi =X, + (2 Bi(p) — 1)U; with B;(p) = Bernoulli(p) € {0,1} and U; = Uniform(0, 1).
These variables X and Y are designed in such a way that p parametrizes the dominance of Y over
X. In particular, X = Yifp<05,and Y = X if p > 0.5.

(h,A)—FSD (h,A)—FSD
As a baseline for our synthetic experiments, we also compute the violation ratio for the standard

FSD framework using unregularized OT (EMD), i.e. €hinge0, as a function of p for fixed d = 5,
p=0,0%=1.0and N =100 samples from X and Y. We then investigate how well this baseline
is approximated by €jo¢ A>0, the entropically regularized ratio with a logistic cost as in Example 1.
Fig. 1 shows that as the entropic regularization parameter A decreases towards 0 and as the gain
of the logistic cost 3 increases, €1og,2>0 converges towards epinge,0 across all values of p € [0,1]. In
all cases, multivariate FSD violation ratio predicts linearly p, indicating that it is captures well the
FSD violations.

5.2. LLM Benchmarking. To test our method on real world scenarios, we have chosen a current
topic of significant interest to the community: LLM Benchmarking. We show through our experiments
that our method can provide a more holistic ranking of LL.Ms evaluated on different metrics as
opposed to present strategies which involve mean win rate. To demonstrate our method’s application
to LLM Benchmarking, we have conducted assessments on two different sets of data.
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logistic cost with B = 8.0 (varying A) logistic cost with varying 8 (A =0.1)
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FIGURE 1. Convergence of €1o5 x>0 towards epinge,0 in the synthetic dataset introduced
in this section. Left panel: for a fixed parameter 3 = 0 of the logistic cost, €1og x>0
converge towards €pinge,0 s A is decreased toward 0. Right panel: for a fixed entropic
regularization parameter A = 0.1, €1og » converges towards epinge,0 as the gain of the
logistic cost 3 increases. All simulations were generated for d =5, u =0, 02 = 1.0
and N = 100. Points and error bars indicate average and standard deviation across
100 repetitions.

Sample dependent Model Ranking Comparison with ChatGPT FSD

0.80 -
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0.70 —— Relative Testing FSD w/ P(IC)
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***** MultiVariate Relative Testing

0.65

Kendall Tau Similarity

0.60
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FIGURE 2. Mix Instruct Results: Comparison of Multivariate FSD to Reduction to
univariate FSD with aggregation across the dimensions.

Mixinstruct. For our first evaluation we use the dataset from Jiang et al. [2023] (MIT license) that
consists of responses from 12 different instruction following LLMs, with each response evaluated on
9 metrics such as BLEU, ROUGE, BERTScore, BARTScore, etc. The data has a train (100K rows)
and test (5k rows) split where each row consists of an instruction, input sentence, the expected
output from users, as well as the responses of a set of different LLMs with their decoding parameters
and evaluation scores on different metrics. However for the test set, Jiang et al. [2023] also did
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a pairwise evaluation of the responses from the models by asking ChatGPT which response was
better. We use this test set and generate a ranking of the LLMs using Entropic Multivariate FSD
(Algorithm 1), where for each LLM we consider empirical measures in dimension d = 9 and using n
samples varying from 100 to 5000. We compare the resulting ranking from the entropic multivariate
FSD (using logistic loss with 8 = 0.2, an entropic regularizer A = 0.1 and 1000 bootstraps) with the
univariate FSD ranking of ChatGPT scoring, as a function of the sample size n. In Fig. 2 we depict
the asymptotics of the ranks from our tests as function of the sample size. Using our FSD framework,
we rank the models based on their ChatGPT scores as it has been shown to be a human proxy.

We then compare different methods that reduce multivariate ordering to univariate FSD via
aggregation. The first method is a portfolio aggregation with Independent Copula P(IC) [Nitsure
et al., 2023], where a dimension is normalized with a global univariate CDF across all models and a
geometric mean is performed across all dimensions. A univariate FSD is then applied on the resulting
univariate random variables. The second method, referred to as portfolio aggregation with Empirical
Copula P(EC) [Ruschendorf, 1976, Ulan et al., 2021], estimates a global multivariate CDF across all
models, and then assigns to each evaluation vector the value of its CDF. Similarly, a univariate FSD
is applied on this one dimensional data.

Results. We see from Fig. 2 that the multivariate FSD, is sample efficient and has the highest
Kendall tau rank similarity with GPT score. We hypothesize that this thanks to its ability to capture
dependencies between the metrics. The independent copula P(IC), ignores the dependencies and
hence lags a little behind but is still sample efficient. Whilst the empirical copula P(EC) captures
the dependencies, it suffers from the curse of dimension and is not sample efficient.

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed entropic multivariate FSD violation ratio as a statistic for assessing
multivariate first order dominance. We addressed the convergence of these ratios as the entropic
regularization goes to zero and established a central limit theorem and bootstrap consistency for this
statistic. These statistical properties were leveraged in a framework for multivariate FSD testing
which was applied to multi-metrics benchmarking machine learning models, showing its benefits
in capturing the metric dependencies. Casting testing for stochastic order as an optimal transport
problem with a smooth cost and devising an entropic regularization to ensure beneficial statistical
and computational properties is an interesting framework that we envision to be useful and versatile
for other stochastic orders. For instance the p-first order dominance of Galichon and Henry [2012]
uses optimal transport maps as multivariate quantiles [Carlier et al., 2014] and defines a p-stochastic
dominance; our entropic violation ratio framework can be extended to that case and, upon proving
central limit theorems on the OT potentials, will lead to similar central limit theorems to the one
presented in this work. Similarly, for the multivariate Lorenz order [Fan et al., 2024] that is of
interest when the agent making the choice is risk averse. The Lorenz order can be expressed in terms
of optimal transport maps and can be extended to our statistical testing framework using the tools
introduced in this paper. We leave these developments for future work.
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APPENDIX A. ALGORITHM

Algorithm 1 describes our multitesting-based ranking procedure, for both the absolute and relative
testing frameworks.

APPENDIX B. PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

B.1. Proof of Lemma 1. Observe that the set {(z,y) € R¥xR? : 2 < y} is closed, as any limit point,
(x,y), of a sequence {(zy, Yn) }nen satisfying z,, < y, is such that z < y as the relevant inequalities are

preserved in the limit. It follows that 1,y (%, y) is a lower semicontinuous function and hence there
exists a coupling 7 € II(u, v) for which inf cry(,,) [ Lip<yy (@, v)dn(z,y) = [ L<ypy(z,y)d7 (2, y)
for any choice of p, v € R? (cf. e.g. Theorem 4.1 in Villani, 2009).

Assume that inf oy, f Liz<y)(z,y)dn(z,y) = 0 such that there exists a coupling 7 for which

0= [ Lip<yy(a,y)dr(z, y) P Y)NW(X <Y)=1- Pig 9y~ (X >Y)ie. ]P)(Xy)Nﬁ(X >Y) >
P v~ 7r(X > Y) = 1 which, in light of Theorem 6.B.1. in [Shaked and Shanthikumar, 2007],

implies that X > Y. [
FSD

B.2. Proof of Theorem 1. Throughout, we fix the metric d : ((z,v), (2/,7)) € R?*! x R —
lz — /||y + ||y — ¥'||1 on R2¢. We first show that costs induced by functions h satisfying (SCq) are
Lipschitz continuous with respect to d with constant L.

Lemma 2. For any (z,y), (z',y') € R* x R?, |c(z,y) — c(2’,/)| < Ld((z,y), (",y/)).

Proof. As c(x,y) = Z?:l h(y; — ;) for (z,y) € R x R? and h is Lipschitz continuous with constant
L > 0, we have that, for any x y,x’ y € RY,

d
le(z,y) — c(@,y) Z\h i) = h(y, — )| S D> |y — v + 2 — @]

=1
L(lly = ¢/l + llz = 2[l1).

Lemma 3. For any choice of (u,v), (1/,v") € P(RY) x P(R?) and 7 € M(p,v), 7" € Ui, v'), we

have that
/Cd(ﬂ' — ')

where Wy (7, ") = OTqy(m, ') is the 1-Wasserstein distance for the metric d.

Proof. Let (u,v), (', ") € P(RY) x P(R?) be arbitrary and fix any © € II(u, ) and 7’ € TI(i/,v/).
Let v € TI(mw, ") be arbitrary and consider

‘/ c(z,y)dr(z,y) — / oz ’,y')dﬂ(:ﬂ',y')' = ‘/c(x,y) —c(@,y )dy(z,y, 2", y)|
S/\C(fv,y)—C(wﬁy’)ldv(%y,x’,y'),

<L / d((2,9), (&)

As v is arbitrary, it follows that | [ cd(m — 7')| < OTq(m, 7). O

< LWy (7, 7'), (7)

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the framework developed in [Eckstein and Nutz, 2023] and,
in particular, the proof of Theorem 3.1 therein. As a byproduct of their proof technique, it is
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Algorithm 1 Multivariate Stochastic Order Multi-testing (relative and absolute)

1.

11:
12:
13:

14:
15:

16:
17:

18:

19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24
25:
26:
27:
28:

29:
30:
31:
32:
33:

34:
35:

36:

37:
38:

39:

Input: pq, ..., gk, k£ models we want to rank corresponding to empirical measure p; = Zz 1 x ,
pE=EY0 d,%, Threshold: .

Input. Desired h, A\, B number of bootstraps, m = K2 number of comparisons, significance level
Q.
Cache the bootstraps samples
for j =1to k do
P} < pj
for b=1to B do
p‘]’. < RESAMPLEWITHREPLACEMENT(p;, n)
Compute all violation ratios
for b=0to B do
for i =1to k do
for j=1to k do
if i # j then
Cost matrix [Chlr < h([pb]x — [p?]l). {

}
[Crlka < [Chlka + [Chlik- )
II; j < Sinkhorn(C}, )\,pi?,p?), II; ;4 < Sinkhorn(Cj, )\,pi-’,p?).

oTy, ,\(pf,pg) — Trace(C’THl b))+ ADx (1I;
OTh ,\(pij) — Trace(C Hng + ADKL(

OThx(p2.ph) .
ebig < ena(P),Ph) = grits in (5).

A ®?ph)

€pii =0,V b,1
Compute the sum statistics
for b=0to B do

fori=1to k do

= > b

Compute the relatlve statistics
Agy HE— =&l — Eb,Vb,Z,]
Compute the Bootstrap Variance
for i=1to k do

for j =1to k do

i =\ 5 S Qe — MEAN(AS), 1))2

oS = \/B - i (b — MEAN (g, 5,b))2
Compute the test
Win;; = Winf® = 0
for i=1to k do
for j =1to k do
if ¢ # j and Ae \Fo—” &~ (a/k?) <0 then

Win;; = 1 {with confidence level 1 — a/k?}

®pj)
P ph).

if ¢ # jand g9 — ﬁa?}”(l)_l(a/ﬁ) < 7 then
VVirl';-‘;-)S = 1 {with confidence level 1 — a/k?}

rank = BORDA(Win) {with confidence level 1 — a}

rank,ps = BORDA(Win®>®) {with confidence level 1 — o}

Return rank, rank,
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demonstrated that, for any 7 € TI(u, v), there exists a coupling 7’ € II(u, ) which is independent of
¢ satisfying

/Cdﬂ'/ — /Cdﬂ' <2L (OT‘.LO(Mn, ) A OT|_|,0(VH, I/)) , (8)

provided that the cost satisfies the condition (7) (see Definition 3.1 in [Eckstein and Nutz, 2023]
for a weaker condition) for any choice of ", " € P"(R?), the set of all probability measures on
R? supported on at most n points. We note that OT\, o is simply the 1-Wasserstein distance for

the distance induced by the 1-norm and recall that | - | has Lipschitz constant 1 due to the reverse
triangle inequality (recall the notation OTy, \ from Section 3). It is then shown in their proof that
1 1
/cdﬂ' _ /cdw <4LCA, D (w|lp@v) < ~log <A> , ()
o

provided that there exists ™, v" € P*(R?) satisfying (OT | 0(p™, ) AOT | o(v™,v)) < Cn~* for
n = [A~Y*| for some a € (0,1] and C > 0.

Lemma 4. Fiz § > 0 and assume that n € P(R?) is not mutually singular with respect to the
Lebesgue measure. Then, there exists a measure n™ € P"(R?) satisfying

20d
OTHO(T] 77 <n Y/d < ZE |X‘1+5 )

for every n > (20/5)%.

Proof. First, note that if Zle EH\XZ-P*‘S = o0, the inequality holds vacuously. We hence assume
that S0 | B, X;['+ < occ.

Fix § > 0. Then, by Lemmas 6.6 and 6.7 in [Graf and Luschgy, 2000], there exists constants
C1,C5,C3 > 0 depending on ¢ for which

d
inf  OTp o(p,n) <n 7201y E,|X;|' 0 +2dCs |, 10
A, OTio(pim) < ( 1; al Xil 2 (10)

for every n > (2C3)¢. Here C; = % and Cs,C3 > 0 can be chosen as any constants satisfying

L (2)1}“(5%*1) = 5n1_1 <z 02 for every n > 3. Observe that Cy = C5 = 10 satisfy these conditions.
We conclude by notlng that the mﬁmum in (10) is achieved by Theorem 4.12 in [Graf and Luschgy,
2000]. O

Lemma 5. Fiz § > 0 and n € P(R?). Then, there exists a measure n" € P"(R?) satisfying

OT o 1) < n~ 1d< ZE|X\1+5 20d>

for every n > (20/§)d.

Proof. Again, if Z?:l E,| Xi|'T0 = oo, the inequality trivially holds.
Assume that Z;‘i:l En]Xi|1+5 < oo and, for t > 0, let g; : R — R denote the density of an
isotropic mean-zero normal distribution with covariance t?Id. Define the probability measure 7 * g

h 1% gi(A) = // La(z +y)g:(y)dydn(z) = / </ taleal= m)d'z) i)

:/]lA(z) (/gt(z—m)dn(a:)> dz,
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for any Borel measurable set A C R From the above display, n * g; has density z € R% —
[ 9+(z — x)dn(z) with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

It follows from a minor modification of Lemma 7.1.10 in [Ambrosio et al., 2005|, that, for any
1 <p<oo, OTpo(n*g,,n) <t [|z|[{g:(2)dz < co as normal dlstrlbutlons have finite absolute
moments of all orders. Hence, limgo OT | o(n % g¢,m) = 0 and Epug, | X0 — Ey| X, as ¢ L 0 (see
Theorem 6.9 in [Villani, 2009]).

Now, let n* € P"(R%) be such that

d
n - 5 5 20d
OT 00" m* ge) <n” " (52En*gt|Xi’1+ +5>

for every n > (20/5)% as in Lemma 4. It follows for the triangle inequality for Wasserstein distances
(see Chapter 6 in Villani, 2009) that

OT0(n",m) < OTpo(n™,n*ge) +OTp0(n,m* gt).

The claimed result follows by applying the upper bound from the penultimate display and taking
the limit ¢ | 0 on both sides of the resulting inequality. O

Lemma 5 provides the worst case scaling for OT,| o(1", 7). As noted in the text, it is anticipated
that d can be replaced by a suitable notion of intrinsic dimension for 7.

Proof of Theorem 1. We begin with part 1. The lower bound 0 < OTp x\(i,v) — OTy o(p, v) is due
to the fact that the Kulback-Leibler divergence is non-negative. As for the upper bound, letting
m € II(p, v) be an optimal plan for OTj o(u,v), such a plan always exists due to Theorem 4.1 in
[Villani, 2009]. It follows from (9) and Lemma 5 that there exists a plan 7’ € II(u, v) satisfying

2
/cdw’+)\DKL(7r’||,u®1/) — OTholp,v) < d)\log( ) +4L)\< ZE X1 + 0d>

provided that |[A™¢] > (20/5)?. By minimizing both sides of the above display with respect to
7' € U(u,v), Part 1 readily follows.

The proof of Part 2 will follow from the fact that the set of all couplings II(u, v/) is tight and hence
admits a limit point in the weak topology by Prokhorov’s theorem (see Lemma 4.4 in Villani, 2009)
and Corollary 7.20 in [Maso, 1993] once we establish that the functionals

J edm + XDk (n||jp @v), if me(p,v),
+o00, otherwise,

[ cdm, if e (u,v),
400, otherwise,

FA:WEP(Rded)H{

F:WEP(Rded)H{

are such that F) I'-converges to F when treated as functionals on the separable metric space
(P(R? x R?),d"), where d’ is the Lévy-Prokhorov metric which metrizes the weak convergence of
probability distributions (cf. e.g. p.72 in [Billingsley, 2013]), we refer the reader to [Maso, 1993] as a
standard reference on I'-convergence. In light of Proposition 8.1 in [Maso, 1993] it suffices to show
that:

(1) for every 7 € P(R? x RY) and any sequence P(R? x R?) > 7y — 7 with respect to d’,
F(7T) S liminf&o F)\(TF)\).
(2) for every m € P(R? x RY) there exists a sequence P(R? x R?) 5 my — 7 with respect to d’
satisfying F(m) = limy o Fa(my).
We start by proving the first statement. Fix 7 € P(R¢xR?) and any sequence ()0 C P(R?xR%)
converging to 7 with respect to Wy. By Lemma 4.4 in [Villani, 2009]|, TI(u, v) is tight and hence
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precompact with respect to d’ by Prokhorov’s theorem. It is easy to see that IT(u,v) is closed under
the weak convergence such that it is in fact compact with respect to d’. It follows that if = & II(u, v),
m & II(p, v) for every A sufficiently small, hence Fy (7)) — 400 = F(7) as A L 0. Now, if 7 € II(u, v),
compactness of II(u,v) implies that 7y € II(u, v) for every A sufficiently small. As p, v have finite
first moments and ¢ is Lipschitz continuous with constant L, any v € II(u, v) satisfies

/ e(z, y)ldy(z,y) < / 16(0,0)] + Z(llz ]l + lyl)dy(z, y)

— 1¢(0,0)] + L / leldu) + L / lyllhdv(y) < oo.

Conclude from Lemma 5.1.7 in [Ambrosio et al., 2005] that

Fa(my) = /cdw,\ + ADky(7||p @ v) > /cdﬂ,\ — /Cdﬂ' = F(n),

proving the first condition.

As for the second condition, if 7 & II(u, v), the constant sequence 7y = 7 satisfies Fy(my) = Fx(7) =
F(m) = +oo. If 7 € T(p, v), let u", ™ € P(RY) be such that OT o™ 1), 0T} (¥, v) = Oasn —
oo (i.e. p™ and v™ converge weakly to p and v respectively and E,» [|| X ||1] = EL[|| X [1], Evn[||Y]1] —
E,[|IY|l1]). For instance, the empirical versions of y and v constructed from independent samples
satisfy this condition almost surely (see Theorem 3 in [Varadarajan, 1958] for weak convergence,
convergence of the moments is due to the law of large numbers). By (8) and the surrounding
discussion, there exists my € II(u,v) satisfying

/Cdﬂ')\ — /cdw <A4L (OT|.|7O (,up‘ilj,u) ANOT) 0 (1/“7”,1&) —0 asAlO0.

From the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [Eckstein and Nutz, 2023], ADkp(m]|x @ v) < Alog(|A71]) = 0
as AJ 0 and

Wi (my, m) <2 <OT|_|70 <ML)‘71J,M> AOT 0 <VL)‘71J,I/>> —0 asAJ]D0.
Conclude that
Fa(my) = [ cdm -+ ADyw(mallu ) — [ cdr = Fr),
and, as Wy (my, m) — 0, m) converges weakly to 7 (see [Villani, 2009]).This concludes the proof. [J

B.3. Proof of Theorem 2. We first establish some useful properties of optimal potentials for this
problem, there exists a pair

Lemma 6. Fiz A\ > 0 and sub-Gaussian distributions p,v € P(R?) with a shared constant 7% > 0.
Then, for any choice of h satisfying (SCq), there exists a unique pair of continuous optimal potentials
(¢, 1) for OTp (1, v) for which the Schridinger system (4) holds at all points (z,y) € R? x R? and
©(0) = 0. Moreover, this pair of potentials satisfies the estimates

lo(@)] < Carrno) I+ 2ll1), W) < Coqrrno+ Y,
1D (2)| < Capripern© (L + 1211075, (DWW < Caprrpe.nno 1+ [[yl)",

for any multi-index o € N& of order |a| < k = |d/2] + 1 with the constants k, L, py, from the (SCq)
condition. The quantities in the subscripts of the constants indicate what parameters the constants
depend on.

Proof. Let (¢n,1n) be an arbitrary pair of optimal potentials for OTp x(u, v) so that

/Lphd,u + /whdv = OTpa (1o, 1),
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and, setting C = [ pdv — %OTh,A(u, v), we have that (¢}, v}) = (¢n + C, ¢, — C) is another pair of
optimal potentials, and [ ¢, du = [¢},dv = 10Ty (1, v).
We further consider the functions defined on R? by

¥}, (y)—c(z,v) e (@) —c(z,y)
@h(x) = —Alog (/e X dV(y)>, h(y) = —Xlog (/e x du(x))-

We will show that (¢}, 1)) are optimal potentials satisfying the claimed bounds.
It follows by Jensen’s inequality and Lemma 2 that

@) < [ el = 4 w)dvly) < e0,0)+L [ lulhdve) +Llells - 5 OTha(uv),
=h(0) —_— >0
<Viar?
observing that 2 > E, [exp(IIXI3/2r2)] > E, [IIX3/272] such that [ |- |l1dv < V472 (again by Jensen’s
inequality). Tt follows that ¢} (x) < Cy 1 7 h(0)(1+ [|z|l1) where Cq 1, - noy depends on d, L, 7, and
the value of ~(0). The same bound evidently holds for ¢} on R? and for ¢}, on the support of v.
Applying this bound and Lemma 2, it holds that

" Ca,p,r A+lyll)—hO)+Llzll1 +Lllyl1 ,
—p(z) < Alog e X dv(y) ) < Lllzlly + C4 1 7 no)s

2262, IX]] 2,2
where we have used the fact that E, [etHXHl] <E, [e 2t 2721] < 2e 2z for any t € R as follows

from Young’s inequality and the sub-Gaussian assumption. The same argument implies that 1)}
satisfies an analogous bound.
To see that (¢}, 1)) is a pair of optimal potentials, observe that Jensen’s inequality yields

r_ -
/(wk = en)dp + /wz —Yp)dv < )\log/ew(iu + Mog/eh*hdl/
e (@) +0}, () —c(@,y)
= )\log/e%d,u ® v(z,y)
P @)+ () —ec(@y)
+ /\log/exdu ®v(z,y) =0

as follows from the fact that (¢}, ) satisfy (4). Conclude that [ ¢}du + [)dv > OTp x(p,v)
n @)+ (y)—c(x,y)
such that equality must hold (indeed [ eg}h a - du ® v(z,y) = 1 by construction, so the

left hand side of the ineqalit is the objective value in the dual form of the EOT problem) and, by
strict concavity of the logarithm, ¢} = ¢} p-a.e. and v =} v-a.e. such that (¢},v}) are indeed
optimal potentials for this problem.
Now, consider the potentials (¢,v) = (¢} — ¢} (0),¢ + ¢}(0)), which satisfy (4) on R? x R?
©(0) = 0. The bounds for ¢ and v} evidently carry over to ¢ and v so that there exists a constant
c” ) < oo depending only on d, L, 7, and h(0) for which

d,L,7,h(0
(@) < Cprn L+ Iz, W < Crrno (L + llylh),

for every (z,y) € R? x R?. Now, suppose that (@,) is any other pair of potentials for which (4)
holds on R? x R? and (0) = 0. As discussed in Section 3, one has that (¢, 1) and (@,) coincide
p- and v-a.e. so that, for every z € R,

p(x) P(y)—c(z,y) P(y)—c(z,y) (z)
e :/e = ydu(y):/e S ydv(y):e*%,

which shows that @ = ¢, the equality of ¥ and 1 follows analogously.
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We now establish the bounds on the derivatives. By the multivariate Faa di Bruno formula (cf. e.g.
Constantine and Savits, 1996), for any multi-index v € N¢ of order |a| > 1, the derivative —D%p(z)
(assuming it exists) can be expressed as a linear combination of products of derivatives of the form

” k;
) Py, (y)—c(z,y) 7
S (DE ST duy) "
H Y (y)—c(z,y) ’ ( )
=\ [T dv(y)

where 3; € Ng and k; € Ny satisfy ijl Bjk; = a. By the dominated convergence theorem,

the derivative commutes with the integral sign and, applying the same formula to the derivative
; —clzy) . . . .
Dfﬂ e , we see that it can be expressed as a linear combination of products of the form

1551

I
e 5 11 (—D%Zh ) , (12)

m=1

where v,,, € Ng, lm € Ng with Zlﬁj 1 Ymlm = Bj, and we assume that all relevant derivatives exist.
As h satisfies (SCq), it is k-times continuously differentiable for k = |d/2] 4+ 1 with derivatives

of order s < k satisfying |h(*)(z)| < Cr(1 + |z|)P* for some C} < oo and py > 1 which may depend

on k. From this assumption, (12) is well defined provided that |3;| < k and we observe that

‘Dzm S Ry — i) | < SO O+ |y — 2] )P < 0L Cr2Pe L (1 + |y — 24]PF) as pg > 1, so that

. c(z,y) c(z,y)
‘D?Jef X ‘ can be bounded as ™" x~ Cd Epen(1+ [ly — z[[1)P*15% by appealing to (12).
Returning to (11), we infer that D¢} is well-defined for any |o| < k and that

. w;{(y)—C(:c,y) 7/);7{(9) c(z y)
’ij/e X dV(y)’ =

e De X du(y)
Wi (y)—c(z,y)
< Caan [ €5 (U = el ().

We will split this integral into the regions ||y||i < 7 and ||y|[; > 7 for some 7 > 0 which will be
chosen later in the proof.
In this first region,

) (y)—c(z,y) orlBi] oilBi| i (y)—c(z,y)
e © (A fly = 2[)PP e (y) < (LT Al f[)PE e T de(y),
Y1 <7

by the triangle inequality so that

8; v (y)—c(z,y)
Da' Jyypen e > dvly)

Yy (y)—c(z,y)

Je TR dvly)

For the second region, we have from Lemma 2 and the first part of the proof that

P (y)—c(z,y)
[ Ry el i
{lylli=>7}

< (U7 )

w;{(y)*h(OHL||IH1+LH?JH1 pelB;]
s/ e 5 (L+ lly — 2l)™Pildu(y)
{llyllL>7}

LVA4r2+4 L||e|ly +2L|y]| _
S/ c (L ly — 2P ldu (y).
{llylli>7}

To bound this integral, note that
(4 lly = 25 < (U gl + el T < 2311 (1 a4 g 2T
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and that

LV4r24 L| x|y +2L |yl LV4r24L||z|| 2Lyl
/ e X o dv(y) =e p) . / e At dv(y)
{lylli>7} {llylli =7}

\/47'72 x 4Ly % 2
< eL T (/e = lldu(?/)) </ 1du(y)) )
{llylli =7}

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Similarly,

LV4r2+ L||z|l; +2L |lylly Bj
/ . : lyl ™ v (y)
{llylli =7}

> 1 .
\/? T 2 j ’
< JRava AT </ e“'f’“du(y)> 2 / Hy,ﬁpklmdy(y)
{llylli>7}

2
Iyl X113

- 2,2
Now, fe X du(y) < 2¢ e due to the bound E, [¢!l*Ih] < E, [e 2t o ] < 2e 2 which holds

Jun

for every t > 0. Further,

72 lyl? 2
/ ldv(y) < e a2 / ¢ir? dv(y) < V2e 37,
{lylli=7} {llylli=7}

1
/{ h> }Hy\llpkﬂ]'dwy) se 4 /“ Iy 7% dw () < V2e~ T2 (/”yH 1welBil gy )> ’
Y121

where we have applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the second line. By sub-Gaussianity,

2> El,[e”X”%/%?] >E, [(! 2‘)‘; ,} for any p € N so that \/El, U’X\ﬁpklﬁjq < V2(2r2)relBil /(2p] B; ).
Combining all of these bounds,

W () —e(e,y) ,
/ e x (14 |ly — =l[)PPldu(y)
(vl

27_2 T2

LVAar2+ L]y
A

< opelBil=1(1 4 ] )P¥1P5le

-1

. Y (y)—c(x,y) @ () R(0)+ L\ 472+ L||=|);
The denominator can be bounded as { [e x dv(y) =e » <e X as follows

from the first part of the proof. The ratio we wish to bound thus includes the exponential term
O t2LV4ar2 2L elly | ar?s2 72

e by 32 , which we equate to 1 by setting 72 8;\ (h(0) +2LV4T2 + 2L||x||1) +
2.4

BLT = Cprano) + 16,\T L||93H1~
AH in all,

, Y (y)—c(=,y)
Dgﬂ Je p) dv(y)
¥ (y)—c(z,y)

Jem T dv(y)
1
< Capeper (14 (Crranoy + 16727 Life]) ”* + 1z

+ Cd,k,pk,ﬁp"'ﬁj‘_l(l + Hx||1)pk|ﬂj|\/§ <21/4 + \/\/5(272)1)1@514 (ka’ﬁﬂ)!) ,

)Pk|5j|
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the products in (11) can thus be bounded as Cq 7 py.1,n(0) (1 + l|||1)Pxlol, for any |a| < k. The
same argument establishes analogous bounds for ¢;. As (¢, ) coincides with (¢}, 1)) up to additive
constants, the derivative bounds evidently transfer over. ]

In what follows, we always choose the unique solution for any given EOT problem described in
Lemma 6.

As aforementioned, our approach to proving limit distributions is based on the functional delta
method (see Appendix C for a summary of the method). As h also satisfies (SCq) with Lipschitz
constant 2L, Cy replaced by 2Cj, and h(0) = 2h(0), there exists a constant Cy . for which all
bounds from Lemma 6 hold simultaneously for some choice of potentials (¢p, ) for OTp A (1, V)
and (¢y, ¥y,) for OTj, (1, ). We thus instantiate the function classes

Fon={ £ € CHEY £ D (@) < Capr L+ [fe])7 for b = [4/2] 41,
Vo € N¢ with |a| < k,Vz € Rd} :
and

f‘;e-?h:{f@g:fvgef'r,h}a

where f @ g is understood as the function (z,y) € RY x R f(z) + g(y). We further consider the
class of probability distributions

Pe = {M @v:p,ve PRY and are Tz—sub—Gaussian} ,
for some 7 > 0. Throughout, we will treat P® as a subset of £>° (]—"?h), the Banach space of bounded

real functions on F2, endowed with the supremum norm |[|€||__ FO = SUDsgocxe |0(f & g)|; the

action of p®@v € P¥ on f@gis given by pu@v(f ®g) = [ fdu+ [ gdv. Tt is easy to see that p® v
defines a bounded function on this function class due to the growth bounds inherent to 7 .

Our approach is similar to that of Proposition 1 in [Goldfeld et al., 2024b| and, in particular,
Section 6 of that work. Namely, we prove a type of directional differentiability and Lipschitz
continuity for the EOT cost.

Lemma 7. Fiz A\ > 0 and sub-Gaussian distributions p,v, p,n € P(RY) with constant 7> > 0. Then,
for any choice of optimal potentials (,v) solving OTp (11, v) and satisfying (4) on R? x RY,

i OTh,A(M+t(p —p),v+tn—v))— OTh,)\(:uﬂy) _ /god(p 1) + /d)d(?? —v).

li
t}0 t

Proof. For t € [0,1], let s := pn +t(p — p) and vy := v 4+ t(n — v) and, let (@He¥e) () denote

the unique pair of optimal potentials for OTy, \(u, ) satisfying go(’“’”t)(O) = 0 and solving the

Schrédinger system on R x R? (see Lemma 6) and likewise for (¢(#t#) ap(#e2)) and (o) qp(0),

Observe that
OTu(pesve) — OTp (i, v)
= OTp (e, ve) — OTpa (e, v) + OTpa (e, v) — OTpa (1, v)

< /@(“t’yt)dﬂt _{_/w(ﬂt,ljt)dyt — /SD(;U'tJ/t)th — /¢(#t,l/t)dl/
(Btsvt) (2 (Btsvt) () —c z,

+)\/ew ()+w>\ () —<( y)dut®u(x,y)—>\

+/(’D(Ht,u)dut+/¢(Mt,l/)dy_/@(Mt,v)dﬂ—/¢(ut,u)dv

(kg,v) (HtsV) (4) —
2 (z)+ (y)—c(z,y)
+)\/e X du@v(z,y) — A,
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ePt) (@) 4 (168 (y) ()
A

where we recall that the potentials satisfy the relevant Schrodinger systems (4) such that [ e
o) (@) 4+ (1Y) (y) — c(,y)

land [e X dv(y) =1 on R? so that

OTpa(pe, vr) —OTp (1, v)
= OTpa(pe, ve) — OT (g, v) + OTp A (e, v) — OTp A (1, v)

< /(,D(“t’yt)d,ut +/7/)(ut’yt)dl/t _ /@wt%)d/«&t _ /¢(Ht,yt)dy
(13)
+/g0(“t’”)dut+/1/1(“t’”)dy—/go(““”)du—/w(““”)dl/

= t/cp(’“"’)d(p — )+ t/¢(ut,Vt)d(n —v)

and, analogously,
OTp(pt, vi) = OTna(,v) > t/so(“’”)d(p — )+ t/w(“t”’)d(n —v). (14)

It suffices, therefore, to show pointwise convergence of all relevant potentials to (go(“’”), 7/’(“’”)) in
the limit ¢ | 0. Here we will only show convergence of (¢ (bt,vt) w(“t"’t)) convergence of the other set
of potentials follows analogously. For convenience set (g, 1);) = (p(#e70) qp(rev))

Let [0,1] 5 t,, | 0 be arbitrary and fix a subsequence t,,. By Lemma 6 we can apply the Arzela-
Ascoli theorem (cf. e.g. Theorem 4.44 in Folland, 1999) to infer that (4, 1) converges to a pair of
continuous functions (i, ) uniformly on compact sets and, in particular, pointwise along a further
subsequence t,». From Lemma 6,

ety (@t ), (W) —clz.y) Cq,p,72+l=zll1+lyll1)—e(0,0)+ Lzl +Lllylly
e P < e X ,

where this final term is integrable with respect to any product of sub-Gaussian measures. By the
dominated convergence theorem, for any (z,y) € R% x RY,

%Dtn,,(z) wtn,,(y)*c(sz w(y) C<z y)
e 2 = /ez\d(u—i-tn//( — I/ —>/ y),

7a[’tn/, (z) APtn// (z)—c(z,y) A/J(I) C<z y)
e Y :/6 A d<M+tn/’(p—M _>/ .’E),

as t,» | 0 such that the pair (¢, 1) satisfies the Schrodinger system (4) pointwise and hence is a pair of
optimal potentials for OTy \ (i, v) and ¢(0) = limy 10 ¢t , (0) = 0, whence (o, 1)) = (LRI
Combining (13) and (14), we conclude that

oT - 0T
thl’ilo h,/\()u'tn/ml/t;//) hv)‘(u’ V) — /QO(MJ/)d(p — Iu) + /¢(M7V)d(n - V>7

and, as the limit is independent of the choice of original subsequence it follows that

T —oT
12%10 h,)\(,ultayt)t 0 h,)\(:uﬂy) :/SO(MV p M /¢(ltu )

This limit is invariant under the transformation (@) (1)) s (pY) 4 € p¥) — C), proving
the claim. O

Lemma 8. Fiz A\ > 0 and arbitrary sub-Gaussian distributions p,n,p,n’ € P(RY) with a shared
constant 72 > 0. Then, we have that

Alp.n) = OToa ()| < llp@n—p' @'llc 7o, -
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Proof. Let (@M 4p(pm) (pe'1") (0" “and (oM (P be the optimal potentials for OTna(psn),
OTna(p',7'), and OTp A(p',n) described in Lemma 6. Then, by analogy with (13) and (14)

OTna(psn) — OTp(p, 1) < / e d(p — o) + / PP d(n — 1),

OTp(p,n) — OTua(p, ) > / e Md(p— p) + / P d(n — ),
such that
|OTh,/\(p>7]) _ OTh,A(p',U'H S ‘/¢(p’7n)d(pl _ p) + /w(""”')d(n’ _ 77)‘

V ‘/w(p’”)d(p’ —p) +/¢(”"")d(n’ —77)‘-

As the constants from Lemma 6 (and hence the constants defining 7, ) are independent of the

choice of sub-Gaussian distributions (rather they depend only on the sub-Gaussian constant),
(') 4p'1)) and (P 4 1M) are elements of F2&, so that

OTha(p:m) = OTnale!, )| < llp@n—p' @1'll 7o -
0

Lemma 9. Fiz A > 0 and sub-Gaussian distributions p,v € P(R?) with a shared constant 7% > 0.
Then, \/n(jin, @ Uy — p@v) 4 Gpugw in (°(FS,), where Gugy is a tight Gaussian process in (°(F2,)
for which G g, (f ® g) = N(0,var,(f) + var,(g)).

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 27 in [Goldfeld et al., 2024b] (see also Lemma 8 in Nietert et al.,
2021), we see that the function class F; , is p-Donsker and v-Donsker (i.e. the associated empirical
processes \/n(fi, — p) and /n(, —v) converge weakly to tight mean-zero Brownian bridge processes
in €°°(F;p) with respective covariance functions given by (f,g) € Frn x Frp — cov,(f,g) and
(f,9) € Frp x Frp > cov,(f, g) respectively) provided that 300 r@HFpe=1P (|| X|| > r —1)/? < o0
for k = |4/2] + 1 and likewise for v. By the Chernoff bound, P,, (|| X|| > r — 1) < E, [e!lX[] e=t(—1)
for any ¢ > 0. The standard inequality ||z|| < ||z||1 for any z € R? yields E,, [etHX”] <E, [et”XHl] <

2_2
23 (recall the proof of Lemma 6). It readily follows that the sum Y °° | r@+*Ps=1P (|| X|| > r—1)"2
is finite, establishing Donskerness of the class with respect to u and hence v by the same argument.
By independence of the samples (X;)~; and (Yj)?:1 we have by Example 1.4.6 in [van der Vaart
and Wellner, 1996], Lemma 3.2.4 in [Dudley, 2014], and Donskerness of the class that

N A d, <)oo 00
(Vnlfin = 1), Vn(on = v)) = (G, Gy) in £ (Frp) X £ (Frp),
where G, and G, are independent tight y- and v-Brownian bridge processes. As the map (¢,¢') €
0°(Frp) X £°(Frp) » L@ € Km(ff?h) is continuous (indeed || ® ﬁ’Hoof@h <z, +I1€1F.,);

we have by the continuous mapping theorem that
. . . . d :
Vi(fin = 1) @ Vn(on — 1) =V (fin @ by — p @ v) = Gugy in (7(F2,),
where Gueu(fo @ f1) = Gu(fo) + Gu(f1) for any fo @ f1 € }—S?hv proving the claim. O

Proof of Theorem 2. Throughout, we fix some 7 > 7 and observe that if u,v are 72-sub-Gaussian,
then they are also 72-sub-Gaussian. From the proof of Proposition 1 in [Goldfeld et al., 2024b]
(see also Remark 4 of the same reference), Lemmas 7 and 8 together imply that the functional
pan € PP OTpna(p,n) is Hadamard directionally differentiable at ; ® v tangentially to Pe
(treated as a convex subset of Koo(fgh)) with derivative v € Tpo (L@ V) = v(e @), where (p,v)
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denote any pair of optimal potentials for OTj, (1, v) satisfying (4) on R? x R?, and the derivative is
defined on the tangent cone to PZ at u ® v which is defined as

Tpe(n@v) = {7 € ((F2,) : IPE D (pn @ Na)nen — p @ v in (°(FS,) and t, | 0

T pn®nn_ﬂ®y}
s.t. vy = lim ,
n

n—o00 t

see Appendix C for precise definitions. Note that we have identified OTy x(p,n) with a functional
on PZ; such an identification is well-defined in light of the discussion following Proposition 1 in
[Goldfeld et al., 2024b).

The same implications hold for the functional p ® n € PE OTj,.A(p,n) in light of the discussion
preceding Lemma 7, with corresponding derivative ~y € 7%;@(/1 ®v) > Y(@ ® 1), where (p,1)) is any
pair of optimal potentials for OTj, \(, v) satisfying (4) on R? x R4

Note that ep (1, ) = f o (OTpa(i,v), 0T \(1,v)) for f: (z,y) € R x R+ 2/y such that the
chain rule (cf. e.g. Proposition 3.6 in Shapiro, 1990) guarantees that p @ n € PE — epa(p,7) is
Hadamard directionally differentiable at y ® v tangentially to P2 with derivative

OTh,/\(M7 V)

O (n.v)? (P8 b), (15)

EnN )y 17 € Tpe(n®@v) = )7(90 1) —

OTE,A(Ma v

which is notably linear as a function of . It will be useful to rewrite this expression in terms of a

single evaluation of 7. To this end, observe that if f; @ fa, g1 ® g2 € F& 7 > then so too is (afi—PBg1)®
OTp,x (1) :
(afa—Bg2) for any o, f € R with |a|+|8] < 1. Moreover, setting M = OTh N \/ Ot ()2 (which

1 OTwa(pv) 1
I OTja(u)? = 2 5©

is assumed to be nonzero by construction), we have that 0 < 5 MW Vs

that we can write

OTh,)\(:ua V) n

(62 Y) ~ o1 (PO D)

1
OTjr (.1
1 1 1 1
- <2M OTir(m ) ¥ ¥ 201 0T, () w)

_oM i OTh’,\(M, l/) _ i OTh,)\(May) n
2M OTj\ (1, v)27 ~ 2M OT (1, )2

1 1 1 OTpa(p,v) _
- oM - - = AT
<2M OTja(wv)” ~ 2M 0Ty (. v)2”
L L 1 OTpa(wv) -
2M OTy \(1,v) " 2M OTy \(p, )27 )7

where the final term in brackets is an element of F= @ . Further, for any v € 7;3® (1 ® v), there exists
a sequence (p, ® N )neny C PL which converges to ,u ® vin £ (.7-" © ,) and a sequence t,, | 0 for which
= lim;, 500 W. Thus, if fo @ f1, go D g1 € .7-;, are such that fo+go® fi+g1eF2 T he We
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have that
Y(fo @ f1) + (90 ® 91)

= tin ti" ([ udon+ [ an, = [ fodo~ [ uan)
+ lim t;l (/godpn+/gld77n - /godp— /gldn>
= lim ¢, ! </fo+godﬂn /fl + g1dn, — /f0+godﬂ /fl +91d77>

=v(fo+g90® fr + 1)
Likewise, if afo ® af1 € ]:?h for some o € R, and fo & f1 € ]:?h, then

satroaf)=atm et ([ oo+ [ fan~ [ fodo~ [ fin) = ar(o o)
With this, (15) can be written as

(Eh,)\);@w Y €Tpe(p@V) =
2M’}/ < 1 OT}W\(M, I/) 1 OTM(,U,, V) —) (16)

2MOT, ()" 2MOT; (v ” ¥ 2MOTy ()" 2MOTy, (1, )2

Given the above differentiability result and Lemma 9, part 1 of Theorem 2 will follow from the
functional delta method (see Lemma 10 in Appendix C) upon showing that fi, ® 0, € P2 with
probability approaching one and noting that Gg., € Tpe (1 ® v) with probability one as follows
from the portmanteau theorem. To this end, note that, b§ the law of large numbers,

R 2
Ep, lexp(IX13/272)] = = " exp(IXill}/2r2) — By, [exp(IXI1}/2¢2)] < 272 < 2.
n
i=1
almost surely such that fi,, is 72-sub-Gaussian with probability approaching one. The same delibera-
tions imply that 2, share the same property.
By applying the delta method, we obtain that

Ve liin, 7n) = enx(1,1)) > (En2 ), (Guen),

and using the explicit expression for the derivative from (16), we see that (ep, /\)u®v (Gugv) is

equal in distribution to 2M N (0,v? 4+ w?), where v? = var, (QMOT; P~ 21\/(1)51@:%;,1)/)2 (,5) and
w? = var, (2M0T,—;(u,u) QZ\/CI)(-)I-'?':A”;LV
normal distribution evidently cancel out to give the desired formula for the limiting variance.

As for the bootstrap consistency result, since (15) is linear, it follows from Corollary 1 in [Goldfeld
et al., 2024b] that (p,n) — enx(p,n) is Hadamard directionally differentiable at ;1 ® v tangentially to
spt(Gpuev). As in the proof of Lemma 9, the class F7 is - and v-Donsker such that the bootstrapped
empirical processes /n(i2 — ji,) and /n(0F — ,) are asymptotically measurable and converge
conditionally in distribution to the p- and v-Brownian bridge processes G, and G, respectively
(see Chapter 3.6 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). By Lemma 1.4.4 and Example 1.4.6 in
[van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996], (v/n(i2 — fn),v/n(02 — 0,)) is asymptotically measurable
and converges conditionally in distribution to (G,,Gy) as elements of £*°(Fz) x £°(Fz). As the
map ((,0') € (®°(Fz) x £°(Fz) = L@ € (°(F2,) is continuous, (vn(il — jn) @ (o8 — )
is asymptotically measurable and converges Conditionally in distribution to G g, as elements of

(°(F2,) where Gpey (fo @ fi) = Gu(fo) + G (fr) for any fo @ fi € F2),

2¢) the 2M terms in the variance and multiplying the
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Bootstrap consistency then follows from Theorem 23.9 in [Van der Vaart, 2000] by applying the
logic from the first half of the proof. 0

APPENDIX C. THE FUNCTIONAL DELTA METHOD

Our strategy for deriving limit distributions and consistency of the bootstrap is based upon the
functional delta method, which generalizes the standard delta method for functions of simple random
variables. This section provides a brief introduction to the functional delta method following the
exposition of [Romisch, 2006]. Throughout, convergence in distribution is understood in the sense of
Hoffmann-Jorgensen when necessary (cf. e.g. Chapter 1 in [van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996]).

Much like the delta method which, identifies the distributional limit of /n(g(X,) — g(n)) as
N(0,0%(g'(1))?) n — oo provided that /n(X, — ) 4 N(0,0?) and that g : R — R is differentiable
at p (see Proposition 8.14 in Keener, 2010), the functional delta method establishes the limit
distribution of a functional f: © C D — R, where D is a normed vector space. In this setting, the
surrogate for the derivative in the standard delta method is the Hadamard directional derivative.

Definition 4 (Hadamard directional derivative [Romisch, 2006, Shapiro, 1990]). Let D be a normed
vector space and fix a non-empty set © C D. The tangent cone to © at § € © is given by

To(0) = {hED:h— lim y, for some 0n€®,0n—>6,tn¢0}.

n—oo n
A functional f : © — R is Hadamard directionally differentiable at 0 € © tangentially to © if there
exists a map fy: To(0) — R satisfying

for any h € To(0), t, L 0, and h,, — h in D with 6 + t,h, € ©.

This notion of differentiability is compatible with distributional convergence of random elements
of D in the sense that the following generalization of the delta method holds.

Lemma 10 (Functional delta method [Romisch, 2006, Shapiro, 1991]). Fizx a probability space
(2,2, P) and let D be a normed vector space and f : © C D — R be Hadamard directionally
differentiable at 6 € © tangentially to Te(6) with derwative fj : To(8) — R. Let T, : Q — © be maps

such that r, (T, —0) 4 for some norming sequence r, — 0o and a measurable map T : Q@ — T () C

D. Then ry(f(Tn) — f(9)) LN fo(T) and, if © is convex, o (f(T) — f(0)) — fo(rn(Tn —0)) — 0 in
outer probability.

Whilst Lemma 10 is sufficient to derive limit distributions, bootstrap consistency typically requires
the following notion of full Hadamard differentiability (see e.g. Theorem 23.9 in |Van der Vaart,
2000] or Theorem 3.9.11 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). A functional f : D — R is said to be
Hadamard differentiable at # tangentially to a vector subspace Dy C D if there exists a continuous
linear functional fy : Dy +— R satisfying (17) for any h € To(#), t, # 0, t, — 0, and h,, — h in ©
with 8 +t,h, € ©. The following lemma enables a connection between full and directional Hadamard
differentiability.

Lemma 11 (Lemma 2 in |Goldfeld et al., 2024b]). If f : © C D — R is Hadamard directionally
differentiable at 6 € © tangentially to Te(8) and fy is linear on a subspace Dy C Te(8), then f is
Hadamard differentiable at 6 tangentially to ®g.
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