arXiv:2407.21492v1 [math.PR] 31 Jul 2024

Bounding adapted Wasserstein metrics

Jose Blanchet, Martin Larsson, Jonghwa Park, Johannes Wiesel

August 1, 2024

Abstract

The Wasserstein distance W, is an important instance of an optimal transport cost. Its
numerous mathematical properties as well as applications to various fields such as mathematical
finance and statistics have been well studied in recent years. The adapted Wasserstein distance
AW, extends this theory to laws of discrete time stochastic processes in their natural filtrations,
making it particularly well suited for analyzing time-dependent stochastic optimization problems.

While the topological differences between AW, and W, are well understood, their differences
as metrics remain largely unexplored beyond the trivial bound W, < AW,. This paper closes
this gap by providing upper bounds of AW, in terms of W, through investigation of the smooth
adapted Wasserstein distance. Our upper bounds are explicit and are given by a sum of W, Eder’s
modulus of continuity and a term characterizing the tail behavior of measures. As a consequence,
upper bounds on W, automatically hold for AW, under mild regularity assumptions on the
measures considered. A particular instance of our findings is the inequality AW; < Cv/W1 on
the set of measures that have Lipschitz kernels.

Our work also reveals how smoothing of measures affects the adapted weak topology. In
fact, we find that the topology induced by the smooth adapted Wasserstein distance exhibits a
non-trivial interpolation property, which we characterize explicitly: it lies in between the adapted
weak topology and the weak topology, and the inclusion is governed by the decay of the smoothing
parameter.

Keywords: (adapted) Wassestein distance, optimal transport, modulus of continuity, relative
compactness

1 Introduction

For N € N we denote by P,(RY) the set of all Borel probability measures on RY that have finite
p-moments, where 1 < p < oo is fixed throughout this paper. The Wasserstein distance, defined via

1/p
W)= (gt [ ety 1)
RN xRN

meCpl(p,v)

is a metric on P,(RY) that metrizes weak convergence plus convergence of p-moments. Here ||
denotes the Euclidean norm on RY and Cpl(y, ) is the set of all couplings between u € P,(RY) and
v € Pp(RY), i.e., those probability measures on RY x RY whose first marginal is ;1 and whose second
marginal is v. Computing the Wasserstein distance is an instance of the Kantorovich optimal transport
problem [25], and its numerous mathematical properties are well studied. We refer to [30, 35, 34] for
a general overview.

While the Wasserstein distance between laws on RY has seen a surge of applications in the last
few years, the situation changes when pu, v are interpreted as laws of discrete-time stochastic processes
in their natural filtrations. In this case, measuring the distance between p and v via W, (u,v) is
often inadequate when considering time-dependent optimization problems such as optimal stopping
problems and multistage optimization. The key reason for this is that the formulation (1) does not
take the time-structure of the laws s, v into account when optimizing over all possible couplings on RY.
The restriction to so-called bicausal or adapted couplings described in the next paragraph addresses
this issue.



Let us first set up some notation: consider two stochastic processes X = (X1,...,Xr) and Y =

(Y1,...,Yr) in finite discrete time, where both X; and Y; are R%valued random variables for ¢ €
{1,2,...,T}. Throughout the paper, T € N denotes the number of time steps and d € N is the
dimension of the state space. Consider now a Monge map S = (S1,...,57) : (RHT — (RHT from

the law of X to the law of Y, which satisfies
Y, £ 8,(X1,...,Xr) forte{l,2,... T}

Without further restrictions on the map S, Y; can depend on the whole stochastic process X. In
other words, it is impossible to determine Y; only from the information (X,...,X;) as the map S;
uses information about the evolution of X after time ¢ in general. In order to respect the filtration
generated by X, it is reasonable to require S to be adapted, i.e., S; should only be a function of the
first ¢ coordinates. As shown e.g. in [9, 10], the notion of adapted mappings is generalized to bicausal
couplings as follows.

Definition 1. Let y and v be two probability measures on (R*)T. A coupling m € Cpl(u,v) is called
bicausal if for (X, Y) ~m and t € {1,2,...,T — 1},

Y1,..., 1) and (Xi41,...,X7) are conditionally independent given Xy, ..., X
and

(X1,...,Xy) and (Yita,...,Yr) are conditionally independent given Yi,...,Y.
The set of all bicausal couplings between p and v is denoted by Cplye(p, V).

Heuristically speaking, m € Cply.(u, ) couples two processes X ~ p and Y ~ v such that pre-
dicting Y at time t requires at most the information of X up to time ¢t and vice versa. We define the
adapted Wasserstein distance as the optimal transport cost over bicausal couplings.

Definition 2 (The adapted Wassertein distance). Let u,v € P,((RY)T). The adapted Wasserstein
distance between p and v is given by

T 1/p
AW, (p,v) == ( inf / Z |xs — m(dx dy)) .
Rd)TX(]Rd)T =1

wE€Cplpe(p,v)

Much of the previous work has been on characterizing the topology generated by AW,; we provide
a literature review of these results in Section 1.4. Here we only remark that by Definition 2 one can
easily derive the inequality W, < CAW, (for some constant C' > 0 depending only on p,T). As a
consequence, the adapted Wasserstein topology is finer than the Wasserstein topology. The following
example going back at least to [7] shows that this inclusion is strict in general. We refer to it as the
standard example and use it to illustrate our results throughout this paper.

Example 3 (Standard example). Let pte = 36(c1) + 30(—c,—1) and = 2601y + 30(0,—1)- Ase — 0
we have W, (i, pie) = € — 0, but AW, (u, pe) = (eP + 2P~ 1H)1/P 0.

In fact, the adapted Wasserstein topology is the coarsest topology that makes optimal stopping
problems continuous [8]. [29, 30, 16, 7, 2] demonstrate, that time-dependent optimization problems
from mathematical finance such as utility maximization, pricing and hedging derivatives, risk mea-
surements, etc., are actually Lipschitz continuous with respect to AW,.

While the differences between the Wasserstein topology and the adapted Wasserstein topology are
thus well understood, the comparison between the metrics W, and AW, is still largely open to the
best of our knowledge. This article aims to fill this gap. We want to answer the following question:

Can we identify a class of subsets K C P,((R%)T), on which AW, and W, are nearly equivalent,
i.e. there are “nice” explicit upper bounds of AW, in terms of W,?
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Figure 1: Paths of u = %5(071) + %5(0,_1) and p. = %5(5)1) + %5(_57_1).

Except for trivial bounds, the above is an ill-posed task for K = P,((R%)T). In fact, Example 3
clearly shows that AW, and W, cannot be equivalent in any meaningful sense. However, this example
is arguably tailor made to showcase the differences between W, and AW,. In fact, {y. : € > 0} are
chosen in such a way that the conditional distributions 1 +— P(X§ € -|X{ = x1) become increasingly
irregular for (X§, X5) ~ ue: recall that we have

P(X5=1X{=¢ =1 and P(X§5=-1X]=—-¢) =1
2 1 2 1

In other words, {u. : € > 0} does not have equicontinuous kernels. In many situations it is however
reasonable to restrict to subsets K C P,((R%)T), whose elements have reasonably smooth kernels. Tt
turns out that such subsets K are exactly the AW,-relatively compact sets.

Proposition 4 (Eder [14]). A set K C P,((RHT) is AW, -relatively compact if and only if K is
Wy -relatively compact and

lim sup wZ’p((S) =0 forallte{1,2,...,T — 1},
6_>O;U'€K

where wiP 1 (0,00) — (0,00) is the p-modulus of continuity of u defined via

wz’p(é) 1= sup {(E[Wp (P(Xt+1 € - ‘ le v 7Xt)’P(Y;5+1 S | Yl’ s ’Y;))PDI/;D} :

Here, the supremum is taken over all X,Y ~ p such that ||[(X1,...,X¢) — (Y1,...,Y:)| . <.

Let us emphasize here that focusing on the AW,-relatively compact subsets of P, ((R?)T) is usually
not a big restriction in practical applications, and sometimes even arises naturally. We refer to Section
2.1 for a more detailed discussion.

Proposition 4 will prove central in this article, as we will essentially show that the inequality
W, < C AW, can be reversed exactly on the AW,-relatively compact sets. To get some intuition for
this, assume for now that p = 1 and K C P;((R)T) is AW;-compact. Then it essentially follows
from [28, Lemma 7], that the Wasserstein topology and the adapted Wasserstein topology agree on
K. As a consequence, for any o > 0 there exists a constant C' depending on ¢ and K such that we
have

AWy (Ma V) <M (:uv V) +o (2)

for all p,v € K. While theoretically appealing, this result is of very limited practical relevance as
long as one cannot characterize the dependence of C' on ¢ and K. One of the main contributions of
this article is to make the bound (2) explicit. In fact, we show that (ignoring dimensional constants
that can be made explicit) for any positive real numbers 0 < o < R,

AW (11,0) £ T W(ps0) + bl K) + g(R K), )



where the function h is derived from Eder’s modulus of continuity w (see Proposition 4) and the
function ¢ characterizes the tail behavior of measures in K outside a Euclidean ball of radius R.
In particular, lim,_oh(c, K) = 0 and limg_ o, g(R, K) = 0. We refer to Corollary 29 for an exact
statement of this bound.

In other words, (3) implies that AW; can be bounded by W; up to an error that is uniformly
bounded on AW;-relatively compact sets. This seemingly simple result shows its true power in
applications: the time-dependent optimization problems (e.g. utility maximization, pricing, hedging)
mentioned above are not just continuous in AW, but are actually continuous in Wy on AW;-relatively
compact sets and estimates are explicitly computable. This significantly simplifies the analysis of
time-dependent optimization problems. Indeed, it is actually not necessary to design new estimates
specifically tailored for AW, as e.g. done in [5]; instead one can simply rely on the rich theory
that has already been developed for W; in the last decades. We give some examples illustrating
this new methodology below, showing how one can derive finite-sample guarantees for the adapted
Wasserstein distance. We believe that (3) has much further-reaching implications for the theory of
adapted transports however, which we aim to investigate in future work.

1.1 The smooth adapted Wasserstein distance
In order to derive (3), we first need to introduce a variant of AW,,:

Definition 5. Given a noise distribution £ and a bandwidth parameter o > 0, we define the smooth
adapted Wasserstein distance via

AW (1, v) := AW, (i % &g, v 5 E5).

Here x denotes the convolution of two measures and &, is the law of (x — ox)x&, i.e. if Z ~ &, then
0Z ~ &

The non-adapted counterpart of AWISU) is called the smooth Wasserstein distance

WS (1,v) 1= Wy (&g, v % &)

and is by now well studied in the statistics and machine learning literature, mainly for the purpose of re-
laxing the curse of dimensionality. Indeed, denoting the empirical measure of u by p,, 1= % Z?’Zl dx 0t
where X X @) are i.i.d samples of y, it turns out that \/ﬁWI(f)(,u,un) has a weak limit under
suitable moment assumptions. We refer to [19, 17, 18, 33, 27, 20, 21] and the references therein for
this line of research. On the other hand, AW;G) is quite new to the best of our knowledge, and has
only been studied very recently in the literature, cf. [11, 24]. These results suggest that, as in the
non-adapted case, the empirical convergence rate only exhibits a mild dependence on the dimension
after smoothing.

While the statistical properties of AWISJ)(un, 1) are thus at least partially understood, the ar-
guably more fundamental question of how smoothing affects the adapted Wasserstein topology is still
wide open to the best of our knowledge. Recall that it is well known that W, and W,g”) generate
the same topology (see [27]), and it is thus natural to conjecture that the same holds for AW, and

AWz(;a). Perhaps rather surprisingly, we show that this conjecture is false in general. In fact we prove
that, essentially,

Wasserstein topology C smooth adapted Wasserstein topology C adapted Wasserstein topology,

and the inclusions in the above display are equalities under suitable assumptions on the decay of o
(when thinking about sequential convergence). We return to this discussion in Section 1.3.

1.2 Bounding AW; by W,

We are now in a position to give a heuristic derivation of (3). To keep the notation simple, we take
p =1, T = 2 and refer to Corollary 29 for the general statement. Assuming K C P;((R%)?) is



AW;-relatively compact, an application of the triangle inequality yields

AW (1, v) < AW (n,v) + 2 sup AW (1, + &) (4)
pne

for any p,v € K and o > 0. In order to bound AW, it is thus sufficient to bound the two terms on
the right-hand side of (4) separately. These bounds constitute the two main results of our paper and
we refer the reader to Section 3 for exact statements. We start with a bound on the smooth adapted
Wasserstein distance.

Theorem 6 (Bounding .Ang) by Wi; exact statement in Theorem 21). For any o, R > 0 we have

o R
AW ) £ o)+ sup [ (s ) (da).
g HEK J{|x|>R}

In other words, AWl(U) can be bounded by W, up to an error term depending only on the tails of
1 * €. In the next section we show that the scaling of order W, /o in the upper bound is essentially
optimal. Our second main result pertains to the question, how much information is lost by considering
u* & instead of its unperturbed version pu.

Theorem 7 (Bandwidth effect of o; exact statement in Theorem 25). We have

sup AW (u, px&5) < o+ sup wllt’l(o).
pneK pneK

In conclusion, the difference between p and its smoothed version p * &, is bounded by Eder’s
modulus of continuity w};l uniformly on the AW);-relatively compact sets.
Combining Theorems 6 and 7 with (4) finally yields the following result:

Corollary 8 (Bounding AW, by Wi; exact statement in Corollary 29). For all 0 < 0 < R we have

R
AW ) £ EWi ) + (o4 sup b)) +sup [ el ta)
HEK HEK J{|x|>R}

Returning to (3), we conclude that we can choose

ho ) = o+ swpwit(o), g(RK) =suwp [ fa|(do)
neK neK J{|z|>R}

To summarize, the functions h, g are remarkably explicit and exactly mirror Eder’s characterization
of AW;-relatively compact sets as stated in Proposition 4. In particular, g controls W;-relative
compactness of K, while h controls the regularity of the kernels in K. The proof of the general result
stated in Corollary 29 essentially proceeds in the same fashion as described above, iterating over time
periodst=1,...,T — 1.

1.3 Comparison of Wasserstein topologies

To the best of our knowledge, general properties of the topology generated by .AW,(,J) have not been
studied. Given our explicit estimates in Theorems 6 and 7, we can now address this question in
great generality. To make our results concise, we consider a sequence (fi,)nen in Pp((RY)T) and an
additional measure p € P,((R%)T). We refer to Section 3.4 for exact statements.
Perhaps surprisingly, for fixed o > 0, the topology generated by AWI(,U) is in fact the (vanilla)
Wasserstein topology, i.e.
lim AW () =0 & lim WP () =0 & lim Wy (u, ) = 0.

In this sense, all adapted topologies are equal as famously stated in [7], but only if there is no uncer-
tainty about the observed distributions p, ti,. As soon as these distributions are perturbed by some



(arbitrarily small) independent noise &, there is virtually no difference between the Wasserstein topol-
ogy and the adapted Wasserstein topology. Phrased differently, in this case the finer structure of the
adapted Wasserstein topology is absorbed by the noise &,.

The picture is different when one considers variable noise (&, )nen instead. Now there is an
interesting tradeoff between the size of the noise £, and the convergence speed of Wy (u, p,,) on the
one hand (cf. Theorem 6) and the regularity of kernels on the other hand (cf. Theorem 7). Figure 2
illustrates this tradeoff in full generality. Here, the function ht’f is an iterated modulus of continuity,
e.g, hyP(on) = wiP(on), WP (on) = wiP (o, +h,P(0n)) and P (0,) = WP (on+hP(0n) +hi? (on)).
See Theorem 25 for the precise definition of A/,

if Wi (p,pn)/on—0

Wy (p1, i) = 0 e AW (1, 1) — 0 = AW, (1, fi) — O

!

W (i) — 0

!

Wi (. pi) = 0

!

AW (1, 1) = 0

if hy,P(0n)—0

Figure 2: Comparison of topologies.
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In the sense of Figure 2, convergence in .AWIE is in general neither the same as convergence

in W, nor convergence in AW, and the smoothed adapted Wasserstein distance AW;(,U") exhibits a

non-trivial interpolation property between the different topologies. To motivate the above results, it

is perhaps most instructive to return to the standard Example 3, where we can compute all relevant
1

quantities explicitly. By convolving pe, = 56, 1)+ %5(—5",,—1) with Gaussian noise &, = N(0,02 I,),

we see from Figure 3 that kernels of u., are smoothed out. As e, — 0, we can show that

(a) £ — 0 if and only if %ﬂ““‘) — 0 if and only if AW (4, e, ) = 0,

(b) &= — oo if and only if w;ﬁ (0,) — 0 if and only if AW, (e, , fte, *&o,) = 0;

see Appendix A for details. Roughly speaking, if o,, decays slowly enough (so that €,/0, — 0), the
behavior of AW;J")(,LL, e, ) mirrors the one of Wy(u, e, ). Similarly, if o,, decays fast enough (so
that €, /0, — 00), we can use the triangle inequality to see that AW,()U")(M,MEH) and AW, (1, fte,,)
converge toward the same value. In this sense, the tradeoff illustrated in Figure 2 captures exactly
the right scaling of W, (i, e,,) and oy, at least for the standard example.

1.4 Related work

Adapted variants of the Wasserstein distance have been studied independently by many authors. In
[4], Aldous introduced the notion of extended weak convergence, which is essentially induced by the
joint law between the original process and its corresponding prediction process. Further derivations of
adapted topologies can be found in [23, 32, 22, 26, 1, 12] and the references therein. Remarkably, [3]
shows that all these seemingly different approaches define the same topology, which we refer to as the
adapted Wasserstein topology throughout this paper. Based on the information topology proposed by
[22], Eder characterizes the relatively compact sets in the adapted Wasserstein topology in [14]. The
modulus of continuity proposed by Eder plays a central role in our work.
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Figure 3: Density functions of measures P(Y2 € dys | Y1 = ¢) for (Y1,Ys) ~ pu2.

As discussed earlier, adapted transport maps induce bicausal couplings and as for their non-
adapted counterparts, this inclusion is dense under mild regularity assumptions on the kernels [9, 10].
The key idea is to embed bicausal couplings into enlarged spaces and approximate them by adapted
maps. In Lemma 39 we adapt these results to approximate a bicausal coupling between p and p * &,
by transport maps in order to bound the adapted Wasserstein distance between them.

We also mention that duality of the adapted Wasserstein distance is investigated in [0, 13]. Fur-
thermore, [0] introduce a dynamic programming principle for the adapted Wasserstein distance, which
we will use throughout this paper.

Notably, Eckstein—Pammer show in [13], that the total variation distance and the adapted total
variation distance AV (u,v) := inf copy, . (u) T({x # y}) are equivalent as metrics. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first result that gives upper and lower bounds of an adapted optimal transport
cost by an optimal transport cost. Our work uses this estimate to bound AW, in terms of W,.

Regarding applications, [29, 30, 16] show that many multistage optimization problems such as
computing bid prices, are Holder continuous with respect to AW,. [7, 2] extend this idea to a
continuous time setting in mathematical finance and show that utility maximization, risk measurement
and pricing/hedging problems are Lipschitz continuous with respect to AW;.

Smoothing measures by convolving with Gaussian noise € is a standard tool in statistics, and
is often used to obtain dimension-free empirical approximations. In optimal transport, the smooth
Wasserstein distance and its concentration has been studied extensively. We refer e.g. to [27, 19, 17]

for both the slow rate E)WS (1, un)?] < C/y/n and the fast rate BV (1, pn)] < C/+/n under

suitable moment conditions. Distributional limits of \/ﬁW,go) (i, pn) can be found in [18, 33] for the
case p =1 and in [20, 21] for p > 1.

It is well-known that the usual empirical measure p,, is not adequate for empirical approximations
in the adapted Wasserstein topology, i.e., lim,_,oo AW, (1, ptn) # 0 in general. To alleviate this, [5]
considers so-called adapted empirical measures for measures supported on compact sets, and prove
the same dimension-dependent convergence rates as are known for their non-adapted counterparts.
[3] extends this result to general measures.

Quite recently, there have been first efforts to study properties of the smooth adapted Wasserstein
distance AWPU). Motivated by a martingale pair test, [1 1] obtain the dimension-free convergence rate
1/4/n for the so-called smoothed martingale projection distance. Under suitable moment assumptions,

[24] establishes rates for E[AW{”) (1 )]

1.5 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We end this introduction by setting up notation in



Section 1.6. In Section 2 we present essential background materials for this paper, including the
characterization of AW,-relatively compact sets by [14] and basic properties of smooth Wasserstein
distances. In Section 3, we provide the exact statements of the results that were briefly mentioned
in Section 1.2 and Section 1.3. Proofs of results in Section 2 are contained in Section 4. Section 5 is
devoted to proofs of results in Section 3. In Appendix A, the convergence results regarding Example
3 are explained in detail. Appendix B contains a denseness result used in the proof of Lemma 39.

1.6 Notation

As mentioned above, || is the Euclidean norm, and we denote the scalar (dot) product by -. Through-
out the paper, T € N is the number of time steps and d € N is the dimension of the state space.
The set of all Borel probability measures on (R%)7 is denoted by P((R)T). For 1 < p < oo,
Pp((RHT) is the set of all u € P((R?)T) that have finite p-moments. If u € P((R?)T), then we write
My(p) == f(Rd)T |z|” u(dz) for the p-moment of . We denote the pushforward measure of y under a
Borel function g by gxpu, i.e. gap(A) = p({x: g(x) € A}) for all Borel sets A.

For x € (Rd)T, we use the shorthand notation z; to denote the t-th coordinate of x and 1. :=
(w1,...,7¢) for t € {1,2,...,T}. In particular, x+ = z;.7. Analogously, for p € P((RY)T) and
t € {1,2,...,T}, the measure u; € P(R?) is the projection of x onto the t-th coordinate, i.e., if
P (RHT — R? is defined as Py(z1,...,27) = x4, then puy = (Pp)gp. Also, p1e € P((RY)Y)
is the pushforward measure of p through the projection map Pp.; onto the first ¢ coordinates, i.e.,
Pii(zy,...,27) = (21,...,2¢). When integrating with respect to us(dzs) or p1.4(dxy.¢), we often drop
subscripts and write

[ otwomtary = [ oonazy. [ gwomatteg = [ gwantdnn 6

if there is no confusion. Given z € (R%)T we define y,,, € P(RY), t € {1,2,...,T} via
oy, (dTep1) = P(Xep1 € doeyr | Xiie = 1)

for X ~ p € P((R?)T). In other words, (tiz,,,)s,.,c(re) are the disintegrations of p1.411 along the first
t coordinates.

Recall that Cpl(u,v) is the set of all couplings, Cplpc(u,v) is the set of all bicausal couplings,
the Wasserstein distance W, is defined in (1) and AW, in Definition 2. We adopt similar short-
hand notation as above for 7 € P((RH)T x (R)T): ., € P(R? x R?) (respectively, 71414 €
P((RY)! x (R?)?)) is the pushforward measure of 7 through the map (zi,...,27,91,...,yr)
(z¢,yt) (respectively, (z1,...,z7,91,...,y7) — (®1,..., %1, Y1,-..,9:)). We use the abbreviations
w(dxy, dys) = mp(dzy, dye) and 7w(dzy., dyr.e) = 71,14 (d21e, dya:) as in (5) if there is no confusion.
Let us also remark that by definition we have

Ty (A1, dyeyr) = P(Xoq1 € dagyr, Y1 € dyegr | X1 = 1.0, Y1 = Y1:t)

for (X,Y)~m7

Next we introduce the convolution operation , i.e., given two probability measures p, v, we define
ITESZ f ,u dx) for all measurable A In particular, if v has density g, then p * v has
den31ty ok g(x f g x — dy). The (distributional) Fourier transform of p € P((R4)T), which

—2mit-x

we denote by i u (R 7T — (C is glven by ji(t) = f(Rd)T e u(dx). For a function g, we similarly

have g(t) := f(Rd)T e~ itT g(z)dx. Recall that i+ v = [iv.

Unless otherwise stated, we reserve the notation ¢ for the smoothing noise distribution. For ¢ > 0,
we write &, for the law of 0Z, where Z ~ &. We use the shorthand notation p” := u* &,. See
Section 2.2 for details.

For any signed measure p on (R%)7 we define ||p||1 := sup Z;’;l |p(E;)|, where the supremum is
taken over all measurable partitions (E;)jen of (RY)T. Recall that if u, v € P((RY)T),

ln=vley =2 sup (WG —v(@)=2 sup =l{z+y}).
GC(RH)T weCpl(p,v)



Given p € RY and ¥ € RV*N | we write N(u,Y) for the Gaussian distribution with mean vector
p and covariance matrix . The N x N identity matrix is denoted as Iy. In particular, A'(0,Iy) is
the standard Gaussian measure on RY.

We write C for a constant, that might change from line to line. We will detail the dependence of
C on non-trivial parameters throughout the paper.

2 Background

In this section, we review some auxiliary results on characterizations of relative compactness in Wasser-
stein distance and smooth Wasserstein distances. Proofs of all results in this section can be found in
Section 4.

2.1 Compactness in the adapted Wasserstein topology

Recall that W, was introduced in (1) and AW, was introduced in Definition 2. Given |z| <
C(Zthl |2[P)/?, where C = 1if 1 < p < 2 and C = TY?7VP if p > 2, we have W, < CAW,,.
Hence, the AW,-relatively compact subsets of P,((R?)T) are also W)-relatively compact. In fact,
Eder showed in [14] that the AW,-relatively compact sets are exactly those W,-relatively compact
sets whose modulus of continuity converges uniformly.

Definition 9 (Modulus of continuity, [14]). Let p € Pp((RY)T). The p-modulus of continuity of u,
denoted by wi? : (0,00) = [0,00), t € {1,2,...,T — 1}, is given by

w/tjp((s) = Sup {(E[WP(MXLH/’LYLt)p])l/p | X7Y ~ (IEHXl:t - Yl:tlp])l/p < (5} .

Proposition 4 (Eder [11]). Let K C P,((RY)T). Then K is AW,-relatively compact if and only if
K is Wy-relatively compact and

lim sup w7?(0) =0 forallt €{1,2,...,T —1}. (6)
SHOMGK

The characterization of compactness in Proposition 4 is slightly different from the original result
by Eder [14]. However, it is not hard to see that they are equivalent, as we prove in Section 4.

Remark 10. Trivially K = {u} is AW,-relatively compact. Hence, wiP(6) — 0 as § — 0.

Remark 11. Recall j. = $6(—c.—1) + 30(c.1) from Ezample 3. Note that K := {p. : 0 < & < 1} is

W, -relatively compact. However, (ue)y = 01 if = € and (pe)y = 0—1 if v = —e. Thus we easily
compute that wP(8) = (6/e) A2 and supg.. wiP(6) = 2. Proposition 4 implies that K is not
AW, -relatively compact.

Next we present some basic properties of the modulus of continuity w.
Proposition 12. Let € Pp((RY)T) and t € {1,2,...,T — 1}.
(a) The function w,? is monotone increasing, i.e. wy? (1) < wiP(d2) for 61 < da.
(b) Fork,6 >0, wP(kd) < (kV LwyP(d).

If the kernels (RY)! 3 z1.4 +— pg,, € Pp(R?) are equicontinuous, where P,(R?) is endowed with a
metric W, then the modulus of continuity of ;1 converges uniformly. An important class of meausres
with equicontinuous kernels is given by the ones with Holder continuous kernels.

Definition 13. Let L > 0 and 0 < a < 1. The set Ppo.r.(RHT) contains all p € Pp((RHT) that
satisfy

Wp(lu-”ﬂl:t?.uyht) <L |x1:t - yl:t|a
for all z1.4,y1.4 € (RN and t € {1,2,...,T —1}.



Proposition 14. Let L >0 and 0 < o < 1. If p € Py o (R)T), then wiP(6) < L6 for § > 0 and
te{l,2,...,T —1}.

What is more, measures with Lipschitz kernels (i.e. a = 1) arise in many practical examples. We
refer to [5, Example 1.9.] for some simple sufficient conditions.
2.2 Smooth adapted Wasserstein distances

As explained in Section 1, we define the smooth (adapted) Wasserstein distance as follows.

Definition 15 (Smooth distances). Let & € P,((RY)T). For o >0 and Z ~ &, denote by &, the law
of 0Z. We define the smooth p-Wasserstein distance with the smoothing parameter o via

W (1. v) = Wy % 6,0 % &) Jor i € Pp(RDT).
Similarly, the smooth p-adapted Wasserstein distance with the smoothing parameter o is given by
AW (1, 1) 1= AW,y (% &g, v % &5) for p,v € Pp((RDT).
Remark 16. For u € P((RY)T), we often use the shorthand notation u° = p * &,. In particular,
Wi () = Wy, v7) and AW (. v) = AWy (7, 7).

In the following proposition, we present some properties of the smooth Wasserstein distance W;(,g).

While these results are simple extensions of the classical theory, we provide proofs in Section 4 to keep
our work self-contained.

Proposition 17 (Property of ng”)). Suppose that the set of real zeros offA has Lebesgue measure zero.

Then, for o > 0, WI()U) is a metric on Pp((R?)T) that induces the same topology as W,. Furthermore,
if 01,00 >0, then

(WS (1, v) = W ()| < 2[00 — 02| (M (€))7
Jor p,v € Pp(RMT). Here, recall that My (€) = [gar |2[” &(dx).

The assumption that 5 does not admit any real zeros a.s. is essential to guarantee that W,S")
defines a metric. This is satisfied, for example, when ¢ is compactly supported (see [21]) or when £ is

Gaussian. The same result is true for AWZ(,U).

Theorem 18 (.AWPU) is a metric). Suppose that the set of real zeros ofg has Lebesgue measure zero.
Then AWZ(;U) is a metric on Py((RHT) for o > 0.

3 Main results

Now, we have all the necessary ingredients to present the main results. Proofs for this section can be
found in Section 5. We begin with some standing assumptions on the noise measure &.

Assumption 19. We have the following:

(a) The noise distribution & € P,((R1)T) has density f : (RT)T — R which is continuously differen-
tiable and Vf € L*(RH)T; (RHT). In particular, for o > 0, we write f,(-) := o~ f(-/o) for
the density of &,.

(b) The set of real zeros of f (or equivalently Z) has Lebesque measure zero.

Assumption (a) is a mild growth condition on f. Note from Theorem 18 that (b) guarantees that
AWI(JO) (as well as ngo)) is indeed a metric on the space of probability measures.
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3.1 The adapted Wasserstein distance and the total variation norm

Recall that the p-Wasserstein distance W, (u,v) can be controlled by the p-total variation norm,
/" (1 — v)||py- For example, [36, Theorem 6.15] shows that

Wyt < 20 ([l o) (dx))l/p.

Similarly, Proposition 20 shows that AW, is bounded by the total variation norm ||| plus re-
mainder terms that can be made arbitrarily small. This result is based on [13, Lemma 3.5] stating
that the metric AV(u,v) = infrccpl,, (up) T({z # y}) is equivalent to the total variation distance

% H:u - VHTV = infweCpl(u,u) 77({37 # y})
Proposition 20. Let pu,v € Pp((RY)T). For any R > 0 we have

AW, (1, )P < 67 T2 (RP o= vy + /

{lz|=R}

2" (n+ V)(dw)) ~

Our first main result, Theorem 21, asserts that the smooth p-adapted Wasserstein distance AWZ(,J)
can be bounded by the 1-Wasserstein distance W;.

Theorem 21. Let pu,v € Pp((RY)T). For any R > 0 and o > 0 we have

zP (1 + %) (dx) | .
+/M>R}||(u + ) ))

Under additional assumptions on the measures p and v, we can actually drop the additive terms
characterizing the tail behavior.

AW (0P < 6771727 (RP 94, 2ale)

Corollary 22. For any o > 0 we have the following:
(a) If p,v, & € Py(RHT) for some q > p, then

AW (u, v)P < 6P 2T (M (1 + v7))P/ <||Vf Iz

(b) If p,v and & have bounded supports, then

(diam(supp(u) U supp(v)) + o diam(supp(§)))

P
‘ 195120 Wil ).

o —1 T+2
AW (p,v)P < 677172

(c) Suppose & ~ N(0,1qr). If p,v € Py(RNT) for some q > p, then for 0 < og < o,

o 1-p/q
Wi °><u,u)>

2 _ 2
99

AW )" < 61T [0 (M 7 + 7))/ (

g

Combining Theorem 21 with the slow rate of Wl(a) yields the following upper bound on the
convergence rate between the true and empirical measure in AW,(,”). Similar bounds were announced
in [24].

Corollary 23 (Slow rate). Let u € P,((RY)T) for some ¢ > pV (dT + 2). Suppose & ~ N(0,147).
Denote by pyn, the empirical measure of p with sample size n € N, i.e. py = %Z?:l dx) where
X x®@ X" gre i.i.d samples of . Then

1 4 olatp)/2

E[AW7 (1, )] < © (g<1+dT/2><1—p/q>

) - (a-9)/(20)

for some constant C' > 0 that depends only on d,T,p, q, My(1).
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Remark 24. If iy has a bounded support, then we have
ELAWS (1, tn)?) < O™ 272

for all e > 0. This recovers the slow rate E[W;U)(u,un)p] < Cn~z up to an e-loss.

3.2 Smoothing and the modulus of continuity

Our second main result pertains to the bandwidth effect of ©. As shown in [24, Theorem 2.4], the
smoothing operation is stable in the sense that AW, (u, u”) — 0 as 0 — 0. Here, we establish that
convergence is controlled by the modulus of continuity defined in Definition 9.

Theorem 25 (Bandwidth effect). Let u € P,((R*)T). Then for any o > 0,
AW, (11, 1) < T(1V (M, (€))Y/P Z hiP (o
where hi’p is defined as follows
hg’p(a):a, htp (Zhs” > forte{1,2,...,T —1}.

Corollary 26. The following hold.

(a) For L >0 and 0 < o < 1, there eists a constant C > 0 that depends only on T, (M,(£))*/?, L, a

such that
T-1
sup AWp(p, u°) < C Z o .
HEPp o, L ((RY)T) t=0

(b) Let K C Pp((RHT). If sup,,cp whP(6) =0 as § — 0 for all t € {1,2,...,T — 1}, then

lim sup AW, 0.
Jim sup (1, 17) =

In particular,

lim sup AW(U (1, v) — AW, (1, v)| = 0.
\Ou veEK

By choosing a suitably decaying sequence (oy)nen, ((#n)”")nen approaches p in AW,. The
convergence rate depends on the dimension d7'.

Corollary 27. Let i € Py(RHT) NPy o, (RHT) for some ¢ >pV (dT +2), L >0 and 0 < o < 1.
Suppose & ~ N(0,Iq7). Usmg the same notation as in Corollary 23, there exists a constant C > 0
that depends only on d,T,p,q, Mq(p), L, o« such that

E[AW, (1, (n)7")?] < Cn?

where

1-p/q T _
op = nf(dT+2)<1—p/é>+2paT*1 and B = ba (1-p/q) .
(dT +2)(1 —p/q) + 2pa®—1

12



3.3 Bounds on AW, in terms of W,

Now, we turn our attention to bounding AW, in terms of ;. By introducing an auxiliary noise £
satisfying Assumption 19, a straightforward application of the triangle inequality to Theorem 21 and
Theorem 25 shows the following proposition.

Proposition 28. Let p,v € P,((RY)T). Then for any R >0, 0 > 0 and & satisfying Assumption 19
we have

AW, (p,v)P < 18P T2TRP |V f]| 14 W + 187~ 12T /{ . |lz|” (1 + v7) (dx)
T—1 p
+3P7ITP(1 v M, (€)) (Z hf;p(a)> + 3PP (1 v My( (Z hLP (o )
t=0

We remark that R > 0, 0 > 0 and £ (or equivalently f) can be chosen arbitrarily in the above, as
long as Assumption 19 is satisfied. We present several estimates as outcomes of specific choices of R,
ooré.

Corollary 29. Let K C P,((RY)T) be AW,-relatively compact. Then there exists a constant C' > 0
that depends only on d,T,p such that for all0 < o < R and p,v € K,

AW, (n,v)P < C ( Wl('u’ + sup (Z hiP (o > + sup/ |z |? 7(dx)> :
{lz|>R}

yEK ~yeEK

Remark 30. Recall from Proposition 4 that the relative compactness of K yields

lim sup hiP (o lim sup / z|P =0
G\OWEK; " R—00yeK {mzR}' Fde)

Corollary 31. Let u,v € P(F) for some bounded set F C (R4)T.

(a) There exists a constant C > 0 that depends only on d,T,p,diam(F) such that for all o > 0,

Awp<u,u>p<c<“j‘)w1 (v (Zh o)V R ( >>>

(b) Further suppose that pu,v € Ppo.r(RY)T) for some L >0 and 0 < o < 1. Then there exists a
constant C' > 0 that depends only on d,T,p,diam(F), L, a such that

AW, (11, v) < CWy (py )™ /el 71D,

3.4 Comparison of topologies

In this section, we complement the discussion in Section 2.1 and Figure 2 by giving concise mathe-
matical statements.

Theorem 32 (Slow decay). Let u € Pp((RHT) and (pn)nen € Pp((RY)T). Consider (0,)nen C
(0,00) such that sup,,cy opn < 00.

(a) ]fAWI()U”)(un, w) — 0, then Wy(n, i) — 0.
(b) If Wy(pin, 1) — 0 and %ﬂ“”) 0, then AWS™ (i, 1) — 0.

Theorem 33 (Fast decay). Let i1 € Pp((R)T) and (1n)nen C Pp((RY)T). Consider (o) nen C (0,00)
such that sup,,cy on < 00.
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(a) If AW, (i, 1) — 0, then AW (11, 1) — 0.
(b) IfAW,(,U”)(umu) — 0 and hi;P(0,) = 0 for all t € {1,2,...,T — 1}, then AW, (in, 1) — 0.

Theorem 34 (Topological equivalence). Let o > 0. Then AW,SU) is a metric on Pp((RH)T) that
induces the same topology as W,,.

In conclusion, adding independent noise £ fundamentally changes the temporal structure of stochas-
tic processes and makes the smooth adapted Wasserstein topology different from the adapted Wasser-
stein topology in general. This contrasts with the Wasserstein topology, where the smooth Wasserstein
distance generates the Wasserstein topology. In the case where the smoothing parameter is fixed for
some o > 0, the smooth adapted Wasserstein distance completely ignores temporal evolution captured
by the natural filtration.

4 Proofs for Section 2

In this section we give proofs for the results of Section 2. Proofs for Section 2.1 are contained in
Section 4.1 and proofs for Section 2.2 can be found in Section 4.2.

4.1 Proofs for Section 2.1

In this section, we first state and prove Lemma 35, which is essential for proving Proposition 4. We
then present proofs of Proposition 4, Proposition 12 and Proposition 14. We start by establishing
some notation that will be used exclusively in the proofs of Lemma 35 and Proposition 4.
Let pn € Pp((RHT). For t € {1,2,...,T — 1} and 21, € (RY)!, we define fi,,.,, € Pp(RY)TY) via
Py, (dzt-‘rl:T) = HBzy.p_y (de) T Mgy (dxt+2):u$1;t (dmt-‘rl)'
Equivalently, when X ~ p and A C (R%)7~? is measurable,
lailzt (A) = P(XH-I:T €A | Xl:t = xl:t)-
Using this, we define @/,” : (0, 00) — [0, 00) via

@t (8) = sup { (BIW, (i, v ') | XY ~ o, (Bl X = Vi) < 8}

Lemma 35. Let u € P,((RY)T). For 6 >0 andt € {1,2,...,T — 1}, we have
T-1
@) < Y 6k (0)
s=t
where

s—1
g h(0) = wyP (5 + ngﬁ((?)) forse{t,t+1...,T —1}.
o=t

Here, the sum Zz;tl is understood as 0 when s =t.

Proof. Let us fix t € {1,2,...,T — 1} and 7 € Cpl(pu1.4, pt1.+) such that

1/p
(/ |z1. — y1:t|p7r(dx1;t,dy1:t)> <. (8)
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For s € {t,t+1,...,T — 1} and z1.5,91.s € (R?)*, define 7% € Cpl(ftay., s oy, ) as a Wp-optimal

T1:5,Y1:s

coupling between fiz,.. and p,, . Note that v € Cpl(u, 1) which is defined via

’Y(dxlva dyl:T)
= ﬂ-;l:T—l,yl:T—l (de, dyT) T 7T;1:t,+17y1:t+1 (d:l?t+2, dyt+2)7r;1my1:t, (dxt""l’ dyt‘*‘l)ﬂ(dl‘l:t’ dylit)'

Let (X,Y) ~ . From the construction of v, we bound
Y 1/p
(E[|Xor1 — Yo [') " = </ 2o 1 — Ysra|” V(dT1isq1, dy1;s+1)>

1/p
= </ Wp(ﬂm:s»/~Ly1;s)p7(dx1:svdy1:s))

< Wi ((B[| X1 — Y1 PDY7)
<wr? (5 + Z (E[|Xe41 — Ye+1|p})1/p) . (9)
=t

Here the first inequality comes from the definition of w;? and the last inequality is due to the inequality

(®),
1/p
(E[| X1 — Yial?])M? = ( / 1 yl;t|”7r<dx1;t,dy1:t>) <4

Using the recursive formula (9), we obtain that (E[| X1 — Y9+1|p])1/p < g¢77(9). Observe that

1/p
(/ Wo(fiwy,, Py )P (d2 e, dyu)) < (B[ Xi+1.1 — Y}+1:T|p])1/p

~

-1 T-1
1 s
<N (Bl Xeir — Yt /DY < Y gin6). (10)
s=t

s=t

Since the above estimate (10) holds for all = € Cpl(p1., 11.¢) satisfying (8), taking the supremum over
all such 7 in the left hand side of (10) gives the desired estimate. O

Proof of Proposition 4. It follows from [14, Theorem 3.2] that K C P,((R)T) is AW,-relatively
compact if and only if K is W),-relatively compact and

lim sup @;;?(0) =0 for all ¢ € {1,2,...,T — 1} (11)
SHO;LEK

It is straightforward from the inequality Wy (tay., s tyr,) < Wp(fizy.,s fiy,.,) for all 1.4,y1.4 € (R,
that condition (11) implies condition (6). The fact that condition (6) implies condition (11) follows
from Lemma 35. g

Proof of Proposition 12. (a) The proof is obvious from the definition of wf;p.
(b) If k < 1, the proof is immediate from the fact that a map w;”(-) is nondecreasing. Now let us

assume k > 1. The proof for the case k > 1 is a simple re-scaling of [14, Lemma 2.4]. For the sake
of simplicity, let us write X = (R?)!, Y = P(R?) and define a map £; : P((RY)T) — P(X x V) via
L:(v) = Law(Y1.t,vy,,,) for Y ~ v. As a byproduct of [14, Lemma 2.4], we can relax the marginal

constraints as follows:



where

1/p
pX(FY) = (/ “let - yl:t|p7(d‘r1:ta dlia dyl:ta dp)) i

1/p
py(’Y) = </ Wp(ﬁvp)p’}/(dxl:tvdlivdyl:tvdp)> 9
Per(Ly(11),8) = {7 € PE(X x ¥ x X x ¥) 1 p¥(3) < & Py < Lo(), PEy < Lulw)}

Here, P<(X x Y x X x ))) is the collection of positive measures whose total mass is no greater than
1 and the maps PU) : X x Y x X x ¥ — X x Y are defined via PY)(z1,y1,20,y2) := (z;,y;) for
j € {1,2}. Hence if v € Per(L;(u), k), then k=P € Per(Ly(u),8) and p¥(y) = kp¥(k=P~). This
implies that w}? (k) < kw}?(d). O

Proof of Proposition 1. Let u € Pp o r(RH)T). Suppose X,Y ~ p and E[| X1 — Y14]"] < 67. Ap-
plying Jensen’s inequality we obtain

EWp (1x10s v PP < L(E[ X1 — YialPDY? < L(E[ X1 — YiaPD™? < L%

Hence, w};?(6) < Lo°. O

4.2 Proofs for Section 2.2

Proof of Proposition 17 and Theorem 18. The proof is a straightforward generalization of [27, 20, 21]:
the case where the noise £ is Gaussian is treated in [27, 20] and [21] shows the same result when ¢ is
compactly supported.

The fact that Wpa) and AW,(,G) satisfy symmetry and the triangle inequality is trivial; for example,
see [27, Lemma 2]. If WI(JU)(/L,V) =0or .AWI()U)(,M,V) =0, then u* &, = v x&,. By taking Fourier
transforms, we deduce that

~

A(t)E(ot) = i E,(t) = v % &, (t) = D(t)€(at) for all t € (RT)T

Since the set of real zeros of §A has Lebesgue measure zero, i = ¥ a.s. In particular, i = 7 as tempered
distributions. The Fourier inversion formula shows that p© = v as tempered distributions and thus
1 = v as measures. This shows that W,E") and AW,(,U) are metrics on P,((R?)T). For a proof that
W;(;a) metrizes the Wy-topology we refer to [21, Lemma 15]. Lastly, for 01,02 > 0, find (X, Z) ~ p®¢&
and (Y, W) ~ v ® ¢ such that (X +01Z,Y 4+ 01W) is an optimal coupling of W,gal)(m v). Then by
the triangle inequality,

W (1,0) < (BI|(X +022) — (Y + W)
< E|(X +012) = (¥ + WD +]on — ol (B]1Z - W)
< WD (1, v) + 2 o — aa] (M,(€))7.

This proves desired estimates. O

5 Proofs for Section 3

Proofs for Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 are contained in Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4.
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5.1 Proofs for Section 3.1

This section is organized as follows. In Lemma 36, we show that compactly supported measures are
AW,-dense via an explicit estimate. Combined with Lemma 37, this proves Proposition 20. The
proof of Theorem 21 is based on Lemma 38. Following that, we prove Corollary 22 and Corollary 23.

Lemma 36 (Approximation by compactly supported measures). Let R > 0. There exists a Lipschitz
function &) = (<I>§R), e @(TR)) S (RHT — (RNHT such that
1/p
|zf” u(dm)>

‘IDER)’ < R for every t € {1,2,...,T}.

AW, (p, @G ) < 27/ ( /
{

lz|> R}

for any p € P,(RHT). Moreover,

Proof. Throughout the proof, we assume that R > 0 and u € P,((R)T) are fixed. We define
@ (RHT — (RHT via ®(z1.7) := (p(z1),...,p(2r)), where ¢ : R — RY is given by

x if |z| <R
gp(x) =3\ Rz

B if o > R.

We want to construct a bicausal coupling between g and @ 1. Set 11 := (id, @)z 1 € Cpl(v, (Pxv)1).
For t € {1,2,...,T — 1} and 1.4, y1.« € (R?)?!, let us define 7., 4,., € P(R? x R?) via

(id, ) g oy ., if 1. =y1.¢+ and |z¢| < R for all £ € {1,2,...,t},
Tz ityY1:t = .
o Hary @ (Pape)y,,, otherwise.

Since (Pupt)y,., = P4z, on {z1x = yi¢ and |zg] < Rforall¢ € {1,2,...,t}}, we have that
Tary i € CPUHary, (Pgft)y,.,). Define the measure 7 € P((RHT x (RY)T) via

W(d% dy) = Tzyr_1,y1r-1 (dev dyT) Ty (dl‘g, dy?)ﬂ—l,l(dxlﬂ dyl)

and conclude that m € Cplyc(p, Pypt). Thus

T
AWP(M7 (b#:u)p S Z / |$t - yt‘p 71-(dxl:ta dyl:t)~
t=1

For t € {1,2,...,T}, consider the partition (E)!_, of (R?)* x (R%)* where

Ef = {(z1.4,y14) : |vs| < Rfor all s € {1,2,...,t}},
E} = {(21.4,y1.) : |2¢| > R and |zs| < R for all s € {1,2,...,4}} when £ € {1,2,...,t}.

Note that

/ (20— yol? e (dn, dyr) = / 20 — o)l p(ere) = 0.
Et

0 {lz:| <R}

For ¢ € {1,2,...,t}, we use Jensen’s inequality to compute

/ et — yol? 7 (dane, dyse) < 27" / 2o P pu(daye) + 27" / P ®p(dyne)
Et Et

£ £ E

< 2p/ |2 [” p(dey:y).
{lze|>R}

|yt
t
4
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Combining these results,

T t
AWy (1, Pp)? < ZZ/ |z — ye|” w(dw.e, dyrt)
Et

t=1 (=1 ¢

T ot
<O [ e <27 [ e )
;;::1 {lze|2R} {lz|=R}
(]
Lemma 37. For j,v € P((RY)T) we have
Ll vy S AVGD) = __inf (e £ 9} < 2o L v
- — VvV v) = m -V .
g I ™= s TrGCpln>c(u7V)7T TEY=" a N
Proof. See [13, Lemma 3.5]. O
Proof of Proposition 20. Fix R > 0 and define ®?) as in Lemma 36. Observe that
(R) (R) -
AW <I>R,u,<I>Rz/p§ 2R)P inf / 1 m(dx1.7, dyr.T
PO S QR e o, g fatu)T(derr, dyvr)
< (2R)PT e ir(lzg) . /]l{xl:T;éyl:T}’iT(dxlzT,dyl;T)
™ pbc(q)# H:‘b# V)
R R
= (2RPT AV(24) u, )
R R
< @RPT(2" - 1)/2)||047 1 — 4P 1,
< QRPT(2" = 1)/2) |n = Vlpy - (12)

The first inequality stems from the inclusion {z; # y;} C {x1.7 # y1.7}. Lemma 37 gives the second
inequality. The last inequality is straightforward from the definition of [|-||1,. Indeed,

1 _ _
sIef0un—0Puy = sup (@) 7H(4)) — v((@™)7H(4))
AC(RE)T

1
< sup p(B)—-v(B)= 3 i = vy -
BC(RY)T

Using the triangle inequality together with the estimate (12) and Lemma 36,
AW, (1, v)P < 3771 (Awp(u, S 1) + AW, (1, &0y + AW, (@0, @55),/)17)

< gpiory? Al - j2|” (1 +v)(de) + 37T R)PT((2" — 1)/2) ln = vy

< (12T v (32 T((27 - 1)/2)) ( /{ af? (1 + v)(dar) + R? [l — u|TV>

2l > R)
< 671127 / j2l” (n+v)(da) + R? || = vlpy | -
{lal>R)

This proves the desired estimate. O
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Lemma 38. For u,v € Pp(RY)T) we have

o o Wl(/”'v V)
67 = vy S IVl ———

Proof. We first claim that

14 = 0y = sup{/godw - [oar 1ol < 1}

- {/ piu” ~ [ o] < 1. diam(supp(e) < oo} . "

The first equality is classical, see for example [15, Chapter 3]. To prove the second equality, let us
fix ¢ > 0 and choose R > 0 such that (u” 4+ v?)({z € (RY)T : |z| > R}) < e. Take any function
¢ (RNT — R such that |¢| < 1, set pr(z) :== ¢(x)1{;<r} and observe that

/sodu" - /@dlf’ = (/ PrAp’ — /chdV") + (/[so — pRrldu” — /[cp - @R]dl/">
< (/ rdp’ — /‘PRdVU) +e.

Since @ is arbitrary, it shows the claim.
Now, let ¢ : (R?)T — R such that |¢| < 1 and diam(supp(y)) < oo. Note that

[ = [ear = [ ([ etrtote =iz ) utan - [ ( [ otertate =iz ) ),

Since ¢ has bounded support and f is continuously differentiable, the dominated convergence theorem
implies that

Vy </ () folr — y)dx> = —/go(ﬂc)(Vfg)(m —y)dx.

In particular

v, ( / @(x)fa(m—y)dw)‘ < [IVa@lds =2 [ 95)a.

g

Thus, the function y — [¢(z)f,(x — y)dx is Lipschitz continuous with the Lispchitz constant
IVfll 1 /o. The desired estimate follows from the Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality for Wi (u,v) and
(13). O

Proof of Theorem 21. Combining Proposition 20 and Lemma 38,

AW, (7 7 < 6T (Rp s NN uf’)(dm)
{lz|=R}
<ot (Rp P N u“)(d@) .
g {lz|>R}
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Proof of Corollary 22. (a) For the sake of simplicity, let us write Ag := {z € (RY)T : |z| > R}. Using
the Markov inequality, we bound

/ j2f? (47 + v°)(da) = / 2P La () (4 + v°) (d)
{lz|>R}

P ey = Malt” )
< [lat Sy 07 (dw) = S,

Plugging this into Theorem 21,

AW (1, v)P < 67 72T (Rp IVl Wl(:’ v)  My(n”+v )) |

Ra—p
The desired estimate (7) follows from optimizing the right-hand side by choosing
P ( oM, (u° + 1) )1/‘1.
IV A Wi, v)

(b) Without loss of generality, we may assume that 0 € (supp(u) Usupp(v)) Nsupp(&). The proof
for the general case follows from translations. Applying the bound

(M (p” + v7))P/0 < (M ()P4 + (My(v7))P/
< (Mo()9 4+ (Mg (€)Y + (Mg(w) 9 + (Mg (€)M 9)P
< 2(diam(supp(p) U supp(v)) 4 o diam(supp(§)))”

and sending the limit ¢ — oo in (7), we obtain

1-p/q
AW(U)(N v)P <67 lpgT+1 hmlnf( (1 +v ))P/q <||vf||L1 W)

< 0T dimnsupp () U supp(v) + o ian(supp()” (191 2.
(c) If ¢ is a Gaussian measure we have &, = (&4, ) * (f\/ﬁ) Since ¢ > p, we apply Corollary
o —0'0
22(a) to deduce that
g 70'2
AW (1, )7 = AWV T (o0, oy

02 — o2

(o) 1-p/aq
< 677 2T (M (1 + 7)) (me e ’V)> |
0

Proof of Corollary 23. Choosing og = 0/+/2 in Corollary 22(c),

W )
o/\V2

where r = ¢/p > 1 and ' is the Holder conjugate of r. Applying Holder’s inequality with 1/r+1/r" =1,

(o/V®) L
ELAWS (1, pin)P) < CMy () + B[Mq (")) " (E[m - i unn)

E[wf“/@m,unn)

AW (s )P < 6P~ T2 V£ (M (1 + pin® )" <

1/r'

g

< O(Mq(p) + oM,y (€))7 (

- 1/7"'
E[W! /@(u,un)J)

g

§0(1+ap)<
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for some constant C' > 0 that depends only on d, T, p, q, M,(u). A close inspection of the proof of [24,
Theorem 3.1] shows that if ¢ > dT + 2, then for X ~ p,

BV ) < [ B ([ 1)~ s )] e

2\ Elf2, sz —X)] "2
(RI)T 1+ |$‘ (R4)T n
q/2
<o(tmy L
= ciT/2 | \/n
for some C' > 0 that depends only on d,T,q, My(r). We refer to the proof of [24, Theorem 3.1] for
computational details. This proves the desired result. O

5.2 Proofs for Section 3.2

In Lemma 39, we show that there is a Monge mapping from p” to p whose kernels are almost W,-
optimal. We use this to prove Theorem 25. We then present proofs of Corollaries 26 and 27.

Lemma 39. Let u € P,((RHT) and o > 0. For each ¢ > 0 there exists a bicausal coupling n° €
Cplpe(p?, 1) given by 7° = (id, G%)xpu®, where G¢ = (G5,...,G%) : RHT — (RHT is a Borel
measurable function, and 7¢ satisfies

1/p
(/ lzy —y1|” Ws(dxl,dy1)> < (@A +e)Wp((17)1, 1)

as well as

1/p
( [ 1o - yt+1|pw;h,,,yu<dzt+1,dytm) < (14 Wy (1 ) i)

forallt € {1,2,....,T—1} and z1.4,y1.« € (R?):. Moreover, G5 depends only on the first t coordinates,
i.e. G5(xrr) = G5 (x1,) fort € {1,2,...,T —1}.

Proof. Throughout the proof, ¢ > 0 is fixed. Since ()7 is absolutely continuous, it can be approxi-
mated by Monge mappings. Precisely speaking, from [31, Theorem B],

Wy((u®)1 )P = inf / 21— 1 (dar).

T:Ty () 1=p1

Hence there exists a map F§ : R? — R? such that (Ff)g(u%)1 = p1 and

/'xl Fy(z)l” p (dy) < (14 )P Wp((17)1, )"

Let us define 7§ ; := (id, FT)x(p”)1 € Cpl((u7)1, ). For t € {1,2,...,T — 1}, let us denote by

T e € CPH(KT )y, s Hy,.,) @ Wy-optimal coupling for each 1.4, 914 € (R9)t. Tt can be chosen in
such a way that

(RD* x (RN 3 (@14, y1:¢) = ™5, 40, € PR x RY) (14)
is Borel measurable, where P(R? xR9) is endowed with the weak topology, see e.g. [35, Corollary 5.22].

Thanks to Lemma 42, the map (14) can be approximated by parameterized Monge couplings. Applying
Lemma 42 with X = R? and Z = (R?)! x (R?)?, we find a measurable map Ff,; : (R?)! x (RY)! x R? —
R? such that

/ ’xt‘f‘l - Fts-i-l(xl:ta Yi:t, m15-5—1)|p (,u )$1 t(dmt+1) (1 + E)pW (( )$1:t7 /J’yl:t)p'
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Set 75, o = Od, Fipy (@16, Y1, - ) (107 )y, € CPU(K7 )y Hyy., ) and define 7 € Cplpe (17, 1) via
7 (dzrr, dyrr) = 7o e, ([dTrdyr) o (d2, dy2) T 4 (d2y, dyn ).
Note that if X ~ p?, then Y ~ pu, where Y is defined via the following recursive relation,
Y1 = Ff(X1) and Y1 = Fy o (Xu, Y1, Xyq) for t € {1,2,..., 7 — 1}. (15)
Substituting (15) iteratively, the construction of G°¢ is now straightforward. O

Proof of Theorem 25. Let € > 0 and choose 7° = (id, G*)xp” € Cplpe(p?, 1) as in Lemma 39. Note
that

AW ( (/let ye|” 7 (d dy)) " < é (/th — el 7rE(fix,ciz/)>l/p~ (16)

Using the fact that W, ((u%)1, 1) < (M, (£,))'/P = o(M,(£))/?, we deduce from Lemma 39 that

1/p
fFi= ([lo =l w¥dndn)) < (04 W) < L+ 0L, (7

Now, fixt € {1,2,...,T—1}. Since G5 depends only on the first ¢ coordinates, we denote (G5 (z), ..., G5 (z))
by G%(x1.+). Also, let us denote the density of (£,)1.+ by

(hualare) = [ alorr)doi.
(Rd)T—t
Using the fact that (£,).,,, has the density

(fa)l:t+1(zlzt+1)

(fo)l:t(zlzt) ’

2t41 —

we compute that for measurable B C R?,

o _ f(fa)l:t(l'l:t - Zl:t)(,u'm:t * (fa)ﬁb’l:t—zlzt)(B)'u(dzl:t)
(,U )xm(B) - (fg)m * Ml:t(xl:t) '

A similar identity was used in [24, proof of Theorem 2.12]. From Lemma 39 and convexity of W2
applied to (18), we obtain

/ |11 — yt+1|p e (dw, dy)

(18)

/|CEt+1 —yt+1| mlt’ylt(d$t+17dyt+1) (dxlzhdyl:t)
= /(1 + E)pwp((/’l’a)ﬂilzﬂ/’Lyl:t)pﬂ-s(d‘rlihdylllf)

1+5 /W £1 01 HGe (21, t)) :uo-(d'rlit)

/ f f‘T 1:4 ‘Tl it 2L f)WP(:u’Zl:t * (Sﬂ)ﬂfl:t—zhm.uGg(wl;t))pN(dzl:t)
(fo’)l:t * ,Ull:t(xlzt>

Since 1.4 — (f5)1:4 * 1.t (21:¢) is the density of (17)1.+, we use the change of variable wy.+ = x1.+ — 214

to obtain

1+€ H’U(dxlzt)-

/ f(fo)lzt(xl:t - Zl:t)Wp(/“‘LZI:t * (go)xl:t—znt?ﬂGE(th))p:u(dzlit)u(r(dl,lzt)

(fo’)l:t * ,U/lzt(xlzt)
= //(fa)lzt(xlrt - Zl:t)Wp(/’LZLt * (fa)xltt—zlzm#Gs(zl;t))pﬂ(dzl:t)dxl:t

- //Wp(:uzl:f, * (fﬂ)wlztv/’LGE(zlzt+w1:t))p(,ul:t & (fo‘)l:t)(dzl:t; dwl:t)

= E[Wp(u)ﬁ:t * (50')0'21:1,7IU’GE(Xl:tJFUZl:t))p]’
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where (X, 7Z) ~ p® €. Using the above, we bound

1/p
I, = </ |41 — yesr|” we(dx,dy)>

< (14 EWy (pxr * Eo)ozrs He (Xuutozin)F)?

< (L4 2) BV (pixr * (€o)o 2 10 )PP+ B (1,0 Hae (X0 b0200)P)P)
< (1) (oM (€)M + EWy (1, He (x40 70.0)") 7))
< (1+ ) (M (€))7 + Wi (| Xrs = G (Xu + 0 Z1a) 1))

< (1+€) (M (€)Y7 + Wl (o(My(O)? + | Xt + 0 21 = G (Xt + 020 10))
<(1+¢) <J(Mp(f))1“’ + Wk (o(Mp@))l/P + ZI)) . (19)

Here, the third inequality is immediate from
ED e €z < B | [ ol (€ (@50

-E {/|2t+1|p fo 1t+1(021 t,Zt+1)dZt+1]

(fo)r:e(oZ1.t)
//|Zt+ ¢ o) ltigzl t;l)d t4+1(fo)1:t (2126 ) d21t
=0 Mp(ft+1)'

The definition of wf;p justifies the fourth inequality. The fifth inequality is the triangle inequality
and monotonicity of w;?. To see the last inequality, note that (X + 0Z,G*(X + 0Z)) ~ 7° and

1/ t
||X1:t + o'let - G(6()(1:15 + UZl:t)”Lp = (/ |$1;t - yl:t'p ﬂ-s(dxlztadyl:t)> S ZIi
s=1

Starting from the initial estimate (17), we bound I by h{ ' using the recursive estimate (19) along
with Proposition 12(b) as follows,

Hminf I7 < (1V (M,(£))"/P) (WP (o) + thi, 1P (o)) (20)

e—0

for all t € {2,3,...,T}. This can be shown by the induction. When ¢ = 2, we compute from (17) and
(19) that

liminf 15 < o(My(€)7 +wi” (o(My()'/7 + I7)
< o (My(E)7 + wi? (20(My(€))M/7) < (1V (My(€))V/7) (0 + 27 (o).

Here, the last inequality follows from Proposition 12(b). This proves (20) when ¢ = 2. Assuming (20)
holds for I¢, s € {2,...,t}, a similar computation shows that

t
liminf 1., < o (M, (€))7 +wf? (a(Mpos))l/P DY IS)
s=2

< o(My(9))'7 +wpi? <2U(Mp(f))1/p + Z(l V (My())/7) (P (o) + shffl’p(ff))>

< o (Mp()P + (¢ +1)(1 V (My(€))/P)wl? (th )
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Hence (20) holds for all ¢ € {2,3,...,T}. Plugging this back into (16),

T T
AWy (17, 1) < ligélfsz < a(My()77 4D (1V (My(&)/7) (WP () + thy; P (0)).
t=1 t=2

This proves the desired estimate. [

Proof of Corollary 26. (a) From Proposition 14, w’P(0) < Lo® if u € Pp.a.r(RHT). Note from the

1 s 1, — 1, @
construction of 2,? that h)P(0) = w,P(0) < Lo® and
2, 2, 1, a\a @ a _a? a—+1 «@ o
h*(o) = w,P (o +h,P(0) < Lo+ Lo®)* < L(e“ + L% ) < (LV L*T) (0" + ).

It is straightforward from the mathematical induction that hf,P (o) < C(c® +0° 4. 40") for some
C > 0 that depends only on L,a if t € {1,2,...,T — 1}. Applying this bound to Theorem 25 yields
the desired estimate.

(b) From Theorem 25, we find

sup AW, (1%, 1) < T(LV (My(€)'/?) Y ¥ (o) (21)
HeK t=0

where we define K% (o) := o and hP(0) == SUp,,e e WiP (ZZ;E h}p(a)>, te{l,2,..., T —1}. Note

that if sup ¢ g w};?(6) — 0 as § — 0, the right hand side of (21) goes to 0 as o — 0. The last statement
is a straightforward application of a triangle inequality. [

Proof of Corollary 27. From Corollaries 23 and 26(a), we estimate
ELAW, (1, (15)7)"] < CELAWST (11, p1n)P] + ELAW, (17, 1)7))

Lt o2 N a0 gt
¢ <g(1+dT/2>(1—p/q> TR0 ot
t=0

IN

We optimize the convergence rate of the right hand side by choosing o = n™" where

1—p/q

7T W+ 2)(1—p/g) +2paT T
([
5.3 Proofs for Section 3.3
Proof of Proposition 28. This is straightforward from the inequality
AW, (p, v)P < 3P LAWS) (1) + 37T AW, (i, 1) + 3P AW, (v, 07)
applied to Theorem 21 and Theorem 25. ([l

Proof of Corollary 29. Choose ¢ to be supported on {z € (RY)T : |z| < 1}. From 0 < o < R, we have

[ el = | o 4 02l” p(da)e(d2)
{lz|>2R} {lz+0z|>2R}
<[ o uea <2 [ el +2on
{lz|>R} {lz|>R}
Applying this bound to Proposition 28 yields the desired result. (]
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Proof of Corollary 31. (a) By a translation argument we may assume that 0 € F. Let p,v € P(F).
Choose ¢ to be supported on {x € (RY)T : |z| < 1}. By combining the triangle inequality with
Corollary 22(b) and Theorem 25, we compute

AWy (11, v) < AW (1, 0) + 2 (AW, (1, 57) V AW, (v, 7))

1/p T-1
<C <(1 +0) <Wl(“’y)> + Z hj;”(a) V htym(a)>
t=0

g

for some C > 0 that depends only on d, T, diam(F’). This proves the desired estimate.
(b) Let p,v € P(F) N Ppa.r(RH)T). Using Corollary 31(a) and Corollary 26(a), we estimate

1/p T-1
AW, (p,v) < C ((1 +0) (Wl(:”)> s Uat> o)

with some constant C' > 0 that depends only on d,T, L, a,diam(F). In (22), choose o = W; (i, v)?
for B = (pa”~! +1)~! and we bound the right-hand side by

(1+40) (Wl(“’y))l/p + Tz:_l o

7 t=0
T—1 T—-1 = t T—1
= (1 4+ Wi (i, )W ()™ /(pa” " +1) o ZVVl(M,V)O‘ /(pa” 77 +1)
t=0
= t T—-1 T—-1 T—-1 T—-1
< <1 + (2diam(F))? + Z(Qdiam(F))(O‘ —a” )/ (pe +1)> Wi (p,v)® /e +D),
t=0

Here, we make use of the fact that Wy (u,v) < My(p) + Mi(v) < 2diam(F'). This proves the desired
result. O

5.4 Proofs for Section 3.4

In this section we prove Theorem 32, Theorem 33 and Theorem 34. All the proofs are based on the
following simple reformulation of the sequential convergence.

Lemma 40. Let X be a metric space. Suppose (Tp)neny € X and x € X. Then x, — x in X if
and only if for every subsequence (¥, )ken Of (Tn)nen, there exists a subsequence of (xy, )ren that
converges to x.

Proof of Theorem 32. (a) Suppose AW,EU"')(/A”, w) — 0. From Lemma 40, by passing to a subsequence,
it is sufficient to assume that o,, — o for some o € [0,00). From Proposition 17,

WL (i, 1) < WS (1, 1) + 2|0 — 0| (Mp(€)YP < AW (i, 1) + 2 |y — 00| (M,y(€)) M7

Since the right hand side converges to 0 as n — oo, we conclude that u, — u in W},"“). We conclude
that p, — p in W, thanks to Proposition 17.

(b) Suppose now that Wy (pn, 1) — 0 and Wi (pn, ) /on, — 0. From Lemma 40, we may assume
that o, — o for some oy € [0,00). We find from Theorem 21 that for any R > 0,

hm Sup AWI(;U")(/JLnyﬂ) S 6p_1T2T Sup A | } |§[,‘|p (Mzn —|— ugn)(d.’ﬂ) (23)
z|>R

n— 00 neN

Note that pf» — p%° and p — p% in W,. In particular, {u», u% : n € N} is Wy-relatively
compact. Thus, the right hand side of (23) can be made arbitrarily small as R — oo. This shows that

AW (1, 1) = 0. O
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Proof of Theorem 33. (a) Suppose AW, (fin, ) — 0. As in the proof of Theorem 32, it is sufficient
to prove AWISU”)(/L”,N) — when o, — og for some o € [0,00). If o9 > 0, then Wy (tn, pt)/on — 0.

By Theorem 32(b) this implies that AW,SJ")(un, 1) — 0. Suppose now that op = 0. By the triangle
inequality,

AWt ) < AWy (1, 1) + 2 55 AW, (7. 7)

where K = {y,un, : n € N}. Note that K is AW,-relatively compact. Thus, Proposition 4 and
Corollary 26(b) show that sup, ¢ x AW, (v°",v) — 0. In conclusion, AW;SJ”)(,un, w) — 0.

(b) Suppose AW,(,U")(M,,,,LL) — 0 and h,P(0,) — 0 for all t € {1,2,...,T — 1}. Since w,? < h};P,
we have w,’;’f(an) — 0. Using Lemma 40, we may assume that o, — og for some og € [0,00). If

o9 > 0, fix € > 0 and choose N € N such that sup,,> y w,?(0,) < € and inf,> N 0, > 09/2. Note that

N
lim sup sup w/,”(§) < lim sup Zwi’p@) + sup w;;P(00/2) < 0+ sup wyP(0,) <e.
5—0 neN " =0 " n>N " n>N
Since € > 0 was arbitrary and Wy (pn, t) — 0, we deduce from Proposition 4 that {u, : n € N} is
AW, -relatively compact. Thus, AW, (pn, i) — 0.
Now, suppose o9 = 0. Then by the triangle inequality,

lim sup AW, (i, 1) < lim sup (AW;(,"") (Hns 1)+ AW (g i) + AW, (", u))

n— 00 n—oo
= lim sup AW, (12", tin ).

n—oo

Here, the equality follows from Corollary 26(b) applied to K = {u}. It is easy to check from Theorem
25 that hf;f:(an) — 0forallt e {1,2,...,T — 1} implies that AW, (u%", u,) — 0. Hence, we conclude
that AW, (n, 1) — 0. O

Proof of Theorem 34. From Proposition 17 and the fact that W,(;U) < CAWI()U), it is obvious that if
Ly — W in AWI(,G), then p,, — pin W,. Conversely, let us assume W, (t,, 1) — 0. By choosing 0, = o

in Theorem 32(b), we obtain that AW][(,U) (tn, ) — 0. Therefore, AW,(,U) metrizes the W,-topology.
O

A Proof regarding Example 3

Example 41. Let (€5)nen, (0n)neny € (0,00) such that €, — 0 and sup,cyon < 00. We define

fin = 50(c, 1) + 30(—cn—1)s 1= 58(0,1) + 30(0,-1), and &, := N(0,07 12). Then we have

(a) == — 0 if and only if W — 0 if and only ifAW;(;U")(HmH) — 0.

On

(b) £= — oo if and only if wP(0n) — 0 if and only if AW, (g™, pin) — 0.

Proof. (a) It is evident from W, (un, 1) = &, that e,/0, — 0 if and only if Wy (un, 1)/on — 0. The
fact that Wi (g, pt)/on — 0 implies .Al/\/,()g”)(un7 w) — 0 follows from Theorem 32(b). Let us assume
that AWS™ (11, 1) = 0. We compute (u77)1 = N(0,02), (o), = IN(1,02)+ IN(—1,02) and
o 1 2 1 2
(ILL"L”)l = iN(Enaan) + 5'/\/'(7577.,0-77.)7

o Po, (Y — €n) 2 Po, (Y +€n) 2
By )y = N 1’ o,)+ N _1’ On
( v Po, (Y +En) + 0o, (¥ —€n) ( ) o, (Y +En) + 0o, (y —€n) ( )
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where ¢(z) 1= (2r)~1/2e""/2 and ¢, (-) := (05) *¢(-/0on). Since (u°"), does not depend on z,

AW (p1, )P = mf / & — 37+ W1, (4 )P (e, dy)

YECPI((1on )1, (un™

W (u / Wy (1Y (15} (45 )1 (dy).

Using a change of variable, we write
| Wl ) )
= [ (V(1,02)/2 4 N (L 02) /2,0 )N (1,02) + BN (-1,02) o)y, (21)

where a,(y) := ©(y)/(p(y) + ©(y + 2en/0n)) and b,(y) == 1 — an(y). If €,/0, = 0, then up to a
subsequence, we may assume that €, /0, — ¢ for some ¢ € (0, 00]. From (24) and the Fatou lemma,

0= Tim AW (1, p>hmmf/ Wp((17 Vs (15 ) (15 )1 (dy)

n— oo

= liminf i(wp((ﬂan)m (/‘Z”)en+any)p + Wp((ﬂgn)za (/‘Zn)fenJrany)p)(P(y)dy

n—00

> /°° W, (51 +d-1 9(y)d1 + p(y +2¢)d_1

27 o(y) + ey +20) ) elu)dy > 0.

Thus, AW;S"”)(/L, tn) — 0 only if €, /0, — 0.
(b) It is easy check that w)P(0) = (0n/en) A 2. Hence e,/0, — oo if and only if w)?(o,) —
0. From Theorem 25, we have AW, (ug", pn) < C(oyn + w)P(0y)). Hence wP(o,) — 0 yields

1
AW, (18, ) — 0. Now, let us assume that AW, (u2", p,) — 0. Note that
AW = nt eyl W) ) P ). (25)
YECPI((#n" )1, (1n)1) JR2

Choose v* to be optimal for (25). Let Z ~ N(0,1), ¢, (2) := 0, (2 — 1)/ (¢o, (. —€n) + @0, (X +n))
and dp,(z) :=1— ¢, (x). Then

AW, (57 )P > /{ (7)1 (s )+ /{ Wy (5 ) s 61 )P (dz, dy)
Y=€n

y=—¢n}

) /{ .., @B 2]+ du(@B{2 + 00 2] (d, dy)

b @2+ 0u2l) + du(@Ellon 2" (dr.dy)
{y=—¢€n}

> (Bllon "] + E[|2 + 00 2]"]) / (ea(2) A dn(2)) ("1 (d2).

— 00

We compute

(o) 1 oo
| (@ ndula) ) =5 [ (oo = 2) A, (@4 20))do
1 —en/on 0
=- / +/ o(z)dz.
2 —o0 en/0n
Hence AW, (ug", ptr) — 0 implies o, /e, = o0. O
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B Monge maps

Let A, B, Z be Polish spaces. We say that 7 is a kernel from Z to A if 7 is a Borel measurable map
from Z to P(A). Here, P(A) is endowed with the weak topology. We will denote the probability
measure 7(z) by 7. We use a similar notation for functions. Given a Borel measurable function
T:ZxA— B, wedefine T? : A — BviaT?(a) = T(z,a). For a partition R of X, we define its mesh
via ||R|| = sup 4 diam(A).

Lemma 42. Let X, Z be Polish spaces and let m be a kernel from Z to X x X. Let p* and v?
denote the pushforward measure of w* through a projection on to the first coordinate and the second
coordinate, respectively, i.e. m* € Cpl(u®,v?). Suppose p*,v* € Pp(X) and u? has no atoms for all
z € Z. Then there exist Borel measurable maps T, : Z x X — X such that (id, T?)xp* € Cpl(p?, v?)
and

/ dx(z,y)Pn*(dx,dy) = lim dx(a: T7(x))?Pu®(dx).
XxX

n—r oo

Here dx is a metric on X that induces the Polish topology.

Proof. It follows from [10, Theorem 2.3] that there exits a Borel measurable map T : Z x X x [0,1] —
X x [0, 1] such that

(a) T% := T(z,-) : X x [0,1] — X x [0,1] is a Borel isomorphism, i.e. T% is Borel measurable,
bijective and its inverse is also Borel measurable,

(b) for the Lebesgue measure A on [0,1], (id, T%)x(p* @ A) € Cpl(p* ® A\, v* @ A) and its projection
on X x X is 7*.

Now let us choose a partition R, of X’ that consists of at most countable sets and satisfies lim,,_, || Rn| =
0. We apply [10, Proposition 3.25] to find Borel measurable maps ®,, : Z x X — X x [0, 1] such that

(¢) @2 :=P,(z,-) : X = X x [0,1] is Borel isomorphism,
(d) (22)x(p?la) = (pPla) @ A for all A € R,, where p?|4(-) := p*(-NA).

Let Py and Pz be projection maps on X and Z respectively and define a map T, : Z2 x X — X via
T, = Py oT o (Pz,®,). Note that n? := (id, T;?)xp* € Cpl(p?,v?) by (b) and (d). Similarly as in

’ n

the proof of [10, Theorem 2.6], we can show that
(A x B) =7*(A x B) for any A,B€ R, and z € Z.
Indeed, for A,B € R,,

T (A X B) = p* (AN (T;)7H(B)) = p*|a((@7) 7" o (T%) ™" o (Px)™(B))
= p*la@M(T*) 7 o (Px) 71 (B))
= ®A((A><[0 1) n(T*) 7B x [0,1))
= (id, T%) % (1" @ A)((A x [0,1]) x (B x [0,1]))
=7%(A x B).
The first equality comes from the definition of 77. For the second equality, we use the definition of
T%. The property (d) implies the third equality. The fourth and the fifth equality are straightforward

from the pushforward operator and the last equality is obtained from the property (b). Thus, we
deduce from [10, Lemma 2.4] that 72 — 7% in W, on (X x X)2. This implies the desired results. [J
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