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Abstract

We consider synthesis and analysis of probability measures using the entropy-regularized
Wasserstein-2 cost and its unbiased version, the Sinkhorn divergence. The synthesis problem
consists of computing the barycenter, with respect to these costs, of m reference measures given a
set of coefficients belonging to the m-dimensional simplex. The analysis problem consists of finding
the coeflicients for the closest barycenter in the Wasserstein-2 distance to a given measure p. Under
the weakest assumptions on the measures thus far in the literature, we compute the derivative
of the entropy-regularized Wasserstein-2 cost. We leverage this to establish a characterization of
regularized barycenters as solutions to a fixed-point equation for the average of the entropic maps
from the barycenter to the reference measures. This characterization yields a finite-dimensional,
convex, quadratic program for solving the analysis problem when p is a barycenter. It is shown
that these coordinates, as well as the value of the barycenter functional, can be estimated from
samples with dimension-independent rates of convergence, a hallmark of entropy-regularized
optimal transport, and we verify these rates experimentally. We also establish that barycentric
coordinates are stable with respect to perturbations in the Wasserstein-2 metric, suggesting a
robustness of these coefficients to corruptions. We employ the barycentric coefficients as features for
classification of corrupted point cloud data, and show that compared to neural network baselines,
our approach is more efficient in small training data regimes.

1 Introduction

Modeling data with probability measures is an emerging theme with applications in signal analysis
[8, 1], image processing [50, (41 58, B8], natural language processing (NLP) [67] and beyond. In
this setting, each data point is treated as a probability distribution over an appropriate domain. We
seek to develop useful data processing models and methods—akin to those widely used in statistical
signal processing, such as principal component analysis (PCA) [46], archetypal analysis [19], and
non-negative matrix factorization (NMF) [35]—that allow for synthesis of new distributions from a
canonical reference set of distributions, as well as analysis of a given distribution in terms of these
references.

Wasserstein-2 barycenters provide a natural method to perform both synthesis and analysis of data
using the methods of computational optimal transport (OT) [47]. One can synthesize a new distribution
from a given set of reference measures with their barycenter [23] 50, [10, 15], and analyze a measure
by assigning it barycentric coordinates with respect to a set of reference measures [7, 56, 66], 40].
Wasserstein-2 barycenters have many natural advantages over other methods. For instance, they can
geometrically interpolate between the reference measures [568]. This allows one to model data outside
of their support, in contrast to barycenters defined via maximum mean discrepancy distances, which
are linear mixtures of the reference measures [I6], or via information theoretic divergences such as
relative Shannon entropy, which require overlapping support of the underlying measures.
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However, synthesizing even an approximate Wasserstein-2 barycenter to a fixed degree of accuracy
in arbitrary dimensions cannot be done in polynomial time [I], and known rates of estimation of both
synthesis and analysis scale exponentially in the ambient dimension d [14], 66, 29] [42]. A standard
method for addressing the computational and statistical challenges associated with optimal transport is
to introduce entropy regularization, which enables fast computation via the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm
[59, 20] and produces population quantities that can be estimated from samples with dimension-free
rates of convergence [39) 5], 48] 53], [64] [38], [60].

In this paper we consider entropy-regularized variants of Wasserstein-2 barycenters, with an aim
to study how introducing regularization yields concrete advantages for the synthesis and analysis
problems, which are defined in and @ We are particularly concerned with analysis of data
via (regularized) barycentric coordinates, which has until recently been relatively under-studied in
comparison to synthesis.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section we present the minimally necessary
notation and background. We then detail our main contributions and related work in Section [I.2] The
main technical results are established in Sections [2] [3] and [4] along with numerical results corroborating
the theory. Applications to point cloud classification are presented in Section @ We defer our proofs
and additional experiments to the Appendix.

1.1 Notation and Background

Notation:  is a closed subset of R? and P(Q2) is the set of probability measures with support
contained in Q. || is the diameter of ) with respect to the Euclidean distance. For p € P(), its
expectation is denoted by E(u), its variance is denoted by Var(u), and its second moment is denoted by
My (). P2(92) denotes the subset of € P(£2) with finite Ma(p). G(2) denotes the set of subgaussian
probability measures with support contained in €, and G,(2) is the set of subgaussian probability
measures with support in  with subgaussian constant < o. P"(Q2) denotes the subset of P ()
supported on n or fewer points. We let 6, denote the Dirac probability measure supported at z € R%.
For a probability measure p, 4™ is the random (empirical) measure defined by 4™ = = 3" | dx,, where
X1,Xs, ..., X, are i.i.d. samples from p. The ball of radius (with respect to the Euclidean distance) ¢
centered at z € R? is denoted by Bt( ). For a function f : R? — R and a finite, signed measure ; on

R (f, ) == J fdp. For any p < v, dﬁ denotes the Radon-Nikodym derivative of p with respect to v,
i.e., a measurable function such that [, 5 i Edv = pu(A), for any measurable A.

For Wy v € Pa(QY), the Wasserstein-2 distance [63] between p and v is:

OTy(p,v) := EH(W) \//ff—ylde(w Y),

where II(u,v) C P2(Q x Q) is the set of couplings with marginals ;4 and v. For any € > 0, the
entropy-regqularized, or entropic Wasserstein-2 cost is [43]:

. 1
OT5(p,v) := inf /fllwfyIIQdC(xvy) +eKL(Cllp@v), (1)
¢em(py) ) 2

where K L(C||p ® v) is the relative entropy between ¢ and g ® v [18]. For any € > 0, we define the
Sinkhorn divergence: S5(p,v) = OTs(u,v) — 20T (p, p) — 20T5 (v, v).
The entropy-regularized cost admits a dual formulation given by:

OTS (1, v) = Ydu( d
= s [ @i+ [ g
_ 6/ (6*%(%Hr*y\lr“*f(r)*g(y)) _ 1) dp(z)dv(y). (2)

1Code to recreate experiments is available at https://github.com/brendanmallery9/Entropic-Barycenters




The optimizers are a pair of functions (fﬁﬁl,,gzﬁy), unique 4 (resp. v)-a.e. up to translation
( fHV,gMHV) — (f¢ o — Cigh + C), C € R, which we refer to as entropic potentials. They satisfy:

(o) = —elog ([t s angy)). 3)

Gl = —clog ([ e G Dy} ()

for p-a.e. ¥ € R? and v-a.e. y € R? [43]. These equations allow one to define canonical extensions of

iy and g, to all z,y € R such that and are satisfied for all z,y € R%. We refer to these
as extended entropic potentials. These extensions are unique for a fixed pair of entropic potentials
fisy, and g5,

Henceforth, we will exclusively deal with extended entropic potentials. The extensions of fj_,,
and g;,_,, are a priori only finite y and v-almost everywhere respectively, but if u,v € G (R?) then
[, and g5, _,,, are finite and smooth everywhere [39]. However it can be shown that f;_,, is finite
and smooth everywhere if v is subgaussian and p is in Py(R?), i.e., only subgaussianity of the “target”
measure is required for one of the potentials to be smooth and finite everywhere (see Proposition |2.3))

Let V = {v;}L; C P2(R?). Let A denote the vector of coefficients belonging to the (m — 1)-

dimensional simplex A™ = {(A1, A2, ...; M) €ER™ 2D N = 1,0 > 0}

Definition 1.1. Let p € Po(R?) and let € > 0.
e The e-entropic barycenter functional for (A, V) is defined as F¥ ,,(p) := Z;nzl NOTs (p,vy).
e The e-Sinkhorn barycenter functional for (A,V) is defined as: S5 ,,(p) := Zmzl XS5, vy).

We write F¥ ,, to refer to either FY ), and S5 ,,. We note that FY ,, is convex on Pa(R 4), and S5 v
is convex when restricted to the set of subgaussian measures (Proposition 4 in [30]). We now define
the synthesis and analysis problems.

Given A and V, the synthesis problem refers to solving for:

arg min 75 y (1), 5)
HEP2(RQ)

Given p and V, the analysis problem refers to solving for:

arg min OTy(u, pa), (6)
)\eAm,

where p\ = argmin, cp, o) F5 v (P ). Solving (5) produces a measure that can be viewed as a nonlinear
combination of the reference measures V. Solving @ produces coefficients A that parameterize the
“projection” of p onto the set of solutions to (5)), which we refer to as barycentric coordinates or
coefficients. The synthesis and analysis problems are in some sense inverse to one another when p in @
is restricted to the set of minimizers of F5_,,, for some A\, € A™. Indeed, if u € argmin,cp, () F5, v(0),
then minyeam OTa(u, px) = OTo(u, pa, ) = 0. In other words, the analysis of a ()\*,V) barycenter
recovers \,. In this paper, we show that for this special case it is possible to reduce (@ to a convex,
quadratic program (see Section [4)).
We end this section with definitions from functional calculus.

Definition 1.2. Let U C P2(Q) be convex. A functional F : U — R admits a derivative at p € U (is
differentiable at p) if there exists a continuous function §,F (n) : @ = R, such that for any displacement
X = p—p, where p €U, 6, F (1) is x-integrable and satisfies:

Jim f(““x /5 Flu (7)

t—0+

A functional which is differentiable for all p € U is said to be differentiable on U.



When the argument of F is clear, we will write §,F (1) as 6F (). Key to our investigation is the
notion of critical points of functionals of probability measures.

Definition 1.3. Let U C P2(Q2) be convex and let F be a functional on U which is differentiable at
wE€U. We say that 1 is a critical point of F on U if VOF (u)[z] =0 for p-almost every x.

We will simply say that p is a critical point of F if the domain of F is clear. Importantly, minimizers
of a differentiable functional on Y are critical points (see Corollary . We remark that under
sufficient regularity assumptions on F (e.g., as made in [12]), VOF[u] corresponds to what is referred
to as the Wasserstein-2 gradient of the functional F at p [3].

1.2 Main Contributions
1.2.1 Critical Points and Optimality Criteria for 77 ,,

In Section [2| we rigorously establish analytic properties of F7 ,, for subgaussian V. First, we establish
existence of minima for min,ep, @) F5 y, and mincg, (o) S5y, for fixed o. We then establish Theorem
. in which we prove the entropic cost OTs(u,v) (as a function of p) is differentiable when v
is subgaussian. This extends Proposition 3 in [30], which establishes this when both p and v are
subgaussian, and to our knowledge provides the most general version of this result available in the
literature. From this we obtain a first-order characterization of critical points of F75 ,,. We show in
Proposmon that any critical point (including minimizers) of F' Sy with V subgauss1an is subgaussian.
This generalizes results in [68] for the case of V = {v}. Finally, we obtain a sufficient criteria to ensure
a critical point of F3,p 1s a minimizer in Corollary

1.2.2 Sample Complexity for Synthesis and Analysis

In Sections [3] and [4] we investigate the sample complexity of synthesis and analysis for Fiv-

Our main result for synthesis is Theorem establishing that estimating the optimal value of the
barycenter functionals using samples from the reference measures can be achieved with dimension-free
error rates. Our proof is a generalization of the arguments in [68] who prove this for m = 1, and
contrasts with the Wasserstein-2 case, where rates are typically exponential in the dimension (e.g.,
Theorem 2 in [I4]). A similar result for measures supported on a bounded set was achieved in [37],
though they are also able to guarantee bounds with high probability. We then discuss how a potentially
stronger sample complexity result fails to be true in the case of the Sinkhorn divergence barycenter.

Next, we consider the analysis problem. In Proposition we establish that, under the assumption
that p is an e-entropic (resp. Sinkhorn) barycenter for a reference set of measures V), then the analysis
problem @ can be solved via a convex, quadratic program. In Theorem we use this characterization
to show that under weak assumptions, solving the analysis problem for an e-entropic (resp. Sinkhorn)
barycenter u is no harder than estimating V&]—'f\y (1) from samples. We apply this in two important

—1/2

cases. First, if (2 is compact, A may be estimated for F7j ,, at a rate proportional to n via results

obtained in [53]. Second, if = R? and the reference measures are strongly log-concave with mean
zero, then A may be estimated for F3,p at a rate proportional to n~1/3, via results from [64]. Finally,
we show that the barycentric coordinates are stable (with respect to the Wasserstein-2 distance) when
the analyzed measure is perturbed (Proposition . We numerically verify the rates in Theorem
in Section [£.I] with several choices of reference measures, observing even faster convergence rates than
established in Theorem

1.2.3 Application to Point Cloud Classification with Barycentric Coordinates

We demonstrate the utility of our approach by using the estimated barycentric coordinates as features
for point cloud classification. Our method is described in Algorithm [2] that makes use of Proposition
In our experiments (described by Algorithm , our method is shown to achieve high accuracy
using a small set of reference measures from each class, even when the test data is corrupted with
various forms of noise and occlusions. We compare our method to PointNet [49], a well-known neural
network architecture designed for point cloud classification. We observe that our method is able to



outperform PointNet even when PointNet is trained on a much larger data set than is required by our
method, suggesting the effectiveness of our approach in low-data settings. We compare our method
to the analagous classification scheme using the unregularized barycenter functional (in which case,
our method agrees with the method studied in [28]) and the doubly-regularized barycenter functional
introduced in [I3]. We provide a different application of our synthesis and analysis methods to point
cloud completion in Appendix [H]

1.3 Related Work

Synthesis for minimizers of FY ,, was first studied in [2I] as a computationally efficient surrogate for
Wasserstein-2 barycenters. Synthesis for the functional SY ), was first considered in the fixed support
setting in [36]. These barycenters were studied at length in [30] under a subgaussian assumption
on the reference measures. Several free support synthesis algorithms have been proposed [37],[57].
Recent work of [13] introduced doubly-regularized entropic barycenters, which have good regularity
and (synthesis) sample complexity guarantees [61].

The analysis problem has received comparatively less attention. The earliest work in this setting is
[7], where barycentric coordinates are applied to perform regression with histogram data for computer
vision applications. In [56] barycentric coordinates are applied to dictionary learning for histograms,
and these ideas are extended in [40] where the focus is on sparse representations. In [66] the analysis
problem using unregularized Wasserstein-2 barycenters is considered with finite sample guarantees
but under strong regularity assumptions on measures. In [28] similar ideas utilizing a model based on
the tangential structure of the Wasserstein-2 space are pursued with applications to causal inference,
albeit without finite sample guarantees. In [30], barycentric coordinates for the Sinkhorn barycenter
functional are used to classify image data, modeled as probability measures on a fixed support. To our
knowledge, our work is the first to consider analysis with regularized barycenter functionals in the
free support setting under mild assumptions on the measures, with finite sample guarantees as well as
provable stability guarantees under measure perturbations.

2 Analytic Properties of Fiy

We begin by establishing existence results for the functionals F7 ,;:

Proposition 2.1. Let V = {v;}7; C Pa2(2). Then for any € > 0, FY,, admits a minimizer over
P2(Q), and for any o >0, S5\, admits a minimizer over Gy (S2). If 2 is bounded, then the minimizer
of S5y is unique.

Next, we characterize the derivatives and critical points for the functionals F %,y and Sf\,v when

V C G(R?). The following is a generalization of Proposition 3 in [30], which characterizes the derivatives
of OTs (1, v) when both p and v are subgaussian. We relax this assumption, and show that as long as
v is subgaussian, p — OTs(u, v) admits a derivative in the sense of Definition

Theorem 2.2. Let v € G(RY). Then OT5(-,v) : P2(RY) — R is differentiable, with derivative
6,0T5(p,v) = ffiy,, which is unique up to an additive constant.

We sketch the proof, which is deferred to Section [B:2] We essentially follow the standard argument
used in [Proposition B.1, [30]]. The most technical step is establishing pointwise convergence of
fhity—w to fi, ast — 0T for x := (p—p) for any p € Py (R%) using only the subgaussian assumption
on v, in contrast to [30] where both measures are assumed to be subgaussian. We achieve this by using
recent results from [44] to establish convergence in probability of the potentials, which can then be
upgraded to pointwise convergence using and the subgaussian condition on v that in turn implies
that |f5_,, (7)| is at most of quadratic growth in z when v is subgaussian.

We remark that the proof of Theorem also follows by following a strategy pioneered in [39] in
the context of convergence of potentials associated to empirical measures. Indeed, it can be shown

that for each fixed x, V f,1ty—,(2) is uniformly bounded over ¢. Hence, any family of potentials



{fustx—sv}tefo,1) considered in the context of Theorem is locally equicontinuous. By the Arzela-
Asocli Lemma [54] this implies that there exists a subsequence that converges pointwise to f,,—,.
Then the pointwise convergence of the original sequence {f,, . }te[0,1] can be deduced under the
normalization conditions imposed as in our proof of Theorem [2.2] We leave the details to the reader.
We note that proof of Theorem [2.2] as supplied does not require the following Proposition 2.3 to
establish the gradients of the potentials, so it is of independent interest and may generalize to other
scenarios for other functionals.
We now note the following proposition regarding regularity properties of fj_,,

Proposition 2.3. Let v € G(R?) and let p € P2(RY). Then Ty is infinitely differentiable, with
gradient V f, ., (x) =« — T, (x), where

n—v

/ye(%( llz—yl*+g5., (v )))du( )

i, (2) = ‘
" / e (“H =P+ ) gy ()

n—v

(8)

Following [48], we refer to T);_,,, as the entropic map from p to v. Proposition allows us to state
the following result that characterizes the critical points of the barycenter functionals in terms of
entropic maps.

Corollary 2.4. Let V C G(RY).

o Let i € Po(RY). Then FY \ admits a derivative at p, given by 6FY \, (1) = Z;nzl Ajfisn, - Hence pe
is a critical point for FY ,,on Pa (RY) if and only if v — Z;ﬂ:l AT S, (x) =0 for pc-almost every x.

o Let u € G(RY). Then S5y admits a derivative at p, given by 655 \,(p) = Z;ﬂ 1 N s, — Fisu-
Hence p€ € G(R?) is a critical point for S§ Sy on G(R?) if and only if TS e e (T) — Z VAT ey, () =
0 for uc-almost every x.

We highlight that Theorem @ allows us to establish differentiability of FY ,, on the entirety of
P, (R%), but does not allow us to conclude the same for S5.v» which we leave as an open problem.

The critical point conditions in Corollary [2.4] are crucial for our method of solving the analysis
problem, as explained in Section [l We give the following sufficient condition for a critical point to be
optimal.

Corollary 2.5. Let Q C R? be connected, € > 0, and let vj be subgaussian for all 1 S . Let

pe € P2() (resp. p € G(2)) be a critical point for FY,, (resp. S5 ). If supp(u) hen ue
minimizes FY |, (resp. minimizes S5 ,, over the set G(Q2)).

It is unknown what conditions on V guarantee the existence of a critical point with support equal
to €. On the other hand, there always exists a singular critical point given by a Dirac mass.

Lemma 2.6. Let v; be subgaussian for all 1 < j <m. Let zy := Z;nzl X;E(v;). Then the Dirac mass
dzy 18 a critical point for FY ,,.

Finally, we establish a control on the growth of critical points of FY ,,, which will be useful for
establishing our sample complexity results in the sequel:

Proposition 2.7. Suppose V C G,(R?), and let uc be a critical point for FYy. Then pc is o-
subgaussian. In particular, p* € argmin, cp, gay Fa v (1) is o-subgaussian.

3 Sample Complexity of Estimating min,, F7 (1)

In this section, we show that the rate of estimating min,ep, o) F5 (1) as a function of the number of
samples from the reference measures does not depend on the dimension.



Theorem 3.1. Let V = {Vl, s Um} C Go(RT) and let V= {0}, ..., 01 }. Let u™ denote a (random,)
minimizer of min,cpn gay F o (,u) Then.:

?|

Suppose that, for any V C G(R?), U, = arg min, e pn ray S5 (1) s nonempty and furthermore

min F — F¥ "
LePa(RA) AV(,LL) ,\,v(ﬂ )

} < mC 0/ V. ©)

U, C G5(RY), where & = maxi<j<m{|vjllg}. Let u™ € arg Min, e pn (ra) Sf\)v% (1). Then:

?|

18 a constant depending only on d, e and o.

min S§ — S5 "
peGo (RY) ,\,V(H) ,\,v(ﬂ )

} < mC}, ,/Vn. (10)

Here, C%

d,e,o

Note that in contrast to FY ,,, for S5 ,, in we restrict the minimization to the set G,(R?). This
choice is justified by Proposition where we show existence of minimizers for S ,, when restricted
to G, (R?). Our statistical results for synthesis in are algorithm independent and apply when the
support of the measures can be unbounded. This improves upon [Theorem 7, [37]|, which is restricted
to the bounded support setting. However, their result comes with an algorithm that provably achieves
the bound. It is natural to therefore ask whether there exist algorithms that can achieve the bounds in
Theorem [3.Il We leave this to future work.

A natural question is whether a stronger sample complexity result is true. Let y* denote a minimizer

of 75y on P2(€2) with  bounded. Is it true that some p;, € argming,cpn(q) Fy Pm approximates
p* in OTy on Po(2) with parametric sample complexity, i.e., E[OTa(p*, 1] S \/157 We claim this

Cannot be true for the functional S5 ,,. Indeed, let V = {V} for any v € P5(Q2) for some bounded
Q. By Proposition arg mlnﬂem(g) SS.p(n) = v, as S5 ), is debiased and strictly convex on P2(€2).
Similarly, if V = {V for any v™ € P"(Q), then argmin,cpn (o) S5 (1) = V", again by debiasing and
strict convexity. Thus,

E[OTs(arg min S5 4 (1), arg min S5 5y (1))]
neP2(2) neP™ ()

o 1
—E[OTa(v, 7)) 2 — 73,

where the inequality is classical [24].

4 Sample Complexity and Stability for the Analysis Problem

As explained in Section if p* € argmin,cp(q) F5, (1), solving the analysis problem @ is
equivalent to computing X\, € A™. Using the criteria from Corollary 2:4] we adapt the proof of
Proposition 1 in [66] to show that solving the analysis program is equivalent to solving a convex,
quadratic program.

Proposition 4.1. Let Q C R? and let V C G(Q).
o Let p € Po(Q), and define A5, € R™™ by [As]ij = [pa(Ts . () — TEHV (x) — x)du(z). Then
||V6F>\€,V||%2(y,) = XTAS N, and hence p is a critical point iff minyeam AT ASN = 0.

o Let i € G(), and define S5 € R™ ™ by [Sglij i= [a(T5 ., (2)=T5 4(2), TS, (x)=Ts i (x))dj(z).

i f—vj i
Then HV(SS;’VHZLz(ﬂ) = )\TSB)\, and hence [ is a critical point of S5 ,, iff minyeam AT SEA=0.

Furthermore, if Q is connected and supp(p) = Q (resp. supp(i) = Q), then p is an entropic barycenter
(resp. [i is a Sinkhorn barycenter).

Our main result in this section is that the sample complexity of solving the analysis problem for a
critical point p is equivalent to the sample complexity of estimating V(S]-"f\’v.



Theorem 4.2. Let Q2 C R and let V C G, (Q). Let pn € Po(S2) and suppose that Af, has an eigenvalue

of 0 with unique eigenvector A\, € A™. Suppose there exists an estimator T(ﬂ”, 19]”) and a nonincreasing
function (n) : N — R>q such that

E[IT5o, = TG 93] < 0(), (11)

forall1 < j<m. Let A" be the output of Algom'thm applied to FY \, at p. Then:

max{\/lﬁ, 8(n) +o(n)2}, (12)

where J is an absolute constant, and o is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of Aj,.

Let p € G,(R2), and suppose that S;, has an eigenvalue of 0 with multzplzczty 1 with eigenvector
A € A™. Suppose that (.) holds for all 1 < j <m, and furthermore that there exists an estimator
T(ﬂ") such that:

B I3 - ag) < 70

EIT5o, = TG (] < 00). (13)

Let \" be the output of Algorithm applied to S5\, at p. Then:

Jm3do?

E [W - A*||g} < max {\/lﬁ 0(n) + 9(n)2} : (14)

where J is an absolute constant, and o is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of Sj,.

We present two applications of Theorem 4.2 based on [53] and [64]. In both cases we may conclude
that the rate of estimation of regularized barycentric coordinates is not cursed by dimensionality.

Corollary 4.3. Let Q C R? be bounded, and let V C Po(Y). Let X1, Xa, ..., Xop ~ p, and let j"
denote the uniform distribution on Xi, ..., X,, i1 denote the uniform distribution on X1, ..., X |, /2]
and fiz denote the uniform distribution on X |, 2|41, -s Xo|ns2)- Then Theorem holds, with

T(’un ﬁn) — e

Vi an—ons

|Q] and e.

T(pm) = Tﬁl—m and O(n) = CS'S , where Cq . is a constant depending only on

Corollary 4.4. Let v; be c-strongly log-concave with E[v;] =0 for all 1 < j < m. Then there exists

an estimator T' such that Theorem g holds for FY, \,, with 6(n) = K’ll/‘; , where Kd,@c 18 a constant
depending on d, e and c.

Finally, we prove a stability property, which implies that the encoding obtained via solving the
analysis problem is stable with respect to perturbations of the measure being analyzed, suggesting an
advantage of using regularized barycenter functionals for representation of measures in Po(2).

Proposition 4.5. Let Q@ C R? be bounded, and let p,p € P(Q) and V C P(). Suppose that A,
(resp. S5,) has an eigenvalue 0 with unique eigenvector X, € A™. Let X, € argminycam AT ASX (resp.
Ap € argminy cam /\TS;/\). Then there exists a constant Hq ., depending only on §2 and €, such that

3
Ay = All3 < %OTg(u,p), where o > 0 is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of Aj, (resp. Sf).

4.1 Numerical Verification of Theorem [4.2|

We consider several numerical experiments validating Theorem [£.2] In these experiments we focus only
on FY ,, and remark that similar results are achievable for S5 ,,. Our choices of V are 1-dimensional
Gaussians, 5-dimensional Gaussians, and uniform measures on 5-dimensional cubes. In each experi-
ment, we generate a random set of m reference measures and weights A € A™. We sample from the
(A, V)-barycenter and the reference measures V, and using these samples we compute \" by applying
Algorithm Our choice of estimator for the map T is T'(m, ) =Tf for each 1 < j < m.

H—vj "%f/;"



Algorithm 1: Coefficient Recovery

Data: Input measure pu € P(Q);
Reference measures vy, ..., v, € P(Q);
Regularization parameter € > 0;
Number of samples n;

Functional F5 ,, € {Ff\ v SSvh
Estimators T'(ji", v} for Tp_,,,
Estimator T'(i™) for T

>

V1<j<my

1 Sample X1, Xo, ..., Xop ~ 3

2 for 1 <j<mdo

3 Sample Y7, Yy, ... Y ~v;;
4 77 < uniform measure on Y7, Yy, ..., Y7,

n’

A" <— uniform measure on X1, Xo, ..., Xp;
for 1 <i,5 <mdo
it 73§ v == FA y then

| My 200 (T, 07 (X) — X, TR, 07) (X)) — X)s

else
10 | My 200 (T, 00 (Xe) — T (Xe), T(im, o7 (Xe) — T(i™) (X)):

o N O «

©

11 Output: \" = arg miny c am )\TME)\;

For 1-dimensional Gaussian reference measures, we may sample from argmin ,cp, (g) £y y (n) directly
by applying the closed-form expression for entropic barycenters with Gaussian reference measures,
given in Theorem 2 in [30]. As we do not have access to closed-form expressions for the entropic
barycenters in the higher-dimensional examples, we instead apply a free—support synthesis algorithm
(see details in Appendix E ) to compute approximate critical points p*, which we then sample from to
estimate A". We then compute ||A" — A||3. We repeat this over 100 trials and report the logarithm of
the mean-squared error against log(n) as n ranges over {10, 20,40, ...,10240}. The results are plotted
in Figure[1] See Appendix for more implementation details.

1-Dimensional Gaussians: We see for m = 2, the errors decays at a rate close to n~!, which is
faster than predicted by Theorem In the case of m = 3, we find that the ¢2-distance between the
coefficients essentially does not decay in n (top right). This is due to the fact that in one dimension, it
is more likely that the eigenspace of A, associated to the eigenvalue zero has dimension greater than 1,
which violates the conditions in Theorem [£.2] leading to non-uniqueness of coefficients corresponding
to the measure being analyzed. Nevertheless, we empirically show (see Appendix that the expected
OT3-error between the barycenters associated to A and An rapidly decays as n increases, implying
successful recovery of a valid set of barycentric coordinates via Algorithm

5-Dimensional Gaussians and Uniform Measures: For the 5-dimensional Gaussian reference
measures, we see that the decay in ¢2 error between coefficients A and A" is at a rate of approximately
n~!'. We conjecture that the improved rate could be due to the fact that the entropic maps between
Gaussians are affine (see Theorem 1 in [31]).

We further tested our method with reference measures given by three random translates of
Unif(]0, 2]%). We see that the error decays at a rate of approximately n~%/1% again exceeding the rate
predicted by our theory, though marginally slower than the Gaussian case.
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Figure 1: (Top left) Average log £2-loss for two random 1D Gaussian measures with random weights, € =
2. (Top right) Average log £2-loss for three random 1D Gaussian measures with random weights, € = 2.
(Bottom left) Average log £2-loss for three random 5D Gaussian measures, A = (0.2201,0.0269, 0.7530),
e = 1. (Bottom right) Average log ¢2-loss for three uniform-measures on random 5D cubes, A =
(0.5112,0.4477,0.0411), e = 0.1.

5 Point Cloud Classification

We demonstrate the utility of the analysis of measures via regularized barycenters for 3D point cloud-
classification. We obtained our data from the PointCloud-C dataset [51], a repository of point clouds
separated into classes and corrupted with various regimes of noise and occlusions. We select 100 clean
(uncorrupted) point clouds from five classes (airplanes, beds, guitars, monitors, vases) and perform
the following experiment. We run Algorithm [3] on these point clouds with m = 5, ¢ = 100, b = 3,
Nirain = 80, Nyest = 20, K =5, and vary over F¥ ,, € {Ff’v,Si’V} and € € {0.009,0.089,0.75}. We
also augment our test set with 500 corrupted point clouds, which are copies of the 100 clean test point
clouds with 5 types of corruptions applied. We obtain the corrupted data from the dropout_local_1,
dropout_local_2,dropout_global_4,jitter_4 and add_local_4 datasets; see [51] for details. We
do this by applying the same train-test splits to the corrupted point clouds, discarding the corrupted
training point clouds, and then using the previously selected clean training point clouds as AY . in
Algorithm [3]

In Table 1} we display results for classification using F75 ,, with different choices of e. We compare
our results to PointNet [49], a convolutional neural network (CNN) used for point cloud classification.
Our implementation is adapted from [33]. We also compare against the same classification method with
the unregularized barycenter functional (corresponding to Fiy, with e = 0) and the doubly-regularized
barycenter functional [I3]|, with inner regularization e = 0.009 and outer-regularization 7 = 0.01. See
Section [E-3] for details. We see that classification using barycentric coordinates is significantly more
accurate than PointNet. Furthermore, our method required < 4% of the data used to train PointNet to
achieve this accuracy, suggesting its applicability to problems where training data is rare or expensive
to acquire. We also note that the accuracy remained high even in the presence of corrupted data,
indicating the robustness of our method. However, we note that PointNet has on the order of 10°
parameters, and hence 400 training examples may be insufficient to truly assess its accuracy on our test
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dropout_local 1 dropout_local 2 dropout_global jitter add_local clean

F5 .y, e=0.75 0.397 £ 0.055 0.387 £0.051 0.399 £ 0.057 0.392 £ 0.055 0.389 £ 0.051 0.397 £ 0.057

S5y €=0.75 0.600 £ 0.020 0.562 £ 0.0233 0.626 £ 0.017 0.758 £ 0.020 0.578 £0.017 0.740 £+ 0.010

FY y, € =0.089 0.544 £ 0.037 0.511 £ 0.036 0.559 4 0.037 0.532 £0.038 0.510 £ 0.037 0.558 4 0.039

S§,v: € =0.089 0.862 4 0.019 0.8140.018 0.886 £+ 0.010 0.904 £ 0.010 0.846 £ 0.010 0.886 £ 0.022

FY yye = 0.009 0.908 £ 0.020 0.902 £ 0.022 0.913 £ 0.018 0.914 £0.018 0.888 £0.019 0.901 £ 0.017
SS.p-€ = 0.009 0.905 £ 0.022 0.902 + 0.021 0.919 £ 0.020 0.920 +£0.018  0.900 £ 0.018 0.908 £ 0.024
Unregularized (e = 0) 0.912 + 0.019 0.901 £0.018 0.924 +£0.020 0.921 £0.020 0.897 £0.017  0.908 + 0.018

Doubly Regularized ¢ = 0.009,7 = 0.01 0.874 4 0.015 0.856 £ 0.019 0.891 4 0.019 0.896 £ 0.019 0.865 + 0.019 0.884 4 0.022

PointNet 0.68 4 0.035 0.672 £ 0.036 0.661 4 0.037 0.684 £0.031  0.6567+0.029  0.678 £ 0.029

Table 1: Comparison of PointNet (trained on 400 point clouds) with classification based on barycentric
coordinates (with 15 reference measures) for point cloud classification. Confidence intervals calculated
as to 4 * Ln with & the sample standard deviation and ¢, 4 is the Student’s t-value with a = 0.05 and

4 degrees of freedom.

Algorithm 2: Point Cloud Classification Algorithm
Data: m classes;
b labeled point clouds for each class: AY = {P/,PJ,..., P/} for 1 <y <m;
Unlabelled point cloud: Q;
Regularization parameter: ¢;
Functional: F¥ ), € {F¥ y, S5}

1 u +Empirical measure supported on Q);
2 for 1 <y <mdo

3 for 1 <j<bdo

4

L Set v} < Empirical measure supported on Py;

5 Ve {vl,. . v v v vl v

6 for 1 <ij,79 <m and 1 < 71,52 < bdo

7 if 5, == Iy, then

’ ’ 1 .

8 L [M,u]b(il—1)+j1,b(i2—1)+j2 Al ZwESupp(u) <T;~>u?1 (z) — x7T;—)V’i:2 (z) — )
J1 J2

9 else

10 t [Mﬂ]b(il*1)+j17b(i2*1)+j2 A %Zx€supp(u) <T;*>V71 (.13) - ;i—n;(x)vT:HV'{z (Z’) - ﬁ—)u(‘x» ;
J1 J2

11 A argminyeams AT M
12 Define B € R™*™b guch that:

1 ifje{b(i—1)+1,b(—1)+2, ... bi},

B i =
5] ! 0 otherwise.

13 \ < B\
14 Output: Assign point cloud @ the class 7 < argmaxlgygm[;\}y

set. In general we see that classification using the debiased functional S¥ ,, outperforms classification
using FY ,,, with a more noticeable difference in performance at high e. In general, the Sinkhorn
functional with € = 0.009 and the unregularized functional outperform all other methods. Both FY ,,
and S5 ,, outperformed the doubly regularized functional in the low € regime, perhaps due to the
additional complications introduced by score estimation in this setting. Indeed, the point clouds under
consideration can be viewed as samples from a distribution supported on a two-dimensional surface in
R3, which would not admit a Lebesgue density.

In Appendix [H] we further highlight the applicability of the analysis coefficients with a point cloud
completion method, which we test on the PointCloud-C dataset.

11



Algorithm 3: Classification Experiment

Data: m classes;

Labeled point clouds for each class: AY = {P{, Py,..., PY} for 1 <y < m;
Number of reference measures per class: b;

Train-test split numbers: Nyrqin + Nest = ¢

Regularization parameter: ¢;

Functional: F5 , € {F¥ , S5 v}

Number of iterations: K;

1 for 1 <i< K do
2 for 1 <y <mdo

3 Partition A into training and testing sets, A7, ... and A}, ,, with [A} . | = Nrain and
‘A%’est| = Ntest;
4 | Randomly sample b point clouds V¥ := (PP, Py C AL ins

for 1 <y <mdo
for Q € A}, do
Jg <+ Output of Algorithm [2{ with inputs: unlabelled point cloud @, m classes,
labeled point clouds {Vy}?zl, regularization parameter €, and functional 75 ,);
8 5?42(—{1 lny:.y;
' 0 otherwise

. 1 m Yy
9 5 s Zy=1 ZQEA?M 5i,Q

10 s 23K s
11 Output: Overall estimated classification accuracy s.

6 Conclusion and Open Problems

We presented new functional analytic, statistical, and stability results for the synthesis and analysis of
probability measures with entropy-regularized optimal transport barycenter functionals with applica-
tions to sample-efficient classification of point cloud data. Several open problems for future work are
to: (a) characterize the projection error in analyzing a measure @ when 1 is not a barycenter; (b)
derive a stronger sample complexity result for synthesis of the barycenter for FY ,,, and (¢) improve
the statistical estimation rates in Theorem to match the observed rates in the experiments.
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Background

A.1 Background on Subgaussian Measures

Definition A.1. A R%-valued random variable X ~ p is subgaussian if any of the following equivalent
properties holds [62):

[(X,v)|2

1. There exists ¢ > 0 such that sup,cga—1 Ex~ule” o2 | <2, where S4=1 is the unit sphere in R%.

2. There exists 0 > 0 and an absolute constant cg such that for all t > 0 we have:

t2
sup P (|(X,0)] > 1) < 2exp (_062 > ,

veSd—1 g

3. There exists o > 0 and an absolute constant Cg such that for all p > 1, we have:

sup Exu[[{X, 0) "]V < Coov/p.

veSd—1
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The smallest o such that condition 1. holds is referred to as the subgaussian norm of X, denoted
IX|lg. Up to the absolute constants cq and Cq, || X||g is the smallest constant that makes any of the
above inequalities valid.

We say that p is subgaussian if X ~ p is subgaussian, and define the subgaussian norm of u to
be ||ullg == || X||g.- The set of probability measures on R% with subgaussian norm bounded above o is
referred to as the set of o-subgaussian measures, and denoted G,(R?).

Lemma A.2. (Lemma 1 from [32]) Let i € G,(R?) and let X ~ p. Then there exists an absolute

constant qg such that | X|| is qgVdo-subgaussian, i.e., IE[exp(ngclllj2 )] < 2.

We remark that G, (R?) is closed with respect to the weak topology on probability measures:

Definition A.3. We say that {u,}5,; C P(R?) converges weakly (or converges in the weak topology)
to i € P(RY) if [ ¢dpn, — [ ddp as n — oo for all bounded, continuous functions ¢.

Lemma A.4. Let {11,}5°; C G,(R?) be a sequence weakly converging to u € P(R?) as n — oo. Then:
1. p € G, (RY);
2. [|lz||Pdpn, — [||z|Pdp as n — oo for all p > 1.

Proof. Fix v € S41 and let Z! := |{v, X,,)| with X,, ~ p, and Z¥ := |(v, X)| with X ~ p. Since p,
converges to p weakly, X,, converges to X in distribution by the Portmanteau Lemma [Theorem 2.1 in
[6]], and by the continuous mapping theorem [Theorem 2.7 in [6]], Z2 converges to Z* in distribution.
By the layer-cake decomposition, we may write for any p > 1:

E[|Z) = / P(ZLP > t)dt
:/ ptP P(|ZY| > t)dt
0

Hence we have:

oo

lim E[|Z’|P] = lim ptP~ P(|Z2] > t)dt. (15)

n—r oo n—r oo 0

To interchange the limit and integral in (15), we apply the concentration bound on P(|Z2] > t) (i.e.,
characterization 2. in Definition [A.1)) to get that for all ¢ € [0, 00) and all n,

_ _ cat?
ptP~IP(|Z8] > t) < 2ptP~exp (— 2 ) ,

which is integrable for p > 1. Therefore

ezt = ([ (1 2Y) > t)dt) '

(
- </Ooo lim pt?~'P(|ZY| > t)dt >; (16)
(

n—o0

lim / ptPTP(1Z2| > t)dt> ’ (17)
0

=

= ( lim E[ |Z“|p>
n—oo

SGUfa

where follows by convergence in distribution of |Z?| to |Z"| and follows by the Dominated
Convergence Theorem. Since this holds for all v € S9!, we conclude p is o-subgaussian.
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The proof of the second statement is similar. Note that since p and {u,}32; are o-subgaussian,
Lemma establishes that both || X and {||X,||}5%, are ggVv/do-subgaussian. Hence we may apply
characterization 2 in Definition to conclude for all ¢ € [0,00), and n:

2
—1 Cgt
ptPP([| X, || > t) < 2ptP™ " exp (—‘W>

which is integrable for all p > 1. Hence we may once again apply the layer-cake decomposition, the
dominated convergence theorem, the convergence in distribution of X,, to X (and therefore by the
continuous mapping theorem of || X, || to || X||) to conclude that:

lim E[[|X,||] = lim/ PP B[ X ]| > )t
n—oo n—oo 0
o0
:/ ptP lim P(| X, || > £)dt
0 n—o0

- / ptPTIP(|| X|| > t)dt = E[[| X]||7].
0

The following variance bound holds uniformly for o-subgaussian measures:
Lemma A.5. Let u € G,(R%). Then Var(u) < Godo?, where G is an absolute constant.

Proof. For X ~ pu, we have Var(u) < Ma(p) = Ex-,[|X|*>. By Lemma |1 X is ggVdo-
subGaussian. Applying characterization 3. in Deﬁnition gives Ex., [ X||? < 2¢Z.do? as desired. [

Finally, we record a bound showing that centering a random variable can only increase its subgaussian
norm by an absolute constant factor:

Lemma A.6. (Lemma 2.6.8 in [62]) Let j1 be o-subgaussian, and let X ~ . Let fi be the distribution
of X —Ex~u[X]. Then fi is Cgo-subgaussian, where Cg is an absolute constant.
A.2 Background on Optimization of Functionals on P,(R?)

Definition A.7. LetU C Po(R?) be a convex subset (i.e., for all u, ;' € U andt € [0,1], tu+(1—t)u' €
U). Then a functional F : U — R is convex if for all pu,p’ € U and t € [0,1] we have:

F((L=t)p+tp) < (1= ) F () + tF (1)
It is strictly convex if the inequality is strict for t € (0,1).

If F is differentiable on a convex subset &/ C P(R?), one has an alternative characterization of
convexity:

Proposition A.8. (Proposition 6 in [30]) A differentiable functional F is convex over a convex subset
U C Po(RY) iff for all pu, 1’ € U we have:

Fp) = F') + (6F(u), = ). (18)
It is strictly convez if the inequality is strict for all p # p'.

We note that Proposition 6 in [30] establishes the above for & = P5(R) but the proof is the same
for a general convex U C Py(R?).
We note the following equivalent characterization of optimizers of a convex functional:

Proposition A.9. (Proposition 7 in [30]) Let F be a convex, differentiable functional on a convex
subset U C Po(RY). Then p* is minimal for F on U iff (0F (pn*), u — p*) > 0 for all p € U.
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Next, we show if F is differentiable and admits a minimizer p*, then the derivative at p* is constant
p*-almost everywhere. The following is essentially Proposition 7.20 in [55]:

Lemma A.10. Let U be either P2(Q) or G(), and let F : U — R be differentiable on U. Suppose
that F admits a minimizer u* € U. Let ¢* = inf,cq dF[u*](x). Then:

e ¢ > —00;
o SF[u*)(x) = c* for all x € supp(u*).

Proof. Let U = P2(2) (the proof for G(£) is identical). Since u* € P2(Q2) is minimal, we have for any
p € P2(Q) and t € (0,1] :
Flu +tlp —p)] = Flp]

> 0.
; >
Taking the limit as t — 07, we have that
F t
0< i TWEIOZINZIVA  [opyiao- ) = 6Fwlo-w)  (9)
t—0+ t

by definition. Assume that ¢* = inf 6F[u*](x) = —oco. For any € € R, define V¢ := {z € Q | § F[p*](z) >
e}. These sets are measurable by continuity of 6F[u*], and by definition of the infimum, (V¢)¢ is
nonempty for any e. By definition {z € Q | §F[p*](x) = —o0} = (). Towards a contradiction, assume
that p*(V¢) > 0 for some fixed €, and define A := supp(p*) N V¢, and denote 2\ A by A¢ # (). We
define p* (B) := p*(AN B) and p%.(B) = p*(A°N B). Then for any v € P2(A°) and t € (0,1), we
may define p := (1 — t)p’y + pe + t1*(A)v, which lies in Po(£2). Using the fact that p* = p¥ + p'e,

(OF (1], pe — p) = (OF "], (1 = )iy + pae + tp" (A — iy — pie)
= (OF "], tp" (A)v — tp’y)
=t ((OF[u], p* (A)v) — (OF (1], a)) (20)

By construction,
(OF[p*], wa) > & (A),

whereas

(6F[w], p* (Av) = p* (A) (6 F[p],v) < eu™(A),

and hence is less than 0, contradicting (19). Hence we must conclude that z* (V) = 0 for any fixed
€. But this implies that p* must be supported on Q\ U.cr V¢, which is empty, giving us a contradiction.
We conclude that ¢* = inf § F[p*](z) > —o0.

We prove the second claim similarly. We define for any € > 0,

U :={zecQ|dF[p(xz)>c" +e}.

which is measurable by continuity of §F[u*]. By definition of ¢*, the set Q \ U® is nonempty for
all ¢ > 0. By way of contradiction, suppose there exists an € > 0 such that p*(U®) > 0. Let
A = supp(p*) NU€ and let p* and p%. be as above. Let v € P2(A°), and for any ¢ € (0,1), define
e = (1 —t)py + phye +tp*(A)r , which lies in P3(€2). Then:

(OF 1)y e — p) = OF ], (1 = )y + pae + " (A — iy — pae)
= (0F[p ], tp" (A)v — tuy)
=t ((0OF[p], p* (A)v) — (6F "], ia)) - (21)

By construction,

OF[p*], 1wa) > (" + ™ (A),

whereas
(OF [p*], p*(A)v) = p*(A)OF "], v) < (¢ + u(A),
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and hence is less than 0, contradicting , hence it must be the case that p*(supp(p*)NU) =0
for all € > 0, i.e., that p* € P(Q\ U®) for all € > 0 . Hence for p*-almost every x and all € > 0,
SF[p*)(z) < ¢* + e. Hence for p*-almost every z,

¢ <OSF[p*)(z) < liminfc* + ¢

e—0+

which implies that 6F[p*](x) = ¢*. We may immediately promote this to 6F[u*](x) = ¢* everywhere
on supp(p*) by continuity of §F[u*]. O

Corollary A.11. Let U be either P2(Q) or G(Q). Let F : U — R be a differentiable, convex functional
which admits a minimizer p* € U. Furthermore, suppose that §F[u*] is differentiable. Then u* is a
critical point of F on U.

Proof. From LemmalA.10} we know that 0 F[p*](z) = ¢* for all x € supp(p*), where ¢* := mingeq 0F [p*](x).
Hence any x € supp(y*) minimizes a differentiable function 6F[p*], and hence VOoF[u*](x) = 0. Thus
w* is a critical point of F. O

B Proofs for Section [2
B.1 Proof of Proposition [2.1

We begin by proving existence. We will require Prokhorov’s Theorem, which provides a sufficient
condition for convergence of an infimizing subsequence for our functionals:

Definition B.1. Let (X, d) be a separable metric space. A sequence of probability measures {p, }52, C
P(X) is tight if for all € > 0 there exists a compact set K. such that p,(X \ K.) < € for all n.

Theorem B.2. (Prokhorov’s Theorem, Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 in [6]) Let (X, d) be a complete separable
metric space. Then a sequence of probability measures {p,}521 C P(X) is tight if and only if every

subsequence of {pn}22, contains a further subsequence which weakly converges to a limit in P(X).
Lemma B.3. Let V C P2(Q). Any infimizing sequence for FY \, is tight.

Proof. Let {1, }72, be an infimizing sequence for FY ,,. We claim that |[E(u,)| is uniformly bounded
over n. Let p € P2(2) and define L := F¥ \,(p) < oo. As {u,};2; is infimizing, there exists some N
such that for all n > N, F¥ ),(un) < L. Since OTs(p, v)? < OTs(u,v), we have:

L= Ff,v(ﬂn)

> AjOTs(pin, v5)?

j=1
3ot [l
o Gy ) 2
1 & ,
=R /x_ dg;(=, 29
2; jCJ'GH(:U'n,Vj) ’ ( y) C]( y) ( )
1 m )
j=1
1 m
= 5 Z)‘j”E(Un) — ]E(Vj)”2
j=1
1 )
> 5, min [E(un) — E(v)ll -
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where we applied Jensen’s inequality at , and hence mini <<, |[E(n) — E(v;)|| < V2L for all
large enough n. We have thus shown that mini<;<y, |[E(tn) — E(v;)]| is uniformly bounded over all n,
which implies that ||E(u,,)|| is uniformly bounded over all n as well by some constant M.

Next, we claim that Var(u,) is uniformly bounded for all n. To see this, note that for any Dirac
mass J, and p € Po(Q), OT5(8,, 1) = OT (52, 1), as the only coupling between &, and p is 6, ® p,
and hence the KL term vanishes. We lower bound: OT% (3, 1) > min, OT5(J,, 1), then observe that:

. 1.
in OT}(32, 1) = 5 min [ |12 = yPdi(y)
1
— 5 | 1B = sl *dutw)
1

= SVar(n),

which follows from the characterization of E(u) as the minimizer for the mean-squared error of p. Now,
fix some xg € R%. Then by the triangle inequality for OT and the bound L > Z;nzl N;OTs(pn, v)?,
for all large enough n there exists an index 1 < j,, < m such that:

\/\m < \/50T2(5xoa/in)
< V20T, (020, OE[w,,1) + V20T, (O8[u;, ]+ Vin) + \/iOTQ(Vj”’M")

< \/5”1'0 — E[I/jn]H + \/ 2Var(l/jn) + \/ﬁ

Hence Var(u,) < maxi<;j<m (V2|20 — E[v;]|| + 1/2Var(v;) + V2L)? := Z for all large enough n, which
implies a uniform bound for all n. As we have uniformly bounded Var(u,) for all n, we may apply
Chebyshev’s inequality to conclude that:

Pt (1X — Bl > 0) < 29

for some Z > 0 and for all n and ¢ > 0. As ||E(u,)|| < M for all n, E(u,) € Ba(0), and hence for any
t >0 and n € N we have

A= {w € Q| llo — E(ua)| <1} € Bra (0) N Q.
By this and we have:

—-— A

Pxrp, (X € Birn(0)NQ) > Pxoy, (X € AL) > 1 — =

for all n and ¢ > 0. Since © is closed, B4 (0) N is compact, and hence K (t) := By (0) N Q forms
a family of compact sets such that, for any € > 0 and n € N, pu, (K(t)) > 1 — € for all t > \/Z/e,
establishing that {u,}22 is tight. O

We now show that for fixed o > 0, a o-subgaussian infimizing sequence for S ,, is tight.

Lemma B.4. Let o > 0. Suppose that {un}p2y C Go(Q) is an infimizing sequence for S5 \,, where
V C Pa(Q). Then ||E(un)| is uniformly bounded and {pn}5 4 is tight.

Proof. Let lim Sy (un) = ignf(Q) S (). We construct a lower bound on S5 ,, along our infimizing
n— 00 ’ HEG, ’ ’

sequence as follows. For all n, we have:

€ G € 1 € 1 €
S5 () = - N(OT5 in, ) = 50T (v3,) = 50T g, )
j=1

1
/\jOTQE(.UWLij) —-J - §OT26(,U7L“U%)

<.
Il
-
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3

1
> 3 N OT (s 15)* = T = SOTS (i i) (25)
Jj=1
ks 1
> ];)\ OT2(/””I’L7V]) -J - §Var(un) (26)
ks 1
Z)\ OTQ(MH7VJ) —J - 5(’1'@6102 (27)
j=1

where J = maxi<;<m OT5(v;,v;), and gg is an absolute constant. In we used the fact that
OTs (p1, p2) > OTy(p1, p2)? for any pi1, pa € Po(Q) and in , we used:

€ : 1
OT2 (,una ,Un) = inf / 7Hx - y\|2dC(x, y) + 6KL(<|p“n ® ,Un)
CEM(ptn,pn) ) 2
1
< /5”‘7: - yHQd/*Ln b2 Mn(xvy) + €KL(Mn 0 /~Ln|ﬂn ® Mn)
1
= [ 3lle = ol © n(a,0)
- / 2 — Ejun)|*dptn = Var (s).

n we applied Lemma

Using the same arguments to establish , we have

1
A /7 z —y||?d¢; (x,
Sttt Sl v )

Ms

Z )\jOTQ(/I,n, I/j)2 =

j=1 j=1
1 & ?
> = i inf /x— d¢;i(z,
DD | e
1 — ?
=5 Z)\j xdpy, (x) — /ydyj (y)
j=1
1 m
=5 2 NlEGa) — E@y)II?
j=1
1 ,
> 5 min {[E(un) —E@;)]
and thus we may lower bound S5 ,,(zn) by:
1 ) 1.,
Sivlim) 2 5 min [E(un) —E@;)[|° —J = 54ado”. (28)

Since pp, is infimizing and inf,,cg, () S5 1 (1n) < 00, there exists B > 0 such that sup,, S5 \,(un) < B .
Hence 1 minj <<, [|[E(pn) — E(v;)||? < B+ J + 2Ggdo? for all n, and we can conclude that [|E(u,,)||
must be uniformly bounded in n. To conclude, we have established a uniform bound on ||E(u,)||, and
assumed a uniform bound on Var(u,) via Lemma We may thus repeat the argument in Lemma
to establish that {u,}5°; is tight. O

We will also need the following continuity properties of OT% :
Theorem B.5. (Theorem 3.7 in [25]) Let u,v € Po(R?). Then:
0T (1, v) — OT5 (1, V)]
<V2 (VL) + VM) + /M) + v/ Mz (7)) v/ OTs (s 107 + OTa (v, V)2,
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This immediately implies a continuity result for F I L

Corollary B.6. Let V C G(R?). For any p, i’ € Po(RY) and € > 0, FX (1) satisfies:

F () — F{ ()] < V3 (2 max /Ma(v;) + VAL + \/M2(M')> OTa(ju 11,

1<5<m

Similarly, S5 \,(n) satisfies:

185, () — S50 ()] < 3V2 ( max /Mx(v;) + /Ma(a) + ¢M2<w>) OTa(ju1t).

1<j<m

Proof. Theorem [B] establishes:

|OT5 (1, v5) = OT5 (1, v5)| < V2 (2\/ M (v)) + v/ Ma () + \/Mz(ﬂ’)) O (p, 1)
for each j. We then bound:

[FX v (1) = F5 oy (1)

=D o NOTs (1 vy) = D NOTs (W, vy)

j=1 j=1

<N MIOTs (n, v5) — OTs (4, vy))|

gi)‘jﬁ(\/]\@ )+ /My (! +2\/M2(VJ)> OTy(p, 1)
=V2(/Ma (1) + /Mo (1)) OTs (11, 1 +2fZA v/ Ma(v;)OTs(u, 1)
V2(V/ Ma () + / Mz (1)) OTs (p, 1) + 2v/2 max /My (v;)OTs(p, 1)

1<j<m

=2 (2 max /My (v;) + v/ Ma(p) + \/M2(M)> OTs (i, ).

1<5<
The proof for S ,, is similar:

1950 (1) = S5 v ()]

m 1
| SoAOTS 1) = OT5 1) + 5 (OT5 ') = OT5 )|
j=1

<| > NOT5(pvy) = OT5 (1, v5)

1 € €
+ 2‘0T2 (W', u') — OT; (u,u)‘-
i=1

By Theorem [B:5] we may bound the first term by

V2 (2 max \/ Ma(v)) + v/ Ma(p) + \/MQ(H')> OTy(p, 1),

1<5<

and the second term by 2v/2(\/Ma(p) + /Ma (1)) OTs (1, pt'). O

Proof of Proposition We first establish existence of the minimizers for Ff,,. For all j,
the functional OTs (u, v;) 1s non-negative and lower semicontinuous w.r.t. the weak convergence of
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probability measures. This can be seen by noting (2)) implies that OT (u,v;) is the supremum of a
family of continuous linear functionals, and hence is lower semicontinuous [4]. This implies that F¥ ,,
is lower semicontinuous and bounded below. As FY ,, is bounded below, inf,cp, ) F¥ (1) is finite.
Let {un}p2; be an infimizing sequence for FY ,,, which by Lemma is tight. As Q is closed, it
is a complete metric space w.r.t. d(z,y) = ||z — y||. Hence by Theorem [B-2] the sequence {un}n 1
contains a subsequence {u}, 152, C {u,}52; which converges weakly to a limit ' € P2(Q2). By lower
semicontinuity, FY \,(¢') < liminf, o0 FX ,(17,) = infep, ) FX (1) as {p;, }52, is a subsequence of
an infimizing sequence, and since inf,,cp (o) F5 (1) < FY (1) it implies that " achieves the infimum.

We now establish existence for S5 ,,. By 1' S,y is uniformly lower bounded on G- (), and hence
inf,eq, (@) S5y (1) > —oo. By definition of infimum, we may find a sequence {u, 52, C G, () so that
limy, 00 S5y (1n) = infeg, () S5, v( ). By Lemma {n 22, is tight and hence by Prokhorov’s
theorem it has a subsequence {un oo, weakly converging to a limit x/. We now claim that:

SSv(i) = lm S5 (i), (29)

By Lemma i € Go(RY), and lim,, oo Ma(pl,) = Ma(1'). Weak convergence and convergence
of second moments implies that OT5(u),, ') — 0 as n — oo (Theorem 5.11 in [55]). We now appeal to
Corollary which establishes that:

[S5v (k) = S50 ()] < 32 < max /Mo (v;) + v/ Ma(u),) + \/Mz(u’)> OT5 (41, 1)

1<5<

< 18VdqaoOTy (il 1) = 0,  n — oo,

where we applied the bound /M (p) < v2dqgo for all p € G,(R?) (item 3 in Definition and
Lemma [A.2). As {55 ,,(1;,) }nZ; is a subsequence of a convergent sequence, we may conclude that

SSy() = lim S5y(ul) = lim S5 () = inf  S5y(k),
Al = T S5y (i) = lim S3y(pn) = Inf 0S5 (1)

and thus 4" minimizes S5 ), on G,(£2).

We now establish uniqueness of the minimizer of S5 ), when € is bounded. By Proposition 4 in [26],
the functional —3OTs (u, p) : P2(Q2) — R is strictly convex. As Z;nzl AjOT5 (p, vj) is convex, S5 ,, is
strictly convex on P2(2), from which we conclude uniqueness of the minimizer. O
B.2 Proof of Theorem [2.2]

First, we state general bounds for subgaussian random variables:

Lemma B.7. (Lemma 1.5 in [53]) Suppose i is o-subgaussian in R? and E(u) = 0. Then, for any
5 > 0 we have:

sup [ explsl(z,0))dita) < exp(1o?s?).

veSd—1

We obtain an immediate corollary:

Corollary B.8. Suppose i is o-subgaussian in R? and z € R?. Then:
/eXp(|<$, 2))dp(z) < exp(4CEa®||2|* + [IE(u) | |12])-

where C¢ is an absolute constant.

Proof. For any z,
[ el 2) = [ expll(@ - Elp) + Bl 2) dn(z)
S/eXp E[u], 2)| + [(E[g], 2)|)dp(z) (30)
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— exp(| / exp(|(z — Efu], 2) )du(z)

—exp( /xp<\< _Elu ]’nz||> IZII)du(x)
<exp(EpI=l)_sup [ expllte — Bl ) lzIhdua) (31)
< exp(IIR 1217 + EpI=D). (32)

where [1 is the distribution of the mean zero random variable X — E[u]. In we applied the triangle
inequality, in we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and follows from Lemma We
conclude by applying Lemma to fi, giving us a final bound of exp(4C&a?|z||* + |E[u]||||z]]). O

Lemma B.9. (Lemma 4.9 from [{3]) Let u,v € P2(R%), and choose entropic potentials that solve (@
such that | n—vdp > 0 and fgfl_,l,dl/ > 0. Then:

: 1 € € 1
ant L=l g} < i@ < 5 [ e —alPanty

. 1 € € 1
it {5l =l = i)} < 0i) < 5 [ e = i)
for all x,y € R?.

The lower bounds in Lemma [B.9] while general, can be difficult to apply. We derive more
straightforward bounds in the special case when one of the measures is subgaussian. The lemma below
can be extracted from Proposition A.1 in [39].

Lemma B.10. Let u € P2(RY), v € G,(R?), and choose entropic potentials that solve (@ such that
ff;_wd,u >0 and fg;_n,du > 0. Then there exists a constant Ce 5 |[E(u)||,M2(u),|Ew)|| = 0, depending
quadratically on o, |E(p)||, and linearly on Mx(p), L and |[E(v)| such that for all x € R%:

)€

~Ce o Ew Mo (), [EG) | (212 +1) < i (@)

1 1

Proof. By , we may write —f5_,, (7) = elog/exp <(g;_w(y) — §||x - y|2)) dv(y) for all z € RY.
€

We then bound:

_elo;/ exp (1 (5500 - x—yP)) o)

<etog [ (23 / s = olPau) -~ 3lle — ol ) ) dvto) (53)
—ctog [[oxp (1 (5000~ (.50 + 51?5l + o) = 50l Javt) @0
~etog [[exp (1 (00200~ <>—x>—||x||2))du<y>

:%MQ( )_1||x||2+elog ( x>)> dv(y)

<5 M) - ||x||2—|—610g p( >> dv(y)

<2 a) — L+ logexp 4052” o~ B )||2+1||x—E(u)IIIIE(V)II> (39)
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4C'Ga

lz = B + = - E(u) | |E@)]
2 A2 2
SCSU lzll? + 802,0

My(p) — || I”+

<3 Ma() — gl +

l\D — [\JM—' l\D\»—l

IECI? + [E@)] (] + E@)]) (36)

8C2,q2 8C202
%HJEII2 + %IIIE(M)II2 +IE@)I A+ [E@)) + IE@) ),

1
<5 Ma(p) — 5l +

where in (33) we applied Lemma to g;,_,,, in we expanded ||.|?, in we applied Corollary

and in (36) we applied Young’s inequality and the triangle inequality. Combining various constants
and multiplying both sides by —1, we obtain our result. O

We combine Lemma and Lemma to give a simple bound on the absolute value of f5_,,
with v € G(R?):

Corollary B.11. Let u € P2(R9), let v € G,(R?), and choose entropic potentials that solve @ such
that [ f5_,du >0 and [ g5 ,,dv > 0. Then there exists a constant C o |g(u)||,Ms(u),Ma(v) > O 0nly
depending quadratically on o, |E(u)|| and linearly on L, |E(v)|, M2(p), Ma(v), such that:

1o (@) < Co o B G 1IEW) M2 (), M20) (2] + 1)
Proof. From Lemma we have

@ <5 [ o= ylPavty)

ol + [ IslPdvto)

= |lz])? + Ma(v),

IN

where we applied Young’s inequality. From this and Lemma [B:10] we have

|f;~>u(‘r)‘ < ma‘X{Ce,U,HIE(;L)H,M2(IL)7H]E(V)|| (||Z‘H2 + 1) ; ||$||2 + MQ(V)}7

where C 5 5|, M2 () depends quadratically on o, [|[E(x)| and linearly on 2, Ma(u) and [[E(v)||. We

E’

conclude by combining constants. O

We now prove the differentiability of OT%(u,v) as a function of pu. A crucial step is establishing
the continuity of the entropic potentials along perturbations of u:

Proposition B.12. Let p,p € Po(R?) and v € G(RY), let x := p — p, and let y; == pu+ tx. For all
€ (0,1], let fg, ,, be the unique entropic potential such that [ ff, _,,dus = 3O0Ts (g, v). Then f§
converges pointwise to f5_,, with [ f5_,,du= 10Ts(p,v) ast — 0.

U

We defer its proof to Subsection

Proof of Theorem For convenience, set ¢ = 1. Let p € P2(R%), y and y; be as in the

statement of Proposition We write (fi,9:) = (5, 50» 95, —0) and (f,9) == (fis, 900)- Let
Ay = 1 (OTs (s, v) — OT5(p,v)). By suboptimality of (f,g) for the dual formulation of OTs (i, v)
and of (f;, g:) for OT5(u,v), we have the inequalities:

0T5(s) > [ s+ [ [ [ (o0 (00 +90) = 5o~ o) ~1) dslodivto). (31)
OT5(u) > [ g+ [~ [ [ (exp(ft +gt<>—||x—y||2)—1)du< vy, (38)
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Replacing OT5(p, v) with the lower bound in , we obtain a lower bound on A, :

Ay =~ (OTQ(Mu v) — OT5(u,v))

([ saucs [oar= [ [ (e (50 + 0 - Jlle=o1P) = 1)aatorant
[ sn= [aavs [ [ (o0 (100490 - 5o = o) ~1) dutoravin) )
=[x~ [ [ (ex0 (5600 + ) - 3lle = 1?) = 1)axt)avty) (39)

Similarly, replacing OT% (i, v) with the lower bound in , we obtain:

| \/

A, = (OTQ(Nt») OT3(p,v))

<1 ([t [aar= [ [ (e (56004 0 - gllo—ol?) -1 ) dutarant)
~ [t [t [ [ (o0 () + 00~ o=l ) 1 )aute)ivio))
= [ [ [ (e (50 + 000 = e = 1?) =1 )ax(oavty, (40

Subtracting from , we obtain:

/(ft — fdx — //eXp (ft(x) + g:(y) — %Hx - y||2) dx (x)dv(y)
+//exp (f(:c) +9(y) — %Hx — y||2> dx(z)dv(y), (41)

which by construction is an upper bound on lim sup A; — hm mf Ay, and hence if we show |i converges
t—0+
to 0 then we will have established existence of lim;_, o+ At. We now show that the first term converges

to zero. For any = € R?, we bound:

|fe(@) = f@)] < |fel@)| + [ f(@)] < CE(l2]® + 1),

where we applied the triangle inequality followed by Corollary @ and where C} is a constant quadrat-
ically depending on o, ||E(x)]|, ||E(x)|| and linearly depending on 2, ||E(v)||, Ma (), Ma(p), Ma(v).
As we have |[E(u:)]] < [|E(p)| + [E(p)|| and Ma(p) < Ms(p) + Ms(p), we can further upper
bound supcp1) Cf < C*, where C* depends only on ¢, o, [[E(u)|, [E@), [[E(p)|l, M2(u), M2(p),
and M (v), and is independent of ¢ and x. Since u,p € Pg(Rd), C*(||z]|? + 1) is x-integrable as a
function of z. Hence by the Dominated Convergence Theorem and Proposition [B:12] we have that

limy_,o+ [ |fe — fldx = [limy_o+ | fr — fldx = 0.
Next, we claim that

[ [ew (5@ 40t - 5l - ol ) axteyivts) -

for all ¢ € (0,1]. Applying the Fubini-Tonelli Theorem (Proposition 5.2.1 in [I7]), which applies since
the integrand is nonnegative and measurable, we have, for all ¢ € (0, 1]:

[ [ew (#0400 = 3l =912 ) dxtoivty

= [exp(ru@) [exp (aw) - 2o —yl1?) dimax(a)
[ e [ e () g1 )
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— [ exp (o) exp (~fi@) dx(o)
_ / ldy(z) = 0, (42)
where we applied ([3) and () and the fact that y = p — u has total mass zero. By the same reasoning,
[ [ew (@) + o) = 3o~ l?) axtarans)
— [esptstan [ esp (ot - 3l ~ul?) ot
= [ exp (@) expl~f))dx()
= / ldx(z) = 0. (43)

By and , we have established that equals [(f; — f)dx for all ¢ € (0,1], and hence
converges to zero as t — 07 as desired. This establishes that lim, ,o+ A; exists. and we compute this

limit using and which reduces to [ fdx, by , and we conclude that lim; o+ Ay = [ fdx.
Thus we have established that f is a derivative for OT% (i, v) as a function of u. O

Remark B.13. The above proof hinges on the fact that the Sinkhorn relation (@) holds for f,_,, for

all z € R? (and the same for fi—v ). In particular, this is crucial in establishing . Without (@,
one would need to argue that

//exp (ft(ar) +9:(y) - %Hx - y2) dx(z)dv(y)
- //eXp (f(m) +9g(y) — %Hx - y||2> dx(x)dv(y)

as t — 07 directly, which is challenging as exp(f;(z) — %HﬂC —y||?) is not a priori uniformly bounded
over t > 0 by a x-integrable function. Hence it is not obvious whether a naive application of the
Dominated Convergence Theorem will allow for the verification of this limit.

B.3 Proof of Proposition

To establish Proposition [B:12] we will need to show that the sequence of potentials converges in
probability:

Proposition B.14. Let u,p,v € Po(R?), let x := p — p and let s = p+tx. For allt € [0,1), let
(ff 0> 95, —0) e the unique entropic potentials such that [ f5, _,,du = [ g5, dv = 10Ts (g, v).
Then:

e [, converges in p-probability as t — 0T to the entropic potential Jisy with fflj%l,d,u =

50T (p,v);

® g, converges in v-probability as t — 0% to the entropic potential Gy, with fngydu =
3OTs (,v).

Remark B.15. We note that the normalization [ f5, ., due = [ g5, ., dv = 30Ts(pe,v) > 0 is
convenient as it allows us to apply Lemma and also varies smoothly as a function of t (see e.g.,

Lemma .

We postpone the proof of Proposition to Subsection [B:4] and continue with the proof of
Proposition
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Proof of Proposition @ For convenience, we will assume that e = 1. Let f; := f, _,, and
9t = g;,,—, for any t € (0, 1] and let f:= f;_,, and g := g;,_,, be the unique entropic potentials such
that 1075 (u,v) = [ gdv. Let T := {t;}ien C [0,1), with ¢; — 0 as i — oo. By Proposition the
sequence {g¢, }t,er converges in v-probability to g. Since {g:, }+,er converges in probability, there is
a subsequence 7" C T such that {gy }; 7 converges v-almost-surely to g. We now show that this,
together with subgaussian assumption on v, is enough to prove pointwise convergence everywhere of
{fe:}e,er to f. Indeed, by , for any = € R? we may write:

i exp (~fi @) = Jim [ exp (=30 = ol +.000) ) vl

1—> 00

By Lemma, we may bound uniformly:

exp (=3 lle = oI+ 90
<exp (=g lelP + o) = 5ol + [ 3l = 0P
:exp( glel? + ) = 5P + [ (G102 = 02 + 5l01P ) do ()
:exp( 31l + §Mating) + (o = Blug) 1))
<exp (=l + 3Ma((1 = G-+ tp) + o) + E((L = e+t )]
<exp (=l + 3Mali) + 5 Malp) + o301+ 1B Ga), )]+ B, )] (14)

where we applied the triangle inequality twice to obtain |(z — E(u), y)| < [{z,9)| + [{E(1:), )| and
KE(ue), y)| < [(E(w),y)| + |{E(p),y)|, and also used that 0 < ¢; < 1. We now show that the function
in is v-integrable in y. By two applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we bound:

/exp(|<w,y>| + (), )| + [E(p), y)) dv(y)
:/eXp(|<x,y>|)exp(|<]E(u),y>|)eXP(I<E(p)7y>|)dV(y)

< ( [ <2<x,y>|>dv<y>>1/2 (f exotat@uo, ) vt [ e <4|<E<p>,y>|>d,,<y>>”4

and by Corollary this last expression is finite. Hence is v-integrable, and we conclude that
for each = € R%, exp (—3lz — yl|I*> + g4/ (y)) may be uniformly (in ¢;) upper bounded by a v-integrable
function of 3. By the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we have for all z € R%:

lim exp (*ft; (z)) = /Zlgrolo exp (;Hx —yl*+ g, (y)> dv(y)

= [exo (3= ol + ) i)
— exp(—f(2))

by v-almost sure convergence of gy, to g, which, along with continuity of log, establishes pointwise
everywhere convergence of {f; }er.

We claim this is enough to conclude pointwise everywhere convergence of { f, }+,er to f. Indeed,
suppose { fi, }+;er does not converge pointwise everywhere to f. Then there exists an zo € R?, a6 >0,
and a subsequence T' C T with #; — 0 as i — oo, such that || f(zo) — fi,(x0)|| > 0 for all T; € T. But

converges in v-probability to g, and thus the sequence T’ contains a subsequence 77 C T
{97}t g P y to g, q q
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along which {g }; o, converges v-almost surely to g. Hence we may apply the above argument to

conclude that f; converges pointwise to f, contradicting our assumption. We conclude that {f:, }+,er
converges pointwise to f as i — oo. O

B.4 Proof of Proposition

To prove Proposition we will first need to verify that our sequence u; contains a subsequence
satisfying the conditions in the lemma below:

Lemma B.16. (Corollary 2.4 in [{5]) Let T := {t;}ien C [0,1) be any sequence such that t; — 0T as
i — o00. Let {u, },er C P2(R?) be a sequence of probability measures such that:

1. py, converges weakly to p as i — 0o;

2. p < py, for allt; €10,1);
3. OTS(pt,,v) < oo for all t; € [0,1];
4. snpifinax{f;tv_,,j,O}GZMi < 00, supifrnax{g;t‘%y,O}dV < 00;
5. lim [ arctan(f;, -, )dus, = L for some L € [~7/2,7/2];
i—00 i
6. i li 1 an d =0.
mawptman [[1 s s cdule)
Then:
° fi i, v COTWVETGES in p-probability to #_W, the unique entropic potential with [ arctan( #_W)d,u L;

) gm S converges in v-probability to gu_n,, such that gu_n, is the unique entropic potential paired
with

;1,4)1/

We remark that, for any f € L'(u), [ arctan( f + a)du is a strictly increasing function of a € R.

Hence if there are two entropic potentials Jrisws such that:

n—w

. fﬁ_WJrc:fu_w for some ¢ € R;

o [arctan(f;,,)du = [ arctan(f5_,, )dp;

e, L

then ¢ = 0, and consequently f;_,, = f; - This justifies the uniqueness claimed for f75,

for g&%,) in Lemma
To verify item 6 we will apply the following Lemma:

(and hence

Lemma B.17. (Lemma 2.5 in [{5)]) Let T := {t;};en C [0,1) be any sequence such that t; — 0T as
i — oo, and let {u, },er C Pa(R?) be a sequence of probability measures such that p < p, for all
t; € T. Suppose that pi, — p in total variation as i — co. Then:

limsuplimsup/]ld%i(x)zcdu(x) =0.

C—o00 i—00

After verifying the conditions in Lemma [B:16] we will need to establish that the limiting potentials
satisfy [ f5 L dp = 20Ts (. v fguﬁl,dp 20T5(p,v). The result immediately follows from the
Lemma below under the stated assumption in Proposition that f frduy = fgtdy = %OT;(M, V).

Lemma B.18. (Theorem 2.1 (iii) in [{3)]) Let T := {t;};en C [0,1) be any sequence such that t; — 0T
as i — oo, and let {us, }1,er C Po(R?) be a sequence of probability measures, converging weakly to
€ Po(RY), and let v € Pa(RY). Let (fi,, g1,) = (f5, 095, 1) be solutions to (@), and suppose that:
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~

. Supi{f ftid/“zﬂfg;dﬂtz} < .

- A(ft,, gt ) hoeT are uniformly integrable with respect to (pu,,v):

IS

Jim sup / fonl@) 1y, (@), (z) =0,

C—00 jeN

lim sup / 96, (9) Ly, > (y)dv(y) = 0.

C—00 ;&N

3. lim [ arctan(fy,)dps, :/arctan(f)d,u.

11— 00

Then:

OTs (put;,v) — OT5 (1, v) as i — oo.

[ fe.dpe, — [ fdp as i — oo.

J g, dv — [ gdv as i — oo.

To verify item 2 in Lemma we will require the following result:

Lemma B.19. Let i, p,v € Po(R?). We let x = p — p1, and define a sequence of probability measures
pe, = p 4 tix where {t;}52, =: T C [0,1] is a sequence of nonnegative real numbers such that t; — 0
as i — oo. Then the sequence of potentials {(fy, _,,9;, —.)}521 satisfies:

tim sup [ 5, @)y, clohdue, (z) =0, (45)

C—00 ;eN i 2

Jim sup [g5, )Ly, scl)dv(y) = (16)
— 00 iEN K i

Proof. Without loss of generality, let e = 1. We bound:
[t @)L, so@idu (z)

< [ ([ 3l lPavin ) 15, _ e o)
< [ ([ alP + havin) 155, et @)
= el + M), @i, (2)

where we applied Lemma [B.9] the triangle inequality, and Young’s inequality. We also note that:

L0 (@) Sy pamy2ani > (@)

= VN ENSVAPIN1€))

= 1) j2>c-My () (2)

where we applied Lemma the triangle inequality, and Young’s inequality. As 2||z||? > ||=||? + Mz (v)
for all ||x]|? > Ma(v) we have:

Jim sup [ (ol + Ma(o)) Ly - aro (), (@)
0 ieN

< Jim sup2 [ 1y o p (o) d, (0

0 jeN
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2 lim sup ((1—@) [l p@date) + 6 ||x|21||.2>D<x>dp<x>)

D—oo jeN
<2 gin ([ 11P1 - pdinte) + [ el1gp- p(oan(o) (an
Since u € Pa(RY),
Ma(p) = [Nl Py s p@dn-+ [ 1lalPLyesn(e)dn < o

and by the monotone convergence theorem limp_,o [ [|2||*1)| j2<p(2)dp = Ma(n), and hence
limsupp_, o [ [|2]|?1) 2> p(z)dp = 0. Similarly, since p € P2(RY), limp_oo [ [|2|[*1}125p(2)dp = 0,
and is zero.

The proof for gfm _,,, follows similarly. O

Proof of Proposition For convenience, we will assume that e = 1. Let T := {t; };en C [0,1) be
any sequence such that ¢; — 07 as ¢ — co. We begin by verifying that the conditions in Lemma
hold along a subsequence T C T'. Ttems 1 and 2 clearly hold for any subsequence of T' by definition of

pre, = (1= ti)p + tip-
We may establish item 4 for any subsequence of T' via Lemma [B:9] and Young’s inequality:

[ mactst, O @) < [ [ Slle = Pdvw)due, 2)

< / (l1? + Ma (), (2)

= Ma(pt;) + Ma(v)
< Ma(p) + Ma(p) + Ma(v)

and hence sup; [ max{fy, _,,(z),0}dus, (z) < oo, and the same holds for sup; [ max{g,, —.(y),0}dv(y).
This also verifies item 3, since [ f, _, due, + [ g}, _,dv = OT5(pe,,v).

To see item 5, since arctan is bounded, [ arctan(f )dpt, is uniformly bounded, and hence there

Ht; =V
exists a convergent subsequence 7" with lim /arctan(fut,_w)dut/_ = L for some L € [—-7/2,7/2]. To
71— 00 Q v

verify item 6, the sequence i, clearly converges to p in total variationEL and hence we may apply
Lemma [B.17 to conclude that:

lirnsuplirnsup/]l dp (x)>CdU(I) =0.

C—oo  i—o0

We have thus established that Lemma holds for the subsequence indexed by T”, we conclude

that {f ,Hu}t/ep converges in u-probability to ﬁﬁu, and similarly {g;, ,_,, }1;er converges in

V- probablhty to gH -

Next, we verify the conditions in Lemma for the subsequence ( ;, s gut/ _,,). Indeed,
item 1 has already been established in the verification of the conditions of B.16| abbove7 and by
definition of the subsequence item 3 holds with limit potentials (f¢%,,95%,). By Lemma this
subsequence also satisfies and ([46)), establishing item 2. Hence we have verified Lemma for
our subsequence, and can conclude that I 1, _}ydut; — [ fok,dp and [ 9 v — [ g5k, dv. By
assumption, we have that [ £, /_H,du,/ fg“ ,_w 10T§(ut;,y), and again by Lemma we
have lim; 00 OT5 (g7, v) = OT2 (u,v). We conclude that

[ fitudn = [ giodv = 505 (0. (48)

2The total variation distance between p and v is dpy (u,v) = sup 4 |u(A) — v(A)| where the supremum is over all
measurable sets A.
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€ €

Hence we have identified (f5%,,95%,) = (f5,,95,), the unique pair of potentials satisfying .

Since our sequence T was arbitrary, we can conclude as follows. Let T' = {t;}2, be a sequence
with t; — 0T as i — oo, and suppose that Ju,—v does not converge in p-probability to f;_,,. Since
convergence in probability is metrizable, there exists a metric d and a x > 0 such that there exists
a subsequence S of T with the property that d( oo, 0 i) > k for all s; € S. The above proof

also applies to S, and hence we may find a subsequence S’ C S so that f, , ., converges to Tisv

in p-probability, and hence d(f; ,_,,, fi-,) — 0 as i — oo which is a contradiction. Thus we may

conclude that fg _,, converges to fj_,, in u-probability. The same argument allow us to conclude for
s O

B.5 Proof of Proposition 2.3

For convenience, we set ¢ = 1. Recall that we may write

o) = t0g (o (= 3lle = ol + g5 () ) i) )

We define h(z,y) = exp (—1||z — y||? + 95, (y)), and will show that V, / h(z,y)dv(y) exists. Define

1 1 1
matean) = 7 (e (~gle +te =l 4 g5 )) e (~gle =l + g5 )
where e; is a standard basis vector in R?. We then define h; = (ht1, ..., bt q), and observe that:
t—0+

= (z—y)exp (—;llx —yl*+ gfﬁy(y)> :

At each x, we apply the mean value theorem to write hi(x,y) as ||[V,h(6%,y)|| for some 0% € B;(x) :=
{y € R? | ||z — y|| < t}. We upper bound:

|he(@, )| = IV2h(65, )|

1
[0 = vresp (~510 17+ i)
<165~ ol oo -

exp (=681 + 5M0a0) + (05~ B, ) )|

DN | =

I8 = 1P + [ 5l = olPauco) )| (19)

=167 —yll

where in we applied the bound on g;,_,,(y) from Lemma Since 0, € Bi(x), we may assume
WLOG that ||6%, — z|| < 1 for all small enough ¢ < 1. Hence we may uniformly (in y and ¢) bound:

1 1
el < s eyl exp (17 + 000 + o)~ ().
zEBl(w)

We may then bound:
[ e lavty)

1 1
</ - yle (= 3l17 + M)+~ E)) ) dvty) (50)
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1/2 1/2
< (/ sup ||z — yl|* exp (—||z]|* + Ma(u)) dV(y)> (/ sup  exp(2(z — E(u)7y>)dV(y))
z€B1 () z€B1 (x) (51)

<o,

where we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in and Corollary to conclude that is
finite. Thus for each z € R? and all ¢ € [0, 1), hy(x,y) is uniformly bounded by an integrable function
of y in a neighborhood of x, and hence we may apply the Dominated Convergence Theorem to conclude

that lim /ht(x,y)dl/(y) :/ lim hi(z,y)dv(y). Equivalently, we have shown:
t—0+ t—0+

Vo [exp(—sllz—yl*+ g5, ) ) dv(y) = [ Vaexp (=< llz—yll> + g, (») ) dv(y)
Jow (-3 Jartor= [ 2o (- )
= /(y — ) exp (—;w —yl? +ngy(y)> dv(y)

for all z € R?. Since fisu(x) = —log </ h(x, y)dl/(y)>, fii—s, () is a composition of two differentiable

functions and is hence differentiable by the chain rule. One then easily verifies . The proof that the
higher derivatives of fj_,, exist follows similarly.
O

B.6 Proof of Corollary 2.4

Proof. The result immediately follows from Theorem [2.2] followed by Proposition [2.3] and linearity of
derivatives. O

B.7 Proof of Corollary

Let pu° be a critical point for FY ,, with supp(p€) = Q. By Theorem 2.2} 0F% ,, is smooth, and hence
VO FY y[z] = 0 for pu-almost every z implies that VSFY ,[z] = 0 for all z € Q. Since Q is connected, this
implies that there exists a constant ¢ such that 6 F¥ \,(z) = c for all z € Q. Thus (0FF \, (), p—p) =0
for any pu € Po(Q) satisfying the optimality criteria in Proposition The same proof applies to
S5y O

B.8 Proof of Lemma [2.6]

For each 1 < j < m there is a unique coupling between J,,, and v;, given by d;, ® v;. We then
compute the entropic map T§ ., (2v) = E(x,v)~sb,, @, [Y[X = 2v] = E(v;). This holds for each j,
and hence we may compute ZT:l AjTngﬁuj (zy) = zy.

Hence 6,,, satisfies the fixed point condition in Corollary and thus is a critical point. O

B.9 Proof of Proposition

The proof is essentially an immediate consequence of Proposition and Lemma stated below.
In order to state the results, we first recall the following definition of convex ordering and a useful
lemma.

Definition B.20. Two probability measures p,v € Po(R?) are in convex order, denoted i <, v, if

/(ﬁdu < /¢d1/ for all convex ¢ : R* — R.

Lemma B.21. Let v be o-subgaussian and p <. v. Then u is o-subgaussian.
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Proof. Let X ~ pand Y ~ v, and let v € S~!. Then we define the function f,(z) := exp (M),

which is convex in x. Since p <. v, we have Ex ., [fo(X)] < Ey,[fu(Y)] for any v, and since v is sub-
gaussian, we have that sup,cga—1 Eyv~,[fu(Y)] < 2. Hence we may conclude that sup,cga—1 Ex~p[fo (X)] <
2, so that p is o-subgaussian. O

We note the following result from [68].
Lemma B.22. (Lemma 9.2 in [68]) Let ju,v € Po(RY). Then [T} )4 (1) <c v.

We apply the above lemma to obtain the following result for critical points of FY ,:

Proposition B.23. Suppose {v1,...,um} =V C G,(R?), and let € be a critical point for FY . Then
B <c Z;nzl AV
Proof. Let pu€ be a critical point of FY ,,. By Lemma B. 22|7 fjo= [T GHVJ]#(/K) <cvjforalll <j<m.

As p€ is a critical point, we have: [327, )\jTﬁeﬁVj'#(u ) = u€ by Corollary Therefore, for any
convex function ¢(z):

#

/ Z J /A‘HV x d/f(x)
</ S AT, () () (52)
- ZAJ- [ o@as ) sn)@

/¢ z)dfi;(x

A / o()dv; (x) (53)

1 1

I
—
=
=

d > Nvsl (@),
j=1

where we applied Jensen’s inequality in and Lemma to assert that fi; <. v; in (53). Thus
/_L < ZTYL AJVJ'

O
We conclude the proof of Proposition 2.7] by observing that
Aivill £ max ||v|lg £ o.
D Nl = max [vllg <o
g
O

C Proof of Theorem [3.1]

The proof of Theorem 3.1 rests on the following propositions.
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Proposition C.1. Let V = {v1,...,um} C Go(R?) and let V* = {07, ..., 0% }. Then:

m'/2 R}
E F in FC. < — 4o 54
[Megg&d) (k) — Lmin, Wn(u)H SN (54)
R
F$y(p)— min  F§ < e 55
in, () omin /\,V(,u)‘_ n (55)
1 1

E F i F; Vn < R*eo ——t—, 56
| anin, Bt~ i F g 0|| < miti (S ) (50

where R, is a constant depending only on d, € and o.

We note the different dependencies on m appearing in , and , which is possibly due
to our method of proof. We leave the question of whether the dependence on m can be improved to
future work. We give an analogous proposition for the Sinkhorn barycenter functional.

Proposition C.2. Suppose that, for any V C G(RY), U,, := arg min,,c pn (pa) S;yv(,u) is nonempty
and furthermore U,, C G5(R?), where & = maxi<j<m{||Vjllg}. Let V ={v1,....;vm} C G,(R?) and let
V= {0}, ...,0}. Then:

m'/? R}
E S - 5¢ < deo 57
| anin, S000— min, 55500 < e, 67)
Rj
in S5 — min S5 < —deo 58
i () omin ,\v(ﬂ)‘_ n (58)
1 1

E min S — min S{,, <mRj ., | —=+—], 59
[uegu(w) Sl = i, “”UL)H e <\/ﬂ \/7"72) 5

We remark that the additional assumptions present in Proposition [C.2] are to guarantee that the
minimizer of the Sinkhorn barycenter functional has subgaussian constant bounded above by the
maximal subgaussian constant over the reference measures. This is not needed in Proposition as
this is implied by Proposition The proofs of Propositions and Proposition rely on three
technical results established in [39].

Proposition C.3. (Proposition 2 in [39]) Let i, v and D™ be o-subgaussian measures, where o € [0, 00)

is (possibly) random. Then:
/ udy — / udp™

almost-surely, where F. , is defined as the set of functions u such that, for any multi-index o with
la] = k:

(OT5(1,7") ~ OT(v)| < 2 sup
UEF e o

1 1+ ot ifk=0
D — . 2 < Ce
| D (u 2” M@ < Cera {Uk(0+02)k otherwise
if |z|| < Vdo, and
1 L+ (1+0?)z|? ifk=0
D*(u— —||.|I? < C.
D% (u = 3D @I < Ce { b(y/aTl + ollal)*  otheruise

if ||| > Vdo, where C k. q is a constant depending only on €, k,d.

Proposition C.4. (Proof of Theorem 2, [39]) Let v be o-subgaussian and let & be a random variable
such that both v and U™ are o-subgaussian. Then:

u” N

sup /udl/—/ud ] < Cde(Eg[(l +6%))V2 (1 4 0%F2), (60)

u€Fe 5

where s = [2] + 1 and Cy is a constant depending on d, .
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As Proposition is not stated exactly as a result in [39], we give a sketch of the proof:

Proof. For any q > 2, let F? to be the set of all functions with |f(z)| < Cyc(1 + ||z||*) and
| D% f(z)| < Cge(1+ ||z]|7) for |a| < g, where Cy . is an absolute constant that can depend on d and e.
Then it can be shown that if u € F. 5 (the function class from Proposition then 7%= € F°°,
almost-surely. This implies the left hand side of can be upper bound by

Jutr o]
)

< (E5[(1+635)2])1/2 ( on { sup ‘/udu—/udﬁ"
ucFes

where we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Following the empirical process theory argument as

in the proof of Theorem 2 in [39], one is then able to bound

({ sup /udu—/udu
ugeFes

by C%(l + 024+4) We conclude by applying the bound (1 4 o2%+4)1/2 < 1 4 ¢%+2, which holds since
o >0. O

Es om [(1 + %) sup
ueFes

Lemma C.5. (Lemma A.4 in [39]) Let v be o-subgaussian. Then for all integers k > 1,
E[o"Ig] < Lio®*

E[|lo"3*] < max{Lyo?*, 1}
where Ly, is a constant depending on k.

We remark that Lemma A.4 in [39] establishes E[||0"(|2"] < Lyo?*. To extend this to odd powers,
note that E[|| X |[¥] < E[|| X |**+1]¥57 for any random variable X by Jensen’s inequality. If E[|| X||*+1] > 1
then IE[HXH’“H]’&%1 < E[||X]||**1], and hence E[||X||¥] < E[||X|**!], and if E[[|X|**!] < 1 then
E[||X|/¥] < 1, from which we establish Lemma Also note that from [Lemma A.2, [39]], the random
variable ||#™]|g is finite almost surely.

Lemma C.6. For all1 < j <m, let |vj|lg < o, and let 6 := max{o, |27 ||g, |73 ]lg, - |Umllg}. Then

if llullg <o,

n m'2Py (o .
B0T5 () - OT5(n. 7)) < 247 w1 <<, (61)

for some polynomial Py (o) with coefficients depending on d, e and degree depending on d.
Proof. As pi,v; and 0 are all & subgaussian, by Proposition @ we have:

/uduj/udﬁ?] ,

where the expectation is with respect to the empirical measure 77 and 6. By Proposition @ and
Young’s inequality we may upper bound:

2 sup

EllOT5 (p, vj) — OT5 (1, 07)[] < E S

2C4,e ~35\21\1/2 d+2
su udv; — udV < “(Es[(1 4+ 6°° 1+o
B2 s | [, - ] L Bal(1+ 5P (1 0™
2C4,e ~6s1\1/2 d+2
< = —= (24 2E;[*°]) (1 4+ c“7%) (62)
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where s = [4] + 1. It remains to bound Ez[5%].

E;[6%] = E[max{o, |57 llg, 175 g, ---, 17, ]lg}**]

m
<E 0%+ > 191§

j=1

m

= 0% + S E[157]5]
j=1

< 0% + mLgso®

by Lemma [C.5] Therefore:

2Cq. 204,
3% (2 + 2B5[5%))'/?(1 + 0™*?) < S‘i (2+ 2(mLgs + 1)) /2 (1 + 04+?)
2m1/2Cd €
< 0524 2(Lgs + 1)0%) V2 (1 4 0%F2)
Vn
2 1/20 .
< %(ﬁ+ V2(Los + 1)o)(1 + 09+2).
We conclude that E[|OT5(u,v;) — OTs(pu, 7] < % for some polynomial P, (o) with coeffi-
cients depending on d, € and degree depending on d. O

Lemma C.7. Let i € G,(RY). Then:
2Py (o)
vno
for some polynomial Py (o) with coefficients depending on d,e and degree depending on d, and the
expectation is over the empirical measure ™.

E[OTs(pn, p) — OT5 (", @™)[] <

Proof. We apply the triangle inequality to bound:

E(|OT5(u, ) — OT5 (", i")]]
=E[|OT5(p, p) = OT5 (", p) + OT5 (4", p) — OT5 (", )]
<E[|OT5(u, p) = OT5 (0", p)|] + E[OT5 (4", ) — OT5 (4", )] - (63)

The first term is bounded by PdTT(LU) following a similar argument as used in the proof of Lemma
with m = 1. We bound the second term by conditioning:

E(lOT3 (6" i) — OT; (4", )]

— 5 [k [lo73(n. ") - o733 ) | ) (64)

<E [2 sup /ud,u /udu ‘ H
ucFe s
=E |2 sup /udu /udu ]
L u€Fe 5

where we applied Proposition to the inner expectation in with & = max{o, ||i"]|g}. We then
apply Proposition [C-4] followed by Lemma [C.5] to obtain the bound:

EOT5 (4", p") = OT5 (0", w)] <
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Proof of Proposition We begin by proving . Let p* be a minimizer for FY ,, and u™" be

a random minimizer for /\ pns SO that

Suppose that F;f}n (p*") > FY ,(p*). Then:

FXy (") = Fy pu (™)

F — Fe =E
(e P~ i Pl WH |

FXv() = FY pn(05")| = F5 5 (05") = FX v (17)

<F)\E Vn( ) _Fi,v(:u’*)'

Similarly, if Fpn (") < FY ,(p*), we have

FX oy (") = FY pn (™) | < FXp(u™™) = FY 5 (057)

A Pn

and hence we may conclude that

d

| <), ma

Fe *\ Fe . *,M
A,V(p“ ) N (:u ) pe it eny

Fio) = F g

We then bound:

E max F Fe

o [F - P o)

=K max A\ OT5 (p,v5) A OTs (u, U
o Z 2 M j ; J 5 (1

<E max Aj
<E| ms M}Z

OT2 (:u7yj) OT;(Ma Ajn)

m

<E ZAj max

OT5(u,v;) — OTs (p, v
e (e 5 (ks v5) 5 (p j)

j=1

> B, max 07500 - 073 05))

HE{p*,p*m}

] (63)

|| + o nvm | omstrn. ) - omsen o)

j=1

séi Honotu» OT (4",

|

To bound E [|OTs (u*, v;) — OTs (i, v; )|] note by Proposition u* is o-subgaussian, and p*" is
max; <;j<m{[|P}||¢}-subgaussian, both p* and p*™ are max{o, ||V1 Gy -y ||P0 || }-subgaussian, and we
may apply Lemma to conclude:

m1/2Pd e((r)

ml/zpde(o—) € *, M € *,M AN
P el) B ljom3 () 0T )] < M)

N
(67)

where Py (o) is a polynomial in o, depending on d and e. Summing over 1 < j < m, we establish (54))
2m1/2Pd,€(a)
R, Bt

E [|OTs (1", v;) — OTs (u*, 07)|] <

with a bound of

Next we prove 1} Let p* minimize FY ,,. Note that the empirical measure ;Z*n associated to u*
is an element of P"(R?), and hence

min F — min F}§ = min F¥§ — min F¥§
P (R4) () LEPr () v LePn (Rd) () e Pa(RA) (i)
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<E|[F{y(u")] = Fiw(n)
= E[|FS (") — F{ ()]
< SONE[OTS (") - 0T vl (68)

by the triangle inequality. We bound each term

E[I0T5(i*" vy) = OTs (", vy)] <
by applying Lemma, with m = 1. This applies because ||u*||g < o, by Proposition This gives

(5)-
We now prove ([56)):

d

<e|

HEP2(RY) neEP™ (RY)

min FY,(u) = min F;f;nQ(M)H

min FAV2(M)_ min F;‘}nz(u)H

F — min F; E
min FY (1) o /\,V"?(M)H+ {uepg(u@d) pEP™1 (RY)

pEP2(RY) pEP2(RY)

2m1/2PdY6(0')

NG . Let

We apply to the first term to produce a bound of

2
0= max [|75%]lg.

Then, by conditioning on the samples ]>”2, we have:

| om0 = i a0
=E |E [ Herg& d)va ny (1) = e ;?Jngd)FA,wz (u)’ ‘ V z”
[ [2P.(5) | «
<E |E [d’(g) V"2” (69)
i Vi
2 -
=——E[F, ()] (70)

N

where we applied conditionally on the samples ynz, By linearity of expectation:

E[Pde [Z Cdeza ‘| (71)
= Z ca,eiB(67) (72)
i=1

for some maximum degree r4 depending on d, and (deterministic) coefficients cq ¢ ;, depending on d
: ~i moos .
and e. Since ¢* < > 77, [|75]|g, we have:

E[Py.c(c chmZEHAan
<ch“zmax{L( i10 2[5] 1}

i=1
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Td .

<m) caeilLpzo®lt+1)
i=1

=: mlsd,e(a),

where we applied Lemma Thus we may conclude that:

?|

which implies .
Labeling the maximum over all constants in the three statements in Proposition as Ry ., we
obtain our result.

_ 1 1
F —~ in  F¢. < (2m'?p,, Py, —
uegl;;&d) () pepin o Fx e (M)H < (2m'?Py (o) + mPy (o)) =t =)

Proof of Pr0p051t10n E We first show Let p* € argmin,cg (ray S5y and p*" €
argmin,cg_(rd) S . Then we bound:

E S s

#Egng{{d) sovln) — #egu&d) N (M)H

SE|Y N max |OT5 () = OT5 (7)) = OTz(uj,uJH OTQ(AJ", ")
_]:1 ’

<E A;  max OT5 (p, v OTs (u,
<t |3 e ([oTstn ) - 073ap)

1 € 1 €/ M AN
+[50T305.05) - 3075077

)

. 1 AT AT
=3 (B[ w105 03) = OT5 57| + [ 1507505.00) - 307507, 57)

)

where we have applied the triangle inequality. Using the assumptions u*, u*" € G,(R?), we bound:

=1

2m1/2Pd,€(a)

T (73)

Sam[ mex | [0T5(nr,) - 0Ts(n )] <
=1

pe{p*,pry

by applying Lemma To bound %Z;nzl NE [|OTs (v, v;) — OTs (07, 07)|], we apply Lemma

Pd E(O'

giving us a bound of T) We conclude:

e|
which establishes (57).

Similarly, to establish , we let p* again be the minimizer of S¥ ,, on Go(R?) and let p*" be the

empirical measure for p*. By assumption, we have for any p € argmin ¢ pn(ga) S§\7v(u), p € G, (RY),
and hence:

(2m'/2 4 1) Py (o)
\/ﬁ b

peG, (RY) peG, (RY) A

min, 5000~ min, $55.00]] <

min, 5000~ min, S50

HEG, (RT) pEP™(RY)
= min 5§ — 55 ).
P (Rd) A,v(/i) ,\,V(N )

Since /f*n € P*(R%), we may upper bound this by:

E[S5.5(6°")] - S5 (")
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Sf\v(/;*n) =SS v(p)

= ]

<L E [I0750i" v5) — OTS (", vyl + 3 [I0T5 (0" ie™) - OT5 (", w7 |

by the triangle inequality. By the assumption that u* € G,(R%), we may apply Lemma |C.6|to bound
Pa,e(0) Py,c(o
NG S Vno

each summand in the first term by and the second term can be bounded by via Lemma

[C77 Combining these two bounds, we have:

2Pd75(0)

Jn (74)

min S§ — min S§ <
i Su00 -~ min S5000)] <

We conclude with the proof of :

7|
S - in S5 +E
B S0 = i St 2

min S — min S{
HEG, (RY) )\V(;U/) pEPL (R) A, Dn2 (N)H

< min S5y (p) — mlan)Sk pn 2(@)” .

peEP™L(RE) 77 pEP™L(

by the triangle inequality. We may apply to bound the first term by zpj’%a). To bound the second

term, we apply a similar argument as used to bound . Let u™ € argmin,,cpny (pa) Si,v(ﬂ) and
Py € Argmin, cpny (gdy S;}‘)nz (1). Then:

?|

§El max

min S5 — min S¢ .,
werittany V) T e S 2(4

S;,V( ) S;vng( *)

pre{p™ unl

SE|  max S NOTS( 1) - OTS(e, 7| + 30 AE [J0T5(,5) — OTS(57,572) ]

prE{n™ pny = e

by the triangle inequality. The second term can be bounded by Pd\}( ) by Lemma To deal with

the first term, note that by assumption, u™ € G,(R%), and p1! € G5(R?) with 6 = maxlgjgm{Hl/;Lz I},
and hence {y™, "} C G,+(R?) where 0* = max{c,5}. Hence we can bound:

E| max ZAIOTQM vj) — OTs (", )]

pre{pm Mié}

E[|OT5 (0™ v;) = OTs(u™, 07*)[] + Y NE [|0T5 (s, v5) — OT5 (st 772)|]

IN
R

j=1 j=1

m 1/2P m 1/2P
R

j=1

2m1/2Pd’€(O')

\/ 12 ’

where we applied Lemma [C.0]in the final inequality. Thus we have bounded

g

Taking the maximum over all constants as R}, . ,, we conclude.

1 1
in S5 — min  S¢. <2(mY? 4 1)Py, —+—=—].
in Av(w) e “’”2(“)” <2(m'? 4+ 1)Py(0) N
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Proof of Theorem Let p* = argmin,,cp, gay FX (1), and let ™ denote a random minimizer of
Fe . over P*(R?). We bound:
<k |+ |

AV
£|
o). . . mRZ €,0
By Proposition specifically 1' the first term is upper bounded by -2 . We bound the

| E

Fy(w®) = FXp(u") FXy (") = FY 5 (1) FY pn () = FXp(1")

second term:

k}/

FLon (") = EX (") E [|0T5(u",7}') — OT5 (u", v;)]

<
Il
—_

)\‘ml/QPdﬁ(a)
ARV
m1/2Pd’€(U)

Above, we applied the triangle inequality, followed by from Lemma to each summand, which
applies since |[11"[|g < maxi<j<m [|7] g almost-surely. From this we conclude @, with a final bound

of ﬁ(ml/deve(a) + mR276,0).

Similar arguments apply to Sf ). By assumption, for p" € argmin,cpn(ga) S;’f}n (1) we have
1" lg < maxi<j<m{[[7}llg, o} =: &. We bound:

d o |+ |

We apply (59) to bound the first term by —m We bound the second term:

E[ |

< E |:OT26( yVj ) OT2 (/1, I/j)| + — |OT2€(Vj,I/j) _ OT;(A;L An)

NE

<.
Il

Sf\,v(ﬂ*) - Sf\,v(ﬂn)

Siv() = 55 pa (1") S%pn (1) = S5 v (")

S5 o (1) = S50 (")

7

NE
Qy

|

Z |OT2(VJ7VJ) OT2( Jn’A]n)H

<.
Il
—

1
2

I
NE
Qy

E[|OT5(u " 0f) = OT5 (0", v;)|

<.
I
—

by the triangle inequality. To bound the first term, we apply from Lemma, to each summand,
1/2
which applies since u™ € G5 (R?), giving us a bound of %ﬁb('j) To bound the second term, we apply
Lemma giving a bound of Pd\}(a) Adding these bounds together, we have:
1
E| | < Jen .+ (4 )Py (o))

Taking the maximum over all constants depending on d,€ and o as Cj . ,, we conclude. O

Sf\,v(ﬂ*) - Sf\,v(ﬂn)

D Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition The assumption that V C G(R?) ensures that VOFY (1) exists and
equals Id — Z We compute:

,u—w

IVOFS v (1) 72y = 11d — ZA T, 2
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/Id Z)‘ p—vyo Ld = Z)"“ i)
Z NA(Id =Ty, 1d =Ty, )du
7,k=1

Z MNA[AG e = ATASN.
7,k=1

Similarly:

HV5S§\V([[’)H%2([L) p‘ﬂu Z)‘ aZi HL2(;2)

/ i i Z/\ fivyr Lfis i Z)‘k iy )AL

Z )‘ )‘k /J,*)p. TZ%VJ7T;—)/J, Tﬁﬁuk>dﬂ
J,k=1

Z)\)\k ik = ATSEN.
7,k=1

Hence we see that AT A X > 0, and AT A5\ = 0 is equivalent to || VIF v(u)”%g(m = 0, which is itself

equivalent to VIFY ), (u ) =0 p-a.e. The analogous result holds for Sf. Finally, if supp(u) = 2 (resp.
supp(z) = Q) is connected then we may apply the optimality crlterla from Corollary .
O

D.1 Proof of Theorem [4.2]

Lemma D.1. Let p € P2(Q) and V C G,(92), and suppose that A, has an eigenvalue of 0 with unique

eigenvector A\, € A™. Suppose there exists an estimator T(,u v; ™) satzsfymg (.) for1 < j <m.
Then:

1
B4 — gl < Jdo® max { o, VBT0) + /00) 7 007 |
where A# is the matriz M# mn Algorithm with Fy \, = Fy ), and J is an absolute constant.

Proof. For ease of notation, we will write T for T} and ij for T(ﬂ”, ﬁj") We begin by bounding

E[|[A¢]i; — [AS]i;): o
EH_[AZ]ij — [A%)51)
5| [ - 1a1s - 1y~ ;kjél@?(xk) — X0, TE(X) - X2 ]
<E - /(Tj6 —Id, Tf — Id)du — % QZH <T;(Xk) X, TH (X)) — Xk) (75)
L k=n+1
E ;kz 060) = X0 TH0) = X) - L kZ (T100) = X0 1 00) = ) ] (76)
L k=n+ =n+

The term may be bounded by observing that (775 (Xy) — X, T (Xx) — Xi) := Zj are i.i.d. samples
from the random variable (75 (X) — X, T7(X) — X) := Z with X ~ p. Using Jensen’s inequality and
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the independence of Z,, 11, Z,42, ..., Z2p, we bound:

2n 2n
1 1
Bzt Zan [2] -~ > Zi|| =Ezpp. o [n > (BzlZ) - Z)
k=n+1 k=n+1
1 2n 2
< Bz, 20, Z (Ez[Z] — Z)
k=n-+1
1

=\ g2 B Zan [ Z Z (Ez[Z] = Zk)(Ez[Z] — Z1)

k=n+1k'=n+1

\/Ezm [(Ez[Z] — Zn11)?]

where the outer expectation in the last line is over the sample Z,, 1. Observe that Ez, , (Ez[Z] —
Zni1)? =Ez(Ez[Z] — Z)? is the variance of the random variable Z. Hence we may bound:
Ez[(Ez[Z] - Z)*] (77)
< Ez[Z%)
= E[(Tf(X) - X, T (X) - X)?]
< E[|TE(X) = X [P T5(X) — X|17)
< (BT () - X (TS (X) - X|[*)
< LT O+ IX I TELAZS (O + 12X 1D
e [ (1O XN g [N 10y )
“PPEIUT 2> ~2E(2+2)D
1/2
< (2| J0z0r + 1319 B [ 50m5 00l + 1) >])
= (C(E{T (I + ELIX | (TS (O 1] + EfIX]1)
= 8 (BT (X)) + B[ XD @{ITS ()] + B[ X)) (78)

where we applied Jensen’s inequality, two applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the triangle
inequality, and Jensen’s inequality. By Lemma [B:22] we have that

ExullI T (XY < By, [

Y|4, V1<i<m.
Furthermore, as p is a critical point, we may apply Proposition to bound
Ex~u[I X" < Ey sz, Y11

and combining these we have upper bounded (78} . ) by 16 maxy Ey ., (|Y[|4). As V C G,(2), by Lemma
. Y] is gq¢V/do-subgaussian. Hence by applying item 3 in Definition |A.1} we have the upper bound

16 m}gx]Eka(HYH‘*) < 16(2CqqqVdo)*
= 28CL gL d? ot
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Hence we have upper bounded

1 d
LS | < 18k (79)
k n+1 f
We now bound :
1 2n 1 2n
E U" > ATE(Xk) — X, Ti(Xy) — X)) — - D (Te(Xy) — X, T(Xy) — Xp) ]
k=n-+1 k=n-+1
1 2n
< Z E H(Tf(Xk) — X, Tj (X)) — Xi) — (TF (Xi) — X, T5 (X)) — Xi) ]
k=n-+1

_E H<T:<Xk> X TE(X) — Xa) — (TE(X) — X TH(Xe) — Xa)

|

for an arbitrary k € {n+ 1,n+2,...,2n}, where we have used the triangle inequality and the fact that
X}, are identically distributed. Now,

E || (x0) - X0 T3 (X0 — X0 — (F5(X0) — Xi T5(X0) — X3

< [|(Te(x0) - X0 T (X0) — Xi) — (T5(X0) — X THX) — X2

TE (| (76(X0) - X0 TS (X0) — ) — (FE(X) — X T9(X0) — X

=& |7z v - 7200, 75000 - x| et - X T3 (X 75060 |

<E [IT¢(Xe) = T2 (Xe) | 1T (Xx) = Xall] + B [IT(X0) = Xell 175 (X0) = T5(X) ]

g\/ﬂ«: (1T () = T () 2] B (11T (i) = Xall?] + \/E (17 (0) = X2 E [I1T5 (%) = T3 (X))

s\/m (17 (Xk) = T (X1 B (1T (Xl + [1X612] + \/E (17 (X) = Xal12] B 175 (X0) = T5(X0) 2]

s\/zE (1T (X0) = T (X0 I12] (Ma(y) + Ma(p2)) + \/E (17 (X0) = X2 B [I175(X0) = T5(X) 2]
(80)
In the above, we applied the triangle inequality, two applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

the triangle inequality, Young’s inequality and Lemma to bound E [||Tf(Xy)[?] < Ma(v;). We

now control:

E [I7(Xk) = Xall?]
<E [(17(X5) = TEX)| + 1T (X) = Xal)?]
<2 [IIT(Xe) = T (Xe) 2 + 1T (X) — X?]

( T; (X
175 (X) — Tf(Xk)Hﬂ +A4E [|IT5 (X5)I* + | X |?]
( (

=2 || T5(Xe) = TE(X) 2] + 4Ma (1) + 4Ma (1)

where we applied the triangle inequality and Young’s inequality twice, and the fact that E [||Tf(X k) ||2]

<
M>(v;). Since p is a critical point of FY \,, we may apply Proposition to further bound My (p) <
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maxi<k<m Ma(vk). Summarizing, we have bounded by:

%E (17060 = Tx01P] (Moo + s M)

k<m

+\/ (2E I15(X5) = TEXR2] + M () +4 max M2(Vk)> E [IT5(Xk) - T5(X0)]?]

S\/‘*%QédUQE[IITE(Xk) — T (X0)|?]

+\/2 (B [I175(X0) = Te(X0) 2] + 16C2.a3do?) BT (Xp) — T5(X0)|P]

where we have applied Lemma [A-2] followed by item 3 in Definition [A1] to upper bound the second
moments. .
Since Xy ~ p for k > n + 1 is independent of the samples X3, ..., X,, used to compute the maps 7T

and T;, we may apply 1} to obtain the upper bound by:

2CaacVdo/B(n) +/26(n)? + 160342 do?6(n).

Combining this with the bound on , we have

] < Jdo? max {\;ﬁ V() + /0(n) + e(n)Q} , (81)

where J is an absolute constant. ]

B {[lasds - LA

We prove a similar lemma for S; :

Lemma D.2. Let p € G,(Q2) and V C G5(X2), and suppose that S}, has an eigenvalue of 0 with unique
eigenvector A\, € A™. Suppose there exists an estimator T(u \Vj ) satzsfymg (.) foralll1<j<m,
and an estimator T(ﬂ") satisfying . Then:

E([Sc]i; — [85)]] < Jdo max{;ﬁ,w(n)we(n)w(nﬁ}

where Slt is the matrix Mu m Algorithm with Fy , = S5 , and J is an absolute constant.

, s o= T (", o), T¢ == T, and T° == T(@").

Proof. For ease of notation, we write 175 := T} o

2L
We bound:

E / (TF — T, T — T)dp — % D (T5(Xn) = T(X0), T5 (Xi) — T*(Xk»H
k=n-+1

<E / (T =T, T — T)dp — % D (TE(Xk) = T(Xk), T5 (Xn) Tﬁ(Xk»H

L k=n-+1

$B (| TS0 (T — T, T ) - T - - Y <T:<Xk>T6<Xk>7T;<Xk>T6<Xk>>H
L k=n-+1 k=n-+1

HE (|5 37 (F () — T, T (X0) — TO0) — - S (F7(60) = (), 5 (X) — (X)) H
L k=n-+1 k=n+1

(82)

By the same sequence of steps as used to bound by (78), we may upper bound the first term in

(82) by

f\/S E[|1T5 (X)[14] + B[ T(0) [4]) (B[ T5 ()|14] + B T=(X)[14])) /2. (83)
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By Lemma [Tf]e(p) <cvi € G,(Q) for all 1 < ¢ < m, and [T°]x(p) <. p € Go(). Hence we
may apply Lemma Lemma and item 3 in Definition as in the proof of Lemma to

conclude that QD is upper bounded by %,

The second term in may be bounded in the same manner as . By the triangle inequality
and noting that X7, X, ..., Xo, are all i.i.d. we have:

2n 2n

EU > <Ti€(Xk)*Te(Xk)yTjﬁ(Xk)*Te(Xk»*l AT (Xy) = T9(X), Ty (Xy) — T(X5))
k=n+1 k=n+1

2n
<37 B [T () - T, T — T(X)) — (T (X) — T°(X0), T5(X0) — T (X))
k=n+1

J ? J

]

(T5(X) = T°(X), T5 (X) = T°(X)) — (T5(X) = T°(X), T5(X) — TE(X)>H

where X ~ p is independent of X1, X, ..., X;;. By the triangle inequality, we may upper bound this
by:

E | |(7) - 720, T(3) — TE(0)) — () — TEX), THX) — Tf(X»H

[ J (2 J

(T (X) — T(X), TS(X) — T¢<X>>H

+E| (T(X) = T(X), T{(X) = T°(X)) = (T5(X) = T°(X), T§(X) — T(X))

? J

J J J

<k |70 - 70 7500 - (0) | + |

<E [IT(X) - T (ONTHX) — T +E [T () = T 1T () - T ()]

<E [IT(X) = T O (1T CO -+ 1T | + B [ () = T () - Ty(X) ]

<8 1200 ~ TEC0I2] (QRINTS ()71 + 281 7(x) 1)

- \/E (17 (X) = Te(X) 2] B 175 (X) = 75 (X)]1?]
<\/20(n) (Ma () + B[ T<(X)]12)
= \/E I7e(X) = T2 E [I1T5(X) = T (X) 2]

§\/29(n) (Ms(vy) + E[[T<(X)I1?)

+ \/2E (IT6(X) = T2 + 1T (X) = Te(X) 2] B [IT5(X) = T5(X)|P]

g\/20(n) (Ms(vy) + E[||T<(X)|12)

- ﬁ@ (I76(X) = T2 + 20T (X)|12 + 27O | E [T (X) = T (X) 2]

<1/20(n) (Ma(v;) + Mo ()

+ ¢ (2B [IT5(X) = Te(X0) 2] + M () + M) ) B [I1T5(X) = T ()2

< max \/2Ms(v;) + Ma(p))B(n) + /(20(n) + 4D(v) + AV (1))B(n).

~1<e<m

By the triangle inequality and using the fact that X, k € {1,--- ,2n} are all i.i.d, the third term in
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is upper bounded by:

E|

(T (X) = T%(X), T (X) = T%(X)) = (T2(X) = 7(X), T5(X) = 7*(X))

=E[[{ z( ) = Te(X)vTAf(X)—Te(X»—<Ti€(X)—TAE(X),TA]?(X)—TE(X»
H{TF(X) = T9(X), T3 (X) = T(X) — (T3 (X) = T°(X), T5 (X) = T(X))]]

where X ~ p is independent of X7, X5, ..., X,,. By the triangle inequality, we may bound this as:

E H<T6(X) —T(X), TE(X) — Te(X)>H +E|

(T (X) = T°(X), (%) = T(X)
< E[II7*(X) = T*ONIT;(X) = T(X)] + E [I1T5(X) = T(X)I1T(X) = Tl
= E ||7(X) = T*(X)||I1T (X) = T{(X) + T (X) = T(X)

+E [T (X) = T (X) + T£(X) = T (X) = T(X)
< E[I17<(X) = 7O (I175(X) = T{ON + |15 (X) = T(X)] )
E | (I17(X) = TS| + 1T (X) = TCO) 174(X) = T

< wa I7<(X) = T<(X)[12] B [2075 (X) = T (X)IP? + 20|75 (X) = T(X)|1?]

+ VE [2175(X) = TEQOI? + 20T (X) = T<(X) 2] B [|74(X) = T(X)|P]

< VE I7e(X) = T<(X)[12] B [2075 (X) = T (K| + 4T (X)]12 + 41 7<(X) 2]

+ JE [2||T-€<X> = TE(X)|)? + 2 TE(X) = Te(X) 2] B [I1F(X) = T(X)|1?]
< \/29 n) + 4My(v;) + 4Ms(p))
+ \/E [(2||T—€<X> T (X + 4TS (X) = TE(X) |2 + 4| T<(X) = T(X)||2) 0(n)|

< \/29 n) + AMs(v;) + 4Ms(11))

+ \/E [(2||T—€<X> = TEQOI? + 8| TE O + 8| T + 4| T(X) = T(X)12) 6(n)]

< \/29 n) + AMs(v;) + 4Ms () + /(20(n) + 8Ma (v;) + SMa(s1) + 46(n)) 0(n).

Applying the bound Ms(p) < 2C%g¢%02d, which applies since u is o subgaussian, and combining
constants not depending on ¢ and d, we obtain:

2n
‘/ — T, T —T¢ du—% AT (Xe) = T9(XR), T5 (Xx) — T(Xi))
k=n+1

do max{f A/O(n) ++/0(n) +6

O

Theorem [£.2] immediately follows from Lemmas [D.1] and [D.2] and the following lemma, which allows
us to apply (expected) bounds between the entries of two matrices to the (expected) distance between
their eigenvectors, which we have extracted from Corollary 2 in [66]:
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Lemma D.3. Let M € R™*™ be a positive-semidefinite matriz with eigenvalue 0 with unique
eigenvector A\, € A™. Suppose that M € R™*™ s a random positive-semidefinite matriz such that

E|[M];; — [M]i;| < Q, for all i,j=1,...,m. (84)
Let X := arg miny c am ATMA. Then:
8m3Q

)

E[|X — \J12] <
[l 7] < -

where ag is the second smallest eigenvector of M.
Proof. We decompose \ as ,@)\* + S\L, where B €Rand \| is orthogonal to A,.
E [IA = AJ3] =B [IA = B2, + B, = 3]
<2E [|A = BAI3] + 2B [11(8 - DAIg] (85)

Observe that A 1 is in the span of the eigenvectors vs, ..., v, of M, which we take to be ordered by their
eigenvalues 0 < as < ... < ;. Furthermore, as A, € A™ is the unique eigenvector with eigenvalue 0
by assumption, 0 < as. Then:

E[I1A - AX13) =E [IA.13]

We bound:

<E [W(M - M)Xq +E [AIMA*}
—E {W(M - M)X@ +E [AI(M - M)A*]

where we used the minimality of A and the fact that AT MM\, = 0. We may rewrite these as the
following sums:

E Z (N[N [M]i; — [M]s;] | +E Z AN ([M]35 — [M]:5)

< 3 B[ - 0] + 3 IJLE [ - (),

i,j=1 1,5=1

<2m? Q, (86)

where we used the triangle inequality, the fact that ;\, Ay € A™ and . This lets us bound by:

4m?

Q2

Q +2E (8 - 23]
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4m? -
<o QT |(B-17),
where we used the fact that ||A,]|2 < 1. Since A = A, + A, with A, A, € A™, we have that:
- 2
E[(B-1°]=E || Y [\
j=1
< mE[|[AL|3]

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and hence E[(1— £)2] < mE[||AL[|3] < % Q by another application
of (B6). We conclude that

4m? dm

3 2
EfIA-n) <o+ o<

O

Proof of Theorem Immediately follows from substituting the bounds from Lemmas [D.I] and
as Q in Lemma [D.3] O

Proof of Corollary [4.3} The proof follows from the following result:
Theorem D.4. (Theorem 4 in [53]) Let Q be a bounded set in R, ¢ > 0, and u,v € P2(Q). Then

Cq,
E [T = Tinoonlliagy) < =2
where Cq . s a constant only depending on |Q] and €.
By Theorem [D-4] we bound
Co,
Hl p—v /,L LD ||L2(M) < n =
Similarly, we may bound
3CQ,E
[” H—p #1%#2HL2(#)] n

Hence we may apply Theorem with 8(n) = % As 1/% + # < \/% for n > 1, we may bound
max {ﬁ, A /% + #} < % The second moments of vy, ..., Uy, 4 are uniformly bounded by |Q[?, and

hence we may collapse the various constants into a single constant OQ)E. O

Proof of Corollary H It is well known that c-strongly log-concave measures are %—subgaussian

for some universal constant L (see e.g., Theorem 5 in [64]). Similarly to Corollary [4.3] the proof follows
from the following result:

Theorem D.5. (Theorem 7 in [64]) Let p be o-subgaussian and let v be c-strongly log concave with
E(v) = 0. Then there exists an estimator L such that:

, Ko,
B (T, — £ ) g | < e,

where K g 5.¢,c s a constant depending on c,o,d and €.

Since p is a critical point of Fy y, it is %—subgaussian by Proposition and hence the constant
factors only depend on ¢, d and e. O
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D.2 Proof of Proposition

To establish Proposition [£.5] we will require the following technical results:
Lemma D.6. (Lemma A.1 in [65]) Let  C RY be bounded, and let ju,v € Po(Q). Then:

1T () = Ti ()| < Mo,

49/
—.

ylls

for all z,y € Q, where Mq =

Proposition D.7. (Proposition 4 in [34] and Corollary 3.3 in [22]) Let Q C R? be bounded, and let
w1, 2, v € Po(Q). Then:
|| vy T;—HLQHLQ(V) < KQ7EOT2(/J’1; /-1/2) (87)

” pi—v T;2—>vHL2(M1) < KQ,eOTQ(Hla ,Uf2) (88)

1/2 Q
where Kq . = 351/‘2 Ly,

From Proposition [D.7] we obtain the following lemma:

Lemma D.8. Suppose Q C R? is bounded. Let Aj, and S, be defined as in Proposition . Then for
any 1 <1i,7 <m:
[A7]ij — [AGij| < Ha,OTa(p, 1)

I[Sg)ij — [S5lis| < Ha,cOTa(p, p)
where Hq . depends on |Q] and e.

Proof. We begin by bounding [[Af];j — [AS]i;] for any 1 <id,j < m:

|[AL]is — [AD)is]
=[Id—T,,,, ., Id=T;,, )r2qy — Id=T,,,, Id=T;_,, )r2(p)l
<[{Id—=T5 ., 1d=T5 ,, )2y — Td=T5,, 1d=T5 ., ) r2()]
+(Id-Tf,,,,Id T;_W])Lz( - {Id-T5,,,,1d - T;_W]>L2(p)|
+(Id-T;,,,,1d="T,_, > 2 —d =Ty, 1d =Ty, ) 2(p)]
=[Id—T, ., T, — Tyo, ) 22w
HId =T, Id=T;,, )2y —Ld=T5,,, Id=T; ., )2y
+|<Tu%w - Tﬂ%w Ad— TP‘H’]‘ >L2(p)‘ (89)
where we applied the triangle inequality. We bound the first term in :
\Td =Ty, Ty, = Tps 2wl < IHd =T, 2ol Tim, = Tos, L2
< QT — Tpon, 2w

< |Q|KQ,€OT2(M7 p))

where we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the diameter bound on 2 and to control
ITy—v, = Tp—u,lL2(u). The third term can be bounded identically.

To bound the second term, we first observe that, by LemmalI%)} T, and T;_,, are Mgq -Lipschitz
vector-valued maps from {2 to the convex hull of Q. As Q is bounded, z — (z le%l, (), 2 =Ty, (2))
is 2|Q|(1 + Mq,¢)-Lipschitz as a function of x € Q. Indeed, let z,y € Q. Then:

(& =T, (@), e =T, (@) = {y = T, (0),y HVJ ()]
<o =T, (), e = T5,,, (2)) = (x = Ti,, (2),y p_wj )]
e =T, @)y =T5,, () = (Y = Tisw, (), y = T5ou, ()] (90)
=e =T, @),z =T, (x) —y+ 15, ()]
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= Th, (0) =y + T, (), T;w]<y>>|
<lle — Tpu,(a s~ T, (@) = 4+ T, (9)]
7 = T (@) =y + T, (y - Ti, W
<190 (e = T (@) =y + T, ) + 2 = T () — 9+ o, W)

H—=V;

91
92

93
94

<I9] (22 = yll + 1T, (2) = T W+ 1T, (8) = Tos, 1)

)
)
)
<2[Q(1 4 Ma.o)[|=z —yl. :

(
(
(
(

In we applied the triangle inequality, in the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, in we used
the bounds ||z — T, (z)|l, [ly — T5_,,, ()| < €, in (93) the triangle inequality and finally in (94)
we applied Lemma [D.6| Since (Id —Tj_,,,,Id —T;_,,} is 2|Q|(1 + Mg c)-Lipschitz, we may apply
Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality for the Wasserstein-1 distance (see e.g., 5.16 in [63]) to produce the

bound:
|[(Id — T Id—T;_n,)Lz(H) —(Id - T;_W 7Icl—T;_Wj>L2(p)|

n—v;

<2|Q|(1 + Mq,)OT: (1, p)
<2|Q|(1 + Mg )OTs(u, p)
where in the last line we applied Jensen’s inequality. Combining the bounds on these three terms, we

may conclude that [[Af];; — [A5]i;] < 2|Q|(Ma,e + Ka. +1)OTa(u, p).
We now treat the Sinkhorn case. For any p € P(2) and 1 <4, j < m, we have:

|[S7]is — [Splisl
:|<TMHM Tﬁﬁv ’TEHM T;iﬁw)L"‘(u) - <Tpﬁ\p T;HV ’T;%p TpHV )r2 L2(p )l
§|<Tu—>u T Ty — M—>VJ>L2 — (T} p=p ™ Daswis Ty — Tu—>V> 2()| (95)
+|<Tp—>p Tsvis Tiomsp = u—>VJ>L2 — (T} p=p ~ Limsvis Tpsp = Tu—>vj> 2| (96)
+|<Tp—>p T, ’T;—m u—>v;>L2(M (13 p—p be—w ’T;—m Tp—w )L2(w)] (97)
+|<Tp—>p Tﬁ—w ’T;—m p—>v;>L2( < T;—w ’T;—m Tp—>vJ>L2(M)| (98)
+|<Tpe—>p - Tp&—wz T;—w >L2(u) < T;—wz Tp&—m Tp—>vj>L2(p)| (99)

We first bound :
|<Te -1 T TI,EL*)VJ‘>L2(,U4) - <Tp6~>p Tﬁau 7Tﬁa;¢ T/j*}l/j>L2(,U4)‘

u—rp v L pu—p
=T} p—p /HP’T;HM TuﬁVj>L2(#)|
<||T}; p—rp pﬁpHLZ(u)H P Tﬁﬁw””(u)
<|ITy p=p p—>pHL2(u)|m
ST = Taspllez + 1 Tis = Too pllz2 ) 1€

<2, |QIOTs (1, p),

where we applied the Cauchy Schwarz mequahty7 the fact that the image of T}, and T}; v, are
contained in €, followed by (87) and . The same bound applies to
A similar argument apphes to

|<TE -1 T, Tﬁ—)uj>L2(u) - <Tp€—)p T;i—n/nT;—m T;—>Vj>L2(u)|

p—p n—v Lp—p
|< p—p u—w 7T;—>u _T;—)VJ>L2(M)|

<|| p—p T;i—>yl HLZ(M) H p—vy T[j—)l/j HLZ(M)
<[Q|Kq,OTs(u, p)
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where we applied (88)) and the fact that ||Ts_, ,(z) — T5_,,, ()[| <[] for all z € Q. The same bound
applies to
Finally, to bound , we observe that z — (Ts_, ,(z) = T;_,,,. (), T5_, ,(x) = T5_,,. (2)) is 4]Q Mg -

p—p 1 p—p p—v;
Lipschitz:

(Tpesp(@) = Ty, (%), Ty () = Tpy, (7)) = (Tpss p(y) — Ty, () T (0) = T, ()
NI (@) = Tpoyy, (%), Ty () = Ty, () — (T (@) = Ty (%), T p(y) — Ty, ()]
Ty p(@) = Ty, (%), T () = Ty, () — (T p(y) — Ty, (9): Ty o (v) — Ty, ()
=Ty p(@) = Ty, (%), Ty, p(2) — Tpy,, (2) — To, ,(y) + T, ()]
+|<T,§%p(w) - Tp!ui (x) =Ty ,(y) + Tffwl W) Ty p(y) = Tpsr, (W)

+ T3

.’17 p—Vj

) - () ) = Tosp(y) @)l
+H ,Hp( 2) = To, (2) = o p (W) + Tos, W T (0) = Tos, (W)

<l (II T p(@) = Tp, () = T ) () + T, W+ 1T () = T, (2) = o, (y) + T, (y )II)

<1 (205 (@) = Ty g+ 1T (@) = T, W)+ 1T, (2) = T, (0)]])
<40/ Mo,z — y].

p~>uL |||| p~>p( ) pAH/J

where we applied Lemma [D.6] in the final line. Thus we may apply Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality
once more to conclude that

TS, =T Tosy = Ty Y2y — Ty = T Ty — T V2|

p—p p—vi) T p—p p—V; p—p p—vid T p—p p—Vj
<4|Q|Mq, OT' (1, p)
<4[Q[Mq 0Ty (1, p).

Combining the bounds on -, we have that:

|[57]i5 — [S5)is] < [QU(6Kq e + 4Mo ) OTs (1, p).
Taking the maximum of these to be Hq , we conclude. O
Proof of Proposition We apply Lemma with M = Af and M = Af (note this is
deterministic) and can take Q Hq OT(u, p) by Lemma- The same holds for S§. O

E Implementation Details

E.1 Synthesis Implementation

Algorithm 4: Wasserstein gradient descent for ¢ (WGD)

1 Input: Initial measure pg € P2(Q2), functional ¢ : P2(Q2) — R, step-size n > 0, iterations k.

2 Tjo:0) := To < Id —nVéd|po] ; // Compute Wasserstein-2 gradient of ¢ at pug;
3 1+ [T (1o) 5 // Transport jg according to Tjpq
4 for0<i<k-—1do

5 Ti < Id —nVdlui] ; // Compute Wasserstein-2 gradient of ¢ at p;
6 Tio:i) < Ti o Tjosi—1] 5 // Update by composing maps
7 Hit1 [7'[0;1']]#(,“0) ) // Transport po according to composed map
8 Output: py.

We detail the implementation of the free support synthesis algorithm used in Section (see
Algorithm || for pseudocode). For the case of FY y, this corresponds to a modified version of Algorithm
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3 in [21], without the density update step. More generally, we may view Algorithm [4] as a forward
Euler discretization of the Wasserstein-2 gradient flow [2] for a functional ¢ : P2(€2) — R with some
fixed step-size 7). It is also implemented for FY ,, for the popular optimal transport package Python
Optimal Transport (POT) [27]. See Theorem 4.1 in [57] for a proof of convergence in the bounded
setting.

We use Algorithm 4| to compute (approximate) critical points of F3.v- In each trial, we construct
v by sampling n = 20000 samples according to v;. We construct po by sampling an empirical measure
(on n = 20000 samples) from Unif([0,1]°). We apply Algorithm I to FY o, with initial measure 1

and V" := {7
by u*.

L1, with stopping criterion [ Id — nVFT . Dn (il 22 () < 10 7. We denote the output

E.2 Sample Complexity Experiment Implementation Details

1-Dimensional Gaussians: We build a random set of reference measures
V:{N(Mlvaf)vN(M%o—g)v N(Mmagm)}

for m > 1 where M, are ii.d. ~ Unif([a;,b;]) and o; 11d ~ Unif([¢j,d;]). We then sample
Ay A2, oo Ay 1i.d. ~ Unif([0,1]), and define \; := X;/ S/, ), for all j. We then compute the exact
mean M and variance S of the true minimizer arg min, e p, r) F 5.y (1), which is known in closed form
via Theorem 2 in [30] (we solve for the variance numerically using scipy.optimize least_squares).
We then run Algorithm I over n samples, with y = N (M, S?) and V, X and € chosen as above to
recover a set of estimated coefficients \". We compute the ¢2 error between A" and \.

In the case of m = 2, we sample M; ~ Unif([0,2]), Ms ~ Unif([3,5]) and 01,02 ~ Unif([2, 4]).
In the case of m = 3, we sample M;, M, 01,09 as before, and sample M3 ~ Unif([—2,0]) and
o3 ~ Unif([2,4]). We found that the ¢?-distance between the coefficients essentially does not decay in
n (top right). This is due to the fact that in one dimension, the matrix Aj, is often singular, which
violates the conditions in Theorem leading to problems with non-unique recovery of coefficients.
Despite this, we empirically show that the expected OT3-error between the barycenters associated
to A and A" rapidly decays as n increases, implying successful recovery of a valid set of barycentric
coordinates even when they are non-unique (see Appendix .

5-Dimensional Gaussians: We work with a fixed, random choice of A\, which we obtain by sampling
Ay A2y oo A 14.d. ~ Unif([0,1]), and define \; := /N\]/Z:r;l Ai. For each trial, we set e = 1,
and generate each Gaussian v; := N(Mj,Aj) as follows. We sample M; ~ Unif([0.2,0.4]5), My ~
Unif([0.4,0.6]°) and M3 ~ Unif([0.6, 0.8]°).

For each j, we generate covariance matrix »; = Rvjv + 0.7 % Id, where v; € R® is generated by
sampling [v;]; ~ Unif([0.2,0.5]) for 1 <i <5 and R is a uniformly random d-dimensional rotation
matrix. We work with a ﬁxed choice of coefficients A across all trials, which we generate by sampling
Ai ~ Unif([0,1]) and setting A\; = X;/ > );. Unlike the 1D case, we no longer have access to the
closed-form solution for the entropic barycenter. We implement a free support synthesis algorithm (see
details in Appendix to compute an approximate fixed point p*. We then sample 2n samples from
p* and resample n samples from {v;}72; and use these as inputs for Algorithm [1} as we let n range
over [10, 20,40, ..., 10240].

5-Dimensional Cubes: We work with a fixed, random choice of A, which we obtain by sam-
pling A1, A, .oy A 14.d. ~ Unif([0,1]), and define Aj o= 5\3/2111 X;. For each trial, we set € = 1,
and generate our reference measures using random translations of Unif([0,2]?). Specifically, we let
v; = Unif([0,2]°+M;]) where My ~ Unif([0.2,0.4]%), My ~ Unif([0.4,0.6]%) and M; ~ Unif([0.6,0.8]%).

We solve the minimization problem miny¢cas )\T/lfﬁ)\ using the cp.Minimize function from the
convex optimization module cvx.py, and denote the output A"
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Slope=-1.2838, Intercept=1.445

l0g10 OT, (", (iM)?

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0
logip Sample #

Figure 2: Average log squared-OT5-loss for three random 1D Gaussian measures with random weights,
€=2.

E.3 Point Cloud Classification Implementation Details

Analysis for the barycenter functional: We compute the barycentric coordinates for the unregu-
larized barycenter functional by computing a set of maps {7} v, }je1, Where T} v, = EG[Y|X = a]
is the conditional expectation of an optimal coupling ¢; € II(u,v;) for all 1 < j < m, which we use

as inputs to define a matrix A9, defined by [A0];; = (Id — T} Id—T9,, )r2(u)- We solve the

H—v; v
corresponding optimization problem minycam )\TAg)\.

Analysis for the doubly-regularized functional: For the doubly regularized problem, we must
assume that p admits a density P,. Then the corresponding matrix is D", defined by [Dy7];; =
(Id—-T;,,, +7ViogP,, Id— 15, +7Viog P,)12(y); see Appendix |G for details. In practice, we
estimate V log P, using the v-method implemented in [69]. Our choice of kernel is the curl-free inverse
multiquadric kernel with bandwidth 5.0, and regularization strength 1075 (see [69] and the associated
implementation for details). We additionally convolved p with isotropic Gaussian noise with standard

deviation 0.05, which empirically improved the performance of our method.

F Recovery with Non-Unique Barycentric Coordinates

We further study the analysis problem for three one-dimensional Gaussians. In Section we showed
that coefficient recovery fails in this setting. We claim this is due to the fact that there are multiple
sets of coefficients giving rise to the same barycenter, i.e., A, is often singular.

Let p* be the barycenter with respect to the original coefficients A and " be the barycenter with
the recovered coefficients A" as n ranges over the same set of values. To estimate E[OT3(p*, i™)],
we estimate the mean and variance of " (denoted m,5) and applying the closed-form formula
for the optimal transport distance between two Gaussians [9], which specializes in this case to
OTZ(u*, i) = (i — m)? + 5% + 62 — 265. We average this quantity over 100 trials to estimate
E[OTZ(u*, i™)]. We plot our results in Figure [2| and see that E[OTZ(u*, i™)] decays faster than n=!.
Hence from the perspective of barycentric coordinates, our method is successful even in the case of
non-unique recovery.

G Derivation of Quadratic Program for Doubly Regularized
Functional

In this section, we derive the form of the quadratic program used for solving the analysis problem for
the (e, 7)-doubly-regularized barycenter functional, DY, := FY \, + 7H(u), under the assumption that
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the measure p being analyzed is a critical point of the doubly-regularized functional. Here, H denotes
the negative differential entropy:

Hp) = { / log (Py(z)) P, (x)dzx, if p1 is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on €2

= Q
400, otherwise

where P, denotes the density of u and Q C R

Let 1 € P2(R?) be absolutely continuous with connected support. For convenience, we will also
assume that p has C*(R%) density P,. Then we compute:

0Dy (1) = 0F5 y(p) + 67H (1)
— Z )\jfﬁ—wj + 7log P,.
j=1
Since y is a critical point, we have that || VdD{7, (N)H%Z(M) = 0, which implies that:
Id—Y NT5,, +7Vieg P, =0
j=1
p-almost everywhere. We may then compute:

VDS T ()72 = 1Td =D N Ty, +7V1og Pull7,
=1

- /(Id =Y NI, +7VIog Py Id =Y NT L, + 7V 1og P,)dp
j=1 k=1

/ > NMId =TS, +7Vieg Py, Id— Ty ,,, +7Vlog P)dp
J,k=1

= Z NADG e = ATDGTA,
j.k=1

where Df,7 is defined by [D;7jx = (Id—Tj_,, +7Vlog P, Id—Tf +7Vlog P.)r2(,). Hence if p

2z H—VE
is a critical point for D7, then solving the analysis problem is equivalent to solving 0 = /\TD;’T)\ for
A € A™. Note that the assumed smoothness of P, and the guaranteed smoothness of the potentials,
together with the connectedness of supp(u) imply the reverse implication as well: |[VODY (1) |22 (u) = 0

implies pu is a critical point.

H Application: Point Cloud Completion

We include a preliminary demonstration of an application of the synthesis and analysis methods to
point cloud completion. We work with the PointCloud-C data set [5I] which consists of point cloud
representations of objects corrupted by various regimes of noise and occlusions. In this demonstration,
we use data from the clean, dropout_global_4 and dropout_local_4 datasets. The clean dataset
consists of point clouds with 1024 points. The dropout_global_4 dataset is obtained by selecting
point clouds from the clean dataset and (uniformly) randomly removing 75% of the data points. The
dropout_local_4 dataset by selecting a random set of points x1, z2, ..., 2, (¢ < 8) and removing the
N; nearest points to each x;, where Zle N; =500 (see [51] for more details). We give some examples
in Figure 3] The object of point cloud completion is to take a partial point cloud and to generate a
new point cloud which as closely as possible matches the original point cloud. Unlike most methods in
the literature, our method does not require explicit training.
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Plane Point Cloud (Clean) Plane Point Cloud (Global Dropout) Plane Point Cloud (Local Dropout)

Figure 3: (Left to right) Point clouds from clean, dropout_global_4 and local_dropout_4.

Out method proceeds as follows. We let po be the uniform measure on a corrupted point cloud. We
then select a set of random clean point clouds vy, ..., v5 from the same class of objects. We solve the
analysis problem for g with Algorithm [I| producing a set of coefficients A € A®. We then use these
coefficients and reference measures to synthesize a new point cloud fig, using Algorithm [4] initialized at
an empirical measure (sampled from a uniform measure on the 3D cube) supported on 1024 points. We
remark that this method is similar to one developed in [66] for image completion, with a key difference
being that their method operates in a fixed-support setting, as opposed to free-support like ours.

In Figure {4 we show results for our completion method using both FY ,, and S5 ,,. We see that in
all cases our methods are able to produce a completed point cloud that roughly match the original.
The reconstructions using Fy ,, appear to be more singular than the original, whereas Si,v appear to
be more diffuse. However some fine details of the original point cloud are not recovered, such as the
second turbine on the left wing.

To give a quantitative comparison, we compute the OT5-distance between the (uniform measures
on the) clean point cloud and the reconstruction. We see that the Sinkhorn reconstruction method
performs slightly better in both cases with respect to this metric.
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Reconstructed Pointcloud with Global Dropout Reconstructed Pointcloud with Global Dropout
(Entropic OT, £ =0.003, OT;-cost=0.0534) (Sinkhorn, € = 0.003, OT3-cost=0.0520)

X 050h,5 —0a
Reconstructed Pointcloud with Local Dropout Reconstructed Pointcloud with Local Dropout
(Entropic OT, € =0.003, OT3-cost=0.0929) (Sinkhorn, € =0.003, OTz-cost=0.0890)

Figure 4: (Top left) Global dropout, FY ,, reconstruction, (top right) global dropout SY ), reconstruction,
(bottom left) local dropout, FY ,, reconstruction, (bottom right) local dropout Sf ,, reconstruction.
OTy-cost denotes the OT, distance between the (uniform measures on the) clean point cloud and the
reconstruction.
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