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SUBADDITIVITY AND OPTIMAL MATCHING
OF UNBOUNDED SAMPLES

EMANUELE CAGLIOTI, MICHAEL GOLDMAN, FRANCESCA PIERONI, AND DARIO TREVISAN

ABSTRACT. We obtain new bounds for the optimal matching cost for empirical measures
with unbounded support. For a large class of radially symmetric and rapidly decaying
probability laws, we prove for the first time the asymptotic rate of convergence for the
whole range of power exponents p and dimensions d. Moreover we identify the exact
prefactor when p < d. We cover in particular the Gaussian case, going far beyond the
currently known bounds. Our proof technique is based on approximate sub- and super-
additivity bounds along a geometric decomposition adapted to some features the density,
such as its radial symmetry and its decay at infinity.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we investigate the behavior of the transportation cost between expo-
nentially decaying distributions and their empirical measure obtained from a sample of
n independent observations. To a large extent, we complete the program initiated in
[19, 23, 20, 10].

In order to state our main result let us introduce some notation. Letting d > 1 and
(X;)2°, beii.d. random variables uniformly distributed on the unit cube @ := (0,1)¢ and
then p,, := > 1 | dx, be the (non-normalized) empirical measure, the optimal matching
problem concerns the study of the asymptotic behavior of

E W2 (n, n1q)]

where W} denotes the p—Wasserstein distance. Letting for p,d > 1,
P p g p

ni=% ifd=1,
npd =< n' "3 (logn)t ifd=2, (1.1)
nl=a if d > 3,
we define
_ . 1
Cp,a := limsup —— (W2 (pn,n1q)] - (1.2)
n—oo 1)/

To simplify notation we write 7, for nﬁ’d when p and d are clear from the context. For the
case d = 1, we refer to [8] for a thorough discussion and will focus on the case d > 2 from
now on. Since the work [1], see also [19, Section 4], it is known that for every p > 1 and
every d > 2, ¢y 4 € (0,00).

Remark 1.1. Let us point out that if d > 3 or p = d = 2, this limsup is actually a limit,
see [11, 3, 5, 12, 16] but this does not affect our analysis. It is still an open problem to
prove the convergence when d = 2 and p # 2. See however [4] for recent progress in this
direction.

Following classical ideas in the matching problem, see e.g. [25, 5, 12, 2] we also consider
a variant of the problem where mass can be transported to and from the boundary. We
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denote by Wby, the boundary p—Wasserstein distance (see (2.5) for the definition) and set

1
Dyl . i inf —
¢ = lim inf 77nE W5 (ttnsnlQ) | - (1.3)
While it is probably common knowledge in the community that also c”? € (0,00) (the
proof for d > 3 can be easily adapted from [14]), we provide a proof in Proposition A.3 in
the Appendix.

Remark 1.2. As for €, 4, when p = d = 2 or d > 3, the liminf is actually a limit, see
[2, 17] or a very simple proof in the case d > 3 in Proposition A.3. Again, this will play
no role in our analysis.

Remark 1.3. While it is conjectured that cP¢ = €p.q for every p,d > 1 it is currently
only known for p = 2, see [2, 15]. See also [24] for the case d =1 and p € (0,1/2).

For ¢ > 0 we define the rate function

Tl if p e 1,d),
2
(logn)' ifp=d=2,
n = d 1.4
B (logn)g if d >3 and p=d, (14)

1
(log n)d_l_p<1_5> ifd>2andp>d.

Let now V be a radial and C! function satisfying for some C' > 0 and every t > 1 (with a
slight abuse of notation we identify V(x) and V(|z|)),

ét‘ﬂ <V'(t) <ot (1.5)

We assume moreover that V' (0) is chosen such that p(x) := exp(—V(z)) is a probability
density on R?%. Let R,, be the unique solution to

V(R,) =logn (1.6)

and set

_ R V(R
£ := limsup 7"d/ <1 — Tg—o ( x)>
n—=0o (logn)a /B logn

d
and £ :=liminf B 1— 14— V(En2) . (L)
da
ya /B log

n—oo (log n

Remark 1.4. Under hypothesis (1.5) it is not hard to check that 0 < £ < £ < oo.
Moreover, it is easy to construct examples of potentials V' satistying (1.5) but for which
£ < ¢. Let us also notice that the value of £, does not change if instead of (1.6) we use

V(R,) + alog R, =logn
for some o € R.

Remark 1.5. If V(t) = V(0) +t?/q (the case ¢ = 2 corresponding to the Gaussian) then
to leading order,

R, = (qlogn)% and L=10= qg / (1 = 1gezlx|?).
B

Our main result is the following:
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Theorem 1.6. Let (X;)°, be i.i.d. random variables of law p. Setting pu, == > i, 0x,,
we have for p < d,

_r - . 1
Cp.d </d pt s]lp<d + E]lp:d> > limsup —E [Wé’(un,np)]
R

n—oo Tn

s s 1 d 1—-B
2 liminf —F [WE (ptn, np)] > ( /R P d]lp<d+£]1pd> (1.8)

and for p > d,
E [W2 (tin,np)| = 7. (1.9)

Theorem 1.6 is obtained as a combination of Proposition 3.1 for the lower bound and
Proposition 4.1 for the upper bound.

Remark 1.7. On the one hand, when p = d = ¢ = 2 (where €, 4 = c»% = 1/(47)) we get
from Remark 1.5,

_ -1
gp7d£ — Cp,dg = 17

recovering the result from [10]. On the other hand, for p < d/2 with d > 3, Theorem 1.6
is covered by the results in [5, 12].

In Theorem 8.1, we complement the convergence in expectation with concentration
estimates when p < d and p satisfies a Poincaré inequality. Similar concentration results
were obtained in this range of parameters (actually p <2 ifd =2 and p < d if d > 3) in
the case of the matching to the uniform measure on the cube in [3, Remark 4.7], see also
[16, Remark 6.5] or [17, Proposition 5.3].

Previous results, heuristics and strategy of proof. As understood in [5, 12|, while
the matching problem is quite robust when p < d/2,d > 3, the situation becomes more
complicated when p > d/2 (or d = 2). While the case of general densities on bounded
domains was essentially treated in [6, 16, 2] (see also Theorem A.2) the unbounded case
remains challenging. Motivated by this question, the study of matching for Gaussian sam-
ples was initiated in [19], where using semi-group techniques, Ledoux proved the correct
upper bound for the scaling law in the case p = d = 2 but only a sub-optimal local bound.
Soon after the correct lower bound (in terms of scaling laws) was obtained in [23]. In that

paper, Talagrand proves the correct lower bound (log n)% when p = d > 3 and suggests
that his proofs should also apply to the family of densities p(x) = exp(—|z|?) with ¢ > 0.
Still at the level of scaling law, the case p < d with d > 3 was covered in [20]. Using sub-
additivity techniques in the spirit of [6, 16, 2], the optimal constant was recently obtained
(still in the Gaussian case) for the case p = d = 2 in [10].

Here are the main contributions of this paper:

e In the Gaussian case we improve on [19, 23, 20] by obtaining the optimal prefactors.
Moreover, we are able to treat (this time only at the level of scaling laws) also the
case p > d where no conjecture was even made. A surprising feature of this regime
is that the extra logarithmic in dimension d = 2 disappears, see Remark 1.8.

e We cover a large family of radial densities thus proving that there is nothing special
about the Gaussian measure. In particular [19, 20] strongly relies on the properties
of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group while [10] used crucially the tensorization
properties of the Gaussian measure. Notice that for ¢ < 1, measures satisfying (1.5)
cannot be log-concave (see also Remark 8.3) which shows that also this natural
property is not essential. While this goes beyond the scope of this paper, it suggests
that for p < d, Theorem 1.6 should hold in the much larger class of densities
satisfying [pa p1*§ < 0.
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e We show that obtaining (sharp) lower bounds in the matching problem is much
easier than obtaining the corresponding upper bounds, see Remark 1.10. In par-
ticular we include in Appendix A a short proof of the convergence of the boundary
transport problem in the case of the uniform measure on the cube as well as the
lower bound on bounded sets. The main new ingredient is the elementary estimate
(2.7) of Lemma 2.5.

e For the upper bound we use a general subadditivity property of the Wasserstein
distance, see Lemma 2.2. This goes beyond the classical application of subadditiv-
ity in the context of matching problems where usually the measures are required
to have disjoint support, see also the discussion below.

Asin [6, 16, 2, 10, 17, 21], see also [5, 12] in the case p < d/2, our proof, which we now
sketch, relies on subadditivity /superadditivity arguments. We focus on the case d > 3 to
simplify the notation. The idea is to subdivide R? in cubes Q; = 2z; + (0, h;)? for h; > 0
and z; € R%. Assuming for a moment that for every j (which of course is never the case),

1n(Q;) = np(Q;), (1.10)
we can write by subadditivity (see (2.3) for the notation Wg),

Wh(pnsnp) < WE (s np)-
J
Now provided V' does not oscillate too much on Q) i.e.
hjsup |VV| = hj|z|97 " < 1, (1.11)
Qj
we may consider that in each @; the points X; follow a uniform distribution. Finally,
provided there are in expectation many points in each of the cubes i.e.

Elun(Q;)] = np(Q;) ~ nh;lp(zj') > 1, (1.12)

we can use the definition of €, 4 to infer

E (W5 ()] < (14 0(1)8palt (np(Q)) 5 = (1 + 0(1))Ean' 5 /Q !

This estimate is then summed over all cubes satisfying (1.11) and (1.12). Let R, :=

max |z;| and set h = R, % so that (1.11) is almost satisfied. From (1.12) we see that we
must impose

als

nRU=D exp —V(R,) > 1.
This motivates the choice of R,, as the unique solution to
V(R,) + d(q — 1)log R, = logn. (1.13)
Notice that with this definition, we have
R, ~ (log n)é
Since (see Remark 1.4 and the computation (4.14))

/ p'”
Bg,,
Rd
+]lp:d7n/

= o(n))m | 1y< 1=
(1+o(n)) ( o]0 e

we can then conclude the proof of (1.8) and (1.9).

nt

s
s

s

V(R,x
(1 - ﬂd:2ﬁ> + C]lp>d>

o
2

Remark 1.8. In the case d = 2 < p, the integral fBR ot
where in each cube @; the number of points is of order one. This explains why there is
no additional logarithms with respect to the case d > 3.

concentrates around 0Bpg,
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One simple but important observation of this work is that the sketch of proof above can
be made rigorous for the lower bound without many changes, see Section 3. Indeed, for
the boundary functional we do not need to impose condition (1.10) and can locally modify
the mass thanks to Lemma 2.5. This leads to much simpler proofs than in earlier works
on the subject where the boundary and standard Wasserstein distances were treated in a
similar way, see [2, 17, 10]. While this is mostly of esthetical nature in the case p < d,
it turns out to be an important observation to treat the case p > d, see Remark 1.10 below.

For the proof of the upper bound, many changes need to be made to the sketch of proof
above. First, as already understood in [19], in order to hope for (1.11) and (1.12) to hold
we need to truncate the measure p on the ball Bg,. While the construction of [19] works
for p < d (and also for p = d = 2 thanks to the extra logarithm, see [10]), it yields a
transport cost which is too large for p > d. As alternative we essentially project the points
outside Bpg, on 0Bpg, , see Lemma 5.1. In particular, this truncation imposes the choice

V(R,) + alog R, = Blogn
where (compare with (1.13))

=0 ifp<d
4 1 — — 1 fd e
5 € (5,1 %fp<d and N € (dlg—1),2¢+d(g—1)) ?fp d=2 (1.14)
=1 if p>d €(dlg—1),q+d(g-1) ifp=d=>3
=d(g—1) if p>d.

The second and most important modification is due to the condition (1.10). Following [16]
a way around it is to use triangle inequality and Young, see also Lemma 2.2 and write for
e €(0,1),

E[WE (in,np)] < (1+¢) EJJE [W& (“"’ lﬁgﬁ) g >]

C D ,U'n(Qj)
N R ZJ: p(Q;)
The first term, which we sometimes call the local term, may be estimated following now
exactly the sketch of proof while the difficulty is to prove that the second term, sometimes
called the global term, is negligible. Since the estimate of the global term is usually
delicate, see [2, 17, 21] and since we need to be very precise in particular for p > d, we
had to resolve to modify the partition in order to take advantage of the radial symmetry
of the measure'. A crucial requirement for the strategy to work is that all the elements
of the partition have the same shape so that the rates of convergence in Theorem A.1 are
uniform. To this aim we relax the condition of being a partition, see Lemma 2.2, and use
instead coverings by sets of the form

Agz =r{l<|z| <146 :& € Ds(2)}

Ig,p,np | |- (1.15)

where & = z/|x| and Dg(z) denotes the image through the exponential map on S~ of a
(d — 1)-dimensional cube on the tangent — the precise reason for such choice is technical,
since it is common in the literature to argue with cubes. The estimate of the corresponding
global term in Proposition 7.5 is divided into a radial, see Section 7.1 and an angular, see
Section 7.2, transport. While for most values of p and d the order of subdivision (first
radial and then angular or vice-versa) does not matter, for certain values it seems instead
crucial (see Remark 7.6).

ILet us point out that for ¢ < 1 there is anyway the issue that in order to satisfy (1.11) and (1.12) at
the same time it is not possible to take h = h; independent of Q;.
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Remark 1.9. Let us point out that a similar strategy for the upper bound was suggested
in [23] for the case p = d = 2.

Remark 1.10. In the case of the lower bound, one could argue as in the upper bound
and use triangle inequality together with Young to obtain the analog of (1.15). The main
difference would be the minus sign in front of the global term. Using that Wb < W, one
could then use the estimates for the upper bounds to conclude. This would however not
work when p > d since the local and the global terms are both of the order of 7,, see
Proposition 7.5.

2. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

2.1. Notation. We identify measures which are absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure with their density. Moreover, when integrating against the Lebesgue
measure, and when it is clear from the context, we omit both integration variables and the
measure in the integrals. We write || for the Lebesgue measure of a set Q. We write H*
for the Hausdorff measure of dimension k. We denote by M () the set of signed measures
on Q and by M™(Q) the set of the positive measures on €.
The notation A < B, which we use in output statements, means that there exists a
universal (meaning depending possibly on d and p) constant C' > 0 such that A < CB.
We write A <. B if the implicit constant depends on the parameter ¢. We write A ~ B
if A< Band B S A We denote by w(t) a rate function which may vary from line to line
such that lim; o w(t) = limoo w(t) = 0 We write w, to indicate that the rate function
also depends on .
For d > 2 we write S*~! = 0B for the unit sphere and denote by
1

o= W
the uniform probability measure on S*1. Moreover S¢~! is endowed with the (Riemann-
ian) spherical distance dga—1. We write S*! := S9! x O(d — 1), where O(d — 1) denotes
the orthogonal group on R, For z = (y,U) € S* ! where p € S* 1, U € O(d — 1), we
define

Hd_l L Sd—l

Ds(z) := exp, (U(=6/2, §/2)% 1) c si-1 (2.1)
where exp, denotes the exponential map at y. For z = (e1,1dg—1) we simply write Ds.
Notice that we are implicitly identifying the tangent at y with R?~!, which can is done
e.g. by viewing S*! as a submanifold of R¥~!. We also write & for the uniform (Haar)
probability measure on S.

2.2. The Wasserstein distance. For p, A € M*(R?) with u(R%) = A(RY), we define
the p—Wasserstein distance between p and A as

W2(p, A) := min {/ |z — y[Pdr(x,y)
Rd x R4

For a set ) we write

7T1=/1,,7T2:)\}. (2.2)

W, A) == WE(pLQ,ALQ). (2.3)
We recall the following classical consequence of the Benamou-Brenier formula, see e.g. [22]
or [16, Lemma 3.4].

Proposition 2.1. Let Q be an open set and p, A € MT(Q) be such that p(Q) = A\(Q). If
¢ is a solution of
Ap=p—XA inQ and Vo-v=0 on 09,
where v denotes the exterior normal to 02, then
vor

WP, A) S =

p ~
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We now state a simple subadditivity result for the Wasserstein distance whose proof is
immediate. It extends more classical subadditivity results to the case of coverings which
are not necessarily partitions. The last statement of the Lemma comes from combining
the second one with the property (a + b)P < (14 ¢)aP + Z57bP.

eP

Lemma 2.2. Let (E,E,() be a measure space and (pi, Az).cp a collection of measures on

Q such that (1(2) = X\,(2). Then

1@(4%&@%@&%@>SAWWMJJMA

In particular, for Q CR?, if (.).cg is a collection of Borel subsets of Q, such that
/ Ig.d¢(z) =1 A+ p—ae. and w(Q) = AQy) for ¢ a.e.z,
then :
WP < [ WE (u NC(:).

Therefore, letting k = p(Q)/A(Q) and k, = p(2:)/NQy), there exists ¢ = ¢(p,d) > 0
such that for every e € (0,1)

WE (u,5X) < (1+¢) /E WE (p, k:2X) d¢(2) + @%Wf,’ (/E /@z)\]lgzdg(z),m)\> . (24)

Remark 2.3. To recover classical applications of subadditivity, see e.g. [16, Lemma 3.1],
it is enough to apply the lemma with E finite and ¢ = ), . and obtain

W;I;) <Zﬂz,z)\z> < ng(ﬂza)\z)-

zeE zeE zeE

2.3. The boundary Wasserstein distance. For the lower bound we will use the bound-
ary Wasserstein distance, that has been defined in [13] between p and A measures on €2
not necessarily of the same mass. It is defined as

Wb, (1, A) := min {/ |z —y|Pdr(z,y)

QxQ
As for Wq we write for ' C Q,

WOh, (11, A) = Wb, (L ALY,
We recall that Wb is superadditive, see e.g. [2] or [5, Lemma 25].

m | Q = p, m2 [ = )\} . (2.5)

Lemma 2.4. Let Q C R? be an open set and let 1 C Q be pairwise disjoint open sets
then

WH (1, A) = S W (1 A). (2.6)
J

We conclude with a simple lemma which will allow us to adjust the densities when
working with Wb.

Lemma 2.5. Let Q be a bounded set. Then for every m,m’ > 0

[m —m'?

WP, (m,m’) < diam(Q)P (2.7)

max(m,m/)P~1’
Proof. Since Wb < Wbcony g where Conv 2 denotes the convex enveloppe of €2, we may
assume without loss of generality that €2 is convex. Let us first treat the one dimensonal
case. We may assume that Q = (0,L) for some L > 0 and m > m/. We then set for
x € (0,L),

T(z) := min <%x,L)
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so that T sends m1 1y on m'lg )+ (m —m')/Ldy, and is thus (Id x T)s(m1 1)) is an
admissible transport plan for ng(m, m’). We then compute

L L » L
Wk, (m,m') Sm/ ]T—x]p:m/ ‘—,—1‘ xp—i—m/ (L —x)P.
0 0 m mp

An elementary computation then yields the claimed
m'[P

Wiy (m,m') 5 o1

mp—1 (2'8)

Let us now conclude the proof in the case d > 2. For 2/ € R%~! let
Qp={teR: (t,2) € Q}

be the intersection of 2 with the line Re; +a’. Since  is convex this is a segment. Letting
Q= {2’ € R : Qu # 0} and for 2/ € Q,, 7, be an admissible transport plan for
Wby, ,(m,m’) we see that the plan defined by

/ ¢dm = / / C(x' +ter, o’ + seq)dmp (t, s)da’
axQ ! ﬁzlxﬁzl

is admissible for Wb, (m,m’) and thus

(2.8) —m/IP
Wb (m,m') < [ Wb, (m,m)da’ < / diam(Qx/)p“%
QO T ’
m —m/|P
< diam Q)P —
This concludes the proof of (2.7). O

3. PROOF OF THE LOWER BOUND

In this section we prove the lower bound part of Theorem 1.6. Let us recall the definition
(1.4) of 7, and (1.7) of £.

Proposition 3.1. Let (X;)$°, be i.i.d. random variables of law p. Setting i, == > ;- dx,,
we have for p < d,

1
liminf —E [W;’(un,np)] > P (/Rd p17§1p<d + ﬁ]lpd> (3.1)

n—0o T,
and for p > d,
E [W2(ttn, np)] 2 T (3.2)
Proof. Step 1. Let us first set some notation. For h > 0 and z € hZ? we denote
Q. =z + (0,h)%. For any Z C hZ?, we set
Ny = U,czQ.. (33)
Let € > 0 be fixed. We first claim that provided there exists m = m. large enough such
that for z € Z,
hV'(|z]) S e (3.4)
and
nhp(|z]) Ze exp(Cem) (3.5)
then

E W} (pin, np)]

> (1= w(e) - maxw(np(Q:))e"n' 1 / P E (1 + Tums(lognp(Q2))8). |

z€Z

3.6)
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Let us first prove the claim. To this aim we first use superadditivity, see Lemma 2.4, to
obtain

E [WE(pin,mp)] = > E [Wb’égz (un,np)] :
z€Z

Fix z € Z and set N := 11,(Q.). Let X; be i.i.d. random variables of law ) := plg. /p(Q.)
so that u, L @, has the same law as iy := Z@]L 5)22“ We thus have

E Wt (1, )| =B [E (W, (i, np)| N = k|| .

By (3.4), we can use either the Knothe map as in [6, Lemma 1] or [2, Proposition 2.4] (in
both cases the proof easily extend to general dimensions) to find a Lipschitz map T": @, —

@ such that Tﬁj\ = 1/|Q:| and such that LipT < 14 w(e). Letting pj, := Zle Op(x,) We
find for every k,

B (W, (nao)] 2 (1~ w(e)E W, (1, "55%0 )]

Using triangle inequality and (2.7) from Lemma 2.5, we find

/ k C k .
W o) = (=W, (b 7 ) = SV, <|Qz|’nfcf|)>

—wle / k |k nP(Qz)|p
2 (1= wle)Weo, (”’“|QZ|> 1@ T

Taking expectation and using the definition (1.3) of ¢”? (recall also the definition (1.1) of
1, we find

k —np(Q2)|”
(n (Qz))p’1 '

Taking the expectation over N and using that E[|N — np(Q.)?] < np(Q.)P/? (recall that
(3.5) holds and thus E[N] = np(Q.) > 1 provided m is large enough) we get

B (Wi i) 2 (1~ (6) — (k)P IQul B — (0. [F

_p
2

E W (1, mp)| = (1= w(e) = w(np(Q:)))em|Q: [ FE ] - = 1\@! (np(Q2))"
~ (1= () — wp(Q)) Q- F ) — g1l (mp(@2)'

D
er—1 ’
Recalling that

Mp(@.) = (10(Q2))'” (1 + La—a(log np(Q:))?)
we see that provided m is large enough (depending on €) we have

—_1(np(Qz))17

P
2

< nnp(Qz)
so that

E [WH, (n,1p)| 2 (1= w(e) = w(np(Q:))e" Q= Fnngic.

> (1 - w(e) - w(np(Q.)))en' / P (L + T (log(p(Q:)))

OF

[SlS]

)-

After summation this proves (3.6).

Step 2. We now consider separately the cases p < d, p=d and p > d.
Step 2.1. The case p < d. Let R > 0 be fixed, set

h = emin(1, R*~7) and Z :={z e hR? :|z| < R}.
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In this case (3.4) holds and
min(nhp(|z)) Zan  and  log(np(Q.)) > logn - C

so that (3.5) holds. Applying (3.6) we find (recall the definition (1.4) of 7,,)

s

B [WEmnnp)] > (1= (e) —wen(m)en, [ 175

Dividing by 7,, and sending n — oo we find

s

lim inf —E [W(n,1p)] > (1 - w(e)) /B P

n—0o T,

Sending € — 0 and R — oo concludes the proof of (3.1) in this case.

Step 2.2. In the case p = d we choose o > max(d(q —1),0) and set R,, to be the unique
solution to

V(R,) + alog R,, = logn.
We then set
h:=emin(l,R1"%) and Z:={zehZ? : Q.NBg, #0}.

By definition of h and (1.5), we see that (3.4) holds. Let us check that also (3.5) holds.
For this we see that for z € Z,

nhp(|z|) = nh%p(R,) = enmin(1, RY* =) exp(—V (R,)) = e min(1, R{1 )R>
so that by our choice of a we get that (3.5) holds and so that

mao(np(Q:)) = we(n).

By (3.6) and the fact that for d = 2,
S [ o5 1Qul| £ 9z]10g R S |Br, [ log By < 7,
ZGZ Qz
we have
B (W2 manp)] > (1= (@) =) [ (1+ Lacslog(np)
zZ

> (1 —w(e) — we(n))cP? : (1 + 14-91log(np)).

d
If d > 3, since 7, = (logn)a this concludes the proof of (3.1). If instead d = 2, we write

/BRn log(np) = /BRn (logn — V(z)) = R% logn/Bl (1 B V1(0};2x)>

concluding similarly the proof of (3.1).
Step 2.3. The case p > d. We finally choose R,, to be the unique solution to

V(R,) 4+ d(qg—1)log R, =logn (3.7)
and set for m > 1,
h:=eR."%  and Z :={z€hZ® : |z| € [R, — 4mh, R, — mh]}.
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Since for z € Z, |z| ~ R, as above (3.4) is easily seen to hold. Let us check that also (3.5)
is satisfied. For z € Z we have

nh?p(|z]) > nh?p(R, — mh) = nh® exp(=V (R, — mh))

Ry
—nexp(-V(Ee( [ Vi) e[ Vi)

Rp,—mh Rn,—mh
> exp(C(RI — (R, — mh)?)) > exp(Cme).

n

Ry

Thus (3.5) holds. Applying (3.6) yields

f
Qz

s
s

E [Wg(ﬂna TL[))] Ze n'~

Rn—2mh
>nl7i / A (r) 2 ! TR (R,
n—3mh
=t (1) V() ) REa00 o g
This proves (3.2). O

4. PROOF OF THE UPPER BOUND

4.1. The geometric setup. Motivated by the heuristics from the introduction, we set
r1 > 1 be arbitrarily chosen such that in [r1, 00), the function =% exp(—V (t)) is decreasing
and then for j > 1, set

rj= (1 + 5j)7“j_1 (4'1)
where for £ € (0,1),
5 i ifd=2andpe|[l,2) (4.2)
=€ :
! (logn)~! otherwise.

For the distinction between the cases see Remark 7.6 below. It is not hard to check that
in both cases r; — 00 as j — co. When §; = e(logn)~! we simply write ¢ for §;. Let R,
be the unique solution to

V(R,) + alog R, = Blogn (4.3)
where we recall that o and [ are defined in (1.14). Notice that by (1.5), we have

R, ~ (log n)é
Let j, be the first index such that

Tjn > Rn
We then set
Rn =T Qn = BRn, R;L =Th—1, and Q;L = BR;L. (4.4)
It is an elementary computation to check that
IR, — Rn| SeRLT and 8, ~e(logn) ™t ~eR, 1. (4.5)
We define the truncated probability density p, by
1—p(,)
=1l + ———=-21 ) p. 4.6
Pn < o, + PORA, Q\, | P (4.6)

(4.5

4.
Let us observe that since (R, — R,)R4™" = §;, RY %) g, (1.11) is satisfied and thus

A G DU o S U N



12 E. CAGLIOTI, M. GOLDMAN, F. PIERONI, AND D. TREVISAN

For 0 <7 < R< o0, z€ S% ! and 6 > 0, we define the set (recall the definition (2.1) of
Ds(2))

Ay ={r<|zl <R : i€ Ds(2)} (4.8)
where & = 2/|z|. When 6 > 27 so that Ds(z) = ST!, we simply write
Ango={r <|z[ < R} = AZ3. (4.9)
Finally for z € S* ! and 2 < j < j,, we define the quasi-cylindrical domains
A: =AY ={reRY:r <[ <1+ 8)rjo1 and @€ Ds(2)}.  (4.10)

4.2. The upper bound. In this section we prove the upper bound part of Theorem 1.6.
We recall the definition (1.4) of 7,, and (1.7) of ¢.

Proposition 4.1. Let (X;)°; be i.i.d. random variables of law p. Setting pu, == > dx,,
we have for p < d,

1 -
limsup —E [WP (un, np)] < Cpa (/ Pt Lyca + E]lpd> (4.11)
Rd

n—oco Tn
and for p > d,
E [W2(pin,np)| < 7. (4.12)

Proof. Let T be the optimal transport map for Wy (p, pn). Let X; = T(X;) and then
fin = Typrn = Z?:l 0% . Notice that XZ are i.i.d. random variables with law p, and
fin LY = iy L, (recall (4.4)). Since

E[Wg(ﬂm fin)] < nt(Pa Pn),
we have by triangle inequality and Young that for e € (0, 1),

) C
E[Wp(pn,np)] <= (1 + €)EW (fin, npn)] + =1 Wy (p, pn)-

Since nW} (p, pn) = o(m) + 1p>4O(7,) by Lemma 5.1, we are only left with estimating
E[WH (i, npy)]. To this aim, we set
ﬂn(Bh) ﬂ"(AJz)

and K = .
pn(Br,) ! Pn(Aj)

Using the subadditivity inequality (2.4) from Lemma 2.2 on F = N x S%1 with

In ~
1, ®do(z - ~
¢ = E ]57“, where &, = /gd—l lpéj(z)(el)da(z)

j=1 J

(4.13)

K1 ‘=

and
M.:=B,, and Q;,:= A; for j > 2
we find

E[W (in npn)] < (14 ) | EIWE, (in, m100)] +ZJ] /S E[W. (i 15 pn)}d5 (2)

C
+ Ep—flE WI? Kl]lBrllOn"'Z 0_] /Sd ) Ky ]lAandU( ) npn

Let us first consider the case p < d. In this case, applylng (6.5) from Proposition 6.2 and
(7.17) from Proposition 7.5 we obtain (recall the definition (1.1) of n,

y4
N _ 1-2 lognp, \ 2
BV s )] < (14 (e) + () Syt | i <1+1d:2( B ) >+oe<m>.

ogn
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Using that for p < d,

1-2 logn
nn/ Pn d (1 4+ 1g—o < lg pn)
. ogn

this concludes the proof of (4.11) sending first n — oo and then € — 0.
In the case p > d, we use (6.6) from Proposition 6.2 and (7.17) from Proposition 7.5 to

[SIS]

) < (1+we(n))m, /]Rd p1_§(1p<d —|—Z]lp:d)

obtain
_p
E[WE (fin, npn)] Se n' / P
Since
1_2/ 1-2 Lz /Rn L
n d pn 2577, d r p(r) d
Qn 0
—pla 1-5 fin d—1 _ (P _ fin /
=ndp(Rn) " | T exp 1 V/(t)dt ) dr
0 d .
(1.5) s

Ry
=~ (np(Rn))lz/O rLexp (~C(RY — ) dr =~ Ry U (np(Ry)) "4 = 7, (4.14)

this concludes the proof of (4.12). O

5. COST OF THE CUT-OFF

In this section we estimate the distance between p and p,,. We recall the definition (1.4)
of 7,.

Lemma 5.1. Let p, be the probability measure defined in (4.6). We have

nWh(p, pn) = o(Ts) + 1p=aO(7). (5.1)
Proof. By subadditivity,
1—p(S2,)
pr’pn SWp<]]- /cp,in]].n rp.
p( ) P (@7) p(2,\Q) Qn\Y,
Let
_ /
— 1 p(Qn) er—l LaQIn

Pn = 1T (o0
Then by triangle inequality,

1—p(2) . 1= p(,)
— / < WP (Lo e n %4 ) — / .

We now estimate both terms separately using that since all the measures involved are
radially symmetric, so are the optimal transport maps. For the first term we have

Wy (1@;)%

(4.5)

[ee] o0
W (Lagyen i) S [ R = ooy 5 [ R =),

We then estimate

o0

/ |R,, — r]prd_lp(r)dr = exp(—V(Rn))/ |Ry, — r\prd_l exp (—/ V’(t)dt) dr
Rn n

< p(Ba) [ R = 11T exp(-C0 — RY)) S RETPI0p(R, ),

n

n
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For the second term we may brutally estimate the transport distance by R, — R), =

d;, Ry, (recall (4.1)) so that

o[ A (Q, ) < /' \p / (4<5) p(1—q) > d—1
Wi { Pn; mﬂm\ﬁ' S (65, R,)P(1—p()) < Rp " p(r)
< RA—atr(=a) (R ).
Recalling the definition (1.14) of «, 5 as well as (4.3) and (4 5), we thus conclude that
d

YT TP i p < d
nWE(p, pn) S nRECPIDp(R,) < <1ogn>%—p“ T ifp=d
)
)

&

(logn ( ‘;> if p > d.

Recalling the definition (1.4) of 7,, and the range (1.14) of « in the case p = d we conclude
the proof of (5.1).
O

6. THE LOCAL TERMS
For 7,6 > 0 we set (recall the definition (2.1) of Dy)
A :=r{1<|z| <140 : &€ Ds}

where & = z/|z|. Recall the definitions (1.2) of €,4 and (1.3) of c”? as well as the
definition (1.1) of 7,. Our main buiding block is a variant of Theorem A.1 with a more
explicit dependence on the parameters. Let us however stress that the main point in
Proposition 6.1 is that A% is almost isometric to a cube while the difficulty in Theorem
A.1is to cover arbitrary domains.

Proposition 6.1. There exists w : RT — RT with limy_,ow(t) = limy_, w(t) = 0 with
the following property. Let r > 1, § € (0,1) and X\ be a Lipschitz continuous probability
density on A such that

Ird <1,

where £ := ||\||Lip|A%|. For everyn > 2, if (X;)?_, are i.i.d. random variables on A with
law X, denoting p, = Y i, dx,, we have

E[ng(,un,n)\)] < (I 4+wlrd) +w(d) +w(n))Cp.anm /A5 Ad, (6.1)

T

Proof. Setting \.(z) := r?\(rz) we see by scaling that it is enough to prove (6.1) with
r = 1. To lighten notation we set A® := A‘ls. The map

®: Ds x (0,0) — RY, (z,8) = (1 +s)ze A°

satisfies |[V® — Idga|| < 0. Moreover, by the very definition of Dy, the exponential map
on S provides a diffeomorphism

eXPe, : (—=6/2,6/2)1 C R — D
such that ||V exp,, —Idga| <. Letting
Cs := (=0/2,6/2)""" x (0,4),
it follows that the map F : A% — Cj defined through
F Yy, s) = ®(expe, (y),8) = (1+ 5) expe, (1)
is a diffeomorphism. Moreover, it satisfies

IVE —Idgallos + | V?Fllos S 8
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and the same estimate also holds for F~!. In particular
(|A5| - |05|( g/ 11— det VF~Y| < 6[C5). (6.2)
Cs
Now we define
A= FxA and fln = Fypiy.

Notice that fi, = Y i, d ¢ where X; = F(X;) are i.i.d. random variables of law . We
have

(= \LiplCs| S €+ and
EWR; (s nA)] < | FH T EIWE, (jins nA)] < (1 + COHEWE, (i, n)]. (6.3)

We then set for z € O, N (z) = A(6z)6% and ul, = 21", dx7 where X = 61X, are iid.
random variables of law ). By scaling we have

= |[N|uiplC1| = 60 < 60+ 6> and  E[WZ, (jin,nA)] = PE[WE (1, nX)]. (6.4)

Since C is a cube, we can use either the Knothe map as in [6, Lemma 1] or [2, Proposition
2.4] to obtain a map T transporting A on the uniform measure on C; with

I l[Lips 1T~ |Lip < 1+ O(E).
Arguing exactly as above and setting fi, = > . or(xry (so that T(X]) ae iid. uni-
formly distributed in C7), we find using the definition of 7,

E[WZ, (!, nX)] < (1 + O(¢))E [ng (u %)} < (14 w(t') + w(n))Epam|Cr%.
1
Combining this with (6.3), (6.4) and (6.2), we obtain
E[W? s (tn, nN)] < (1 4+ w(60) + w(8) + w(n))p,amn| A°|4.

Using that \|A?] is /—Lipschitz continuous, we can replace |A%[P/¢ by Sns M=P/d ot a cost
of order w(d¢) in the previous inequality thus concluding the proof of (6.1). O

We recall the following notation from the proof of Proposition 4.1. For X; i.id. with
common law p,, we set fi, :=> ;0 %, and then

~ An AZ
_ n(Br) and o= (85)

a Pn(Bry) ! pn(Aj).
Proposition 6.2. We have for p <d

E[WE, (fns 51pn) +ZJ /Sdl WR: (in. 5 0))d5 (2)
J

< (14 we) + w) Sy [ o1 (1 T las (ljigg") ) (6.5)

n

and for p > d

Jn
R 1 L N 0
E(WS, (s k1pa)] + 3 = /S E[WE (i, 15 p0)1d5(2) Se 1~ /Q i (66)
J - n

&
Jj=2
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Proof. We set
ny = ﬂn(Brl) and njz = ,an(Aj)

In B,, we use Theorem A.2 to obtain

EIVE,, Gons w1n)] = BWE,, (s m1—)]

<E |(1+w(m)) ("—)) (1+ ndzaogm)’%)] Cpd /B pn 1.

p(Br, -

Since nq is a binomial random variable with exponential concentration around its expec-
tation E[n;] = np(B,,),

s

N _ 1—
BWE,, in: )] < (L4 00y [
1

_» 1-2 »
<(1 +w(n))6p7dn1 a / Pn @ (1 + 1g—2(log npn)g) . (6.7)
Br,
We now consider a fixed set A%. Since A? := p,,/pn(A%) is Lipschitz continous in A% with
~1
6 = 1% ipl AF| S sup [VV] < 7
i

we find
(4.2)&(4.5)
Grio; Sris; S e (6.8)

We may thus apply (6.1) from Proposition 6.1 and obtain
<

E[ng (fin ﬁjpn)]

s

n:>1 /zp,ll.

J

=\ 14 .
CpdE | (14 w(e) +w(n3)) <pn?jAz)> (1+ Tg=2(log(1+mn3))2)

We now observe that njz is a binomial random variable with

(4.2)
B3] = npn(A2) = npu(ry)(rjé)? 2. np(Ra) RO, (6.9)
From (4.5) and (4.3) we get (recall the definition (1.14) of o and )
n'=P(log n)g(lfq) ifp<d
np(Rp) R4 ~ (log n)%(afd(qfl)) ifp=d
1 if p>d.

We now argue separately in the cases p < d and p > d. The case d = 2 requires a little
more care so we first consider the case d > 3. Since p < d, we have lim,,_, inf; . E[nj] = o0
and by the good concentration properties of binomial random variables we have

p

= \17a
J

s

n?>1| < (1+we)+w(n))n'™

This proves that for p <d,

als

N _ — 1-5
EWE (in, 5500)] < (1 + () + )5 [ 1 7F. (6.10)
Az

J
After summation and integration, combining (6.7) and (6.10) concludes the proof of (6.5).
When p < d = 2, since np, (A7) = C.n'=# for A% close to Bp, we need to be a bit

more careful. Letting R, := loglogn (this choice is somewhat arbitrary) we have for



SUBADDITIVITY AND OPTIMAL MATCHING OF UNBOUNDED SAMPLES 17

A% C By, log(npn(A3)) = (1 +w:(n))logn while for AZN Ap r, F () (recall definition
(4.9)), log(npn(A%)) = O:(log n) so that the same argument as above gives

E[W ,Unﬂ'flpn + Z O St WAz (MNNKL]pn)]dU( )
J
_ _p p 1-£ 1-z
< (14 w(e) +wn) gpan' Fogm? [ [ o F +c on
Bg, Ay, R

1-2 1-Z p

< (I+w(e) +wn)Cpan 2 [ pn *(lognpn)Z.
Qn

Thus (6.5) also holds in this case. If p = d = 2 we have

E[Wij (Iana ﬁjpn)] < Ep,d(1 + w(a) + w5(n)) /AZ log(npn]Aj\).

J

Since it is readily checked that
Jn 1
S o [ 185 1085 1d () = olm),
= 0'] St

after summation we conclude again the proof of (6.5).

In the case p > d, since inf; . E[n?] 2. 1, we can still conclude that

z

1-§
E [(1+w(e) +w(nj)) (%) (1+ 1g—2(log(1 + nj))g)

z
nj21

e n' 71+ Taa(log(1 + npa(AZ)))2).

~

Therefore

o z -5 z 5 1-5
E[WR: (i, #5pn)] Se '~ (1 + Laza(log(1 + npn(45)))?) / o (6.11)
J

In the case d > 2, after summation and integration, combining (6.7) and (6.11) con-
cludes the proof of (6.6). We are left with the case p > d = 2. Using that p,(A%) ~.

p(rj)r?(log n)~¢ we have

AN v .
D5 [, st noaa® [ v Rasta

_P
§5/ log 1+n<H> Pn pylz e
Q,\Br, logn

Before starting the estimate let us recall that by (4.14)

1—
[
Qp

als

~. p(R,)"" 4RI, (6.12)
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We first estimate in Bp, 2\ By,

_P
/ <log <1 +n 1 ) ,0 4 < (log n)ﬁ/ pt
Bry, /2\Bry og n Br,, /2

< (log )5 R~ 1p(Ry /2)' "1 S p(Ra)' =8 R ((logn)# exp(—CRY,))

(6.12) 1—
< / Pn

s

als

Here we used that by (1.5), we have for some C' > 0,

In Q,\Bpg, /2 we use that since n (|z|/log n)? pn . 1 we have for some 0 < ¢, < 1,

d d
x x _
(1 +n <1(|)g|n> ,on) <1+4c:log <n <lc|)g|n> ,on) <1+ ¢ log(nRM=9p,).

Since nRA! ™7 p(R,) ~ 1 we can write

nRI-0, () =, L0 (R - V).

pn(Rn)
Thus
d £
|z| 1-7 p 1-2
/ <log <1+n<1 ) pn)) pn 55/ (I+(V(Ryp) = V(2)))2pn *
n\BR,, /2 ogn Qn\Br,, /2
(1.5) R 2 b
<R[ e - it S Rk ()
Rn/2

In conclusion we find

|| d > 1-2 1-2
/ log 1+n<1 ) Pn pndsa/ pn .
Qn\Br, ogn Qn

Since by (6.12) again,
1—-2 1-2
(logn)g/ pn @ <</ pn 4,
B Qp

1
this concludes the proof of (6.6) also in the case d = 2. O
7. THE GLOBAL TERMS

7.1. The main radial estimates.

Definition 7.1. Let v € R. We say that a probability distribution A on (0, R) is of type
7 if there exist R € [0, R] such that there exist C'y positive with

/T A< CorX(r) for r € (0, R) (7.1)
0
and "

/ A< CLrTA(r) for r € (R, R). (7.2)

We write A <L B if there is a constant C' > 0 depending only on p, d,~v and Cy such that
A< CB.
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We now prove two very similar result. It should be possible to combine them in a single
statement but we decided for clarity to keep them separate.

Proposition 7.2. Let \ be of type v and assume that (0, R) = (0, R)U [R,R) = Io U I;.
Forn € N, let (n;)icq0,1y be a multinomial distribution of parameters (nA(1;))icqo1) and
set ki = n;/AN(I;). Assume that

nA(L;) >1 fori=0,1. (7.3)
Then,

Zmn,,m 5<RPA(IO)15+)\(11)5 /1 rvpx(r)>. (7.4)

Proof. Let ¢ be the solution to

(b” = Z(’%Z - n))‘]lfiv ¢,(O) - (b,(R) =0

i

we then have by Proposition 2.1,

R
1
WE M) S0l [ o

4P
We claim that

2 [ GBI et A, (75)

’I’Lo—n)\(I(]) /T)\ (21)
A(Lo) 0

E[|¢/(r)P] S2 n2A(Io) "2 rPA(r)P.
After integration this yields

We write for r € Iy,

¢/ (r)] =

so that using (7.3) we get

R R
1 _
i [P Se ntEAT) R / A <o nl B RPA(I) .
0
This proves (7.5). We now claim that

e e O] (7.6)

Let r € I; = [R, R). We write
" —nA(L)
/ (’fl —’I’L))\‘ ‘711 n)\ 1 ‘ / A\

P R P (72) P P
E[l6/P] <o nSA(L)3 (/ A) < nEAL) T EPAP.

After integration this proves (7.6). Combining (7.5) and (7.6) together proves (7.4). [

| (r)] =

Therefore, using (7.3) we get

We now prove a second version of this estimate when (R, R) is decomposed into sub-
intervals.
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Proposition 7.3. Let \ be of type v with A = 0 on (0, R). Assume that (R, R) = UI;
where I; are disjoint intervals indexed in increasing order. For n € N, let (n;); be a
multinomial distribution of parameters (nA(I;)); and set k; = n;/A\(I;). Assume that for
some € > 0,

nA(l;) > ¢ for every i > 1. (7.7)
Assume moreover that r — rY\(r) is decreasing in each I;. Then,
R
BWH(Y ridpnd)) SeentE [0 Ear (7.9
~ R
K3

Proof. As above we consider ¢ the solution to
¢" = Z(Hi —n)Alp, ¢'(R) = ¢'(R) =0
so that as above,

R
_ 1
BWE(S rids )] S 7 [ Bl

Let r € I; = (r;—1,7;) for some i > 1. We write
r; R
¢ (r) = —/ (ki —n)A\ — / Z(nj —n)A. (7.9)
" "o g>i

Regarding the first term we have

/r”(m - n))\' = % / .

For the second term we observe that

R
A SEIIED SEAICERO R D ORH I DIPVA) Bt

>t 7> 7> 7>

where n = > j>iny and LN = (ri, R) = Ujs;I; so that > =i ML) = M(I;7). Observe that

+

nj is a binomial random variable of parameters (n, A(I;})). Plugging this into (7.9) we

find thanks to (7.7),
T4 p
E[6/"] < Elln: — nA(I)P) + Ellnf — nAI)P) <. nb ML) ( / A) +EA(TE.
Using that

L)~

woks
N
%\
>
N—
S
IN
N
%\
>
N—
I
N
=
S~
+
S~—
ks

this simplifies to

7.2 Y
Bl6P] < AT Sa bl EAG)
where in the last inequality we used that r — 77 A(r) is decreasing in I;. After integration
this gives
S| p (B »
W [ GBI SeentE [
R AP! ’ R

concluding the proof of (7.8). O

(SIS
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7.2. The main angular estimate. Recalling the definition (4.8) of Af’f% we set A% =
8
AL
Proposition 7.4. Let A\ be a radially symmetric probability density on R?, n € N and
5 € (0,7]. Let

M, ::/ |z|Pd\  and &5 :=/ Lpy(z)(e1)da(2).
Rd gd_l

For (X;)_y i.i.d. random variables of law X, let p, := > | 0x, and for z € Sd-1

. (M)
z A(AZ,(S) .
Then, it holds (recall the definition (1.1) of n,)
1
E [Wg <T/ /fz]lAz,é)\d&(Z),ﬂ)\)} < M, 21, (7.10)
g§ JSd—1

Proof. We use polar coordinates to write for » > 0 and z = (y,U) € Sa-1,
)\(Ty) - )‘rad(r)dr ® dO’(y)
Noticing that for 3’ € S it holds 1 ,-s(ry’) = 1p,2)(y'), we can write

(5 [, 5105 () = Nalr)r 005 o)

0d

where
1

/ / ~
v = k1 do(z).
W)= = [ ey 05 ()
If Tong is the optimal transport map between no and vo (for the Euclidean cost in RY),
we may use T'(ry) := rTung(y) as a competitor to estimate

1 00
W]? <_ / Ky ]lAz,(S)\d&(Z)a n)\) S / / ’T(?”y) — ry’p)\rad(r)drnd(f(y)
§d—1 0 sd—1

o)
o
= / Tp)\rad(r)dr/ |Tang(y) - y|pnd0'(y)
0 i1
= M,W} (vo,no) < MyW&,_, (vo,no) (7.11)
where with a slight abuse of notation we write Wé’ ., for the Wasserstein distance on

the sphere with respect to the geodesic distance dgs—1. Let now X; := X;/|X;| be the
projections of X; on the sphere. Since A is radially symmetric, X; are i.i.d. uniformly
distributed on S ! i.e. their common law is . If i, == > 1, d%,, using that AA9) = G,

we have

fin(Ds(2))
Ky = ——2~, 7.12
o(Ds) (7.12)
We define the Markov kernel ks on S41 x S%1 as
= . .1
totany) i= [ AT () (7.13)

Given a measure p on S%~!, we then define Kj() as the measure on S%~! whose density
with respect to o is [gu_1 ks(x,-)dp, ie.

Ksln)(B) = [ 16@) [ ks(og)aut)doa). (7.14)

In particular, by (7.12) we have
vo = Ks (fiy) and no = Ks(no). (7.15)
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For z,y € S¥1, let n,(z) := ks(x,y). We claim (and will prove below) that for every
v,y € S41 we have (identifying 1,0 with 7,)

Wéjdfl(ﬁy,ﬁy') < dgdfl(y?y,)‘ (7-16)
Postponing the proof of (7.16) we now estimate W¢, , (Ks(jin), Ks(no)). Let @ be an
optimal transport plan for Wé’d,l(ﬂn,na) and for y,7y/ € S%°1, let Ty be an optimal

transport plan for Wé’d,l(ny,ny/) we define the transport plan 7 by its action on ( €
COST1 x s¢=1y:

/ C(,2')dn(z,a') = / [ / <<x,x'>dwy,yf<w,w'>] a7 (y. ).
§d—1ygd—1 §d—1xSd—1 | Jgd—1ygd—1

Let us prove that the first marginal of 7 is Ks(fi,,). Indeed, for every ¢ € CO(S%1), we
have

/Sd—led—l C(:U)dw(x,x') B /sd—l x§d—1 [/gdﬂxgd_l C(:E)dﬂ'%y/ (x’xl)} dﬁ(yayl)

[ cem@aso)] s = [ e o] dint)
~ [ c@ari)a).
Similarly the second marginal of 7 is Ks5(no). Therefore,

W2,y (K (fin) . K5 (no)

= éd 1ywgd—1 [éd 1ysd 1d§d1(x7x,)dﬂy7y’(x7x,)] dﬁ(%y,)
—1y§d— —1ygd—

B /Sd 1y§d—1 Wg‘i—l(nymy’)dﬁ(%y/)
1 yegd—

(7.16) . . .

< /Sd o g (4,9)d7 (y, )
sl

= Wé)dfl (fin,n0) .

Combining this with (7.11), (7.15) together with the scaling of the optimal matching
problem on the sphere, see e.g. [19, Section 4], we conclude that

1 - . _
E [W;’ <6_] /gd—1 Kz]lAz,(S)\dO'(Z),n)\>:| S ME W2 (fin,no)] < M, Pt

Therefore in order to conclude the proof of (7.10) we are left with the proof of (7.16). Let
v,y € S9! and let II be the two-dimensional plane containing the great circle of S?~!
containing y and y’. We then let Ry be the rotation of angle 6 € (0, 7] such that Ry = Id
on IT+ and Ry(y) = 3 so that dsa—1(y,%') = 6. Since Ry is an isometry of S, it induces
an orthogonal transformation Uy between the tangents at y and v/, i.e., we can write

Ry (Ds(y,U)) = Ds(y', UpU)
Since in the definition of ny(x) = ks(x,y) we integrate (also) with respect to the Haar
measure on O(d — 1), which is left invariant, we have that (Rg)sn, = n,s. Finally, for every
x € S if r < 1is the radius of the circle given by the intersection between S*~! and the
plane parallel to II containing = we have
de71(.%', R,g(.%’)) < ro < de—l (y, y')
so that

Wpdﬂ(ny,ny’) < - dgdfl(%Re(ﬂ?))??y@)dU@) < dgdﬂ(yay/)-
S §d—1
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This concludes the proof of (7.16). O

7.3. Estimate of the global terms. We may now estimate the global cost. Let us recall
that if g, = > ", 55(1_ with X; i.i.d. random variables with law p,, we have set in (4.13)
(recall the definition (4.10) of A%),

A~ B o AZ
K1 1= M and /f;‘f = fin i)
pn(Brl) pn(A])
We recall also the definition (1.4) of 7,.
Proposition 7.5. We have
E |w? mﬂgnpﬁzg / K18 pud(2), 1 | | = 02(70) + 1y=aOclr). (717)
J

Proof. Step 1. We first separate the ball B,, from the annulus A := A, g, (recall (4.9)).
We set

ng = (A and then k4 =
finl4) pn(A)

and estimate thanks to triangle inequality and subadditivity,

W; lil]lBrlpn—i-ZO_] /Sd 1/<; ]lAzpndO'( ) NnPn
S WE (k1lB,, pn + £alapn, npy)

+ wh Za /Sd 5 j1azpndo(2), kapn | - (7.18)
j

To estimate the first term we use Proposition 7.2 with A(r) = 79! p,,(r), which is of type
v=1-=gq, ng = fin(By) and ny = n4 so that

nA(L;) 2 n > 1.

By (7.4),

2
2

E [Wg (/@1 ]lBT1 pn + mAlApn,npn)] <cn = 0:(Tp)- (7.19)

In the next two steps we estimate the second right-hand side term in (7.18). We claim
that

E |W% Z / K5 1azpndG(2), kapn | | = 0c(Tn) + 1p>aOc(n)- (7.20)
O'] §d—1

Combined with (7.18) and (7.19), this would conclude the proof of (7.17).

Step 2. The case d > 3 or d = 2 and p > 2. Let us recall that by (4.2), §; = ¢ for

every j > 2 in this case. Set & := 6; = [sa1 L py(»)(e1)dd(z). Here, we first apply the
angular estimate from Proposition 7.4 to pass from A to the angular sectors A* := AiléRn
and then decompose each angular sector using the radial estimate from Proposition 7.3.

We thus define
Ny
n, = fin(A® and then Ky 1= . 7.21
(A% P (A7) (721)




24 E. CAGLIOTI, M. GOLDMAN, F. PIERONI, AND D. TREVISAN

Using triangle inequality we estimate

In
1 5 1 N
i 2o L, ri1aspudae) mapn | S W5 (— L. nznAzpnddz),wn)

g

Jn
L 1
p ~ ~
+ Wy jZ; p /gd_1 K5 Lazpndo(z), = /gd_1 ko lpzpada(2) | . (7.22)

Step 2.1. To estimate the first term in (7.22), we apply Proposition 7.4 with A =
(pn/pn(A))14 and n = na (notice that E[ns] = np,(A) ~ n and in this case M, < 1) to
get

1
E [Wﬁ <—ﬁ Ky lpzpndo(z), KAPn)}
g §d—1
< Elnal' ™71 14 + Elna)' ™31 + (log E[na]) £ 1a_s]
<t D o(r,). (7.23)

~

Step 2.2. To estimate the second term in (7.22), we first notice that for every z € S,

Z K2 pn(AZ)

J

(4.13) ., (7.21) .
=" n(A%) =" Kopn(AF)

so that we may apply Lemma 2.2 and get

Jn
1 ~ 1 )
Wi Z_/~ I‘@'?]].A;pnda(Z), —/ I{z]]_AzpndO'(z)
=2 0 J§d-1 §d—1

o
1 Jn
p z ~
<5 L WA ;njh;pn,nzpn dé(z). (7.24)
Fix z € S* 1. Let
I:=(r1,Ry), I = (rj_1,715) (7.25)
and then
g "
A(r) = L, (1)1, n; = fin(A5), and Kj = 7.26
(r) o (r) j (A7) =N (7.26)

?)
1), we have

A
By (4.13) and (7.2

6njrd*1pn(r) = KjA(T) and Gk (1) = nA(r)

so that by radial symmetry of p,,
Jn Jn
W/z\)z Zlﬁ?lA;Pn,f{an = Wg ZK/_]‘]]'I]'A7TLZA
j=2 =2

Let us notice that n, is a binomial random variable with
E[n.] = npn(A%) ~ né? > 1
so that with overwhelming probability, n, > np,(A*)/2. In that event, for every j € [2, j,],

(6.9)
nzA(lj) 2 npn(AJZ‘) Ze 1.
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Therefore, since A is easily seen to be of type v = 1 — ¢ with constants depending only
on ¢ and since when conditioned on n., (n;);cp2,;, are multinomial with parameters
(n2A(I))je2,5,), we may apply Proposition 7.3 to get by definition (7.26) of A,

Jn

_p p(l1—q) _p
E |WP, Zﬁle;ﬂn,f@an SeE[nz]l 2/17“ 7 A(r)t Sdr
=2
1 if p < 2
< (dH'E {14+ R 4 1y—slog R,  ifp=2

(R#q_Qp(Rn))l_iRi(l 9 otherwise.

Plugging this back into (7.24) we find

S

Jn
1 ~ 1 .
E | W} Z P /gd_1 w51 az pndo(2), p /n;m K21z ppda(z)
=2

1 if p<2
1+ R4 1,00l0gR, ifp=2  (7.27)
(Rg+q72p(Rn))17%Ri(17q) otherwise.

Let us check that for d > 3 or p > d, the right-hand side is 0.(75,) 4+ 1y>4O¢ (7). Combining
this with (7.22) and (7.23) would prove (7. 20) 1n thls case. If 1 < p <2 < d, since § is

logarithmically small in n and n' —i = = 7, > n'"2, the statement is clear. If p = d = 2,

the right-hand side of (7.27) is of the order of

(logn)(1+ (log n)%_1 +loglogn) < (log n)1+§ =T,

We may thus focus on the case p > 2. Recalling that § ~ eR,?, (4.5) and the definition
(1.14) of v, B, there exists v € R such that the right-hand side of (7.27) is of the order of

(log n)Yn~(1=A(5-1) if2<p<d
RO (R np(Ry))' 8 5§ (logm)s DG i — > 8
(log n)d_l_p(l_%) if p>d.

Using that when 2 < p < d, f < 1 and for p = d, @ > d(q — 1), and recalling the definition
(1.4) of 7, the claim follows.

Step 3. We finally consider the case d = 2 and p < 2. In this case we will first split the
annulus A into the annuli 4; := A and then split each annulus into the corresponding
Aj. We introduce the notation

Ti—1,T;

nj = fin(A;) and then KA, = —F . (7.28)

By triangle inequality and subadditivity,

Jn
1
p ~
2\ 25 o sttt man

1 -
SWH ZﬁAjﬂAjpn,ﬁAPn + ZWﬁj <~_ /gd1 nlejpnda(z),nAjpn> . (7.29)

E
j=2 j=2 J
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Step 3.1. In this step we estimate the first right-hand side term of (7.29). We recall
(7.25) and set

1 i
Ar) = ———r%1p, (r)1; and Kj = —2— = kA pn(A).
0= ) 1Ry T e
We then have by radial symmetry of p,,
Jn Jn
Wg Z K;Aj lAany "prn = WZI)) Z K;j ]]~Ij)‘7 nA)\
j=2 j=2

As above we notice that with overwhelming probability,
na > E[nal/2 2 n

and in this event, for every j > 2 (recall that d = 2 and that r — r?~9p(r) is decreasing
in [Tla +OO))5
neas
naNI) 2 npa(4j) Ze nrj(rj —rj—1)p(ry) — Ze  nry p(ry)
, (4.5)&(4.3) 2
>nRy p(R,) % (logn)s ' > 1.

Since A is of type v = 1 — ¢ with constants depending only on €, we find from Proposition
7.3,

In —

I BN
E|\Wh| D raLapn kapn || Se Elnal' g/lrp = A(r)!
j=2

(S1S)

dr <n'"2 = o.(7,).
(7.30)
Step 3.2. In this final step we estimate the second right-hand side term in (7.29). For
fixed j we apply Proposition 7.4 with § = 7, A = p,/pn(A;j)14; and n = n; to get (recall
that d = 2)

1 . _p _
E [Wﬁj <~— /gdl Hj]lAandU(Z),KAan>} < E[nj]l 5/ |z|PdN < r?(npn(Aj))l .

gj

Writing that by (4.1) and (4.2),

B (npn(Ag)' "2 ey % (np(ry)' 2 (rj = 1j-1)
we have after summation,
In . 1 . ~ 1P Jn 1424 Lr
]E E WAJ' (,,_ / K/j ]lAz.pndO'(Z)a ’fAjpn> SE n 2 ’rj ? p(?"]) 2 (’r.] - T]'*l)
o 0j J§d-1 J =
j= —

(S]iS]

Ry
<.n'” / 7"1+p2_qp(7“)1_§d7“ < nl=% = 0e(m). (7.31)
1
Combining (7.29), (7.30) and (7.31) together concludes the proof of (7.20) also in this
case.

O

Remark 7.6. Let us point out that if we tried to use the argument from Step 2 in the
case 1 < p < 2 and d = 2 we would have an issue with the error coming from the radial
part of the transport. Indeed, the error term coming from (7.27) would be much larger
than 7,, = n'~?/2(log n)?/2. Moreover, if we kept 0; = 0 we would have also an issue with
the term (7.31). Vice-versa, if we used the argument from Step 3 in the case p > d we
would have an issue with the error coming from the angular part of the transport when



SUBADDITIVITY AND OPTIMAL MATCHING OF UNBOUNDED SAMPLES 27

d=2ord=3 (see Step 3.2 and (7.10)). In the remaining cases, both arguments give
similar conclusions.

8. CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES

In this section we briefly prove some concentration inequalities. For p < d and ¢ > 0,
let
1
ne 27, "? ifp<2
En = 1 1 b= (8.1)

—=4€ .
Tn® lpcqg+ T ¢ 1p,—q otherwise.

Notice that &, — 0 as n — oo.

Theorem 8.1. Let {X;}°, be iid random variables with common distribution p satisfying
a Poincaré inequality and ju, =Y ;" dx,. Then for every 1 <p <d, r > 2 andt >0,
we have

1
T

P (7 {WE (1, np) = B [WE(pnymp)] | > )7 Sre t 160
In particular we have complete (hence P a.s.) convergence for p < d.

Proof. By Chebyshev inequality it is enough to prove that for every r > 2,

1

EHWI?(M"’ np) - E[Wg(/hh np)]‘r] T ,SE,?" Tn&n. (82)

We start by recording the following a result from [16, Proposition 5.3]: if 7 is the optimal
transport plan between u,, and np and r > 2, we have

B[] () ~ EVE (i n) [ S B [( L o= an(ay) ] e

Step 1. The case p < 2. In this case, since 2(p — 1) < p, we may use Holder inequality to
upgrade (8.3) into

1 1_1 rp=1) | =
E[IW2(ttn, np) — EIWE (t, np)|I']F S n3 [(W;’mn,np)) ; } 89
We now prove by induction that for every » € N with » > 2, we have
1 11 1-1
ElIW2(ttn, 1) — EIWE (s, np)|I'1F S 0~ 2 7. (.5)

By definition (8.1) of &, this would conclude the proof of (8.2) in this case. Before
embarking on the proof, let us point out that as a consequence of (8.5), &, — 0 and
triangle inequality we have
1
E[(Wg(ﬂmnp))r]; Sﬂ’ Tn- (8'6)

We start by proving (8.5) in the case r = 2. In this case, since 2(p—1)/p < 1 it is a direct
consequence of (8.4), Holder inequality and E[W} (i, np)] = 7, by definition.
We now assume that (8.5) holds up to 7 — 1. Let us show that it holds also for r. Since

-1

o —— < C <r-—1,

P 2

We have by (8.6) with » — 1 instead of r and Holder inequality,

11

B —p=lo
} < E[(WP ) ] S

r(p—1)

E (Wg(ﬂm np)) i

so that by (8.4), we get that (8.5) also holds for r.
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Step 2. The case p > 2. Notice that in particular we are then only concerned with
d > 3. For 0 < n <1 we write 2(p — 1) = (1 — n)p + nm where

_2p=D -0 =np
; :

(8.7)

Using triangle inequality in the form
la = 0™ < (Ja| + [p])™ < 2™ max([a|™, [b]™) < 2" (|a|™ + [b]™)
we have

B[, Jo-ymas] s2n [ inde s (o)
RIx R4 R4

In the last line we used that if p = exp(—V) with V satisfying (1.5), then ([ |:U|Mdp)ﬁ ~
M4, Indeed, this follows from p < exp(—C|z|?) and a change of variables to reduce to
the case ¢ = 1 where the computation is explicit. Combining this with Holder inequality
we can derive from (8.3),

1 mn g A=n)r | r
BWE e ne) — BV Gl S o) 50l | (9 ) 7] 89
We claim that for every ¢ < 1 and r € N with r > 2,
1 1+e 1_l+
]EHW]?(MH? np) — E[Wﬁ(ﬂm np))I"l" Sre ™? Lpca+ T ¢ a]lp:d- (8.9)

As in the case p < 2 this would conclude the proof of (8.2) by definition (8.1) of £,,. Notice
that if (8.5) holds for some r, then (8.6) also holds for the same r by triangle inequality.
We fix 1> ¢ > 0,0 < ¢ < 2ed/q and choose

773:{6(%_1) if p<d

loglogn . _
Cogn if p=d.

Notice that this choice of 7 is such that

mn g 1z1 1te 1_l+5
(qu) 20n27,? 56 Tn 2 ]]-p<d + Th d ]]-p:d- (810)

We prove (8.9) by induction and start with 7 = 2. In this case, from (8.8) and Holder
inequality we have

1 mn 1 1-n
B[[W (s, 1p) = BIWE (pn, np)]["T> S (4m) 3 n2E [W) (sn, np)] 2
m 1 (8.10) 14e _1
= (4m)Tnnng > S ™ Lpeat Trrll d+€]lp:d.
This proves (8.9) when r = 2.
Assume now that (8.9) holds for r — 1. We then have
M < r <r—1
2 2
so that by (8.6) with » — 1 and Holder we have
a-mr] v = 1-n
E (Wz?(un,np)) 2 :| <E [(Wg(ﬂn,nﬂ))r 1} oy Sr Tn? .

Plugging this into (8.8) and recalling (8.10) concludes the proof of (8.9) also for r.
U

Remark 8.2. The proof above fails when p > d. This may be easily seen from the fact
that we have a gap in the rate, that is 7, = (log n)dilfg (that does not coincide with the
correct rate when p = d), and this prevents us from finding a suitable n = n(n) as we did
before.
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Remark 8.3. On the one hand, all log-concave distributions satisfy a Poincaré inequality
by [9]. On the other hand, if p satisfies a Poincaré inequality then it must have exponen-
tially decaying tails by [7]. Therefore, Theorem 8.1 mostly applies for potentials satisfying
(1.5) with ¢ > 1.

APPENDIX A. BOUNDS FOR THE MATCHING PROBLEM IN BOUNDED DOMAINS

We start by recording that arguing verbatim as in [21, Proposition B.1], we have the
following de-Poissonization result

Proposition A.1. Let Q be a bounded and connected set, X be a probability measure on
Q, {X;}2°, be i.i.d. random variables of law X and for every n, let Ny, be Poisson random
variables of parameter n. Letting p, =Y i dx, and then for Wi e {W5 Wbl },

f(n) = E[WE (pn, n )],
we have for every a, B € R,
lirginf n*(logn)? f(n) > lirginf n(log n) E[f(N,)]

and
lim sup n®(logn)” f(n) < limsup n®(logn) E[f(N,)].
n—00 n—00
We start by discussing upper bounds. Let us recall that if X; are i.i.d. random variables
uniformly distributed in Q1 = (0,1)? and if u, = > | dx, we have set

1
Cpq = limsup —E {ng(,un, n)]
n—oo Tn
where
1-2 P
N =n""d(1+ 1z—9(logn)2).
It is now well-established, see e.g. [19, Section 4] that €, 4 € (0,00) for every d > 2 and
every p > 1. Notice that actually by [3, 5, 12, 16], the limsup is a limit when p = d = 2
(with €, 4 = 1/(4m)) or when d > 3. Combining the proof of [21] where the case of uniform
densities is treated together with [2, Proposition 2.4] we have (see also [5, 12, 17]).

Theorem A.2. Let Q C R? be a bounded and connected open set either C? or convex
and let A be a Holder continuous probability density on 0 bounded away from 0. Let X;
be i.i.d. random variables with common law \. then

1
limsup —E [W§(tn, n\)] §Ep,d/ P s (A1)
n—oo Tn Q

We now turn to the lower bounds and recall that

P
cP? = liminf —E [ngl(un,n)} .

n—o0 Tln
We first prove that c”? € (0, 00).

Proposition A.3. For every d > 2 and every p > 1, we have cP? € (0,00). Moreover,
the liminf in the definition of cP¢ is a limit at least if p=d =2 or if d > 3.

Proof. Notice first that c”? < €pq < 0o. The fact that the limit exists and is equal
to 1/(4m) in the case p = d = 2 was proven in [2, Proposition 3.1] so we focus on the
remaining cases. By scaling, Proposition A.1 and Hoélder inequality, it is enough to prove
the following Poisson version of the statement: let u be a Poisson point process of intensity
one on R? and set

1
fpa(L) :=E mW%L (1, &)

where r 1= p(Qr)/|Qr| then 1
fra(L) Z (log L)z (A.2)
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and for d > 3, p > 1, (the existence of the limit is part of statement)
lim f,q(L) = cP? > 0. (A.3)
L—oo

For (A.2) we use [18, Lemma 2.7] to infer that
1
frall) =E [L— sup{ /Q e £V < 1.C=0en aQL}]
1
> E [ﬁsup{/mcdw—m) VE < 1,¢ =0 on Qy, & QL<=0H

1
:E[ﬁsup{/m@# V¢ < 1,0 =00n0Qr & QL<=0H

> (log L)2.

~

We now turn to (A.3). Since for € € (0,1),

! 1 C 1
E | g )] 2 1= s, )| - 2B 1w, (1.0
and by Lemma 2.5,

1 _d
K [mW%L (1, K)] S LPE[1 — k7] S LP072), (A4)
in order to prove (A.3) it is enough to prove it for
-~ 1
L)=F | — W (41 } .
fpa(L) |:’QL‘ Qr (1, 1)

Let L > 0 and m € N. We divide Q,,1, into m? cubes Q; of sidelength L. By superaddi-
tivity, see Lemma 2.4, and stationarity of pu,

1 Aol [_ ]:A
Jpalml) Z; ) 2 Gl gn" Y (0 1] = FpalD)

Since fp7d is a continuous function the statement follows.

O
Remark A.4. Notice that with the notation from the proof of Proposition A.3, we have
using the fact that f, 4(mL) is increasing in m, triangle inequality and (A.4),
C
f(L) S gp7d —"_ d—2 "

2

See also [16, Theorem 4.1] for a similar estimate regarding €, 4.
We may now prove the counterpart of Theorem A.2.

Theorem A.5. Let Q2 C R? be a bounded open set let X a a Hélder continuous probability
density on Q bounded away from 0. Let X; be i.i.d. random variables with common law
A. then

hminfiE[ng(Mn,nA | >c” /Al" (A.5)

Proof. Let 1> & > 0 be fixed. And for z € Z% let Q. := (2 4+ Q1). Setting
Z:={z¢€ 7% Q. C O} and Qe = U,ezQ>,

we have by superadditivity, see Lemma 2.4,

E (W (,mN)] 2 DB [Wep,_ (1, n0)]

z€Z
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We claim that for every z € Z,
1 P
s > _ p,d 1,,‘ .
hgn inf UnE [W b%z (,un,n)\)] > (1—-w(e))c 0. AT (A.6)

Summing over z and letting then ¢ — 0, this would conclude the proof of (A.5). We now
prove (A.6) and set for simplicity @ := Q.. Letting N := p,(Q) and for (X;)7°, ii.d.
random variables of law X\ := ALQ/A(Q), fin := Z@]L 0%, HnL @ and fiy have the same
law thus

E [ng(un,m)} ~E [E[ng(gk,m)uv - k]] .

By [2, Proposition 2.4], there is a transport map 7 : Q — @ with Tﬁj\ = 1/|Q| and such
that LipT < 1+ Cw(¢). Letting p, == > 1" 4 dp(x,) we then have for every k € N,

o1l
n-samfo o )] £ 5 52

= - wtens W (s )| - IO

BV (k)] > (1= w(e)E W (14 "2 )|

Taking the expectation we find

] - [ )] - 2052

> (1 - w(e))e"|QIE [n}y!] - Cn %
where in the last line we used the definition of c”? and the fact that N is a binomial
random variable with E[N] = nA(Q). Since n'~2 = o(1,,) and

n— o0 7777,

Ui b
lim E [i] =\Q)'q,
we find

lim inf [Wb’égz (Mn,nh)] > (1 - w(e)eP|QiAQ) "1 > (1 - w(e))gp’d/Q)\l_S,

n—oo ’I’]n

This concludes the proof of (A.6). O
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