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ABSTRACT

Optimal transport theory has become a fundamental tool for handling diverse types of data, with
growing applications across various fields. However, the Wasserstein distance presents significant
computational and statistical challenges in high-dimensional settings. To address these issues,
alternative distances such as the sliced Wasserstein distance, which leverages one-dimensional
projections, have been introduced. In this work, we establish a novel central limit theorem for the
p-sliced Wasserstein distance, for p > 1, using the Efron-Stein inequality—a technique that has
proven effective in related problems. This approach yields a central limit theorem centered at the
expected value of the empirical cost, under mild regularity conditions. Notably, unlike the general
Wasserstein distance in arbitrary dimensions, we demonstrate that, under specific assumptions, the
centering constants can be replaced by the population cost, which is essential for statistical inference.
This generalizes and significantly refines existing results for the one-dimensional case. Consequently,
we present the first asymptotically valid inference framework for the sliced Wasserstein distance
applicable to measures that are not necessarily compactly supported, for p > 1. Finally, we address
key practical aspects for inference, including Monte Carlo estimation of the integral and estimation
of the asymptotic variance, ensuring applicability in real-world scenarios.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the rapid growth in both the quantity and variety of data has driven the development of new methods to
tackle emerging challenges. Examples from various fields highlight the need for effective tools to handle distributional
data. Optimal transport has proven to be a powerful approach in many applications, as it adapts to the underlying
geometric structure of the data. Given P, Q) in P(R?), the set of probability measures in R% endowed with the Borel
o-field, and a cost function ¢ : R? x R? — [0, 0o) such that ¢(z, y) represents the cost of moving mass from the initial
point z to the final point y, the optimal transport problem consists in solving

inf c(x,y)dn(z,y) , 1
it [ ain(ay) M

where II( P, Q) represents the set of probability measures with fixed marginals P and Q). A minimizer 7 in (1) is
known as an optimal transport plan or, interchangeably, an optimal transport coupling. Intuitively, 7(x, y) represents
the amount of mass transported from z to y in the optimal solution. If there exists a map T : R? — R? satisfying
m = (I4, T)#P, where I; is the identity map and # denotes the push-forward operator, then T is called an optimal
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transport map. In the particular case where the cost function is given by ¢(x, y) = ||z — y||?, with p > 1, the solution to
the optimal transport problem allows the definition of a family of distances by taking the p-th root of the infimum. The
resulting distance is known as the p-Wasserstein distance, and it is given by

1/p
— 3 _ p
wir.Q) =t ([ e-ulraren) @
Despite its intuitive definition and excellent properties, the Wasserstein distance presents a number of challenges
for large-scale problems. The first challenge is the computational complexity. Let P,, and @Q,,, denote the empirical
measures built from n and m independent and identically distributed observations from P and @, respectively. If
n = m, computing the Wasserstein distance between one-dimensional measures entails a cost that scales at a rate of
nlog(n). This follows from the unique characterization of the Wasserstein distance in terms of quantile functions F'~!
and G~! of P and @, respectively, given by

wye@) = ([ 10 - G—1<t>|pdt)1/p | @)

Thus, the optimal transport plan between one-dimensional measures is completely characterized by an increasing
rearrangement of the measure. However, such a simple characterization of the solution is not available in higher
dimensions, and computing the distance requires solving a linear problem, whose complexity scales as n>. This hinders
the use of optimal transport in machine learning applications, which are of paramount importance nowadays due to
their overwhelming reliance on vast quantities of data.

The second fundamental challenge arises from the significant degradation of the statistical performance of Wasserstein-
based statistical analysis in high-dimensional settings. Understanding the convergence rates of empirical estimates of the
distance to the theoretical values is a fundamental task. Under suitable moment assumptions, [FG15, WB19] proved that
if P =Q and d > 2p, then E(WF (P, Q»)) converges to 0 at the rate n~2/?, Similarly, if P # @Q and d > 5, assuming
that both measures are absolutely continuous and sub-Weibull, [MNW24] showed that E(W} (P, Q) — WH(P,Q))

converges at the rate n~ ™"(2:2)/¢_demonstrating that the Wasserstein distance suffers from the curse of dimensionality.

This undesirable asymptotic behavior hinders the statement of central limit theorems for the Wasserstein distance in
arbitrary dimension, both for P = @ and P # @, provided that P and @) are sufficiently regular. The first result in
arbitrary dimension was established in [dBL19], where a central limit theorem for the empirical Wasserstein distance
centered at its expected value was given, under mild assumptions, for p = 2. This was later extended in [dBGSL24] to
a broader class of cost functions, including c(z,y) = ||z — y||” for p > 1, yielding the central limit theorem

VI (WE(P, Q) — E(WE(P., Q) ) ~ N(0,0%,) @

where the Gaussian limit is non-degenerate only if P # (). The convergence in (4) has limited applicability for
inferential purposes, since the centering constant is not Wg(P, @), as one would desire. Moreover, this convergence,
along with the previous expectation bounds, ensures that a central limit theorem centered at the population value
WP (P, Q) cannot be established in arbitrary dimension if P and @ are sufficiently regular. Therefore, distributional
limits are primarily available either in the discrete setting, where they can be derived for both P = @ and P # @
(see [SM17, TSM19]), or in the one-dimensional setting. In this case, initial work focused on the case P = @) (see
[dBGM99] for p = 1, [dBGUO5] for p = 2), whereas for P # @, [dBGL19] provided sufficient assumptions to ensure
that the bias induced by replacing the expected value by W (P, Q) in (4) vanishes as n — oo, for p > 2. Some authors
have also explored alternative assumptions. For example, for P # (), [HKMS24] establishes a central limit theorem for
compactly supported measures in dimension d < 3.

To address these issues, various alternative distance metrics have been proposed, aiming to retain the favorable
properties of the Wasserstein distance while mitigating its computational and statistical challenges. Notably, entropically
regularized optimal transport, introduced by [Cut13], adds a convex regularization term to the original problem, resulting
in improved computational and statistical properties ((dBSLNW23, MNW19]). Numerous approaches have also been
developed to leverage the unique aspects of the one-dimensional setting. In this work, we focus in one of the most
prominent proposals, the sliced Wasserstein distance ((BRPP15]), which is defined as an average over one-dimensional
projections

1/p
sw,(n.@) = ([ Wit ®

where Pry(z) = (0, ) and P’ = Pry #P, Q’ = Pry #Q are the projected distributions. This distance retains key
properties of the Wasserstein distance while mitigating the curse of dimensionality, as demonstrated in prior work. We
now review related contributions in this direction.
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Related work

The statistical analysis of the sliced Wasserstein distance has evolved alongside other projection-based distances. In
particular, the max-sliced distance replaces the integral in (5) by the maximum taken over all directions in S*~!. The
first important results for these projection-based distances were developed specifically for each problem. [NWR22]
derived expectation bounds with rates independent of the dimension for the max-sliced version (and a subspace
generalization). [MBW22] adapts the previous bounds to the sliced setting, extending their validity to a trimmed version
of (5), and demonstrating the first distributional limit for the sliced Wasserstein distance and its trimmed version, for
p > 1land P # () (in the sense that the asymptotic distribution vanishes if P = (), as in (4)). Denoting by Fy ,,
and Fj the cumulative distribution function of the projected distributions along the direction of 6, their asymptotic
result is based on the weak convergence of the empirical process G,,(0,z) = /n(Fp(z) — Fp(x)), along with
Hadamard differentiability and the functional delta method. The work primarily focuses on the trimmed version and the
assumptions are rather strong for the untrimmed setting, involving

1
SJ(P) = - , 6
(P) = cssup = @) = ©

where fp denotes the density associated with Fyp. An important step in the derivation of distributional limits for
projection-based distances was the unifying approach presented in [XNW22]. Using ideas similar to those in [MBW22],
and inspired by the duality-based apg)roach in [HMWM24], [XNW22] investigates the weak convergence of the sliced
process G, (0) = \/ﬁ(SWZ(Pg, QY) — SW;;(P(’, Q")), under the assumptions of compactly supported probability
measures such that the support of the projected probabilities is an interval. Weak convergence for various projection-
based distance notions, including the sliced Wasserstein distance, follows directly from Hadamard differentiability and
the functional delta method. Their main results primarily address the case p > 1, P # @, although some insights are
also provided for p = 1.

Independently, [GKRS24] derived similar results using techniques more closely related to optimal transport. In
particular, they leverage the dual formulation of the one-dimensional Wasserstein distance with p = 1, expressed as a
supremum over Lipschitz functions, to establish the weak convergence of the empirical process indexed by functions
¢ o Pry, where ¢ is 1-Lipschitz and § € S?~!. For p > 1 and P # @, distributional limits are obtained using the
extended functional delta method, under the assumption that the probability measures are compactly supported with
convex support. Additionally, for p = 1, distributional limits under mild assumptions are derived for both P = Q) and
P = Q. The assumptions in the latter case were further refined by [XH22].

Recently, [HMWM?24] provided a refined version of the results in [XNW22] and [GKRS24], again for compactly
supported probabilities but with slightly weaker assumptions on the supports, using similar arguments to those in
[XNW22]. In a different vein, employing slightly different proof techniques, this work also explores, with great
generality, distributional limits for empirical transport problems where the cost function is also estimated from the data.

Contributions

The aim of this work is to establish a new central limit theorem for the empirical sliced Wasserstein distance, based
on the use of the Efron-Stein inequality, for p > 1. This technique was initially developed in [dBL19]. The results
presented in this article were later enhanced, leading to less restrictive assumptions: first for the one-dimensional
setting in [dBGL19], and subsequently for general costs in arbitrary dimensions in [dBGSL24]. The same ideas allowed
[MNW19] and [dBSLNW23] to state a similar theory for the entropy-regularized Wasserstein distance. Consequently,
a natural question is whether we can extend these ideas to the sliced Wasserstein distance. Section 3 is devoted to
answer this question. Theorem 3.3 establishes that, under relatively mild assumptions,

Vi (SWE(P,, Q) ~ BSWE(P,, Q) ~ N0, vh) ™

where 1)123_@ < o0 is a constant that vanishes if P = (). As a by-product of our analysis, we provide a detailed study of
convergence and integrability properties of a particular suitable choice of the optimal potentials of the dual problem
across the values of # € S?~!, presented in Section 2, which might be of independent interest. The main contribution of
Theorem 3.3 is that it enables the decomposition of the original problem into two distinct components: the analysis of
the central limit theorem centered at the expected empirical distance, addressed by (7), and the investigation of the bias

Vi (B(SWE(P,, Q) — SWE(P,Q)) ®

Section 4 is devoted to a detailed study of this subject. Theorem 4.1 provides sufficient conditions to ensure (8) for
general p > 1, significantly improving upon existing one-dimensional results in [dBGL19]. Combining these results
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with Theorem 3.3, we derive a central limit theorem for the sliced Wasserstein distance, centered at the population
value, as in [MBW22, XNW22, GKRS24, HMWM24]. A notable contribution of our work is that, for the first time,
this asymptotic result applies to measures that are not necessarily compactly supported.

Once we have sufficient assumptions to guarantee our central limit theorem centered at the population value, two
important considerations arise when performing inference in real-data scenarios. First, the integral in the definition of
SW}(Py, Q) is not computationally tractable and is typically approximated by an average over k random directions.
Section 5 addresses this computational challenge, and Theorem 5.1 establishes a central limit theorem for this
approximation, providing a flexible Gaussian limit that adapts to the projection regime (7 = lim ,H_Ln € [0, 1]). To our
knowledge, the existing results in the literature offer only probability bounds on the approximation error [XH22]. Thus,
Theorem 5.1 is the first central limit theorem that adaptively accounts for the variability induced by the Monte Carlo
approximation of the integral. The second challenge is the consistent estimation of the asymptotic variance, which
is addressed in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 presents a brief simulation experiment to highlight the role of the 7 in
statistical inference. Details on the proofs and auxiliary results are provided in the appendix.

Notation

Throughout this work, (-, -) and || - || denote the usual inner product and the Euclidean norm of R?. Generally, we will
denote vectors in R? by z, y, while reserving the notation s, ¢ for points in R. S%~1 denotes the unit sphere, i.e., the set
of vectors § € R? with ||0]| = 1. We denote by P(R?) the set of probability measures in R%, and by P, (R?) the subset
of probabilities with a finite p-th moment. Given P € R? € P(R?), supp(P) denotes the smallest closed subset of R?
verifying P(supp(P)) = 1. We say that P has negligible boundary if

€a(supp(P) \ int(supp(P)))=0,

where /4 denotes the Lebesgue measure in R?. For each § € S, PY = Pry # P is the projected distribution onto the
direction of @, where # is the push-forward operator and Pry(z) = (f,z). The distribution function of P? will be
denoted by Fp, and the density, if it exists, by fy. X1, ..., X, will be i.i.d. (independent and identically distributed)
random variables drawn from P, and Y7, ...,Y,, i.i.d. random variables from (), assumed to be independent of the
X;’s. The uniform distribution in S¥~! will be denoted by &, and ©1, . .., ©;, will represent i.i.d. random variables
drawn from o, which will be assumed to be independent of the X;’s and Y;’s. The probability measure induced
by a random variable Z will be denoted by £(Z). The symbols — p and ~~ will be used to denote convergence in
probability and weak convergence, respectively. Finally, we assume that all the random variables considered are defined
in a common probability space (2, F,P).

2 Sliced optimal transport maps and potentials

This section explains the duality theory that underlies the derivation of our main results. In the first part, we introduce
the dual problem and review existing results for optimal transport maps and potentials. The second part focuses on
adapting this theory to the sliced setting by considering a particular, carefully chosen set of optimal potentials across
the values of € S~ 1.

2.1 Preliminaries

Despite the validity of the duality theory presented here for general cost functions, in this work, our attention will be
restricted to the cost ¢, (x,y) = hy(x —y) = ||z — y||” for p > 1. To simplify the notation, we usually denote the cost
by ¢ = ¢,. With this convention, given P, Q) € Pp(Rd), the dual formulation of the p-Wasserstein distance guarantees
that

WiPQ = sw [ o@dr@) + [ 6 w)dQw) . ©)

peL(P) JRd Rd

where ¢¢ is the c-conjugate of ¢, defined as ¢°(y) = inf ,cga ||z — y||P — ¢(x)). Therefore, the theory of c-concavity
plays a fundamental role, for which a thorough exposition can be found in [GM96] and [Vil03]. In particular, we say
that ¢ : R? — [—o00, 00) is c-concave if there exists ¥ : RY — [—o00, 00) such that ¢ = 1)¢. Obviously, ¢¢ is c-concave,
and it is easy to see that p°° > ¢, where the inequality is an equality if and only if ¢ is c-concave. This implies that we
can restrict the supremum in (9) to the subset of c-concave functions. Given a c-concave function ¢ : R? — [—o00, c0),
the c-superdifferential of ¢ is defined as

0°6 = {(z.9) € RIx RY: f(2) < f(2) + (|2 = ylI” — o — ylI?) ¥ 2 € R} . (10)

4
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For any = € R?, we denote by 0°¢() the set of points y such that (x,y) € 9°¢. If 9°¢(z) consists of a single point,
we denote Vo (x) = 9°¢(z). It is easy to see that if ¢ is c-concave, ¢(z) + ¢°(y) < c(z,y), and the inequality is an
equality if and only if y € 9°¢(x).

Theorems 2.3 and 2.7 in [GM96] ensure that 7 € II(P, Q) is an optimal transport plan if and only if supp(7) C 9°¢p(x)
for some c-concave function ¢, and in this case, ¢ is an optimal transport potential. Similarly, it is easy to see that
given any c-concave optimal transport potential, there exists an optimal plan 7 verifying supp(7) C 9°¢(x). Moreover,
if P is absolutely continuous, Proposition 3.4 in [GM96] guarantees that ¢ is differentiable at almost every point of
dom(¢), and Theorem 1.2 in [GM96] ensures that V°¢ is the P-a.s. unique optimal transport map. In addition, if P
has negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) is connected, Corollary 2.7 in [dBGSL24] ensures the uniqueness, up to
constants, of the optimal potentials, and Theorem 3.4 in [dBGSL24] establishes uniform convergence of empirical
potentials, up to constants, in the compact sets of int(supp(P)).

2.2 Adaptation to the sliced setting

Let P, Q € P,(R?) be such that P has negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) is connected, and let P, be the empirical
distribution associated with P. Then, for every 6 € Sd-1, PG, Q9 Py (R), and according to Lemma A.1, P? has
negligible boundary and int(supp(P?)) is connected. Therefore, in the set of P-probability one verifying P, ~» P,
Theorem 3.4 in [dBGSL24] applies for every § € S¢~!. If we denote by ¢’ and ¢! any c-concave optimal transport
potential from P? to QY, and from P? to Q, respectively, there exist constants a € R such that

0 0 0
¢n_a’n_>¢

in the sense of uniform convergence in the compact sets of int(supp(P?)). However, to exploit duality within the sliced
framework, we need a suitable choice of constants to obtain regularity properties across the values of § € S~ 1.

Inspired by [GKRS24], if we are only interested in the limit potentials ¢, we can proceed as follows. By the
comments after Lemma A.2, given any c-concave optimal transport potential ¢ from P? to @Y, and any reference
point zg € int(supp(P)), it follows that ¢? ({0, 7)) € R. Thus, we can define

b =9 —¢?((0,20)) . (11)

By Corollary 2.7 in [dBGSL24], ¢§O is unique, in the sense that if (;320 is any other c-concave optimal transport potential
from P to Q7 verifying ¢ ({0, o)) = 0, then ¢{_(s) = ¢! (s) for every s € int(supp(P)). Moreover, Lemma B.2
in [GKRS24] proves continuity of the map 6 — ¢%_((6, z)).

However, this definition cannot be extended to empirical potentials ¢ . If supp(Q?) is not lower bounded (resp. upper
bounded), and
(0,20) < min (0, X;) (resp. (6, z) > max (0, X))

i=1,...,n =1,....,n

then every c-concave optimal potential ¢? verifies ¢? ({6, 2¢)) = —oc. To check this, consider an optimal transport plan
79 verifying supp(7?) C 9°¢?. If Q? is not lower bounded, by optimality of 7%, there exists {1, }°; such that y,, —
—oo and (min;—1__ (0, X;),yn) € supp(m %) C 0°¢,,. By definition of 80(;5”, for every z < min;—1 (0, X;),

on2) < on( apin 0.0)) + (|2~ al” = | min (6.X5) —ya|") #7 —o0

Given any x9 € int(supp(P)), if n is large enough (n depends on {X,}52,), we can ensure zy €
[min;—1 (0, X;), max;—1 (0, X;)]. Thus, ¢? 20, = = ¢ — ¢% ({0, z0)) is well defined for n large enough. Elabo-
rating on these ideas, one could prove convergence gbn 2o A ,- Nevertheless, this approach is not valid to provide
integrability guarantees, which are crucial in our analysis.

Throughout this work, we propose an intuitive solution for this problem. Since X is the only point such that its
projection belongs to [min;—1 (¢, X;), max;=1 (¢, X;)] for every 6 € S9! and n € N, we propose to consider
X1 as areference point. This choice is justified by the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1. Letp > 1, ¢ = ¢, and P,Q € P,(RY) such that P has negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) is
connected. For each § € S4=1, let ¢%, ¢?, Z,m be any c-concave optimal transport potentials between P? and Q°,
P? and Q°, P? and Q°,, respectively. Then, the following properties hold up to a set of P-probability zero.
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o Limit:
1. Foreveryf € S¢1,
0%, = ¢’ — ¢°((6, X1)) (12)

is well defined, and it is a c-concave optimal potential from P? to Q° verifying ¢§(1 ((8,X1)) = 0.
Moreover, it is unique in int(supp(P)).

2. The map 0 — &% ({0, )) is continuous for every x: € int(supp(P)).
e One-sample:
3. Forevery§ € S 1,
nx, = O — 90((0,X1)) (13)
is well defined, and it is a c-concave optimal potential from P? to Q% verifying ¢? x,((0,X1)) =0.
4. Foreveryf € S, X — ¢4 X, in the sense of uniform convergence in the compacts of int(supp(P?)).
5. Forevery 0 € S and for each compact K C int(supp(P?)) N dom(V(;SXl),

sup sup [t — V(;Sg(l (s)]—0
seK tnea(ﬁiyxl (S)

6. Given x € int(supp(P)), there exist ng € N and M, < oo such that |¢? x, ((0,2))] < M, for every
n > ngand 6 € S41.
e Two-sample:

7. Let m = m(n) — oo as n — oc. For every § € S~ 1,
X, = Snan — Drm (0, X1)) (14)

is well defined, and it is a c-concave optimal potential from P? to Q% verifying (bn m.x, (0, X1)) = 0.

Moreover; assertions 4, 5 and 6 are also verified by an "X

Given any family of optimal transport potentials {¢”}gcsa-1, and any probability measure p € P(R<), denote

16 sy = [ 160D "o x 6.2).

Our next result establishes expectation bounds on the L%(c X p)-norm of the c-concave random potentials
(j)g(l ” Xl,qbn m,x, given by (12), (13) and (14), when yp = P or p = P,, and similarly for their c-conjugates.
By Proposition 2.1, %, (bn x, and qbn m.x, are well defined up to a set of P-probability zero, which can be ignored,
since it does not play any role in the expected values.

Proposition 2.2. Let ¢ > 1. Under the same assumptions as in Proposition 2.1, if P, Q) have finite moments of order pq,

then
E(16% 1510y ) V E(106%) W huonqy) < o0 (15)
0D E (165, x, [40r)) V500 E(1 (6% x,) o) < 00 (16)
sup E(n%xlum o) V5D B0 mx) o) < o0 an

As an immediate consequence of (15), since £(X;) = P, we deduce that if we define the map g(z) = ||¢? ||(£q(axp) or
g(x) = ||(¢%)° HLq (oxq) then J 9(z)dP(x) < co, which allows us to conclude the following result.

Corollary 2.3. Under the same assumptions as in Proposition 2.2, for almost every xg € int(supp(P)),

18201 Taoxpy ¥V 1(20) T 0o xq) < 0 (18)
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3 Central limit theorem with centering constant

The aim of this section is to outline the steps leading to Theorem 3.3, which establishes a central limit theorem with
a centering constant. The proof hinges on two key results, Propositions 3.1 and 3.2, both relying on the Efron-Stein
inequality. The first result leverages the primal representation of the optimal transport problem, while the second is
based on its dual formulation, as discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, respectively. Finally, Section 3.3 presents the main
result, Theorem 3.3, which follows from Proposition 3.2 using elementary probabilistic arguments.

3.1 Efron-Stein and primal representation

Let Z, = f(X1,...,X,), where X1,..., X, are independent random variables. Given an independent copy
(X1,..., X)) of (X1,...,X,), denote by Z, = f(X1,...,X],...,X,), foreachi = 1,...,n. The Efron-Stein
inequality ensures that

1 G i . (2
Var(Z 52_: (Zn — Z2) ;:E(Z ~7Zi)
In particular, if X;,..., X, arei.i.d. and f is a symmetric function of X1, ..., X,,, then all the values E (Zn — Z;)i
are equal and the bound simplifies to
)
Var(Z,) < nE(Z, - Z,), (19)
where Z!, = f (X1, X2, ..., X,). Our first result is based on the application of Efron-Stein to the symmetric variable

Zn = SWH(P,,Q), where P, = LS  0x,. Thus, we have to compare Z, with Z/, = SWi(Py,,Q), where
P, = L(0x; + >_i_,6x,). Proposition 3.1 relies on the primary definition of the Wasserstein distance (2) as a
minimum between all possible couplings. In particular, for each § € S?, from the optimal coupling 7/? between P’?
and Q?, we can build a coupling between P? and Q?, which will be close to the optimal, allowing suitable bounds for
the difference Z,, — Z/ . The aforementioned line of reasoning was first presented in Proposition 3.1 in [dBL19], and
later generalized to general costs in Lemma 4.1 in [dBGSL24]. Yet, our proof is distinct as it relies on optimal plans
rather than optimal maps, offering a simpler method to eliminate smoothness assumptions in (), without relying on the
approximation argument of Corollary 4.3 in [dBGSL24].

Proposition 3.1 (Variance bound). Letp > 1 and P,Q € ng(Rd). Given independent random variables X1, X
with probability law P and Y with probability law Q, define the constant

1 p=1
Ky(P,Q) = (|| X - X'|) "E(|| X — ¥|*)
Similarly, define the constant K, (Q), P) . Then,

(a) Var(SWE(P,, Q) < X9

(b) Var(SWE(Py, Q) < XetPQ | Ko@),

m

3.2 Efron-Stein and dual representation

In this section, we exploit the dual representation of the Wasserstein distance (9) to obtain an enhanced variance bound.
For each € S4~1 n € N, let ¢? be any c-concave optimal transport potential from Pff to Q7. To ensure integrability
properties of the limit potentials ¢? from P? to QY, we cannot consider any choice across the values of § € S?~!
In particular, we assume that there exists zo € int(supp(P)) such that ¢/ = ¢¢ , defined as in (11). Under suitable

regularity assumptions, if we define ng X gbn X, as in (12) and (13),
WP Q") = [ dhx, (AP + [ (6l 0Q" )
WHPQ") = [ 6 (APl + [ (o, (00" )

which allows us to bound the difference W2 (P2, Q%) — WE(P)?, Q°) by

/ﬁ%@w%4%@:/mmm 6%, (5))d(P? — P°)( /@1 — P)(s)
R R
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=/R< 0 (3) — 6%, (5)d(P? — P)( /¢ ~P%)(s), o)

where the last equality follows from the definition of ¢§(1' Applying this bound uniformly over S¢~!, we can control
the difference Z,, — Z/,. Proposition 3.2 refines Proposition 3.1 by applying the Efron-Stein inequality to a modified
version R,, of Z,,, obtained by subtracting the integral over S?~! of the last term in (20). The proof follows the same
approach as Theorem 3.2 in [dBL19] and Theorem 4.6 in [dBGSL24]. The adaptation to the sliced setting is based on
the special treatment of optimal potentials described in Section 2.2.

Theorem 3.2. Letp > 1 and ¢ = c,. Assume that P,Q € Pap(14~) (R%), for some v > 0, and that P is absolutely

continuous with negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) connected. Let zo € int(supp(P)) verify (18), and ¢? be
defined as in (11).

(a) If we define
R=swyrn@ - [ ([ e, 0.oan) aso

then, as n — oo, nVar(R,,) — 0.

(b) Let m = m(n) — oo as n — oo. If Q is also absolutely continuous with negligible boundary, int(supp(Q))
is connected, and we define

R =SWy(E Q) = [ ([, 0.0aru(o) ) asto

- [ (L) ao).

nm
then, as n — oo, 725 Var(Ry, m) — 0.

3.3 Central limit theorem

Hereafter §1ven any c-concave optimal transport potential ¢ and x € R?, denote, with a slight abuse of notation,
). Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, applying Chebyshev’s inequality, /n(R,—E(R,)) —p
0 The sequence can be decomposed as

Vi(Ry ~ B(Ry)) = Vi (SWE(P,, Q) ~ E(SWE(P., Q) ) -

ﬁ( /S s o ¢20(z)dPn(x)da(0)*IE( /S . Rdago(x)dpn(g;)dgw))>

Rewriting the second term,

1 n
NG (n ; /Sd_l ¢% (X;)do(0) — E( " P2 (X)da(ﬁ))> ~ N(0,v5q)

where the convergence follows from the central limit theorem, since the variables have finite second order moment by
(18), and the variance is given by

dai=var ([ o,0000) - [ Covp (6,61, )do (6)do(n) .
Sd—l Sd—l Sd—l

Covp(¢? ,» @1, ) does not depend on the particular choice of the constant. Under the assumptions of Theorern 3 2,
given any c-concave optimal transport potential ¢? from PY to QY, there exists a’ € R such that ¢¢ = .t a? in
int(supp(P?)), which implies Covp(¢?, ") = Covp(¢? , ¢1 ). With a similar reasoning for the two sample setting,
we conclude:
Theorem 3.3. Letp > 1,7 > 0 and P,Q € Pop(14-) (R?) be such that P is absolutely continuous with negligible
boundary, and int(supp(P)) is connected. For each 0 € S1, let ¢° be any c-concave optimal transport potential
from P? to Q°. Then,
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(a) Denoting vy o = fsa—s Jga- Covp(¢?, ¢")do(0)do(n),

VI (SWE(P, Q) — E(SW(P., Q) ) = N(0,vh,0)

(b) Let m = m(n) — o0 as n — oo be such that . — X € [0,1]. If Q is also absolutely continuous with

negligible boundary, and int(supp(Q)) is connected, then

\/ﬁ(swg(Pn, Qm) — E(SWE(P,, Qm))) s N(0, (1= Ak + M2 p)

Moreover, in both cases, convergence in stronger W sense is also verified.

4 Removing the centering constant

The aim of this section is to provide sufficient assumptions to ensure

0< \/E(E(Swg(Pn,Q)) —SWI(P, Q)) 0. 1)

The non-negativity follows from the exact same arguments as in [dBGL19]. Our result relies on the finiteness of the
functional SJ, (P), which was defined in [MBW22] as a generalization of J,,, originally proposed by [BL19]. Given
a > 1and P € P,(RY) such that for every 6 € S, P? has density fj, it is defined as

a/2
SJQ(P):/S%IJQ(P‘)) da(@)_/Sdl(/Ol %dt)da(o). 22)

From the definition, it is easy to see that if 1 < o/ < v and SJ,(P) < o0, then SJ,/(P) < oc.

Theorem 4.1. Assume p > 1 and let P,Q € P,(R?) be such that for every 0 € S*=, PY has distribution function Fy
and density fq verifying that fo(F, ' (t)) is positive and continuous in (0, 1), and monotone for t sufficiently close to 0
and 1. If there exist a, B > 1 with é + % = landy > 0 such that S.J,(14)(P) < 00 and the following additional
moment assumptions are satisfied

(i) if 1 < p <2, P,Q have finite 3(1 + ~v) moment,
(ii) if p = 2, Q has finite 3(1 + v) moment,
(iii) if p > 2 P, Q have finite (p — 1)5(1 + ~) moment,

then, as n — oo (21) holds. Similarly, if m = m(n) — oo as n — oo and there exist &', 3’ > 1 such that all the
previous assumptions are also verified exchanging the roles of P and @), then, as n — oo,

nm

L (E(SWH(Pa: Q) = SWH(P.Q)) 0. (23)

As a straightforward consequence of Theorems 3.3 and 4.1, we can derive a central limit theorem centered at the
population value SW (P, Q).

Corollary 4.2. Letp > 1, and P, Q € R%. If the assumptions of Theorems 3.3 and 4.1 for the one-sample setting are
verified, then

Vi (SWE(P., Q) = SWE(P.Q) ) ~ N(0,vh) - 24)
Moreover, if the assumptions of the two-sample setting are also verified, then
VA(SWE(Pay Q) = SWE(P, Q) ~ N (0, (1 = \jvhg + At} p) ©25)

Remark 1. Although Theorems 3.3 and 4.1 require different assumptions, some parts can be related. In particular, if the
assumptions of Theorem 3.3 hold, P is absolutely continuous with negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) is connected.
Then, if we further assume that the density of P is continuous and positive in int(supp(P)), it follows that fo(F, ' ())
is positive and continuous in (0, 1) for every § € S4~1.
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Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.2 enhance the existing results in the literature. Specifically, Proposition 2.3 in [dBGL19]
addresses the same problem in the case d = 1. Given P, Q) € P(R), the assumptions required in [dBGL19] involve
twice differentiability of the distribution function F' of P,

s t@ =) |f (F)|
t€(0,1) f2(F~L(t))

moment assumptions and some additional technical conditions, which are slightly weaker than J,(P) < co. Moreover,
Proposition 2.3 in [dBGL19] is valid only for p > 2. First, note that our approach is valid for every p > 1. In addition,
we do not require the existence of second derivatives, nor (26). Instead, we impose monotonicity of f in the tails.
Finally, Theorem 4.1 assumes that there exists « > 1 such that J,(P) < oo, and that P, ) have finite moments of
an order that increases as « decreases towards one. Again, this is weaker than J,(P) < oco. For example, if P and
(@ are Gaussian, we know that J,,(P) < oo if and only if o < 2, and both P, ) have finite moments of every order.
In fact, if P is Gaussian, it is easy to see that J,(P) = J,(N(0, 1)). Therefore, Theorem 4.1 ensures (21) for every
p > 1 and every pair of one-dimensional Gaussian distributions P and (), which was only proven in [dBGL19] for p > 2.

< oo, (26)

The same conclusion extends to multivariate Gaussian distributions, which emphasizes the novelty of our results, since
it is the first central limit theorem for SW7, p > 1, which applies to measures without compact support. Furthermore,
in [MBW22], the authors conjectured that a central limit theorem of the form (24) would hold under the assumption
SJp(P) < oco. In contrast, Corollary 4.2 shows that even SJ,(P) < oo is unnecessary. It suffices to assume
SJu(P) < oo for some « > 1, provided that P and () have sufficiently many finite moments.

5 Slicing with a finite number of directions

Theorem 4.1 establishes a central limit theorem centered at the population value SW7 (P, Q). However, to carry out

inference on this quantity, we must evaluate the integral over S~ in the definition of SWg(Pn, Q). In practice, this
integral is typically approximated using the Monte Carlo estimator based on an independent sample ©1, . .., O drawn
from o, given by

SWE  (Pn. Q) : kZW” (PP, Q%) . 27)

Thus, an additional source of variation is introduced into the problem, which is controlled by the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Letp > 1, and P,Q € P2,(R?). Foreach k € N, let 1, ..., 0y, be i.i.d. samples drawn from o. If
k =k(n),m =m(n) — oo asn — oo, then

Suk = VE(SW, (P Q) = SWA(P.Q)) = N(0,uwhg),
Sumk = VE(SWE (P, Qu) = SWE(P, Q) ~ N(0,whg) (28)
where w2 5 = [u_1 W2P(P,Q)do(0) — SW?P(P, Q). In fact, convergence in the stronger Wy sense is also verified.
PQ S p P

Combining Theorems 3.3 and 4.1, and Proposition 5.1, we obtain:
Corollary 5.2. If P,Q € P2, (RY) verify all the assumptions of the one-sample setting in Theorems 3.3 and 4.1, and
k =k(n) — oo asn — oo, such that k/(k +n) — 7 € [0,1], then

kn
" (swg;,k(Pm Q) — SWI(P, Q)) - N(o, (1—T)who + TU;Q) .

Moreover, if the assumptions of the two sample-setting are also verified and k = k(n) — oo as n — oo such that
k/(k+ — 7 €10,1], then

n+m)

nm

k
T (SWZJC(PH, Qum) — SWE(P, Q)) - N(O, (1 =g +7((1— Nodo + Avéﬁp)) . (29

n+m

6 Variance estimation

The purpose of this section is to provide consistent estimators of the asymptotic variances w%Q, UIQ:,’Q and 1)327 p. The
simplest problem is the estimation of wQP_Q. In this case, given ©1, ..., O i.i.d. from o, a natural estimator in the one

10
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sample setting is given by
PmQ' kZW% PO vQ@i) Sw2p (PﬂaQ)'

In the two sample setting, we can define 12 P,.Q,, replacing Q by Q.

Proposition 6.1. Under the assumptions of Proposition 5.1,

- 2 ~2 2
Wp,,@q 7» WP WpP,Q. 7r WPQ-
The estimation of v o (or vé p) 1s more complex. Our approach is based on the approximation of the exact formula

given in Theorem 3.3. Given a sample X1, ..., X,, of i.i.d. random variables drawn from P, we can replace P and ¢’
by their empirical counterparts. However, we also need to approximate the integral, considering a finite number of
slicing directions ©1, . .., © drawn from o. Then, our estimator is defined as

0%, Q" k:2 Z Covp, ( 97) (30)

3,j=1

where ¢ denotes any c-concave optimal transport potential from P/ to Q°. Note that the definition depends on the
particular choice of ¢,,, which might not be unique (not even up to constants). Proposition 6.2 shows that for any choice
of ¢Z, the estimator (30) is a consistent estimator of vl% o- However, (30) does not depend on the particular choice of

the constant. If we replace ¢Z by ¢fl’ X0 defined as in (13), the value of (30) remains unchanged, which will be useful
for the proof. The same principles extend to the two-sample setting. Given any c-concave optimal transport potential
0 . from P to QY , we can define

k
0P, @ 72 Z Covp, ($rrims Prim) » 31)

4,j=1
as an estimator of v3, , and symmetrically 03, p as an estimator of v3) p.
Proposition 6.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 for the one-sample setting, if @12% o is defined as in (30), then
-2 P2
UP,Q 7" UPQ -
Moreover, if the assumptions of the two-sample setting are also verified,

~ P ~ P
Vb~ Vg and 0% p. VG p -
7 Simulations

This section demonstrates the applicability of our method for statistical inference and examines the role of 7 =
limk/(k + ;%5) € [0, 1]. We focus only on the two-sample setting because of its prominent importance in statistical
applications. If the assumptions of the previous sections are verified, then

k k n n
= (1- " )i} — (- 2 ——,.p,)
( k+ nrf:n an-,Qm 4+ nm ( n_,'_m)vaQm + n+m YQum ,Pn

n+m

is a consistent estimator of the asymptotic variance in (29). Then, if we define

nm

1 k'n. m
T = 3y ( W2 (P, Qo) — A) , 32)

n+m

it follows that 72", . ~> N (0, 1) under the null hypothesis Hy : SW?(P, Q) = A. This provides an effective tool to

perform inference on the value SWP (P, @), which is valid for any value of 7 € [0, 1]. However, for inferential purposes,

the large number of projections regime (7 = 1), is particularly relevant. Taking a closer look at the proof of Corollary
5.2, we observe that, under the null hypothesis, T2 . behaves in the limit as VT X (25) + /1 — 7 x (28). However,

under H, : SWp(P, Q) # A, o
VR (SWE (P, Qm) — A) (33)

11
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does not converge, and T,LA,W , behaves as /7 x (33) + /1 — 7 x (28). While (33) only converges to a Gaussian
distribution under Hy, the convergence in (28) does not depend on the value of A. Therefore, to achieve higher
statistical power under the alternative hypothesis, more weight should be assigned to (33), i.e., 7 should be close to
1. Alternatively, large values of k are required. This behavior is illustrated in Figure 1, for p = 2, and P, @) Gaussian
distributions in dimension d = 32. Using Monte Carlo simulations, the distribution of TnA’W « has been approximated
under the null hypothesis and different alternatives. In addition, we estimate the exact rejection probability of the
test that rejects when |T] nA’m’ x| > 40.975, Where ¢o 975 denotes the 0.975 quantile of a Gaussian distribution. We can
conclude as expected. The statistical power of the test under H,, decreases significantly for small values of k. Additional
computational details can be found in Appendix F.

r=0.0525 r = 0.0546 r=0.0737 r=0.1785
0.4

0.2 021 021

0.0+
4 6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 -

0.0 +
-2 0 2 4 6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6

r=0.0969 r=0.2334 r=0.6873
0.4 0.4

IS

0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2

0.0 +
4 6 -

0.0 +

r=0.2244 r=0.6326 r=0.9947

.4 q 0.4 0.4 4
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o
0.2 4 0.21 0.21
0.0 0.0 0.0
4 0 2 4 6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 —4 -2 0 2 4 6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6
h = 0.00 h = 0.05 h = 0.10 h = 0.20

Figure 1: Histograms based on 10000 independent samples of (32), for d = 32, p = 2, n = 5000, m = 3000,
P=N(0,14),Q = Qn = N((V/d + h,0,...,0),I;) and A = SW3(P, Qo) = 1, for different values of k and k. In
each subplot, r denotes the proportion of samples verifying |TnA7m7 x| > go.975. The vertical lines represent the values
£40.975.
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Appendix

The results presented in this article apply to both the one-sample and two-sample settings, with the proofs being largely
similar in most cases. The following sections of the appendix provide detailed proofs for the one-sample setting and
highlight the key modifications required to extend these arguments to the two-sample setting.

A Proofs of Section 2

A.1 Preliminary results

Lemma A.1. Let P € P(R?) be a probability with negligible boundary and int(supp(P)) connected. Then, for every
0 € S, PY has negligible boundary, and int(supp(P?)) is connected.

Proof. First of all, we prove the set inclusions Pry (int(supp(P))) (C) int(supp(P?)) (Q) cl(Prg (int(supp(P)))) -

(i) Let s € Prg(int(supp(P))). There exist # € int(supp(P)) and € > 0 such that s = (¢, z) and B(z,€) C
supp(P). Then, for every s’ = s +¢ € B(s,¢€), 2’ = x + 0t € B(z,€). Therefore, 2’ € supp(P). Thus, for
every r > 0,

PY(B(s',r)) = P({z € R*: (8, z) € B(s,r)}) > P(B(a2',7)) > 0.

Then, s’ € supp(P?), and it follows that B(s, €) C supp(P?), which implies that s € int(supp(P?)).
(ii) Let s € int(supp(P?)). For each n € N, since P has negligible boundary,
P%(B(s,1/n)) = P({z € R*: (8, z) € B(s,1/n)})
= P({x € int(supp(P)) : (§,z) € B(s,1/n)}) >0
Then, we can define a sequence of values x,, € int(supp(P)) such that (¢, x,,) — s. Therefore, s belongs to
the closure of Pry (int(supp(P))).
Now, since int(supp(P)) is connected and Pry is open an continuous, it follows that Pr (int(supp(P))) is an open
interval I?, which together with the previous inclusions, allow us to conclude
int(supp(P?)) = Pry (int(supp(P))) = I? . (34)
Therefore, int(supp(P?)) is connected. Since P has negligible boundary, P (int(supp(P?))) = P (int(supp(P))) =
1, which implies that supp(P?) = cl(1%). Consequently, P? also has negligible boundary.
O
The following lemma summarizes key regularity properties of c-concave optimal transport potentials used in the proof

of Proposition 2.1. Assertions (1), (2), and (3) are just an adaptation of Theorem 3.3 and Proposition C.4 in [GM96] for
d = 1, but these properties hold more generally.

Lemma A.2. Let P,Q € P,(R), p > 1, and ¢ = ¢,. Denote by ¢ any c-concave optimal transport potential from P to
Q. Then,

1. There exists a closed interval I such that int(I) C dom¢ = {x € R: ¢(z) > —o0} C I.
2. ¢ is locally Lipschitz in int(I), and, therefore, continuous.

3. Forevery s € int(I), 9°¢(s) # 0.

4. Given s € R, if 0°¢(s) # 0, then 9°¢(s) is a single point or a closed interval.

Proof. The only assertion that requires to be proved is (4). Assume that 9°¢(s) does not consist of a single point. To
prove that 9°¢(s) is an interval, we need to see that if t1,t5 € 0°¢(s), and t € [t1,ts], then t € 9°¢(s). This results
from the definition (10) and the inequality

min {|z =l = o = tf?, |2 — ol = o — 12} < |z =t — o~ 1P

14
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which follows from the fact that ¢ — |z — ¢|? — |« — ¢| is monotone increasing if z < x and decreasing if z > x.
Thus, 0°¢(s) is an interval. To see that it is closed, let ¢ € cl(0°¢(s)), and consider a sequence {t,, }5>; C 9°¢(s),
such that ¢, — ¢. Then, for every z € R, ¢(2) < ¢(s) + (|z — tn|P? — |# — ¢,|?). By continuity, we conclude that
t € 0%(x). O

With the notation of the previous lemma lemma, it follows that supp(P) C I. Otherwise, if s € supp(P) \ I, by
definition of supp(P), for every € > 0, P(B(s,¢)) > 0. Since [ is closed, R \ I is open, and there exists ¢ > 0 such
that B(s,e) C R\ I C R\ dom(¢). This implies that [ ¢(s)dP(s) is not finite, which contradicts the optimality of ¢.

Therefore, int(supp(P)) C int([). If P is absolutely continuous, int(supp(P)) defines a set of probability one, and
Lemma A.2 allows us to guarantee favorable properties on this set. Now, if P assigns positive probability to s € R,
by the optimality, ¢(s) € dom(f). In this case, even if s € I \ int([), we can ensure 9°¢(s) # 0. To check this, let
7 € II(P, Q) be any optimal transport plan such that supp(7w) C 9°¢. Since P(z) > 0, we know that 7({z} x R) > 0.
Therefore, there exists A C R such that {«} x A C supp(w) C 9°¢, which implies A C 9°¢(z).

A.2  Proof of Proposition 2.1

We restrict our attention to the subset of probability one €2y C €2 verifying that for every w € Qy,
* X{ € int(supp(P))
e PP~ P

Therefore, it suffices to demonstrate all the assertions for a sequence { X% }22 ;, with w € Q. For the sake of simplicity,
we omit the superscript w. Note that the structure of the proof closely follows that of Lemma B.2 in [GKRS24].

(1) For each # € S?~!, by Lemma A.1, P? has density with negligible boundary and int(supp(P?)) connected. By
Corollary 2.7 in [dBGSL24], this guarantees uniqueness of the optimal potentials in int(supp(P)) up to the addition
of a constant. By the comments following Lemma A.2, % is finite in int(supp(P?)). Since X, € int(supp(P)), by
(34), (8, X1) € int(supp(P?)). Therefore, ¢?((6, X1)) € R and ¢%_ (s) = ¢°(s) — ¢?((0, X1)) is well defined, it is a
c-concave optimal transport potential and verifies ¢% ({6, X1)) = 0.

(2) Let = € int(supp(P)), and 6,, — 6. First, it is easy to see that P%» ~» P The first part of Theorem 3.4 in
[dBGSL24] implies that there exist constants a’ (which depend on w € ) such that gbggl —a¥ — ¢% in the sense
of uniform convergence in the compacts of int(supp(P?)). Since (9, X;) € int(supp(P?)), and qﬁgg'l (0, X1)) =
9%, ({0, X1)) = 0, then af, — 0, and we can conclude that

O 0 (o 0 0 0
6%, = %, | < [(@X, = an) = ¢x, [+ |ap) =0

uniformly in the compact sets of int(supp(P?)). Let K be a compact neighborhood of (#, ). For n large enough,
(0,,,z) € K. By Lemma A.2, ¢ is continuous in int(supp(P?)). Therefore, we can conclude that

6%, (O, 2)) — 6%, ({0, 2)))|
< 6% (0, 2)) — 8%, (B, 2))| + 6%, (B, 7)) — &%, ({8, %)) = 0

(3) By the discussion after Lemma A.2, ¢ ({0, X)) < co. Therefore, ¢791,,X1(5) = ¢%(s) — 92 ({0, X1)) is well

defined, it is a c-concave optimal transport potential and verifies (bg(l ({0, X1)) = 0.

(4) For each § € S, the continuous mapping theorem implies P? ~~ P?. Reasoning as in the proof of (2), we can
ensure that ¢fl, x, (t) = ¢%, (t) uniformly on the compact subsets of int(supp(P?)).

(5) This follows from P? ~+ P% and the second part of Theorem 3.4 in [dBGSL24].

(6) Assume that the property is not verified. Then, there exists a subsequence {n}7° ; and values {6, }2° | such

O . 1. _
that ¢, "y, ((0n, )| — co. Since S9! is compact, we can extract a further subsequence 6, — 6 € S**. For
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97,, . .
this subsequence, P, k:;'" ~ P? and Qg"km ~ QY. By the same reasoning as in the proof of (2), we conclude that

Oy, 0 . . P
Py X, (t) converges to ¢, (t) uniformly on the compact sets of int(supp(P”)). Thus,

9" ‘m
(ank]:” , X1 (<07bkm ’ JC>) — ¢§(1 (<03 I>) <0
which contradicts the hypothesis.
Two-sample setting. For each m € N, the existence of ¢y, ., x, follows from Claim 2 with ) = @Q,,,. Theorem 3.4 in

[dBGSL24] also applies to the two-sample setting. Therefore, the same proof of (4), (5) and (6) extends to this case in
the set of P-probability one Qo N {w : Qm ~ Q}. O

A.3 Proof of Proposition 2.2

First, we prove (16). By Proposition 2.1, ¢4 %, and (15 x, are well-defined c-concave optimal potentials with reference
point X, up to a set of P-probability zero. To prove 1ntegrab111ty properties, we can assume without loss of generality
that it is verified for every point. Therefore, since gbfL X, 18 c-concave,

|s =t = ¢ x, (5) + (&5 x,)°(1) = t € O, x, (5) = 5 € O, x,)°(1) (35)

Let t¥ x, be any element of Gcgbn x, ({6, X1)), which is non-empty by the comments after Lemma A.2. The first
part of the argument is valid for any choice of ¢/ nx, € ol x, ({6, X1)), although to conclude, we will consider a
particular choice in (41). By definition of the c- superdlfferentlal for every s € R,

0, (8) < 00 x, (0, X0)) + (s =16 x, " = 100, X0) = 3 7). (36)
Since t9 € 8°¢f x, ((0,X1)). it follows by (35) that (8, X1) € 0°(¢f, x,)° (5 x,). Therefore, for every ¢ € R,
(60,3,)°(8) < (&0, )° () + (1t = (6, X0) P = £, — (6. X1)I7) &)
By (35) and (37), it follows that for every (s,t) € 8C¢n Xy
nox, (8) = |s =P — (60, x,)°(t) = 65, x, ({8, X1)) + |s — tP — |t — (0, X1)|P (38)

For every (s,t) € 0°¢% x,» combining (36) and (38) and using inequality (57),
69, x,(5) — 6, (6, X)) | < 26, (1slP + 117 + 146, X0) PP + 1485, ") (39)

Similarly, for every (s,t) € 9°¢% Xy

[(60,x,)°(0) = (&0, )°(Eh )| < 26, (117 + £ + (6, X0) P + £, I”) 40)

But optimality implies that there exists an optimal coupling 7% between P? and QY such that supp(n?) C ﬁcqﬁn X
Therefore, (39) is verified for every (s,t) € supp(x?). Given that ¢  ((6,X1)) = 0 and ¢%  ((0,X1)) +
( Z,Xl)c(tfz,xl) = (0, X1) -t x, [P it follows that both integrals

16t @anlaputa) = [ ot ()] art (5.0
R4 Rx
[ 6@l = [ 1@ ) o] "m0
R4 RxR

are bounded, up to a constant, by
[ 1smapiie) + [ QP @) + (6, X017 + 1t
R R
Therefore, we only need to uniformly bound the expected value of the integral in S¢~! of each term.
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E( s f |sP1aPY(s)do(6)) < i [olP1aP(@).

E( [ Ji [6PdQ"(0do (6) ) < [, IylP1dQ(y)

E( s (6. X0)P1d0(0)) <y lle|™dP(a)

* For the last term, we need to consider a particular choice of the elements ta n,x, - Note that the c-superdifferential
does not depend on the particular choice of the constant. Thus, 9°¢%  ((0,z)) = 9°¢% ({0, z)) and we define
foreachi =1,...,n and § € S*~! the random variable

tﬁ x, = argmin [f], 41)
’ t€9°0% ((6,X:))

which is well defined since the c-superdifferential of a convex function is a closed (possibly infinite) interval,

by Lemma A.2. By definition,

d
o S 28 (42)

Then, given an optimal transport plan 7% verifying supp(7?) C 9°¢?,

/ lyIP*dQ(y / 106,9) | dQ(y) = / 77 dnf (s, 1)
RxR
- § ) / 677 dn? (s, )
; s=(0,X;),t€d°¢? (s)}

>Z/ ’t X|pqd7r (s,t)

),t€09f (s)}

_ 1 6 |Pq
- n Z ’tn7Xl
=1
This inequality and (42) allow us to conclude

B(hx ") = E(3 Z|t 1) < [ Isracu.

The proof of (15) follows from the same ideas. For each # € S¥~1, by Theorem 1.2 in [GM96], 0°¢y(s) = {V<ea(s)}
P%-as. and V°¢? is an optimal transport map between P? and Q°. Therefore, t% := V°¢?((0, X1)) is well defined

(P x o)-a.s. and
E(/S 15, e (0)) = /S (/R [V<60(s)[*dP"(s) ) do (6)

_ /S - / 994Q° () do(6) < / yiPaQ(y)

Two-sample setting: The proof of (17) follows from the same reasoning, taking into account that E( [, [|y|[P4dQm (y))

Ja lylP7dQ(y). 0

(43)

B Proofs of Section 3

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Define the random variable Z,, = SWg(Pn, Q), where P, = % Z?zl dx,, with X1,..., X,, i.i.d. random variables
with distribution P. Consider now Z;, = SWP (P, Q), where P, = %(5)(1 + > 4 0x,), with X| drawn from P,

independent of X1, ..., X,. To simplify the notation, let X J’ =X, forj > 2.

17
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For each 6 € S?~1, consider the following construction. First, define the random map 7 : {1,...,n} — {1,.

that maps each index 7 to the position of (6, X/) in the ordered statistic associated with the variables {{(6, X] > If
there are k equal values in the ordered statistic, then 7’ is randomly selected as one of the k! possible permutatlons
With this construction, 74(1), ..., 7y(n) are identically distributed, and given that X, is independent of X7 ..., X/,

(X1, (1) £ ... & (X1, 7h(n) . (44)

Denote by Fy ., F}, ,,, G the distribution functions of P/, P/ and Q" respectively. Given a random variable U with
uniform distribution in (0, 1), we define for each j = 1, ..., n the positive measure Q? on R by

QUA) = B(G; (V) e AU € (j - 1,1}) .

n 'n
Note that Q% = Y7, QY, and QY(R) = 1/n. Moreover, since we are working with one-dimensional distri-
butions, 7/¢ = E(Fé’_nl(U ),Gy ' (U)) is an optimal coupling between P/’ and Q°. It can be decomposed as

e = Zi=1 5(0,le> X Qié(i)' Therefore,

n

w2(PP, Q") Z/ 10, X1) — 17dQY, (1) -

Now, we can define 79 = Y"1 | 8¢9 x,) x QY 1 (i)- Itis easy to see that 7 9 is a valid transport plan from P? to Q°. Thus,

WA(PL,Q <Z/\0X — t[PdQY, ;) (1) -
Therefore, since X; = X/ for i # 1, by convexity of z — |(0, ) — [P,
WE(PLQ") = WH(P.Q") < [ 10.X0) =t = |(0.7) = 17 dQl (1)
< 2lt0.30 = X1 [ 10.X0) =t~ @l 0
< ollXa = X [ 10030 = ¢ty 1)

Since this reasoning is valid for every # € S, we can ensure that

Zn = Zp, < plI X1 = X1 (0, X1) — tP~1dQY, (1) (y)do(0) - (45)
sd—1 JR 6
Applying Holder’s inequality, with f = 1,9 = [(0,z) —t|P~1, q; = %, g2 = %”1,
prl
[ 10 x0) =ttty 0 < (/ 4Q", ) (/ 16, X1) — H2dQY, (¢ ))
| -
= ([ x0 - a0 46)
n 2r R

By exchangeability (44), we know that for every § € S?~1,

/R|<97X1>—t\2deﬁé(1)(t) :/R|<9aX1>_t|2de79—é(n)(t)

E n

E (/R (0, X1) — t|2de%(1)(t)> = %]E <Z1/R 1(0, X1) — t2de3é<i)(t)>

. / (6. X1) — 127dQ° t) “7)
Rd

n

and therefore

18
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From (45) and a further application of Holder’s inequality with ¢; = p, g2 = p%l,

B((Z - 2,)2) < p2E<|X1 ([, [ e - t|p1dQT;(1)<y>do<9>)2>

p—1

gpQE(HXl X! |2p ( //\ (0, X1) = t|P1dQry (1) (y)do (6 )) ) p (48)

Applying Jensen’s inequality, (46) and (47), we obtain the bound

E(( L. [rex) —tp-ldQT;u)(y)do(e))”z‘pl)
< E(/Sd_1 (/R (6, X1) — tpldQT,;u)(y))ﬁldU(@))
1E( [, [rexy tQPdQEém(t)do(w)

< (/S 1030 —raQeyaots >>
< nl E(l1X - vP?)

where Y represents a random variable independent of X, with £(Y') = ). Combined with (48),

2 1 p—1
E((Zn - Z1)3) < ZE(1x - X112 ) (15 - v)e) 7 (49)

Finally, Efron-Stein inequality (19) allows us to conclude (a).

Two-sample setting. Let Z = SW} (P, Qm ), where Q,, is the empirical distribution associated with m i.i.d. random
variables Y1, ..., Y,, drawn form @, independent of X1,..., X,,. Z is symmetric with respect to its first n variables
and its last m variables. Thus, applying Efron-Stein,

Var(SWE (P, Qm)) < nE((Zn,m — Z;m)%r) + mE((Znm — Z;;m)%r)

where Z}, ., = SWH(P},Qwm), Z,, ,,, = SWp(Pn,Q7,), P, is defined as in the one-sample case, and @y, is the
empirical measure associated with Y7, Y5 ..., Y;,, with Y{ an independent copy. Denote by Ex the expectation taken

only with respect to X1, ..., X,,. Then, (49) applied to the discrete case ) = @),,, ensures that,

Ex (Zun — Zom2) < BB (160 - X01) P (£ Zwﬁ vy "

Taking the expectation with respect to Y7, ..., Y, and applying Jensen’s inequality, it is easy to conclude E((Zn,m —
Zm)3) < 22 Kp(P, Q). Similarly, exchanging the roles of P and Q, E((Zn,m — 2, ,,)3) < 72 Kp(Q, P), which
allows us to conclude (b).

O

B.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Let P,, P! and Z,,, Z! be as in the proof of the previous theorem. Let ¢? be any c-concave optimal transport potential
between P? and Q°, and define ¢ y as in (13). In addition, define ¢% as in (12) for ¢? = ¢ . By Proposition 2.1,

we know that there exists a set of P-probability one where gﬁg(l , qﬁi x, are well-defined c-concave optimal transport
potentials verifying

b x,((0.X1)) = 0% ((,X1)) =0 VOeS" ' neN,
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Thus, the following equalities and inequalities should be understood in a P-almost surely sense. If we define R/, as R,,,
replacing P, by P, by (20),

R R, < /S [ 6.x,(5) = %, ()P = P)(s)do(0)

- /Sd,l(asn 1 (10.X0) o, (10, X2))do ()

L[ (0.0 — ok, (0. X0 ) aot0)

First, we will see that n(R,, — R),)+ — 0 P-a.s. For that, we prove that the upper bound converges to 0 P-a.s., for
which it is enough to see that

0 x,(0,2))do(0) — ¢g(1(<9,x>)d0(9) YV z € int(supp(P)) P-as. (50)
Sd* Sd*l
By Proposition 2.1, we know that P-a.s., for every = € int(supp(P)), 6 € S1, ¢ x, ((0,2)) — %, ((0,z)).

Moreover, there exist ng € N and M, > 0 such that |¢% x, ((0,2))] < M, foreveryn € Nand 0 € S9=1. Therefore,

we can conclude (50) from dominated convergence theorem, which ensures n(R,, — R},)+ — 0 P-a.s. , and consequently
n?(R, — R},)% — 0 P-as. Our goal now is to check that E(n?(R,, — R},)%.) — 0, for which suffices to prove uniform
integrability of n?(R,, — R),)%. Remember that

n(Ro — B) = n(Z, — Z) ~n /Sd_l(w (6, ))d(P, — PL)(x))do (0)
=02, 2) = [ 0 xdo®) + [ 6, (0.X1)do(6) 61

The last two terms do not depend on n, and their second-order moment is || (bmo 12, (oxP) < 0 by (18). Thus, it suffices

to prove uniform integrability of n?(Z,, — Z;L)f_ for which it suffices to prove uniform integrability of the square of the
right-hand side in (45). To do this, we provide a uniform bound on the 1 4+ v moment. Applying Holder’s inequality

with g = pand ¢ = ]%,

2(14)
B (- xil [ [ .30 - p-aa o ae©) )
2p(149)\ /P
e (1 - xi) ™)

2p(1++) %
xE((n [ [ex) - aQty g o) ) (52)
si-1 JR

The first term is finite by the moment assumptions, whereas for the second, we can proceed as in the proof of Theorem

3.1. Applying Holder’s inequality as in (46), with ¢; = % and g3 = %,
J1e.x) - t\p*d@zma)
< s ( [ 100 = el )) o (53)
— 2p(1+v)—p+1 1
n 2p0+7)

Using the exchangeability as in (47), we deduce that

2p(1+y)
(/ /| 9X1 —t|1’ dQT’(l)( )do( )> p—1 >
§d—1
: E(/Sd_l (/R 16, X1) — t|p71dQ75(1)(y)) 2‘p;ljlwdcr(e))

sﬁ ( / / (0, X1) t|2p<1+”dcz9/<1)<>do(9)>
n-p— §d—1
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< —mary (/ / 10, X1) t|2p(1+”)dQ9(t)do(0)>
n r-1

< ,fp;,llﬁ”E(”Xl = |y (54)
which allow us to uniformly bound (52) by
p=1 bt
n21+) (%}M)E(Xl - YIIQ”(H”))) D =E(Ix -y EOe) T <o,
n r-1

which proves uniform integrability of n*(R,, — R},)%.. Therefore, E(n?(R,, — R},)3) — 0, and Efron-Stein inequality
allows us to conclude.

Two-sample setting. Let P,,, P!, Q, @/, be defined as in the proof of Proposition 3.2. Define R;%m by replacing P,
by P/ in the definition of R, ,,. Similarly, define R/, by replacing Q.,, by Q... Applying Efron-Stein inequality,

n,m

nm 2 2 2 2
. Var(R, m) <n E((Rmm — R;7m)+) +m E((Rmm — Rx7m)+) .
The convergence ngE((R — R, )2) — 0, follows from the same argument as in the one-sample setting,
considering now any c-concave 0pt1ma1 transport potential <;Sn m between P(’ and Qm, and defining gbn m,x, asin (14)

and ¢4 %, as before. Property (7) in Proposition 2.1 enables us to extend the previous arguments for the almost sure
convergence, whereas the uniform integrability follows from ||¢% HQLQ(UX py < 00, the previous bounds, and the same
argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 for the two-sample setting.

Similarly, we can prove m*E(R,, ., — R}, )3 — 0. Again, we need to consider a suitable choice of c-concave optimal
transport potentials, but now fixed at Y;. Given any c-concave optimal transport potential ’(/J,Z,m between Q7. and P?
o )©), define

n,m_( n,m

,(/)’ret,m,Yl = wz,m - wz,m(<9’yl>) ’ ’L/)Yl = ( mo)c - (¢Zo)c(<97yl>) .

(for instance,

Taking into account the symmetric role of P and @, property (7) in Proposition 2.1 is Veriﬁed exchangmg the roles of
P and Q. The same argument as before allows us to conclude, now using that, by (18), || (42, )°||? L2(oxq) < O©-

O

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Weak convergence follows from the discussion preceding Theorem 3.3. The only thing left to prove is the convergence
in the Wy sense. Foreachi =1...,n,letY; = fgd,l #%(X;)do () and Y,, = % >, Y;. Theorem 3.2 ensures that

E ((\/ﬁ(swg(Pn,Q) — ESWE(P,, Q)) — (Y — IEY))2> —0,

which implies convergence in the Wasserstein distance W5. Since the convergence /n(Y,, —EY) ~» N (0,03, ) was
obtained from the central limit theorem, we have convergence of second-order moments, and therefore convergence in
W, (see Lemma 8.3 in [BF81]). Applying the triangle inequality, we deduce

Wa (£(Vi(SWh(Pa, Q) — E(SWE(P.. Q) ), N(0,v3,5) ) = 0.

C Proofs of Section 4

C.1 Weak convergence of weighted integrals of the quantile process

Our main result in this section is based on the next lemma, which shows weak convergence of weighted integrals of the
empirical quantile process. The proof relies on the argument used for property (2.1) in Theorem 2.1 of [CH90].
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Lemma C.1. Let P € P(R), with density f such that f(F~1(t)) is positive and continuous in (0, 1), and monotone
Sor t sufficiently close to 0 and 1. Let h : (0,1) — R be such that there exists o, 3 > 1, é + % = 1, verifying that

Jo(P) < 0o and fol |h(t)|Pdt < oc. Then
/l h(t)Vn(F, () — t)dt /l Lﬁ(t)dt (55)
0 " o fIFH(1)) ’
where B denotes a Brownian bridge.

Proof. The proof is based on two steps. First, it is easy to show that the tails in (55) do not play any role, in the sense
that

/T h(O)/R(F () — F- (8)dt —p 0
0

h(t)V/n(FH(t) = F7H(t)dt —p 0

We prove the first convergence; the second follows by analogy. It follows from Markov’s inequality and the bound

(| [~ wovir o - el < ([ mora)” (s e, p)

0

1/e

=S 1/8
< 5aJa(P)1/a(/ ) \h(t)|’8dt) =0
0

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 5.3 in [BL.19], and the convergence in the last line is a consequence
of fol |h(t)|Pdt < oo. Thus, it suffices to prove the weak convergence

1

/+ h(m(F 1 () — FL(8))dt /1 MY gyt

niL, - ~ I3 BT
L o FE(®)
where B is a Brownian bridge. Following Theorem 2.1 in [CH90], let X, ..., X,, be an i.i.d. sample from P, and
assume that X; = F~(Z;), where Z1, ..., Z, are i.i.d. from the uniform distribution in (0,1). If U,, denotes the
cumulative distribution function of 71, ..., Z,,, the weighted general quantile process and the uniform quantile process

are defined for each ¢ € (0,1) as
pu(t) = F(FHO)WV(F () = F7H(1),
unlt) = VAU () — 1)

If we denote r(t) = % our goal is to show the convergence

/j pu()r(£)dt ~ /0 B(t)r(t)dt

Indeed, we can prove something stronger. By Theorem 2.1 in [CCHMS86], we can consider a sequence of Brownian
bridges {B,, : n > 1} such that, as n — oo,

n” sup fun(t) = Ba(t)] /(t(1 — )27 = Op(1)

1
T SIS

forevery 0 < v < 1/2, and supg<;<1 |un(t) — B, (t)] = op(1) . For this particular sequence of Brownian bridges, we
will conclude that o

1

n+1
For simplicity, we can split the integrals at the middle point 1/2, to include only one of the tails. By symmetry, it
suffices to prove

ﬁ 1
/ P (t)r(£)dt — /0 B, (¢)r(t)dt —p 0.

1

1
2 2

pn ()r(t)dt — / B, (t)r(t)dt -p 0 (56)
_1 0

n—+1

In analogy with Theorem 2.1 in [CH90] (with p = 1,w(t) = 1/f(F~1(t)),q(t) = 1/r(t), here ¢ might be infinite and
it is not necessarily a positive function), under our given assumptions, the following properties are verified:
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(I) f(F~1(t)) is continuous and positive in (0, 1/2].

an [72872)r(t)] < oo.
1/2 t(y/Q

/01/2t1/27“(t)| < (/01/2|h(t)|ﬁdt)1/5( 0 Wdt)l/a
< \@(/01/2 |h(t)\5df)1/ﬁja(P)1/“ < oo

) w(t) =1/f(F~1(t)) is monotone in (0, €], for € small enough.

(V) limeo [ f(F71(E)w(t/A)tH/2]r(t)|dt = 0 for every A > 1 if w is non-decreasing, and for every 0 < A < 1
if w is non-increasing.

Given a fixed value of A in (0,1) or (1, o), for e small enough, (0,¢/X) C (0,1/2). Thus, for any of such e,

/f Wt N2 r(8)|dt = /mtl/ﬂha)\dt:

ta/2 /(x 1/8
dt h(t 6
/ FE-TE)e / n)’)

a/2 1/
— )\5 o / / h /8
TFie)e |h( |

where the convergence to 0 follows from the fact that both terms in the last expression converge to 0 as € — 0,
since /A < 1/2 and

1/2 5a/2 P v

———————ds < 2%, ( /\h )P < oo
o JETs))?

Properties (I)-(IV) represent a slight modification of the assumptions (I)-(IV) in Theorem 2.1 in [CH90]. As noted in
the last paragraph on page 67 in [CH90], all the proofs remain valid for p = 1 without the absolute value. Similarly, it
is easy to see that the exact same steps as in the proof of property (2.1) in Theorem 2.1 from [CH90] can be applied to
our specific scenario to demonstrate (56), thereby completing the proof. O

C.2 Additional lemmas

Throughout this section, we repeatedly rely on the following elementary inequality. Given x,y € R% and ¢ > 0,

C,=1 0<g<1
q q q q =
2+ yl|7 < Co(llz)|? + [lyll9) where { C, =201 g>1 (57)

First, we present a well-known fact about the convergence in mean of the Wasserstein distance (see Theorem 2.14 in
[BL19]), for which we include a shorter alternative proof.

Lemma C.2. Let p > 1. For any P € P(R), E(W5(P,, P))—

Proof. The proof is based on studying |F, *(w,t) — F~1(¢)|P as a random variable in the product space Q x (0,1),
with the product probability P x ¢;, where ¢; denotes the Lebesgue measure in R. The Glivenko-Cantelli theorem
ensures that there exists 2y C 2 with P(€g) = 1 such that sup, g |Fy,(w, z) — F(x)| — 0, for every w € €. Thus,
for any of such w € Qg, P¥ ~» P. If C—1 denotes the set of continuity points of F'~*, which verifies /1 (Cp-1) = 1,
by the Skorohod elementary theorem (e.g. see pp. 9-10 in [SW09]),

|E N (w,t) = F7H)P =0 VY(w,t) € Qo x Cp-1 . (58)

Thus, we have almost sure convergence in Q X (0, 1), and the only thing left to prove is uniform integrability of the
sequence. From the inequality (57), it suffices to prove uniform integrability of | F}, *(w, t)

P x 0 ({(w,t) PN w,t) < x}) —Px{ ({(w,t) Tt < Fn(w,:zz)}) - /QF,L(M, 2)dP(w) = F(z).  (59)
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Therefore, as a random variable in (0,1) x Q, £(F, ') = P, which does not depend on n and has finite moment of
order p. This proves the uniform integrability. O

Given p > 1, the function hy,(x) = ||? is differentiable, and its derivative is given by h/,(x) = p sgn(x)|2z[?~". The
following result helps us bound the expected values of integrals involving the difference between the values of h; at the
empirical quantile function difference and the population value of this difference. The following lemma is presented
for general p > 1, although improved assumptions could be given for the simpler case p = 2. However, the proof
of Theorem 4.1 for p = 2 relies on a different technique that does not require the use of this lemma. Therefore, for
simplicity, we do not pursue this direction further.

Lemma C3. Letrp > 1, 8> 1, v > 0, and P,Q € P(R), with distribution functions F, G, respectively. If P, Q) have
finite moments of order 3(p — 1)(1 + ), then

1
Iim=1ggy -1 =1y _ =18
E(/O (1 (8) = G (1) = B (P () = G @)] ") = 0, (60)
1
I =1l _ -1 =1 _ =1 |P
B([ a0 - Gl0) ~ mF 0 - 67 )] ar) 0. (61)
Proof. From the inequality (57), it follows that
1 / —1 —1 / —1 —1 p
s = ) — (Pl 6 (1)
< [sen(F(0) — G O)F 1)~ 0P 1F7 1) - 6P| (©2)
+ [(sen(Er (1)~ 67 0) —san(FH (1)~ ) E ) ~ 6 | (©3)

Applying Holder’s inequality with ¢; = H'T"’ and g2 = 1 + +, we can bound the expectation of the integral of (63) by

B(+v) ol

([ sen(F (1)~ @M 0) —sen(F )~ )T o
{te(0,1):F=1($)AG 1 (D)}

1 1
% (/0 |F=1(t) — G—l(t)|ﬁ(p—1)(1+v)dt> 1*”

The second term is finite by the moment assumptions, and we will see that the first term converges to 0. With the same
reasoning as in (58), F; 1(t) — F~1(t) for every t € Cp—1 in a set of P-probability one. Therefore,

B(1+~)

I(F1(0) # G 0) (P () = 671 (0) —sen(F 1 () - G @] T =0

B+
almost surely as a random variable in Q x (0, 1). Since it is bounded by 2 = , it is uniformly integrable, and we can
conclude that (64) converges to 0. Now, the expected value of the integral of (62) is bounded by

2ﬂ]E</01‘|Fn1(t) _GP [P — G71(t)|p,1’5dt) ©5)

We distinguish between two different cases:

e If 1 < p < 2, it follows from (57) that ||z[P~! — |y[?~!| < |& — y[P~*. Thus, we can bound the (65), up to a constant
factor, by

1
]E(/o P (1) — F—l(t)|ﬁ(p—1)dt> = E(WZ) (P, P)) 0, (66)

where the convergence follows from Lemma C.2.

o If p > 2, then h,_1(x) = | - P71 is convex and differentiable. Thus, we know that for every z,y € R
hp-1(x) = hp-1(y) < by (2) (@ — ), (67)
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which implies
hp—1(x) = hp—1 ()] < g1 (&) + hyp 1 (W)l — ] - (68)

Using this inequality, we can bound (65), up to a constant factor, by

B([ IR0 -6 0P R 0 - P 0 )
([ JE 0 - G P 0 - (0P
0

We prove that the first term converges to 0, for the second term follows similarly. Applying Holder’s inequality with
q1 = I’j%, g2 = p — 1, the first term is bounded by

1 =2 1
B [ 150 - e oreian) ([ ro - o) V)

By the moment assumptions, the first term is bounded, whereas the second term converges to 0 by Lemma C.2.

Two-sample setting: The proof follows from the same steps, and a further application of the inequality (57). O

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1 for d = 1
For simplicity, we prove first Theorem 4.1 in the one-dimensional setting. To do this, denote by f and F' the
density and distribution function of P, which play the role of fy, Fj in the statement of Theorem 4.1, and note that

SJa(14+)(P) = Ja(14+)(P). The proof in the one-sample setting is divided into two parts. We begin with the simpler
proof for the case p = 2, and then generalize for p # 2.

C3.1 Casep=2

Let F, F,,, G be the distribution function of P, P,, and @, respectively. From the quantile representation of the
‘Wasserstein distance,

E(W3(P.Q) = WiP.Q) = E( [ (A7 (0= 6'0)" - (P - ¢~ (0)'ar)

= E(/Ol (F () - F*l(t)Q)dt) ) 1E(/01 Gl () (F () — F*l(t))dt) (69)

By (59), we know that £(F,,; 1) = P as a random variable in 2 x (0, 1). Therefore, it is easy to see that the first term
vanishes. Thus, it suffices to show

1
IE(/ G (OVaET (1)~ P (0)dt) 0. (70)
0
Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, we can apply Lemma C.1 with h = G —1 to conclude

g -1 ~1 —- e
/0 G (OVR(FL(t) — F-'(t))dt /0 A B

The limiting variable is an integral of the Brownian bridge B, it follows a centered Gaussian distribution. Thus, the only
remaining task is to prove moment convergence, which is established using a uniform integrability argument. It suffices
to demonstrate boundedness of the sequence

1 1+
5| [ etwvatt o - o] ) <
(/ ‘G )’B(det 1/ﬁE(/1 |\/ﬁ(Fn_1(t) B F_l(t))|a(1+7)dt) e
0
= ([ wreaau) " (wo i e, e))

1/8 a
<E(|V]PH) P (5a(1 + ) T

a(1+7) 1
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where the last inequality follows from Proposition 5.3. in [BL19], and £(Y) = Q.

Two-sample setting. To prove (23), reasoning as in (69), it suffices to show convergence to 0 of

nm IE(/O1 (F;l(t)G;l(t) - F—l(t)G—l(t)) dt)

n-—+m

_ ™ ]E(/Ol G*I(t)\/ﬁ(F,jl(t) . F’l(t)(t))dt>

_|_

n m

* ME(Al F_l“)\/ﬁ(G;f(t) —~ G_l(t)(t))dt)
" \/meE(/O1 VI(E () = FH0)(G () = G (0)dt)

The same reasoning as in the one-sample setting allows us to conclude convergence to 0 of the first two terms in the last
equality. Applying Holder’s inequality, the absolute value of the last term is bounded by

(na/QE(Wg(Pn, P)))WE(W/?(QW Q)"

Given that J,, (P) < oo, Proposition 5.13 in [BL19] ensures that the expression inside the first parenthesis is bounded,
and Lemma C.2 implies E(W (Qy, Q) — 0.

3

C32 Casep #2

For every p > 1, by (67) and the positivity condition in (21), we know that

0 < Vi (E(W5(P, Q) - WH(P,Q) ) =
:\/?LE(/O B (1)~ MO — [ (1) - ¢ ) )
< E( /0 hyy (FoH(8) = G7H) V(B (1) — F‘%t))dt) (72)

Thus, we only need to prove that (72) converges to 0. To exploit the same arguments as before, it is convenient to
consider the decomposition

| mE @ - 6 o) vatE o - P o)

0

_ /1 (h;,(F,;l(t) —G7() = R (P () — G*l(t))) Vi(F N ) — F7H (1)) dt (73)
0

+/ o (Fy 7 (8) = G7H() v (F () — FH(t))dt (74)

0
and prove independently that the expectation of each term converges to 0. Applying Holder’s inequality, the absolute
value of the expectation of (73) is bounded by

B[ (50 - 67 0) ~ () - 6 o) )

/B

X (na/2]E(Wg(Pn,P))>1/a —0.

The first term converges to 0 by Lemma C.3, whereas the second term is bounded by Proposition 5.3 in [BL19].
Convergence to 0 of the expectation of (74) follows by essentially the same arguments as in the case p = 2. Specifically,
we apply Lemma C.1 with h(t) = h/,(F~'(t) — G™'(t)) to conclude the weak convergence to a centered Gaussian
random variable. Uniform integrability follows as in (71).

Two-sample setting: With the same ideas as in (72),

0< /o E</01|Fn1(t) ~ GO = [T - 6 ) ar)
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- E(/ i (F )~ Gl 0) (Fr () - P + G0 G (1)) dt)

n+m 0

By the symmetry of the preceding expression, along with the symmetry in the assumptions on P and (), and the bound
0 < 5 < litsuffices to show

IE(/O Wy (EH (1) — Gt )Vl (1)~ P~ (0)dt) 0.

This can be concluded as in the one-sample case, using now the second part of Lemma C.3. O

C.4 Proof of Theorem 4.1

We aim to prove (21), which can be rewritten as
[ V(B (warnan) - wiP.Q") ) do(6) - 0
Sd—l

Given that SJ,(14,)(P) < oo, then Jy(114)(P?) < oo for almost every § € S*~!. In addition, the moment

assumptions on P,  of Theorem 4.1 imply the same moment assumptions for P?, Q? for each § € S?~!. Thus, from
the one-dimensional case, it follows that

Vi(E(WE(PL QM) = WE(P', Q")) = 0.

for almost every 6 € S?~!. We have pointwise convergence towards 0 of the function within the integral. Therefore, we
can conclude by the dominated convergence theorem if we bound the function by an integrable expression. Define

hon(t) =Gyt (t)if p=2and hy ,(t) = |F9771L(t) — Gy ' (t)[P~ 1 if p # 2. For each value of p, reasoning as in (69) or
(72),

0 < Vi (E(WI(PLQ") ~ Wi (P, Q"))
<B( [ [reatoVaEziO - 7o)
<50 ([ lhantofar) sy (p)

In any case, under the given moment assumptions, there exists a constant M/ < oo such that E( [ |hg,, (t)|?dt) /B < M.
Since we are assuming that § — J,(P?) € L,(c), and o > 1, applying Jensen’s inequality, it follows that
0 — Jo(P%)Y/* € Ly(o), and we can conclude applying dominated convergence theorem.

Two-sample setting: The proof is analogous to the one-sample case. The one-dimensional case ensures that
E(W?(P’, Q%)) — WP(P? 9)—>o.
(WP, Q) — W (P, Q)

In order to apply dominated convergence theorem, we need to bound this term by an integrable function. We can
decompose the problem as follows

nm

0\ (WP Q) - WP Q)
< Vi (B Q) - WEr, Q)
+ \/E(E(wg(Pg,Qf’)) - wg(Pe,Qe))

By the one-sample setting, there exists C' < oo such that the last term is bounded by CJ;/ “(P?). Similarly,

V(B Q) - Wy(PL.Q") <=( [ [ (VG310 — G5 )] ar)

’ 1/ﬁ, ’ ’
< 5a/ E(/ [homm (7 dt) 1 (@) = €I (@),
where hg . (t) = F, L (t) if p = 2 and hg,,(t) = |F9_i (t) — G(,_jn(t)V"’1 if p # 2, and, therefore, C’ < co. Since

0—C Ji/ “PH+C'J ;,/ o (QY) is integrable under the given assumptions, we can conclude as before. O
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D Proofs of Section 5

D.1 Proof of Proposition 5.1

The proof is inspired by the bootstrap results of [BF81]. First, given a random variable © drawn from o, define
Zn(©) = SWE(P2,Q°) and Z(©) = SWE(P®,Q®). Throughout this proof, E¢ denotes expectation taken only

over O, ..., é k,» whereas [E represents expectation over all random variables. Then
ML
Snk = 7 ;(Zn(@i) - E@(Zn(@i)))7 Sk = N Z( Eo(Z(©; ))) : (75)
By definition, Z(©) is a random variable with mean and variance given by
E(Z©)= [ Wh(P’,Q")do(8) = SWH(P,Q)
gd—1
Var(Z(9)) = | WpP(P’,Q%)do(0) — SWF (P, Q)
gd—1

which is finite, since W2 (P?, Q%) < W2 (P,Q) < W3L(P, Q) for every 6 € S?~1. Therefore, a simple application
of the central limit theorem ensures S, ~» N (O,w%Q) and second-order moment convergence, which implies

Wo(L(Sk), N(0,w} ) — 0, by Lemma 8.3 in [BF81]. Consider now the coupling given by independent variables
Xl...7Xn and@h...,@k.

k 2
W3(L(Sn k), L(Sk)) <E ((1 Z Zn(0i) —Ee(Zn(0:)) — (Z(8:) — E@(Z(Gi)))) )

; E_IE (2400~ 2(0) ~ Bo(Z(0) ~ 2(6.)))’)
<28 ((2,(0) - 2(0))*) = 28 (Wi(P2.Q°) = Wi(P®,Q%))")  (76)
From the bound (68) and the triangle inequality, for every 6 € S~ 1,
[WE(PS, Q") = WE(P?, Q)] < p(WE (P2, Q7) + WE™H(P*, Q") ) W, (P2, Q") = W, (P, Q)]
< p(W5H (RS, Q) + Wi (PP, Q%) )W, (P, P¥) .

By the above inequality, (57) and Holder’s inequality with ¢; = g2 = p, (76) is bounded, up to a constant, by

2
(E(ng(PT?,Q@))+E(W2p(P@ Q@))) 71E(W2p(P® P@))%

< (E(W3(P, Q) + WH(P, Q))TE(Wiﬁ(Pn’PD%

Since we are assuming that P, () have finite moment of order 2p, the first term is bounded, whereas the second term
converges to 0 by Lemma C.2. O

D.2 Proof of Corollary 5.2

The proof is based on the following decomposition.

Vi (swp (P, Q) — SWI(P.Q)) =

\F SW? (P, Q) = SWh(Py, Q) (= VI=7 - NO.uhg)
+ m\/ﬁ(swg(Pn,Q)—E(swg(Pn,Q))) (Wﬁ.N(O’U;Q))
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e (WYL @) - SWHP Q) (V7o)

Under the given assumptions, Theorem 4.1 ensures that the last term converges to 0, while Theorem 5.1 establishes the
weak convergence of the first term, and Theorem 3.3 guarantees the weak convergence of the second term. Therefore,
the only thing left to prove is that the sum of both sequences weakly converges to the sum of two independent Gaussian
random variables with the distribution of the previous weak limits. This convergence is not straightforward since the
first and second terms are not independent. Let \S,, ;, and Sy, be as in (75), and define

R, — \/ﬁ(swg(PmQ) — E(swg(Pn,Q))) :

The variable S, j, depends both on X1, ..., X,, and O, ..., O, whereas S}, only depends on ©1, ..., and R,, on
X1,..., X. Therefore,

W2< FSMJF\/; VI—7-N(0,w} )+ V7 N(OvPQ)>
(el T T o)

k
+ Wa (ﬁ(,/kznsk + mRn),ﬂ —7-N(0,whg) + ﬁN(o,v%,Q))

The first term is bounded by W5 (L(Sy x), £(Sk)), which converges to 0 as shown in the proof of Proposition
5.1. For the second term, Proposition 5.1 ensures that W (£(Sk), N(0, w3 )) — 0, while Theorem 3.3 demon-
strates that W5 (L(R,), N(0,v3,,)) — 0. Since Sy and R,, are independent, it is easy to conclude considering
the coupling (S, U, R,,, V'), where L(U) = N(0,w} ), L(V) = N(0,v2 ), (S, U) is the optimal coupling for
L(Sk), N(0,w ), (Rn, V') optimal coupling for £(S}.), N (0, w3, ), and (S, U) and (R,,, V) are independent. [

E Proofs of Section 6

E.1 Proof of Proposition 6.1

Consider the decomposition

1 k 1 k
W}, o = who =7 D Wi (PYL Q%) — > W (P%, Q%) (77)
1=1 i —
k
+ % > Wir(P,Q%) ~ /S WR(P,Q")do(0) (78)
=1
- (3 ZW” (P2.@%) + ([ Wi @"io®) 9
§d—1

We will show convergence in probability to 0 of each term. For (78), this follows from a straightforward application of
the strong law of large numbers. For (77), the convergence follows from Markov’s inequality and

k k
1 6. 0. 1 6. O,
B[ Y WH(PPL Q%) — - YW (PO Q%)| < E(/S
=1 =1

where the convergence follows from the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 5.1. Similarly, we can prove
k
1 ) 0: NHO;
=2 WP Q% prp Q%) =, 0
i=1

and, by the strong law of large numbers,

W2(PLLQ) = W2 (P?,Q7)|do(9)) =0,

k

1 , .

T E W}Q)p(PeJl’Q@I) s, /Sl Wg(p{Qe)da(@)
i—1 d—1

Slutski’s lemma and continuous mapping theorem allow us to conclude convergence in probability to 0 of (79). O
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E.2 Proof of Proposition 6.2

For each § € S?~!, given any c-concave optimal potentials ¢, ¢?, let ¢n Xy ¢g(1 be the random optimal potentials
fixed at X; given by (12) and (13), which are well-defined P-almost surely. As in previous proofs, we can assume
without loss of generality that are well-defined everywhere. In addition, denote by (bgo the optimal potential fixed at
xo € int(supp(P)) defined by (11). By Corollary 2.3, we can assume (18) for ¢ = 2(1 + ). Since the covariance is
invariant by the addition of a constant, for each 6,7 € Se-1,

Covp, (¢, 07) = COVPn(¢fz,le¢Z,X1)
COVP,L (¢g(1 ) 7)7(1 ) = COVP,L (d)f:w Zo)
Covp(¢l,, 81 ) = Covp(s’, ¢").

xo?

To simplify the notation, given any optimal transport potential ¢?, we denote ¢?(z) = ¢?((#, x)), with a slight abuse of
notation. With this convention,

k k
. 1 o, o. 1 6, .0,
0~ Vhe =13 D Covp (0, bn'x,) — 15 D Cove (6%, 6%+

',j—l 4,5=1

k2 Z Covp, (62, )_/SH [ Covp(el.01,)dn(0)da(n)

3,7=1

: (<13n,. ;
ZZ¢9 st - [ [ [ (6@, @) dp@ds)detn)  ©
((sz;;qb@ (XD 2*( [ ] @ dP(x)da(e)f) ®)

We will prove convergence in probability to 0 of each term in the decomposition. First, we start with (D). From the
continuous mapping theorem, it suffices to see that

3

> (687%, (X0)orx, (X) = 6% (X1)6%, (X0)) ()
=1

o, (Xl))2 N <Xl>)2> (®)

1 i=1 [=1

=

M=
NE

kK n
1 <) )
— (X)) — dP(z)do(6) .
o ofi o [ [ ot ariso
Consider the function h(6, z) = ¢% (). Since ©1,...,0; and X1,..., X,, are independent sequences, the problem

can be reformulated in terms of two sample U-statistics (also known as generalized U-statistics). The above convergence
can be rewritten as

kK n
3> (O X0) =, B(h(61, X))

i=1 [=1

In fact, existing versions of the strong law of large numbers for generalized U-statistics allow us to prove convergence
almost surely. If n and k are of the same order, i.e. n/(n + k) — 7 € (0, 1), Theorem 3.1.2. in [KB13] proves a.s.
convergence provided that E(|h(@1, X1) |) < 0o. Assuming only n, k — 0o, [Sen77] proves a.s. convergence under

the stronger assumption E(|2(©1, X1)|log, (|2(01, X1)[)) < oo. Both conditions are verified, since
E(|h(O1, X1) ) = 62, 12557 (s py < 00 - (80)

L2(1+’Y) oxXP

For the term (C), consider the following decomposition

k n
e D0 D068 ()6 (X) =

i,j=11=1
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1 1 k n i ) 2<k>
~H(meseer) R

> Z¢ (X1)g%s ))

1<7<]<kl 1

The bound (80), and the same reasoning as before, allow us to conclude that the term inside the first parenthesis
converges a.s. to E(h(©1, X7)?). Since it is multiplied by a factor 1/k — 0, the first term converges a.s. to 0. Now,

given that 2(%) /k% = (k — 1)/k — 1, if we denote g(6, 0/, z) = ¢%_(2)¢, (x), it suffices to prove

1 n
T gy Z Zg(@m@j,Xz) —» E(9(01,02,X1))
(1)(2) 1<i<j<k I=1

to conclude (C). Given that g(6, 6’, x) is symmetric with respect to 6, 6/, we can apply again strong law of large numbers
for two sample U-statistics to conclude almost sure convergence, since

E(I0(01,02, X)) < B(j08 (x1)20+) (o8 0xppo)

2(1
= E(168 (X)) = 168, 13507 gy < 0

Next, to show the convergence of (B), we will prove the convergence in mean

kE n
E’knzz(bnxl X)) = ﬁzzqﬁxl (X)| =0 (81)

i=1 =1 =1 =1

By Markov’s inequality, this implies convergence in probability

k. n kK n
ﬁZZ@bﬁin(Xz) - %ZZ@Z(XD 0. (82)

=1 [=1 =1 [=1

Proposition 2.2 guarantees the existence of a constant A/ > 0 such that

kK n
E‘% ZZQBS}XI <Xl)‘ < E(”¢”7X1HL1(G><P”)) <M Vne N,

=1 [=1
E‘k Z¢Xl Xl ‘ - n (||¢X1||L1(UXP)) <M.
i=1 [=1

Therefore, it follows that the sequence

k n
%quﬁ’xl (X)) + %ZZQ& (X1) (83)

i=1 [=1 i=1 =1

is bounded in probability. Multiplying (82) and (83), we can conclude convergence in probability of the sequence in
(B) to 0. To prove (81), note that

b (X)) =0 . ¢} x (X2)
% (X1) =0 . ¢% (X2)
Therefore, (81) can be bounded by

;E(sz 695, (1) — 62 (X)) = (Z 6%, (X1) — 6% (X0)1)

i=1 [=1

= "R (|69, (%) — 6% (X2)])

By property (4) in Proposition 2.1, we know that |(j>7(?1 (Xo) — gi) ' (X2)| — 0 P-a.s. Uniform integrability follows
from Proposition 2.2, since

B (j0x, () — 0% ) ) ([ L mel ) -t (x| ao(0)

a—1n—1
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n 1 1
< Cl+’v<ﬁ”¢z,Xl Hﬁw(axpn) + ||¢§(1 ”LJlrJ:/w(axp)) <00 (84)

A similar conclusion is reached for (A). To prove convergence in mean,

k n
Bl 3 3069, (065, (X0 — 65 (X063 (0 )|

i,j=11=1

<o O DUE[6N, (X6, (X0) - 6% (X6, (X0)]

11 k n ) )
i 2 DBl (0 - %,
= B DO Do (%2625, (X2) — 091 (X2)6% ()
P In gl (- 68

By Proposition 2.1, qule (X2) — % (X2) P-a.s. Therefore, we have pointwise convergence of both sequences inside
the expectations, and we only need to prove uniform integrability. For the first sequence, it follows from

E(|¢5y, (Xo)dry, (X2) — 651 (X2)6% (Xa)| )
< Cras (B([69)y, (X2)6%, (X2)|7) + E(|0% (X2)652 (X2)] 7))
< O ({622, 06 7) + B3 (%))

=Cryy (n

An analogous argument proves uniform integrability of the second sequence, which allow us to finish the proof.

-1, 40 20+ o 20+
— 08 I35 ey + 195, I35 ey ) < 20

Two-sample setting: By symmetry, it suffices to see @f,QO —p % - The proof follows from the same arguments,
since the uniform convergence and uniform integrability properties in the above proof also apply to the optimal potentials
4 , defined by (14). O

n,m,Xq
F Efficient estimation of the asymptotic variance

In this section, we detail the computations required to obtain the value of S WI’:  (Prn, @) and the variance estimators

w%m Q> {’1237“@," and ﬁém p, in the two-sample setting. We restrict our experimental setting to the prominent case
p = 2, where the c-concave optimal transport potentials can be efficiently estimated using the relationship between
c-concavity and Legendre duality. For general p > 1, different strategies may be adopted to find the c-concave optimal
potentials that solve the dual problem. However, it remains unclear whether a straightforward solution exists that can be
efficiently computed based on the one-dimensional optimal transport plan, as in the case of p = 2.

Let2i,....Tn, Y1, Ym € R¥and 01,...,0;, € S~ be the given samples. We begin by computing the projected
samples

sb=(0,X;) i=1,...,n,1=1,....k,
h=(0,Y;) j=1,...m =1, k.

Let {sl(i) 1, and {tl(j)};?“:1 be the values of the ordered statistic. Foreach [ =1, ..., k we need to compute
1 9 n m
WAL Q) = [ (R = Gl w)) du = 3030 R toly 1
i=1 j=1

where R; j = m((=21, L] n (=L i]) The matrix R = {R; ;}; ; only depends on n and m, it must be computed just

n ’'n m ’m

once at the beginning. Once we have the values of {W3(P%, Q%)}%_ | we can compute Swg,k(Pm Q) asin (27),
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and

k
W, 0, = Z SPILQI) — SW (P, Q) -

P?'M—‘

To compute 2 P..Q,,» We can reuse part of the previous computations. Our approach is based on the characterization of
optimal transport plans in terms of lower semicontinuous convex functions for the cost ¢ = ¢z (see [V1103] for detalls).
In this case the c-concave optimal potentials between P2 and Q% can be expressed as ¢t (x) = 2% — 200! (),

where % is convex and lower semicontinuous. Given an optimal transport map 7rn mo if supp( fj’m) C 8C¢ﬁ{m =

8<pn ms Where 0 denotes the subgradient, then ¢ is optimal. Therefore, we need to build <pn m» convex and lower

n,m

semicontinuous verifying supp(w.,,) C d¢% .. To do this, define
r(i) =max{j=1,....,m:R;; >0} i=1,...,n.

This choice of cpflﬁm is not unique. We consider the only piecewise linear continuous function such that gpfj)m(s(l)) =0
and

. 1(1) %f 5 < sl(l)
(nim)'(s) = (r @y if ( y <8< 5(z+1)
t(m) if s > sl(n)

To compute (31), we are only interested in the values of gofll’m at the points {sl( i)}?zl' Since we are imposing

o (sl(l)) = 0, we can iteratively compute

Sﬁff,m(sl(iﬂ)) = szl,m(sl(i)) + tl(rl(i))(sl(i—i-l) - 51(1)) , t=1,...,n—1

Flnally, once we have computed all these values, we can obtain the values ¢ m(s ) ) which allows us to compute
0F P,.0,, asin (31). Symmetric computations allow us to obtain v UQW P,
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