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Abstract: The quantity of interest in the classical Cramér-Rao theory of unbiased estimation (e.g.,
the Cramér-Rao lower bound, its exact attainment for exponential families, and asymptotic efficiency of
maximum likelihood estimation) is the variance, which represents the instability of an estimator when
its value is compared to the value for an independently-sampled data set from the same distribution.
In this paper we are interested in a quantity which represents the instability of an estimator when
its value is compared to the value for an infinitesimal additive perturbation of the original data
set; we refer to this as the “sensitivity” of an estimator. The resulting theory of sensitivity is based
on the Wasserstein geometry in the same way that the classical theory of variance is based on the
Fisher-Rao (equivalently, Hellinger) geometry, and this insight allows us to determine a collection
of results which are analogous to the classical case: a Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound for the
sensitivity of any unbiased estimator, a characterization of models in which there exist unbiased
estimators achieving the lower bound exactly, and various results on the asymptotic achievement
of the lower bound. More precisely, we show that Wasserstein projection estimators (and one-step
approximations thereof) are asymptotically sensitivity-efficient under suitable assumptions, and that
there exist Hodges-type estimators which exhibit super-sensitivity-efficiency. We use these results to
treat many statistical examples, sometimes revealing new optimality properties for existing estimators
and other times revealing entirely new estimators.
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The setting of this paper involves a general parametric statistical model {Py : § € O} of probability measures
on RY, where we observe independent identically-distributed (i.i.d.) samples X7i,...,X,, from some P, for
unknown 6 € © C RP, and where the goal is to estimate x(6) for some fixed transformation y : © — R¥; for
the sake of notational simplicity in the Introduction we will assume p = k = 1, but the body of the paper

addresses the general case. More specifically, we are interested in unbiased estimators T}, : (R%)" — R
x(8), meaning Eg[T},(X1,...,X,)] = x(0) for all § € ©, and various notions of optimality thereof.
The perspective of classical statistics is to search for unbiased estimators 7;, for which the variance, denot

of

ed

V¢(T},), is small. One motivation for this perspective is that the variance is a measure of the instability that


mailto:garciatrillo@wisc.edu
mailto:a.q.jaffe@columbia.edu
mailto:b.sen@columbia.edu
https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.07414v2

the estimator would experience if the data were independently re-sampled. That is, if X7,..., X/ denote
i.i.d. samples from Py which are independent of X1,...,X,,, then we have

1
Vo(Ty) = EEQ (1T.(X1, .., X)) — Tn(X1,- .., X)) -

The classical Cramér-Rao theory provides a fundamental lower bound for the variance and provides various
methods for achieving this lower bound, either exactly or asymptotically.

Our perspective in this paper is that it may additionally be desirable to search for unbiased estimators
which achieve a small value of some measure of the instability that the estimator would experience if the
data were perturbed. That is, if X7,...,X,, are defined via X} := X; +&; for 1 < i < n where &,...§, are
i.i.d. samples from a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance €2 > 0 and which are independent
of X1,...,X,, then we define the e-sensitivity of the estimator T, as

21

A stylized but concrete setting where it may be desirable to achieve a small value of the e-sensitivity is any
statistical application where the data are collected with measurement error; in such settings, the e-sensitivity
describes the size of the difference between an estimator computed on the observed variables and the same
estimator computed on the latent variables.

Mathematically, the theory is slightly cleaner if we consider infinitesimal versions of the perturbations
above. That is, we consider the limit of e-sensitivity as ¢ — 0 and introduce what we call the sensitivity

So.c(Ty) :==Ey 5

‘Tn(xg,...,xg) — Tu(X1,..., X,)

n
S IVe Tn(X1, ., X))

=1

Sg(Tn) = Eg

)

which will be our focus in this paper; here, V., T, (X1,...,X,) denotes the gradient of the function T, :
(RY)™ — R with respect to the argument z; € R? for each 1 < i < n. The sensitivity coincides (up to a
constant factor, depending on the convention) with the notion of the Dirichlet energy studied in probability
theory, partial differential equations, and potential theory (e.g., [25, Section 2.2.5], [14, Chapter 8], [40,
Chapter XIJ, [22]). We emphasize that, in most prior uses in mathematical statistics, the Dirichlet energy
is interesting only insofar as it is useful for controlling the variance (say, via a Poincaré inequality or a log-
Sobolev inequality); in contrast, our perspective in this work is that the Dirichlet energy itself is a quantity
which may be of interest to control.

1.1. Illustrative Examples

We consider some examples in order to illustrate the problems involved in constructing unbiased estimators
which achieve a small sensitivity.

Example 1.1 (Gaussian location family). Suppose that Py is the Gaussian distribution with mean 6 and
variance 1, and that the goal is to estimate 6 € R. It is natural to consider the maximum likelihood estimator
(MLE) given by the sample mean TMME = =1 5™ X, for which it is easy to calculate
Vo(TIF) = S(T)1) = .

It follows from the classical Cramér-Rao theory that the MLE achieves the optimal variance, so one can
immediately show (say, via the Gaussian Poincaré inequality which states Vy(T},) < Sy(7},) for any unbiased
estimator T;,) that the MLE also achieves the optimal sensitivity. Thus, the sample mean is optimal for both
the variance and the sensitivity among unbiased estimators of 8. The sample mean is, in fact, the prototypical
example of an estimator with small sensitivity. A direct calculation shows that we have V,, TMME = n=1 de-
terministically for each 1 <4 < n; in terms of the e-sensitivity pre-limit, TMME introduces many cancellations
which reduce the effect of additive noise.



Example 1.2 (uniform scale family). Suppose that Py is the uniform distribution on [0, 8], for # > 0, and let
us consider two natural estimators of §. One is the MLE given by TMME (X, ..., X)) = max{X,..., X,.},
and the other is the best linear estimator (BLE) given by twice the sample mean TPME (X, ... X,,) =
2n~1 3" | X;. It is easy to show that both estimators are (asymptotically) unbiased, and that their variances
e MLE nb? 62 BLE 0°

Vg(Tn ) = m ~ ﬁ and Vg(Tn ) = %
Observe that the MLE achieves the fast rate n=2 (recall that the classical Cramér-Rao lower bound does
not apply to this model) while the BLE achieves the usual rate n~!. However, we can directly compute that
their sensitivities are 4

Se(T)™F) =1 and Se(TYMF) = -

where the first calculation follows because the MLE depends on exactly one (random) sample, i.e., V.. T, =
1{X; = X(;,}; in the e-sensitivity pre-limit the MLE is of constant order because it does not introduce
any cancellations. See Figure 4 in Appendix A for a Monte Carlo simulation of the bias, variance, and
e-sensitivity (for ¢ = 107%) while n grows (n = 102,...,10%); they illustrate that, although our notion of
sensitivity concerns infinitesimal perturbations, it captures the behavior of e-sensitivity for small to moderate
values of € > 0, which may be more directly relevant in practice. We also note that the simulation gives
a preview of our later methodology, which concerns optimality properties for the Wasserstein projection
estimator (WPE).

Example 1.3 (Laplace location family). Suppose that Py is the Laplace distribution with mean 6 and
variance 2, i.e., its density with respect to the Lebesgue measure is py(-) = % exp(—| - —0]|). Let us consider
two estimators for 6§ in this problem. The first is the MLE denoted TMYF which is simply the sample median
of X1,...,X,. The second is the best linear estimator (BLE) which is the sample mean, TP*¥ (X, ..., X,,) =
n! Yoi, X;. Tt is easy to show that both estimators are (asymptotically) unbiased. Also, their variances

can be computed as
1 2
Vo(TMLE) ~ — and Vo(T2HEY = =
n n
meaning both achieve the same rate of decay of n~! but the MLE has a smaller constant prefactor, as it

must from the classical Cramér-Rao theory. However, we can also compute

12 if n even 2
So(T,™) = {1 if n odd and So(T™) = n’

where the first calculation follows because the MLE depends on exactly 1 or 2 observations in the sample,
depending on the parity of n. In other words, the sensitivity of the MLE is of constant order, and the
sensitivity of the BLE achieves the classical rate.

The examples above show that it is not immediately clear how to construct estimators that achieve a small
value of sensitivity. In fact, we have seen that some estimators with small variance have the drawback that
their sensitivity is non-vanishing. The goal of this paper is to provide a general statistical theory of unbiased
estimators that achieve the smallest possible sensitivity, and to provide detailed analyses in examples like
the above and many more.

1.2. Summary of Results
This subsection summarizes our main results and also serves as an outline of the main body of the paper.
Broadly speaking, our work addresses the following three questions:

(i) How small can the sensitivity of an unbiased estimator be?
(ii) When is it possible to achieve this lower bound exactly?
(iii) Is there a general way to asymptotically achieve this lower bound?

3



concept Hellinger geometry Wasserstein geometry

. sensitivity (Section 3)
variance

measure of instability n
Vo(Tn) = Eq [(Tn = X(O))(Tn — x(6) 7] So(Tn) = Eg [Z D T (D Tn) ¥
i=1
. . differentiability in quadratic mean (DQM) differentiability in Wasserstein sense (DWS) (Definition 4.1)
regularity condition
on statistical model 2
(Remark 4.3, Remark 4.4) / ‘1 /(dPyisn/dPy)(x) — 1 — t(Ge(x)) Th| dPs(z) = o(t?) / 16— Pyt n (2) — = — t@g(2)h||? dPp () = o(t?)
. L log-likelihood linearization (1/2 the score function) transport linearization (Definition 4.1)
linearization of
statistical model Go RY 5 RP B RY 5 RIXP
Fisher information matrix Wasserstein information matrix (Definition 4.5)
information matrix
Remark 4.6
¢ ) 1(6) = 4Eq [Go(X)(Co(X) ] J(6) = By [(@6(X)) T 2y(x)]
instability lower bound Cramér-Rao lower bound Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound (Theorem 4.8)
for unbiased estimators 1 1
(Section 4) Vo(Tn) = ;DX(")(I(@))*] (Dx(0) T So(Tn) = ;DX(@)(J(G))*I(DX((?‘))T

exponential family transport family (Definition 5.3, Theorem 5.6)

statistical models admitting Go(z) = l(Dn(e))T@(z) —x(8) By(z) = (Do(z)) T (A(0)) "L Dx(6)
exactly efficient estimators 2
(Section 5, Remark 5.4) n:0 Rk X:0 = RF
¢: R4 — RF ¢:R% - RF
Bo[o(X)] = x(0) A(8) := Eg [Dp(X)(DH(X)) ]

Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE)

maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) (Definition 6.4, Theorem 6.6, Theorem 6.7)

general asymptotically
efficient estimator n ;
Section 6 arg max — lo; X . 1 «—
(Bection 6) frames, 2 osre (X0 argmin w3 (7 L Y6,
=t 6€o nis

TABLE 1
Summary and comparison of statistical concepts in the Fisher-Rao and Wasserstein geometries. The statistical concepts for
the Fisher-Rao geometry are classical and can be found in standard texts (e.g., [39, 64]). The statistical concepts for the
Wasserstein geometry constitute the main results of the paper, and references for precise definitions, theorems, and
discussions are given above.

Our main results yield essentially complete answers to these questions.

Before stating the results, let us emphasize that our theory is, broadly speaking, analogous to the classical
Cramér-Rao theory of variance. To aid the reader’s understanding, we give Table 1 which highlights the
analogies between the statistical concepts in both theories. As we will explore in detail throughout the
paper, both theories are derived from the same geometric principle, but by considering different geometries
on the space of probability measures; the classical theory of variance comes from the Fisher-Rao (equivalently,
Hellinger) geometry, and our theory of sensitivity comes from the Wasserstein geometry. This analogy has
been somewhat explored in the mathematical field of information geometry [2, 47, 53] but the statistical
implications of the theory have neither been developed nor appreciated so far.

Our first set of results concerns question (i) on fundamental lower bounds for the sensitivity. Towards
this end, we introduce (Definition 4.1), the notion of differentiability in the Wasserstein sense (DWS), which
states that the optimal transport maps between elements of a model P := {Py : § € ©} vary smoothly in the
parameter § € © C R. Roughly speaking, a model is DWS when the transport linearization function defined
via

t —_
() 1= limy PPz D) 22 m

exists, where tp, _,p, denotes the optimal transport map from Py, to Pp,. Intuitively speaking, the DWS
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condition is the analog of the differentiability in quadratic mean (DQM) condition from classical theory, and
the optimal transport map (minus identity) is the analog of the square root of the ratio of densities (minus
one); see Table 1. In a DWS model, one can then define the Wasserstein information (Definition 4.5) via

J(0) := By [[|[®0(X)|?]

for § € ©, where X has distribution Py. Thus, the Wasserstein information J(#) is the analog of the usual
Fisher information I(6) in the classical theory. Finally, if T}, is any sufficiently regular unbiased estimator of
x(0), where x : © — R is some smooth function, then we prove (Theorem 4.8) a Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao
lower bound on the sensitivity which states that, under some mild technical conditions, we have

(X' (0))
Se (Tn) > T@)

for all n € N, which is of course the analog of the classical Cramér-Rao lower bound for the variance.

Next we discuss question (ii) on models in which there exists an unbiased estimator exactly achieving the
Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound. That is, let us say that an unbiased estimator T), of x(0) is (ezactly)
sensitivity-efficient if its sensitivity equals n=1(x'(0))?(J(0))~! for all § € ©. At the same time, we define a
transport family (Definition 5.3) to be a model P in which the transport linearization factors into

where x : R — R is some smooth map called the parameterization (which later will turn out to be a natural
estimand), ¢ : R? — R is some function, and A(#) := Eg[||V#(X)||?]. Then, we show (Theorem 5.6) that
the existence of an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of x(6) in the model P is equivalent to P being
a transport family with parameterization y. Thus, transport families are analogous to exponential families
from the classical theory, which are precisely the models in which there exists an unbiased estimator which
exactly achieves the Cramér-Rao lower bound for the variance. As in the classical case, transport families
include many statistical models of interest, and this allows us to treat several concrete statistical examples.
(See Appendix A, and the discussions in Section 5.)

Lastly, we consider question (iii) on constructing estimators which asymptotically achieve the Wasserstein-
Cramér-Rao lower bound. Towards this end we introduce the notion of asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency of an
estimator 7, (Definition 6.1) which requires that n > | ||V, T, (X1, ..., X,)||?, whose expectation equals
n times the sensitivity of T,, converges in probability to (x'(#))?(J(8))~* when X1,..., X,, are i.i.d. samples
from Py. Our main object of interest is the Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE), defined via

TWPE(X,, ..., X,) = aregrginWQ(Pg,Pn),
S

where W, denotes the Wasserstein metric, and P, := % Z?:l 0x, denotes the empirical measure of Xy, ..., X,.
Under suitable regularity conditions, we show (Theorem 6.6 and Theorem 6.7) that the WPE is asymptoti-
cally sensitivity-efficient. Since the usual maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) can be written as a sort of
projection of the empirical measure onto the model P with respect to the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence,
we see that the WPE is analogous to the MLE from the classical theory. This result can be proven directly
in the case d = 1 because of the explicit representation of the Wasserstein distance via quantile functions,
but the case d > 2 requires many technical assumptions that may be difficult to verify; see Subsection 6.1 for
further discussion. We also consider some further questions of interest in the asymptotic theory. For instance,
we show (Theorem 6.9) that approximately solving the WPE via one step of Newton’s method yields an
asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator, provided that the pilot estimator satisfies some mild regularity.
Additionally, we show (Example 6.11) that Hodges-type constructions can lead to super-sensitivity-efficient
estimators, but also (Theorem 6.12) that there are mild conditions on an estimator which imply that the
Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound holds uniformly over local alternatives.

Extensions to a multidimensional parameter ® C R?P and multidimensional estimand y : © — R* are
straightforward, and our results cover the general case of p > 1 and k£ > 1, although the notation is a bit
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more cumbersome. In the general setting, a statistical model admits a notion of Wasserstein information
matriz which is analogous to the Fisher information matrix, and an estimator admits a notion of cosensitivity
matriz which is analogous to the covariance matrix. We direct the reader to the main body of the paper
(Section 3 and Section 4) for full details.

In addition to developing our general theory of sensitivity throughout the paper, we give detailed analyses
of various statistical problems of interest. In many cases, this reveals new optimality properties for well-known
estimators, e.g., the sample mean achieves the optimal sensitivity in any DWS location family (Example A.1),
the sample second moment achieves the optimal sensitivity in any DWS scale family (Example A.2), the
ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator achieves the optimal sensitivity in any DWS linear regression model
with centered errors (Example A.6), and the sample variance achieves the asymptotically optimal sensitivity
in a Gaussian model with unknown mean where the estimand is the variance (Example A.11). In other
cases, this theory reveals estimators with optimal sensitivity that appear to be novel, e.g., an estimator with
asymptotically optimal sensitivity in the uniform scale family (Example 1.2) is given as follows

3 ..
To(X1,oo Xn) = 55 > (2 - D)X,
=1

where X (1), ..., X(,) denote the order statistics of X1, ..., X,, (Example A.15). Note that this estimator falls
within the class of L-statistics, described in [64, Chapter 22].

1.3. Related Literature

All of our results on fundamental limits for sensitivity aim to be analogous to classical results on fundamental
limits for variance; as such, we do not attempt to summarize this literature, but we assume the reader has
familiarity with standard sources, e.g., [24, 39, 64]. For an introduction to the mathematical discipline of
information geometry, which provides the geometric interpretation of the Cramér-Rao bound in terms of the
Fisher-Rao geometry, see [1].

The Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound and some related considerations have been previously studied in the
mathematical field of information geometry. In particular, the works [2, 47, 53] introduced the notion of the
Wasserstein information matrix, proved the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound in some settings, and provided
many calculations of Wasserstein information matrices for some concrete models of interest; our notion of
sensitivity is called Wasserstein variance in these works, and some connections are drawn to parallel work
in non-equilibrium statistical mechanics [19, 20]. Some other works connecting information geometry to
Wasserstein geometry include [4, 35, 41].

We emphasize that, while some basic aspects of this Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao theory have indeed been
studied in [2, 47, 53], there are several senses in which our results represent a departure from this prior
literature. First of all, our notion of DWS and our careful analytic results (e.g., Proposition B.4) allow
one to rigorously discuss the theory of sensitivity for estimators which need not be smooth and compactly
supported; indeed, in virtually no statistical applications is an estimator regular enough to directly act as
a test function in the continuity equation, although this has been assumed in all previous works. Second,
our results on transport families allow one to directly determine estimators with optimal sensitivity in a
wide variety of statistical settings, which is essential for a meaningful comparison of the classical Cramér-
Rao theory with the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao theory. Last, our results on Wasserstein projection estimators
resolve the open questions of [47, Section 5] which ask how to construct (in our terminology) asymptotically
sensitivity-efficient estimators in a general-purpose way.

The notion of Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE) has been previously studied in several contexts.
For example, the WPE is a particular example of a minimum-distance estimator (a general class of estimators
about which much is known [7]), leading to the works [6, 8, 9], which establish existence and measurability of
solutions, consistency, a central limit theorem, and more. Another example is that, in machine learning, the
WPE has been studied and applied in various problems involving interpretability and fairness [10, 34, 61].
On the computational side, the work [9] discusses some difficulties for implementing the WPE, which can
be somewhat delicate, and the work [70] shows that WPE can have large asymptotic variance. Despite this
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existing literature, we are not aware of any literature computing the sensitivity of WPEs nor connecting
WPE to the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound.

While our notion of sensitivity shares some broad similarities with the field of robust statistics, we em-
phasize that these theories are different in a few important ways; this is highlighted by the example of the
sample median, which has good robustness (e.g., its breakdown point is 1/2) but bad sensitivity (e.g., its
sensitivity is non-vanishing). In more detail, we emphasize that the objects of interest in classical robust
statistics (e.g., influence functions, breakdown point [32]) typically come from “contamination” models in
which some proportion of the samples (which may be large, small, or infinitesimal) may be arbitrarily al-
tered; in contrast, our notion of sensitivity concerns models in which all of the samples are altered, but
each one infinitesimally. In another direction, the conclusions of our results are plainly different from the
conclusions of standard results in robust statistics, which typically study optimality through the lens of
asymptotic variance while constraining a specified class of estimators to have sufficient robustness (e.g., [39,
Section 9.8]); in contrast, our results understand optimality by directly minimizing the sensitivity (either
exactly or asymptotically), and among a class of essentially arbitrary estimators.

We also include a brief discussion of other fields to which our notion of sensitivity is closely related:

e Local Differential Privacy (LDP). In settings where no centralized statistician can be trusted to “cu-
rate” private data, the framework of LDP suggests carefully randomizing each individual’s data before
processing; the many recent developments on this methodology [23, 37, 67] can be seen as extensions
of the classical strategy of randomized response [68] in survey design. Our notion of sensitivity exactly
describes the fundamental limit for how closely an estimator, when computed on randomized data,
approximates the estimator computed on the unobserved private data. Strictly speaking our theory
applies only to mechanisms in LDP that utilize carefully-calibrated additive noise, while there are other
mechanisms of interest that are more complex.

o Distributionally Robust Optimization (DRO). A recent paradigm in stochastic optimization [12, 27, 51]
aims to minimize some statistical objective, in the worst-case regime where the empirical measure of
the data may be replaced with any distribution in an “ambiguity set” taken to be Wasserstein balls of
small radius; in this setting and under some additional assumptions, it can be shown that we have

max  Ep|T,(X1,...,Xn) — x(0)] =Eo|Tn(X1,..., Xn) — x(0)| + € /So(T,) + oe)
Wa(Py,P)<e

as € — 0 for each 6 € © (see, e.g., [28, Theorem 1.9]). In other words, the sensitivity exactly charac-
terizes the lower-order growth of the DRO risk in terms of the size of the ambiguity set. While this
discussion applies only to models of DRO in which ambiguity sets are balls in the Wasserstein metric,
there are settings in which it is of interest to use ambiguity sets with other structures [11].

More generally, we believe that our theory of sensitivity will find applications in many other statistical settings
where data are perturbed before performing some downstream analysis. In addition to standard models where
small amounts of noise arise due to measurement error (e.g., errors-in-variables models [16, 26]), there are
several other methodological reasons for practitioners to deliberately add noise to their data sets, typically
in order to achieve numerical stability (e.g., in density estimation [52], model selection [13]) or robustness
(e.g., neural network training [30], simulation-extrapolation [17]).

Organization

In Section 2 we review some background on Riemannian geometry, and on the Hellinger, Fisher-Rao,
and Wasserstein geometries, and in Section 3 we detail the notion of sensitivity. Section 4 discusses the
Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound and the requisite regularity of statistical models. Section 5 discusses
the models in which exact sensitivity-efficient estimation is possible, and Section 6 discusses the asymptotic
sensitivity-efficiency theory. Examples are given in Appendix A, some deferred proofs appear in Appendix C,
and the other appendices contain some further technical discussions of interest.



Notation

For a function f : R — R, we use the standard notation f’' : R — R for its derivative. For a function
F :R% — RY, its Jacobian is written DF and we take the usual convention that DF(z) € R®*® is the linear
operator representing the differential of F' at x. Thus, for any z,h € R?%, we have

lim F(x +th) — F(x)

lim ; = DF(z)h.

When F is scalar-valued (i.e., b = 1) its Jacobian DF(z) € R'*? is a row vector; in this case we write
VF(z) := (DF(x))" € R* and call it the gradient of F, so that the gradient is a column vector related to
the Jacobian by VF = (DF)T. If F is a function of multiple inputs, say F : (R*)" — R®, then we write
D, F to denote the Jacobian with respect to the argument x; for 1 < i < n, meaning

lim F(zy,...,zi—1, 2 Hth,zigq, ..., xn) — F(x1,. .., 20)

t—0 t :Dl’iF(xlw”vxn)h;

and similar for the gradient V,,7;, when b = 1.

We write P(R™) for the collection of all Borel probability measure on R™. Then, we write P2(R™) for
the collection of all 4 € P(R™) with finite variance, meaning [5,. [|2|* du(z) < co. A probability measure
€ R™ is called absolutely continuous if it has a density with respect to the m-dimensional Lebesgue measure
on R™, and we denote by Pz ».(R™) the space of all absolutely continuous Borel probability measures with
finite variance. We also write Li(Rm;R) for the Hilbert space of square integrable functions with respect
to p from R™ to R, as well as Li(Rm; R™) for the Hilbert space of square integrable functions from R™ to
R™ with respect to . We also write C¥(R™) for the space of all compactly-supported k-times continuously
differentiable functions from R™ to R; similarly, we write C2°(R™) for the space of all compactly-supported
infinitely differentiable functions from R™ to R. When a function is said to have a local property (e.g., locally
Lipschitz, locally integrable), we mean each point is contained in some neighborhood on which the function
satisfies said property. By the norm ||A|| of a matrix A we mean the Frobenius norm.

2. Geometric Background

The perspective of this work is that the theory of sensitivity is related to the Wasserstein geometry in the
same way that the theory of variance is related to the Hellinger (equivalently, Fisher-Rao) geometry; as both
are Riemannian-like structures on the space of probability measures P(R™), we spend some time describing
this geometric picture and the requisite background in Riemannian geometry. The full details are included in
Appendix B, but we include Table 2 to summarize the major points. For general background on Riemannian
geometry, we direct the reader to standard texts (e.g., [43, 44]).

Throughout, M denotes a Riemannian manifold. Each point x € M has a tangent space denoted by
Tan, (M) which represents the best possible linear approximation of the non-linear space M, locally at the
point z. More concretely, Tan, (M) is a vector space endowed with an inner product g,; the collection of
tangent spaces {Tan,(M)}renm is called the tangent bundle and the collection of inner products {g. }zem
is called the metric tensor. Each smooth curve + : [0,1] — M has a notion of an initial velocity vector +'(0),
and we have 7/(0) € Tan, ) (M); conversely, Tan, (M) equals (the closure of the linear span of) the set of
initial velocities 4'(0) where 7 ranges over all smooth curves v : [0,1] — M with (0) = z. In other words,
Tan, (M) is also the space of “directions” which smooth curves originating at x may take.

We may also view the Riemannian manifold M as a metric space (M, d), where d is the geodesic distance
defined for x,y € M via the following dynamical formulation

1
d*(x,y) := inf {/0 ||7’(t)||i(t) dt : v is a smooth curve from z to y}

where || - || is the norm on Tan, (M) induced by the inner product g,; in other words, d(x, y) represents the
length of the shortest path from x to y, where the “length” of a path can be measured by averaging the size
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concept

Hellinger geometry

Wasserstein geometry

variation in the
space of measures

re-weighting

perturbation

metric

H?(p,v) = /Rm <\/%7 \/%y dx

Wi = min [ o=yl dn(en)
€ (p,v) Jrm xmm

representation of paths

reaction equation

Oppue = Eepue

. : -
(E/Rmfdm:/wfézdm for f € C2(R ))

continuity equation

Arpt + div(vepe) =0

(% [ game= [ (0 vdu tor f e c;”(Rm))

dynamical
formulation

1 1 Otpt = Eput,
H2 () = 5 min /0 lerlZ; des o =,

M1 =V

Arpt + div(vepe) = 0,
Ho = 1,
M1 =V

1
W2 (u,v) = min {/ HthiQ dt :
0 ht

}

constant-speed
geodesics

dpt
t) = pe, where —/— =
(1) = pe, 3y

((1 —t)\/%ﬂ\/%)z

Y(t) = (L= t)id+ttp—n)pp

tangent space

Tanf! (PR™)) C L3 (R™R)

Tan}(:V (7’2 (]Rm. )) g L[QJ (Rm ; Rm.)

logarithmic map Logf (v) = \/? -1
n
TABLE 2
Summary and comparison of geometric concepts of the Fisher-Rao and Wasserstein geometries, as discussed in
Subsection B.1 and Subsection B.2, respectively.

Log)jv(u) =ty —id

of the tangent vector at each point in time with respect to the metric tensor at the current location. Closely
related is the concept of a (2-)absolutely continuous curve, which is a curve « : [0,1] — M such that there
exists a function g € L?[0, 1] satisfying d(v(s),v(t)) < fst g(u)du for all 0 < s <t < 1.

For each z € M, there is a fundamental correspondence between M and Tan, (M). Indeed, the logarithmic
map Log, : M — Tan,(M) is defined so that Log,(y) = +/(0) where « : [0,1] — M is the minimizer of
the dynamical formulation of the geodesic distance from z to y, if it exists. The exponential map Exp :
Tan, (M) — M is the inverse of the logarithmic map, wherever it exists.

In the rest of the paper, the Riemannian manifolds of interest are P(R™) endowed with the Hellinger
distance H and Py(R™) endowed with the Wasserstein metric Wa; these are not bona fide Riemannian
manifolds, but their metrics admit dynamical formulations which allow one to think of them as being very
similar to Riemannian manifolds. Indeed, see Table 2 for an enumeration of the elements above, specialized
to these two geometries; we specifically emphasize the logarithm maps LogH and LogW which will play a
role in our regularity assumptions on our statistical models.

One aspect of these geometries which is different from the setting of abstract Riemannian manifolds is that
2-absolutely continuous curves have an exact characterization in terms of weak solutions to a certain linear
partial differential equation (PDE); for instance, a curve {u;}o<i<1 is absolutely continuous with respect to
the Wasserstein metric if and only if [3] ¢ — p; is weakly continuous, there exists a time-varying vector field
{vi}o<i<1 such that fol Jgm llvell? dpe dt < oo, and, for every infinitely differentiable compactly-supported
function f : R™ — R, the function ¢t — [g,. f(z)du(z) is absolutely continuous with derivative almost
everywhere given by

d

= (V@) ) dpo).

m

(2) dua() = / )

In other words, ({f}o<t<1,{vi}o<i<1) is a weak-sense solution to the continuity equation, denoted Oyp; +
div(vepe) = 0. If {pe Fo<i<1 is a given (2-)absolutely continuous curve with respect to Wa, then it is known
that there is a unique {v;}o<i<1 such that ({s}o<i<1,{vi}o<t<1) solves the continuity equation and such
that v; is the gradient of a function for Lebesgue a.e. 0 < ¢ < 1. A similar result holds [49] for the Hellinger
geometry, where a curve {u;}o<i<1 is absolutely continuous with respect to the Hellinger metric if and

9
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only if there is some sufficiently regular time-varying scalar field {& }o<i<1 satisfying the reaction equation
Orpty = &y in the weak sense. See Appendix B for further detail. In terms of transforming p; to fig4c,
the scalar & dt can be interpreted as the instantaneous change in log-density (i.e., & is the score function)
whereas the vector v; dt can be interpreted as the instantaneous change in position; throughout the paper,
we write t,_,, for the optimal transport map from p to v for general p,v.

3. Sensitivity of Estimators

Our first goal is to precisely define the fundamental notion of sensitivity and to explore some basic properties.
To begin, consider some probability measure P € Py(R?), and we let (Q, F,P) denote a generic probability
space supporting a sequence X1, ..., X, of i.i.d. random variables with distribution P. We also write X for
an additional copy of these random variables, for ease of notation in some expressions. We write Ep for the
expectation on (Q, F,P), where we emphasize the law P of X.

Definition 3.1. For P € Py(R?) and T}, : (R*)™ — R, the sensitivity is the value

Sp(T,) :==Ep Z Ve, Tn(X1, ... »Xn)”Q
=1

if it is well-defined, and infinity otherwise.

Remark 3.2 (absolute continuity of P, and definition of sensitivity). To make sense of Sp(T},) for a large
class of statistics T}, in the sequel we will mostly consider probability measures P € P5(R?) that are abso-
lutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Indeed, if T, is a statistic that is not differentiable
everywhere (e.g., T,,(X1, ..., Xp) = max{Xy,..., X, } in the case d = 1), then the expression for Sp(T},) is
well-defined only if P assigns zero probability to the set of points where T;, is not differentiable. In the other
direction, when P is assumed to be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, and T, is,
say, locally Lipschitz, then Rademacher’s theorem implies that Sp(T,) is well-defined (although it can still
take the value +o0 if the derivatives of T}, are not square-integrable.)

If we simply write VT, (X1, ..., X,) for a column vector of length dn (notably, not as a d x n or n x d
matrix), then we can write Sp(T3,) = Ep [[[VTo(X1, ..., X5)[[?]. This condensed notation is useful in some
settings.

As motivation for studying the sensitivity of an estimator, which is closely related to the simulations of
the Introduction, we consider the following related notion.

Definition 3.3. For P € Po(R%), T}, : (RY)" — R, and € > 0, the e-sensitivity of T}, is defined as

(X, X)) = Tu(Xy, ..., X)) |?
(1) i= Bp || 20 2Tl ) ),
where X! := X; + & for 1 < i < n and &,...,&, are i.i.d. samples from a Gaussian distribution with
mean zero and covariance matrix £2I; € R%*? such that &, ..., &, are independent of X1, ..., X,,. (Here, the
expectation is taken over X1,..., X, and &,...,&,.)

As we alluded to in the Introduction, the sensitivity can be viewed as a limiting case of e-sensitivity as
€ — 0. Our goal is not to establish this convergence in the most general setting, but rather to illustrate the
basic connection between these notions; the following easy result (proven in Appendix C.1) can certainly be
generalized with further work (e.g., by using the ideas in [56]).

Proposition 3.4. If P € Py(RY) and T}, : (RY)™ — R is continuously twice differentiable and compactly
supported, then Spe(T,) — Sp(T,) as € = 0.

The proof of this result reveals two things worth emphasizing. First, the sensitivity is a “universal”
quantity, in the sense that it does not directly rely on the distribution of &3, ..., &, being Gaussian; although
the e-sensitivity may change for non-Gaussian £, the limit as € — 0 depends only on their mean and covariance
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matrix. Second, the proof identifies that the approximation error of the convergence Sp.(T},) — Sp(Ty)
vanishes as long as ¢ < n~!/2; this provides some guidance on how to set ¢ in simulations where it is desired
that the e-sensitivity should approximate the sensitivity, and this was used in the design of the simulation
in Figure 4.

Our first main result on the notion of sensitivity is the following fundamental lower bound, which requires
a few technical assumptions in order to justify our application of the continuity equation. We include a sketch

of the proof, which is simple and instructive.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that {P,}o<i<1 C Paac(R?) is 2-absolutely continuous with respect Wo (that is, the
continuity equation (2) holds with some time-varying vector field {Vi}o<i<1), and that T, : (R?)™ — R is
locally Lipschitz. Also suppose

(i) Ep,|Tu(X1,..., Xn)| < 00, for all0 <t <1 and [ Ep, [|Tn(X1, ..., X,)[?] dt < oo, and

(ii) [ Ep, [|VeiTn(X1, ..., Xn)||?] dt < oo for all 1 <i<n.
Then we have )
(LEp,[Tn(X1, ..., X,)])

nEp, [[[Ve(X)[]?]

for Lebesgue almost all 0 <t <1 and all n € N, provided that Ep,[||V,(X)|?] > 0.

SPt (Tn) Z

Sketch of Proof. If { P;}o<t<1 satisfies the continuity equation with time-varying vector field {V; }o<i<1, then
it can be shown that the product measures {P?"}o<;<1 satisfy the continuity equation in R with the
time-varying vector field {V,*"}o<;<;1 defined by V;*"(z1,...,2,) := (Vi(21),...,Vi(z,))T. Then one can
use the regularity assumptions to show that T, can serve as a test function in the continuity equation in
RHY™ for ({ PP }o<i<1, {Vi¥" }o<i<1), hence Cauchy-Schwarz allows us to bound:

d
dtIEpt[Tn(Xl,...,Xn)}‘ = [Ep, [(Vi®"(X1,...,X0), VTo(X1, ..., X0))]]

< \/Ept [||V;®"(X1,...,Xn)||2} Sp,(Ty)

= \rEe VO] 80,12,

Rearranging the terms gives the desired result. O

Remark 3.6 (independent but not i.i.d.). The factor n=! in Theorem 3.5 is due to the i.i.d. structure of
X1,...,X,, but an analogous result holds assuming only independence. Indeed, if the distribution {Pf}ogtg
of each X; satisfies the continuity equation with time-varying vector field {V;'}o<;<1, then the joint dis-
tribution of Xi,...,X,, satisfies the continuity equation with time-varying vector field (x1,...,2,)
(VM (1), -+, V()T (cf. (34)), and the resulting lower bound has denominator Y27 Eps[[|[V/(X;)]|?].
This generality will later be applied in the setting of fixed-design linear regression in Example A.6.

Remark 3.7. The assumption that 7T, is locally Lipschitz in Theorem 3.5 is mild and is satisfied in most
examples of interest. In fact, we believe that this assumption is quite sharp. Indeed, first note that locally
Lipschitz functions are precisely the ones whose composition with an arbitrary locally absolutely continu-
ous function remains locally absolutely continuous (see [45, Theorem 3.55]). Then, observe that the latter
property is implicitly used in our proof of Proposition B.4, which is the essential ingredient in the proof of
Theorem 3.5.

We now introduce a notion of sensitivity for vector-valued functions. To do this, we first need to introduce
a notion of cosensitivity between two functionals.

11



Definition 3.8. For P € Py(R%) and T, Tno: (RH™ — R, their cosensitivity is

n
SP(Tn,la Tn,Q) =Ep Z(inTn,l(Xla ce aXn))TvxiTn,Q(Xla ce 7Xn)
=1

=Ep[(VTni( X1y, X)) VT a(X1, ..., X0)],

provided that the above expression is well-defined.

Of course, a vector-valued function 7, : (R4)"™ — R* may be written as T'= (T},.1, . . ., Tpx) for functions
Toty-oos Tkt (RY™ — R, and it is desirable to construct a cosensitivity matrix Sp(7},) € RF¥** such that
the (¢, )-entry of Sp(T},) is just the cosensitivity between T}, ¢ and T}, ¢, or (Sp(Ty))e.er := Sp(Tne, Tne),
for 1 < ¢,¢" < k. This is done as follows, where we recall the convention that D,,T,(X1,...,X,) is a matrix
of shape k x d for each 1 <4 < n, and that DT, (X1,...,X,) is a matrix of shape k x dn.

Definition 3.9. For P € Po(R?) and T}, : (R%)"™ — R*, the cosensitivity matriz is the k x k matrix

Sp(Tn) =Ep | Do, Tn(X1,.. ., X0)(Dy, Tn(X1,..., X)) "
=1
=Ep[DT,(X1,..., X)) (DTn(X1, ..., X)) "],

provided that the above expression is well-defined.

Note that we used the same symbol Sp(-) to denote the sensitivity, cosensitivity, and cosensitivity matrix;
there is no risk of ambiguity since the argument always distinguishes between these notions.

4. Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao Lower Bound for Sensitivity

In this section we consider the common statistical situation where our model of interest can be written as
P ={Py:0¢c O} CPy(RY) for some open set © C RP and that we wish to estimate some function x(#) of
the unknown parameter @; here, y : © — RF is a differentiable transformation. Throughout this section, we
use the subscript 0 as shorthand for the subscript Py (e.g., Eg for Ep,).

We remark that all of the notions and results in this section use “local” properties of the model {Py : 6 €
O}, meaning that the structure at 6y € © depends only on the measures {Py : § € U} for an arbitrary open
set U C O containing 6. Consequently, one may replace all “global” conditions with “local” ones without
changing the conclusions. However, we will not explicitly write this in the remainder of the section.

We need to impose some notion of regularity on the model P in order for our lower bounds to hold. Recall
in Section 2 we introduced the notation t,_,, for the optimal transport map from p to v which is unique if,
say, p possesses a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure; see also Subsection B.2.

Definition 4.1. We say that P = {Fy : 0 € O} is differentiable in the Wasserstein sense (DWS) at 6 € ©
if there exists a function ®g : R¢ — R¥*P_ called the transport linearization, such that

[ e @) = 2 = o] aPy(a) = o) 3)

for all h € RP, where tp,,p,,,, is the optimal transport map from Py to Py ¢, We say P is DWS if © is
open and if P is DWS at all § € ©.

Our notions of DWS and transport linearization are novel, but the transport linearization coincides with
the gradient of an object in [47] called the Wasserstein score function; nonetheless, the notion of DWS is
advantageous in two senses. First, it is an L? notion which is much more general than the pointwise notion
of Wasserstein score function from [47], and this generality is indeed needed in most statistical applications.
Second, it allows one to compute the transport linearization directly from the optimal transport maps,
whereas the results of [47] require computing the score function ¢y for P and then solving the so-called
Poisson equation relating g and ®y.
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Throughout the remainder of this section we will provide various interpretations of the DWS condition
and the transport linearization. For now, let us simply state that a model P being DWS means, roughly
speaking, that P is a submanifold of P5(R?), and the transport linearization ®4 allows one to transform
increments in © near # into tangent vectors in P at Py. We also note that our notion of DWS requires the
existence of unique optimal transport maps between the elements of the family P, which is typically achieved
as a result of the assumption that all elements of P have a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure
(i.e., P C Paac(RY)).

Remark 4.2 (DWS via pointwise differentiation). In practice, one typically verifies DWS by finding the
optimal transport maps for all §, computing pointwise derivative as in (1), and then showing that one can
exchange limit and integration in (3). However, in some settings (e.g., Example A.9), one verifies DWS
directly without computing the optimal transport maps themselves.

In the following remarks, we provide some comparisons of DWS with the notion of differentiability in
quadratic mean (DQM) studied in the classical theory for variance [64, Section 5.5].

Remark 4.3 (geometric interpretation of DWS and DQM). In order to see the analogy between DWS and
DQM, observe that (3) can be equivalently written in terms of the logarithmic map for the Wasserstein
geometry defined in (31) as

/ ||Log% (Pogtn) — tq)thQ dPy = o(t?) for all h € RP. (4)
R4

Now let us suppose that all elements of P are dominated by a common o-finite measure A on R?, and that
P is DQM, meaning for each § € © there exists a function Gy : R? — RP, which equals 1/2 times the usual
score function at 6, such that

LV Tt -G o s

for all h € RP. By factoring out the term 1/%(3:) from the square and recalling the logarithmic map for

2

dA(z) = ot?) (5)

the Hellinger geometry defined in (23), an equivalent formulation of (5) is
/ |Logp, (Posn) —t (Gg)Th|2 dPy = o(t?)  for all h € RP. (6)
Rd

It is clear that (4) and (6) are of precisely the same form, but in different geometries.

Remark 4.4 (DWS vs. DQM). While we will see throughout the paper that many concrete examples of
interest are both DWS and DQM (see Appendix A), we can see that neither implies the other by noting
that: (i) DWS does not make restrictions about the supports of its elements (e.g., the uniform scale family
is DWS but not DQM), (ii) DQM does not make restrictions about the moments of its elements (e.g., the
Cauchy location family is DQM but not DWS), and (iii) DQM does not make restrictions about the existence
of transport maps between its elements (e.g., exponential families with discrete reference measure are DQM
but not DWS).

Now we return to the statistical setting from the beginning of Section 3. An estimator is any measurable
function Tj, : (RY)"™ — RF and an estimator is unbiased for x(0) if we have Eg[T},(X1,. .., X,)] = x(0) for
all 0 € ©. Then we come to the following notion, which extends the notion from [47].

Definition 4.5. If P is DWS at 6 € © its Wasserstein information matriz at 6 is the matrix J(0) € RP*P
defined via
J(0) :=Eq [((X)) @p(X)], for each 6 € ©. (7)

Remark 4.6 (geometric interpretation of transport linearization and Wasserstein information matrix). The
transport linearization and Wasserstein information matrix both have geometric interpretations which are
analogous to the classical case, and which can be visualized in Figure 1. First, the transport linearization
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CRP C P2(R9)

h1
DPyh
(i / 02¥
=

FiGc 1. A statistical model that is differentiable in the Wasserstein sense (DWS). The transport linearization ®g at 0 € O is
a linear operator that transforms increments h at 0 € © (left) into tangent vectors ®gh at Py for the corresponding path in
the model P = {Py : 6 € ©} (right). The Wasserstein information matriz J(0) gives rise to an inner product on the space of
increments at 0 (which is isomorphic to RP ), where the inner product between hi,ha at 8 € © (left) is set to be the L%’a (R%; R4)

inner product between ®oh1 and Pgha (right).

dy transforms increments at 6 to tangent vectors at Py in P when endowed with the Wasserstein geometry,
whereas 1/2 times the classical score function (which may be regarded as a log-likelihood linearization) Gy
transforms increments at 6 to tangent vectors at Py in P when endowed with the Hellinger geometry. Second,
note that the Wasserstein information matrix J(é) gives rise to an inner product on increments at 0, via

hi J(0)hy = Eg [(@oh1 (X)) @oho(X)] = (@oh1, Doha) 2, (Rajpa)

for all hy, hy € RP; as such the Wasserstein information matrix describes a geometry on © induced by the
parameterization 6 — P, into the Wasserstein geometry, whereas the Fisher information matrix describes a
geometry induced by the parameterization into the Fisher-Rao geometry [1, 38, 58]. We direct the reader to
[2, 47] for further details on the Riemannian geometry of statistical models in the Wasserstein metric.

Remark 4.7 (PDE interpretation of transport linearization and Wasserstein information matrix). The
transport linearization and Wasserstein information matrix can also be interpreted in terms of PDEs rep-
resenting the flow of mass under the model P. That is, the map z — ®y(z)h represents the first-order
approximation of the optimal flow from Py to Pyi., at t = 0, i.e., a particle at = is transported to position
x + tPy(z)h + o(t). Similarly, the Wasserstein information matrix encodes the costs of these flows, since
t2-hTJ(0)h = Eg[||tPe(X)h||?] =~ WZ(Paitn, Ps) is the L2(Ps) norm squared of this first-order term. Relat-
edly, when Py has a smooth positive density, the transport linearization x — ®y(z)h can be characterized
as the solution of a linearized Monge-Ampeére equation obtained by differentiating, with respect to ¢, the
Monge-Ampere equation satisfied by the optimal transport map from Py to Pyyyp.

These interpretations are analogous to well-known aspects of the Fisher information matrix in information
geometry [1], e.g., that I(f) can be considered as an inner product on © and that we have the asymptotic
expansion H?(Pyyp, Py) ~ 2t>hTI1(0)h.

Now we have the following fundamental result (proven in Appendix C.2), which is a version of the Cramér-
Rao lower bound for the Wasserstein geometry; this result extends earlier versions of the lower bound [47, 53]
that we discuss further below. We emphasize that unbiasedness is not a restriction here since we could just
as well define x via x(0) := Eg[T,(X1, ..., Xn)].

Theorem 4.8 (Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound). Suppose that P = {Py : 0 € ©} C P o.(R?) is DWS,
X : © — RF is continuously differentiable and T, : (R?)™ — R¥ is a locally Lipschitz unbiased estimator of
x(0) for all 8 € ©. Also suppose:

(i) The function J : © — RP*P 4s continuous, and J(0) € RP*P s invertible for all 6 € O.
(i) The function § € © +— Sq(T},) € RE** is continuous, and
(iii) The function 6 € © — Vy(T},) € R*** is locally bounded.

14



Then, we have
S9(T) = ~DXO)O) " (Dx(6)T,  forall g O, (8)

‘We emphasize that we do not directly assume that one can differentiate under the integral in Theorem 4.8,
while most standard statements of the Cramér-Rao lower bound (e.g., [39, Section 4.5]) assume so; in
geometric terms, such results make the a priori assumption that the reaction equation (see Section 2) may
be applied to the estimator of interest, while we give conditions which imply that the continuity equation
may be applied to the estimator of interest. For instance, condition (iii) is used to guarantee a corresponding
pathwise condition in Theorem 3.5. This also contrasts earlier work on the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower
bound [47, 53] which assumes (in fact, without explicitly stating so) that the continuity equation may be
applied to the estimator of interest. We believe it is interesting to ask even in the classical (i.e., Hellinger)
setting what conditions on the estimator imply that it can serve as a test function in the reaction equation.

Our next goal, and the focus of the remainder of the paper, is to understand which estimators achieve the
lower bound of Theorem 4.8, either exactly or asymptotically.

5. Exact Sensitivity-Efficiency

Our next goal is to understand in which models P = {Fy : § € O} one can construct an unbiased estimator
of a given estimand x(6) that achieves equality in the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound (Theorem 4.8). This is
analogous to the construction of exponential families in the classical case, since those are exactly the models
in which one can achieve equality in the Cramér-Rao lower bound [36, 69].

The recent work [53, Theorem 1] provides a characterization of functions which achieve equality in the
Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound in an arbitrary model, but our goal is statistical in that we seek a characteri-
zation of models in which some bona fide estimator achieves equality in the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound.
Here, we draw a distinction between functions (which may depend on the parameter #) and estimators (which
depend only on the samples X1,..., X, from Py).

We give a notion of efficiency for sensitivity, regarding equality in the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound.

Definition 5.1. Suppose that P is DWS, that J(6) is invertible for each 6 € ©, and that T}, : (R9)" — R*
is an unbiased estimator of x(6), for some differentiable function x : © — R¥. We say that T}, is sensitivity-
efficient if we have

Se(Ty) = %Dx(e)u(e))—l(px(e))i for all 6 € ©. (9)

Remark 5.2 (variance-efficiency vs. sensitivity-efficiency). When there is no risk of ambiguity, we will
simply write “efficient” to mean “sensitivity-efficient”, but this differs from the usual terminology, whereby
“efficient” means “variance-efficient”.

Our main result will characterize the estimands for which unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimation is pos-
sible. For now, an elementary observation towards this end is the following: If a DWS model P admits an
unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator T, of x(#) and if A € R¥** and v € R* are arbitrary, then AT, + v
is an efficient unbiased estimator of Ax(0) + v.

Definition 5.3. For a locally Lipschitz function ¢ : R — RF and a differentiable function y : @ — RF, a
transport family is a DWS model P = {Py : § € ©} C Py o.(R%) for open © C R if we have

®g(2) = (De(x)) " (A(9)) " Dx(0) (10)

for Lebesgue almost every x € R, for all § € ©, and where A() := Eg[Dp(X)(D¢p(X)) "] is assumed to be
invertible. The function ¢ is called the potential, and the function x is called the parameterization. We say
that P is in natural parameterization if x(0) = 6 for all € ©.

Next, we make some comparisons between transport families and exponential families.

Remark 5.4 (transport families vs. exponential families). In order to see the analogy between transport
families and exponential families, let us consider an exponential family P := {Py : § € ©} with parame-
terization n : © — R¥ and sufficient statistic ¢ : R? — R*  and expectation x(0) = Eg[¢(X)]. Then, an
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exponential family is characterized by Gy, which equals 1/2 times the usual score function, taking on the
following form: ) ) )
= S (Dn(O)T(B(2) ~ x(0)) = 5(Dn(6) T6(x) ~ 5TA®)

where A() = log [exp((n(#))T¢(z)) dA(z) and A is a dominating measure for P. We chose our notation
to highlight, as much as possible, the analogy between these types of models, namely that the potential is
analogous to the sufficient statistic, there is some normalization required via A, and the parameterization
and the statistic interact only linearly. However, the analogy fails in some ways. For example, in a transport
family the functions ¢ and y are related via DygEg[p(X)] = Dx(6), whereas in an exponential family the
functions ¢, x, and 7 are related via (Dn(0)) " x(0) = (Dn(6)) "Eq[¢(X)] = VA(6). Another example is that
the regularity required from the natural statistics are different in each case; in a transport family we require
¢ to be differentiable while in an exponential family we require ¢ only to be measurable.

Gg(a’:)

Remark 5.5 (no explicit formula for transport families). Exponential families may equivalently be defined
implicitly in terms of the score function or through an explicit description of the density, with respect to a
common reference measure. In the case of transport families, we have an implicit definition in terms of the
Wasserstein linearization, but we do not in general have an explicit formula for the distribution except when
p = 1. (See Example A.9.)

It is also useful throughout the paper to keep in mind the special case of p = k = 1, in which case the
definition of a transport family simply states that the transport linearization can be written as ®g(z) =
X' (0)Vo(x)/A(F) as we discussed in the Introduction.

Our main result in this section (proven in Appendix C.3) is the following, which, in spirit, shows that
transport families are precisely the models in which unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimation is possible. Along
the way we utilize some general calculations in transport families, which are developed in Lemma C.3.

Theorem 5.6. Suppose P = {Py : € O} C Py ..(R?) is DWS, that p = k, that J(0) and Dx(0) are
invertible for all § € ©, and that x : © — R¥* is continuously differentiable. Then:

(i) If P is a transport family with potential ¢, parameterization x, and connected ©, and if Eg[||¢(X)||] < oo
for all § € ©, 0 — Ey[p(X)] is continuous, and the maps 0 — Eq[||Dp(X)||?] and 0 — J(0) are locally
Lebesgue integrable, then the estimator Ty, : (R?)™ — R* defined via

To(X1, ..., X)) = %qu(xi) (11)

is an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of x(0) + v for all 6 € ©, for some v € R*.
(ii) If there exists an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator T,, of x(0) for all n, and if the assumptions
of Theorem 4.8 hold, then P is a transport family with potential ¢ = Ty and parameterization x.

A practical consequence of Theorem 5.6 is that we can easily find sensitivity-efficient estimators if we can
recognize a given model as a transport family. This allows us to handle several basic statistical examples,
which we detail in Appendix A: location families, scale families, the Pareto index model, univariate and
multivariate Gaussian models, linear regression with general error distributions, and more.

6. Asymptotic Sensitivity-Efficiency

Our final goal is to understand, in a general DWS model P = {Py : § € ©}, how to construct an estimator of
x(6) which asymptotically achieves the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound (Theorem 4.8). This is analogous to
the construction of maximum likelihood estimators and related estimators in the classical case, which achieve
asymptotic variance-efficiency under mild assumptions. Our results in this section, generally speaking, resolve
the open question posed in the discussion of [47, Section 5], which asks how to develop a general-purpose
method for constructing estimators that asymptotically achieve the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao bound. The
proofs of all results in this section can be found in Appendix C.4, and further discussion of asymptotic
sensitivity-efficiency in the multivariate case can be found in Appendix D.
We begin with a precise notion of asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency.
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Definition 6.1. Suppose that P is DWS, and that T, : (R)" — R* is an estimator of x(6). We say that
T, is (strongly) asymptotically sensitivity-efficient if we have

n Z D, T, (X1,..., X)) (Do, T (X1,..., X)) " — Dx(0)(J(8)"*(Dx(0)" (12)

i=1
in probability, when X7, X5, ... are i.i.d. from Py, for each 6 € ©.

The expectation of the left-hand side in the above display is exactly the cosensitivity matrix of T}, times
n from Definition 3.9; so the above definition can be seen as an asymptotic counterpart of exact sensitivity-
efficiency from Definition 5.1. Note, however, that the definition of asymptotic sensitivity requires convergence
in probability rather than in expectation.

Remark 6.2 (asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency vs. asymptotic variance-efficiency). There are some impor-
tant differences between asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency and asymptotic variance-efficiency; recall that an
estimator T), is called asymptotically variance-efficient if we have

VT(X, ., Xa) = X(0)) = N (0, DX(O)(I(9)) " (Dx(6))T) (13)

in distribution when X7, Xs,... are i.i.d. from Py, for each § € ©. First, note that (12) requires a scaling
of n while (13) requires a scaling of \/n. Second, note that, as n — oo, (12) requires convergence to a
non-random constant while (13) requires convergence to non-degenerate (in fact, Gaussian) distribution. For
these reasons, we have added the word “strongly” to the definition above.

In this section we will mostly assume our estimators are consistent (that is, converging in probability to
the estimand) rather than unbiased. This is more natural from the asymptotic point of view, because of the
following.

Remark 6.3 (change of estimand). Suppose that T}, is a consistent and asymptotically sensitivity-efficient
estimator of #, and suppose that x : © — RF is continuously differentiable. Then set T}, := x(7},) and use
the chain rule to compute

iDziTn(Dan)T = Dx(T3) <i DriTn(DziTn)T> (DX(Tn)>T~

i=1 =1

Thus, T, is a consistent and asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator of x(0). In the classical setting of
variance, an analogous result is true because of the delta method.

This simple observation allows us to handle some new examples, e.g., the general scale family, and esti-
mating the variance of a Gaussian with unknown mean (see Appendix A.2).

The main results of this section will provide some general-purpose procedures for achieving asymptotic
sensitivity-efficiency, under suitable assumptions. We specialize to the case of x(0) = 6, and we note by
Remark 6.3 that this is no loss of generality.

6.1. Wasserstein Projection Estimators (WPE)

The first method we consider involves projecting the empirical measure of the data onto the model.
Definition 6.4. Suppose P = {Fy : 6§ € O} is DWS, and that X;,...,X,, are i.i.d. samples from Py for

some unknown 0 € ©. The Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE) is defined as

TWFPE .— aregergin W2 (Py, P,) (14)

where P, := * ", dx, is the empirical measure of the data.

n
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It is known (see [9, Theorem 2.2]) that, under mild assumptions, the minimizing set in the above definition
is always non-empty and that 7,V 'E : (R?)” — RP can be taken to be a measurable function. Moreover, if P
is identifiable (i.e., 6y # 61 implies Py, # Py, for all 0y,6, € O), and some technical assumptions hold, then
TWVPE 5 9* almost surely, as n — oo, when X1, Xo, ... are i.i.d. samples from Py [9, Theorem 2.1]. (Note
that we did not require identifiability at any previous point in the paper.)

In a location family, we show (Example A.12) that the WPE is the sample mean, which we know (Exam-
ple A.1) is sensitivity-efficient, but we aim to establish this more generally.

While our main results will show that the WPE can be asymptotically sensitivity-efficient, let us first give
the basic calculation used in our proofs, which parallels the proof of the fact that the MLE is asymptotically
variance-efficient. Our notation departs from previous sections slightly, as we now use 8* for the parameter of
the population distribution, and 6 for a generic parameter (i.e., dummy variable). Assuming for the sake of
simplicity that © C R, we write £ : (R)" x© — R for the function £(z1,...,2n,0) := WZ(Pp,n 1 Y1 | 64.),
and we note that the first-order optimality conditions for the WPE state (9/00)L(X1, ..., X, én) = 0, where

0, = TWPE(X, ..., X,). Differentiating these first-order conditions with respect to x;, via the chain rule,
yields
—v. 2rix X, 0 " r(x X, 0 0 1
O—VL% ( 1y:+-yAny n)"'w ( 1y:+-yAny n)vxl n- (5)

So rearranging (15), taking the squared norms of each term, and summing over 1 < i < n shows

2

ni [VabulX1s. Xa)
i=1

92 N
:(WE(Xl,...,XmHn)) E;

The last step is to show that these factors converge to (J(6*))~2 and J(6*), respectively; roughly speaking,
this comes from the fact that ®g- and J(6*) are closely related to the higher-order derivatives of W3 ( Py, Pp«)
at 8 = 0%, in a similar way as the Fisher information is related to higher-order derivatives of the KL
divergence. Turning these formal calculations above into a rigorous argument takes significant work, which
we separate into the univariate (d = 1) and multivariate (d > 2) cases.

Before we state our precise results, we make some remarks about this formal calculation. First, observe
that the first-order optimality conditions for the WPE involve a derivative with respect to 6, which we then
differentiated with respect to Xy,..., X,,. This contrasts the calculation of the asymptotic distribution of
the MLE which involves differentiating twice with respect to €. This is the reason that we will encounter
higher-order and mixed partial derivatives in Xi,...,X,,,0 in our analysis, while the classical Cramér-Rao
theory involves only higher-order derivatives in 6. (Broadly, this is because the reaction equation (20) is an
ODE while the continuity equation (28) is a PDE.) Second, observe that the first-order optimality conditions
for the WPE can be interpreted as the orthogonality of the “residual vector”

) (16)

0 A
nvwi%E(Xl, coy Xn, On)

t5 5 ()—ide L‘j;én (R4 RY)
to the tangent plane of P at 0,,. See Figure 2 for an illustration.

We begin with the simple case of d = 1 (where p and k remain general) in which we can make a direct
argument for asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency. The advantage of d = 1 is that we have an explicit represen-
tation of the optimal transport maps in terms of quantile functions, and hence for other objects of interest
(e.g., transport linearization, Wasserstein information matrix). Thus, let us write Fyp and F, ! for the cumu-
lative distribution function and the quantile function of Py, respectively, for each 6§ € ©. Then we have the
following alternative characterization of the Wasserstein information matrix.

Lemma 6.5. A model P = {Py : 0 € O} C Pa,(R) is DWS at € © if and only if VoF, '(-)
exists and lies in L?([0,1];RP), in which case the Wasserstein information matriz is given by J(0) =

Jo (VoF; () (VoFy ' (w) " du.
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S

FI1G 2. The Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE) in a statistical model. For the sake of simplicity, we write O, in place of
TWPE | The first-order optimality conditions for the WPE state that the “residual” from P to P, is orthogonal to @, h for
n

all h € RP.

This leads us to the following main result, in the special case d = 1. Recall that, in a Hilbert space H, we
say that f,, — f weakly if (f,,g9) — (f,g) for all g € H.

Theorem 6.6. Suppose P = {Py:0 € O} C Py ,(R) is DWS. Also suppose:

(i) the map 0+ VoF, ' () from © to L*([0,1];RP) is continuous, and
(i) the map 0 — V2F, () from © to L?([0,1]; RP*P) is weakly continuous.

If X1, Xa, ... are i.i.d. samples from Py« and T\WY¥ is a consistent estimator of 0* € © with J(6*) = 0, then

we have -
TWPE 8TWPE 1
nZ( B Xl,...,Xn)> ( B (Xl,...,Xn)> — (J(6))

in probability as n — oo, for each 6* € ©.

The preceding result allows us to revisit some earlier examples (see Appendix A.2) including the general
location family, the general scale family, and the uniform scale family; note that the last of these was
previously studied in Example 1.2 in the Introduction.

In the multivariate case of d > 2, the analysis of WPE is more complicated because we no longer have a
convenient representation of transport maps in terms of quantile functions. Nonetheless, we can enumerate
some conditions under which the WPE is asymptotically sensitivity-efficient, although the conditions are
very restrictive and do not cover any cases of interest. In this sense, we think of our results as more of a
proof-of-concept for the multidimensional case, and we welcome future work which relaxes these assumptions.
We state the following result for p = 1 for the sake of simplicity.

Theorem 6.7. Suppose that P = {Py : € O} C Po(R?) with © C R is DWS, and that, if X1, Xa,... are
i.i.d. samples from Py, then TWEE is a consistent estimator of * € © and Assumption D.S holds; then, we
have

nz V2, TVPE(X, . X7 = (T(67))

in probability as n — oo, for each 0* € O.

Fundamentally, the difficulty of establishing a result on asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency of multidimen-
sional WPE is that the current state-of-the-art results in statistical optimal transport do not have a suffi-
ciently strong understanding of

e consistency for some high-order mixed partial derivatives of the optimal potentials, and
e statistical estimates on the ellipticity of the Laguerre cells in a random power diagram.
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Nonetheless, we believe that our result provides a basic foundation for the statistical usage of the WPE, and
we hope that it will motivate some further work on statistical optimal transport. See Appendix D for the
precise statement of our assumptions, and for several detailed discussions about them.

6.2. One-Step Estimators (OSE)

The second method for constructing asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators is a modification of the
famous “one-step estimation” procedure from the classical case [64, Section 5.7]. This will allow us to con-
struct asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators in many multivariate (i.e., d > 2) examples. We require
a new notion for this; if P = {Py : § € ©} with © C RP is DWS and its transport linearization is ®g, then
any function ¢y : R? — RP satisfying (D¢g) " = @y and [, ¢9dPy = 0 for all 6 € © is called the potential
of the model P, if it exists. Note that we have (D¢9)T = ®y and not D¢y = Py, since Py is defined to be
the Jacobian of the transport map as a function of the parameter, which is a map R? — R%.

Definition 6.8. For any estimator T}, : (R%)™ — RP, called the pilot estimator, the one-step estimator
(OSE) is defined via

1
TOSE T + -1 Z ¢T

provided that J(T},) > 0.

To understand this construction and our terminology, observe for 8 ~ §* that we have
2 n
VoW3(Py, Py-) = —2 [GodPy ~ > ¢o(Xi) and DFW3 (P, Po-) ~ 2J(0).
R i=1

Indeed, the first approximation comes from [3, Theorem 8.4.7] and the centering convention fRd Po APy« = 0,
and the second comes from Remark 4.7. As such, the OSE can be interpreted as the result of applying a
single step of Newton’s method in order to approximately solve the Wasserstein projection problem (14),
when initializing at T,,. Iterating this procedure provides further progress towards a local minimizer of the
WPE objective, but it turns out (as in the classical case) that one step suffices for asymptotic sensitivity-
efficiency, provided that the pilot estimator is not too bad. Also note that 7;, being consistent implies that
TOSE is consistent, as long as J is continuous and ¢g and its derivatives satisfy a suitable uniform law of
large numbers (ULLNs).

Theorem 6.9. Suppose that P = {Pp : 0 € O} C Ps ..(R?) is DWS with potential ¢g, that 0* € O is fized,
and also for 0* that

(i) There exists a map Dopg : R* — RPXP such that ||¢g-yn — do- — tDodo~h| 12 Py
heR?P ast — 0.
(i) The sets {¢g(-) : |0 — 0*|| < e}, {Dacpo(-) : |0 — 0%|| < €}, and {(Pg(:)) T @o(:) : |0 — 0%|| < €} satisfy a
ULLN under Py« for sufficiently small € > 0,
(i11) J(0) is invertible and 0 — J(0) is continuously differentiable for all 0 € ©, and
(iv) For each 6* € © and sufficiently small h € RP, the potential ¢g- : R — RP is locally Lipschitz and
satisfies

o(t) for each

+th) -

/0 (Eoeean [[160- O] + Egson [[|0- (X)[2]) dt < oo,

If X1, Xo, ... are i.i.d. samples from Py~ and T}, : (R*)™ — RP is a locally Lipschitz and consistent estimator
of 0* satisfying > i, | D, Tnl|*> = Op,. (n™1), then we have

TiTn

nZDmTSSE LX) (D TOSE(X, .. X)) | = (J(67))

in probability as n — oo, for each 0* € O.
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This result allows us to construct asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators in multidimensional (i.e.,
d > 2) models which are not transport families. In particular (see Appendix A.2), we construct such es-
timators for submodels of Gaussian covariance estimation, including estimating the correlation when the
marginal variances are known, and estimating the marginal variances when the correlation is known.

Remark 6.10 (asymptotically linear estimators). Many estimators T, of interest admit an expansion of
the form

=1

under Py, where R, is a remainder term satisfying suitable regularity; in this case, the asymptotic sensitivity
of T}, is equal to the sensitivity of the influence function 1y, i.e.,

nSe(Tn) — Eg [Dipe(X)(Deoe(X)) "] .

In this setting, it is easy to see that T, is asymptotically sensitivity-efficient whenever 1)y satisfies ¥y (x) =
(J(0))"L¢g(z), where ¢y is the potential of P and the remainder R, satisfies Sg(R,) = o(n™1).

6.3. Super-Sensitivity-Efficient Estimators

In this last subsection, we identify a subtlety in our existing asymptotic theory by addressing some basic
results concerning “superefficiency” for the sensitivity, which are analogous to classical considerations of
superefliciency for the variance (see [64, Chapter 8.1]). We illustrate this phenomenon through the following
basic example, which is analogous to Hodges’ estimator [64, Example 8.1], except that we need a smooth
approximation of the indicator function in order to make T}, locally Lipschitz.

Example 6.11 (smoothed Hodges’ estimator). Suppose that Py is the distribution of a Gaussian random
variable with mean 6 € R and variance 1. We have already shown (see Example A.1) that X,, :=n=1Y"" | X;
is an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of 6, but now we consider a slight modification of this estimator.
That is, let 7 : [0,00) — [0, 00) be a Lipschitz function with =0 on [0,1] and n = 1 on [2,00), and define
T, := X.n(|X,|n'/*). Now note that we have T, = X,, on {|X,,| > 2n~'/4} and that for 6 # 0 we have
Py(|X,| > 2n~1/%) — 1; consequently, we have n 1 ||V, T,|> — 1 in probability under Py, for each
0 # 0. However, we also have T, = 0 on {|X,| < n~'/*} as well as Po(|X,,| < n~'/*) — 1; consequently,
we have nY 7" | [|V4,Tn||> — 0 in probability under Py. Although this calculation shows that T), strictly
dominates X, in terms of the pointwise asymptotic sensitivity, we see in the simulation in Figure 3 that the
pointwise asymptotics can be misleading; indeed, for each fixed large n there exists a small 6 # 0 with very
large sensitivity.

As in the classical case of the variance, the preceding example illustrates that the pointwise notions of
asymptotic efficiency we have so far studied can be misleading. One way to preclude this phenomenon is to
impose some locally uniform regularity on our estimators, which leads to the following result reminiscent
of Héjek’s notion of regularity in the classical case (see [64, Chapter 8.5]); it states that T, satisfies the
Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound uniformly over local alternatives.

Theorem 6.12. Suppose P = {Py : 0 € O} C Py 4.(R?Y) is DWS, let T,, : (RY)™ — R be any locally
Lipschitz estimator such that x,,(0) := E¢[T},] is continuously differentiable for each n € N, and suppose that
X : © — R is continuously differentiable and satisfies

sup
lrI<R

VXn (9 + - vx(e)H =0 (17)

N
Vn
for all R > 0 as n — oco. Also suppose that hypotheses (i), (ii), and (iii) of Theorem 4.8 are satisfied. Then,

liminf inf Sy s (Tn) > (Vx(0)T(J(6) " Vx(0) (18)

n—=o0 |hl|<R

for all € © and R > 0.
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Fic 3. The super-sensitivity-efficiency phenomenon of the Hodges-type estimator in the Gaussian location family of Ezx-
ample 6.11. We plot a Monte Carlo estimate of the sensitivity for each 6 as n increases. For each 0 # 0, we have
nSe(Tn) — (J(0))™' =1 and also nSo(Tn) — 0; but for each fived n, there exist 0 ~ 0 with large sensitivity.

The right side of (18) is the same as the lower bound (8) from Theorem 4.8 (after moving the factor n=1

to the other side), but the left side is the worst-case sensitivity taken over local alternatives. In particular,
this result precludes the super-sensitivity-efficiency phenomenon of Example 6.11 for any estimator satisfying
the mild regularity condition (17).

To see that the Hodges-type estimator of Example 6.11 does not contradict Theorem 6.12, we check that
it fails to satisfy the hypothesis (17) at § = 0. Indeed, x,,(0) := Eg[T},] converges pointwise to x(0) := 6 (with
Vx = 1), but this convergence is not locally uniform near § = 0; along the local alternatives § = h/+/n, the
sample mean X,, concentrates at scale n~'/2 around h//n, hence lies in the region {|X,| < n='/1} with
probability tending to 1, where T;, = 0. Consequently, we have Vx, (h/y/n) — 0 # 1 = Vx(0), so that

o) o]

for all R > 0, and (17) fails. Thus, there is no contradiction with the pointwise super-sensitivity-efficiency
nSo(T,,) — 0 established in Example 6.11; rather, Theorem 6.12 shows that this superefficiency is an artifact
of the irregularity of T}, near § = 0.

On the other hand, the uniform convergence condition (17) is satisfied whenever there exists a continuously
differentiable function y : ® — R and a real sequence «,, — 1 such that T,, is an unbiased estimator of
apx(9) for all n; in this case, Vx,(0) = ., Vx(0) converges to Vx(0) locally uniformly by the continuity of
Vx. This implies that all of the estimators we have seen in this paper (except for the Hodges’ estimator in
Example 6.11) satisfy a locally uniform version of the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound.

sup
lRlI<R

7. Conclusion

The fundamental insight of this work is geometric, namely that the theory of sensitivity comes from the
Wasserstein geometry in precisely the same way that the theory of variance comes from the Fisher-Rao
(equivalently, Hellinger) geometry. In fact, apart from some technical considerations, the proof of each lower
bound is simply an application of Cauchy-Schwarz in the tangent space for a suitable geometry on the model.
This raises the question of what theory would arise if one considered other geometries beyond Fisher-Rao,
Hellinger, and Wasserstein. What measures of instability would arise? What notion of information appears
in the lower bound? How can one achieve the lower bound in statistical settings of interest?

We view this broad research program to be, in some sense, a mathematical foundation for the notion
of “stability” from the predictability-computability-stability (PCS) framework of veridical data science, as
initiated in [71] and developed through many recent works (e.g., [48, 72-74]). Within this framework, it
is advocated that statistical procedures should be stable, which “includes, but is much broader than, the
concept of sampling variability” [74]. More generally, it is argued that statistical procedures should be
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stable against “reasonable” variations in the data or the model, the interpretation of which can vary across
scientific applications. We emphasize the specification of a class of reasonable variations to a model is akin
to considering a particular geometry on that model; such a specification describes the “directions” in which
each distribution may move (e.g., resampling corresponds to a variation by re-weighting as in the Hellinger
and Fisher-Rao geometries, and adding Gaussian noise corresponds to a variation by additive perturbation
as in the Wasserstein geometry).

Lastly, we hope that our study of the asymptotic sensitivity of the Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE)
will inspire further work in statistical optimal transport. For example, verifying the technical hypotheses of
Theorem 6.7, or developing an entirely new strategy of proof, will require a much finer understanding of the
semi-discrete optimal transport problem than what is currently known.
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Fic 4. The variance and sensitivity for three estimators in the uniform scale family of Example 1.2: the best linear estimator
(BLE), the mazimum likelihood estimator (MLE), and the Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE). We plot Monte Carlo
estimates of the variance and sensitivity for fized @ > 0 as n increases. The MLE has variance of order n=2 and sensitivity of
constant order. The BLE has both variance and sensitivity of order n='. The WPE has both variance and sensitivity of order
n~1, and it achieves a smaller constant prefactor than the BLE for both quantities. See Example A.16 for further details.

Appendix A: Examples

In this appendix, we discuss many concrete examples of statistical models in which we can construct exactly-
or asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators of interest. In Appendix A.1 we give examples of exactly
sensitivity-efficient estimators arising from Section 5, and in Appendix A.2 we give examples of asymptotically
sensitivity-efficient estimators arising from Section 6. We also give Figure 4 which plots Monte Carlo estimates
of the bias, variance, and sensitivity, in the uniform scale family of Example 1.2 and Example A.16.

A.1. Ezxact Sensitivity-Efficiency

We collect several examples and remarks about constructing exactly sensitivity-efficient estimators. These
are all based on casting a given statistical model as a transport family (Definition 5.3) and then applying our
main result (Theorem 5.6) which identifies an exactly sensitivity-efficient estimator in terms of the sample
mean of the potential.

We begin with two basic examples.

Example A.1 (location family). Suppose we want to estimate an unknown parameter § € R? from the
samples X1,..., X, defined via X; := 0+ ¢; for 1 < ¢ < n, where ¢q,...,¢, are i.i.d. samples from some
mean-zero distribution Py on R? with a Lebesgue density, and satisfying [p. [|2[? dPy(z) < oc.

To determine an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator, let us cast this model in appropriate terms, by
writing Py := Py(- — ) for § € R% so p = k = d and © = R? Then, note that the optimal transport
maps between elements of this family are just translations tp, —p,, () = x + 61 — by, so in particular we
have ®4(x) = I;. This shows that P = {Py : § € R%} is a transport family with natural parameterization
x(0) = 6 and potential ¢ : R¢ — R? satisfying Dé(x) = I for all z € R?; in other words, we may take
#(z) = x. Therefore, we have J() = I, for all # € R% and Theorem 5.6 shows that the sample mean
To(X1,..., Xy) == 237 | X; is an efficient unbiased estimator of 6. (Of course, one can also check the

efficiency of 1), direcr‘ély.)

Example A.2 (scale family). Suppose we want to estimate an unknown parameter § > 0 from samples

X1,...,X, which are i.i.d. from Py defined via Pp(A) = Py (0~1A) for A C R? Borel, where P; is some

distribution on R with density with respect to the Lebesgue measure and which satisfies [, [|#|? dPy(z) = 1.
To determine a sensitivity-efficient estimator, we cast this model into the terms above by writingp =k =1

and © = (0, 00). The optimal transport maps between these probability measures are tp, — p, () = (61/60)z;

hence we can compute the transport linearization to be ®g(z) = /6. The dependence on x suggests that

27



we can take Vé(z) = z, i.e., ¢(z) = 1|z[?. Thus, we compute A(f) = Eg[X T X] = 6% and this forces
x'(#) = 6. Summarizing, we have shown that P = {Fy : § > 0} is a transport family with potential %|/z|?
and parameterization %92, so it follows that the Wasserstein information is J(6) = 1, and Theorem 5.6 implies
(after absorbing constant factors) that T,,(X1,...,X,) := 237" | || X;]|? is an efficient unbiased estimator
of x(#) = 62. In other words, the natural parameter that can be efficiently estimated in an unbiased way is

not the scale but the square of the scale.

It is illustrative to compare both of the preceding examples with their classical counterparts. On the one
hand, note that the regularity conditions required for variance-efficient estimation in both location families
and scale families concern the existence of differentiable densities satisfying some integrability condition;
on the other hand, the regularity conditions required for sensitivity-efficient estimation concern only the
existence of a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure and the existence of moments. As in Remark 4.4,
neither set of condition implies the other. Also, we note that the preceding examples show, in fact, that the
sample mean is simultaneously sensitivity-efficient for all Py (in location models), and that the sample mean
of the squared norms is simultaneously sensitivity-efficient for all P; (scale models). Contrast this with
classical theory where the variance-efficient estimator in a location (or scale) family depends on Py (or Py).

Next we address some more sophisticated examples.

Example A.3 (Pareto family). Suppose we want to estimate a parameter 6 > 0 from samples X1,..., X,
which are i.i.d. from a distribution Py with density pg(z) = 0z~ for 2 > 1; in other words, we aim to
estimate the indexr 6 from samples in a Pareto family.

In order to determine an efficient unbiased estimator for some transformation of , weset p =k =d =1
and take © = (2,00). Since the distribution function and quantile function of Py are respectively Fy(x) =
1—27% and F; '(u) = (1 — u)~/? we can compute the transport linearization to be ®4(z) = —zlogz /6.
This suggests that P is a transport family with potential ¢ : R — R satisfying ¢'(x) = xlogz; in other
words, we may take ¢(z) := (1/2)az?logx — (1/4)x?. Then some calculus yields x’(6)/A(8) = —1/60 hence
x(0) = (0 — 2)~2. Therefore, Theorem 5.6 implies that

1w /1 1 1
=1

is an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of x(6).

Example A.4 (Gaussian mean-variance family). Consider a univariate Gaussian model in which the mean
u € R and variance o > 0 are both unknown, and where we observe i.i.d. samples X1, ..., X,, from N(u, 0?).

To write this in the usual form, we set § = (u,02) and Py := N(p,0?) so that © C R?, meaning we
have p = k = 2 and d = 1. Since the optimal transport maps are affine, we easily compute the transport
linearization for this family to be

Dy(x) = (1 z—,u).

202

To see that this implies P is a transport family, set ¢(x) = (z,22) and x(u, 02) = (u, u®> + 02). Then, we can
compute the Wasserstein information matrix and the exactly sensitivity-efficient estimator to be

%Z?:l Xi

m L X7

In other words, the natural estimand is not the pair of mean and variance, but rather the pair of first and
second moments; in fact, there is no unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of 0. (However, we will see in
Example A.11 that there is indeed an unbiased asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator of o2.)

1 0
J<9>=<o 1>, and  T,(Xy, X) =

402

Example A.5 (bivariate Gaussian covariance estimation). Suppose X1, ..., X, are i.i.d. from the distribu-
tion Py = N(0,%g) where
2
_ (o »p
29 - (p 7_2) ’
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and that the goal is to estimate the vector § = (02,72, p) € O, where © is the set of all parameters which

give rise to a (strictly) positive-definite 2 x 2 matrix above (i.e., 0272 > p?).

We begin by computing the transport linearization for this model. To do this, recall from Lemma C.2
that @y is characterized as the gradient of the potential of paths in the model P determined by lines through
O. Because of Example A.4, a natural Ansatz for this potential is a quadratic, and indeed one can directly
compute its exact form by moment matching. That is, write A := 0272 —p? > 0 and D := (02 +7%)(027% —p?)
for convenience, and define

1 /A4 A —pTz
2 —_
A(o®) = 4D ( —p72 pz
1 2 _ 2
o._ L (»p po
A =15 (L %)
1 (—pr2 o2
A(p) = 5D ((727'2 —po?)’

Then, we define the following quadratic functions

x x 1 mHA p? pr2 1

— Alo? _ 1 2, P o pT" 1

b (y> (= ) (U)(y> 1~ 4ap U tipY "™ d
z\ _ o (BN _L1_ P o oA, pot 1
%02 (y> = (o yM(T)(y) TRy, SR> N Y, R

72 o2 o272
bo,3 (;) = (z y) Alp) (;j) S N L .

b0,1
x ' T
oy (y> = | 9,2 <y) .
®0,3
Then, one can check directly that, for any h € R3, the path {Poy+in}o<i<1 solves the continuity equation
with time-varying vector field {v;}o<i<1 satisfying vo = h1Vg 1 + haVg 2 + h3Ve 3. In particular, the
transport linearization of this model is ®y = (Dgy)".

Therefore, by setting ¢(x) = (22,23, x122) and x(0) = § we can see that this model is a transport family.
In particular, the Wasserstein information matrix is given by

Lastly, define ¢ : R? — R? via

1 ™+ A p? —2p72
= — 2 ot + A —2po?
1D p P 5

J(0)
—2p72  —2po? 4ot

(As a sanity check, note that, if 02 = 72 = 1, then the bottom-right entry equals 1/(2(1 — p?)), which agrees
with the Wasserstein information from the Gaussian correlation family that we will directly calculate in
Example A.7 below.) Inverting this matrix yields

402 0 2p
J@O)) = 0 472 2p
20 2p o472

for all 6. This also implies that the natural estimator
1< -
To=— Z XX,
i=1
is exactly sensitivity-efficient. (In fact, in the model with an unknown mean vector p € R?, one can show

that T
Lo 1 & Ly
T, = g;XiX;r a <”;Xi> (n ;XZ>
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is asymptotically sensitivity-efficient but not exactly sensitivity-efficient.)

Example A.6 (linear regression). Suppose we want to estimate an unknown parameter § € © = R? from
the observations Xi,..., X, where X; := W,T0 + ¢; and Wy,...,W,, are fixed and known covariates and
€1,...,&n are i.i.d. errors (unobserved) from some mean-zero distribution Py on R with Lebesgue density
and finite variance. In other words, we are interested in estimation of the coefficient vector in a fixed-design
linear regression. Although this example is not precisely of the form previously discussed, a Wasserstein-
Cramér-Rao lower bound still holds because of Remark 3.6: If we write W for the usual n x p design
matrix and assume that W' W is invertible, then we have S¢(T},) = (W ' W)~! for any unbiased estimator
T, : R* — RP of §. Moreover, writing X = (Xi,...,X,)", it can be directly checked that the ordinary
least-squares (OLS) estimator TOS(X,,..., X,,) = (W 'W) 'W X is unbiased and sensitivity-efficient.

Lastly, let us give an example of a concrete statistical model which is not a transport family.

Example A.7 (Gaussian correlation family). Suppose that we want to estimate the correlation 6 between
two coordinates, where we observe i.i.d. samples Xi,...,X, € R? which are drawn from the Gaussian
distribution A (0, Xg); here, we have defined
1 6
Sy = ( : 1)
forall -1 <80 < 1.

To cast this model in the form above, write Py := N(0,34), sop =k =1 and © := (—1,1) C R, and
d = 2. By using the explicit formula for the optimal transport map between Gaussian distributions [54], we

can compute
1 -0 1
(I)O(x) - 2(1 _ 92) ( 1 _0> z,

and this shows that P is not a transport family; if it were, then this would force Vé(z) = x hence ¢(x) =
%||m||2, which cannot have expectation equal to 6. In other words, there is no possibility to estimate 6, or
any sufficiently regular transformation thereof, in an unbiased and sensitivity-efficient way.

In the next proposition we show that a sufficiently regular subset of a transport family is also a transport
family, which can be used to obtain new transport families from old ones.

Proposition A.8. Let P = {Py : 0 € O} C Pa.c(R?) be a transport family with potential ¢ : RT — RF
and parameterization x : © C RP — R¥. Let = be an open subset of Rl with | < p, and suppose that
h: 2 — O is differentiable. Then the family P := {Pre) : £ € E} is a transport family with potential ¢ and
parameterization X o h.

Proof. From the definitions it is straightforward to see that if ®g is the transport linearization for the family
P at 0, then ®¢(x) := Pp¢)(x)Dh(E) is the transport linearization for the family P at £. In turn, using (10)
we deduce that

e (z) = (Dd(x)) " (A(h(€))) " Dx(h(§))Dh(E) = (D(x)) T (A(h(€))) " D(x 0 h)(€),

implying that P is also a transport family. O

Through these examples we have seen that many statistical models of interest are indeed transport families.
Roughly speaking, this is because many families of probability distributions are in fact defined by the form
of the optimal transport map between elements; a more general description of models of this form is given
below.

Example A.9 (construction of transport families for p = 1). Let ¢ : R? — R be a differentiable function
with Lipschitz gradient. For each € R%, let {u,(t)};>0 denote the solution to the ordinary differential
equation (ODE):

{iuz(w — Vo(ua(t)), >0,
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By the classical Picard-Lindelof theory for ODEs (e.g., see [63, Theorem 2.2]), the fact that V¢ is Lipschitz
guarantees that this ODE has a unique solution for all time. Now, for a given § > 0, we define the flow map
Uy(x) := uy(f), for x € R?, which can be verified to be bi-Lipschitz by, say, Gronwall’s inequality and the
observation that the inverse of ¥y coincides with the flow map of —V¢ [60, Box 4.1].

Now let Py € PQ’aC(Rd), and define Py := (Vg)x Py for all § > 0. It is a standard fact in optimal transport
theory (see e.g., [66, Theorem 5.34]) that {Pp}g>o solves the continuity equation 9y Py + div(PyV¢) = 0.
Moreover, ¥y being bi-Lipschitz implies that Py is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure for all > 0. Finally, it follows from the proof of [3, Proposition 8.4.6] that the family {Ps}o=0
is DWS and that &y = V¢ for all § > 0. In particular, the family {Py}g~o is a transport family, with
parameterization x(0) = 6 and potential ¢; by Theorem 5.6, an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of 6
is n™1 " | ¢(X;). This family can be extended to # < 0 by pushing forward Py by the flow map of —V.

A.2. Asymptotic Sensitivity-Efficiency

Next, we collect some examples about constructing asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators, which use
a variety of methods from Section 6.

First, we give some examples that are based on applying the change-of-estimand principle (Remark 6.3)
to some previous examples.

Example A.10 (scale family, continued). In the setting of Example A.2, we have already seen that
n~t 3" [ X5]|? is an exactly sensitivity-efficient estimator of #%, and it is also consistent. Thus, Remark 6.3
implies that T;, = (n=* 31, || X;[|?)1/? is a consistent and asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator of 6.

Example A.11 (Gaussian variance, unknown mean). Suppose that Xi,..., X, are i.i.d. samples from the
distribution N (p, 02), where both p € R and 02 are unknown, and the goal is to estimate 0. In Example A.4
we found an (exactly) sensitivity-efficient estimator T, of @ = (u, 02 + u2)7, which is also consistent. Thus
by taking x (01, 602) = 0o — 037, it follows from Remark 6.3 that the sample variance

I 1< g
2 ¥ \2
R 5 9 IR S S
=1 =1 i=1
is a consistent and asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator of 2. (Recall a similar result in the multivari-

ate case from Example A.5.) One can also obtain an unbiased, consistent, asymptotically sensitivity-efficient
estimator 7T}, by the usual correction, replacing the factor n=! by (n — 1)1

Second, we consider the notion of Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE), in which some general result
will establish the desired efficiency. A basic example is the following, where the WPE is simple enough to
handle directly.

Example A.12 (location family, continued). We revisit Example A.1, and we note (say, by Brenier’s
theorem) that for any 6 € © we have tp, ,p (¥) = tp _,p5 (r — ). Consequently, we may compute
W3(Pp, Pn) = [zalltp, 5, () — yl> dPo(y) — 207 X, + ||0]|%. 1t follows that W3 (P, P,,) is minimized when
0 = X,,, hence the WPE for a location family is precisely the sample mean of X1, ..., X,. Since we showed in
Example A.1 that the sample mean is sensitivity-efficient, we conclude that the WPE is sensitivity-efficient
in this case.

A more interesting example is a scale family, which we treat next. Before getting there we note that, when
d = 1, we can characterize the asymptotic distribution of the WPE under some additional assumptions;
these assumptions can be relaxed by considering the more general conditions in [21, Theorem 4.6], but we do
not pursue this here. We also note that similar results can be deduced from existing central limit theorems
for L-statistics (e.g., [64, Theorem 22.3]).

Theorem A.13. Suppose P ={Py:0 € O} C Py ,.(R) is DWS. Also suppose that Py has bounded support
[ag,bg] and that its density pg is differentiable and uniformly bounded below on (ag,bg), for all 8 € O. If
X1, Xo,... are i.i.d. samples from Py« and T\WF¥ is a consistent estimator of 6* € ©, then we have

V(TYF = 07) = N(0,5(07)),
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in distribution, where

o ([ [t o S (S0

for all 0* € O©.

Example A.14 (location family, continued). We have already seen in Example A.1 and Example A.12 that
the sample mean is exactly (hence asymptotically) sensitivity-efficient in a location family. As a sanity check,
it is useful to verify that the hypotheses of Theorem 6.6 are indeed verified in this case. To see this, write
F; ! for the quantile function of Py, and note that we have Fj; ' (u) = Fy ' (u) + 6. Thus, VoF, '(-) = 1 and
V2F,'(-) = 0, which do not depend on  at all.

T

du dv) J(O*)™!

Example A.15 (scale family, continued). We revisit Example A.2, where it was shown that 62 is the
only estimand (up to affine transformations) for which unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimation is possible.
Presently, we use the WPE to find an asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimator of 6. Observe that the
quantile function of Py is exactly F, ' (u) = 0F; *(u) for all # > 0 and 0 < u < 1; hence we have Vo F, ' (-) =
F7Y(:) and V2F, () = 0, so the hypotheses of Theorem 6.6 are verified. Moreover, we compute

WZ(Py, P, / ’F (u)|2 du,

where F71 is the quantile function of the empirical measure P,, and we note that this is a quadratic function
in 0, so the WPE is exactly
L - -1
X ) _ fO Fn 1(U)F1 (u)du
* n) — M

fol ’Ffl(u)’2 du

Note that this quantity has a concrete interpretation as the coefficient of the regression of X, on X, where
the joint distribution of (X,,, X) is the optimal coupling of P, and P;. In summary, the estimator 7y F¥
defined above is asymptotically sensitivity-efficient in any scale family.

TVPE(X,

P

Example A.16 (uniform scale family, revisited). Consider the special case of Example A.15 of the uniform
scale family, in which case we have Ffl(u) = u for 0 < w < 1. In particular, the WPE can be written

explicitly as )
n TLL 3 n
TT\L}VPE :32/1_71 X(i)UdUZ WZ(Qi—l)X(i),
i=17 "% i=1

where X(1),... X(,) denote the order statistics of X1,...X,,. By massaging T}, in ways that do not alter
its asymptotic sensitivity (e.g., multiplying by some deterministic factor «, satisfying a,, — 1, or adding a
scalar multiple of n =1 X,, which has sensitivity of order O(n~2)), one can derive some simplified estimators of
interest; for example, T, = 6n-1(2n+1)"! S iX (#) is unbiased, consistent, and asymptotically sensitivity-
efficient.

By Example A.15 and Theorem A.13, the asymptotic variance and sensitivity of TV FE are

r 3 WPE a?(6) _ 972
nJ(@) n and Vo(T,™) n  5n’

So(T)"FF) ~

Since the variance and sensitivity of the BLE can be easily computed as Sy(TPME) = 4n~1 and Vy(TBLE) =
n~16%/3, this rigorously proves the behavior we observed in Figure 4 from the Introduction; the WPE strictly
dominates the BLE with respect to both the variance and the sensitivity.

Third, we consider constructing asymptotically sensitivity-efficient estimators via the one-step estimation
procedure of Theorem 6.9, which is most useful when d > 2 and the model of interest is not a transport
family. Most of the interesting examples will be submodels of the Gaussian covariance estimation model we
introduced in Example A.5, and indeed we will be able to reuse many of the calculations therein. These
submodels relate to the full covariance model in the same way that curved exponential families relate to the
corresponding full families; note that they involve p < k so our Theorem 5.6 does not apply.
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Example A.17 (Gaussian correlation family, continued). Consider the special case of Example A.5 where
we have 02 = 72 = 1 and suppose that the goal is to estimate p € (—1,1) =: ©. From Example A.5 we
can directly see that its Wasserstein information is J(p) = £(1 — p®)~!, or this can be seen directly from
Example A.7 where we can compute

2\ —5@+y?) +ay
‘bp(y)‘ 20—

A natural estimator in this setting is T, = % >, X;Y; which is not asymptotically sensitivity-efficient; its
sensitivity is equivalent to 2/n, but the lower bound has constant equal to 2(1 — 6?) < 2.

We can nonetheless construct a one-step estimator (OSE) to achieve the lower bound asymptotically. To
do this, use T;, above as a pilot estimator and some explicit calculations lead to

1 — 1 —
TOSE — (nZX,-Yi) (2 -5 > ox? +Yf)> .
=1

=1

Note that TO5F simply has the form of multiplying the pilot estimator 7}, by a multiplicative factor that
tends to 1 as n — oo but which nonetheless introduces some cancellations that reduce the sensitivity.

Example A.18 (bivariate Gaussian covariance estimation with known cross-covariance). Consider the spe-
cial case of Example A.5 where we have fixed cross-covariance p = 1 (note that this is not the correlation),
and suppose that the goal is to estimate (02,7%2) € © C R? where © := {(02,72) : 0?72 > 1}. By the
calculations in Example A.5, the Wasserstein information matrix in this model is

J0) = (72(02 ot (o4 1?) - 1)

hence

(J(0)! = 1 <02(02+72)—1 ~1 >

(02 +712) (0272 = 1) -1 2(e? +7%) -1

One can directly calculate that the naive estimator

is not asymptotically sensitivity-efficient, but we can instead use a one-step estimation (OSE) strategy to
obtain an asymptotically sensitivity-efficient modification of it.

To construct the OSE, consider T}, above as the pilot estimator, and note that Theorem 6.9 and the
calculations of Example A.5 combine to show that each component of the OSE is a quadratic form with a
constant intercept; more explicitly, we have

I [(X2—¢
OSE _ 1 i
Tn nzl<5/;2_é)

where L <n
n Zi:l(XiYi -1
2y (XY i XD (5 L YA - 1)
for all n. As before, note the appealing form of this estimator; it is just the pilot estimator 7, but with a
vanishing additive correction ¢ in both components.

¢:=
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Fic 5. A probability measure and its infinitesimal flow in the Fisher-Rao and Wasserstein geometries. For a probability measure
wt, the Fisher-Rao flow is determined by a mean-zero scalar field & : R™ — R (top left) and the Wasserstein flow is determined
by a suitable vector field vy : R™ — R™ (bottom left). In either case, the scalar and vector fields are the tangent vectors for
the path {ut}t in the space of probability measures (right).

Appendix B: Geometric Background
B.1. Hellinger and Fisher-Rao Geometries

To facilitate the comparison throughout the main body of the paper between the theory for sensitivity
developed in this paper and the classical theory for variance, it will be beneficial to present some basic
background on the Hellinger and Fisher-Rao geometries, emphasizing their formal Riemannian structures;
we direct the reader to [50] for further information. We encourage the reader to consult Figure 5 and Table 2
while reading this subsection and the next.

B.1.1. Hellinger Geometry

We begin by introducing the Hellinger metric on the space of finite non-negative Borel measures (not neces-
sarily probability measures), denoted M, (R™). For pu,v € M (R™) and any o-finite measure A dominating
both (i.e., u, v < A), define the squared Hellinger distance as

H?*(u,v) := /Rm (@— @)2 dA.

It can be easily checked that the value H?(u,v) is independent of the choice of \.

Next, we introduce a dynamical formulation of the Hellinger distance. We say that a path {u;}o<i<1 in
ML (R™) and a time-varying scalar field {&; }o<i<1 satisfy the reaction equation if for all f € C°(R™) we
have d

1 [ f@)du(@) = (@)& () dpe (). (19)
RWL Rm
In other words, ({£t}o<t<1,{& }o<t<1) is a solution, in the weak sense, of the ordinary differential equation
(ODE)
O = &ppit- (20)

Intuitively speaking, a pair ({u:}o<i<1,{&t}o<i<1) satisfying the reaction equation means that, at each
location x € R™ and each time 0 < ¢ < 1, the change in the log-density log u:(z) equals &(z). It turns out
that the squared Hellinger distance between p,v € M (R™) can be written in the following form (see [50]
and references therein):

1 . ! e Fo<i<1, {&t bo<i<1) solves
2 u) = puin{ [ 1603 o e Ugherstooei) sobves], (1)
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Plainly, (21) states that the value H? equals the smallest possible “size” of a time-varying scalar field which
continually re-weights p to v.

Next, we define the constant-speed geodesics in the metric space (M (R™), H), which are closely related
to minimizers of the dynamical formulation (21). A direct computation reveals that, if A is a o-finite measure
with respect to which both p, v are absolutely continuous, then the path + : [0,1] — M (R™) defined via

2
. due dp \/E
v(t) ==y,  where D= <(1 t)y/ oo (22)

is a constant-speed geodesic in the space M (R™), and in fact a minimizer of (21); see [50, Example 2.3].

Finally, we discuss how these considerations allow us to endow (M (R™), H) with a formal Riemannian
structure. By comparing the considerations in Section 2 with the dynamical formulation (21), we should take
the tangent space at each € M (R™) to be a subspace of L (R™;R); since (22) shows that any function
in L? (R™;R) is the derivative of some constant-speed geodesic, we must in fact take

Tan)] (M4 (R™)) = L2(R™;R).

We also define the logarithmic map as the initial speed of each constant-speed geodesic, which by (22) is the
map Logf : Po(R™) — Tanf (P(R™)) given by

o.‘ou
IS

Logf(u) = -1 (23)

Qo
>I=

where ) is a common reference measure for p and v; if v is absolutely continuous with respect to p, then we
also have Logf (v) = /dv/dp — 1. Here we use the superscript “H” for “Hellinger” in order to distinguish
these concepts from the analogous concepts in the Wasserstein geometry.

B.1.2. Fisher-Rao Geometry

We next describe the Fisher-Rao geometry, which can be viewed as the geometry induced on the space of
probability measures P(R™) by the Hellinger geometry on the space of finite nonnegative measures M (R™).
We emphasize that the Fisher-Rao geometry is not simply the metric space resulting from restricting the
metric from My (R™) to P(R™); rather, it is the metric space resulting from restricting the Riemannian
structure from M (R™) to P(R™).

The construction is most easily understood via a dynamical formulation. That is, for u, v € P(R™), con-
sider solutions ({1 }o<i<1, {&t fo<i<1) to the reaction equation (20) with the property that p, is a probability
measure for all 0 < ¢ < 1; it can be shown that this holds if and only if me &dup=0forall0 <t < 1. In
other words, we may define the squared Fisher-Rao distance between p,v € P(R™) as

1 1 ({meto<i<t, {€t fo<i<1) solves (20),
FR?(p,v) := imin /o IS

HQL'f”(Rm;R) dt: po=p,p1 =v, andfor 0 <t <1 ». (24)
' we have [p,, & due =0

It turns out that this can be written explicitly in terms of the Hellinger distance, as

FR(u,v) = cos™* (1 — %HZ(M, y)> (25)

for all u,v € P(R™). Geometrically speaking, (25) allows us to interpret the Fisher-Rao and Hellinger
distances between probability measures u,v € P(R™) in terms of the unit sphere Sy := {f € L3(R™;R) :
¥l L2(RmER) = 1}, where A is any o-finite measure with respect to which both p and v are absolutely
continuous: the Hellinger distance is the length of the chord connecting \/du/d\ to /dv/d\ and the
Fisher-Rao distance is the length of the arc connecting \/ dp/ dX to \/ dv/dA.

35




The metric space (P(R™),FR) also admits a formal Riemannian structure, using the same interpreta-
tions as before. The only difference between the Hellinger and Fisher-Rao cases is that the tangent space
TanER(P(Rm)) at p requires its elements to be centered, meaning

TanER('P(Rm)) = {f € LZ(R’”;R) : Edp = O} .

]Rm
There also exists a notion of the logarithmic map for the Fisher-Rao geometry, but it will not be needed in
this work so we direct the reader to [50] for further information.

Remark B.1 (Hellinger vs. Fisher-Rao geometries). For a given collection of probability measures P C
P(R™), we highlight that both the Hellinger and Fisher-Rao geometries will lead to the same measure of
instability of unbiased estimators. The reason is that P(R™) is itself an embedded submanifold of M (R™),
which is reflected in the fact that from (25) we can see FR(p,v) ~ H(p,v) as pr — v. From this perspective,
it is equally correct to say that the classical theory for variance is connected to either the Hellinger or
Fisher-Rao geometries; in this paper we find it analytically more convenient to primarily use the Hellinger
geometry.

The reader may wonder how to reconcile Remark B.1 with the fact that the classical Cramér-Rao theory
is also connected to the KL divergence (e.g., the MLE can be interpreted as a sort of KL projection) and the
x? divergence (e.g., in the Hammersley-Chapman-Robbins lower bound). The answer is that all sufficiently
smooth f-divergences (including Hellinger distance, KL divergence, and x? divergence, but not total variation
distance) in regular enough parametric families are infinitesimally equivalent; see [55, Theorem 7.20].

B.2. Wasserstein Geometry

Next, we review the fundamental concepts of optimal transport and the geometry of the Wasserstein space,
as these will be used throughout the paper. We direct the reader to [66] and [3] for further detail on this
background material, and, as before, we encourage the reader to consult Table 2 and Figure 5 in order to
facilitate the comparison between this subsection and the previous.

First, we introduce the optimal transport problem and the Wasserstein metric. For p,v € Po(R™), the
Monge optimal transport problem is the optimization problem

minimize  [p.,, |z — T(x)||* du(z)
over T:R™ > R™ (26)
with Typ =v,

where Ty is the pushforward of p by T, that is the probability measure on R™ defined via (Typ)(A4) =
u(T~1(A)) for all Borel sets A C R™; closely related is the Kantorovich optimal transport problem given by

x —y||? dr(z,y) (27)
over e I(p,v)

{minimize meme
where TI(u,v) denotes the space of all couplings of u and v, meaning the space of all Borel probability
measures on R™ x R™ whose first and second marginals are p and v, respectively. We write W3 (u,v) for
the minimal value of problem (27), which is called the squared 2-Wasserstein distance between p and v;
the function Wy : Po(R™) x Pa(R™) — [0, 00) is called the 2-Wasserstein metric or simply the Wasserstein
metric. It is known that, if we have p € Pg c(R™), then problems (26) and (27) have the same value, and
problem (26) admits a unique solution (up to null sets with respect to x) which we denote by t,_,, : R™ — R™
and call the optimal transport map from u to v.

Next, we introduce the dynamical formulation of the optimal transport problem (26), which is detailed
in [3, Chapter 8]. As we discussed in (2), we say that a pair ({#:}o<i<1, {vi}o<i<1) solves the continuity

equation if fol Jam |lve||? dug dt < oo and if, for every infinitely differentiable compactly-supported function
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f:R™ — R, the function t — [p,. f(x)du(x) is absolutely continuous with derivative almost everywhere
given by

d

S L@@ = [ (Vi) Tuw) dute). (28)

Rm m

Intuitively speaking, a pair ({{u}o<t<1, {vt fo<i<1) satisfying the continuity equation means, at each location
x € R™ and each time 0 <t < 1, the decrease in probability u:(x) is equal to the outgoing probability under
the flow of the vector v¢(x). It turns out that we can write the squared 2-Wasserstein distance between p
and v in terms of solutions to the continuity equation, via

1
W5 (p,v) = min {/ ||Ut\|igf mrmy dt @ ({pefo<e<i, {vebo<e<1) solves (28), po = p, p1 = V} (29)
. ,

which is referred to as the Benamou-Brenier formula. Plainly, (29) states that the value W3 equals the
smallest possible “size” of a time-varying vector field which continually pushes u to v.

Next, we define the constant-speed geodesics in the metric space (P2(R™), W3), which are closely related
to minimizers of the dynamical formulation (29). It turns out that, if 41 € P2 ac(R™) and v € Po(R™) are
arbitrary, then the constant-speed geodesic v : [0,1] = Po(R™) from p to v is exactly

Y(t) = (L —t)id+tt,n)pp forall 0<t<1. (30)

In “Lagrangian” terms, this means that a particle 2 € R™ moves along the straight line x — (1 — ¢)a +
tt,—.(z) at constant speed.

Lastly, we put together these notions in order to discuss the formal Riemannian structure of the metric
space (P2(R™), Wa), often referred to as the Otto calculus. By comparing the dynamical formulation (29) with
the considerations of Section 2, the tangent space Tanzv (P2(R™)) at p should be a subset of L2 (R™;R™).
Since the tangent space at u should be equal to (the closure of the span of) the space of derivatives of
constant-speed geodesics emanating from p, (30) implies that we should take

TanZV(Pg(Rm)) = span{t,_,, —id : v € Po(R™)}

where the closure is taken in the Hilbert space Li (R™; R™). Finally, the logarithmic map LogZV : Py(R™) —
TanEV (P2(R™)) is defined via
LogZV(V) =t —id. (31)
As before, we use superscripts to distinguish between geometric concepts in the Hellinger and Wasserstein
geometries.
As a technical note, let us mention that throughout the paper we will need to apply the continuity equation
(28) to test functions that are not compactly supported and infinitely differentiable; we will often take the
test function to be our estimator of interest, which we will only restrict to satisfy, say, some local Lipschitz

and mild integrability conditions. Our next goal is to extend the class of test functions in a suitable way.
To do this, let us recall the definition of absolutely continuous functions.

Definition B.2 (absolute continuity). For p > 1 and a < b, we say that a function v : [a,b] — R™ belongs
to ACP(a, b; R™) if there is h € L”(a,b) such that

(1) = ~(s)] < / h(r) dr

foralla <s<t<b.

As the following result shows, absolutely continuous functions are precisely the functions for which the
fundamental theorem of calculus holds. (See [45, Theorem 3.20] for a proof.)

Theorem B.3. For p > 1 and a < b, a function v belongs to ACP(a,b;R™) if and only if the following
conditions hold:

(i) v is continuous in |a,b],
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(i1) ~ is differentiable for Lebesgue a.e. t € [a,b] and ¥(t) € LP(a,b;R™), and
(1) ~v(t) = v(s) + f; A(r)dr, for alla < s <t <b.

We will utilize the following result. Recall that by the distm’butional derivati’ue of any function g : [a,b] — R

we mean a distribution ¢’ : C°(R) — R satisfying (g = —f g(t)'(t)dt for all test functions ¢ €
C(R); to understand this deﬁnition note that, if g is Cl( ) and ¢ is supported on (a,b), then the equality
f; 9 (t)o( =— f g(t)¢'(t) dt follows from integration by parts, so the distributional derivative coincides

with the pomtvvlbe derlvatlve

Proposition B.4. Fiz a,b € R with a < b and suppose that ({{u}a<i<v, {Ut}a<i<p) s a solution to the
continuity equation in R™. Suppose, in addition, that for every t € [a,b] we have puy € Paac(R™). Then for
every locally Lipschitz function f: R™ — R satisfying
(i) [am |f(1:)|dut( ) < o0, for allt € (a,b), and f S 1f (@) dppe () dt < oo
b
(i) [ [am |V f(@)]? dpe(a) dt < co.

the function

€ [a,b] — f(@) dp(zx)
Rﬂl

belongs to ACl(a, b;R), and has distributional derivative given by

% - flx)dpe(x) = /m(Vf(x))Tvt(x) dpe(z). (32)

Proof. We split the proof into two steps.

Step 1: In this first step we make stronger assumptions and suppose that ¢ is globally Lipschitz and
bounded. We start by recalling [3, Theorem 8.2.1], which implies that there exists a probability measure n
over R™ x T'(4 ) (here, I'(, 5 represents the space of continuous maps from [a,b] into R™) satisfying the
following two properties:

(i) m is concentrated on the set of pairs (z,7) € R™ x I'(y) such that v € AC?(a,b;R™), and v is a
solution to the ODE 4(t) = v(vy(t)) for almost every ¢t € (a,b), with initial condition v(a) = x;
(ii) ps = (eq)ym, for every t € [a, b], where the map e; : R™ x I'(, ) — R™ is given by e; : (z,7) = 7(1).

From property (i) of g and [45, Theorem 3.55] we can deduce that, for p-a.e. (z,7), the function ¢ € [a, b] —
©(y(t)) is absolutely continuous. However, we will need to use our additional assumptions on the measures
ut to conclude that for n-a.e. (z,7) we can apply the chain rule to rewrite the derivative of ¢(y(¢)) and
ultimately get to the representation (32).

Toward this aim, let us consider the set

A:={y € R™ : ¢ is not differentiable at y},

and define the function g : I'(4 5y — R given by

By Tonelli’s theorem and property (ii) of  we have

/ 7 dn(z,) / / +(t)) dn(, ) dt
R™XT (g, b) R™XT (4,0
- / (A)dt

)

38



where the last line follows from Rademacher’s theorem and the fact that u; was assumed to be absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. The above implies that g(vy) = 0 for n-a.e. (z,7). In
particular, for n-a.e. (x,7) we have: v(t) ¢ A for a.e. t € [a,b]. Combining the previous fact with property
(i) of m, the fact that absolutely continuous functions are a.e. differentiable, and the classical chain rule, we
deduce that for n-a.e. (x,v) we have

So(0) = (Volr(0)T3(0), ac. t € [a, 1],

Using the above we can now conclude that, for all s,¢ € [a, b],

| e[ e@an= [ o00) el dn)
' " X1 (a,p)

:/ / 3¢ 0 (r)drdn(z, )
R™ XTI (4,p)

_ / / (Vo(r(r)) T4(r) dr dn(z, )
R™XT(q,p) /5

:/Rw /(VSO(’V(T)))TUT(’Y(T))drdn(x77)

_ / t ( / T’n(w(x))%r(x) dur(:c)> dr,

where in the last line we used Fubini’s theorem and property (ii) of 5. This implies (32).

Step 2: We now consider a general locally Lipschitz ¢ as in the statement of this proposition and
approximate ¢ by bounded and globally Lipschitz functions {¢,, }nen, for which we can apply the result in
Step 1. Indeed, for every n € N we consider a smooth cutoff function &, : R™ — [0, 1] satisfying &, = 1 in
B, (0) (the ball of radius n centered at 0 € R™), &,(z) = 0 outside of B,4+1(0), and ||V, || < C for some
constant independent of n. We define ¢, (z) := &,(z)p(x), x € R™. Note that ¢, is globally Lipschitz and
bounded for every n € N.

Let us now consider arbitrary s,t¢ € [a,b]. Then, for every n € N, we have

[ en@ant - [ enwani= [ [ (Fonte) v o) an,

thanks to Step 1. Using the assumptions (¢) and (i4) on ¢ and the dominated convergence theorem, we can
take the limit as n — oo on both sides of the above expression and conclude that

/ _plx) dpe(z) — / () dus(z / / (V@) Ton () dpn () dr.

This establishes the desired result. O

Remark B.5. We emphasize that a key assumption in the proof of Proposition B.4 is that the measures
1 are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Indeed, thanks to this assumption we
were able to guarantee that for almost all trajectories v in the probabilistic representation of the continuity
equation we could apply the chain rule %gp(’y(t)) = (Vo(y(1)) T4(t) for almost every t € [a,b], even if ¢
was only assumed to be Lipschitz. Note that, in general, the chain rule for the composition of a Lipschitz
function and an absolutely continuous path 7 does not always hold. As an example of this, consider the
function ¢ : R? — R given by ¢(z1,72) = max{x1,x2} and let v(¢) = (t,t). Since the range of the map = is
contained in the set where ¢ is not differentiable, we cannot make sense of the expression (Vi (7y(t))) T4(t),
while, of course, the function ¢ o v(t) is differentiable and thus we can make sense of %g@(fy(t)).

Remark B.6 (differentiability Lebesgue almost everywhere). The conclusion of Proposition B.4 states that
the function ¢ — [, f(2) du(x) has a distributional derivative which is a function, hence we may interpret
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(32) as an equality for Lebesgue almost every ¢ € [0, 1]. Observe that this differs from the case of Lemma C.2
which gives equality for all 0 < ¢ < 1. In general, we cannot expect this function to be differentiable for all
0 <t <1 without making additional assumptions.

Remark B.7 (absolute continuity assumption). Because Proposition B.4 requires {u:}o<t<1 to possess
densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure, we restricted our attention in the main body to statistical
models P = {Py : § € O} satisfying P C Py ..(R?). (Also, see Remark 3.2 and Remark B.5.)

Appendix C: Proofs of Results

This section contains the proofs of the main results from the body of the paper, as well as some auxiliary
results that are needed along the way.

C.1. Proofs from Section 3

First we have the following regarding the convergence of e-sensitivity to sensitivity.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. By assumption, V2T, is continuous and compactly supported; thus there exists a
constant C' > 0 such that Taylor’s theorem yields

To(X1s oo X)) =Tl X1, o, X)) = (VT (X1, X)) T (&1, -5 6n)

<Cy &l

i=1

almost surely. By squaring this and taking the expectation, we have

2

Ep [|Tn(X1,..., X0) = Tn(X1,..., Xn) = (VTu(X1,..., X0)) (&1,...,6)| | < Cdn(n+2)e* (33)

for all € > 0, so rescaling and taking the limit as ¢ — 0 reveals that the random variables

T.(X1,..., X)) —Th(X1,..., X,) and (VT (X1, .o, X)) T (&1, 0, 60)
€ €

possess the same limit in L% (Q;R). Thus, it suffices to show that the L% (2; R) norm of the latter converges
to Sp(T,), which can be done as follows:

. ‘(VTn<X1,...,Xn)ﬁ(fl,...,fn) 2]
P g
2
g e ‘(VTn(Xl,...,X:))T(gh...,fn) Xl,...,XnH

= Ep [|VTu(X1, ..., X0)]?],

where we used the tower property and the fact E[|lvT (¢1,...,&,)[1?] = €2|v||? for all v € R, O

Next we turn to the proof of the lower bound in Theorem 3.5. To do this, we require the following auxiliary
result:

Lemma C.1. If {P,}o<i<1 satisfies the continuity equation with time-varying vector field {Vi}o<i<1, then
the product measures {Pt®”}0§t§1 satisfy the continuity equation in R with the time-varying vector field
{VE™Yo<i<1 defined by

n T
VE (@1, .. zn) = (Vi(z1), ..., Vi(zn)) (34)
forall z1,...,2, €ER* and 0 < t < 1.
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Proof. by Nachbin’s theorem (see [46] and [57] and the references therein) and [3, Remark 8.1.1], it suffices
to consider test functions f € C(R™) of the form

f(l'lw . ';xn) = fl(xl) e fn(xn)v
for functions f1,..., fn € C}(RY). Note that for such functions we have

4
dt Rdn

d n
-4 _H / fila) APy ()

Z va:lfz xl TV;f(xi)Hfj(xj)dPt(@n(xla-~-axn)

dn . .
R J#i

flay, ... xy) dPt®"(m1, )

) (V1. z)) VE @y, ... xn) dPE (x1, ... ),
R n

as needed. O

Proof of Theorem 3.5.. By the previous result, the pair ({PF"}o<i<1, {V;*"}o<i<1) solves the continuity
equation in (R%)". Also, observe that by assumptions (i) and (ii), the hypotheses of Proposition B.4 are
satisfied, hence we can apply the continuity equation and Remark B.6 to T}, and then use Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to get

d

dtIEpt[Tn(Xl,...7Xn)}‘ = [Ep, [(V"(X1,...,X0), VTo(X1,. .., X0))]]

\/Ept [Hvt Xl,...,Xn)Hz}Spt(Tn)
= \nEe VO] 8p, (T2,

Rearranging this gives the desired result. O

C.2. Proofs from Section j

Next we turn to the proof of the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound. We begin with the following result
which states that, for a DWS model P, the affine path ¢t — 6 + th traces a curve of probability measures
{Py+thto<i<1 whose pointwise derivative we can characterize; this is not equivalent to the statement that
{Py+tn}o<t<1 solving the continuity equation (2) with time-varying vector field given by V; = ®g4ph, where
Dyh(z) := Py(x)h, since we have not assumed fol Jga 1Poen (@) h]|> dPyiep(x) dt < oo.

Lemma C.2. IfP={Py:0¢ 9} C P2 uc(R?) is DWS, then, for every f € C°(R%), § € O, and sufficiently
small h € R? the map t — fRd x) dPyien(x) is differentiable and satisfies

3 L @) = [ (V@) @k Py (o)

forall0 <t < 1.

Proof. For 0 < s <t < 1, use the mean value theorem to get that for each x € R< there exists some point
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25,1,z on the line segment from  to tp,, ., - p,,,, (x) such that we have

, fdPy - JdPys
Jza HZ szd - /d(vf)Tq’ush(ff)th@ﬂh
_ R

/ f(tP9+sh—>Pe+m (:L')) - f(.ib)
Rd t—s

- <Vf<a:>>T<1>a+sh<x>h] aPy ()

— [T (e D) 950 e8] aPrne)

t—s

S R e ‘m)‘ 4Py ()

t—s
v
Rd

Now we show that both terms on the right vanish as ¢ — s. For the second term, use Cauchy-Schwarz and
Jensen’s inequality to get

J.
< sup ||Vf(2)|\//Rd’

which vanishes by the definition of DWS. For the first term, use Cauchy-Schwarz to obtain

J.

- V [ 198 Gar) = V@2 dPr o) [

The second factor is bounded by the definition of DWS, and the first factor can be further bounded by the
mean value theorem and the fact that |25, — 2| < |[tp,, .. —Ppye () — 2|, leading to

(V)T <t’°“f‘”’°““t @-z_ <I>9+Sh(:r)h) ‘ APy on ().

t—s

(Vf(z)" (tP9+Sh_>fM; @ -z _ ‘I)9+sh($)h)‘ dPpysn(z)

2
dP0+sh (‘T>

t Tr)—x
Pe+sh—>:(:+t;( ) . (I)GJrsh(«T)h

O e e [T

tPe+sh—>P9+th (x) -
t—s

2
dPy s ().

| 195 = VH@IF aPrn(o)

< swp [V2£ ()P / |2ate — 2l APy ()
z€R4 Rd

< sup HVQf(Z)”Q/ HtP9+Sh_)P9+th (;E) - JC”2 dP9+Sh(I)
z€R4 R4

where |[V2f(2)|| denotes the operator norm of the matrix V2 f(z). The right side vanishes by the definition
of DWS, and this finishes the proof. O

Next we turn to the proof of the Wasserstein-Cramér-Rao lower bound.

Proof of Theorem 4.8. Tt suffices to show that we have
1
AT So(T)A > 5>\TDX(9)(J(9))_1(DX(9))T>\ (35)

for all # € © and A € R*. Note that the result is true trivially if (Dx(6))TA = 0, so it suffices to assume
(Dx(0))TA # 0. To do this, set h := (J(0))"H(Dx(0)) "X € RP, and note that we lose no generality by
assuming 6 + th € © for all 0 < ¢ < 1; indeed, © is an open set and the validity of (35) is invariant under
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rescaling A. Now consider the path {Ppy.pto<i<1 of probability measures and set Vi(z) = Pgyp(z)h, for
which we can compute

[ WP aPosina) = [ 07 @0n(@) Basan(2)hdPriin(a)
]Rd Rd
=h"J(0+th)h
= ATDX(O)((0)) 1 T(0 + th) ((8)) " (Dx(8) A,

and this is continuous by assumption (i) hence t — [5, [|V;(2)|? dPyyen(z) is locally integrable. Also, DWS
implies W5 continuity which further implies weak continuity. Combining these observations with Lemma C.2
shows that {Pyin}o<i<1 solves the continuity equation with the time-varying vector field {V;}o<;<1. Thus,
[3, Theorem 8.3.1] implies that { Py fo<i<1 is absolutely continuous with respect to Ws. Next we consider
the function AT}, : (R?)" — R, which is integrable by assumption, and which satisfies

1 1
/ ]EPGthh, [|>‘TTTL(X17 cee vXn)|2} dt < ”/\”2 / EP9+t}L [”Tn(le cee vXn)||2} dt < o0
0 0
by assumption (iii). Also, the continuity of 6 — Sg(7},) implies

1 1
/O]EPHMHV()\TTR(Xl,...,Xn))|2]dt:/0 Epy oo [N DT0(X1,..., X)) dt

1
< AT/ Soren(Ty) dt A < oo.
0

Consequently, we may apply Theorem 3.5 to obtain

1 (4E AT (X, .., X0))?
Sorn(ATTy) > L Gt DX ) (36)
n Eo-in [||[Po4n(X) R[]
for Lebesgue a.e. 0 <t < 1. Next, straightforward calculations yield
So4tn(ANTTh) = Egpen [[[VAT T (X1, ..., X)) |
= ]E9+th [H(DTn(Xla s 7X7L))T)‘||2]
=Egin [N DT (X1,..., X)) (DT (X1, ..., X)) " A]
= )\T Se+th (Tn)Aa
as well as
2] _ T T
Egyin [”(I)Gthh(X)h” ] =Eotn [h (q)ethh(X)) (I)0+th(X)h]
=h"J(0 +th)h
and
d T AT
thG-i-th[)\ Tn(Xh s 7Xn)} =A DX(9 + th)ha
so the inequality (36) reads
1 (ATDx(0 + th)h)?
AT Sorin(T)A > —
- hTJ(6 +th)h
n (0 +th) (37)

_ (ATDx(0 + th)(J(0))" (Dx(6)) T A)?

~ nATDx(0)(J(0)) 71 (0 + th)(J(0)) =1 (Dx(6)) T A
for Lebesgue a.e. 0 <t < 1. Since a set of full Lebesgue measure is dense, we may take t — 0 along a suitable
subsequence and then apply the continuity from (¢) to get that the right side of (37) converges to

(ATDx(0)(J(0)) " (Dx(9) "\)?
nATDx(0)(J(0))~1J(0)(J(6)) = (Dx(6)) T A
Similarly, we use the continuity from (ii) to get that the left side of (37) converges to AT Sp(7T},)\. This
establishes (35) and finishes the proof. O
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C.3. Proofs from Section 5

Next we consider proofs of the results concerning exact sensitivity-efficiency in transport families. Along the
way we will need the following result containing some basic calculations:

Lemma C.3. Suppose p = k, that P = {Py : 0 € O} C Py ..(RY) for © C RP is a transport family
with potential ¢ : RY — RP and continuously differentiable parameterization x : © — RP, and set A(f) :=
Eo[D6(X)(DS(X))T]. Then:
(i) J(0) = (Dx(8)) " (A(0)"tDx(0) for all 6 € ©.
(ii) If J(0) and Dx(0) are invertible, then A(0) = Dx(0)(J(0))~1(Dx(6))".
(iii) If © is connected, Ey[||¢p(X)||] < oo for all & € O, and the maps 0 — Eg[||¢(X)|?], 0 — Eo[|| Do(X)|?],
and 0+ J(0) are locally Lebesgue integrable, then there evists some v € RF with

Eg[¢(X)] = x(0) +v
for Lebesgue a.e. 6 € ©. If, in addition, 0 — Eg[p(X)] is continuous, the equality holds for all § € O.

Proof. Write ®y for the transport linearization of P. For property (i), we just use the given form of ®gy(x)
to compute

J(0) = Eo[(®o(X)) " @o(X)]
= Eo[(Dx(0)) " (A(0)) ™' Do(X)(D(X)) " (A(8)) " Dx(0)]
= (Dx(0)) " (A(6)) ™' Eg[Do(X ) (Dp(X)) T](A(0)) " Dx(6)
= (Dx(6)) " (A(6)) "' Dx(0).
(i

For property (ii), simply rearrange property (i) using the invertibility of J(6) and Dx(0).

For property (iii), define the function F : © — RF via F(0) := Ep[¢(X)]. The assumptions allow us to
combine Proposition B.4 and [45, Theorem 11.45] to conclude that F' is a Sobolev function and obtain a
formula for its partial derivatives; in condensed notation, this yields

DF(0) = Eg [Do(X)Pp(X)]

= Eg[Do(X)(Dp(X)) " 1(A(6)) " Dx(6) (38)
= Dx(0),

for Lebesgue almost every 6 € ©. Since xy was assumed to be continuously differentiable hence locally
Lipschitz, it is also a Sobolev function. This implies that the function F' — x is a Sobolev function whose
partial derivatives are almost everywhere equal to zero. Since © was assumed to be connected, this implies
that F(0) — x(0) is equal to a constant vector v for Lebesgue almost every 6 € ©. Lastly, note that x is
continuously differentiable hence continuous so if F' is also assumed continuous then F' — x being Lebesgue-
a.e. equal to a constant implies that F' — x equals a constant. O

Remark C.4 (ambiguity with additive constants). Since in a transport family P = {Py : § € O} the
potential ¢ only appears through its Jacobian D¢, there is always some ambiguity about additive constants;
this is the reason for the vector v € R¥ appearing in property (iii) of Lemma C.3 above, and the reason for
various arbitrary additive constants appearing throughout Section 5.

Remark C.5. The additional hypothesis in statement (iii) above, requiring the continuity of 8 — Eg[¢(X)],
is easily established in many settings. For example, if ||¢(z)| < ||z]|? then the continuity follows by combin-
ing DWS with the characterization of the W5 topology in terms of weak convergence plus convergence of
moments. In some settings we do not have this growth bound (e.g., Example A.3) but explicit calculations
are available.

Proof of Theorem 5.6. We begin with claim (i). Indeed, under these assumptions, let T,, be given as above,
and note that property (iii) of Lemma C.3 implies 7}, is an unbiased estimator of x(6) + v for some v € R¥.
Next, we compute

1
D, To(X1,...,X,) = EDQﬁ(Xi);
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hence " .
1
> Dy To(Xy, o X)) (Do, Tu(X1, .., X)) T = =5 ) Do(Xi)(D(Xy)) (39)
i= i=1
Then take the expectation of (39) with respect to Py and apply property (ii) of Lemma C.3 to get

S9(Ty) = ~By[DH(X)(DS(X))T] = ~A(9) =~ Dx()(J(6)) " (DX(®)) "

This shows that T;, achieves the lower bound, hence it is sensitivity-efficient as claimed.
For claim (ii), suppose that T,, is an unbiased sensitivity-efficient estimator of x (). Then fix n = 1 and
X € R¥ and note that in the proof of Theorem 4.8, we showed

ATEg [DTy(X)(DTy(X)) ] A > AT Dx(0)(J(0)) " (Dx(6)) " A (40)

If we define T}, := AT T, ¥ := ATy, and h := (J(0)) " (Dx(#)) "X € R, then the above rearranges to

\/Ee IV CO112] By (@0 (X)RIZ) > (V5(6)Th = By [(VT3 (X)) ®o(X)h]

Thus, equality in (40) implies that equality holds in Cauchy-Schwarz, hence VT must be collinear with ®gh,
almost surely under Py. Since this holds for every A € R*, we conclude that there exists some A(f) € Rk*P
for each 6 € © such that we have
(DT1(x)) " A(6) = g(2)
almost surely under Py. Observe that A(#) must be invertible, since A(f)h = 0 implies h " J(6)h = hT (A (0))T Se(T,)A(O)h =
0 so (J(#))~! is not strictly positive-definite. Now let ¢ := T3, and set A() := Ey[Do(X)(Dp(X))T] for
6 € O. Next, we use the unbiasedness of 77 to identify A(#). Indeed, since Eg[¢(X)] = x(0) for all § € O,
the same computation as in the proof of property (éii) of Lemma C.3 yields

Dx(6) = Eg [Do(X) o (X)] = B [Dp(X)(D$(X)) ] A(6) = A0)A(0) (41)

for all @ € ©, where the second equality uses the collinearity established above. Since A(0) is invertible, (41)
is a linear equation in A(#) with the unique solution

A(0) = (A(9)) " Dx(9).
Therefore, we have shown
Dg(z) = (Dg(x)) " (A(6)) "' Dx(0)
almost surely under Py. Hence P is a transport family with parameterization x. This finishes the proof. [

C.4. Proofs from Section 6

Lastly, we prove our results concerning the Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE), mainly its asymptotic
sensitivity-efficiency under some assumptions.

Proof of Lemma 6.5. Recall that we have

tPeﬁpethh( ) Fe-',-lth(Fe (x))’

SO we may compute
[ terspsn () = 2 = 120 (@ P dPy(a)
= [V Fla)) = B (Fo(e) = 100(Fy (Fa(o)) P d Py ()

- / Fyh () — Fy () — 10 (Fy ™ (u))h? du,
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This means that the transport linearization, if it exists, must be given by

Bo(Fyt(w) = (VoFy  (w) '

for Lebesgue a.e. 0 < u < 1, hence
_ T
Dg(z) = (VoF, ' (Fo(2)))

for Py-a.e. z € R. In this case, we can compute the Wasserstein information matrix to be

) :/RveFe_l(Fa(ilf))(Vng_l( b(z)) " dPy(x / VoFy ' (u) (VoF, (u ))T du,

as claimed. O

Proof of Theorem 6.6. To begin, we let x1,...,2, € R denote non-random points and we make some calcu-
lations. For convenience, let us adopt the notation Fy(z) =: F(6,z) and F, ' (u) =: H(6,u) for simplicity.
Then define the function G,, : © — R via

Gn(0) = Wi(Py, P, / |H(0,u) — F, ' (u)]? du, (42)

where F;! is the quantile function of the measure P, := L3 | 4., i.e., the empirical measure of (non-
random) points z1,...,x, € R. By TWFE(zy,...,x,) we thus just mean a global minimizer of G,,. Writing
0, = TWFE for convenience, we see that

VoGn(0) = 2 /0 (H(0,u) — F(w) VoH (0, u) du

which implies
1
/ (H(ém u) — Fn_l(u)> VoH (6, 1) du = 0. (43)
0

Before differentiating (43), let us note that 6,, is indeed a differentiable function of the data, on an event of
probability tending to one. Indeed, define

M, := </01VgH(én,u)(VeH(én,u))Tdu—k/01 (H(én,u) —Fgl(u)) VZH (0, ) du> ,

which is one half of the Hessian Van(én), and note that we show below (without circularity, since that
argument uses only assumptions (i) and (i), the consistency of TWFE and the consistency of the empirical
quantiles) that M, — J(6*) almost surely. Since J(*) is invertible and © is open, it follows that there is a
sequence of events with probability tending to one on which 6, lies in the interior of © and M,, is invertible.
On these events, the implicit function theorem applied to (43) implies that én is a continuously differentiable
function of x1, ..., x,; since the conclusion of the theorem is a convergence in probability, it suffices to argue
on these events for the remainder of the proof.

Now we differentiate (43) with respect to x; for 1 < ¢ < n, assuming that the values 1, ..., z, are distinct
(This will be satisfied almost surely when we consider the random inputs X, ..., X, since these are i.i.d.
samples from a distribution which is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.) If we
write 7 for the permutation of {1,...,n} which sorts x1,...,z, into increasing order, then we have

/1 <<V9H(én,u))T gén -1 {T(Z) -1 <u< T(Z)}> VgH(én,u) du
0 T n n

v, _ L
— —1 2 n =
+ /0 (H(Gn,u) F; (u)) ViH (B, )" du =0,
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Now (44) rearranges to

~ T (i)
00, T 5
n =M VoH
Ox; " /m)fl oH (O, ) du

Then by taking the outer product, summing over 1 <14 < n, and scaling by n, we get

£(5) ()

0! () T
= M nZ(/n VeH(én,u)du> </n V@H(én,u)du> M1 (45)

T(i)—1 T(i)—1

=M nZ(/ VoH (0,,u)d )(/ VoH (0,,u)d u>TMn—1.

Notice that the permutation 7 disappears in the second equality, hence this identity holds as long as x1, ..., z,
are distinct.
Now we return to the setting that Xi,..., X, are i.i.d. samples from P, for some fixed § € O, and we

consider the asymptotics of (45) as n — oo. First, we claim that M, — J(0) almost surely as n — oo, under
Py. To see this, note that the consistency of WPE, assumption (i), and Lemma 6.5 imply that

1 1
/ Vo H (B, 1) (Vo H (6, u)) ™ du — / Vo H(0,u)(VoH (0, 1) du = J(6)
0 0
holds almost surely under Py. Also, empirical quantile consistency almost surely (say, in L2([0,1])) and
assumption (i¢) imply
1
/ (H(Gn, ) — F,;l(u)) V2H (0, ) du — 0
0

almost surely under Py. Thus, we have M, —J (0) almost surely, as claimed.
Lastly, we claim that

n

n T
nz </" VoH Gn,u)d ) < _" VgH(én,u)du>
= (46)
—>/ VoH(0,u)(VoH(0,u))" du,
0

holds in probability under Py; by Lemma 6.5 again, the right side is equal to J(#). To see this, let us write
P, : L*([0,1];RP) — L*([0,1];R?) for the linear operator of conditional expectation with respect to the
o-algebra generated by the partition {0,1/n,2/n,...,1}. Note that { P, },en converges to the identity in the
strong operator topology, i.e., f,, — f in norm implies P, f,, — f in norm. Thus, it follows that (46) holds
in probability; we have

n i—1 i
u) :=n f(z)dx where <u< —,
i1 n n
we set f, := VH (én, -) for each n € N, and we recall that a sequence of random variables converges in

probability if and only if each subsequence admits a further subsequence converging in probability. Finally,
Lemma 6.5 implies that the right side of (46) equals J(6), so we have shown

nz (81@) (gg) = (J()~1I(O)(J(0) " = (J ()

in probability under Py, as needed. O
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Proof of Theorem A.13. For convenience, write 0, = TWPE(X,,...,X,). As in the proof of Theorem 6.6,
the function G,, defined in (42) has gradient

VoG (6) = /0 (Fy M (w) — Fr (W) VoFy  (u) du,

hence its Hessian is
/ VoF, ' (u)(VeF, ' (u)) " du+/0 (Fy; Hu) — Ey N (w)VEE, H(u) du,
—J0)+ / (Fy () — F () V3F; ™ (u) du

where we used Lemma 6.5 in the second equality. Now we consider a Taylor expansion of VyG,, around 6*

to get the bound R o A
VOGn(en) = VGGn(e*) + szn(en)(en - 9*) + O]P’e(||9n - Q*H)

Since 0, satisfies V(;Gn(én) =0, it follows that \/ﬁ(én — 6*) has the same asymptotic distribution as
N1
- (vgan(en)) VoG (67).
To find this asymptotic distribution, we first note that, under our assumptions, we have
VG, (0%) — J(0%)

almost surely under Py« as n — co. Second, note that the functional central limit theorem for quantiles (see
[21, Theorem 4.6]) implies

VoG (6 \F/ Fpt(u) = Fy M (w)) Ve Fpat (u) du

%/ L_U)V(;F 2 (u) du,
0 Po-

i
(Fy-"(u))

in distribution under Py« as n — oo, where {B(u)}o<yu<1 is a standard Brownian bridge. Combining the two

observations above with Slutsky’s theorem implies desired result. O

Remark C.6. In [15, Section 3|, the authors present a similar analysis to obtain formulas for the second
derivatives of the squared-Wasserstein distance between a parameterized measure and an empirical measure.
Details are presented in a two-dimensional setting.

Proof of Theorem 6.7. Because of Assumption D.3, we may apply Proposition D.6 to see that (16) holds,
i.e. the function L£(z1,...,2y,0) = WZ(Py,n 1 31" | 6,,) satisfies

nzn: vaién(xla o aXTL) i
i=1

(;;25()(1, Xmén)) Z

=1

2
L(X1,...,X,,0,)

(Recall that we previously stated it only as a heuristic calculation.) We will handle the convergence of each
term separately.
First, we consider the summation. Use (60) to divide it into a “bulk” and “error” term

2

L(X1,..., X, 00)| =B, +¢,,
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where

n 2

, and

4 / )pg, () dz

:ié ”Z/ ( )T (X X)+(%b9j ob: ))Mpen()dﬂdl(x)

Jn~

We have B,, — J(6*) in probability, following the same reasoning as Theorem 6.6 for the case d = 1, using
the asymptotic consistency of 6,, and the assumed regularity of the map (z,8) — (pg(z), Po(z)). For the
error term, write R,, for the error appearing in condition (i) of the theorem, and use (57) to compute

ob;  Ob;

0~ 90 = 99 rer(X5) — 55¢%, 1 p, (X0)

:/O (Vﬂcao'@[];g—ﬂib(( )X +tX; )

1 T
9 .
:/0 <vxaa¢PﬁP9*(( X, +tX; ) (X; — X;)dt + R, || X; — X;|.

We can further manipulate first term on the right side, using (53) and Lemma D.1:
1 9 .

/0 (vxagw%eﬁlje* (1-8)X; + L‘Xj)> (Xj — X;)dt

1L/ .
:/0 (aav Yy ppe (1= )X, +th)> (X; — X;)dt

i T
= —/0 (%(Qtpg*aPe((l )X +tX;) —2((1 - ) X; + th))> (X, — X;)dt
T

Y7o
:_2/0 (aatpeﬁpe((l—t)Xﬁth)) (X; — X)) dt +O(|X; — Xi|I?).

When 6 = én, we can use the smoothness of part (i) of Assumption D.3 to further write

1 T
— QA (aaotpe* —P;, ((1 — t)Xz + th)> (XJ — Xz) dt
= =2 [ (@0 ((1 = X +43,)T (X = X))t +0(10, = 7] i = X, )
— 2@ (X0) (X, — X) +o(<|én 01X — XX —Xj)-

Combining the three previous displays yields

ob;  Ob, N
S~ G = 20 (6O = X+ O (R4 10— 71+ 1 — DI = 1),
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so plugging in to the definition of &, shows

¢,
2

=33 [ (0 10— 1= 1) ) 0 o ey

Jj~i
2

— 0| R+ 160 —671)? ZnZ/ r— Xo)p;, (x) MO ()

gri

2

ny / 1X: — X; (& — Xo)pg, () A (2)

gri

Now we can show that both of these terms vanish. For the first term, simply bound
2

O | Rt =010 30 Y [ o= Koy, () a4
i=1 i Y Lig

Jrvi

n 2
-0 ((Rn =01 Y ([ e = Xl @) cmd%x)))

=1

n 2
= O(Ry + 16— 6°])? -0 (i > (o[ tle = i, @ dH“(x))) ,

i=1
which vanishes in probability by assumption. For the second term, set D,, := max {||X; — Xj|| : ¢ ~ j} which
vanishes in probability since U is bounded and connected and {py}sco are uniformly bounded from below;

then we have
2

1 nZ/ 1X: = X; (& — Xo)py, () M4 ()

Miadd

_0(D?)-0 Z/ T X)py (2) dH' (x)

grvi

—0(D2)-0 (i i (v | = Xl @) d”“@)f)

i=1
which vanishes in probability. Therefore, we conclude

9
90

2
— 4J(6%)

1 n
o

=1

nVa, —L(X1,..., X, 00)

in probability as n — oco.
On the other hand, equation (61) and condition (¢) imply that aOQE(Xl, ..., Xn,0,) converges in proba-

bility to

( » 691/”33%139*( )89270( dx+/ Y py— Py () 862]09 )

Now note that we have 1p, ,p,. =0 and thus the above expression reduces to

0 0
( 9 %Qﬂpgapg* (x)%pe(l”) d$>
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Since Assumption D.3 implies that we can apply the pointwise continuity equation and then the divergence
theorem, we can use equation (53) to conclude

( R %wpﬂﬁpe* (m)%pe(:v) da;)
- (/Rd (Vxéi)l/lpe—me* (m))T
= (/Rd (;Vmwpeﬁlje* (x))Tq)e*(

—9 /R [ (2) Ppo- () dr = 2(6°).

0=0~

x)dx)
)dx)

Dy ()pe-
60~
)

(
x)po+ (x

0=0*

Thus, we have 002£(X1’ X, én) — 2J(6*) in probability.
Therefore, we have shown that the right-side of equation (16) converges to (2.J(6*))~24J(0*) = (J(6*))~!
and this finishes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 6.9. Tt suffices to show, for all A € R?, that T}, := ATTOSE has asymptotic sensitivity
equivalent to n=!AT(J(#))~*\. To do this, let us define

n

Z¢Tn(Xi) € RP.

i=1

1
L = —
n

Then, we differentiate T}, using the chain rule and condition (i) to obtain

Vo, Tn = (Dy, Tn) " A + (Dy, T,) "D(J ) (T)* [NZ,]]

!
+ (Dy,Ty) ( ZDWT” ) (J(T,)) A

+ 2 (Dgr, () () A

where D(J~1)(T,,) : RP — RP*? is the Jacobian of the map 6 — (J(6))~! at T),, and D(J~1)(T,,)* : RP*P —
RP is its adjoint. (Note that D(J~1)(T,)*[A] is the adjoint map applied to A, not the conjugate transpose
of the matrix D(J~1)(T,,)[A].) Now define

.
V= A+ D(J YT N2, ] + ( ZD0¢T ) (J(Ta) ™',

so that we have
Ve, T = (Da, To) Vo (Do, (X)) (J(T)) A

In particular, we can compute:

WS IV Tl = 03 (D, T Ve
j=1 j=1
2

+ 150 Don, T @y | (47)

+237 (D2, 1) Vo (D, (X)) T(I(T))71A).
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so it suffices to analyze the right side asymptotically as n — oc.
To do this, we claim V,, — 0 in probability. Indeed, combine the consistency of T,, and ULLN in condition
(ii) to obtain the following convergences in probability

= Z¢T ) = Eg- [¢o-(X)] =0 and Zaesi’T ) = Eg- [Oo o~ (X))

where the evaluation of the first expectation uses the centering convention for potentials. To evaluate the
second expectation, note that we can differentiate both sides of the centering condition 0 = fRd ¢9 d Py using
the chain rule and the continuity equation (by assumptions (i) and (iv) and Proposition B.4), leading to

0= Dg/ P9 APy =/ Do dPy +/ DooPydPy :/ D9¢gdP9+J(9)
R4 R4 R4 R4

hence

. ZDWT ) = Eg+ [Dgpg~(X)] = —J(0").

in probability as n — oo. Now we use this to show V,, — 0 in probability. We just showed Z,, — 0 in
probability, so we may apply condition (iii) and J(6*) = 0 to guarantee that 6§ — (J())~! is continuously
differentiable, hence

D(J T, M2, ] =0

in probability (by the continuous mapping theorem). Thus, we have

-
Vo =A+D(J T N2 ]+ ( Eﬁ%wg ) (J(6") A

S A+ 0— J(OF)(J(07) A
=0

in probability, as claimed.
Now we finish the proof by analyzing (47) as n — co. We claim that the first term vanishes in probability;
indeed, bound

n n
”Z ”(ijTn)TVnH2 < ”Z ||Dijn||2 [ Vall®
— =
and note that the first factor is tight by assumption and that the second factor vanishes by the previous

paragraph. We also claim that the third term also vanishes, which we show by using Cauchy-Schwarz twice
to obtain

n

D (D2, 1)V (Db, (X,) T (I(T) A

Jj=1

<> ||e, 1)V,
j=1

' H<D¢T,L(Xj>>T<J<Tn))_1AH

IN

z"; (0., 77 )|

: 2-;iuwn<x»u?

IN

IVall - 1T (Z)) Al

Tj
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Then, note that V,, vanishes by the previous paragraph, (J(T},)) "\ is tight by (iii) and the consistency of
T,, and the remaining factors are tight by assumption and by the WLLN, respectively. Lastly, we consider
the second term of (47), for which the ULLN in (ii) and the consistency of T, imply

%Z |Dor, <Xj>>T(J<Tn>>*“H2
j=1

= AT(J(Tn))_l% > Dér, (X;)(Dor, (X;) T (J(T0)~*A
j=1

= AT(J(07) " T(O)(J(67) A
= AT (J(O*) A

This finishes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 6.12. Fix § € © and R > 0. Since © is open, we have 6 + h/y/n € O for all |h|| < R
whenever n is sufficiently large.

By construction, T;, is a locally Lipschitz unbiased estimator of the continuously differentiable function
Xn(0) := Eg[T},], and, by assumption, hypotheses (i), (ii), and (iii) of Theorem 4.8 are satisfied. Therefore,
Theorem 4.8 applied to the estimand y,, yields

s (o (o ) () o)
for all ||h|| < R.

Now we show that the right side of (48) converges to (Vx(6)) " (J(8))~1Vx(#), uniformly over ||k < R. To
do this, write a,, p, := Vx,(0+h//n) and b := Vx(0), as well as M,, j, := (J(0+h//n)) " and N := (J(0)) .
On the one hand, the uniform convergence assumption (17) states exactly that supy,<g |lan,n —b] = 0; in
particular, sup|,<g [|@n,»l is bounded in n. On the other hand, since supy,<g [|h/v/n]| < R/y/n — 0, and
since J is continuous at 6 and J(¢) is invertible by hypothesis (i) of Theorem 4.8, the continuity of matrix
inversion at J(0) implies supy,<g [[Mn,n — N|| — 0. Combining these observations with the bound

|an w Mg — b NO| <l Mo = NI+ NI (lansll + 151 llan.n — bl

which holds for all ||h|| < R, we conclude

<Vxn (9 + \%))T <J (9 + \%))1 Vxn (9 + \%) —(Vx(O) T (J(6)Vx(8)] = 0
as n — 00.

Finally, taking the infimum over ||| < R in (48) and then sending n — oo, the preceding display yields

sup
hlI<R

liminf inf nSGJr%(Tn) > (Vx(0) T (J(0) "' Vx(9),

n—oo ||h||<R

which is (18), as needed. O

Appendix D: Multivariate Wasserstein Projection Estimators

In this appendix, we give a detailed discussion of our result on the asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency of the
Wasserstein projection estimator (WPE) in the setting where the data are multidimensional, i.e., d > 2,
including an explicit enumeration of the conditions required in our proof-of-concept result in Theorem 6.7.
This complements the discussion in Subsection 6.1 in which we proved asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency of
WPE in the univariate case, i.e., d = 1, under mild assumptions.
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To begin, we review some aspects of Kantorovich duality that will be needed in our statement and proof.
Recall that the Kantorovich duality theorem (see [65, Theorem 1.3]) for the quadratic cost c(z,y) := ||z —y||?
implies that, for any two probability measures P, Q € Py(R?) with finite second moments,

WiP.Q) = mux [ a@)apa)+ [ ) aQw. (19)
In the above,
n°(z) = inf (lz = yl* = n(y)) (50)

is the c-transform of the measurable function 1. That the maximum is attained in (49) is a consequence of
[65, Theorem 2.9] and the fact that P and @ have finite second moments. We will refer to (n°,7n) as a pair
of optimal Kantorovich potentials for P and ().

When P is a probability measure with a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure, a useful identity
for a pair of optimal dual potentials is:

(@) + n(trog(@)) = [[troq(z) — 2|, (51)

where tp_,¢ is the unique (that is, unique P-a.e.) optimal transport map between P and @ discussed in
(26). Indeed, (51) follows from (49), which in this case gives

/ 7(x) dP(z) + / n(tpo(x)) dP(z)
R4

Rd

/ 7(x) dP(z) + / n(y) dQ(y)
R4

Rd

/ ltpoo(z) — ] dP(x),
Rd

and from the fact that, by definition of n°, the inequality n°(z) 4+ n(y) < ||z — y||? holds for all z,y € R?.

While the existence of optimal Kantorovich potentials holds under very general assumptions, additional
geometric conditions are required to guarantee uniqueness of optimal potentials up to additive constants.
We discuss this next.

Lemma D.1. Let P € ’Pg,aC(Rd), and suppose that the support of P is the closure of an open and connected
set U. Then, up to additive constants, there is a unique solution to (49). Precisely, for any two solutions n, 7
of (49), there exists a constant a € R such that n(y) = 7i(y) +a for Q-a.e. y € R and n°(x) = 7(z) — a for
P-a.e. x € RY.

Proof. Suppose that 7,7 are two optimizers of (49). We start by observing that 7°“¢ = n° and that

n“(y) =n(y), Q-ae. yeR (52)

The first identity is straightforward to prove and is standard in the literature of optimal transport. For the
second identity, note that the inequality n°¢(y) > n(y) for all y € R? follows directly from the definition of
the ¢ transform. To get the reverse inequality, it suffices to note that, by optimality of 1, we must have

| w@ar@+ [ nwaew = [ w@ar@+ [ o)

Rd

which, when combined with n°¢ > 7, implies (52).
Next, using (51), (52), and the definition of n°, we see that

Vn(z) = 2(z — tpog(z)), P-ae. zcR (53)
Using the analogous formula for the gradient of 77, we obtain

Vne(x) = Vi‘(z), P-ae zeRL
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In particular, the function 7¢ — 7j¢ has gradient equal to zero for P almost every = € R?. Since the function
n — 7 is locally Lipschitz and U is open and connected, this implies that there is a constant a € R such that

n°(x) = °(x) —a

for every x in P’s support. Using this equality and (51) for both 1 and 7, we deduce that n(y) = 7(y) + a
for Q-a.e. y € R?, completing in this way the proof. O

Remark D.2. The pathwise connectivity of the support of P is an important assumption for the conclusion
of Lemma D.1 to hold. To see why, imagine a probability measure P € P3,.(R) whose support is the
set [—2,—1] U [1,2] and satisfies P([—2,—1]) = P([1,2]) = 1/2. Consider now an empirical measure ¢ =
iZ?:l 0z, with 21,29 € [-2,—1] and z3,24 € [1,2]. Since the distance between the sets [—2,—1] and
[1,2] is larger than the diameter of each of the sets, the optimal transport problem between P and () can
be completely decoupled into optimal transport problems within each of the connected components of P’s
support. Due to this, optimal Kantorovich potentials are defined up to additive constants on each of the
connected components of the support of P, and not just globally. More general conditions for uniqueness of
optimal Kantorovich potentials than the ones in Lemma D.1 are discussed in detail in [62].

Next, we can move to our statistical results. Towards this end, we enumerate the following conditions we
will require on the model P.

Assumption D.3. Suppose that p =1 and that P = {Py : § € O} is DWS and satisfies:

(i) There is a bounded, connected, open U C R? such that the support of Py equals U, for all § € ©.
(ii) There are constants cy,Cy > 0 such that, for all § € O, the distribution Py has a density pp with
respect to the Lebesgue measure, which satisfies ¢g < pg(x) < Cy for all z € U.
(iii) The function (x,0) € U x © — (pp(z), Po(x)) is twice continuously differentiable.

Remark D.4 (on Assumption D.3). Although Assumption D.3 consists of conditions directly on the model
P (rather than assumption on the empirical semi-discrete optimal transport problem itself, which we will
impose below), the requisite regularity is too strict even to include the cases of location families and scale
families; this is primarily due to the fact that we require all of our measures to have the same bounded
support. While we envision future work that significantly relaxes this regularity, we note that most works in
statistical optimal transport indeed rely on similar conditions [18, 31, 33]. We are only aware of the recent
work [5] which concludes powerful convergence results without some bounded support condition.

Specializing the above discussion to the case in which @ is an empirical measure of the form @ =
% S 84, we see that the squared distance W3 (P, Q) can be rewritten as

1
W2(P,Q) = =
5 (P,Q) i A

> b +/ ‘min {||lz —z;||* — b;} dP(z). (54)
Pt R4 Jj=1,....,n

Further, if P satisfies the assumptions of Lemma D.1, we can deduce from that lemma the existence of a
unique maximizer of (54) within the set of vectors b € R™ satisfying >~ ; b; = 0. For the measure P = P
as in Assumption D.3, this unique solution is denoted by b(z1,...,z,,0) and in what follows we argue that
b(x1,...,2n,0) is a continuously differentiable function of the points 1, ...z, and the parameter 6.
Toward this aim, observe that, after setting b, = — Z?;ll b;, the solution b(z1,...,x,,0) can be charac-
terized implicitly via the equation
1—n [, po(z)dz
0=G(b1,...,bp-1,21,...,2,,0) := e R* 1 (55)
L—nf, po(zr)dz

where V1, ..., V,_ are the sets (Laguerre cells):

‘/:L' = m(b17°"7bn717x17"'7x’n)

={r eRst. ||w —a;||> —b; < |z —z;||> = b;, Vj=1,...,n}

see [60, Chapter 6.4.2]. From this characterization, we can deduce the following results.
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Proposition D.5. Suppose that the model P satisfies Assumption D.3. Then

1 n
b(xy,...,xp,0) = arg max { g biJr/ min {||z:cj|2bj}dP9(x)}
—0 | o1 Rd J=1,...,n

bER™ 5.t 337 b=

is continuously differentiable in all its arqguments.

Proof. Using [60, Lemma 6.5] and the fact that the support of Py is pathwise connected, the matrix

[891}

b, i,j=1,...,n—1

can be verified to be invertible; here, G is the map defined in (55). The implicit function theorem implies
that b(z1,...,2z,,0) is continuously differentiable. O

While Assumption D.3 concerns the model P directly, we also need to place two assumptions on some
empirical quantities that appear throughout the analysis. To do this, recall the proof sketch of sensitivity-
efficiency in the case d = 1 (see (15) and (16)), which involves differentiating, with respect to the samples
X1,..., Xy, the first-order optimality conditions for T\WF¥ and then rearranging the resulting equation. Our
proof in the case d > 1 is similar, but the expressions for the derivatives are slightly more complicated. So,
before getting to the proof of our main result, we spend some time developing the concepts and notation for
these derivatives. For now, let z1,...,z, denote distinct points in R?, not necessarily random, and let us
consider the optimal transport problem from Py to P, = %Z?:l O, -

For the first assumption, use equation (54) or [60, Chapter 6.4.2] to write the squared-distance W2 (Ps, P,,)
as

(b1 yevbr ) ERT 4 1<i<n

1 n
o (ani o[ min (o -l - bndPe(a:)) . (56)
i=1 R

Under Assumption D.3, we may use Proposition D.5 to see that there is a unique maximizer for the
above problem, among the set of b € R™ satisfying > .- ; b; = 0. This maximizer will be denoted by
b = b(x1,...,2,,0), and Proposition D.5 states that b is continuously differentiable in all its arguments.
Also let ¢p, ,p : RY — R be the function given by

— 3 2
Upyop, (@) = min (o = a2 = b),

and write ¢, 5 for its c-transform, defined as ¢(y) := inf, epa ([|z — y||? — ¥(z)) for any ¥ : R? — R. By
Lemma D.1, and the optimality of b = b(z1,..., 2y, 0), we have, for all 1 < i < n:

Vo, p, (i) = b;. (57)

Also note that (¢p, me%{, - Pn) is a pair of optimal Kantorovich potentials for Py and P,.
For the second assumption, we require the notion of decomposing U into Laguerre cells. That is, given
b=0b(x1,...,2n,0), we define the following polyhedral set

Vi(z1,...,2n,0)
={r e RY: o — 2> — bi(0, 21, ..., 20) > |l2 — 2 |> = bj (0,21, ..., 2,), V1< j<n}

for each 1 < i < n. To simplify the notation in our computations, we often remove the explicit dependence

of the Laguerre cells on 6 or z1,...,z,, and simply write V;(0) or V;. By construction, we have
wpeﬁpn(x)zﬂx—a:iHQ—bi, foralll1 <i<nandzxelV,
and also
|z — 2| = b; = |& — 25]|> = bj,  forall1<i,j<nandzedV;NaV;, (58)
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where 0A denotes the boundary of a set A C R?. We say that V; and V; are neighbors and write i ~ j if
we have H41(0V; N OV;) > 0, where H?~! denotes the (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Using the
notation I';; := 9V; NIV}, we see that, up to a set of zero H41-measure, the boundary 9V; can be written as
U ;i Lij- In addition, (58) implies that, for ¢ ~ j, the set I';; is contained in a hyperplane with unit normal
vector (x; — ;) /||x; — x;||. That is, for i ~ j,

I, C {J: e R?: 21‘T(xj — ) + ||lzi])* - Hx]||2 +b;—b; = O} ) (59)

We are almost ready to give our main result. First, note the following in which we compute mixed partial
derivatives of the squared distance.

Proposition D.6. Under Assumption D.3 we have

0 _
VaiggWi PP = -2 [ Sglalpa(e)ds

V;(0)
60)
Tz — = - d—1
+N /F] (2(<I>0(:c)) (zj — i) + (30 89)) ”miixj”pg(m)d’}-[ (z)
and
0% o 5 0 9 5
wWQ (Fo, o) = R %wpeﬁp" (x)%pg(x) dz + /Rd VPP, (x)@po(l‘) dx. (61)

The proof of this result requires the following well-known result, whose statement in a classical smooth
setting can be found in [25, Theorem 6 in Appendix C.4].

Lemma D.7 (differentiation formula for moving regions). Let S C R? be a bounded set with a piecewise
smooth boundary 0S, and let {S(t)}ie(—cc) be a one-parameter family of sets obtained as S(t) = ~(t,5)
where 7 : (—¢,e) x R+ R 4s a differentiable function such that y(t,-) is a bijection for all t € (—¢,¢) and
(0, 2) = x for all x € RY. If f = f(t, ) is a continuous and piecewise smooth function, then

¢ = g x)dr z)ve(x) - e (x d=1(,
dt/mﬂx)dx/ﬂt)atf“’ )d +/ F(t @)or(2) - it (@) dHT () (62)

a5(t)

where vy is the velocity of the moving boundary 0S(t) and 7y is the outward pointing unit normal to the
boundary of S(t).

Proof of Proposition D.6. First we show (60). To do this, observe that

VWP = Vo |3 [ oy~ alpu(e) da
j=1 V](G)

Vo [l -l - bpateraz |
;Vj(a) ’ ’

thanks to the fact that Z?Zl b; = 0 and that fvj(a) po(x)de = % From the above and Lemma D.7, we see
that

Va, / (llz; — z||* = bj)pe(x) dz | = / Vo, (|lz — ;% — bj)pe(x) do
; PR ; | oy Vol =l =
:/ 2(x; — x)pe(x) dz,
Vi(0)
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where we observe that the boundary terms coming from the differentiation formula for moving regions cancel
out in pairs, given that for i ~ j we have (58) and the outer normal of V; along T';; is equal to the negative
of the outer normal of V; along I';;. Therefore,

VWP = [ 2w - o)) da. (63)
Vi(6)
From (63) we thus obtain
0 o _
%VMW2 (P9’ Pn)
0
=5 2(x; — )po(z) dz (64)

Vi(0)
Ope R _
— [ -0 e+ 2 [ (o= ) w@) T () 440 o)
Vi (6) ol aV;(9)
where in the last line we used again the differentiation formula for moving regions; in the above, ugy is the

velocity (at ) of the boundary 0V;(#) as 6 changes, and 7 represents the outer unit normal to 9V;(). In
order to develop the right hand side of (64), we first claim that

(ug(x)) Ti(z) = Ll oG (65)
2 [las — a4

for all z € T';;. To see this, consider a point x(6) € T';;(0) traveling as the boundary I';; changes with 6. By
the definition of I';;(#) in equation (59), we must have

0=2(z(0))" (z; — @) + llsl|* = 251 + b; — bi.

Differentiating both sides of the above equation with respect to # and using the fact that 7i(z) = (z; —
x;)/||lz; — x;|| for all z € T';;, we obtain (65). With identity (65) in hand, we can rewrite (64) as

9 . 2?2 ——8’”
SV WPy, o) =2 /V CEBLIINEDS / B0y ) A ),

(6) poor ||wz i

On the other hand, the continuity equation in strong form (which holds under Assumption D.3) and the
divergence theorem allow us to rewrite the first term on the right hand side of the above expression as

= 72/‘/ (z; — x)div(Pypy) dz
= 72/ Py (x)po(x) dz + 2/ (2 = @) (Po(2)) " ii(x)po(w) dH' " ()
Vi(0) aV;(0)
= - T (x T LT T =1(g).
=2 @2 [ @)@ )

+(0) ppor

Combining the two previous displays, we deduce that %VziWQZ(Pg,Pn) is equal to the right hand side
of (60) and in particular is continuous in all its arguments. Similarly, a direct computation reveals that
V. %WQQ(PQ, P,,) is continuous in all its arguments (although the expression obtained from a direct compu-
tation is less interpretable), so Clairaut’s theorem implies Vmi%Wg(Pg, P,) = %Vzi W2(Py, P,), whence
(60).

Second, we show equation (61). Towards this end, observe that

0 3p
aeWZ Pg’ / QZ)PQ—)Pn 9( )d



which is derived similarly to the formula for V., W2 (Py, P,) at the beginning of the proof the previous part.
Differentiating the above expression with the aid of the differentiation formula for moving regions we deduce
(61). O

Finally, we can state the additional assumptions required in our result on asymptotic sensitivity-efficiency
for the multidimensional WPE. We will give several remarks about these assumptions in the rest of the
appendix.

Assumption D.8. Under Assumption D.3, suppose that, if X1, X5, ... are i.i.d. samples from Py« for 6* € O,
then we have

(i) supgeo ||vm%w§39_>l5n - Vz%ﬂif:eﬁps* | Lo () = op,. (1), and
2
(i) 2320, (7 fo, llo = Xillpg, (2) dH4(2)) = Op,. (1).

Remark D.9 (on assumption (i) of Assumption D.8). It may appear that assumption (¢) is rather strict
(since it requires uniform convergence of some higher-order derivatives of the optimal dual potentials),
but we argue through some basic examples (location family and scale family) that it is not unreasonable;
however, recall from Remark D.4 that both of these examples are excluded from the theorem because of
Assumption D.3. As such, we believe one could verify this condition in some more difficult models of interest,
albeit with significantly more work; see [29] for similar results under additional regularity that need not hold
in our applications.
First, we consider the case of a location family, as in Example A.1, where we claim that we have

a C 8 C
vib%'lsze—)Pn (x) = Vx%d)PgﬁPe* (x) = —2ly

To see this, note that the optimal transport map between Py and an arbitrary Q € Po(R?) can be written
in terms of the transport map between Py and @) according to

tr,Q(7) = tp,q(r —0),

thanks to Brenier’s theorem. From this identity and (53) above, we have the following identity for the
potentials:

Vpy-@(2) = Ypmqle —0) +20 - (- 0) + C(6),
where C(+) is a function of #. This implies

U, o(@) = Vi o) — 20 -z + C(6),

so differentiating with respect to 6 and then with respect to x yields
VoVotbp, () = —21g,

regardless of . Taking Q = Py~ and Q = P, gives the result.
Second, we consider the case of a scale family, as in Example A.2. We can write the optimal transport
map between Py and an arbitrary @ € Po(R?) in terms of the transport map between Py and @ according

to
T

tp,—o(z) =tp, 0 (5) ,
thanks to Brenier’s theorem. This leads to
Upy—q(x) = (L= 0)||z[* + 0v%, o (z) + C(8),

which in turn implies

a C C
VI%T/’PQ—@(%) = erpl_,Q(x) - 2z.
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In particular, we have shown

a C 8 C c C
VI%QQPB*)P" (Z‘) - Vﬂf@wpg—)])g* (m) = vﬁwPlg)Pn (‘1:) - vwalﬁPg* (.T)

We see from the above that (i) in Theorem 6.7 reduces to the uniform consistency for the gradients of the
potentials for the single model P;.

Remark D.10 (on assumption (i7) of Assumption D.8). In order to argue that this condition is not so
unreasonable, we give a heuristic calculation to explain why it may be expected to hold in some models
of interest. First, recall that all the densities py are uniformly bounded away from zero, hence Py-volumes
are uniformly comparable to volumes under the Lebesgue measure. Thus, since each Laguerre cell V; has
mass n~' under F; Dby definition, it follows that the Lebesgue measure of V; is n~! up to constants. If
V; is uniformly elliptic (that is, if we can inscribe a ball whose volume is a constant order multiple of the
volume of the cell), then its perimeter has size n~(@=1/d and the typical distance between a point z € 9V,
and x; is n’%, both up to constants; thus, the collection of random variables appearing in assumption (i7)
would indeed be tight. However, making this intuition precise requires a fine analysis of the geometry of the
random Laguerre diagram induced by the data, and specifically requires estimates on the surface area of the
(d — 1)-dimensional faces of the Laguerre cells. Some works that have analyzed related geometric features
of random Laguerre diagrams (albeit in the Poisson point process setting) include [42] and the recent book
chapter [59].
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