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Abstract

We study interpolation inequalities between Holder Integral Probability Metrics (IPMs) in
the case where the measures have densities on closed submanifolds. Precisely, it is shown
that if two probability measures p and pu* have S-smooth densities with respect to the
volume measure of some submanifolds M and M* respectively, then the Holder IPMs de

of smoothness v > 1 and dyy» of smoothness n > v, satisfy dy (1 p1*) S dyy (1, )ﬁ+n
up to logarithmic factors. We provide an application of this result to high- dimensional
inference. These functional inequalities turn out to be a key tool for density estimation on
unknown submanifold. In particular, it allows to build the first estimator attaining optimal
rates of estimation for all the distances dyy, v € [1, 00) simultaneously.

Keywords: integral probability metrics, interpolation inequality, manifold data, distri-
bution estimation, minimax rate.

1 Introduction

The development of methods for estimating probability measures from data has been a
major focus of contemporary statistics and machine learning (Bishop, 2006). This pursuit
has given rise to thriving research fields such as generative models (Ruthotto and Haber,
2021), reinforcement learning (Szepesvari, 2022) and geometrical inference (Chazal et al.,
2011). In order to evaluate the precision of the estimation, many methods use Integral
Probability Metrics (IPMs) (Miiller, 1997) as the distances to compare probability measures.
It consists in choosing a class of functions F and looking at the distance between two

probability measures pu, u* defined by
p| [ fe)inte) - [ @

Notable examples of IPMs include the total variation distance (Verdd, 2014) (F is the
class of functions taking value in [—1,1]), the Wasserstein distance (Villani, 2009) (F is the
class of 1-Lipschitz functions) and Maximum Mean Discrepancies (Smola et al., 2006) (F
is the unit ball of a RKHS). In this paper we focus on the Hélder IPMs that have been
used in generative models (Arjovsky et al. (2017), Chakraborty and Bartlett (2024)) and
geometric learning (Tang and Yang, 2023). For n > 0, X', } two subsets of Euclidean spaces
and f = (f1,..., fp) € CU(X,Y) the set of |n| := max{k € Ng| k& < n} times differentiable

% the partial differential operator for any multi-index
-0y

dr(p, u*) = sup (1)

functions, denote 9" f; =
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v = (1seva) € N with o] =+ v < L Waite i1y = sup P oL
Yy
and let
W2, 2) = {f e @, D) [max > 10" filleeyy + . 10 Silly-1o) < K}

lv|<n] lv|=1n]

denote the ball of radius K of the Holder space H"(X,)), the set of functions f : X — )
of regularity n. In this work we are interested in comparing the Holder IPMs

dygn (1, %) = sup /f )dp(x /f )dp*(z (2)

fery

of different regularities n. The popularity of the Holder IPM comes from its equivalence
with the Wasserstein metric in the case 7 = 1. This metric enjoys several useful properties
including the metrization of weak convergence of measures Villani (2021). Unfortunately,
the Wasserstein distance has been shown to be computationally expensive (Peyré et al.,
2019). Then, the need of finding smaller classes than the Lipschitz class in the IPM (1)
arises. Ideally one wants to have a class F that is smaller than the Lipschitz class but that
still controls the Wasserstein distance. Classical interpolation inequalities (Lunardi, 2018)
allow to show the connection between the different IPMs: if y and p* have densities with
respect to the Lebesgue measure and that belong to ’H? for § > 0, then for all 0 < v < 7,
we have

dygy (%) < dpgn (s o), (3)

up to logarithmic terms (see Theorem 3). These inequalities are key in the estimation of
smooth densities as they allow to show that if an estimator [ of y* attains optimal rates of
estimation for the dq_/ﬁ distance, then it also attains optimal rates for the de distance for
all v € (0,n) (Stéphanovitch et al., 2023).

Recent use of high dimensional data have shed light on the fact that the optimal rates for the
estimation of probability measures, degenerate exponentially with respect to the dimension
of the data (Koéppen, 2000). This is the so called ”curse of dimensionallity” and has led
researcher to forsake density estimation to rather focus on measures with low intrinsic
dimensional structure. In this context, a natural setting is to consider measures having
densities with respect to the volume measure of a submanifold (Divol, 2022). However,
classical interpolation inequalities like (3) do not apply anymore in this setting. In order to
obtain efficient methods taking into account the low dimensional structure of the measures,
it is then crucial to understand how these inequalities can be generalized.

Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) have recently shown a generalization of these inequalities in the
case of push forward measures. Supposing that y and p* have S-regular densities with re-
spect to the volume measure of submanifolds M and M* respectively and that 1 and p* are
push forward measures of 8 + 1-regular maps from the d-dimensional torus T, it is shown
that inequality (3) still stands in the case v € [1,8+1] and n = S+ 1. In this paper, this re-
sult is generalized to measures having S-regular densities with respect to the volume measure
of any closed submanifolds (without the push forward assumption) and to any 0 < v < 7.
This generalization allows measure estimation methods like Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) to
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be generalized to the manifold setting. Precisely, we build the first estimator of density on
unknown manifold that attains optimal rates for all the distances dq_q, ~v € [1,00) simul-
taneously. Its construction is more simpler than previous estimators like Tang and Yang
(2023) as its use of high regularity IPMs implicitly regularizes the data.

To motivate our result from a functional point of view, it is detailed in Section 3.1 how the
generalization of inequality (3) is the extension of some interpolation inequalities between
Besov norms of L? functions, to Besov norms of signed measures having low dimensional
smooth structure.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we set the notation,
properly define our setting, and present the main results of the paper. In Section 3, we give
a walk-through of the proof by stating the key intermediate results that allow to obtain
Theorem 9. In Section 4 we present a direct application of Theorem 9 to the estimation
of density on unknown manifold. In Section 5, we detail a simple example to get some
intuition on Theorem 9. Technical points of the proofs are gathered in the supplementary
material.

2 Preliminaries and main results

2.1 Setting

Let us start by defining the precise setting of our work. The results focus on S-regular
densities with 8 > 1 with respect to the volume measure of closed (i.e. compact without
boundary) manifolds that are of dimension d € N* and that are immersed in the ambient
space R? with p > d an integer.

For M a closed d-dimensional submanifold embedded in RP and x € M, note
Uy =BP(z, K)NnM and ¢, : U, = To(M), ¢, = T (M) — T,

for 77, ) the orthogonal projection onto the tangent space 7,(M) of M at the point x
and BP(z, K~') the p-dimensional ball of radius K~! > 0 around z. Let us fix a certain
K > 1 and define the notion of regularity for manifold used in this work.

Definition 1 A closed d-dimensional submanifold M is said to verify the (8 + 1, K)-
manifold condition if M C BP(0,K) and for all x € M, ¢, : Uy — To(M) is a diffeo-
morphism and verifies

-1 B+1

Definition 1 is equivalent to a reach condition (Federer, 1959) for 5+ 1-smooth submanifolds.
The reach raq of a manifold M corresponds to the largest ¢ > 0 such that its orthogonal
projection maq is well defined from M€ to M with M¢ = {z € RP| d(x, M) < €} the set
of points having their distance to the manifold d(x, M) smaller than e. Definition 1 is very
general as any [+ 1-regular closed submanifold with reach uniformly bounded from below,
verifies the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition for a sufficiently large K (Divol, 2022). Let us
now define the notion of regularity for densities used in the paper.
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Definition 2 A probability measure p supported on a submanifold M is said to verify the
(8, K)-density condition if

i) p admits a density f, € H?((M,R) with respect to the volume measure on M,
i) fu is bounded below by K.

Supposing that the densities are bounded below is a classical assumption in the setting of
density estimation on manifolds (Divol (2022), Tang and Yang (2023)). Here it is needed
in order to obtain smooth optimal transport maps between some push forward measures
in Proposition 4 using Caffarelli’s regularity (Villani, 2009). For a measure p supported on
a set X and a function g defined on X and taking values in a set ), we write g4, for the
push forward measure of y by g i.e. Vf € ’H?(X, V),

/ F(@)dgan () = / F(g(u))dpu(u).
Y X

2.2 Main results

Throughout, the quantities C, Cs, Cs,,... represent constants that can vary from line to line
and that only depend on p,d, 5, K and there underscore. Using Definitions 1 and 2, let us
state the main result of the paper.

Theorem 9: Let M, M* be two submanifolds satisfying the (8 + 1, K )-manifold condition
(Definition 1) and p, u* two probability measures satisfying the (8, K)-density condition
(Definition 2) on M and M* respectively. Then for all 1 <~ <17, we have

B+

Ca
d?-q(,u,,u*) < Clog <1 + d?—t’f(llaﬂ*)_l) d?—t’f (1, %) 5.

2

This result is sharp up to the logarithmic factor, meaning that the exponent g—ig is optimal.

The optimality of the exponent can be justified by three different arguments, the first
one being that it is the same exponent as in the classical case (see Theorem 3). The
second one is the example of Section 5, where we explicit a sequence of measures such that

dygy (pk, 1) — O when k tends to the infinity and dyy (pe, 1) 2 Cdyygn (g, ,u*)%. Finally,
the last one is more original as it is a statistical argument. Theorem 9 can be used to show
that a certain estimator [ of u* using i.i.d data, attains optimal rates of convergence up to
logarithmic factors (Stéphanovitch et al., 2023). If the exponent on the delv distance was

larger than g—iz, this estimator would attain better rates than the optimal ones.

The logarithmic factor in Theorem 9 arises from the use of wavelet theory to describe Holder
spaces. Throughout the paper, we highlight the efficiency of the wavelet tool to describe
smoothness as it allows to greatly simplify some geometric proofs. However, Holder spaces
with integer regularity exponent, can not be exactly described by wavelets Haroske (2006).
This leads to the appearance of the term log (dq{;? (1, ,u*)_1> “ in the inequality, as it allows
to have injection of Besov into Holder spaces. We do not keep track of the extra exponent

Cs to avoid unnecessary heaviness, as the obtained exponent is very likely suboptimal.
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Theorem 9 is an improvement on Theorem 5.1 in Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) which requires
the additional assumptions that the measures are push forward measures from the torus
and that n = B+ 1. Precisely, it is supposed that there exist g,g* € ’H?{H(Rd/Zd,Rl’)
embeddings, such that u = g4y« and p* = g*# e+ In particular, this model can only describe
manifolds M and M* that are smooth deformations of the torus. On the other hand, our
extension of the result for any n > -, shows that the inequality behaves like in the classical
case and the fact that the measures are on submanifolds (with possibly a complex topology)
does not impact the IPMs. Theorem 9 shows that although the measures do not have any
regularity from the point of view of the ambient space RP, their low dimensional regularity
still intervenes the same way in their discrimination through IPMs. We also extend the
result to the simpler case v € (0,1) in Proposition 10, where in this case the inequality is
naturally different.

The motivation behind Theorem 9 is to extend the results of Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) to
closed submanifolds that are not necessarily smooth deformations of the torus. Specifically,
it is built in Section 4 an estimator of density on unknown submanifold attaining optimal
rates.

Let us write F for the set of probability measures i such that there exists a submanifold M
satisfying the (841, K')-manifold condition and that x satisfies the (3, K)-density condition
on M. Additionally, we write g(n) = O(f(n)) for g(n) < C'log(n)2 f(n).

Theorem 13 : Let n € Ny, u* € F and (X3, ..., X;,) an i.i.d. sample of law p*. Then for
=157 | Sx,, the estimator

fu € argmind, a2 (p, 413), (4)
peF 1

satisfies for all v > 1,

sup Ex, [dyy (4, 1™)] = O (iﬂf sup Ex,[dy; (éa/f)]> ;
prEF 0cO preF

where © denotes the set of all possible estimators of u* based on n sample.

To the best of our knowledge, the estimator (4) is the first one attaining optimal rates
for all the distances d?—t}’ v € [1,00) simultaneously. This estimator uses high regularity
IPMs in the minimized loss which implicitly regularizes the data. Its construction is much
simpler than previous optimal estimators (like Tang and Yang (2023) and Liang (2021))
because it does not need to compute a complex regularization of the empirical measure as
the regularization is made through the use of high regularity IPMs.

2.3 Besov spaces and additional notations

Throughout the paper, we use the connection between Hélder and Besov spaces extensively
(Triebel, 2010). Let us define the Besov spaces trough their wavelet characterization. Let
Y, ¢ € HP2(R,R) be a compactly supported scaling and wavelet function respectively (see
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Daubechies wavelets (Daubechies, 1988)). For ease of notation, the functions 1, ¢ will be
written v, ¢ respectively. Then for j € N,1 € {1,...,2P —1},w € ZP, the family of functions

P p
ow(@) = [[vol@i —wi) , (@) = 272 T by, (P s — wy)
i=1 =1
form an orthonormal basis of L?(RP,R) (with /; the i-th digit of the base-2-decomposition

of I). Let q1,q2 > 1,5 > 0,b > 0 be such that 5+ 2 > s. The Besov space Bgfqz(]Rp,]R)
consists of functions f that admit a wavelet expansion in L?:

oo 2P—1
F@) =" ap)pow(@) + D) > api b w) ()
wWEZLP 7=0 =1 wezpr

equipped with the norm

2/qn
CLE =<<Z |af<w>|‘“)
' wELP
+p/2—p/ )P S i
+22qu s+p/2—p/q1) 1_|_j q2 Z ( Z |Oéf ],law)|q1>

§=0 =1 wezr

1/g2

with the usual modification for ¢1,¢q2 = co. Note that for b = 0, Bgi?qz coincides with the

classical Besov space By . (Giné and Nickl, 2015). For simplicity of notation, we write

oo 2P

= Z Z Z af(j, l,w)wjlw(:E)

7=0 I=1 weZr

with the convention that 1gar,, = 10, and for all j > 1, 190, = 0. The Besov spaces can
be generalized for any s € R as a subspace of the space of tempered distribution S’ (RP).
Indeed for f € S'(RP), writing a s (4,1, w) = (f,ju), the Besov space for s € R is defined
as

$,b /
Byl = 1 € S @)y, <o

The same way, we write B, (K) = {f € S/(Rp)|\|f\|85,b < K}. In the following we will
91,92

use intensively the connection between Hélder and Besov spaces.

Lemma 1 (Proposition 4.3.23 Giné and Nick! (201%), (4.63) Haroske (200€¢)) If o > 0 is
a non integer, then
HY(RP,R) = BSO’OO(RP,R)

with equivalent norms. If a > 0 is an integer, then Ve > 0
BLIE(RP,R) — HY(RP,R) — BS o (R”,R),

where we write A — B if the function space A compactly injects in the function space B.
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This lemma states that Besov infinity and Holder spaces coincides except when the regularity
exponent is an integer. In particular, it implies that Theorem 9 extends to Besov infinity
IPMs up to additional logarithmic terms for integer regularity exponents.

We write (-, -) the dot product on R?, ||z|| the Euclidean norm of a vector z. For a,b € R,
aAband aV b denote the minimum and maximum value between a and b respectively. We
write Lip; for the set of 1-Lipschitz functions. The support of a function f is denoted by
supp(f). We denote by Id the identity application from a Euclidean space to itself.

For any map f : R¥ — R! we denote by Vf the differential of f and by ||V f(z)|| its
operator norm at the point x. We denote (Vf(z))' its transpose matrix and if & < I,
Amin((Vf(2)) "V f(z)) corresponds to the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix (V f(z)) "V f(z).
We write [, f(z)dAsm(x) for the integration of a function f: M — R with respect to the
volume measure on M i.e. the d-dimensional Hausdorff measure. The Hausdorft distance
between two submanifold M, M* is denoted by H(M, M*).

3 Walk-through of the construction of Theorem 9

In this section the main sub-results allowing to prove Theorem 9 are detailed. We first
prove the classical inequality in the full dimensional setting. Then, it is explained how it
can be generalized to the submanifold case.

3.1 The classical inequality

The classical setting corresponds to the case where the two measures u, u* each have a
squared integrable density with respect to the Lebesgue measure of the ambient space RP.
This setting is called classical as the proof boils down to applying Holder’s inequality on
the wavelet coeflicients of the functions. This is a natural technique one could use for any
interpolation between Banach spaces that are defined by the growth of coefficients in a given
basis (see for example Wang (2021)).

To prove it, let us first define an operator that allows to change the regularity of a function
by modifying its wavelet coefficients.

Definition 3 For a tempered distribution f € Bgélfoo(Rp,R), define the tempered distribu-

tion TVC(f) € ng:gébJrc(Rp,R) by its wavelets coefficients

(L), jiz) = 27 (L4 ) f, e

The tempered distribution I'¢(f) is a "regularization” of f if v < 0 or v = 0 and ¢ < 0.
For ease of notation, we will write I instead of T'"7:0.

Now take two densities f, f* € L?*(R?,R) and a potential h € B, . (RP,R) to compare
them. We call h a potential in reference to Kantorovich potentials in optimal transport
(Santambrogio, 2015). The family of wavelets functions (1ji)jiw being an orthonormal
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basis of L?, we can write for 7 > 0 and ¢ € (0,1),¢* = (1 — 1/¢q)~},

oo 2P

/ W) (F@) — F@)av@) =33 S anlbw)(ag(ilw) — ap (G, w))
RP =0 I=1 wezZr

oo 2P

<O o (i, Lw) (ap (5, Lw) — ape (i, 1 w)) YTV

§=0 I=1 wezZp

Then, applying Holder’s inequality we get

| o)) = £ @)ava)

oo 2P %
- (ZZ > 27 an(, 1 w)(ay (4,1, w) af*(j,l,w)))

§=0 I=1 wezp

7=0 1=1 weZr

co 2P ‘%*
(ZZ S 7 a1 w) (g (i L w) af*u,l,w))) : (5)

. g _a*
Let us take T7(h) € B3!7, and F%T(h) € B;,o‘é " defined through their wavelet coefficients:

af‘fT(h) (j? L ’LU) = S(]a L w)af‘*"'(h) (j? L ’LU)
and

a_g¢ (G hw)=S0GLwa ¢ (Glw)
LT (n) SEMO)

with S(j,1,w) € {—1,1} the sign of oy, (4,1, w)(of(j, I, w) — ap«(j,l,w)). Then, from (5) we
obtain

| m@)t@) = 1 @)av(a)

<([ rrm@e - rew) ([ T meee - reeew)”
RP Rp
which directly gives an interpolation inequality between Besov IPMs:

d g (f 1) (6)

OOOO

Q=

dps, (f, f") < dgser (f, )

Finding the smallest ¢ € (0,1) such that the quantity d __ .+ _(f, f*) is finite, we obtain the
Boo,od
following result.

Proposition 2 Let f, f* € B&?M(RP,R, K) compactly supported in BP(0, K). Then for all
a >y >0, we have

=)

sy
+

sup( )/Rp h(z)(f(z)—f*(x))d\P(x) <C  sup </Rp h(@)(f(z) — f*(x))d)\p(x)>

heBL oo (1 heBg, (1)
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The proof of Proposition 2 can be found in Section C.7.1. Note that this result can be seen as
a particular case of classical interpolation inequalities between Besov spaces (Hajaiej et al.,
2010). Indeed, noticing that for g € L? we have

sup / h()g()dNP (z) = gll g+
h€BL, oo (1) JRP b

Proposition 2 is the application to the function g = f — f* of the inequality

B+~

oy
ol < ollgsi Nolls"s (7)

which can be shown just like Proposition 2.

Finally, by paying a logarithmic factor, we obtain that Proposition 2 translates to Holder
regularity.

Theorem 3 For f, f* € ’Hi(Rp,R) with compact support in BP(0, K), we have
X *y—112 o oY
dH’ly(fvf )SClOg(l_‘_dH?(f)f ) ) d’}‘l‘f(fvf )[3+a‘

The proof of Theorem 3 can be found in Section C.7.2. The goal of this paper is to generalize
this inequality to the case where f and f* are densities with respect to the volume measures
of two different closed submanifolds. The main difficulty of this generalization is to exploit
the smoothness of the densities although, from the point of view of the ambient space RP,
they do not have any. In particular, in the case where all the regularity exponents are non
integers, Theorem 9 can be seen as a generalization of the interpolation inequality between
Besov norms on functions (7) to Besov norms on the signed measures p — p*. Indeed,
although the tempered distribution u— u* does not belong to any Besov space with positive
regularity exponent, Theorem 9 states that if 4 and p* have low dimensional S-regularity

then the inequality

B+~
_ * B < _ * || B+«
e =1 llgy S = p IIB;E

stands up to logarithmic factors.

3.2 Proof outline of the main result (Theorem 9)

In this Section, the principal steps of the proof of Theorem 9 are presented. We start by
stating some properties resulting of the manifold assumption and use them to show that
the integration with respect to a smooth density on M, can be parameterized through
the integration on R¢ (Proposition 4). Then, we show that if two measures supported
on two manifolds respectively, are close enough for a distance dyq, there exists a smooth
diffeomorphism between their support having some keys properties (Theorem 6). Finally,
this diffeomorphism is used to split the IPMs into two distances: a distance between the
support of the manifolds and a distance between the densities. This decomposition allows
to conclude the proof of Theorem 9.
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3.2.1 INTEGRATION ON MANIFOLDS VIA SMOOTH TRANSPORT MAPS

For a manifold M satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition, there exists an atlas
(A,-, 4,0,-) of M such that:
ie{l,...,m}

o foralli € {1,...,m}, 4; = ¢; '(B40,7)) with 7 = g

o forallie {1,..,m}, ¢; € ’H?{H(Ai,Bd(O,T)) and ;1 € Hf{—l—l(Bd(O,T),Ai),

o for all x € M, there exists ¢ € {1,...,m} such that BP(z,7/2) N M C A;.
The existence of this atlas results from basic properties of the (8+ 1, K)-manifold condition
that are derived in Appendix Section A.1. Using this parametrization we can show that

the integration with respect to a smooth density on M can be parameterized through the
integration on R

Proposition 4 Let M satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and p a probability
measure satisfying the (B, K)-density condition on M. Then there exists a collection of
constants C; > 0, maps ¢; € Hgﬂ(Rd,Rp) with inf ¢ ga(o ) Amin(Véi (w)) TV i (u)) > C~1

and weight functions (; € Hngl(Rd,R) with supp((;) € B4(0,7), such that for all bounded
continuous function h : RP — R we have

RSN NG () dN
/M h(@)du(z) _;Ci /R (i ()G (w)dA (u).

The proof of Proposition 4 can be found in Section A.2. This is a key result that will
enable to exploit the S-regularity of the densities defined on manifolds, using the wavelet
decomposition on R? of the 8 + 1-regular transport maps ¢;.

3.2.2 EXISTENCE OF A SMOOTH DIFFEOMORPHISM BETWEEN THE MANIFOLDS

We shall distinguish two cases:

e the case where the distance dH’f (1, 1*) is small enough so that there exists a smooth
diffeomorphism between M and M*,

e the case where the distance dH;z (p, *) is not small enough.

In the second case, one has dwlv (p, p*) > C~ 1 so it is easy to get d%? (y ) < Cd%]’ (fty p*).
Therefore, let us focus on the first case and gather the properties that the diffeomorphism
needs to respect.

Definition 4 For M, M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and t € (0,7*/2)
for r* the reach of M*, such that H(M, M*) < t. We say that a map T : M** — M* is
(M, M*) g..-compatible with a radius t if:

i) T € ’H[B(J;I(M, M*) and the restriction T}, , : M — M* is a diffeomorphism such that
for T‘;j : M* = M the inverse application such that T|;/11 ol,, = 1d,,, we have

T} € Hig (MHM).

10
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ii) For allx € M*, T™*({x}) —x C E, a p— d dimensional subspace of RP and
(T™'({a}) = 2) N B"(z,t) = Bp, (0,1).

iti) For any f € H](M*,R) with n € [1,8 + 1], the map z — fol({x}) f(y)d)\%:d(y)
belongs to Hi. (M*,R).

w) The map x — apy(VT(x)) (Definition 6) is bounded below by K"

Fulfilling compatibility may seem to be restrictive, but it is shown in Theorem 6, that as
long as the dyo distance between the measures is relatively small for any a > 0, there
exists a (M, M*)-compatible map. Let us first state that the distance dyg controls the
Wasserstein and Hausdorff distances.

Lemma 5 Let M, M* satisfying the (0, K)-manifold condition and p,p* two probability
measures satisfying the (0, K )-regularity density condition on M and M* respectively. Then
for all o > 1, there exists a constant C, > 0 such that Vt > 0, if

dago (M Iu*) < 75(d—|—1)(2oz—1)
1 ) — )
then
Wi, p*) < Cot™t  and  H(M, M*) < Cut.
The proof of Lemma 5 can be found in Section B.1. We are now in position to state the
existence of a (M, M*)-compatible map.

Theorem 6 Let M, M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and p, u* probability
measures on M and M* respectively satisfying the (0, K)-density condition. For all a > 0,
there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that if

dygo (p, %) < C 7,
then there exists a (M, M*) . -compatible map with radius t = C;Y and K1 = C,,.

The proof of Theorem 6 can be found in Section B.2. We see that imposing that the densities
are close for any IPM, implies that the manifolds are close in the sense that there exists a
smooth diffeomorphism between them. This diffeomorphism is a key tool that is going to
allow to decompose the IPMs into two distinct distances.

3.2.3 DECOMPOSITION OF THE IPMS INTO A MANIFOLD DISTANCE AND A DENSITY
DISTANCE

To show the bound on the H] IPM, we split it into two terms: one characterizing the
distance between the supports, the other characterizing the distance between the densities.
For h € H](R?,R), T being (M, M*)-compatible and fr the density of T, with respect
to the volume measure on M*, we write

/ W) f (2)dAp(z) / h(a) f* (2)dA e ()

M *

- / (h(z) — W(T(2)))f (@) dAne () + / W) (fr(@) — @)D (). ()
M M*

11
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The cost is split this way to exploit the regularity of f and f*. Indeed, the second term
of (8) discriminates measures on the same support M*. We are going to show that this
case is equivalent to the classical inequality (Theorem 3) in full dimension. For the first
term of (8), we will use Proposition 4 to write the integration against the density f on M,
as the integration on R? via § + l-regular transport maps. This will enable to exploit the
regularity of the density through the wavelet coefficients of the transport maps.

Let us take care of the first term of (8) in the case h € H}(RP,R).

Lemma 7 Let M, M* satisfying the (5+1, K)-manifold condition and p, p* two probability
measures satisfying the (8, K)-density condition on M and M* respectively. For all o > 0,
there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that if

dpge (p, 1) < Co

then for T the (M, M*)-compatible map given by Theorem 6, we have for all € € (0,1) and
ne(1,8+1],

=l
-

+
+

. T < Clog(e™) sup ([ wwyut)) ™ e
heHY M
h‘M*:O

sy
3

The proof of Lemma 7 can be found in Section C.2. This result highlights the fact that
the first term of (8) focuses on the distance between the manifolds, as it bounds it with a
supremum over functions being equal to 0 on M*. Although Lemma 7 bounds the distance
d%}(“vT#u) only in the case v = 1, it is easy to generalize it to the case v > 1 (see
the detailed proof of Theorem 9 in Section C.4 for explicit arguments) using the classical
interpolation inequality (Corollary 20). Let us now bound the second term of (8).

Lemma 8 Let M, M* satisfying the (5+1, K)-manifold condition and u, p* two probability
measures satisfying the (8, K)-density condition on M and M* respectively. For all o > 0,
there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that if

dps (p, 1) < G,

then for T the (M, M*)-compatible map given by Theorem 6, we have for all € € (0,1) and
0<y<n<p+1,

dagy (T 11*) < Clog (e )2 dygn (Tipp, 1) 70 + €.

The proof of Lemma 8 can be found in Section C.3. An immediate corollary of this result
is that if the two measures p, u* live on the same manifold M* (so that 7%, = i), then

@

+v

dagy (1, 1%) < Clog(e™" ) dyyn (p, 1) 751 + €.

This is due to the reach condition on M*, which allows to thicken the manifold and apply
the classical interpolation inequality as if we were in full dimension (see the proof of Lemma

12
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8 for details). Note that contrary to Lemma 7, Lemma 8 allows to have v € (0,1). This
supports the fact that the discrimination of densities with supports on the same manifolds
is equivalent to the discrimination in full dimension. We will see in Proposition 10 that
this is not true for densities having supports on different manifolds as the optimal potential
behaves differently in this case.

Putting Lemmas 7 and 8 together, we finally obtain the interpolation inequality for densities
having supports on different submanifolds.

Theorem 9 Let M, M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and p, u* two prob-
ability measures satisfying the (B, K)-density condition on M and M* respectively. Then
for all 1 <~y <n, we have

+

Ca
d?-q(,u,,u*) < Clog (1 + d?—t’f(llvﬂ*)_l) d?—l’f (1, %) 5.

2

The detailed proof of Theorem 9 can be found in Section C.4. This result is the extension of
Theorem 3 to the submanifold case for v > 1. In contrast to the the full dimension setting,
the case v € (0,1) behaves differently as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 10 Let M, M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and p,p* two
probability measures satisfying the (8, K)-density condition on M and M* respectively.
Then for all 0 < v <n <1, we have

* * X
dygy (ps ) < Oy (p, 7).

The proof of Proposition 10 can be found in Section C.5. This inequality is sharp as the
equality is attained in numerous cases. For example, if M is the p — 1 sphere of radius 1,
M* is the p — 1 sphere of radius 1 + € and u, u* are rescaled volume measure on M, M*
respectively. In this case we have that the de and dHn distances behave like €7 and €"
respectively. The intuition behind this result is 'that for v € (0,1), the optimal potential h
within H (i.e. dyy (u, p*) = [ hdp — [ hdp*) behaves like d(-, M*)7.

Putting Theorem 9 and Proposition 10 together, we obtain a general result for all v > 0.

Corollary 11 Let M, M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K)-manifold condition and p, p* two prob-
ability measures satisfying the (8, K)-density condition on M and M* respectively. Then
for all 0 < v < n, we have

day (s 1*) < Clog(1+ dagy (p, 1*) ™) Pelggn (p, %)’

with
T ify>1
By+ :
§=1 G fr<1<n 9)
o ifn <1

When 0 < v < 1 < n, the exponent § is obtained by applying first Proposition 10 on d%?
and d%%’ then applying Theorem 9 on d?—t} and dH;z. The exponent § is still optimal as
outlined in (20) using the example of Section 5.

13
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In the assumptions of Corollary 11, we suppose that both p and p* verify the point ii) of
the density condition which is f,, f.~ > K —1. However, it is only necessary that one of the
measures verifies this condition as stated in the next result.

Proposition 12 Let M, M* satisfying the (2, K)-manifold condition and p, p* two prob-
ability measures with densities with respect to the volume measure on M, M* respectively.
Suppose that p* wverifies the (0, K)-density condition and that f, € Hi(M,R). Then for
all 1 > 0, there exist constants C,Cy > 0 such that if xlél/& fulz) < Cn_l’ then

dygr (1) = O,

The proof of Proposition 12 can be found in Section C.6. Using this result we have that if
i does not verify point ii) of the density condition for K = C,,, we have

dygy (p, %) < C < Cllgyn (p, 1)

Therefore, we could only suppose that one of the measures verifies point ii) of the density
condition in Theorem 9. We did not write it this way for simplicity of read.

4 A direct application: optimal estimator of density on unknown
submanifold

Suppose that we observe an i.i.d. sample X1,...X,, € RP from a probability measure p*
satisfying the (8, K') density condition on an unknown M* satisfying the (8 + 1, K') man-
ifold condition. A thriving field of Machine Learning/Statistics focuses on building an
estimator [i(X7y,..., X,) of u* that achieves optimal rates of convergence (see for example
Tang and Yang (2023), Divol (2022), Schreuder et al. (2021), De Bortoli (2022)). In partic-
ular, fixing a v € (0,00), Tang and Yang (2023) build a theoretical estimator that attains
the optimal rate of estimation (up to a logarithmic factor) for the distance d7_q. In this
section we show that Theorem 9 allows to build a much simpler estimator that attains
optimal rates for all the distances dqq, v € [1,00) simultaneously.

4.1 The estimator

Let us write F for the set of probability measures i such that there exists a submanifold M
satisfying the (841, K )-manifold condition and that u satisfies the (8, K')-density condition
on M. Define the estimator

[t € argmind, a2 (p, 117,), (10)

neF 1
with g := 2 3% | §x, the empirical measure from the data. Let us first bound the expected
error Ex, . x,~px [y a2 (1, )] of our estimator. To this end, define for all € F
1

hy € a;g;rflix/h(w)du(w) - /h(x)d,u*(ac),

14
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an optimal potential between p and p* and define

hy, € arg max/h(m)d,u(x) . Z h(X;),

heH(/?

an optimal potential between p and ). We have

Bld, g (o)) =BL | hy@)di(o) — [ b))

—E| / ha(2)dfi(x) — % D ha(Xi) + % > ha(Xi) — / hi(@)dp” ()]
=1 =1

<[ [ Wi (a)die) - 5 S HECE) + Bld )
=1

Furthermore, by definition of {i we have

B [ 1) - - z B < B [ A (o)t () %2; A (X0)] < Bld s (1, 7))
Then, using Lemma 13 from Tang and Yang (2023) we have that
Eld, 472 (i, 1)) < Clog(n)n~ "2,
which gives us using the previous derivations
Eld, a2 (1, 1)) < Clog(n)n /2.

Now, using Theorem 9 we have that for all v € [1,d/2],

B+

E[d?l'f (:&‘7 ,U,*)] < CE[log(dH;W (ﬂ7 :u'*)_l)cqu_ttli/Q (Iaj M*)’”—‘W],
so using Jensen’s inequality, we finally get for all vy € [1, 00),
]
E[d’HY (ﬂ) M*)] S Clog(n)c2 (n_ﬁ \Vi n—1/2)

and this rate has been proven to be optimal (up to the logarithmic factor) in Tang and Yang
(2023).

In all, we have shown the following minimax optimality for /i, where we write g(n) = O(f(n))
if the exist C,Cy > 0 such that g(n) < C'log(n)2 f(n).

Theorem 13 Let n € Ny, p* € F and (Xq,...,Xy) an i.i.d. sample of law pu*. Then the
estimator i from (10) satisfies for all v > 1

sup Ex, [dyq (4, 1)) = 0, (mf sup Ex, [de(H u*)]) ,
nreF €O p*eF

where © denotes the set of all possible estimators of u* based on n sample.
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4.2 Discussion
If we were to replace the IPM de/g by the IPM dq_q with 1 < v < d/2 in the estimator
1

(10), we would only attain the rate O(n~d \/n_%) which is not optimal for v € [1,d/2). The
intuition is that computing 4 with a high regularity IPM, implicitly regularizes the measure
wr which allows to not have to compute a complex regularization of u like in Liang (2021)
or Tang and Yang (2023). This highlights the need of a sharp inequality like Theorem 9
allowing to compare the [IPMs.

In contrast to Tang and Yang (2023), the estimator i (10) does not attain optimal rates
for the distance d%? with v € (0,1). The intuition is that optimal potentials within ’Hil/ 2
and H] tend to be very different when v is small so the estimator j is not adapted to IPMs
of low regularity. This raises the question of whether there could exist an estimator being

optimal for every v € (0, 00) simultaneously.

Like in Tang and Yang (2023), the estimator (10) is theoretical meaning it is not computable
in practice. Nevertheless, the minimum over the class F and the supremum over the class

’Hf/ % could be approximated using stochastic gradient descent on neural network classes
like in Stéphanovitch et al. (2023). The computational aspect of this estimator will be
investigated in a future work.

5 An example to get some intuition on Lemma 7
5.1 Preamble

In this section, a detailed analysis of a simple example is provided in order to better un-
derstand Lemma 7. The main result of this paper (Theorem 9) is a direct implication of
Lemmas 7 and 8. We only illustrate Lemma 7 as Lemma 8 focuses on probability measures
having densities with respect to the same manifold and we showed that this case is equiv-
alent to the full dimensional case. In contrast, Lemma 7 focuses on probability measures
having densities with respect to two different manifolds.

To get some intuition on Lemma 7, we shall construct some submanifolds M*, M,,, measures
pn, on M, and construct optimal potentials b} € H{ with h;‘ A+ = 0 such that

by T < C ([ W) i (1)

for T being (M,,, M*)-compatible. The goals of this section are the following.

e Describe the shape of the potential h.

. B a1
e Provide a concrete example where dy1 (pn, Typ,) > C ldy_ylv (fn, Ty, ) 540

For simplicity we focus on n € [1, + 1] being an integer. In order to well illustrate the
result, the example needs to verify the following two points.

16
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i) It has to verify =~ max S, P(x)dpn (2) — 0 when n — oo as otherwise we would
he%; JHM* =0 "

have
-1
d , T <K=K| max h(x)dp, (x max h(x)dp, (x
s s Ti) < max [ @) | s [ b
< C max / h(z)dp, (),
heH] "
h‘M*:O

so the result would be immediate.

ii) The manifold M,, has to oscillate around M* in the sense that the function x —
|z — T'(x)|| needs to have strong irregularities and therefore not belonging to H/, for
n > 1. For example take M* the sphere of radius 1, M,, the sphere of radius 1+ 1/n
and g, the uniform measure on M,,. Then for T : M*!/* — M* the projection onto
M*, the map x — ||x — T'(x)| belongs to H/. so the result is trivial. This would also
be true for any 7" being (M,,, M*)-compatible as (M,,, M*)-compatible maps act like
projections (see the proof of Theorem 6).

5.2 The example
5.2.1 DEFINITION OF THE MANIFOLDS AND MEASURES

Let n, 3 € N and g,, g* : [0,1] — R? defined by

g*(t) == (cos(2nt),sin(2xt)) and g, (t) := (1 + (2rn)~ P+ sin(27nt))g* (t). (12)

Define the two submanifolds M, := ¢,([0, 1]), M* := ¢*([0,1]) and p,, the uniform measure
on M,,. The manifolds M,, and M* are represented in Figure 1. We choose the (M,,, M*)-
compatible map T to be the projection onto M* for simplicity of the derivations.

Figure 1: M,, and M* defined in (12) for =0, n = 20 (left) and n = 50 (right).
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We have that M,, verifies the (5 + 1,C)-manifold condition and for all « > 5+ 1, we
have ||gn [|#a > C~'n®B+D | Therefore this example is well suited to represent the case of
B + 1 regular manifolds. We could have taken a sequence of manifolds M} parameterized
by functions g that also oscillate around M,,, but it would not have given more insights.
Indeed, for T;, a (M,,, M} )-compatible map, we have

d?—l% (1ns Tn#un) < d?—l% (tns T#Mn) + dH} (T#un ,I'o Tn#un) + d?—l% (T'o Tty s Tn#un)'

The term d%}(T#umT o T#p,) can be treated by Lemma 8 as it is a distance between
measures having support on the same manifold. The other two terms are equivalent to
our example at they are distances between a measure on an oscillating manifold (M,, and
T,,(M,,) respectively) and its projection by 7" onto M*. Therefore this case is equivalent
to our example.

5.2.2 EXPECTED SHAPE OF OPTIMAL POTENTIALS
Let us take a closer look at the quantities involved in dH% (ttn, Typ,, ). We have

s T,) = max [ (hlz) = BT @), () s, (0

< Wl (lun? T#Mn)
_ / 2 — T(@)|| f, (£)dAp,, (@)
My,

= /M* ly = T, O fun (T p, (@))apa(VT (T (1)) dAs (y)
<C [ =T, i)

1
SC/ n~B+Y) | sin(27nt)|dt
0
< Cn~ B+

Note that using the same derivations, we can show that d%%(ﬂn,T#“n) > O n—(B+1) oo
d%}(ﬂmT#un) behaves like O(n~(8+1),

To build an optimal potential in H7, let us look at how to regularize the optimal Lipschitz
potential
L}, = |lz = T(x)|| € Lip

such that it belongs to H" for n > 1. A simple way could be to use Jensen’s inequality:

/ Hx—T(m)HfM(x)dAMn(a:)g( / u:c—T<x>u2fun<x>dmn<x>) L w)

n n

We have that L% (z) := ||z — T(z)||* belongs to H’*1 but is not an optimal potential as its
cost is too low. Indeed, we obtain an exponent 1/2 in (13), which is strictly smaller than

%, the one of Lemma 7. The reason why L* is not optimal is that it does not use the

18



IPMS ON MANIFOLDS: INTERPOLATION INEQUALITIES AND OPTIMAL INFERENCE

fact that M, is of regularity 5 + 1. Let us study what should be the shape of an optimal
potential. For h € H", we have

/ (h(x) — W(T (@) f (£)dA, (1)

1
- / ( / VI(T(2) + t(x — T(2)))dt, x — T(2)) i, (2)dAp, ()
M, JO

| (90T @), = T@) o o)+ Ollle = T@)|) s, 2)

<C (Vh(T(z)), — T(z))dA, (z) + Cn =26+
My

<C / 1<Vh(g*(t)),g*(t)n‘(5“> sin(27mnt))dt 4+ Cn =200+ (14)
0

with ¢* defined in (12). We see that in order to determine a good potential h € H", it is
enough to determine the function H : [0, 1] — R? defined by

H(t) := Vh(g"(t))- (15)

When n is very large, M,, and M* behave locally like the images of

7*(t) = (t,0) and g, (t) = (t,n~ PV sin(2wnt)), (16)

as represented in Figure 2. Let us first study the local case where we are looking for an
optimal potential between M,, and M defined as the images of g* and g, in (16). Recall
from (14) that we want to maximize with respect to H € H7~'([0,1], R?) the quantity

1
/ (H(t), g* ()n~BFV sin(2mnt))dt,
0
which in the local case (16) corresponds to
1
n~ B+ / H, (t) sin(2mnt)dt, (17)
0

for Hy(t) := (H(t),g*(t)).

To maximise (17), we are going to take H; having the same sign as the function x —
sin(2mnz). Therefore we will take Hy(t) = 0 when sin(27nt) = 0 (i..e.kii2 {0, 5, ..., 221},
and for ¢t € [%, %], H,(t) will be increasing in the direction of %
to the middle point kJ;—:Lm This is illustrated in Figure 2. '

as t gets closer

The idea behind this construction is to be able to utilize that M, is of regularity 5 + 1.
It implies that we can quantify the distance between two points of intersections of the
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toa Iil(t)l l . v ﬁ*¢

Figure 2: Zoom on a part of M,,, M* defined in (12).

manifolds M,, and M* with respect to the distance between the manifolds. Indeed for two

critical points %, %, we have
1
k+1 k 1 1 o
—— = — =0 WyFT = sup  n P sin(2wnt)|
2n 2n 2n te[ Lkt
2n’ 2n
1
B+1
= ( sup ||z — T(SU)H) , (18)

with ©,(k) = {z € M,| IX € [0,1],T(z) = g"(Afs + (1 — A)5EL)}. Therefore as H; is

increasing between critical points %, %, we will be able to relate the value H 1(’“;;/ 2) to

A
the distance | sup ||z —T(z)]] .
€O, (k)

5.2.3 EXPLICIT CONSTRUCTION OF AN OPTIMAL POTENTIAL

Let us build H; € 7-[717_1 that maximizes (up to a multiplicative constant) the objective (17).
Let A € H"([0,1],]0,1]) such that for all k € {0,...,n — 1}, VFA(0) = V*X(1) = 0 and for
all x € [1/4,3/4], A(x) > 1/2. We define the optimal potential by

(—1)L2nt] A2t — |2nt | ).

nn—1 2n

Hl(t) =

The cost (17) of H; can be lower bounded as follow.

1 2
n_(ﬁﬂ)/ H (t) sin(2mnt)dt :n_(6+1)2n/2 H\ (t) sin(2mnt)dt
0 0

3

>onF /Bn Hi(t)sin(2mnt)dt
1

8n

> o8 Ll in(27nt)dt
> 2n | gl sin(27n

n
3

8n
> C’_ln_ﬁ_"ﬂ/ sin(2mnt)dt
1

8n

> O~ Lp—(B+n) (19)
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Furthermore, we have

B+n
B+ — <n—(ﬁ+1)> AH

=)

+n

) A+1
> o1 </ n—(ﬁ‘i‘l)]sin(27Tnt)’d)\Mn(x)>
0
B+n
A1

>0 [ le=T@IS,. (@)iras, o))

+n
+1

e C_ld?{i(l‘mT#un) 3

so in particular Hj verifies that

=)

o

! Fo
d%%(/‘an#un) <C <n_(6+1)/ Hq(t) Sin(27rnt)dt> .
0

Let us now show that this potential is optimal (up to a multiplicative constant) by giving

an upper bound on (17). For f : R/Z — C, let (ct(k))rez denote its Fourier coefficients
and let

W2 = {f € P(R/ZR)| Y [es(B)P[RPD <1}
keZ
be the unit ball of the L? Sobolev space of regularity n — 1. As H"~! < W12 we have

1 1
sup / f(t)sin(2mnt)dt < C'  sup / f(t)sin(2mnt)dt
f€7—[’17*1 0 feW?iLQ 0

=C sup Z Cf(k)csin(%rn-)(k)
fewnr 2 oz

1 1
=C sup —§Cf(n) + §Cf(—n)
fewn—-12
< Cn~=1)
Therefore,

1 1

n~ B+ sup / f(t)sin(2rnt)dt < Cn~ B+ < an_(ﬁﬂ)/ H (t) sin(2mnt)dt,
feMHyt /o 0

so H; is indeed optimal.

Coming back to the non local case, for © : M* — R? such that ©(z) is the unitary normal
vector pointing outward the manifold M* at the point z, defining

h(x) = Hyog* o T(a)(0 o T(a),x — T(x)),

we have h € HZ(M*MWH),R) so using Proposition 25 it can be extended into a map
belonging to H¢,(R?, R). Furthermore, we have

1
/ (h(z) = W(T(@))) fun (£)dAt, () > C /0 (H (£)g* (£)), g* (t)n~ P+ sin(2mnt) dt

n

B+n
B+1,

2 Cd’Hi (lun7 T#Mn)
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so h is a potential satisfying (11) for the non local case. Finally, for all b’ € HT(R% R) with
hiM o> We have
g9

1
W () fu (x)dA g, () < C / (VR (g*(t), g* ®)n~ P+ sin(2mnt))dt + Cn 20D
My 0

< n~ B+ qup /f (t) sin(2mnt)dt + Cn~26+1)
feny™!

< Cn~ (84m)

<c / 2) o (2)dA p, ().

We conclude that h is an optimal potential for the non local case which gives in particular
the sought-after inequality

g1t Tpp) < C / (2) fyn (2) DA, ()
< Cn—(BJrn)

B4n
< Cd?—[} (tns Ty, ) 751

Finally note that this example also allows to show that the exponent ¢ of Corollary 11 is
optimal. Indeed, for v € (0,1) and n > 1 we have

Byt Byt

dyg; (ny Tys,) = O(n ™7y = O™ 550 = dygn (i, T, ) #0 (20)

5.2.4 FURTHER REMARKS ON THE EXAMPLE

We see that in the case n = 8+ 1, the exponent 265%11 is an improvement over the exponent

1/2 given by Jensen’s inequality (13). In contrary to x + ||z — T'(x)||?, the potential h uses
the fact that M,, is of regularity 8 4+ 1. Instead of being equal to 0 on M*, Vh increases
between the intersections points of M* and M,, which corresponds to the irregularities of
the function = — ||z — T'(x)||. As the distance between these points is proportional to the
distance between M* and M,, to the power ﬁ, we have that [|[VA(T'(x))]| is proportional
to ||z — T(x)||g;+i = ||z — T(x)||% for n = B+ 1. This explains the improvement over the
potential z + ||z — T'(z)||? as the norm of its gradient is proportional to ||z — T'(z)]|.

The construction of h is similar to the one used in the proof of Lemma 7. In both cases we
take
h(z) = (F(z),z — T(x)),

with F' a regularization of the map = — % belonging to Hg_l and such that

IV E(z)|| < ||o — T(z)||~"t7~". The difference lies in the regularization of the map
T % where here we did a geometrical construction which is already quite complex
even 1n the simple setting of this example. We believe that Lemma 7 could be proven using

a construction of this type but it might be very complicated to describe it in the general
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case. In the proof of Lemma 7, we simply regularize the function z % by lowering

the size of its wavelet coefficients. This trick allows us to obtain a good potential of regu-
larity n — 1 without really knowing its shape. In particular, this outlines the efficiency of
the wavelet tool which allows to easily modify the regularity of functions while controlling
their potential action.
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Appendix A. Proofs of the properties of 5+ 1-smooth submanifolds
(Section 3.2.1)

In this Section, we give the detail of the proof of the integration on manifolds via smooth
transport maps (Proposition 4) and list some properties of manifolds satisfying the (2, K)-
manifold condition.

A.1 Properties of § + 1-smooth submanifolds

Recalling the notation of Definition 1, we obtain in the following result that the images of
the charts contain the same ball around the origin.

Proposition 14 If M verifies the (2, K)-manifold condition, then for all x € M,
B0 i) € 0. (B"(z \/gK_l)ﬂM)
K SR g ‘

Proof Let us first notice that for all z € B"(, \/gK_l) N M we have
Iz = w7 vy (D) =105 (77 ) (2) = &) = 77 0 ()
=ll¢z 1 (0) + Vi ' (0) (77, (any (2) — @)

1
" /0 V20, () (2) — 2)) (77 (ay (2) — @)t — 77 oy (2)]

1
o /0 V202 (7 ) (2) — 2)) (7 vy (2) — )|

<K|l77,m(2) —
<K||z — =|.

Then we obtain

lpa(2) = @a(@)I* = llz = 2I* = ll2 = 77, (a0 ()1

1
> |z = 2" = KZle = 2] = L lle = 2|,

so if ||z — x| > 5k we have
1
() ~ pala)ll > (21)

Suppose now the result is not true and take y € B4(0, 1%=) N ¢, (B (x, \/gK_l))c with A°¢
denoting the complementary of the set A. Define y = ¢,y for

— 3
t, = argmax{t € [0,1) | ty € p.(B"(x, \/;K_l

As || = wu (@)l = 13l < llyll < g5, we have by (21) that ;' (7) € BP(z, 5. But as ¢, is
a local diffeomorphism, there exists ¢ > 0 such that B%(7,¢) € ¢.(B" (z, \/gK ~1)) which is
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in contradiction with the definition of . |

This result enables to build a covering of M with images of the ball B%(0, &) by smooth
diffeomorphisms. Write 7 = ﬁ and let (z;)i=1..m be a finite sequence such that M C

m "
U BP(xi, 3)-
i=1

1=

T

Corollary 15 If M verifies the (2, K)-manifold condition then M C |J ¢! (B4(0,7)) and
i=1
for all x € M, there exists i € {1,...,m} such that BP(z,%) N M C ¢z (B%0,7)).
Proof Let x € BP(x;,7/2)N.M, as the projection T7,,(m) is 1-Lipschitz, we have ¢z, (2) €
B40,7/2). Furthermore
BP(x, %) NM C B?(z;,7) N M C ;1(BY0,7)).

For ease of notation, we will write ¢; instead of ¢,,. Let us now bound below the norm of
the differential of the ¢;’s.

Proposition 16 If M wverifies the (2, K)-manifold condition of Definition 1, then the charts
©; : BY0,7) — M werify that for all u € B40,7) and v € RY,

v
chi u)T—|| > 1/2.
IVt 2 1/

Proof We have that V;(z;) = Id so for all u € B4(0,7) and v € R? we have
1 1 Y2 1 1
IV (u)ol] = [V (0)v +/0 Vi (tuuvdt]] 2 [v]| = Kljulllv]] = (1 = 2)lvll

recalling that 7 = &. |

In the following we will use the characterization of the reach for submanifolds.

Lemma 17 (Federer (1959), Theorem 4.18) The reach r € [0,00) of a submanifold M
verifies

re inf [l —
a#peM 2d(q — p, Tp(M))

Using this result, let us prove a lower bound on the reach resulting of the (2, K')-manifold
condition.

Proposition 18 Let M satisfying the (2, K)-manifold condition, then r the reach of M
verifies r > %
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Proof Let x,y € M such that ||z — y|| < K1, for ¢, the orthogonal projection onto the
tangent space T, (M), we have

d(w — y, T,(M)
= d(py " (9y(@) — 9,1 (0), Ty (M)

1
< AV Oy (), TM) (| V25 by () @)1~ )1, Ty ()
1
—d [ VR b ) (01— e T (M)
< S ley@)IP < Sl — gl

Then ||z — y|| < K1 imply that

lz—yl* o le—yl® _
2d(z =y, Ty(M)) ~ 25 ||z — y|?

Now if [l —y[| > K~ then

—_ 2 112
le—ol?  _ le—l® 1

2w — 5, T,(M)) ~ 2 —y] = 2K

A.2 Proof of Proposition 4
Let us first define the notion of approximation of unity subordinated to an atlas.
Definition 5 A collection of C* functions (p;)i=1,....m on M is said to be an approzimation

of unity subordinated to (7 (B(0,7))); if for alli € {1,...,m},

e 0<p; <1land) pi(x)=1 forxe M,
i=1
o supp(pi) C ¢; | (B(0,7)).

It is well known that there exists an approximation of unity subordinated to any atlas on a
closed manifold (Jost, 2008). Using this approximation of unity we can now give the proof
of Proposition 4.

Proof As p has a density f, with respect to the volume measure on M, then by change of
variable we have that the measure ¢;4, admits a density f,, with respect to the Lebesgue
measure on B%(0,7) given by

Fiw) = fuler (w)det (Ver (u) TV, ()2,

Furthermore, as p verifies the (8, K)-regularity density condition, we have by the Faa
di Bruno formula that fﬁ € Hg(Bd(O,T),R) and fﬁ is bounded below by % Write
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M the Lebesgue measure on B%(0,7) normalized by C;' = [ fid d\i/ [ B0 d)\d Then
by Caffarelli’s regularity (Theorem 12.50, Villani (2009)) we have that there exists T; €
Hg+l(Bd(O,T), B0, 7)) such that T yza = pigu- Furthermore, T is solution to the equa-
tion L

det(VT;) ™' = fioT;

so in particular det(VT}) > C71. As A\puax(VT;) < C we deduce that Apin(VT;) > C~1L
Therefore we have that Apin(V(p; 1 0T;)) > C~1. Using Theorem 24, we can extend ¢; ' oT;
to a map ¢; € ’Hgﬂ(Rd,R”).

Let h : RP — R a bounded continuous function, then for p; an approximation of unity
subordinated to (; *(B%(0,7)));, we have

B, h(X)] = DB, [h(X Z - M T g0

=2 Ci /B h(p; " o Ti(w))pi(p; ™ o Ti(u))dAf (u)

4(0,7)

[ 1) (i) o aX ).

Let ¢ : R — R defined by
Gi(u) = pi(9i(uw)Liyepag,r)-
Then as p; is subordinated to (¢; }(B%(0,7)));, we have that ¢; € Hgﬂ(Rd,R). Finally,
Euh(X)] =) = y h(¢i(u))Gi(u)dA] (w),
i=1 ¢

which concludes the proof. |

Appendix B. Proof of the existence of a diffeomorphism between the
manifolds (Section 3.2.2)

Let us recall two results from Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) :

Proposition 19 Let hy € ng;‘;g(Rm,Rp,l) , hy € ng;g%(Rm,Rp,l) for s1,89,b1,b9 € R.
Then for T € R, t,r € [0,1], ¢ > 1 and 1/q + 1/q* = 1 we have

<h1’h2>L2 < <f‘t-r(h1)’F(l—t)r(h2)>i2<f—r%r<h1)’F—(l r) (h2)>

1
*

L2

~ ~ * s —ri,b
for T (hy) € BSETY and F_T%T(hl) € Boooo * " such that
(7 (h1)is i) = S(3, L, w)i (T (ha)iy i)
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and N N

~—tL T . —rL

<P ! a (hl)i7¢jlz> = S(]7l7w)l<r a (hl)i7wjlz>
with S(j,1,w); € {—1,1} the sign of (hi,,Vji2)(he;, Vjiz), i =1,...,p.

This proposition is a key result that we will use numerous times along the proof of Theorem
9. It is the classical interpolation inequality between Besov spaces of Section 3.1 in a more
general form. An important Corollary is its applications to Holder IPMs.

Corollary 20 Let p, u* two probability measures with compact support in RP. Then for
any 0,601,025 > 0 such that 8, < 6 < 05, we have for all e >0

0o —0 0—61

dagg (s 17) < Clog(e )22l o (s %) 72700 dy o (1, 17) 270 + €0, g,
with 6, o, = 1 if 01 or O3 is an integer and g, p, = 0 otherwise.
Let us define the notion of approximate Jacobian (Definition 2.10 in Federer (1959)).

Definition 6 Let M be a d-dimensional submanifold of RP and a map T : RP — M of
regularity C'. For x € RP, using the matriz of VT () with respect to orthonormal basis of
R? and Ty ) (M), the approvimate Jacobian of T, noted apy(VT (7)), is equal to the square
root of the sum of the squares of the determinants of the d by d minors of this matriz.

We will use multiple times the next proposition.

Proposition 21 (Theorem 3.2.22, Federer (2014)) Fort > 0, T : M** — M* of reqularity
C' and D : M* — R, we have

M*tD(a:)apd(VT(x))d)\p(x) :/ */Tl({z}) D(m)d)\p_d(a;)d)\M*(z),

for Apqx the volume measure on the submanifold M*.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof If a is not an integer, using Corollary 20 with § = 1, 6; = 1/2 and 0y = «, we have

Wi, 1*) < 2Kd%%(ﬂvu*)
_a—1_ 1
< Cd?-tl/2 (,u, M*)a*1/2 dq.ltlx (1, M*)Qafl
1

< Clage (. ") o1

If now « is an integer, then using Corollary 20 with § = 1, 6; = ;(;3/12) and 0y = a + 1/2,
we get the same result. Then by hypothesis we have

Wi (g, p*) < CtH.

Let 6 > 0 and suppose that H(M, M*) > §. For x € M such that d(x, M*) > §, write
v =u(-N BP(x,§/2)). Then has p has a density with respect to the volume measure of M
bounded below by K !, we have that

v(BP(x,6/2) N M) > KA (M N BP(x,§/2) > C&°.

29



STEPHANOVITCH

Using the dual formulation of the 1-Wasserstein distance, we have that

Wi(p,p*) = sup Ex.,[D(X)— DY)
DeLip(l)  Yr~p

. 5
> [ M) = (B @ 6/2) 0 M)
BP(2,6/2)
> C(;d—‘rl.
Therefore as Wy (p, u*) < Ct*1, we can deduce that

H(M, M*) < Ct.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 6

Let us first use Proposition 3.1 in Fefferman et al. (2015) to show that there exists a C*
manifold close to M*.

As every charts ¢; (given by Proposition 4) of M* belongs to H2 (B4(0,7), M), we have in
particular that for all x € M* and 0 < s < T,

H(BP(z,s) N M*, Tp(M)) < Ks°.

Then applying Proposition 3.1 in Fefferman et al. (2015) we have that there exists a C'*
closed manifold Mg such that H(M*, M) < 5s% with charts ¢S € ’Hgn(Bd(O, s), M)
Vn > 0, and its reach r, verifies ry > C~'s. We are going to use the orthogonal projection
7 onto the submanifold M, to build our map.

From Leobacher and Steinicke (2018) we know that the canonical projection 7 onto a sub-
manifold M with strictly positive reach r, verifies

1
Vr(e) = (187, a0 = |2 = 7@ Lag@)  Pr.o o0 (22)

for L ;) the shape operator in the direction v = % From Corollary 3 in Leobacher and Steinicke

(2018), we also have that

| (17, ) = 12 = 7@ | Enyo) 1< (1= [l = m(@) | /fr) 7" (23)

Furthermore if M is of regularity 7, there exists a constant C, > 0 depending on the H"
norm of the charts such that

I llans < G (24)

MT/2
Using these results, let us show that the restriction of m; to the manifold M* is a diffeo-
morphism.
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Lemma 22 Let Mg, M* satisfying the (6+1, K)-manifold condition such that H(Mg, M*) <
5s2. Supposing s > 0 small enough, the map Tyl o+ M* — M, i.e. the restriction of the
projection s to the manifold M*, is a diffeomorphism.

Proof Let us first show that 7y, is a local diffeomorphism, by showing that if there
existed 2 € M such that A\pin(V(ms 0 ©71)(0) "V (7s 0 0;1)(0)) was too small, then the
Hausdorff distance between Mg and M* would be too large.

Let x € M* and h € (0, 7). For v € R? with |[v|| = 1 such that (m(p;*(0))—¢;1(0), V(mso
ozt — 971 (0)v) > 0, using a Taylor expansion we have

I7s(05 " () — o7 (h)|
>[|lms(931(0)) — 031 (0) + V(ms 0 0 ' — 03 1) (0)hw|| — Ch?
=<H7Ts(90;1(0)) — 02 O)” + 2(ms (051 (0) — 3 1(0), V(ms 0 0" — @3 1) (0)ho)

1/2
+IV(ms 00zt =2 H(Ohol) T — O
>RV (rs 09t — @3 1)(0)o]| — CR?
h([Veoz (0)ull = IV (s 0 03 ) (0)0ll) — O

>
>h(1/2 — ||V (75 0 o3 1) (0)v]]) — CR2.

As H(M;, M*) < 55% we deduce with h = T(1/2_||v(7;2§w;1)(0)v”) that

T2(1/2 — |V (75 0 93 1) (0)v])

< 2
iC < 58

SO

1/2 = V20C= < ||[V(ms 005" O]
which gives for s small enough

Auin(V (70 05)(0) Ty 0 ) (0)2 > 1. (29

In particular 750, ! is an immersion and therefore Tyl e M* — M is a local diffeomor-
phism.
Suppose there exists x,y € M* different such that 7s(z) = m5(y). Then

lz =yl < llo = ms(@)]| + lly = ms(y)]| < 2H(M*, M) < 1057

Then taking 10s? < +, we have that y € 3 (B(0,10s?)). But from (25) and the fact
that ||V2(7s 0 7 1)|| < C we have that for s small enough, 75 0 ;! is a diffeomorphism on
B%(0,10s?) and therefore 74(x) # ms(y).

As M* is compact without boundary, 7ws(M?*) is a closed submanifold of My so being of
same dimension, they are equal. We can conclude that m,| . is a diffeomorphism. |
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We can now define the map T : M*"s/* — M* by

T(x) = (my),,.) " oms()

which is well defined for s small enough as H(M,, M*) < 552 < r,/4. Let us now state
that T is the map we are interested in.

Proposition 23 The map T : M*s/* — M* defined by T(x) = (7T8‘M*)_1 o mg(x), is
(M, M*) .. -compatible with radius t = C; and K1 = C,,.

Proof We have
VI(2) = V()" (s () 0 Vo (a). (26)

From (25) and the fact that for all z € M*, ;! is 2-Lipschitz on B%(0,7), we have for all
h € Tp(M¥),

1
IV g Bl = R (27)

Then, from (26) and the Faa di Bruno formula, we deduce that T" € ’Hgf:l( 23/4, M*).

Supposing dygg (i1, p*) < s2(d+1)(2e=1) we have from Lemma 5 that H(M, M*) < Cs? so
H(M;g, M) < H(M, M*)+H(M;, M*) < Cs?. We show the same way as we did with M*,
that for all z € M, 1, 0 ¢; ! is a local diffeomorphism for ¢! the charts of M and that
s is injective on M, so m, ¢ is a diffeomorphism. Therefore, we deduce that T}, is also a
diffeomorphism.

Doing the same derivation as for M* to obtain (25), we get for M that
Amin(V (75 © (b;l)(o)—rv(ﬂs °© ¢;1)(0))1/2 >0t
Furthermore, as for all y € M* and h € T,(M*), we have

V7S] 0 )R] < 2[|0],

SIM*

we deduce that

V2> o, (28)

Amin (V(T ° (b;l)(O)TV(T ° ¢;1)(0))
Then as ¢! is C-Lipschitz, we have that

1/2

Amin (VT (X) TV, (X)) /7 > C7

so we deduce that T|;/11 € ’Hg:rl(./\/(*, M). Therefore point %) is verified.

From Theorem 4.8 in Federer (1959) we have that w5 : M%* — M the projection onto
M, verifies point 4i) of Definition 4 for a radius ¢t = rs, so as H(M*, M) < Cs? < rg, we
deduce that T verifies i7) for a radius rg/2.

Let us prove point iii). Let f € ngl(/\/ls, (RP)P=4) such that (fi(z),..., f—a(x)) is an
orthonormal basis of T,(M;)T. Let R, : RP~¢ — RP a linear map such that R.(e;) = f;(x)
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for (e1,...,ep—q) the canonical basis of RP—4, Then for h € HI(M*,R) and z € M*, we

have
hyd)\p_dy :/ hyd)\p_d y
/T1<{:c}> WA= | s T W)

_ / h(z + Ro(2))dNP 4 (2).
RP—4NB(0,t)
Then as Vz € RP9, we have that the map 2 — = + R, (z) belongs to ’ngl(./\/l*,Rp), SO
x = h(z + Ry (2)) belongs to H/, (M*,RP) and therefore T verifies iii).

Let us prove iv). Using (25) and the fact that 74 is 2-Lipschitz on M*, we have that for all
x € M*,

inf  ||VD(z)-—| > O
2€T7 () (M) B

Therefore, we deduce that the approximate Jacobian of T verifies
apy(VT(z)) > C™,

so T verifies the point iv) for s > 0 small enough. [ |

Appendix C. Proofs of the interpolation inequalities in the manifold case
(Section 3.2.3) and additional results

C.1 Extension Lemma

In this section we prove a general result allowing to extend maps that are defined on
the neighborhood of a submanifold. This result is a corollary of the following version of
Whitney’s extension Theorem (Theorem A in Fefferman (2005) and Theorem 4 in Chapter
6 of Stein (1970)).

Theorem 24 Given n,p > 1, there exists k € N depending only on p and 3, for which the
following holds. Let f : E— R a closed subset of RP. Suppose that for any k distinct points
x1,...,x € E, there exists |n| degree polynomials Py, ..., P, on RP, satisfying

(1) Pl(xl) = f(:L'Z) fOT @ = 17 "'7]{7;
b) IVOPi(x;)|| < M fori=1,..,k and |a] < |n]| and

c) [[VP; — Pj) ()| < M|z —a;||"" fori,j =0,....k and |a| < |n] with M indepen-
dent of x1,...,xk

Then f extends to Hf, (RP,R).
Using this theorem we obtain the following extension result.

Proposition 25 Let E C RP a closed set and M* a closed submanifold covered by an atlas
(gpi_l(Bd(O, K_l))){izl,...m} with cpi_l € Hl and with reach r* > K~1. Suppose that

i) d(E, M*) < 1*/4,
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ii) M* C E,

iii) there exists a map © € HL(E, M*) such that for allz € E and t € [0,1], z+t(r(z) —
x) € E,

w) there exists a map D € H5(M* /2, E) such that D\ = Id.
7 : M
Then for all maps H € H,,(E,R), H can be estended into a map in Heo, (RP, R).

Proof Let z1,...,z; € E and define for all r € {1, ..., k}

Ln] . (z — z,)
=Y VeH ()
al
a=0
with the notations V*H (x,) the a-differential of H and
VOH (z) (@ — ) = VOH (2) (@ — 2y, & — @y, ooy T — Ty).

Then the polynomials P, check conditions a) and b) of Theorem 24 for M = || H ||3n(g R) -
Let us show that they also verify condition c).

First, for a = |n], we have
IV P () — 91 Py (o) = 9 ) — VW E )| < Clay — gl
Let a € {0, ..., [7) — 1} and take a path v € H1([0, 1], E) such that v(0) = z; and (1) = z,..

Applying Taylor expansions recursively we obtain

1
VP (x,) = V*H(z,) = V*H (x;) —I—/O VO H (y(t1))5(t1)dty

VO H(z;) + /0 (V”‘“H / V2R (4 (tgtl))tw(tgtl))dt2> S(t)dty
=VH (z;)

MJ a—1
+ / / VO H (2)3(ttr—1.t1)dy, Y (t_1ti—getr )ty dy,_ At dt

—|—/0 /0 VLWJH(’y(thJ_a...tl);y(tl_nj—a-"tl)dthJ—a

X j/(th—a—l"‘tl)tt[nJ*afldthjfafl“‘ﬁ(tl)t%m_a_ldt
=V©H (z;)
ln]—a

- Z / / VO H (1) (ttr 1 t1)dy, (1t gty )ty dy, A ()t

/ / VI H (g ) — T H ()3 (gt o)™,
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Using integration by part one can show that

[n]—a

Z / / VO H (2)3(ttr—1.t1)dy, (i 1ti—getr )ty dy,_ Attt

[n]—o

— Z Va—i—lH( )

=1

.“‘I}—t

( Ly — xj)lv
so from the previous derivation we get
IVEP () = VOPj(a )|
= H/ / 77JH thJ—a’"tl) - VMJH(xj))’y(tth_a...tl)dthﬂl . ’y(tl)tl‘nj o 1dt1H
_ . . —a—1
< /0 /O ClAEny—a-ritt) = 1P 5 g et B () .
Suppose that ||z, — z;|| < 7*/4 and for D the map of assumption iv), define
V(s) = D(@, + s(zj — xv))
which is well defined as for s € [0, 1],
d(xy + s(xj — zp), M) < ||y + s(xj — zp) — 2r|| + d(@p, M*) < 177/2.

We have ||§(s)|| < Clla, — ;|| so we deduce that

VP (2,) — VPj(,)|
1 1
< /0 /0 Cllay — ;|40 wy — ;| dy, AC |2y — 2jlldy - AC |27 — 25| dt
< Olla, — )P+

Suppose now that ||z, — z;|| > r*/4 and define § € H!([0,1], M*) a geodesic on M* from
x; to z,. Let

x, + 3s(m(xy) — xy) if s €0,1/3]
2(s) = { 8(3(t —1/3)) if s € (1/3,2/3)
m(xj) +3(s —2/3)(x; — w(x;)) if s €[2/3,1]

be the path from z, to z; that starts by projecting x, onto M*, then circulates along M*
until it reaches the projection of x;, and finally go to z; in a straight line.

For s € [0,1/3] U[2/3,1] we have

()l < 3max(||m(zy) — 2, I (2;) — 25]) < C < Cr*~Hlay — a5
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As M* can be covered by an atlas (; *(B(0, 7))){i=1,..m} With @71 € Hl,, we deduce that

1
/ 16(8)]|dt < mEr.
0

Therefore, for § with constant speed we have
18] < mEr < Cr=Va, — o))
We then get as in the case where ||z, — z;|| < ¢/4, that
IV Py () — VP ()| SO, — oyl P,

Therefore using the sharp form of Whitney’s extension (Theorem 24), H can be extended
to a map in H/, (RP,R). [ |

C.2 Proof of Lemma 7

Let us first recall a result from Stéphanovitch et al. (2023) showing that we can gain some
weak Besov regularity by paying a logarithmic term. For 1 < p < oo, we let LP(R? R, C) be

the set of functions f: RY — R with p-norm || f||z» := ([ || fI[PdA?) YP bounded by C > 0.

Proposition 26 Let f € LY(R% R, 1) N L2(R4,R) and g € H](RY, R, 1) with v > 0. Then
forall >0, € € (0,1) we have

[ F@)g@)irea(r) < Clog(c™)T [ F@)F2(g) (#)drpa(r) + Cc

for
log(e~1) od . ‘
L A
7@ =2, 2, 2 1+ el w) oyl wasilw)
J=0 =1 wezd log (4, 1, w)aey (4,1, 2)|

Using Proposition 25, we can extend T into a map belonging to ’Hgﬂ(Rp,Rp). Let h €
HI(RP,R), using Proposition 4 we have

/(h(w)—h(T(w))fu i (z / & — T(@)]| fulw)dApa ()

Let £ € (0,1) and for all ¢ € {1,...,m}, define

Xi(u) = ¢i(u) — T(pi(u))
and L; : R? — RP by

e i<+ Tl ]1{||Xi<u>||>§}> Luepa2m)- (29)
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We have
/Rd”@@ — T ()G ()N (w)

/ ( $i(u) — T(¢i(w))
re [|9i(u) = T(gi(w))ll

< [ (L), X6 dN (w) + €
R

Let us write Kx = max }”Xi”HﬁH V1< Cand &, = ||X;(u)|| for u € B4(0,27). We have

1,....m
that L; € H)(B%(0,27),RP), let us fix n € (1,3 + 1] and show that L; has some additional
Holder regularity.

 i(w) = T((u)))Gi(u)dA? (u)

Proposition 27 For alli € {1,...,m} and L; : R* — RP defined in (29), we have for all
u,v € BY0,27),

I1Zi(w) = Li(v)|| < 8Kx min(8,, ;)= 0 [y — o =0r=11]),

Proof Suppose first that ||u — v|| > min(6’,6?)/(4Kx). Then
o) = L) < 2 = 2l =0~ o g =G 1)
< 8K x min(8),,6.)~A=0=D)|jqy — |1 =r=1n))
Now if ||u — v|| < min(d%,d?)/(4K ), then for us = u + s(v — u) with s € [0, 1], we have
[ X (us) || = [[Xi(u)l] = sKx[lu— vl

> 6l — imin(éi o)

> lmin(éi,éf)).
2
Furthermore,
Liix, )=} Xi(u) (X(u)" Lyjx; (wl<¢}
VL;(u) =———-">(VX;(u) — VXi(u) ) + —————=-VX;(u),
@ == (V50— T TRr V) : (u)

so [|VLi(u)|| < Kx||Xi(u)[| ™" = Kx(,)7". Then
1
[Li(u) = Li(v)[| = ] /0 VLi(u+s(v —u))(v —u)ds|

1
< v —ull / IVL;(u+ s(v—u))|lds < 2Kx min(éi 5i)_1||v — ul|
0

u’r v

< 2K x min(67,, 68) =A== ||y — || t=0= D)

We have that ¢; ga(g ) the restriction of ¢; to B0, 7), is a diffeomorphism on its image.
For x € ¢,(B%0,7)), we will write ¢; *(x) for the inverse application of G4 B (0,7)-
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Let us define F; : T~(¢;(B%(0,7))) — B0, ) by
F, = gbi_lngvlloT,

A= {z e M| ||lz = T(2)|| < 1T 0 T(x) — T(2)|} (30)
and H; : A — R by
) — (-t =207 ) _ (-
Hiw) = (D7 (L) 0 Fi) | @ = T@))GR @) sorwes oy (31
We have the following result on L;, X; and H;.

Proposition 28 For alli € {1,...,m} and e € (0,1) we have

=)

—+1
+n

| st Xiwswar o < Clogte ([ i)+ ce

o

Proof For r € {1,...,p}, Let

log(le~t]) 2¢

TO2(Li)w) = > > (1 +5)2ar, (7.1,2)S0, L w)irtbji:(u)

=0 I=1 zez4d

o ar,; (Ghz)axc;(G,12)r
w ‘O‘Lir (j,l,Z)aXiC,L- (j,l,Z)'r'

[ (0. X )X () < Clog(e™)? [ (FO72(L0)w), X, )G ()X () + Ce

with S(j, 1, w) . Then using Proposition 26, we have

Applying Proposition 19 for hy = fg’_2(Li), ho =X, s1=0,b1 =-2,s9=041, bp =0,
T:—n+1,t:1,r:0andq:gfl7 we get

/Rd (CO72(La) (u), Xi(w))Gi (u)dX? (u)

n—1

B+1 n—1
< <f‘_77+1 (f87_2(Li)), XZCZ>2;H7 <f‘0(f87_2([zi))7 N (XZCZ)>L;rn

e n-1
< <F5—n+17—2(Li),Xi§i>;+" <F8’_2(Li),F6+1(Xz'§i)>;+n-

We have that DA+ (X;¢) € BY, ,o(C) and T?72(L;) € Boo(C) s0
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Therefore, we have

<f8’_2(L ), DA (X, )>’”" <C.

Furthermore, recalling the proof of Proposition 4, we have that (¢;)a = H|g(B4(0,7))

|B4(0,7)
SO

<fe—n+1,_2(Li),XiCi>L2 = /Rd<f‘e_n+l’_2(Li)(u)aXi(u)>Ci(u)d)\d(u)

= [ 6T @) = )G @)@, (@)
_ / Hi(w)du(s).
M
We can then conclude that
%
u u d (0] ! €.
[ i, i) ) < Cloge (/ Hi(x)dpu(a ) e

[ |

Let us now show that the maps H; from (31) are of regularity n. To that end, let us first
show that VT 72(L,) exists and has some Hélder regularity.

Lemma 29 For alli € {1,...,m}, i1,....;i, € {1,...,d} and u € B40,7), we have

1o, oL (Ly)(u)|| < CKx(8)~ (=),

b e
(with 52 = || Xi(w)||) and for u,v € B4(0,27) we have

105", DM (L) ) = O DM (L) (w)]] < CRx (8 A 6L) ™ lu— vl 7,
Proof For u € B%(0,7), we shall distinguish whether we have &%, > ¢ or not.

Let us first consider the case &, > &. Define Ly; : B%(u, 4}2 ) — RP being equal to L;. We

then extend L,; to R? by

Lui(v) = Lui(7p, (v))(0V (1 = 3]lv — 75, (v)]), (32)

for g, the projection on B%(u ,4K ) For all v € B4(u ,4}5; ), we have ¢ > & /2 so from
Proposition 27 we get

57,
T4K x

5 1—(n—
Lui € HY)(B%(u, )R AL (B,

Rp
4Kx 16K x (6%,) " ) RY).

Therefore, we also have that

0(Rd 1=(n—[n)) d
Ly € Hi(R RP)QHIGK” (n) (-G tny (RY, RP).
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For r € {1,...,p}, let us write (ag (j,],2)r)(jiz) the wavelet coefficients of (Lyi)r- As
support(¢;,) C B4 (2772, C2~ 9) we have that for any (4,1, z) such that j > |logy(CKx (6%)~1) |+
1 and support(1;;,) N BY(u, 8K ) # @ then az (j,1,2); = ar(j,l,2);. Let us note

& = logy(CKx(5,)" )] +1
and

logy(e~t) 24

f‘e_n+17_2(zui)7“(v) = Z Z 2—j(77—1)(1 + j)_zs(jv l7 Z)irafui (]7 lv z)r¢j,l,z(v)7

Jj=0 I=1 z¢zd

the (7 — 1,2) wavelet regularization of L,,. In particular we have

Sent1,—2 /T —1/md (7] d
Fe T (Lu’l) € HrC]' (R 7Rp) N H;Kx(éz)f(lf(nfmj)) (R 7Rp)'

Let i1,...,7), € {1,...,d}, we have

| }1"} Tt —2<Li>r<u>|
logy(e™)
O i Z ZZ% rer2(p (b D))
j=0 I= 1z€Zd

&l Alogy(e™1) 2

| 11, ’7'|.77J Z Z Z al" n+1, 2 ]7l Z) af‘fn+1,f2(fui)(jalyz)r)wj,l,z(uﬂ

Jj=0 = 1ZEZd

gu/\IOg2 1
+ ‘82|_17],J,ZL,,” Z Z Z aF n+1, 2(L (],Z,Z) /l/}]vlvz( )
=1 zEZd
1) log2 )
+ai1n,...,i|_,” Z Z Z 041" n+1, Q(L ]717’2) rl)[)],l,Z( )| (33)

J=& Nlogy(e~1)+1 I=1 zez4

40



IPMS ON MANIFOLDS: INTERPOLATION INEQUALITIES AND OPTIMAL INFERENCE

Ln]
For k € {1,...,d}, let us write 0, = > 1y; _). For the first term of (33) we have
r=1

& Alogy(e™1) 2

|8iLZJ___7,~L7U Z Z Z Oép n+1,-2(L;) (Js L, 2)r — Opn+1.-2(T,,) (4,1, 2)r )ﬂ’],l,z( )l

j=0 =1 zcz4d
gu/\lng(G )

< Z Z Z [T, -2( (]7172’) af*n+1,72(fui)(]}l72’)r)

=1 zez7d
d
x 23([n)+d/2) H Oy, (P uy — 21|
k=0
€uAlogy(e™1)
<C Z Z 2 (Inl+1=m) ’Haeklbl 23uk—zk)]
z€ZL%

gu/\IOgQ( 1)

D P B )

guA10g2 1) .
<C Z 2]‘(UIJ+1—7’I) < C2§;(L77J+1—77) < CKX((SZ)_(LnJ+1_n)_

If &8 < logy(e71), for the second term we have

ZLITCJ i) ZZ D aoan, ~2(L) s b 2)r ¥, (w)

J=01=1 z¢7d
loga(e™1) 2

ZLZJ e Z Z Z Op—nt1, —2(L;) j,l,Z) wj,l,z( )‘

Jj= 51—1-1 =1 zez74

log, (et

ZLlan 5t n] Z Z Z OF —n+1.-2(T,; (]7lvz) wy,l,Z( )

7=0 =1 zezd
<o T (L), e < CKx(8]) 1=,

7417 7”]”

On the other hand, if &, > log,(¢~1) we have that the second term is equal to

logy(e™!) 2

ZL117,J 7ZL7IJ Z Z Z aI‘ n+1, 2(L (]7172) wj,l,z( )’

j=0 I=1 zez7d
<0 i, ET A Tuidellso < CRx(8,)~ 11+,

Ui

Now that we have shown that

’aLnJ ToL2(L), (u)) SCKX((;Z)—(LUH‘l—W), (34)

W15l €
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for u € B4(0,7) satisfying 0% > &, in the case 0% < & we have L;(u) = X;(u) so it can be

treated the same way. Defining L.; coinciding with L; on B%(u, %) and doing the same

derivations, we also obtain |J;; nJ Lo 72(L) (w),] < CK x (6L) (i +1=m)

~in)

Let us now show that for u,v € B%(0,27) we have

oL EIR(L) () — 0 TR (L), (o)

Oy, il iyeifn] €

< OKx((8,)7 v (85) ™) lu =771 (35)

6 /\6 , define L;(, ,) coinciding with L on B?(arg max d,, Z‘\/6’6) and extend

) RKx
we{u,v}
it into L; i(uw) Bd(O 7) — RP by projection as we did with L,; in (32). Otherwise, if

|lu—v] > 5 M” , define L;, , coinciding with L on B%(u, g%{%) U B%(v, g%%‘zj) Then, we

have Ljy ) G HC K (8)=1v/(61)~1 and we can extend it by projection on the balls as we did
with Ly, in (32):

If |lu— o] <

Liu,0)(w) =Ligu) (75, (0)) (0 V (1 = 32Kx (8,) " |Jw — 7, (w)]]))
+ Litu) (15, () (0 V (1 = 32Kx (8,) " |w — g, (w)]]))-

We also have L,(u v) € ’HC(&) 1y(i)-1" Then by splitting the wavelets coefficients of
—n1,— 1,-2 Y e

a}ﬁ“,%re L2, (u) — OZLKJ ﬂLnJF T2 (L), (v) as in (33), we obtain (35). [ |

Using Lemma 29, we obtain that the maps H; from (31) are of regularity 7.

Proposition 30 For all i € {1,...,m}, the application H; belongs to H[(A,R).

Proof Define

F’i::gbi_1 |MOT and o;:=1 o F;.

{fﬂﬁOT(‘)e‘%Bd(o;)}Q

We have F, € ’HgH(A,]Rd) and as supp(¢;) € B%0,7), the application o; belongs to
’Hgﬂ(A, RP). Furthermore, we have (Id—T") € HgH(A,Rp) and T."T2(L) € Hg_l(Bd(O, 7),RP),
so we get from the Faa di Bruno formula that H; € ’Hg_l(A,R). Let i1,...,7), € {1,...,p}

and write P({i1,...,7| }) the set of subsets of {i1,...,7|, }. For z € A, we have

aiLKJ...,iLnJHi(l‘) = Z <az‘2,|9( (L) o By)(z) aiLng_w((Id - T>Ji)($)>'
SeP({i1, iy })

For all S € P({i1,...,i|, }) with |S| < |n], we have that

- <aj§‘s(r 2L o F)(x) 05 (1d - Toy(a )> e HI (A R).
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From the previous calculations, we know that

ol T —”12@»<<>M<OK<%&¢“””

= CKx||Tjpy 0 T(w) = T(Tpy o T(a))|| =L+
= CKx| Ty o T(x) = T(x)| I+

< Oz — T(x)”—(MJH—n)’

SO

(O (L) 0 F) (@), (1d = T)oy() )| < Clla = T(@)|"Woi(a).  (36)

Let 2,y € A with T3 o T(@), T3} o T(y) € ¢u( B0, 7)) and [lo — T(w)]| < |}y — T(y)]], from
(35) we get

(05, (T 2(L) 0 F) (@) , (14 = Toy(x))

= (o, BT (L) 0 F(y) (14 - Toi(y) )|

.....

<o, T2 (L) 0 F)@) = of (T2 (L) o F)(y) L (1d = T)oy(x) )|

+1(0 , ETTA (L) 0 F)(y) , (1d = Toi() — (14 = T)ai(y))
<Cmin(|z — T(2)||, |y = TN llz — g™ |}z — T(x)|
+ C|I T3 0 T(y) = T(y) |~ 0= |[(1d = T)oy(w) — (1d = T)ori(y)|
<Cllz = y|""" 4+ [Ty 0 T(y) — T(w) ||~~~ |[(1d = T)oy(2) — (1d = T)or(y)|
Furthermore,
|(1d = T)oi(x) - (Id = T)oy(y)|
= [|(1d = T)oi(w) = (1d = T)ai(y) '~ 1D)|(1d = T)oi(w) — (1d = T)ai(y) "~
< (|l(ld = T)(@)[| + [|(1d = T)(g)[) == o — -2

< 2]/(1d = T)(y) |~ o — y 1o
< 2T 0 Tly) — T~ ) — y |-

Now if T‘j\/lt o T(z) € ¢;(B%0,7)) and T|M T(y) ¢ ¢:(B%0,7)), we have from (36),

(0, T2 (L) 0 F)(@) , (14 = T)oi(w) )| < Clla = T(@)|" " oi(a)
< Coi(x)
= C(oi(z) — 0i(y))
< Cllz -yl
Therefore we have finally that H; € H (A, R). [ |
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Let us now prove that we can extend H to the whole R? space using our extension result for
maps defined on the neighborhood of a submanifold (Proposition 25). Define D : M** — A
by

x ifre A

D(x) =
” = IT i o T(@) = T(2)| + T(x) if o ¢ A,

For x ¢ A we have

TR o T(@) = T(=) v —T(x) (z—T(x)T
VO@) == 7] <V(Id DO @ e T YT Tm)
T
p 22T ) gt o - 7)) + V()

[ =T ()| ||z = T(2)]

so |[VD(z)|| < C. Then using Proposition 25, for all ¢ € {1,...,m}, H; can be extended to
a map in HL(RP,R).

We can now conclude the proof of Lemma 7 using Proposition 28 as

/ Hi(z)dp(x) <C  sup / J(@)du(z
M feH17f‘M* 0

C.3 Proof of Lemma 8

Proof Let T be the (M, M*)-compatible map given by Theorem 6. As
T‘;j € ’Hgﬂ(/\/l*,/\/l), we have that T, admits a density fr € ’Hg(M*,R) with respect
to the volume measure on M*. For t > C~! the radius of compatibility of the map 71" (see
Definition 4) define the t-envelope of fr and fur as:

fr(T(x)O ||z — T(x)| /t*)|apg(VT (x))]

fr(z) = Jer-a OQIYI/2)dA=(y)

and

fur (T(2))0(]|x — T(2)|%/t*) apy(VT ()]
Jro-a ©(@lyl?/2)dNr=(y)

for ap,; the approximate jacobian defined in Definition 6 and © € ’Hg(R,RJF) such that
O(z) = O(—x), ©(0) =1 and O|(1 ) = 0.

fu (@) =

As VT € ’H%(RP,L(RP,]RP)) and ap,(VT(z)) is bounded below by K5' (T verifes point
(iv) of Definition 4), then from the Faa di Bruno formula, we deduce that ap,(VT') belongs
to ’Hg(./\/l*t,R). Let h € H},(RP,R) and define i : M** — R by

(@) = W(T(x))s(2]lz = T(2)]?/£),

for K € H/(R,R) such that rj_ug1/2) = 1 and £j(1,66) = 0. Then h € H(RP,R) and from
Proposition 21 we have,
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/h(T(w))dw)— / h(z)du* () = / W) (fr(x) — fur (@) dAare ()
M M* M*

-7 hfgﬁ;ﬁl/;ﬁ;fsz( L Bl = TR e o)
NUrTE) — e (TED)OUL = TR/
i oo s S/ P e o)

=})
(T(@))(f7(T(x)) — f1(T(x)))dNP (x)
h(x)(fr(z)

/M
_/Rp
:/Rp

— fﬁ*(x))d/\p(x).
Let
3 B log(le™*]) 24
LE72(h)(x) = oY ()80 w)ag (s L w)i ()
j=0  I=1 wezr
) ah(JIU))(af%(le)—afZ*( w))
for S(j,l,w) = G G w)_afﬁ*( IR Then using Proposition 26, we have

| @) = e (@) (a) < Clog(e™ ) [ P02 R)fh(a) = fie (@) N () + Cee

RP

Applying Proposition 19 for h; = fg’_2(ﬁ), hy = fk — fﬁ*, s1=7,b1 =2, 8 =0,by=0,

TZ’Y—n,tZLTZBLﬂandq:g—iZweget

| F@t @) - @) (@)

< (L772(B), £~ >jfg];m<rz LT - f)

and
oo 2P

SN Y 2@ 0.2y (4, 1 w) ey (5,1, w) — g, (4, 1, w)

7=0 I=1 wezpr

IN

co 24
3 Z (14 9) 72 C27P W supp(u0B7 0. 2)
7=0 =1 weZr

Ci 2L

Jj=0

IN

Define Fj, : M* — R by

Oz —T()|*/t*)
Jro—a O(A]lyl[?/t2)dAP=d(y)

Fu(e) = / 7272 A () (2)-
T-1({z})
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Then
/ LY72(R) () (f(x) — fle (2))dNP (x)
/ / () L77772(0) (2)(f1(2) = fhe (2))|apa(VT(2))| 7 NP~ (2)dApp ()

o Ur(T(2) — S (T()OEETER)
g / e T Sy e @)

~ [ B@)frla) - fue@)dae o).
»

As T verifies point iii) of Definition 4, we have Fj, € H(M*,R) so it can be extended using
Proposition 25 to a map in H(RP,R). Then, we can conclude that

N
[ 1) = fe @i @) <€ sup ([ a)(Fr(e) = e @)irae @)

heH?

C.4 Proof of Theorem 9

Proof Let C), the constant given by Theorem 6 such that if
dH’f (M)M*) < 017_17

then there exists a map 7" being (M, M*)-compatible.

Suppose first that dHn (1, %) > G 1 then

+

dayy (p, 1) < 2K < 2K Cpdygn (p, 1) < Cgyn (1) PF

3R

Suppose now that delv (p, p*) < C’n_l. Using Corollary 20 we have for all € € (0,1)

gy (1, 1) < Clog(e™ 2y (, 1) 71 dogn (1, 1) 77 + €. (37)

Suppose first that n < § 4 1. Using lemmas 7 and 8 we have

=

+1

* —1\4 Pn otl
dyg (1, 17) < C'log(e™) sup / h(z)dp(x) + dyr (T 1 *)EEn | + e
heH] M
h‘M*:O
On one hand we have

sup [ h@)du(e) < swp [ W@auta) = [ h@a @) = dygew).

heH] heH?

h‘M*:O
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on the other hand

g T’ = sup | WT@)duta) = [ W@ @) < Cogn)
heH? M+

as any map hoT € Hg(./\/l*t/A‘, R) can be extended to a map in H/.(RP,R) using Proposition
25. Therefore, we have

dygr (1, p1*) < Clog(e™ ) dayn (1, 1) 70 + €.

Then plugging this in (37) we obtain

dagy (11, ) < Clog(e )0y (1, p1*)
= Clog(e™") dyyn (p, p*) 7+

+
+

so taking € = dHn (ty o )ﬂ+’7 we get the result.
Now if n > 8+ 1, using lemmas 7 and 8 we have again
dygr (b 11%) < dyyr (i, Tgea) + dgya (T 1)
—1\4 o oL
< Clog(e ) dy o (1, ") 2571 +-e.
1

And using again Corollary 20 we have

* —1\2 n—(8+1) i
dyyoer (™) < Clog(e™" ) dagr (p, ") 771 dagp (py ) 7T 4 €
50 (B+1) B+ B B+1
n—
dagt (1, 1) < Clog(e ) dlgyr (p, ) 771 255 Tl (1, 1) T e

Then, taking € = dy%(/% ,u*)d#lv (1, *), we have

n—(8+1) B+1 i B+1

dagr (1, 1) < Clog(dagn (ps ) ™) gy (p, ) 771 255  dygn (1, ") =1 2547,
which gives
dﬂ%(u, ) (D @B = (n=1=5)(5+1) SClog(delz (1, N*)_1)6(n_1)(2ﬁ+1)d7{’17 (p, *)PPHY.
As (n—1)(28+1) = (n—1-p)(B+1)) = B(n+ B) we obtain

. AN XUER VICTERD o BEL
dyr (p, 1) <Clog(dpgn (™))" FOFR ™ dyyn (p, ) P40

Then plugging this result in (37), we obtain for e = dyyn (1),

dagy (1, 1*) < Clog(dagn (1, 1) ™) dggn (1, 1)

= Clog(day (1, 1) ™) Py (1, 1) 7+

+n
+
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C.5 Proof of Proposition 10

Proof As explained at the beginning of the proof of Theorem 9, we can suppose that the
distance dH;z (1, *) is small enough so that there exists a (M, M*)-compatible map T'. We
have

de’IY (,U,, M*) < de’lY (M? T#,LL) + de’ly (T#,UJ M*)

Using Lemma 8 we obtain

=l

+

E‘
3R

o (T 1) < Clog(e™) 24l

Y n 4+ €
< Od'HW (T#l“ )

(T#w )
1

ol
n

for € = dyn (T, p*) 7. On the other hand,

oy (1, Tigy) = sup / (h(x) — W(T(@) fu(x)dAp ()

heH]

/ = T@)[]" fu(z)dAp(z)

< ([ le- @i >dAM<x>)7’

using Jensen’s inequality. The function H : M** — R defined by

H(z) = [l = T(x)|",

belongs to H/,(M*,R) and can therefore be extend to a map in X/, (R?, R) using Proposition
25.

C.6 Proof of Proposition 12

Proof Let s € (0,7+), we are going to show that W7y (u, p*) is bounded below which will
give us that dwlv (e, p*) is also bounded below by Lemma 5.

Suppose first that H(M, M*) > s and for y € M* such that d(y, M) > s, define DY : RP —
R as
Di(x)=(s—[lz —yl) vO

S

As Dy is 1-Lipschitz, we have
Wit )= ([ DA e 0haee @) = [ DY@ da)ir(a))

- / (5 — N1z — yl) fur (2) A pte
M*NBP(y,s)
> CstK—1
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which gives the result. Now if H(M, M*) < s, by Lemma 22 we have that for s > 0 small
enough, 7 the canonical projection onto M*, is a diffeomorphism from M to M*. Le be
z € M such that f,(z) < s. Define D : RP — R as

A(s = llz =7(2)I))) VO

Di(x) = (5

As Dy is 1-Lipschitz, we have
Wi > [ Di@e @i (@) = [ Die) fuaahu(e)

and

| Di@he @i ) = [ > A~ e = m()) e (@) dAres ()
M M*ABP(n(2),5)

S
/ @A (@)
M*NBP(7(z),s/2)

> 08d+1K_1.

>

On the other hand,

[ Pon@amE = [ A6 e @D @)

[\

s, (x)dXag(x

< /Mmewz) AT

- / Al ) pr
+(MNBP(n(2),

<s /B fu< () KX ()

<c / (a(2) + K03 (=) — ull))dX(u)
Bz (7 (2)),

Cs 1 2K )sd)\?

< / s + 2K)sdA (1)

§C

Therefore we have
Wl(:uwu*) = 08d+1(1 - 028)7

so for s small enough we get the result. |

C.7 Additional proofs from Section 3.1

C.7.1 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Proof Using (6), we are looking for the smallest ¢ € (0,1) such that d .+ _(f, f*) is finite.
q

00,00

Taking f, f* € B2 "~ compactly supported in BP(0, K') we have

49



STEPHANOVITCH

o (f )

oo 2P

= Sup ZZ Z ah(j7l7w)(af(j7lvw) —Oéf*(j,l,’w))

Lk =0 I= P
hEBoooZ (1)] 0 I=1 wezZ

oo 2P .
—j(s—L-7 . . .
=33 Y 2 TPt wlag (5, w) — g (L w)]
7=0 I=1 weZr

oo 2P

< ZZ Z 9= s——r+p/2)2 J(B+p/2)(1 + ) 2Hf f*Hzafﬁoo]l{supp(wﬂw)ﬁBP(O Ky}

7=0 I=1 weZP

Of — P ligse. 22 T4 5)72

The last quantity is finite iff 5 > £ T — s which gives %

C.7.2 PrROOF OF THEOREM 3
Proof Using lemma 1 we have that f— f* € B?om((}) and h € B, «(C), then for € € (0,1)

we have

| h@)¢@) = 1) a)

oo 2P

:ZZ Z ah(j,l,w)(af(j,l,w) - af*(jvlvw))

7=0 l=1 weZr

log2 (!

Z Z Z ap(g, lLw)(ap(d,l,w) —ap (4, L, w))

7=0 =1 wezr

—j(+B+
+ Z Z > 27O N Br (0.) 20}
j=logy (e~ 1)+1 I=1 weZP

log2 -1
<10g2 Z Z Z 1+] 2’ah j,l,"LU)(Oéf(],l,'w)—af*(j,l,'w))‘

7=0 =1 weZpr
+ Ceath
<Clogy(e ")y, y(TO2(F), T2 (f*) + Ce™P.
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As f, f* e Bgé?oo(C), we can now use Proposition 2 and obtain

A (T 2(F), TO2(1)) < Cdgg oy (TO2(), TO2(£7)) 5%
= dgy2 gy (f, [7) 7 st
< Cdyy (f, f7) 5 Fa

where we used Lemma 1 for the last inequality. Putting everything together and taking
€ = dug(f, f*) A 1/2 we obtain the result. [ |
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