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Abstract. Optimal transport (OT) and Gromov–Wasserstein (GW) alignment are powerful
frameworks for geometrically driven matching of probability distributions, yet their large-scale
usage is hampered by high statistical and computational costs. Entropic regularization has
emerged as a promising solution, allowing parametric convergence rates via the plug-in
estimator, which can be computed using the Sinkhorn algorithm (or its iterations in the
GW case). However, Sinkhorn’s O(n2) time complexity for an n-sized dataset becomes
prohibitive for modern, massive datasets. In this work, we propose a new computational
framework for the entropic OT and GW problems that replaces the Sinkhorn step with a
neural network trained via backpropagation on mini-batches. By shifting the computational
load from the entire dataset to the mini-batch, our approach enables reliable estimation
of both the optimal transport/alignment cost and plan at dataset sizes and dimensions far
exceeding those tractable with standard Sinkhorn methods. We derive non-asymptotic error
bounds for these estimates, showing they achieve minimax-optimal parametric convergence
rates for compactly supported distributions. Numerical experiments confirm the accuracy of
our method in high-dimensional, large-sample regimes where Sinkhorn is infeasible.

1. Introduction

Matching probability distributions in a geometrically meaningful way is a fundamental
problem across statistics, probability, and machine learning. Two canonical frameworks to do
so are optimal transport (OT), which seeks a coupling that minimizes a prescribed cost function
between samples, and Gromov–Wasserstein (GW) alignment, which matches metric measure
spaces in a manner that preserves their intrinsic distances; see Fig. 1. Both have proven highly
effective in domains encompassing single-cell genomics [2–5], computer vision [6–9], graph
matching [10–14], machine learning [15–20], and more. However, scaling up these methods to
dimensionality and dataset sizes featuring in modern data-driven pipelines is hampered by
the high statistical and computational cost of the OT and GW problems. Indeed, empirical
convergence rates suffer from the curse of dimensionality [21, 22], whereby the number of
samples needed for reliable estimation grows exponentially with dimension. Computationally,
the OT is a linear program solvable in O(n3 log(n)) time [23], which is prohibitive for large n,
while GW alignment is an instance of the quadratic assignment problem, which is NP-hard [24].

To circumvent the statistical and computational hardness issues, entropic regularization has
emerged as a popular remedy, where the original cost is penalized by a Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence term, e.g., entropic OT (EOT) reads [25]:

OTεc(µ, ν) := inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

Eπ[c] + εDKL(π∥µ⊗ ν),
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(a) Optimal transport:
OTc(µ, ν) := infπ∈Π(µ,ν) Eπ[c(X,Y )],
where c is the cost function and the shown
πOT minimizes, e.g., the p-Wasserstein
cost on Rd, c(x, y) = ∥x− y∥p.
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(b) Gromov-Wasserstein alignment:
GWp,q(µ, ν)

p := infπ∈Π(µ,ν) Eπ⊗π

[
∆q

(
(X,X ′), (Y, Y ′)

)p],
where ∆q

(
(x, x′), (y, y′)

)
=
∣∣dX (x, x′)q − dY(y, y

′)q
∣∣

is the distance distortion cost between the mm spaces
(X , dX , µ) and (Y, dY , ν).

Figure 1. Illustration of optimal plan for the OT and GW problems between
µ and ν, with Π(µ, ν) designating the set of all their couplings.

The strongly convex regularizer endows EOT with a unique optimal πε⋆ solution, leading to
n−1/2 parametric estimation rates in arbitrary dimension [26,27] and efficient computation via
Sinkhorn’s algorithm [25] in O(n2) time. For entropic GW (EGW) [28,29], defined analogously
to the above but with the regularized distance distortion cost, similar parametric estimation
rates apply for Euclidean mm spaces [22, 30]. Recently, [31] provided the first algorithms
with non-asymptotic convergence guarantees for computing EGW via accelerated first-order
methods with a Sinkhorn oracle. In both EOT and EGW cases, however, the O(n2) runtime of
Sinkhorn’s algorithm quickly becomes intractable for massive datasets that appear in modern
machine learning pipelines. Scaling up these optimal matching frameworks to regimes where
n≫ 1 is prohibitively large is the main motivation of this work.

1.1. Contributions. This work develops a provably accurate neural estimation framework for
EOT and EGW. Our estimators are trained end-to-end via backpropagation on mini-batches,
effectively shifting the computational burden from the full dataset size n to the typically much
smaller mini-batch size b. We begin with EOT neural estimation, which forms the basis for
our subsequent EGW estimator. Let c be a general (smooth) cost function, and recall the
semi-dual form

OTεc(µ, ν) = sup
φ∈L1(µ)

Eµ[φ] + Eν [φc,ε],

where φc,ε is the (c, ε)-transform of φ with respect to (w.r.t.) the cost function c (see (5)). Our
EOT neural estimator (NE) is obtained by parameterizing the dual potential with a neural
network (NN), approximating expectations via sample means, and optimizing the resulting
empirical objective over the NN parameters. The approach yields not only an estimate of the
EOT cost, but also of the corresponding coupling, as the EOT coupling and optimal potential
are related through the Gibbs density dπε⋆

dµ⊗ν (x, y) = e
φ(x)+φc,ε(y)−c(x,y)

ε . The NE thus serves as
an alternative to the standard plug-in-plus-Sinkhorn approach, offering a scalable, data-driven
proxy for both the EOT cost and plan.

Building on the EOT NE, we move to the more challenging task of estimating the EGW
distance. We focus on the nominal case of the quadratic EGW distance, i.e., when p = q = 2
(these order indices are henceforth omitted from our notation), between Euclidean mm
spaces

(
Rdx , ∥ · ∥, µ

)
and

(
Rdy , ∥ · ∥, ν

)
. Thanks to the recently developed EGW variational
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representation from [22, Theorem 1], we have

GWε(µ, ν) = Cµ,ν + inf
A∈DMµ,ν

{
32∥A∥2F + OTεA(µ, ν)

}
, (1)

where Cµ,ν is a constant that depends only on the marginals (and is easy to estimate; see (9)
ahead), DMµ,ν ⊊ Rdx×dy is compact whenever µ, ν have finite 2nd moments, while OTεA is
the EOT problem with cost function cA(x, y) = −4∥x∥2∥y∥2 − 32x⊺Ay. As our neural EOT
estimator can treat any smooth cost c, we propose to estimate EGW cost and plan by replacing
OTεA with its NE and jointly optimize over the NN parameters and A via a gradient-based
routine. The computational cost of the EGW NE again scales with the mini-batch size b (as
opposed to n), resulting in a marked increase in scalability compared to Sinkhorn. In addition,
the neural EOT and EGW estimators can be seamlessly integrated into larger machine learning
pipelines, e.g., as a loss or regularizer.

For both EOT and EGW, we provide formal guarantees on the quality of the NE of the cost
and optimal plan. Our analysis relies on non-asymptotic function approximation theorems
and tools from empirical process theory to bound the two sources of error involved: function
approximation and empirical estimation. Given n samples from the populations, we show that
in both cases the effective error of a NE realized by a shallow NN of k neurons scales as

Odx,dy

(
poly(1/ε)

(
k−1/2 + n−1/2

))
, (2)

where the subscript on the O(·) notation indicates that the hidden constants depend on the
data dimensions dx and dy. Crucially, the degree of the polynomial in 1/ε also scales with the
dimension, with the precise form of this dependence is explicitly characterized in our main
results (see Theorems 1-3 and 4-6). The bounds on the EOT and EGW cost estimation errors
hold for arbitrary, compactly supported distributions. This stands in stark contrast to existing
neural estimation error bounds for other divergences [18,32–35], which typically require strong
regularity assumptions on the population distributions (e.g., Hölder smoothness of densities).
This is unnecessary in our setting thanks to the inherent regularity of dual EOT potentials for
smooth cost functions.

The above bound reveals the optimal scaling of the NN and dataset sizes, namely k ≍
n, which achieves the parametric convergence rate of n−1/2 and guarantees minimax-rate
optimality of our NE for compactly supported distributions. The explicitly characterized
polynomial dependence on 1/ε in our bound is in line with the bounds for EOT and EGW
estimation via empirical plug-in [22,27,30]. We also note that our neural estimation results
readily extend to the inner product EGW distance, which has seen notable interest due to
its analytic tractability [20,36,37]. We empirically test the developed NE on synthetic and
real-world datasets, demonstrating its scalability to high dimensions and validating our theory.

1.2. Related Literature. Neural estimation is a popular approach for enhancing scalability.
Prior research explored the tradeoffs between approximation and estimation errors in non-
parametric regression [38–40] and density estimation [41, 42] tasks. More recently, neural
estimation of statistical divergences and information measures has been gaining attention.
The mutual information NE (MINE) was proposed in [43], and has seen various improvements
since [44–47]. Extensions of the neural estimation approach to directed information were studied
in [48–50]. Theoretical guarantees for f -divergence NEs, accounting for approximation and
estimation errors, as we do here, were developed in [33,51] (see also [32] for a related approach
based on reproducing kernel Hilbert space parameterization). Neural estimation of the Stein
discrepancy and the minimum mean squared error were considered in [52] and [53], respectively.
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Neural methods for approximate computation of the Wasserstein distances have been considered
under the Wasserstein generative adversarial network (GAN) framework [15, 54], although
these approaches lack formal guarantees. A neural computation framework for entropically
and quadratically regularized OT was proposed in [55], also without guarantees and while
optimizing over two dual potentials (as opposed to our approach which computes a single
potential, thanks to the semi-dual EOT form). More recently, [56] studied a score-based
generative neural EOT model, while an energy-based model was considered in [57].

Computationally tractable relaxation and reformulations of the GW problem has seen
significant interest. The sliced GW distance [58] seeks to reduce the computational burden
by averaging GW costs between one-dimensional projections of the marginal distributions.
The utility of this approach, however, is contingent on resolving the GW problem on R,
which remains open [59]. The unbalanced GW distance was proposed in [60], along with a
computationally tractable convex relaxation thereof. A Gromov-Monge map-type formulation
was explored in [61], which directly optimizes over bi-directional maps to attain structured
solutions. Yet, it is the entropically regularized GW distance [28, 29] that has been widely
adopted in practice, thanks to its compatibility with iterative methods based on Sinkhorn’s
algorithm [25]. Under certain low-rank assumptions on the cost matrix, [62] presented an
adaptation of the mirror descent approach from [29] that speeds up its runtime from O(n3)
to O(n2). More recently, [31] proposed an accelerated first-order method based on the dual
formulation from (1) and derived non-asymptotic convergence guarantees for it. To the best of
our knowledge, the latter is the only algorithm for computing a GW variant subject to formal
convergence claims. However, all the above EGW methods use iterates that run Sinkhorn’s
algorithm, whose time and memory complexity scale quadratically with n. This hinders
applicability to large-scale problems.

2. Background and Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. Let ∥ · ∥ denote the Euclidean norm and ⟨·, ·⟩ designate the inner product.
The Euclidean ball is designated as Bd(r) := {x ∈ Rd : ∥x∥ < r}. We use ∥ · ∥op and ∥ · ∥F for
the operator and Frobenius norms of matrices, respectively. For 1 ≤ p <∞, the Lp space over
X ⊆ Rd with respect to (w.r.t.) the measure µ is denoted by Lp(µ), with ∥ · ∥p,µ representing
the norm. For p = ∞, we use ∥ · ∥∞,X for standard sup-norm on X ⊆ Rd. Slightly abusing
notation, we also set ∥X∥ := supx∈X ∥x∥∞.

The class of Borel probability measures on X ⊆ Rd is denoted by P(X ). To stress that the
expectation of f is taken w.r.t. µ ∈ P(X ), we write Eµ[f ] :=

∫
fdµ. For µ, ν ∈ P(X ) with

µ≪ ν, i.e., µ is absolutely continuous w.r.t. ν, we use dµ
dν for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of

µ w.r.t. ν. The subset of probability measures that are absolutely continuous w.r.t. Lebesgue
is denoted by Pac(X ). For p ∈ [1,∞), further let Pp(X ) ⊆ P(X ) contain only measures with
finite p-th absolute moment, i.e., Mp(µ) :=

∫
X ∥x∥

pdµ(x) <∞ for any µ ∈ Pp(X ).
For any multi-index α = (α1, . . . , αd) ∈ Nd0 with |α| =

∑d
j=1 αj (N0 = N ∪ {0}), define

the differential operator Dα = ∂|α|

∂x
α1
1 ···∂xαdd

with D0f = f . We write N(δ,F , d) for the δ-

covering number of a function class F w.r.t. a metric d, and N[ ](δ,F , d) for the bracketing
number. For an open set U ⊆ Rd, b ≥ 0, and an integer m ≥ 0, let Cmb (U) :=

{
f ∈ Cm(U) :

maxα:|α|≤m ∥Dαf∥∞,U ≤ b
}

denote the Hölder space of smoothness index m and radius b.
The restriction of f : Rd → R to a subset X ⊆ Rd is denoted by f

∣∣
X . We use ≲x to denote

inequalities up to constants that only depend on x; the subscript is dropped when the constant
is universal. For a, b ∈ R, we use the shorthands a ∨ b = max{a, b} and a ∧ b = min{a, b}.
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2.2. Entropic Optimal Transport. Given distributions (µ, ν) ∈ P(X )×P(Y) and a cost
function c : X × Y → R, the primal EOT formulation is a convexification of classical OT by
means of a KL divergence penalty:

OTεc(µ, ν) := inf
γ∈Π(µ,ν)

Eγ [c] + εDKL(γ∥µ⊗ ν), (3)

where ε > 0 is a regularization parameter and DKL(µ∥ν) := Eµ
[
log
(
dµ
dν

)]
if µ≪ ν and +∞

otherwise. Classical OT [63,64] is obtained from (3) by setting ε = 0.1 When c ∈ L1(µ⊗ ν),
EOT admits the dual and semi-dual formulations, which are, respectively, given by

OTεc(µ, ν) = sup
(φ,ψ)∈L1(µ)×L1(ν)

Eµ[φ] + Eν [ψ]− εEµ⊗ν
[
e
φ⊕ψ−c

ε

]
+ ε, (4)

= sup
φ∈L1(µ)

Eµ[φ] + Eν [φc,ε], (5)

where we have defined (φ ⊕ ψ)(x, y) = φ(x) + ψ(y) and the (c, ε)-transform of φ is given
by φc,ε = −ε log

(∫
X exp

(
φ(x)−c(x,·)

ε

)
dµ
)
. There exist functions (φ,ψ) that achieve the

supremum in (4), which we call EOT potentials. These potentials are almost surely (a.s.)
unique up to additive constants, i.e., if (φ̃, ψ̃) is another pair of EOT potentials, then there
exists a constant a ∈ R such that φ̃ = φ+ a µ-a.s. and ψ̃ = ψ − a ν-a.s.

A pair (φ,ψ) ∈ L1(µ)×L1(ν) are EOT potentials if and only if they satisfy the Schrödinger
system∫

e
φ(x)+ψ(·)−c(x,·)

ε dµ(x) = 1 ν-a.s. and
∫
e
φ(·)+ψ(y)−c(·,y)

ε dν(y) = 1 µ-a.s. (6)

Furthermore, φ solves the semi-dual from (5) if an only if (φ,φc,ε) is a solution to the full dual
in (4). Given EOT potentials (φ,ψ), the unique EOT plan can be expressed in their terms as

dγε⋆ = e
φ⊕ψ−c

ε dµ⊗ ν. (7)

Subject to smoothness assumptions on the cost function and the population distributions,
various regularity properties of EOT potentials can be derived; cf., e.g., [65, Lemma 1].

2.3. Entropic Gromov-Wasserstein Distance. We consider the quadratic EGW distance
(i.e., when p = q = 2) between Euclidean mm spaces (Rdx , ∥ · ∥, µ) and (Rdy , ∥ · ∥, ν), where
µ, ν are assumed to have finite 4th absolute moments:

GWε(µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

Eπ⊗π
[∣∣∥X −X ′∥2 − ∥Y − Y ′∥2

∣∣2]+ εDKL(π∥µ⊗ ν). (8)

By a standard compactness argument, the infimum above is always achieved, and we call such
a solution an EGW alignment plan, denoted by πε⋆ [66]. By analogy to OT, EGW serves as a
proxy of the standard GW distance up to an additive gap of O

(
ε log(1/ε)

)
[22]. One readily

verifies that, like the unregularized distance, EGW is invariant to isometric actions on the
marginal spaces such as orthogonal rotations and translations.

It was shown in [22, Theorem 1] that when µ, ν are centered, which we may assume without
loss of generality, the EGW cost admits a dual representation. To state it, define

Cµ,ν := Eµ⊗µ
[
∥X −X ′∥4

]
+ Eν⊗ν

[
∥Y − Y ′∥4

]
− 4Eµ⊗ν

[
∥X∥2∥Y ∥2

]
, (9)

1We use γ ∈ Π(µ, ν) for the EOT plan to differentiate it from the GW alignment plan, for which we reserve
the symbol π.
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which, evidently, depends only on the marginals µ, ν. We have the following.

Lemma 1 (EGW duality; Theorem 1 in [22]). Fix ε > 0, (µ, ν) ∈ P4(Rdx) × P4(Rdy) with
zero mean, and let Mµ,ν :=

√
M2(µ)M2(ν). Then,

GWε(µ, ν) = Cµ,ν + inf
A∈Rdx×dy

{
32∥A∥2F + OTεA(µ, ν)

}
, (10)

where OTεA is the EOT problem with cost cA : (x, y) ∈ Rdx × Rdy 7→ −4∥x∥2∥y∥2 − 32x⊺Ay.
Moreover, the infimum is achieved at some A⋆ ∈ DMµ,ν

:= [−Mµ,ν/2,Mµ,ν/2]
dx×dy .

Although (10) illustrates a connection between the EGW and EOT problems, the outer
minimization over A necessitates studying EOT with an a priori unknown cost function
cA. To enable that, in Lemma 5 ahead we show that there exist smooth EOT potentials
(φA, φ

c,ε
A ) for OTεA(µ, ν) satisfying certain derivative estimates uniformly in A ∈ DM (for

some M ≥Mµ,ν) and µ, ν. This enables accurately approximating them by NNs and, in turn,
unlocks our neural estimation approach.

Remark 1 (Inner product cost). Our NE approach for the quadratic EGW distance extends
almost directly to the case of the inner product distortion cost (abbreviated henceforth by EIGW)

IGWε(µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

Eπ⊗π
[∣∣⟨X,X ′⟩ − ⟨Y, Y ′⟩

∣∣2]+ εDKL(π∥µ⊗ ν). (11)

The cost function above is not a distance distortion measure; rather, it quantifies the change
in angles. This object has received recent attention due to its analytic tractability [37] and
since it captures a meaningful notion of discrepancy between mm spaces with a natural inner
product structure. EIGW enjoys a similar decomposition, dual representation, and regularity
of dual potentials as its quadratic counterpart. As such, it falls under our neural estimation
framework and can be treated similarly. To avoid repetition, we collect the results pertaining to
the EIGW distance in Section A.

3. Neural Estimation of EOT Cost and Plan

We provide non-asymptotic error bounds for the NE of EOT, accounting both for the
cost and optimal plan. Generally, the proposed approach entails three sources of error: (i)
function approximation of the dual EOT potentials by neural nets; (ii) empirical estimation of
the means by sample averages; and (iii) optimization, which comes from the suboptimality
of gradient-based routines employed in practice. We provide sharp bounds on the errors of
types (i) and (ii). Treating error type (iii) would require global optimality guarantees for the
algorithm employed to solve NE of EOT, which is an instance of the general open question of
convergence analysis for nonlinear neural network optimization over nonconvex loss landscapes.
Still, we provide a partial account of the optimization error in two ways: (i) demonstrate that
it decomposes out of the error analysis (see Remark 5), resulting in an another additive term
to the bounds presented in Theorems 1-2 and 4-5 ahead; and (ii) establish the convergence of
our gradient-based algorithm (Algorithm 1) given the inner neural net optimization can be
solved into global optimum up to error δ′, see Section 5.1 and Lemma 4.

We consider compactly supported distributions (µ, ν) ∈ P(X ) × P(Y), and assume, for
simplicity, that X ⊆ [−1, 1]dx and Y ⊆ [−1, 1]dy (our results readily extend to arbitrary
compact supports in Euclidean mm spaces). Without loss of generality, further suppose that
dx ≤ dy, and consider a general smooth cost function c : Rdx ×Rdy → R. We next describe the
NE for the EOT distance and provide non-asymptotic performance guarantees for estimation
of both the transport cost and plan. All proofs are deferred to the Section 6.
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3.1. EOT Neural Estimator. Let Xn := (X1, · · · , Xn) and Y n := (Y1, · · · , Yn) be n inde-
pendently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples from µ and ν, respectively. Further
suppose that the sample sets are independent of each other. Denote the corresponding empirical
measures by µ̂n = n−1

∑n
i=1 δXi and ν̂n = n−1

∑n
i=1 δYi . Our NE is realized by a shallow

ReLU NN (i.e., with a single hidden layer) with k neurons, which defines the function class

Fk,d(a) :=

f : Rd → R :
f(x) =

k∑
i=1

βiϕ (wi · x+ bi) + w0 · x+ b0,

max
1≤i≤k

∥wi∥1 ∨ |bi| ≤ 1, max
1≤i≤k

|βi| ≤ 2ak−1, |b0| ≤ a, ∥w0∥1 ≤ a

 ,

(12)
where a ∈ R≥0 specifies the parameter bounds and ϕ : R → R≥0 : z 7→ z ∨ 0 is the ReLU
activation function, which acts on vectors component-wise.

We parametrize the semi-dual form of OTεc(µ, ν) (see (5)) using a NN from the class Fk,d(a)
and replace expectations with sample means. Specifically, the EOT distance NE is

ÔT
ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n) := max

f∈Fk,dx (a)

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(Xi)−
ε

n

n∑
j=1

log

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

exp

(
f(Xi)− c(Xi, Yj)

ε

))
.

(13)
The objective above can be optimized using mini-batch gradient descent over NN the parameters.
Unlike the Sinkhorn algorithm, which must process the full n-sized dataset and suffers from
scalability issues when n is prohibitively large, our neural estimation approach only accesses
the dataset through mini-batches. The NE objective is calculated on a mini-batch of size b
in O(b) time, which amounts to O(n) for a single epoch. This enables running the NE on
large-scale problems, beyond the reach of Sinkhorn’s algorithm, as illustrated in Section 5.
Upon convergence, the optimized neural dual potential f⋆ ∈ Fk,dx(a) gives rise to a neural
EOT plan

dγεf⋆(x, y) :=
exp

(
f⋆(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
∫
X exp

(
f⋆(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)

dµ⊗ ν(x, y). (14)

which serves as an estimate of the true EOT plan γε⋆ from (7).

3.2. Performance Guarantees. We provide formal guarantees for the neural estimator of
the EOT cost and plan defined above. Starting from the cost estimation setting, we establish
two separate bounds on the effective (approximation plus estimation) error. The first is
non-asymptotic and presents optimal convergence rates, but calibrates the NN parameters to a
cumbersome dimension-dependent constant. Following that, we present an alternative bound
that avoids the dependence on the implicit constant, but at the expense of a polylogarithmic
slow-down in the rate and a requirement that the NN size k is large enough.

Theorem 1 (EOT cost neural estimation; bound 1). There exists a constant C > 0 depending
only on c, dx, dy, such that setting a = C(1 + ε1−s) with s = ⌊dx/2⌋+ 3, we have

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a (Xn, Y n)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 ,

(15)

where the dependence on the cost function c is through ∥c∥∞ and bounds on its derivatives.
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Proof. To analyze the neural estimator of the EOT cost, we decompose the error into the
approximation and empirical estimation errors:

E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a (Xn, Y n)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≤
∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
Approximation error

+E
[∣∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT

ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation error

, (16)

where the population-level neural EOT cost OTεc,k,a(µ, ν) is defined as

OTεc,k,a(µ, ν) := sup
f∈Fk,dx (a)

∫
fdµ+

∫
f c,εdν. (17)

We analyze each term separately and summarize the results in the following technical lemmas.

Lemma 2 (Approximation error bound). Under the setting of Theorem 1, we have

∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεc(µ, ν)
∣∣ ≲c,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋ + 2

)
k−

1
2 (18)

The proof of Lemma 2 is given in Section 6.1. We establish regularity of semi-dual EOT
potentials (namely, (φ,φc,ε) in (5)), showing that they belong to a Hölder class of arbitrary
smoothness. This, in turn, allows accurately approximating these dual potentials by NNs from
the class Fk,d(a) with error O(k−1/2), yielding the approximation bound.

Lemma 3 (Estimation error). Under the setting of Theorem 1, we have

E
[∣∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT

ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 .

(19)

The proof of Lemma 3, given in Section 6.2, employs standard maximal inequalities from
empirical process theory along with a bound on the covering or bracketing number of (c, ε)-
transform of the NN class. To improve the dependence of the bound on dimension, we also
leverage the lower complexity adaptation (LCA) principle from [67].

Inserting the bounds from Lemmas 2 and 3 into (16) yields the result of Theorem 1. □

Remark 2 (Minimax optimality). Evidently, by equating n ≍ k, the bound from Theorem 1
yields the n−1/2 parametric convergence rate, which is sharp. This implies minimax optimality
of our NE for the EOT cost over the class of compactly supported distributions as above.

Remark 3 (Almost explicit expression for C). The expression of the constant C in Theorem 1
is cumbersome, but can nonetheless be evaluated. Indeed, one may express C = CsCc,dx,X ,Y c̄dx ,
with explicit expressions for Cc,dx,X ,Y and c̄dx given in (33) and (36), respectively, while Cs is a
combinatorial constant that arises from the multivariate Faa di Bruno formula (cf. (64)-(65)).
The latter constant is quite convoluted and is the main reason we view C as implicit.

Our next bound circumvents the dependence on C by letting the NN parameters grow with
its size k. This bound, however, requires k to be large enough (specifically when k is such that
mk is larger than C

(
1 + ε1−s

)
given in Theorem 1) and entails additional polylog factors in

the rate. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1 and given in Section 6.3.
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Theorem 2 (EOT cost neural estimation; bound 2). Let ϵ > 0 and set mk = log k ∨ 1.
Assuming k is sufficiently large, we have

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a (Xn, Y n)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{(
1 +

1

ε

[
dy
2

⌉
)
(log k)2 ,

√
k log k

}
n−

1
2 .

(20)

Lastly, we account for the quality of the neural plan estimate from (14) by comparing it, in
KL divergence, to the true EOT plan γε⋆.

Theorem 3 (EOT plan neural estimation). Suppose that µ ∈ Pac(X ). Let f̂⋆ be a maximizer
of ÔT

ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n) from (13), with a as defined in Theorem 1. Then, the induced neural plan

γε
f̂∗

from (14) satisfies

E
[
DKL

(
γε⋆

∥∥∥γε
f̂⋆

)]
≲c,dx,dy ε

−1δEOT (21)

where δEOT denotes the right-hand side (RHS) bound of (15) in Theorem 1.

Theorem 3 is proved in 6.4. The key step in the derivation shows that the KL divergence
between the alignment plans, in fact, equals the gap between the EOT cost OTεc and its neural
estimate from (13), up to a multiplicative ε−1 factor. The result follows from Theorem 1.

Remark 4 (Extensions beyond shallow ReLU). (1) (Sigmoidal NNs). The results of this sec-
tion readily extend to cover sigmoidal NNs, with slightly modified parameters. Specifically,
one has to replace s from Theorem 1 with s̃ = ⌊dx/2⌋+ 2 and consider the sigmoidal NN
class, with nonlinearity ψ(z) = (1 + e−z)

−1 (instead of ReLU) and parameters satisfying

max
1≤i≤k

∥wi∥1 ∨ |bi| ≤ k
1
2 log k, max

1≤i≤k
|βi| ≤ 2ak−1, |b0| ≤ a, ∥w0∥1 = 0.

The proofs of Theorems 1-3 go through using the second part of Proposition 10 from [33],
which relies on controlling the so-called Barron coefficient (cf. [68–70]).

(2) (Deep NNs). Our theory currently accounts for NEs realized by shallow NNs, but deep
nets are oftentimes preferable in practice. Extending our results to deep NNs should be
possible by utilizing existing function approximation error bounds [71–73], although the
resulting bounds do not seem to be sharp enough to yield the parametric rate of convergence.
Nevertheless, we conjecture that deep NEs should achieve parametric convergence, and
under milder regularity assumptions than their shallow counterparts. Sharper covering
bounds would be needed to show that.

(3) (Kernel methods). As an alternative to parametrizing the dual potential with NNs, one can
use a function class based on a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). This approach
was proposed in [32] for f-divergences, where an RKHS-based estimator was analyzed
under the assumption that the optimizing dual function belongs to the RKHS, i.e., with no
approximation error. This is a high-level assumption that is difficult to verify in practice,
as no primitive sufficient conditions ensuring it were provided. The RKHS framework is
particularly suitable for the EOT problem due to the intrinsic regularity of the EOT dual
potentials. This regularity allows achieving the same performance guarantees as in [32]
while removing the aforementioned assumption. Specifically, [26, Theorem 2] shows that
the optimal potential φ of OTεc(µ, ν), with c ∈ C∞(X × Y), belongs to the Sobolev space
Hs(X ) and satisfies ∥φ∥Hs = O

(
1 + ε−(s−1)

)
, independently of the marginals. By the
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Sobolev embedding theorem, when s > dx/2, Hs(X ) embeds continuously into an RKHS.
We therefore define

GM := {h(x) : ∥h∥Hs ≤M}, M = O
(
1 + ε−(s−1)

)
,

which by construction contains the true optimal potential. Replacing the NN class Fk,dx(a)
in (13) with GM eliminates the function approximation error, leaving only the statistical
estimation error to be bounded. As the L2 metric entropy of GM scales as O

(
δ−dx/s

)
for s > dx/2 [74], the same approximation–estimation decomposition as in the proof of
Theorem 1 with s = ⌈dx/2⌉+ 1, yields the parametric estimation rate

O
((

1 + ε−⌈dx/2⌉
)
n−1/2

)
.

However, standard kernel estimators require manipulating Gram matrices, incurring O(n2)
memory and O(n3) time complexity, which becomes prohibitive for large-scale datasets, and
thus less scalable than NN parameterizations. Analogous arguments extend to the EGW
estimation problem discussed in Section 4.

Remark 5 (Modular Analysis of Optimization Error). Our analysis in Theorem 1 accounts
for the function approximation and statistical estimation errors, but assumes an ideal optimizer
in (13). While global convergence guarantees for optimization algorithms of general NNs
over nonconvex loss landscapes remains a challenging open problem, our analysis is modular
enough to allow factoring out the optimization error as an additional additive term. Specifically,
consider an arbitrary (possibly stochastic) optimization algorithm for solving the problem in
(13) from the datasets (Xn, Y n). This algorithm learns the NN parameters θi := (wi, bi, βi).
Following standard learning-theoretic formalism, we model such an algorithm by a transition
kernel Pθ|Xn,Y n . Write ÔT

ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n;θ) for the EOT value realized by the specific parameters

θ returned by the algorithm, and suppose that the global optimization error is bounded in
expectation as

EXn,Y n

[
Eθ|Xn,Y n

[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a(Xn, Y n;θ)− ÔT
ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]] ≤ δopt,
where ÔT

ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n) is defined in (13). Given the above, we can control the total error

between the estimate obtained from the optimization algorithm Pθ|Xn,Y n and the ground-truth
EOT value OTεc(µ, ν) using the triangle inequality:

E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a(Xn, Y n;θ)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≤ E

[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a(Xn, Y n;θ)− ÔT
ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]+ E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,a(Xn, Y n)− OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≤ δopt + δEOT,

where the first term is bounded using the law of total expectation, while the second term denotes
δEOT the right-hand side (RHS) bound of (15) in Theorem 1. Analogous arguments extend to
the EGW estimation problem discussed in Section 4.

4. Neural Estimation of the EGW Alignment Cost and Plan

Building on the results of the previous section, we treat neural estimation of the EGW
alignment cost and plan. Like before, we provide sharp bounds on the function approximation
and statistical estimator errors, assuming an ideal optimizer for learning the neural dual
potentials from the parametrized empirical objective. Without loss of generality, further
suppose that µ and ν are centered (due to translation invariance) and that dx ≤ dy. We start
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by describing the NEs for the EGW cost and plan, followed by non-asymptotic error bounds
to guarantee their performance. All proofs are deferred to the Section 6.

4.1. EGW Neural Estimator. Consider the variational representation of the EGW distance
stated in Lemma 1. The constant Cµ,ν involves only moments of the marginal distributions
and, as such, we estimate it using empirical averages via Ĉ(Xn, Y n) := Cµ̂n,ν̂n . For the second
term in (10), we estimate OTεA(µ, ν) using the EOT NE from (13) and optimize over the
auxiliary A matrix using gradient descent. Overall, the resulting EGW estimator is given by

ĜW
ε

k,a(X
n, Y n) := Ĉ(Xn, Y n) + inf

A∈DM

{
32∥A∥2F + ÔT

ε

A,k,a(X
n, Y n)

}
. (22)

where M =
√
dxdy. This choice is based on the fact that

√
dxdy ≥ Mµ,ν ∨Mµ̂n,ν̂n and the

RHS of (10) achieves its global minimum inside DMµ,ν . This estimator can be computed via
alternating optimization over the matrices A and the NN parameters.

Akin to (14), for any (A, f) ∈ DM ×Fk,dx(a), we define the induced neural alignment plan

dπεA,f (x, y) :=
exp

(
f(x)−cA(x,y)

ε

)
∫
X exp

(
f(x)−cA(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)

dµ⊗ ν(x, y). (23)

and write πεA⋆,f⋆
for the plan induced by an optimal pair (A⋆, f⋆) ∈ DM ×Fk,dx(a). The latter,

provides a proxy of the true optimal plan πε⋆ that achieves the infimum in (8).

4.2. Performance Guarantees. Building on the error analysis for the NE of EOT with
a general cost, we provide sharp non-asymptotic error bounds for the EGW problem. Our
guarantees account for estimation of both the alignment cost and plan.

Starting from the EGW cost estimation question, we again establish two bounds, each
with its utility. The first, presented below, holds for any dataset and NN sizes (n and k,
respectively) but contains a complicated dimension-dependent constant. We follow this result
up with a second bound that rids of that constant, at the expense of an extra polylog(k) factor
and the requirement that k is large enough.

Theorem 4 (EGW cost neural estimation; bound 1). There exists a constant C > 0 depending
only on dx, dy, such that setting a = C(1 + ε1−s) with s = ⌊dx/2⌋+ 3, we have

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ĜWε

k,a(X
n, Y n)− GWε(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 .

(24)

The proof of Theorem 4 is given in Section 6.5. Thanks to the EGW variational form given
in Lemma 1 and the structure of the NE, the error analysis decomposes as

E
[∣∣∣ĜWε

k,a(X
n, Y n)− GWε(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≤ E

[∣∣Cµ,ν − Ĉ(Xn, Y n)
∣∣]+ E

[
sup

A∈DM

∣∣∣OTεcA,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT
ε

cA,k,a
(Xn, Y n)

∣∣∣] ,
where error for Cµ,ν is easy to analyze (namely, estimation of certain marginal moments via
sample means), while the second term requires controlling the estimation error of the EOT
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cost OTεA(µ, ν), uniformly in A ∈ DM . The latter decomposed into a (worst-case in A)
approximation and estimation error terms, as in (16). Each is then bounded by invoking the
results of Lemmas 2 and 3 with the cost function cA, and controlling cost-dependent terms
uniformly in A ∈ DM , e.g., in terms of properties of the marginal populations µ and ν. As in
the EOT case, the resulting bound requires calibrating the parameter a, which controls the
magnitude of the NN weights, to the dimension-dependent constant C (see Remarks 3 and 6).

Remark 6 (Almost explicit expression for C and dependence on dimension). The expression
of the constant C in Theorem 4 can also be evaluated as in Remark 3. We can write C =
CsCdx,dy c̄dx, with explicit expressions for Cdx,dy and c̄dx given in (52) and (36), respectively,
while Cs is a combinatorial constant that arises from the multivariate Faa di Bruno formula
(cf. (64)-(65)). The dependence of C on the dimension, which is viewed as fixed in this work,
is (super-)exponential. This is primarily because the smoothness index s = sKB := ⌊dx/2⌋+ 3
features in the exponent of poly(dx) terms within both c̄dx and Cdx,dy , and also influences
the combinatorial term Cs. This structure leads to a dependence of the form d

O(dx)
x . The

convoluted nature of Cs is the main reason we view the overall constant C as implicit.

Remark 7 (Optimality and dependence on dimension). By equating k ≍ n, the proposed EGW
NE achieves the parametric n−1/2 rate, and is thus minimax rate-optimal. Further observe
that the bound can be instantiated to depend only on the smaller dimension dx (by omitting the
first argument of the minimum). This is significant when one of the mm spaces has a much
smaller dimension than the other, as the bound will adapt to the minimum. This phenomenon
is called the LCA principle and it was previously observed for the empirical plug-in estimator
of the OT cost [67], the EOT and EGW distances [30], and the GW distance itself [22].

The second bound removes the dependence on C, analogously to Theorem 2.

Theorem 5 (EGW cost neural estimation; bound 2). Let ϵ > 0 and set mk = log k ∨ 1.
Assuming k is sufficiently large, we have

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ĜWε

k,mk
(Xn, Y n)−GWε(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{(
1 +

1

ε

[
dy
2

⌉
)
(log k)2 ,

√
k log k

}
n−

1
2 .

(25)

The proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 2, and is omitted to avoid repetition.
We note that a partial account of the requirement that k is large enough can be provided.
Specifically, for the bound to hold we need k to be such that log k ≥ C(1 + ε1−s), where C is
the constant from Theorem 4. However, it is challenging to provide a simple expression for
the threshold on k due to the implicit nature of C.

Lastly, we account for the quality of the neural alignment plan from (23) by comparing it,
in KL divergence, to the true EGW alignment π⋆.

Theorem 6 (EGW alignment plan neural estimation). Suppose that µ ∈ Pac(X ). Let A⋆ be a
minimizer of (10) and f̂⋆ be a maximizer of ÔT

ε

A⋆,k,a(X
n, Y n) from (22), with a as defined in

Theorem 4. Then, the induced neural alignment plan πε
A⋆,f̂⋆

from (23) satisfies

E
[
DKL

(
πε⋆

∥∥∥πε
A⋆,f̂⋆

)]
≲dx,dy ε

−1δEGW (26)
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where πε⋆ is optimal coupling of EGW problem (8) and δEGW the right hand side bound of (24)
in Theorem 4.

The proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3 since we account for optimal A∗ here
(i.e. c = cA⋆) and Corollary 1 from [31] implies that πεA⋆

= πε⋆, where πεA⋆
is the unique EOT

coupling for OTεA⋆
(µ, ν), then the result follows by invoking Theorem 3 and Theorem 4.

Remark 8 (Limitation of Theorem 6). We note that Theorem 6 does not fully account for the
quality of learned (empirical) neural alignment plan since the statement considers an optimal
A⋆, which is unknown in practice. This limitation comes from our analysis, which can only
account for couplings corresponding to the same matrix A on both sides of the KL divergence.
One can show that the gap between the KL divergence of the empirically optimal plan (using
Â⋆) and the surrogate bounded by our theorem (using A⋆) is controlled by:

E
∣∣∣∣DKL

(
πε⋆

∥∥∥∥πεÂ⋆,f̂Â⋆

)
−DKL

(
πε⋆

∥∥∥πε
A⋆,f̂A⋆

)∣∣∣∣≤ 2

ε
E
[(∥∥∥f̂A⋆−f̂Â⋆

∥∥∥
∞,X

+32
√
dxdy

∥∥∥Â⋆−A⋆

∥∥∥
F

)]
.

This bound reduces the problem to proving the stability of the learned neural network potential
with respect to A. Strengthening our result to formally account for the empirically optimized
matrix Â⋆ is of significant interest. This, however, would require a delicate stability analysis
of the learned potential within the EGW problem, which we leave as an important direction for
future work.

5. Computation and Numerical Experiments

Variants of neural EOT estimation were previously used in practice on different tasks,
demonstrating scalability and accuracy [55–57]. The EGW NE, on the other hand, is novel
and has not been empirically tested before. This section provides numerical experiments for
EGW neural estimation over synthetic as well as real-world data. The results validate our
theory and demonstrate similar virtues to its EOT counterpart. We start by describing the
specifics of the algorithm and then present the results.

5.1. Neural Estimation Algorithm. Our goal is to compute ĜW
ε

k,a(X
n, Y n) from (22).

The constant Ĉ(Xn, Y n) is computed offline, so we focus on solving

inf
A∈DM

32∥A∥2F + sup
f∈Fk,dx (a)

 1

n

n∑
i=1

f(Xi)−
ε

n

n∑
j=1

log

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

exp

(
f(Xi)− cA(Xi, Yj)

ε

)) ,

(27)
where M =

√
dxdy (which guarantees that all the optimizers are within the optimization

domain; cf. [31, Corollary 1]) and a is unrestricted, so as to enable optimization over the whole
parameter space.

For the outer minimization, we employ the accelerated first-order method with an inexact
oracle from [31]. Algorithms 1 therein accounts for the case when ε > 16

√
M4(µ)M4(ν),

whence the optimization objective becomes convex in A (and is always smooth). Theorem
9 of that work guarantees that this algorithm converges to a global solution up to an error
that is linear in the precision parameter of the inexact oracle. The convergence follows the
optimal O(k−2) rate for smooth constrained optimization [75], with k being the iteration count.
Algorithm 2 of [31] relies on similar ideas but does not assume convexity, at the cost of local
convergence guarantees and a slower rate of O(k−1). In our experiments, we find that the
convexity condition on ε is quite restrictive, and hence mostly employ the latter method.
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Algorithm 1 Entropic Gromov-Wasserstein distances via Neural Estimation
Input: Entropic parameter ε > 0, epoch number N > 0, batch size m > 0, learn-
ing rate η > 0, initial matrix C0 ∈ DM for any M ≥ Mµ̂n,ν̂n and initialized neu-
ral network f̂0. Fix the step sequences βk = 1

2L , γk = k
4L , and τk = 2

k+2 , with

L = 64 ∨
(
322ε−1

√
M4 (µ̂n)M4 (ν̂n)− 64

)
.

1: k ← 1
2: A1 ← C0

3: f̂1 ← Adam(f̂0,A1;N,m, η)

4: G1 ← 64A1 − 32
∑

1≤i,j≤nXiY
⊺
j

[
Π̃ε

A1

]
ij

,
5: while stopping condition is not met do
6: Bk ← M

2 sign(Ak − βkGk)min
(

2
M |Ak − βkGk| , 1

)
7: Ck ← M

2 sign(Ck−1 − γkGk)min
(

2
M |Ck−1 − γkGk| , 1

)
8: Ak+1 ← τkCk + (1− τk)Bk

9: f̂k+1 ← Adam(f̂k,Ak+1;N,m, η)

10: Gk+1 ← 64Ak+1 − 32
∑

1≤i,j≤nXiY
⊺
j

[
Π̃ε

Ak+1

]
ij

,
11: k ← k + 1

12: Output: (Bk, f̂k+1)

Each iteration of Algorithm 2 from [31], requires computing the approximate gradient

64A− 32
∑

1≤i,j≤n
XiY

⊺
j

[
Π̃ε

A

]
ij
, (28)

where Π̃ε
A ∈ Rn×n is the oracle coupling (since we are in the discrete setting, the coupling is

given by a matrix and is denoted as such). We instantiate the oracle as the neural estimator,
corresponding to the inner optimization in (27). Specifically, for a fixed A, we train the
parameters of the ReLU network using the Adam algorithm [76]. Upon obtaining an optimizer
f̂A, we compute the induced neural coupling

[
Π̃ε

A

]
ij
=

exp
(
f̂A(Xi)−cA(Xi,Yj)

ε

)
n
∑n

k=1 exp
(
f̂A(Xk)−cA(Xk,Yj)

ε

) , i, j = 1, . . . , n. (29)

This coupling is plugged into the aforementioned approximate gradient formula, and we
alternate between the optimization over the matrices A and the NN f until convergence. The
method is summarized in Algorithm 1.

The convergence guarantees from [31] (specifically, their Theorem 11 on adaptive convergence
rate and Corollary 12 on approximate stationarity) apply directly to our Algorithm 1, provided
that our neural coupling Π̃ε

A from (29) is a δ-oracle approximation of the true empirical
coupling Πε

A of OTεA (Xn, Y n). The following lemma shows that if the NN obtained from
optimizing (27) is close to an optimal dual potential of OTεA (Xn, Y n), then the resulting
neural coupling is a δ-oracle.

Lemma 4. Suppose that for any fixed A, the inner maximization in (27) achieves global
optimality up to error δ′, i.e., ∥f̂A − φA∥∞,X ≤ δ′, where f̂A is the NN returned by our
algorithm solving the inner maximization and φA is the optimal dual potential. Then,∥∥∥Π̃ε

A −Πε
A

∥∥∥
∞
≤ δ′

2nε
:= δ. (30)
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2. Neural Estimation of EGW alignment: (a) Relative error for the
case where µ = ν = Unif

(
[−1/

√
d, 1/
√
d]d
)
; (b) Relative error for µ, ν as

centered Gaussian distributions with randomly generated covariance matrices;
(c) Learned neural alignment plan (in red) versus the true optimal GW alignment
(whose density is represented by the back contour lines).

The proof is given in Section B.1. Lemma 4 reduces the problem of constructing accurate
proxies for couplings to constructing accurate dual potentials for any fixed A. To fill this gap,
one need to etablish quantitative stability bounds of dual potentials in A, which is a hard
problem that remains open.

Remark 9 (Computational and memory complexity). The proposed mini-batch NE achieves
substantial computational and memory gains over standard entropic OT solvers such as
Sinkhorn’s algorithm. Let b denote the mini-batch size and k the number of neurons in the
shallow network. Each gradient step involves two main operations:

(i) OT objective evaluation: forming the b×b matrix of pairwise interactions for the log-sum-exp
term, which costs O(b2) time;

(ii) NN pass: forward and backward propagation through the network, which costs O(bk) time.

Hence, the per-step cost is O(b2 + bk) and the per-epoch cost scales as

O
(n
b
(b2 + bk)

)
= O(n(b+ k)) .

In the large-scale regime, both b and k are fixed hyperparameters independent of n, yielding
overall linear-time complexity O(n) per epoch and memory requirement O(b2+ bk). In contrast,
the classical Sinkhorn algorithm [25] must form and iterate over the full n × n cost matrix,
incurring O(n2) time and memory per iteration. This quadratic scaling renders Sinkhorn
infeasible for large datasets, while our NE scales efficiently and maintains stable empirical
performance even for high-dimensional and large-sample settings.

5.2. Synthetic Data. We test our neural estimator on synthetic data, by estimating the EGW
cost and alignment plan between uniform and Gaussian distribution in different dimensions.
We consider dimensions d ∈ {8, 16, 64, 128}, and for each d, employ a ReLU network of size k ∈
{32, 64, 128, 256}, respectively. Accuracy is measured using the relative error

∣∣ĜWε

k,a(X
n, Y n)−

G̃W
ε
(µ, ν)

∣∣/ G̃Wε
(µ, ν), where G̃W

ε
(µ, ν) is regarded as the group truth, which we obtain by

running [62, Algorithm 2] with n = 10, 000 samples (which we treat as n → ∞ as it is ×5
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more than the largest sample set we use for our neural estimator).2 Each of the presented
plots is averaged over 20 runs.

We first consider the EGW distance with ε = 0.5 between two uniform distribution over a
hypercube, namely, µ = ν = Unif

(
[−1/

√
d, 1/
√
d]d
)
. Fig. 2a plots the EGW neural estimation

error versus the sample size n ∈ {8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512, 1024, 2048} in a log-log scale. The
curves exhibit a slope of approximately −1/2 for all dimensions, conforming with our theory.
In this experiment, we use 5 training epochs, and set the stopping condition for updating
A as either reaching a maximal iteration count of 100 or the Frobenius norm of gradient
approximation dropping below 10−4.

Next, we test the EGW NE on unbounded measures. To that end, we set ε = 2 and take
µ, ν as centered d-dimensional Gaussian distributions with randomly generated covariance
matrices. Specifically, the two covariance matrices are of the form B⊺B+1/(3d)Id, where Id is
a d× d identity and B is a matrix whose entries are randomly sampled from Unif([−1/d, 1/d]).
Note that the generated covariance matrix is positive semi-definite with eigenvalues set to lie
in [ 1

3d ,
1
d ]. Fig. 2b plots the relative EGW neural estimation error for this Gaussian setting,

again showing a parametric convergence rate. This experiment uses 10 epochs for the NE
training, and the stopping condition for updating A is either reaching 200 iterations or that
the Frobenius norm of gradient approximation drops below 10−3.

Lastly, we assess the quality of the neural alignment plan learned from our NE. Since doing
so requires knowledge of the true (population) alignment plan πε⋆, we consider the EIGW
distance IGWε(µ, ν) (i.e., with inner product cost; see (11)) between Gaussians, for which a
closed form expression for the optimal plan was derived in [37]. Adapting Algorithm 1 (which
treats EGW with quadratic cost) to the EIGW case merely amounts to changing the constants
in the approximate gradient formula from the expression in (28) to

16A− 8
∑

1≤i,j≤n
XiY

⊺
j

[
Π̃ε

A

]
ij
,

where Π̃ε
A is now the optimal coupling for the EOT problem with the cost function (x, y) 7→

−8x⊺Ay (see Section A for more details on the EIGW setting). We take ε = 0.5, µ = N (0, 1),
and ν = N (0, 1/4). By Theorem 3.1 of [37], we have that πε⋆ = N (0,Σ⋆) with

Σ⋆ =

(
1 1√

8
1√
8

1
4

)
Figure 2c compares the neural coupling learned from our algorithm, shown in red, to the
optimal πε⋆ given above, whose density is represented by the black contour line. The neural
coupling is learned using n = 104 samples and is realized by a NN with k = 40 neurons. There
is a clear correspondence between the two, which supports the result of Theorem 6.3

5.3. MNIST Dataset. We next test our NE on the MNIST dataset, as a simple example
of real-world data. We again consider the EIGW distance IGWε(µ, ν) for these experiments,
due to the improved numerical stability it provides. We also set ε to be large enough so that
the algorithms does not incur numerical errors. To that end, we initiate a small ε value, and
if errors occur, double it until the algorithm converges without errors (eventually, we ended

2We benchmark against the algorithm from [62] due to its efficient memory usage. We have also attempted
approximating the ground truth using Algorithm 2 from [31], which relies on the Sinkhorn oracle, but could
not obtain stable results when scaling up to larger d, n values.

3While Theorem 6 is stated for quadratic EGW problem, the same conclusion holds true under the EIGW
setting; see Section A.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3. Neural Estimation of EIGW on MNIST: (a) Testing for the orthog-
onal invariance of the EIGW distance by estimating the gap

∣∣IGWε(µ, µ) −
IGWε(U♯µ,V♯µ)

∣∣, for µ as the empirical MNIST distribution and (U,V) two
orthogonal matrices; (b) Capturing visual similarities between digits by esti-
mating the EIGW distance between different MNIST digits.

up using ε = 103, which is an order of magnitude smaller than the threshold for convexity
condition from [31, Theorem 2] to hold).

We consider two experiments under the MNIST setting, one quantitative and another
qualitative. For the first, we numerically test for the rotation invariance of the EIGW distance.
Denoting the empirical distribution of the MNIST dataset by µ ∈ P(R784), for any two
orthogonal matrices U,V, we have IGWε(µ, ν) = IGWε(U♯µ,V♯µ). Thus, we estimate the
difference between these two quantities and evaluate its gap from 0, which is the ground
truth. Specifically, we randomly sample data (Xn

0 , X
n
1 ) from µ ⊗ µ, and (Y n

0 , Y
n
1 ) from

(U,V)♯µ ⊗ µ, with sample size n ∈ {100, 200, 400, 800, 1600, 3200, 6400, 12800, 25600}, and
compute

∣∣IGWε
k,a(X

n
0 , X

n
1 )− IGWε

k,a(Y
n
0 , Y

n
1 )
∣∣ with k = 256.

Fig. 3 plots the estimation error (averaged over 10 runs), decreasing from 48 to 0.68, which
again exhibits a parametric rate of convergence, as expected. At n = 25600, the absolute error
of about 0.6 amounts to 10−3 relative error (compared to the value of the NE, which is around
512). Notably, despite the data dimension being relatively large in this experiment, the NE
successfully retrieves the correct value with moderate sample sizes. We have also attempted
replicating this experiment using the Sinkhorn-based oracle from [31, Algorithm 2], but the
run time was prohibitively long on our devices for the larger n values considered.

Lastly, we examine the ability of the EIGW NE to capture qualitative visual similarities
between different digits in the MNIST dataset. To that end, we perform neural estimation of
the EIGW distance between Class 1 and the other MNIST Classes, expecting, for example, a
greater similarity (viz. smaller EIGW value) with digits like 4 and 7, but less so with 0, 3,
and 8. The obtained estimates are plotted in Fig. 3b, where the expected qualitative behavior
is indeed observed.
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6. Proofs

We first introduce a technical result from approximation theory that will be used in the
subsequent derivations. The following result, which is a restatement of Proposition 10 from [33],
states that a sufficiently smooth function over a compact domain can be approximated to
within O(k−1/2) error by a shallow NN.

Proposition 1 (Approximation of smooth functions; Proposition 10 from [33]). Let X ⊆ Rd be
compact and g : X → R. Suppose that there exists an open set U ⊃ X , b ≥ 0, and g̃ ∈ CsKBb (U),
sKB := ⌊d/2⌋+ 3, such that g = g̃

∣∣
X . Then, there exists f ∈ Fk,d

(
c̄b,d,∥X∥

)
, where c̄b,d,∥X∥ is

given in Equation (A.15) of [33], such that

∥f − g∥∞ ≲ c̄b,d,∥X∥d
1
2k−

1
2 .

This proposition will allow us to control the approximation error of the NE. To invoke
it, we will establish smoothness of the semi-dual EOT potentials arising in the variational
representation from (10) (see Lemma 5 ahead). The smoothness of potentials stems from the
presence of the entropic penalty and the smoothness of the cost function c.

6.1. Proof of Lemma 2. Proposition 1 provides a sup-norm approximation error bound of a
smooth function by a NN. To invoke it, we first study the semi-dual EOT potentials and show
that they are indeed smooth functions, i.e., admit an extension to an open set with sufficiently
many bounded derivatives. The following lemma establishes regularity of semi-dual potentials
for OTεc(µ, ν); after stating it we shall account for the extension.

Lemma 5 (Uniform regularity of EOT potentials). There exist semi-dual EOT potentials
(φ,φc,ε) for OTεc(µ, ν), such that

∥φ∥∞,X ≤
5

2
∥c∥∞,X×Y

∥Dαφ∥∞,X ≤ CsC
s
c,∥X∥,∥Y∥

(
1 + ε1−s

)
with 1 ≤ |α| ≤ s,

(31)

for any s ≥ 2 and some constant Cs that depends only on s and Cc,∥X∥,∥Y∥ that depends only
on cost c(x, y) and ∥X∥, ∥Y∥. Analogous bounds hold for φc,ε.

The lemma is proven in Appendix B.2. The derivation is similar to that of Lemma 4
in [22], but the bounds are adapted to the compactly supported case and present an explicit
dependence on ε (as opposed to the ε = 1 assumption that was imposed in that work).

Let (φ,φc,ε) be semi-dual potentials as in Lemma 5 (i.e., satisfying (31)) with the normal-
ization

∫
φdµ =

∫
φc,εdν = 1

2OT
ε
c(µ, ν). Define the natural extension of φ to the open ball of

radius
√
2dx∥X∥:

φ̃(x) := −ε log
∫
Y
exp

(
ψ(y)− c(x, y)

ε

)
dν(y), x ∈ Bdx

(√
2dx∥X∥

)
,

and notice that φ̃
∣∣
X = φ, pointwise on X . Similarly, consider its (c, ε)-transform φ̃c,ε extended

to Bdy
(√

2dy∥Y∥
)
, and again observe that φ̃c,ε

∣∣
Y = φc,ε. Following the proof of Lemma 5,

one readily verifies that for any s ≥ 2, we have

∥φ̃∥∞,Bdx(
√
2dx∥X∥) ≤

5

2
∥c∥∞,Bdx(

√
2dx∥X∥)×Y

∥Dαφ̃∥∞,Bdx(
√
2dx∥X∥) ≤ CsC

s
c,∥X∥,∥Y∥

(
1 + ε1−s

)
, ∀α ∈ Ndx0 , 1 ≤ |α| ≤ s.

(32)
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Recall that sKB = ⌊dx/2⌋+ 3 and set

Cc,dx,X ,Y :=

(
5

2
∥c∥∞,Bdx(

√
2dx∥X∥)×Y

)
∨
(
CsKBc,∥X∥,∥Y∥

)
. (33)

By (32), we now have

max
α: |α|≤sKB

∥Dαφ̃∥∞,Bdx(
√
2dx∥X∥) ≤ CsCc,X ,Y,dx(1 + ε1−sKB) := b, (34)

and so φ̃ ∈ CsKBb

(
Bdx

(√
2dx∥X∥

) )
.

Noting that X ⊂ Bdx
(√

2dx∥X∥
)
, by Proposition 1, there exists f ∈ Fk,dx (c̄b,dx) such that

∥φ− f∥∞,X ≲ c̄b,dxd
1
2
x k

− 1
2 , (35)

where c̄b,dx = b c̄dx and c̄dx is defined as (see [33, Equation (A.15)])

c̄dx :=
(
κdxdx

3
2 ∨ 1

)
π
dx
2

× Γ

(
dx
2

+ 1

)−1

(rad(X ) + 1)dx2sKBdx

(
1− dx

sKB
2

1−
√
dx

+ dx
sKB
2

)
max

∥α∥1≤sKB
∥DαΨ∥∞,Bd(0.5)

,

(36)
with κ2dx :=

(
dx + dx

(sKB−1)
) ∫

Rd
(
1 + ∥ω∥2(sKB−2)

)−1
dω, rad(X ) = 0.5 supx,x′∈X ∥x− x′∥ and

Ψ(x) ∝ exp
(
− 1

0.5−∥x∥2

)
1{∥x∥<0.5} as the canonical mollifier normalized to have unit mass.

Our last step is to lift the sup-norm neural approximation bound on the semi-dual potential
from (35) to a bound on the approximation error of the corresponding EOT cost. The following
lemma is proven in Section B.3.

Lemma 6 (Neural approximation error reduction). Fix (µ, ν) ∈ P(X )× P(Y) and let φ be
the semi-dual EOT potential for OTεc(µ, ν) from Lemma 5. For any f ∈ Fk,dx (a), we have∣∣OTεc(µ, ν)− OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)

∣∣ ≤ 2 ∥φ− f∥∞,X .

Note that by our assumption, X ⊆ [−1, 1]dx and Y ⊆ [−1, 1]dy , the constant c̄b,dx only
depends on c, dx, dy. Hence, setting a = c̄b,dx and combining Lemma 6 with (35), we obtain

∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεc(µ, ν)
∣∣ ≲ 2c̄b,dxd

1
2
x k

− 1
2 ≲c,,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋ + 2

)
k−

1
2 .

6.2. Proof of Lemma 3. Set Fc,ε(a) := {f c,ε : f ∈ Fk,dx(a)}, and first bound

E
[∣∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT

ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]
≤ n−

1
2E

[
sup

f∈Fk,dx (a)
n−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
f(Xi)− Eµ[f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(I)

+n−
1
2E

 sup
f∈Fc,ε(a)

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
j=1

(
f(Yj)− Eν [f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣


︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

.

(37)

To control these expected suprema, we again require regularity of the involved function, as
stated in the next lemma.
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Lemma 7. Fix c ∈ C∞, the (c, ε)-transform of NNs class Fk,dx(a) satisfies the following
uniform smoothness properties:

∥f c,ε∥∞,Y ≤ ∥c∥∞,X×Y + 3a(∥X∥+ 1)

∥Dαf c,ε∥∞,Y ≤ CsCc,∥X∥,∥Y∥
(
1 + ε1−s

)
, ∀α ∈ Ndx0 with 1 ≤ |α| ≤ s

(38)

for any s ≥ 2 and f ∈ Fk,dx(a). In particular, taking c = cA, for any A ∈ DM , there exists a
constant Rs that depends only on s, dx, dy, such that

max
α:|α|1≤s

∥Dαf cA,ε∥∞,Y ≤ Rs(1 + a)(1 + ε1−s)

for any s ≥ 2 and f ∈ Fk,dx(a).

The only difference between Lemmas 5 and 7 is that here we consider the (c, ε)-transform
of NNs, rather than of dual EOT potentials. As our NNs are also compactly supported and
bounded, the derivation of this result is all but identical to the proof of Lemma 5, and is
therefore omitted to avoid repetition.

We proceed to bound Terms (I) and (II) from (37). For the first, consider

E

[
sup

f∈Fk,dx (a)
n−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(f(Xi)− Eµ[f ])

∣∣∣∣∣
]

(39)

(a)

≲ E
[∫ ∞

0

√
logN (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,µn)dδ

]
≤
∫ ∞

0

√
sup

γ∈P(X )
logN (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

(b)
=

∫ 6a(∥X∥+1)

0

√
sup

γ∈P(X )
logN (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

≲ a(∥X∥+ 1)

∫ 1

0

√
sup

γ∈P(X )
logN (3a(∥X∥+ 1)δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

(c)

≲ a(∥X∥+ 1)d
3
2
x , (40)

where:
(a) follows by [77, Corollary 2.2.8] since n−

1
2
∑n

i=1 σif (Xi), where {σi}ni=1 are i.i.d Rademacher
random variables, is sub-Gaussian w.r.t. pseudo-metric ∥ · ∥2,µn (by Hoeffding’s inequality) ;

(b) is since supx∈X ,f∈Fk,dx (a) |f(x)| ≤ 3a(∥X∥+1) and N (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ) = 1, whenever
δ > 6a(∥X∥+ 1);

(c) uses the bound
∫ 1
0

√
supγ∈P(X ) logN (3a(∥X∥+ 1)δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ ≲ d

3
2
x , which

follows from step (A.33) in [33].
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For Term (II), let s = ⌈dy/2⌉+ 1, and consider

E

[
sup

f∈Fc,ε(a)
n−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
f (Yi)− Eµ[f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
]

(a)

≲
∫ 6a(∥X∥+1)

0

√
sup

γ∈P(Y)
logN (δ,Fc,ε(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

≲
∫ 6a(∥X∥+1)

0

√
sup

γ∈P(Y)
logN[ ] (2δ,Fc,ε(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

(b)

≲ Ks

∫ 6a(∥X∥+1)

0

(
Rs(1 + a)(1 + ε1−s)

2δ

) dy
2s

dδ

≲c,dx,dy a(1 + a)(1 + ε1−s), (41)

where Ks is a constant depends only on s, dx and Rs is the constant from Lemma 7 (which
depends on c, s, dx, dy by X ⊆ [−1, 1]dx and Y ⊆ [−1, 1]dy), (a) follows by a similar argument
to that from the bound on Term (I), along with equation (67), which specifies the upper limit
for entropy integral, while (b) follows by Lemma 7 and [77, Corollary 2.7.2], which upper
bounds the bracketing entropy number of smooth functions on a bounded convex support.

To arrive at the effective error bound from Lemma 3, we provide a second bound on Term
(II). This second bound yields a better dependence on dimension (namely, only the smaller
dimension dx appears in the exponent) at the price of another

√
k factor. Neither bound is

uniformly superior over the other, and hence our final result will simply take the minimum of
the two. By (67) from the proof of Lemma 6, we have

N (δ,Fc,ε(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ) ≤ N (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥∞,X ) .

Invoking Lemma 2 from [33], which upper bounds the metric entropy of ReLU NNs class on
the RHS above, we further obtain

logN (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥∞,X ) ≤
(
(dx + 2)k + dx + 1

)
log
(
1 + 20a(∥X∥+ 1)δ−1

)
, (42)

and proceed to bound Term (II) as follows:

E

 sup
f∈Fc,ε

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
j=1

(
f(Yj)− Eν [f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
 (43)

≲ a(∥X∥+ 1)

∫ 1

0

√
sup

γ∈P(X )
logN (3a(∥X∥+ 1)δ,Fc,ε(a), ∥ · ∥2,γ)dδ

≲ a(∥X∥+ 1)d
1
2
x

√
k

∫ 1

0

√
log(1 + 7δ−1)dδ

≲ a(∥X∥+ 1)d
1
2
x

√
k. (44)

Inserting (40), (41), and (44) back into (37), we obtain the desired bound on the empirical
estimation error by setting a = c̄b,dx , as was defined in approximation error analysis:

E
[∣∣∣OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT

ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 .

(45)
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6.3. Proof of Theorem 2. This proof is similar to that of Theorem 1, up to minor
modifications. For brevity, we only highlight the required changes. Note that for k with
mk ≥ c̄b,dx , where the latter is defined in proof of Theorem 4 (see (34) and (36)), we have
Fk,dx(c̄b,dx) ⊂ Fk,dx(mk). Hence, by Lemma 6 and (35), there exists a NN f ∈ Fk,dx(c̄b,dx),
such that

∣∣OTεc,k,mk(µ, ν)− OTεc(µ, ν)
∣∣ ≤ 2 ∥φ− f∥∞,X ≲c,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋ + 2

)
k−

1
2 .

Next, for estimation error, by setting a = mk := log k ∨ 1 in (40), (41), and (44) (instead of
a = c̄b,dx as in the proof of Lemma 3), we arrive at

E
[∣∣∣OTεc,k,mk(µ, ν)− ÔT

ε

c,k,mk
(Xn, Y n)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy min

{(
1 +

1

ε

[
dy
2

⌉
)
(log k)2 ,

√
k log k

}
n−

1
2 .

Combining the two errors yields:

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ÔTεc,k,mk (Xn, Y n)−OTεc(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲c,dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{(
1 +

1

ε

[
dy
2

⌉
)
(log k)2 ,

√
k log k

}
n−

1
2 .

□

6.4. Proof of Theorem 3. Define Γ(f) :=
∫
X fdµ+

∫
Y f

c,εdν, and let φ⋆ be optimal potential
of OTεc(µ, ν), solving semi-dual formulation. Denote the corresponding optimal coupling by γε⋆.
We first show that for any continuous f : X → R, the following holds:

Γ (φ⋆)− Γ (f) = εDKL

(
γε⋆
∥∥γεf), (46)

where

dγεf (x, y) =
exp

(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
∫
X exp

(
f−c(·,y)

ε

)
dµ
dµ⊗ ν(x, y).

The derivation is inspired by the proof of [57, Theorem 2], with several technical modifications.
Since µ ∈ Pac(X ) with Lebesgue density dµ

dx , define its energy function Eµ : X → R by
dµ(x)
dx ∝ exp (−Eµ(x)). Also define conditional distribution dγεf (·|y) :=

dπf (·,y)
dν(y) , and set

f̃ := f − εEµ(x). We have

dγεf (x|y)
dx

=
dγεf (x, y)

dν(y)dx
=

exp
(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)
dx∫

X exp
(
f(x′)−c(x′,y)

ε

)
dµ
dx′ (x

′)dx′
=

exp
(
f̃(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
∫
X exp

(
f̃(x′)−c(x′,y)

ε

)
dx′

.
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Define the shorthands Ff (y) :=
∫
X exp

(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dx and Z :=

∫
X exp

(
− Eµ(x)

)
dx, and

note that the (c, ε)-transform of f can be expressed as

f c,ε(y) = −ε log
(∫

X
exp

(
f(x)− c(x, y)

ε

)
dµ(x)

dx
dx

)
= −ε log

(∫
X
exp

(
f̃(x)− c(x, y)

ε

)
dx

)
+ ε log(Z)

= −ε log
(
Ff̃ (y)

)
+ ε log(Z).

We are now ready to prove (46). For ρ ∈ Pac(X ) with Lebesgue density dρ
dx , denote the

differential entropy of ρ by H(ρ) := −
∫
X log

(
dρ
dx

)
dρ. Consider:

Γ (φ⋆)− Γ (f)

=

∫
X×Y

cdγε⋆ − ε
∫
Y
H
(
γε⋆(·|y)

)
dν(y) + εH(µ)−

∫
X
fdµ−

∫
Y
f c,εdν

=

∫
X×Y

(
c(x, y)− f̃(x)

)
dγε⋆(x, y)− ε

∫
Y
H
(
γε⋆(·|y)

)
dν(y) + ε

∫
Y
log
(
Ff̃
)
dν

= −ε
∫
X×Y

f̃(x)− c(x, y)
ε

dγε⋆(x, y)+ε

∫
X×Y
log
(
Ff̃ (y)

)
dγε⋆(x, y)− ε

∫
Y
H
(
γε⋆(·|y)

)
dν(y)

= −ε
∫
X×Y

log

(
1

Ff̃ (y)
exp

(
f̃(x)− c(x, y)

ε

))
dγε⋆(x, y)− ε

∫
Y
H
(
γε⋆(·|y)

)
dν(y)

= −ε
∫
X×Y
log

(
dγεf (x | y)

dx

)
dγε⋆(x, y)−ε

∫
Y
H
(
γε⋆(·|y)

)
dν(y)

= −ε
∫
Y

∫
X
log

(
dγεf (x|y)
dx

)
dγε⋆(x|y)dν(y) + ε

∫
Y

∫
X
log

(
dγε(x|y)
dx

)
dγε⋆(x|y)dν(y)

= ε

∫
Y

∫
X
log

(
dγε⋆(x|y)
dγεf (x|y)

)
dγε⋆(x|y)dν(y)

= ε

∫
X×Y

log

(
dγε⋆(x, y)

dγεf (x, y)

)
dγε⋆(x, y)

= εDKL

(
γε⋆
∥∥γεf) .

Recalling that f̂⋆ is a NN that optimizes the NE ÔT
ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n) from (13), and plugging it

into (46) yields DKL

(
πε⋆
∥∥πε

f̂⋆

)
= ε−1

[
Γ (φ⋆)− Γ(f̂⋆)

]
. Thus, to prove the KL divergence bound

from Theorem 3, it suffices to control the gap between the Γ functionals on the RHS above.

Write f⋆ for a NN that maximizes the population-level neural EOT cost OTεc,k,a(µ, ν) (see
(17)). Define Γ̂(f) := 1

n

∑n
i=1

[
f(Xi) + f c,ε(Yi)

]
for the optimization objective in the problem
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ÔT
ε

c,k,a(X
n, Y n) (see (13)), and note that f̂⋆ is a maximizer of Γ̂. We now have

εDKL

(
γε⋆

∥∥∥γε
f̂⋆

)
= Γ (φ⋆)− Γ (f⋆) + Γ (f⋆)− Γ̂

(
f̂⋆

)
+ Γ̂

(
f̂⋆

)
− Γ

(
f̂⋆

)
= OTεc(µ, ν)−OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)

+OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT
ε

c,k,a (X
n, Y n)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(II)

+ Γ̂
(
f̂⋆

)
−Γ

(
f̂⋆

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(III)

.

(47)

Setting a = c̄b,dx as in the proof of Theorem 1 (see (34) and (36)) and taking an expectation (over
the data) on both sides, Terms (I) and (II) are controlled, respectively, by the approximation
error and empirical estimation error from Lemma 2 and Lemma 3. For Term (III), consider

E
[
Γ̂
(
f̂⋆

)
− Γ

(
f̂⋆

)]
≤ E

[
sup

f∈Fk,dx (c̄b,dx )

∣∣∣Γ(f)− Γ̂(f)
∣∣∣]

≤ n−
1
2E

[
sup

f∈Fk,dx (c̄b,dx )
n−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
f (Xi)− Eµ[f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
]
+n−

1
2E

 sup
f∈Fc,ε

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
j=1

(
f (Yj)− Eν [f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
 .

where the last step follows similarly to (37). Notably, the RHS above is also bounded by the
estimation error bound from (59). Combining the above completes the proof. □

6.5. Proof of Theorem 4. For (µ, ν) ∈ P(X ) × P(Y), define the population-level neural
EGW cost as

GWε
k,a(µ, ν) := C(µ, ν) + inf

A∈DM

{
32∥A∥2F + OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)

}
,

where we have used the shorthand OTεA,k,a(µ, ν) = OTεcA,k,a(µ, ν), which is the population-level
neural EOT cost as defined in (17) with cost function cA. We decompose the neural estimation
error into the approximation and empirical estimation errors:

E
[∣∣∣ĜWε

k,a (X
n, Y n)− GWε(µ, ν)

∣∣∣] (48)

≤
∣∣GWε

k,a(µ, ν)− GWε(µ, ν)
∣∣+ E

[∣∣∣GWε
k,a(µ, ν)− ĜW

ε

k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]
≤ sup

A∈DM

∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεA(µ, ν)
∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

Approximation error

+E [|C(µ, ν)− C (Xn, Y n)|]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation error 1

+ E

[
sup

A∈DM

∣∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT
ε

A,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation error 2

, (49)

and analyze each term separately.

Approximation error. With specific expression of cost function cA, we can have explicit bound
on derivatives of potentials. From (66) in the proof of Lemma 5, we have that there exist
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semi-dual EOT potentials (φA, φ
c,ε
A ) for OTεA(µ, ν), such that

∥φA∥∞,X ≤ 6dxdy + 40(dxdy)
3/2

∥DαφA∥∞,X ≤ Cs
(
1 + ε1−s

)
(1 + dy)

s
(
1 +

√
dxdy +

√
dx

)s
, ∀α ∈ Ndx0 with 1 ≤ |α| ≤ s,

(50)
for any s ≥ 2 and some constant Cs that depends only on s. Note that ∥X∥ ∨ ∥Y∥ ≤ 1, we
now have

max
α: |α|≤sKB

∥Dαφ̃A∥∞,Bdx(
√
2dx) ≤ CsKBCdx,dy(1 + ε1−sKB) := b, (51)

where

Cdx,dy :=
{
(1 + dy)

sKB
(
1 +

√
dxdy +

√
dx

)sKB}
∨
{
10dxdy + (24 + 16

√
2)(dxdy)

3/2
}
. (52)

Let c̄b,dx = bc̄dx and set a = c̄b,dx , where c̄dx is given in (36). Following Lemma 2, we obtain∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεA(µ, ν)
∣∣ ≲ 2c̄b,dxd

1
2
x k

− 1
2 ≲dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 .

As the RHS above is independent of A ∈ DM , we conclude that

sup
A∈DM

∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− OTεA(µ, ν)
∣∣ ≲dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 . (53)

Estimation error 1. The estimation rate for C(µ, ν) was derived as part of the proof of [22,
Theorem 2] under a 4-sub-Weibull assumption on the population distributions.4 Since our µ, ν
are compactly supported, they are also 4-sub-Weilbull with parameter σ2 = (dx∨dy)2

2 ln 2 , and we
consequently obtain

E [|C(µ, ν)− C (Xn, Y n)|] ≲ 1 + σ4√
n

. (54)

Estimation error 2. Set Fc,εDM (a) :=
⋃

A∈DM {f
cA,ε : f ∈ Fk,dx(a)}, and first bound

E

[
sup

A∈DM

∣∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT
ε

A,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]

≤ n−
1
2E

[
sup

f∈Fk,dx (a)
n−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
f(Xi)− Eµ[f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(I)

+n−
1
2E

 sup
f∈Fc,εDM

(a)

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
j=1

(
f(Yj)− Eν [f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣


︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

.

(55)

The bound for Term (I) is given in (40). For Term (II), let s = ⌈dy/2⌉+ 1, (41) and Lemma 7
gives:

E

 sup
f∈Fc,εDM

(a)

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
f (Yi)− Eµ[f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
 ≲ Ks

∫ 12a

0

(
Rs(1 + a)(1 + ε1−s)

2δ

) dy
2s

dδ

≲dx,dy a(1 + a)(1 + ε1−s), (56)

4A probability distribution µ ∈ P(Rd) is called β-sub-Weibull with parameter σ2 for σ ≥ 0 if∫
exp

(
∥x∥β/2σ2

)
dµ(x) ≤ 2.
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To arrive at the effective error bound from Theorem 4, we provide a second bound on Term
(II). However, we can not directly use the same analysis as in the proof of Lemma 3, since the
function class here is a union of matrices A. Thus, we need to refine our analysis. For any
f, g ∈ Fk,dx and A,B ∈ DM , we have

|f cA,ε(y)− gcB,ε(y)| ≤ |f cA,ε(y)− f cB,ε(y)|+ |f cB,ε(y)− gcB,ε(y)|
For the second term, by similar arguments to (67), we have

|f cB,ε(y)− gcB,ε(y)| ≤ ∥f − g∥∞,X , ∀y ∈ Y

For first term, by similar argument in proof of (67), we have

|f cA,ε(y)− f cB,ε(y)| ≤ 32
√
dxdy∥X∥∥Y∥∥A−B∥2 ≤ 32

√
dxdy∥A−B∥2

we obtain

N(δ,Fc,εDM , ∥ · ∥2,γ) ≤ N

(
δ

64
√
dxdy

,DM , || · ∥2

)
·N
(
δ

2
,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥∞,X

)
The covering number for DM satisfies:

N(δ,DM , || · ∥2) ≤

(
1 +

M
√
dxdy

δ

)dxdy
and (42) gives bound for N (δ,Fk,dx(a), ∥ · ∥∞,X ). Hence, we have

E

 sup
f∈Fc,εDM

n−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
j=1

(
f(Yj)− Eν [f ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
 (57)

≲ a

∫ 1

0

√
sup

γ∈P(X )
logN

(
6aδ,Fc,εDM (a), ∥ · ∥2,γ

)
dδ

≲ a

∫ 1

0

√
dxdy log

(
1 +

32(dxdy)3/2

3aδ

)
+ dxk log (1 + 14δ−1)dδ

≲ a(dxdy)
3
2

√
k

√
32 (dxdy)

3/2

3a
+ 14

≲ a(dxdy)
3
2

√
k (58)

where the last step is due to our choice 3a ≥ 32 (dxdy)
3/2.

Inserting (40), (56), and (58) back into (55), we obtain the desired bound on the empirical
estimation error by setting a = c̄b,dx , as was defined in approximation error analysis:

E

[
sup

A∈DM

∣∣∣OTεA,k,a(µ, ν)− ÔT
ε

A,k,a (X
n, Y n)

∣∣∣]

≲dx,dy min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 .

(59)

The proof is concluded by plugging the approximation error bound from (53) and the two
estimation error bounds from (54) and (59) into (49), and supremizing over (µ, ν) ∈ P(X )×
P(Y), while noting that all the above bounds holds uniformly in the two distributions. □
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7. Concluding Remarks and Outlook

This work proposed a neural estimation framework subject to non-asymptotic accuracy
guarantees for the EOT and the quadratic EGW problems between distributions supported on
Euclidean spaces. The EOT NE can handle any smooth cost function and employed the semi-
dual form to calibrate the estimator to the lower-dimensional space. The EOT estimate served
as a module in the EGW estimation algorithm which leveraged the variational representation
from [22] to express EGW as an infimum of a class of EOT problems parametrized by their
costs. Accelerated first-order methods were used to optimize over the cost parameters, with
each gradient computation relying on neural estimation of the current EOT cost.

Our approach yielded estimates not only for the EOT and EGW costs but also for the
optimal transport/alignment plan. Non-asymptotic formal guarantees on the quality of the
cost and plan NE were provided, under the sole assumption of compactly supported population
distributions, with no further regularity conditions imposed. Our bounds revealed optimal
scaling laws for the NN and the dataset sizes that ensure parametric (and hence minimax-rate
optimal) convergence. In terms of dependence on the regularization parameter ε and data
dimensions dx, dy, our bounds exhibited the LCA principle [67], as they adapt to the smaller
of the two dimensions. The proposed EGW NE was tested via numerical experiments on
synthetic and real-world data, demonstrating its accuracy, scalability, and fast convergence
rates that match the derived theory.

Future research directions stemming from this work are abundant. First, one may consider
the neural estimation framework in the mean-field regime, i.e., when the number of neurons
tens to infinity. In this over-parameterized setting, the training dynamics can be described
as a gradient flow on the space of probability measures, a viewpoint developed through the
lenses of distributional dynamics and measure optimization [78,79]. This perspective shifts
the analytical focus from the approximation–estimation trade-off, which is at the core of this
work, to the interplay between optimization and statistical estimation (as the approximation
error vanishes in the over-parametrized limit). Crucially, global convergence of the mean-field
dynamics can be established for objectives, such as ours, that are convex functionals of the
parameter measure. Developing this program for neural OT estimators, including an account
of discretization, stability, and how this theory pairs with the outer EGW update scheme from
Algorithm 1, is an exciting direction for future work.

On a more technical level, our analysis accounts only for compactly supported distributions.
It seems possible to extend our results to distributions with unbounded supports using the
technique from [33]that considers a sequence of restrictions to balls of increasing radii, along
with the regularity theory for dual potentials from [22], which accounts for 4-sub-Weibull
distributions. Unfortunately, as in [33], rate bounds obtained from this technique would be
sub-optimal. Obtaining sharp rates for the unboundedly supported case would require new
ideas and forms an interesting research direction.

Lastly, while EGW serves as an important approximation of GW, neural estimation of the
GW distance itself is a challenging and appealing research avenue. The EGW variational
representation from [22] specializes to the unregularized GW case by setting ε = 0, yielding
a minimax objective akin to (27), but with the classical OT (Kantorovich-Rubinstein) dual
instead of the EOT semi-dual. One may attempt to directly approximate this objective by
neural networks, but dual OT potential generally lack sufficient regularity to allow quantitative
approximation bounds. Assuming smoothness of the population distributions, and employing
estimators that adapt to this smoothness, e.g., based on kernel density estimators or wavelets
[80,81], may enable deriving optimal convergence rates in the so-called high-smoothness regime.
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Appendix A. Neural Estimation of EIGW

Similarly to the quadratic case, EIGW decomposes as (cf. Section 2.2 in [31]) IGWε = F1+Fε2,
where

F1(µ, ν) =

∫
|⟨x, x′⟩|2dµ⊗ µ(x, x′) +

∫
|⟨y, y′⟩|2dν ⊗ ν(y, y′),

Fε2(µ, ν) = inf
π∈Π(µ,ν)

−2
∫
⟨x, x′⟩⟨y, y′⟩ dπ ⊗ π(x, y, x′, y′) + εDKL(π∥µ⊗ ν),

with the distinction that the above decomposition does not require the distributions to be
centered. Observe that IGWε is invariant under transformations induced by orthogonal matrices,
but not under translations [37]. The same derivation underlying Theorem 1 in [22] results in a
dual form for Fε2.

Lemma 8 (EIGW duality; Lemma 2 in [31]). Fix ε > 0, (µ, ν) ∈ P2(Rdx)× P2(Rdy) and let
Mµ,ν :=

√
M2(µ)M2(ν). Then,

IGWε(µ, ν) = F1(µ, ν) + inf
A∈Rdx×dy

{
8∥A∥2F + IOTεA(µ, ν)

}
, (60)

where IOTεA is the EOT problem with cost cA : (x, y) ∈ Rdx × Rdy 7→ −8x⊺Ay. Moreover, the
infimum is achieved at some A⋆ ∈ DMµ,ν

:= [−Mµ,ν/2,Mµ,ν/2]
dx×dy .

As in the quadratic case, we can also establish a regularity theory for semi-dual EOT
potential of IOTεA(µ, ν), uniformly in A. In particular, Lemmas 5 and 7 from the proof
of Theorem 4 would go through with minimal modification. This enables the same neural
estimation approach for the EIGW cost and alignment plan.

Analogously to (22), define the EIGW NE as:

IGWε
k,a(X

n, Y n) = F1(X
n, Y n) + inf

A∈DM

{
8∥A∥2F + ÎOTA,k,a(X

n, Y n)
}
, (61)

where ÎOTA,k,a(X
n, Y n) is NE of EOT with cost function cA(x, y) = −8x⊺Ay, given by

ÎOT
ε

A,k,a(X
n, Y n) := max

f∈Fk,dx (a)

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(Xi)−
ε

n

n∑
j=1

log

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

exp

(
f(Xi) + 8X⊺

i AYj
ε

))
.

(62)
Following the same analysis as in quadratic case, we have the following uniform bound of

the effective error in terms of the NN and sample sizes for EIGW distances. The below result
in analogous to Theorem 4 from the main text that treats the quadratic EGW distance.

Theorem 7 (EIGW cost neural estimation; bound 1). There exists a constant C > 0 depending
only on dx, dy, such that setting a = C(1 + ε1−s) with s = ⌊dx/2⌋+ 3, we have

sup
(µ,ν)∈P(X )×P(Y)

E
[∣∣∣ÎGWε

k,a(X
n, Y n)− IGWε(µ, ν)

∣∣∣]
≲dx,dy

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)
k−

1
2 +min

{
1 +

1

ε

⌈
dx+

dy
2

⌉
+4

,

(
1 +

1

ε⌊
dx
2 ⌋+2

)√
k

}
n−

1
2 .

(63)

Theorem 7 can be derived via essentially a verbatim repetition of the proof of Theorem 4.
The only difference is that the constant C slightly changes since we are working with the cost
function cA(x, y) = −8x⊺Ay (which differs from the one in the quadratic case). Similarly,
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we can also establish analogous results to Theorems 5 and 6 for the EIGW setting. The
statements and their derivations remain exactly the same, and are omitted for brevity.

Appendix B. Proofs of Technical Lemmas

B.1. Proof of Lemma 4. Define the softmax function as

softmax(z) :=

(
ez1∑n
i=1 e

zi
, · · · , ezn∑n

i=1 e
zi

)
for z ∈ Rn. We first prove that the softmax function satisfies:

∥ softmax(z +∆)− softmax(z)∥∞ ≤
1

2
∥∆∥∞.

for any z,∆ ∈ Rn. The Jacobian of softmax function is:

J(z) = ∇z softmax(z) = diag(p)− pp⊤,
where p = softmax(z). Then

∥J(z)∥∞→∞ := sup
y ̸=0

∥J(z)y∥∞
∥y∥∞

= max
i

n∑
k=1

|Jik|

= max
i

pi (1− pi) +∑
k ̸=i

pipk


= max

i
2pi (1− pi)

≤ 1

2
,

thus by Mean Value Inequality, we have

∥ softmax(z +∆)− softmax(z)∥∞ ≤
(
sup
z̃
∥J(z̃)∥∞→∞

)
∥∆∥∞ ≤

1

2
∥∆∥∞.

Now, recall that our neural coupling is defined as

[
Π̃ε

A

]
ij
=

exp
(
f̂A(Xi)−cA(Xi,Yj)

ε

)
n
∑n

k=1 exp
(
f̂A(Xk)−cA(Xk,Yj)

ε

) , i, j = 1, . . . , n.

Then
Π̃ε

A =
1

n

(
softmax

(
z(1)(f̂A)

)
, · · · , softmax

(
z(n)(f̂A)

))
,

where z(j)(f̂A) := (z
(j)
1 (f̂A), · · · , · · · , z(j)n (f̂A)) and z(j)i (f̂A) :=

f̂A(Xi)−cA(Xi,Yj)
ε . Therefore,∥∥∥Π̃ε

A −Πε
A

∥∥∥
∞

=
1

n
max
j

∥∥∥softmax(z(j)(f̂A))− softmax(z(j)(φA))
∥∥∥
∞

≤ 1

2n
∥z(j)(f̂A)− z(j)(φA)∥∞

=
δ′

2nε
:= δ.

□
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B.2. Proof of Lemma 5. The existence of optimal potentials follows by standard EOT
arguments [65, Lemma 1]. Recall that EOT potentials are unique up to additive constants
(see section 2.2). Thus, let

(
φ0, ψ0

)
∈ L1(µ) × L1(ν) be optimal EOT potentials for the

cost c, solving dual formulation (4), and we can assume without loss of generality that∫
φ0dµ =

∫
ψ0dν = 1

2OT
ε
c(µ, ν).

Recall that the optimal potentials satisfies the Schrödinger system from (6). Define new
functions φ and ψ as

φ(x) := −ε log
∫
Y exp

(
ψ0(y)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dν(y), x ∈ X

ψ(y) := φc,ε(y), y ∈ Y.

These integrals are clearly well-defined as the integrands are everywhere positive on X and
Y, and φ0, ψ0 are defined on the supports of µ, ν respectively. Now We show that φ,ψ are
pointwise finite. For the upper bound, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

φ(x) ≤
∫
Y
c(x, y)− ψ0(y)dν(y) ≤ 3

2
∥c∥∞,X×Y ,

the second inequality follows from
∫
ψ0dν = 1

2OT
ε
c(µ, ν) and

−OTεc(µ, ν) ≤
∫
X×Y

−c(x, y)dγε⋆ ≤ ∥c∥∞,X×Y ,

where γε⋆ is optimal coupling for OTεc(µ, ν). The upper bound holds similarly for ψ on Y and
ψ0 on the support of ν. For lower bound, we have

−φ(x) ≤ ε log
∫
Y
exp

(
5
2∥c∥∞,X×Y

ε

)
dν(y) =

5

2
∥c∥∞,X×Y

Note that φA is defined on X , with pointwise bounds proven above. By Jensen’s inquality,∫
X

(
φ0 − φ

)
dµ+

∫
Y

(
ψ0 − ψ

)
dν

≤ ε log
∫
X
exp

(
φ0 − φ
ε

)
dµ+ log

∫
Y
exp

(
ψ0 − ψ
ε

)
dν

= ε log

∫
X×Y

exp

(
φ0(x) + ψ0(y)− c(x, y)

ε

)
dµ⊗ ν

+ ε log

∫
X×Y

exp

(
φ(x) + ψ0(y)− c(x, y)

ε

)
dµ⊗ ν

= 0.

Since
(
φ0, ψ0

)
maximizes (4), so does (φ,ψ) and thus they are also optimal potentials.

Therefore, φ solves semi-dual formulation (5). By the strict concavity of the logarithm function
we further conclude that φ = φ0 µ-a.s and ψ = ψ0 ν-a.s.

The differentiability of (φ,ψ) is clear from their definition. For any multi-index α, the
multivariate Faa di Bruno formula (see [82, Corollary 2.10]) implies

−Dαφ(x) = ε

|α|∑
r=1

∑
p(α,r)

α!(r − 1)!(−1)r−1∏|α|
j=1 (kj !) (βj !)

kj

|α|∏
j=1

Dβj
∫
Y exp(ψ

0(y)−c(x,y)
ε )dν(y)∫

Y exp(ψ
0(y)−c(x,y)

ε )dν(y)

kj

, (64)
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where p(α, r) is the collection of all tuples
(
k1, · · · , k|α|;β1, · · · , β|α|

)
∈ N|α|×Ndx×|α| satisfying∑|α|

i=1 ki = r,
∑|α|

i=1 kiβi = α, and for which there exists s ∈ {1, . . . , |α|} such that ki = 0 and
βi = 0 for all i = 1, . . . |α|−s, ki > 0 for all i = |α|−s+1, . . . , |α|, and 0 ≺ β|α|−s+1 ≺ · · · ≺ β|α|.
For a detailed discussion of this set including the linear order ≺, please refer to [82]. For the
current proof we only use the fact that the number of elements in this set solely depends on
|α| and r. Given the above, it clearly suffices to bound

∣∣∣Dβj
∫
Y exp

(
ψ0(y)− c(x, y)

)
dν(y)

∣∣∣.
First, we apply the same formula to Dβje−c(x,y)/ε and obtain

Dβje
−c(x,y)

ε =

|βj |∑
r′=1

∑
p(βj ,r′)

(−1)−r′βj !ε−r
′∏|βj |

i=1

(
k′j !
)
(ηi!)

k′i
e

−c(x,y)
ε

|βj |∏
i=1

(Dηic(x, y))k
′
i , (65)

where p (βj , r′) is a set of tuples
(
k′1, . . . , k

′
|βj |; η1, . . . , η|βj |

)
∈ N|βj |×Ndx×|βj | defined similarly

to the above. Since c(x, y) is smooth, we can conclude that |Dηic(x, y)| ≤ Cc,∥X∥,∥Y∥ for some
constant Cc,∥X∥,∥Y∥ that depends on c(x, y) and the diameter of X and Y. Consequently, for
0 < ε < 1, we have ∣∣∣∣∣∣D

βj
∫
Y exp(ψ

0(y)−c(x,y)
ε )dν(y)∫

Y exp(ψ
0(y)−c(x,y)

ε )dν(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cβjε−|βj |C
|βj |
c,∥X∥,∥Y∥,

and for ε ≥ 1, ∣∣∣∣∣∣D
βj
∫
Y exp(ψ

0(y)−c(x,y)
ε )dν(y)∫

Y exp(ψ
0(y)−c(x,y)

ε )dν(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cβjε−1C
|βj |
c,∥X∥,∥Y∥.

Plugging back, we obtain

|Dαφ(x)| ≤ C|α|(1 + ε1−|α|)C
|α|
c,∥X∥,∥Y∥.

Analogous bound holds for ψ.
In particular, when we take c = cA for any A ∈ DM , there exist semi-dual EOT potentials

(φA, φ
c,ε
A ) for OTεA(µ, ν), such that

∥φA∥∞,X ≤ 6dxdy + 40(dxdy)
3/2

∥DαφA∥∞,X ≤ Cs
(
1 + ε1−s

)
(1 + dy)

s
(
1 +

√
dxdy +

√
dx

)s
, ∀α ∈ Ndx0 with 1 ≤ |α| ≤ s.

(66)
For the first bound, we use the fact ∥cA∥∞,X×Y ≤ 4∥x∥2∥y∥2 + 32∥x∥∥A∥F∥y∥ ≤ 4dxdy +
16Mdxdy. For derivatives bound, observe that

|DηicA(x, y)| =
∣∣Dηi

(
4∥x∥2∥y∥2 + 32x⊺Ay

)∣∣ ≤ 8
(
1 + ∥y∥2

) (
1 +

√
dyM + ∥x∥

)
≤ 8(1 + dy)(1 +

√
dyM +

√
dx),

where the first inequality follows from proof of Lemma 3 in [22]. We obtain

|DαφA(x)| ≤ C|α|(1 + ε1−|α|)(1 + dy)
|α|(1 +

√
dyM +

√
dx)

|α|.

The proof is completed by plugging the definition of M into these bounds. □
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B.3. Proof of Lemma 6. For any f ∈ Fk,a(a), we know that ∥f∥∞,X ≤ 3a(∥X∥+ 1) = 6a,
so NNs are uniformly bounded. This implies that OTεc(µ, ν) ≥ OTεk,a(µ, ν). Since φ satisfies
(31), it’s uniformly bounded on X . Then, the following holds:∣∣OTεc(µ, ν)− OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)

∣∣ =OTεc(µ, ν)− OTεc,k,a(µ, ν)

≤Eµ|φ− f |+ Eν |φc,ε − f c,ε|
≤2∥φ− f∥∞,X .

The last inequality holds by an observation that,

|φc,ε(y)− f c,ε(y)| ≤ ∥φ− f∥∞,X , ∀y ∈ Y. (67)

Indeed, note that for any y ∈ Y,

φc,ε(y)− f c,ε(y)

= −ε log

∫ exp
(
φ(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)∫

exp
(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)


= −ε log

∫ exp
(
φ(x)−f(x)

ε

)
exp

(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)∫

exp
(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)


≥ −ε log

∫ exp
(
∥φ−f∥∞,X

ε

)
exp

(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)∫

exp
(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)


= −∥φ− f∥∞,X .

Similarly, we can have that

φc,ε(y)− f c,ε(y)

≤ −ε log

∫ exp
(
−∥φ−f∥∞,X

ε

)
exp

(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)∫

exp
(
f(x)−c(x,y)

ε

)
dµ(x)


= ∥φ− f∥∞,X .

□
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