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Abstract

This paper gives a self-contained introduction to the Hilbert projective metric H and
its fundamental properties, with a particular focus on the space of probability measures.
We start by defining the Hilbert pseudo-metric on convex cones, focusing mainly on dual
formulations of H. We show that linear operators on convex cones contract in the dis-
tance given by the hyperbolic tangent of H, which in particular implies Birkhoff’s classical
contraction result for 7. Turning to spaces of probability measures, where # is a metric,
we analyse the dual formulation of H in the general setting, and explore the geometry
of the probability simplex under H in the special case of discrete probability measures.
Throughout, we compare H with other distances between probability measures. In partic-
ular, we show how convergence in H implies convergence in total variation, p-Wasserstein
distance, and any f-divergence. Finally, we derive a novel sharp bound for the total
variation between two probability measures in terms of their Hilbert distance.

MSC: 47A35, 15B51, 60B10, 52B12, 62B11, 94A15
Keywords: Hilbert projective metric, probability simplex, contraction of positive
linear operators.

1 Introduction

The main goal of this paper is to provide a clear, self-contained guide to the Hilbert projective
(pseudo-)metric and its merits in applied probability theory. In particular, as we discuss in
more detail below, this metric may serve as a powerful tool for understanding whether linear
operators on probability measures contract, in what sense, and at what rate. This, of course,
is part of a much bigger story concerning the contraction of linear operators on positive
cones—of which the space of (non-negative) measures is a prominent example.

In [7], Garrett Birkhoﬂﬂ proved that positive linear operators on a positive convex cone
contract in the Hilbert projective (pseudo-)metric (introduced by Hilbert in [20]). Start-
ing from this result, he easily derives a proof of the famous Perron theorem, by essentially
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reducing it to a special case of the Banach fixed point theorem. Similarly, he also imme-
diately proves several of its generalizations: first, the extension of the Perron theorem to
non-negative matrices due to Frobenius, then the extensions to infinite dimensional function
spaces and positive integral and compact operators, originally due to Jentzsch [23] and Krein
and Rutman [26]. In the same year as Birkhoff, Samelson [35] also published a proof of the
Perron—Frobenius theorem using projective geometry, and similarly a few years later Hopf [21]
presented a contraction result for positive linear integral operators and an alternative proof of
Jentzsch’s theorem (apparently without being aware of Birkhofl’s previous results). The com-
bination of the Hilbert projective metric with the contraction mapping theorem has inspired
a vast amount of further work on the Perron—Frobenius theorem and its various extensions,
see Lemmens and Nussbaum [30] and references therein for a detailed overview of the topic.
We highlight the early works of Thompson [38|, Bushell |11], and Kohlberg and Pratt [25], as
well as the recent works by Rugh [34] and Dubois [17] on operators on complex cones which
have strongly influenced the presentation in this paper.

While the impact on Perron—Frobenius theory is certainly the most significant conse-
quence of Birkhoff’s work, we became interested in the Hilbert metric and Birkhoff’s con-
traction result due to a different (although related) application: the study of the ergodicity
of non-negative linear operators. Work in this direction was presented by Birkhoff himself
in [8, Chapter XVI, Sec.7-8], Seneta and Sheridan [36,37] and Le Gland and Mevel [27].
Clearly, the ergodic theory of Markov processes with linear transition kernels can be reduced
to a particular case of this broader topic. Nevertheless, the Hilbert metric is not strictly
necessary for developing the standard ergodic theory of Markov processes. For example,
in [36, Chapter 3| Seneta uses the Hilbert metric to study the ergodicity of inhomogenous
products of non-negative matrices; on the other hand, in the following chapter |36, Chapter 4],
which treats specifically the ergodicity of discrete Markov chains, the Hilbert metric is not
used, since the analysis simplifies by virtue of the generators being stochastic matrices.

Thus, one of the main avenues of application for the Hilbert projective metric in probability
theory is, in fact, relatively unknown, which might in part explain why, despite being quite
powerful tools, neither the Hilbert metric nor Birkhofl’s contraction results seem to have
found widespread use in the probability communityﬂ There are of course a few notable
exceptions: Birkhoff’s contraction theorem was employed, for example, in an elegant proof
of the linear convergence of the Sinkhorn algorithm by Franklin and Lorenz [19]. It also
proved fundamental in the qualitative and quantitative analysis of the stability of hidden
Markov processes, where the use of the Hilbert metric was introduced by Atar and Zeitouni
[3,14], and, following their work, became a well-established approach to the problem, see
e.g. [5,/14,28,]29]. More recently, the Hilbert metric has found computational applications in
entropic interpolation [12] and nonlinear embeddings [32].

In writing this paper, we had in mind applied probabilists and statisticians who find
themselves curious, as we were, about the merits and limitations of working with the Hilbert
projective metric in a probabilistic context. Consequently, our main focus is the study of the
space of probability measures when equipped with the Hilbert projective metric.

Nevertheless, we shall start in greater generality, by defining the Hilbert projective (pseudo-
)metric on a proper convex cone in a locally convex topological vector space. Our main con-
tribution in Section [2 is the introduction of a new (pseudo-)metric, the hyperbolic tangent

2To illustrate this point, no mention is made of this approach in any of the books by Ethier and Kurtz [18],
Meyn and Tweedie [31], Brémaud |10|, Kallenberg [24], or Jacod and Shiryaev [22].



of the Hilbert metric (which we call the 7-distance), under which we prove linear operators
also contract (see Definition and Theorem . The advantage of using the T -distance
compared to the Hilbert projective metric is that 7 stays bounded, while the Hilbert metric
(easily) diverges to infinity. As far as we are aware, the formulation of this contraction result
in Theorem has not been given before (but we note that our proof is inspired by Dubois’
proof of [17, Thm. 2.3], so we do not wish to claim full credit for the result).

When introducing the Hilbert projective metric, we especially insist on its definition
through duality, which we first came across in [34]. This ‘dual’ definition, in particular
through a predual space, is natural in the context of probability measures, where distances
are often defined by considering measures as integrators dual to particular classes of functions.
In Section |3| we provide a careful analysis of the Hilbert metric and the topology it induces on
the space of probability measures using duality, and we show that convergence of measures in
the Hilbert metric (or in the 7-distance) is stronger than convergence in total variation (as
was already shown in [3, Lemma 1]), convergence in p-Wasserstein distance and convergence
in any f-divergence.

In Section [4] we study the geometry of the probability simplex under the Hilbert metric.
Using our dual approach, we give an easy derivation of the explicit formula for the contraction
rate of a linear operator (Proposition , which can also be extended to infinite settings
(Proposition . As the probability simplex is finite dimensional, it has a natural manifold
structure, however the Hilbert metric does not induce a hyperbolic (in the sense of Gromov)
geometry on the simplex (since its boundary is not differentiable, see [6]), nor a Riemannian
structure. The Hilbert geometry is far more curious: we find an explicit characterizations
of Hilbert balls as ‘hexagonal’ convex polytopes, extending to the n-dimensional case work
by Phadke [33] and de la Harpe [16]. Finally, in the last section of the paper we use these
geometric observations to prove a sharp bound for the total variation distance between two
probability measures in terms of their 7-distance (see Theorem and Cor. .

2 The Hilbert projective metric: definitions and contractivity

Let us start with the definition of the Hilbert projective distance, in the sense of Birkhoff |7,8],
on a cone in a (real) locally convex topological vector space (LCS). Note that Birkhoff works
more specifically with cones in real Banach spaces (lattices). However, as we will see shortly,
the definition of the metric does not require the space to be Banach, so for the sake of
generality we work with an LCS.

Let X be an LCS. Let C' C X be a proper closed convex cone, meaning that C' is closed
and satisfies

C+CCC, R,.C=C, Cn—-C={0}.

Following [34, Sec. 4] (or extrapolating directly from [7] or [8, Chapter XVI|), we give
Birkhoft’s definition of the Hilbert projective distance.

Definition 2.1 (Hilbert projective pseudo-metric). For z,y € C'\ {0}, where C' is a proper
closed convex cone in a real LCS, let S(z,y) € (0,00] be given by

Blz,y)=inf{r >0 : re —ye C} =sup{r >0 : re —y ¢ C}.
Then the Hilbert projective distance is defined by
H(z,y) = log (B(z,y)B(y,x)) € [0,00],  Va,y € C\{0}. (1)



It is worth spending a few moments to properly understand these definitions. Since C' is
closed, and —y ¢ C for all y € C'\ {0}, we have B(x,y) > 0. It is then straightforward to see
that 5(z,y)B(y,x) > 1, by noting that

5(;,,1;) =inf{l/r>0:re—y¢Cl=inf{r>0:0—ry¢ C}=inf{r >0 : ry—a ¢ —C}

<inf{r>0:ry—xzeC}=py,x), (2)

and f(z,y) = m if and only if y = cx for some ¢ € R, (in this case,  and y are said to
be collinear). Hence is well-defined with H(x,y) = 0 if and only if x and y are collinear.
Symmetry of H is clear from the definition, and one can verify that the triangle inequality is
also satisfied (see Remark [2)): then, H is a pseudo-metric for C' (see also [8, Chapter XVI]).

Example 2.2. The finite non-negative measures on [0, 1] form a proper convex (non-negative)
cone in the space of the signed measures on [0, 1]. Since the signed measures on [0, 1] equipped
with the total variation distance form a Banach space (and therefore an LCS), the definition
above applies. The Hilbert pseudo-metric can then be restricted to the probability measures
on [0,1], to give a true metric. We will explore in detail the Hilbert distance on the space of
measures in Section [3

Remark 1. The only role of the specific choice of LCS topology on X, in defining the H-metric,
is to have the notion of C being closed in X. Two different topologies on X for which C' is
closed in X will both give rise to the same Hilbert projective metric. In this sense, the Hilbert
metric on C' is independent of the topology on the ambient space X.

By closure of C in X, if g(x,y) < oo, we must have that f(z,y)r —y € 9C, where
0C is the boundary of C. If x € 9C and y € é, where C' denotes the interior of C, then
B(z,y) = oco. However, if both z,y € 0C, then B(z,y) might be finite. Using Birkhoff’s choice
of terminology [8, Chapter XVI], z,y € C are comparable if 3(x,y) and B(y, z) are both finite.
We observe that two boundary elements x,y € 0C might still be comparable.

Especially when X is infinite dimensional, it can be useful to understand the Hilbert
projective distance through duality (see [17,34], where this is exploited in the analysis of
complex cones). Let X* be the (topological) dual of X, and let (-,-) be the natural bilinear
form X* x X — R. One can define the dual cone C* as

Cr={feX": fle =0} 3)

Proposition 2.3. An equivalent definition of the Hilbert pseudo-metric is given by

_ (f,y><g,9:>}
Hlay) = sup {IOg o)) | @)
(f,x),{g,y)7#0

Proof. Let C := {x €eX : (f,x) >0, Vfe C*}. One can confirm that C' is a proper closed

convex cone. We clearly have that C C C. Now consider x ¢ C. Since C is convex and
closed, by the Geometric Hahn—Banach theorem (see e.g. [15, Thm. IV.3.9 & Cor. 1V.3.10])
there exists a continuous linear functional ¢ € X* and an a € R such that (g,z) < « and
(9,y) > a for all y € C. Since the image of the cone C' under the functional g can only be
one of Ry, R_, R or {0}, we must have & = 0. Hence g € C* but (g,x) < 0, which implies
that = ¢ C. Therefore C C C also, and so C' = C.



Take x,y € C and let r € Ry with ro —y ¢ C. Since C = C, there exists some f € C*
such that (f,rz —y) < 0. Consequently,

B(z,y) =sup{r >0 : re —y ¢ C} =sup{r >0 : (f,rx —y) <0 for some f € C*}

=sup{r >0 : r(f,z) < (f,y) for some f € C*} = sup{éj:’ii felr (f,x) # 0},
(5)
and similarly for 5(y,z). Then is indeed equivalent to ([1)). O

Remark 2. Given log gﬁig:zi = log &3%3 + log ézziigii, for any f,g,h € C*, it is easy to

verify the triangle inequality for H using the representation .

Remark 3. Once more, since the topology on X does not change the Hilbert metric on C,
when working with one can choose the topology, and therefore the dual space, cleverly: a
coarser topology, with a smaller corresponding dual space, will almost always be preferable.

2.1 Contraction properties

Positive linear operators on a positive closed convex cone contract in the Hilbert projective
distance: this result is again due to Birkhoff [7]. More generally, for proper closed convex
cones C' C X, Birkhoff’s contraction theorem can be stated as follows:

Theorem 2.4 (Birkhoff). Let X be a LCS, take L : X — X to be a linear transformation,
and suppose that L(C'\ {0}) € C'\ {0}. If the diameter A(L) = sup, e (o} H(Lax, Ly) is
finite, then we have

H(Lz,Ly) < 7(L)H(z,y),  Va,y € C\{0}, (6)
and 7(L) = tanh (%) is called the Birkhoff contraction coefficient.

The theorem holds equivalently if one drops finiteness of A(L) as a condition and extends
the definition of the contraction coefficient to 7(L) = 1 when A(L) = co. In other words, any
bounded linear operator L is non-expansive in C' under the Hilbert distance, but it is strictly
contracting if and only if the diameter A(L) of C under L in the Hilbert metric is finite, i.e.
(L) < 1.

We will now show that a stronger result than Theorem is possible.

Definition 2.5 (7-distance). For z,y € C'\ {0}, where C is a proper closed convex cone in
a real LCS, we define the hyperbolic tangent of the Hilbert pseudo-metric as

T (z,y) := tanh (H(Z’y)), (7)

where tanh(oco) := 1. For simplicity we refer to as the T -distance.

Note that the 7T-distance is a pseudo-metric for C: one can easily check that the triangle
inequality and symmetry properties are inherited from the Hilbert distance. However, the
metric 7 makes the cone C into a bounded space, while H gives an infinite distance between
any points in C and 9C. Borrowing ideas from the proof of [17, Thm. 2.3], we obtain the
following theorem.



Theorem 2.6. Let X be a LCS, and L : X — X a linear transformation. Suppose that
L(C\ {0}) C C\ {0}. Then we have

T(Lx, Ly) < 7(L)T(z,y),  Va,y € C\{0}, (8)

where T(L) = sup, yecnjoy T (L, Ly) is the diameter of C under L in the T-distance, and is
equal to the Birkhoff contraction coefficient.

Proof. For all z,y € C'\ {0}, define the set
Ec(z,y):={r>0:rze—y ¢ C}.
Using the same notation as in (1]}, we have H(z,y) = log(B(z,y)B(y,z)), where

B(x,y) :=sup Ec(z,y) € (0,00], B(y,x) :=sup Ec(y, z) € (0,00].

Fix z,y € C'\ {0}. If Lz and Ly are collinear, then 7 (Lz, Ly) = 0 and the claim holds
trivially. Similarly, if H(z,y) = oo, then T (x,y) = 1; as T (Lx, Ly) is certainly less than its
supremum over x and y, the claim holds. It remains to consider the case H(x,y) < oo and
Lz and Ly not collinear (so H(Lxz, Ly) # 0).

For r > 0, consider ro —y € C. By linearity of L, we also have rLz — Ly € C, and in
particular Ec(Lz, Ly) C Ec(x,y). This implies that

1 1
> )
B(Ly,Lx) — B(y,x)
where the strict inequality in the middle is due to (2)) and the assumption that H(Lz, Ly) # 0.

We now approximate (x,y) and 5(y, z) from above (since H(z, y) < oo, also f(x,y), By, x) <
o0), and (Lz, Ly) and B(Ly, Lz) from below, i.e. take M,m > 0 and M’,m’ > 0 such that

1
B(Ly, Lx)

By definition of E¢(Lx, Ly) and Ec(Ly, Lz), we have M'Lx—Ly ¢ C, and m'Ly—Lx ¢ C.
Similarly, Mx —y € C and my — x € C. For r > 0, note that

B(x,y) = B(Lax, Ly) >

M > Bley), m> Bly.a), < {5} < Bl 1)

rM +1
r+m

rL(Mx —y) — L(my —xz) = (rM + 1)Lz — (r + m)Ly € C <= Lr—LyeC.

Letting hq(r) = (rM + 1)/(r + m), this implies in particular that
Ec(L(Mz —y),L(my —x)) = {r >0 : hi(r)Lez — Ly ¢ C}

= {n'(w) >0 : wLe - Ly ¢ C}
:hfl <{1711 <w< M : wLx— Ly ¢ C}) C hfl(EC(LJU,LZ»)a

where hy H(r) = (rm—1)/(M —r). Since M’ € (m ,B(Lz, Ly)) C (&, M) by assumption,

and M'Lx — Ly ¢ C, we have that h;'(M') € Ec(L(Mx — y), L(my — z)).
Analogously, for r > 0,

rm+ 1
r+ M

rL(my —x) — L(Mz —y) € C <= Ly—Lx e C.



Letting ho(r) = (rm +1)/(r + M) and hy '(r) = (rM — 1)/(m — r), this implies that

Ec(L(my —z), L(Mx —y)) = h2_1<{]\14 <w<m:wLy— Lx ¢ C}) C h;l(Ec(Ly,Lx)).

Since % € (%, M) by assumption, which implies that m’ € (ﬁ ,m), and m'Ly — Lz ¢ C, we
have that hy ' (m') € Ec(L(my — x), L(Mx — y)).

We know Mz — y,my —x € C by assumption, and A(L) = sup, e\ oy H(L, Ly).
Therefore,

ht(M)hyt(m!) < B(L(Max — y), L(my — z)) B(L(my — z), L(Mz — y))

< sup B(LF,L§)B(LY, Li) = AP,
z,5eC\{0}

which yields the inequality

(M'm —1) (m'M — 1) < JAL)
(M—=M) (m-m') —

Now let log(Mm) = D and log(M’'m’) = d. Substituting m’ = ]f/[—d, in the above yields

(M'm — 1) (e?M — M) < A,

f(M/) = (M — M) (mM’—ed)

Differentiating the left-hand side, we find that the minimum of f(M’) is attained when M’ =
ed/2, % Substituting into the expression above, we get

U

(ed/Q\/]\Tm — 1) (ed — edﬂﬁ) B sinh? (DT+>

P = 0 i Y (oo it et) st (B4
Taking square-roots yields
% < f(M/) < eA(L)/Q.
sinh (%) B B

Using the identity sinh(a + b) = sinh(a) cosh(b) + sinh(b) cosh(a) and the fact that i—j& is
increasing for x > 0, we obtain the final expression

d A(L) D
— | < - 7 — .
tanh (4) _tanh( 1 >tanh<4>
Taking limits as M, m — S(z,y), B(y,x) and M',m’ — (L, Ly), 3(Ly, Lx), we are done. [

Remark 4. Concavity and monotonicity of tanh(x) for x > 0 immediately yield Birkhoff’s
Theorem The advantage of using 7 instead of H is negligible when the distances are
small, since 7 (z,y) is equivalent to H(z,y) asymptotically as H(z,y) approaches 0. However,
we can find points x,y € C such that H(z,y) = oo, such as when comparing an element z € C
with an element y € 9C. In these cases, the T-distance is preferable, since T (x,y) stays finite
and the inequality remains meaningful.



Example 2.7. As we mentioned in the introduction, an immediate application of Birkhoff’s
theorem is in the ergodic theory of Markov processes, since transition operators are positive
linear operators that map probability distributions to probability distributions, and so the
assumptions of Theorem are satisfied. We discuss explicit forms of Birkhoft’s contraction
coefficient for stochastic matrices and a class of transition kernels in Section [l

3 H-metric on the space of probability measures

From general LCS we now move to the space of probability measures, and consider the Hilbert
projective distance in this context specifically. In [8, Chapter XVI] Birkhoff works with
positive cones in a Banach lattice. Since the probability measures are a subset of the positive
measures, which form the positive cone in the space of signed measures, the definition of
the Hilbert distance on probability measures can be easily deduced from Birkhoff’s work (see
e.g. |3, Eq. 9] and [29| Def. 3.3]). In this section we choose to derive the Hilbert distance in the
framework of duality instead, drawing a parallel with the works on convex cones [17,34]. The
purpose of this exercise is to gain an understanding of the Hilbert metric in terms of functions
acting on probability measures, and to investigate how a change in the test-functions affects
the distance itself.

Notation. For any o-algebra F and space F, let LY(F, F') denote the space of F-measurable
functions, valued in F', and let B(F, F') be the subspace of bounded F-measurable functions.
For any two spaces E,F, let Cy(F,F) denote the space of bounded continuous functions
E — F. If E and F are metric spaces, let Cpr(F, F') be the space of bounded F-valued
Lipschitz functions. By | f|l«c we denote the L°-norm of f and by | f|/Lip its Lipschitz
coeflicient.

Let (E, F) be a measurable space, and consider the space M(FE) of finite signed measures
on (E,F). A natural approach is to make M(F) into a Banach space by equipping it with
the total variation norm || - ||tyv. The total variation norm is defined, as usual, by

lellry = |pl(E) = u™(E) + u~ (B), for u € M(E), (9)

where pp = pt — p~ is the Hahn—Jordan decomposition of u. It can be expressed equivalently
in terms of p acting on elements of B(F,R) as

vy s=sup{ [ Fap s £ € BER) Il < 1}. (10)

Now, the subset of positive measures M (FE) is a proper closed convex cone in M(E). The
probability measures on (E, F), denoted by P(E), are a subset of M (E). In ({), following
ideas from [17,[34], we provided an equivalent definition of the Hilbert metric using duality.
This is not a convenient approach when viewing M(FE) as the Banach space (M(E), || - [|tv):
for one thing, when dealing with signed measures, one usually prefers to work with a predual
space instead of the dual.

Taking the predual point of view, we could consider M(E) as a subset of X = Cy(E,R)*,
which is a real Banach space under the operator norm. When FE is a Polish space with
the Borel o-algebra B(E), this amounts to a linear isometric embedding that is weak*-dense.
Equipping X with the weak*-topology, rather than the operator norm, we get that X is a LCS
and X* = Cy(E,R), so one expects a predual characterisation of the cone of positive measures



in terms of Cy(E, R). This, however, does not immediately follow from the procedure that led
to . Instead, we give here a direct argument for the desired characterization (11]), where
one can think of Cy(E,R,) as the ‘predual cone’, in analogy with . In fact, we can further
restrict the space to bounded Lipschitz functions.

Proposition 3.1. Let E be a Polish space with Borel o-algebra B(E) and let Cyr(E,Ry) be
the space of bounded Lipschitz functions E — Ry. Then we can characterize the space of
positive measures M (E) as

M (E) = {pe M(E):{(u, f) >0, Vf € Cor(E,Ry)}. (11)
If E is only metrizable, then replace Cpr,(E,Ry) with Cp(E,Ry).

Proof. Let M denote the right-hand side of . We want to show that M (E) = M. By
non-negativity of the elements of M (F) and Cpr(E,R;) (resp. Cp(E,R;)), it is obvious
that M (E) C M. For the opposite inclusion, suppose p ¢ My (E). By the Hahn-Jordan
decomposition, there exist disjoint sets P, N C E such that PUN = E, and (Borel) measures
put and p~ such that pt is supported on P and u~ is supported on N. Since u ¢ M., we
have p~ (N) > 0. Recall that u, u™ and = are regular, as they are Borel measures on a metric
space E (see e.g |9, Thm. 7.1.7]). Take 0 < & < p~(NN)/4. By regularity of u~, we can find
a closed set AZ C N such that p= (N \ A7) < e. Likewise, there exists a closed set AT C P
such that u+(P\ AF) < e. Note that AT N AZ = (), since they are respectively the subsets of
disjoint sets P and N. For E Polish, we can take the sets AZ, AT to be compact (again, [9,
Thm. 7.1.7]), so the Lipschitz version of Urysohn’s Lemma |13, Prop. 2.1.1] (resp. Urysohn’s
Lemma [13, Thm. 1.2.10]) guarantees that there exists f € Cyr(F,Ry) (resp. Cp(E,R}))
taking values in [0, 1] with
[0 forxzeAf,
f(:c)—{ 1 forxe AZ.

Integrating f against p we have

- + — <t Y (A . B ()
/Efdu—/Efdu /Efdu < (P AD) = (A7) < 26— (V) < P

Consequently, we have f € Cpr(E,R;) (resp. Cp(E,R4)), but (i, f) < 0,s0 u ¢ M. Therefore
M C M4 (E), and the two sets are equal. O

< 0.

When FE is a Polish space, the above proposition is all we need to define the Hilbert
projective (pseudo-)metric on M (F) in terms of bounded positive Lipschitz functions in
Cyr(E,Ry), analogously to . On the other hand, if we do not want to assume E to be
Polish, or even metric, we need to enlarge the set of test-functions for the construction of the
Hilbert metric to still make sense. Similar to Proposition we find the following (trivial)
characterization of M (FE) in terms of bounded positive measurable functions.

Proposition 3.2. Let (E,F) be a measurable space and let B(F,Ry) be the space of F-
measurable bounded functions taking values in Ry. Then we have

M (E) = {p € M(E): {f,1) > 0, Vf € B(F,R.)}. (12)

Proof. Let M’ be the right-hand side of . By non-negativity of the functions in B(F, R ),
p € M4 (E) implies p € M’. Conversely, assume p ¢ M, (FE). Using the Hahn—Jordan
decomposition, take N € F such that u(N) = —p~(N) < 0. Let f:=1x € B(F,R;). Then
(fyp) <0, but (f,v) >0 for all v € M4 (F). Hence u ¢ M’, and we are done. O



Proposition 3.3. Let (E,F) be a measurable space. Write S = Cpr,(E,Ry) if E is Pol-
ish (with F the corresponding Borel o-algebra), S = Cy(E,Ry) if E is metrizable, or S =
B(F,Ry) otherwise. Then the Hilbert projective pseudo-metric can be written as follows: for

Hy V€ MJr(E) \ {0}7

<f,u>7,?97'/)¢0

Proof. Consider any u,v € My (E), and take r € Ry such that rp — v ¢ My (FE). Using
Proposition and Proposition there is an f € S such that (f,ru —v) < 0. Then an
argument analogous to (5] gives equivalence between and the original definition of the
Hilbert metric (1f). O

Now, a natural question to ask is under which conditions H(u,v) is finite. For p,v €

M+(E), let
W (f,v)
Bl v) = feB(}E,)R+) { (fs 1) } 14)

(f,m)#0

Clearly, H(u,v) < oo if and only if S(u,v), B(v, u) < co. We see immediately that if there
exists an unbounded measurable function h € L°(F, R, ) such that (h, 1) < oo but (h,v) = oo,
then we can take a sequence of bounded functions h, € B(F,Ry) such that h, — h, and
the right-hand side of is infinite. Consequently, if, for example, v has a strictly higher
number of finite moments than pu, then 8(u,r) = oo, and conversely if v has (strictly) fewer
finite moments, then (v, u) = oo. Thus, to have H(u,rv) < 0o, we need a condition on p,v
that is quite a lot stronger than simple equivalence of measures (which we denote as usual
by ~). This condition, which we call comparability again, in accordance with Birkhoff, and
denote by ~, has already been stated in [29, Def. 3.1] and [3]. Here we derive it directly from
the ‘predual’” formulation (13)).

Let p ~ v, with Radon- Nikodym derivatives % and d” For all ¢ € B(F,R;) we have

{p,v) = (035 1) < I1§5 N Loe(y (s 1), 8
} H dp

(o) = te.0) < lous) My,

My, := sup {
(PEB(.F,R+
()70

L°°(u

On the other hand,

SO S—Z < M, p-a.e., and in particular H%ZHLOO( ) < M. Therefore, B(u,v H and

hence we can state our comparability condition as follows:

HL°°(u)’

Definition 3.4. Let (E,F) be a measurable space. Two positive measures p,v € My (F)

are comparable if u ~ v and their Radon-Nikodym derivatives % and S—Z are essentially

bounded, i.e. % € L*>®(v) and g—/’: € L*>®(p). Equivalently, p and v are comparable if there
exists scalars ¢, > 0 such that

au(A) < v(A) < ru(4), VA€ F. (15)
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Then the Hilbert projective pseudo-metric for pu, v € M (E) can be defined as

sl ] VBEA
H(“’”‘bg(H dvooHdu oo)‘ Py Los gy p T )
v(A)>0, u(B)>0

and H(p,v) = oo otherwise and these definitions are equivalent to (13). The right-most
formulation of (| is the definition chosen, for example, by Le Gland and OudJane in |29,
Def. 3.3] and Atar and Zeitouni in [3]. Note that if p,v € P(FE), then H d Hoo, > 1

Hoo >

since p and v must integrate to 1, and hence also H I H H H v) by (T6). Then,
for p,v € P(E), p ~ v, and an arbltrary f € B(F,R) such that Hf||OO S 1, we have

\<f,u—u></{du>1} rf\(j’;_l)dw/{%} (-2 a
< (l gl -ttt = )+ (= )t <y < e -

Together with the fact that the total variation distance between two probability measures is
at most 2, this yields the following bound, first shown by Atar and Zeitouni [3, Lemma 1]:

2
— < — . 17
I = vliry < g M) (7)

This bound is clearly not sharp, since the right-hand side can easily be much larger than 2.
We will improve it in Corollary For now, we use Atar and Zeitouni’s result to prove the
following Lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let (E,F) be a measurable space. Then (P(E),H) is a complete metric space.

Proof. Note that two probability measures u, v € P(FE) which are collinear must be necessarily
equal, so H is a metric on P(FE). Let (i) € P(E) be a Cauchy sequence for the Hilbert metric
H. Then (u,) is also Cauchy in total variation norm by (L7)), so pn, — p € P(E) in |||y since
P(E) is complete as it is a closed subset of M(E). Since (f, ) — (f, n) for f € B(E,R) if
Wn — p in total variation norm, gives that H is lower semi-continuous with respect to
Il - llTv, as a supremum over continuous functions. Hence H (i, 1) < liminfy o0 H(tn, pir)s
where the right-hand side goes to 0 as n — oo by the Cauchy assumption. O

Corollary 3.5.1. Let (E,F) be a measurable space. Then (P(E),T) is a complete metric
space.

We have seen in Section [2| that many of the interesting properties of the Hilbert metric
also hold for its transformation 7. The following gives a key reason why the classic Hilbert
pseudo-metric is also of interest: H turns the space of probability measures comparable to a
reference measure p into a normed vector space (with a modified algebra).

Proposition 3.6. Let (E,F) be a measurable space and fix a reference measure p € M (E).
We let essential infima and suprema be defined with respect to the nullsets of p, and consider

(1) the space of measures comparable to p, namely M, = {p € M4 (E) : 3’;, SZ € L>®(p)},
and P, := M,NP(E);

11



(11) the equivalence relation ~con on M, given by collinearity, that is ji ~con vV < p = cv
for some c > 0; note that P, is isomorphic to Mp/ ~coll (a8 it is a selection of a unique
element from each equivalence class);

(iii) the equivalence relation ~const on L(p) given by f ~const ¢ < f = g+ ¢ p-a.e. for
some ¢ € R; and the associated quotient space ©, := L(p)/ ~const-

Then the map

|- lle: L>®(p) = R; f+>esssup f(x) — essinf f(z),
reE el

defines a seminorm on L*(p), and a norm on ©,. Moreover, the map
0: M, — L¥(p); p+log(du/dp)
is an isomorphism of the pseudo-metric spaces (M,, H) and (L=(p), | - |le), satisfying
H(p,v) = [10(n) = 0W)lle,  for all p,v e M,,

and it is an isomorphism of the metric spaces (P,, ") and (©,, || - |le). In particular, (P,,H)
is a normed vector space, when endowed with the algebra of (renormalized) addition and scalar
multiplication of log-densities.

Proof. It is easy to see that || - ||g is absolutely homogeneous. From , we know that

w2 (51
— esssup { log (35)} — essinf { log (jl/:)}

— esssup {e(ﬂ) - e(y)} ~ essinf {e(u) Q) }

= [16(n) = 0(¥)lle-
From this it follows that || - ||e is sublinear (as H satisfies the triangle inequality), and is
therefore a seminorm. It is easy to check that ||f]je = 0 iff  ~const 0, s0 || - || is @ norm on

the vector space ©, = L*(p)/ ~const-
For f € ©,, the inverse of 6 : M, — L*(p) is given by

071(f)(A) = / exp(f(z))dp,  VAEF,
A

so 0 is clearly a bijection, and hence an isomorphism of (M, H) and (L>(p), ||-||e). Similarly,
taking account of the equivalence relation, the inverse of 6 : P, — ©, is given, for f € ©,, by

_ Jaexp(f(x)) dp
Jpoxp(F(@)) dp’

which clearly does not depend on the choice of ¢ € R (and hence is well defined on ©, =
L>(p)/ ~const)- It follows that 6 is an isomorphism of (P,, H) and (©,, | - |le).

071(f +c)(A) VA e F,

Finally, as (0, || - |le) is a normed vector space, we simply observe that addition and
scalar multiplication in ©, correspond to (renormalized) addition and scalar multiplication of
log-densities. O
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Remark 5. We will see in Section [4] that, when E is finite, we can avoid the equivalence
relation above by selecting the unique representative 6y(u) which satisfies 6y (u)(xo) = 0 for a
fixed g € E (see Remark . This does not work as cleanly in infinite state spaces, as the
value at a single point is typically not well defined when functions are only specified p-a.e.

Remark 6. Proposition [3.6|also helps us to understand the topology of (P(E),H). For every
p € P(E), we have the corresponding vector space P, (and any p’ € P, will yield P, = P,).
As they are normed vector spaces (with an appropriate algebra), these sets are both closed
and open, and give a disconnected partition of P(FE). In other words, (P(E),H) has the
topology of a disjoint union of normed vector spaces (which may have different dimensions).

We conclude this (rather lengthy) section about the Hilbert metric on probability measures
with a few important observations, which motivate why we started looking carefully at the
‘predual’ formulation of the Hilbert metric in the first place.

Remark 7. Take p,v € M, (E), with E Polish. Consider distances of the form

D(M,V)Zsup{)/Efd(u—V)‘ : fGCbL(EaR—l-)}-

Different conditions on || f||s and || f||zip yield different metrics: the total variation norm
if one imposes || f|ls < 1, the bounded-Lipschitz distance by taking || f|leo + || f||zip < 1, or the
1-Wasserstein distance W, (when p and v are additionally taken to have finite first moment)
by imposing || f|| rip < 1. This differentiation based on the choice of test-functions is completely
lost when we work with the Hilbert metric. If we restricted our space to Py (FE) (the probability
measures on E with finite first moment), for example, we could of course characterize our
‘predual’ cone of test-functions using (unbounded) positive Lipschitz functions Lip(E, R ),
analogously to the Kantorovich—Rubinstein dual formulation of W;. However, this would not
yield a different metric from . Since any Lipschitz function can be approximated from
below by bounded Lipschitz functions, if 4~ v and u,v € P;(FE), taking the supremum over
Lip(E,R4) or Cpr,(E,R4) does not change the Hilbert distance.

In the wake of the above remark, we deduce that the Hilbert metric is stronger than
the p-Wasserstein distance W,. Let (E,d) be a metric space and {u,} € Pp(E) a sequence
of probability measures with finite p"-moment such that p, — g in Hilbert metric. By
, convergence in Hilbert metric implies convergence in total variation norm, which in
turn implies p, — p weakly. Moreover, u € Pp(E), by definition of the Hilbert metric and
comparability of measures . Fix an arbitrary zg € E. Then an argument similar to the
one that lead to yields that, for all ¢ < p,

‘ [ o) e, = ) < Ky (e 1) (18)

where K, < oo is the ¢*"-moment of p € Pp(E). So convergence of moments is preserved
under convergence in the Hilbert metric, and thus convergence in the Hilbert metric implies
convergence in W,,.

The Kantorovich—Rubinstein dual formulation in particular yields the following bound for
the W, distance with respect to H. For u,v € P1(FE), and an arbitrary zp € E, we have

Wr(p,v) < (eH(”’”) -1 /Ed(:ro,:v) dp, (19)

13



or analogously in terms of the first moment of v.

Finally, our work so far, the definition of the Hilbert metric and of comparability of
measures , all clearly point to emphasise that convergence in the Hilbert metric is a very
strong form of convergence. The Hilbert projective metric not only dominates TV and W),
but also the Kullback—Leibler divergence (or relative entropy):

du du
= — < — < .
Dicc(ul) = [ og S dp <tog | L < #a (20)

In fact, one can show that:

Proposition 3.7. Let (E,F) be a measurable space, and let {u,} € P(E) be a sequence
of probability measures converging to u € P(E) in H. Then, for any f-divergence Dy,
D¢ (pnlln) = 0 and Dy(p||pn) = 0 as n — oo also.

Proof. Let f: Ry — (—00,00] be a convex function with f(1) = 0, and f(u) < oo for all
u > 0. Let pu,v € P(F), with u < v. Then the f-divergence of u from v is given by

Dstul) = [ (L) o

Note that the f-divergence is unchanged if we add a linear term to f, i.e. let f(u) = f(u) +
c(u—1), then Dy(ulv) = Dy(ullv). Moreover, by taking ¢ € —9f(1) (where by 9 we denote
the subgradient of f), we have 0 € 9f(1), so without loss of generality we can restrict our
attention to convex functions f such that f(1) =0 € 9f(1). Consider a sequence {u,} € P(E)
such that limy, oo H(tn, ) = 0. Then there exists N > 0 such that for all n > N, u, ~ v.
Since f must be decreasing for x < 1 and increasing for z > 1 by virtue of being convex, we

have, for all n > N,
d;zn
) e+ / d
{ dH'n >1} ) N

D (pnllp) = /{%q}(
< 1 {esipt )t < 10) 4 (s Y4 > 1)
o) A1)} e s}

where we have used that H d(if;b”oo’} d“”H > 1, and H d%;”_ > e~ H(knt) and H dpn

eMtnai)  Since f(1) = 0 by assumption, the right-hand side of the above goes to 0 as
H(pin, ) — 0, s0 Dy(pn|lpe) converges. The argument for Dy(u|/pn) is analogous by sym-
metry, and we are done. O

Remark 8. Total variation distance, Kullback—Leibler divergence, Jensen—Shannon diver-
gence, squared Hellinger distance and y2-divergence are all examples of f-divergences.

4 Hilbert projective geometry on the probability simplex

In this section we consider the Hilbert metric on the probability measures with finite state-
space E = {0, --- ,n}, which form the probability simplex. In this case, the form of the Hilbert
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metric simplifies, and there exists an explicit expression for Birkhoff’s contraction coefficient
(see Section 4 of |36, Chapter 3]). We briefly remark on this, and present a short derivation
of Birkhoff’s coefficient using duality. Then we move on to studying the geometry of the
probability simplex under the Hilbert projective metric: using a coordinate transformation
inspired by information geometry [1,2], we describe the Hilbert balls as convex polytopes in
the probability simplex, in an extension of the work in 33| to the n-dimensional case.

Let £ ={0,---,n}. The probability measures P(F) are represented by the set

n
P(E)=S" = {az eR™ N "y = 1} C R,
=0

and 8™ is called the n-dimensional probability simplex. It is given by the intersection of the
convex cone of non-negative vectors RTJFH with the plane ), z; = 1.

Consider the Hilbert distance on the non-negative orthant C' = R’}. Recall the duality
expression for H given in and the equality . The dual cone C* is again R’}. Take
z,y € R} \ {0} such that 3(x,y) < co. Note that S(x,y) < oo if and only if there exists a
scalar b > 0 such that y* < bx* for all ¢ = 1,...,n, which in particular implies that if y* = 0
for some i, then 2 = 0. We have

wTy oy yl e;y
B(z,y) = sup T sup Z 7"]7 = max —— = I B (21)
weRLA{0} WIE el IV} ; 055, &7 FerR0 8 rer>0 6
wTz>0
where the second equality follows by setting r/ = w/z? /wTz, 0 < ri < 1forall j=1,...,n

and at least one 7 > 0, and {e; };‘:1 are the basis vectors of R’ . So sup,, wTy/wTx is attained
when w is a basis vector. By symmetry, we have that §(y,z) < oo if there exists b’ > 0 such
that 2° < by’ for all i = 1,...n. Then two elements z,y € R" are comparable (denoted again
by @) if there exist constants a,b > 0 such that ax < y < bz, where the inequalities hold
component-wise (this is the definition of comparability given in |8, Chapter XVI]). Then the
definition of the Hilbert projective distance for z,y € R’} simplifies to

1
max;. i z. cmp
log IR e L T~y
_ i @l |7 ’
H(‘T7 y) - M550 yJ (22)
cmp
o, €T <.

Remark 9. In this finite-state context, the comparability condition “ reduces to equivalence
of measures ~ on S". Recall that (S",H) is a complete metric space by Lemma

Using we can now easily derive an explicit expression for Birkhoff’s contraction coef-
ficient of a linear operator R’ \ {0} — R \ {0}. Define a matrix A = (A;;) to be allowable if
A is non-negative (i.e. A;; > 0 for all 7, j) and if every row and every column of A has at least
one strictly positive element (this definition is given by Seneta in [36, Def. 3.1]). Clearly any
linear operator R \ {0} — R’ \ {0} can be represented as an allowable n x n matrix. We
prove the following result, which was already stated by Birkhoff without proof in Corollary 2
of [8, Chapter X VI, Section 3] and obtained by Seneta in Section 4 of [36, Chapter 3], although
the derivation there is significantly more involved.
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Proposition 4.1. Let A = (A;;) be an allowable n x n matriz. Birkhoff’s contraction coeffi-
cient T(A) can be written as

1 — \/o(A) , A Aj
Ay =—Y 7 A) =
7(A) e with $(A) min Ay’ (23)

(with the convention that 0/0 =1).

Proof. Consider the diameter of R”} under the matrix A, i.e.

A(A)= sup H(Az,Ay).
z,yeR7\{0}

Assume that A(A) < oo, so f(Ax, Ay), B(Ay, Ax) < oo for all z,y € R \ {0}. Note that
A(A) < oo if and only if A is strictly positive (i.e. A;; > 0 for all 7, j), so in particular Az has
strictly positive entries for all x € R"}, which implies that wTAxz > 0 for all z,w € R’}. Using
(21)) in the second and fourth equalities below, we get

A() _ { wT Ay 2T Az } B { el Ay €] Az }
e = sup sup = sup max { — T
z,yeR? \{0} w,zeR7 \{0} wTAz 2T Ay zyeR7\{0} e; Ax e; Ay
yTATe; 2T ATe, efATe; e] ATe; AikAji
=max su = max max = max
irj wemp\{o} yTATe; xTATe; i kil | efATej el ATe; gkl AjrAy’
so finally Birkhoff’s contraction coefficient is given by
A(A)
A(A -1 1- A AiA;
7(A) = tanh < ( )> = eAjA) = il ), with ¢(A) = min gt (24)
4 e~ +1 14++o(A) ikl AjrAil

We can check that if A is not strictly positive, so A(A) = oo, the formula above still holds
with the convention that tanh(oo) := 1. O

In fact, we obtain a similar representation of Birkhoff’s contraction coefficient for a class
of transition kernels on more general spaces. Let E be a Polish space with Borel o-algebra
B(E), and consider a positive kernel K on B(E) x E. Then there exists an associated positive
linear operator (again denoted by K) such that K : M (FE) - M (E) and

Ku(da):/EK(da,x)du(a:). (25)

In the statement below, we restict our attention to kernels that have a density with respect
to a reference measure p € M, (F). In other words, let K(da,z) = k(a,z)dp(a) for some
positive function k£ : Supp(p) x E — Ry. Then reduces to

Ku(A) = /eA /GE k(a,z)du(z)dp(a), VA€ B(E), (26)

(where we have swapped the order of integration using Tonelli’s theorem). We then have the
following infinite dimensional counterpart to Proposition
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Proposition 4.2. Let E be a Polish space with Borel o-algebra B(E) and reference measure
p € My (E) with support Supp(p) C E. Consider a kernel operator K : M (E) - M4 (E)
of the form defined by a density

d(Kp), |
2@ = [ ra.a)anto)

for k : Supp(p) x E — (0,00). Assume k is a bounded continuous function. Then the Birkhoff
coefficient of K is given by

1= JH(E)
1+ /o(K)'

Proof. From the structure of the operator, we know that the Radon—-Nikodym derivative of
Ky and Kv (for v # 0) is given by

d(Kp) (a) = Jg #(a,x) du(z)
d(Kv) [5 K(a,x)dv(z)’

T(K) = with  ¢(K) =

r(o, 0 )y o)

inf
a,b € Supp(p) { r(a,y)k(b, z)
zyekb

Va € Supp(p).

As k is continuous and bounded, by dominated convergence we have that a — ?12?; 3 (a) is
d(Kp)

continuous, and so the p-essential supremum of ARy )( a) is equal to its (pointwise) supremum
on Supp(p). Using the definition of 7 and (|16), we know that

T(KM,KV)_tanh< log<sup{fE k(a, ) du(z } {fE u(y)})>

fE a,x)dv(x fE ) du(y)

)d (b,y) du(
:sup{tanh< log(fE az) du(z fE y) dvly >

ab [ Kb, y) du(y) [z k(e z)dv(z

From the definition of 7 in Theorem [2.6] and monotonicity of tanh, we know that

T(K)= sup T(Kp,Kv)
mVvEM(E)
1 Jg t(a,2) du(z) Jp k(b y) dv(y)
= sup< tanh < log sup 12 sup .
ab { 1 <ueM+(E) { [ 50, y) du(y) } veEM, (E) { [ k(a,z) dv(z) })
(28)
In order to compute the inner suprema, we observe that for all u € M (F) and a,b € E,
[ k(a, z) dp(x / /s(a,ac) / kla,z) | _
du(z) = dip(x
Je k(b y) duly Jer by du k(b, ) (@) g k(b x) )
where [i;, € P(FE) is defined by i—’ﬁ(x) = %. Therefore, as k is continuous,
Sy #la,2) dpu(z) /nmw>~ w(a,7)
sup = sup dia(z) = .
HEM 4 (E) fE "i(b7 y) du(y) aeP(E)JE H(b7 .29) z€E ’i(b7 l‘)

Substituting in yields

7(K) = tanh (A(4K)>’ with A(K)=  sup ) {log (W) }7

a,b € Supp(p
rzyeklE
and essentially the same calculation as gives the form . O
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4.1 Hexagonal polytopes in Hilbert projective geometry

We now introduce a change of coordinates from the interior of " to R™ which allows us to
build an understanding of the geometry of the probability simplex as a metric space equipped
with the Hilbert distance 7{. We have already employed this coordinate transformation in [14]
in the setting of nonlinear filtering, and it proved crucial for the analysis of the Hilbert distance
between two probability measures u, v € S™.

Notation. For simplicity, let N := {0, 1,...,n} throughout this section.

Let 8™ be the interior of the n-dimensional probability simplex S® C R"*!. Following
Amari [1,2], we map any discrete distribution p € 8™ to its natural parameters § € R". In
other words, for all k =0,...,n, let 0 : S™ — R” such that

0 (1) = log ik Vi e N\ {k}. (29)

=

Since we exclude the k' component, 0x(n) = {6i(u)}iz is an n-dimensional vector. The
inverse mapping 9,;1 : R™ — S™ is given by

pi(0y) = 6701., Vi= N (where for notational simplicity 6 = 0). (30)

Do ek

Then 0y is a diffeomorphism S R™ and a global chart for S™. Note that we have n + 1
choices for k, so in fact we have a family of n 4+ 1 coordinate transformations.
As we already noted in [14, Eq. 19], we have the convenient equivalence

H(1,v) = mix |04 (1) = O0(v) o= = max (B (1) = 04(»)). (31)

where by ¢*° we denote the standard supremum norm between vectors.

Remark 10. It is informative to compare this with Proposition[3.6] We fix k£ = 0 for simplicity,
and p as the counting measure on E. Writing 1 € R™ for the vector of ones, we then have

Oo(1) = (log(u"/p°), log(u? /1), ..., log(u" /1i°))
= (log(u'),log(i?), ..., log(u")) — log(u”)1.

On the other hand, in the notation of Proposition we have the equivalence class
0(n) = {(log(uo),log(ul), s log(p™)) +cl; c e R} €0, 2R/ ~eonst -

Of course, we can identify 6y(u) with (0,00(p)) € (). Therefore, we see that our 6p-
coordinates simply choose the representative element in #(u) with ¢ = —log(u"), or
equivalently, the (unique) element with 0 in the first entry. Consequently, Proposition
gives the representation of the metric (in #y-coordinates)

; / * gy i
H(p.v) = (max {030) — 0500} + (min {G) — 60)})
with 27 = max{0, 2z} and 2= = max{0, —z}. As this representation shows the Hilbert metric

is given by a norm in fg-coordinates (for any k), we know that translation in 6j-coordinates
will not change the size or shape of a ball.
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The 0-coordinates allow us to investigate in detail the shape of Hilbert balls in §™. The
main idea is as follows: let u,v € 60'”, so p and v are equivalent, and for all kK € N consider
the transformations p — 6 (p) and v — 0, (v). Let H(p,v) = R < oco. Fixing v and k = 0,
we prove that the H-ball of radius R around 0y(v) is a convex polytope C C R™. Mapping C
to the simplex 8", we find that the image of C through the inverse transformation ¢, s also
a convex polytope.

We start with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Consider two probability measures u,v € 8™ such that H(p,v) = R > 0. Let
Oo(1), 00(v) € R™ be their natural parameters under the mapping 0y given by . Then Gy(u)
belongs to the boundary OC of an n-dimensional conver polytope C C R™ centred at 0y(v), with
2(2™ — 1) wertices at the points

vF = 0(v) + RZ@,-, vy = 6(v) — RZei, (32)

1€T 1€L
where {e;}_, denote the basis vectors of R™ and T C {1,2,...,n}, T # 0.

Proof. The first thing we do, to simplify our calculations, is to translate 6y(r) € R™ to the
origin 0. Now let 0 := log(u’/u*) € R for all 4,k = 0, ...,n. We fix the coordinate system in
R™ to be given by (x!,...,2") = (6},...,6%), so that the basis vectors e; are the unit vectors
in the 0j-direction. We look for a representation of the H-ball of radius R around the origin
in this coordinate system.

By (31), clearly |0;| < R for all pairs (i,k) € N x N. We consider all these inequalities,
noting that, since || = |0¥| by properties of log, we can avoid needless repetitions by re-
stricting our consideration to all pairs of indices (i,k) € I" := {(i,k) € Nx N : i > k}. Then
we have in total n(n + 1)/2 unique inequalities. Recalling that 01 = 0} — 0F, for (i,k) € I"
we define the (n — 1)-dimensional hyperplanes

1 n no. o .k
ﬁiik::{{(:v,...,:n)ER s at — 2" = £R} k#0, (33)

{(zt,...,2") € R" : o' = £ R} k=0,

and denote by p: = 1r R : z' — 2% < R} the half-spaces bounded by ﬁ:k, and similarly
by p; = {z €R" : 2 — 2% > — R} those bounded by f; (and equivalently when k = 0).

We let C™* = ﬂ(i,k)e n pj, kP g By standard results in n-dimensional geometry, C™ C R"
is a polyhedron, since it is the intersection of a finite number of closed half-spaces. We claim
C" is bounded.

Note that the intersection Cj = (i, p;’ro N p;o is the n-cube with side-length 2R cen-
tred at 0 with 2" vertices at all possible positive/negative combinations of the coordinates
(£R,...,£R). Then

"= ﬂ P:_k: AP0 Co, (34)
(i,k)el™
k#0
and the intersection of a hypercube with closed half-spaces is bounded, so C™ is a bounded
polyhedron, and therefore a convex polytope. (Note that C™ is non-empty, since one can easily
check that 0 € C™.)
We now would like to find the vertices of C". We look for all the points in R™ where
exactly n of the hyperplanes intersect uniquely.
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Consider a linear system S given by n equations from . We say indices ¢, j are linked
if an equation of the form z? — 27 = +R appears in the system S, and extend this definition
by transitivity to partition the indices appearing in S into linked classes. We say an index ¢
is a base case if x; = £ R appears in S.

1. Consider a class not containing a base case. Then we can add a constant r € R to each
component z¢ in the class without altering the equations of the form z! — 27 = +R.
Therefore the subsystem of S containing all the equations for this class cannot have a
unique solution, so S cannot give a vertex.

2. For any class containing a base case, let’s say z*, note that (z° — 27)/R € 7Z for any x’
linked to z’. By transitivity and additive closure of Z, we observe that all indices in a
class containing a base case must have 2/ /R € Z.

By combining the above observations, all vertices of C"™ must have coordinates that are integer
multiples of R, with at least one coordinate given by a base-case, i.e. any point v € R™ that
solves uniquely S must be of the form (miR,...,m,R) for m; € Z with —n < m; < n for all
i=1,...,n, and at least one m; € {£1}.

Now, by we must have that all the vertices of C" belong to Cj. Thus, any point v € R"
that uniquely solves S and is potentially a vertex of C"™ must be of the form (miR,...,m,R)
with m; € {—1,0,1} for all ¢ = 1,...,n. Moreover, assume that m; = 1 and m; = —1 for
i > k. Then mjR—mpR=2R > R,sov ¢ p:k and v ¢ C". Similarly, if m; = —1 and my, =1
for i > k, then m;R — mpR < —2R so v ¢ p,, and v ¢ C".

Thus we must have that any vertex of C" is of the form (miR,...,myR) with either
m; € {—1,0} for alli =1,...,n or m; € {0,1} for all i = 1,...,n. Conversely, consider any
point v € R™ of this form. It is easy to construct a system S for a choice of n equations in
{2 — 2% = +R} U {2/ = £R} such that v solves S. Then the points (miR,...,m,R) € R"
with either m; € {—1,0} foralli=1,...,n or m; € {0,1} for all i = 1,...,n (and not all m;
identically 0) are in fact all the vertices of C". Letting C = C" + 6y(v), we are done. O

Remark 11. As can be deduced by , the H-ball is, in a way, nothing but the intersection of
n—+1 skewed f-balls, or, geometrically speaking, the intersection of n+ 1 skewed hypercubes.
Recall the notation from our proof above. Define the following intersections

n k—1
C,’;‘::[ ﬂ p;fkﬁpj_’k}ﬁ[ﬂp;jﬁp,;j}, Vk=1,...,n.
j=k+1 7=0

Then for each k = 1,...,n, C}! is the image of the hypercube centred at 65 (v) with side-length
2R under the linear transformation 6 — 6.

We now map our convex polytope from R" to S™ through the inverse transformation 6 !
given by (30). Note that if 6 ! were an affine transformation, then Lemma, stated below
would be trivially true. However, as 0 1is not affine, a bit more work is required to prove
that convexity, linearity of the boundary, and intersections are preserved. We give a depiction
of this result in Figure

Lemma 4.4. The H-ball of radius R around 0y(v), given by the convex polytope C of Lemma
4.2, maps to a convex polytope D centred at v in S™ under the inverse transformation 961 :
R" — S™. The vertices of D are given by the images of the vertices of C under the same
transformation.
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Proof. We use the same notation as in Lemma [£.3] Recall that we centred our H-ball at
0o = 0o(v), the image of v under the mapping 0y : S™ — R™. Similarly, we will fix the centre
of D, the representation of the H-ball in 8", at v, and proceed as if v were known.

We start by noting that the bounds |¢9}g — éz\ < R, which correspond to the linear con-
straints (33)), are equivalent to linear constraints in S”. Recalling the notation of the proof
of Lemm consider the half-spaces pj’ . under the transformation 6 LR — 8™ We
compute

00_1(Pi,k) - {90_1(90) €S 98 9]5 < éé ég R}
n :U’i Vi n 7 kVi R
— : r < . j— : —_ - <
f{MES log % logyk—i-R}f{,uES 7 7 Vke O},

where we have used bijectivity of 6 1 and the fact that exp is increasing. Similarly,

0y (pip) = {MES”' i#kz,ie‘RZO}-

Note that 8, *(p;h.) and 6, (p; ) are (n — 1)-dimensional flat subspaces of S™. In particular,
since S™ is a subset of an n-dimensional affine space A = R™, we see that 6, * (pjk) and 9_1 (Pix)
are closed half-spaces of A, bounded by the hyperplanes ( ;r ={pecA:p=pF Y e} and
liy={neA: pt =k I’j—; e T}, which are the images (extended to A) of respectlvely flm
and /;, under 0;"'. Then, recalling that I" := {(i,k) € N x N : i > k}, the intersection

ﬂ 0" sz )N 0y (pz‘_,k)
(¢,k)el™

is a convex polyhedron in A, and in particular, since ¢, s a bijection from R” into 8™,

60_1( < ﬂ pzk pzk>:DC8n'

(i,k)eIn

Finally, both boundedness of D in 8" (in the sense that D is bounded away from dS™), so
that D is a convex polytope in S”, and the fact that vertices are preserved under the mapping
follow easily from 6y being an homeomorphism between S™ and R™. O

Remark 12. Using Figure|l, we can build an intuition of how the transformation 6, ! deforms
C by considering what happens to the parallel pairs of hyperplanes ﬁ;fk and fz,;k when mapped
into S™. For each pair (i,k) € N x N, f:'k = Hal(ﬁxk) and (; = Qal(ﬁ;k) are not parallel in
8", but meet at the (n — 2)-face of the simplex given by fix = {u € S* : u! = 0,u* = 0}.
In other words, the ‘point at infinity’ at which ﬁ;fk and hz_k meet in R” is mapped to the
boundary of the simplex, and in particular to f; », under 6 L

For example, in dimension 2, f; ; are vertices of S?%: when mapping C € R? to S%, we can
think of squeezing together the oco-extremities of each pair of parallel lines fifk (for (i, k) €
{(1,0),(2,0),(2,1)}) so that they meet at an angle of a = a(ef — e~ f)/(1 + a?), where
a = v'/v¥. Then we place the intersection point at the vertex fix of 82, so that, intuitively,
the strip of plane between ﬁ:k and hz_k is mapped to a slice of S? of width o bounded by l:k,
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Si=r?

Figure 1: On the left: representation in fy-coordinates of a 2-dimensional H-ball C of radius
R around 6y = 6y(v) = (0,0). On the right, the image of C under 6, *, which gives the H-ball

) as a hexagonal polygon in the simplex S2.

D around v = (3, 353
and [, . Then it is easy to visualize how the straight lines that compose the boundary of C are

mapped to straight lines, and how intersections are preserved, making 6, 1(C) into a polytope
as well. However, these lines (and those parallel to them) are in fact the only straight lines
in fp-coordinates that map to straight lines in S? (as expected, since fy and its inverse are

nonlinear). We illustrate this in Figure [2| below.

Figure 2: Straight lines through the origin in fp-coordinates on the left, and their images in
S? under the inverse mapping 0y L on the right. In red the lines parallel to the axes and the

diagonal in R?, which remain straight in S2.
Remark 13. The regularity of the H-balls, when represented in 6p-coordinates, has other

22



surprising consequencesEFfor example, Hilbert balls of constant radius naturally tile the
space, as illustrated in Figure

Figure 3: Tiling of the 2-dimensional probability simplex S? with Hilbert balls of radius
0.5, starting from the ball around the center (%, %, %) (corresponding to the origin in the

fo-coordinates on the left).

5 Metric-comparisons for probability measures: TV and H

We now exploit the geometric intuition we gathered in the previous section to derive a bound,
sharper than , for the total variation norm with respect to the Hilbert projective metric.
We start by working with discrete probabilities in the simplex 8™ and then extend our result
to probability measures on a general measurable space. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the distance
T (p,v) = tanh(H(p,v)/4), which we defined in Section plays a role once more in the
computations below.

5.1 Probabilities on finite state-space

First of all, recall that for a measurable space (E, F) the total variation distance between
two probability measures p, v € P(F) is equivalent to

| = vllrv = 2 sup [u(A) —v(A)], (35)
AeF

which, in the case of E = {0,---n} and p,v € 8", reduces to

n
= vilrv =Y ' = v = u—=vp (36)
=0
3In a more artistic vein, Figure [3| also illustrates that the map 6y : S™ — R™, for n = 2, corresponds to
the classical transformation between parallel oblique perspective (6p-coordinates) and three-point perspective
(by viewing S™ with its vertices at the three vanishing points), linking back well beyond Birkhoff (1957) and
Hilbert (1895), at least as far as the work of Jean Pelerin (Viator) in De Artificiali Perspectiva (1505).
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Remark 14. Note that the factor of 2 in is sometimes dropped, in which case would
be stated as [|u — v|tv = 3|[i — v||n. We keep the factor of 2 in analogy with Atar and
Zeitouni [3].

Theorem 5.1. Given two probability measures p,v € 8", we have that

H(p,v)
—

I = vlrv =l = vl < 2tanh (37)

FEquivalently, we have

sup ' =" < T(u,v). (38)
ACAo,.. 7n}zEZA

From Lemmawe know that if y, v € 8™ with H(p,v) = R < oo, then p belongs to the

boundary of a convex polytope D € S”, centred at v and with vertices {6, (v5), 0, (v7) :
T C{l,...,n},Z # 0}. Finding an upper bound for || — v|/n is now a simple convex

optimization problem: we know the ¢!-distance between v and p is maximized when p is at
one of the vertices of D, so we compute the ¢!-distance between v and each of these vertices,
and then maximize over the choice of vertex.

Lemma 5.2. Assume v € S" is known. If H(u,v) = R, the (*-distance between p and v is
bounded by

o= vl <2 max

Sz(l — SI)(GR — 1) Sz(l — SI)(l — G_R)
IQ{II;Z(.B.,n} { v ) } ) (39)

1+ SI(eR — 1) 1+ Sz(efR —1

where Sz =", .7 V" for any subset T (not 0) of the indices.
Proof. Recall (32). Consider a vertex vz4 = 6, ' (v3) of D € S™. Compute

n

Iy =vzilla =) v’ = v

i=0
o 1
L+ 3 erexp{by(v) + R} + X vz exp{f(v)}
s exp{6(v) + R) |
el 1+ ierexp{by(v) + R} + > icnp\z exp{6p(v)}
Cy e explth() |
T TS e B0 + R+ Sz e 550))
Vk:
|0 1 el _ eRzTO _
Lelft Y r v+ ZzENO\Z W kez L+ eR s oo+ Yieno\z oo

vk

0

N R v v
l+e Zz’eI o T EieNO\I Py

3

kENO\T

Letting Sz := ) ;o7 V' and Sz := ZieNO\I Vi, so that Sz + Sz + ¥ = 1, some algebra yields

Sz(1—S7)

it Sl YA (S
14+ 8Szell — SZ R( 7)

v —vzilo =2(e —1)
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Equivalently, if we let vz_ = ;' (v ), we obtain

-R) Sz(1—S7)

— VT =92(1 —
v —vz_|lo (I—e 1+S;eR—8;

=: gr(Sz)

Then the ¢!-distance between p and v is bounded by the maximum between ||v — vz |2 and
|lv — vz_||;n over all choices of vertices, which yields the lemma. O

proof of Lemma Note that gj;(x) and gj () for x € [0,1] are symmetric around x = 1.

Proof of Theorem. Let 11, € 8" be such that H(u, v) = R. Recall the notation from the
2

By standard calculus, we find that the maximum of g}f is attained at =% = m%ﬂ; while g
is maximized at #* =1—2% = 146_}27,/;/2. Evaluating gE and gp at their respective maximizers

gives the upper bound

v =vllp < max {llv—vzillp V [y —vz_[[p}
IC{1,...,n

=)

< — V —V7I_
< max Igr{ngm}{\lv Visllp VY = vz}
z

< T(S7) V gn(S
—s?é?&{u{gl{( 1) V 9r(S1)}

R
< 2tanh —.
< 2tanh

Finally, note that the statement is trivial if p ~ v. Moreover, if p ~ v and p,v € dS™, then
they must belong to the same (n — d)-face of 8™, which is also a probability simplex S¢ with
1 <d < n. In particular, p,v € Sod, which is the same as the case we considered originally, so
we are done. O

Remark 15. For low dimensions, Lemmal5.2) provides a way to compute a bound for ||y — v,
which is tighter than Theorem While this still holds true in higher dimensions, the
improvement gained by computing explicitly the bound instead of using can be
negligible, since it is likely that at least one of the possible combinations for Sz comes very
close to the maximizer.

5.2 Probabilities on a general measurable space

We now use the discrete result of Theorem [5.1]to give bounds for general probability measures.

Corollary 5.2.1. Let (E,F) be a measurable space. Consider u,v € P(E). We have
1
Sl =vilrv = sup |u(A) —v(A)] < T(u,v).
AeF

Proof. Note that if p ~ v, then the statement follows trivially, so assume that y ~ v. By
definition of the total variation distance , for all n € N there exists a set A, € F such
that

1 1 1
Sl = vl =~ < lu(An) = v(An)] < 5l = v, (40)
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Let F, be the o-algebra generated by A,, i.e. F, = {A,, A%, E,(0}, and let m, be the
partition of E given by m, = {A,, AS}. Consider the probability measures i, v, on the space
(E,F,) given by

fin = Plm,, Un = Vlr,.
Then p, and v, are probabilities on the finite state space {A,, A%}, and in particular py,, v, €
S!. Therefore it holds that

sup |pn(A) — vn(A)| = [un(An) — vn(A4n)|

AEeF,
‘ log ’;"(A") —log ’;"(A’ZT)
< tanh Hlptn, vn) = tanh n(4n) n(45)
4 4
(A) 1(B)
SUPA, BeF <log 5 —log 7 )
< tanh € 4(A) B _ tanh H(Z’V)

As for the left-hand side, we have that

sup |pn(A) — vn(A)| = |pn(An) — vn(An)| = [p(An) — v(An)| < sup [u(A) —v(A4)].
A€Fn AeF

But by we also have that

sup |pn(A) — vn(A)] = |pn(An) — vn(An)| = |u(An) — v(An)| = sup |u(A) —v(A)] - l
AeFn, AeF n

Therefore, putting together the two above inequalities, we arrive at the final expression

lim sup |pn(A) —vp(A)| = iléI;_W(A) —v(4)],

N0 AeF,

and the result follows. O

Remark 16. Note that the bounds in Theorem [5.1] and Corollary can be attained, and
therefore are sharp. In particular, 27 is nothing but the maximum TV (or £!) norm between
two probability measures which are a fixed H-distance apart. Theorem then tells us that
this quantity contracts under (positive) linear transformations.

Remark 17. For p,v € P(E), we can also find an upper bound for 7 (i, v) in terms of TV.
For all A € F, we have

L u(A)  ald) - v(4)
tanh (2 tog u<A>> = (&) + o(A)
therefore
| WA u(B) sup e |u(A) — v(A)]
T{p-v) < tanh (21°g (o 2y v s u<B>>> < (intper u(B) Ainiper (@) D

However, we note that the denominator of the right hand side may become arbitrarily small,
which is unsurprising given 7 is a stronger metric than TV on S™.
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