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Abstract

The entropically regularized optimal transport problem between probability measures on compact
Euclidean subsets can be represented as an information projection with moment inequality constraints.
This allows its Fenchel dual to be approximated by a sequence of convex, finite-dimensional problems
using sieve methods, enabling tractable estimation of the primal value and dual optimizers from samples.
Assuming only continuity of the cost function, I establish almost sure consistency of these estimators. I
derive a finite-sample convergence rate for the primal value estimator, showing logarithmic dependence
on sieve complexity, and quantify uncertainty for the dual optimal value estimator via matching stochas-
tic bounds involving suprema of centered Gaussian processes. These results provide the first statisti-
cal guarantees for sieve-based estimators of entropic optimal transport, extending beyond the empirical

Sinkhorn approach.

1 Introduction

Optimal transport (Villani, 2009) has emerged as a fundamental tool in modern statistics, supporting method-
ologies for distributional comparison, generative modeling, domain adaptation, and causal inference. Given
two Borel probability spaces, (X', B(X), Px) and (¥, B()), Py ), with X € R% and ) € R%, and a cost
function ¢ : & x ) — R,, the optimal transport problem is an infinite-dimensional linear optimization

problem

inf / c(x,y) dP, (1.1)
Pell(Px,Py) XxY

where the infimum is taken over the set II( Py, Py') of couplings between Px and Py. Central to its

recent success in practice is the paradigm of entropic regularization, popularized by Cuturi (2013), enabling

computational advances for data-rich applications in areas like machine learning or image processing (Peyré

and Cuturi, 2019). For « > 0, the entropically regularized optimal transport (EOT) problem is

inf ,y)dP +~ 'H(P|Px ® Py), 1.2
PGH%EX,PY)/XXJJC(QU y) v ( ’ X ) (12
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where 7 is the entropic regularization parameter, and H (-| Px ® Py-) denotes the relative entropy with respect

to the product measure

aP dP .
lo d(Px ® Py) if P< Py ® P

00 elsewhere.

For fixed ~, the problem (1.2) yields a regularized optimal value, dual potentials, and a transport plan that
approximate those of the problem (1.1), with large values of ~ providing more accurate approximations
(e.g., Léonard, 2012).

Entropic regularization enables scalable computation and smooths the geometry of the transport problem,
and it is now routinely used in statistical practice via the empirical Sinkhorn divergence. Given samples,
X1,..., Xy iid. from Px and Y7,..., Yy i.i.d. from Py, and their empirical distributions, PX and Py,
respectively, the empirical Sinkhorn divergence solves the sample analogue of the EOT problem (1.2): it
replaces the population distributions Px and Py in the EOT problem with Px and Py, respectively, and
then applies the Sinkhorn algorithm to approximate the regularized optimal value, transport plan, and dual
potentials. Despite its widespread use, relatively little is known about the statistical properties of the EOT
problem beyond the narrow, though important, class of smooth cost functions.

Existing theory offers only partial answers: central limit theorems are available for quadratic costs and
sub-Gaussian probability measures (e.g., del Barrio et al., 2023; Goldfeld et al., 2024), and more general
cost functions have been analyzed only in discrete and semi-discrete settings (e.g., Bigot and Klein, 2019;
Bercu and Bigot, 2021). Furthermore, sample-complexity bounds have been established under smooth costs
and compactly supported measures (e.g., Genevay et al., 2019) and for quadratic costs with sub-Gaussian
measures (e.g., Mena and Niles-Weed, 2019), ruling out many cost functions used in applications such as
economics (Galichon, 2016; Chiappori and Salanié, 2016), imaging (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019), and machine
learning (Arjovsky et al., 2017; Flamary and Courty, 2021). On the other hand, methods based on repro-
ducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) parameterizations (Genevay et al., 2016) or neural networks (Seguy
et al., 2018) are computationally flexible and accommodate general continuous cost functions, but impose
continuity of the dual potentials as a structural assumption, motivated by optimization considerations. These
methods lack statistical guarantees beyond consistency, which holds only under the correct specification of
the potentials’ continuity. As a result, the statistical behavior of EOT estimators under general continuous
costs and general marginal distributions remains essentially unknown. This paper addresses this gap in the
setting of compactly supported marginal distributions.

I develop a nonparametric estimation framework for the EOT value under minimal conditions: the cost
function is continuous and the marginal distributions have compact support. The method is grounded in
a representation of the EOT problem as an information projection under moment constraints—a classical
perspective (e.g., Csiszdr, 1975) that, to the best of my knowledge, has not previously been exploited for
statistical estimation of entropic optimal transport. This formulation enables the use of sieve methods and
empirical process theory to approximate the Fenchel dual of the information-projection problem. The result-

ing estimator is computationally tractable and applies to continuous cost functions with arbitrary compactly



supported marginal distributions, thereby extending statistical optimal transport to settings not covered by
existing theory.
The present analysis develops a stochastic approximation scheme for the EOT problem (1.2) under the

following minimal conditions.
Assumption 1. (i) X and ) are compact, (ii) c : X x Y — R is continuous.

Under Assumption 1, the EOT problem (1.2) admits a unique solution, denoted by P,. Rewriting the

objective as
vy toga, +y'H(P | R,), (1.3)

where the reference probability 12, satisfies

dR,

W(%y) = exp{—’yc(m,y)}/aw (z,y) € X XY

with ay = [ rxy exp{—yc(z,y)} d(Px ® Py)(z,y), reveals that P, is also the solution to the information

projection (I-projection) problem
min {H(P | Ry) : P € II(Px, Py)}. (1.4)

The stochastic approximation scheme developed in this paper applies the method of sieves (Grenander,

1981) to the Fenchel dual of the I-projection problem (1.4). The construction rests on three main ideas:
(a) reformulating the marginal constraints in (1.4) as moment inequality restrictions;
(b) reparametrizing the Fenchel dual so that it admits finite-dimensional convex approximations; and

(c) estimating these finite-dimensional programs via the Sample Average Approximation method (Shapiro
et al., 2009).

Together, these steps yield a sieve M-estimator for the Fenchel dual problem. The approximation framework
of Tabri (2025) provides a convergent sieve construction for implementing steps (a) and (b). The key insight
behind step (a) is that cumulative distribution functions characterize probability measures supported on sub-
sets of Euclidean space, allowing us to rewrite moment equality constraints as pairs of moment inequalities.
This reveals that the resulting class of moment functions is uniformly bounded and Vapnik-Chervonenkis
(VC), and hence suitably precompact for adapting the general results of Tabri (2025). Unlike existing ap-
proaches based on discretization or parametric approximation of dual potentials, this construction enforces
the defining constraints of the EOT problem at the population level and uses the sample only to approximate
expectations in the dual objective.

That framework reparametrizes the Fenchel dual so that the dual variable becomes a Gelfand—Pettis inte-
gral (Gelfand, 1936; Pettis, 1938): a weak vector-valued integral with respect to a positive Radon measure

supported on the L;(R,)-closed convex hull of the moment functions defining the inequality constraints.



This representation is advantageous because it admits approximation by Riemann sums in the L; (R-) norm,
forming the basis of the sieve construction in Tabri (2025). Specializing this scheme to the present setting
produces a sequence of finite-dimensional convex stochastic programs with a common objective and expand-
ing domains. Here, these domains are finite-dimensional spaces generated by selected moment functions,
which remain VC because they consist of linear combinations of elements from a VC class.

To apply the SAA method, I begin by solving sample analogues of the sieve-based approximating pro-
grams. Because their domains are naturally unbounded, I restrict them in a way that still allows expansion
with the sieve approximation. I justify this restriction by connecting the Fenchel dual problem’s optimizers
to Schrodinger potentials (Nutz and Wiesel, 2022), and I establish that these optimizers remain uniformly
bounded under Assumption 1. With these restrictions, I show that when the sieve grows slowly enough
relative to the sample size, a strong uniform law of large numbers (ULLN) holds for the corresponding
empirical processes. This ULLN guarantees that optimizing the sample-based objective over the sieve is
asymptotically equivalent to optimizing its expectation, the Fenchel dual objective. I provide the precise
statement and proof of this ULLN in Appendix C. Notably, it accommodates sequences of function classes
whose index sets evolve with sample size—a situation not addressed by existing ULLN results, to the best of

my knowledge.

1.1 Summary of Contributions

The contributions of this paper are threefold.

1. I establish the almost sure convergence of the proposed stochastic approximation scheme. In particular,

under random sampling from 2, with sample size NV,

(i) the optimal value of the dual problem is consistently estimated by the optimal values of a sequence of

finite-dimensional SAA convex programs, and

(ii) every weak-star accumulation point of the corresponding sequence of optimal solutions is an optimal

solution of the dual problem,

as N — oo, with probability 1.

2. Using empirical process techniques, I derive a finite-sample rate in terms of mean-convergence for the
estimator of the EOT value. The rate separates stochastic variation from sieve approximation error, yielding
a nonparametric bias-variance trade-off. The stochastic component is controlled by Massart’s finite class
lemma (Massart, 2000), giving a bound y/2log(n)/N, where n is the dimension of the approximating
sieve function class. This yields rates slower than the classical VN benchmark—typical in nonparametric
estimation—while exhibiting unusually mild dependence on model complexity due to the logarithmic factor.
3. I establish matching upper and lower stochastic bounds for the estimation error of the dual problem’s
optimal value, with leading terms given by the suprema of centered Gaussian processes indexed by the
sieve class, divided by v/N. These results follow from the Gaussian approximation of suprema of empirical
processes in Chernozhukov et al. (2014b) and can be used to construct interval estimators for the EOT value.
Importantly, all results require only continuity of the cost and compact supports, making the methodology

applicable in settings for which no statistical theory currently exists.
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1.2 Organization of the paper

Section 2 develops the moment-inequality representation of the EOT problem and establishes key structural
properties of the associated Fenchel dual problem via a sequence of propositions. These results lay the
analytical foundation for the statistical analysis. Section 3 introduces the sieve M-estimator and states the
main result of the paper, Theorem 1, which establishes consistency, the convergence rate, and stochastic
bounds. Section 4 discusses the scope of the main result, its implications for statistical optimal transport,
and potential extensions. The Appendix collects proofs of the theorem and all propositions to streamline the

exposition, as well as all technical lemmas, derivations, and a numerical illustration.

2 Moment Inequality Information Projection Problem and Approximation

Section 3 of Csiszar (1975) frames the I-projection problem (1.4) in terms of moment equality constraints.
He argues that two probability measures on abstract spaces are equal if and only if they have equal moments
for all integrable moment functions. Since I focus on the setup specified by Assumption 1, I can simplify

this characterization. The constraint set II( Py, Py') has the following characterization:
{PeP (X xY):Pi(A) =Px(A)VA € B(X)and P(A) = Py(A)VA € B())}, (2.1)

where P (X x )’) denotes the set of probability measures defined on the measurable space (X x Y, B(X X
YV)), and B(X x )) is the Borel sigma-algebra of X x )). Under Assumption 1, the collection of sets
By = {A € B(X): A= x% (—o0,zi],x € X} and By = {A eBY): A= x¥ (—o0,yly € y}
generate the sigma-algebras B(X’) and B()), respectively. Consequently, there is no loss of information in
reformulating the constraints in (2.1) by replacing B(X') and B()) with Bx and By, respectively.

Now this reformulation of the constraint set is connected to moment inequalities using the cumulative

distribution functions of Px and Py,
- d
Fx(a) = Px (x{z,(—00,2i]) and Fy(y) = P (<2 (=oc,mi])

which are defined on X" and ), respectively. To clarify, I can express the I-projection problem (1.4) as the

following infinite-dimensional minimization problem,

Joplog(p)dR, ifp >0, [,pdR,=1

00 elsewhere,

minimize m(p) =

subject to / gz pdR, <0 and / —gp pdR, <0 vz’ € X, 2.2)
Q Q

/gy/devﬁOand/—gy/deVSO vy €,
Q Q

and p e Li(Ry),



where 2 := X x ), the moment functions are given by
g (z,y) = Fx(2') — 1 [w = x/] and gy (x,y) = Fy(y)—1 [y < y'] , (2.3)
with the notation "<" means z; < z and y; < y} foralli =1,...,d;and j = 1,...,d,, respectively, and
Li(R,) = {h : Q — R : his measurable B(X x ))/B(R) and /Q|h| AR, < oo} :
LetV := {gn, —gn : h € X UY}. By Lemmas B.3 and B.4, this subset of L;(R,) is precompact and
closed in the norm topology. These properties of V' are central to this section’s results: existence and

exponential family representation of the dual optimizers, and approximation. Towards that end, I formulate

the I-projection’s constraint set equivalently as
M = {p € Li(R,) : m(p) < oo, /vade <0Vve V} . (2.4
The positive conjugate cone of M, using Lo(R,) as the dual space, is thus defined as
M = {z € Lo(R,) : /szdR,y >0Vpe M}
In light of the form of M®, I consider the dual optimization problem on the following domain
D:={zeM?:2e0(V) o, a>0}, (2.5)

where co(V) is the closed convex hull of V in the L; (R~ )-norm. In particular, the dual optimization problem

inf {/ e dRy; z € D} . (2.6)
Q

I have the following result on the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the dual problem (2.6), and

is given by

its exponential representation.
Proposition 2.1. Let the constraint set M be given by (2.4), and suppose that Assumption 1 holds.
1. arginf { fQ e“dRy:z € D} # 0 and the R.-density of P, has the following representation

e*0.y

Py = W where 2z = arginf {/Q edR,:z € D} ) 2.7
solves the I-projection problem (2.2).
2. 29~ € span_(V), where span (V) is the L1(R)-norm closure of the positive linear span of V.

Proof. See Appendix A.1. u



Furthermore, duality holds:

m(py) = — log (/ €0 dR7> . (2.8)
Q

I will now discuss the sieve approximation of the dual problem (2.6). Observe that the domain is
infinite-dimensional because there are infinitely many inequality restrictions. Therefore, I approximate the
dual problem and implement it numerically using a simulation-based procedure. The sieve approximation
scheme is the one put forward by Tabri (2025). It approximates the dual problem using a sequence of
finite-dimensional convex stochastic programs, and I use the SAA method in Section 3 to approximate these
stochastic programs.

I begin by reparametrizing the dual problem (2.6) using the Gelfand—Pettis (G—F) integral. Because I
work in Li(R), I provide a self-contained definition and the minimal existence statement needed for this
paper. This integral applies to any subset J C L1 (R, ) that is compact in the norm topology. Suppose ¢ is a
positive Radon measure on the measure space (J, B(.J)), where B(J) is the Borel sigma-algebra of .J, and
denote the topological dual of Ly (R,) by L (R-)*.

Definition 1 (Gelfand—Pettis integral in Li(R)). Suppose that for every continuous linear functional A €
L1i(R,)*, the scalar map j — A(j) is {-integrable. If there exists h € Li(R.) such that

A(h) = /J AG) ) forall A € La(R,)",

then h is called the Gelfand—Pettis integral of the identity map on J with respect to £, and we write

/J jde(j) = h.

As Li(R,)* separates points on L1 (R.), there is at most one such h that satisfies Definition 1. Thus, there
is no uniqueness problem. The existence of A follows from an application of Theorem 3.27 of Rudin (1991),
because (a) J is compact in the L;(Ry)-norm, and (b) L (R,) with its norm topology is a Fréchet space.
As V is compact in the norm topology of L1 (R, ), I can apply this definition with the choice J = V.

In consequence, the dual problem (2.6) can be reparametrized in terms of Radon measures whose sup-
ported on V. These measures are modeled as elements of the space C ())*~the topological dual of the
Banach space of continuous functions on V, C'()). The reparametrization arises from the following repre-

sentation of elements in D:

2€D — EI,uGPandozZOsuchthatz:a/vd,u(v). (2.9)
1%

where P C C' (V)" the set of Radon probability measures on V, and [}, v du(v) the G-F integral. Now

define = C C (V)" as the set of all positive Radon measures on ), and consider the following set

T ={{€Z:{=a pa>0andy € P}. (2.10)



The dual problem (2.6) and its solution set can now be reparametrized as
9 = inf{/ ey v ) AR, : € € T}, (2.11)
Q

and S* := arginf { fQ ey vdé(v) AR, : € € T}, respectively. I have the following result on the characteri-

zation of S*.

Corollary 2.1. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 2.1 hold. Then it follows that

S = {56 Tz :/Vvdf(v)} # 0.

Proof. See Appendix A.2. |

The G-F integral representation of the solution 2g -, in (2.6) is 29 y = fv vdpo(v). Since zg - is unique
(up to equivalence class), it follows that o ~ is also unique, but that £y, may not be uniquely defined. This
representation of zp , shows «y . is also the total variation norm of the Radon measure {y , = o~ - lo,~-

Using Assumption 1, I can also obtain a representation of z( , in terms of Schrodinger potentials (Nutz
and Wiesel, 2022), enabling me to deduce an upper bound on g~ /7 via an application of Lemma 4.9
in Nutz (2022). The next result presents this bound.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds, and let ||c||~ = SUD(3,4) € x Y c(z,y). Then, ag/v <

1
max{1—Fx (inf X),1—Fy (inf V) }"

kllc|loe < 00, holds, where K :=
Proof. See Appendix A.3. =

The sieve I consider is based on the approximation scheme put forward by Tabri (2025). His scheme
is indexed by a sequence {e/}s>1 C Ry, with ¢, | 0 as £ — oo. For each ¢ € Z,, let Uy =
{z € Li(R,) : |I2]lL,(r,) < €} - Then by Lemma A.2 of Tabri (2025), there corresponds a finite partition
{E; ¢}, of V with the property

e

/Vvd,u(v) - ZN(EM)W el Yy eEjy,i=1...,n. (2.12)
i=1

Remarkably, the only structure on the partitions that is required for this approximation to hold is that for

each i: v — v’ € Uy for all v,v" € E;,. Consequently, the partitions depend only on €y, R, and V), and

not p. Of course, to satisfy the accuracy (2.12) the dimension of the discretization, n,, will diverge to co as

— 0.

There are many partitions of V that can be used in practice. By the proof of Lemma B.3, the set }V is VC
subgraph; hence, there exists a finite partition of V satisfying the accuracy (2.12) that does not depend on
R.,. Partitions of this sort are advantageous in practice since 1y, would then be independent of the regularizer
. In particular, standard entropy bounds for uniformly bounded VC-subgraph classes (e.g., Theorem 2.6.7

in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) imply that, for each approximation level €, one can choose a partition



such that n, and the accuracy (2.12) satisty n, < K e;‘s, for constants K,0 > 0 depending only on the
VC characteristics of V' and the uniform envelope (here, it is the constant function equal to 1), but not on
the reference measure 2. Consequently, n, can always be taken to grow at most polynomially in ee_l,
uniformly over the choice of the regularization parameter . Appendix D presents an example of such a
partition.

The sieve approximation for the dual problem proceeds as follows. Fix a level £ € Z, and choose an

approximation tolerance e, > 0. Let ny € Z, and {E; };-*, be a partition of V' satisfying the accuracy

requirement (2.12). Foreach 7 = 1,...,ny, select a representative v; € F; ¢ and let
ny
GZ(W;OZ,,M) = eXp{aZﬂivi(w)}7 w e Q7 (OQ/J) GCZ, (213)
i=1

where Cp = {(oz, W) € R?f“ DY = 1}. The finite-dimensional convex program associated with

level ¢ is
¥y == inf /Gg(w;oz,,u) dR(w), (2.14)
( 7“)665 Q
S = argmf / Go(w; o, 1) dRy (w). (2.15)
7# ecl

I can also apply Theorem 3 of Tabri (2025) to establish convergence of the approximation scheme to the
original problem (2.11) with the sequence of approximate solutions converging to a solution of the original

problem, as £ — oco. The next result formalizes this point.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose Assumption I holds. Let ¢ = [, c(w) d(Px ® Py) and let {€;,U}¢>1 be de-
scribed as above. For each V, let {E,g}zni 1 be a partition of V such that, for each i, v — v’ € Uy holds
for all v,v' € E;y. Then, for each {, S; # 0 for any v; € E; ¢ where i = 1,...,ny. Furthermore, for
each { and v; € E; g withi = 1,...,ny, define the corresponding Radon measure & = ny Y 01 fin,Ovy
where (0tn,, 11,0y - - - s Bngny) € Sy and 0y, is the Dirac delta function at v; for each i. Then the following

statements hold.
1. limy_, oo ¥ = V7,

2. Convergence rate of {log(93)/v}es1: v~ " |log9) —log0*| < e l|c||se?lelctOIFlogar o qpf
leZy.

3. Every accumulation point of {{;} ¢>1> in the weak-star topology of C (V)*, is an element of S*.
Proof. See Appendix A.4. [ |

This section achieved two complementary objectives. First, it reformulated the entropically regularized
optimal transport problem as an I-projection under an infinite collection of moment inequality restrictions
and characterized its solution through a Fenchel dual representation involving a G-F integral. Second,

it introduced a deterministic sieve approximation of this dual problem, replacing the infinite-dimensional



optimization with a sequence of finite-dimensional convex programs whose solutions converge to those
of the original dual problem as the sieve resolution increases. These approximating programs provide a
numerically tractable representation of the dual problem, but they still involve expectations with respect to
the reference measure and are therefore not directly observable.

The following section builds on this deterministic approximation by introducing a sieve M-estimation
framework. Specifically, the finite-dimensional convex programs constructed above are estimated using the
SAA method, yielding estimators of both the dual optimal value and the corresponding dual variables. This
two-step structure—deterministic sieve approximation followed by stochastic estimation—forms the basis for

the consistency, rate, and inference results established in the remainder of the paper.

3 Sieve M-Estimation

As the approximating problem (2.14) is a stochastic program, I describe a procedure for computing /7 and
elements of S; using the SAA method. I also show the procedure converges to the Fenchel dual prob-
lem (2.11). Firstly, replace the constraint set C; with Cp := {(c, 1) € Cy : @ < vk||c||oo }, Where the upper

bound is due to Proposition 2.2. Consequently, for each ¢, the collection of functions

Go 1= {Geler )+ (co ) €T} G.1)

is a uniformly bounded class of functions, with common bound e?*ll¢l>_ This property of G, is useful for
the ensuing analysis, as the level of the discretization’s accuracy, e;, must be coupled with the sample size
through the complexity of this class of functions.

Next, replace the finite program (2.14) and its solution set S; with

¥y = inf {/ Go(ws o, ) dRy(w) = (o, 1) € @} and (3.2)
Q
Sy == arg min {/ Gy(w; o, p) dRy(w) = (o, 1) € @g} ,
Q

respectively. Now solving this optimization problem using the SAA method entails solving the sample-
analogue of (3.2) with a simulated random sample from R,. Let wiVe := {wj,i < N¢} be a random sample
of size Ny from .. The SAA method solves

Ny
. , 1 _
Dy (W) = inf N ;:1 Go(wj, a, ) : (a, 1) € Cy (3.3)

and approximates Sy with S, (wa) = arg min {N% Z;V:‘l Go(wj, o, p) = (o, ) € 55}.

Remark 3.1 (Measurability). Foreach ¢ € Z_, the SAA objective function in (3.2) is defined on a common
probability space <><ZN:‘81§2, xf-vzle (Q), Rf? N‘), where B((2) is the Borel sigma-algebra of €2, and R? ey
is the Ny-fold product of the probability measure R.. As the function G(w;«, p1), defined in (2.13), is a
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Carathéodory function, i.e., continuous in («, pt) and measurable in w, the SAA objective function is also
such a function. In consequence, Dy (wN ) and Sy (wN ) are measurable. Furthermore, a particular opti-
mal solution (ay, pg) of the SAA problem is a measurable selection (ag (wNZ) 5 Ly (wNZ)) S S'g (wN‘),
and existence of such measurable selection is ensured by the Measurable Selection Theory (e.g., Theo-

rem 7.34, Shapiro et al., 2009). This takes care of measurability questions.

In my setup, the sequence of SAA programs (3.3) comprise a nonparametric sieve estimation problem.

A sufficient condition for its consistency, as the sample size N, increases with /, for fixed +, is that
th N, logn, = 0. (3.4)
—00

This condition implies the Rademacher complexity, Ry, (G¢), described in Lemma C.1 and Corollary C.1,
satisfies Ry, (Gr) = o(1) as £ — oo. Consequently, I can establish that a uniform strong law of large
numbers holds for the sequence of function classes {Gy}/>1—see Proposition C.1 in Appendix C. This

large-sample result is key in the proof of my main result.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, let Gy be as given in (3.1) for each ¢ € 7., and sup-
pose that the limit (3.4) holds. For each (, let W™ be a random sample from R,, and ég (le ) =
Gy (wa) Z?il fLie (wa) 0y, where (dg (wa) s [ue (wa)) € Sg (wN‘f). Then the following statements
hold.

1. With probability 1,

(i) limy_yoo Jp = O*.

(ii) Every accumulation point of {ég} ¢>1, in the weak-star topology of C (V) *is an element of S*.

2. Sample complexity: for each (,

R 21
Y E sy Hlogﬁg - 10g19*H < max{ ng,q } 2| ]| oo €72 lello
R, Ny
3. As{ — oo,
* 3 —1/2 —1/2
9 > 9 — N2 sup Bllg) — o vrlleloe™ = 4 op (N, ),
g€,
0* < —I—Nz_l/2 sup By'(g) —I—ORW(NZ_I/z),
9€4g,
where Bé and By are centered Gaussian processes indexed by Gy and Q[ = —G, with common

covariance kernel [, g(w)g'(w) dR+(w).

Proof. See Appendix A.5. u
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An immediate consequence of the result in Part 1(i) of Theorem 1 is on estimation of the EOT value (1.2).

In the notation of Section 2, this value is given by v~! (log a, + m(p-)), and with probability 1,

éli)n;o At <log ay —log 1%) =~y (log ay —log ") = 71 (log ay +m(py)),

by an application of the Continuous Mapping Theorem and optimal value duality (2.8).

Sections 2-3 together yield a two-stage construction: a deterministic sieve approximation of the Fenchel
dual of the I-projection problem (2.6), followed by a stochastic approximation of the resulting finite-
dimensional convex programs via the SAA method. Theorem 1 summarizes the statistical consequences
of this construction, establishing (i) almost sure consistency for the estimators of the dual optimal value and
the associated dual solutions, (ii) finite-sample mean-error bounds for the estimator of the primal optimal
value, and (iii) stochastic upper and lower error bounds for the estimation error of the dual optimal value.
The remainder of the paper discusses how these guarantees compare with the existing statistical optimal

transport literature.

4 Discussion

This section contrasts the present moment-inequality-based approach with the empirical Sinkhorn diver-
gence and with continuity-driven dual parametrizations, and it explains how the population-level constraint
structure underlying the sieve M-estimator leads to different modes of convergence and different inferential

tools. It also outlines extensions to entropic optimal transport problems with additional moment restrictions.

4.1 Other Approaches

A large body of work on approximating entropically regularized optimal transport focuses on computational
formulations of the Fenchel-Rockafellar dual, often implemented via the Sinkhorn algorithm. In the general
setting, the Fenchel-Rockafellar dual can be written as in Nutz and Wiesel (2022),

sup (/ fdPX—i-/gdPy
feLi(Px),g€L1(Py) X y

_l< / @9 =cen) Py & Py) — 1)) 7
T NJxxy

where the functions f and ¢ are called dual or Schrédinger potentials in the literature. Most practical algo-
rithms do not use this L;-based convex-analytic dual. Instead, they require the potentials to be continuous
and use parametrizations ensuring pointwise evaluation and stochastic-gradient updates are well defined.
This category includes the RKHS-based sieve of Genevay et al. (2016) and the neural-network parametriza-
tions of Seguy et al. (2018) and Arjovsky et al. (2017). The RKHS approach assumes the true potentials
belong to a fixed RKHS—a strong modeling assumption that fails for many continuous functions on com-
pact sets, as demonstrated by Theorem 1.1 of Steinwart (2024). Neural-network parametrizations avoid this

restriction but still require continuity of the potentials as a structural assumption motivated by computational
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considerations.

The dual framework developed in this paper fundamentally departs from continuity-based approaches.
Here, the dual variables are finite Radon measures that act on a VC class of moment functions, placing them
naturally in the dual space C'(V)* with the weak-star topology. Unlike previous methods, this framework
does not require continuity of the Schrodinger potentials. This choice aligns with the analytical struc-
ture of the entropic dual: regularization removes the pointwise constraint f(x) + g(y) < c¢(z,y) found
in unregularized optimal transport, so integrability—not continuity—is the minimal regularity ensured by
the Schrodinger system. As a result, the sieve M-estimator developed here preserves the dual problem’s
population-level structure without imposing unnecessary smoothness conditions.

A comparison with the empirical Sinkhorn divergence further clarifies the fundamental differences in
how these estimators use data and the EOT constraint set. The sieve M-estimator enforces the EOT con-
straints at the population level by approximating the moment inequalities that define the Schrodinger system,
guided by the geometry of the population-level feasible set of couplings. In contrast, the empirical Sinkhorn
divergence replaces the true marginals Py and Py with their empirical versions, solving a discrete EOT
problem that enforces only empirical marginal constraints and derives its geometry entirely from the sam-
pled data. As a result, the sieve M-estimator preserves the analytical structure of the population constraints
and uses data solely to approximate expectations in the dual objective. In contrast, the empirical Sinkhorn
divergence treats the empirical distributions as if they were the population distributions. This distinction has
practical implications: the two estimators respond differently to sampling variability and to the geometry of
the underlying distributions, and only the sieve estimator maintains the population constraint set inherent in
the EOT problem.

These structural differences shape their statistical guarantees. Notably, only the empirical Sinkhorn
divergence currently has established convergence rates or central limit theorems—and even these results
hold only in special cases involving smooth or quadratic costs. In contrast, Theorem 1 shows that the sieve
M-estimator achieves consistency under much weaker conditions and provides finite-sample mean error
bounds and stochastic approximations valid for all continuous cost functions on compact supports. I discuss

these results in detail below.

4.2 Part 1 of Theorem 1

The first part of Theorem 1 establishes the almost sure convergence of both the sieve optimal value esti-
mator and the corresponding dual estimators, for any continuous cost function on compact supports. This
significantly broadens the scope of statistical optimal transport beyond the traditional focus on smooth or
quadratic costs and empirical Sinkhorn divergence. The main distinction between my dual consistency result
and previous empirical Sinkhorn analyses lies in the mode and topology of convergence: my dual estimators
converge almost surely in the weak-star topology of C'(V)*, whereas empirical Sinkhorn results typically
establish convergence in mean with respect to the LQ(pX ® Py) norm, where PX and Py are the empirical
marginals (see, e.g., Lemma 4.8 in Section 4.2 of Chewi et al., 2025). The question of deriving conver-
gence rates for my dual variable estimator remains open and is left for future work, though I briefly outline

potential approaches below.
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This difference in convergence mode has important practical implications. Weak-star almost sure conver-
gence offers a strong qualitative guarantee: the estimated dual variables converge in the weak-star topology
for almost every sample path, not just on average. This property is especially valuable for downstream tasks—
such as sensitivity analysis, specification testing, or constructing confidence bounds for transport costs—
where a stable dual representation is crucial. In contrast, mean Ly convergence for empirical Sinkhorn duals
depends on the empirical marginals and reflects approximation quality averaged over the sampled supports.
While both types of convergence are informative, weak-star almost sure convergence uniquely captures how
my dual variables utilize population-level information, rather than only the empirical support. This makes it
particularly well suited for applications that rely on the dual structure inherent to the EOT problem.

A natural starting point for studying rates of convergence of my dual variable estimator is to endow the
parameter space with a compatible metric. Recall that the dual variables lie in the set To = {f S
[€ll7v < vEllelloo }» Where || - ||y is the total variation norm on C'(V)*. As it is a norm-bounded subset of
C(V)*, by the Banach—Alaoglu theorem it must be weak-star compact, and the weak-star topology on it is

metrizable. A convenient metric arises from the parametrization
P (077I{||C||OO] X P — TO) <I>(oz,,u) = Qpt,

where P denotes the set of Radon probability measures on V. Endow (0, vk||¢||] With the usual metric
and P with any metric that metrizes weak convergence (e.g., the bounded—Lipschitz or Prokhorov metric).
Then @ is a homeomorphism between the product space and (Y, weak-star), so the weak-star topology
on T may be described by a product metric. This makes it possible, at least in principle, to study rates
of convergence of the dual estimators by analyzing the rates at which the scalar components &, and the
probability-measure components [i, approach their population counterparts. A full development of such
rates would require delicate stability properties of the dual problem and is therefore left for future research,

but this parametrization clarifies how a metric-based analysis could proceed.

4.3 Part 2 of Theorem 1

4.3.1 Comparison to Theorem 3 in Genevay et al. (2019)

The second result of Theorem 1 provides a finite-sample rate on the approximation error incurred by the
sieve M-estimator when estimating the optimal value of the EOT problem, namely

1 (log a~ +log 19*) ,

under Assumption 1. It is instructive to compare this bound with the in-mean convergence rate of the
empirical Sinkhorn divergence established in Theorem 3 of Genevay et al. (2019). Their result applies when
the cost function is infinitely differentiable and L-Lipschitz and when X" and ) are bounded subsets of R

In our notation, their discrepancy is bounded (up to constants) by

eYCLIX[+lcfloo)

i <1+7Ld/2J)7
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Y|, d, and ||c¢®) || for

where |X| denotes the diameter of X, and the constants depend only on |X
k=0,...,]d/2].

There are several points of comparison and contrast.

l

(1) Scope of applicability. My rate applies to all continuous cost functions on compact supports, whereas
theirs requires the substantially narrower class of infinitely differentiable, globally Lipschitz costs. Both
bounds exhibit exponential dependence on . In the quadratic case c¢(x,%y) = ||x — y||?/2, Mena and Niles-
Weed (2019) show that this exponential dependence can be removed for the empirical Sinkhorn divergence.
It is plausible that an analogous refinement may be possible for my sieve M-estimator, and I leave this
investigation for future research.

(2) Dependence on dimension and regularization. In Genevay et al. (2019), the factor (1 + ~yl4/2])
introduces a pronounced curse of dimensionality, especially for large +. In contrast, my rate depends on
dimension and regularization only through log n,, where ny is the size of the sieve. When the partition of

V is chosen independently of 2., this removes the /2

effect entirely. Even when the sieve is adapted
to geometric or distributional features of Py, Py, or I, the influence of such features is substantially
attenuated by the logarithm.

(3) Nature of the convergence rate. The rate obtained for the sieve estimator is nonparametric—it de-

1/2, Nevertheless, the numerical

pends on max {Eg, 21log(ny) /Ny } and therefore may be slower than N~
experiment in Appendix E shows that, for a moderate sample size and a well-chosen sieve, the proposed es-
timator can outperform the empirical Sinkhorn divergence in practice, despite its theoretically slower rate.
This highlights the practical advantage of adapting the approximation to the structure of the [-projection

rather than to the sample-induced discrete geometry.

4.3.2 Bias—variance trade-off in the rate

The rate established in Part 2 of Theorem 1 makes explicit the bias—variance trade-off inherent in the non-
parametric estimation of y~! log 9*. As is typical in nonparametric settings, the stochastic component of the
error depends on the size and complexity of the sieve function class G,. The term \/W increases
with n, and, by Lemma S3.1, quantifies this complexity through a Rademacher-type bound. Enlarging
G, introduces greater variability into v~ ! log Uy, thereby inflating the variance, whereas the deterministic
approximation error €, represents a bias term that decreases as Gy, becomes richer. Thus, reducing bias
inevitably increases variance, reflecting the classical bias—variance trade-off.

In standard nonparametric estimation, the sample size is fixed and the optimal convergence rate is ob-
tained by choosing a sieve dimension that balances the bias and variance terms. By contrast, when the
EOT problem (1.2) is viewed as a stochastic optimization problem, the present framework first specifies
the deterministic approximation error €y, which in turn determines the size of Gy, and then selects a sample

size that satisfies the rate condition (3.4). The optimal balance is achieved by equating the stochastic and

2logny 2logng
= Ny="72—. 4.1
\/ N, €@ < ¢ & 4.1)
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A sample size of this order automatically satisfies the entropy condition (3.4) and yields the corresponding
optimal rate of convergence for the sieve M-estimator.

Beyond clarifying the bias—variance trade-off, this calculation provides practically useful guidance on
sample size selection. To the best of my knowledge, the Statistical Optimal Transport literature offers no
explicit prescriptions for determining the number of samples required to achieve a desired accuracy level—
whether for empirical Sinkhorn, RKHS-based methods, or neural-dual parametrizations. The expression
Ny =2 6;2 log ny gives a concrete, interpretable sample size that links the target accuracy ¢, to the com-
plexity of the sieve. Such guidance is especially valuable in applications where practitioners must tune
both the regularization parameter v and the resolution of the approximation scheme, yet currently have no

principled tool for determining how large a sample is needed for a given precision.

4.4 Part 3 of Theorem 1
4.4.1 Comparison with Empirical Sinkhorn Divergence

It is instructive to contrast the stochastic bounds in Part 3 of Theorem 1 with recent results on the sample
complexity of the empirical Sinkhorn divergence, such as Theorem 3 in Rigollet and Stromme (2024). The
latter provides finite-sample concentration inequalities that control the estimation error in probability at
a fixed sample size, for EOT value (1.2). By contrast, the present result yields an asymptotic stochastic
approximation for the sieve M-estimator of the optimal value of the Fenchel dual problem, ¥*. Here, the
estimation error is bounded above and below by suprema of Gaussian processes indexed by the sieve class
and scaled by N, v/ 2, up to a negligible remainder in probability.

These two types of results address complementary inferential questions. Concentration inequalities quan-
tify tail behavior of the empirical Sinkhorn divergence viewed as a discretized transport problem. The
Gaussian-process bounds derived here describe the full asymptotic fluctuation envelope of a population-
level stochastic optimization problem, and are naturally suited to inference procedures such as confidence

intervals and projection-based uncertainty quantification.

4.4.2 Confidence Interval for EOT value

The third part of Theorem 1 provides matching upper and lower stochastic inequalities for the estimation
error of ;. These bounds naturally lead to the construction of an asymptotically valid confidence interval
for 9%, say [by, b]. Because the map ¥ — v~ (log a~ — log ¥) is strictly decreasing on (0, c0), this interval
can be projected into an asymptotically valid confidence interval for the regularized optimal transport value

7~ 1(log a., — log ¥*) via
[’y_l (log a, —log b}) , 7! (log a, — log bg)} .
O] (u)

Let g5, and g5, denote the d-quantiles of sup,¢g, Bé(g) and sup 9eG; Bj'(g), respectively. At the pop-
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ulation level, Part 3 of Theorem 1 suggests the asymptotic (1 — §) confidence interval
3 -1/2 (I 3 —-1/2
|:79£ - N, / Q§25/2,g — € ’YRHCHOOé{H”C”OOa ¢+ N, / QYi)(;/g,g]

for 9*. Since g; = —Gy, the Gaussian processes Bé and B} share the same covariance kernel and therefore
have the same distribution, albeit indexed by different classes.

The lower bound includes a deterministic bias term e yr||c||oo €7/l , which may be large for moderate
or large values of . For practical implementation, it is therefore natural to consider the symmetric interval

[éﬂ - Nz_l/zqyza/z,z’ Do + Nz_mq@&/u ; 4.2)
which omits this bias term. This modification is asymptotically valid under a standard undersmoothing
condition: if v/Nye; = o(1), in addition to the rate condition (3.4) for fixed v, then the omitted bias is
negligible at the N, 12 gcale.

The optimal sample size choice in (4.1) balances stochastic and approximation errors but does not satisfy
this undersmoothing condition. More generally, the requirement \/Nye; = o(1) depends on how the sieve
dimension n, grows with the approximation error €y, which in turn is determined by the chosen partition of
the moment class V. Loosely speaking, selecting Ny slightly larger than the bias—variance balance eliminates
the approximation bias asymptotically. While a full analysis of optimal tuning is beyond the scope of this
paper, the explicit form of the stochastic bounds provides clear guidance on how sample size and sieve
complexity interact.

Finally, the quantiles qgll 5/2,0 and qgu_) 5/2,0 T€ unknown in practice and must be estimated from the data.
Any procedure yielding consistent estimators of these quantiles as / — oo—such as Gaussian approxi-
mation or multiplier bootstrap methods based on the empirical covariance structure of Gy in the spirit of

Chernozhukov et al. (2014a)—Ileads to asymptotically valid confidence intervals for 9*.

4.5 An Extension: Entropic Optimal Transport with Martingale Constraints

Recent work, such as Tang et al. (2025), has begun exploring entropically regularized martingale optimal
transport problems from a computational perspective. These studies identify the existence, structure, and
dual representations for entropic martingale transport, but leave open the question of statistical estimation
under sampling.

The sieve M-estimation framework in this paper naturally extends to entropic martingale optimal trans-
port. By formulating martingale and supermartingale constraints as conditional moment equalities or in-
equalities, and then converting them into (generally infinite) collections of unconditional moment restric-
tions using instrument functions, as in Tabri (2025), the resulting class of moment functions stays uniformly
bounded and VC under Assumption 1, allowing the sieve approximation and stochastic optimization strate-
gies presented here to handle these constraints and provide a principled estimation route.

However, to establish full statistical guarantees for constrained transport problems, we still need to de-
velop additional tools. In particular, researchers have yet to find sharp bounds on the dual optimizers under

general conditional moment restrictions—bounds that are crucial for controlling the stochastic program do-

17



mains and for deriving uniform laws of large numbers or Gaussian approximations. Advancing these aspects
remains an important area for future research.

More broadly, this extension demonstrates the flexibility of viewing entropically regularized optimal
transport as a stochastic optimization problem under moment restrictions. By focusing on population-level
constraint sets rather than sample-induced discretizations, my framework creates new opportunities for sta-
tistical inference in constrained transport problems—areas previously explored mainly through analytical or

computational methods.

4.6 Further Applications and Open Directions

The above discussion shows that the proposed sieve M-estimation framework relies on the moment-inequality
structure of entropically regularized optimal transport, rather than on the analytic properties of dual poten-
tials. This focus opens the door to a wide range of applications where entropic optimal transport yields a
well-defined I-projection, even if we lack detailed regularity or representation results for the corresponding
Schrodinger potentials.

Recent literature illustrates the variety of constraints we can express as moment restrictions in entropic
optimal transport. Beyond classical marginal constraints, martingale and supermartingale constraints play a
central role in model-independent finance and stochastic control (see, e.g., Beiglbock et al., 2013; Beiglbock
and Juillet, 2016; Nutz and Stebegg, 2018, for supermartingale optimal transport; and Tang et al., 2025; Nutz
and Wiesel, 2024, for entropic and Schrodinger bridge extensions). Convex order and dominance constraints
can also be formulated as infinite families of linear moment inequalities indexed by convex test functions,
which arise in risk aggregation and no-arbitrage pricing (Strassen, 1965; Riischendorf, 1985; Beiglbock and
Penkner, 2013). Related moment-based approaches appear also in causal and adapted transport (Lassalle,
2018; Backhoff-Veraguas and Pammer, 2020) and in Schroédinger bridge problems with structural or path-
dependent constraints (Léonard, 2012). In many of these cases, one can establish entropic minimizers and
dual representations using the results of Tabri (2025), but not sharp regularity results for the dual variables—
such as continuity, boundedness, or smoothness.

My approach in this paper departs from traditional potential-based computational and analytical methods.
Instead of parametrizing dual variables as functions and imposing continuity or smoothness for pointwise
optimization, I operate directly on the population-level constraint set through moment inequalities. I treat
dual variables as Radon measures acting on classes of moment functions and estimate them by approximat-
ing expectations in the Fenchel dual formulation. This method remains well defined even when Schrodinger
potentials lack simple functional representations.

From this perspective, the lack of sharp results on dual potentials does not prevent statistical analysis of
the corresponding entropic transport values. Instead, we need sufficient structural properties—such as bound-
edness of dual optimizers and VC complexity of the moment class—to control the stochastic approximation.
Establishing these features for specific constrained entropic transport problems remains an important direc-
tion for future research.

Overall, this discussion highlights a conceptual shift: we can develop statistical optimal transport at the

level of I-projections and moment restrictions, without requiring strong regularity assumptions on dual po-
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tentials. This approach enables statistical inference across a wide range of constrained entropic transport
problems, many of which researchers currently study primarily from variational or computational perspec-

tives.
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A Proofs of Results

A.1 Proposition 2.1

Proof. Part 1. We establish arg inf { fQ e“dRy:z € D} # () through the existence of an element being a

cluster point of the sequence {2, }»,>1, in the norm topology of L1 (R, ), where
2o = arginf{/ eYdRy : z € Dn} with D, ={z€D:a<a,}
Q

for each n, and a,, /* oo as m — oo. Lemma B.l shows that I meet all of the conditions to apply
Theorem 2.3 of Alvarez-Mena and Hernandez-Lerma (2005), so that

OL {{z0.n}n>1} C arginf {/ e“dR, : z € D} , (A.1)
Q
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holds, where OL {{z¢ ,, }n>1} denotes the outer limit of {z¢ ,, }»>1, wWhich is also the set of cluster points
of the sequence in the norm topology of L;(R,). Lemma B.2 establishes OL {{zo }n>1} # 0. Hence,
arginf { [, e*dR, : z € D} #0.

Now I shall establish the uniqueness a.s.— 2., of the minimizer. As any v € V statisfies fQ e’ dR, < o0,
the minimizers cannot be where the objective function equals oco. Combining this implication with the strict
convexity of the map z — fQ e® dR. on D, implies that there is a unique minimizer (up to equivalence
class). Let 8 € (0,1) and 21,29 € D such that z; # z3 holds as equivalence classes. Additionally, let
z3 = fz1 + (1 — B)2z. Then [,e*dR, < B [,e** dRy, + (1 — B) |, €** dR,, holds, by the strict
convexity of the exponential function. This establishes the strict convexity of the map, and hence, the set of
minimizers arg inf { fQ e dRy: z € D}, is unique up to equivalence class.

Next, I develop the representation of the I-projection’s 12 -density. From the above arguments let zg , =
arg inf { fQ e*dQ : z € D}. The set D is convex, and the objective function g(z) = fQ e® dR, is Gateaux
differentiable, then by Theorem 2 on page 178 of Luenberger (1969), % g (204 +t(z—204~)) lt=0> 0
Vz € D, yielding fQ (y —yo)e¥* dQ > 0 Yy € D. By choosing y = cyy first with ¢ > 1 and then with ¢ < 1

(since D is also a cone), I obtain

/on,yezo’W dR, =0, and /Qzezo’7 dR, > 0Vz e D. (A.2)
%, and note that the second part of (A.2) implies that fQ vpydR, >0 Vv € V;hence,
py € M. Furthermore, m(p. ) +log (fQ €0 dRV) = fQ 20,,€°%7 dR,, = 0, holds, by the first part of (A.2).
Hence, by Theorem 2.2 of Bhatacharya and Dykstra (1995), p, solves the I-projection problem.

Part 2. The proof proceeds by the direct method. Firstly, observe that v € V such that fQ vdRy > 0;
otherwise, the solution of the I-projection problem (2.2) would be R.. Hence, by Part (ii) of Theorem 1 in

Letp, =

Tabri (2025), 2o, € m, where m is the L1 (R,)-norm closure of the positive linear span of
B = {v eV: fQ vdP, = O}. Now B =V must hold, as the /-projection problem is a moment inequality
formulation of the equality constraints that set the marginal distributions. Therefore, I must establish that
Yo € m, holds. Since R, violates the moments inequality restrictions, zp, € D implies that
20y = Q0 z(’m with o, > 0 and z(’m € ¢o(V). The result of Lemma B.5 implies that there are only two
cases to consider in establishing the desired result: (i) z; ., € ex (€0(V)), and (ii) z; ., & ex (€0(V)), where
ex (co(V)) denotes the set of extreme points of co(V).

Starting with case (i), since ex (€6())) C V also by Lemma B.5, it must be that 2, ., € V, and therefore,
20, € span (V). Next, consider case (ii): z;., & ex (co(V)). Then, 3n € Z,, p; > 0foreachi=1,...,n
such that > """ | p; = 1, for which zp , = a > iy PivVi, Where a, > 0 and {vy,...,v,} Cex (Co(V)) C
V. Consequently, zy ., € span_ (V) C m. u

A.2 Corollary 2.1

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. I only need to establish the equality
S§* = {f €Yz = fV” dé (v)} , as the non-emptiness trivially holds because z ~ exists under the afore-

mentioned conditions, and that 2o, has a G-F integral representation (2.9). I start with the direction “C”.
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Let &’ € S*, then we must show that 2o, = [, vd¢'(v), holds. By optimality of &', [, e v gr <
Jo e ) R V¢ € T, and that 32’ € D such that 2/ = J,, v d¢'(v), observe that

/ ¢* dR, = / el 4R < / eV O GR . ve e . (A.3)
Q Q Q
Now by the G-F integral representation (2.9), I can rewrite (A.3) as

/ e* dR., = / e v V) gr < / ¢*dR, VzeD, (A.4)
Q Q Q

and hence, |, ehvd @ gr = [q € dR, = |, e* dR, must hold by Proposition 2.1. Since 2, is
unique (up to equivalence class) I must have zp , = 2’ a.s.—R,, and hence, z, = fv vd¢'(v) as.—R, by
the G-F integral representation (2.9). Therefore, &’ € {£ € T : 2, = Jyvdg (v)}.

Next, I consider the direction “D”. let £ € {f €Y :2, = fvvd§ (v)}, then we must show that
¢ € S*. By the G-F integral representation (2.9) and the optimality of z , observe that

/ eV gr = / e dR, < / e*dR, VzeD. (A.5)
Q Q Q
Now by the G-F integral representation (2.9), I can rewrite (A.5) as

/ W) g < / b v W gR. e e T,
Q Q

and hence, £’ € S§*. [

A.3 Proposition 2.2

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. Under Assumption 1, the cost function, c, is bounded; i.e.,

¢|loo < 00. The I-projection, P., has density with respect to Py ® Py given by
¥

%(%y) = exp {7 (20 (7, y)/v — c(z,9))} /(9" ay). (A.6)

Under Assumption 1, I can apply Theorem 2.1 in Nutz (2022) to establish that this density is also that of the
unique coupling P € II(Px, Py) having the form

dP,

TP 5 By Y = o {191 (@) +9,() — (@)} /(0" ay), (A7)
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with [ ¢ (x) dPx = fy Y~ (y) dPy, where ¢, € Li(Px) and ¢, € L{(Py) are the unique solution of
the EOT’s dual problem, given by

sup </ fdPX—i-/gdPy
feL1(Px),gel1(Py) \J&X y

_l< / @9 =cew) Py & Py) — 1)) '
YN xxy

Because a, < 1, holds, the above normalization implies f v oy(z)dPx, fy 1 (y) dPy > 0, under Assump-
tion 1; see Remark 4.10 in Nutz (2022).

In consequence, I obtain 2o ~(z,y)/v = ¢,(x) + ¢~ (y) upon equating the two forms of the density
%. Now because zp, = ap fv v dpo(v), integrating both sides with respect to Py ® Py yields,
Jax y 20,y d(Px @ Py) = 0, implying the desired normalization

oz/XXy(cp(wa(y)) d(Px®Py)=/ch(x)dpx+/yw(y)dPy. (A.8)

Note that | Xxy 20,y d (Px ® Py) = 0 follows from arguments in the proof of Part 2 of Proposition 2.1
that establish 2o, = ag,2p., With ag, > 0 and 2., € ex(co(V)) or 2, & ex (co(V)). Observe that
f XXy z{m d (Px ® Py) = 0, holds, in either case as the moment functions had the form described in (2.3).

Re-writing zo~/v = @~ + 1y as () /7 [0 dpoy (V) = @y + 1y, it follows that [5;v dpg(v) =
¢, + 4, where ¢!, = (y/ag,)py and ) = (y/aoq),. Now because [j;vdpug(v) € TO(V), I
must have that ¢!, ¢, € [~1,1]. Hence, by Lemma 4.9 in Nutz (2022), (ag,/7)¢, () < |[|clloo for
each x € X. Then, for x such that ¢/ (x) > 0, (ao~/7) < llelloo/@ (), and therefore, (ag,/v) <
inf {||cllo /¢, (x) : ¢ (x) > 0}. Now observe that

lelloo
Sup{xup{y (z)>0} (pﬁy (gj) ’

inf {lclloc /¥, () : ), (x) > 0} =
and because gpi/ must be a linear combination of functions of the form z — Fyx(2') — 1[z X 2] or z —

1[z < 2] — Fx(2'), where the coefficients are positive and bounded from above by 1,

Illoo lefloe
SUP (.01 (2)>0) ¥ (¥) — 1 — Fx(inf X)

The same line of arguments holds if I also use wi/ instead of cpfy, so that

lelloo el oo
SUD (4.1 (2)>0} ¢l (z) ~ max{l — Fx(inf X),1 — Fy (inf J)}

llelloo

S max{l—FX(inf X),l—Fy(infy)}’ as desired. .

must hold. Hence (/%)
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A.4 Proposition 2.3

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method.
Part 1. Let oy = o D ity Hi0,0 0y, such that p; 00 = po~ (Eig) for each i = 1,...,np. By
optimality of & 4 and («, ;) € S/, I have the following inequalities

v = /Qefvvd&”(”) dR, <) = /QGg(w; ay, py) dRy < /Qefvvdfo"(”) dR,. (A9)

Then,

9* — / efvvdfo,l(v) dR»Y‘ —
Q

/Qefvvdgo’”(”) dR, _/Qefv vd€o,e(v) dR’Y‘ (A.10)

S ea(),'yaofy H/v’l)d//[/ofy('v) — /v,l)d,u(],f('v)

< &7 ¢/l e%||0||oo7 (A.11)

L1 (Ry)

by applying the Mean Value Theorem to the discrepancy (A.10) with respect to the exponential function,
and then using the result of Proposition 2.2 and the fact that [}, v dpo(v), [, vdpoe(v) € [-1,1] a.s.—R,,
holds, to deduce the upper bound (A.11). This derivation holds for each ¢, and hence,
limy_y oo fQ elvvdéo.e(v) dR, = ¥, because limy_,~, ¢, = 0. Finally, from the inequalities (A.9), the above
limit implies limy_, o, ¥} = ¥*.

Part 2. By the inequalities (A.9), observe that for each £,

[log ¥; — log ¥*| = log ¥; — log¥* = log <1+ 1951;19 > < 1951;19

< Em,YHCHOOew(HIICIIooJrE)Jrlogav7
where the second inequality arises from bounding ¥* from below by way of Lemma C.2.

Part 3. The proof follows steps identical to those in Part 2 of Theorem 4 in Tabri (2025). I present them
here for completeness. Let &’ be an accumulation point of {£} },>; in the weak-star topology of C' (V).

Therefore, there exists a subsequence {§Zh} n>1 such that SZ % ¢'. By observing that

9F = / eJy v o5 (v) dR, < / efv vdge, (v) dR, = / een ZZ]I Wi ey, Vi dR,
Q Q Q

ey, . .
= / 00 Sk moEin v g
Q

holds, Part 1 of this proposition implies limy,_, fQ elv v, dR, = fQ elv vdo(©) dR.. Now using the
fact that the map & — [5;v d€ is continuous when C' (V)™ is given the weak-star topology and L (R, ) has
the weak topology, it follows that fv vd&p, AN fv vd€’. Applying the Skorohod Representation Theorem,
there exists a probability space (', F’,Q’) and real-valued measurable functions {zj,},>1 and z on this

probability space, such that
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(a) {#n}r>1 and z have the same probability distributions as {ef v v, }h>1 and elvvde respectively, and

(b) limp oo 25 (W) = 2(w') a5.—Q".
One can set ' = [0,1] with {z},},>; and z being the quantile functions of {efvvdfeh th>1 and ehvvde
respectively. Consequently, zp,(w’), z(w') > 0 for all w’ € [0, 1]. Now we can use Fatou’s Lemma to deduce

the desired result:

/ ey vde AR, = / 2d@" < liminf 2, dQ" = lim inf ey vdée, AR,
Q [0,1] h—o0 [0,1] h—oo  Jo

:/efvvdio,w(v) dR.,.
Q

Therefore, £ € arg inf { fQ ey v ) AR, : € € T} since &p - is an element of that set. This concludes the
proof. |

A.5 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. I firstly introduce some notation and set the stage to
simplify the exposition. Recall that {,, = ag - poy € S*. Given /£, and hence, ¢/, there corresponds
a finite partition {Eil}gl of V with the accuracy (2.12), and let v; € FE;, for i = 1,...,n,. Define
Co0 = 0~ D ity Hi0.00w,, Where 11,00 = po~ (Ejg) and §,, is the Dirac delta function at v;, for each
i=1,...,ne. Now based on this partition of V, let (o, ;) € S}, (a, pe) € Se and (G, fie) € S,.

Note that for each ¢, S, # () for almost every sample realization of wév under 2. The realizations of the
sample w™* where Sy = () arises is on a set of probability measure zero. This is because the Extreme Value
Theorem applies for each realization of w™*, as C; is a nonempty compact subset of R™ ! and the objective
function is a Carathéodory function — see Remark 3.1.

Part 1(i). Following the proof of Part (i) in Proposition 2.3, using the optimality of &~ and (o, ), 1

have the inequalities

0 = / elvvdo) gr < 9F <, < / elvvdboc® gR (A.12)

Q Q
Because limg_, fQ elv v déo.e(v) dR., = 9" holds by Part 1 in Proposition 2.3, by a sandwiching argument
with the inequalities (A.12), it follows that limy_,, ¥, = limy_,o ¥; = ¥, must also hold. Now along

realizations w’V* such that Sg # (), I can add and subtract 1§g and 9, in the center of the chain of inequali-
ties (A.12) to obtain

/Qefvvd&)(”) AR, <05 — 9+ 0y — Vg + 9y < /Qefvvdgo’l(”) dR,.

Hence, to obtain the desired result, I must establish that ¥, — 195 = 04.5(1), holds.
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Toward that end, note that o, — Uy is given by
1 L
/ Golw; g, o) ARy — —— > Golwji by, fue), (A.13)
0 Ne =
I shall bound this term from above and from below by 0, s(1) random variables. The upper bound is
- 1 A
/ Golw; g, fur) ARy — —— > Golwji b, fue), (A.14)
0 Ne =

as fQ Go(w; by, fig) dRy > fQ Gy(w; ay, p1g) dR~. Now the absolute value of the term in (A.14) is bounded

from above by

1
sup / Gelws o) dRy — =3 Gulwgia )| (A15)
(a,p)eCy |/ i

From Lemma C.1, and Corollary C.1, the Rademacher complexity of Gy, Ry, (), satisfies Ry, (Gr) <
vk ¢lloo e'y”‘”C”C’O,/mOTgZW V¢, and hence, it vanishes under the limit condition (3.4). Therefore, by an
application of by Proposition C.1, the term (A.15) must be 0, 4(1). For the lower bound, observe that the
term in (A.13) is bounded from below by

1
/Gz(w;omue) dR, — N, § Go(wj; o, i) (A.16)
Q .
Jj=1

as N% ijl Go(wj; ag, pe) > N% ijl Gy(wj; Gy, fre). Now the absolute value of the term in (A.16) is
bounded from above by the term in (A.15), so that it is also o, s(1) by the same arguments. In consequence,
0 = [, efrvdéo(w) dR, < 0o(1) + 04.5(1) + 9y < Jo v v déo.(v) dR., and taking the limit as £ — oo on
all sides of these inequalities yields limy_,~, ¥y = U a.s.—R,.

Part 1(ii). Suppose that {égh}h21 converges to ¢’ in the weak-star topology of C'(V)* as h — oo,
with probability 1. As the sequence {@gh}hzl is a subsequence of {75‘5}521, the result of Part 1(i) of this
theorem implies limp_, o ’L§gh = 9" a.s.—R,. In consequence, I must establish the limit limj_, Q%h =
fQ efrvde d R, with probability 1, to obtain the desired result, as it implies fQ elvvdd dR, = ¥*, holds,
and hence, £’ € S§*.

By using the fact that the map & +— fvvdf is continuous when C' (V)" is given the weak-star topol-

ogy and L1 (R,) has the weak topology, it follows that { fv v dégh} converges to fv vd¢’ in the weak

h>1
topology of L;(R-), with probability 1. I can apply the Skorohod Representation Theorem as follows: for

almost every realization, there exists a probability space (', ', Q)") and real-valued measurable functions

{zn}n>1 and z on this probability space, such that

(a) {#n}r>1 and z have the same probability distributions as {ef yvdée, }h>1 and elvvde respectively, and

(b) limy_yo0 2¢(W') = 2(w') a.5.—Q'.

One can set Q' = [0, 1] with {2, },>1 and z being the quantile functions of efvvdé‘fh n>1 and efvvdgl,
> g q >
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respectively. Consequently, z;(w'), z(w') > 0 for all " € [0,1]. Now applying Fatou’s lemma on a per

realization basis, for almost every realization,
/ elvvde dR, = / 2dQ’ < liminf 2, dQ" = lim inf ey, dR,
Q [0,1] h— o0 [0,1] h—oo  Jo

:/efvvd&m(v) dR.,.
Q

Therefore, ' € arginf { fQ ey vdé() AR, : § € T} because - is an element of that set. This concludes
the proof.

is bounded from above by

Part 2. By the triangle inequality, ‘log Oy — log ¥*

‘logﬁg - logﬁg‘ + [log ¥y — log 97| + |log ¥} — log ¥*|.

The last two terms in the above display do not depend on the sample, and hence, are non-stochastic. I firstly

focus on these non-stochastic terms. By Part 2 of Proposition 2.3,

log v} — log "] = log 9 — log " < epyrjcllace? *lell 0108,

Furthermore,|log ¥, — log ¥} | = log ¥; — log ¥y = log <1 + 1929_;9(> < 19{9_;9[ < 19{9_:9* , because ¥* < 1,
for each ¢, and hence, by Part 2 of Proposition 2.3 |log 9y — log 95| < epyk|c]|ooe?Flelleto)Hlogar ag well.

I turn my focus now to bounding Eﬁj‘ Hlog Uy — log ﬁgH . Firstly, observe that by a first-order Taylor

expansion of the logarithm function, ‘log Uy — log 195‘ = %, where A € [0,1]. As (o, ) € Cp
14 - 14

and v € [—1,1] for each sample and /, it follows that 9, > e~7%lcll~ for each sample and ¢. Fur-

thermore, ¥y > * for each ¢ by the inequality in (A.12), and ¥* > e~ (1¢t1o8%) by Lemma C.2. As

log ¥y — log 195‘ < erslielle |9, — 9| holds for each sample and ¢, implying
Eﬁj’l Hlog 795 — log vﬁ‘gH < e”f"““C”wEﬁj@ “@Z . 793’}- Now,

kllclle > >+ tlogas,

i (avu)eée

< e“/ffllCllooQRNZ(gé) < 27| l| oo % e2rellelloc
\ ¢

with the second and third inequalities, holding, by applications of Lemma 2.3.1 in van der Vaart and Wellner

N 1
ewllcllooEgin [!19@ _ ﬁd} < eW“C”ooER@NZ sup_ | - > Gowj,a,p) — /QGz(w, a, fu)
7=1

(1996) (i.e. the Symmetrization Lemma), and Lemma C.1 and Corollary C.1, respectively. Therefore,
’y‘lEg\f‘f Hlog Uy — log 19@” < 2"<ﬂ”c”oow/2lnglw e2vilelle  Finally, combining these bounds from the
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triangular inequality, I obtain

7_1E§5‘ Hlog Jy — log ¥

2logn B
} < 26|00 % e2vellellos ZEE/YKHCHOOe’Y(HHCHOOJ’_C)—FlOga’Y
2logn
< 26|cloo % e21tlleloe 4 9e v llc| o2 llelloe

21
< max{ o8 W,q } 2| c]| e €2 lelloo

Ny
Part 3. Starting with the lower bound, observe that
VN0 —9%) = /No(Dg — V¢ + 9 — %) < /Ne(Wg — 0¢) + v/ Noeo v cf | oo Iell

holds by Part 2 of Proposition 2.3. I can re-write this inequality as

VN > /Ny + /No(0¢ — 0g) — /Noeg vi| | soe Tl
= /Nelly — v/ Nyeg vi]|el| ol

Ny
+ Ny inf Fr [Gelo,p,w)] — inf —» Golo,p,wj)
(meCy (@p)eCs Ne; ’
> \/Nﬂgg — v/ Nyey ’}/:‘i”C”OQG’WHCHOO
1
+ /Ny inf Er |Gola, p,w)] — — Gola, p,wsi) |, (A.17)
Z(a,u)e@ RW[ « ) Nz; el 2

where the last inequality follows from the property of the infimum. Observe that the term (A.17) can be ex-
N, N,
pressed as — sup,¢g, ﬁ > it (9(wj) — ER, [9(w)]) - Now let Z; = sup,cg, ﬁ > it (9(wj) — Er, [g(w)])
for each /, and by Lemma C.4 there exists Zy = supycg, Bég, where Bé is a centered Gaussian pro-
cess indexed by G with covariance function E_ [Bl(g) Bi(¢')] = [,9(w)d (w)dR,, for g, € G,
such that |Z, — Zd = Og, (r¢) as £ — oo with ry = C{bKNZ NYV2 4 (50)1/2K%4N5_1/4 n
(ba2K]2VZ)1/3N[1/6] , where Ky, = cvmax (log Ny, log (%)), with C, ¢ > 0 are constants not depend-
1

ingon Ny, b= = elelle v =ny42,and A = (K (ng + 2))™+2 16e with K a universal constant.

In consequence, for each ¢ we have that \/Ny* > /Ny — /Nyey vi| cl|oceelle — z, + Z, — Z,,

holds; hence,
0 >0 — € 7/{||c||ooem”c”°° + Og, (rg/\/Ng> — Zg/\/Ng as { — oo.

where it is |Zg — Zy| = Og, (T‘g/\/Ng) as / — oo. Finally, because r;, | 0 as / — oo, we must have
‘Zz — Zg‘ = OR, (1/\/Ng) as { — oo.
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Now I turn my focus to the upper bound. Starting with

3 . 1 .
VNe(0¢ = 9¢) = /Ne | inf_ == > Gila,pwy) —  inf  Eg [Go(o,pw)] |,

(auu‘)eél 14 - (a#l‘)EéZ

add and subtract Er [G¢(a, i1, w)] under the sum in the right side of the above equality and using the lower

bound property of the infimum of the sum, I obtain

Ny

. _ 1

VNe(l¢ = 90) = /Ne inf_ > (Gela, p,wj) — Er, [Go(a, p,w))

(a,u)ecl ¢ j=1
+ VN inf_ Ep [Gylo,p,w)] —/Ng inf_ Eg [Ge(a, p,w)]
(auu‘)ecl (CY,/.L)EC(

1

=VNe inf_ —> " (Gele, p,wj) — Er, [Gela, p,w)]) -
(a,u)ecl ¢ j=1

Furthermore, 1* < 9, for each ¢, and hence,

Ny

VN —9*) > /N, inf NiZ(GAa,u,wj)—Em [Ge(e, p,w)]) - (A.18)

(o,u)€Cy 1V2 =1

The right side of (A.18) is equivalent to — SUP g ﬁ Z;V:‘l (9(wj) — Er, [g(w)]) , where G, =
—Gy. Now let Z, = SUPy g ﬁ Z;\Zl (9(wj) — ERr, [g(w)]) for each ¢. Because G, must also be VC-
subgraph by Part (iv) of Lemma 2.6.18 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), and that it must also be pointwise
measurable, and has the same envelope function as that of Gy, I can apply Lemma C.4 to deduce the existence
of Zy = sup 9eG; Bj'g, where By is a centered Gaussian process indexed by G, with covariance function
Er, [B}(9) By(9")) = o 9(w) g (w)dRy, for g,g' € G, , such that | Z, — Zs| = Og,, (r¢) as £ — oo with
rp as with the lower bound.

In consequence, /Ny (Uy — %) > (Zy — Zy) — Zy = 0* < |Zy — Zy|//Ni + Zy/ /Ny + Uy. Now
noting that ‘Zz — Zo| /Ny = Ok, (rg/\/m) as ¢ — oo and because 7, | 0 as £ — oo, this term is in fact
or, (1/v/Ny) as £ — <. [ |

B Technical Lemmas for Proposition 2.1

Lemma B.1. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 2.1, hold. Furthermore, for each n € Z, let z , =
arginf{fQ edR, :y € Dn} where D, = {y € D : a < ay}, with &, /* 00 as n — oo. Then

OL{{z0n}n>1} C arginf {/ e“dRy: z € D} .
Q

Proof. 1 will establish the three conditions of Assumption 2.1 in Alvarez-Mena and Herndndez-Lerma

(2005) hold in this example. Assumption 2.1(a) requires the set of limit points of the sequence {2, },,>1 in
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the norm topology of L (R ), to be a subset of D. We consider two case: (i) the set of limit points is empty,
and (ii) the set of limit points is non-empty. In case (i), Assumption 2.1(a) trivially holds since the empty
set is a subset of every set. In case (ii), there exists a subsequence {2, }x>1 Of {200 }n>1 that converges
to a limit, z, and we must show z € D. Toward that end, first note that zg,, € D,, for each k means
20, = ao,nkzé’nk where o ,,, € [0, &y, | and zé’nk € co(V) for each k. Now since z € Li(R,), 3L > 0
such that «g ,, < L for all k, and hence, {zo,, }x>1 C D1/, where L' = min{ny, : &, > L}. Since Dy is
closed in the norm topology of L;(R-), we must have z € Dy, and since Dy, C D, it follows that z € D,
as desired.

Assumption 2.1(b) requires every subsequence {z , };>1 that converges to a limit, z, to satisfy

k—o0

liminf/ ek dR, > / e dR,.
Q Q

As with the proof of Assumption 2.1(a), since z € L;(R,), 3L > 0 such that o, < L for all k. Then
for some n > 0, fQ ek dR, < e"L for all k, because ]zo,nk\ < L for each k. Hence, the sequence
{€*®m }1>1 is uniformly integrable. Consequently, limy_, fQ ek dQ) = fQ e® dR, holds, implying the
desired result.

Assumption 2.1(c) requires for each z € D, 3N € N and sequence {z,},>1 with z, € D, for all
n > N, and such that z, Ll(—Ry) y and lim,, fQ e dRy = fQ e*dR,. For z € D means z = a?, and
that 3N € N such that a,, > « for all n > N. Set z,, = o, 2’ such that o, < @&y, and lim,,_, oy, = Q.
Observe that z), Lﬂ) z, holds, so that now we can repeat the same arguments in the previous paragraph to
deduce that the sequence {e*" },,>1 is uniformly integrable, to conclude

lim e dRy = / e dR,.
Q Q

n—o0
This concludes the proof. [ |
Lemma B.2. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 2.1, hold. Then OL{{zo , }n>1} # 0.

Proof. For each n, let pg , = €0/ fQ e*on dR.,. T will now establish that {pg , }n>1 C M. The set D,, is
convex, and the objective function g(y) = fQ e* dIX is Gateaux differentiable, then by Theorem 2 on page
178 of Luenberger (1969), 4g (20 + t(z — 20)) |t=0> 0 Vz € D, yielding [,(z — zo.n)e*" dRy > 0
Vz € Dy. By choosing z = ¢z first with ¢ > 1 and then with ¢ < 1 (since D, is also a cone), we obtain
fQ 2pne”*" dRy = 0 and fQ ze®n dRy > 0Vz € D,. Since gy, fQ e*on dR, > 0, these conditions are

equivalent to
/ ) PondRy =0 and / Z'pon dRy > 0Va € D, (B.1)
Q Q
where 20, = ao,n 267,1. Observe that pg ,, is clearly a density function, so the main point to show is that it

satisfies the moment inequality constraints. To show that it satisfies them, we use the fact that v € co(V)

Vv € V. Now setting 2’ = v and plugging this choice into the second condition in (B.1), we to obtain
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fQ vpo,n dR~ < 0, which holds for each v € V. Therefore, pg , € M. As n was arbitrary, {pontn>1 C M
must hold.

Now I will now establish that lim,,_,, a9, = 00 cannot arise. For suppose that lim,, o, g, = 00,

Li(R

holds, and consider a subsequence {zé,nk}kzl such that Z(/),nk LQ ) 2l € co(V). The existence of such
a subsequence is because {z;,, }r>1 C ©0(V) and To(V) is compact in the norm topology of L1(R,)
(i.e., Li1(Ry) is a Fréchet space and V is precompact in the norm topology of L; (R,) by Lemma B.3).
Furthermore, note that lim,, fQ e*on dR., exists since { fQ e?0.n alRAy}n21 is a non-increasing sequence
of real numbers that is bounded from below by 1. Now, taking a further subsequence {z&nkl }e>1 where

/ /
ZO,”ke — 25, a8.— R,

/ eZO,nkl dR»Y _ / eZO,nkl <1 |:620,7Lkl > ao,nkl] + 1 [ezo’nkl S ao,nkl]> dR'\/
Q Q

Z
> Qo,ny, R, <w €Q:e e > O‘O,nkz)

log ag .
= Q0 R, (w e Zé,”ke >——"t|.

a07nkz

Now taking limits as £ — oo on both sides of these inequalities implies

log ag ;.
lim R, <w €N: Z(l)mk( > 77“%) =0,

{—r00 ao,nkl

since we are assuming lim,, ., &g, = 00, which implies lim,_, A0ny, = O0. And by the Bounded

Convergence Theorem,

log o
0= lim R, (wGQ:z{],nke >7mkz> :/ lim 1
Q

L—00 Oéomkl L—00

log Q0,ny,

we: Z(/),nkl > dR,

aO,”ke

:/1[wesz:y;o>o} dQ = Q (weQ iy >0).
Q

However, 2/, € co()V) means there exists {v,,i = 1,...,m} C V= Vand \; > 0fori = 1,...m with

Yoty Ai = 1, such that 2 = >, A; v,,. In consequence,
0=Ry(we:z,>0)>(1-maxy) >0,
7

yielding a contradiction.
Therefore, lim,,_, o fQ e*m dR., > 0, holds. Note that this limit is finite, since fQ e*on dR, = e~ mPon) <

e~™P7) < oo for every n, where p~ is the I-projection onto M. Hence, there exists a subsequence

{0 n, }r>1 such that limy_, o 0., € Ry4 (ie., positive real numbers), and denote this limit by . Now

: Ll(R'Y) — Ll(R'y)
/ !/ /
taking a further subsequence, {Zomkz }e>1, such that 2y, 7 oo € co(V), observe that 20,ny,,

oz, € OL{{20 }n>1}. This concludes the proof. |

Lemma B.3. Suppose Part (i) in Assumption 1 holds. For each ~y € 7., the setV is precompact in the norm
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topology of L1 (R-).

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. The set V' can be expressed as the union of 4 sets, In
particular, V = | Ji_, Vi, where

A
Il
—~
.
£

N—1[z=ad])1yed], 2 e X}, Voa=-W
Vi={(Fy(y) -1y =y]) 1z e X,y €V}, Vi=-Vs

As norm precompactness in L; (R, ) is preserved under finite unions of such sets, the proof requires that we
establish these two properties for each of the aforementioned sets. Now because Vo = —V; and V, = — Vs,
and that V; and V3 consist of the same type of elements with only the roles of the two marginals being
reversed, it is sufficient to only show that V) is precompact to obtain the desired result. Note that identical
arguments would apply to establishing V3 being precompact, and the remaining sets are negatives of the
previous two, which preserves the two properties.

I now establish that V; is precompact in the norm topology of L; (R,). We know that the collec-
tion of sets {{z < 2'},: 2’ € X'} is a VC-class with index d, + 1 — see, e.g., Example 2.6.1 in van der
Vaart and Wellner (1996). This implies that the class of indicator functions {1 [z < 2/] : 2’ € X'} is VC-
subgraph in X x R. By Part (iv) of Lemma 2.6.18 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), the collection
{=1[z < 2'] : 2/ € X} is also VC-subgraph in X’ x R. Now since the map

—1[z 22| » F@') - 1]z < 2]

is monotone, Part (viii) of Lemma 2.6.18 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) establishes that the collection
V1 is also VC-subgraph in X x R. Consequently, for every e > 0, Theorem 2.6.7 in van der Vaart and
Wellner (1996) establishes the covering number of V; in L1 (R,) is finite, and hence, V; is appropriately

precompact. [ |

Lemma B.4. Suppose Part (i) in Assumption 1 holds. Then V = {gy, —gy : £ € X U Y}, where closure is
in the norm topology of L1 (R-).

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method and uses the same representation of V as in Lemma B.3.
Starting with V = (J}_, Vi, where

Vi={(Fx(@)-1[z22])1lyed].a’ e X}, Vo=-W
Vs={(Fy()—-1[y=2y]) 1z € X], ¥ €V}, Vi=-Vs,

as norm closedness in L; (R) is preserved under finite unions of such sets, the proof requires that we
establish these two properties for each of the aforementioned sets. Now because Vo = —V; and V, = —Vs,
and that V; and V3 consist of the same type of elements with only the roles of the two marginals being
reversed, it is sufficient to only show that V; is closed to obtain the desired result. Note that identical
arguments would apply to establishing Vs is closed, and the remaining sets are negatives of the previous

two, which preserves the two properties.
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I now establish that the limit points of Vi, in the norm topology of L; (R, ), have the same form of its

elements. Consider an arbitrary sequence {vy, },>1 C G1, where

vn(z,y) = (Fx(z,) —1[z 22)])1ye Y] n=12...,

Li(R . .
such that v, LQ ) v. To prove the desired result, we need to establish that

v(z,y) = (Fx(2') — 1 [z 2 2']) 1y € V]

for some 2’ € X. As norm-convergence in L; (R,) implies convergence in R.-measure, there exists a

non-random increasing sequence of integers n1,no, ..., such that {v,, };>1 converges to v a.s.—R,. That
is,
v(z,y) = lim vy, (2,y) as. —R,. (B.2)
k—+o00

The limit (B.2) implies {x%k >0 C X holds. Since X' C R% is compact, there exists a subsequence
{2}, }s>1such thatlim, 4 oo 7, = 2"* € X. If Fiy is continuous at 2*, then combining this conclusion
with the limit (B.2) yields

U(:Evy) = EI_E Unks (gj,y) = (FX(QZ'/’*) -1 [:L' = 33/7*]) 1[y € y] as. — R’y7

s

as every subsequence of {v,, };>1 converges to v a.s.—R.. Therefore, v has the appropriate form.

Now, we focus on the case where Flx is discontinuous at 2"*. The CDF Fx is monotonic, so it can have
at most a countable number of points of discontinuity. With Fx discontinuous at z"*, by following steps
identical those above for the continuous case, we have

v(z,y) = lim vy, (z,y) = (Fx(2"=) =1z 22"]) 1y )] as.—R,,

s—400

. / . . . .
where limg_, 1 o Fx <:E§Lk ) = Fx (2"*—) and 7} e, T 7™ for some component i at which Fx is discon-
s ’ s

tinuous. [ |

Lemma B.5. Suppose Part (i) of Assumption 1 holds. The following statements hold: ex (co(V)) # (),
co(ex(co(V))) =co(V), and ex (co(V)) C V.

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. By Lemmas B.3 and B.4, the set V is compact in the
L1(R,)-norm (as it is complete and totally bounded). Now, since L; (R, ) is a Banach space, it is therefore
a Fréchet space. This fact allows us to apply part (c) of Theorem 3.20 in Rudin (1991) to the set V to
deduce that co(V) is also compact in the same norm. Whence, I can apply the Krein-Milman Theorem
(e.g., Theorem 3.23 in Rudin, 1991) to the set co()) to deduce that its set of extreme points, ex (co())),
is nonempty, and that co (ex (co()))) = co(V). Next, I can apply Milman’s Theorem (e.g., Theorem 3.25
in Rudin, 1991) to establish ex (co(V)) C V. |
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C Technical Results for Theorem 1

Consider a class of functions F of real-valued measurable functions defined on the probability space (Z, A, P).
The sample is denoted by Z1, ..., Zy. Furthermore, let 1, . . . , ey denotes a random sample of Rademacher

variables that is independent Z1, ..., Zn. The Rademacher complexity of the function class F is defined as

Zfszf

(C.1)

Rn(F) = (PZ®P YEN [SUP

Proposition C.1. Consider a sequence {F;}i>1 where F is a class of real-valued measurable functions
defined on the probability space (Z, A, P), such that | f|| 1. p)y < bV f € Fy for each L. Furthermore, let
{N¢}e>1 be a sequence of sample sizes such that limy_,., Ny = oo. If Rn,(Fy) = o(1) as ¢ — oo, then

SUPrer, ‘Nie Z,N:Z:l (Z;) — E(f(Z)) as.

— 0.
Proof. Fix € > (0 and define

}, By, (e) == U An, (€)

Ne>m

An,(€) == {sup

JeFe

W, - Zf — Ef(%)| >

It suffices to show that P(B,,(€)) — 0 as m — oo, since this implies

sup — 0 almost surely.

feFe

—-Ef(Z
W, - Z £(Zi) — Ef(Z)
By assumption, Ry, (F;) = o(1). Hence there exists ¢y such that for all £ > ¢y,
2RN,(Fr) < €/2.

Let ¢ := €/2. Then, for all £ > ¢,

Zf — Bf(%)

=1

> 2R, (Fe) + 5} .
feFe

An,(e) C {sup
By Theorem 4.10 of Wainwright (2019), since || f|| . (p) < bforall f € Fy,

sup
feFe

Therefore, for all m sufficiently large,

P < 3 o).

Ne>m

7, - Zf — Ef(%) o

Ny6?
> Q’RN(Z(./T@) + 5) < exp(— d > .

Since Ny — oo, the right-hand side is the tail of a convergent geometric series and hence converges to
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zero as m — oo. This proves the claim. [ |

Lemma C.1 (Expected Rademacher complexity of exp of convex mixtures). Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

Then for each sample size Ny, the collection Gy in (3.1) satisfies

R(G) < hlelloe = R (comv{un, .. om}) = alelloe IR ({r, - 0, ).

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. To ease exposition, we introduce the following notation:
b = vk||c]|oo and Ay = {p € R : 327, p; = 1}. Furthermore, fix a sample S = (wi,...,wy,) and
write s, 1= Y i* pv;. Since v; € [—1,1] for each ¢ and p € Ay, s, € [—1,1], hence for a € [0,0],
as, € [—b,bl.

(i) Scaling. Let S := {s, : p € Ag} and A := {as : a € [0,b], s € S}. For this fixed S,

Ny
«
Rs(A) =E sup  — e:s(wsi)| = bRg(S).
(A4) Pgw[aem,b}’sew[;](n] (s)

(ii) Contraction. Define ¢p(u) := e* — 1. On [~b,b], ¢ is e’-Lipschitz and ¢(0) = 0. Talagrand’s
contraction inequality (Ledoux and Talagrand, 1991, Theorem 4.12) yields

Re({poh:heA}) < " Rg(A).
Since adding a constant does not change 2ig, we have
ms(gg) =NRg ({eas}) =NRg ({eas — 1}) < eb 9{5(./4) =bel 9%5(8).

(iii) Convex hull invariance. For fixed S,
N, N,
sup Z €js(w;) = max €jvi(w;),
seconv{v; } =1 > =1
so Rg(S) = Rg({v1,...,vn,}). Combining (i)-(iii) gives, pointwise in 5,
NRs(Gy) < beb Rs({v1,...,0n,}).

Taking expectation over S ~ P®Ne yields the desired inequality for R N, (Gr). |

Corollary C.1 (Finite dictionary). For any Ny, > 1,

[21logny
RNe({U:[,...,'Une}) S TE

Proof. The functions v; : © — [—1, 1], are bounded. Therefore, Massart’s finite-class lemma (Massart,

2000) applied to the class {v1, ..., v,,} and then averaged over S = (wy, ...,wy,), yields the result. W
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Lemma C.2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, and let ¢ = [, c(w) d(Px ® Py). Then 9* > e~(1¢+1ogar),

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. Under Assumption 1, I can apply Theorem 2.2 in Csiszar
(1975) in our context with respect to the product measure Px @ Py to obtain H(P,|R,) < H(Px ®
Py|R,)—H(Px ®Py|Py). Consequently, H(P,|R,) < H(Px®Py|Ry), holds, since H(Px ® Py |P,) >
0. .

Noting that H (Px ® Py|R,) = [, log [%(w)] d(Px ® Py) = yc+log a., the above inequal-
ity becomes H(P,|R,) < ¢ + log a,. Finally, I can combine this result with the fact that H(P,|R,) =
— log(¥*) holds to deduce the desired result: 9* > ¢~ (1eHlogaq), [ |

Lemma C.3 (VC-Dimension). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. The collection Gy in (3.1) is a Vapnik-
Chervonenkis (VC) class of functions with VC dimension V; bounded by ny + 2, for each {.

Proof. The proof proceeds by the direct method. For each ny, € Z,, Lemma 2.6.15 in van der Vaart and
Wellner (1996) establishes span (v1, ..., vy,) is a VC class of functions with VC-dimension bounded above

by ny + 2. Now because

ng
{azluivi : (OZ,,M) € CZ} C Span(vlv"'vvnz)v

=1

the class {1 p; v; : (o, ) € C} must also be VC whose VC-dimension is also bounded from above
by ny + 2. I can apply Part (viii) of Lemma 2.6.18 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) to this last class with
exponential function, which is strictly monotonic, to determine that the resulting class is also VC. Since the
exponential function is strictly monotonic, and hence, one-to-one, the VC-dimension of this transformed
class has the same VC-dimension. Finally, because G, C {a > 4, piv; = (o, ) € Cp}, it must be that
Vi < ny + 2. This concludes the proof. [ |

Lemma C.4 (Gaussian Approximation). Let Gy be defined as in (3.1), and let w1, . .., wy, be i.i.d. with law

R.,, and define the empirical process

Ny
Gn,g = \/LN—Z Z:; (9(wi) = Er, [9(w)]), g€,

Consider the supremum statistic Zy = supycg, Gn,g. Let By be a centered tight Gaussian process indexed
by G with covariance function Er_ [B(g9) Bi(¢')] = [ 9(w) ¢ (w) dR,, for g,g' € Gy. Then there exists a
random variable Zy, 2 sup,eg, Be(g) such that | Z, — Zy| = Og, (r¢), where

re = C[bKy, N2 4 (b0) PN 4 (b0 KRN

Ky, := cvmax (logNg,log <%>>,

1
with C, ¢ > 0 are constants not depending on Ny, b = o = e¥elelle 4 = ny4-2, and A = (K (ny + 2)) "2 16e

with K a universal constant.
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Proof. The result follows by applying Corollary 2.2 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014b) in our setup. Towards
that end, I shall verify the conditions for its application.

The class of functions Gy is trivially pointwise measurable, as it consists of functions that are indicator
functions on upper sets plus a constant. By Lemma C.3, this class is also VC with VC-dimension bounded
from above by ny + 2, and it has the constant function, w 6“7”0”00, as its envelope function. This
class of functions is also compatible with Definition 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014b): by Theorem 2.6.7
in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) and Lemma C.3, I can specify v and A in their definition as v = ny + 2
and A = (K(ng+ 2))ﬁ 16e with K a universal constant. Since the envelope function is a constant
function, I can also specify b and ¢ in their corollary as b = o = e?*lcll>_ Finally, I can set ¢ = oo in their

corollary to obtain the desired result because Gy is uniformly bounded. |

D Partition of ) Independent of 12,

Lemma D.1. Recall that V is a uniformly bounded VC-subgraph class of measurable functions on the
measurable space (S, B (X x Y)), with envelope function, F(w) = 1 for all w € ). There exist constants
C,p > 0, depending only on the VC characteristics of V, such that the following holds.

For every ¢y € (0,1) and every probability measure @ on (2, B (X x ))) there exists a finite subset
{vie, .. vn,0} CV with

o 2 I =il < o
and
ng < Ce,”. (D.2)
Moreover, defining
Eip = {U eVillv—vielL, (@ = 1%12% v — Uj,éHLl(Q)}a i=1,...,n

with any deterministic tie-breaking rule when the minimum is attained at multiple indices, yields a partition
{E; ¢}, of V such that

sup H'U - Ui,f“[q(Q) < €1, 1= 17 sy Ty (D3)
UEEiye

In particular, these conclusions hold uniformly in the choice of the reference measure () = R for any
v > 0.

Proof. Since V is a uniformly bounded VC—subgraph class with envelope F' satisfying || F'||oc < 1, standard
entropy bounds for VC classes (see, e.g., Theorem 2.6.7 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) imply that there
exist constants A, B > 0 and an integer v > 1 (the VC index) such that, for all probability measures (), all
d € (0,1) and all r € (0,1],

Br

log N(57,V, Lo(Q)) < Aw log(T). (D.4)
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In particular, taking 7 = ||F'|[1,(gy < 1, I obtain

C
log N(6,V, L>(Q)) < Ci log(=)), (D.5)

for some constants C', C5 > 0 depending only on A, B, v, but not on Q).
By uniform boundedness, [|g][z, (@) < [|9]|r,(@) forall g € V —V and all Q. Hence

N(6,V,L1(Q)) < N(6,V,L2(Q)), (D.6)

and (D.5) yields a corresponding L (Q) entropy bound. In particular, for each ¢, € (0, 1) and each @, I may
choose a minimal L;((Q))-covering of V at radius €;/2, that is, a finite set {v; ¢,..., vy, ¢} C V such that

ng
VC U Br, ) (vie €/2),
im1

and ny = N(e//2,V,L1(Q)). By (D.6) and (D.5), there exist constants C', p > 0 depending only on the VC
characteristics of V such that
ng < C Eg_pa

which is (D.2).
By the covering property, for every v € V there exists i € {1,...,n} such that [[v — v; |1, (@) < €o/2.
In particular,

in fv— v < €2
sup min v =viellni@ < /2

and hence (D.1) holds with ¢, and a possibly enlarged constant C' (absorbing the factor 2). Defining the sets

E; ; by nearest-center assignment,

g = {veVilv—vdue = mn o=}

with deterministic tie-breaking, yields a partition { E; ;};-; of V, and the covering property implies

sup [[v —viellr, @) < e 1=1,...,ny
UEEZ"@

which is (D.3). The entropy bound (D.4) is uniform over all probability measures (), so the constants C, p
in (D.2) may be chosen independent of (). In particular, the conclusions hold uniformly for ) = R, with

~ > 0. This proves the lemma. |

E An Implementation and Numerical Illustration

This section presents a geometric implementation of the sieve M-estimation procedure, and illustrates its

performance numerically relative to the empirical Sinkhorn divergence.
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E.1 Implementation

The approximation scheme of Tabri (2025) requires a specification of F;, for i = 1,...,n, satisfying
the accuracy (2.12), which is a partition of the set of moment functions V. His scheme also allows the
practitioner to select any set of v; € E; o for ¢ = 1,...,ny, as the results of Proposition 2.3 are uniform
in their choice. This section puts forward a specification of said partition and an approach to selecting the
v; € E; v based on the fact that B := {v eV: fQ vdPy = 0} coincides with V.

To elucidate, first note that )V = U?:l V;, where

A
I
——
5
£

N—1[z=22))1ye )], s’ e X}, Vo={(1]z 2] - Fx(a))1lye)],a’ € X}
Vs={(Fy()-1ly=2y])1zeX],y €V}, Mi={(1[y=zy]-FKW))1zecX],yec)}.

In this notation, observe that Vo = —V); and V; = —V3. Now, given ¢y, I can always find finite partitions of
X and Y, given by {X;,j < n,} and {)},j < n,}, respectively, such that

|Fx(z) — Fx(2')| < €/8 and |Ry(x,)— R, x(a')| <e/8 Vx,2’€X; and (E.1)
|Fy(y) — Fy(¥)| < e/8 and |Ryy(y) — Ryy ()| < e/8 Yy, € Vi, (E.2)

hold, for j = 1,...,n, and i = 1,...,n,. The notation R, x(-) and R,y (-) denote the distribution
functions of the X -margin and Y -margin, respectively, of the joint distribution 2.

The partition has two parts, once for V; and Vs, and one for V3 and V4. Consider the following sets
Exy; ={(Fx @) -1z 22)1[y € V], 2" € Xj}, Expj = {(1[x 2 2] — Fx(2')) 1]y € V], 2’ € &;},
Eyii={Fy(y) -1y 2y)1[z € X],y € Vi}, Bvo,i ={(1[ly 2y - Fy(¢)) 1z € X],¢' € Vi},
forj = 1,...,ny and ¢ = 1,...,ny. Then, I have partitions of the disjoint sets that comprise } and
satisfy the approximation’s construction: V; = U?ilE x,1,; and Vo = U;-LilE X2, V2 = U;-LilEXg,j,
V3 = U?:ylEy,L,-, and Vy = U?:ylEy,gﬂ'. In consequence, ny = 2n, + 2n,,.

Now I shall make use of the fact that B =V, holds, in selecting the functions v; to implement a moment
equality using two such inequalities. This can be done as follows: for each selected v € Ex ;1 ; and v/ €
Ey 1, select —v € Exo; and = Eys;, and do this for j = 1,...,n, and ¢ = 1,...,ny. In
consequence, I have reduced the number of choice variables in the approximating Fenchel dual programs by
re-writing it to recognize moment equality constraints. In this case and using the result of Proposition 2.2,

the problem (3.2) becomes

Ng+Ny

inf {/ Gi(w,7)dR(w) : T € [-1,1]™ ™ and Z Ti € [—1,1]} where (E.3)
Q

i=1

Ng+ny
Gi(w,T) = exp {7||c||OO Z i vi(w)} , (E.4)

i=1

reducing the number of choice variables from 2n, + 2n, to n, + n, and constraining them to the box
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[—1, 1]+ With this formulation n; = n, + n,, and function class

{Gg(-,?),T € [-1,1]™ and in € [—1,1]}
i=1

is still VC and uniformly bounded by e*ll¢l> for each ¢, so that the results of Theorem 1 apply to the SAA
version of (E.3).

In practice, we will consider large values of «y (e.g., v > 100), which can create numerical challenges in
solving the SAA version of (E.3),

1 o
inf ¢ — Gy(w;,T) : 7 € [-1,1]" and e [—=1,1] 5, (E.5)
Ry 22 el 7) 7 € LA and Y€ 11

for a random sample of size IV, from R,. A practical approach to addressing this challenge is to rescale the
objective function in (E.5) by dividing it by ¢**/¢lle and then to apply logarithms to quash the impact of
large ~y in the objective function (E.4), yielding

1 o
inf ¢ —7y/|c/|os + log N > Gulwj,r)iTe[-1,1]"and > 7€ [-1,1] 5, (E.6)
j=1 i=1

Because the logarithm is strictly positive monotonic transformation, the solutions of the problems (E.6)

and (E.5) coincide. Furthermore, rescaling the objective function in this way implies
ng
{e‘”“'clc"’ Ge(-,7),7 € [-1,1]" and ZTZ' €[-1, 1]}
i=1

is still VC and now uniformly bounded by 1 for each £. Hence, to calculate 1y, I must first add /| /| oo to the
optimal value (E.6) and then apply the exponential function to it. Finally, with this setup, I can implement
the limit (3.4) as

. log ny
11m =
l—=oo Ny

0. (E.7)

E.2 Numerical Illustration

This section considers a toy example that is useful for establishing proof of concept of my approximation
scheme and its implementation. I specify X ~ U[0,1] and Y ~ U[0,2], and ¢(z,y) = 3(z — y)?. This
specification satisfies the conditions of Assumption 1.
In this setting, the optimal transport value is the squared Wasserstein distance between Py and Py
(Villani, 2009), which is given by
1

W2(Px, Py) = inf = —y)?dP. E.8
dpery=, S @ E8)

41



Table 1: Primitives

Y Kk & mng Ny
100 1 0.1 160 1015

The value and the solution of (E.8) can be calculated in closed-form. In particular, WZ(Px, Py) = 1/6 ~
0.166 and the solution is the singular distribution supported on {(z,y) : y = 2z} having CDF

07 wa < 07
Fxy(w,y) = { min{z, y/2}, 0<2<1,0<y<2, (E.9)
1, z>1, y>2

The EOT value with v = 100 is approximately 0.1846, and I have compared the finite-sample perfor-
mance of the EOT value estimators based on the sieve M-estimator and empirical Sinkhorn divergence. I
have studied their performance using 1000 Monte Carlo draws from R, to estimate the absolute deviation
of their means from the target, 0.1846. I have set the sample size for both estimators to be the optimal
one for the sieve-based estimator, given by display (4.1) in Section 4, and I repeat it here for convenience:
Ny = 2622 log ny. The sieve M-estimator is sz(Px,Py) = —yllogdy + v llog a~, where I have
calculated U, via the optimization problem (E.6). Table 1 reports the primitives of the optimization prob-
lem (E.6). Table 1 reports the primitives of the optimization problem (E.6). I have obtained the values
0.0254 and 0.0375 for the sieve M-esitmator and the empirical Sinkhorn divergence, respectively. While
this numerical result indicates the sieve M-estimator is less biased than its empirical Sinkhorn counterpart,
it is more informative to report the boxplots of their MC estimates. The boxplots approximate the sampling
distributions of estimators, and they are a powerful visual tool for illustrating finite-sample properties of the
estimators.

Figure 1 reports the boxplots. Both estimators are centered below the OT benchmark, indicating a pro-
nounced finite-sample downward bias in this high-regularization regime. This behavior contrasts with the
population ordering, where the EOT value exceeds the unregularized OT cost, and highlights the impact of
finite-sample effects and discretization error on the empirical objective. Relative to the empirical Sinkhorn
divergence, the sieve M-estimator exhibits reduced variability and lower bias, suggesting improved stability
at the theoretically prescribed sieve dimension and sample size.

The improved finite-sample performance of the sieve M-estimator relative to the empirical Sinkhorn
estimator can be understood through the structure of their respective feasible sets. The population OT
and EOT problems are characterized by exact marginal constraints, which may be equivalently expressed
as an infinite collection of moment conditions. The sieve M-estimator replaces this infinite system by a
finite, accuracy-controlled set of moment constraints indexed by ¢, thereby constructing a deterministic

approximation to the population constraint set. As a result, even in finite samples, the sieve estimator
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Figure 1: Boxplots of simulated estimates

optimizes over a feasible region that remains closely aligned with the population OT and EOT problems.

In contrast, the empirical Sinkhorn estimator enforces marginal constraints through empirical measures,
leading to a feasible set that is random and subject to sampling fluctuations. These fluctuations introduce ad-
ditional variability and bias into the estimated transport cost, particularly in finite samples. This distinction
helps explain why, in the simulation results, the sieve M-estimator is both more concentrated and systemat-
ically closer to the population OT and EOT benchmark values than the empirical Sinkhorn estimator at the

same sample size.

43



