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Abstract

The Wasserstein distance Wp 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
AWp 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 AWp and Wp are well understood, their differences
as metrics remain largely unexplored beyond the trivial bound Wp ≲ AWp. This paper closes
this gap by providing upper bounds of AWp in terms of Wp through investigation of the smooth
adapted Wasserstein distance. Our upper bounds are explicit and are given by a sum ofWp, Eder’s
modulus of continuity and a term characterizing the tail behavior of measures. As a consequence,
upper bounds on Wp automatically hold for AWp under mild regularity assumptions on the
measures considered. A particular instance of our findings is the inequality AW1 ≤ C

√
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 Pp(RN ) the set of all Borel probability measures on RN that have finite
p-moments, where 1 ≤ p < ∞ is fixed throughout this paper. The Wasserstein distance, defined via

Wp(µ, ν) :=

(
inf

π∈Cpl(µ,ν)

∫
RN×RN

|x− y|p π(dx, dy)
)1/p

, (1)

is a metric on Pp(RN ) that metrizes weak convergence plus convergence of p-moments. Here |·|
denotes the Euclidean norm on RN and Cpl(µ, ν) is the set of all couplings between µ ∈ Pp(RN ) and
ν ∈ Pp(RN ), i.e., those probability measures on RN ×RN whose first marginal is µ and whose second
marginal is ν. 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 [36, 35, 34] for
a general overview.

While the Wasserstein distance between laws on RN has seen a surge of applications in the last
few years, the situation changes when µ, ν are interpreted as laws of discrete-time stochastic processes
in their natural filtrations. In this case, measuring the distance between µ and ν via Wp(µ, ν) 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 µ, ν into account when optimizing over all possible couplings on RN .
The restriction to so-called bicausal or adapted couplings described in the next paragraph addresses
this issue.
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Let us first set up some notation: consider two stochastic processes X = (X1, . . . , XT ) and Y =
(Y1, . . . , YT ) in finite discrete time, where both Xt and Yt are Rd-valued random variables for t ∈
{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, . . . , ST ) : (Rd)T → (Rd)T from
the law of X to the law of Y , which satisfies

Yt
d
= St(X1, . . . , XT ) for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}.

Without further restrictions on the map S, Yt can depend on the whole stochastic process X. In
other words, it is impossible to determine Yt only from the information (X1, . . . , Xt) as the map St

uses information about the evolution of X after time t in general. In order to respect the filtration
generated by X, it is reasonable to require S to be adapted, i.e., St should only be a function of the
first t coordinates. As shown e.g. in [9, 10], the notion of adapted mappings is generalized to bicausal
couplings as follows.

Definition 1. Let µ and ν be two probability measures on (Rd)T . A coupling π ∈ Cpl(µ, ν) is called
bicausal if for (X,Y ) ∼ π and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1},

(Y1, . . . , Yt) and (Xt+1, . . . , XT ) are conditionally independent given X1, . . . , Xt

and

(X1, . . . , Xt) and (Yt+1, . . . , YT ) are conditionally independent given Y1, . . . , Yt.

The set of all bicausal couplings between µ and ν is denoted by Cplbc(µ, ν).

Heuristically speaking, π ∈ Cplbc(µ, ν) couples two processes X ∼ µ and Y ∼ ν 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 µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). The adapted Wasserstein
distance between µ and ν is given by

AWp(µ, ν) :=

(
inf

π∈Cplbc(µ,ν)

∫
(Rd)T×(Rd)T

T∑
t=1

|xt − yt|p π(dx, dy)

)1/p

.

Much of the previous work has been on characterizing the topology generated by AWp; 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 Wp ≤ CAWp (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 µε = 1
2δ(ε,1) +

1
2δ(−ε,−1) and µ = 1

2δ(0,1) +
1
2δ(0,−1). As ε → 0

we have Wp(µ, µε) = ε → 0, but AWp(µ, µε) = (εp + 2p−1)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 AWp.

While the differences between the Wasserstein topology and the adapted Wasserstein topology are
thus well understood, the comparison between the metrics Wp and AWp 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 subsetsK ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ), on whichAWp andWp are nearly equivalent,
i.e. there are “nice” explicit upper bounds of AWp in terms of Wp?
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Figure 1: Paths of µ = 1
2δ(0,1) +

1
2δ(0,−1) and µε =

1
2δ(ε,1) +

1
2δ(−ε,−1).

Except for trivial bounds, the above is an ill-posed task for K = Pp((Rd)T ). In fact, Example 3
clearly shows that AWp and Wp cannot be equivalent in any meaningful sense. However, this example
is arguably tailor made to showcase the differences between Wp and AWp. In fact, {µε : ε > 0} are
chosen in such a way that the conditional distributions x1 7→ P(Xε

2 ∈ · |Xε
1 = x1) become increasingly

irregular for (Xε
1 , X

ε
2) ∼ µε: recall that we have

P(Xε
2 = 1|Xε

1 = ϵ) = 1 and P(Xε
2 = −1|Xε

1 = −ϵ) = 1.

In other words, {µε : ε > 0} does not have equicontinuous kernels. In many situations it is however
reasonable to restrict to subsets K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ), whose elements have reasonably smooth kernels. It
turns out that such subsets K are exactly the AWp-relatively compact sets.

Proposition 4 (Eder [14]). A set K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ) is AWp-relatively compact if and only if K is
Wp-relatively compact and

lim
δ→0

sup
µ∈K

ωt,p
µ (δ) = 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1},

where ωt,p
µ : (0,∞) → (0,∞) is the p-modulus of continuity of µ defined via

ωt,p
µ (δ) := sup

{
(E[Wp (P(Xt+1 ∈ · | X1, . . . , Xt),P(Yt+1 ∈ · | Y1, . . . , Yt))

p
])
1/p
}
.

Here, the supremum is taken over all X,Y ∼ µ such that ∥(X1, . . . , Xt)− (Y1, . . . , Yt)∥Lp < δ.

Let us emphasize here that focusing on the AWp-relatively compact subsets of Pp((Rd)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
Wp ≤ CAWp can be reversed exactly on the AWp-relatively compact sets. To get some intuition for
this, assume for now that p = 1 and K ⊆ P1((Rd)T ) is AW1-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 σ > 0 there exists a constant C depending on σ and K such that we
have

AW1(µ, ν) ≤ CW1(µ, ν) + σ (2)

for all µ, ν ∈ K. While theoretically appealing, this result is of very limited practical relevance as
long as one cannot characterize the dependence of C on σ 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 < σ < R,

AW1(µ, ν) ≲
R

σ
W1(µ, ν) + h(σ,K) + g(R,K), (3)
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where the function h is derived from Eder’s modulus of continuity ω (see Proposition 4) and the
function g characterizes the tail behavior of measures in K outside a Euclidean ball of radius R.
In particular, limσ→0 h(σ,K) = 0 and limR→∞ g(R,K) = 0. We refer to Corollary 29 for an exact
statement of this bound.

In other words, (3) implies that AW1 can be bounded by W1 up to an error that is uniformly
bounded on AW1-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 inAW1, but are actually continuous in W1 onAW1-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 AW1 as e.g. done in [5]; instead one can simply rely on the rich theory
that has already been developed for W1 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 AWp:

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

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν) := AWp(µ ∗ ξσ, ν ∗ ξσ).

Here ∗ denotes the convolution of two measures and ξσ is the law of (x 7→ σx)#ξ, i.e. if Z ∼ ξ, then
σZ ∼ ξσ.

The non-adapted counterpart of AW(σ)
p is called the smooth Wasserstein distance

W(σ)
p (µ, ν) := Wp(µ ∗ ξσ, ν ∗ ξσ)

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 µ by µn := 1

n

∑n
j=1 δX(j)

where X(1), X(2), . . . are i.i.d samples of µ, it turns out that
√
nW(σ)

p (µ,µn) 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(σ)
p 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 AW(σ)
p (µn, µ) 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 Wp and W(σ)
p generate

the same topology (see [27]), and it is thus natural to conjecture that the same holds for AWp and

AW(σ)
p . Perhaps rather surprisingly, we show that this conjecture is false in general. In fact we prove

that, essentially,

Wasserstein topology ⊆ smooth adapted Wasserstein topology ⊆ adapted Wasserstein topology,

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

1.2 Bounding AW1 by W1

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 ⊆ P1((Rd)2) is
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AW1-relatively compact, an application of the triangle inequality yields

AW1(µ, ν) ≤ AW(σ)
1 (µ, ν) + 2 sup

µ∈K
AW1(µ, µ ∗ ξσ) (4)

for any µ, ν ∈ K and σ > 0. In order to bound AW1, 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 AW(σ)
1 by W1; exact statement in Theorem 21). For any σ,R > 0 we have

AW(σ)
1 (µ, ν) ≲

R

σ
W1(µ, ν) + sup

µ∈K

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x| (µ ∗ ξσ)(dx).

In other words, AW(σ)
1 can be bounded by W1 up to an error term depending only on the tails of

µ ∗ ξσ. In the next section we show that the scaling of order W1/σ in the upper bound is essentially
optimal. Our second main result pertains to the question, how much information is lost by considering
µ ∗ ξσ instead of its unperturbed version µ.

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

sup
µ∈K

AW1(µ, µ ∗ ξσ) ≲ σ + sup
µ∈K

ω1,1
µ (σ).

In conclusion, the difference between µ and its smoothed version µ ∗ ξσ is bounded by Eder’s
modulus of continuity ω1,1

µ uniformly on the AW1-relatively compact sets.
Combining Theorems 6 and 7 with (4) finally yields the following result:

Corollary 8 (Bounding AW1 by W1; exact statement in Corollary 29). For all 0 < σ < R we have

AW1(µ, ν) ≲
R

σ
W1(µ, ν) +

(
σ + sup

µ∈K
ω1,1
µ (σ)

)
+ sup

µ∈K

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|µ(dx).

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

h(σ,K) = σ + sup
µ∈K

ω1,1
µ (σ), g(R,K) = sup

µ∈K

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|µ(dx).

To summarize, the functions h, g are remarkably explicit and exactly mirror Eder’s characterization
of AW1-relatively compact sets as stated in Proposition 4. In particular, g controls W1-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
periods t = 1, . . . , T − 1.

1.3 Comparison of Wasserstein topologies

To the best of our knowledge, general properties of the topology generated by AW(σ)
p 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 (µn)n∈N in Pp((Rd)T ) and an
additional measure µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). We refer to Section 3.4 for exact statements.

Perhaps surprisingly, for fixed σ > 0, the topology generated by AW(σ)
p is in fact the (vanilla)

Wasserstein topology, i.e.

lim
n→∞

AW(σ)
p (µ, µn) = 0 ⇔ lim

n→∞
W(σ)

p (µ, µn) = 0 ⇔ lim
n→∞

Wp(µ, µn) = 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 µ, µn. As soon as these distributions are perturbed by some
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(arbitrarily small) independent noise ξσ, 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 ξσ.

The picture is different when one considers variable noise (ξσn
)n∈N instead. Now there is an

interesting tradeoff between the size of the noise ξσn
and the convergence speed of W1(µ, µn) 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,p

µn
is an iterated modulus of continuity,

e.g., h1,p
µn

(σn) = ω1,p
µn

(σn), h
2,p
µn

(σn) = ω2,p
µn

(σn+h1,p
µn

(σn)) and h3,p
µn

(σn) = ω3,p
µn

(σn+h1,p
µn

(σn)+h2,p
µn

(σn)).
See Theorem 25 for the precise definition of ht,p

µn
.

Wp(µ, µn) → 0 AW(σn)
p (µ, µn) → 0 AWp(µ, µn) → 0

W(σn)
p (µ, µn) → 0

W(σ)
p (µ, µn) → 0

AW(σ)
p (µ, µn) → 0

if W1(µ,µn)/σn→0

if ht,p
µn

(σn)→0

Figure 2: Comparison of topologies.

In the sense of Figure 2, convergence in AW(σn)
p is in general neither the same as convergence

in Wp nor convergence in AWp and the smoothed adapted Wasserstein distance AW(σn)
p 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
quantities explicitly. By convolving µεn = 1

2δ(εn,1)+
1
2δ(−εn,−1) with Gaussian noise ξσn = N (0, σ2

n I2),
we see from Figure 3 that kernels of µεn are smoothed out. As εn → 0, we can show that

(a) εn
σn

→ 0 if and only if
W1(µ,µεn )

σn
→ 0 if and only if AW(σn)

p (µ, µεn) → 0,

(b) εn
σn

→ ∞ if and only if ω1,p
µεn

(σn) → 0 if and only if AWp(µεn , µεn ∗ ξσn
) → 0;

see Appendix A for details. Roughly speaking, if σn decays slowly enough (so that εn/σn → 0), the

behavior of AW(σn)
p (µ, µεn) mirrors the one of Wp(µ, µεn). Similarly, if σn decays fast enough (so

that εn/σn → ∞), we can use the triangle inequality to see that AW(σn)
p (µ, µεn) and AWp(µ, µεn)

converge toward the same value. In this sense, the tradeoff illustrated in Figure 2 captures exactly
the right scaling of Wp(µ, µεn) and σn, 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, [8]
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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(a) ε = 0.1. (b) σ = 1.

Figure 3: Density functions of measures P(Y2 ∈ dy2 | Y1 = ε) for (Y1, Y2) ∼ µσ
ε .

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 µ and µ ∗ ξσ
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 [6, 13]. Fur-
thermore, [6] 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(µ, ν) := infπ∈Cplbc(µ,ν) π({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 AWp in terms of Wp.

Regarding applications, [29, 30, 16] show that many multistage optimization problems such as
computing bid prices, are Hölder continuous with respect to AWp. [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 AW1.

Smoothing measures by convolving with Gaussian noise ξ 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[W(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p] ≤ C/
√
n and the fast rate E[W(σ)

p (µ,µn)] ≤ C/
√
n under

suitable moment conditions. Distributional limits of
√
nW(σ)

p (µ,µn) 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 µn is not adequate for empirical approximations
in the adapted Wasserstein topology, i.e., limn→∞ AWp(µ,µn) ̸= 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 AW(σ)
p . Motivated by a martingale pair test, [11] obtain the dimension-free convergence rate

1/
√
n for the so-called smoothed martingale projection distance. Under suitable moment assumptions,

[24] establishes rates for E[AW(σ)
1 (µ,µn)].

1.5 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We end this introduction by setting up notation in
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Section 1.6. In Section 2 we present essential background materials for this paper, including the
characterization of AWp-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 (Rd)T is denoted by P((Rd)T ). For 1 ≤ p < ∞,
Pp((Rd)T ) is the set of all µ ∈ P((Rd)T ) that have finite p-moments. If µ ∈ P((Rd)T ), then we write
Mp(µ) :=

∫
(Rd)T

|x|p µ(dx) for the p-moment of µ. We denote the pushforward measure of µ under a

Borel function g by g#µ, i.e. g#µ(A) = µ({x : g(x) ∈ A}) for all Borel sets A.
For x ∈ (Rd)T , we use the shorthand notation xt to denote the t-th coordinate of x and x1:t :=

(x1, . . . , xt) for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}. In particular, x = x1:T . Analogously, for µ ∈ P((Rd)T ) and
t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, the measure µt ∈ P(Rd) is the projection of µ onto the t-th coordinate, i.e., if
Pt : (Rd)T → Rd is defined as Pt(x1, . . . , xT ) = xt, then µt = (Pt)#µ. Also, µ1:t ∈ P((Rd)t)
is the pushforward measure of µ through the projection map P1:t onto the first t coordinates, i.e.,
P1:t(x1, . . . , xT ) = (x1, . . . , xt). When integrating with respect to µt(dxt) or µ1:t(dx1:t), we often drop
subscripts and write∫

Rd

g(xt)µt(dxt) =

∫
Rd

g(xt)µ(dxt),

∫
(Rd)t

g(x1:t)µ1:t(dx1:t) =

∫
(Rd)t

g(x1:t)µ(dx1:t) (5)

if there is no confusion. Given x ∈ (Rd)T we define µx1:t
∈ P(Rd), t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T} via

µx1:t
(dxt+1) = P(Xt+1 ∈ dxt+1 | X1:t = x1:t)

for X ∼ µ ∈ P((Rd)T ). In other words, (µx1:t)x1:t∈(Rd)t are the disintegrations of µ1:t+1 along the first
t coordinates.

Recall that Cpl(µ, ν) is the set of all couplings, Cplbc(µ, ν) is the set of all bicausal couplings,
the Wasserstein distance Wp is defined in (1) and AWp in Definition 2. We adopt similar short-
hand notation as above for π ∈ P((Rd)T × (Rd)T ): πt,t ∈ P(Rd × Rd) (respectively, π1:t,1:t ∈
P((Rd)t × (Rd)t)) is the pushforward measure of π through the map (x1, . . . , xT , y1, . . . , yT ) 7→
(xt, yt) (respectively, (x1, . . . , xT , y1, . . . , yT ) 7→ (x1, . . . , xt, y1, . . . , yt)). We use the abbreviations
π(dxt, dyt) = πt,t(dxt, dyt) and π(dx1:t, dy1:t) = π1:t,1:t(dx1:t, dy1:t) as in (5) if there is no confusion.
Let us also remark that by definition we have

πx1:t,y1:t
(dxt+1, dyt+1) = P(Xt+1 ∈ dxt+1, Yt+1 ∈ dyt+1 | X1:t = x1:t, Y1:t = y1:t)

for (X,Y ) ∼ π.
Next we introduce the convolution operation ∗, i.e., given two probability measures µ, ν, we define

µ ∗ ν(A) :=
∫
µ(A − x)ν(dx) for all measurable A. In particular, if ν has density g, then µ ∗ ν has

density µ ∗ g(x) :=
∫
g(x − y)µ(dy). The (distributional) Fourier transform of µ ∈ P((Rd)T ), which

we denote by µ̂ : (Rd)T → C, is given by µ̂(t) =
∫
(Rd)T

e−2πit·xµ(dx). For a function g, we similarly

have ĝ(t) :=
∫
(Rd)T

e−2πit·xg(x)dx. Recall that µ̂ ∗ ν = µ̂ν̂.

Unless otherwise stated, we reserve the notation ξ for the smoothing noise distribution. For σ > 0,
we write ξσ for the law of σZ, where Z ∼ ξ. We use the shorthand notation µσ := µ ∗ ξσ. See
Section 2.2 for details.

For any signed measure ρ on (Rd)T we define ∥ρ∥TV := sup
∑∞

j=1 |ρ(Ej)|, where the supremum is

taken over all measurable partitions (Ej)j∈N of (Rd)T . Recall that if µ, ν ∈ P((Rd)T ),

∥µ− ν∥TV = 2 sup
G⊆(Rd)T

(µ(G)− ν(G)) = 2 sup
π∈Cpl(µ,ν)

π({x ̸= y}).
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Given µ ∈ RN and Σ ∈ RN×N , we write N (µ,Σ) for the Gaussian distribution with mean vector
µ and covariance matrix Σ. The N ×N identity matrix is denoted as IN . In particular, N (0, IN ) is
the standard Gaussian measure on RN .

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 Wp was introduced in (1) and AWp was introduced in Definition 2. Given |x| ≤
C(
∑T

t=1 |xt|p)1/p, where C = 1 if 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and C = T 1/2−1/p if p ≥ 2, we have Wp ≤ CAWp.
Hence, the AWp-relatively compact subsets of Pp((Rd)T ) are also Wp-relatively compact. In fact,
Eder showed in [14] that the AWp-relatively compact sets are exactly those Wp-relatively compact
sets whose modulus of continuity converges uniformly.

Definition 9 (Modulus of continuity, [14]). Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). The p-modulus of continuity of µ,
denoted by ωt,p

µ : (0,∞) → [0,∞), t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, is given by

ωt,p
µ (δ) = sup

{
(E[Wp(µX1:t , µY1:t)

p])
1/p ∣∣X,Y ∼ µ, (E[|X1:t − Y1:t|p])

1/p
< δ
}
.

Proposition 4 (Eder [14]). Let K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ). Then K is AWp-relatively compact if and only if
K is Wp-relatively compact and

lim
δ→0

sup
µ∈K

ωt,p
µ (δ) = 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}. (6)

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 = {µ} is AWp-relatively compact. Hence, ωt,p
µ (δ) → 0 as δ → 0.

Remark 11. Recall µε = 1
2δ(−ε,−1) +

1
2δ(ε,1) from Example 3. Note that K := {µε : 0 < ε < 1} is

Wp-relatively compact. However, (µε)x = δ1 if x = ε and (µε)x = δ−1 if x = −ε. Thus we easily
compute that ω1,p

µε
(δ) = (δ/ε) ∧ 2 and sup0<ε<1 ω

1,p
µε

(δ) = 2. Proposition 4 implies that K is not
AWp-relatively compact.

Next we present some basic properties of the modulus of continuity ω.

Proposition 12. Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.

(a) The function ωt,p
µ is monotone increasing, i.e. ωt,p

µ (δ1) ≤ ωt,p
µ (δ2) for δ1 < δ2.

(b) For k, δ > 0, ωt,p
µ (kδ) ≤ (k ∨ 1)ωt,p

µ (δ).

If the kernels (Rd)t ∋ x1:t 7→ µx1:t
∈ Pp(Rd) are equicontinuous, where Pp(Rd) is endowed with a

metric Wp, then the modulus of continuity of µ converges uniformly. An important class of meausres
with equicontinuous kernels is given by the ones with Hölder continuous kernels.

Definition 13. Let L > 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1. The set Pp,α,L((Rd)T ) contains all µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) that
satisfy

Wp(µx1:t
, µy1:t

) ≤ L |x1:t − y1:t|α

for all x1:t, y1:t ∈ (Rd)t and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.
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Proposition 14. Let L > 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1. If µ ∈ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ), then ωt,p
µ (δ) ≤ Lδα for δ > 0 and

t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.

What is more, measures with Lipschitz kernels (i.e. α = 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 ξ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). For σ > 0 and Z ∼ ξ, denote by ξσ the law
of σZ. We define the smooth p-Wasserstein distance with the smoothing parameter σ via

W(σ)
p (µ, ν) := Wp(µ ∗ ξσ, ν ∗ ξσ) for µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ).

Similarly, the smooth p-adapted Wasserstein distance with the smoothing parameter σ is given by

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν) := AWp(µ ∗ ξσ, ν ∗ ξσ) for µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ).

Remark 16. For µ ∈ P((Rd)T ), we often use the shorthand notation µσ = µ ∗ ξσ. In particular,

W(σ)
p (µ, ν) = Wp(µ

σ, νσ) and AW(σ)
p (µ, ν) = AWp(µ

σ, νσ).

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

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 ofW(σ)
p ). Suppose that the set of real zeros of ξ̂ has Lebesgue measure zero.

Then, for σ > 0, W(σ)
p is a metric on Pp((Rd)T ) that induces the same topology as Wp. Furthermore,

if σ1, σ2 > 0, then ∣∣W(σ1)
p (µ, ν)−W(σ2)

p (µ, ν)
∣∣ ≤ 2 |σ1 − σ2| (Mp(ξ))

1/p

for µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). Here, recall that Mp(ξ) =
∫
RdT |x|p ξ(dx).

The assumption that ξ̂ does not admit any real zeros a.s. is essential to guarantee that W(σ)
p

defines a metric. This is satisfied, for example, when ξ is compactly supported (see [21]) or when ξ is

Gaussian. The same result is true for AW(σ)
p .

Theorem 18 (AW(σ)
p is a metric). Suppose that the set of real zeros of ξ̂ has Lebesgue measure zero.

Then AW(σ)
p is a metric on Pp((Rd)T ) for σ > 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 ξ.

Assumption 19. We have the following:

(a) The noise distribution ξ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) has density f : (Rd)T → R which is continuously differen-
tiable and ∇f ∈ L1((Rd)T ; (Rd)T ). In particular, for σ > 0, we write fσ(·) := σ−dT f(·/σ) for
the density of ξσ.

(b) The set of real zeros of f̂ (or equivalently ξ̂) has Lebesgue measure zero.

Assumption (a) is a mild growth condition on f . Note from Theorem 18 that (b) guarantees that

AW(σ)
p (as well as W(σ)

p ) 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 Wp(µ, ν) can be controlled by the p-total variation norm,
∥|·|p (µ− ν)∥TV. For example, [36, Theorem 6.15] shows that

Wp(µ, ν) ≤ 21−1/p

(∫
|x|p |µ− ν| (dx)

)1/p

.

Similarly, Proposition 20 shows that AWp is bounded by the total variation norm ∥·∥TV plus re-
mainder terms that can be made arbitrarily small. This result is based on [13, Lemma 3.5] stating
that the metric AV(µ, ν) = infπ∈Cplbc(µ,ν) π({x ̸= y}) is equivalent to the total variation distance
1
2 ∥µ− ν∥TV = infπ∈Cpl(µ,ν) π({x ̸= y}).

Proposition 20. Let µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). For any R > 0 we have

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ 6p−1T2T

(
Rp ∥µ− ν∥TV +

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µ+ ν)(dx)

)
.

Our first main result, Theorem 21, asserts that the smooth p-adapted Wasserstein distance AW(σ)
p

can be bounded by the 1-Wasserstein distance W1.

Theorem 21. Let µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). For any R > 0 and σ > 0 we have

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T

(
Rp ∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ
+

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µσ + νσ)(dx)

)
.

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

Corollary 22. For any σ > 0 we have the following:

(a) If µ, ν, ξ ∈ Pq((Rd)T ) for some q > p, then

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T+1(Mq(µ

σ + νσ))p/q
(
∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ

)1−p/q

. (7)

(b) If µ, ν and ξ have bounded supports, then

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T+2 (diam(supp(µ) ∪ supp(ν)) + σ diam(supp(ξ)))p

σ
∥∇f∥L1 W1(µ, ν).

(c) Suppose ξ ∼ N (0, IdT ). If µ, ν ∈ Pq((Rd)T ) for some q > p, then for 0 < σ0 < σ,

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T+1 ∥∇f∥1−p/q

L1 (Mq(µ
σ + νσ))p/q

(
W(σ0)

1 (µ, ν)√
σ2 − σ2

0

)1−p/q

.

Combining Theorem 21 with the slow rate of W(σ)
1 yields the following upper bound on the

convergence rate between the true and empirical measure in AW(σ)
p . Similar bounds were announced

in [24].

Corollary 23 (Slow rate). Let µ ∈ Pq((Rd)T ) for some q > p ∨ (dT + 2). Suppose ξ ∼ N (0, IdT ).
Denote by µn the empirical measure of µ with sample size n ∈ N, i.e. µn = 1

n

∑n
j=1 δX(j) where

X(1), X(2), . . . , X(n) are i.i.d samples of µ. Then

E[AW(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p] ≤ C

(
1 + σ(q+p)/2

σ(1+dT/2)(1−p/q)

)
n−(q−p)/(2q)

for some constant C > 0 that depends only on d, T, p, q,Mq(µ).
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Remark 24. If µ has a bounded support, then we have

E[AW(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p] ≤ Cn− 1
2+ε

for all ε > 0. This recovers the slow rate E[W(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p] ≤ Cn− 1
2 up to an ε-loss.

3.2 Smoothing and the modulus of continuity

Our second main result pertains to the bandwidth effect of µσ. As shown in [24, Theorem 2.4], the
smoothing operation is stable in the sense that AWp(µ, µ

σ) → 0 as σ → 0. Here, we establish that
convergence is controlled by the modulus of continuity defined in Definition 9.

Theorem 25 (Bandwidth effect). Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). Then for any σ > 0,

AWp(µ, µ
σ) ≤ T (1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))

1/p)

T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
µ (σ)

where ht,p
µ is defined as follows

h0,p
µ (σ) = σ, ht,p

µ (σ) = ωt,p
µ

(
t−1∑
s=0

hs,p
µ (σ)

)
for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.

Corollary 26. The following hold.

(a) For L > 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1, there exists a constant C > 0 that depends only on T, (Mp(ξ))
1/p, L, α

such that

sup
µ∈Pp,α,L((Rd)T )

AWp(µ, µ
σ) ≤ C

T−1∑
t=0

σαt

.

(b) Let K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ). If supµ∈K ωt,p
µ (δ) → 0 as δ → 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, then

lim
σ↘0

sup
µ∈K

AWp(µ, µ
σ) = 0.

In particular,

lim
σ↘0

sup
µ,ν∈K

∣∣∣AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)−AWp(µ, ν)

∣∣∣ = 0.

By choosing a suitably decaying sequence (σn)n∈N, ((µn)
σn)n∈N approaches µ in AWp. The

convergence rate depends on the dimension dT .

Corollary 27. Let µ ∈ Pq((Rd)T ) ∩ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ) for some q > p ∨ (dT + 2), L > 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1.
Suppose ξ ∼ N (0, IdT ). Using the same notation as in Corollary 23, there exists a constant C > 0
that depends only on d, T, p, q,Mq(µ), L, α such that

E[AWp(µ, (µn)
σn)p] ≤ Cn−β

where

σn = n
− 1−p/q

(dT+2)(1−p/q)+2pαT−1 and β =
pαT−1(1− p/q)

(dT + 2)(1− p/q) + 2pαT−1
.
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3.3 Bounds on AWp in terms of W1

Now, we turn our attention to bounding AWp in terms of W1. By introducing an auxiliary noise ξ
satisfying Assumption 19, a straightforward application of the triangle inequality to Theorem 21 and
Theorem 25 shows the following proposition.

Proposition 28. Let µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). Then for any R > 0, σ > 0 and ξ satisfying Assumption 19
we have

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ 18p−1T2TRp ∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ
+ 18p−1T2T

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µσ + νσ)(dx)

+ 3p−1T p(1 ∨Mp(ξ))

(
T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
µ (σ)

)p

+ 3p−1T p(1 ∨Mp(ξ))

(
T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
ν (σ)

)p

.

We remark that R > 0, σ > 0 and ξ (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,
σ or ξ.

Corollary 29. Let K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ) be AWp-relatively compact. Then there exists a constant C > 0
that depends only on d, T, p such that for all 0 < σ < R and µ, ν ∈ K,

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ C

(
RpW1(µ, ν)

σ
+ sup

γ∈K

(
T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
γ (σ)

)p

+ sup
γ∈K

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p γ(dx)

)
.

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

lim
σ↘0

sup
γ∈K

T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
γ (σ) = 0, lim

R→∞
sup
γ∈K

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p γ(dx) = 0.

Corollary 31. Let µ, ν ∈ P(F ) for some bounded set F ⊆ (Rd)T .

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

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ C

(
(1 + σ)p

σ
W1(µ, ν) +

(
T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
µ (σ) ∨ ht,p

ν (σ)

)p)
.

(b) Further suppose that µ, ν ∈ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ) for some L > 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1. Then there exists a
constant C > 0 that depends only on d, T, p,diam(F ), L, α such that

AWp(µ, ν) ≤ CW1(µ, ν)
αT−1/(pαT−1+1).

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 µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) and (µn)n∈N ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ). Consider (σn)n∈N ⊆
(0,∞) such that supn∈N σn < ∞.

(a) If AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0, then Wp(µn, µ) → 0.

(b) If Wp(µn, µ) → 0 and W1(µ,µn)
σn

→ 0, then AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0.

Theorem 33 (Fast decay). Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) and (µn)n∈N ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ). Consider (σn)n∈N ⊆ (0,∞)
such that supn∈N σn < ∞.
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(a) If AWp(µn, µ) → 0, then AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0.

(b) If AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0 and ht,p

µn
(σn) → 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, then AWp(µn, µ) → 0.

Theorem 34 (Topological equivalence). Let σ > 0. Then AW(σ)
p is a metric on Pp((Rd)T ) that

induces the same topology as Wp.

In conclusion, adding independent noise ξ 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 σ > 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 µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). For t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1} and x1:t ∈ (Rd)t, we define µ̄x1:t
∈ Pp((Rd)T−t) via

µ̄x1:t(dxt+1:T ) = µx1:T−1
(dxT ) · · ·µx1:t+1(dxt+2)µx1:t(dxt+1).

Equivalently, when X ∼ µ and A ⊆ (Rd)T−t is measurable,

µ̄x1:t
(A) = P(Xt+1:T ∈ A | X1:t = x1:t).

Using this, we define ω̄t,p
µ : (0,∞) → [0,∞) via

ω̄t,p
µ (δ) = sup

{
(E[Wp(µ̄X1:t

, µ̄Y1:t
)p])

1/p ∣∣X,Y ∼ µ, (E[|X1:t − Y1:t|p])
1/p

< δ
}
.

Lemma 35. Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). For δ > 0 and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, we have

ω̄t,p
µ (δ) ≤

T−1∑
s=t

gs,pt,µ(δ)

where

gs,pt,µ(δ) := ωs,p
µ

(
δ +

s−1∑
ℓ=t

gℓ,pt,µ(δ)

)
for s ∈ {t, t+ 1 . . . , T − 1}.

Here, the sum
∑s−1

ℓ=t is understood as 0 when s = t.

Proof. Let us fix t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1} and π ∈ Cpl(µ1:t, µ1:t) such that(∫
|x1:t − y1:t|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t)

)1/p

< δ. (8)
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For s ∈ {t, t+ 1, . . . , T − 1} and x1:s, y1:s ∈ (Rd)s, define π⋆
x1:s,y1:s

∈ Cpl(µx1:s , µy1:s) as a Wp-optimal
coupling between µx1:s

and µy1:s
. Note that γ ∈ Cpl(µ, µ) which is defined via

γ(dx1:T , dy1:T )

:= π⋆
x1:T−1,y1:T−1

(dxT , dyT ) · · ·π⋆
x1:t+1,y1:t+1

(dxt+2, dyt+2)π
⋆
x1:t,y1:t

(dxt+1, dyt+1)π(dx1:t, dy1:t).

Let (X,Y ) ∼ γ. From the construction of γ, we bound

(E[|Xs+1 − Ys+1|p])
1/p

=

(∫
|xs+1 − ys+1|p γ(dx1:s+1, dy1:s+1)

)1/p

=

(∫
Wp(µx1:s

, µy1:s
)pγ(dx1:s, dy1:s)

)1/p

≤ ωs,p
µ ((E[|X1:s − Y1:s|p])

1/p
)

≤ ωs,p
µ

(
δ +

s−1∑
ℓ=t

(E[|Xℓ+1 − Yℓ+1|p])
1/p

)
. (9)

Here the first inequality comes from the definition of ωs,p
µ and the last inequality is due to the inequality

(8),

(E[|X1:t − Y1:t|p])1/p =

(∫
|x1:t − y1:t|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t)

)1/p

< δ.

Using the recursive formula (9), we obtain that (E[|Xs+1 − Ys+1|p])
1/p ≤ gs,pt,µ(δ). Observe that(∫

Wp(µ̄x1:t , µ̄y1:t)
pπ(dx1:t, dy1:t)

)1/p

≤ (E[|Xt+1:T − Yt+1:T |p])
1/p

≤
T−1∑
s=t

(E[|Xs+1 − Ys+1|p])
1/p ≤

T−1∑
s=t

gs,pt,µ(δ). (10)

Since the above estimate (10) holds for all π ∈ Cpl(µ1:t, µ1:t) satisfying (8), taking the supremum over
all such π in the left hand side of (10) gives the desired estimate. □

Proof of Proposition 4. It follows from [14, Theorem 3.2] that K ⊆ Pp((Rd)T ) is AWp-relatively
compact if and only if K is Wp-relatively compact and

lim
δ→0

sup
µ∈K

ω̄t,p
µ (δ) = 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1} (11)

It is straightforward from the inequality Wp(µx1:t
, µy1:t

) ≤ Wp(µ̄x1:t
, µ̄y1:t

) for all x1:t, y1:t ∈ (Rd)t,
that condition (11) implies condition (6). The fact that condition (6) implies condition (11) follows
from Lemma 35. □

Proof of Proposition 12. (a) The proof is obvious from the definition of ωt,p
µ .

(b) If k ≤ 1, the proof is immediate from the fact that a map ωt,p
µ (·) 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 = (Rd)t, Y = P(Rd) and define a map Lt : P((Rd)T ) → P(X × Y) via
Lt(ν) = Law(Y1:t, νY1:t

) for Y ∼ ν. As a byproduct of [14, Lemma 2.4], we can relax the marginal
constraints as follows:

ωt,p
µ (δ) = sup

γ∈Per(Lt(µ),δ)

ρY(γ)

15



where

ρX (γ) =

(∫
|x1:t − y1:t|p γ(dx1:t, dκ, dy1:t, dρ)

)1/p

,

ρY(γ) =

(∫
Wp(κ, ρ)

pγ(dx1:t, dκ, dy1:t, dρ)

)1/p

,

Per(Lt(µ), δ) =
{
γ ∈ P≤(X × Y × X × Y) : ρX (γ) < δ, P

(1)
# γ ≤ Lt(µ), P

(2)
# γ ≤ Lt(µ)

}
.

Here, P≤(X × Y × X × Y) is the collection of positive measures whose total mass is no greater than
1 and the maps P (j) : X × Y × X × Y → X × Y are defined via P (j)(x1, y1, x2, y2) := (xj , yj) for
j ∈ {1, 2}. Hence if γ ∈ Per(Lt(µ), kδ), then k−pγ ∈ Per(Lt(µ), δ) and ρY(γ) = kρY(k−pγ). This
implies that ωt,p

µ (kδ) ≤ kωt,p
µ (δ). □

Proof of Proposition 14. Let µ ∈ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ). Suppose X,Y ∼ µ and E[|X1:t − Y1:t|p] < δp. Ap-
plying Jensen’s inequality we obtain

(E[Wp(µX1:t
, µY1:t

)p])
1/p ≤ L (E[|X1:t − Y1:t|pα])

1/p ≤ L (E[|X1:t − Y1:t|p])
α/p ≤ Lδα.

Hence, ωt,p
µ (δ) ≤ Lδα. □

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 ξ is Gaussian is treated in [27, 20] and [21] shows the same result when ξ is
compactly supported.

The fact that W(σ)
p and AW(σ)

p satisfy symmetry and the triangle inequality is trivial; for example,

see [27, Lemma 2]. If W(σ)
p (µ, ν) = 0 or AW(σ)

p (µ, ν) = 0, then µ ∗ ξσ = ν ∗ ξσ. By taking Fourier
transforms, we deduce that

µ̂(t)ξ̂(σt) = µ̂ ∗ ξσ(t) = ν̂ ∗ ξσ(t) = ν̂(t)ξ̂(σt) for all t ∈ (Rd)T .

Since the set of real zeros of ξ̂ has Lebesgue measure zero, µ̂ = ν̂ a.s. In particular, µ̂ = ν̂ as tempered
distributions. The Fourier inversion formula shows that µ = ν as tempered distributions and thus

µ = ν as measures. This shows that W(σ)
p and AW(σ)

p are metrics on Pp((Rd)T ). For a proof that

W(σ)
p metrizes the Wp-topology we refer to [21, Lemma 15]. Lastly, for σ1, σ2 > 0, find (X,Z) ∼ µ⊗ ξ

and (Y,W ) ∼ ν ⊗ ξ such that (X + σ1Z, Y + σ1W ) is an optimal coupling of W(σ1)
p (µ, ν). Then by

the triangle inequality,

W(σ2)
p (µ, ν) ≤ (E[|(X + σ2Z)− (Y + σ2W )|p])1/p

≤ (E[|(X + σ1Z)− (Y + σ1W )|p])1/p + |σ1 − σ2| (E[|Z −W |p])1/p

≤ W(σ1)
p (µ, ν) + 2 |σ1 − σ2| (Mp(ξ))

1/p.

This proves desired estimates. □

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
AWp-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 Φ(R) = (Φ
(R)
1 , . . . ,Φ

(R)
T ) : (Rd)T → (Rd)T such that

AWp(µ,Φ
(R)
# µ) ≤ 2T 2/p

(∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p µ(dx)

)1/p

for any µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ). Moreover,
∣∣∣Φ(R)

t

∣∣∣ ≤ R for every t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we assume that R > 0 and µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) are fixed. We define
Φ : (Rd)T → (Rd)T via Φ(x1:T ) := (φ(x1), . . . , φ(xT )), where φ : Rd → Rd is given by

φ(x) =

{
x if |x| < R
Rx
|x| if |x| ≥ R.

We want to construct a bicausal coupling between µ and Φ#µ. Set π1,1 := (id, φ)#µ1 ∈ Cpl(ν1, (Φ#ν)1).
For t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1} and x1:t, y1:t ∈ (Rd)t, let us define πx1:t,y1:t

∈ P(Rd × Rd) via

πx1:t,y1:t
:=

{
(id, φ)#µx1:t

if x1:t = y1:t and |xℓ| < R for all ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t},
µx1:t ⊗ (Φ#µ)y1:t otherwise.

Since (Φ#µ)y1:t
= φ#µx1:t

on {x1:t = y1:t and |xℓ| < R for all ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}}, we have that
πx1:t,y1:t ∈ Cpl(µx1:t , (Φ#µ)y1:t). Define the measure π ∈ P((Rd)T × (Rd)T ) via

π(dx, dy) := πx1:T−1,y1:T−1
(dxT , dyT ) · · ·πx1,y1

(dx2, dy2)π1,1(dx1, dy1)

and conclude that π ∈ Cplbc(µ,Φ#µ). Thus

AWp(µ,Φ#µ)
p ≤

T∑
t=1

∫
|xt − yt|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t).

For t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, consider the partition (Et
ℓ)

t
ℓ=0 of (Rd)t × (Rd)t where

Et
0 := {(x1:t, y1:t) : |xs| < R for all s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}},

Et
ℓ := {(x1:t, y1:t) : |xℓ| ≥ R and |xs| < R for all s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓ}} when ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}.

Note that ∫
Et

0

|xt − yt|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t) =

∫
{|xt|<R}

|xt − φ(xt)|p µ(x1:t) = 0.

For ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}, we use Jensen’s inequality to compute∫
Et

ℓ

|xt − yt|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t) ≤ 2p−1

∫
Et

ℓ

|xt|p µ(dx1:t) + 2p−1

∫
Et

ℓ

|yt|p Φ#µ(dy1:t)

≤ 2p
∫
{|xℓ|≥R}

|xt|p µ(dx1:t).

17



Combining these results,

AWp(µ,Φ#µ)
p ≤

T∑
t=1

t∑
ℓ=1

∫
Et

ℓ

|xt − yt|p π(dx1:t, dy1:t)

≤
T∑

t=1

t∑
ℓ=1

2p
∫
{|xℓ|≥R}

|xt|p µ(dx1:t) ≤ 2pT 2

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p µ(dx).

□

Lemma 37. For µ, ν ∈ P((Rd)T ) we have

1

2
∥µ− ν∥TV ≤ AV(µ, ν) := inf

π∈Cplbc(µ,ν)
π({x ̸= y}) ≤ 2T − 1

2
∥µ− ν∥TV .

Proof. See [13, Lemma 3.5]. □

Proof of Proposition 20. Fix R > 0 and define Φ(R) as in Lemma 36. Observe that

AWp(Φ
(R)
# µ,Φ

(R)
# ν)p ≤ (2R)p inf

π∈Cplbc(Φ
(R)
# µ,Φ

(R)
# ν)

∫ T∑
t=1

1{xt ̸=yt}π(dx1:T , dy1:T )

≤ (2R)pT inf
π∈Cplbc(Φ

(R)
# µ,Φ

(R)
# ν)

∫
1{x1:T ̸=y1:T }π(dx1:T , dy1:T )

= (2R)pT AV(Φ
(R)
# µ,Φ

(R)
# ν)

≤ (2R)pT ((2T − 1)/2)
∥∥Φ(R)

# µ− Φ
(R)
# ν

∥∥
TV

≤ (2R)pT ((2T − 1)/2) ∥µ− ν∥TV . (12)

The first inequality stems from the inclusion {xt ̸= yt} ⊆ {x1:T ̸= y1:T }. Lemma 37 gives the second
inequality. The last inequality is straightforward from the definition of ∥·∥TV. Indeed,

1

2

∥∥Φ(R)
# µ− Φ

(R)
# ν∥TV = sup

A⊆(Rd)T
µ((Φ(R))−1(A))− ν((Φ(R))−1(A))

≤ sup
B⊆(Rd)T

µ(B)− ν(B) =
1

2
∥µ− ν∥TV .

Using the triangle inequality together with the estimate (12) and Lemma 36,

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ 3p−1

(
AWp(µ,Φ

(R)
# µ)p +AWp(ν,Φ

(R)
# ν)p +AWp(Φ

(R)
# µ,Φ

(R)
# ν)p

)
≤ 3p−12pT 2

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µ+ ν)(dx) + 3p−1(2R)pT ((2T − 1)/2) ∥µ− ν∥TV

≤ (3p−12pT 2) ∨ (3p−12pT ((2T − 1)/2))

(∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µ+ ν)(dx) +Rp ∥µ− ν∥TV

)

≤ 6p−1T2T

(∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µ+ ν)(dx) +Rp ∥µ− ν∥TV

)
.

This proves the desired estimate. □
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Lemma 38. For µ, ν ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) we have

∥µσ − νσ∥TV ≤ ∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ
.

Proof. We first claim that

∥µσ − νσ∥TV = sup

{∫
φdµσ −

∫
φdνσ : |φ| ≤ 1

}
= sup

{∫
φdµσ −

∫
φdνσ : |φ| ≤ 1,diam(supp(φ)) < ∞

}
.

(13)

The first equality is classical, see for example [15, Chapter 3]. To prove the second equality, let us
fix ε > 0 and choose R > 0 such that (µσ + νσ)({x ∈ (Rd)T : |x| > R}) ≤ ε. Take any function
φ : (Rd)T → R such that |φ| ≤ 1, set φR(x) := φ(x)1{|x|≤R} and observe that∫

φdµσ −
∫

φdνσ =

(∫
φRdµ

σ −
∫

φRdν
σ

)
+

(∫
[φ− φR]dµ

σ −
∫

[φ− φR]dν
σ

)
≤
(∫

φRdµ
σ −

∫
φRdν

σ

)
+ ε.

Since φ is arbitrary, it shows the claim.
Now, let φ : (Rd)T → R such that |φ| ≤ 1 and diam(supp(φ)) < ∞. Note that∫

φdµσ −
∫

φdνσ =

∫ (∫
φ(x)fσ(x− y)dx

)
µ(dy)−

∫ (∫
φ(x)fσ(x− y)dx

)
ν(dy).

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

∇y

(∫
φ(x)fσ(x− y)dx

)
= −

∫
φ(x)(∇fσ)(x− y)dx.

In particular ∣∣∣∣∇y

(∫
φ(x)fσ(x− y)dx

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ |∇fσ(x)| dx =
1

σ

∫
|∇f(x)| dx.

Thus, the function y 7→
∫
φ(x)fσ(x − y)dx is Lipschitz continuous with the Lispchitz constant

∥∇f∥L1 /σ. The desired estimate follows from the Kantorovich–Rubinstein duality for W1(µ, ν) and
(13). □

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

AWp(µ
σ, νσ)p ≤ 6p−1T2T

(
Rp ∥µσ − νσ∥TV +

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µσ + νσ)(dx)

)

≤ 6p−1T2T

(
Rp ∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ
+

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µσ + νσ)(dx)

)
.

□
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Proof of Corollary 22. (a) For the sake of simplicity, let us write AR := {x ∈ (Rd)T : |x| ≥ R}. Using
the Markov inequality, we bound∫

{|x|≥R}
|x|p (µσ + νσ)(dx) =

∫
|x|p 1AR

(x)(µσ + νσ)(dx)

≤
∫

|x|p |x|q−p

Rq−p
(µσ + νσ)(dx) =

Mq(µ
σ + νσ)

Rq−p
.

Plugging this into Theorem 21,

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T

(
Rp ∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ
+

Mq(µ
σ + νσ)

Rq−p

)
.

The desired estimate (7) follows from optimizing the right-hand side by choosing

R =

(
σMq(µ

σ + νσ)

∥∇f∥L1 W1(µ, ν)

)1/q

.

(b) Without loss of generality, we may assume that 0 ∈ (supp(µ) ∪ supp(ν)) ∩ supp(ξ). The proof
for the general case follows from translations. Applying the bound

(Mq(µ
σ + νσ))p/q ≤ (Mq(µ

σ))p/q + (Mq(ν
σ))p/q

≤ ((Mq(µ))
1/q + σ(Mq(ξ))

1/q)p + ((Mq(ν))
1/q + σ(Mq(ξ))

1/q)p

≤ 2(diam(supp(µ) ∪ supp(ν)) + σ diam(supp(ξ)))p

and sending the limit q → ∞ in (7), we obtain

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p ≤ 6p−1T2T+1 lim inf

q→∞
(Mq(µ

σ + νσ))p/q
(
∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ

)1−p/q

≤ 6p−1T2T+2(diam(supp(µ) ∪ supp(ν)) + σ diam(supp(ξ)))p
(
∥∇f∥L1

W1(µ, ν)

σ

)
.

(c) If ξ is a Gaussian measure we have ξσ = (ξσ0
) ∗ (ξ√

σ2−σ2
0

). Since q > p, we apply Corollary

22(a) to deduce that

AW(σ)
p (µ, ν)p = AW(

√
σ2−σ2

0)
p (µσ0 , νσ0)p

≤ 6p−1T2T+1(Mq(µ
σ + νσ))p/q

(
∥∇f∥L1

W(σ0)
1 (µ, ν)√
σ2 − σ2

0

)1−p/q

.

□

Proof of Corollary 23. Choosing σ0 = σ/
√
2 in Corollary 22(c),

AW(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p ≤ 6p−1T2T+1 ∥∇f∥1−p/q
L1 (Mq(µ

σ + µn
σ))1/r

(
W(σ/

√
2)

1 (µ,µn)

σ/
√
2

)1/r′

where r = q/p > 1 and r′ is the Hölder conjugate of r. Applying Hölder’s inequality with 1/r+1/r′ = 1,

E[AW(σ)
p (µ,µn)

p] ≤ C(Mq(µ
σ) + E[Mq(µn

σ)])1/r

(
E[W(σ/

√
2)

1 (µ,µn)]

σ/
√
2

)1/r′

≤ C(Mq(µ) + σqMq(ξ))
p/q

(
E[W(σ/

√
2)

1 (µ,µn)]

σ

)1/r′

≤ C(1 + σp)

(
E[W(σ/

√
2)

1 (µ,µn)]

σ

)1/r′
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for some constant C > 0 that depends only on d, T, p, q,Mq(µ). A close inspection of the proof of [24,
Theorem 3.1] shows that if q > dT + 2, then for X ∼ µ,

E[W(σ/
√
2)

1 (µ,µn)] ≤
∫
(Rd)T

|x|E
[∣∣∣fσ/√2 ∗ µ(x)− fσ/

√
2 ∗ µn(x)

∣∣∣] dx
≤

(∫
(Rd)T

|x|2

1 + |x|q
dx

)1/2(∫
(Rd)T

(1 + |x|q)
E[f2

σ/
√
2
(x−X)]

n
dx

)1/2

≤ C

(
1 + σq/2

σdT/2

)
1√
n
.

for some C > 0 that depends only on d, T, q,Mq(µ). We refer to the proof of [24, Theorem 3.1] for
computational details. This proves the desired result. □

5.2 Proofs for Section 3.2

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

Lemma 39. Let µ ∈ Pp((Rd)T ) and σ > 0. For each ε > 0 there exists a bicausal coupling πε ∈
Cplbc(µ

σ, µ) given by πε = (id, Gε)#µ
σ, where Gε = (Gε

1, . . . , G
ε
T ) : (Rd)T → (Rd)T is a Borel

measurable function, and πε satisfies(∫
|x1 − y1|p πε(dx1, dy1)

)1/p

≤ (1 + ε)Wp((µ
σ)1, µ1)

as well as (∫
|xt+1 − yt+1|p πε

x1:t,y1:t
(dxt+1, dyt+1)

)1/p

≤ (1 + ε)Wp((µ
σ)x1:t

, µy1:t
)

for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T −1} and x1:t, y1:t ∈ (Rd)t. Moreover, Gε
t depends only on the first t coordinates,

i.e. Gε
t (x1:T ) = Gε

t (x1:t) for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.

Proof. Throughout the proof, ε > 0 is fixed. Since (µσ)1 is absolutely continuous, it can be approxi-
mated by Monge mappings. Precisely speaking, from [31, Theorem B],

Wp((µ
σ)1, µ1)

p = inf
T :T#(µσ)1=µ1

∫
|x1 − T (x1)|p µσ(dx1).

Hence there exists a map F ε
1 : Rd → Rd such that (F ε

1 )#(µ
σ)1 = µ1 and∫

|x1 − F ε
1 (x1)|p µσ(dx1) ≤ (1 + ε)pWp((µ

σ)1, µ1)
p.

Let us define πε
1,1 := (id, F ε

1 )#(µ
σ)1 ∈ Cpl((µσ)1, µ1). For t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, let us denote by

π⋆
x1:t,y1:t

∈ Cpl((µσ)x1:t
, µy1:t

) a Wp-optimal coupling for each x1:t, y1:t ∈ (Rd)t. It can be chosen in
such a way that

(Rd)t × (Rd)t ∋ (x1:t, y1:t) 7→ π⋆
x1:t,y1:t

∈ P(Rd × Rd) (14)

is Borel measurable, where P(Rd×Rd) 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 = Rd and Z = (Rd)t×(Rd)t, we find a measurable map F ε

t+1 : (Rd)t×(Rd)t×Rd →
Rd such that∫ ∣∣xt+1 − F ε

t+1(x1:t, y1:t, xt+1)
∣∣p (µσ)x1:t(dxt+1) ≤ (1 + ε)pWp((µ

σ)x1:t , µy1:t)
p.
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Set πε
x1:t,y1:t

:= (id, F ε
t+1(x1:t, y1:t, · ))#(µσ)x1:t ∈ Cpl((µσ)x1:t , µy1:t) and define πε ∈ Cplbc(µ

σ, µ) via

πε(dx1:T , dy1:T ) = πε
x1:T−1,y1:T−1

(dxT , dyT ) · · ·πε
x1,y1

(dx2, dy2)π
ε
1,1(dx1, dy1).

Note that if X ∼ µσ, then Y ∼ µ, where Y is defined via the following recursive relation,

Y1 = F ε
1 (X1) and Yt+1 = F ε

t+1(X1:t, Y1:t, Xt+1) for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}. (15)

Substituting (15) iteratively, the construction of Gε is now straightforward. □

Proof of Theorem 25. Let ε > 0 and choose πε = (id, Gε)#µ
σ ∈ Cplbc(µ

σ, µ) as in Lemma 39. Note
that

AWp(µ
σ, µ) ≤

(∫ T∑
t=1

|xt − yt|p πε(dx, dy)

)1/p

≤
T∑

t=1

(∫
|xt − yt|p πε(dx, dy)

)1/p

. (16)

Using the fact that Wp((µ
σ)1, µ1) ≤ (Mp(ξσ))

1/p = σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p, we deduce from Lemma 39 that

Iε1 :=

(∫
|x1 − y1|p πε(dx, dy)

)1/p

≤ (1 + ε)Wp((µ
σ)1, µ1) ≤ (1 + ε)σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p. (17)

Now, fix t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T−1}. SinceGε
t depends only on the first t coordinates, we denote (Gε

1(x), . . . , G
ε
t (x))

by Gε(x1:t). Also, let us denote the density of (ξσ)1:t by

(fσ)1:t(x1:t) :=

∫
(Rd)T−t

fσ(x1:T )dxt+1:T .

Using the fact that (ξσ)z1:t has the density

zt+1 7→ (fσ)1:t+1(z1:t+1)

(fσ)1:t(z1:t)
,

we compute that for measurable B ⊆ Rd,

(µσ)x1:t(B) =

∫
(fσ)1:t(x1:t − z1:t)(µz1:t ∗ (ξσ)x1:t−z1:t)(B)µ(dz1:t)

(fσ)1:t ∗ µ1:t(x1:t)
. (18)

A similar identity was used in [24, proof of Theorem 2.12]. From Lemma 39 and convexity of Wp
p

applied to (18), we obtain∫
|xt+1 − yt+1|p πε(dx, dy)

=

∫
|xt+1 − yt+1|p πε

x1:t,y1:t
(dxt+1, dyt+1)π

ε(dx1:t, dy1:t)

≤
∫
(1 + ε)pWp((µ

σ)x1:t
, µy1:t

)pπε(dx1:t, dy1:t)

= (1 + ε)p
∫

Wp((µ
σ)x1:t

, µGε(x1:t))
pµσ(dx1:t)

≤ (1 + ε)p
∫ ∫

(fσ)1:t(x1:t − z1:t)Wp(µz1:t ∗ (ξσ)x1:t−z1:t , µGε(x1:t))
pµ(dz1:t)

(fσ)1:t ∗ µ1:t(x1:t)
µσ(dx1:t).

Since x1:t 7→ (fσ)1:t ∗µ1:t(x1:t) is the density of (µσ)1:t, we use the change of variable w1:t = x1:t− z1:t
to obtain ∫ ∫

(fσ)1:t(x1:t − z1:t)Wp(µz1:t ∗ (ξσ)x1:t−z1:t , µGε(x1:t))
pµ(dz1:t)

(fσ)1:t ∗ µ1:t(x1:t)
µσ(dx1:t)

=

∫ ∫
(fσ)1:t(x1:t − z1:t)Wp(µz1:t ∗ (ξσ)x1:t−z1:t , µGε(x1:t))

pµ(dz1:t)dx1:t

=

∫ ∫
Wp(µz1:t ∗ (ξσ)w1:t , µGε(z1:t+w1:t))

p(µ1:t ⊗ (ξσ)1:t)(dz1:t, dw1:t)

= E[Wp(µX1:t
∗ (ξσ)σZ1:t

, µGε(X1:t+σZ1:t))
p],
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where (X,Z) ∼ µ⊗ ξ. Using the above, we bound

Iεt+1 :=

(∫
|xt+1 − yt+1|p πε(dx, dy)

)1/p

≤ (1 + ε)E[Wp(µX1:t
∗ (ξσ)σZ1:t

, µGε(X1:t+σZ1:t))
p]1/p

≤ (1 + ε)(E[Wp(µX1:t ∗ (ξσ)σZ1:t , µX1:t)
p]1/p + E[Wp(µX1:t , µGε(X1:t+σZ1:t))

p]1/p)

≤ (1 + ε)
(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + E[Wp(µX1:t , µGε(X1:t+σZ1:t))
p]1/p

)
≤ (1 + ε)

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + ωt,p
µ (∥X1:t −Gε(X1:t + σZ1:t)∥Lp)

)
≤ (1 + ε)

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + ωt,p
µ (σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + ∥X1:t + σZ1:t −Gε(X1:t + σZ1:t)∥Lp)
)

≤ (1 + ε)

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + ωt,p
µ

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p +

t∑
s=1

Iεs

))
. (19)

Here, the third inequality is immediate from

E[Wp(µX1:t
∗ (ξσ)σZ1:t

, µX1:t
)p] ≤ E

[∫
|zt+1|p (ξσ)σZ1:t

(dzt+1)

]
= E

[∫
|zt+1|p

(fσ)1:t+1(σZ1:t, zt+1)

(fσ)1:t(σZ1:t)
dzt+1

]
=

∫ ∫
|zt+1|p

(fσ)1:t+1(z1:t+1)

(fσ)1:t(z1:t)
dzt+1(fσ)1:t(z1:t)dz1:t

= σpMp(ξt+1).

The definition of ωt,p
µ justifies the fourth inequality. The fifth inequality is the triangle inequality

and monotonicity of ωt,p
µ . To see the last inequality, note that (X + σZ,Gε(X + σZ)) ∼ πε and

∥X1:t + σZ1:t −Gε(X1:t + σZ1:t)∥Lp =

(∫
|x1:t − y1:t|p πε(dx1:t, dy1:t)

)1/p

≤
t∑

s=1

Iεs.

Starting from the initial estimate (17), we bound Iεt by ht−1,p
µ using the recursive estimate (19) along

with Proposition 12(b) as follows,

lim inf
ε→0

Iεt ≤ (1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))
1/p)(h0,p

µ (σ) + tht−1,p
µ (σ)) (20)

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

lim inf
ε→0

Iε2 ≤ σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p + ω1,p

µ

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + Iε1

)
≤ σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + ω1,p
µ

(
2σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p
)
≤ (1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))

1/p)(σ + 2ω1,p
µ (σ)).

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

lim inf
ε→0

Iεt+1 ≤ σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p + ωt,p

µ

(
σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p + Iε1 +

t∑
s=2

Iεs

)

≤ σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p + ωt,p

µ

(
2σ(Mp(ξ))

1/p +

t∑
s=2

(1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))
1/p)(h0,p

µ (σ) + shs−1,p
µ (σ))

)

≤ σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p + (t+ 1)(1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))

1/p)ωt,p
µ

(
t−1∑
s=0

hs,p
µ (σ)

)
.
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Hence (20) holds for all t ∈ {2, 3, . . . , T}. Plugging this back into (16),

AWp(µ
σ, µ) ≤ lim inf

ε→0

T∑
t=1

Iεt ≤ σ(Mp(ξ))
1/p +

T∑
t=2

(1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))
1/p)(h0,p

µ (σ) + tht−1,p
µ (σ)).

This proves the desired estimate. □

Proof of Corollary 26. (a) From Proposition 14, ωt,p
µ (σ) ≤ Lσα if µ ∈ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ). Note from the

construction of ht,p
µ that h1,p

µ (σ) = ω1,p
µ (σ) ≤ Lσα and

h2,p
µ (σ) = ω2,p

µ (σ + h1,p
µ (σ)) ≤ L(σ + Lσα)α ≤ L(σα + Lασα2

) ≤ (L ∨ Lα+1)(σα + σα2

).

It is straightforward from the mathematical induction that ht,p
µ (σ) ≤ C(σα+σα2

+ . . .+σαt

) for some
C > 0 that depends only on L,α if t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}. Applying this bound to Theorem 25 yields
the desired estimate.

(b) From Theorem 25, we find

sup
µ∈K

AWp(µ
σ, µ) ≤ T (1 ∨ (Mp(ξ))

1/p)

T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
K (σ) (21)

where we define h0,p
K (σ) := σ and ht,p

K (σ) := supµ∈K ωt,p
µ

(∑t−1
s=0 h

s,p
K (σ)

)
, t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}. Note

that if supµ∈K ωt,p
µ (δ) → 0 as δ → 0, the right hand side of (21) goes to 0 as σ → 0. The last statement

is a straightforward application of a triangle inequality. □

Proof of Corollary 27. From Corollaries 23 and 26(a), we estimate

E[AWp(µ, (µn)
σ)p] ≤ C(E[AW(σ)

p (µ,µn)
p] + E[AWp(µ

σ, µ)p])

≤ C

(
1 + σ(q+p)/2

σ(1+dT/2)(1−p/q)

)
n−(q−p)/(2q) + C

T−1∑
t=0

σpαt

.

We optimize the convergence rate of the right hand side by choosing σ = n−γ where

γ =
1− p/q

(dT + 2)(1− p/q) + 2pαT−1
.

□

5.3 Proofs for Section 3.3

Proof of Proposition 28. This is straightforward from the inequality

AWp(µ, ν)
p ≤ 3p−1AW(σ)

p (µ, ν) + 3p−1AWp(µ, µ
σ) + 3p−1AWp(ν, ν

σ)

applied to Theorem 21 and Theorem 25. □

Proof of Corollary 29. Choose ξ to be supported on {x ∈ (Rd)T : |x| ≤ 1}. From 0 < σ < R, we have∫
{|x|≥2R}

|x|p µσ(dx) =

∫
{|x+σz|≥2R}

|x+ σz|p µ(dx)ξ(dz)

≤
∫
{|x|≥R}

|x+ σz|p µ(dx)ξ(dz) ≤ 2p−1

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p µ(dx) + 2p−1σp.

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 µ, ν ∈ P(F ).
Choose ξ to be supported on {x ∈ (Rd)T : |x| ≤ 1}. By combining the triangle inequality with
Corollary 22(b) and Theorem 25, we compute

AWp(µ, ν) ≤ AW(σ)
p (µ, ν) + 2 (AWp(µ, µ

σ) ∨ AWp(ν, ν
σ))

≤ C

(
(1 + σ)

(
W1(µ, ν)

σ

)1/p

+

T−1∑
t=0

ht,p
µ (σ) ∨ ht,p

ν (σ)

)

for some C > 0 that depends only on d, T,diam(F ). This proves the desired estimate.
(b) Let µ, ν ∈ P(F ) ∩ Pp,α,L((Rd)T ). Using Corollary 31(a) and Corollary 26(a), we estimate

AWp(µ, ν) ≤ C

(
(1 + σ)

(
W1(µ, ν)

σ

)1/p

+

T−1∑
t=0

σαt

)
(22)

with some constant C > 0 that depends only on d, T, L, α,diam(F ). In (22), choose σ = W1(µ, ν)
β

for β = (pαT−1 + 1)−1 and we bound the right-hand side by

(1 + σ)

(
W1(µ, ν)

σ

)1/p

+

T−1∑
t=0

σαt

= (1 +W1(µ, ν)
β)W1(µ, ν)

αT−1/(pαT−1+1) +

T−1∑
t=0

W1(µ, ν)
αt/(pαT−1+1)

≤

(
1 + (2 diam(F ))β +

T−1∑
t=0

(2 diam(F ))(α
t−αT−1)/(pαT−1+1)

)
W1(µ, ν)

αT−1/(pαT−1+1).

Here, we make use of the fact that W1(µ, ν) ≤ M1(µ) +M1(ν) ≤ 2 diam(F ). This proves the desired
result. □

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 (xn)n∈N ⊆ X and x ∈ X . Then xn → x in X if
and only if for every subsequence (xnk

)k∈N of (xn)n∈N, there exists a subsequence of (xnk
)k∈N that

converges to x.

Proof of Theorem 32. (a) SupposeAW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0. From Lemma 40, by passing to a subsequence,

it is sufficient to assume that σn → σ0 for some σ0 ∈ [0,∞). From Proposition 17,

W(σ0)
p (µn, µ) ≤ W(σn)

p (µn, µ) + 2 |σn − σ0| (Mp(ξ))
1/p ≤ AW(σn)

p (µn, µ) + 2 |σn − σ0| (Mp(ξ))
1/p.

Since the right hand side converges to 0 as n → ∞, we conclude that µn → µ in W(σ0)
p . We conclude

that µn → µ in Wp thanks to Proposition 17.
(b) Suppose now that Wp(µn, µ) → 0 and W1(µn, µ)/σn → 0. From Lemma 40, we may assume

that σn → σ0 for some σ0 ∈ [0,∞). We find from Theorem 21 that for any R > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) ≤ 6p−1T2T sup

n∈N

∫
{|x|≥R}

|x|p (µσn
n + µσn)(dx). (23)

Note that µσn
n → µσ0 and µσn → µσ0 in Wp. In particular, {µσn

n , µσn : n ∈ N} is Wp-relatively
compact. Thus, the right hand side of (23) can be made arbitrarily small as R → ∞. This shows that

AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0. □
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Proof of Theorem 33. (a) Suppose AWp(µn, µ) → 0. As in the proof of Theorem 32, it is sufficient

to prove AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → when σn → σ0 for some σ0 ∈ [0,∞). If σ0 > 0, then W1(µn, µ)/σn → 0.

By Theorem 32(b) this implies that AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0. Suppose now that σ0 = 0. By the triangle

inequality,

AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) ≤ AWp(µn, µ) + 2 sup

ν∈K
AWp(ν

σn , ν)

where K = {µ, µn : n ∈ N}. Note that K is AWp-relatively compact. Thus, Proposition 4 and

Corollary 26(b) show that supν∈K AWp(ν
σn , ν) → 0. In conclusion, AW(σn)

p (µn, µ) → 0.

(b) Suppose AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0 and ht,p

µn
(σn) → 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1}. Since ωt,p

µn
≤ ht,p

µn
,

we have ωt,p
µn

(σn) → 0. Using Lemma 40, we may assume that σn → σ0 for some σ0 ∈ [0,∞). If
σ0 > 0, fix ε > 0 and choose N ∈ N such that supn≥N ωt,p

µn
(σn) ≤ ε and infn≥N σn ≥ σ0/2. Note that

lim sup
δ→0

sup
n∈N

ωt,p
µn

(δ) ≤ lim sup
δ→0

N∑
n=1

ωt,p
µn

(δ) + sup
n≥N

ωt,p
µn

(σ0/2) ≤ 0 + sup
n≥N

ωt,p
µn

(σn) ≤ ε.

Since ε > 0 was arbitrary and Wp(µn, µ) → 0, we deduce from Proposition 4 that {µn : n ∈ N} is
AWp-relatively compact. Thus, AWp(µn, µ) → 0.

Now, suppose σ0 = 0. Then by the triangle inequality,

lim sup
n→∞

AWp(µn, µ) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

(
AW(σn)

p (µn, µ) +AWp(µ
σn
n , µn) +AWp(µ

σn , µ)
)

= lim sup
n→∞

AWp(µ
σn
n , µn).

Here, the equality follows from Corollary 26(b) applied to K = {µ}. It is easy to check from Theorem
25 that ht,p

µn
(σn) → 0 for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − 1} implies that AWp(µ

σn
n , µn) → 0. Hence, we conclude

that AWp(µn, µ) → 0. □

Proof of Theorem 34. From Proposition 17 and the fact that W(σ)
p ≤ CAW(σ)

p , it is obvious that if

µn → µ in AW(σ)
p , then µn → µ in Wp. Conversely, let us assume Wp(µn, µ) → 0. By choosing σn ≡ σ

in Theorem 32(b), we obtain that AW(σ)
p (µn, µ) → 0. Therefore, AW(σ)

p metrizes the Wp-topology.
□

A Proof regarding Example 3

Example 41. Let (εn)n∈N, (σn)n∈N ⊆ (0,∞) such that εn → 0 and supn∈N σn < ∞. We define
µn := 1

2δ(εn,1) +
1
2δ(−εn,−1), µ := 1

2δ(0,1) +
1
2δ(0,−1), and ξσn := N (0, σ2

n I2). Then we have

(a) εn
σn

→ 0 if and only if W1(µn,µ)
σn

→ 0 if and only if AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0.

(b) εn
σn

→ ∞ if and only if ω1,p
µn

(σn) → 0 if and only if AWp(µ
σn
n , µn) → 0.

Proof. (a) It is evident from Wp(µn, µ) = εn that εn/σn → 0 if and only if W1(µn, µ)/σn → 0. The

fact that W1(µn, µ)/σn → 0 implies AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0 follows from Theorem 32(b). Let us assume

that AW(σn)
p (µn, µ) → 0. We compute (µσn)1 = N(0, σ2

n), (µ
σn)x = 1

2N (1, σ2
n) +

1
2N (−1, σ2

n) and

(µσn
n )1 =

1

2
N (εn, σ

2
n) +

1

2
N (−εn, σ

2
n),

(µσn
n )y =

φσn
(y − εn)

φσn(y + εn) + φσn(y − εn)
N (1, σ2

n) +
φσn

(y + εn)

φσn(y + εn) + φσn(y − εn)
N (−1, σ2

n)
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where φ(x) := (2π)−1/2e−x2/2 and φσn(·) := (σn)
−1φ(·/σn). Since (µσn)x does not depend on x,

AW(σn)
p (µ, µn)

p = inf
γ∈Cpl((µσn )1,(µ

σn
n )1)

∫
R2

|x− y|p +Wp((µ
σn)x, (µ

σn
n )y)

pγ(dx, dy)

= Wp((µ
σn)1, (µ

σn
n )1)

p +

∫ ∞

−∞
Wp((µ

σn)x, (µ
σn
n )y)

p(µσn
n )1(dy).

Using a change of variable, we write∫ ∞

−∞
Wp((µ

σn)x, (µ
σn
n )y)

p(µσn
n )1(dy)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
Wp

(
N (1, σ2

n)/2 +N (−1, σ2
n)/2, an(y)N (1, σ2

n) + bn(y)N (−1, σ2
n)
)p

φ(y)dy, (24)

where an(y) := φ(y)/(φ(y) + φ(y + 2εn/σn)) and bn(y) := 1 − an(y). If εn/σn ↛ 0, then up to a
subsequence, we may assume that εn/σn → c for some c ∈ (0,∞]. From (24) and the Fatou lemma,

0 = lim
n→∞

AW(σn)
p (µ, µn)

p ≥ lim inf
n→∞

∫ ∞

−∞
Wp((µ

σn)x, (µ
σn
n )y)

p(µσn
n )1(dy)

= lim inf
n→∞

∫ ∞

−∞

1

2
(Wp((µ

σn)x, (µ
σn
n )ϵn+σny)

p +Wp((µ
σn)x, (µ

σn
n )−ϵn+σny)

p)φ(y)dy

≥
∫ ∞

−∞
Wp

(
δ1 + δ−1

2
,
φ(y)δ1 + φ(y + 2c)δ−1

φ(y) + φ(y + 2c)

)p

φ(y)dy > 0.

Thus, AW(σn)
p (µ, µn) → 0 only if εn/σn → 0.

(b) It is easy check that ω1,p
µn

(σn) = (σn/εn) ∧ 2. Hence εn/σn → ∞ if and only if ω1,p
µn

(σn) →
0. From Theorem 25, we have AWp(µ

σn
n , µn) ≤ C(σn + ω1,p

µn
(σn)). Hence ω1,p

µn
(σn) → 0 yields

AWp(µ
σn
n , µn) → 0. Now, let us assume that AWp(µ

σn
n , µn) → 0. Note that

AWp(µ
σn
n , µn)

p = inf
γ∈Cpl((µσn

n )1,(µn)1)

∫
R2

|x− y|p +Wp((µ
σn
n )x, (µn)y)

pγ(dx, dy). (25)

Choose γ⋆ to be optimal for (25). Let Z ∼ N (0, 1), cn(x) := φσn
(x− εn)/(φσn

(x− εn)+φσn
(x+ εn))

and dn(x) := 1− cn(x). Then

AWp(µ
σn
n , µn)

p ≥
∫
{y=εn}

Wp((µ
σn
n )x, δ1)

pγ⋆(dx, dy) +

∫
{y=−εn}

Wp((µ
σn
n )x, δ−1)

pγ⋆(dx, dy)

=

∫
{y=εn}

cn(x)E[|σnZ|p] + dn(x)E[|2 + σnZ|p]γ⋆(dx, dy)

+

∫
{y=−εn}

cn(x)E[|2 + σnZ|p] + dn(x)E[|σnZ|p]γ⋆(dx, dy)

≥ (E[|σnZ|p] + E[|2 + σnZ|p])
∫ ∞

−∞
(cn(x) ∧ dn(x))(µ

σn
n )1(dx).

We compute ∫ ∞

−∞
(cn(x) ∧ dn(x))(µ

σn
n )1(dx) =

1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
(φσn

(x− εn) ∧ φσn
(x+ εn))dx

=
1

2

(∫ −εn/σn

−∞
+

∫ ∞

εn/σn

)
φ(x)dx.

Hence AWp(µ
σn
n , µn) → 0 implies σn/εn → ∞. □
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B Monge maps

Let A,B,Z be Polish spaces. We say that π is a kernel from Z to A if π 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 π(z) by πz. We use a similar notation for functions. Given a Borel measurable function
T : Z ×A → B, we define T z : A → B via T z(a) = T (z, a). For a partition R of X , we define its mesh
via ∥R∥ = supA∈R diam(A).

Lemma 42. Let X ,Z be Polish spaces and let π be a kernel from Z to X × X . Let µz and νz

denote the pushforward measure of πz through a projection on to the first coordinate and the second
coordinate, respectively, i.e. πz ∈ Cpl(µz, νz). Suppose µz, νz ∈ Pp(X ) and µz has no atoms for all
z ∈ Z. Then there exist Borel measurable maps Tn : Z ×X → X such that (id, T z

n)#µ
z ∈ Cpl(µz, νz)

and ∫
X×X

dX (x, y)pπz(dx, dy) = lim
n→∞

∫
X
dX (x, T z

n(x))
pµz(dx).

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 × [0, 1] →
X × [0, 1] such that

(a) T z := T (z, ·) : X × [0, 1] → X × [0, 1] is a Borel isomorphism, i.e. T z is Borel measurable,
bijective and its inverse is also Borel measurable,

(b) for the Lebesgue measure λ on [0, 1], (id, T z)#(µ
z ⊗ λ) ∈ Cpl(µz ⊗ λ, νz ⊗ λ) and its projection

on X × X is πz.

Now let us choose a partitionRn of X that consists of at most countable sets and satisfies limn→∞ ∥Rn∥ =
0. We apply [10, Proposition 3.25] to find Borel measurable maps Φn : Z ×X → X × [0, 1] such that

(c) Φz
n := Φn(z, ·) : X → X × [0, 1] is Borel isomorphism,

(d) (Φz
n)#(µ

z|A) = (µz|A)⊗ λ for all A ∈ Rn where µz|A(·) := µz( · ∩A).

Let PX and PZ be projection maps on X and Z respectively and define a map Tn : Z × X → X via
Tn = PX ◦ T ◦ (PZ ,Φn). Note that πz

n := (id, T z
n)#µ

z ∈ Cpl(µz, νz) by (b) and (d). Similarly as in
the proof of [10, Theorem 2.6], we can show that

πz
n(A×B) = πz(A×B) for any A,B ∈ Rn and z ∈ Z.

Indeed, for A,B ∈ Rn,

πz
n(A×B) = µz(A ∩ (T z

n)
−1(B)) = µz|A((Φz

n)
−1 ◦ (T z)−1 ◦ (PX )−1(B))

= µz|A ⊗ λ((T z)−1 ◦ (PX )−1(B))

= µz ⊗ λ((A× [0, 1]) ∩ (T z)−1(B × [0, 1]))

= (id, T z)#(µ
z ⊗ λ)((A× [0, 1])× (B × [0, 1]))

= πz(A×B).

The first equality comes from the definition of πz
n. For the second equality, we use the definition of

T z
n . 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 πz

n → πz in Wp on (X × X )2. This implies the desired results. □
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