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GEODESICS IN PERSISTENCE DIAGRAM SPACE
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ABSTRACT. Itis known that for a variety of choices of metrics, including the standard bottleneck distance, the
space of persistence diagrams admits geodesics. Typically these existence results produce geodesics that have
the form of a convex combination. More specifically, given two persistence diagrams and a choice of metric, one
obtains a bijection realizing the distance between the diagrams, and uses this bijection to linearly interpolate
from one diagram to another. We prove that for several families of metrics, every geodesic in persistence
diagram space arises as such a convex combination. For certain other choices of metrics, we explicitly construct
infinite families of geodesics that cannot have this form.

1. INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

A persistence diagram or barcode is a countable multiset of above-diagonal points in R? along with the
diagonal, which is counted with countably infinite multiplicity. We denote the collection of all possible
diagrams by D. Persistence diagrams were originally formulated as shape descriptors arising from applying
persistent homology to point cloud or metric datasets. In recent years, they have been generalized to the
point where they can be studied as algebraic objects in their own right, without necessarily arising as a
shape descriptor for a dataset. Relevant to this paper is the development of a variety of metrics on persistence
diagrams with the overarching goal of defining Fréchet means and related generalizations [MMHI11, Turl3,
TMMH 14, MTB*+15].

Persistence diagrams are typically compared using the bottleneck distance, which is an [*° matching
distance where the matching cost is computed using an [°° ground metric. In the aforementioned papers, the
objects of study were variants of the bottleneck distance. Specifically, [MMH]11] considered [P matching for
p € [1,00) with the I°® ground metric, [TMMH 14, MTB ™ 15] considered /2 matching with the [? (Euclidean)
ground metric, and [Tur13] considered [P matching with an [P ground metric for p € [1, co].

By an overload of notation, let & denote the empty diagram consisting of just the diagonal with countably
infinite multiplicity. In [TMMH14], the authors defined a type of [? metric on D (denoted d» [l 2]) and studied

the space Dy [l?] ey {X € D: dy[I%](X, @) < oc}. On this space, they characterized Fréchet means and
gave a procedure for computing these means. A necessary step for their constructions was a result showing
that (D2[l?], d2[1?]) is an Alexandrov space with nonnegative curvature [TMMH 14, Theorem 2.5]. The proof
of [TMMH14, Theorem 2.5] in turn requires one to show that all geodesics in this space are of a convex
combination form. Indeed, we show in Section 3 that for certain other choices of metrics on D, there exist
geodesics which are not given by a convex combination form, and moreover there exist branching geodesics
which preclude a space from having nonnegative curvature in the sense of Alexandrov. Finally in Section
4, we show that for certain families of metrics, including the important case p = ¢ = 2, all geodesics are
indeed of a convex combination form.

Our proof of this characterization result follows the strategy used by Sturm in proving an analogous
result about geodesics in the space of metric measure spaces [Stul2]. The existence results about branching
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geodesics and geodesics not given by a convex combination form are related to constructions we previously
investigated in [CM18].

Contributions. Following [MTB™15], we study persistence diagram metrics d,[l?] which involve an [P
matching metric over an [¢ ground metric. For certain families of metrics, we show that D has geodesics
that can be uniquely characterized as convex combinations. We are able to prove our result for the following
families:

e g=2,p€(1,00)

e p=gqc|200).
We also provide counterexamples showing that geodesics are not uniquely characterized in the cases p =
g=1landp =00, q € [1,0].

Said differently: whereas it is easy to show that any optimal bijection yields a geodesic (via the convex-
combination form), here we prove the harder reverse direction, i.e. that any geodesic arises as the convex-
combination geodesic of an optimal bijection, at least for certain ranges of p, q. Furthermore, for certain
other ranges of p and g, we show that the negative result holds. So our focus is on the dashed line shown
below.

) o convex combination )
{optimal bijection} === > {geodesic}

2. DEFINITIONS AND STATEMENT OF RESULTS

Given sets X, Y and an element z € X x Y, we write mx (z), my (2) to denote the canonical projections
of z into X and Y, respectively. The diagonal in R? is denoted A := {(z,x) € R? : z € R}. We also
define Ag := {(z,z) € R? : x € Q}, i.e. the rational points on the diagonal. We write A> or Ag to
denote these sets counted with countably infinite multiplicity. The part of the plane above the diagonal is
denoted ]R2>, and the part of the plane above and including the diagonal is denoted R2. The p-norm in R2,
for p € [1,00], is denoted |[|-||,,. Given an above-diagonal point = € R2, we write ||z — Al|, to denote
the perpendicular distance (in p-norm) between = and the diagonal. We also write wa () to denote the
projection of x onto the diagonal. When we suppress notation and write ||-||, we mean the Euclidean norm
in R?. We will occasionally use the canonical identification between R? and C.

The transpose of a vector [vy, va, . . ., v,,] will be denoted [v1, va, . .., v,]”. Given an infinite-dimensional
vector V € RY and a function f defined on each element of V, we will write f(V) to denote (f(v1), f(v2),-..).

Definition 1. A persistence diagram is a countable subset of R2> x N along with countably infinite copies of
A. This naming convention differs slightly from that of the standard persistence diagram (cf. [TMMH14]),
which involves multisets in R2. However, we introduce the N coordinate so that different copies of the
same point can be defined to occupy different entries in N. We refer to the N component as the indexing
component, and the R? component as the geometric component. For a persistence diagram X, we let X~
denote the above-diagonal portion of the diagram. The collection of all persistence diagrams is denoted D.
For any = € X, the cardinality of (mg2) ™! o g2 () is the multiplicity of 72 (). We write m () to denote
the multiplicity of z.

Note that persistence diagrams are typically formulated as multisets, i.e. as a subset Z C R2 along with a
multiplicity function m : Z — N. This multiset formulation can be recovered from the R2 x N formulation
given above; the advantage of the above formulation is that it enables some of our later arguments involving
convergence of sequences.

Crucially, given persistence diagrams X,Y and points x € X,y € Y, we write ||z — pr to mean
|mr2(2) — mr2(y)||,- In other words, when computing distances between points in persistence diagrams,
only the geometric component of each point is considered.
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Example 2. Let X = {(0,1,1)}UA*>,Y = {(0,1,1),(0,1,2),(1,3,3)}UA>®,and Z = {(0,1,2) JUA>.
All three are persistence diagrams. Each of X and Z has a single off-diagonal point at (0,1). Y has an off-
diagonal with multiplicity two at (0, 1), and another point with multiplicity one at (1,3). For any of the
metrics we later define, the distance between X and Z is zero. This is because their off-diagonal points only
differ in the N coordinate, which is not relevant for the distances we consider.

Let X, Y € D be two persistence diagrams. We can always obtain bijections between X and Y, matching
points to the diagonal if needed. Next we introduce a family of [P matching distances which compute the
expected cost of an optimal matching between X and Y, where optimality is with respect to an /¢ ground
metric. Given p € [1,00), ¢ € [1,00], the IP[l?] matching distance between persistence diagrams is the
function d, (1] : D x D — [0, co] given by writing

1/p
dy[l7)(X,Y) 4 int <Z |z — cp(ac)Hfj) :p: X — Y abijection y forany X,Y € D.
zeX

For p = oo, we have
d,[l7(X,Y) L ing {sup [z —w@),:p: X =Y abijection} forany X,Y € D.
zeX
A bijection ¢ for which the infimum above is attained is said to be optimal.

Remark 3. Here are special cases of the preceding definition.

The bottleneck distance corresponds to p = 0o, ¢ = Q.

The case p € [1,00) and ¢ = oo was considered in [MMHI11].
Both [TMMH 14, MTB*15] considered the case p = 2, ¢ = 2.
[Tur13] considered the case p = ¢ € [1, 00].

Definition 4. For p,q € [1,00], the set {X € D : d,[l9](X, @) < oo} is denoted by D,[l]. Note that if
X € D[l and p < oo, then any open ball U C R2> separated from the diagonal by some € > () can contain
only finitely many points of 72 (X).

Remark 5. We make some simple but important remarks to guide the reader:

o Typically the persistence diagram is defined to be a multiset of points in the extended plane (includ-
ing oo). Note that our definition only allows for points on the plane, which is in keeping with the
definition in [TMMH14].

e In [TMMHI14, MTB'15], the distance d,[l] above is called the [9-Wasserstein metric; we avoid
this terminology because Wasserstein distances typically refer to distances between probability mea-
sures.

e A priori, d,,[l7] is only a pseudometric on D. To see this, let A, B be two countable dense subsets of
[0, 1] that are not equal. Write X := {(0,a,1) :a € A} UA® and Y := {(0,b,1) : b € B} UA™>.
Then dp[19](X,Y) = 0, even though X # Y.

A curve in (Dy[l%),d,[17]) is a continuous map  : [0, 1] — D,[l9]. Such a curve is called a geodesic
[BH11, Section L.1] if for any s, ¢ € [0, 1],

dp[l)(7(5),7(8)) = [t = s[ - dp[17](~(0),~(1))-
In [TMMH 4], the authors gave a constructive proof showing that (Ds[1%], d2[I?]) is a geodesic space, i.e.
that for any X, Y € Dy[i?], there exists a geodesic from X to Y. As a precursor to the construction, they
first proved the following result showing that between any X,Y € D,[I?], there exists an optimal bijection
¢ realizing the infimum in the definition of do[I?](X,Y):

Theorem 6 (Existence of optimal bijections, [TMMH14] Proposition 2.3). Let X,Y & Ds[l?]. Then there
exists a bijection ¢ : X — Y such that ) ||z — o(2)|]* = da[I2)(X,Y)%
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The construction of the geodesics is as follows: given any X,Y € D,[l7], let ¢ be an optimal bijection.

For the time being, we ignore the N coordinates of the persistence diagrams. Write (0) e x , (1) def Y,

and for any ¢t € (0, 1),
1) {1 =tz +to(x) z € X}

Regardless of the choice of p,q € [1,00], such a curve defines a geodesic (cf. Corollary 19). Note
that different choices of p,q may lead to different bijections ¢ being optimal. We call any geodesic of
this form a convex-combination geodesic. Conversely, we refer to geodesics not of this form as deviant
geodesics. Returning to the question of dealing with the indexing coordinate N: recall that d,[l9] is blind
to this coordinate, so we can define the convex-combination geodesic v in the following manner and still
maintain continuity:

(%) def [(1—t)z1 + to(x)r, (1 —t)ze + tgp(x)g,wg]T i [wl,wg,wg]T € X} fort € [0,1),

and (1) Y. In other words, the indexing coordinate stays constant for ¢ € [0, 1), and switches to the
appropriate coordinate at ¢ = 1.

We will occasionally discuss branching geodesics. A geodesic vy : [0, 1] — Dp[l9] branches at ty € (0,1)
if there exists a geodesic ¥ : [0, 1] — D,[l%] such that ¥ agrees with ~ on [0, ?], and is distinct from 7 on
(to,to + €] for some € > 0.

With this terminology, we now pose the main question motivating this paper.

Question 1. For which pairs (p,q) can we say that all geodesics in Dy[l?] have the form of convex-
combination geodesics?

Our first result shows that setting p = oo simultaneously produces branching and deviant geodesics in
D,|[19]. In particular, the existence of branching geodesics implies that (D[], d,,[19]) for ¢ € [1, 0], p = o0
cannot have nonnegative Alexandrov curvature ([BBIO1, Chapter 10]).

Theorem 7. Let p = oo, q € [1,00]. There exist infinite families of both branching and deviant geodesics
in (D, [19], dy [17).

Remark 8. [Turl3] showed—via a direct examination of an inequality characterizing Alexandrov curvature—

that in the case p = ¢ € [1,2) U (2, 00|, D,[l%] does not have nonnegative Alexandrov curvature.

We collect another related result for the case p = ¢ = 1:

Theorem 9. Let ¢ = p = 1. There exist infinite families of branching and deviant geodesics in (Dp[19], d,[19]).

Theorems 7 and 9 serve to make Question 1 more interesting. The next result is the finite version of our
answer to Question 1.

Theorem 10 (Characterization of geodesics I). Fix p, q in the following ranges:
® p=qE€[200),
e g=2pe€(1,00).
Let X,Y € D,[l4] be diagrams having finitely many points outside the diagonal, and let y : [0,1] — D,[l9]

be a geodesic from X toY. Then there exists a convex-combination geodesic v : [0, 1] — D,[l9] from X to
Y such that for each t € [0, 1], we have d,[19](~(t), u(t)) = 0.

This result in fact generalizes to the setting of countably-many off-diagonal points.

Theorem 11 (Characterization of geodesics II). Fix p, q in the following ranges:
* p=gqE€|[200),
e g=2pe€(1,00).
Let X,Y € D,[l9), and let j1 : [0,1] — Dy[l%] be a geodesic from X to'Y. Then there exists a convex-

combination geodesic vy : [0, 1] — D, [l%] from X to'Y such that for eacht € [0, 1], we have d,[19](~(t), p1(t))
0.
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These characterization theorems have the following interpretation. Suppose we are given X,Y € D,[l9]
for the specified choices of p and g and a geodesic i from X to Y. Then u is a convex-combination geodesic
for some optimal bijection ¢ : X — Y. Furthermore, for each x € X, we obtain a straight-line path -,
from x to ¢(z). By the construction of convex-combination geodesics, any optimal bijection produces a
geodesic; these theorems assert the inverse result that any geodesic comes from an optimal bijection, at least
for the prescribed choices of p and q.

2.1. Recasting diagram metrics as [” norms and OT problems. A key property of persistence diagrams is
that the diagonal is counted with infinite multiplicity; this geometric trick ensures that bijections are always
possible, and hence the d,[l9]-type distances are always defined. While a persistence diagram contains
uncountably many points according to Definition 1, only countably many points are actually ever involved
in computing a d,[1%]-type distance. Specifically, we can view d,[l?] as an [P norm. To see this, let X, Y €
D, [12]. Recall that X, Y~ consists of the (countably many) off-diagonal points of X and Y. Define the *
operation as the following:

X=X U{ma(y) 1y € Y} UAG, for X € D,[l7).

The multiset X* consists of the off-diagonal points of X, a copy of the diagonal projection for each oft-
diagonal point of Y, and the rational diagonal points counted with countably infinite multiplicity. To ease
the notation, we did not specify the indexing coordinates for the points in {wa(y) : y € Y~ }, but it is
to be understood that the indices are chosen such that multiple off-diagonal points with the same diagonal
projection are mapped to different slots in N. The idea of including the rationals on the diagonal is the
following: the set in the middle contains redundancies, so when obtaining matchings, it may be the case
that the redundant diagonal points in X~ U {ma(y) : y € Y~} have to get matched to diagonal points in
Ys U{ma(x) : € X< }. By including rational points on the diagonal, we ensure (by the density of the
rationals) that this matching of diagonal points contributes zero cost.

In particular, X* is a countable set (perhaps invoking the axiom of countable choice as necessary). Fix an
enumeration X* = {z!, 22 ...}. Then we think of X* as the map X* : N — C given by i + x; > 7z (z;).
Next define Y* analogously, and consider any bijection ¢ : X* — Y™*. We again treat (X ™) as an infinite-
dimensional vector, i.e, a map ¢(x) : N — C given by i — ¢(x;) — mp2(¢(z;)). Here we are using the
canonical identification of C with R,

Next we introduce some cost functions. Let p, g € [1,00], and let X,Y" € D,[l9]. Define the following
functional for a bijection ¢ : X — Y

1/p
() i | (Seexlle—e@l) " :p el o0) 0
supgex ||z — p(@)|, 1p = oo.
When ¢ = 2, we reduce notation and simply write C, instead of Cj,[I?].

For the next few definitions, we fix ¢ = 2 and consider X,Y € D,[I?]. Now for p € [1,00), consider the
functional

Jp(‘P) = X" - SO(X*)”IIH (2
where the [P-norm is given as
* * 1
X = o(X = (X L — wl@)?)7 = (Y i — (i) 5)
1€EN 1€EN

if the sum converges, and as oo otherwise. Note that by our choice of X,Y € D, [I2], there always exists
¢ such that the preceding sum converges. For such ¢, the vector X* — ¢(X™*) belongs to (. Here also
recall from Definition 1 that ||z — y||,, = [|7g2(z) — 7g2(y)l|,. Each summand is an absolute value, i.e. a
Euclidean norm, that is raised to the pth power. The [*° norm is likewise defined as

[z — ()10 == sup [z — p(zi)ll, -
ieN
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Definition 12. For any bijection ¢’ : X — Y, define A, to be the collection of bijections ¢ : X* — Y*
agreeing with ¢’ on off-diagonal points of X and Y.

By the construction of X*, Y* and the density of the rationals, we have

Co(¢') = ( Z |z — gp’(ac)Hg)l/p = inf{J,(p) : ¢ € Ay }for any bijection ¢’ : X — Y. 3)
zeX
In particular, the matching cost of ¢ € A, differs from that of ¢’ only in how it produces a matching among
the “redundant” points on the diagonal.
Finally we observe that for all p € [1, oo,

dp[IP)(X,Y) = inf{C,(p) : ¢ : X — Y abijection} = inf{J,(¢) : ¢ : X* — Y* a bijection}.

Here we are using the following observations: (1) any ¢ infimizing C), does not move diagonal points
unnecessarily, and (2) any  infimizing .J,, agrees with a C), infimizer on off-diagonal points and incurs zero
cost for infinitesimally “sliding” points along the diagonal.

Remark 13. The distinction between .J,, and C), is that J, is an [” norm. This reformulation allows us to
use powerful [P space inequalities to produce results for d,, [I2]. Tt is not clear to us if this approach can be
extended to d,[l7] for ¢ # 2; attempting to prove one of the inequalities we need (Clarkson’s inequality,
Lemma 20) with g # 2 leads to some difficulty.

At least in the case of diagrams having finitely many off-diagonal points, one could similarly reformulate
ady [1?] distance as an optimal transportation (OT) problem. This idea is used below, where we describe a
method ([LCO18]) for recasting the computation of a diagram metric as an OT problem.

Given appropriately defined measures x, v on measure spaces X and Y, we write €’(11, /) to denote the
collection of all coupling measures, i.e. measures v on X x Y with marginals u and v.

Definition 14. Following [LCO18], we let A*® denote a virtual point representing the diagonal. We also use
the notation R?® := R2U{A*} (and resp. R2® := R2 U{A*}). For z € R?, we use the notation ||z — A,

to denote ||z — wa ()], We also set [[A® — A®||, = 0.

Let X,Y € D,[l?], p € [1,00], be diagrams having finitely many off-diagonal points. Let nx :=
| X~ |, ny :=|Y~|, and set n := nx + ny. Then we define:

X* =X, U{(A%):1<j <ny} CRY xN,
Y* =Y. U{(A%)): 1<) <nx} CRZ xN.

Then n = | X*| = |Y*|. Given arbitrary measures pixs, pry» on X*® and Y®, respectively, and a coupling
measure ¥ € € (e, p1y+) (i.e. a transport plan), the LP[I?] transport cost is defined as:

1/p
Tp(’}/) = H7TX' — TY'HL?’('Y) = (/X v |7TX'(33,Z/) - 7TY'($7y)|p d’y(gj,y)>
.X (]
1/p

=)l — w5l v(zi, ;)
0.

Here mxe : X®* X Y*® — X® mye : X®* X Y* — Y* are the canonical projection maps. More specifically,
by taking the canonical identification of R? with C, these are maps X*® x Y'* — C, so we are able to view
them as maps in the LP space of complex-valued measurable functions. Measurability holds because these
maps, being defined on discrete spaces, are trivially continuous. The absolute value in the integrand is taken
for complex numbers, i.e. it corresponds to the Euclidean norm. The /? ground norm is the canonical choice
when working over an LP space.

Next let f1xe := Y., 0, denote the uniform measure on X*, and similarly let ;iy+ denote the uniform
measure on Y'*. Then we have (see also [LCO18, Proposition 1]):



GEODESICS IN PERSISTENCE DIAGRAM SPACE 7

> >

FIGURE 1. Diagrams Y (left) and Z (right) as defined in the proof of Theorem 7. The
separation between j and k is not to scale; in the proof we require k > 35.

Proposition 15. Given X, Y, X*,Y® as above, we have the following identity:

GIP)XY)=  inf Ty,
YEC (1xe 1ye)
Proof. It is well-known as a consequence of Birkhoff’s theorem (see [Vil03, §0.1]) that the OT cost between
measures on n-point spaces giving equal mass to all points is realized by a coupling that can be represented as
an n X n permutation matrix. This permutation o provides the bijection in the definition of d,,[I?](X,Y). O

Remark 16. The preceding OT formulation appears to work only in the case of diagrams with finitely many
off-diagonal points. It would be interesting to clarify if a d), [1?] distance between diagrams having countably
many off-diagonal points can be formulated as an OT problem. The difficulty arises from ensuring that
the optimal transportation plans correspond to permutation matrices, as required for the bijections in the
definition of d,,[I?].

3. BRANCHING AND DEVIANT GEODESICS

We now proceed to the proofs of Theorems 7 and 9.

Proof of Theorem 7. We begin with the proof of branching geodesics. Let X = @, Y = {(0,%), (0,7)},
and Z = {(0,k),(0,1)} for0 < ! < j < 3j < k. Now we define two curves p,v : [0,1] — D[l9] as

follows:
) % {{(gt, 52-1), (460 42-3))} o<}
{(5.52-1)} L<t<i
(1) % {{(%u%@—t)),(%@t) 52-30)) 0<t<]
{(5t.52-1)} g<t<l.
Thus p, v are curves from Y, Z to X. For convenience, define
k() = (5t.5@—10) forte[0,1),  §(0) = (430,52 —30) fort e [0, 3]

We check that p, v are geodesics. It suffices to show this for . First we see that d[17](X,Y) is the
perpendicular g-norm distance from (0, k) to the diagonal, this is just 2(/a) -1k,
Let s, t € [l, 1]. We observe that an optimal bijection matches k(s) and k(¢); hence we have:

doo[19](u(5), (1) = || (5, 52 = 1)) — (5,52 = 5)) ||, = 297 k|t — 5] = [t — [ du[1) (X, Y),
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Let s,t € [0, 2]. First we claim that dog [19](14(s), 11(t)) is realized by the g-norm distance between k(s)
and k(t). By the previous work, this is just 201/9=1k |t — s|. We compare this to ||j(s) — JOIl,:

H (%’(3:5), 1(2— 3t)> - (%(33), 1(2—3s )H 3j)|t — 5|21 < k|t — 5|20/

where the last inequality holds because 3j < k by assumption. Thus doo [19](pe(s), p(t)) = |t — s| deo [l9](X, Y").
Notice that in this computation, it was implicit that an optimal matching would match k(s) to k(¢) and j(s)
to j(t); a cross-matching would not be optimal due to the greater distance that would need to be traversed.

Finally let s € [0, 3],¢ € (3,1]. Again we claim that dw [lq]( (s), u(t)) is realized by [[k(s) — k(?)||,-
The previous work shows that [k(s) — k(?)|[, > li(s) = (,%) H It follows that doo[19](1u(s), u(t)) =
[t — s| do[l?)(X,Y).

This shows that p is a geodesic. The proof for v is analogous. So p, v are geodesics which are equal on
[£,1], but clearly they branch at t = 3 since doo[19)(Y, Z) > 0. Since | < j < 3j < k were arbitrary, there
are in fact infinitely many such branching geodesics. This concludes the first part of the proof. |

Notice that y, v are not convex-combination geodesics; the points at (0, j) and (0, !) move too fast for the
geodesics to be convex-combination, but slow enough that the geodesic property still holds. Even though
these are deviant geodesics, there still seem to be bijections providing straight lines for the points to inter-
polate through. However, this need not be the case, and deviant geodesics may exist even when there is no
supporting bijection. We see such a construction next.

Let W = {(0, k)}. Now we define a curve w : [0, 1] — D, [l%] as follows:

w(t)dg{{(%u (2-0). (G -0.JG+0)} 0=t<
{(5,52-1), (it -3).iE-1)} $<t<

Then w is a curve from W to X. Note that w(0) contains one off-diagonal point (0, k), and this point linearly
moves to the diagonal as ¢ 1 1. However, starting at ¢ = 0, a point emerges from the diagonal at (j/2, j/2)
and moves linearly to (0, j) as ¢ 1 1/2, which then returns to the diagonal as ¢ 1 1. Calculations such as the
ones carried out above show that w is a geodesic; for the reader’s convenience, we note that the point moving
back and forth between (0, j) and the diagonal has speed j < k/3, so the [°° matching only sees the g-norm
distance between k(s) and k(t). This is the reason w is a geodesic. However, w is not a convex-combination
geodesic from W to X. Moreover, for different choices of j, we get infinitely many geodesics from W to
X, all of which are mutually distinct. This concludes the proof. ([l

k
2
k
2

Next we proceed to the proof of Theorem 9.

Proof of Theorem 9. Fix k >> 0 so that we do not have to consider situations where points are matched to
the diagonal. Let X = {(0,k),(1,k —1)}and Y = {(1,k + 1), (2, k) }. This configuration is illustrated in
Figure 2. Define a curve y : [0, 1] — D,[l9] as follows:

() {{(275, k), (Lk—1+2t)}

o<t<i
{(Lk+20=-9), (1+20¢ -3k} 3<t<1

I/\ |/\

This curve corresponds to the lefmost configuration in Figure 2. The points x,z’ come together at the
center, then bend and travel to y, 1/, respectively Next we verify that y is a geodesic. First note that
d1[I')(X,Y) = 4. Nextlet s < t € [0, 3]. The optimal matching between 1(s) and () happens in the
simple way: points along the dashed line get matched, and points along the solid line get matched (here we
are referring to Figure 2). The cost of this matching is as follows:

dl[ll](ﬂ(s)7ﬂ(t)) = H(QS,/C) - (2t7k)H1 + H(l,k -1+ 23) - (17k -1+ 2t)”1
=2(t —s) +2(t —s) = |t — s|di [['](X,Y).
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FIGURE 3. Branching geodesics in D[l9] for p = ¢ = 1. The rightmost figure depicts
points z and 2’ which move at the same speed to the center, merge, and travel up and to the
right along the solid line.

The verification for s, € [%, 1] is analogous. An interesting case is s € [1, %), te [%, 1]. By virtue of us-
ing the [ ground metric, there are two optimal bijections: matching the points according to the dashed/solid
lines, and cross-matching points on the dashed and solid lines. Using the first of these bijections, we calcu-
late:

di[I")(u(s), (1)) = [[(25, k) — (L k +2(¢ = ), + [[(1, k= 1+ 28) — (L +2(t - 5), k)],
=2(t —s) +2(t —s) = |t — s|di [I'](X,Y).

Thus p is a geodesic. Note that it is different from the convex-combination geodesic illustrated at the right
of Figure 2.

Moreover, note that curves with corners, as illustrated in the middle of Figure 2, would also be geodesics
by virtue of the ground metric being ['. There is an infinite choice of positions for these corners, and so we
get an infinite family of deviant geodesics which are all distinct from each other. |

Now we proceed to the proof of branching geodesics. We refer the reader to Figure 3. Starting with
X ={(0,k),(1,k — 1)} as before and a fixed r € [0, 1], consider the curve v, which: (1) transports the
points z = (0, k) and 2’/ = (1,k — 1) to (1, k) at constant speed over the interval ¢ € [0, 3], and (2) moves
z, 2/ jointly to (1,k -+ r) and then to (1 + (1 — ),k + r), all at constant speed over the interval ¢ € [3, 1].
The cases » = 1,0, 0.5 are illustrated from left to right, respectively, in Figure 3. Calculations analogous
to the ones carried out above show that these curves are all geodesics, and by construction, they branch at
t = 3. Thus {v, : r € [0,1] is an infinite family of branching geodesics in D,[14]. O

4. CHARACTERIZATION OF GEODESICS

4.1. A preliminary result about limiting bijections. We now collect a lemma (Lemma 18) showing how,
given a sequence of bijections between persistence diagrams, we can pick out a subsequence of bijections
that converges pointwise to a limiting bijection. This lemma is used directly in proving Theorem 11 from
Theorem 10, and as a corollary we also obtain the existence of optimal bijections between diagrams, which
is used throughout the proof of Theorem 10. The main proof technique is a standard diagonal argument with
some additional consideration for the multiset nature of persistence diagrams, and a similar proof appeared
in [Turl3, Proposition 1].
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Our reason for viewing persistence diagrams in R? x N becomes apparent in this section. We view R? x N
as a subset of R? endowed with the subspace topology. This allows us to invoke the Bolzano-Weierstrass
theorem to obtain convergent sequences.

Notation. Below we will write lim to denote limits with respect to the usual topology in R? or R3. This is
different from a d,[l%] limit, which uses only the geometric component of a point in a persistence diagram
and ignores the indexing coordinate. Also, we interchangeably write X~ or X \ A to denote the off-diagonal
points of a persistence diagram X, depending on which notation better preserves typography. To emphasize
that each point in a persistence diagram is a vector, we use boldface notation, e.g. x or y.

For a point a in a persistence diagram, we write A (a) € R? to denote its projection onto the diagonal,
ignoring the indexing coordinate N. In other words, it is the shorthand notation for projecting a point to its
geometric component in R?, and then further projecting the resulting point to the diagonal.

Lemma 17. Fixp,q € [1,00]. Let X,Y € D,[l], and lety € Y \ A. Then,
(1) There exists ¢ > 0 such that B3 (y,e) Y = {y}.

Suppose also that @y, : X — Y is a sequence of bijections and x € X is such that limy, ®y(x) =y.
(2) Then there exists ko € N such that for all k > ko, we have Pp(x) =y.

Finally, suppose 'y’ € A and x' € X \ A is such that limy, ®1(x') = y’. Suppose also that C,[l7](®}) —
dy[l7(X,Y) as k — oc. Then,

(3) mr2(y’) = ma(X') (i.e. optimal bijections map X' to the diagonal via orthogonal projection).

Proof of Lemma 17. Let ¢ > 0 be small enough so that Bgs(y,2¢) N A = &, and define U := Bga(y,e) N
Y N A = @. Then U has a strictly positive distance to the diagonal. Since Y € D,[l9], there can only be
finitely many points, including multiplicity, in U. Different copies of y in U have the same R? coordinates,
but differ on the N coordinate by at least 1. Thus € can be made sufficiently small so that Brs(y,c) NY =
{y}. This proves the first assertion. The second assertion follows immediately.

The third assertion is also easy to see, and we provide a few lines of proof. Suppose toward a contradiction
that y’ € A and limg ®(x') = y/, but mp2(y’) # wa(X'), i.e. y’ is not the diagonal projection of x'.
Then there exists € > 0 and 7. > 0 such that the distance from 7Rz (x’) to Bre(mr2(y’), ) is at least
|2 (x) — ma(X')||, + 7. Thus there exists ko € N such that for all & > ko, ||7g2(x") — mr2(Pr (X)), >
|72 (x) — ma(X')||, + - But then Cp[19](®y,) > dp[19](X,Y) + ne for all k > k. This is a contradiction.

t

Here is the main result of this section.

Lemma 18 (Limiting bijections). Let p,q € [1,00|. Let X,Y € D,[l9), and let ), : X — Y be a sequence
of bijections such that Cp[l9](®y) — d[l9(X,Y). Then there exists a subsequence indexed by L C N and

a limiting bijection @, such that O, ReL Iz, g, pointwise and Cp[19](®,) = dp[l9)(X,Y).

Proof of Lemma 18. For each ®;, we let \I/i(Y : X — Y|z denote the geometric part (i.e. the R? compo-
nent) of ;. We also write \IJZ/X : Y — X|g2 to denote the geometric component of the inverse map <I>,;1.
Recall that only the geometric component is involved in d,,[19] computations (cf. Definition 1).

Define Yp := (Y \ A) U{y € A : mpe(y) = 7ma(x), x € X \ A}. Then Y, denotes the union of
the countably many off-diagonal points of Y with the countably many copies of diagonal points that are
projections of off-diagonal points in X. This is a countable set. Fix an enumeration Yy = {y(”) }nen.

Since X,Y € Dp1%, dy[l9)(X,Y) < oo, and Cp[l7](®y) — dp[l9](X,Y), we know (¥} X (y™)), isa
bounded sequence in R? for each i € N. By a diagonal argument and the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem, we
obtain a diagonal subsequence indexed by J C N such that (\I'}C/X ke converges pointwise on Y. Define
WYX on Yy by setting UY X (y) := limg 00 ke \I/ZX(y) for each y € Y. Note that if ¥Y X (y()) € A for
some y(*) € Y;\ A, then by an argument analogous to that of Lemma 17, we have UY X (y()) = 74 (y®) €
X.
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Next define:

Q= {(ma(y™),i) : y? e Yo\ A, W1 ¥(y?) € A}, X=X \A)UQ.

(@ contains all the diagonals of X matched to off-diagonals in Y. X7 is countable, so another application
of a diagonal argument and the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem gives a subsequence indexed by K C J such
that (U¥Y) e i converges pointwise on X;. Define WY (x) := limy 00, ke (Ui Y (x)) for each x € Xj.

Next write YOA and Y} to denote the off-diagonal and on-diagonal points of Y{, respectively. Define
A={xec(X\A): I (x) e YOA]RQ} and B := (X \ A)\ A. Fix an enumeration {x(™},,cy on B.
Note the following descriptions of the sets A and B in terms of how they should be matched by the limiting
bijection: A contains all the off-diagonal points of X that are matched to off-diagonals in Y, and B contains
all the off-diagonals of X matched to diagonals in Y. In particular, X1 = AU B U Q.

Each point in YOA has finite multiplicity, because otherwise we would have Y ¢ D,[l9]. Thus for any
x € A, (®x(x)),cx is a bounded sequence in R? x N by Lemma 17. By the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem
and a diagonal argument as above, we get a subsequence (®;),..; indexed by L C K converging pointwise
on A. Since L C K, we have limy_, o0, ker, mr2 (Pr(x)) = ¥XY (x) for each x € A.

Define ®, : X; — Y by writing the following for each x € X;:

hmk—)oo,keL (I)k(x) x€eA
D, (x) = y® ix € Q, x = (ma(y"),4)
(ma(xD), ) 'x € B, x=x0,

Claim: ®,|4 : A — YOA is injective. Let x,x’ € A be such that ®,(x) = ¢, (x'). Write y := ®,(x). By
Lemma 17, we obtain € > 0 and ko € N such that @4 (x), Py (x’) € Bgs(y,¢) for all k > ko, k € L. Thus
for such k, x = &, !(y) = x'.

Claim: ®.g : Q — YOA is injective. Let x,x' € Q be such that ®,(x) = ®.(x') = y@. Then
x = (ma(y®),4) = x’ by the definition of ®, on Q.

Claim: ®,[4u0 : AUQ — YOA is injective. We have already dealt with the cases x,x’ € Aand x,x’ € Q.
Now we deal with the remaining case. Let x € A, x’ € Q be such that ®,(x) = y) = &,(x’) for some
y(i) € Y\ A. By Lemma 17, there exists ko such that for all & > ko, Pr(x) = y(i). Then for all such k,
UYX(y)) = 72 (x), which is bounded away from A. On the other hand, since ®.(x') = y¥, we know
that limy o0 ker, U X (y®) = mge (x') = 7a(y?)) € A. This is a contradiction.

Claim: @,|4.¢ : AUQ — Y is surjective. Let y(®) € Y, and consider WY~ (y(?). There are two cases:
prx (y(i)) is either off-diagonal or on-diagonal. Suppose first that ¥} X (y(i)) is off-diagonal. Then by an
argument similar to that of Lemma 17, we obtain ky € N such that for all & > kg, k € L, \I'XX (y(i)) =
TY X (y®). Since X € D,[1%, there are only finitely many x € X such that mp2(x) = UY ¥ (y()). Let
X, = {x1,Xa,...,%,} denote this collection.

y
We know that <I>,;1(y(i)) € Xy forall k > ko, k € L. By the pigeonhole principle, choose a subse-

quence indexed by M C L such that (‘P;l(y(i)))keM, k>ko is constant. Let x € X ) denote the value of

this constant sequence. Then for all k& > kg, k € M, we have Oy (x) = y(®. Since x € A and (Pr)kerL
converges pointwise on A, we know furthermore that @, (x) = y (@,

Suppose next that ¥Y X (y()) is on-diagonal. Then by what we have observed before, U¥ X (y(®)) =
7a(y®) € A. By definition, Q contains (7 (y(?), ), and ®, maps this to y©.

Claim: ®,|p : B — Y} is injective.

First note that the codomain of .| 5 is not Y* a priori, because the points in im(®.|z) and Y* may differ
on the N coordinate. But this is simply a matter of choosing representatives from the N-indexed diagonal
points, and we may relabel the N-coordinates of points in Y* to have im(®.|g) C Y }.

To see injectivity, suppose x(*), x(9) € B are such that ®,(x()) = ®,(x)). Then (¥,(x®),4) =
(U, (x19), 5), so i = j and hence x(¥) = x0),
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Finally we extend @, to a bijection from X to Y by matching the points of X \ X7 to the points of Y\ Yj
and Y} \ im(®.|p), all of which are diagonal. We continue writing ®, : X — Y to denote this bijection. It
follows from the construction that @, satisfies the statement of the theorem. This concludes the proof. [

As a corollary of this lemma, we see that D,[l9] is a geodesic space. This result was already implicit in
[Turl3, Proposition 1], where it was stated in the case p = g € [1, c¢]. See also [TMMH14] for a different
argument in the case p = ¢ = 2. In addition to using the result about existence of geodesics throughout this
paper, we specifically use Lemma 18 to prove Theorem 11 via Theorem 10.

Corollary 19. Fix p,q € [1,00]. Let X,Y € D,[l%). Then there exists a bijection ® : X — Y such that
Cp[l9)(®) = dp[l9)(X,Y"). Thus we immediately have a convex-combination geodesic from X to'Y.

Proof of Corollary 19. Lemma 18 yields an optimal bijection ®. Let v denote the associated convex combi-
nation curve. To conclude, we need to show that v is geodesic. Let s,t € [0, 1]. To compare ~(s) and ~y(¢),
consider the bijection associating (1 — t)z + t®(x) with (1 — s)z + s®(s). Then we have:

1/p
dp[l17](7(s),7(t)) < <Z [(1 =tz +tP(x) — (1 - s)z - s<1>(;p)\|§>

zeX

1/p
= <Z (s = t)(z — <1>(33))HZ>

zeX

1/p
= [t — s (Z |z — Hp> = |t — s[dp[I](X,Y).

zeX

By a property of geodesics, showing the inequality is sufficient to guarantee equality (cf. [CM18, Lemma
1.3]). This concludes the proof. O

4.2. Lemmas related to the characterization of geodesics. The proof of Theorem 10 will follow the
strategy used by Sturm in proving an analogous result about geodesics in the space of metric measure
spaces [Stul2]. We first present a sequence of lemmas.

Lemma 20 (Clarkson’s inequality, see [Cla36, BJ40]). Let p € [2,00), and let v,w € IP. Then,
o+ wlfy + o = wli? < 27 (ol + wlf?)

Lemma 21 (Application of Lemma 20). Lett € (0,1), p € [2,00). Then there exists a constant C > 0
depending on p and t such that for any v,w € [P, we have

[tv + (L = )w|[y < vl + (1 =) lwll; —t(1 —)C [lv —wlf} .
Lemma 22 (BCL inequality, see [BCL94] Proposition 3). Let p € (1, 2], and let v,w € IP. Then,
2 2 2 2
v+ wll, + [lv—wl, = 2|v[}, +2(p — 1) [lw],.

Lemma 23 (Application of BCL inequality). Lett € (0,1), p € (1,2]. Then for any vectors v,w € [P, we

have
2 2 2 2
[[tv + (1 = wl], < tllvll, + (1 =) [Jwll, = (p = D1 = 1) [[v = w]], .
Lemma 24 (Application of Jensen’s inequality). Let aq,...,a, € [0,00), to < t1 < ... <t, € R, and let
€ (1,00). Then,
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ti—ti—1
tn—to

Proof of Lemma 24. For each 1 < i < n, write \; =

Zn tiztio1 _ 1
i=1 t,—to _ : .
By Jensen’s inequality,

n p p n p
i —ti—tic1 ta—to (ta —to)p \ &

=1 1=

and x; = % Notice that Y " | \; =

ti—t

3

1
< " < a; >p ) ti — ti—l _ 1 En: CL?
T =\t —tim th —to  tn—to = (ti —tim1)P7!

This verifies Lemma (24). O

Proof of Lemma 21. It suffices to show the inequality for dyadic rationals in the unit interval, and then
invoke the density of the dyadic rationals. We consider dyadic rationals of the form ¢ = a/2°, for integers
b>0and 0 < a < 2°. The proof is by induction, based on the following inductive hypothesis: for each
b € N, there exists a constant C' > 0 depending on b and p such that:

1o+ (1= gl < (1= g5) lwllh + (55) l0]lh = C(L = 5)(55) lw = o]l5.-

For the base case, we use Lemma 20 (a sharper result is obtained via the parallelogram law for p = 2):

L L e L L e

=5l + 3 llwlly = C -5 5 llv—wllj -

15+

Suppose the inductive hypothesis is true up to some b € N and all 0 < a < 2°. This means that at the
(b 4 1)th step, the inductive hypothesis is true for all 2a/ 2b+1 where 0 < a < 2°. Fix a in this range, and
consider the midpoint (2a + 1)/2°%1 of 2a/2°*! and (2a + 2)/2°*!. For the inductive step, we have:

15 + (1= Z5) wlly = [z (Foro+ F0) + 3 (L= F) w+ (- FR) )
—H2(2b+lv+(1—23%)w)+%(22%i? + (1= ) )l
<275 (Fho+ (L= gn) )l + 277 |5 (B + (L= 352) w) [l

— |l - W”Hi'

Here we used Lemma 20 for the inequality, and showed the final term after simplification. The inductive
hypothesis can now be applied to the first two terms. Either by hand or a computer algebra package, we see
that the inductive step holds for (b + 1). This completes the proof of Lemma 21. O

Proof of Lemma 23. We again proceed by showing the inequality for dyadic rationals. Writing t = a/2° as
before, the inductive hypothesis now becomes:

(&) + (1= w2 < (1= &) lwll+ (&) el2 - (0~ D - $)(&) w—v]2.

For the base case, we use Lemma 22. Set ¢ = (v + w)/2 and d = (v — w)/2. Then ¢ + d = v and
¢ — d = w, and we have:

2 2 2 2
le+dll, + lle = dll, > 2|ell, + 2(p — 1) [1d]],
2 2 2
[vll;, + [Jwll; > 2 %+ %Hp +2(p—-1) |3 - —H , and hence

2 2 2 2
15+ 2] < 3ol + ol — (0~ 1)(3)? o — w]2.

The inductive step then applies as in the proof of Lemma 21. O
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FIGURE 4. Geometric setup for the proof of Theorem 10.

4.3. Geometric intuition for the proof of Theorem 10. The proof of Theorem 10 proceeds via a geometric
argument about p-norms. We abstract away these arguments and present the intuition here.

The setup of Theorem 10 involves two persistence diagrams X and Y with finitely many off-diagonal
points and a geodesic  : [0,1] — D,[l4] from X to Y. Let ® be a bijection between X and Y (we will
specify this bijection in the actual proof), and let v be the convex-combination curve in D, [l%] from X to Y’
induced by ®. For each t € [0,1], let x; := (1 — t)x + t®(x) € ~(¢). Fix t € (0,1). Suppose also that
we have a bijection between (¢) and p(t) (this will be specified in the proof). Let ¢)(x;) € u(t) denote the
image of x; under this bijection.

In what follows, we will write norms in some [ space raised to some power p > 1 (i.e. terms of the form
H-Hf;) without specifying the elements of the normed space, but this will be written explicitly in the proof.
Our goal is to prove that

Y e =)l =0,
zeX
which would show that d,[19](~(t), i£(t)) = 0. To approach this, consider the following quantities:

le—v(@)llg, o) —2@)g,  lz—=llg, o — 2@l

These are of course related geometrically, as suggested by Figure 4. More specifically, write Q(x) :=
(x — () /t and R(z) := (¢(x¢) — ®(x))/(1 — t). Then the following is true:

’ (1 =)z —P(@r)) — t(W(x) — P(x))

p

1Q(x) — R(x)]lg =

t(l —t) q
1 P
- i 11 = t)a + t®(x) — ()|
1 P
= m th - Zb(iﬂt)Hq .

Soto show >° v [lz: — ¥ (x)|l; = 0, it suffices to show
> Q@) = R@)ll; =o.
zeX

To obtain Q(z) — R(z), one computes:

(X, Y)P < Y o — ()
zeX

= llz — (@) + (@) — ()|

zeX

= > tQx) + (1 — t)R(x)|I% .

zeX
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Suppose also that one can bound:
[tQ(x) + (1 = ) R(2)[lg < t|Q()[lg + (1 = 1) [[R(2)][ — C1Q(x) — R(z)lg 4)

for some positive constant C'. If one can show that

S tIQE)IE + (1~ 1) [B@)L = df17)(X, Y,
reX
then by summing over = € X in Inequality (4), we necessarily have ) . [[Q(z) — R(2)[|f = 0, which is
what we need.
Notice that if ¢(x;) = z; for each x € X, i.e. if y(t) = u(t), then

e =gzl = tlle = 2(@)ll, and [[¢¥(z:) = @(2)ll, = (1 =) [z — (z)[],, so
1Q@)[l, = llz — ()l = [IR(x)]], -

Thus we have

D tIQ@IE + A =) IR@)If = Y tle — @)l + (1 —t) o — @)l = 1) (X, V)P

zeX zeX
Now we proceed to the main result.

4.4. Proof of the characterization result.

Proof of Theorem 10. We split the proof into two parts: first we construct bijections @, that induce geodesics
71 which agree with y at all i27%, for integers 0 < i < 2¥. Then we will use the sequence (®},) «, to construct
a “limiting bijection” that induces a geodesic satisfying the statement of the theorem.

We also alert the reader to certain notational choices we will make in this proof. We will occasionally deal
with infinite-dimensional vectors V' € RN, Recall that when there is a function f defined on each element
of V', we will write f(V) to denote (f(v1), f(v2),...). Whenever we use |||, notation, we assert that the
vector in the argument does indeed belong to IP. Typically this will be easy to see, and we will remind the
reader to this effect.

Part 1. For this proof, we will use an argument about dyadic rationals. Fix £ € N. Foreach 0 <1 < 2k 1,
fix optimal bijections ¢; : p(i27%) — u((i + 1)27*) (Corollary 19). Composing these bijections together
gives a bijection &, : X — Y. Let -y be the convex-combination curve induced by ®j. Also for each
0<i<2F—1,lete; : v(i27%) — p(i27%) denote the bijection induced by the @, and ¢; terms. There is
a choice here: one can pass to X and then use the maps ¢g, ¢1, 2, . . . or pass to Y and then use the inverses
of the ¢; maps. This choice will not matter, so for convenience, suppose we make the former choice.

We wish to show d,,[19] (4 (27), 11(i27%)) = 0 for each i. For notational convenience, define ¢; := 2%
for each 0 < i < 2¥. Also for each x € X and each t € [0, 1], define x; := (1 — t)z + t®%(z). Note that
each x;, belongs to v (¢;).

Leti € {1,...,2¥ — 1}. Foreach x € X, define Q(z) := %_(g“) and R(x) = %}?km (recall
the idea described in §4.3).
The case p = ¢ € [2,00). First we consider the case p = g € [2, 00). Then we have:
GIPNX,YP <Y o — o)
zeX
= > llz = ilan) + vilar,) — Pr()|]
zeX
=D ItQx) + (1 = t)R(@)[} 5)
zeX

<> [tz 1Q@)[I; + (1 = to) [R(z)[l; — Cti(1 — t:) |Q(z) — R(=)Il; (6)

zeX
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For the last inequality, we have used Lemma 21. Specifically, Q(x) and R(x) are both vectors in C, and we
regard them as elements in /? when applying Lemma 21. Notice also that this is the step described in Inequal-

ity (4). We split the last term into a positive part P(p = g € [2,00)) := ) ¢ [ti Q@) + (1 —t;) HR(x)HZ]
and a negative part N(p = g € [2,00)) := >_ v ti(1 — t;) |Q(z) — R(2)]|} (the constant C' > 0 will not
be important in the sequel). As described in §4.3, our goal would be show that N(p = g € [2,00)) = 0.

The case ¢ = 2, p € [2,00). We now consider the case ¢ = 2, p € [2,00). Recall the construction of
X* and Y* in §2.1, as well as the functional J,, defined in Equation (2). By the observation in Equation
(3), we can approximate ®; arbitrarily well by a bijection o : X* — Y* that agrees with ®; on oft-
diagonal points of both X and Y. Recall also from §2.1 that we regard X* = (2!, 22,23,...) and 0(X*) =
(o(x!), o(x?),0(2?),...) as infinite-dimensional vectors.

Lete > 0,and let o : X* — Y™ be a bijection in Ag, such that |C},(®)P — J,(0)P| < €. By this choice
we know X* — o(X*) € [P. Combining these observations, we have:

d[P)(X, YV < Jp(o) +e = | X"~ (X}, +e.

Now let X} denote the vector (xf,z7,...). This is just 7 (i27%)* with a particular ordering on the
elements that is consistent with the ordering initially placed on X*.

Once again, by the observation in Equation (3), we can approximate v; : v;(i27%) — p(i27%) arbitrarily
well by a bijection p; : X} — pu(i27%)* such that p; € Ay,. Let p; € Ay, be such that |C,y(v;)P — Jp (s )P| <
€. Next define

~ 1’1— Z.Z'tl .Z'2— ,xtz ~ % Z.Z'tl —O’I’l Zactz —O'(L'2
Q(X*)::< t:(g ) t:(g ‘),...>,R(X):: <p< 1)—ti( ) ol Ll)—ti( >>

The choice of p; ensures that Q(X*) and R(X*) are both in [”. Then we have:
1X* = o (X5 + e = || X7 = pil X)) + pi(X5) — o (X)J}, +¢

= [[t:Q(X*) + (1 — t;) R(X™)|[}, + ¢

< H|QXH)|[ + (1 —t)||R(XH)|[, — Cti(1 — 1) | Q(X™) — R(X*)|[7, +e.
where the last inequality is obtained via Lemma 21. Notice that this application uses the full strength of
Lemma 21, in the sense that is used as an inequality between norms of truly infinite-dimensional vectors, as
opposed to being used as an inequality between norms in R? (cf. Inequality (6)).

Next we compare HQ(X*)HZ, with > [|Q(z)||5. Define the bijection o : X — pu(i27%) by z
Vi (wy,). Define another bijection 8 : X* — u(i27%)* by 27 pl(:ngl) By our choices of ¢ and p;, we
know that o and /3 agree on off-diagonal elements of X and j(i27%). Furthermore, « is the identity on
diagonal points that are not matched to off-diagonal points, and S incurs a total cost bounded by a function

of € from moving such points infinitesimally along the diagonal. Repeating this argument for the other terms,
we conclude in particular that

dp[P)XY )P < Y [ Q)5 + (1 —t) [R(@) [ — Cti(1 — 1) [|Q(2) — R(x)II5] + (&),
zeX

where f(e) is some positive function of ¢ that tends to zero as € — 0.
As before, we define

P(p€[2,00),9=2) =Y [t |Q@)[5 + (1 —t;) | R(x)[|}]
reX

N(p € [2,00),q =2) = > t;(1—t;)[|Q(z) — R(x)|5.
reX

We now show how to obtain similar quantities in the final remaining case.
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The case ¢ = 2, p € (1,2). Lete > 0. Now let ¢ € Ag, be such that |C,(®5)? — J,(0)?| < &, and let

pi € Ay, be such that |C,,(1;)? — J,(p;)?| < €. As before, we have:
IPIX, V) < Jyfo)? + 2
= Q(X*) + (1 — t)R(X™)||7, + =

< QX5 + (1= t) [ RX) [, = (0 = Dt (1 = 6)[|QX) = R + <,
where the last inequality holds via Lemma 23. In this case, the argument deviates from that of the preceding
cases. We define:
P(p € (1,2),q = 2) = t{| QX" + (1 — ta)| | REC, +
N(p € (1,2).q = 2) = [|Q(X") = R(X)] |5,

In each of these three cases, we have obtained an inequality of the form d,,[l%](X,Y)¥ < P—CN, where
C' > 0 is some constant.

Claim 1. We claim that in each case presented above, P < d,,[19(X, Y )" for the appropriate k. In the first
two cases, k = p, and in the third case, k = 2.

As explained in §4.3, this shows—at least in the first case—that N = 0, and so dp[19](p(t;), v (t:)) = 0.
In the second and third cases, we will obtain an additional positive term f(e) which is a function of ¢ that
tends to zero as € — 0, so we will drop this term and again obtain N = 0. So assuming Claim 1, and because
i was arbitrary, we now have d,,[19](11(i27%), v;,(i27%)) = 0 foreach i € {1,...,2% —1}. Additionally, this
argument shows that @y, is indeed an optimal bijection.

The proof of this claim comprises the rest of Part I.

Proof of Claim 1 in Part L First we deal with the case P(p = ¢q € [2,00)). Here we have:

P ="t 1Q@I,+ (1~ 1) |R@)I @
zeX
1 1
= 2 vl = il + e o) — @)l
zeX "t

1 1
= g}:{ 6=t ? [vo(z0) — iz} + (r — 6P 1 (i (2e,) — 1 (1)}

Z (ti —tof” 1HZ¢J ACIY wj(xtf)“i (tor — t;)P~ 1H Z ¥j-1(xe; ) %(%ﬂ“i
X

Jj=i+1

XM

m ZHq/;] (e, 1) 1/1] xt H ) tor —11)P- PR S le;_luwj 1$tj 1 wj(xtj)Hp)P
®)
[j-1(e,) = ()|

zz: (ty_tj 1)P~ !

(o)) = )|l

Z:: (tj—t] 1)p !

= ok(p—1) Z Z |l j—1(we,_,) — %(ﬂftj)Hi

zeX j=1

[j—1(ze, ) — ()|
(tj —tj-1)P~"

ok
p>

j=it+1

€

XM

I
XM
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2k
= 20D NN gy () — )|

j—l zeX
— 2k(—1) Zd [IP](p(t 1), p(t))P (10)
2‘“ P
_ 9k(p-1) Z <dp[lf”]2(;:(7y)> _ dp[lp](X,Y)p. (1)
j=1

Step (8) follows from the triangle inequality, (9) follows from Lemma 24, and (10) follows because the
tp; maps are constructed using the ¢; maps, which are optimal by assumption.

The case P(p € [2,00),q = 2) follows almost immediately, as it is exactly analogous to the preceding
case with [|-||> terms replaced by |- ||5. Specifically, we get

dp[P|(X,Y)P < P—CN + f(e) < d,[I*)(X,Y)P — CN + f(e).

But e > 0 was arbitrary, and f(g) — 0 as e — 0. So we have d,[I?](X,Y)?P < d,[I*)(X,Y)? — CN, and
so N =0.

Finally we handle the case P(p € (1,2),q = 2). Here we have:
P e =t - QX + 0 - IR
ti —to 1-—

= Gy ) = X )2 + i 2szxt — por (X7 )

= 371 ] Xt] Hlp H Z Pj— 1Xt] 1) T Pg Xt Hzp
Jj=i+1
2 2
1
ZHPJ 1( — Xl |+ Z 251 — 05 (X5) |,
1-—t¢
v Jj=i+1
(12)
i Hpj—l(Xt*- ) TP Xt Hlp HPJ 1(X —Pj Xt Hlp
SZ tj—tjl Z t_tjl (13)
= Jj=i+1
Z HPJ 1 t] ) = pi( X* Hlp
ti —1tj-1
)2
< 2’“2 2% +f(€) (14)
=dp[l]( Y2+ f(e). (15)

Adjusting f as needed, we write P < dp[l1?](X,Y)? + f(¢). Here f(¢) — Oase — 0. Since ¢ > 0
was arbitrary, it follows that P < d, [12](X , Y)2. Here Steps (12), (13), and (14) hold by the Minkowski
inequality for [ norms, by Lemma 24, and by the optimality of the ¢; maps, respectively. Note that the €
error term comes from using the p maps, which agree with the ¢ maps on off-diagonal points and incur an
infinitesimal error from moving diagonal points. This concludes the proof of the claim.

By the discussion following the statement of Claim 1, and the discussion in §4.3, we immediately obtain
in the first two cases that d,,[19](v(¢;), u(t;)) = 0 foreach i € {1,...,2% — 1}. In the third case, we obtain

H@(X*) — ]:’;(X*)Hlp = 0 for a given ¢;. This in turn implies that for each j € N, we have p,(xiz) =
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(1 — ;)27 + to(27). In the cases where 27 or o(z7) is off-diagonal, we then have m(:pi) = pl(xgz) On
the diagonal points of X that get matched to diagonal points of Y, 1 is the identity by definition. Thus we
again have Y _ v ||z, — (s, |5 = 0, which shows dp[19](vy(;), u(t;)) = 0 in the case ¢ = 2, p € (1,2).

Part II. We begin with an observation. Let ® : A — B be any optimal bijection between diagrams A, B €
D,p[19] that have finitely many off-diagonal points. Any off-diagonal point of A is mapped either to an
off-diagonal point of B or to a copy of its projection onto the diagonal in B. In particular, we know by
optimality that ® is the identity on each point on the diagonal of A that is not the diagonal projection of a
point in B. Since A and B both have finitely many off-diagonal points and hence finitely many diagonal
projections, we know that & is the identity on all but finitely many points of A.

Now consider the sequence (®j), of bijections X — Y chosen at the beginning of the proof. Let
X1 C X denote the union of the finitely many off-diagonal points of X with the finitely many copies of
diagonal points that could possibly be matched to an off-diagonal point of Y by projection. Define Y] C Y
similarly. We showed above that each ® is optimal, so we know by the preceding observation that each ¥y,
is the identity on X \ X;. Thus we view each ®; as amap X; — Y.

Write X1 = {21, 22,...,2,}. Choose a subsequence of (®,), that is constant on 1. Such a subsequence
must exist by finiteness of Y7. By choosing further subsequences, we obtain a subsequence that is constant on
X;.Let ®, : X — Y denote the bijection given by this subsequence, and let 7y, denote its induced geodesic.
Fix p, ¢ in the prescribed ranges. Then we have d,,[19](12(i27%), 7. (i27%)) = 0 foreach i € {1,...,2%F — 1},
for arbitrarily large k. Continuity of x and -y, now shows that d,,[{9](p(t),v«(t)) = O foreach ¢t € [0,1]. O

Finally we supply the proof of Theorem 11.

Proof of Theorem 1. Part I of Theorem 10 is independent of any finiteness assumption, so it holds in this
setting as well. Assume we are in the setup obtained from Part I of Theorem 10, i.e. we have a sequence
of optimal bijections ®;, : X — Y. In particular, we have C[l?](®) = dp[l9](X,Y) for each k. By
Lemma 18, we obtain a subsequence indexed by L C N and a limiting bijection ®, : X — Y such that

D, kL koo, ®,. pointwise and C),[17](P,) = dp[l9](X,Y).

Let . denote the geodesic induced by ®,. Then we have d,[19](u(i27%), 7« (i27%)) = 0 for each i €
{1,...,2% — 1}, for arbitarily large k. Continuity of z and 7, now shows that d,,[19](1(t), v«(t)) = 0 for
each ¢t € [0, 1]. This proves the theorem. O

5. DISCUSSION

We have proved that in persistence diagram space equipped with several families of [P[l%] metrics, every
geodesic can be represented as a convex combination. The most interesting special case of this result is
when p = ¢ = 2. The convex combination structure of geodesics in this case can be applied to obtain a
variety of important geometric consequences, as shown in [TMMH14]. Several other cases remain open,
e.g. thecasesp=¢q € (1,2) and p € (1,00), ¢ € (1,2) U (2,00).

Acknowledgements. We thank Facundo Mémoli and Katharine Turner for many useful comments and sug-
gestions.
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