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Abstract

a novel approach for comparing distributions whose supports do not necessarily lie

on the same metric space. Unlike Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) distance which compares pairwise
distances of elements from each distribution, we consider a method allowing to embed the metric
measure spaces in a common Euclidean space and compute an optimal transport (OT) on the
embedded distributions. This leads to what we call a sub-embedding robust Wasserstein (SERW)

distance. Unde

r some conditions, SERW is a distance that considers an OT distance of the (low-

distorted) embedded distributions using a common metric. In addition to this novel proposal that
generalizes several recent OT works, our contributions stands on several theoretical analyses: (i) we
characterize the embedding spaces to define SERW distance for distribution alignment; (i) we prove
that SERW mimics almost the same properties of GW distance, and we give a cost relation between
GW and SERW. The paper also provides some numerical illustrations of how SERW behaves on
matching problems.

1 Introduction

Many central tasks

in machine learning often attempt to align or match real-world entities, based

on computing distance (or dissimilarity) between pairs of corresponding probability distributions.
Recently, optimal transport (OT) based data analysis has proven a significant usefulness to achieve

such tasks, arising from designing loss functions (Frogner et al., [2015), unsupervised learning (Arjovsky
et all [2017), clustering (Ho et all [2017), text classification (Kusner et all [2015)), domain adapta-

tion (Courty et al.

2017), computer vision (Bonneel et al., |2011} [Solomon et al., |2015), among many

more applications (|

Kolouri et al., [2017; [Peyré and Cuturi, 2019)). Distances based on OT are referred

to as the Monge-Ka

ntorovich or Wasserstein distance (Mongel, [1781; [Kantorovichl, [1942; [Villani, [2009).

OT tools allow for a natural geometric comparison of distributions, that takes into account the metric
of the underlying space to find the most cost-efficiency way to transport mass from a set of sources to

a set of targets. Th

e success of machine learning algorithms based on Wasserstein distance is due to

its nice properties (Villani, [2009) and to recent development of efficient computations using entropic

regularization (Cuturi, 2013; |Genevay et al., 2016; |Altschuler et al., 2017} |Alaya et al., 2019)).




Distribution alignment using Wasserstein distance relies on the assumption that the two sets of
entities in question belong to the same ground space, or at least pairwise distance between them
can be computed. To overcome such limitations, one seeks to compute Gromov-Wasserstein (GW)
distance (Sturm), [2006; Mémoli, 2011)), which is a relaxation of Gromov-Hausdorff distance (Mémoli, 2008;
Bronstein et all 2010). GW distance allows to learn an optimal transport-like plan by measuring how
the distances between pairs of samples within each ground space are similar. The GW framework has
been used for solving alignment problems in several applications, for instance shape matching (Mémoli,
2011), graph partitioning and matching (Xu et al., [2019)), matching of vocabulary sets between different
languages (Alvarez-Melis and Jaakkola, [2018)), generative models (Bunne et all 2019), or matching
weighted networks (Chowdhury and Mémoli, [2018)), to name a few. However, computing GW distance
induces a heavy computation burden as the underlying problem is a non-convex quadratic program
and NP-hard (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019). [Peyré et al. (2016) propose an entropic version called entropic
GW discrepancy, that leads to approximate GW distance.

In this paper, we develop a distance, that is similarly to Gromow-Wasserstein applied on sets
of entities from different spaces. Our proposal builds upon metric embedding that allows for an
approximation of some “hard” problem with complex metric spaces into another one involving “simpler”
metric space (Matousek, 2002) and upon Wasserstein OT cost on the embedding space. Hence, unlike
GW distance that compares pairwise distances of elements from each distribution, we consider a method
that embeds the metric measure spaces into a common Euclidean space and computes a Wasserstein
OT distance between the embedded distributions. In this context, we introduce a distance, robust
to isometry in the embedding space, that generalizes the “min-max” robust OT problem recently
introduced in [Paty and Cuturi (2019)), where the authors consider orthogonal projections as embedding
functions. Main contributions of this work are summarized in the following three points:

e We propose a framework for distribution alignment from different spaces using a sub-embedding
robust Wasserstein (SERW) distance. As central contribution, we develop the theoretical analysis
characterizing the embedding spaces so that SERW be a distance;

e We provide mathematical evidence on the relation between GW and our SERW distances.
We show for instance, that one key point for approximating GW is that the embeddings be
distance-preserving;

e We sketch a potential algorithm describing how our distance can be computed in practice and
present numerical illustrations on simulated and real datasets that support our theoretical results.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we introduce the definitions of
Wasserstein and GW distances, and we set up the embedding spaces. In Section [3| we investigate
metric measure embedding for non-aligned distributions through an OT via SERW distance. Section
is dedicated to numerical experiments on matching tasks based on simulated and real data. The proofs
of the main results are postponed to the appendices.

2 Preliminaries

We start here by reviewing basic definitions of the materials needed to introduce the main results.
We consider two metric measure spaces (mm-space for short) (Gromov et all 1999) (X,dx, p) and
(Y,dy,v), where (X, dx) is a compact metric space and p is a probability measure with full support,
i.e. u(X) =1 and supp[u] = X. We recall that the support of a measure supp[u] is the minimal closed
subset Xy C X such that u(X\Xy) = 0. Similarly, we define the mm-space (Y,dy,v). Let 2(X)
be the set of probability measures in X and p € {1,2}. We define &2,(X) as its subset consisting of
measures with finite p-moment, i.e.,

Pp(X) = {ne P(X): My(n) < oo},



where M, (1) = [y d% (x,0)dn(z). For p € Z(X) and v € 2(Y), we write II(p,v) C Z(X xY) for
the collection of probability measures (couplings) on X x Y as

O(p,v)={re XX xY):YVACX,BCY,
T(AxY) = p(A) and 7(X x B) = v(B)}.

Wasserstein distance. The Monge-Kantorovich or the 2-Wasserstein distance aims at finding an
optimal mass transportation plan 7 € (X x Y') such that the marginals of 7 are respectively p and
v, and these two distributions are supposed to be defined over the same ground space, i.e., X =Y. It
reads as

W2(u,v) =  inf / & (2, 2')dr (z, 7). (1)
m€ll(uv) J X x X

The infimum in is attained, and any probability 7 which realizes the minimum is called an optimal
transport plan.

Gromov-Wasserstein distance. In contrast to Wasserstein distance, GW one deals with measures
that do not necessarily belong to the same ground space. It learns an optimal transport-like plan
which transports samples from a source metric space X into a target metric space Y by measuring
how the distances between pairs of samples within each space are similar. Following the pioneering
work of |Mémoli| (2011), GW distance is defined as

GW3(u,v) = 5 inf  Jx(p,v)

1
2 rel(p,v)

where

To(v) = / / Udx (x,2'), dy (g, y'))dr(z, y)dn (' o)

X2xY?2

with a quadratic loss function £(a,b) = |a — b|?. [Peyré et al.| (2016) propose an entropic version called
entropic GW discrepancy, allowing to tackle more flexible losses ¢, such as mean-square-error or
Kullback-Leibler divergence. The latter version includes an entropic regularization of 7 in the GW
distance computation problem.

Metric embedding. Metric embedding consists in characterizing a new representation of the samples
based on the concept of distance preserving.

Definition 1. A mapping ¢ : (X,dx) — (Z,dz) is an embedding with distortion T, denoted as T-
embedding, if the following holds: there exists a constant k > 0 (“scaling factor”) such that for all
z, 7 € X,

kdx(z,2) <dz(p(x),d(z)) < Thdx(x,2"). (2)

The approximation factor in metric embedding depends on a distortion parameter of the ¢
embedding. This distortion is defined as the infimum of all 7 > 1 such that the above condition
holds. If no such 7 exists, then the distortion of ¢ is infinity.

In this work we will focus on target spaces Z that are normed spaces endowed with Euclidean
distance. Specifically, for some integer d to be specified later, we will consider the metric space
(Z=R%dz = | -||). Hence, one can always take the scaling factor x to be equal to 1 (by replacing ¢
by %gzﬁ) Note that an embedding ¢ with distortion at most 7 < oo is necessarily one-to-one (injective).
Isometric embeddings are for instance embeddings with distortion 1. For more details about embeddings,
we invite the reader to look at the technical report of Matousek (2013).



We suppose hereafter k = 1 in and we denote by F4(X) and F4(Y") the set of 74-embedding
¢: X — R? and 1y-embedding 1 : Y — R, respectively. We further assume that ¢(0) = 1(0) = 0. It
is worth noting that when X and Y are finite spaces, then they are non empty. Indeed, suppose we are
given a set of n data points {x1,za,...,2,} = X, then Bourgain’s embedding theorem (Bourgain) 1985)
guarantees the existence of an embedding ¢ : X — (R%,|| - ||) with tight distortion at most O(logn),
ie., 7y = O(log n) and the target dimension d = O(log®n). We stress that d is independent of the
original dimensions of X and Y and depends only on the number of the given data points n and m
and the accuracy-embedding parameters 745 and 7. Hence for data points {x1,z2,...,2,} = X and
{y1,92,...,Zm} =Y underlying the distributions of interest, one has

d = O(log?(max(n,m)). (3)

Let’s highlight all the above criteria characterizing the metric embeddings we will consider to define
our novel distance and that will help us shape some of its properties.

Assumption 1. Assume that (X,dx,pn) and (Y,dy,v) are finite mm-spaces containing the origin
0, and endowed with measures p and v. Assume also that X and Y are of cardinalities n and
m, the target dimension d satisfies ([3), Fao(X) = {¢ : X — Rd,7¢-embedding, with ¢(0) = 0} and
FoY) = {¢ : Y — R% 7-embedding, with 1(0) = 0}. The distortions parameters 75 € Demp(X),
Ty € Demb(Y) where Demb(X) = [1’ O(log(n))] and Demb(Y) = [1? O(log(m))]

3 Metric measure embedding and OT for distribution alignment

Let us give first the overall structure of our approach of non-aligned distributions, which generalizes
recent works (Alvarez-Melis and Jaakkola, 2018; [Paty and Cuturi, 2019). The generalization stands
on the fact that the two distributions lie on two different metric spaces and this fact raises several
challenging questions about the characterization of the embeddings for yielding a distance. In our
approach, we consider a general setup that relies on non-linear embeddings before aligning the measures.
Note, if the metric spaces coincide for both distributions and the embeddings are restricted to be linear
(subspace projection) then, our distance reduces to the one proposed by Paty and Cuturi (2019).

In this work, we aim at proposing a novel distance between two measures defined on different
mm-spaces. This distance will be defined as the optimal objective of some optimization problem, we
provide technical details and conditions ensuring its existence in the first part of this section. We then
present formally our novel distance and its properties including its cost relation with GW distance.

In a nutshell, our distribution alignment distance between p and v is obtained as a Wasserstein
distance between pushforwards (see Definition of 4 and v w.r.t. some appropriate couple of
embeddings (¢, ) € Fq(X) x Fq(Y). Towards this end, we need to exhibit some topological properties
of the embeddings spaces, leading at first to the existence of the constructed OT approximate distances.

3.1 Topological properties of the embedding spaces

We may consider the function I'x : F4(X) x F4(X) — Ry such that I'x (¢, ¢') = sup,ex ||¢(x) — ¢/ (2],
for each pair of embeddings ¢, ¢’ € F4(X). This function defines a proper metric on the space of
embeddings F;(X) and it is referred to as the supremum metric on Fy(X). Indeed, I'x satisfies all the
conditions that define a general metric. We analogously define the metric I'y on Fy4(Y). With the
aforementioned preparations, the embeddings spaces satisfy the following topological property.

Proposition 1. (F4(X),I'x) and (Fq(Y),T'y) are both compact metric spaces.

!There exists an absolute constant C' > 0 such that 74 < C'logn.



Endowing the embedding spaces with the supremum metrics is fruitful, since we get benefits from
some existing topological results, based on this functional space metric, to prove the statement in
Proposition

To let it more readable, the proof of Proposition [I]is divided into 5 steps summarized as follows: first
step is for metric property of Fy4(X); second one shows completeness of F;(X); third establishes the
totally boundedness of Fy4(X), namely that one can recover this space using balls centered on a finite
number of embedding points; the last is a conclusion using Arzela-Ascoli’s Theorem for characterizing
compactness of subsets of functional continuous space, see Appendix for all theses details and their
proofs.

Let us now give a definition of pushforward measures.

Definition 2. (Pushforward measure). Let (S,.) and (T, ) be two measurable spaces, f:S — T
be a mapping, and n be a measure on S. The pushforward of n by f, written fun, is the measure on T
defined by fun(A) =n(f~1(A)) for A€ F. Ifn is a measure and f is a measurable function, then
f4m is a measure.

3.2 Sub-Embedding OT

Let assume that Assumption |1 holds. Following Paty and Cuturi| (2019)), we define an embedding
robust version of Wasserstein distance between pushforwards ¢uu € 22,(R?) and ¢y € Z,(R?) for
some appropriate couple of embeddings (¢, 1) € F4(X) x F4(Y). We then consider the worst possible
OT cost over all possible low-distortion embeddings. The notion of “robustness” in our distance stands
from the fact that we look for this worst embedding.

Definition 3. The d-dimensional embedding robust 2- Wasserstein distance (ERW) between u and v
reads as

1 .
E}(p,v) = - inf sup Wi (dap, (rovp)av),
T€RA peFy(X) peFa(Y)

where Ry stands for the set of orthogonal mappings on R and o denotes the composition operator
between functions.

The infimum over the orthogonal mappings on R? corresponds to a classical orthogonal procrustes
problem (Gowerl, |1975; Grave et al., [2019). It learns the best rotation between the embedded points,
allowing to an accurate alignment. The orthogonality constraint ensures that the distances between
points are preserved by the transformation.

Note that £7(u, v) is finite since the considered embeddings are Lipschitz and both of the distribu-
tions p and v have finite 2-moment due to Assumption [I} Next, using results of pushforward measures,
for instance see Lemmas [7] and [§] in the Appendices, we explicit ERW in Lemma [T} whereas Lemmas
and [4] establish the existence of embeddings that achieve the suprema defining both ERW and SERW.

Lemma 1. For any (¢,v) € Fa(X) x Fq(Y) and r € Rq, let Jyypra(p,v) = fX><YH¢(‘T) _
r(1(y))|[Pdn(z,y). One has

1
E3(p,v) = = inf sup inf J, (u,v).
‘ PR ge o (X) e Fa(y) Telln) T

By the compactness property of the embedding spaces (see Proposition , the set of optima defining
E3(p,v) is not empty.

Lemma 2. There ezist a couple of embeddings (¢*,1*) € Fg(X) x Fq(Y') and r* € Ry such that
1 * * *
€, v) = S W3 (03m, (1" 0 ") 4v).
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Clearly, the quantity 53 (u,v) is difficult to compute, since an OT is a linear programming problem
that requires generally super cubic arithmetic operations. Based on this observation, we focus on the
corresponding “min-max” problem to define the d-dimensional sub-embedding robust 2-Wasserstein
distance (SERW). For the sake, we make the next definition.

Definition 4. The d-dimensional sub-embedding robust 2-Wasserstein distance (SERW) between p
and v is defined as

1
S2(p,v) == inf inf sup J 1, v).
i ( ) m€M(p,v,m) T€RA g Fy(X) b eFa(Y) ¢,w,mr( )

Thanks to the minimax inequality, the following holds.
Lemma 3. £%(u,v) < 83 (u,v).

We emphasize that ERW and SERW quantities play a crucial role in our approach to match
distributions in the common space R? regarding pushforwards of the measures p and v realized by a
couple of optimal embeddings and a rotation. Optimal solutions for 83(/1, v) exist. Namely:

Lemma 4. There ezist a couple of embeddings (¢*,1*) € Fg(X) x Fq(Y') and r* € Ry such that

S?l(,u,y) = inf J¢*7w*77«*7ﬂ-<,u,, I/).

1
2 rell(p,v)

The proofs of Lemmas [2[ and [4| rely on the continuity under integral sign Theorem (Schilling, 2005),
and the compactness property of the embedding spaces, the orthogonal mappings on R¢ space and the
coupling transport plan II(u, v), see Appendices and for more details.

Recall that we are interested in distribution alignment for measures coming from different mm-
spaces. One hence expects that SERW mimics some metric properties of GW distance. To proceed in
this direction, we first prove that SERW defines a proper metric on the set of all weakly isomorphism
classes of mm-spaces. In our setting the terminology of weakly isomorphism means that there exists a
pushforward mapping between mm-spaces. If such a pushforward is 1-embedding the class is called
strongly isomorphism.

Proposition 2. Let Assumption |1| holds and assume X C RP and Y C RY' with D # D'. Then,
8%(u,v) = 0 happens if and only if the couple of embeddings (¢*,¢*) and r* € Rq optima of S3(u,v)
verify p = (¢* L or* op*)yv and v = (1 0 *) " 0 ¢*)pp.

Figure [1] illustrates the mappings between the embedding spaces and how they are assumed to
interact in order to satisfy condition in Proposition [2l In |Mémoli (2011) (Theorem 5, property (a)),
it is shown that GW3(u,v) = 0 if and only if (X, dx, ) and (Y,dy,v) are strongly isomorphic. This
means that there exists a Borel measurable bijection ¢ : X — Y (with Borel measurable inverse
¢ 1) such that ¢ is 1-embedding and ¢4 u = v. The statement in Proposition [2]is a weak version of
the aforementioned result, because neither ¢* ! o ¢)* nor (r* o ¢*)_1 o ¢* are isometric embeddings.
However, we succeed to find a measure-preserving mapping relating p and v to each other via the given
pushforwards in Proposition 2| Note that 7* o ¢* maps from the Y space to R? while ¢* maps from
X to R?. Our distance 33 (1, v) vanishes if and only if 4 and v are mapped through the embeddings
¢* 1 and (r*o ¢*)_1. With these elements, we can now prove that both ERW and SERW are further
distances.

Proposition 3. Assume that statement of Proposition[q holds. Then, ERW and SERW define a proper
distance between weakly isomorphism mm-spaces.
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Figure 1: Tlustration of the preserving measure mappings between the mm-spaces (X, dy, ) and
(Y,dy,v) given in Proposition [2, The embedding ¢* maps from X to R? while r* o ¢* maps from Y to
R?. Our distance Sg(u, v) = 0 vanishes if and only if y and v are mapped through the embeddings

(6) " and (0 4) .

3.3 Cost relation between GW and SERW

In addition to the afore-mentioned theoretical properties of SERW, we establish a cost relation metric
between GW and SERW distances. The obtained upper and lower bounds depend on approximation
constants that are linked to the distortions of the embeddings.

Proposition 4. Let Assumption[]] holds. Then,
1
§QW§(M7 V) S SZI(:UH V) + O‘M,u,,z/

where o = 2inf ep_ (x) €D (V) (To Ty — 1) and M, , = 2(Mi(p) + Mi(v)).

Proposition 5. Let Assumption[1] holds. Then,
Si(n,v) < BGW3 (1, v) + 4BM .,

where 8= 28Up, ep_ (x),mpeDon(v) (o T70) and M, = (/Mo (p) + /My (1)) (v/ Ma(v) ++/ M (v)) +
Ma(p) + Ma(v).

Proofs of Propositions [] and [f] are presented in Appendices and We use upper and lower
bounds of GW distance as provided in . The cost relation between SERW and GW
distances obtained in Propositions [4 and [5] are up to the constants «, 8 which are depending on the
distortion parameters of the embeddings, and up to an additive constant through the p-moments M),
of the measures p and v. In the following we highlight some particular cases leading to closed form of
the upper and lower bounds for the cost relation between GW and SERW distances.

3.4 Fixed sub-embedding for distribution alignment

From the computational point of view, computing SERW distance seems a daunting task, since one
would have to optimize over the product of two huge embedding spaces F;(X) x F4(Y). However in
some applications we may not require solving over F;(X) x F4(Y) and rather have at disposal known



embeddings in advance. For instance, for image-text alignment we may leverage on features extracted
from pre-trained deep architectures (VGG (Simonyan and Zisserman, 2015) for image embedding, and
Word2vec Mikolov et al.| (2013)) for projection the text). Roughly speaking, our SERW procedure with
respect to these fixed embeddings can be viewed as an embedding-dependent distribution alignment for
matching. More precisely, the alignment quality is strongly dependent on the given embeddings; the
lower distorted embeddings, the more accurate alignment.

Definition 5. For a fized couple of embeddings (¢f,v¢) € Fa(X) x F4(Y), we define the fized
sub-embedding robust Wasserstein (FSERW) as

1
S3=5 inf inf J .
d 277611_[1%/171/)7‘161}[3[1 ‘z’fﬂ/’fﬂ"ﬂr(ﬂyV)

Lemma 5. :S'g defines a proper distance if and only if 1= (¢; "t o (ryovpy))uv and v = ((ry o wf)_l °
Gf)#p, where vy = inf.cr, J¢f7¢f,,,,ﬂ(,u, v).

The cost relation guarantees given in Propositions [3| and 4] are dependent on the distortions of the
fixed embeddings, i.e., the constants a and 3 become: oy = 2(74,7y, — 1) and fy = 2(T¢2)f + Tif). Then
the following holds

Lemma 6. One has 36W3(u,v) < S2(p,v) + oy M, and S3(u,v) < BrGW3(u,v) + 4B M, .

In a particular case of isometric embeddings, our procedure gives the following cost relation
1 _
FIWs(,v) < Si(,v) <AGW5 (1, v) +16M .

The additive constants M, , and M uv can be upper bounded in a setting of data preprocessing, for
instance in the case of a normalization preprocessing we have M, , < 4 and M, , < 6.

4 Numerical experiments

Here we illustrate how SERW distance behaves on numerical problems. We apply it on some toy
problems as well as on some problems usually addressed using GW distance.

Sketch of practical implementation. Based on the above presented theory, we have several
options for computing the distance between non-aligned measures and they all come with some
guarantees compared to a GW distance. In the simpler case of fixed embedding, if the original spaces
are subspaces of R%, any distance preserving embedding can be a good option for having an embedding
with low distortion. Typically, methods like multidimensional scaling (MDS) (Kruskal and Wish, 1978),
Isomap (Tenenbaum et al., 2000) or Local linear embedding (LLE) (Roweis and Saul, [2000) can be
good candidates. One of the key advantages of SERW is that it considers non-linear embedding before
measure alignments. Hence, it has the ability of leveraging over the large zoo of recent embedding
methods that act on different data structures like text (Grave et al., 2018]), graphs (Grover and Leskovec,
2016; Narayanan et al., 2017)), images (Simonyan and Zisserman) 2015)), or even histograms (Courty
et al., 2018).

In the general setting our theoretical results require computing Sg(u, v) to solve the problem given
in the Definition . We sketch in Section a practical procedure to learn from samples X = {z;}7
and Y = {y;}]2,, non-linear neural-network based embedding functions ¢ and ¢ that maximize the
Wasserstein distance between the embedded samples while minimizing the embedding distortion.



4.1 Implementation details on learning the embeddings

In practice, for computing 83 (1, v), we need to solve the problem given in Equation . As stated
above in some practical situations, we leverage on existing embeddings and consider the problem
without the maximization over the embedings as the space is restricted to an unique singleton. In some
other cases, it is possible to learn the embedding that maximizes the Wasserstein distance between
embedded examples and that minimizes the distance distortion of the embedding. In what follows, we
detail how we have numerically implemented the computation of 83(u,v) from samples {x;} and {y;}
respectively sampled from X and Y according to u and v. The problem we want to solve is

min min max{ Z llp(zs) — (yg) H27Tm Z (01)57 Cd) ) Z (Clyj’ Cw )} (4)

mell(pu,v) r€Rq ¢, i G i

with TI(u,v) = {r € R®™™|x1,, = pu,7' 1, = v}. In this equation, the first sum corresponds to the
optimal transport cost function and the other two sums compute the distortion between pairwise
distances in the input space and embedded space respectively for the x and the y. In the notation,
D(-,-) is a loss function that penalizes the discrepancy between the input C’Z)g and embedded Cf’s j
distances. This distance loss D has been designed so as to encourage the embedding to preserve
pairwise distance up to a 7 factor. Hence

c?. .
X o} 2,J )
(C ,]70 ) <Cz)§ > > CX

: : ct cy . : : -
with min;; ﬁ < 7 < max;xj # and 1(-) denotes the indicator function. In the experiments 7 is

fixed as max(0.9 max;; gi , N, £ gi ). It penalizes the embbeded couples of inputs whose embbeded
pairwise distances are the most dlssumlar to the input pairwise distances. As these specific discrepancies
impact the estimation of the distorsion rate of the embedding, the designed loss has been tailored to
reduce the distorsion rate comparatively to those of the initial embeddings.

In practice, the embedding functions ¢ and ¢ have been implemented in the following way

¢p=(O+gox)oh  ¢=(T+gs) o hy (5)

where I is the identity matrix, gx : R — R% and gy : R¢ — R are trainable neural networks based
embeddings and hgy, : X — R? and hgy 1Y — R? are data-dependent low-dimensional projections
that preserves (local) distances. Typically, for the h functions, we have considered in our experiments
algorithms like MDS or LLE.

So the learning problem described in Equation involves a max-min problem over the Wasserstein
distance of the mapped samples. For solving the problem, we have adopted an alternate optimization
strategy where for each mini-batch of samples from {z;} and {y;}, we first optimize r and 7 at fixed
¢ and 9 and then optimize the embeddings for fixed optimal r and 7. In practice, the sub-problem
with respects to r and 7 is an invariant OT problem and can be solved using the algorithm proposed
by |Alvarez-Melis et al.| (2019). gg, and gp, is implemented as two fully connected neural networks
with leaky ReLU activation functions and no bias. They are optimized using stochastic gradient using
Adam as optimizers. Some details of the algorithms is provided in Algorithm

4.2 Toy example

In this example, we extracted randomly n = m = 1000 samples from MNIST, USPS and Fashion
MNIST data sets, denoted by X, Y and Z. We compare GW distances between three possible
matchings with the assorted SERW distances. We pre-process the data in order to fix the parameter



Algorithm 1: CoMPUTING SERW WITH TRAINED ¢ AND ¥

Input: Source and target samples: (X, ) and (Y, v)
Input: the embedding ¢ = Id + go, and ¥ = Id + gg,
Input: Epoch
for k=1 to F do
forb=1to B do
sample batches x and y from the two input spaces
get x. < ¢(z) and ye + Y(y)
get r* and 7* by minimizing Equation with using x. and y.
update Ox and 6y by maximizing Equation @) using r* and 7*
end for
end for
Return: nl

k)

9

—.— SW(X,Y)/SWu(Y, Z@)
LA\ == SWu(X,Z)/SWalY, Z)

10

rate of distorsions
GW distance ratio

SERW Distance ratio

0.94

® .,

T T T T T
100 200 100 200 100 200

Dimension of the embedded data Dimension of the embedded data Dimension of the embedded data

Figure 2: Plots of (left) the distortion rate; (middle) various bounds in Proposition |5} (right) GW cost
and the distance ratio of SERW between the data points; as a function of the target dimension of
embedded data d. The bold points in the right panel correspond to GWso(X,Y)/GWs (Y, Z) (red) and
GWa(X, Z)/GWa(Y, Z) (blue).
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M, , and M uv as discussed previously. We then vary the dimension of the embedded points from
log(n)? up to the smallest dimension of the original samples. We perform the embeddings by using LLE
followed by a non-linear embedding scheme aiming at minimizing the distance distortion as described
in Appendix

In Figuree report plots of the distortion rate, the additive constant M v 10 the upper bound
in Proposition b and the distance ratio of SERW for the three data sets X, Y and Z. As can be
seen the rates decrease as the embedding dimension increase. Note that to determine the distortion
coefficient for each given embedded dimension, we compute the quotient of the pairwise distances
both in the original and embedding spaces. Thus, this high magnitudes of the upper bounds are due
to a “crude” estimation of the distortion rate. One may investigate a better estimation to reach a
tighter upper bound. For this toy set, we investigate a useful property in our approach called proximity
preservation, a property stating that:

GWalp,v) < GWalp,n) = Sa(p,v) < Sa(p,n).

In order to confirm this property, we compute the ratio between Sy(X,Y)/Sq(Y, Z) and Sy(X, Z2)/S4(Y, 2Z)
for various embeddings and compare the resulting order with GWa(X,Y)/GWa (Y, Z) and GW1 (X, Z)/GWa (Y, Z).
As seen in Figure [2| while the ratios vary their order is often preserved for large embedding dimensions.

4.3 Meshes comparison

—0.25 A1

—0.50 1

—0.75 1

—1.00 -

Figure 3: GW, SGW, and SERW distances between 3D meshes of galloping horses. We can note that
both SGW and SERW distances are able to retrieve the cyclic nature of the movement.

GW distance is frequently used in computer graphics for computing correspondence between
meshes. Those distances are then exploited for organizing shape collection, for instance for shape
retrieval or search. One of the useful key property of GW distance for those applications is that it is
isometry-invariant. In order to show that our proposed approach approximately satisfies this property,
we reproduce an experiment already considered by Solomon et al. (2016) and [Vayer et al. (2019).

We have at our disposal a time-series of 45 meshes of galloping horses. When comparing all
meshes with the first one, the goal is to show that the distance presents a cyclic nature related to
galop cycle. Each mesh is composed of 8400 samples and in our case, we have embedded them into a
2-dimensional space using a multi-dimensional scaling algorithm followed by a non-linear embedding
aiming at minimizing distortion as described in Section

11



Figure |3|shows the (centered and max-normalized) distances between meshes we obtain with SERW
and with a Sliced Gromov-Wasserstein (SGW) (Vayer et al., 2019) and a genuine Gromov-Wasserstein
distance. In both cases, due to the random aspect of the first two algorithms, distances are averaged
over 10 runs. We note that our approach is able to recover the cyclic nature of the galloping motion as
described by GW distance.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we introduced the SERW distance for distribution alignment lying in different mm-spaces.
It is based on metric measure embedding of the original mm-spaces into a common Euclidean space and
computes an optimal transport on the (low-distorted) embedded distributions. We prove that SERW
defines a proper distance behaving like GW distance and we further show a cost relation between
SERW and GW. Some of numerical experiments are tailored using a fully connected neural network to
learn the maximization problem defining SERW, while other ones are conducted with fixed embeddings.
In particular, SERW can be viewed as an embedding-dependent alignment for distributions coming
from different mm-spaces, that its quality is strongly dependent on the given embeddings.
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A  Proofs

In the proofs, we frequently use the two following lemmas. Lemma [7] writes an integration result
using push-forward measures; it relates integrals with respect to a measure 7 and its push-forward
under a measurable map f : X — Y. Lemma 8 proves that the admissible set of couplings between
the embedded measures are exactly the embedded of the admissible couplings between the original
measures.

Lemma 7. Let f: S — T be a measurable mapping, let n be a measurable measure on S, and let g be
a measurable function on T. Then [, gdfun= [s(go f)dn.

Lemma 8. For all ¢ € F4(X), v € Fo(Y),r € Rq, and p € P (X),v € Z(Y), one has

gy, (rop)yv) ={(¢ @ (roy))gm s.t. me Il(u,v)}
where ¢ @ (row) : X xY — X xY such that (¢ @ (ro)))(x,y) = (¢(x),r(¢(y))) for all z,y € X x Y.

Proof of Lemma @ See |[Paty and Cuturi (2019)).

A.1 Proof of Proposition

To let it more readable, the proof is divided into 5 steps summarized as follows: first step is for metric
property of F4(X); second one shows completeness of Fy(X); third establishes the totally boundedness
of Fy4(X), namely that one can recover this space using balls centred on a finite number of embedding
points; the last is a conclusion using Arzela-Ascoli’s Theorem for characterizing compactness of subsets
of functional continuous space.

Since the arguments of the proof are similar for the two spaces, we only focus on proving the
topological property of F4(X). Let us refresh the memories by some results in topology: we denote
C(X,R%) the set of all continuous mappings of X into (R?, || - ||) and recall the notions of totally
boundedness in order to characterize the compactness of (F4(X),I'x). The material here is taken
from [Kubrusly| (2011) and |O’Searcoid (2006).

Definition 6. i) (Totally bounded) Let A be a subset of a metric space (S,ds). A subset A of A is an
e-net for A if for every point s of A there exists a point t in Ae such that d(s,t) < e. A subset A of S is
totally bounded (precompact) in (S,dg) if for every real number € > 0 there exists a finite e-net for A.
i) (Pointwise totally bounded) A subset S of C((S,ds), (T, dr)) is pointwise totally bounded if for each
s in S the set S(s) ={f(s) € T : f € S} is totally bounded in T.

iii) (Equicontinuous) A subset . of C(S,T) is equicontinuous at a point sy € S if for each € > 0 there
exists a 6 > 0 such that dr(f(s), f(s0)) < € whenever ds(s,so) < 9 for every f € ./

Proposition 6. If S is a metric space, then S is compact if and only if S is complete and totally
bounded.

Let C((S,ds), (T, dr)) consisting of all continuous bounded mappings of S into (7, dr), endowed
with the supremum metric doo(f, g) = supseg dr(f(s),9(s)). Proving the totally boundedness of some
topological spaces may need more technical tricks. Fortunately, in our case we use Arzela—Ascoli
Theorem that gives compactness criteria for subspaces of C((S,ds), (T,dr)) in terms of pointwise
totally bounded and equicontinuous, namely they are a necessary and sufficient condition to guarantee
that the totally boundedness of a subset S in (C(S,T),d)-

Theorem 1. (Arzela-Ascoli Theorem) If S is compact, then a subset of the metric space C((S,ds), (T, dr))
1s totally bounded if and only if it is pointwise totally bounded and equicontinuous.
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The proof is devided on 5 Steps:

e Step 1. (Fy4(X),I'x) is a metric space. It is clear that for all ¢, ¢’ € Fy4(X), I'x(¢,¢') >0
(nonegativeness) and I'x (¢, ¢') = 0 if and only if ¢ = ¢’. To verify the triangle inequality, we proceed
as follows. Take and arbitrary x € X and note that, if ¢, ¢/, and ¢” are embeddings in F4(X) then by
triangle inequality in the Euclidean space R,

l¢() = &' (@)l < 6(x) — ¢" (@)l + 16" (z) — ¢' (@) || < Tx(,¢") +Tx (", &),

hence I'x (¢, ¢') < Tx (¢, ¢") + T'x(¢",¢"), and therefore (Fy(X),T'x) is a metric space.

e Step 2. Fy(X) C C(X,RY). First recall that for each ¢ € F4(X) is a T4-embedding then it is
Lipshitizian mapping. It is readily verified that every Lipshitizian mapping is uniformly continuous,
that is for each real number £ > 0 there exists a real number 6 > 0 such that dx(z,z’) < § implies
lp(z) — d(a')|| < e for all z,2’ € X. So it is sufficient to take § = %.

e Step 3. (F4(X),I'x) is complete. The proof of this step is classic in the topology literature of
the continuous space endowed with the supremum metric. For the sake of completeness, we adapt it in
our case. Let {¢x}r<1 be a Cauchy sequence in (Fy4(X),I'x). Thus {¢x(z)}r<1 is a Cauchy sequence
in (R%, ] -||) for every = € X. This can be as follows: ||¢y(x) — ¢p||(x)) < sup,ex ||ox(z) — dir||(z)) =
Tx(¢,¢’) for each pair of integers k, k and every x € X, and hence {¢y(x)}r<1 converges in R? for
every € X (since R? is complete). Let ¢(z) = limg_,o0 ¢ (z) for each z € X (i.e., ¢p(z) — ¢(x)) in
R?, which defines a a mapping ¢ of X into R?. We shall show that ¢ € F;(X) and that {¢z} converges
to ¢ in F4(X), thus proving that (F4(X),I'x) is complete. Note that for any integer n and every pair
of points z, 2" in Fy(X), we have ||¢p(z) — d(2")[| < [[¢(z) — du(@)|| + || P (z) — dr(2)[| + || dr(2) — p(2) |
by the triangle inequality. Now take an arbitrary real number ¢ > 0. Since {¢(z)}x is a Cauchy
sequence in (Fy(X),T'x), it follows that there exists a positive integer k. € N such that T'(¢g, o) < €,
and hence ||¢x(z) — ¢p(z)|| < € for all z € X, whenever k, k" > k.. Moreover, since ¢y (z) — ¢(x) in
R? for every z € X, and the Euclidean distance is a continuous function from the metric space R? to
the metric space R for each y € R, it also follows that ||¢(z) — ér(2)| = || limp o0 Or (7) — Pr(2)]|
for each positive integer k and every z € X. Thus |¢(x) — ¢r(z)|| < € for all z € X whenever
k > k.. Furthermore, since each ¢y, lies in (Fy(X),I'x), it follows that there exists a real number
v(ke) such that sup d(¢g_(s), ¢r. (') < v(k.), z,2" € X. Therefore, for any ¢ > 0 there exists a
positive integer k. such that [|¢(z) — ¢(2')]| < 2e + vy(ke) for all 2,2’ € X so that ¢ € (Fyg(X),T'x),
and I'x (¢, @) = sup,ex ||¢(z) — ¢'(z)|| < e,2 € X whenever k > k., so that ¢;, converges to ¢ in
(Fa(X),T'x),

e Step 4. F4(X) is pointwise totally bounded and equicontinuous. From (iii) in Definition|6]
and the details in Step 3, F4(X) is readily equicontinous. Next we shall prove that the subset
{2} = {¢(x) € R? : ¢ € Fy(X)} is totally bounded in R?. To proceed we use another result
characterizing totally boundness that reads as:

(S,dg) is totally bounded metric space if and only if every sequence in S has a Cauchy subsequence.

Since for any ¢ € F4(X) is Lipshitizian then it is uniformly continuous as explained above. Furthermore
uniformly continuous functions have some very nice conserving properties. They map totally bounded
sets onto totally bounded sets and Cauchy sequences onto Cauchy sequences.

Now suppose that Suppose {y;};>1 is any sequence in {#} C ¢(X) . For each | € N, the subset
X No¢~t({y}) C X is non empty for each | € N (Axiom of Countable Choice see |O’Searcoid! (2006))).
Then ¢(z;) = y; for each | € N. By the Cauchy criterion for total boundedness of X, the sequence {z;};
has a Cauchy subsequence {x;};;. Then, by what we have just proved, {¢(z;)};;, = {y1}:, is a Cauchy
subsequence of {y;}. Since {y;} is an arbitrary sequence in {z}, {Z} satisfies the Cauchy criterion for
total boundedness and so is totally bounded.

e Step 5. F4(X) is compact. Using Arzela-Ascoli Thereom [l and Step 2 we conclude that
Fi(X) is totally bounded. Together with Step 3 F;(X) is compact.
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A.2 Proof of Lemma [l

Notice that for p € Zp(X), v € Z,(Y), and (¢, ¢) € Fq(X)xFq(Y),r € Rq one has Wg(%gb#u, %(ro
w)#y) < 00. It can be seen easily using the facts that

[ P —o st = 5 [ ot Pan(e) < 53

N

and

2
/Iﬂ%JOwww /Wr DIEavty) = 5 [ 10)IFv) < 3 ()

where Ma(p) = [y ||z]|%du(z) < co and Ma(v) = [, lyll3du(y) < oo, by Assumption I Now, thanks
to Lemmas |Z| and [8] we have

E3(p,v) = inf sup inf / |w — v||*dy(u, v)
TER pe Fy(X) WeFa(Y) VEM( 5 baetts 5 (rov) 1) J X x ¥

1
= in u in u—v|? —(ro m(u, v
—inf  sup t ] = vlPa(e® S (row) o)

TE€RA pe Fo(X)peFa(Y) TEL(py

1
= inf sup inf / o(x) —r(Y(y) |2d7r(x,y
TeRd(befd(X),wefd(Y)“en(“:’/)2 X><YH ( ) )‘ )
1
= inf sup 5 inf oy (s v).

TERA peFy(X)peFa(Y) 2 wEl(ny)

A.3 Proof of Lemma [2

In one hand, for any fixed m € II(u, v) the application hr : (¢,1, 1) = [y v [|6(x) — r(@(y))|*dr(z, y)
is continuous. To show that, we use the continuity under integral sign Theorem. Indeed,

e for m-almost (z,y), the mapping (¢,,7) — ||¢(z) — ¥ (y)||? is continuous. To show that fix & >
0, and @, 1, r, po, Yo, 70 € Fq(X) X F4(Y) x Rq. We endow the product sapce Fy(X) X Fa(Y) X Ry
by the metric I'x y defined as follows:

Cxy((¢,9), (¢, ¢"), (r,1") = Tx(¢,¢") + Ty (row,r o y)'))
We have

() = (rop)W)II* = lgo(x) — (ro 0 o) W)II*] < [[(B(x) = do()) — (r(v(y)) — ro(Lo(w)))|I?
<2(|lp(x) — ¢o(@)|1” + Ir (¥ (y)) = ro(so()?)
< 2(T% (¢, ¢0) + ¥ (r o 9,79 0 o))
< 2T% y ((6,), (do, ¥0), (r,70))-

Letting . = /¢ / then if Txy ((¢, %), (0, %), (r,70)) < de, one has |[|¢(z) — r(¥(y))|*> —
H¢(0( () )_)ITS(% )|I?| < e. This yields that lim gy ) (w00 10(@) — 7 (®))[I* = [ldo(x) —
ro(%o

o for a fixed (¢,1,7) and (z,y) € X x Y, we have [|¢(z) — r(v(y))|* < [|¢()]* + [Ir(¥ ( NI? <

g(x,y) = 767 l|2l* + 72 lyl® with [y, g(@,y)dr(z,y) = 76° [ l2?dp(@) + 72 [y lylPdv(z) <
Q.
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Therefore, the family (hr)reri(y,) is continuous then it is upper semicontinuous. We know that the
pointwise infimum of a family of upper semicontinuous functions is upper semicontinuous (see Lemma
2.41 in |Aliprantis and Border| (2006)). This entails inf ¢, ) hr is upper semicontinuous. Since the
product of compact sets is a compact set (Tychonoff Theorem), then Fy(X) x F4(Y') is compact, hence
SUPge 7, (X), ey (V) M reri(up) fir(¢: 9, 7) attains a maximum value (see Theorem 2.44 in |Aliprantis
and Border| (2006)). So, there exits a couple of embeddings (¢*,1*) € Fy(X) x Fq(y) and 7* € T(p, v)
such that supye 7, (x),per,v) Bfrenuy) br(d, ¥, 1) = hp«(¢*, 4%, 1) for all r € Ry. Finally, it is easy
to show that r +— hy«(¢*,¢*, 1) is continuous, hence the infimum over the orthogonal mappings Ry
(compact) exits.

A.4 Proof of Lemma [3]
Let us recall first the minimax inequality:
Lemma 9. (Minimax inequality) Let = : U x V — RU {£oo} be a function. Then

sup inf =(u,v) < inf sup =(u, v).
vegueu (u )_Ueuveg ()

Using minimax inequality, one has

1
E3(p,v) < = inf  inf sup Jpapr (V).
PRy melun) per O weray)
Note that for a fixed m € II(u, ) and r € Rq one has supye 7, (x) wer,(v) Joprm(t, V) exits (continuity
of 7,7 > SUPge 7, (X) e Fa(Y) Joprm (1) + compact set as shown in Proof of Lemma [2)). Then

inf  inf sup Jopprr(p,v) = inf  inf sup Jpaprm(ft, V).
r€Ra mell(1,v) pe Fy(X) peFq(Y) P mE€ll(p) TERa g Fy(X)peFa(Y) P

Thus E3(u,v) < S3(p, v).

A.5 Proof of Lemma 4]

As we proved in Lemmathat for any fixed 7 € IL(11, 1), b = (¢, 0, 7) = [y |0(2)—7(¢(y))||?dn (z, y)
is continuous, then it is lower semicontinous. The pointwise supremum of a family of lower semicon-
tinuous functions is lower semicontinuous (Lemma 2.41 in |Aliprantis and Border| (2006])) Moreover,
the pointwise infimum of a compact family of lower semicontinuous functions is lower semicontinuous

(here Rg is compact) then 7 — infrer, SUDge 7, (x)peryv) Jxxy 16(2) — r((y))||?dn(z,y) is lower
semicontinuous Furthermore II(u, ) is compact set with respect to the topology of narrow conver-

gence (Villani, 2003), then inf cyi(,,,) infrer, SUPge 7, (x)peryv) Jxxy 16(2) — Y(y)||?dn(z,y) exists
(see Theorem 2.44 in |Aliprantis and Border| (2006))).

A.6 Proof of Proposition

e “=" Suppose that Sy(u, ) = 0 then E;(u, v) = 0, that gives the Wasserstein distance Wg(%qﬁ#,u, %(ro
Y)ur) = 0 and hence ¢up = (rop)uv for any ¢,¢ € Fy(X) x Fq(Y) and r € Ry. Then for any
K C R? Borel, we have pu(¢~'(K)) = v((r o ¢)"*(K)). Recall that X € R” and Y C R”’, then
through the proof lines we regard to 1 and v as probability measures on R” and RY', allowing us to
use a the following key result of Cramér and Wold| (1936)).

Theorem 2. (Cramér and Wold, 1936) Let v, 3 be Borel probability measures on RP and agree at
every open half-space of X. Then v = B. In other words if, for w € SP = {z ¢ RP : ||z|| = 1} and
a € R we write Hy o = {z € RY : (w,2) < a} and if Y(Hyo) = B(Hy.a), for allw € SP and a € R
then one has v = f3.
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The fundamental Cramér-Wold theorem states that a Borel probability measure p on R” is uniquely
determined by the values it gives to halfspaces H, o = {z € RP : (w,z) < a} for w € S” and « € R.
Equivalently, v is uniquely determined by its one-dimensional projections (A,)xu, where A, is the

projection z € RP —

(x,w) € R for w € SP.

Straightforwardly, we have

Juv({u€ X 1 ¢ (u) € Hyol)
=(roy)gr({ue X : (w,¢ ' (u)) < a})

wn({ue X : (w, ¢~ (u)) < a})( by hypothesis)
(gb_l ({u € X :(w, o Hu) < a}))
({zeX:¢(x)e{ue X (w¢ (u) <al})
({2 € X : (w,6"(6(2))) < a})
(
(

{z € X : (w,z) < a})( since ¢ is one-to-one)

Analogously, we prove that (r o w);(qﬁ#ﬂ(Hw,a)) = v(H, o). Therefore, for all A C X and B CY

Borels, we have p(A) = ¢;#1((r o)xv)(A) and v(B) = (ro w);#lw#u)(B).
e “<” Thanks to Lemma [4|in the core of the paper, there exists a couple of embeddings (¢*, ¢*)
and 7* € Ry optimum for S3(u, v). We assume now that v = ((r* 0 *) ™' 0 ¢*) 4, then

Sg(,u, V) =

N~ NI~ N~

™

. * — X (" 2 a(x
inf /X 19" (@) = @) )

mEl (,(r*oy*) ;. (¢%1))

inf / l¢* () — 7 (" ()P @ (r* 0 ") ) g (, y)
XxY

mEI(p,¢% 1)

inf / l¢* () — 7 (* (W) IPAI ® ") (I ® (1 0 ")) pm (2, y)).
X XY

€ (p,p)

On the other hand, it is clear that (I ® ¢*)x((I ® (r* o ¢*) yum) () = (I® ¢* o (1* 0 ¢*)_1)#7T(-).
Using the fact that ¢* is 74«-embedding then we get

S3(u,v) =

IN

1
— inf / () — r*(y* 2d(I1 @ ¢* o (r* o ")™Y 7 (x,
2 ettt XXy||¢() W W)IPA(I ® ¢™ o (r*oy*) ) ym(2,y))
1
— inf *(z) — ¢* (2| *dm(x, 2
27T€H(M7M)/X><X I¢°() = ¢"(@)Pdm(z, =)
T(%* lnf / d2 (.’L’ .'Ij'/)dﬂ'(.’lf .'E/)
2 well(uy) Jxxx ’

2

T %
< LW (u, 1)

2
0.

A.7 Proof of Proposition

Symmetry is clear for both objects. In order to prove the triangle inequality, we use a classic lemma
known as “gluing lemma” that allows to produce a sort of composition of two transport plans, as if

they are maps.
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Lemma 10. (Villani,|2003) Let X,Y, Z be three Polish spaces and let Y € 2(X xY), v* € P (Y x Z),
be such that Ai = Agfyz where AY is the natural projection from X xY (orY x Z) onto Y. Then
there exists a measure v € P (X xY x Z) such that Aiixy’y =~! and Aixzfy = 2.

Let n € P(Z) and 7! € I(p,v) and w2 € II(v,n). By the gluing lemma we know that there exists
v € Po(X XY X Z) such that Aiixyfy = 7! and Aixzfy = 72, Since A;i'y = p and Aiv =1, we have
= Aixzv € II(u,n). On the other hand

/ l6(x) — 9(C(2)) | Pdn(z, 2)
XxZ
- / 16(2) — Iy, 2)
XxYxZ
<2 /X 106 = G DIE + ) — AP,
<2 / 16(2) — r(6(y)|dr(z,y,2) +2 / Ir($(y)) — 9Pz, y, 2)
XXYxZ X

XY xXZ
= 2/ lo(2) = r(w(y))|Pdr! (2. y) + 2/ 19 (y) = 0(C(2)) P (y, 2),
XxY YxZ

X

where ) = ro1p € Fg(Y) (Ir(@ )|z = |¢¥(y)|2,Vy). Hence, we end up with the desired result,
S3(p,m) < 83 (pv) + S3(w,m).

A.8 Proof of Proposition

As the embedding ¢ is Lipschitizian then it is continuous. Since X is compact hence ¢(X) is also
compact. Consequently supploxp] C ¢(X) is compact (closed subset of a compact). The same
observation is fulfilled by supp[¢4v] C (Y. Letting Z = {supp[pyu] Usupp[(ro)xv]} C RY. Hence,
(Z,||-]]) is compact metric space and ¢4 and (r o 1),v are Borel probability measures on Z. Thanks
to Theorem 5 (property (c)) in |[Mémoli (2011]), we have that

1 1 1 1
WZQ(EQS#/% ﬁ(r © 7/’)#’/) > gW%(ﬁQs#,UJ, ﬁ(r o %ZJ)#V)a for any Cb € —Fd(X)ﬂ/f € fd(Y)
So ) )
EX(u,v) > inf W2 (—bup, —(r o .
a(p,v) > nf ¢€Fd(;;1£gd(y)g 2(\/§¢#M ﬂ(r V) 4v)
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Together with the minimax inequality we arrive at
Si(pv)

> inf sup gWQ(\/>¢#N7\/>(TO¢)#V)

T€RA pe Fy(X) peFa(Y

> inf sup

T€RA peFy(X) WeFa(Y)

[ e o= VP od )
ZIXZ

EN(J5 b5 (row) )

1
5.
>t s et [ (= o= P06 @ (0 6 e, )@@ (o v v)
1
i

reRd peFa(X)weFa(y) * mElly
> inf  sup in / / (U6(z) — 6(@)l2 — (@) — r @) 2)dn (e, y)dn(a',y')
TE€RA peFa(X )we}‘d mell(ur) JJx xy
= sup — inf // (lp(x) — (2|2 = ¥ (y) — Y)|]2)*dn (z, y)dn (', y)
PEFA(X) WEF4(Y) 4 rell(pw) J Jx <y
1
> sup — inf // (A% (z,2) + dy (y,9) — 27p7pdx (2, 2")dy (y,v))dr(z, y)dn (', y)
$eFa(X)weFa(v) 4 m€llur) S xxy
1 1
> LoW3 () + swp (=) _int [ dx(eaay (g an(e e ).
2 2 SEF(X)HEF(Y) mell(u) J Jxxy

Using the fact that —sup —x = inf z, we get

OW2(u,v) < 282(u,v) + inf ToTw — I (p, v),
Bu) < 28H)+ (g — D)

where Ty (1, v) = inf rcr) [ [y oy dx (2, 2)dy (y,y')dn(x,y)dn(2',y'). Using Bourgain’s embedding
theorem Bourgain| (1985)), 74 € [1, O(logn)] and 7 € [1, O(logm)], then

GW2(,v) < 28%(p,v) + inf ToTy — 1)1 (p, v).
5(1,v) a1, v) T¢€Demb(X),Tw€Demb(y)(¢w V1 (1, v)

In another hand, we have

Tiv) = inf // dx (¢, 2)dy (y,y/)dn(z, y)dn (', 5/)
m€ll(p,v) J J X<y

< / /X | dx(a!)dy (3.9)ap () v (g)dp(a) vy
S/Xxx dX(x,x/)d,u(x)du(:U’)/ dy (y,y")dv(y)dv(y)

Y XY

<4/dX3:()du /dyy, 0)dv(y )
/ el xdu(e / lyllydu(y

< A(My(p) + Ma(v)),

Mi(p) = [y el xdu(e) < oc. Hence,

1
—OWi(p,v) < 8% (u, 2 inf — 1)(Mi(p) + M (v)).
59 21, v) < Sglpv) + T¢evemb<)<l)rfmevemb(y>(T‘W ) (M () 1(v))
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A.9 Proof of Proposition

The proof of this proposition is based on a lower bound for the Gromov-Wasserstein distance (Proposition
6.1 in [Mémoli (2011))):

1 .
GW3(u,v) > FLBY(u,v) = = int / sx2(x) — sya(y)Pdn(z.y),
27r€H(,u,l/) XxY

1/2
where sx2: X — Ry, sxo(2') = <fX d% (z, :c/)d,u(w’)) defines an eccentricity function. Note that

FLB3 leads to a mass transportation problem for the cost c(z,y) := |sxa(z) — sya(y|>.
Now, for any z,y € X x Y, and ¢,¢ € Fy(X) x F4(Y),r € Rq we have (by triangle inequality)

lé(x) — (w2
- / lé(x) — () 13du(z')dv(y')
XxY

<4 / l6(z) — 6" |2du(z’) + 4 / Ir(6@) — (W) | 2dv(y)
2 / l6(a’) — r((y) 13du(a)av(y)
XxY
< 472 /X 0 (2! )dpu(a') + 472 /Y @ (4,9 )du(y) + 2 /X @) = (@ Bt
i+ ( [ ) + | &)
, , 1/2 , , 1/2
2 [ dkaana)) ([ at o))
w24 [ deanan@) ([ avra) "
+2 / l6() — r($ ) Zdu()dv(y)
XxXY

S A3+ 7)) |sx2(x) = sy2 W) + 8(75 + 7o)/ Loy (1, v)
w2 [ o)~ (),
XxXY
where
Toalpor) = ([ oo )au@)) ([ Y sats)).
We observe that

Doy (b v) < A(Ma(p) + di (2, 0)) (Ma(v) + d¥-(y, 0)).

Moreover,

/ny lo(2") = r(@ (" )IPdp@)du(y’) < 2078 + 75) (Ma(p) + Ma(v)).
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Therefore, for any © € II(u, v)

/ l6(e) — r(6(y)3d (2, y)
XxY
<9(r2 4 72) /X L lxale) — sva)an(e,)

837 [ 0BG+ B 0)OR) + B 5.0)in(r.)
+2(73 + 72) (Ma(p) + Ma(v))

< 4(2 4+ 72) /X Jsxal@) = sva(w)Pdr(.)

16073 +78) [ /() + (o, 0)anto) | \[Oha(0) + & (3. 0)avty)
+ 2(7'(% + Ti)(MQ(M) + M (v)).
Note that

/ \/Mg + d3 (2, 0)dp(z) < /M. +/ dx (z,0))dp(z) < /M) + /My (1)

and

/\/Mg +d2 (y,0)dv(y) < /M. —|—/dy y,0))dv(y <\/M2 —l-\/Ml(l/)

So
/X 119() = () dn(ap) < 473+ 72) /X lsxale) —sval)Par(ay)

+16(73 + 1) (v Ma(p) + v/ Mi(w) (v Ma(v) + /My (v))
+2(75 4 77) (Ma(p) + Ma(v)).

Finally,

Si(p,v) <2 sup (73 + 78 (GW3 (1, v) + M),
7¢€Detrlb(X)aTwEDeml)(Y)

where

My = 8(v/ M) + /My (1)) (v Ma(v) + / My(v)) + (Ma(p) + Ma(v)).
This finishes the proof.

A.10 Proof of Lemma [5

Since Ry is compact set and the mapping r — Jy Ry rx(p, V) is continuous, then there exists 7y € Ry
such that inf,cx, J¢f7¢f,,q’7r(u, V)= J¢f,¢f’rf77r(u, v). Using Lemma we then get

1
SQ(M, v) =3 Ehriy)cf@,wf,rf,ﬂ(u,V)
_ 1
2

inf / o7 (@) — 77 (s () |2 (z, y)
XxXY

m€ll(p,v)

- inf [ e vlPdrun)
"fGH(f(d’f)## 75 (rrovs)4v) JRIXR
= WZ (Nfa Vf)?
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where p1p = (%qbf)#u and vy = (%rf o1s)uv. Therefore, 33(;1, v) is the 2-Wasserstein distance

between iy and vy. Hence S3(u,v) = 0 if and only if iy = vy that is qbf#u = (rgos)uv. On the
other hand, one has

p= (85 o dp)pn= (05 Nap(drun) = (b5 Na((rpovp)ypy) = (¢5 ' o (ryoty))pr.

The triangle inequality follows the same lines as proof of Proposition
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