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Abstract

Motivated by the success of Sinkhorn’s algorithm for entropic optimal
transport, we study convergence properties of iterative proportional fit-
ting procedures (IPFP) used to solve more general information projection
problems. We establish exponential convergence guarantees for the IPFP
whenever the set of probability measures which is projected onto is de-
fined through constraints arising from linear function spaces. This unifies
and extends recent results from multi-marginal, adapted and martingale
optimal transport. The proofs are based on strong convexity arguments
for the dual problem, and the key contribution is to illuminate the role of
the geometric interplay between the subspaces defining the constraints. In
this regard, we show that the larger the angle (in the sense of Friedrichs)
between the linear function spaces, the better the rate of contraction of
the IPFP.

1 Introduction

Optimization problems over sets of probability measures play a major role in
many recent research areas, like variations of optimal transport (see, e.g., [2,
3, 13, 43, 49]), distributionally robust optimization (see, e.g., [37, 38, 41, 45]),
information projections and related problems (see, e.g., [1, 10, 18, 40]) and many
others (see, e.g., [5, 14, 23, 33, 36]). In many problems, regularization methods
are essential for numerical tractability of these optimization problems. The
primary example in this regard is entropic regularization for optimal transport
(see, e.g., [10, 21, 42, 44]), which allows the problem to be numerically solved via
Sinkhorn’s algorithm (see, e.g., [21, 25, 48]). The speed and simplicity of this
algorithm have been of profound importance, as it made optimal transport easily
applicable as a tool for many downstream applications, such as in generative
modeling (see, e.g., [22, 35]), computational biology (see, e.g., [7, 8, 24]), image
analysis (see, e.g., [34, 50]) and compression (see, e.g., [20, 39]), just to name
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a few. Importantly, entropic regularization turns optimal transport into an
information projection problem, and Sinkhorn’s algorithm is a particular case
of the iterative proportional fitting procedure (IPFP for short). In this paper,
we establish exponential convergence guarantees of the IPFP when applied to
solving general information projection problems.

1.1 Motivation and overview of results

Information projection problems (cf. [18, 19]) are of the form

inf
π∈Q

DKL(π‖θ), (1.1)

where Q ⊂ P(X ) is a set of probability measures on a polish space X and
θ ∈ P(X ) is the probability measures which is projected onto this set, while
DKL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence, which is the notion of distance used
for the projection. While later sections consider more general problems includ-
ing different divergences, we stick to (1.1) in the introduction for notational
simplicity.

The iterative proportional fitting procedure (cf. [18, 27]), or simply IPFP, is
an algorithm to approximately solve the information projection problem (1.1).1

It based on the idea of writing the set Q as an intersection Q = ∩N
i=1Qi and

iteratively projecting onto the sets in the intersection. That is, one starts with
π(0) = π(0,0) = θ and, for t ≥ 0, sets2

π(t,i) := argmin
π∈Qi

DKL(π‖π(t,i−1)) for i = 1, . . . , N and

π(t) := π(t,0) := π(t−1,N).
(1.2)

The idea behind this procedure is that the projection onto Qmay not be directly
tractable to compute, but the projections onto the simpler sets Qi are tractable
and the iterates π(t) converge to the projection onto Q. As an example, in
entropic optimal transport the set Q consists of all joint distributions with fixed
marginal distributions µ1 and µ2, and Sinkhorn’s algorithm in this case uses
N = 2, where Qi is the set which requires only one of the marginals µi to be
fixed. The projection onto Qi admits a closed form solution in this case.

While qualitative convergence of the IPFP has been studied and is known in
many settings for a long time (see, e.g., [18, 31, 47]), the rate of convergence
has only more recently been a frequent topic of interest, particularly for the
case of entropic optimal transport. In this context, it has been shown that the
algorithm converges with a linear rate in fairly general settings (see, e.g., [12, 17,
28]). While this rate of convergence has been established for other optimization

1We should mention that many authors use the term IPFP more narrowly for the algorithm
applied to the information projection problem corresponding to entropic optimal transport.
We believe, also in line with [18], that the term fits the general procedure perfectly as well.

2Under mild assumptions which are satisfied later on, the minimizer of (1.2) exists uniquely,
see also [18, Theorem 2.1].
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problems beyond classical optimal transport as well (see [9, 11, 30]), a general
treatment for the IPFP for problems of the form (1.1) covering a linear rate of
convergence is open.

In this paper, we establish linear rates of convergence of the IPFP for sets of
measures which arise from constraints defined by linear function spaces. That
is, for linear spaces Hi ⊆ L∞(X ), we consider

Qi =

{

π ∈ P(X ) :

∫

hi dπ =

∫

hi dµ for all hi ∈ Hi

}

, i = 1, . . . , N.

Hereby, µ ∈ P(X ) is a fixed reference measure which is equivalent to θ. We
denote by Hi the closure of Hi in L2(µ). The following specifies the main
convergence result of Section 3 to the particular setting presented in the intro-
duction.

Theorem 1.1. Assume (1.1) satisfies strong duality and the primal and dual
versions of the IPFP coincide (cf. Section 2) and let π∗ be an optimizer of (1.1).
Assume further that

1. the log-densities of (π(t))t∈N and π∗ with respect to µ are uniformly bounded
by R > 0, and

2. the sum H1 +H2 + · · ·+HN is closed in L2(µ).

Then, there exists a constant C > 0 and ρ ∈ (0, 1) such that

∣

∣DKL(π
(t)‖µ)−DKL(π

∗‖µ)
∣

∣ ≤ Cρt.

Proof. The statement is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.17.

The proof of the above theorem is based on prior works studying the IPFP via
strong convexity methods (mainly [9, 30]). The first assumption, boundedness
of the iterates, is fairly standard and we will discuss it later on.

Relation between the geometry and sum of H1, . . . , HN . The main con-
tribution of this work is to clarify the role of the geometric interplay between
the spaces H1, H2, . . . , HN , which is expressed through the simple closedness
condition of their sum. At first, this condition may appear surprising. However,
this seemingly purely topological assumption naturally relates to the topic of
angles between spaces, and angles between spaces are more easily seen to be in-
tuitively relevant for projections. Indeed, it is established in [26] that H1 +H2

is closed if and only if the angle (in the sense of Friedrichs [32]) between the two
spaces is strictly positive (cf. Definition 4.1 for the precise notion of angle used).
More generally, from a dual perspective it is clear that summation of elements
from the different spaces is a crucial operation in the IPFP. The closedness of
H1 + H2 + · · · + HN precisely yields that the condition number (which is a
measure of numerical stability) of the sum operator is finite. To make this more
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precise, let us write S(h1, . . . , hN ) := h1 + · · · + hN for hi ∈ Hi, i = 1, . . . , N ,
and define the sum operator modulo its kernel by

Ŝ : (H1 × · · · ×HN )/ ker(S) → H1 + · · ·+HN ,

[(h1, . . . , hN)] 7→ h1 + · · ·+ hN .

That is, Ŝ factors out equivalences in H1 × · · · × HN which do not alter the
sum. While H1 + · · · + HN ⊂ L2(µ) is equipped with ‖ · ‖L2(µ), the space

(H1 × · · · ×HN )/ ker(S) is endowed with the norm

‖[(h1, . . . , hN)]‖2∼ := inf
r∈ker(S)

N
∑

i=1

‖hi + ri‖2L2(µ).

Explicit bounds for the contraction coefficient. With this notation in
place, we can give the form of the contraction coefficient ρ in Theorem 1.1,
which is given by

ρ = 1− 1

N

(

σR
LR

· 1

‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖

)2

. (1.3)

The term σR

LR
solely depends on the boundedness condition in Theorem 1.1 and

is treated below. Let us instead focus on ‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖, which is precisely the
condition number of the operator Ŝ. We establish at the start of Section 3.2
that this condition number is finite if and only if H1 + · · · +HN is closed, see
Remark 3.8. Further, coming back to the relation between the sum and the
angle between the spaces: In Section 4.1 we show that the condition number
‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖ can be computed using angles between the subspaces H1, . . . , HN .
To be more precise, for N = 2, Theorem 4.4 shows that

(

‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖
)2

=
1 + C

(

H1, H2

)

1− C
(

H1, H2

) ,

where C
(

H1, H2

)

∈ [0, 1] is the cosine of the angle between the spaces H1 and

H2, see Definition 4.1 for details. Again, we emphasize that C
(

H1, H2

)

< 1 if

and only if H1 +H2 is closed, which thus makes the condition in Theorem 1.1
appear completely natural at last.

For N > 2, a precise computation of the condition number ‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖ through
angles is beyond the scope of this paper; however, we can at least bound the
condition number through iterative applications of angles between pairs of sub-
spaces, see Theorem 4.6.

We further emphasize that the formulas involving angles are not just abstractly
appealing, but lead to concrete and simple ways to bound contraction coefficients
in relevant examples. We explore this in the context of the IPFP applied to
entropic martingale optimal transport in Section 4.2, which complements the
recent work [11]. At this point, we should also mention an obvious fact: For
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(multi-marginal) optimal transport, all spaces Hi are orthogonal (see Example
3.18) when µ is the product measure of the marginals and thus the condition
number of Ŝ is always best possible (equal to one). This may be a reason why
the IPFP is such an attractive algorithm in optimal transport settings.

Boundedness condition. We next discuss the boundedness condition of
Theorem 1.1. First, we mention that several recent works, primarily on op-
timal transport, have treated boundedness (or, more generally, smoothness)
conditions of the IPFP (see, e.g., [15, 16, 28]), and the takeaway message is
clear: The better one can bound the iterates of the algorithm, the better the
contraction coefficient ρ. Our results only modestly contribute to this aspect, as
we simply assume boundedness holds and establish the corresponding influence
of the bounds on the contraction coefficient ρ in this general framework. This
influence is mediated by the fraction σR

LR
of the the strong convexity constant and

Lipschitz constant of the dual penalization corresponding to the divergence used.
In case of the relative entropy, this would simply correspond to σR

LR
= exp(2R).

We believe the pattern of influence of both strong convexity and Lipschitz con-
tinuity is primarily interesting in light of more general divergences than DKL.
As a side note, the effect of the bound R on the contraction coefficient we prove
is the same as the one established in [9] for entropic multi-marginal optimal
transport, see Example 3.18.

Organization of the paper. The remainder of the paper is structured as
follows: Section 2 fixes our setting and notation, and introduces the dual per-
spective of the IPFP together with the standing assumption on strong duality.
Notably, this includes generalizations of (1.1) using more general divergences
and including a linear cost term. Section 3 establishes the general version of
Theorem 1.1, that is, the linear convergence of the IPFP. Section 4.1 then ex-
plores the relationship between the condition number of the sum operator and
angles between subspaces, while Subsection 4.2 showcases these results at the
concrete example of entropic martingale transport.

2 Setting and Notation

Let (X , τ) denote a topological space. Denote by P (X ) the space of probability
measures defined on its respective Borel σ-algebra. Choose a reference measure
µ ∈ P (X ). For π ∈ P (X ) and a convex function ϕ : R≥0 → R, such that
ϕ(1) = 0, let Dϕ (π‖µ) denote the ϕ-divergence of π from µ.

We will now constrain P (X ) as follows. Let N ≥ 1 and consider non-trivial
(i.e., not equal to {0}) linear subspaces Hi ⊂ L∞ (µ), i = 1, . . . , N . To avoid
degenerate cases later on when discussing angles between spaces, we assume
that none of the subspaces is completely contained in the sum of the remaining
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subspaces. With each subspace Hi, we associate

Qi :=

{

π ∈ P (X ) :

∫

hi dπ =

∫

hi dµ for all hi ∈ Hi

}

,

and denote the intersection of the above constraint sets by Q = ∩N
i=1Qi.

Given c ∈ L∞ (µ) and ε > 0, our goal is to solve the constrained problem

inf
π∈Q

J (π) , where J (π) :=

∫

c dπ + εDϕ (π‖µ) . (PP)

We can certainly assume that ε = 1, for if not, we replace c by c/ε. We hence
work with ε = 1 in the remainder of the paper.

To clarify the relation of (PP) to the standard information projection (1.1)
from the introduction with objective J̃(π) = DKL(π‖θ), note that if µ and θ are
equivalent, then properties of the logarithm yield

DKL(π‖θ) =
∫

log

(

dµ

dθ

)

dπ +DKL(π‖µ),

and thus (1.1) fits the presented setting (PP) using c = log
(

dµ
dθ

)

.

Instead of solving (PP) directly, we consider a dual formulation. We set

⊗N
i=1hi := (h1, . . . , hN ) ∈

N
∏

i=1

Hi =: H ,

to denote the respective elements in H , the Cartesian product of the spaces Hi.
Similarly, given h := ⊗N

j=1hj and i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, we will write

h−i := ⊗j 6=ihj ∈
∏

j 6=i

Hj =: H−i ,

to describe the tuple obtained from h by removing its i-th component. In the
same spirit, h−i ⊗ h̃i ∈ H stands for the tuple obtained by replacing the i-th
component of h by h̃i ∈ Hi. We also write

⊕N
i=1hi :=

N
∑

i=1

hi,

N
⊕

i=1

Hi :=

N
∑

i=1

Hi ,

although the sum does not necessarily have to be direct. Finally, let ψ stand for
the convex conjugate of ϕ, which we assume to be continuously differentiable.
Let

F : H → R

⊗N
i=1hi 7→

∫

ψ
(

⊕N
i=1hi − c

)

−⊕N
i=1hi dµ

6



and we denote by
inf
h∈H

F (h) (DP)

the (up to sign change) dual problem to (PP). While this is structurally simply
standard convex duality, of course there are subtleties that can occur in view of
the infinite-dimensional nature of the spaces involved. In many recent works,
strong duality is established in similar settings (see, e.g., [29, Theorem A.1
and 2.2] or [49]), with the main underlying assumption always being a kind of
tightness of Q. Since it is not the purpose of this paper to delve into the details
of duality, we will simply assume throughout that strong duality holds (meaning
the values of (PP) and (DP) correspond up to sign change), which we implicitly
assume to include that the primal and dual versions of the IPFP correspond
to each other as well (which essentially means we assume strong duality for
each of the subspaces Hi individually). That is, from now on we purely work
on the dual side. It is worth mentioning that usually (cf. [29, Theorem 2.2]) a
minimizer π∗ of (PP) may be obtained from a minimizer h∗ of (DP) via the
formula

dπ∗

dµ
= ψ′

(

⊕N
i=1h

∗
i − c

)

,

and thus applying the dual IPFP is not restrictive, even in terms of obtaining
(approximate) optimizers for (PP).

We approach (DP) via the dual version of the iterative proportional fitting
procedure (IPFP), which is defined next. Choose an arbitrary h(0) ∈ H and
denote more generally its t-th iterate by h(t), for t ∈ N0. The iterate h(t+1)

is obtained from its predecessor h(t) through intermediate iterates h(t,i), where
i = 0, . . . , N , which in turn are inductively constructed as follows. Set h(t,0) :=
h(t). To obtain h(t,i+1) from h(t,i), select

h
(t,i)
i ∈ argmin

h̃i∈Hi

F (h
(t,i)
−i ⊗ h̃−i) , (2.1)

and set h(t,i+1) := h
(t,i)
−i ⊗ h

(t,i)
i . Finally, define h(t+1) := h(t,N). Hereby, we em-

phasize that by the above duality restricted to each of the subspacesHi, the step
(2.1) corresponds to the projection onto Qi in the primal version of the IPFP.

Similar to the above, given strong duality we have dπ(t)

dµ = ψ′
(

⊕N
i=1h

(t)
i − c

)

.

Throughout, we will assume that a sequence of iterates
(

h(t)
)∞

t=0
generated by

the IPFP with respect to a given starting point h(0) ∈ H exists. To shortly recap,
the other standing assumptions are non-degeneracy of the spaces H1, . . . , HN ,
continuous differentiability of ψ, and strong duality.

3 Exponential convergence of the IPFP

We first define the convexity and smoothness properties pertaining to ψ, which
will be needed throughout the paper.
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Definition 3.1. A differentiable function ψ : R → R is called (σR)R>0-strongly
convex on bounded sets, if for any R > 0, we have σR > 0 and

ψ(s̃) ≥ ψ′(s) (s̃− s) +
σR
2

(s̃− s)
2
,

for all s̃, s ∈ (−R,R).
Definition 3.2. A function ψ : R → R is said to be (LR)R>0-Lipschitz-
smooth on bounded sets if ψ is differentiable with derivative ψ′, and ψ′ is
LR-Lipschitz-continuous on the bounded interval (−R,R), for all R > 0.

We now define the key geometric property pertaining to the spaces Hi, which
underpins our convergence analysis.

Definition 3.3. Let Hi denote the closure of Hi ⊂ L∞ (µ) in L2 (µ), the space
L2 (µ) being endowed with its usual norm ‖·‖L2(µ). The spaces Hi are said to

satisfy the closed sum property if
N
⊕

i=1

Hi is a closed subspace of L2 (µ).

In view of the definition above, we shall always endow
N
⊕

i=1

Hi with ‖·‖L2(µ).

Similarly, we consider H , the closure of H in L2 (µ)N , the latter being endowed
with the scalar product

〈

⊗N
i=1hi,⊗N

i=1h̃i

〉

ℓ2
:=

N
∑

i=1

hih̃i ,

and corresponding norm ‖·‖ℓ2 . Recall that the norm ‖·‖ℓ2 induces the usual

product topology on L2 (µ)
N
. Thus, H =

∏N
i=1Hi.

Following Carlier’s convergence analysis of the IPFP for the multimarginal op-
timal transport problem [9], we try to establish that the local strong convexity
and Lipschitz-smoothness of ψ, in some sense, carry over to F . To make this
analogy more precise, we define the kind of sets with respect to which local
properties of F will be understood.

Definition 3.4. Let ‖·‖∞ denote the usual norm associated with L∞ (µ). We
call a subset of H uniformly bounded in summation around c with radius

R > 0, if for all of its elements ⊗N
i=1hi, we have

∥

∥⊕N
i=1hi − c

∥

∥

∞
< R.

3.1 Main idea

Recall that H ⊂ L∞ (µ)
N
. Using that ψ′ is continuous, it is easily seen that F

is Gâteaux differentiable with respect to ‖·‖ℓ2 . The Gâteaux differential at any
point h = ⊗N

i=1hi ∈ H is given by

dF (h, ·) : H → R

r = ⊗N
i=1ri 7→ dF (h, r) =

〈

ψ′
(

⊕N
i=1hi − c

)

− 1,⊕N
i=1ri

〉

L2(µ)
.
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Now consider two elements h̃ = ⊗N
i=1h̃i and h = ⊗N

i=1hi, taken from a subset
of H , which is uniformly bounded in summation around c with radius R > 0.
By assumption, the function ψ is strongly convex over (−R,R) with modulus
of convexity σR > 0. Thus,

F (h̃)− F (h) ≥
∫

(

ψ′
(

⊕N
i=1hi − c

)

− 1
)

⊕N
i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)

dµ

+
σR
2

∫

∣

∣

∣
⊕N

i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)
∣

∣

∣

2

dµ ,

and rewriting the right hand side in terms of dF (h, ·) and ‖·‖L2(µ) gives

F (h̃)− F (h) ≥ dF (h, h̃− h) +
σR
2

∥

∥

∥
⊕N

i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)
∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
. (3.1)

Recall that the Gâteaux derivative has been taken with respect to ‖·‖ℓ2 . Since
our subsequent convergence analysis relies on establishing an inequality of Polyak-
Lojasiewicz type, the norm

∥

∥

∥
⊕N

i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)
∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

in (3.1) should be replaced with a strictly positive multiple of the ‖·‖ℓ2 -distance
between h̃ and h. Unfortunately, the sum of the spaces Hi is not necessarily
direct. Therefore, even in cases in which the ‖·‖ℓ2-distance between h̃ and h is
non-zero, the norm

∥

∥

∥
⊕N

i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
,

and consequently F (h̃)−F (h) as well as dF (h, h̃−h) might all vanish. In other
words, the norm ‖·‖ℓ2 is too strong to establish strong convexity, as it does not
take into account that both F and its Gâteaux derivatives are functions of ⊕N

i=1

rather than ⊗N
i=1.

To remedy the above situation, our key idea is to embed H into
(

H, ‖·‖ℓ2
)

and
to quotient the latter by the kernel of

S :
(

H, ‖·‖ℓ2
)

→
(

N
⊕

i=1

Hi, ‖·‖L2(µ)

)

⊗N
i=1hi 7→ ⊕N

i=1hi .

We will denote the kernel of S by kerS. We can then consider the factored
version of F , on the linear subspace

Ĥ∞ :=
{

[h] ∈ H/ kerS : ⊕N
i=1hi ∈ L∞ (µ)

}

,

endowed with the quotient norm ‖[h]‖∼ := inf
r∈kerS

‖h+ r‖ℓ2 . It is immediate

that ‖[h]‖∼ ≤ ‖h‖ℓ2 , for any h ∈ H . Indeed, we will see in Theorem 3.11 that

9



the quotient norm is sufficiently weak to establish a suitable notion of strong
convexity for F̂ , provided the spaces Hi satisfy the closed sum property. Along
the way, we will realize in Corollary 3.9 that the quotient norm is actually
equivalent to the norm

H/ kerS ∋ [h] 7→ ‖Sh‖L2(µ) .

Although the two norms are equivalent, the norm ‖·‖∼ is better suited to capture
the componentwise iterations of the IPFP. This will become more clear in the
proof of Lemma 3.14.

As opposed to the strong convexity, the Lipschitz-smoothness of F on subsets
which are bounded in summation easily follows from the respective Lipschitz-
smoothness of ψ on bounded intervals.

With a Polyak-Lojasiewicz estimate and Lipschitz-smoothness at our disposal,
we obtain the exponential convergence of the IPFP via standard arguments,
commonly encountered in the analysis of first-order methods.

3.2 Results

Our first objective is to establish that the factored version of F , given by

F̂ : Ĥ∞ → R, [h] 7→ F (h)

is “locally strongly convex”. To this end, the following lemma asserts that the
considered quotient norm is sufficiently weak, provided the closed sum property
holds.

Lemma 3.5. If the spaces Hi satisfy the closed sum property, then there exists
δ > 0 such that

‖[h]‖∼ ≤ 1

δ
‖Sh‖L2(µ) :=

1

δ

∥

∥⊕N
i=1hi

∥

∥

L2(µ)
, (3.2)

for all h := ⊗N
i=1hi ∈ H.

Proof. On account of Jensen’s inequality, we have

‖Sh‖2L2(µ) = N2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

i=1

1

N
hi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

≤ N ‖h‖2ℓ2 ,

and taking the square root on both sides, gives

‖Sh‖L2(µ) ≤
√
N ‖h‖ℓ2 . (3.3)

It follows that S is a bounded, surjective linear operator. Now, consider the
factored version of S, given by

Ŝ :
(

H/ kerS, ‖·‖∼
)

→
(

N
⊕

i=1

Hi, ‖·‖L2(µ)

)

[h] 7→ ⊕N
i=1hi .
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For any h̃ ∈ [h], (3.3) gives

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h]

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
= ‖Sh‖L2(µ) =

∥

∥

∥
Sh̃
∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
≤

√
N
∥

∥

∥
h̃
∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
,

and we conclude that
∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h]

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
≤ inf

h̃∈[h]

√
N
∥

∥

∥
h̃
∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
=

√
N ‖[h]‖∼ .

Consequently, the operator Ŝ is a bounded isomorphism on the Banach space
(

H/ kerS, ‖·‖∼
)

, with

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h]

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
≤

√
N ‖[h]‖∼ . (3.4)

By assumption, the range of Ŝ is closed in L2 (µ), and therefore a Banach
space, when endowed with the relative norm induced by ‖·‖L2(µ). By virtue of

the Bounded Inverse Theorem [46, Corollary 2.12 c)] there exists δ > 0 such
that

‖[h]‖∼ ≤ 1

δ

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h]

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
:=

1

δ

∥

∥⊕N
i=1hi

∥

∥

L2(µ)
,

and the proof is complete.

Remark 3.6. Let ‖Ŝ‖ denote the operator norm of Ŝ. Note that ‖S‖ = ‖Ŝ‖,
which follows from the fact that ‖Ŝ[h]‖L2(µ) = ‖Sh‖L2(µ) for all h ∈ [h]. Further,

by definition of the operator norm, (3.4) is equivalent to ‖Ŝ‖ ≤
√
N . This upper

bound might be very loose, depending on the considered spaces Hi. Compare for
instance with Example 3.18, where ‖Ŝ‖ = 1 for all N .

Remark 3.7. Let Ŝ−1 denote the inverse of Ŝ, and ‖Ŝ−1‖ the respective opera-
tor norm. By construction, the largest possible choice for δ is given by 1/‖Ŝ−1‖.
Remark 3.8. The closed sum property is both sufficient and necessary for (3.2)
to hold. In fact, if (3.2) holds for some δ > 0, then Ŝ is continuously invertible.
Consequently, the map

Ŝ :
(

H/ kerS, ‖·‖∼
)

→
(

N
⊕

i=1

Hi, ‖·‖L2(µ)

)

defines a homeomorphism between its domain and its codomain. Its domain

being complete, its codomain must also be complete. Thus,
N
⊕

i=1

Hi must be a

closed subspace of L2 (µ).

Corollary 3.9. If the spaces Hi satisfy the closed sum property, then (3.2) and
(3.4) show that ‖·‖∼ is equivalent to the norm H/ kerS ∋ [h] 7→ ‖Sh‖L2(µ).
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Despite the above equivalence, we will continue to work with ‖·‖∼, the reasons
of which will become more clear in Lemma 3.14. The Gâteaux differentiability
of F̂ with respect to ‖·‖∼ is established in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.10. For any [h] ∈ Ĥ∞, the linear map

dF̂ ([h], ·) : Ĥ∞ → R

[r] 7→ dF (h, r) ,

is bounded with respect to ‖·‖∼, and we have
∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼
≤ ‖dF (h, ·)‖ℓ2 . (3.5)

for the respective operator norms. Moreover, the map dF̂ ([h], ·) is the Gâteaux
differential of F̂ at [h].

Proof. To derive the first part, choose any [r] = [⊗N
i=1ri] ∈ H . For all r̃ ∈ [r]

we have
∣

∣

∣
dF̂ ([h], [r])

∣

∣

∣
= |dF (h, r̃)| ≤ ‖dF (h, ·)‖ℓ2 ‖r̃‖ℓ2 .

Consequently,
∣

∣

∣
dF̂ ([h], [r])

∣

∣

∣
≤ ‖dF (h, ·)‖ℓ2 inf

r̃∈[r]
‖r̃‖ℓ2 = ‖dF (h, ·)‖ℓ2 ‖[r]‖∼ ,

whence
∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼
≤ ‖dF (h, ·)‖ℓ2 .

The second part is immediate in view of

F̂ ([h+ r]) − F̂ ([h])− dF̂ ([h], [r])

t
=
F (h+ r)− F (h)− dF (h, r)

t
,

for any t 6= 0.

Theorem 3.11. Suppose that the spaces Hi satisfy the closed sum property,
and let δ as in Lemma 3.5. If, moreover, ψ is (σR)R>0-strongly convex, then
for any subset M ⊂ H, which is bounded in summation around c with radius
R > 0, it holds that

F̂ ([h̃])− F̂ ([h]) ≥ dF̂ ([h], [h̃− h]) +
δ2σR
2

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
, (3.6)

for any h̃, h ∈ M.

Proof. Substituting the factored counterparts of F and its Gâteaux differential
at h into (3.1), we get

F̂ ([h̃])− F̂ (h) ≥ dF̂ ([h], [[h̃− h]]) +
σR
2

∥

∥

∥
⊕N

i=1

(

h̃i − hi

)
∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
.

This gives (3.6) when combined with (3.2) from Lemma 3.5.
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Corollary 3.12 (Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.11 we have

F (h̃)− F (h) ≥ − 1

2δ2σR

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
. (PL)

Proof. Replacing the function values of F̂ with their corresponding function
values with respect to F , we conclude from (3.6) that

F (h̃)− F (h) ≥ dF̂ ([h], [h̃− h]) +
δ2σR
2

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
.

By the definition of the operator norm, we have

dF̂ ([h], [h̃− h]) ≥ −
∣

∣

∣
dF̂ ([h], [h̃− h])

∣

∣

∣
≥ −

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

∼
.

Using Young’s inequality, we obtain

−
∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

∼
= −δ√σR

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

∼

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼

δ
√
σR

≥ − 1

2δ2σR

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
− δ2σR

2

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
.

Combining all of the above estimates gives

F (h̃)− F (h) ≥ − 1

2δ2σR

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h], ·)

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
− δ2σR

2

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

2

∼

+
δ2σR
2

∥

∥

∥
[h̃− h]

∥

∥

∥

2

∼
.

But the second and the last summand cancel, and (PL) is proved.

Loosely speaking, (PL) says that any h ∈ H for which the operator norm of
dF̂ ([h], ·) is small, the respective value F (h) cannot be much larger than any
other value F (h̃). Having established (PL), our next objective is to show that
the IPFP makes large improvements whenever

∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h(t)])

∥

∥

∥

∼
≫ 1

at the given iterate h(t). By abuse of notation, we continue to write ri and [ri]
for 0−i⊗ ri and [0−i⊗ ri], respectively, given ri ∈ Hi. Now, consider the partial
derivatives

diF (h, ·) : Hi → R

ri 7→ dF (h, ri) =

∫

(

ψ′(⊕N
i=1hi − c)− 1

)

ri dµ ,

13



at any h ∈ H and note that

dF (h, r) =
N
∑

i=1

diF (h, ri) ,

for any r = ⊗N
i=1ri. We show that the maps h 7→ diF (h, ·) are Lipschitz-

continuous with respect to ‖·‖ℓ2 .
Lemma 3.13. If ψ is (LR)R>0-smooth and if M ⊂ H is a subset which is
bounded in summation around c with radius R > 0, then

∥

∥

∥
diF (h̃, ·)− diF (h, ·)

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
≤ LR‖S‖

∥

∥

∥
h̃− h

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
,

for any i = 1, . . . , N and h̃, h ∈ M.

Proof. For any ri ∈ Hi, we have

∣

∣

∣
diF (h̃, ri)− diF (h, ri)

∣

∣

∣
≤
∫

∣

∣

∣
ψ′(⊕N

i=1h̃i − c)− ψ′(⊕N
i=1hi − c)

∣

∣

∣
|ri| dµ .

By assumption, ψ′ is Lipschitz-continuous over (−R,R) with Lipschitz-constant
LR. It follows that,

∣

∣

∣
diF (h̃, ri)− diF (h, ri)

∣

∣

∣
≤ LR

∫

∣

∣

∣
⊕N

i=1(h̃− h)
∣

∣

∣
|ri| dµ .

Applying Hölder’s inequality gives
∣

∣

∣
diF (h̃, ri)− diF (h, ri)

∣

∣

∣
≤ LR

∥

∥

∥
S(h̃− h)

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)
‖ri‖L2(µ)

≤ LR‖S‖
∥

∥

∥
h̃− h

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
‖ri‖L2(µ) ,

which is the desired conclusion.

We are now in a position to lower bound the improvement made between F (h(t))
and its successor.

Lemma 3.14. If ψ is (σR)R>0-strongly convex and (LR)R>0-Lipschitz smooth,

and if the sequence of iterates
(

h(t)
)∞

t=0
⊂ H is contained in a subset which is

bounded in summation around c with radius R > 0, then
∥

∥

∥
dF (h(t), ·)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
≤ LR

√
N‖S‖

∥

∥

∥
h(t+1) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
(3.7)

∥

∥

∥
h(t+1) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
≤ 2

σR

(

F (h(t))− F (h(t+1))
)

. (3.8)

Moreover,

σR
2L2

RN‖S‖2
∥

∥

∥
dF (h(t), ·)

∥

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
≤ F (h(t))− F (h(t+1)) . (3.9)
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Proof. We first derive (3.7). Fix t ≥ 0, and recall that

h
(t,i)
i ∈ argmin

h̃i∈Hi

F (h
(t,i−1)
−i ⊗ h̃i) ,

by construction. It follows by first order conditions that

diF (h
(t,i), ·) = 0 . (3.10)

Consequently, we obtain for any r = ⊗N
i=1ri ∈ H that

∣

∣

∣
dF (h(t), r)

∣

∣

∣
=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

N
∑

i=1

diF (h
(t), ri)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
N
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
diF (h

(t,i), ri)− diF (h
(t), ri)

∣

∣

∣
.

Lemma 3.13 now leads to

∣

∣

∣
dF (h(t), r)

∣

∣

∣
≤ LR‖S‖

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
h(t,i) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
‖ri‖L2(µ) .

But,

h
(t,i)
j =

{

h
(t+1)
j , for j ≤ i

h
(t)
j , otherwise ,

and therefore
∥

∥

∥
h(t,i) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
≤
∥

∥

∥
h(t+1) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2
.

We conclude that

∣

∣

∣
dF (h(t), r)

∣

∣

∣
≤ LR‖S‖

∥

∥

∥
h(t+1) − h(t)

∥

∥

∥

ℓ2

N
∑

i=1

‖ri‖L2(µ) ,

and Hölder’s inequality for sums gives (3.7).

To obtain (3.8), begin by observing that h(t,i) and h(t,i−1) only differ in the i-th

component by h
(t,i)
i −h(t,i−1)

i . Consequently, (3.1) and (3.10) immediately yield

F (h(t,i−1))− F (h(t,i)) ≥ σR
2

∥

∥

∥
h
(t,i)
i − h

(t,i−1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
.

But,

h
(t,i)
i − h

(t,i−1)
i = h

(t+1)
i − h

(t)
i .

Hence,

F (h(t,i−1))− F (h(t,i)) ≥ σR
2

∥

∥

∥
h
(t+1)
i − h

(t)
i

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
.

Summing the above estimate over i = 1, . . . , N leads to (3.8) after rearranging.

As an immediate consequence of (3.7) of (3.8) we obtain (3.9), and the proof is
complete.
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Remark 3.15. Employing the norm ‖·‖ℓ2 in the derivation of (3.7) introduced
the attenuating factor N in (3.7), respectively 1/N in (3.9). But working with
‖·‖ℓ2 was necessary for our proof of (3.8), which relied on the interplay ‖·‖ℓ2
and the componentwise updates of the IPFP.

Corollary 3.16. If the sequence of iterates
(

h(t)
)∞

t=0
⊂ H is contained in a

subset which is bounded in summation around c with radius R > 0, we have

σR
2L2

RN‖S‖2
∥

∥

∥
dF̂ ([h(t)], ·)

∥

∥

∥

∼
≤ F (h(t))− F (h(t+1)) . (3.11)

Proof. Substituting (3.5) into (3.9) immediately gives (3.11), as desired.

The exponential convergence of the IPFP is established by the next theorem.

Theorem 3.17. Suppose the spaces Hi satisfy the closed sum property. If ψ is
(σR)R>0-strongly convex and (LR)R>0-Lipschitz smooth, and if the sequence of

iterates
(

h(t)
)∞

t=0
⊂ H is contained in a subset which is bounded in summation

around c with radius R > 0, also containing a global minimizer h, then

F (h(t))− F (h) ≤ (1− γ)
t
(

F (h(0))− F (h)
)

, (3.12)

for any t ≥ 0, where

γ =
1

N

(

σR

LR‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖

)2

. (3.13)

Proof. By Lemma 3.12, there exists δ > 0 such that (PL) holds. By Remark
3.7, we may choose δ = 1/‖Ŝ−1‖. Moreover, we have ‖S‖ = ‖Ŝ‖. Rearranging
(PL) and combining with (3.11) gives

γ
(

F (h(t))− F (h)
)

≤ F (h(t))− F (h(t+1)) . (3.14)

But,

F (h(t))− F (h(t+1)) =
(

F (h(t))− F (h)
)

+
(

F (h)− F (h(t+1))
)

,

and rearranging (3.14) yields

F (h(t+1))− F (h) ≤ (1− γ)
(

F (h(t))− F (h)
)

.

The claim now immediately follows by induction on t.

Example 3.18. We can specify the bounds from Theorem 3.17 to the case of
multi-marginal optimal transport, to showcase that the general result does not
lose precision compared to the more specialized treatment in [9]. In this case, Hi
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are functions which only depend on the i-th variable of X = X1 × · · · ×XN , and
in particular H1, . . . , HN−1 are normalized to have mean zero. Using the bounds
from [9, Lemma 3.1] leads to ‖Sh−c‖∞ ≤ (4N−2)‖c‖∞, that is, L = exp((4N−
2)‖c‖∞) and σ = exp(−(4N − 2)), hence (σ/L)2 = exp(−(16N − 8)‖c‖∞) and
thus the same constant as in [9, Theorem 3.3]. Hereby, as the spaces Hi are
orthogonal when using µ = µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µN , we have ‖Ŝ‖ = ‖Ŝ−1‖ = 1.

4 Angles between subspaces and how they affect

the rate of convergence

4.1 General considerations

In view of (3.13), we see that our rate of convergence deteriorates as ‖Ŝ‖‖Ŝ−1‖,
the condition number of Ŝ, becomes larger. It is therefore desirable to derive
respective upper bounds for ‖Ŝ‖ and ‖Ŝ−1‖.

4.1.1 Two subspaces

The aim of this section is to derive upper bounds for ‖Ŝ‖ and ‖Ŝ−1‖, when only
two subspaces are involved, i.e. when N = 2. We will see that the aforemen-
tioned operator norms relate to Friedrich’s angle between H1 and H2.

Definition 4.1. Denote by B1 the closed unit ball in L2 (µ). Set

M := H1 ∩H2, M1 := H1 ∩M
⊥, M2 := H2 ∩M

⊥ ,

where M
⊥ denotes the orthogonal complement of M in L2 (µ). The angle

α
(

H1, H2

)

between H1 and H2 in the sense of Friedrich is given by

α
(

H1, H2

)

:= arccos
(

C
(

H1, H2

))

∈
[

0,
π

2

]

,

where

C
(

H1, H2

)

:= sup
{

|〈h1, h2〉| : h1 ∈ M1 ∩B1, h2 ∈ M2 ∩B1

}

.

Remark 4.2. In [26], Deutsch showed that the spaces H1 and H2 satisfy the
closed sum property if and only if C

(

H1, H2

)

< 1.

Remark 4.3. The space M1 is trivial if and only if H1 ⊂ H2. Indeed, observe
that M1 is the space obtained by taking the orthogonal complement of M with
respect to H1 instead of L2 (µ). It follows that H1 = M ⊂ H2, whenever M1 is
trivial. Naturally, the same reasoning applies to M2.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that H1 and H2 satisfy the closed sum property. Then,

‖Ŝ‖ =

{

(

1 + C
(

H1, H2

))
1
2 , if H1 ∩H2 is trivial,√

2 , otherwise,
(4.1)

‖Ŝ−1‖ =
(

1− C
(

H1, H2

))− 1
2 . (4.2)
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Proof. Using the orthogonal decompositions of H1 and H2 with respect to M,
we see that H1+H2 may be decomposed as the direct sum of the subspaces M,
M1 and M2. Let h1 ∈ H1, h2 ∈ H2 and denote by h̃0 ∈ M, h̃1 ∈ M1, h̃2 ∈ M2

the decomposition of h1 + h2 with respect to the subspaces M, M1 and M2.
Because the decomposition is unique, and kerS ⊂ M

2, while M is orthogonal
to M1 +M2, we have

‖[h1 ⊗ h2]‖2∼ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

h̃1 +
1

2
h̃0

)

⊗
(

h̃2 +
1

2
h̃0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ℓ2

=
1

2

∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
.

(4.3)

On the other hand,

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 + h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
=
∥

∥

∥
h̃0 + h̃1 + h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

=
∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃1 + h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

=
∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+ 2

〈

h̃1, h̃2

〉

L2(µ)
.

But

2
〈

h̃1, h̃2

〉

L2(µ)
≤ 2C

(

H1, H2

)

∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)

∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

L2(µ)

≤ C
(

H1, H2

)

(

∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

)

,

by definition of the respective Friedrich angle and Young’s inequality. It follows
that,

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 + h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≤
∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

+
(

1 + C
(

H1, H2

))

(

∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

)

. (4.4)

Recall our standing assumption that neither H1 ⊂ H2 nor H2 ⊂ H2. By
Remark 4.3 this implies that neither M1 norM2 is trivial. Now, ifM := H1∩H2

is trivial, then h̃0 is zero for any h1 ∈ H1 and h2 ∈ H2. Thus, we obtain

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 + h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≤
(

1 + C
(

H1, H2

))

‖[h1 ⊗ h2]‖2∼ ,

after substituting (4.3). Using suitable sequences in M1 and M2 to approximate
C
(

H1, H2

)

via the respective inner products, we see that the above estimate is
indeed sharp. This proves the first case depicted in (4.1). If M is non-trivial,
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observe that C
(

H1, H2

)

< 1, in view of the closed sum property and Remark
4.2. Hence, we conclude from (4.4) that

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 + h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≤ 2

(

1

2

∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

)

= 2 ‖[h1 ⊗ h2]‖2∼ .

Since the above estimate is sharp for any h1, h2 ∈ M, the second case in (4.1)
is proved.

Following the same reasoning, we see that

∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 ⊗ h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≥
∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

+
(

1− C
(

H1, H2

))

(

∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

)

,

the above estimate being sharp. Since 0 ≤ C
(

H1, H2

)

< 1, we have

(

1− C
(

H1, H2

))−1
∥

∥

∥
Ŝ[h1 ⊗ h2]

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≥ 1

2

∥

∥

∥
h̃0

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃1

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+
∥

∥

∥
h̃2

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

= ‖[h1 ⊗ h2]‖2∼ ,

no matter whether M is trivial or not. This gives (4.2), and the proof is com-
plete.

4.1.2 More than two subspaces

We will now extend Theorem 4.4 to the general case N ≥ 2. To this end, we
will require the subspaces Hi to satisfy a strengthened version of the closed sum
property.

Definition 4.5. The subspaces Hi, for i = 1, . . . , N , are said to satisfy the
strong closed sum property if the spaces

⊕j
i=1Hi are closed subspaces in

L2 (µ), for all j = 2, . . . , N .

We extend the notation of the previous sections, writing ‖·‖ℓ2
j
, Sj , ‖·‖ℓ2

j
/∼ and

Ŝj , for j = 2, . . . , N , to denote the ℓ2-norm and the sum operator, alongside
their factored versions which only involve the first j subspaces Hi. Moreover,
we define the sum operators

Sj,j+1 :

(

j
⊕

i=1

Hi

)

×Hj+1 →
j+1
⊕

i=1

Hi

(

⊕j
i=1hi

)

⊗ hj+1 7→ h1 + . . .+ hj+1 ,

for j = 1, . . . , N − 1, their domains being endowed with
∥

∥

∥

(

⊕j
i=1hi

)

⊗ hj+1

∥

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
j,j+1

=
∥

∥

∥
⊕j

i=1hi

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+ ‖hj+1‖2L2(µ) ,
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We denote the corresponding quotient norms with respect to ker(Sj,j+1) by

‖·‖ℓ2
j,j+1/∼

. As usual, we denote by Ŝj,j+1 the factored version of Sj,j+1 modulo

ker(Sj,j+1), its domain being endowed with ‖·‖ℓ2
j,j+1/∼

.

Theorem 4.6. If the spaces Hi satisfy the strong closed sum property, then

‖ŜN‖ ≤
N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝj,j+1‖ , (4.5)

and

‖Ŝ−1
N ‖ ≤

N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖ . (4.6)

Moreover, if the intersection of H≤j :=
j
⊕

i=1

Hi with Hj+1 is trivial for all j =

1, . . . , N − 1, then

(

‖ŜN‖‖Ŝ−1
N ‖

)2

≤
N−1
∏

j=1

(

1 + C
(

H≤j , Hj+1

)

1− C
(

H≤j , Hj+1

)

)

. (4.7)

Proof. We only prove (4.6), as (4.5) may be obtained in much the same way.
The proof is by induction on N . The base case N = 2 is immediate. Now
assume the induction hypothesis holds for some N ≥ 2. Consider hi ∈ Hi, for
i = 1, . . . , N + 1. By definition of ŜN,N+1, we have

∥

∥⊕N+1
i=1 hi

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
=
∥

∥

(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊕ hN+1

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)

≥ ‖Ŝ−1
N,N+1‖−2

∥

∥[
(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊗ hN+1]
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1/∼

.
(4.8)

By Hilbert’s projection theorem, there exist ri ∈ Hi, for i = 1, . . . , N + 1 such
that

(

⊕N
i=1ri

)

⊗ rN+1 ∈ ker(SN,N+1) and
∥

∥[
(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊗ hN+1]
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1/∼

=
∥

∥

(

⊕N
i=1hi − ri

)

⊗ (hN+1 ⊕ rN+1)
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1

:=
∥

∥⊕N
i=1hi − ri

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
+ ‖hN+1 ⊕ rN+1‖2L2(µ) .

In turn, the induction hypothesis yields

∥

∥⊕N
i=1hi − ri

∥

∥

2

L2(µ)
≥

N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖−2

∥

∥[⊗N
i=1(hi − ri)]

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N
/∼

.

Moreover, we immediately see from Theorem 4.4 that ‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖−2 ≤ 1, for all

j = 1, . . . , N − 1. It follows that,

∥

∥[
(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊗ hN+1]
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1/∼

≥
N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖−2

(

∥

∥[⊗N
i=1(hi − ri)]

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N
/∼

+ ‖hN+1 ⊕ rN+1‖2L2(µ)

)

.
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Again, we conclude from Hilbert’s projection theorem that there exist r̃i ∈ Hi,
for i = 1, . . . , N , such that ⊗N

i=1r̃i ∈ ker(SN ) and

∥

∥[⊗N
i=1(hi − ri)]

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N
/∼

=
∥

∥⊗N
i=1(hi − (ri + r̃i))

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N

.

From this, we obtain

∥

∥[
(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊗ hN+1]
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1/∼

≥
N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖−2

(

∥

∥⊗N
i=1(hi − (ri ⊕ r̃i))

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N

+ ‖hN+1 ⊕ rN+1‖2L2(µ)

)

.

But ⊗N
i=1r̃i ∈ ker(SN ) and

(

⊕N
i=1ri

)

⊗ rN+1 ∈ ker(SN,N+1). Consequently, we
have ⊗N

i=1(ri ⊕ r̃i)⊗ rN+1 ∈ ker(SN+1). Thus,

∥

∥⊗N
i=1(hi − (ri ⊕ r̃i))

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N

+ ‖hN+1 ⊕ rN+1‖2L2(µ) ≥
∥

∥[⊗N+1
i=1 hi]

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N+1/∼

.

Combining the two previous estimates yields

∥

∥[
(

⊕N
i=1hi

)

⊗ hN+1]
∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N,N+1/∼

≥
N−1
∏

j=1

‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖−2

∥

∥[⊗N+1
i=1 hi]

∥

∥

2

ℓ2
N+1/∼

. (4.9)

Substituting (4.9) into (4.8) finally gives (4.6).

Combining (4.5) and (4.6), and substituting ‖Ŝj,j+1‖ and ‖Ŝ−1
j,j+1‖ with the

corresponding values provided by Theorem 4.4 immediately yields (4.7), which
completes the proof.

4.2 Martingale Optimal Transport

In this section, we compute the angle between the subspaces involved in the
Martingale Optimal Transport problem (see, e.g., [4, 6, 11]). Recall that the
marginal constraints may be reformulated in terms of the space

H1 := {f(x1) + g(x2) : f ∈ L∞ (X1, µ1) , L
∞ (X2, µ2)} ⊂ L∞ (X , µ) ,

where X1,X2 ⊆ R are compact sets, X := X1 × X2 and µ := µ1 ⊗ µ2, with
µ1 ∈ P(X1), µ2 ∈ P(X2). On the other hand, the martingale constraint is given
with respect to

H2 := {h(x1)∆(x1, x2) : h ∈ L∞ (X1, µ1)} ⊂ L∞ (X , µ) ,

where ∆(x1, x2) := (x2 − x1). Also recall that µ1 and µ2 must share the same
mean m ∈ R , as µ1 is stochastically dominant over µ2, whenever a martingale
coupling between µ1 and µ2 exists. Therefore, we may assume without loss of
generality that µ1 and µ2 have zero mean. We will adopt this assumption in the
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remainder of this section. We will also assume that µ2 is not a Dirac measure,
for otherwise, the problem becomes trivial.

Observe that the computation of Friedrich’s angle between H1 and H2 also
involves their intersection. By standard arguments, we obtain

H1 =
{

s(x1, x2) = f(x1) + g(x2) : f ∈ L2 (R, µ1) , L
2 (R, µ2)

}

H2 =
{

h(x1)∆(x1, x2) : h ∈ L2 (R, µ1)
}

H1 ∩H2 =
{

a∆(x1, x2) ∈ L2 (X , µ) : a ∈ R
}

.

We are now in a position to give an explicit upper bound for C
(

H1, H2

)

.

Theorem 4.7. Let V2 :=
∫

x22 dµ2 and denote by |X1| the diameter of X1. Then

C
(

H1, H2

)

≤ |X1|
(

|X1|2 + V2

)
1
2

. (4.10)

Proof. Consider f + g ∈ H1 ∩
(

H1 ∩H2

)⊥
and h∆ ∈ H2 ∩

(

H1 ∩H2

)⊥
. Write

mg :=
∫

g dµ2 and mh :=
∫

h dµ1. Since H1 ∩H2 is the subspace spanned by
∆, we have 〈f + g,∆〉L2(µ) = 0. Thus,

〈f + g, h∆〉L2(µ) = 〈f + g, h∆〉L2(µ) −mh 〈f + g,∆〉L2(µ)

= 〈(f +mg) + (g −mg), (h−mh)∆〉L2(µ) .

Therefore, we may assume without loss of generality that g and h have zero
mean. Our zero mean assumptions on µ2, h and g now yield

∣

∣

∣
〈f + g, h∆〉L2(µ)

∣

∣

∣
=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

f(x1)h(x1)x1 dµ1(x1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖fhx1‖L1(µ1)

≤ ‖f‖L2(µ1)
‖hx1‖L2(µ1)

,

(4.11)

where the last estimate is due to Hölder’s inequality. But

‖f‖L2(µ1)
≤ ‖f + g‖L2(µ) ,

since g has zero mean. Moreover,

‖hx1‖2L2(µ1)
=

∫

h2x21 dµ1 ≤ |X1|2
∫

h2 dµ1 =
|X1|2
V2

∫

h2 dµ1V2 .

Consequently, we have

‖hx1‖2L2(µ1)
≤ (1− λ)

∫

h2x21 dµ1 + λ
|X1|2
V2

∫

h2 dµ1V2 ,
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for all λ ∈ (0, 1). Choosing λ such that

(1− λ) = λ
|X1|2
V2

, that is λ =
V2

|X1|2 + V2
,

we obtain

‖hx1‖2L2(µ1)
≤ |X1|2

|X1|2 + V2

(
∫

h2x21 dµ1 +

∫

h2 dµ1V2

)

=
|X1|2

|X1|2 + V2
‖h∆‖2L2(µ) ,

(4.12)

where the last equality follows again from our zero mean assumptions. Now,
combining (4.11) and (4.12) gives the desired conclusion.

In the following remark, we argue that the derived bound for the angle is even
sharp in many cases.

Remark 4.8. Assume µ1 is symmetric. If there exists a sequence of symmetric
densities (En)n∈N

such that Endµ1 converges weakly to θ := (δ−|X1| + δ|X1|)/2,
then estimate (4.10) is sharp. In particular, this is the case whenever µ1 is
equivalent to the uniform distribution on [−|X1|, |X1|], or if θ is absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to µ1.

Proof. Denote by sgn the sign function and set hn(x1) := sgn(x1)
√

En(x1),

fn(x1) := −
√

En(x1) and gn = 0. We have,

〈hn∆,∆〉L2(µ) =

∫

hn dµ1V2 −
∫

hn(x1)x
2
1 dµ1(x1) = 0 ,

since hn and hn(x1)x
2
1 are both odd while µ1 is symmetric. Thus, hn ∈ H2 ∩

(

H1 ∩H2

)⊥
. In the much the same way, we see that fn + gn = fn ∈ H1 ∩

(

H1 ∩H2

)⊥
. Moreover,

〈fn + gn, hn〉L2(µ) =

∫

|x1|En(x1) dµ1(x1) →
∫

|x1| dθ = |X1| ,

as n→ ∞. On the other hand, we have

‖hn∆‖2L2(µ) =

∫

h2n dµ1V2 +

∫

h2n(x1)x
2
1 dµ1 → |X1|2 + V2

and ‖fn + gn‖L2(µ) = 1, which yields

〈

fn + gn
‖fn + gn‖L2(µ)

,
hn

‖hn‖L2(µ)

〉

L2(µ)

→ |X1|
(X1 + V2)

1
2

,
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that is, the sharpness of (4.10).

When µ1 is equivalent to the uniform distribution on [−|X1|, |X1|] the densities
En may be obtained by applying standard smoothing arguments to θ. When θ is
absolutely continuous with respect to µ1, we may obviously chooseEn = dθ/dµ1.
This completes the proof.
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[47] Ludger Rüschendorf. “Convergence of the iterative proportional fitting
procedure”. In: The Annals of Statistics (1995), pp. 1160–1174.

[48] Richard Sinkhorn. “Diagonal equivalence to matrices with prescribed row
and column sums”. In: The American Mathematical Monthly 74.4 (1967),
pp. 402–405.

[49] Danila Zaev. “On the Monge–Kantorovich problem with additional linear
constraints”. In: Mathematical Notes 98 (2015), pp. 725–741.

[50] Tianfei Zhou et al. “Rethinking semantic segmentation: A prototype view”.
In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition. 2022, pp. 2582–2593.

27


	Introduction
	Motivation and overview of results

	Setting and Notation
	Exponential convergence of the IPFP
	Main idea
	Results

	Angles between subspaces and how they affect the rate of convergence
	General considerations
	Two subspaces
	More than two subspaces

	Martingale Optimal Transport


