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PROBABILISTIC FRAMES AND WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES

DONGWEI CHEN AND MARTIN SCHMOLL

Abstract. We use Wasserstein distances to characterize and study proba-
bilistic frames. Adapting results from [3], [8] and [11] to frame operators,
we show that the sets of probabilistic frames with given frame operator are
homeomorphic by an optimal linear push-forward. Using the Wasserstein dis-
tances, we generalize several recent results in probabilistic frame theory and
show path connectedness of the set of probabilistic frames with a fixed frame
operator. We also describe transport duals that do not arise as push-forwards
and characterize those that are push-forwards.

1. Introduction and Results

In recent work [5, 10, 9, 16] probabilistic frames, a subset of Borel probability
measures on R

n that generalize frames have been considered. A frame in R
n is

a finite collection of vectors that span R
n, for a general background see [2]. The

advantage of going to generalized frames is the possibility of doing analysis on
the space of generalized frames and comparing frames of various cardinality with
respect to the Wasserstein distance. Probabilistic frames are Borel probability
measures in R

n with finite p-th moments whose support, interpreted as set of
vectors, spans R

n, see [5]. More precisely, denote the set of Borel probability
measures on R

n by P(Rn) and by Pp(R
n) those with finite p-th moments, i.e.

Pp(R
n) = {µ ∈ P(Rn) :

∫
‖x‖p dµ(x) < ∞}.

Definition 1.1. µ ∈ Pp(R
n) is called probabilistic p-frame if there exists 0 < A ≤

B such that for any x ∈ R
n,

A‖x‖p2 ≤
∫

Rn

| 〈x,y〉 |p dµ(y) ≤ B‖x‖p2.

If, in addition A = B we call µ tight, and if A = B = 1 then µ is called Parseval
(probabilistic) frame.

This standard definition of (probabilistic) frames does not provide much geomet-
ric intuition. An alternative is to use p-Wasserstein metrics, background on those
metric can be found in [7, 13, 14] for details. Generally a p-Wasserstein metric
Wp(·, ·) provides a metric space structure on Pp(R

n) with convergence µn → µ

in the p-Wasserstein metric being equivalent to weak-∗ convergence together with
convergence of the p-th moments:

∫
‖x‖p dµn →

∫
‖x‖p dµ. Let πx⊥ denote the

orthogonal projection to the plane x⊥ of vectors perpendicular to x and (πx⊥)# be
the associated push-forward on measures. Letting Pp(x

⊥) denote the set of mea-
sures supported in x⊥ with finite p-th moment, the integral estimate in the above
definition has the following interpretation in terms of Wasserstein distances.
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Proposition 1.2. For any unit-vector x ∈ Sn−1 and any p ≥ 1

Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) =

(∫

Rn

|〈x,v〉|pdµ(v)
)1/p

= inf
ν∈Pp(x⊥)

Wp(µ, ν).

Since a probabilistic p-frame spans R
n, its support cannot lie in a proper linear

subspace, so that it must have positive p-Wasserstein distance to such measures:

Proposition 1.3. A measure µ ∈ Pp(R
n) is a probabilistic p-frame if and only if

Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) > 0 for all unit vectors x ∈ Sn−1.

Together, both propositions imply that the p-Wasserstein metrics are a natural
set of metrics that capture the frame property and give it a geometric interpretation.
Particularly interesting is the case p = 2 where the respective Wasserstein distances
are the eigenvalues of the frame operator. More precisely, if µ ∈ P2(R

n) and
x,y ∈ R

n then 〈x,Sµy〉 :=
∫
Rn〈x,v〉〈y,v〉 dµ(v) is a linear operator. With respect

to a basis Sµ =
∫
Rn vvt dµ is a positive semi-definite matrix so that for x ∈ Sn−1,

(1.1) W 2
2 (µ, (πx⊥)#µ) = xt

∫

Rn

vvt dµ(v) x = xt Sµ x.

In particular Sµ is positive definite, if and only if µ is a (probabilistic) frame. We
call Sµ the frame operator of µ, even if µ is not a frame. The frame ellipsoid Eµ :=

{S1/2
µ x : ‖x‖ = 1} ⊂ R

n associated with the root S
1/2
µ of Sµ, is a hyperellipsoid

exactly if Sµ is definite, that is, if µ is a probabilistic frame. The frame ellipsoid
provides the 2-Wasserstein distance of a given (probabilistic) frame to the closest
non-frame in any given direction. It can be seen as a generalized version of the
Legendre ellipsoid as defined in [12] for symmetric, convex and compact bodies in
R

n, even though we do not represent the ellipsoid as a body or mass distribution
in R

n.
Let S

n
+ be the set of non-negative definite n × n matrices and S

n
++ ⊂ S

n
+ those

that are positive definite. Further let PS ⊂ P2(R
n) denote the set of probabilities

having frame operator S ∈ S
n
+ and define W2(µ,PS) := infν∈PS

W2(µ, ν). The
lower estimate from [3] adapted to probabilistic frames shows that the characteristic
Wasserstein distances in Proposition 1.2 are useful. Namely, if {v1, ...,vn} is an
orthonormal basis of Rn and µ, ν ∈ P2(R

n), then

(1.2) W 2
2 (µ, ν) ≥

n∑

i=1

(W2(µ, (πvi
⊥)#µ)−W2(ν, (πvi

⊥)#ν))
2
,

and equality holds if and only if ν = T#µ where T is positive semi-definite with
eigenbasis {vi}. In the equality case, similarly to the main theorems of [8] and [11]
for covariance operators, we have for frame operators:

Theorem 1.4. For any S,A ∈ S
n
++ the push-forward map A# : PS → PASA is a

homeomorphism, so that

(1.3) W 2
2 (µ,A#µ) = W 2

2 (µ,PASA) = tr S(Id−A)2

for all µ ∈ PS and W2(µ, ν) > W2(µ,A#µ) for any ν ∈ PASA so that ν 6= A#µ.

As for the Wasserstein distance between frames with given frame operators, say
S,T ∈ S

n
++, one applies Theorem 1.4 to the unique A ∈ S

n
++ solving T = ASA

(see Proposition 4.1) given by

(1.4) A = A(S,T) := S−1/2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2S−1/2.
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Since W2(µ,PT) is independent of µ ∈ PS, dW (S,T) = W2(PS,PT) := W2(µ,PT)
is well defined.

Proposition 1.5. Given S,T ∈ S
n
+. Then dW is a metric on S

n
+. More precisely,

we have

(1.5) dW (S,T) = tr(S+T− 2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2)

If ‖ · ‖op denotes the operator norm and ‖ · ‖F the Frobenius norm, then

(1.6) ‖S1/2 −T1/2‖op ≤ W2(PS,PT) = dW (S,T) ≤ ‖S1/2 −T1/2‖F .
In particular, the topology generated by dW is the standard (norm) topology on S

n
+.

This proposition implies the continuity of the frame map S : P2(R
n) → S

n
+

given by S(µ) = Sµ; for a different proof, see [16]. The closely related metric

d(S,T) :=
√
dW (S2,T2) for symmetric matrices S,T ∈ S

n is by estimate 1.6
equivalent to norm-induced metrics, however, it is not induced by a norm [3].

Corollary 1.6. Let p ∈ [1,∞), then the set of probabilistic p-frames in Pp(R
n) is

open in the p-Wasserstein topology on Pp(R
n).

For p = 2, just compose the (continuous) frame map S with the determinant
map det : Sn+ → R≥0, so that det ◦S : P2(R

n) → R≥0 is continuous. It follows, that
the set of probabilistic frames {µ ∈ P2(R

n) : det ◦S(µ) > 0} is open. Hence, the
frame map S : P2(R

n) → S
n
+ defines a foliation on the set S

n
+ of positive semidefi-

nite n×n matrices with real entries. Restricted to frames, this gives a foliation over
S
n
++, the set of positive definite matrices. Theorem 1.4 implies that any two fibers

PS,PT ⊂ P2(R
n) are homeomorphic by optimal push-forward with A(S,T) ∈ S

n
++.

Given two probabilities µ, ν ∈ P2(R
n) any coupling γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) lies in P2(R

2n),
and hence has a frame operator Sγ ∈ S

2n
+ of a particular shape, as in equation 1.7

below. Given M ∈ GLn(R), put

(1.7) D(M) :=

{
(µ, ν) ∈ P

2
2 (R

n) : there is γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) with Sγ =

[
Sµ M

Mt Sν

]}

We call a pair (µ, ν) ∈ D(M) an M-dual (pair). For M = Id the elements in
D(Id) are the well-known transport duals [15], where usually the set Dµ = Dµ(Id)
of transport duals to a fixed marginal µ is considered. We show that any of those
sets are convex, see Proposition 5.10, but unfortunately not closed nor compact,
see Corollary 5.14 and the example thereafter, so that a Choquét representation of
duals is not readily available.

Theorem 1.7. Let M ∈ GLn(R) with minimal eigenvalue |λmin| > 0. If (µ, ν) ∈
D(M) then both µ and ν are frames and for all x ∈ Sn−1 we have

W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) ·W2(ν, (πx⊥)#ν) ≥ 〈x,Mx〉 ≥ |λmin|.
The set of M-duals D(M) is in bijection to the set of transport duals D(Id), in
particular it is not empty. For all transport duals ν of a given probabilistic frame
µ we have W2(ν, µ) ≥ W2(PSν ,PSµ) and the inequality is an equality if and only if

ν = (S−1)#µ is the canonical dual of µ. Moreover the canonical dual is the only
transport dual with frame operator S−1.

Finally, we give examples of transport duals that do not arise by push-forwards
and characterize those that appear by push-forwards.
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2. Some applications of the main results

Here is an application of Theorem 1.4. Given a frame operator, say T, consider
the rayR+T := {λT : λ ∈ R+} through T. Let W 2

2 (µ,R+T) := infλ∈R+
W 2

2 (µ,PλT).

Corollary 2.1. Let µ be a probabilistic frame, then

W 2
2 (µ,R+T) = W 2

2 (µ, (cminA(Sµ,T))#µ) where cmin =
tr (S1/2

µ TS1/2
µ )1/2

tr T
.

In particular the closest tight frame to a given frame is obtained by putting
T = Id, see also [10].

Proof. From Theorem 1.4 we know that the probabilistic frame with frame operator
λT closest to µ is given by (λ1/2A(Sµ,T))#µ. To determine the optimal λ, identity
1.3 implies

W 2
2 (µ, (λ

1/2A(Sµ,T))#µ) = tr Sµ + λ · tr T− 2
√
λ · tr (S1/2

µ TS1/2
µ )1/2.

The right hand side is differentiable in λ = c2, with minimum cmin as stated. �

Let us denote the set of probabilistic frames in P2(R
n) by P++, so that

P++ = (det ◦S)−1(0,∞) = S
−1

S
n
++.

We reformulate Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 2.2. Push-forward with A ∈ S
n
++ lifts the congruence action CS(A) :=

ASAt of the multiplicative group (Sn++, ·) on S
n
++ to the foliation S : P++ → S

n
++.

More precisely, push-forward with A is a group action on P++ so that CA ◦ S =
S◦A#. The lifted action is faithful, continuous and minimizes distance with respect
to W2. More precisely, if A ∈ S

n
++ then for every µ ∈ P++

(2.1) W 2
2 (µ,A#µ) = W 2

2 (PSµ ,PASµA) = tr Sµ(Id−A)2

In particular push-forward with the interpolation maps IA(t) := (1− t)Id+ tA de-
fines 2-Wasserstein constant speed geodesic curves ((IA(t))#µ)t∈[0,1] in (P++,W2).

The proofs are formal consequences of Theorem 1.4, instead of presenting those
we show the S

n
++ action in a commutative diagram:

S
n
++ ×P++ P++

S
n
++ × S

n
++ S

n
++

Id×S S

(A, µ) A#µ

(A,Sµ) ASµA
t

The last statement about interpolation geodesics is standard, see, for example, [7]
Section 3.1.1.

Noticing that push-forward with t 7→ IA(Sµ,T)(t) defines a homotopy between
P++ and the fiber PT that is the identity on PT now gives:

Proposition 2.3. For any S ∈ S
n
++ i : PS →֒ P++ is a deformation retraction

with respect to the retraction map r : P++ → PS given by r(µ) = A(Sµ,S)#µ. In
particular the spaces P++ and PS are homotopy equivalent.

Proof. We note that all maps stated in the proposition are well-defined and contin-
uous on Wasserstein space (P++,W2). This is since push-forward with a continuous
function is continuous. Now if µ ∈ PS is r(µ) = A(S,S)#µ = (Id)#µ = µ, so that
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r ◦ i = IdPS
. All we need to show is that i ◦ r = r is homotopic to the identity map

on P++. Such a homotopy is given by

H(t, µ) = (IA(Sµ,S)(t))#µ

for (t, µ) ∈ [0, 1]×P++. �

Theorem 2.4. The space PS is pathwise connected for any S ∈ S
n
++.

Proof. By the previous statement it suffices to show P++ is path-connected.
To do this we first show that a 2-Wasserstein open ball of a given probabilistic

frame ν ∈ P++ is connected if it is small enough. Indeed since ν ∈ P++ and P++

is open, there is a δ > 0 such that the open ball-neighborhood Bδ(ν) := {η ∈
P2(R

n) : W2(η, ν) < δ} is contained in P++. By standard arguments, if µ ∈ Bδ(ν)
and given an optimal coupling γ ∈ Γ(ν, µ), there is a unit speed geodesic (µt)t∈[0,1]

in P2(R
n) that stays in Bδ(ν) because it decreases distance. This shows Bδ(ν) is

connected. More precisely, the optimal coupling γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) induces a geodesic
curve µ(t) connecting µ and ν as follows. Let πt(x, y) := (1 − t)x + ty, so that
π0(x, y) = x and π1(x, y) = y, then put µt := (πt)#γ (for t ∈ [0, 1]), so that
µ0 = (π0)#γ = µ and µ1 := (π1)#γ = ν. An optimal coupling between any two
points of the geodesic curve is given by γ(s, t) := (πs, πt)#γ. Use this coupling to
show that the curve (µt) is a unit speed geodesic that linearly decreases distance
to ν in t, in fact W2(µt, ν) = (1 − t)W2(µ, ν) for t ∈ [0, 1].

Now we show that there is a curve within the set of probabilistic frames that
connects a specific measure with a measure in Bδ(ν). First the specific measure, say
µr corresponds to the equally distributed mass in an open ball Dr of a radius r > 0,
so that µr(Dr) = 1. Note that this measure is absolutely continuous with respect
to Lebesgue measure. Denote the set of absolutely continuous measures in P2(R

n)
by P2,ac. Every probability measure can be approximated by a probability that is
a finite combination of delta measures in W2. Those in turn can be approximated
in W2 by an absolutely continuous measure that is the union of "thickenings" of
the delta measures by masses equally supported on small open balls centered at the
support of the given delta distribution. Taking the supporting sets small enough
we can make sure such measure, say µδ, lies in Bδ(ν). Since µδ and µr are both
in P2,ac the minimal coupling γ between the two is a given by a transport map.
Moreover, see Villani [14] Proposition 5.9 (iii), the canonical geodesic curve between
two absolutely continuous measures consists of absolutely continuous measures, and
those are frames.

That means, we can find a path within the set of frames from any given proba-
bilistic frame ν to the frame µr. This is what we wanted to show. �

3. Wasserstein openness of the set of probabilistic p-frames.

In order to show a general openness result, we return to general p-frames in this
section. We start with a proof of Proposition 1.2.

Proof of Proposition 1.2. First, note that by Cauchy-Schwarz the integral on the
right is well defined for all µ ∈ Pp(R

n). Now, for any unit vector x ∈ Sn−1

(3.1) |〈x,v〉|p = distp(v,x⊥) = inf
y∈x⊥

‖y − v‖p = ‖πx⊥(v) − v‖p.
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By definition

W p
p (µ, (πx⊥)#µ) = inf

γ∈Γ(µ,(π
x⊥)#µ)

∫

R2n

‖v− y‖p dγ(v,y),

but that minimum is taken on when pushing-forward the mass with the orthogonal
projection onto x⊥, since that way every point moves minimal distance to target,
hence

W p
p (µ, (πx⊥)#µ) =

∫

R2n

‖v − y‖p d(Id × πx⊥)#µ =

∫

Rn

‖v− πx⊥(v)‖p dµ(v).

Since supp((πx⊥)#µ) ⊂ x⊥ we have infν∈Pp(x⊥) Wp(µ, ν) ≤ Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ).

On the other hand, the orthogonal projection πx⊥(v) of any v ∈ supp µ mini-
mizes the distance of v to x⊥, therefore the push-forward of µ by πx⊥ minimizes
the Wasserstein distance among all measures supported in x⊥. �

Proposition 3.1 (Openness of the set of probabilistic frames). The set of proba-
bilistic p-frames is open in the Wp topology.

Proof. Suppose µ ∈ Pp(R
n). Then by Proposition 1.2,

Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) = inf
ν∈Pp(x⊥)

Wp(µ, ν)

represents the p-Wasserstein distance of µ to x⊥. If µ is a probabilistic frame
the p-Wasserstein distance between µ and any linear subspace, particularly the
hyperplanes x⊥, must be positive. Indeed, if µ is a frame supp µ contains points in
the complement of x⊥. For any point in supp µ∩(x⊥)C there exists a neighborhood
disjoint to x⊥ that has positive µ mass, so that µ has positive p-Wasserstein distance
to x⊥.

Now, for a fixed probabilistic frame, say µ, the p-Wasserstein distance to x⊥

depends continuously on the subspace x⊥, and therefore continuously on x, in
the topology induced by the p-Wasserstein metric. To see that take two vectors
x,y ∈ R

n, then the triangle inequality implies

|Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ)−Wp(µ, (πy⊥)#µ)| ≤ Wp((πx⊥)#µ, (πy⊥)#µ)

To estimate the Wasserstein distance on the right consider the coupling γ := D#µ ∈
Γ(µ, µ), that is the push-forward of µ under the diagonal map D(x) = (x,x) ∈ R

2n.
Pushing this coupling forward with πx⊥ × πy⊥ gives a coupling of (πx⊥)#µ and
(πy⊥)#µ. Using this coupling gives the estimate

W p
p ((πx⊥)#µ, (πy⊥)#µ) ≤

∫

Rn

‖πx⊥(z) − πy⊥(z)‖p dµ(z)

Using πx⊥(z) = z− 〈z,x〉x we obtain
∫

Rn

‖πx⊥(z) − πy⊥(z)‖p dµ =

∫

Rn

‖〈z,x〉x − 〈z,y〉y‖p dµ.

Now put y = x+ŷ to get 〈z,y〉y = 〈z,x+ŷ〉(x+ŷ) = 〈z,x〉x+〈z, ŷ〉x+〈z,x+ŷ〉ŷ.
Hence

∫

Rn

‖〈z,x〉x − 〈z,y〉y‖p dµ =

∫

Rn

‖〈z, ŷ〉x + 〈z,x+ ŷ〉ŷ‖p dµ
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Minkowski’s inequality followed by Cauchy-Schwarz while using ‖x‖ = 1 gives

≤ 2p−1

∫

Rn

(‖〈z, ŷ〉x‖p + ‖〈z,x+ ŷ〉ŷ‖p)dµ ≤ 2p−1‖ŷ‖p(1 + ‖x+ ŷ‖p)
∫

Rn

‖z‖p dµ.

Since y = x+ ŷ is a unit vector, we obtain

W p
p ((πx⊥)#µ, (πy⊥)#µ) ≤ 2p‖ŷ‖p

∫

Rn

‖z‖p dµ = 2pMp(µ)‖y − x‖p,

which is continuity of the p-Wasserstein distance for projections. To conclude the
argument we note that the space of 1-codimensional subspaces in R

n is homeomor-
phic to P(Rn) by identifying the subspace x⊥ with the projective line [x] defined by
any of its normal vectors ±x. Now P(Rn) is compact and compactness implies that
the continuous function x 7→ Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) takes on its minimum at some point,
say xmin. We have already noticed that Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) > 0 for any subspace x⊥

of codimesion 1, hence

0 < c := Wp(µ, (πx⊥

min
)#µ) ≤ Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ)

for all x ∈ Sn−1. In particular the set {ν ∈ Pp(R
n) : Wp(ν, µ) < Wp(µ, (πx⊥

min
)#µ)}

is an open set of probabilistic p-frames. �

Since for p 6= 2 the Wasserstein distances Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) may be difficult to
determine, the following observation is useful:

Corollary 3.2. For any unit-vector x ∈ Sn−1 and any p ≥ 1 we have

(3.2) Wp(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) = Wp((πx)#µ, δ0)

and
W 2

2 (µ, δ0) = W 2
2 (µ, (πx)#µ) +W 2

2 ((πx)#µ, δ0).

Proof. Notice that for a unit-vector x, one has |〈x,v〉|p = ‖πxv‖p = ‖πxv − 0‖p.
Together with |〈x,v〉|p = ‖πx⊥v − v‖p from Equation 3.1 gives:

W p
p ((πx)#µ, δ0) =

∫

R

|v|p d(πx)#µ(v) =

∫

Rn

‖πx(v)‖p dµ(v) =

=

∫

Rn

‖v − πx⊥(v)‖p dµ(v) = W p
p (µ, (πx⊥)#µ).

(3.3)

The second statement is Pythagoras theorem. �

Based on the proposition we are able to give a qualitative version of openness of
the set of probabilistic frames using the frame ellipsoid. Specifically, if a unit vector
x as in Proposition 1.2 is an eigenvector of Sµ, then the corresponding eigenvalue
is given by W 2

2 (µ, (πx⊥)#µ). Expanding a vector x = (x1, ..., xn) in an eigen-basis
{e1, ..., en} of Sµ we obtain:

Corollary 3.3. If x = (x1, ..., xn) is a unit vector in eigen-coordinates then

W 2
2 (µ, (πx⊥)#µ) =

n∑

i=1

x2
i ·W 2

2 (µ, (πe⊥

i
)#µ).

In particular, if Sµ is positive definite, then the vectors x
W2(µ,(πx⊥ )#µ) , where x is

a unit vector, lie on the ellipsoid
n∑

i=1

x2
i ·W 2

2 (µ, (πe⊥

i
)#µ) = 1.
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4. Wasserstein distances: Standard estimates and uniqueness

The estimates displayed in this section are adapted versions of main results of
[8] and particularly [3] where instead of frame operators covariance operators are
considered. The key arguments are almost the same. However the condition when
the lower estimate for Wasserstein distances, stated before Theorem 1.4 in the
introduction, is an equality is more direct and easier for probabilistic frames. This
is because a frame operator is positive definite, while the covariance generally is
not. Moreover, we do not need to consider centered measures.

In what follows, we need how frame operators transform under (linear) push-
forwards, see [10]. We add the argument for convenience of the reader. Let T

be a linear transformation of Rn, and µ be a probabilistic frame, then the frame
operator of T#µ is determined by

〈x,ST#µx〉 =
∫
〈x,y〉2 dT#µ(y) =

∫
〈x,Ty〉2 dµ(y) =

∫
〈Ttx,y〉2 dµ(y) = 〈Ttx,SµT

tx〉 = 〈x,TSµT
tx〉.

(4.1)

Since this identity holds for all x ∈ R
n, we have ST#µ = TSµT

t. Because Sµ is
positive definite ST#µ is always positive semi-definite. If T is invertible, then so is
ST#µ.

Recall from Equation 1.4: A(S,T) = S−1/2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2S−1/2, so that A−1(S,T) =
S1/2(S1/2TS1/2)−1/2S1/2. These matrices have somewhat surprising properties
that may not seem obvious at first glance. The next proposition and lemma will
shed some light on some of those properties.

Proposition 4.1. For any fixed S ∈ S
n
++ the congruence map fS : Sn+ → S

n
+ given

by fS(M) := MSM, is bijective and its inverse is given by f−1
S (T) = A(S,T). In

particular A−1(T,S) = A(S,T).

Proof. Note that the image of fS is always a positive semi-definite matrix. For
given T ∈ S

n
+, let us solve fS(M) = T, that is, solve MSM = T for M. Since

S ∈ S
n
++ we can rewrite the previous equation as

S1/2TS1/2 = S1/2MSMS1/2 = S1/2MS1/2S1/2MS1/2 = (S1/2MS1/2)2.

Since S1/2TS1/2 ∈ S
n
+ taking its root and solving for M gives

M = S−1/2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2S−1/2 = A(S,T) ∈ S
n
+.

That the map is bijective follows from fS ◦ f−1
S (T) = fS(A(S,T)) = T and f−1

S ◦
fS(M) = A(S,MSM) = M. The last identity follows from S1/2MSMS1/2 =
(S1/2MS1/2)2.

For the last statement, with A−1(T,S) = T1/2(T1/2ST1/2)−1/2T1/2 one easily
verifies that fS(A

−1(T,S)) = T, because fS is a bijection the claim follows. �

Given two probabilistic frames µ, ν with frame operators Sµ and Sν let us write
Aµ,ν := A(Sµ,Sν). Recall, the center of mass or mean of a measure µ is the vector
mµ =

∫
Rn v dµ(v). Then the centered measure of µ is given by µ(A) := µ(A+mµ)

for any Borel set A. Recall the covariance matrix of µ is given by Σµ = Sµ.
Note, that this is generally an abuse of language because Σµ is not necessarily
invertible, i.e. Sµ is not necessarily definite. In particular a centered probabilistic
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frame is not necessarily a probabilistic frame. In this case S
−1/2
µ , respectively

Σ
−1/2
µ , is defined as a Moore-Penrose inverse. If Πµ is the (matrix version of the)

orthogonal projection onto Im Sµ, then the Moore-Penrose inverse has the property
Πµ = SµS

−1
µ = S−1

µ Sµ. With that in mind we have

Aµ,ν = A(Σµ,Σν) = Σ−1/2
µ (Σ1/2

µ ΣνΣ
1/2
µ )1/2Σ−1/2

µ .

A special case of the first part of the following formula appeared in [10].

Lemma 4.2. Let µ, ν ∈ P2(R
n), not necessarily frames, then:

(1) If S ∈ S
n
+ then Aµ,S#µ = ΠµSΠµ, and if µ is a frame then Aµ,S#µ = S.

(2) If ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ, then (Πµ)#ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ.

Proof. For the first statement, since S
1/2
µ SSµSS

1/2
µ = (S

1/2
µ SS

1/2
µ )2, by symmetry

of S
1/2
µ and the fact that Im Sµ = Im S

1/2
µ , we have

Aµ,S#µ = S−1/2
µ (S1/2

µ SSµSS
1/2
µ )1/2S−1/2

µ = S−1/2
µ S1/2

µ SS1/2
µ S−1/2

µ = ΠµSΠµ.

If µ is a frame, then Sµ ∈ S
n
++, hence Πµ = Id.

For the second identity, recall that (Aµ,ν)#µ = (Aµ,ν)#µ. Including (Πµ)#µ =
µ and the previous formula we get

(Aµ,ν)#µ = (Aµ,(Aµ,ν)#µ)#µ = (ΠµAµ,νΠµ)#µ

=(Πµ)#(Aµ,ν)#(Πµ)#µ = (Πµ)#(Aµ,ν)#µ = (Πµ)#(Aµ,ν)#µ.

�

Statement 2 of Lemma 4.2 is to be expected as it verifies that the equality con-
dition ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ for the respective Wasserstein distance estimates in Proposi-
tion 4.3 and Proposition 4.8 below imply the equality condition for the respective
estimate after centering the measures; (Πµ)#ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ. See the respective
estimates of [8] and [3].

Proposition 4.3. For any unit vector x we have

(4.2) W 2
2 ((πx)#µ, (πx)#ν) ≥ (W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ)−W2(ν, (πx⊥)#ν))

2

and if {e1, ..., en} is an orthonormal basis then

(4.3) W 2
2 (µ, ν) ≥

n∑

i=1

(W2(µ, (πei
⊥)#µ)−W2(ν, (πei

⊥)#ν))
2
,

equality holds if ν = T#µ where T ∈ S
n
+ diagonal with respect to {ei}.

Proof. Abbreviating Γ := Γ(µ, ν) one has

W 2
2 (µ, ν) = inf

γ∈Γ

∫

Rn×Rn

‖x− y‖2 dγ = inf
γ∈Γ

n∑

i=1

∫

Rn×Rn

|xi − yi|2 dγ

= inf
γ∈Γ

n∑

i=1

∫

R×R

|x− y|2 d(πei × πei )#γ ≥
n∑

i=1

W 2
2 ((πei )#µ, (πei )#ν).

(4.4)
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Now for any unit vector z ∈ Sn−1 if γz ∈ Γ((πz)#µ, (πz)#ν) minimizes W 2
2 ((πz)#µ, (πz)#ν)

then, by the reverse triangle inequality (in L2):

W 2
2 ((πz)#µ, (πz)#ν) =

∫

R×R

|x− y|2 dγz

≥
((∫

R

|x|2 d(πz)#µ

)1/2

−
(∫

R

|y|2 d(πz)#ν

)1/2
)2

=

((∫

Rn

〈x, z〉2 dµ

)1/2

−
(∫

Rn

〈y, z〉2 dν

)1/2
)2

=(W2(µ, (πz⊥ )#µ)−W2(ν, (πz⊥)#ν))
2
,

(4.5)

This shows the first inequality stated. Using the estimate for z = ei we obtain
further

W 2
2 (µ, ν) ≥

n∑

i=1

(W2(µ, (πei
⊥)#µ)−W2(ν, (πei

⊥)#ν))
2
.

Expanding square terms in Inequality 4.5 and using the marginals of γi we obtain
the equivalent condition

∫

R×R

xy dγi ≤
(∫

R

x2 d(πei )#µ

)1/2(∫

R

y2 d(πei)#ν

)1/2

.

This is a version of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with respect to γi. In particular,
this inequality is an equality if y = λix for some λi ≥ 0 and if the marginal measures
agree. In this case γi is a push-forward given by γi = (1× λi)#(πei)#µ. This map
is optimal and hence equalizes also 4.4 for the respective coordinate, since the
optimality condition is the same. More precisely, taking optimal scalings in each
coordinate we see a linear map T that is diagonal with respect to ei and has λi ≥ 0
as the i-th diagonal entry, implies equality in 4.4. In other words, the optimal
coupling γ is a linear push-forward, that is optimal in every direction ei. Any such
linear map is positive semi-definite. Directions with λi = 0 may appear. �

Proposition 4.3 allows us to show the continuity of the frame map directly using
Wasserstein distances (for a different argument, see [16]).

Corollary 4.4. The frame map S : P2(R
n) → S

n
+ is continuous in the Wasserstein

topology and in the weak-∗ topology, on P2(R
n). More precisely ‖S1/2

µ − S
1/2
ν ‖op ≤

W2(µ, ν) with respect to the operator norm ‖ · ‖op. In particular ‖S1/2 −T1/2‖op ≤
W2(PS,PT) = dW (S,T).

Proof. Take µ, ν ∈ P2(R
n) with frame operators Sµ and Sν respectively. Let x be

a unit vector, so that sup‖y‖=1 |yt(S
1/2
µ − S

1/2
ν )y| = |xt(S

1/2
µ − S

1/2
ν )x|. Let {ei}

be an orthonormal eigen-basis for Sµ − Sν and write x =
∑n

i=1 xiei, then

‖S1/2
µ − S1/2

ν ‖2op = sup
‖y‖=1

|yt(S1/2
µ − S1/2

ν )y|2

=

n∑

i=1

x4
i (e

t
i(S

1/2
µ − S1/2

ν )ei)
2 ≤

n∑

i=1

(〈ei,S1/2
µ ei〉 − 〈ei,S1/2

ν ei〉)2

=

n∑

i=1

(W2(µ, (πei
⊥)#µ)−W2(ν, (πei

⊥)#ν))
2 ≤ W 2

2 (µ, ν).
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The last step is estimate 4.3. We see f(µ) := S
1/2
µ is continuous, hence S = f2 is

continuous as well. The last statement is the definition of W2(PS,PT) = dW (S,T)
in the introduction. That shows the claim. �

Recall that the p-th (central) moment Mp(µ) of a probability µ is given by∫
Rn ‖x‖p dµ(x), if the integral is finite. Right from the definitions one easily confirms

the well known formula

(4.6) M2(µ) =

n∑

i=1

W 2
2 (µ, (πe⊥

i
)#µ) = tr Sµ

for any orthonormal basis {ei} of Rn. Indeed

tr Sµ =

n∑

i=1

〈ei,Sµei〉 =
n∑

i=1

∫

Rn

〈ei,v〉2dµ =

∫

Rn

‖v‖2dµ(v) = M2(µ).

The matrix version of the previous proposition gives Gelbrich’s bound [8] for frame
operators. The proof is formally the same as Theorem 2.1 in [3], we add it adapted
to our conventions for convenience.

Corollary 4.5 (Gelbrich’s bound [8] for frame operators). Let µ, ν ∈ P++ with
respective frame operators Sµ and Sν , then

(4.7) W 2
2 (µ, ν) ≥ tr(Sµ + Sν − 2(S1/2

µ SνS
1/2
µ )1/2) = tr Sµ(Id−Aµ,ν)

2.

Equality holds if ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ.

Proof. Given Inequality 4.3 of Proposition 4.3, the statement will follow from the
formula

tr (S1/2
µ SνS

1/2
µ )1/2 =

n∑

i=1

〈ei,Sνei〉1/2〈ei,Sµei〉1/2

for some orthogonal basis {ei} of R
n. Note, that the right hand side of In-

equality 4.7 immediately follows from the right hand side of Inequality 4.3 using
W2(µ, (πei⊥)#µ) = 〈ei,Sµei〉1/2 and the respective formula for ν. By Proposition
4.1 there is a unique Aµ,ν = A(Sµ,Sν) positive definite, so that Sν = Aµ,νSµAµ,ν .
Let {ei} be an eigen-basis for Aµ,ν with corresponding set of (positive) eigenvalues
{λi}, then:

〈ei,Sνei〉 = 〈ei, (Aµ,ν SµAµ,ν)ei〉 = 〈Aµ,νei,SµAµ,νei〉 = λ2
i 〈ei,Sµei〉.

Taking roots on both sides and using Aµ,ν = S
−1/2
µ (S

1/2
µ SνS

1/2
µ )1/2S

−1/2
µ from

Proposition 4.1, formal properties of the trace give the sought identity:

tr (S1/2
µ SνS

1/2
µ )1/2 = tr (S1/2

µ Aµ,νS
1/2
µ ) = tr (SµAµ,ν) =

=
n∑

i=1

λi〈ei,Sµei〉 =
n∑

i=1

〈ei,Sνei〉1/2〈ei,Sµei〉1/2.

Putting this identity one obtains the stated estimate as follows

W 2
2 (µ, ν) ≥ tr(Sµ + Sν − 2(S1/2

µ SνS
1/2
µ )1/2) =

n∑

i=1

(1− λi)
2〈ei,Sµei〉

=

n∑

i=1

〈ei, (Id−Aµ,ν)Sµ(Id−Aµ,ν)ei〉 = tr Sµ(Id−Aµ,ν)
2.

By Proposition 4.3 equality holds, if ν = (Aµ,ν)#µ. �
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4.6. Olkin and Pukelsheim’s matrix problem. For the use in the next section
we add the approach of Olkin and Pukelsheim version [11] of the optimality prob-
lem above. This is in fact the first solution to the problem, but it adds a useful
condition on the matrices that can appear as frame operators of couplings to the
picture.

Given two probabilistic frames µ with frame operator S and ν with frame oper-
ator T respectively, then

W 2
2 (µ, ν) = inf

γ

∫

R2n

‖x− y‖2dγ(x,y)

=

∫

Rn

‖x‖2 dµ+

∫

Rn

‖y‖2 dν − 2 sup
γ

∫

R2n

〈x,y〉 dγ(x,y)

The frame operator of γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) is given by Sγ =
∫
R2n(x,y) · (x,y)t dγ(x,y),

written in block matrix form it is

(4.8) Sγ =

[
S Ψ

Ψt T

]
, where Ψ =

∫

R2n

x · yt dγ(x,y).

Note, that

tr

∫

R2n

x · yt dγ(x,y) =

∫

R2n

〈x,y〉 dγ(x,y),

so that the previous equation for the Wasserstein distance implies for any coupling
γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν):

(4.9) W 2
2 (µ,PT) ≤ tr(S+T− 2Ψ).

The matrix optimization problem is that given T and S positive semi-definite,
determine Ψ in Sγ , as given by Equation 4.8, so that tr Ψ is maximal under the
constraint that Sγ be positive semi-definite. We will see below that an extreme Ψ

arises via a frame matrix of a coupling and determines the Wasserstein distance by
turning estimate 4.9 into an equality. The statement and solution of this problem
was presented by Olkin and Pukelsheim in [11] based on a dualizing argument. We
start by presenting the argument from Lemma 1 in [11] providing a condition on the
off-diagonal of the block matrix 4.8 for the block matrix to be positive semi-definite.
Namely, if S,T ∈ S

n
++, then

(4.10)

[
S Ψ

Ψt T

]
∈ S

n
+,

is, using matrix congruence, equivalent to
[
Id −ΨT−1

0 Id

] [
S Ψ

Ψt T

] [
Id 0

−T−1Ψt Id

]
=

[
S−ΨT−1Ψt 0

0 T

]
∈ S

n
+,

and using a similar congruence equivalent to
[
S 0
0 T−ΨtS−1Ψ

]
∈ S

n
+.

Hence the initial matrix is positive semi-definite if and only if either S−ΨT−1Ψt ∈
S
n
+ or T − ΨtS−1Ψ ∈ S

n
+. Because of symmetry, we will discuss only the first

condition below, even though we need the second one in the section on transport
duals. Since the trace is a linear function it is extreme on the boundary of the
convex set {Ψ : S − ΨT−1Ψt ∈ S

n
+}. Convexity is easy to check using frame
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matrices. The boundary is the set of Ψ so that S = ΨT−1Ψt. This is algebraically
equivalent to AtSA = T with A = S−1Ψ. Note that there are many solutions A

to the equation AtSA = T. However, any push forward of a probabilistic frame
in PS with At ∈ GLn(R) that solves AtSA = T is a probabilistic frame in PT.
But we know among those push-forwards the one that maximizes tr Ψ = tr SA is
A = A(S,T) by Gelbrich’s Theorem. Let us summarize this discussion.

Corollary 4.7. Assume S,T ∈ S
n
++, then the 2n × 2n block matrix given by

Equation 4.10 is positive semi-definite, if and only if S−1 − AT−1At ∈ S
n
+ where

A = S−1Ψ, or alternatively T−1 − AtS−1A ∈ S
n
+ where A = ΨT−1. A push-

forward of µ ∈ PS with any At ∈ GLn(R) induces a coupling with a marginal in
PT where T = AtSA, or equivalently S−1 = AT−1At.

Proof. Only the second and third statement need to be verified. That (At)#µ ∈
PT with T = AtSA was shown earlier. By elementary algebra, this identity is
equivalent to S−1 = AT−1At. The same goes for the alternative identity. �

Remark. The identity T = AtSA implies that the frame operator of the cou-
pling associated with push-forward by the linear map A is not positive definite.
Hence, such a coupling is never a probabilistic frame. This on the other hand is
obvious since the graph of a linear map mapping R

n into R
n is a proper linear

subspace.

Now we show that the optimal linear map in Gelbrich’s estimate is the unique
distance minimizing map between frames with prescribed frame operators.

Proposition 4.8. Given S,T in S
n
++, then for every µ ∈ PS the push-forward

(A(S,T))#µ is the unique probabilistic frame in PT, so that W2(µ, (A(S,T))#µ) =
W2(µ,PT).

Proof. We extend an argument that was used in the special case of T = Id in
[10]. Consider the push forward (A(S,T))#µ. Assume ν has frame operator T and
minimizes the 2-Wasserstein distance to µ, so that W2(µ, ν) = W2(µ,PT). Let γ

be an optimal coupling between ν and µ. Then its push forward by Id×A(S,T)
is a coupling between ν and (A(S,T))#µ with frame operator

S(Id×A(S,T))#γ =

[
Id 0
0 A(S,T)

] [
T T ·A(T,S)

(T ·A(T,S))t S

] [
Id 0
0 A(S,T)

]

=

[
T T ·A(T,S) ·A(S,T)

(T ·A(T,S) ·A(S,T))t A(S,T) · S ·A(S,T)

]
=

[
T T

T T

]

so that
W 2

2 ((A(S,T))#µ, ν) ≤ tr(T+T− 2T) = 0.

Hence (A(S,T))#µ = ν.
�

4.9. Proofs of statements from the introduction.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Push-forward with a continuous map is continuous and in
particular, if the push-forward is by a linear A ∈ S

n
++ then push-forward with

A−1 ∈ S
n
++ provides a continuous inverse.

The equation for the Wasserstein distance follows from Proposition 4.5. The
particular shape of that formula for push-forwards with general positive definite
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matrices A ∈ S
n
++ follows from the first identity in Lemma 4.2. Finally, the fact

that push-forward with A ∈ S
n
++ is the only minimizer of the Wasserstein distance

is shown in (the previous) Proposition 4.8, again using the first statement from
Lemma 4.2 to adapt to the situation stated in the theorem. �

We are now in a position to show the following:

Proof of Proposition 1.5. Recall that the Ψ so that tr Ψ is maximal under the
condition [

S Ψ

Ψt T

]
∈ S

2n
+

is given by Ψ = S1/2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2S−1/2 with maximal value tr(S1/2TS1/2)1/2, see
[8], or alternatively [11]. The matrix Ψ = S1/2T1/2 obeys the identity ΨT−1Ψt =
S. In particular S−ΨT−1Ψt ≥ 0, by Olkin’s and Pukelsheim’s criterion for semi-
definiteness, see Corollary 4.7, or Lemma 1 in [11], we have

[
S S1/2T1/2

(S1/2T1/2)t T

]
∈ S

2n
+ .

Hence by our above results, see also [11], we have tr S1/2T1/2 ≤ tr(S1/2TS1/2)1/2

and hence by Gelbrich’s formula

W 2
2 (PS,PT) = tr(S+T− 2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2)

≤ tr(S+T− 2(S1/2T1/2)) = tr(S1/2 −T1/2)2 = ‖S1/2 −T1/2‖2F .

We add the arguments showing dW is a metric. Clearly W2(PT,PS) ≥ 0 and
equality happens if and only if T = S. The symmetry is also clear, since W2 is a
metric. For the triangle inequality let P ∈ S

n
++ and consider µ ∈ PP, then

W2(PT,PS) ≤ W2(A(P,T)#µ,A(P,S)#µ)

≤ W2(A(P,T)#µ, µ) +W2(µ,A(P,S)#µ)

= W2(PT,PP) +W2(PP,PS).

Note that all norms on a finite-dimensional vector space are equivalent. The met-
rics dop(S,T) := ‖S1/2 − T1/2‖op, and dF (S,T) := ‖S1/2 − T1/2‖F together with
the lower estimate from Corollary 4.4 complete the estimate.

For a symmetric representation of the metric, note that an optimal coupling
between measures with frame operator T and frame operator S has frame operator
with off-diagonal matrix Ψ = T1/2(T1/2ST1/2)1/2T−1/2. Clearly, from symmetry
of W 2

2 (PS,PT) and Gelbrich’s representation

tr(T+ S− 2(T1/2ST1/2)1/2) = W 2
2 (PS,PT) = tr(S+T− 2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2).

It follows tr (T1/2ST1/2)1/2 = tr (S1/2TS1/2)1/2, so that

dW (S,T) = tr(S+T− (S1/2TS1/2)1/2 − (T1/2ST1/2)1/2).

Using tr (T1/2ST1/2)1/2 = tr (TA(T,S)) and tr (S1/2TS1/2)1/2 = tr (SA(S,T))
we may rewrite this as

dW (S,T) = tr (S(Id−A(S,T)) +T(Id−A(T,S))).
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The distance dW extends from S
n
++ to S

n
+ for continuity reasons. Indeed since the

function

(S,T) 7→ tr(S+T− 2(S1/2TS1/2)1/2)

is well-defined and continuous on S
n
+ × S

n
+ and S

n
+ is the closure of Sn++ the metric

properties continue to hold on S
n
+. �

5. Transport duals and generalizations.

5.1. Wasserstein distances, special couplings and transport Duals. Let
µ ∈ P2(R

n) be a probabilistic frame, following [15] we define the set of transport
duals for µ to be

(5.1) Dµ :=

{
ν ∈ P2(R

n) : there is γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) with

∫

R2n

xyt dγ(x,y) = Id

}
.

An equivalent description of Dµ is:

(5.2) Dµ =

{
ν ∈ P2(R

n) : there is γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) with Sγ =

[
Sµ Id

Id Sν

]}
.

Generally the off-diagonal n× n-matrices, here Id, of the frame matrix are defined
by the integral condition in Equation 5.1. The frame operator description motivates
the following generalization.

Definition 5.2. Given M ∈ GLn(R) and probabilities µ, ν ∈ P2(R). We call (µ, ν)
a M-dual pair, if there is γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) with frame operator

(5.3) Sγ =

[
Sµ M

Mt Sν

]
.

The set of M-dual pairs is denoted by D(M). Further let Dµ(M) ⊂ D(M) be the
set of M dual couplings with fixed first marginal µ.

Theorem 5.3. Suppose M ∈ GLn(R) and λmin(M) is its eigenvalue of minimal
modulus. Then for any (µ, ν) ∈ D(M) we have for all z ∈ Sn−1

W2(µ, (πz⊥ )#µ) ·W2(ν, (πz⊥)#ν) ≥ |λmin(M)| > 0.

In particular, both µ and ν are frames. Moreover, the set of M-duals D(M) is in
bijection to the set of transport duals D(Id), hence the set of M-duals is not empty.
In fact push forward with Mt as given by (µ, ν) 7→ (µ, (Mt)#ν) ∈ D(M) defines a
bijective map D(Id) → D(M).

Proof. For any z ∈ Sn−1 we have

0 < |λmin| ≤ |〈z,Mz〉| = |
∫

R2n

〈z,x〉〈y, z〉 dγ(µ, ν)| ≤
∫

R2n

|〈z,x〉| |〈z,y〉| dγ(µ, ν)

≤ (

∫

Rn

|〈z,x〉|2 dµ)
1
2 (

∫

Rn

|〈z,y〉|2 dν)
1
2 = W2(µ, (πz⊥ )#µ) ·W2(ν, (πz⊥ )#ν),

(5.4)

where λmin 6= 0 is the eigenvalue of M of minimal absolute value. Would µ and
ν be not both probabilistic frames, the right-hand side of this inequality would be
zero for some z ∈ Sn−1. Now let (µ, ν) be a dual pair and γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) a coupling
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with the respective frame operator. Then the frame operator of the push forward
of γ with Id×Mt is

S(Id×Mt)#γ =

[
Id 0
0 Mt

] [
Sµ Id

Id Sν

] [
Id 0
0 M

]
=

[
Sµ M

Mt Mt · Sν ·M

]

hence

S(Id×Mt)#γ =

[
Sµ M

Mt S(Mt)#ν

]
,

so that (µ, (Mt)#ν) ∈ D(M). �

An analogous calculation gives for any n× n matrix A

S(A×A)#γ =

[
A 0
0 A

] [
Sµ Id

Id Sν

] [
At 0
0 At

]
=

[
SA#µ M

M SA#ν

]

with M := AAt symmetric. In particular if A ∈ O(n), the set of orthogonal n× n

matrices, then a pair of duals is mapped to a pair of duals under this push-forward.
If

S(At×A−1)#γ =

[
At · Sµ ·A Id

Id A−1 · Sν · (A−1)t

]
=

[
S(At)#µ Id

Id S(A−1)#ν

]

with A := S
−1/2
µ OS

1/2
µ and O ∈ O(n) the frame operator of the first marginal µ is

stabilized. Applying the previous Theorem to transport duals gives:

Corollary 5.4. If (µ, ν) ∈ D(Id) then µ and ν are probabilistic frames and we
have for all z ∈ Sn−1

W2(µ, (πz⊥)#µ) ·W2(ν, (πz⊥)#ν) ≥ 1.

Theorem 5.5. Given S ∈ S
n
++ and µ ∈ PS. Then the canonical dual µc :=

(S−1)#µ is the only transport dual of µ with the frame operator S−1 and for any
non-canonical dual coupling γ of µ and ν we have

∫

R2n

‖x− y‖2 dγ(x,y) > W 2
2 (µ, µc).

Furthermore for non-canonical dual pairs W2(ν, µ) > W2(PSν ,PS), while equality
holds for ν = µc.

All eigenvalues of S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν , respectively SµSν , need to be at least 1 for a

transport dual between µ and ν to exist. If Sν 6= S−1
µ , then some of the eigenvalues

of S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν , respectively SµSν , must be stricly greater than 1.

Following [11], given A,B ∈ S+ we write A ≥ B when A−B ∈ S+ and A > B

when A − B ∈ S++ respectively. This is a partial order for positive semi-definite
matrices and is known as Loewner order.

Proof. Suppose ν ∈ PS−1 is a non-canonical transport dual of µ, then for any dual
coupling γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) its frame operator fulfills the inequality tr(Sµ+S−1

µ −2 · Id) ≥
W 2

2 (µ, ν). Since W 2
2 (µ, ν) > W 2

2 (µ,PS
−1
µ
) = W 2

2 (µ, (S
−1
µ )#µ) = tr(Sµ+S−1

µ −2·Id)
we have a contradiction.

By Corollary 4.7, see also [11, Lemma 1], a pair (µ, ν) ∈ P2(R
n) × P2(R

n) can
only be a dual pair if Sν − S−1

µ ∈ S+. This implies tr Sν ≥ tr S−1
µ and since the
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non-negativity condition must hold for the frame operator of any dual coupling
γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) the stated inequality follows from
∫

R2n

‖x−y‖2 dγ(x,y) = tr(Sµ+Sν−2Id) ≥ tr(Sµ+S−1
µ −2Id) = W 2

2 (µ, (S
−1)#µ).

By elementary algebra Sν − S−1
µ ≥ 0 is equivalent to S

1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν ≥ Id, or equiv-

alently (S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν )1/2 ≥ Id, with equality if and only if Sν = S−1

µ . The sec-

ond estimate now follows from W 2
2 (PSµ ,PSν ) = tr(Sµ + Sν − 2(S

1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν )1/2).

The previous definiteness condition implies that the eigenvalues of S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν are

at least 1. If all eigenvalues of S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν are one, then Sν = S−1

µ . Hence, if

Sν 6= S−1
µ , then one of the eigenvalues of S

1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν must be greater than 1. Re-

garding the eigenvalues of SµSν , by multiplicativity of the determinant, λ is an

eigenvalue of S
1/2
ν SµS

1/2
ν is equivalent to det(Sµ−λS−1

ν ) = 0 and this is equivalent
to det(SµSν − λId) = 0. �

Corollary 5.6. Assume µ ∈ PS. Then W2(ν, (πx⊥)#ν) ≥ W2(µc, (πx⊥)#µc)
for any transport dual ν ∈ P2(R

n) of µ. Furthermore, if W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) =

(xtSµx)
1/2 ≤ 1 for all x ∈ Sn−1, then W2(µ, ν) ≥ W2(µ, µc).

Proof. For a (non canonical) transport dual of µ with frame-operator Sν we neces-
sarily have Sν − S−1

µ ≥ 0, so that

W 2
2 (ν, (πx⊥)#ν) = xtSνx ≥ xtS−1

µ x = W 2
2 (µc, (πx⊥)#µc)

for all x ∈ Sn−1. Furthermore we have

W2(ν, (πx⊥)#ν)−W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) ≥ W2(µc, (πx⊥)#µc)−W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ)

for all x ∈ Sn−1. If W2(µ, (πx⊥)#µ) = (xtSµx)
1/2 ≤ 1 for all x ∈ Sn−1, then

W2(µc, (πx⊥)#µc) = (xtS−1
µ x)1/2 ≥ 1 for all x ∈ Sn−1, so that the right-hand side

of the estimate is nonnegative. By estimate 4.3 then W2(µ, ν) ≥ W2(µ, µc). Note
that the right-hand of the above inequality equals W2(µc, (πx⊥)#µc) since µc is the
push-forward of µ by S−1 ∈ Sn

++, so that inequality 4.3 is an equality. �

5.7. Transport duals that arise by push-forward. There is a standard con-
struction of all duals to a given (finite) frame see [2] Section 6.3. Page 159, which
directly translates into the language of probabilistic frames, see [15]. More or less
as in the finite case one shows that these are all transport duals obtained by push-
forward. Indeed, for a given probabilistic frame µ and h ∈ L2(Rn, µ,Rn) := {f =
(f1, ..., fn) : R

n → R
n : fi ∈ L2(Rn, µ)} define

(5.5) H(z) := S−1z+ h(z)−
∫

Rn

〈S−1z,x〉h(x) dµ(x).

Proposition 5.8. All transport duals of µ ∈ P2(R
n) obtained by push-forward are

given by H#µ for some h ∈ L2(Rn, µ,Rn).

Proof. Firstly the assumption h ∈ L2(Rn, µ,Rn) is necessary to have h#µ ∈ P2(R
n)

for given µ ∈ P2(R
n). A simple verification shows that the push-forward H#µ

determines a transport dual and hence µ and H#µ is a pair of transport duals.
Now, if push-forward of µ with h ∈ L2(Rn, µ,Rn) defines a transport dual then

Id =

∫

R2n

xyt d((Id × h)#µ)(x,y) =

∫

Rn

xh(x)t dµ(x) = (

∫

Rn

h(x)xt dµ(x))t,
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so that

S−1z =

∫

Rn

h(x)xt dµ(x) · S−1z =

∫

Rn

〈S−1z,x〉h(x) dµ(x).

The last identity implies H = h and that shows the claim. �

5.9. Convexity properties of couplings and dual couplings. The following
proposition is of independent interest. It will allow us to construct transport duals
using convex combinations.

Proposition 5.10. The set of M-dual pairs with, or without, fixed first marginal
is convex. In particular Dµ(M) is a convex set.

Proof. If couplings γ0 ∈ Γ(µ0, ν0) and γ1 ∈ Γ(µ1, ν1) are given, then γt := (1−t)γ0+
tγ1 ∈ Γ(µt, νt) is a coupling between µt := (1−t)µ0+tµ1 and νt := (1−t)ν0+tν1 for
any t ∈ [0, 1]. If both couplings areM-couplings then so is their convex combination:

∫

R2n

xyt dγt(x,y) =(1 − t)

∫

R2n

xyt dγ0(x,y) + t

∫

R2n

xyt dγ1(x,y)

=(1 − t)M+ tM = M

.

In terms of frame matrices

Sγt = (1− t)

[
Sµ0

M

M Sν0

]
+ t

[
Sµ1

M

M Sν1

]
=

[
Sµt M

M Sνt

]
.

Clearly the argument for fixed first marginal follows by putting µ0 = µ1. That
implies the convexity of Dµ. �

5.11. Transport duals that do not arise by push-forward. Transport duals
of probabilistic frames show phenomena different from duals of finite frames, essen-
tially because couplings may split mass. For that reason, an inclusive description
of transport duals cannot be achieved without considering mass splitting indirectly
or directly. Here is an example.

Example 1. Suppose µ is a probabilistic frame on the line with frame operator
Sµ = λ ∈ R\{0}. Then, applying Equation 5.5 in the one dimensional setting
with h(x) = α, i.e. pushing forward all mass to one point α ∈ R, we get the one
parameter family of maps

(5.6) Hα(x) = λ−1x+ α− αλ−1

∫

R

xy dµ(y) = λ−1(1− αmµ)x+ α,

where mµ denotes the center of mass of µ. If push-forward with α is a transport
dual and mµ 6= 0, then α = Hm−1

µ
(x) = m−1

µ . Hence (Hm−1
µ
)#µ = δm−1

µ
. Since the

coupling γ := (id ×Hm−1
µ
)#µ ∈ Γ(µ, δm−1

µ
) is a dual coupling, by symmetry µ is a

transport dual of δm−1
µ

that is clearly not a push-forward since mass is split. More

generally, all probabilities with bounded second moments that have δα as transport
dual arise this way, because any transport to a point mass is a push-forward. To
summarize:

Proposition 5.12. The set of transport duals of a delta mass δa, a ∈ R\{0},
consists of all probabilistic frames µ ∈ P2(R) with center of mass mµ = a−1. In
other words, for a a 6= 0 every Borel measure µ with center of mass a−1 and bounded
second moments defines a dual pair (δa, µ). Any transport dual µ of δa is a push-
forward to δa. On the other hand µ is a push-forward of δa if and only if µ = δa−1

is the canonical dual.
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Proof. Because of the previous statements, all that remains to be shown is that δa
is a transport dual of µ when mµ = a−1. By Equation 5.5 we have (Hm−1

µ
)#µ = δa

and in that case δa ∈ Dµ. �

Moreover, by using convex combinations of measures, it is easy to construct trans-
port dual pairs where neither is the push-forward of the other. Indeed, con-
sider two non-canonical dual pairs, say (µ, δα) and (ν, δβ). Then the probabilities
µ̃ = 1

2 (µ+ δβ) and ν̃ = 1
2 (ν + δα) define a dual pair (µ̃, ν̃) by convexity. That pair

does not arise as push-forward in either direction.

Corollary 5.13. A point mass in R\{0} and its canonical dual minimize the 2-
Wasserstein distance between the point mass and its transport duals.

Proof. By Proposition 5.12, the duals of δa, a ∈ R\{0}, are the probabilities in
P2(R) with center of mass a−1 ∈ R\{0}. Let µ ∈ P2(R) be a transport dual to δa.
Since transport to a point is a push-forward we have W 2

2 (δa, µ) =
∫
(x − a)2 dµ.

Breaking this representation into terms we see, that the 2-Wasserstein distance
between δa and µ depends only on the second moment

∫
x2 dµ of µ. On the other

hand we have
∫
(x − a−1)2 dµ ≥ 0, hence

∫
x2 dµ ≥ a−2 = (

∫
R
x dδa−1)2 so that

W 2
2 (δa, µ) ≥

∫
(a−1 − a)2 dµ = W 2

2 (δa, δa−1). �

Convexity together with compactness of the set of transport duals would imply a
classification of transport duals by Krein-Milman. Compactness unfortunately is
not true:

Corollary 5.14. If µ ∈ P2(R) is a centered and compactly supported frame, then
Dµ is not compact in the 2-Wasserstein topology.

Proof. By assumption mµ = 0, so that by Equation 5.6 any push-forward of µ with
Hα(x) = λ−1x + α is a transport dual. Recall λ = Sµ ∈ R\{0} because µ is a
frame. Since the support of µ is compact, we can find a positive monotonically
increasing sequence {αi}i∈N → ∞, so that the measures (Hαi)#µ have mutually
disjoint support. By construction, the sequence {m(Hαi

)#µ} of centers diverges,

hence the sequence of transport duals {(Hαi)#µ} diverges in W2. �

Example 2 (Non-canonical duals from convex combinations). Recall, a standard
way to construct a non-canonical dual to an overcomplete finite frame, say F ⊂ R

n

is to take the canonical dual Ṽ of a sub-frame, say V ⊂ F , extending it by 0
on the remaining vectors of F . One can extend this construction to the setting
of probabilistic frames, by decomposing a probabilistic frame into a sub-frame for
which one could take the canonical dual and a complementary mass that will be
moved to the origin. Direct transfer of the finite frame construction of non-canonical
duals would change the total mass of a probabilistic dual. Requiring the dual to
be a probability requires a small change of the construction. Let us consider a one
dimensional example. As earlier, we take a delta mass δa located at a ∈ R\{0}.
We split that mass into δa = λδa + (1 − λ)δa for some λ ∈ (0, 1). Then if the dual
of λδa is a push-forward, it must be λδ(λa)−1 and extended by the push-forward of
(1 − λ)δa to (1 − λ)δ0 we obtain mλ = λδ(λa)−1 + (1 − λ)δ0. In fact, the coupling

γ = λ(x, λ−1x−1)#δa + (1− λ)(x, 0)#δa with marginals mλ and δa shows that the
marginals are a dual pair for any λ ∈ (0, 1). In particular, the family of duals
{mλ : λ ∈ (0, 1)} has δ0 as a weak-star limit point, so that the set of transport
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duals is generally not weakly closed. Note, that the second moments of mλ diverge
as λ → 0, hence the convergence to δ0 does not hold with respect to the Wasserstein
metric.

5.15. Transport duals by convex combinations. Below we describe dual cou-
plings using generalized convex combinations, those are probability measures on the
space of couplings. Recall that the frame map S : γ 7→ Sγ is continuous in γ and
so are the maps decomposing the frame operator further into four n × n matrices
U : γ 7→ Uγ , L : γ 7→ Lγ (upper and lower diagonal) and M : γ 7→ Mγ (the off-
diagonal), the fourth map being Mt is determined by M and clearly continuous.
Below Mn(R) denotes the set of real valued n × n matrices. More precisely, let
Pc = Pc(R

2n) denote the set of couplings on R
2n with marginals in P2(R

n) and ξ

be a probability on Pc, so that

(1)
∫
Mn(R)

A d(U)#ξ(A) =
∫
Pc

Uγ dξ(γ) = Sµ

(2)
∫
Mn(R)

A d(L)#ξ(A) =
∫
Pc

Lγ dξ(γ) = Sν

(3)
∫
Pc
(
∫
Rn xyt dγ(x,y)) dξ(γ) = M.

Here M ∈ Mn(R) is any given off-diagonal matrix, so that the frame operator
Sξ =

∫
Pc

Sγ dξ(γ) of ξ is positive definite. Then ξ defines the M-dual pair

(µξ, νξ) = ((prx)#

∫

Pc

dξ(γ), (pry)#

∫

Pc

dξ(γ)).

For transport duals put M = Id. More background on the space of measures can
be found in [6]. Clearly any transport dual defines a probability on the space of
couplings, just take the delta measure on the particular coupling. On the other
hand property (1) and (2) imply that ξ is a coupling between µ and ν, that is a
transport dual when (3) holds for M = Id. One question is, if all M-duals can
be represented by measures on the space of couplings and if this is a practical
representation for applications.

6. Concluding Questions and Remarks

The transport duals and hence the M-duals are not yet fully understood. It
seems that there are always non-frames in the closure of the set of dual frames,
so the question arises if one can convex compose every transport dual from lower-
dimensional distributions. We did not restrict our exposition to absolutely continu-
ous measures at any point, since this would be an obstruction to making conclusions
about discrete measures, i.e. standard frames. In this direction it would be benefi-
cial, to show fiber-connectedness for finite frames of fixed cardinality. Furthermore,
it would be important to study the case of infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces.

We remark that several other objects and problems appearing in probabilistic
frame theory include Wasserstein distances directly. For example the minimization
problem for p-frame potentials:

inf
µ∈P(Sn−1)

∫∫

(Sn−1)2
| 〈x,y〉 |pdµ(y)dµ(x) = inf

µ∈P(Sn−1)

∫

Sn−1

W p
p (µ, (πx⊥)#µ) dµ(x)

Significant work has been done on this problem, see [4], [16] and [1], but some
questions are still open, for example in [1] the authors conjecture that for d ≥ 2
and p > 0 not even, the optimizer is a finite discrete measure on Sn−1.
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