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THE ULTRAMETRIC GROMOV-WASSERSTEIN DISTANCE

FACUNDO MEMOLI, AXEL MUNK, ZHENGCHAO WAN, AND CHRISTOPH WEITKAMP

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we investigate compact ultrametric measure spaces which form
a subset U™ of the collection of all metric measure spaces M™. In analogy with the notion
of the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance on the collection of ultrametric spaces U, we
define ultrametric versions of two metrics on U™, namely of Sturm’s Gromov-Wasserstein
distance of order p and of the Gromov-Wasserstein distance of order p. We study the basic
topological and geometric properties of these distances as well as their relation and derive
for p = o0 a polynomial time algorithm for their calculation. Further, several lower bounds
for both distances are derived and some of our results are generalized to the case of finite
ultra-dissimilarity spaces. Finally, we study the relation between the Gromov-Wasserstein
distance and its ultrametric version (as well as the relation between the corresponding lower
bounds) in simulations and apply our findings for phylogenetic tree shape comparisons.

1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last decade the acquisition of ever more complex data, structures and shapes has
increased dramatically. Consequently, the need to develop meaningful methods for comparing
general objects has become more and more apparent. In numerous applications, e.g. in
molecular biology [17, 43, 54], computer vision [45, 61] and electrical engineering [55, 77],
it is important to distinguish between different objects in a pose invariant manner: two
instances of the a given object in different spatial orientations are deemed to be equal.
Furthermore, also the comparisons of graphs, trees, ultrametric spaces and networks, where
mainly the underlying connectivity structure matters, have grown in importance [21, 29].
One possibility to compare two general objects in a pose invariant manner is to model them
as metric spaces (X, dx) and (Y, dy) and regard them as elements of the collection of isometry
classes of compact metric spaces denoted by M (i.e. two compact metric spaces (X, dx) and
(Y, dy) are in the same class if and only if they are isometric to each other which we denote
by X = Y). It is possible to compare (X, dx) and (Y, dy) via the Gromov-Hausdorff distance
[32, 41], which is a metric on M. It is defined as

deu(X,Y) = inf dif""?(6(X), (), (1)

where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are isometric embeddings into a metric space (Z,dz)

and d%z’dz ) denotes the Hausdorff distance in Z. The Hausdorff distance is a metric on the
collection of compact subsets of a metric space (Z,dz), which is denoted by S(Z), and for
A, B e §(Z) defined as follows

dﬁz’dZ) (A, B) := max (sup infdz(a,b), supinfdy(a, b)) : (2)
acA beB beB acA

While the Gromov-Hausdorff distance has been applied successfully for various shape and

data analysis tasks (see e.g. [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 69]), it turns out that it is gener-

ally convenient to equip the modelled objects with more structure and to model them as
1
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metric measure spaces [66, 67]. A metric measure space X = (X, dx, px) is a triple, where
(X, dx) denotes a metric space and puy stands for a Borel probability measure on X with
full support. This additional probability measure can be thought of as signalling the im-
portance of different regions in the modelled object. Moreover, two metric measure spaces
X = (X,dx,ux) and Y = (Y,dy, py) are considered as isomorphic (denoted by X =, V) if
and only if there exists an isometry ¢ : (X, dx) — (Y, dy) such that puux = py. Here, oz
denotes the pushforward map induced by ¢. From now on, M" denotes the collection of all
(isomorphism classes of) compact metric measure spaces.

The additional structure of the metric measure spaces allows to regard the modelled objects
as probability measures instead of compact sets. Hence, it is possible to substitute the Haus-
dorff component in Equation (1) by a relaxed notion of proximity, namely the Wasserstein
distance. This distance is fundamental to a variety of mathematical developments and is also
known as Kantorovich distance [47], Kantorovich-Rubinstein distance [48], Mallows distance
[63] or as the Earth Mover’s distance [85]. Given a compact metric space (Z,dy), let P(Z)
denote the space of probability measures on Z and let o, f € P(Z). Then, the Wasserstein
distance of order p, for 1 < p < o0, between o and [ is defined as

1
W)= (Lt [ dlenutaran) )
,LLEC(O{,B) X7
and for p = o0 as
dwi? (0, 8):= inf  sup dy(x,y), (4)

HEC(,B) (z,y)esupp()

where supp () stands for the support of u and C(«, ) denotes the set of all couplings of «
and [, i.e., the set of all probability measures p on the product space Z x Z such that

p(Ax Z)=a(A) and pu(Z x B) = (B)

for all Borel measurable sets A and B of Z. It is worth noting that the Wasserstein distance

between probability measures on the real line admits a closed form solution (see [99] and
Remark 2.12).

Sturm [92] has shown that replacing the Hausdorff distance in Equation (1) with the Wasser-
stein distance indeed yields a meaningful metric on M"Y. Let X = (X,dy,ux) and Y =
(Y, dy, uy) be two metric measure spaces. Then, Sturm’s Gromov-Wasserstein distance of
order p, 1 < p < o0, is defined as

Jsturm . Z,d
daip(X, V) = inf Ay’ (Dt Yty ), (5)
where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are isometric embeddings into the metric space (Z,dyz).

Based on similar ideas but starting from a different representation of the Gromov-Hausdorft
distance, Mémoli [66, 67] derived a computationally more tractable and topologically equiv-
alent metric on M™, namely the Gromov-Wasserstein distance: For 1 < p < oo, the p-
distortion of a coupling p € C(ux, py) is defined as

1/p
dis, (p (X JJ |dx (z,2") — dy (y,y)|” p(dz x dy) p(da’ x dy') (6)

XY xXxY
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and for p = oo it is given as

dise (1) = , iup - ‘dx(%wl) - dY(y7y,)"
T, EA,Y, Y E
s.t. (z,y),(z’,y" )esupp(p)

The Gromov-Wasserstein distance of order p, 1 < p < o0, is defined as

1
dGW,p(Xy y) = = inf dlSp(,u) (7)

2 peC(px py)

sturm

It is known that in general daw , < d\y", and that the inequality can be strict [67]. Although
both d, and daw,p, 1 < p < 0, are in general NP-hard to compute [67], it is possible
to efficiently approximate dgw, via conditional gradient descent [67, 79]. This has led to
numerous applications and extensions of this distance [4, 18, 24, 87, 95].

In many cases, since the direct computation of either of these distances can be onerous,
the determination of the degree of similarity between two datasets is performed via firstly
computing invariant features out of each dataset (e.g. global distance distributions [75])
and secondly by suitably comparing these features. This point of view has motivated the
exploration of inverse problems arising from the study of such features [11, 67, 68, 93].

Clearly, M"™ contains various, extremely general spaces. However, in many applications it is
possible to have prior knowledge about the metric measure spaces under consideration and
it is often reasonable to restrict oneself to work on a specific sub-collections O* < M™. For
instance, it could be known that the metrics of the spaces considered are induced by the
shortest path metric on some underlying trees and hence it is unnecessary to consider the
calculation of diif and daw,p, 1 < p < o, for all of M". The potential advantages of
focusing on a specific sub-collection O" are twofold. On the one hand, it might be possible
to use the features of O" to gain computational benefits. On the other hand, it might be
possible to refine the definition diﬁ%{,f‘; and dgw,p, 1 < p < o0, to obtain more informative
comparisons on O%. Naturally, it is of interest to identify and study these subclasses and
the corresponding refinements. This approach has been pursued to study (variants of) the
Gromov-Hausdorff distance on compact ultrametric spaces by Zarichnyi [105] and Qiu [80],
and on compact p-metric spaces by Mémoli et al. [70]. Here, the metric space (X,dx) is

called a p-metric space (1 < p < o), if for all z,2’, 2" € X it holds
dx (2, 2") < (dx (2, ') + dx (a', 2")") /7.

Further, the metric space (X, uy) is called an ultrametric space, if uy fulfills for all z, 2/, 2" €
X that

ux (2, 2") < max(ux(z,2"), ux (2, 2")). (8)
In particular, note that ultrametrics can be considered as the limiting case of p-metrics as p —
0. In particular, Mémoli et al. [70] derived a polynomial time algorithm for the calculation

of the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance ugy between two compact ultrametric spaces
(X,ux) and (Y, uy) (see Section 2.2), which is defined as

uen(X,Y) = inf dif*? (6(X), v(Y)), (9)

where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are isometric embeddings into a common ultrametric space
(Z,uz) and d%Z’“Z ) denotes the Hausdorff distance on Z.
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sturm

A further motivation to study (surrogates of) the distances dgy", and daw, restricted on a
subset O" comes from the idea of slicing which originated as a method to efficiently estimate
the Wasserstein distance dwp(a, f) between probability measures « and § supported in a
high dimensional euclidean space R? [85]. The original idea is that given any line ¢ in R?
one first obtains oy and [y, the respective pushforwards of a and § under the orthogonal
projection map 7 : R? — ¢, and then one invokes the explicit formula for the Wasser-
stein distance for probability measures on R (see Remark 2.12) to obtain a lower bound to
dwp(a, B) without incurring the possibly high computational cost associated to solving an
optimal transportation problem. This lower bound is improved via repeated (often random)
selections of the line ¢ [9, 53, 85].

Recently, Le et al. [58] pointed out that, thanks to the fact that the 1-Wasserstein distance
also admits an explicit formula when the underlying metric space is a tree [28, 34, 65], one
can also devise tree slicing estimates of the distance between two given probability measures
by suitably projecting them onto tree-like structures. Most likely, the same strategy is
successful for suitable projections on random ultrametric spaces, as on these there is also an
explicit formula for the Wasserstein distance [50]. The same line of of work has also recently
been explored in the Gromov-Wasserstein scenario [57, 98] and could be extended based
on efficiently computable restrictions (or surrogates of) d%%r; and dgw . Inspired by the
results of Mémoli et al. [70] on the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance and the results
of Kloeckner [50], who derived an explicit representation of the Wasserstein distance on
ultrametric spaces, we study the collection of compact ultrametric measure spaces U* < MY,
where X' = (X, ux, px) € U™, whenever the underlying metric space (X, ux) is a compact
ultrametric space.

In terms of applications, ultrametric spaces (and thus also ultrametric measure spaces) arise
naturally in statistics as metric encodings of dendrograms [19, 46] which is a graph theoretical
representations of ultrametric spaces, in the context of phylogenetic trees [90], in theoretical
computer science in the probabilistic approximation of finite metric spaces [5, 35|, and in
physics in the context of a mean-field theory of spin glasses [71, 81].

Especially for phylogenetic trees (and dendrograms), where one tries to characterize the
structure of an underlying evolutionary process or the difference between two such processes,
it is important to have a meaningful method of comparison, i.e., to have a meaningful metric
on U". However, it is evident from the definition of d&iif", and the relationship between
dinw'y and daw,p (see [67]), that the ultrametric structure of &', € U™ is not taken into
account in the computation of either dg’ (X, V) or daw,(X,Y), 1 < p < . Hence, we
suggest, just as for the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance, to adapt the definition of
dinw'y (see Equation (5)) as well as the one of daw, (see Equation (7)) and verify in the
following that this makes the comparisons of ultrametric measure spaces more sensitive and

leads for p = o0 to a polynomial time algorithm for the derivation of the proposed metrics.

1.1. The proposed approach. Let X = (X, ux,pux) and Y = (Y, uy, py) be ultrametric
measure spaces. Reconsidering the definition of Sturm’s Gromov-Wasserstein distance in
Equation (5), we propose to only infimize over ultrametric spaces (Z,uz) in Equation (5).
Thus, we define for p € [1, 0] Sturm’s ultrametric Gromov-Wasserstein distance of order p
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as
SV, Y) = nf A5 (i, Yty ), (10)

where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are 1sornetr1c embeddings into an ultrametric space
(Z,UZ)

In the subsequent sections of this paper, we will establish many theoretically appealing
properties of ugys. Unfortunately, we will verify that, although an explicit formula for the
Wasserstein distance of order p on ultrametric spaces exists [50], for p € [1, 00) the calculation
of usmrm yields a highly non-trivial combinatorial optimization problem (see Section 3.1.1).
Therefore we demonstrate that an adaption of the Gromov-Wasserstein distance defined
in Equation (7) yields a topologically equivalent and easily approximable distance on U"™.
In order to define this adaption, we need to introduce some notation. For a,b > 0 and
1 <g<oolet
Ay(a,b) = |a? — bq|1/q.
Further define Ay (a,b) = max(a, b) whenever a # b and Ay (a,b) =0if a = b.

Now, we can rewrite dgwp, 1 < p < o0, as follows

1/p

daw (X, V) = (X || itdston)sdy (. 9))” e x dy) e’ < ay)
HGC(NX By
XY xXxY

(11)
Considering the derivation of dgw, in [67] and the results on the closely related ultrametric
Gromov-Hausdorff distance studied in [70], this suggests to replace A; in Equation (11) with
A in order to incorporate the ultrametric structures of (X, ux, pux) and (Y, uy, uy) into
the comparison. Hence, we define the p-ultra-distortion of a coupling p € C(ux, puy) for
1<p<ooas

1/p
Ao (ux (2, 2'), uy (5, y))” (e x dy) plda’ < dy) | . (12)
xYxXxY
and for p = o0 as
dist" (1) = sup Aoy (ux (z,2"), uy (y,9/)).
z,2'€X,y,y' €y
st (z,y), ("Y' )esupp(p)
The ultrametric Gromov- Wasserstein distance of order p € [1, 0], is given as
uewp(X,Y) = inf  disp"(n). (13)

REC(px 1y)

Due to the structural similarity between dgw, and ugw p, we can expect (and later verify)
that many properties of dgw, extend to ugw,. In particular, we will establish that also
ugw,p can be approximated! via conditional gradient descent and admits several polynomial
time computable lower bounds which are useful in applications.

Here “approximation” is meant in the sense that one can write code which will locally minimize the
functional. There are in general no theoretical guarantees that these algorithms will converge to a global
minimum.
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It is worth mentioning that Sturm [93] studied the family of so-called L4-distortion distances
similar to our construction of ugw ,. In our language, for any p, ¢ € [1, ), the L4-distortion
distance is constructed by infimizing over the (p, ¢)-distortion defined by replacing A, with
(Ay)? in Equation (12). This distance shares many properties with daw .

1.2. Overview of our results.
We give a brief overview of our results.

Section 2. We generalize the results of Carlsson and Mémoli [19] on the relation between
ultrametric spaces and dendrograms and establish a bijection between compact ultrametric
spaces and proper dendrograms (see Definition 2.1). After recalling some results on the
ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance (see Equation (9)), we use the connection between
compact ultrametric spaces and dendrograms to reformulate the explicit formula for the p-
Wasserstein distance (1 < p < o0) on ultrametric spaces derived by Kloeckner [50] in terms
of proper dendrograms. This allows us to derive a formulation of the co-Wasserstein distance
on ultrametric spaces and to study the Wasserstein distance on compact subspaces of the
ultrametric space (Rsg, Ay), which will be relevant when studying lower bounds of ugw ,,
1<p<oo.

Section 3. We demonstrate that uqw, and ugyh, 1 < p < oo, are p-metrics on the

collection of ultrametric measure spaces U". We derive several alternative representations

for ugiii”, and study the relation between the metrics ugiy' and ugw,,. In particular, we show

that, while for 1 < p < o0 it holds in general that ugw, < 2% u%%ﬁ, both metrics coincide

for p = o0, ie., ugww = u%%\?%o Furthermore, we show how this equality in combination

with an alternative representation of ugw e« leads to a polynomial time algorithm for the

calculation of ugi§™, = uaw,. Moreover, we study the topological properties of (U", ugw's)
and (U, ucw,p), 1 < p < oo. Most importantly, we show that u%%‘; and ugw,, induce

sturm

the same topology on U" which is also different from the one induced by dgy’h/daw,p,

1 < p < oo. While we further prove that the metric spaces (U", ugw?) and (U, uaw,p),

1 < p < oo, are neither complete nor separable metric space, we demonstrate that the
sturm

ultrametric space (U™, ugys,), which coincides with (U™, ugw,«»), is complete. Finally, we
establish that (U™, ufi{") is a geodesic space.

Section 4. Unfortunately, it does not seem to be possible to derive a polynomial time
algorithm for the calculation of u%%‘g and ugw p, 1 < p < 0. Consequently, based on easily
computable invariant features, in Section 4 we derive several polynomial time computable
lower bounds for ugw,, 1 < p < 0. Due to the structural similarity between dgw, and
uGw,p, these are in a certain sense analogue to those derived in [66, 67] for dgw,. Among

other things, we show that
quﬂp(é\,’,y) = SLB;“(X,)/) = inf ) ||AOO(’U/X7UY)||LP(,Y) . (14)

YeC(x ®px iy @y

We verify that the lower bound SLBJ‘;lt can be reformulated in terms of the Wasserstein

distance on the ultrametric space (R, Ay) (we derive an explicit formula for dg\f?’[\”) in

Section 2.3). This allows us to efficiently calculate SLB;M(X, Y) in O((m v n)?), where m
stands for the cardinality of X and n for the one of Y.
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Section 5. As the ultrametric space assumption is somewhat restrictive (especially in the
context of phylogenetic trees, see [90]), we prove in Section 5 that the results on ugw, can
be extended to the more general ultra-dissimilarity spaces (see Definition 5.1). In particular,
we prove that ugw p, 1 < p < 20, is a metric on the isomorphism classes of ultra-dissimilarity
spaces (see Definition 5.5).

Section 6. We illustrate the behaviour and relation between ugw, (which can be ap-
proximated via conditional gradient descent) and SLBY" in a set of illustrative examples.
Additionally, we carefully illustrate the differences between ugw,: and SLBT“, and dgw,

and SLB; (see Section 4 for a definition), respectively.

Section 7. Finally, we apply our ideas to phylogenetic tree shape comparison. To this end,
we compare two sets of phylogenetic tree shapes based on the HA protein sequences from
human influenza collected in different regions with the lower bound SLB?“. In particular,
we contrast our results in both settings to the ones obtained with the tree shape metric
introduced in Equation (4) of Colijn and Plazzotta [25].

1.3. Related work. In order to better contextualize our contribution, we now describe
related work, both in applied and computational geometry, and in phylogenetics (where
notions of distance between trees have arisen naturally).

Metrics between trees: the phylogenetics perspective. In phylogenetics, where one chief ob-
jective is to infer the evolutionary relationship between species via methods that evaluate
observable traits, such as DNA sequences, the need to be able to measure dissimilarity be-
tween different trees arises from the fact that the process of reconstruction of a phylogenetic
tree may depend on the set of genes being considered. At the same time, even for the same
set of genes, different reconstruction methods could be applied which would result in differ-
ent trees. As such, this has led to the development of many different metrics for measuring
distance between phylogenetic trees. Examples include the Robinson-Foulds metric [84], the
subtree-prune and regraft distance [42], and the nearest-neighbor interchange distance [83].

As pointed out in [76], many of these distances tend to quantify differences between tree
topologies and often do not take into account edge lengths. A certain phylogenetic tree
metric space which encodes for edge lengths was proposed in [6] and studied algorithmically
in [76]. This tree space assumes that the all trees have the same set of taxa. An extension to
the case of trees over different underlying sets is given in [40]. Lafond et al. [56] considered
one type of metrics on possibly muiltilabeled phylogenetic trees with a fixed number of leafs.
As the authors pointed out, a multilabeled phylogenetic tree in which no leafs are repeated
is just a standard phylogenetic tree, whereas a multilabeled phylogenetic tree in which all
labels are equal defines a tree shape. The authors then proceeded to study the computational
complexity associated to generalizations of some of the usual metrics for phylogenetic trees
(such as the Robinson-Foulds distance) to the multilabeled case. Colijn and Plazzotta [25]
studied a metric between (binary) phylogenetic tree shapes based on a bottom to top enu-
meration of specific connectivity structures. The authors applied their metric to compare
evolutionary trees based on the HA protein sequences from human influenza collected in
different regions.

Metrics between trees: the applied geometry perspective. From a different perspective, ideas
from applied geometry and applied and computational topology have been applied to the



8 FACUNDO MEMOLI, AXEL MUNK, ZHENGCHAO WAN, AND CHRISTOPH WEITKAMP

comparison of tree shapes in applications in probability, clustering and applied and compu-
tational topology.

Metric trees are also considered in probability theory in the study of models for random
trees together with the need to quantify their distance; Evans [33] described some variants
of the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between metric trees. See also [39] for the case of metric
measure space representations of trees and a certain Gromov-Prokhorov type of metric on
the collection thereof.

Trees, in the form of dendrograms, are abundant in the realm of hierarhical clustering meth-
ods. In their study of the stability of hierarchical clustering methods, Carlsson and Mémoli
[19] utilized the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between the ultrametric representation of den-
drograms. Schmiedl [88] proved that computing the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between tree
metric spaces is NP-hard. Liebscher [59] suggested some variants of the Gromov-Hausdorff
distance which are applicable in the context of phylogenetic trees. As mentioned before,
Zarichnyi [105] introduced the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance ugy between com-
pact ultrametric spaces (a special type of tree metric spaces). Certain theoretical properties
such as precompactness of ugy has been studied in [80]. In contrast with the NP-hardness
of computing dgy, Mémoli et al. [70] devised an polynomial time algorithm for computing

UGH-

In computational topology merge trees arise through the study of the sublevel sets of a given
function [1, 82] with the goal of shape simplification. Morozov et al. [74] developed the notion
of interleaving distance between merge trees which is related to the Gromov-Hausdorff dis-
tance between trees through bi-Lipschitz bounds. In [2], exploiting the connection between
the interleaving distance and the Gromov-Hausdorff between metric trees, the authors ap-
proached the computation of the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between metric trees in general
and provide certain approximation algorithms. Touli and Wang [96] devised fixed-parameter
tractable (FPT) algorithms for computing the interleaving distance between metric trees.
One can imply from their methods an FPT algorithm to compute a 2-approximation of
the Gromov-Hausdorff' distance between ultrametric spaces. Mémoli et al. [70] devised an
FPT algorithm for computing the exact value of the Gromov-Hausdorff distances between
ultrametric spaces.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we briefly summarize the basic notions and concepts required throughout the
paper.

2.1. Ultrametric spaces and dendrograms. We begin by describing compact ultrametric
spaces in terms of proper dendrograms. To this end, we introduce some definitions and some
notation. Given a set X, a partition of X is a set Py = {X;}ie; where [ is any index set,
B#X,cX, XinX; = foralli #jeland| X, =X. We call each element X; a
block of the given partition Px and denote by Part(X) the collection of all partitions of X.
For two partitions Px and P% we say that Py is finer than P, if for every block X; € Px
there exists a block X} € Py such that X; = X.

Definition 2.1 (Proper dendrogram). Given a set X (not necessarily finite), a proper den-
drogram O : [0,0) — Part(X) is a map satisfying the following conditions:
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1
2

Ox(s) is finer than Ox(t) for any 0 < s <t < o0;

¥ (0) is the finest partition consisting only singleton sets;

(1)
(2) 0
(3) There exists T' > 0 such that for any ¢ > T, 0x(t) = {X} is the trivial partition;
(4) For each t > 0, there exists € > 0 such that 0x(t) = 0x(t') for all ¢’ € [¢,t + €].
(5)

5) For any distinct points z, 2" € X, there exists T,,» > 0 such that = and 2z’ belong to
different blocks in Ox (7%, ).

(6) For each t > 0, fx(t) consists of only finitely many blocks.

(7) Let {t,}nen be a decreasing sequence such that lim,, ¢, = 0 and let X,, € Ox(t,). If
for any 1 <n <m, X,, € X,,, then [ yXn # &.

When X is finite, a function fx : [0, 00) — Part(X) satifying conditions (1) to (4) will satisfy
conditions (5), (6) and (7) automatically, and thus a proper dendrogram reduces to the usual
dendrogram (see [19, Sec. 3.1] for a formal definition). Let x be a proper dendrogram over
aset X. For any r € X and t > 0, we denote by [z];X the block in #(t) that contains z € X
and abbreviate [z];* to [z]; when the underlying set X is clear from the context. Similar to
[19], who considered the relation between finite ultrametric spaces and dendrograms, we will
prove that there is a bijection between compact ultrametric spaces and proper dendrograms.
In particular, one can show that the subsequent theorem generalizes [19, Theorem 9]. Since
its proof depends on several concepts not yet introduced, we postpone it to Appendix A.1.1.

Theorem 2.2. Given a set X, denote by U(X) the collection of all compact ultrametrics on
X and D(X) the collection of all proper dendrograms over X. For any 0 € D(X), consider
ug defined as follows:

Vo, o' € X, ug(x,2") = inf{t = 0|z, 2" belong to the same block of 6(t)}.
Then, ug € U(X) and the map Ax : D(X) — U(X) sending 0 to uy is a bijection.

Remark 2.3. From now on, we denote by #x the proper dendrogram corresponding to a
given compact ultrametric ux on X under the bijection given above. Note that a block [z],
in Ox(t) is actually the closed ball By(x) in X centered at z with radius ¢. So for each t > 0,
Ox (t) partitions X into a union of several closed balls in X with respect to ux.

2.2. The ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance. Both dgy? and daw,, 1 < p < o,
are by construction closely related to the Gromov-Hausdorff distance. In a recent paper,
Mémoli et al. [70] studied an ultrametric version of this distance, namely the wultrametric
Gromov-Hausdorff distance (denoted as ugp). Since we will demonstrate several connections
between uSthl{,rg, UuGgw,p, 1 < p < o0, and this distance, we briefly summarize some of the results

in [70]. We start by recalling the formal definition of ugy.

Definition 2.4. Let (X,ux) and (Y,uy) be two compact ultrametric spaces. Then, the
ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff between X and Y is defined as

ucu(X,Y) = Zlgf dH (o(X),9(Y)),
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0 [ ]

FIGURE 1. Metric quotient: An ultrametric space (black) and its quotient
at level ¢ (red).

where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are isometric embeddings (distance preserving transfor-
mations) into the ultrametric space (Z, uyz).

Zarichnyi [105] has shown that ugy is an ultrametric on the isometry classes of compact
ultrametric spaces, which are denoted by U, and Mémoli et al. [70] identified a structural
theorem (cf. Theorem 2.5) that gives rise to a polynomial time algorithm for the calculation
of ugn. More precisely, it was proven in [70] that ugy can be calculated via so-called quotient
ultrametric spaces, which we define next. Let (X, ux) be an ultrametric space and let ¢t > 0.
We define an equivalence relation ~; on X as follows: x ~; 2’ if and only if ux(z,2") <t. We
denote by [x]¥ (resp. [z];) the equivalence class of x under ~; and by X; the set of all such
equivalence classes. In fact, [2];* = {2/ € X|u(x,2’) < t} is exactly the closed ball centered
at = with radius ¢ and corresponds to a block in the corresponding proper dendrogram 6x (t)
(see Remark 2.3). Thus, one can think of X; as a “set representation” of 0x(t). We define
an ultrametric uy, on X; as follows:

Y . UX(:L‘,CL’/), [‘r]t # [xl]t
wrdlee ) = {0, (2], = [,

Then, (X, uy,) is an ultrametric space and we call (Xy, ux,) the quotient of (X, ux) at level
t (see Figure 1 for an illustration). It is straightforward to prove that the quotient of a
compact ultrametric space at level ¢t > 0 is a finite ultrametric space (cf. [102, Lemma 2.3]).
Furthermore, the quotient spaces characterize ugy as follows.

Theorem 2.5 (Structural theorem for ugy, [70, Theorem 5.7)). Let (X, ux) and (Y, uy) be
two compact ultrametric spaces. Then,

ugn(X,Y) =inf{t > 0| X, = V;}.

Remark 2.6. Let (X,uyx) and (Y, uy) denote two finite ultrametric spaces and let ¢t > 0.
The quotient spaces X; and Y; can be considered as vertex weighted, rooted trees [70]. Hence,
it is possible to check whether X; =~ Y; in polynomial time [3]. Consequently, Theorem 2.5
induces a simple, polynomial time algorithm to calculate ugy between two finite ultrametric
spaces.

2.3. Wasserstein distance on ultrametric spaces. Kloeckner [50] uses the representa-
tion of ultrametric spaces as so called synchronized rooted trees to derive an explicit formula
for the Wasserstein distance on ultrametric spaces. By the constructions of the dendrograms
and of the synchronized rooted trees (see Appendix A.2.1), it is immediately clear how to
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FIGURE 2. Illustration of (R>g, Ay ): This is the dendrogram for a subspace
of (Rxp, Ay) consisting of 5 arbitrary distinct points of R,.

reformulate the results of Kloeckner [50] on compact ultrametric spaces in terms of proper
dendrograms. To this end, we need to introduce some notation. For a compact ultrametric
space X, let 0x be the associated proper dendrogram and let V(X)) := | J,.,0x(t) = {[z]:| z €
X,t > 0}. It can be shown that V(X) is the collection of all closed balls in X except for
singletons {x} such that z is a cluster point? (see Lemma A.8). For B € V(X), we denote
by B* the smallest (under inclusion) element in V(X) such that B & B* (for the existence
and uniqueness of B* see Lemma A.1).

Theorem 2.7 (The Wasserstein distance on ultrametric spaces, [50, Theorem 3.1]). Let
(X,ux) be a compact ultrametric space. For all o, f € P(X) and 1 < p < o0, we have

(défvyp)p (o, ) =271 Z (diam (B*)” — diam (B)”) |a(B) — B(B)] . (15)
BeV (X)\(X}

While Theorem 2.7 is only valid for p < oo, it can be extended to the case p = 0.

Lemma 2.8. Let X be a compact ultrametric space. Then, for any o, 5 € P(X), we have

dy (o, B) = ma diam (B*). 16
oo 6) BeV (XN X amd a(B)5(B) (B%) (16)

The proof of Lemma 2.8 is technical and we postpone it to Appendix A.1.2.

2.3.1. Wasserstein distance on (Rsg, Ay). The non-negative half real line R-( endowed with
Ay turns out to be an ultrametric space (cf. [70, Remark 1.14]). Finite subspaces of
(R=o, Ay ) are of particular interest in this paper. These spaces possess a particular structure
(see Figure 2) and the computation of the Wasserstein distance on them can be further
simplified.

Theorem 2.9 (dgsjf’%) between finitely supported measures). Suppose «, 5 are two prob-
ability measures supported on a finite subset {xg,...,x,} of (Rso,Ay) such that 0 < zo <
x1 < -+ < x,. Denote a; = a({x;}) and B; = B({x;}). Then, we have for p € [1,0) that

1
n—11 4 n D
R>0,Ax _1
dyy =" (a, B) =27 (Z o= B)| - |22y — ]+ D o — Byl ) .
i=0 |j=0 i=0

2A cluster point z in a topological space X is such that any neighborhood of z contains countably many
points in X.
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Let F,, and Fs denote the cumulative distribution functions of o and (3, respectively. Then,
for the case p = o0 we obtain

R=0,A
a0 OO)(Oz f) = max max Tiy1, Mmax ;| .
W00 ) . 1+1 . i
0<i<n—1,Fq (x;)#Fpg(x;) 0<i<n,o; #B;

Proof. Clearly, V(X) = {{zo,x1,..., 2}t =1,...,n}u {{z;}| i = 1,...,n} (recall that each
set corresponds to a closed ball). Thus, we conclude the proof by applying Theorem 2.7 and
Lemma 2.8. 0

Remark 2.10 (The case p = 1). Note that when p = 1, for any finitely supported probability
measures «, 3 € P(Rx),

1
dg\fio,/\w)(aaﬂ) =3 <d$§:f1)(a7ﬁ) + fo lav — 6|(dx)) ,

The formula indicates that the 1-Wasserstein distance on (R, Ay) is the average of the
usual 1-Wasserstein distance on (R, A1) and a “weighted total variation distance”. The
weighted total variation like distance term is sensitive to difference of supports. For example,
let o = 0y, and B = d,,, then § x|a — B|(dx) = 21 + x5 if 21 # x5,

Remark 2.11 (Extension to compactly supported measures). In fact, X < (Rsg,Ay) is
compact if and only if it is either a finite set or countable with 0 being the unique cluster
point (w.r.t. the usual Euclidean distance A;) (see Lemma A.2). Hence, it is straightforward
to extend Theorem 2.9 to compactly supported measures and we refer to Appendix A.3 for
the missing details.

Remark 2.12 (Closed-form solution for d RZO’AQ ). We know that there is a closed-form

solution for Wasserstein distance on R with the usual Euclidean distance Ai:
1

Ay (a, B) = (Ll IFM () — Fﬁl(t)|Pdt) ’ :

where F, and Fj are cumulative distribution functions of o and (3, respectively. We have also

R>0,Aoo)

obtained a closed-form solution for dy in Theorem 2.9. We generalize these formulas

>07Aq

to the case d when ¢ € (1, 00) and g < p in Appendix A.3.1.

3. ULTRAMETRIC GROMOV-WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES

In this section we investigate the properties of ug%‘g as well as ugwp, 1 < p < 20, and study

the relation between them.

3.1. Sturm’s ultrametric Gromov-Wasserstein distance. We begin by establishing

: : sturm : : sturm :
several basic properties of ugy', 1 < p < 00, including a proof that ugy;, is indeed a metric

(or more precisely a p-metric) on the collection of compact ultrametric measure spaces U".

The definition of u%{l,{,“; given in Equation (10) is clunky, technical and in general not easy to

work with. Hence, the first observation to make is the fact that uglif, 1 < p < o0, shares a

further property with dsé%rg U%Wg can be calculated by minimizing over pseudo- ultrametrlcs

instead of isometric embeddings.
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Lemma 3.1. Let X = (X, ux,pux) and Y = (Y, uy, uy) be two ultrametric measure spaces.
Let DY (ux,uy) denote the collection of all pseudo-ultrametrics u on the disjoint union
X uY such that u|xxx = ux and u|yxy = uy. Let p € [1,0]. Then, it holds that
Sturm . XuYu
ugw (X, V) = inf dg;v,p )(MXHUY)? (18)
uEDUIt(uX y)

where d (XUY0) Jenotes the Wasserstein pseudometric of order p defined in Equation (34)

(resp. in Equatwn (35) for p =) in Appendiz B.5.1 of the supplement.
Proof. The above lemma follows by the same arguments as Lemma 3.3 (¢i¢) in [92]. O

Remark 3.2 (Wasserstein pseudometric). The Wasserstein pseudometric is a natural ex-
tension of the Wasserstein distance to pseudometric spaces and has for example been studied
in Thorsley and Klavins [94]. In Appendix B.5.1 we carefully show that it is closely related
to the Wasserstein distance on a canonically induced metric space. We further establish that
the Wasserstein distance and the Wasserstein pseudometric share many relevant properties.
Hence, we do not notationally distinguish between these two concepts.

The representation of usé%‘f;, 1 < p < oo, given by the above lemma is much more accessible
and we first use it to establish the subsequent basic properties of usé%“;) (see Appendix B.1.1
for a full proof).

Proposition 3.3. Let X,) e U™. Then, the following holds:
(1) For any p € [1,0], we always have that ugig" (X, V) = dgw5 (X, V).
(2) For any 1 < p < q < 0, we have that ugyh(X,Y) < ugw e (X, V).
(8) It holds that lim,_. ugig" (X, V) = ugw's, (X, V).

Moreover, we use Lemma 3.1 to prove that (U", ugi') is indeed a metric space.

Theorem 3.4. u@', is a p-metric on the collection U™ of compact ultrametric measure

spaces. In particular, when p = oo, u@W™ is an ultrametric.

In order to increase the readability of this section we postpone the proof of Theorem 3.4
to Appendix B.1.2. In the course of the proof, we will, among other things, verify the
existence of optimal metrics and optimal couplings in Equation (18) (see Proposition B.1).
Furthermore, it is important to note that the topology induced on U* by usé%?;, 1<p<o,

is different from the one induced by dgig. This is well illustrated in the following example.

Example 3.5 (usé%n; and dswrm induce different topologies). This example is an adaptation
from Mémoli et al. 70, Example 3.14]. For each a > 0, denote by Ay (a) the two-point metric
space with interpoint distance a. Endow with As(a) the uniform probability measure p, and

denote the corresponding ultrametric measure space As(a). Now, let X = Ay(1) and let
X, = Ay (1 + %) for n € N. It is easy to check that for any 1 < p < o0, dsé%‘;()(, X,) = 2L

and ug (X, &y,) = 2_%(1 + 2) where we adopt the convention that 1/00 = 0. Hence, as n
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FiGURE 3. Common ultrametric spaces: Representation of the two kinds
of ultrametric spaces Z (middle and right) into which we can isometrically
embed the spaces X and Y (left).

goes to infinity &, will converge to &’ in the sense of dgiy, but not in the sense of ugy,
for any 1 < p < o0.

3.1.1. Alternative representations of usé%r,“; In this subsection, we derive an alternative rep-

resentation for u%%rg defined in Equation (10). We mainly focus on the case p < o0, however

it turns out that the results also hold for p = o (see Section 3.3).

Let X,Y e U" and recall the original definition of ugyy™, p € [1, 0], given in Equation (10),
ie.,
sturm . Z,
gy (X, V) = inf dyy” (pany, Vgny).

where ¢ : X — Z and ¢ : Y — Z are isometric embeddings into an ultrametric space
(Z,uz). Tt turns out that we only need to consider relatively few possibilities of mapping
two ultrametric spaces into a common ultrametric space. Exemplarily, this is shown in
Figure 3, where we see two finite ultrametric spaces and two possibilities for a common

ultrametric space Z. Indeed, it is straightforward to write down all reasonable embeddings
and target spaces. We define the set

A={(A )| T #Ac X is closed and ¢ : A — Y is an isometric embedding }.  (19)

Clearly, A # &, as it holds for each z € X that {({z}, ¢,)},ev S A, where ¢, is the map
sending = to y € Y. Another possibility to construct elements in A is illustrated in the
subsequent example.

Example 3.6. Let X',) € UY be finite spaces and let u € D" (ux, uy). If u=1(0) # &, we
define A == mx(u=(0)) € X, where mx : X x Y — X is the canonical projection. Then, the
map ¢ : A — Y defined by sending z € A to y € Y such that u(x,y) = 0 is an isometric
embedding and in particular, (4, ¢) € A.

Now, fix two compact spaces X, ) € U". Let (A, p) € Aandlet Z4, = X(Y\p(A)) € XuY.
Furthermore, define uz, : Z4 x Z4 — Ry as follows:

(1) uz,lxxx = ux and uz, [y\p(a)xy\p(4) = Uy [y\p(a)xV\p(A);

(2) For any z € A and y € Y\p(A) define uz, (z,y) = uy (y, o(x));

(3) For z € X\A and y € Y\p(A) let uz, (z,y) = inf{max(ux(z,a),uy(¢(a),y))|a € A};
(4) For any z € X and y € Y\p(A), uz,(y,x) == uz,(x,y).
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Then, (Z4,uz,) is an ultrametric space such that X and Y can be mapped isometrically
into Z4 (see [105, Lemma 1.1]). Let ¢, and ¢}, ,, denote the corresponding isometric
embeddings of X and Y, respectively. This allows us to derive the following statement,
whose proof is postponed to Appendix B.1.3.

Theorem 3.7. Let X, Y € U". Then, we have for each p € [1,0) that

sturm . A X Y
ugwy(X, V) = nf di, ((¢<A,w))#/~bx : (w(A,w)#MY) : (20)

Remark 3.8. Let X and ) be two finite ultrametric measure spaces. The representation of
ucw p(X,Y), 1 < p < oo given by Theorem 3.7 is very explicit and recasts the computation of
ucwp(X,Y), 1 < p < 0, as a combinatorial problem. In fact, as X and ) are finite, the set A
in Equation (20) can be further reduced. More precisely, we demonstrate in Appendix B.1.3
(see Corollary B.7) that it is sufficient to infimize over the set of all mazimal pairs, denoted
by A*. Here, a pair (A, ¢;) € A is denoted as maximal, if for all pairs (B, ) € A with
A < Band ¢o|g = ¢y it holds A = B. Using the ultrametric Gromov-Hausdorff distance (see
Equation (9)) it is possible to determine if two ultrametric spaces are isometric in polynomial
time [70, Theorem 5.7]. However, this is clearly not sufficient to identify all (A, ) € A* in
polynomial time. Especially, for a given, viable A € X, there are usually multiple ways to
define the corresponding map . Furthermore, we have for 1 < p < oo neither been able to
further restrict the set A* nor to identify the optimal (A*, ©*). This just leaves a brute force
approach which is computationally not feasible. On the other hand, for p = c© we are able
to explicitly construct the optimal pair (A*, ¢*) (see Theorem 3.22).

3.2. The ultrametric Gromov-Wasserstein distance. In the following, we consider ba-
sic properties of ugw , and prove the analogue of Theorem 3.4, i.e., we verify that also ugw ,
is a p-metric, 1 < p < o0, on the collection of ultrametric measure spaces.

The subsequent proposition collects three basic properties of ugw , which are also shared by
sturm

ugwy (cf. Proposition 3.3). We refer to Appendix B.2.1 for its proof.

Proposition 3.9. Let X, Y e U". Then, the following holds:
(1) For any p € [1, 0], we always have that ugw ,(X,Y) = daw (X, ).
(2) For any 1 < p < q < 0, it holds ugw »(X,)) < ugw (X, Y);
(3) We have that im, o, ugw (X, V) = uegw o (X, V).

Next, we verify that ugw , is indeed a metric on the collection of ultrametric measure spaces.

Theorem 3.10. The ultrametric Gromov-Wasserstein distance ugw p 15 a p-metric on the
collection U™ of compact ultrametric measure spaces. In particular, when p = 0, ugw o @S
an ultrametric.

The full proof of Theorem 3.10, which is based on the existence of optimal couplings in
Equation (13) (see Proposition B.10), is postponed to Appendix B.2.2.



16 FACUNDO MEMOLI, AXEL MUNK, ZHENGCHAO WAN, AND CHRISTOPH WEITKAMP

X X,

FIGURE 4. Weighted Quotient: An ultrametric measure space (black) and
its weighted quotient at level ¢ (red).

Remark 3.11 (ugw, and dew,, induce different topologies). Reconsidering Example 3.5, it
1
is easy to verify that in this setting ugw (X, X,) = 27# (1 + %) while daw (X, X,) = 517

21/pn7
1 < p < . Hence, just like ugh and d@if’, uaw, and daw, do not induce the same
topology on U". This result can also be obtained from Section 3.4 where we derive that

sturm

ugw,p and ugy', give rise to the same topology.

Remark 3.12. By the same arguments as for dagw,, 1 < p < o0, [67, Sec. 7], it follows
that for two finite ultrametric measure spaces X and ) the computation of ugw ,(X,)),
1 < p < oo, boils down to solving a (non-convex) quadratic program. This is in general
NP-hard [78]. On the other hand, for p = oo, we will derive a polynomial time algorithm to
determine ugw o (X,Y) (cf. Section 3.2.1).

3.2.1. Alternative representations of ugw «. In the following, we will derive an alternative
representation of ugw o that resembles the one of ugy derived in [70, Theorem 5.7]. It also
leads to a polynomial time algorithm for the computation of ugw . For this purpose, we
define the weighted quotient of an ultrametric measure space. Let X = (X, ux,ux) € U”
and let t = 0. Then, the weighted quotient of X at level t, is given as X; = (Xy, ux,, ftx, ),
where (X;, uy,) is the quotient of the ultrametric space (X, ux) at level ¢ (see Section 2.2)
and px, € P(X;) is the push forward of x under the canonical quotient map Q; : (X, uyx) —
(X, ux,) sending « to [z]; for x € X. Figure 4 illustrates the weighted quotient in a simple
example. Based on this definition, we show the following theorem, whose proof is postponed
to Appendix B.2.3.

Theorem 3.13. Let X = (X,ux,pux) and Y = (Y,uy,py) be two compact ultrametric
measure spaces. Then, it holds that

’U/Gwyoo(X,y) = min {t = 0 ’ Xt =w yt} .

Remark 3.14. The weighted quotients &; and ), can be considered as vertex weighted,
rooted trees and thus it is possible to verify whether X; =, )} in polynomial time [3]. In
consequence, we obtain an polynomial time algorithm for the calculation of ugw .. See
Section 6.1.2 for details.

The representations of ugy in Theorem 2.5 and ugw, in Theorem 3.13 strongly resemble
themselves. As a direct consequence of both Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 3.13, we obtain the
following comparison between the two metrics
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Corollary 3.15. Let X,Y e U™. Then, it holds that
uGW,OO(Xay) = UGH(X, Y) (21)

The inequality in Equation (21) is sharp and we illustrate this as follows. By Mémoli et al.
[70, Corollary 5.8] we know that if the considered ultrametric spaces (X, ux) and (Y, uy)
have different diameters (w.l.o.g. diam (X) < diam (Y")), then ugu(X,Y) = diam (V). The
same statement also holds for ugw o

Corollary 3.16. Let X, € U" be such that diam (X) < diam (Y'). Then,
uew.o(X,Y) = diam (V) = uegn(X,Y).

Proof. The rightmost equality follows directly from Corollary 5.8 of Mémoli et al. [70]. As
for the leftmost equality, let ¢ := diam (Y'), then it is obvious that X; =, * =, ), where
« denotes the one point ultrametric measure space. Let s € (diam (X),diam (Y)), then
X, =, » whereas ) %,, . By Theorem 3.13, ugw (X,Y) =t = diam (V). O

3.3. The relation between ucw, and ugiy%. In this section, we study the relation of

uség\r,“; and ugw,p, 1 < p <,00 and establish the topological equivalence between the two

metrics.

sturm

3.3.1. Lupschitz relation. We first study the Lipschitz relation between ugyy, and ugw . For
this purpose, we have to distinguish the cases p < o0 and p = co.

The case p < o0. We start the consideration of this case by proving that it is essentially
enough to consider the case p = 1 (see Theorem 3.17). To this end, we need to introduce
some notation. For each o > 0, we define a function S, : Ryg — R5y by & — z%. Given an
ultrametric space (X, ux) and a > 0, we abuse the notation and denote by S, (X) the new
space (X, S,oux). It is obvious that S, (X) is still an ultrametric space. This transformation
of metric spaces is also known as the snowflake transform [26]. Let X = (X, ux, ux) and
Y = (Y, uy, py) denote two ultrametric measure spaces. Let 1 < p < co. We denote by S,(X)
the ultrametric measure space (X, S,oux, px). The snowflake transform can be used to relate
ucw (X, ) as well as u@ (X, V) with uaw,1(Sp(X), Sp(Y)) and ug (S,(X), Sp(I)),
respectively.

Theorem 3.17. Let X, Y e U and let p € [1,0). Then, we obtain
(uawp(X, D))" = uaw1(Sp(X), $(V)) and (U5 (X, V)" = ugw5 (Sp(X), Sp(V))-

We give full proof of Theorem 3.17 in Appendix B.2.4. Based on this result, we can directly

sturm

relate the metrics ugw,, and ugy', by only considering the case p = 1 and prove the following
Theorem 3.18 (see Appendix B.3.1 for a detailed proof).

Theorem 3.18. Let X, € U". Then, we have for p € [1,00) that
1 sturm
uGW,P(‘X? y) < 2v “éw,p(Xa y)

The subsequent example verifies that the coefficient in Theorem 3.18 is tight.
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Example 3.19. For each n € N, let &,, be the three-point space As(1) (i.e. the 3-point
metric labeled by {x1, z9, z3} where all distances are 1) with a probability measure % such
that py (z1) = ph(22) = 5 and ph(z3) =1 — 1. Let Y =« and py be the only probability
measure on Y. Then, it is routine (using Proposition B.23 from Appendix B.5.3) to check
that ugw1(X,,Y) = (1 — —n) and ugw (Xn, V) = % Therefore, we have

X,
fim YWl V)

e UGw, HX, V)
Example 3.20 (usé%‘;; and ugw,, are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent). Following [67, Remark
5.17], we verify in Appendix B.3.2 that for any positive integer n

A “ 1 R ) 3 %

Here, An(l) denotes the n-point metric measure space with interpoint distance 1 and the
uniform probability measure. Thus, there exists no constant C' > 0 such that ugii" (X, V) <
C - ugwp(X,Y) holds for every input spaces X and ). Hence, usé%rg and ugw, are not
bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

The case p = . Next, we consider the relation between u@i{y™, and ugw,. By taking the

sturm

limit p — oo in Theorem 3.18, one might expect that ugy, = uaw - In fact, we prove that
the equality holds (for the full proof see Appendix B.3.3).

Theorem 3.21. Let X, Y e U". Then, it holds that
ugw o (X, V) = uaw (X, V).

One application of Theorem 3.21 is to explicitly derive the minimizing pair (A, ¢) € A* in
Equation (31) for p = oo (see Appendix B.3.4 for an explicit construction):

Theorem 3.22. Let X, Y e U". Let s := ugiy (X, V) and assume that s > 0. Then, there
exists (A, ¢) € A defined in Equation (19) such that

ug%\?go(‘/v’y) = dg\;‘,oc(/’LXa /’Ly)a

where Z 4 denotes the ultrametric space defined in Section 3.1.1.

sturm

3.3.2. Topological equivalence between ucw , and ugyy . Mémoli [67] proved the topological

sturm : sturm
equivalence between dgw , and dgyy',. We establish an analogous result for ugw , and ugy-

To this end, we recall the modulus of mass distribution.

Definition 3.23 (Greven et al. [39, Def. 2.9]). Given § > 0 we define the modulus of mass
distribution of X e U" as

vs(X) = inf{e > O] px ({ : px (B(x)) < 0}) < e}, (22)

where BZ(z) denotes the open ball centered at = with radius e.
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We note that vs(X) is non-decreasing, right-continuous and bounded above by 1. Further-
more, it holds that lims o vs(X) = 0 [39, Lemma 6.5]. With Definition 3.23 at hand, we
derive the following theorem.

Theorem 3.24. Let X, Y e U", pe [1,0) and § € (0, %) Then, whenever ugw ,(X,Y) < §°
we have

3=

ugwp(X, Y) < (4 min(vs(X), v5(Y)) + 9)
where M = 2 - max(diam (X)), diam (V")) + 54.

.M,

Remark 3.25. Since it holds that lims o vs(X) = 0 and that 2_1/pu§§%‘f; > ugw, (see
Theorem 3.18), the above theorem gives the topological equivalence between ugw, and
sturm sturm

ugwy, 1 < p < oo (the topological equivalence between ugi, and uaw,, holds trivially
thanks to Theorem 3.21).

The proof of the Theorem 3.24 follows the same strategy used for proving Proposition 5.3
in [67] and we refer to Appendix B.3.5 for the details.

3.4. Topological and geodesic properties. In this section, we consider the topology
induced by ugw , and usé%“; on U and discuss the geodesic properties of both ugw, and

ugiy for 1 < p < oo

3.4.1. Completeness and separability. We study completeness and separability of the two
sturm

metrics ugwp and ugy,, 1 < p < o0, on Y*. To this end, we derive the subsequent theorem
whose proof is postponed to Appendix B.4.1.

Theorem 3.26. (1) Forpe [1,00), the metric space (U™, ugw ) is neither complete nor
separable.

(2) For pe [1,0), the metric space (Uw,ug%ﬁ) 1s neither complete nor separable.

(3) U uaw,0) = (U, ugW's,) is complete but not separable.

3.4.2. Geodesic property. A geodesic in a metric space (X, dx) is a continuous function = :
[0,1] — X such that for each s,t € [0,1], dx(v(s),7(t)) = |s — | - dx(7(0),v(1)). We say
a metric space is geodesic if for any two distinct points x, 2’ € X, there exists a geodesic
v : [0,1] — X such that y(0) = = and v(1) = 2’. For any p € [1,0), the notion of p-
geodesic is introduced in [70]: A p-geodesic in a metric space (X, dx) is a continuous function
v : [0,1] — X such that for each s,t € [0,1], dx(7(s),v(t)) = |s — t|'? - dx(v(0),7(1)).
Similarly, we say a metric space is p-geodesic if for any two distinct points x, 2’ € X, there
exists a p-geodesic v : [0,1] — X such that 7(0) = = and v(1) = 2’. Note that a 1-geodesic
is a usual geodesic and a 1-geodesic space is a usual geodesic space. The subsequent theorem
establishes (p-)geodesic properties of (Z/{w,uﬁﬁ%ﬁ) for p € [1,00). A full proof is given in
Appendix B.4.2.

Theorem 3.27. For any p € [1,0), the space (Uw,usé%fg) is p-geodesic.

Remark 3.28. Due to the fact that a p-geodesic space cannot be geodesic when p > 1 (cf.
Lemma B.15), (U", uscﬁ%“;) is not geodesic for all p > 1.
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Remark 3.29. Though the geodesic properties of (uw,ug%{g), 1 < p < w0 are clear, we
remark that geodesic properties of (U™, ugw ), 1 < p < 00, still remain unknown to us.

Remark 3.30 (The case p = o). Being an ultrametric space itself (cf. Theorem 3.10),
U ugw.0) (= (Uw,u%%‘ﬁo)) is totally disconnected, i.e., any subspace with at least two
elements is disconnected [89]. This in turn implies that each continuous curve in (U", ugw )
is constant. Therefore, (U™, ugw ) is not a p-geodesic space for any p € [1, ).

4. LOWER BOUNDS FOR ugw p

Let X = (X, uyx,pux) and Y = (Y, uy, uy) be two ultrametric measure spaces. The metrics

u%%{,”}; and ugw , respect the ultrametric structure of the spaces & and Y. Thus, one would

hope that comparing ultrametric measure spaces with u%%“;, or ugw, is more meaningful
than doing it with the usual Gromov-Wasserstein distance or Sturm’s distance. Unfortu-
nately, for p < oo, the computation of both u%%{,‘g and ugw,p is complicated and for p = oo
both metrics are extremely sensitive to differences in the diameters of the considered spaces
(see Corollary 3.16). Thus, it is not feasible to use these metrics in many applications. How-
ever, we can derive meaningful lower bounds for uaw,, (and hence also for ugi§™) that resem-
ble those of the Gromov-Wasserstein distance. Naturally, the question arises whether these
lower bounds are better/sharper than the ones of the usual Gromov-Wasserstein distance in
this setting. This question is addressed throughout this section and will be readdressed in

Section 6 as well as Section 7.

In [67], the author introduced three lower bounds for dgw, that are computationally less
expensive than the calculation of dgw ,. We will briefly review these three lower bounds and
then define candidates for the corresponding lower bounds for ugw . In the following, we
always assume p € [1, o0].

First lower bound. Let sx, : X — Ry, z — |Jux(z, ")
FLB,(X,)Y) for daw,(X,)) is defined as follows

| o (uy)- Then, the first lower bound

1 .
FLB,(X,Y) == inf  [Ai(sxp(): sv0()ll o -

2 peC(px py)

Following our intuition of replacing A; with A, we define the ultrametric version of FLB
as

ult . : . .
FLB, (X,Y) = #ec(lur;f’uy) [ Ao (sx.p(+), Sv:p( ))”Lp(u) :
Second lower bound. The second lower bound SLB, (X, )) for dgw,(X,)) is given as
1 .
SLB,(X,)) = = inf HAl(uX,uY)Hme.

YEC(hx ®px 1y Oy )
Thus, we define the ultrametric second lower bound between two ultrametric measure spaces

X and Y as follows:

SLB;It(X’ y) = inf ) ||AOO(UX7UY)||Lp(,Y) .

YeC(pux @ux 1y py
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Third lower bound. Before we introduce the final lower bound, we have to define several
functions. First, let Ty : X x Y x X x Y — Roq, (2,9,2",9) — A(ux(z,2),uy (y,y'))
and let Q) : X x Y — Ry, p € [1, 0], be given by

Qé(l‘,y) = MGC(ing,uy) HF}X,Y(‘Tv Y, .)HLP(M) .

Then, the third lower bound TLB,, is given as

TLB,(X,)) =1 €2 (-

2 peC(ux py) 7 .)HLP(M) ’

Analogously to the definition of previous ultrametric versions, we define I'¢y- 1 X x ¥ x X x
Y — Reo, (2,y,2,y) = Ap(ux(z,2"),uy (y,)). Further, for p € [1,00], let @ : X xY —
R-( be given by

Gley) = it TRy @)

Then, the ultrametric third lower bound between two ultrametric measure spaces X and Y
is defined as
ul . :
TLB"(X,Y):= _inf |Q°(

peC(px py) ’ ) HL;’(H) ’

4.1. Properties and computation of the lower bounds. Next, we examine the quan-
tities FLB", SLB"* and TLB™" more closely. Since Ay (a,b) = Aj(a,b) = |a — b| for any
a,b >0, it is easy to conclude that FLBY" > FLB,, SLB." > SLB,, and TLB)* > TLB,,.
Moreover, the three ultrametric lower bounds satisfy the following theorem (for a complete
proof see Appendix C.1.1).

Theorem 4.1. Let X,Y € U™ and let p € [1,0].
(1) uaw.»(X,Y) = FLBY (X, )).
(2) ugw,(X,Y) = TLBY(X,Y) > SLBY'(X, ).

Remark 4.2. Interestingly, it turns out that FLBI‘;It is not a lower bound of ugw, in
general when p < co. For example, let X = {z1,29,...,2,} and Y = {y1,...,y,} and
define ux such that ux(z1,z2) = 1 and ux(z;,x;) = 2d,.; for (4,7) # (1,2), (1,7) # (2,1)
and 4,5 = 1,...,n. Let uy(y;,y;) = 26;25, 1,5 = 1,...,n, and let px and py be uniform
measures on X and Y, respectively. Then, ugw 1(X,)) < % whereas FLBM(X,)) = 4’;;4
which is greater than ugw1(X,)) as long as n > 2. Moreover, we have in this case that
FLB"(X,Y) = O () whereas ugw,1(X,Y) = O (). Hence, there exists no constant

C > 0 such that FLB‘lllt < C - ugw, in general.

Remark 4.3. There exist ultrametric measure spaces X and ) such that TLBZ“(X V) =0
whereas ugw ,(X,Y) > 0 (examples described in [67, Figure 8] will serve the purpose).
Furthermore, there are spaces X’ and Y such that SLBY" (X', Y) = 0 whereas TLB)' (X, )) >
0 (see Appendix C.1.3). The analogous statement holds true for TLB, and SLB,, which
are nevertheless useful in various applications (see e.g. [37]).
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From the structure of SLB;lt and TLB;11t it is obvious that their computations leads to
different optimal transport problems (see e.g. [99]). However, in analogy to Chowdhury and
Mémoli [23, Theorem 3.1] we can rewrite SLB;Qllt and TLB;lt in order to further simplify
their computation. The full proof of the subsequent proposition is given in Appendix C.1.2.

Proposition 4.4. Let X, € U™ and let p € [1,0]. Then, we find that
(1) SLBIM(X, V) = digz™™ ((ux) 4 (pex @ ix), (uy) e (1y @ i)

(2) For each x,y € X xY, QX(zx,y) = d%;o’/\oo) (ux (@, ) gppix, uy (Y, ) gty ).

Remark 4.5. Since we have by Theorem 2.9 an explicit formula for the Wasserstein dis-
tance on (Rxg, Ay) between finitely supported probability measures, these alternative rep-
resentations of the lower bound SLBI;llt and the cost functional (27 drastically reduce the
computation time of SLBZlt and TLB;“J7 respectively. In particular, we note that this allows
us to compute SLB;“, 1 < p < o, between finite ultrametric measure spaces X and Y with
| X| =m and [Y] =nin O((m v n)?) steps.

Proposition 4.4 allows us to direclty compare the two lower bounds SLB‘lllt and SLB;.

Corollary 4.6. For any finite ultrametric measure spaces X and Y, we have that

SLBY"(X,) = SLB.(¥.9) + 5 | ¢ 1(uwx)p(nx @ px) = ()i @ )| (d0). (23

Proof. The claim follows directly from Proposition 4.4 and Remark 2.10. U

This corollary implies that SLB;llt is more rigid than SLB,, since the second summand
on the right hand side of Equation (23) is sensitive to distance perturbations. This is also
illustrated very well in the subsequent example.

Example 4.7. Recall notations from Example 3.5. For any d,d’ > 0, we let X = Ay(d)
and let Y := Ay(d’). Assume that X and Y have underlying sets {z1,x2} and {y1,vs},
respectively. Define px € P(X) and py € P(Y) as follows. Let aj,as = 0 be such that
a; +agy = 1. Let pux(z1) = py(y1) = aq and let pux(x2) = py(y2) == ag. Then, it is easy to
verify that

(1) uaw1(X,Y) = SLBY™ (X)) = 2a1a5M(d, d').
(2) dGW,l(X,y) = SLB1<X,y) = O./longl(d, d/) = OleY2|d — d/|
(3) 350t [(ux)s(ux @ px) — (uy)p(py @ py)| (dt) = croo(d + d)dgra-

From 1 and 2 we observe that both second lower bounds are tight. Moreover, since we
obviously have that (d + d')dgza + |d — d'| = 2A(d, d’), we have also verified Equation (23)
through this example. Unlike SLB;(X,)) being proportional to |d — d'|, as long as d # d',
even if |d — d'| is small, Ay (d, d') = max(d, d’) which results in a large value of SLBY(X,))
when d and d’ are large numbers. This example illustrates that SLBY" (and hence ugw 1)
is rigid with respect to distance perturbation.
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5. UGwp ON ULTRA-DISSIMILARITY SPACES

A natural generalization of ultrametric spaces is provided by wltra-dissimilarity spaces. These
spaces naturally occur when working with symmetric ultranetworks (see [91]) or phylogenetic
tree data (see [90]). In this section, we will introduce these spaces and briefly illustrate to
what extend the results for ugw , can be adapted for ultra-dissimilarity measure spaces. We
start by formally introducing ultra-dissimilarity spaces.

Definition 5.1 (Ultra-dissimilarity spaces). An ultra-dissimilarity space is a couple (X, ux)
consisting of a set X and a function uyx : X x X — Ry satisfying the following conditions
for any x,y,z € X:

(1) ux(z,y) = ux(y, v);
(2) ux(z,y) < max(ux(z, 2), ux(2,9));

(3) max(ux(z,x),ux(y,y)) < ux(x,y) and the equality holds if and only if z = y.

Remark 5.2. Note that when (X, ux) is an ultrametric space the third condition is trivially
satisfied.

In the following, we restrict ourselves to finite ultra-dissimilarity spaces to avoid technical
issues in topology (see [22, 23] for a more complete treatment of infinite spaces). One impor-
tant aspect of ultra-dissimilarity spaces is the connection with the so-called treegrams [70, 91],
which can be regarded as generalized dendrograms. For a finite set X, let SubPart(X) de-
note the collection of all subpartitions of X: Any partition P’ of a non-empty subset X’ < X
is called a subpartition of X. Given two subpartitions P;, P,, we say P; is coarser than P
if each block in P, is contained in some block in P;.

Definition 5.3 (Treegrams). A treegram Tx : [0,00) — SubPart(X) is a map parametrizing
a nested family of subpartitions over the same set X and satisfying the following conditions:
(1) For any 0 < s <t < oo, Tx(t) is coarser than Tx(s);
(2) There exists tx > 0 such that for any ¢ > tx, Tx(t) = {X};
(3) For each t = 0, there exists € > 0 such that T'x(t) = Tx(¢') for all ' € [t,t + €];
(4) For each x € X, there exists t, > 0 such that {z} is a block in Tx(¢,).
Similar to Theorem 2.2, which correlates ultrametrics to dendrograms, there exists an equiva-

lence relation between ultra-dissimilarity functions and treegrams on a finite set (see Figure 5
for an illustration).

Proposition 5.4 (Smith et al. [91]). Given a finite set X, denote by Ugis(X) the collection
of all ultrametric dissimilarity functions on X and by T (X) the collection of all treegrams
over X. Then, there exists a bijection Ax : T (X) — Uais(X).

An ultra-dissimilarity measure space is a triple X = (X, uy, px) where (X, ux) is an ultra-
dissimilarity space and px is a probability measure fully supported on X. Just as for metric
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FiGURE 5. Treegrams: Relation between ultra-dissimilarity functions and
treegrams

spaces or metric measure spaces, it is important to have a notion of isomorphism between
ultra-dissimilarity spaces.

Definition 5.5 (Isomorphism). Given two ultra-dissimilarity measure spaces X and ), we
say they are isomorphic, denoted X =, ), if there is a bijective function f : X — Y such
that fuux = py and for any x,2’ € X it holds uy (f(z), f(z)) = ux(x,2’). The collection
of all isomorphism classes of ultra-dissimilarity spaces is denoted by Uj..

Given the previous results it is straightforward to show that ugw,p, 1 < p < 0, is a metric
on the isomorphism classes of Uj;,. For the complete proof of the subsequent statement, we
refer to Appendix D.1.1.

Theorem 5.6. The ultrametric Gromov-Wasserstein distance ugw,, 15 a p-metric on Ug,.

Remark 5.7. Since ugw,, translates to a metric on UJ, it is clear that it admits the lower
bounds introduced in Section 4.

6. COMPUTATIONAL ASPECTS

In this section, we investigate algorithms for approximating/calculating ugw,, 1 < p < 0.
Furthermore, we evaluate for p < oo the performance of the computationally efficient lower
bound SLB™ introduced in Section 4 and compare our findings to the results of the classical
Gromov-Wasserstein distance dgw, (see Equation (7)). Matlab implementations of the
presented algorithms and comparisons are available at https://github.com/ndag/uGW.

6.1. Algorithms. Let X = (X,ux,pux) and Y = (Y,uy,uy) be two finite ultrametric
measure spaces with cardinalities m and n, respectively.

6.1.1. The case p < 0. We have already noted in Remark 3.12 that calculating ugw ,(X,Y)
for p < oo yields a non-convex quadratic program (which is an NP-hard problem in general
[78]). Solving this is not feasible in practice. However, in many practical applications
it is sufficient to work with good approximations. Therefore, we propose to approximate
ucw p(X,Y) for p < oo via conditional gradient descent. To this end, we note that the
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gradient G that arises from Equation (12) can in the present setting be expressed with the
following partial derivative with respect to p € C(ux, py)

Gij =2 > > (Moo (ux (s, wn), uy (g, 00)) i, V1<i<m,1<j<n. (24)
k=11=1

As we deal with a non-convex minimization problem, the performance of the gradient de-
scent strongly depends on the starting coupling x(%). Therefore, we follow the suggestion
of Chowdhury and Needham [24] and employ a Markov Chain Monte Carlo Hit-And-Run
sampler to obtain multiple random start couplings. Running the gradient descent from each
point in this ensemble greatly improves the approximation in many cases. For a precise
description of the proposed procedure, we refer to Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 ugw,(X,Y,p, N, L)

//Create a list of random couplings
couplings =CreateRandomCouplings(N)
stat_points = cell(N)
for i=1:N do
1 =couplings{i}
for j=1:L do
G = Gradient from Equation (24) w.r.t. pt=Y

i) = Solve OT with ground loss G
2
j+2

//Alt. find ~v € [0,1] that minimizes dis;;lt (,u(j’l) + (g — u(jfl))>
end for
stat_points{i}= u®
end for
Find p* in stat_points that minimizes disglt(u)
result :dis;“(u*)

) =

6.1.2. The case p = 0. For p = oo, it follows by Theorem 3.13 that
uew.o(X,Y) =inf {t = 0| &} =, Vi}. (25)

This identity allows us to construct a polynomial time algorithm for ugw o (X,)) based on
the ideas of Mémoli et al. [70, Sec. 8.2.2]. More precisely, let spec (X) = {ux(z,2')|z, 2" €
X} denote the spectrum of X. Then, it is evident that in order to find the infimum in
Equation (25), we only have to check X; =, ) for each t € spec(X) u spec(Y), starting
from the largest to the smallest and ugw o is given as the smallest ¢ such that &, =, ).
This can be done in polynomial time by considering X; and )} as labeled, weighted trees
(e.g. by using a slight modification of the algorithm in Example 3.2 of [3]). This gives rise
to a simple algorithm (see Algorithm 2) to calculate ugw o-
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F1GURE 6. Ultrametric measure spaces: Four non-isomorphic ultrametric
measure spaces denoted (from left to right) as X; = (X;,dx,, ux,), 1 <i <4.

Algorithm 2 ugw (X, ))

spec = sort(spec (X) u spec (Y), "descent’)
for i = 1 : length(spec) do

t = spec(7)

if X, #, V; then

return spec(i — 1)

end if
end for
return 0

6.2. The relation between ugw 1, ucw  and SLB‘I‘“. In order to understand how ugw ),
(or at least its approximation), ugw . and SLB;llt are influenced by small changes in the
structure of the considered ultrametric measure spaces, we exemplarily consider the ultra-
metric measure spaces X; = (X;,dx,, px,;), 1 < i < 4, displayed in Figure 6. These ultra-
metric measure spaces differ only by one characteristic (e.g. one side length or the equipped
measure). Exemplarily, we calculate ugw 1(X;, X;) (approximated with Algorithm 1, where
L = 5000 and N = 40), SLBY(X;, X;) and ugw (X, Xj), 1 < i,7 < 4. The results suggest
that SLB'* and ugw,1 are influenced by the change in the diameter of the spaces the most
(see Table 2 and Table 3 in Appendix E.1 for the complete results). Changes in the metric
influence SLB‘lllt in a similar fashion as ugw 1, while changes in the measure have less impact
on SLB;‘“. Further, we observe that ugw . attains for almost all comparisons the maximal
possible value. Only the comparison of X} with X3, where the only small scale structure of
the space was changed, yields a value that is smaller than the maximum of the diameters of
the considered spaces.

6.3. Comparison of ugw 1, SLB‘lﬂt, dew,1 and SLB;. In the remainder of this section, we
will demonstrate the differences between ugw 1, SLB‘flt, dew,1 and SLB;. To this end, we
first compare the metric measure spaces in Figure 6 based on dgw ; and SLB;. We observe
that dgw, (approximated in the same manner as ugw,1) and SLB; are hardly influenced
by the differences between the ultrametric measure spaces &;, 1 < ¢ < 4. In particular, it is
remarkable that dgw,; is affected the most by the changes made to the measure and not the
metric structure (see Table 4 in Appendix E.2 for the complete results).
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Next, we consider the differences between the aforementioned quantities more generally. For
this purpose, we generate 4 ultrametric spaces Z;, 1 < k < 4, with totally different dendro-
gram structures, whose diameters are between 0.5 and 0.6 (for the precise construction of
these spaces see Appendix E.2). For each t = 0,0.2,0.4,0.6, we perturb each Z indepen-
dently to generate 15 ultrametric spaces Zj,,, 1 < i < 15, such that (Z},); = (Z); for all i.
The spaces Zj, are called pertubations of Zy at level t (see Figure 7 for an illustration and see
Appendix E.2 for more details). The spaces Z,i,t are endowed with the uniform probability
measure and we obtain a collection of ultrametric measure spaces Zj ,. Naturally, we refer
to k as the class of the ultrametric measure space Z,i’t. We compute for each t the quan-

tities ugw 1, SLBllﬂt, dow,1 and SLB; among the resulting 60 ultrametric measure spaces.
The results, where the spaces have been ordered lexicographically by (k,7), are visualized
in Figure 8. As previously, we observe that ugw, and SLB‘Illt as well as dgw, and SLB;
behave in a similar manner. More precisely, we see that both dgw 1 and SLB; discriminate
well between the different classes and that their behavior does not change too much for an
increasing level of perturbation. On the other hand, ugw, and SLB‘lllt are very sensitive to
the level of perturbation. For small ¢ they discriminate better than dgw ; and SLB; between
the different classes and pick up clearly that the perturbed spaces differ. However, if the
level of perturbation becomes too large both quantities start to discriminate between spaces
from the same class (see Figure 8).

08 number of blocks: 2 08 number of blocks: 3 08 number of blocks: 4 08 number of blocks: 5
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
0 0 0 0 [nw=l RN
08 perturbations at level: 0 08 perturbations at level: 0.2 08 perturbations at level: 0.4 08 perturbations at level: 0.6
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Lok h el Llin 0 s Tarn)

FiGUure 7. Randomly sampled ultrametric measure spaces: Illustra-
tion of Zy for k = 2,3,4,5 (top row) and instances for perturbations of Z,
with respect to perturbation level ¢ € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6} (bottom row).

In conclusion, ugw, and SLB‘Illt are sensitive to differences in the large scales of the con-
sidered ultrametric measure spaces. While this leads (from small ¢) to good discrimination
in the above example, it also highlights that they are (different from dgw,; and SLB;)
susceptible to large scale noise.
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FIGURE 8. uGW,l/SLB‘lllt and dgw,1/SLB; among randomly gen-
erated ultrametric measure spaces: Heatmap representations of
SLBY( bt Ziry) (top row), ugw 1 (2, 4, 2, ,) (second row), SLB, (2], ;, 2}, )

(third row) and de,I(ZﬁL’t,Zﬁ:,’t) (bottom row), k, k" € {2,...,5} and ¢,7 €
{1,...,15}.

7. PHYLOGENETIC TREE SHAPES

Rooted phylogenetic trees (for a formal definition see e.g., [90]) are a common tool to visu-
alize and analyze the evolutionary relationship between different organisms. In combination
with DNA sequencing, they are an important tool to study the rapid evolution of different
pathogens. It is well known that the (unweighted) shape of a phylogenetic tree, i.e., the
tree’s connectivity structure without referring to its labels or the length of its branches,
carries important information about macroevolutionary processes (see e.g., [8, 27, 72, 104]).
In order to study the evolution of and the relation between different pathogens, it is of great
interest to compare the shapes of phylogenetic trees created on the basis of different data
sets. Currently, the number of tools for performing phylogenetic tree shape comparison is
quite limited and the development of new methods for this is an active field of research
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(25, 49, 60, 73]. It is well known that certain classes of phylogenetic trees (as well as their
respective tree shapes) can be identified as ultrametric spaces [90, Sec. 7]. On the other
hand, general phylogenetic trees are closely related to treegrams (see Definition 5.3). In the
following, we will use this connection and demonstrate exemplarily that the computationally
efficient lower bound SLBY* has some potential for comparing phylogenetic tree shapes. In
particular, we contrast it to the metric defined for this application in Equation (4) of Colijn
and Plazzotta [25], in the following denoted as dcp 2, and study the behavior of SLB; in this
framework.

phylogenetic tree shape treegram

FiGUurRE 9. Transforming a phylogenetic tree shape into an ultra-
dissimilarity space: In this figure, we illustrate the treegram corresponding
to the ultra-dissimilarity space generated by Equation (26) with respect to the
phylogenetic tree shape on the left. Note that the treegram preserves the tree
structure and the smallest birth time of points is exactly 0.

In this section, we reconsider phylogenetic tree shape comparisons from Colijn and Plazzotta
[25] and thereby study HA protein sequences from human influenza A (H3N2) (data down-
loaded from NCBI on 22 January 2016). More precisely, we investigate the relation between
two samples of size 200 of phylogenetic tree shapes with 500 tips. Phylogenetic trees from
the first sample are based on a random subsample of size 500 of 2168 HA-sequences that
were collected in the USA between March 2010 and September 2015, while trees from the
second sample are based on a random subsample of size 500 of 1388 HA-sequences gathered
in the tropics between January 2000 and October 2015 (for the exact construction of the trees
see [25]). Although both samples of phylogenetic trees are based on HA protein sequences
from human influenza A, we expect them to be quite different. On the one hand, influenza
A is highly seasonal outside the tropics (where this seasonal variation is absent) with the
majority of cases occurring in the winter [86]. On the other hand, it is well known that the
undergoing evolution of the HA protein causes a ‘ladder-like’ shape of long-term influenza
phylogenetic trees [51, 62, 101, 103] that is typically less developed in short term data sets.
Thus, also the different collection period of the two data sets will most likely influence the
respective phylogenetic tree shapes.

In order to compare the phylogenetic tree shapes of the resulting 400 trees, we have to trans-
form the phylogenetic tree shapes into ultra-dissimilarity measure spaces X; = (X;, ux,, fix, ),
1 <4 < 400. To this end, we discard all the lables, denote by X; the tips of the ¢’th phy-
logenetic tree and refer to the corresponding tree shape as 7;. Next, we define the ultra-
dissimilarities ux, on X;, 1 < ¢ < 400. For this purpose, we set all edge length in the



30 FACUNDO MEMOLI, AXEL MUNK, ZHENGCHAO WAN, AND CHRISTOPH WEITKAMP

considered phylogenetic trees to one and construct wy, as follows: let z, 25 € X; and let af ,
be the most recent common ancestor of #} and z. Let d , be the length of the shortest
path from af , to the root, let di be the length of the shortest path from ' to the root and
let d* be the length of the longest shortest path from any tip to the root. Then, we define
for any x}, 2} € X

d' —d if 28 # b

uy, (xh, xh) =< me : ) 26
x.(ah,23) {dz_dll o (26)
and weight all tips in X; equally (i.e. px, is the uniform measure on X;). This naturally
transforms the collection of phylogenetic tree shapes 7;, 1 < i < 400, into a collection of
ultra-dissimilarity spaces (see Figure 9 for an illustration), which allows us to directly apply

SLBY" to compare them (once again we exemplarily choose p = 1).

In Figure 10 we contrast our findings for the comparisons of the shapes 7;, 1 < i < 400, to
those obtained by computing the metric dep o described in [25]. The top row of Figure 10
visualizes the dissimilarity matrix for the comparisons of all 400 phylogenetic tree shapes
(the first 200 entries correspond to the tree shapes from the US-influenza and the second 200
correspond to the ones from the tropic influenza) obtained by applying SLBY* as heat map
(left) and as multidimensional scaling plot (right). The heat map shows that the collection
of US trees is divided into a large group G; := (7;)1<i<161, that is well separated from the
phylogenetic tree shapes based on tropical data Gs := (7;)201<i<400, and a smaller subgroup
Gy = (T)162<i<200, that seems to be more similar (in the sense of SLBYY) to the tropical
phylogenetic tree shapes. In the following G; and G, are referred to as US main and US
secondary group, respectively. This division is even more evident in the MDS-plot on the
right (black points represent trees shapes from the US main group, blue points trees shapes
from the US secondary group and red points trees shapes based on the tropical data).

We remark that in order to highlight the subgroups the US tree shapes have been
reordered according to the output permutation of a single linkage dendrogram (w.r.t.
SLBY") based on the US tree submatrix created by MATLAB [64] and that the tropical
tree shapes have been reordered analogously.

The second row of Figure 10 displays the analogous plots for dcp . It is noteworthy, that
the coloring in the MDS-plot of the left is the same, i.e., T7 € G, is represented by a black
point, T5 € Gy by a blue one and T3 € G3 by a red one. Interestingly, the analysis based
on these plots differs from the previous one. Using dcp 2 to compare the phylogenetic tree
shapes at hand, we can split the data into two clusters, where one corresponds to the US
data and the other one to the tropical data, with only a small overlap (see the MDS-plot
in the second row of Figure 10 on the right). In particular, we notice that dcpo does not
clearly distinguish between the US groups G; and Gs.

In order to analyze the different findings of SLBY* and dcp 2, we collect and compare dif-
ferent characteristics of the tree shapes in the groups G;, 1 < ¢ < 3. More precisely, we
concentrate on various “metric” properties of the considered ultra-dissimilarity spaces like
—SOO%IGiI 2 i7eg, 2parex, Ux; (T, ') (“mean average distance”) or |Q_1L| D g, Max{ux, (v, 2')|z, 2" €

X;} (“mean maximal distance”), 1 < i < 3, (these influence SLBY!" strongly) as well as the
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FiGure 10. Phylogenetic tree shape comparison: Visualization of the
dissimilarity matrices for the comparison of the phylogenetic tree shapes 7,
1 < i < 400, based on SLB" (top row) and dcpo (bottom row) as heat maps
(left) and MDS-plots (right).

mean numbers of certain connectivity structures, like the 4- and 5-structures (these influ-
ence dep 2, for a formal definition see [25]). Theses values (see Table 1) show that the mean
average distance and the mean maximal distance differ drastically between the two groups
of the US tree shapes. The tree shapes in these two groups are completely different from a
metric perspective and the values for the secondary US group strongly resemble those of the
tropic tree shapes. On the other hand, the connectivity characteristics do not change too
much between the US main and secondary group. Hence, the metric dcp o does not clearly
divide the US trees into two groups, although the differences are certainly present. When
carefully checking the phylogenetic trees, the reasons for the differences between trees in the
US main group and US secondary group are not immediately apparent. Nevertheless, it is
remarkable that trees from the secondary US cluster generally contain more samples from
California and Florida (on average 1.92 and 0.88 more) and less from Maryland, Kentucky
and Washington (on average 0.73, 0.83 and 0.72 less).

To conclude this section, we remark that using SLB; instead of SLB‘lllt for comparing the
ultra-dissimilarity spaces X;, 1 < i < 400, gives comparable results (cf. Figure 11, coloring
and ordering as previously). Nevertheless, we observe (as we already have in Section 6)
that SLBY" is more discriminating than SLB;. Furthermore, we mention that so far we
have only considered unweighted phylogenetic tree shapes. However, the branch lengths
of the considered phylogenetic trees are relevant in many examples, because they can for
instance reflect the (inferred) genetic distance between evolutionary events [25]. While the
branch lengths cannot easily be included in the metric dcp 2, the modeling of phylogenetic
tree shapes as ultra-dissimilarity spaces is extremely flexible. It is straightforward to include
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USA (main group) | USA (secondary group) | Tropics
Mean Avg. Dist. 36.16 61.88 53.45
Mean Max. Dist. 56.12 86.13 94.26
Mean Num. of 4-Struc. 15.61 14.08 7.81
Mean Num. of 5-Struc. 28.04 27.97 35.82

TABLE 1. Tree shape characteristics: The means of several metric and
connectivity characteristics of the ultra-dissimilarity spaces X; and the corre-
sponding phylogenetic tree shapes 7;, 1 < ¢ < 400, for the three groups G;,
1<e<3.

branch lengths into the comparisons or to put emphasis on specific features (via weights on
the corresponding tips). However, this is beyond the scope of this illustrative data analysis.
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FiGure 11. Phylogenetic tree shape comparison based on SLB;: Rep-
resentation of the dissimilarity matrices for the comparisons of the ultra-
dissimilarity spaces Xj, 1 < i < 400, based on SLB; as heat maps (left)
and MDS-plots (right).

8. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Since we suspect that computing ugw,, and usmrm for finite p leads to NP-hard problems, it
seems interesting to identify suitable collectlons of ultrametric measure spaces where these
distances can be computed in polynomial time as done for the Gromov-Hausdorff distance
in [70].
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APPENDIX A. MISSING DETAILS FROM SECTION 2

A.1. Proofs from Section 2. In this section we give the proofs of various results form
Section 2.

A.1.1. Proof of Theorem 2.2. Recall that for a given 6§ € D(X), we define ug : X x X — Rxq
as follows

ug(x,x') == inf{t = 0| z and 2’ belong to the same block of 6(¢)}.

It is straightforward to verify that ug is an ultrametric. For any Cauchy sequence {x,} ey in
(X, up), let D; == sup,, ,,=; Us(Tm, T,,) for each i € N. Then, each D; < 0 and lim; ., D; = 0.
By definition of uy, we have that for each i € N the set {x,}*_, is contained in the block
[zi]p, € 0(D;). Let X; := [x;]p, for each ¢ € N. Then, obviously we have that X; < X;
for any 1 < ¢ < j. By condition (7) in Definition 2.1, we have that [,y X; # &. Choose
T, € ﬂieN X;, then it is easy to verify that z, = lim,_,, x, and thus (X, uy) is a complete
space. To prove that (X, uy) is a compact space, we need to verify that for each ¢ > 0, Xj is
a finite space (cf. Lemma A.7). Since 6(¢) is finite by condition (6) in Definition 2.1, we have
that X; = {[x]:|z € X} = 6(¢) is finite and thus X is compact. Therefore, we have proved
that up € U(X). Based on this, the map Ax : D(X) — U(X) by 0 — uy is well-defined.

Now given u € U(X), we define a map 6, : [0,0) — Part(X) as follows: for each ¢t > 0,
consider the equivalence relation ~; with respect to u, i.e., x ~; 2’ if and only if u(z,z") < t.
This is actually the same equivalence relation defined in Section 2.2 for introducing quotient
ultrametric spaces. We then let 6,,(t) to be the partition induced by ~¢, i.e., 0,(t) = X;. It is
not hard to show that 6, satisfies conditions (1)—(5) in Definition 2.1. Since X is compact,
then 0,(t) = X; is finite for each t > 0 and thus 0, satisfies condition (6) in Definition 2.1.
Now, let {t,}nen be a decreasing sequence such that lim,,_,, ¢, = 0 and let X,, € 0x(¢,) such
that for any 1 < n < m, X,, € X,,. Since each X,, = [x,];, for some z,, € X, X,, is a
compact subset of X. Since X is also complete, we have that (), X, # &. Therefore,
0, satisfies condition (7) in Definition 2.1 and thus 0, € D(X). Then, we define the map
Tx :UX) > D(X) by u 0,.

It is easy to check that Yx is the inverse of Ax and thus we have established that Ay :
D(X) — U(X) is bijective.
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A.1.2. Proof of Lemma 2.8. First of all, we show that the right hand side of Equation (16)
is well defined. More precisely, we employ Lemma A.7 to prove that the supremum
sup diam (B¥)
BeV(X)\{X} and «(B)#8(B)

is attained. For arbitrary By € V (X)\{X} such that a(By) # B(By), we have that diam (B§) >
0. By Lemma A.7 the spaces X; are finite for ¢ > 0. Since V(X) = {[z]:|z € X,t > 0} =
U,=o Xt, there are only finitely many B € V/(X)\{X} such that diam (B) > diam (Bg) and
thus diam (B*) > diam (Bf). This implies that the supremum is attained and thus

sup diam (B*) = max diam (B¥) . (27)
BeV(X)\{X} and «(B)#B(B) BeV(X)\{X} and a(B)#B(B)

Let B; denote the maximizer in Equation (27) and let § := diam (B7). It is easy to see that
for any z € X, a([z]s) = B([x]s).

By Strassen’s theorem (see for example [31, Theorem 11.6.2]),
dw (v, B) = inf{r = 0| for any closed subset A < X, a(A) < B(A")}, (28)
where A" == {z € X|ux(x,A) <r}.

Since a(By) # B(B1), we assume without loss of generality that «(By) > 5(Bj). By definition
of B¥, it is obvious that (B;)° = B¥ (recall: § := diam (B})) and (B;)" = B; for all
0 < r < 0. Therefore, a(By) < f((B1)") only when r > §. By Equation (28), this implies
that dw (v, ) = §. Conversely, for any closed set A, we have that A° = J,_,[z]s. For two
closed balls in ultrametric spaces, either one includes the other or they have no intersection.
Therefore, there exists a subset S € A such that [z]s n[2]s = & for all z, 2" € S and x # 2/,
and that 47 — [ |,_fols. Then, a(4) < a(4’) = ¥,cga(lzls) = Y,es Allals) — B(AY).
Hence, dw (o, 8) < 6 and thus

dw (e, B) max diam (B*) .

- BeV(X)\{X} and a(B)#8(B)

A.2. Technical issues from Section 2. In the following, we address various technical
issues from Section 2.

A.2.1. Synchronized rooted trees. A synchronized rooted tree, is a combinatorial tree T =
(V, E) with a root 0 € V and a height function h : V' — [0,0) such that A~'(0) coincides
with the leaf set and h(v) < h(v*) for each v € V\{0}, where v* is the parent of v. Similar as in
Theorem 2.2 that there exists a correspondence between ultrametric spaces and dendrograms,
an ultrametric space X uniquely determines a synchronized rooted tree Tx [50].

Now given a compact ultrametric space (X, ux ), we construct the corresponding sychronized
rooted tree Ty via the dendrogram Oy associated with ux. Recall from Section 2.3 that
V(X) = U~ 0x(t). For each B € V(X)\{X}, denote by B* the smallest element in V' (X)
such that B & B*, whose existence is guaranteed by the following lemma:

Lemma A.1. Let X be a compact ultrametric space and let V(X) = J,-,0x(t), where Ox
is as defined in Remark 2.3. For each B € V(X) such that B # X, there exists B* € V(X))
such that B* # B and B* < B’ for all B' € V(X)) with B & B'.
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Proof. Let ¢ := diam (B). Let x € B, then B = [z];. By Lemma A.7, X; is a finite set.
Consider ¢* := min{ux,([z]s, [2']s)| [']s # [z]s}. Let B* := [x]s+, then B* is the smallest
element in V(X) containing B under inclusion. Indeed, B* # B and if B < B’ for some
B’ € V(X), then B’ = [z], for some r > ¢. It is easy to see that for all § < r < 0*, [z], = [z]s.
Therefore, if B’ # B, we must have that r > 0* and thus B* = [z]s < [z], = B'. O

Now, we define a combinatorial tree Tx = (Vx, Fx) as follows: we let Vx = V(X); for
any distinct B, B’ € Vy, we let (B, B’) € Ex iff either B = (B')* or B’ = B*. We choose
X € Vx to be the root of T, then any B # X in Vyx has a unique parent B*. We define
hx : Vx — [0,20) such that hx(B) := dlam(B for any B € Vx. Now, Tx endowed with
the root X and the height function hy is a synchromzed rooted tree. It is easy to see that
X can be isometrically identified with h3'(0) of the so-called metric completion of Tx (see
[50, Section 2.3] for details). With this construction Theorem 2.7 follows directly from [50,
Lemma 3.1].

A.3. dRZO A=) petween compactly supported measures. Next, we demonstrate that
Theorem 2.9 extends naturally to the case of compactly supported probablhty measures in
(R=0, Ay). For this purpose, it is important to note that compact subsets of (R>g, Ay ) have
a very particular structure as shown by the subsequent lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let X € (Roo,Ay). X is a compact subset if and only if X is either a
finite set or a countable set with O being the unique cluster point (w.r.t. the usual Fuclidean
distance Ay).

Proof. If X is finite, then obviously X is compact. Assume that X is a countable set with
0 being the unique cluster point (w.r.t. the usual Euclidean distance A;). If {x,}neny © X
is a Cauchy sequence with respect to A, then either x,, is a constant when n is large or
lim, . x, = 0. In either case, the limit of {z,},en belongs to X and thus X is complete.
Now for any £ > 0, by Lemma A.7, X_ is a finite set. Denote X. = {[z1]., ..., [zn]c}. Then,
{x1,...,x,} is a finite e-net of X. Therefore, X is totally bounded and thus X is compact.

Now, assume that X is compact. Then, for any ¢ > 0, X, is a finite set. Suppose X, =
{{z1]es -, [7n]e} where 0 < 1 < 29 < -+ < x,. Further, we have that Ay (z;,7;) = x;
whenever 1 < ¢ < 7 < n. This implies that

(1) &y >eforall 2<i<mn
(2) [xi]: = {x;} for all 2 < i < n.

Therefore, X N (g,0) = {xy,...,x,} is a finite set. Since € > 0 is arbitrary, X is an at most
countable set and has no cluster point (w.r.t. the usual Euclidean distance A;) other than
0. If X is countable, then 0 must be a cluster point and by compactness of X, we have that
0e X. 0

Based on the special structure of compact subsets of (Rsp,Ay), we derive the following
extension of Theorem 2.9.

Theorem A.3 (d RZO’AOO between compactly supported measures). Suppose «, 3 are sup-
ported on a countable subset X := {0} U {x;|i € N} of Rsg such that 0 < ... <z, < x,_1 <
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... < x1 and 0 s the only cluster point with respect to the usual Euclidean distance. Let
a; = a({x;}) forie N and ap == «({0}). Similarly, let B; == B({x;}) and By :== B({0}). Then
for pe[l,0),

) e¢] o0
dy " (@, 5) = 27 (Z 2,00

Let F,, and F3 denote the cumulative distribution functions of o and (3, respectively. Then,
we obtain

P

iy — 27 "‘Z i — By - z) : (29)

R=>0,A
d&,vig w)(aaﬁ) = max max Ti_1, max x; | .
’ 2$’L<OO,F(X(Z‘Z);&F[3(Z‘Z) 1<i<oo 0[17551

Proof. Note that V(X) = {{0} u {z;|j = i}|i € N} U {{z;}|¢ € N} (recall that each set
corresponds to a closed ball). Thus, we conclude the proof by applying Lemma 2.7 and
Lemma 2.8. 0

A.3.1. Closed-form solution for d%if”AQ). In the following, we will derive the subsequent
theorem.

Theorem A.4. Given 1 < p,q < o and two compactly supported probability measures «
and 8 on Rsy, we have that

80 < ([ e .55 >>pdt)'1’

When q < p, the equality holds whereas when q > p, the equality does not hold in general.

One important ingredient for the proof of Theorem A.4 is Lemma 3.2 of Chowdhury and
Mémoli [23] which we restate here for convenience.

Lemma A.5 (Chowdhury and Mémoli [23, Lemma 3.2]). Let X,Y be two Polish metric
spaces and let f : X — R and g : Y — R be measurable maps. Denote by fxg: X xY — R?

the map (x,y) — (f(x),g9(y)). Then, for any py € P(X) and py € P(Y)

(f x @)4Clux, py) = C(futy, gppy)-

Based on Lemma A.5, we can show the following auxiliary result.

Lemma A.6. Let 1 < g < p < . Assume that o and [ are compactly supported probability
measures on Rsq. Then,

P
q

(550, 8))" = (de (S (S)48)

where Sy : Rxyg — Ry taking x to x7 is the g-snowflake transform defined in Section 3.5.
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Proof.

(a5 @, 8) = inf (Mgl )P u(dz x dy)

1eC(B) JR- g xR

peC(a,p

[ i) - Sw)futds < dy)
) R>oxRxo

_ inf f s — t]5(S, x S,)pulds x dt)
R>oxRxq

peC(a,B)
Rs0,A1 e
= (@5 (Swas (S)40)) "
where we use § 1 and Lemma A.5 in the last equality. U

With Lemma A.6 at our disposal, we can demonstrate Theorem A.4.

Proof of Theorem A.4. We first note that d R=0, Aq)(a,ﬂ) = inf(e,; (E(Ag(E n)P ))P, where ¢
and 7 are two random variables with margmal dlstrlbutions « and (3, respectively. Moreover,
let ¢ be the random variable uniformly distributed on [0, 1], then F;!({) has distribution
function F, and F;'(¢) has distribution function Fj (see for example Vallender [97]). Let

£ =F;'(¢) and n = F;'(C), then we have

RS

(f%@?@ﬁ?@ﬂ@;

0

A5z (o, B) < (B(AL (€))7 =

Next, we assume that ¢ < p. By Lemma A.6, we have that

(a5 (0, 8)" = (a2 (S)was (S)4)

D
q

Then,

(5™ D 50) " = [ 1Ez) - R0

where F,, , and Fj, are distribution functions of (5,)x«a and (S,)x03, respectively. It is easy
to verify that F, ,(t) = (F,;*(¢))? and Fj,(t) = (Fﬁ_l( )4. Therefore,

«

f%@?@ﬁ?@ﬂ@;

0

a5 - (

Finally, we demonstrate that for ¢ > p the equality does not hold in general. We first
consider the extreme case p = 1 and ¢ = 0 (though we require ¢ < oo in the assumptions of
the theorem, we relax this for now). Let o = %(51 + %52 and By = %52 + %53 where §, means
the Dirac measure at point z € R5y. Then, we have that

ot

>0,M\00 3 ' N .
7" (o, fo) = 25927 f Ao (7 (1), B (1) .

[\]

It is not hard to see that both diy R>° M) (g, Bo) and <Sé AJ(F (1), Fg%t))”dt) " are continu-

ous with respect to p € [1, o) and q € [1,0]. Then, for p close to 1 and ¢ < o large enough,
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and in particular, p < ¢, we have that

1 v
d%%j,“’AQ)(ao,ﬂo) < (J Aq(Fgl(t),Fﬁ—l(t))pdt> .
]

A.3.2. Miscellaneous. In the remainder of this section, we collect several technical results
that find implicit or explicit usage throughout Section 2.

Lemma A.7. Let X be a complete ultrametric space. Then, X is compact ultrametric space
if and only if for any t > 0, X; is a finite space.

Proof. Wan [102, Lemma 2.3| proves that whenever X is compact, X; is finite for any ¢ > 0.

Conversely, we assume that X; is finite for any ¢ > 0. We only need to prove that X is

totally bounded. For any € > 0, X, is a finite set and thus there exists xq,...,z, € X such
that X. = {[x1]., ..., [2n]c}. Now, for any x € X, there exists z; for some i = 1,...,n such
that © € [z;].. This implies that ux(z,z;) < e. Therefore, the set {z;,...,z,} € X is an
e-net of X. Then, X is totally bounded and thus compact. 0

Lemma A.8. V(X) is the collection of all closed balls in X except for singletons {x} such
that x is a cluster point in X. In particular, X € V(X) and for any x € X, if x is not a
cluster point, then {x} € V(X).

Proof. Given any t > 0 and x € X, [z]; = By(z) = {2’ € X|ux(z,2") < t}. Therefore, V(X)
is a collection of closed balls in X. On the contrary, any closed ball B;(x) with positive
radius ¢t > 0 coincides with [x]; € 0x(t) and thus belongs to V(X). Now, for any singleton
{x} = By(x). If x is not a cluster point, then there exists ¢ > 0 such that B;(xz) = {x} which
implies that {z} € V(X). If 2 is a cluster point, then for any ¢t > 0, {z} & Bi(z) = [z];. In
particular, this implies that {x} # [z]; for all ¢ > 0 and thus {z} ¢ V(X). In conclusion,
V(X) is the collection of all closed balls in X except for singletons {z} such that z is a
cluster point in X.

If X is a one point space, then obviously X € V(X) = {X}. Otherwise, let ¢ := diam (X) > 0,

then for any z € X we have that X = [x]s € V(X). As for singletons {x} where x € X is not

a cluster point, we have proved above that {z} € V(X). O
APPENDIX B. MISSING DETAILS FROM SECTION 3

B.1. Proofs from Section 3.1. Next, we give the missing proofs of the results stated in
Section 3.1.

B.1.1. Proof of Proposition 3.35.

(1) This directly follows from the definitions of ug{" and dy, (see Equation (10) and
Equation (5)).

(2) This simply follows from Jensen’s inequality.
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(3) By (2), we know that {ugyys (X, ) }ney is an increasing sequence with a finite upper
bound w5, (X, V). Therefore, L := lim,, o ugii', (X, V) exists and L < ugiys, (X, V).

Next, we come to the opposite inequality. By Proposition B.1, there exist u, €
D (uy,uy) and p, € C(ux, pty) such that

n

([ Guteoymae xan) =wisini. )

By Lemma B.19 and Lemma B.21, the sequence {u, },en uniformly converges to some
u € D" (ux,uy) and {i, }ney Weakly converges to some p € C(ux, uy) (after taking
appropriate subsequences of both sequences). Let M := sup, ,jequpp(u) (T, y). Let
e>0andlet U = {(x,y) € XxY |u(z,y) > M —e}. Then, u(U) > 0. Since U is open,
it follows that there exists a small £; > 0 such that u,(U) > u(U) —&; > 0 for all n
large enough (see e.g. Billingsley [7, Thm. 2.1]). Moreover, by uniform convergence
of the sequence {uy, }nen, we have |u(z,y) — u,(z,y)| < e for any (z,y) € X x Y when

n is large enough. Therefore, we obtain for n large enough
1

(] tolemyman <in)” = uw)

Letting n — o0, we obtain L > M — 2¢. Since € > 0 is arbitrary, we obtain L > M >
usturm (X y)
GW,00 ) :

B.1.2. Proof of Theorem 3.4. In this section, we devote to prove Theorem 3.4. To this end,
we will first verify the existence of optimal metrics and optimal couplings in Equation (18).

(M = 2) > (u(U) — e1)7 (M — 2).

3=

Proposition B.1 (Existence of optimal couplings). Let X = (X, ux,ux) andY = (Y, uy, py)
be compact ultrametric measure spaces. Then, there always exist u € DY (ux,uy) and
e Cux, py) such that for 1 < p <

sy = ([ eyt <)

and such that

ugw oo (X, Y) = sup  u(z,y).
(z,y)esupp ()

Proof. The following proof is a suitable adaptation from proof of Lemma 3.3 in [92]. We
will only prove the claim for the case p < oo since the case p = o0 can be shown in a similar
manner. Let u, € D" (ux,uy) and ju, € C(ux, pty’) be such that
1
(] eyt <an)” < i)+ 1
XxY

By Lemma B.19, {1, }nen weakly converges (after taking an appropriate subsequence) to some
€ Clux, py). By Lemma B.21, {u,},en uniformly converges (after taking an appropriate
subsequence) to some u € D" (uy,uy). Then, it is easy to verify that

1

(] torutas < an) < ey,
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As a direct consequence of the proposition, we get the subsequent result.

Corollary B.2. Fizr 1 < p < w0. Let X = (X,ux,pux) and Y = (Y,uy,py) be compact
ultrametric measure spaces. Then, there exist a compact ultrametric space Z and isometric
embeddings ¢ : X — Z and v : Y — Z such that

ug%r,g(xﬂ y) = d\%v,p(qb#ﬂX) ¢#MY)'

Before we come to the proof of Theorem 3.4, it remains to establish another auxiliary result.
We ensure that the Wasserstein pseudometric of order p on a compact pseudo-ultrametric
space (X, uy) is for p € [1,0) a p-pseudometric and for p = o0 a pseudo-ultrametric, i.e., we
prove for 1 < p < oo that for all ay, as, az € P(X)

X,u Xu p X p\ 1/p
dgN,pX)<:u17:u3) < <(d£7V,pX)<:u17:U’2)) + (dgv,pX)<:U’27,U/3>) )

and for p = oo that for all ay, ay, az € P(X)

Xu X,u X,u
iy (s, pa) < mae (g™ (e, o). die ™ () )

Lemma B.3. Let (X, ux) be a compact pseudo-ultrametric space. Then, for 1 < p < o the
p-Wasserstein metric d%’;’d is a p-pseudometric on P(X). In particular, when p = oo, it

is an pseudo-ultrametric on P(X).

Proof. We prove the statement by adapting the proof of the triangle inequality for the p-
Wasserstein distance (see e.g., [99, Theorem 7.3]). We only prove the case when p < o
whereas the case p = oo follows by analogous arguments.

Let ay, as, a3 € P(X), denote by p12 an optimal transport plan between «; and as and by
23 an optimal transport plan between oy and ag (see [100, Theorem 4.1] for the existence
of pip and peg). Furthermore, let X; be the support of a;, 1 < i < 3. Then, by the Gluing
Lemma [99, Lemma 7.6] there exists a measure p € P(X; x Xy x X3) with marginals z115 on
X1 x X5 and pg3 on Xy x X3. Clearly, we obtain

(d@f;ﬂx)(al,ag))p < f ub (2, 2) plde x dy x dz)
’ X1><X2><X3

<[ R b () (e dy x do)
X1 ><X2 ><X3

Here, we used that ux is an ultrametric, i.e., in particular a p-metric [70, Proposition 1.16].
With this we obtain that

u P
(d%’px)(m, az)) < J b (z,y) pz(de x dy) + f u (y,2) pos(dy x dz)
X1xXo X

2x X3

u p u p
= <d§;\)/(:pX)(O{1,OZQ)> + (d%’pX)(ag,agD .
[

With Proposition B.1 and Lemma B.3 at our disposal we are now ready to prove Theorem 3.4
which states that ug" is indeed a p-metric on U".
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. It is clear that ugii’, is symmetric and that ugiy’s(X,Y) = 0if X' =,
Y. Furthermore, we remark that u@i{yh(X,Y) = d&,(X,Y) by Proposition 3.3. Since
dgwh(X,Y) = 0 implies that & =,, ¥ ([93]), we have that ug(X,)) = 0 implies that
X =, Y. It remains to verify the p-triangle inequality. To this end, we only prove the case
when p < o0 whereas the case p = o follows by analogous arguments.

Let X, Y, Z e U™. Suppose uxy € D" (ux,uy) and uyy € D" (uy,uz) are optimal metric
couplings such that

(]} u p sturm U4, p
(ugwn (X, )" = ( s XY)(Mx,uy)) and (ugwn(Y, 2))" = (d%pz ”)(My,uz)> :

Further, define uxyz on X uY 1 Z as

uxy (21, T2) T, 1€ X0UY
( ) = uyz(x1, 22) r, €Y U Z
Uxyzit, ¥2) = inf{max(uxy (z1,y),uyz(y,22)) |y €Y} z1€ X, 29€ Z
inf{max(uxy (z2,9), uyz(y, 1)) |lye Y} x1€Z 1€ X.

Then, by Lemma 1.1 of Zarichnyi [105] uxyz is a pseudo-ultrametric on X 1Y 1 Z that
coincides with uxy on X 1Y and with uyz on Y 1 Z. With this we obtain by Lemma B.3
that

S urm XuYuZu P
(ugwin (X, 2))" < (dg;\,’p XYZ)(UXaNZ))

XuYuZu p XuYuZu p
(d( XYZ)(uX’uy)> <d( o XYZ)(MY’MZ))

XI_IYU p YuZu p
s+ (57 )

= (u i«f%“;(% )"+ (ugwy (3, 2))"
This gives the claim for p < oo. O

B.1.3. Proof of Theorem 3.7. In order to proof Theorem 3.7, we will first establish the
statement for finite ultrametric measure spaces. For this purpose, we need to introduce
some notation. Given X, Y € UY, let DU (ux,uy) denote the collection of all admissible
pseudo-ultrametrics on X 1Y, where u € D (uy, uy) is called admissible, if there exists no

u* € DY (uy, uy) such that u* # u and u*(z,y) < u(z,y) forall z,y e X U Y.

Lemma B.4. For any X,Y e U*, D

adm

it inf dXeYw , )
uGwp(X, V) = W€D (s iy) P (b, 1)

(ux,uy) # . Moreover,

Proof. If {u, }neny € D™ (uy, uy) is a decreasing sequence (with respect to pointwise inequal-
ity), it is easy to verify that u = inf,eyu, € D™ (uy,uy) and thus u is a lower bound of
{tn }nen. Then, by Zorn’s lemma DU (ux,uy) # &. Therefore, we obtain that

adm

sturm . XuYu
ugw (X, V) = inf dsN,p )(/JX, fy).

G'D:(litm (uX 7uy)
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Combined with Example 3.6, the following result implies that each u € D (ux,uy) gives

rise to an element in A.

Lemma B.5. Given finite spaces X, € UY, for each u € DL (ux,uy), u=1(0) # &.

adm

Proof. Assume otherwise that u=1(0) = &¥. Then, u is a metric (instead of pseudo-metric).
Let (xo,y0) € X x Y such that u(zg,yo) = mingex ey u(z,y). The existence of (zg,yo) is
guaranteed by the finiteness of X and Y. We define uy ) : X Y x X UY — Ry as
follows:

(1) u(xo,y0)|X><X = ux and u(zo,yo)|Y><Y = Uy
(2) For (z,y)e X x Y,

Uag o) (2, y) = min (u(z, y), max(ux (z, 20), uy (y,%0))) ;

(3) For any (y,2) €Y X X, U(zgy0) (¥, T) = U(wg,y0) (T, ).

It is easy to verify that () € D" (ux,uy). Further, it is obvious that w(yy0) (o, yo) =
0 < u(wo,yo) and that wu(y, ) (2,y) < u(x,y) for all z,y € X 1Y which contradicts with
ue DY (uy,uy). Therefore, u=1(0) # . O

adm
Theorem B.6. Let XY € U™ be finite spaces. Then, we have for each p € [1,0) that

sturm : A X Y
ugwy( X, V) = nf dy, ((¢<A,w>)#ﬂx : (w(A,w)#MY) : (30)

Proof. By Lemma B.4 it is sufficent to prove that each u € DU (ux,uy) induces (4, p) € A

adm
such that
XuYu Z
di}Vyp )<'uX"uY) = dV\ép ((gbév@))#/”bx’ (¢&,w))#MY) :

Let u € DY (ux,uy). We define A := {x € X|3y € Y such that u(z,y) = 0} (Ag # & by

adm

Lemma B.5). By Example 3.6, the map ¢q : Ag — Y defined by taking x to y such that
u(z,y) = 0is a well-defined isometric embedding. This means in particular that (Ao, ¢o) € A.

If u(z,y) = ugz,, <¢5(A0’¢0)(x),¢&0’¢0)(y)> holds for all (z,y) € X x Y, then we set A := A,
and ¢ = @g. This gives

XuYu
d%V,p )<NX7/~LY) = d\%fp ((¢€(A,¢))#/'I’X7 (WA,@MMY) .
Otherwise, there exists (z,y) € X\ Ay x Y\po(Ap) such that
u(z,y) < Uzy, (¢‘()i10,¢0)(93)>?/1(}f40,%)(?/))

(if € Ag or y € wo(Ag), then u(z,y) > uz,, <¢{f40,¢0)($)7¢a07¢0)(3/)> must hold). Let
(x1,y1) € X\Ap x Y\po(Ag) be such that

uwr, y1) = minu(z,y)| (2, ) € X\Ag x ¥\po(4o)

and u(x,y) < Uz, ((ﬁéowo)(x),wéo’%)(y)) } > 0.
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The existence of (z1,y;) follows from finiteness of X and Y. It is easy to check that ¢q
extends to an isometry from Ay U {1} to po(Ag) U {1} by taking z1 to y;. We denote
the new isometry ¢; and set A; = Ay u {x1}. If for any (z,y) € X x Y, we have that

u(r,y) = uz,, <¢é1,¢1)($>’¢&1,w1)(y>>’ then we define A := A; and ¢ := ¢;. Otherwise,
we continue the process to obtain As, As,.... This process will eventually stop since we are

considering finite spaces. Suppose the process stops at A, then A := A, and ¢ = ¢, satisfy
that u(z,y) = uz, < 54,@) (x),¢&7@)(y)> for any (x,y) € X x Y. Therefore,

XuYu
de s (i) = digy ((6850) s (V) ity )

ult

Since u € Dy,

(ux,uy) is arbitrary, this gives the claim. |

As a direct consequence of Theorem B.6, we obtain that it is sufficient, as claimed in Re-
mark 3.8, for finite spaces to infimize in Equation (30) over the collection of all maximal pairs
A* < A. Recall that a pair (A, 1) € A is denoted as mazimal, if for all pairs (B, ¢3) € A
with A € B and 3|4 = 1 it holds A = B.

Corollary B.7. Let X, € U" be finite spaces. Then, we have for each p € [1, 0] that

sturm . Z X Y
U’GW,p(X7 y) = (A,}pr)lg.A* dV\/Iﬂ,p <(¢(A,@))#MX7 (1/}(,4,4)0))#“3/) : (31)

By proving Theorem B.6, we have verified Theorem 3.7 for finite ultrametric measure spaces.
In the following, we will use Theorem B.6 and weighted quotients to demonstrate Theo-
rem 3.7. However, before we come to this, we need to establish the following two auxiliary
results.

Lemma B.8. Let X € U be a compact ultrametric space. Lett > 0 and let p € [1,0). Then,
for any o, f € P(X), we have that

(d\)i(\;,p(auﬁt))p = (d%(v,p@l, 5))1” — P

where oy 1s the push forward of o under the canonical quotient map Qy : X — X; taking
re X to[x]; € X;.

Proof. For any p; € C(ay, 3;), it is easy to see that there exists pu € C(a, ) such that
e = (Qr x Q¢)y, pp where Qp x @+ X x X — X x X; maps (z,2') € X x X to ([]e, [2']e)-
For example, suppose X; = {[x1]s, ..., [zn]:}, then one can let

5‘[$j]t
B([lzs]e)

o= 3 ([ 1))~ 235 ®

(e

where o], is the restriction of a on [x;];.
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For any z, 2’ € X, we have that (ux(z, )" < (ux,([z]s, [2']:))" + t*. Then,

(@ (f) < [ (uxle o) ulde x do'

JXxX

<[ (el 1)) + ) u(de < da)

JX xX

[ (@), Q@) e x da') +

JXxX

[ Gl [00) peldlade x dla]) + ¢

dXt ><Xt

Infimizing over all p; € C(ay, f;), we obtain that

(d\)g;,p(atvﬁt)>p = (d%(v,p(oé, 5))? 4P

Lemma B.9. Let X e U" and let p € [1,00]. Then, for any t > 0, we have that

sturm

In particular, lim; o ugiy7 (X, X) = 0.

Proof. Tt is obvious that (X;); =, X;. Hence, it holds by Theorem 3.13 that usé%fnoo(Xt, X) <
t. By Proposition 3.3 we have that for any p € [1, 0]

With Lemma B.8 and Lemma B.9 available, we can come to the proof of Theorem 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Clearly, it follows from the definition of ugh{" (see Equation (10))
that

A
Hence, we focus on proving the opposite inequality.

turm . A X Y
ugw (X, V) < ol ((¢<A,w>)#ﬂx7 (@/’(A,@))#MY)

Given any t > 0, by Lemma A.7, both X; and ), are finite spaces. By Theorem B.6 we have
that

sturm 3 Z t t t
UGEW’p(Xt,yt) = lnf dV\}A,p ((Cbgfqt,w))#(ﬂX)ta <¢th7<pt)>#(lu§/)t> )

(At,p1)eAs
where

Ay = {(A, 1) | & # Ay © X, is closed and ¢, : A; — Y} is an isometric embedding }.
For any (Ay, ;) € Az, assume that A, = {[x1]X, ..., [z.]X} and that ¢([z]¢) = [wi]: € Vi

foralli=1,...,n. Let A= {xy,...,2,}. Then, the map ¢ : A — Y defined by x; — y; for
i=1,...,n is an isometric embedding. Therefore, (A, ¢) € A.

Clatm 1: ((ZA)tau(ZA)z) = (ZAt7uZAt)‘
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Proof of the Claim. We define a map ¥ : (Z4); — Za, by [z]7* — [2]¥ for € X and
[y]7* — [y]} for y € Y\@(A). We first show that U is well-defined. For any 2’ € X, if
ugz,(z,2') < t, then obviously we have that ux(z,2’) = uz, (z,2’) < t and thus [z]¥ = [2'];*.
Now, assume that there exists y € Y\p(A) such that ug,(z,y) < t, ie., [z]7* = [y]7*.
Then, by finiteness of A and definition of Z4, there exists z; € A such that uyz,(z,y) =

max (ux (z, x;), uy (p(z;),y)) < t. This gives that

uz,, ([2]7 [yl}) < max (ux, ([2] [2:]7)  uvi ([e(2)]i . [W])) <t

However, this happens only if uz, ([z]X,[y]}) = 0, that is, [z];¥ is identified with [y]}" under
the map ¢;. Therefore, U is well-defined.

It is easy to see from the definition that W is surjective. Thus, it suffices to show that ¥ is
an isometric embedding to finish the proof. For any z,z’ € X such that ux(z,z') > ¢, we
have that

U(Za)e ([I]tZA7 [xl]tZA) =Uz, (1"’%,) = UX(CL’,[E/) = Ux, ([I]ixv [l’/]g() = Uzy, ([I]th [C(]/]i() .

Similarly, for any y,y" € Y\@(A) such that uy(y,y’) > t, we have that

wizay (WIEA W174) = uzy, (W1 1Y) -

Now, consider z € X and y € Y\@(A). Assume that uz, (z,y) > t (otherwise [z]7 = [y]7*).
Then, we have that

UZ, (x,y) = z_Hlun max (UX (Z’,ZL’J , Uy (¢<x1)7y)) > 1.

This implies that

v, () = i, o o, (B ) e (), )

=Uzy <I7y) = U(Za) ([I]tZAu [y]tZA) .
Therefore, W is an isometric embedding and thus we conclude the proof. 0

By Lemma B.8 we have that

( & ((‘b(At w) (k) (wétwt))#wy}t))p

> <d\%4,p ((92%4,@))##)(, (7’0?;‘790))##}/))][, P

Therefore,

sturm : ZAt Xy
s ) = int | dGos ((5,00), o (w<m>>#<w>)

(At,p¢)

. P . ,
g (Al,g)fEA ((dvxfp <(¢(A,¢))#UX7 A ©) #HY> _ tp>

Notice that the last inequality already holds when we only consider (A, ¢) corresponding to
(A, p1) € Ay
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By Lemma B.9, we have that

WX ) = lim (4 0) = it a5, ((60) g (an) o)

which concludes the proof. 0]

B.2. Proofs from Section 3.2. In the following, we give the complete proofs of the results
stated in Section 3.2.

B.2.1. Proof of Proposition 3.9.

(1) This follows directly from the definitions of ugw, and dgw, (see Equation (13) and
Equation (7)).

ult (

(2) By Jensen’s inequality we have that dis)"(u) < dis}lﬂt(u) for any p € C(ux, py)-

Therefore, ugw ,(X,Y) < ugw (X, ).

(3) By (2), we know that {ugw n(X,))}nen is an increasing sequence with a finite upper
bound ugw «(X,Y). Therefore, L = lim, o, ugwn(X,)) exists and it holds L <
UGW,OO (Xv y) .

To prove the opposite inequality, by Proposition B.10, there exists for each n € N
tn € C(px, piy ) such that

Ao (ux (z,2"), uy (y,9")" i (dz x dy) pn (da’ x dy') | = uawn(X, ).
XY xXxY

By Lemma B.19, {1, }neny weakly converges (after taking an appropriate subsequence)
to some p € C(pux, py ). Let

M = sup AOO(UX(xax/)auY(y>y/))
(z,y),(x",y")esupp (1)

and for any given € > 0 let
U= {((Ivy)v (IL‘/,y,)) eEX XY xXxY | AOO(UX(J:7:E,)7UY<yay/>) > M — 8}'

Then, we have p ® u(U) > 0. As u, weakly converges to u, we have that u, ® u,
weakly converges to p ® p. Since U is open, there exists a small £ > 0 such that
,un ® wn(U) > p® u(U) — e > 0 for n large enough (see e.g. Billingsley [7, Thm.

. Therefore,
oo (ux (@, 2"), uy (y,y')" n (d x dy) pun (dz” x dy’)
><Y><X><Y
1
> (jtn ® pin(U))* (M — &) > (0 ® p(U) — £1) (M — ).

Letting n — o0, we obtain L > M — ¢. Since € > 0 is arbitrary, we obtain L > M >
UGW,OO(X7 y)
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B.2.2. Proof of Theorem 3.10. One main step to verify Theorem 3.10 is to demonstrate the
existence of optimal couplings.

Proposition B.10. Let X = (X, ux,pux) and Y = (Y, uy, py) be compact ultrametric mea-
sure spaces. Then, for any p € [1,00], there always ezists an optimal coupling p € C(ux, py)
such that ugw ,(X,Y) = disp" (k).

Proof. We will only prove the claim for the case p < oo since the case p = o0 can be proven
in a similar manner. Let p, € C(ux, iy ) be such that

3=

1
Ao (ux (z, "), uy (v, )P pin(dz X dy)pn(da’ x dy') | < uawp(X,Y) + -
xYxXxY

By Lemma B.19, {{, }nen weakly converges to some p € C(ux, y ) (after taking an appropri-
ate subsequence). Then, by the boundedness and continuity of Ay (ux,uy) on X xY x X xY
(cf. Lemma B.22) as well as the weak convergence of p, ® p,, we have that that

dis™(p) = lim dis®™ () < ugw (X, V).

p n—>00 p

Hence, ugw »,(X,Y) = diszlt(,u). O
Based on Proposition B.10, it is straightforward to prove Theorem 3.10.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. 1t is clear that ugw, is symmetric and that ugw,(X,Y) = 0 if
X =, Y. Furthermore, we remark that ugw,(X,Y) = dow,(X,Y) by Proposition 3.9.
Since dgw,(X,Y) = 0 implies that X =, Y (see [67]), we have that ugw,(X,Y) = 0
implies that X =~, ). It remains to verify the p-triangle inequality. To this end, we only
prove the case when p < o0 whereas the case p = oo follows by analogous arguments.

Now let X, Y, Z be three ultrametric measure spaces. Let uxy € C(ux,py) and pyy €
C(py, pz) be optimal (cf. Proposition B.10). By the Gluing Lemma [99, Lemma 7.6], there
exists a measure pxyz € P(X x Y x Z) with marginals pxyy on X x Y and pyz on Y x Z.
Further, we define pixz = (mxz)xp € P(X x Z), where mx 7 denotes the canonical projection
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X xY xZ— X x Z. Then,

(ugw p(X, 2)) Jf wlux(z, @), uz(z,2")))" pxz(de x dz) pxz(da' x d2’)
XxZxXxZ
rr
— J (Ao (ux(z,2"), uz(z, z')))puxyz(dx x dy x dz) pxyz(dz' x dy' x dz")
XXYXZ;XXYXZ
cr
< (Aoo(uX (z, "), uy (y, y,)))p,uxyz(dm X dy x dz) puxyz(dz' x dy' x dz')
XXYXZ;XXYXZ
rr
+ (A (uy (y,y), uz(2,2)))" pxyz(de x dy x dz) pxyz(dz' x dy' x dz)
XxYxeXxYxZ
JJ o(ux(z,2), UY(?J7y/)))p#XY(d93 x dy) pxy (dz’ x dy')
XXYxXxY
ff w(uy (y,y"),uz(2,2))" pyz(dy x dz) py z(dy’ x d2')
YXZXYxZ

:(UGW,IO(‘){? y))p + (uGW,p(yv Z))pv

where the second inequality follows from the fact that Ay in an ultrametric on Ry (cf. [70,
Remark 1.14]) and the observation that an ultrametric is automatically a p-metric for any
p € [1,00] [70, Proposition 1.16]. O

B.2.3. Proof of Theorem 3.13. We first prove that
uew.o(X,Y) =inf {t = 0| X} =, Y} (32)
and then show that the infimum is attainable.
Since Xy =, X and Yy =, YV, if Xy =, Vo, then X =, Y and thus by Theorem 3.10
uewoo(X,Y)=0=1inf{t = 0| X, =, V;}

Now, assume that for some t > 0, X; =, ;. By Lemma A.7, for some n € N we can write
Xo ={[zale, - [2a]e} and ¥y = {[y1]t, s [ynled such that ux, ([ile, [25]e) = wvi([yile, [y5]e)
and pux ([zi]e) = py ([yile). Let py = px|[z,), and py = py g, foralli =1,... n. Let p =
s Wy ® iy Tt is easy to check that pu € C(pux, py) and Supp(u) = Ui [wi]e x [5i]s- Assume
(2, y) € [@i]e x [vi]e and (2", 9/) € [2;]e x [y;]e. 10 # 4, then ux, ([, [25]) = uv, ([yi]e, [y;]e)
and thus

Ao (ux (2, 2"), uy (9,4)) = Ao (ux, ([zi]e, [25]0), v, ([wile, [y3]¢)) = 0.
If i = 7, then ux(z,2"),uy(y,y’) <t and thus Ay (ux(z,2'),uy(y,y’)) < t. In either case,
we have that

uGW,oO(ny) < sup AOO(UX(xaxl)auY(:%y,)) <t
(z,y),(z',y")esupp(p)

Therefore, ugw o (X,Y) <inf{t = 0| X; =, Vi}.

Conversely, suppose u € C(ux, iy ) and let t := = SUD(g.y) (o 4/)esupp(n ) Ao (ux (z,2"), uy (y,9))-
By Mémoli [67, Lemma 2.2], we know that supp(u) is a correspondence between X and Y.
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We define a map f; : X; — Y; by taking [z] € X; to [y]) € Y; such that (z,y) € supp(u). Tt
is easy to check that f; is well-defined and moreover f; is an isometry (see for example the
proof of Mémoli et al. [70, Theorem 5.7]). Next, we prove that f; is actually an isomorphism
between X; and Y;. For any [2]X € X, let y € Y be such that (x,y) € supp (1) (in
this case, [y]Y = fi([#]X)). If there exists (2/,9') € supp(u) such that 2’ € [z]¥ and
v ¢ [y]Y, then Ay (ux(x,2),uy(y,y')) = uy(y,y’) > t, which is impossible. Consequently,
p([z]¥ x (Y\[y]Y)) = 0 and similarly, u((X\[2];¥) x [y]}) = 0. This yields that

px (2] = plla]y < Y) = p([2] < [y]y) = (X < [yly) = pv ([y]}).
Therefore, f; is an isomorphism between X, and ). Hence, we have that ugw »(X,)) =
inf {t > 0| &} =, M} and hence ugw oo (X,Y) = inf {t = 0| X} =, Wi}.

Finally, we show that the infimum of inf {t > 0| X} =, );} is attainable. Let § := inf{t >
0] =y Wi} If 5 > 0, let {t,}neny be a decreasing sequence converging to ¢ such that

b, = Wy, for all t,,. Since X5 and )j are finite spaces, we actually have that X, = X5 and
V., = Vs when n is large enough. This immediately implies that X5 =, Vs. Now, if 6 = 0,
then by Equation (32) we have that ugw o (X,Y) = § = 0. By Theorem 3.10, X =, V.
This is equivalent to Xs =, )Vs. Therefore, the infimum of inf {t > 0] A} =, :)/t} is always
attainable.

B.2.4. Proof of Theorem 3.17. An important observation for the proof of Theorem 3.17 is
that the snowflake transform relates the p-Wasserstein pseudometric on a pseudo-ultrametric
space X with the 1-Wasserstein pseudometric on the space S,(X), 1 < p < .

Lemma B.11. Given a pseudo-ultrametric space (X,ux) and p = 1, we have for any «, €
P(X) that

RSl

dis e, 8) = (65 (. 8))

Remark B.12. Since S,oux and ux induce the same topology and thus the same Borel sets

on X, we have that P(X) = P(S,(X)) and thus the expression dy ”( )( , ) in the lemma is
well defined.

Proof of Lemma B.11. Suppose p1, o € C(a, B) are optimal for d\)fv’p(a,ﬁ) and dé{,’le)(oz, B),
respectively (see Appendix B.5.1 for the existence of y; and ps). Then,

(057 @m) = | (uxleyim(de < dy

[ s mld x ) > a0, 9),
XxX

and

- Lxxwxm,y))%(dx <dy) > (30 0)"
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With Lemma B.11 at our disposal we can prove Theorem 3.17.
Proof of Theorem 3.17. Let € C(ux, py). Then,

(Ao (ux (z,2'), uy (y,4)))" pldx x dy) p(da’ x dy)
XXYxXxY

- J j Mo (e (@, )P, uy (y, )P pld x dy) p(da’ x dy).

XXYxXxY

By infimizing over p € C(ux, jty) on both sides, we obtain that
(uaw (X, )" = uaw1(Sp(X), Sp(V)).

To prove the second part of the claim, let u € D" (uy, uy). By Lemma B.11 we have that

(" (o, )" =

Finally, infimizing over v € D" (ux, uy) yields

uGw (X, V) = ugwh(S,(X), 5p(V)).

S, us ,Sp(u
d%V;:l(X) p(Y),5p( ))(#Xa,UY)-

O

As a direct consequence of Theorem 3.17, we obtain the following relation between (U", ug%‘?)
and (U, ugwm) for p e [1,00).

Corollary B.13. For each p € [1,%), the metric space (U",u") is isometric to the
snowflake transform of (uw,ug%{g), i.e.,

S, U ) > (0 D
Proof. Consider the snowflake transform map S, : U* — U™ sending X € U™ to S,(X) e U".

It is obvious that S, is bijective. By Theorem 3.17, S, is an isometry from S, (U, uSGt%n;)
to (U, uw™). Therefore, S, (U™, uy™) = (U, ughy). O

B.3. Proofs from Section 3.3. Throughout the following, we demonstrate the open claims
from Section 3.3.

B.3.1. Proof of Theorem 3.18. First, we focus on the statement for p = 1, i.e., on showing
UGWJ(XZJO <f2u%%ﬁ(kﬂ)0. (33)

Let u € D"(ux,uy) and p € C(ux, py) be such that w5 (X,Y) = Su(z,y)u(de x dy).
The existence of u and p follows from Proposition B.1

Claim 1: For any (x,y), (',y) € X x Y, we have

Ao (ux (2, '), uy (y,4)) < max(u(z,y), u(z',y)) < ulz,y) + u(z’,y).
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Proof. We only need to show that
AOO (UX (l’, ZL'/), Uy (yv y/)) < ma‘X(u("Ev y)a u(w’, y/))

If ux(z,2') = uy(y,y’), then there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, we assume without
loss of generality that ux(z,2') < uy(y,vy'). If max(u(z,y),u(z’,y’)) < uy(y,y’), then
by the strong triangle inequality we must have u(z,y") = uy(y,y’) = u(2’,y). However,
u(r',y) < max(uy(x,z'),u(z,y)) < uy(y,y’), which leads to a contradiction. Therefore,

AOO (UX(J:7 ZE’), UY(ya yl>> < maX(“(gjv y)? u('r,’ y/)) =

By Claim 1, we have

)
| Ao, ) e dy) s’ <
X><YJ><X><Y
(
< || wtnta < dy s < dy)
X><YJ><X><Y
[
+ f u(@',y') pldz x dy) p(dz’ x dy')
X><Yd><X><Y
~ [ uleutdexdy) + [ ula ) s  dy) < 20E)
XxY XxY

Therefore, ugw,1(X,Y) < 2ugwi (X, D).

Applying Theorem 3.17 and Equation (33), yields that for any p € [1, 00)
1 sturm 1 1 sturm
uaw (X, V) = (uaw1(Sp(X), S, (V)7 < (2ugwi (Sp(X), Sp(V)))* = 27 ugwy (X, V).

B.3.2. Proof of results in Example 3.20. 1t follows from [67, Remark 5.17] that

~

. 1 o 1/3Y"
agts (Bn(1), 8en(1)) = 7 and dw, (Ba(1), 20(1) < 5 ( ) .

Then, by Proposition 3.3, we have that

a2 (A1), Baa(1)) = @i (A1), Ana(1)) > 7.

Let p, denote the uniform probability measure of A,(1). Since A,(1) has the constant
interpoint distance 1, it is obvious that for any coupling u € C (i, fi2n),

dis, (1) = disy" (1)
This implies that

UGwp (An(1),A2n(1)) — 2dw, (An@),A%u)) < (%)
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B.3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.21. First, we prove that ugiy, (X,Y) = ucw,»(X,Y). Indeed,
for any u € D" (uy,uy) and pu € C(ux, py), we have that

sup  u(z,y) = sup max(u(z,y), u(r",y"))
(w,y)esupp(p) (z,y),(2",y")esupp (1)
= sup Aoo (UX (l’, .T/), Uy (yv y/))

(z,y),(2',y")esupp(p)
= UGW,OO(X7 y)7

where the first inequality follows from Claim 1 in the proof of Theorem 3.18. Then, by a
standard limit argument, we conclude that ugw™, (X,)) = uaw,x(X, V).

Next, we prove that u@™, (X,Y) < min{t > 0| &; =, V;}. Let t > 0 be such that &; =, )
and let ¢ : &; — ), denote such an isomorphism. Then, we define a function u : X 1Y x
X uY — Ry as follows:

(1) ulxxx = ux and ulyxy = uy;
(2) for any (x,y) € X x Y, u(z,y) := {u%@([ﬂix)a [y]Y), if o([x]X) # [y])

t, if o([2]7) = [y]} -
(3) for any (y,z) € Y x X, u(y,x) == u(z,y).

Then, it is easy to verify that u € D" (ux,uy) and that u is actually an ultrametric. Let
Z = (X uY,u). By Lemma 2.8, we have

sturm Z . *

UaW e (X V) S oot 17) = Ly 9% gy T (BT
We verify that d& o, py) < t in the following. It is obvious that Z;, =~ X, =~ Y;. Write
X; = {[asz]X " ,and Y = {[yl] ', such that [y;]} = ¢([z;]) for each i = 1,...,n. Then,
[2:)7 = [y;]? and Z; = {[x;]?]i = 1 ,n}. Since ¢ is an isomorphism, for any i = 1,....n
we have that gy ([, 1) = py (]} and thus px ([:]7) = py ([017) = py([2:]7) when px
and py are regarded as pushforward measures under the inclusion map X < Z and Y — Z,
respectively. Now for any B € V(Z) (cf. Section 2.3), if diam (B) > t, then B is the union
of certain [z;]#’s in Z; and thus px(B) = ,uy(B) If diam(B) < t and diam (B*) > t, then
there exists some x; such that B = [z;]Z and [2;]? = [2;]? where s := diam (B). This

s

implies that px(B) = py(B). In consequence, we have that d . (ix,py) < t and thus
Ut (X, V) < d%ouoy’")(ux,uy) < t. Therefore, ugiys, (X, ) < inf{t > 0| &, =, V).

Finally, by invoking Theorem 3.13, we conclude that ug{i™, (X, Y) = uaw,«o(X, V).

B.3.4. Proof of Theorem 3.22. We prove the result via an explicit construction. By The-
orem 3.21, we have s = u%ﬁ%ﬁo(é\f’,y) = ugw,n(X,Y). By Theorem 3.13, there exists an
isomorpism ¢ : Xy — V. Since s > 0, by Lemma A.7, both X and ), are finite spaces.
Let X = {[a;l]s . [a;n]X} Y ={[yilY,. ., [yn]¥} and assume [y;]} = o([z;]¥) for each
i =1,...,n. Let A = {z1,...,z,} and define ¢ : A — Y by sending z; to y; for each
i=1,...,n. We prove that (A, ¢) satisfies the conditions in the statement.

Since ¢ is an isomorphism, for any 1 <7 < j <

uy (i, y5) = UYS([%]S ’ [yj]s ) = UYS(SO([%]S ), 90([933']5)) = UXS([%]S a[l“j]f) = ux(zi, ¥;).
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This implies that ¢ : A — Y is an isometric embedding and thus (A4, ¢) € A.

It is obvious that (Z,), is isometric to both X, and Y;. In fact, [2;]%4 = [y;]?4 in Z, for

each i =1,...,n and (Z4), = {[x;]%4]i = 1,...,n}. Since ¢ is an isomorphism, for any i =

L...,nwe have that px ([2:3) = py ([wily ) and thus px ([2:)24) = py ([yil22) = py ([2:]2)
When px and py are regarded as pushforward measures under the inclusion maps X — Z4

and Y — Z4, respectively. Now for any B € V(Z4) (cf. Section 2.3), if diam (B) > s,
then B is the union of certain [x;]24’s and thus px(B) = py(B). If otherwise diam (B) < s
and diam (B*) > s, then there exists x; such that B = [z;]7* and [2;]7* = [2;]7* where
t := diam (B). This implies that ux(B) = uy(B). By Lemma 2.8, we have dw ox, py) <

and thus dﬁ;‘too(ux,uy) = § since d\%‘too(ux,uy) is an upper bound for s = ugig, (X, V) due
to Equation (10).

B.3.5. Proof of Theorem 3.24. In this section, we prove Theorem 3.24 by slightly modifying
the proof of Proposition 5.3 in [67].

Lemma B.14. Let (X, ux) and (Y,uy) be compact ultrametric spaces and let S < X x Y
be non-empty. Assume that Sup(, ) o yes Moo(ux (z,7),uy (y,9')) < 1. Define usg : X 1Y x
X uY — Ryg as follows:

(1) us|xxx = ux and uglyxy = uy;
(2) fO?" any (:E7y) € X x Y; US(J:ay) = inf(av/,y/)ES max (Ux(x>$,)7UY(y»y/)777) :
(3) fOT any (l',y)EXXY, US(y,ZU> (I,y)

Then, us € DY (ux,uy) and us(z,y) <n for all (z,y) € S.
Proof. That ug € DY (ux,uy) essentially follows by Zarichnyi [105, Lemma 1.1]. It remains

to prove the second half of the statement. For (x,y) € S, we set (2/,y') := (x,y). This yields

us(x,y) < max(ux(z,z'), uy(y,y'),n) = max(0,0,1) = n.

0
Proof of Theorem 3.24. Let p € C(ux, py) be a coupling such that HPB‘?,YHLP(M@M) < 8. Set

e = 4us(X) < 4.

By Mémoli [67, Claim 10.1], there exist a positive integer N < [1/d] and points xy,...,zx
in X such that min.; ux(z;,z;) > £, min; px (BX(2;)) > 0 and px (Uf\il BX(z;)) = 1—e.

Claim 1: For every ¢ = 1,..., N there exists y; € Y such that

p (BX (w:) % Byey)(yi) = (1= 6%)ux (B (1)) -
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Proof. Assume the claim is false for some i and let Q;(y) = BX(z;) x (Y\BY6 10y )) Then,
as € Cux, py) it holds

px (BX(2:)) =p (BX () x Y')
=11 (B (2:) % By(ey5)(y)) + 1 (BX (25) x (Y\Byy5)(1))) -
Consequently, we have that 1(Q;(y)) = 6*ux (BX(x;)). Further, let
Q; = {(z,y,2",y) e X xY x X x Y |z,2" € BX(z;) and uy (y,9') = 2(s + 0)}.
Clearly, it holds for (z,y,2',y’) € Q; that
IRy (@, y, 2" y) = Ao (ux (2, 27), uy (y,9)) = uy (y,¢) = 26.
Further, we have that u® p(Q;) = §*. Indeed, it holds

p®u(Qi) = JB YJ p(de’ x dy) p(dz > dy)
_ LX( M@t < dy)
—pox (B () [ Qi)

(x (B (2)))" 57
5.

VoWV

However, this yields that

HF?E,YHLP(#(g“) = HF§,YHL1(H®H) = HF§,Y]1Q1‘ LY (u®u) > 20 - M®M(Ql) = 2557

which contradicts HFOO < °. O

XY I LP (u®u)

Define for each i =1,..., N
S; = B (1) x Byey5)(Yi):
Then, by Claim 1, u(S;) = 6(1 —6%), foralli =1,..., N.

Claim 2: T'Zy (24, yi, 2j,v;) < 6(e +6) forall 4,5 =1,..., N.

Proof. Assume the claim fails for some (ig, jo), i.e

*9

AOO(U“X(*TZ'O? xj0)7 uY(yioa yjo)) > 6(5 + 5) >0

Then, we have Ay (ux(Tiy, Tjo)s wy (Yig, Yso)) = max(ux(xiy, Tj), wy (Vig, Ysp))- We assume
without loss of generality that

Ux ("Eio’ xjo) = AOO(UX (xim xjo)v Uy (yim ng)) > uy (yioa yjo)'
Consider any (z,y) € S;, and (2',y’) € Sj,. By the strong triangle inequality and the fact
that ux(z;,,x;,) > 6(c +J) > ¢, it is easy to verify that ux(z,z") = ux(x;,, z;,). Moreover,

uy (y,y') < max(uy (¥, Yio)> Uy (Yio» Yio ) Uy (Yjos ¥'))
< max(2(e + 9), ux(zy, ), 2(e + ) = ux(xi, xj,) = ux(z,a’).
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Therefore,
PgO(,Y(xv Y, x/’ y/) = UX(JJ, x/) = UX(xim xjo) = F?,Y(xim Yios Lo yjo) > 6(8 + 5) > 20.
Consequently, we have that
HFE?,YHLP(”@H) > HF;.?vyHLl(p,(@p,) = HF;«(),Y]ISEO]ISJ'O HLl(M®M) = 25“(52'0)/1’(‘9]'0)
> 26 (§(1 —0%))°.

However, for § < 1/2, 26 (6(1 — 62)) = 26°. This leads to a contradiction. O

Consider S € X x Y given by S = {(x;,y;)|i = 1,..., N}. Let ug be the ultrametric on
X uY given by Lemma B.14. By Claim 2, sup, ) v ,nes %y (2,4, 7', y') < 6(e +6). Then,
for all 7 = 1,..., N we have that ug(xl,yl) < 6(e + ) and for any (x,y) € X x Y we have
that

ug(x,y) < max(diam (X)), diam (Y),6(e + 9)) < max(diam (X),diam (Y),27) =: M".

Here in the second inequality we use the assumption that § < % and the fact that ¢ =
4us(X) < 4.

Claim 3: Fix i € {1,...,N}. Then, for all (z,y) € S;, it holds ug(x,y) < 6(c + 9).
Proof. Let (x,y) € S;. Then, ux(z,z;) < ¢ and uy(y,y;) < 2(¢ + J). Then, by the strong
triangle inequality for ug we obtain

us(z,y) <max{ux(z, ), uy (Y, %), us(vs, i) }
<max{e,2(e +0),6(c + 0)} < 6(c + 9).

Let L := UN: S;. The next step is to estimate the mass of i in the complement of L.
Claim 4: p(X x Y\L) <e+9.

Proof. For each i =1,..., N, let A; .= BX(z;) x (Y\BQ(WS (y )) Then,

A = (BX () x Y)\ (B (2:) x Byoy 5 (i) = (B (i) x Y)\S.
Hence,
p(As) = p (BX () x Y) = u(Si) = pux (B (1)) — p(Sh),
where the last equality follows from the fact that € M(pux, ny). By Claim 1, we have that
1(S;) = px (BX(2;)) (1 — 62). Consequently, we obtain

1(A;) < px (BX(27)) 62

X xY\Lc (X\CJB?(:@-)) XY U (CJA)

Notice that
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Hence,

<e+N-62<e+.

Here, the third inequality follows from the construction of x;s in the beginning of this section
and from the fact that N < [1/4]. O

Now,

f us(@,y) plde x dy) = ( +J ) ug(w,y) p(da x dy)
XxY L JXxV\L
< (6(e+ )P+ M” - (e +9).
Since we have for any a,b > 0 and p > 1 that a'/? + b'/? > (a+ b)1/p7 we obtain
WX, V) < (e + )3 (6 +8)' 5+ M) < (e +0) (27 + M)

< (4v5(X) + 6)7 - M,

where we used € = 4vs(X) and M := 2max(diam (X ) ,diam (Y)) + 54 > M’ + 27. Since the
roles of X and ) are symmetric, we have that

U (X, V) < (4min(vs(X), 05(Y)) + 8)7 - M.

This concludes the proof. [l

B.4. Proofs from Section 3.4. The subsequent section contains the full proofs of the
statements in Section 3.4.

B.4.1. Proof of Theorem 3.26.

(1) We first prove that (U™, ugw ) is non-separable for each p € [1, 0]. Recall notations
in Example 3.5 and consider the family {As(a)}ae[1,2-

Claim 1: Ya # b € [1,2], ugw, <A2(&),A2(b)) = 27%/\00(@, b) > 27%, where we let

% =1.
Proof of Claim 1 . First note by Theorem 4.1 that

UGW p <A2(a), Ag(b)) = SLB;lt <A2(a), Ag(b)) '
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It is easy to verify that SLB;;lt (Ag(a), AQ(b)) = 2_%Aoo(a, b). On the other hand,

consider the diagonal coupling between p, and p, then for p € [1, 00)

~ ~ 1 1 % 1
UGW ,p <A2(a), AQ(b)) < <2 . AOO(CL, b)p . 5 . 5) =92 pAOO(a’ b)7
and for p = oo

~ ~

— (Ag(a), Ag(b)) < A (a,b).

Therefore,

~

— <A2(a), &(b)) — 275 Ay (a,b).
O
By Claim 1, we have that {Ag(a) }ae[m] is an uncountable subset of /" with pairwise
distance greater than 2_%, which implies that (U", ugw ) is non-separable.

Now for p € [1,o), we show that ugw, is not complete. Consider the family
{Agn(1)}nen of 2™-point spaces with unitary interpoint distances. Endow each space
Agn (1) with the uniform measure u, and denote the corresponding ultrametric mea-
sure space by Agn(1). It is proven in [93, Example 2.2] that {Ayn(1)},en is a Cauchy
sequence with respect to dgw , without a compact metric measure space as limit. It
is not hard to check that

o (A2m(1),A2n(1)) — 2dew., (Agmu),AQnu)) . Vn,meN.

Therefore, {Azn(l)}neN is a Cauchy sequence with respect to ugw, without limit in
U™. This implies that (U™, ugw ) is not complete.

By Theorem 3.18 and (1), we have that (U*, ugiy™) is not separable. As for com-
pleteness, consider the subset X = {1 — %}neN < (Rxp,Ay). By Lemma A2, X is
not a compact ultrametric space. Let 19 € P(X) be a probability defined as follows:

1
140 ({1 — —}) =2"", VneN.
n

For each N € N, let Xy := {1 —2|n =1,...,N}. Since each Xy is finite, (Xy, Ax)
is a compact ultrametric space. Let uy € P(Xy) be a probability defined as follows:

DY [rr tse<w
HN n )2 Nt = N '

Then, it is easy to verify (e.g. via Theorem 3.7) that {(Xn, A, ftn)}nen 1S a u%%{}n;)
Cauchy sequence with (X, Ay, 110) being the limit. Since the set X is not compact,
(X, A, pt0) ¢ U™ and thus (U™, u%%“;) is not complete.

That (U™, ugw,«) is non-separable is already proved in (1). Given a Cauchy sequence
{X, = (X, Un, fin) }nen With respect to ugw o, we have that the underlying ultramet-
ric spaces {X,}neny form a Cauchy sequence with respect to ugy due to Corollary
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3.15. Since (U, ugn) is complete (see [105, Proposition 2.1]), there exists a compact
ultrametric space (X, uy) such that

lim ugn(X,, X) =0.

n—0o0
For each n € N| let §,, = ugn(X,, X). By Theorem 2.5, we have that (X,)s, =~ X, .
Denote by fi, € P(Xs,) the pushforward of (u,)s, under the isometry. Furthermore,

we have by Lemma A.7 that Xj, is finite and we let X5, = {[z1]s,,- .., [zk]s,} for
z1,...,7, € X. Based on this, we define

Zun Tils,) - 0z, € P(X),

where J,, is the Dirac measure at z;. Since X is compact, P(X) is weakly compact.
Therefore, the sequence {1, },en has a cluster point v € P(X).

Now we show that X = (X, ux,v) is a ugw,« cluster point of {X),},en and thus the
limit of {X),},en since {&, }nen is a Cauchy sequence. Without loss of generality, we
assume that {v,},ey weakly converges to v. Fix any € > 0, we need to show that
ucw.o(X, X,) < e when n is large enough. For any fixed z, € X, [x,]. is both an open
and closed ball in X. Therefore, v([x4].) = lim, o Vs ([74]c) (see e.g. Billingsley [7,
Thm. 2.1]). Since 6, — 0 as n — o0, there exists N; > 0 such that for any n > Ny,
0, < e. We specify an isometry ¢, : (X, )5, — X, that gives rise to the construction
of v,. Then, we let ¢, : (X,,). — X be the isometry such that the following diagram
commutes:

E-quotientl lg—quotient

(X)) —2 X.

Assume that [z,]X = [ J/_ [zl Let 2 € X, be such that ¢, ([27]2") = [2.]X and

£

let 27,...,27 € X, be such that ¢, ([27]3") = [2;]5 for each i = 1,...,l. Then,
[z7] X = Ul. [#7]5". Therefore,

3 1=

= Z va([2il5,) = Zﬂn([ Z = pn([23]2).

Since A&, is a Cauchy sequence, there exists Ny > 0 such that ugw o (X, Xn) < €
when n,m > Nj. Then, by Theorem 3.13, (X,). =, (&) for all n,m > Ns.
By Lemma A.7, (X,,). is finite, then (X,). has cardinality independent of n when
n > N,. For all n > N,, we define the finite set A, = {u,([z"]X")|2" € X,,}. A, is
independent of n since (X)) =, (Xn): for alln, m > NQ This implies that p,, ([27]X")
only takes value in a finite set A,,. Combining with the fact that lim,, o p,([z ]g(”) =
lim, e vy ([2]X) = v([24]Y) exists, there exists N3 > 0 such that when n > N,
tn([2%]c) = C for some constant C. This implies that

v([24]X) = pn([27]X"),  when n > max(Ny, Ny, N3).
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Since X. is finite, there exists a common N > 0 such that for all n > N and V[z,]. €
X, we have

v([2a2) = pa([23]5),

where [27]%" = o ([24]X) € (X,).. This indicates that Ve = (¥n)#(ptn). when

n > N. Therefore, X =, (X,). and thus ugw (X, &) <

B.4.2. Proof of Theorem 3.27. Next, we will demonstrate Theorem 3.27. However, before
we come to this we recall some facts about p-metric and p-geodesic spaces.

Lemma B.15 (Mémoli et al. [70, Proposition 7.10]). Given p € [1,00), if X is a p-metric
space, then X is not q-geodesic for all 1 < q < p.

Lemma B.16 (Mémoli et al. [70, Theorem 7.7]). Let X be a geodesic metric space. Then,
for any p =1, S1(X) is p-geodesic, where S, denotes the snowflake transform for a > 0 (cf.

Section 3.3).
For p = 1, the proof is based on the following property of the 1-Wasserstein space.

Lemma B.17 (Bottou et al. [10, Theorem 5.1]). Let X be a compact metric space. Then,
the space W1(X) = (P(X),d ) is a geodesic space.

Based on the above results and Corollary B.2, the proof of Theorem 3.27 is straightforward.

Proof of Theorem 3.27. Let X and ) be two compact ultrametric measure spaces. First, we
consider the case p = 1. By Corollary B.2, there exist a compact ultrametric space Z and
isometric embeddings ¢ : X < Z and ¢ : Y < Z such that

U (X, V) = d (dppx, hupy).

The space W1(Z) is geodesic (cf. Lemma B.17). Therefore, there exists a Wasserstein
geodesic 7 : [0, 1] — Wy(Z) connecting ¢4px and 1y uy. This induces a curve v : [0,1] —
U™ where for each t € [0, 1], y(t) := (supp(F()), Ulsupp(3(t)) xsupp(3(1))» 7(£)). Note that v(0) =

X and (1) =, Y and hence we simply replace v(0) and (1) with X and ), respectlvely.
Now, for each s,t € [0, 1], we have that

dawi (v(s), (1) < diy 1 (3(5), 3(1)) = |s = tldy 1 (7(0),3(1)) = |s — tdGw (X, V).

sturm

Therefore, v is a geodesic connecting X and Y and thus (U™, ugw') is geodesic.

Next, we come to the case p > 1. By Corollary B.13, S, (U™, uiw™) = (U*, ugh™). This im-
plies that S1(U", ugw?) = (Z/l“’ uscf%rg) Hence, by Lemma B.16, we have that (Z/{w usé%rg)
p

is p-geodesic. O

B.5. Technical issues from Section 3. In the following, we address various technical
issues from Section 3.
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B.5.1. The Wasserstein pseudometric. Given a set X, a pseudometric is a symmetric func-
tion dy : X x X — Ry satisfying the triangle inequality and dx(z,z) = 0 for all z € X.
Note that if moreover dx(x,y) = 0 implies = = y, then dx is a metric. There is a canonical
identification on pseudometric spaces (X, dx): « ~ 2’ if dx(x,2’) = 0. Then, ~ is in fact

an equivalence relation and we define the quotient space X = X/ ~. Define a function

dx : X x X — R as follows:

~ o Jdx(z,2') ifdx(x,2") #0
' 0 otherwise '

dy turns out to be a metric on X. In the following, the metric space (X .d Zf) is referred to
as the metric space induced by the pseudometric space (X, dx). Note that dx preserves the
induced topology (see e.g. [44]) and thus the quotient map ¥ : X — X is continuous.

Analogously to the Wasserstein distance, which is defined for probability measures on met-
ric spaces, we define the Wasserstein pseudometric for measures on compact pseudometric
spaces as done in [94]. Let «, 8 € P(X). Then, we define for p € [1,0) the Wasserstein
pseudometric of order p as

54 (a, B) = ( inf J dx (z,y) p(dz x dy)) ' (34)
peC(a,B) Jx x x
and for p = oo as
dgiif(,’ci)()(% p) = inf sup  u(z,y). (35)

HEC(B) (z,y)esupp(1s)
It is easy to see that the Wasserstein pseudometric is closely related to the Wasserstein
distance on the induced metric space. More precisely, one can show the following.

Lemma B.18. Let (X,dy) denote a compact pseudometric space, let o, f € P(X). Then,
it follows for p € [1, 0] that

divy ¥ (@, B) = dig 3 (Ut Uy B) (36)

and in particular that the infimum in Equation (34) (resp. in Equation (35) if p = ) is
attained for some p € C(a, f3).

Proof. In the course of this proof we focus on the case p < co and remark that the case p = o
follows by similar arguments. The quotient map allows us to define the map 6 : C(«, 5) —
C(Vypa,Vyf) via p— (U x W)up. It is easy to see that 6 is well defined and surjective.
Furthermore, it holds by construction that

| Bt san - | a0 <)

XxX
for all p € C(a, 5). Hence, Equation (36) follows.

We come to the second part of the claim. By [100, Sec.4] there exists an optimal coupling
f* € C(Vyo, Wy ) such that

3=

x X

d%bdX)(\Ij#Oéa Uyp) = (LZ ngg(m,y) a* (dx % dy))
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In consequence, we find using our previous results that for any pu* € ~(*) it holds

3=

d%;adX)(\Ij#a’ UyB) = (L? i Ci];((x,y) ot (dr x dy))

x X

|=

([ <) - aie )
XxX
This yields the claim. 0

sturm

B.5.2. Regularity of the cost functionals of ugw,, and ugy,- In the remainder of this section,
we collect various technical results required to demonstrate the existence of optimizers in

sturm

the definitions of ugyy}, (see Equation (10)) and ucw,, (see Equation (13)).

Lemma B.19. Let X = (X,ux,ux) and Y = (Y,uy, uy) be compact ultrametric measure
spaces. Then, p € Clux,uy) € P(X x Y,max(ux,uy)) is compact with respect to weak
convergence.

Proof. The proof follows directly from Chowdhury and Mémoli [23, Lemma 2.2]. O

Lemma B.20. Let X,V e U”. Let D1 € D" (ux,uy) be a non-empty subset satisfying the
following: there exist (xg,yo) € X x Y and C > 0 such that u(xg,y0) < C for all u € Dy.
Then, D is pre-compact with respect to uniform convergence.

Proof. Let {u,}nen © D1 be asequence. Note that X xY € XY x XuY. Let v, :== uy|xxy-
For any n € N and any (z,y), (¢/,¢') € X x Y, we have that

[un(z, y) — un(2', )] < ux(z,2") + uy(y, ') < 2max (ux, uy) ((z,y), (z,4))

This means that {v,},en is equicontinuous with respect to the ultrametric max{uy, uy} on
X x Y. Now, since u, (g, y0) < C, we have that for any (z,y) € X x Y,

un(z,y) < 2max (ux,uy) ((z,9), (To,Y0)) + un(To, ¥o) < 2max(diam (X)), diam (Y)) + C.

Consequently, {vy,}nen is uniformly bounded. By the Arzéla-Ascoli theorem ([52, Theorem
7 on page 61]), we have that each subsequence of {v, },en has a uniformly convergent subse-
quence. Hence, we can assume without loss of generality that the sequence {v,},en converges
tov: X xY — Ryy.

Now, we define u: X Y x X uY — R as follows:
(1) ulxxx =ux and ulyxy = uy;
(2) ulxxy =v;
(3) for (y,z) e Y x X, we let u(y, x) := u(x,y).
It is easy to verify that u € D" (ux,uy) and that u is a cluster point of the sequence {uy, }nen.

Therefore, D, is pre-compact. O

Lemma B.21. Let X = (X,ux,pux) and Y = (Y,uy, puy) be compact ultrametric measure
spaces. Let {fip}nen S Clux, py) be a sequence weakly converging to pu € C(ux,py). Let
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{tnnen S D™ (ux, uy). Suppose that there exist a non-decreasing sequence {p, }nen S [1, 00)

and C' > 0 such that

1

Pn

(ny(“n(%y))pwn(dm x dy)) <C

for all n € N. Then, {u,}nen uniformly converges to some u € D (ux,uy) (up to taking a
subsequence).

Proof. The following argument adapts the proof of Lemma 3.3 in [92] to the current setting.
For any (zg,yo) € supp (p), there exist €, > 0 and N € N such that for all n > N

1
Pn

C> (nywn(x,y))pwn(dx » dy>) > [l yalds x dy)

> | (o s x dy) > | ({0, 40) — 26)p1n (dz X dly)
BX (z0)xBY (yo) BX (z0)xBY (y0)

> (un(0,90) — 2¢) (1 (B (w0) x BY (y0)) — 0) .

Therefore, {u,(zo,%0)}n=n is uniformly bounded. By Lemma B.20, we have that {u,}nen
has a uniformly convergent subsequence. 0

Lemma B.22. Let X|Y be ultrametric spaces, then Ayp(ux,uy) : X xY x X xY — Ryq
is continuous with respect to the product topology (induced by max(ux,uy,ux,uy)).

Proof. Fix (z,y,2',y') € X xY x X xY and &€ > 0. Choose 0 < ¢ < € such that § < ux(z,z’)
if v # 2’ and § < uy (y,y’) if y # v'. Then, consider any point (x1,y;, 2], 9;) € X xY x X xY
such that ux (z, x1), uy (y, 1), ux (2, ), uy (v, y}) < 9. For ux(xy, ), we have the following

two situations:
(1) z = 2" ux(zy,2]) < max(ux(zy,x),ux(z,x))) <6 <eg

m
(2) x # 2"t ux(zy,7)) < max(ux(zy,z),ux(z,2"),ux(2’,2])) = ux(x,2’). Similarly,
ux(z,2") <ux(xy,x)) and thus ux(z, ') = ux(xy, x)).

Similar result holds for uy (y1,4}). This leads to four cases for Ay (ux(z1,2]), uy (y1,97)):
(1) x =2,y = ¢': In this case we have ux(z1,2]), uy (y1,y;) < €. Then,
[ Aco (ux (21, #7), uy (Y1, 41)) — Moo (ux (2, 27), uy (4, 4))| = oo (ux (21, 21), uy (1,9/))
< g
(2) = 2",y # y'+ Now ux(z1,21) < € and uy(y1,41) = uy(y, ). Wuy(y,y) = ¢ >
ux (z1, ), then

Ao (ux (21, 1), uy (Y1, 41)) — Moo (ux (@, 27), uy (5, )| = luy (4, ') — uy (y,9')] = 0.
Otherwise uy(y,y’) < &, which implies that Ao (ux(z1,2)),uy(y1,9])) < & and
Aoo(ux(x,x/),uY(y,y’)) = UY(y,y/) S E. Therefore,

[ Ao (ux (w1, 21), uy (y1, 1)) — Ao (ux (w,27), uy (y,4))] < &
(3) x # ',y = y": Similar with (2) we have
[ Ao (ux (w1, 21), uy (y1, 41)) — Ao (ux (z,27), uy (y,9))] < &
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(4) x # ',y #y': Now ux(z1,2)) = ux(z,2') and uy (y1,y;) = uy (y,y’). Therefore,

[ Ao (ux (21, 21), uy (Y1, 91)) — Ao (ux (2, 2), uy (y,4/))] = 0.

In conclusion, whenever ux (x, x1), uy (y,y1), ux(z', 2}), uy (v, y;) < § we have that

‘Aoo(uX(xbx/l)auY(ylay/l)) - Aoo(uX(x>$/)7uY<yay/))’ <€

Therefore, Ay (ux,uy) is continuous with respect to the metric max(ux, uy, uy, uy). O

B.5.3. ugw, and the one point space. It is possible to explicitly write down ugw,, 1 <
p < o0, in some simple settings. In the following, we derive an explicit formulation of ugw ,,
1 < p < 0, between an arbitrary ultrametric measure space X and the one point ultrametric
measure space *. For this purpose, we need to introduce some notation. Let X = (X, dx, j1x)
be a ultrametric measure space. Let its p-diameter (see e.g., [67]) for 1 < p < oo be defined
as

1/p

diam,, (X Jf (dx(z,2"))" px (dz) px (da’)

and for p = oo as

diamy, (X) = sup  dx(z,a').

(z,2’)esupp(px)

Then, one can show the subsequent proposition.

Proposition B.23. Let « € U™ be the one-point space. Then, it holds for any 1 < p < ®©
that

UGWJ,(X, *) = dlamp(X)

Proof. Denote by p the unique coupling puyxy ® d, between py and d,. Then, for any p < o
we have

1/p
uaw p(X %) = H o(ux (2,2), u(y, y)))" p(de x dy) p(da’ x dy')
><*><X><*
1/p
= Jf (ux (2, 2"))" px (da) px (da’) = diam,(X).
\XXX
The case p = o follows by analogous arguments. U

APPENDIX C. MISSING DETAILS FROM SECTION 4

C.1. Proofs from Section 4. In the following, we state the full proofs of the results from
Section 4.
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C.1.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1. We start by proving the first statement. To this end, we
observe that for any point x in an ultrametric space X, there always exists a point 2’ € X
such that ux(z,2') = diam (X) (see [30]). By assumption ux is fully supported on X.
Hence, sx o = diam (X) is a constant function. Therefore,

Ao (Sx.0(2), Syw(y)) = Ap(diam (X) ,diam (Y)), Vre X,yeY.

This implies that FLB2'(X,)) = A(diam (X),diam (Y)). By Corollary 5.8 of Mémoli
et al. [70] and Corollary 3.15, we have that

uagw oo (X, V) = ucu(X,Y) = Ay(diam (X),diam (V)) = FLBZY (X, ).

It remains to prove the second statement. The proof for dgw ,(X,Y) = TLB,(X,Y) in [67,
Sec. 6] can be used essentially without any change for showing ugw ,(X,Y) = TLB]‘;R(X . Y).

Hence, it only remains to show that TLBL"(X,Y) > SLBY'(X,)), i.e., the claim follows
once we have established Proposition C.1.

Proposition C.1. Let XY e U" and let p € [1,00]. Then,
TLB."(X,Y) > SLB."(X,)).

In order to prove Proposition C.1, we need the following technical lemma.

Lemma C.2. Let X = (X,dx,pux) € UY. Then, spec (X) = {ux(z,2')|z,2’ € X} is a
compact subset of (Rsq, Ao).

Proof. By Lemma A.7, we have that for each ¢ > 0, X} is a finite set. Let {t,}7_, be a
positive sequence decreasing to 0. Then, it is easy to see that

oe]

spec (X) = U spec (Xy,) -

n=1

Since each spec (X3,) is a finite set, spec (X)) is a countable set.

Now, pick any 0 # t € spec (X). Suppose t is a cluster point in spec (X). Then, there exists
infinitely many s € spec (X) greater than =. However, this will result in X t being an infinite
set, which contradicts the fact that X t is finite. Therefore, 0 is the only possible cluster

point of spec (X). By Lemma A.2, we have that spec (X)) is compact. O

With the above auxiliary result available, we can demonstrate Proposition C.1 and hence
finish the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Proposition C.1. We first prove the case when p < c0. Let dhx(x) == ux(x,-)gux
and let dhy(y) = uy(y, )gpy. Futher, define dHy = (ux)g(ux ® px) and dHy =
(uy )4ty ® py). Lemma C.2 implies that the set S := spec (X) u spec (Y) is a compact
subset of (Rso, Ay). It is easy to see that supp(dhy),supp(dhy),supp(dHy),supp(dHy) <
S < Ryp. Now, recall that by Proposition 4.4

SLBY(X, ) = dyo* (dHx, dHy)
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and

meC(pux 1y )

TLB!(X,)) - ( inf ny<d(SA°° (dhx(z ),dhy(@;)))p p(dz x dy))l/p.

Further, we observe for any x € X and y € Y that

dEN) (dhy(x), dhy(y)) = inf ( AP (5.1) 7, dsxdt)p
(dhx(x), dhy(y)) et oo U b (8, 1) Ty ( )

For the remainder of this proof, the metric on metric on S < Ry is always given by A.
Additionally, P(S) denotes the set of probability measures on S and we equip P(S) with
the Borel o-field with respect to the topology induced by weak convergence.

Claim 1: There is a measurable choice (r,y) > 7}, such that for each (z,y) € X x Y, 7%
is an optimal transport plan between dhy(z) and dhy(y).

Proof of Claim 1. 1t is easy to see that both A; and A, induce the same topology and thus
Borel sets on S. This therefore implies that ds ;O A1) and d(R>° A0) metrize the same weak
topology on P(S). By Mémoli and Needham [68, Remark 2. 5] the following two maps are
continuous with respect to the weak topology and thus measurable:

®,: X - P(S), z— dhy(z)

and
Dy 1Y — P(S), y > dhy(y).

Since S is a compact space, the space (P(S),d%g“» is separable [100, Theorem 6.18].

This yields that 2 (P(S) x P(S)) = Z (P(S)) @A (P(S)) [36, Proposition 1.5]. Hence, the
product ® of ®; and ®,, defined by

O X xY - P(S) xP(9), (z,y) — (dhx(x),dhy(y))

is measurable [36, Proposition 2.4]. Since ® is measurable, a direct application of Villani
[100, Corollary 5.22] gives the claim. O

Now, we have that for every e C(ux, py) that

JX Y(d(SAOO (dh)(< )7dhy(y>>)p H(dl‘ X dy)

:J AL (s,t) Ty, (ds x dt) p(dx x dy)
XxYJSxS
.

- | AL (s, 1) i(ds x dt),
SxS

by Fubini’s Theorem, where i € P(S x S) is defined as

i) = | (A alde x dy) (37)
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for measurable A < S x S. We remark that by Claim 1 the measure i in Equation (37) is
well defined. Next, we verify that g € C(dHx,dHy). For any measurable A < (5, A,) we
have

.
a(Ax S) = Ty (A % S) p(de x dy)
JXXY
r
= | dhx(x)(A) pldr x dy)
JX XY
r
= | dhx(z)(A) px(dz)
JX
o [ /
= Wiy (@aneay px (da') px (dx)
JxJx

:dHX(A)>

where we have applied the marginal constraints for m,, and p. Further, (i) follows by the
change-of-variables formula. The analogous arguments give that

ﬁ(S . B) = dHy(B),

for any measurable B < S. Thus, we conclude that for every pe C(ux, py)

[ (@8 @hnta)dn(o) st sy = | ooty s <

> inf f Ao (s,8) 7(ds x dt)
WEC(dedHy) SxS

_ <dSA°C (dHX,dHy)> .
This gives the claim for p < co.

Next, we prove the assertion for the case p = c0. Note that for any p < o

TLBM(X,)) = inf ’d (A (G (), dhy () (38)
HeC(px piy) LP(u)
< inf ’d (A0 (b (1), dhy () H (39)
peC(pux,pmy) L% (p
= TLBY'(X, ), (40)

where the inequality holds since dy, SA°O) d(slgw) and [ o, < [l Lo )-

By Givens and Shortt [38, Proposition 3] we have that

SLBY(Xx,Y) = d52) (dHy, dHy) = Jim Ay s (dHy,dHy) = lim SLBY(X, ).

p—®©

Therefore,

SLBY(X,)) = lim SLB““(X V) < limsup TLB;lt(X,y) < TLB;?(X,J/)-

p—0 p—0
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C.1.2. Proof of Proposition 4.4. We only prove the first statement for p € [1,00). The case
p = o0 as well as the second statement can be proven in a similar manner.

By directly using the change-of-variables formula, we have the following:

SLB}(X,)) = inf L (Ao (ux (z, ), uy (y,9))” y(d(w,2") x d(y.y'))

YEC(x®ux 1ty ®uy) J X x X x YV xY

= inf J (A (5,1))" (ux x uy)gy(ds x dt),
R>oxRx0

YEC(ux ®ux iy Quy )

where ux x uy : X x X XY xY — Ryg x Ryg maps (z,2',y,y) to (ux(z,2'),uy(y,y’)). By
Lemma A.5, we have that

(ux x uy)4Cpx @ px, py @ pry) = C ((ux)#(x @ px), (uy )ty & py)) -

Therefore,

SLB;lt(X,y) = inf fR ] (A (5,))7 (ux x uy)yy(ds x dt)

veC(nxRux iy Quy)

_ inf J (A (5, 8)) A(ds x dt)
R>oxRxo

:YEC((UX)#(HX@!LX)7(UY)#(NY®HY)>

=2 () (px ® pix), (uy )y @ pry)).

C.1.3. The relation between SLB™ and TLB". Next, we will demonstrate that there
are ultrametric measure spaces &; and A, such that SLB;lt(Xl,Xz) = 0, while it holds
TLB;lt(Xl,Xz) > 0. To this end, consider the three point space As(1) = ({z1,x2, 3}, u)
where u(x;,x;) = 1 whenever i # j. Let py = %5:1:1 + %5@ + %5963 and let o = %5961 +

3 — ﬁg) Oy + (% + ﬁ) 0zy- Both gy and pg are probability measures on Az(1). We then

let X7 = (A3(1), 1) and Xy == (A3(1), po). It is easy to check that

1 1
Uy (11 @ pn) = uy (2 ® po) = 550 + 551-

Then, by Proposition 4.4 we immediately have that SLB;“(XI, Xz) = 0 for any p € [1, 0].
Now, note that

2 1
u(zy, ')#Ml = 550 + 5517

which is obviously different from all w(z;,-)xpe for @ = 1,2,3. This implies (by Proposi-
tion 4.4) that we have TLBY" (X, X3) > 0 for any p € [1,0].

In fact, this example works as well for showing that TLB, (X}, X;) > SLB, (X, X;) = 0.

APPENDIX D. MISSING DETAILS FROM SECTION 5

D.1. Proofs from Section 5. Next, we give the complete proofs of the results stated in
Section 5.
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D.1.1. Proof of Theorem 5.6. The first step to prove this is to verify the existence of an
optimal coupling. To this end, we make the following obvious observation.

Lemma D.1. Let XY be finite ultra-dissimilarity spaces, then Ap(ux,uy): X x Y x X x
Y — Ry is continuous with respect to the discrete topology.

This allows us to verify the subsequent analogue to Proposition B.10.

Proposition D.2. Let X, € UY,. Then, for any p € [1,0], there always exists an optimal
coupling p € C(px, py) such that ugw ,(X,Y) = dis;“(u).

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as the one for Proposition B.10. We only replace
Lemma B.22 with Lemma D.1. The details are left to the reader. O

With Proposition D.2 available and Theorem 3.10 already proven, it is immediately clear
how to verify the symmetry and the p-triangle inequality for ugw, on UJ,. Hence it only
remains to demonstrate identity of indiscernibles.

Proof of Theorem 5.6. Due to the similarity between Theorem 5.6 and Theorem 3.10, we
only verify that ugw,(X,Y) = 0 if and only if X =, V. If X =, )V, then obviously
UGWJ)(X, y) = 0.

Next, we assume that ugw ,(X,Y) = 0. By Proposition D.2 there exists p € C(ux, pty)
such that ugw,(X,Y) = diszlt(u) = 0. Now, we define a map ¢ : X — Y as follows: For
any r € X we have uy({z}) > 0, since pux has full support and X is finite. As a result,
w({(z,y)}) > 0 for some y € Y, then we let ¢(x) — y. This map is well-defined. Indeed, if
there are x € X and y,y’ € Y such that u({(z,vy)}), u({(z,4")}) > 0, then by diszlt(,u) =0 we
must have that

Ay (UX(I',%),Uy(y,y/)) = Ay (ux(x,m),uy(%y)) = Agp (ux(x,x),uY(y’,y’)) = 0.
This implies that uy(y,y') = uy(y,y) = uy(y,y') = ux(x,x). Since uy is an ultra-
dissimilarity, we have that y = 3’ (cf. condition (3) in Definition 5.1). Essentially the
same argument gives that ¢ : X — Y is an injective map. As p € C(ux,py) and ¢ is
injective, it follows px ({}) = p({(x, ¢(x))}) < py ({¢(z)}) for any x € X. Since

1= Y xlfad) < Y v (fe@)h) < 1,

zeX zeX
we have that px({z}) = py ({¢(x)}) for all z € X. Since uy is fully supported, this implies
that ¢ is a bijective measure preserving map. Now, for any z,2’ € X, dis;,ﬂt(,u) = 0 implies
that Ay (ux(z, 2'), uy (p(x), p(z")) = 0 and thus ux(z,2’) = uy (¢(z), ¢(x')). Therefore, ¢
is also an isometry and thus an isomorphism. In consequence, X =, ). 0

APPENDIX E. MISSING DETAILS FROM SECTION 6

E.1. Missing details from Section 6.2. Here, we list the precise results for the compar-
isons of the spaces X;, 1 < i < 4, illustrated in Figure 6. They are gathered in Table 2 and
Table 3.
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Ucw,1

UGW 00

X

X

A5

Xy

X

X

A3

Xy

A1 1 0.0000
X5 10.9333
Xs | 0.2444
X, 1 0.7071

0.9333
0.0000
1.1778
1.5107

0.2444
1.1778
0.0000
0.4493

0.7071
1.5107
0.4493
0.0000

0.0000
2.1000
1.1000
2.0000

2.1000
0.0000
2.1000
2.1000

1.1000
2.1000
0.0000
2.0000

2.000
2.1000
2.0000
0.0000

TABLE 2. Comparison of different ultrametric measure spaces I: The
values of ugw1(X;, &;) (approximated by Algorithm 1) and ugw «(4&;, &),
1 <1 <7 <4, where &X;, 1 <1 < 4, denote the ultrametric measure spaces

displayed in Figure 6.

TABLE 3. Comparison of different ultrametric measure spaces 1I: The
values of SLBTM(?Q,Xj), 1 <i<j <4, where &;, 1 < i < 4, denote the
ultrametric measure spaces displayed in Figure 6.

SLB}"

X

X

A3

Xy

X
Xy
A3
Xy

0.0000
0.9333
0.2444
0.0778

0.9333
0.0000
1.1778
1.5107

0.2444
1.1778
0.0000
0.2764

0.0778
1.4522
0.2764
0.0000

73

E.2. Missing details from Section 6.3. Here, we state more results for the comparison
of the ultrametric measure spaces illustrated in Figure 6 and give the precise construction
of the ultrametric spaces Z,i’t, 2<k<5t=0,02,04,04,1<17<15.

The ultrametric measure spaces from Figure 6. First, we give the precise results for
comparing the ultametric dissimilarity spaces in Figure 6 based on dgw, and SLB;. They
are gathered in Table 4.

daw .1

SLB,

X

X

A

Xy

X

Xy

s

Xy

X, | 0.0000
X, | 0.0444
X | 0.0222
X, | 0.2111

0.0444
0.0000
0.0667
0.2556

0.0222
0.0667
0.0000
0.2253

0.2111
0.2556
0.2253
0.0000

0.0000
0.0444
0.0222
0.0422

0.0444
0.0000
0.0667
0.0867

0.0222
0.0667
0.0000
0.0573

0.0422
0.0867
0.0573
0.0000

TABLE 4. Comparison of different

spaces displayed in Figure 6.

ultrametric measure spaces I1I:
The values of dgw 1(X;, &;) (approximated by Algorithm 1) and SLB; (X}, &;),
1 <i<j <4, where (X;,dx,, px,), 1 <i <4, denote the ultrametric measure
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Perturbations at level ¢. Next, we give the precise construction of the ultrametric measure
spaces Z};J, 2<k<51t=0,02,04,04,1<1i<15. Foreach k =2,3,4,5 we first draw a
sample with 100 x k points from the mixture distribution

oy
> ZUILS(k = 1), 15(k = 1) + 1],
i=0
where Ula,b] denotes the uniform distribution on [a,b]. For each sample, we employ the
single linkage algorithm to create a dendrogram, which then induces an ultrametric on the
given sample. We further draw a 30-point subspace from each ultrametric space and denote
it by Zi. These four spaces have similar diameter values between 0.5 and 0.6. Each space
Zy, is equipped with the uniform probability measure and the resulting ultrametric measure
spaces are denoted by 2y, = (Zy, ug,, piz, ), k = 2,3,4,5. We remark that &k can be regarded as
the number of blocks in the dendrogram representation of the obtained ultrametric measure
spaces (see the top row of Figure 7 for a visualization of three 3-block spaces).

Finally, we introduce our method for perturbing ultrametric spaces. Given a perturbation
level ¢ > 0 and an ultrametric space X, we consider the quotient space X;. Each equivalence
class [z]; € X is an ultrametric subspace of X. If |[z];] > 1, we let m := |spec ([z];)] — 1
and write spec ([z];) = {0 < s; < ... < sp}. Let § ;= diam ([x];). We generate m uniformly
distributed numbers from [0,¢ — §] and sort them according to ascending order to obtain
a1 < ...< a,. We then perturb U’X‘[m]tx[r]t by replacing s; with s; +a; foreacht =1,... m.
We do the same for all equivalence classes [z]; and thus obtain a new ultrametric on X.
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