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Abstract

Optimal transport (OT) and Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) alignment provide interpretable
geometric frameworks for comparing, transforming, and aggregating heterogeneous datasets—
tasks ubiquitous in data science and machine learning. Because these frameworks are compu-
tationally expensive, large-scale applications often rely on closed-form solutions for Gaussian
distributions under quadratic cost. This work provides a comprehensive treatment of Gaussian,
quadratic cost OT and inner product GW (IGW) alignment, closing several gaps in the liter-
ature to broaden applicability. First, we treat the open problem of IGW alignment between
uncentered Gaussians on separable Hilbert spaces by giving a closed-form expression up to a
quadratic optimization over unitary operators, for which we derive tight analytic upper and
lower bounds. If at least one Gaussian measure is centered, the solution reduces to a fully
closed-form expression, which we further extend to an analytic solution for the IGW barycenter
between centered Gaussians. We also present a reduction of Gaussian multimarginal OT with
pairwise quadratic costs to a tractable optimization problem and provide an efficient algorithm
to solve it using a rank-deficiency constraint. To demonstrate utility, we apply our results to

knowledge distillation and heterogeneous clustering on synthetic and real-world datasets.
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1 Introduction

Comparing and aggregating heterogeneous datasets are fundamental aspects of modern data science
and machine learning. To capture the geometry of the data corpus, it is standard to model datasets
as probability distributions over high-dimensional manifolds. With this abstraction, two powerful
frameworks for comparing probability distributions on the same or possibly different spaces, respec-
tively, are optimal transport (OT) and Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) alignment; we depict the OT
and GW problems in Figure 1. The theory of OT gives rise to the Wasserstein distances, which in
recent years have had a significant impact on the fields of statistics and machine learning, including
for generative modeling (Arjovsky et al., 2017; Dukler et al., 2019; Kwon et al., 2022; Haviv et al.,
2024), domain adaptation (Courty et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2019), and general data science (Ho et al.,
2017; Mi et al., 2018; Naumann et al., 2025). In a similar vein, GW distances have found numer-
ous applications in language modeling (Alvarez-Melis and Jaakkola, 2018; Kawakita et al., 2024),
single-cell genomics (Demetci et al., 2022; Klein et al., 2024), computational geometry (Koehl et al.,
2023; Chambers and Meng, 2025), generative modeling (Bunne et al., 2019; Klein et al., 2023), and
graph matching (Xu et al., 2019; Brogat-Motte et al., 2022).

Despite their utility, computation under the OT and GW frameworks is notoriously difficult.
The Wasserstein distance between empirical distributions over n data points can be expressed as
a linear program which can only be solved in O(n? log(n)) time using interior-point methods or
min-cost flow algorithms (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019). Even worse, computation of GW distances
in the same setting requires solving a quadratic assignment problem, which is generally NP-hard
(Loiola et al., 2007). Although there is recent work using entropic regularization (Cuturi, 2013;
Rioux et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024), slicing (Rabin et al., 2011; Kolouri et al., 2019; Nietert
et al., 2022), and neural estimation (Makkuva et al., 2020; Daniels et al., 2021; Mokrov et al., 2024,



(a) Optimal transport: (b) GW alignment:
it [ el dntay) int [ (h(,a') o (0,8))? dlrsm) (o,
well(p,v) well(p,v)
(II(p, v) is the set of couplings) (m ® 7 is the product measure)

Figure 1: (a) The OT problem compares measures over the same space by searching for the coupling
7 which minimizes expected transportation cost c(z,y). Here we depict the quadratic-cost OT
problem, with ¢(z,y) = ||z — y||3. (b) GW alignment compares measures over (possibly different)
spaces by searching for the coupling 7= which matches the kernels ky and ky as well as possible. Here,
we depict the inner product Gromov-Wasserstein (IGW) problem with kx (-, -) = ky(-, -) = (-, ),
which seeks to find a coupling which is as close to unitary as possible (roughly, preserving pairwise

angles).

Wang and Goldfeld, 2024) for more efficient computation, explicit solutions which can be obtained
in special cases of the OT and GW problems are of intense theoretical and practical interest. As an
important example, the Bures—Wasserstein formulae for the 2-Wasserstein distance and barycenter
between Gaussians have been heavily applied in the literature, including to linear metric learning
(Cooper, 2023), knowledge distillation in machine learning (Lv et al., 2024), style transfer for image
generation (Mroueh, 2019), and covariance estimation (Han et al., 2023).

Beyond these two landmark results and recent attempts to extend them to the GW setting (Le
et al., 2022; Salmona et al., 2022), structured solutions under Gaussian distributions and quadratic-
like costs are scarce. Motivated by the success of the Bures—Wasserstein formulae, this work studies
explicit solutions for a breadth of OT and IGW problems between Gaussian measures, spanning the

bimarginal, multimarginal, and barycentric settings, filling several important gaps in the literature.



1.1 Contributions

We first consider the bimarginal IGW distance between Gaussian measures on a general Hilbert
space, for which only partial results are available; namely, Salmona et al. (2022) provide an expres-
sion restricted to centered Gaussians in R, which is limiting since IGW is not translation invariant.
We first present a reduction of the Gaussian IGW distance to a quadratic optimization problem
over unitary operators. We then prove that the optimum is attained and provide the IGW optimal
coupling in closed-form, up to the resolution of the aforementioned optimization problem. From
the proof, we also deduce that the IGW distance between any two measures can be upper bounded
by the Gaussian IGW with matched first and second moments, further motivating the Gaussianity
assumption. We then prove tight upper and lower bounds on the squared IGW distance between

uncentered Gaussian measures g1 = N (mq, Y1) and pg = N (mg, X2) of the form

E(pr, p2) — IIn(pa) [ In(u2) | < IGW (pa, p2)* < E(pa, p2) — (n(pa), m(p2)),

where (1, u2), n(p1), and n(pe) are analytically computable quantities in terms of my, ¥1, mg, and
Y9. Noting that our upper and lower bounds coincide if (1) and n(uz2) are aligned (by Cauchy-
Schwarz), we obtain analytic solutions for the IGW distance between Gaussians under an alignment
condition, which relaxes the centering assumption of Salmona et al. (2022). Since the only unitary
operators on R are +1, we also analytically resolve the IGW distance between univariate Gaussians.
Building on the bimarginal results, we generalize known formulae for the IGW barycenter between
centered Gaussian measures (Le et al., 2022; Salmona et al., 2022) to the Hilbert space setting and
to the case of infinitely many measures.

Next, we treat the multimarginal OT (Gangbo and Swiech, 1998) and multimarginal IGW
problems between Gaussians. Observing that the pairwise optimal bimarginal couplings can be glued
together into a multimarginal coupling, we resolve the multimarginal IGW problem between centered
Gaussians over separable Hilbert spaces in closed-form. Using similar techniques, we formulate the
multimarginal OT problem between Gaussians as the solution of a semidefinite program and show
that the solution must have low rank. When considering p Gaussian measures over R%, the rank-
deficiency constraint together with the Burer-Monteiro factorization (Burer and Monteiro, 2003)
allow us to reduce the original semidefinite program with O(d?p?) variables to the problem of
finding a second-order stationary point of a related problem with only O(d?p) variables. Since
second-order stationary points can be readily found using trust-region methods (Boumal, 2023),

this facilitates a useful computational reduction when p is large.



Finally, we demonstrate the utility of our theoretical results through experiments on synthetic
and real-world data. We begin by proposing the IGW distance as a principled alternative to the cen-
tered kernel alignment (CKA), which is commonly used to compare neural network representations
(Kornblith et al., 2019). We show that our upper and lower bounds on the IGW distance are close
enough in practice to compare embedding distributions for common text datasets, which we verify to
be approximately Gaussian. Our results show that IGW and CKA are positively correlated, posing
the Gaussian IGW as an efficiently computable and principled alternative that would retain (and
possibly improve upon) the empirical performance of CKA. Next, we model synthetic users each by
an empirical measure p; over their text embeddings, which we approximate by a Gaussian measure
;. We then cluster the users using the IGW distance between the centered versions of fi;, sug-
gesting that clustering users based on their mean embedding loses useful information about higher
moments of user distributions. We conclude by verifying in simulations that our Burer-Monteiro
approach is faster and more numerically stable than standard interior point methods for solving the

multimarginal OT problem between a large number of measures.

1.2 Related Work

IGW Alignment. Vayer (2020) introduced the inner-product variant of the GW distance, proved
that the IGW distance between measures with finite second moment is finite, and derived a vari-
ational form for the IGW distance between measures with finite fourth moment. Only recently,
Zhang et al. (2025) formally proved that the IGW distance is a metric on the space of probability
measures over a Hilbert space with finite second moment and studied the Riemannian geometry
induced by the IGW distance. Dumont et al. (2025) proved the existence of deterministic OT maps
for the IGW problem between compactly supported and absolutely continuous measures in Eu-
clidean spaces. Our work complements these theoretical results by restricting attention to Gaussian
measures, which allows us to obtain closed-form expressions and efficient algorithms for computing

the IGW distance and barycenter.

2-Wasserstein Distance Between Gaussians. The 2-Wasserstein distance between Gaussian
measures in Euclidean space was originally studied by Knott and Smith (1984) and Givens and
Shortt (1984) and is known in closed-form, giving rise to the Bures-Wasserstein geometry on the
space of positive definite matrices. Their results were later extended by Gelbrich (1990) to separable

Hilbert spaces. Additionally, the 2-Wasserstein barycenter between Gaussian measures can be



written as the solution of a non-linear matrix fixed-point equation, which is known to have a unique
positive definite solution (Agueh and Carlier, 2011). The Bures-Wasserstein formulae and the 2-
Wasserstein barycenter between Gaussians have been widely applied in the literature, including
linear metric learning (Cooper, 2023), knowledge distillation in machine learning (Lv et al., 2024),
style transfer for image generation (Mroueh, 2019), and covariance estimation (Han et al., 2023).
Our work extends these important results by studying analogs of the Bures-Wasserstein formula for

the IGW distance.

GW Alignment Between Gaussians. Salmona et al. (2022) studied the (2,2)-GW distance
between Gaussian measures in Euclidean space and found an explicit solution only after restricting
the optimization to Gaussian couplings; they were also able to recover the IGW distance and OT
map between centered Gaussian measures as a corollary. Le et al. (2022) extended this work by
finding closed-form expressions for the entropically regularized IGW distance and barycenter be-
tween centered Gaussian measures in Euclidean space, when the regularization parameter is positive.
However, neither of these works treat the (unregularized) IGW alignment of uncentered Gaussian

measures or general Hilbert spaces, which we address in this paper.

Multimarginal OT. The multimarginal OT problem generalizes classical OT to more than two
marginal distributions. This problem was introduced for the quadratic cost by Gangbo and Swiech
(1998), who focused on extending Brenier’s theorem (Brenier, 1991) to the multimarginal setting.
Agueh and Carlier (2011) later related multimarginal OT to the 2-Wasserstein barycenter, by re-
formulating the latter as a weighted average over the optimal multimarginal coupling. Section 3 of
Pass (2015) gives an overview of numerous applications of multi-marginal OT, including matching
problems in economics, texture mixing in image processing, derivative pricing in finance, and in-
compressible fluid dynamics in engineering. In a similar vein, Beier et al. (2023) studied properties
of the multimarginal GW problem between general measures and showed that it recovers the GW
barycenter. Our work provides an efficient algorithm to solve the multimarginal OT problem be-
tween uncentered Gaussian measures, as well as an analytic solution to multimarginal IGW between

centered Gaussians.



1.3 Notation

Let [n] .= {1,...,n}. For 1 < p < oo and probability measures p on X, let LP(u) be the space
of real-valued measurable functions f on X such that || f]lz2¢, = ([1f(z)P d,u(x))l/p < 00, with
the usual identification of functions that are equal y-almost everywhere. We treat ¢? :== L?(N) as
a Hilbert space with the Euclidean inner product and write |-, for the p-norm on R%. We write
P(X) for the class of Borel probability measures over a metric space (X,dy), and let P,(X) =
{n € P(X) : dy(xo,-) € LP(u) for all zy € X} be the subset of P(X) with finite pth moment.
We use Ty 1 € P(X) to denote the pushforward of p under a measurable function 7', defined by
Ty () = p(T1()).

For a Hilbert space H, we use (-,-) and [|z| = \/{z,2) to denote the inner product and the
induced norm, respectively. The set of trace-class operators is &1 () and the set of Hilbert-Schmidt
operators is Go(H). The set of unitary operators is designated by U(H), and we write I for the
identity. We let A* denote the adjoint of A, while AT stands for the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse
(Desoer and Whalen, 1963).

Throughout, we employ several operator and matrix norms. Let [|Allop = sup|;=1 [[Az|| be the
operator norm. The Hilbert-Schmidt norm is denoted by || A|lus = (352, oi(A)Q)l/Q, where 0;(A)
are the singular values of A. If A is trace-class, we denote its trace by tr(A4) = > .2, (Ae;, e;), where
{e;}32, is any orthonormal basis of H. We use >~ to denote the Loewner order (A > 0 means A
is positive semidefinite (psd)) and ® to denote the tensor product. If a bounded linear operator A
is self-adjoint and compact, we let {\;(A)}>°, denote the eigenvalues of A in non-increasing order
(repeated according to multiplicity). If A € R¥*% is a matrix, we write AT for its transpose and
define its Frobenius norm as ||A||r == tr(ATA).

For a probability measure on a Hilbert space p € Pa(H), we write my, == [ = du(z) for its mean.
The covariance operator of p is the linear operator ¥, : H — H defined by the property (z,¥,y) =
[z, 2)(y, z) du(z). Given pi,p2 € P2(H) and a coupling m € II(p1, p2), the cross-covariance
operator is the linear operator X : H — H defined by the property (z,X2y) = [(x,7)(y, s) dr(r, s);
this corresponds to the upper-right block of ¥, written as a block operator on H @& H (where &
denotes the direct sum). We write A'(m,X) for the Gaussian measure on X with mean m and
covariance operator X. Write G(H) for the set of Gaussian measures on H, and let Go(H) = {u €
G(H) : my, = 0} be the set of centered Gaussians. A brief exposition on probability theory over

Hilbert spaces is provided in Appendix F.



2 Background

OT, barycenter, and multimarginal. The Kantorovich OT problem between probability dis-
tributions py € P(X) and pg € P(Xe) with cost function ¢ : X x X5 — R is given by (Kantorovich,
1942; Villani, 2003):

OT.(prope) = _int [ cloy)dnt.y),

where TI(p1,pu2) = {m € P(X1 x Xo) : 7w(- x o) = p1, 7(A1 x -)} is the set of couplings of
U1, to. Intuitively, the Kantorovich problem searches for a (randomized) transportation plan
that reshapes p; into pe that minimizes the expected transportation cost. The common choice

X = X1 = R? under the quadratic cost ||z — y||3 yields the 2- Wasserstein distance

Wapua, pi2) = OT |2 (paa, p2)'/? = weni(lfi ) [ X = Y| p2(n) (1)

between measures p, fio € Pg(]Rd). If p1 and po are also absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, a landmark theorem due to Brenier (1991) shows that a unique optimal plan for
(1) is given by m = (I, V)4 1 for a proper lower semi-continuous convex function ¢ : R? - R. In
other words, the optimal plan is induced by a deterministic transport map T" = Vi, given as the
gradient of a convex function (i.e., monotone for d = 1 and é-cyclically monotone in general (Villani,
2003, Chapter 2)). The Wasserstein distance metrizes weak convergence of probability measures
and gives rise to a rich Riemannian geometry on the so-called 2-Wasserstein space (P2(R%), W3)
(Villani, 2003, Chapter 8). Further background related to OT is provided in Appendix D.1.

The Wasserstein geometry induces a meaningful notion of an average of collections of probability
distributions, under the Wasserstein barycenter framework. For p € P(P2(R?)), the p-weighted 2-
Wasserstein barycenter is defined as the Frechet mean under Wa:

[i € arg min /Wg w,v) % dp(v).
HEP; (RY)
The 2-Wasserstein barycenter exists and is unique (Agueh and Carlier, 2011), and is usually com-
puted using fixed-point iteration or entropic regularization (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019, Section 9.2).
Gangbo and Swiech (1998) studied the related multimarginal OT problem

inf /Z Z | — 2|3 dm (21, - . ., 2p), (2)

TEM (1, s pp) =1 jeitl

where II(p1,. .., pp) is the set of p-plans, i.e., joint distributions 7 € P(X; x ... x A}) that have
i as their 4th marginal, for all 4 = 1,...,p. Gangbo and Swiech (1998) proved that if s, ... s Hp



are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, then there exists a unique optimal
coupling 7 for the multimarginal problem. The barycenter and multimarginal OT problem are

connected by the following result.

Proposition 2.1 (Agueh and Carlier (2011), Proposition 4.2). Suppose that p € P(P2(R%)) has

supp(p) = {11, ..., pp} for absolutely continuous measures ;. Define

9(Tpys ey xp,) = /a:,, dp(v)

forxy,...,x,, € Re. Ifrm e (g1, ..., pp) solves the multimarginal OT problem between pui1, . . ., iy,

then gum is a p-weighted 2- Wasserstein barycenter.

The Gaussian case: Bures-Wasserstein distance. As an important special case of (1), sup-
pose that gy = N(my1,%1) and ps = N(mg,3s) are nondegenerate Gaussian measures, where
1 > 0 and ¥o > 0. Brenier’s theorem then implies that the optimal coupling between Gaussian
measures m = (I, T')y 1 must be supported on the graph of a deterministic function 7" : R? — R4,

Knott and Smith (1984) and Givens and Shortt (1984) prove the formula for the OT map
T(x) = 2, 201755y 252 (@ — ma) + mo, (3)

resulting in the Bures- Wasserstein formula for the 2-Wasserstein distance

Walja, i) = |l — ol + e (52 4+ 3 — 2 (512w 2172, ()

which yields the Bures-Wasserstein geometry, induced by BW (X1, 35) == Wa(N(0,%1), N (0,35))
on the space of symmetric d X d positive definite matrices.

Beyond the quadratic bimarginal case, another instance that notably simplifies under the Gaus-
sian setting is the Wasserstein barycenter. Agueh and Carlier (2011) proved that if supp(p) =
{p1, ..., up}, where p; = N(0,%;) and X; > 0 are nondegenerate Gaussians for ¢ € [p], then the
barycenter is Gaussian N (0, 3) whose covariance matrix ¥ is the unique positive definite fixed-point

of the equation

¥ = /(21/22@1/2)1/2 dp(v). (5)

Equations (4) and (5) are the cornerstones for various recent works studying theory and practical
applications of closed-form solutions to Gaussian OT (Mroueh, 2019; Cooper, 2023; Han et al.,

2023; Lv et al., 2024), motivating our study of various OT problems between Gaussians.
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GW alignment. The Wasserstein distance inherently assumes distributions supported on a shared
space, as the cost is given in terms of the base distance. The Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) dis-
tances provide a framework for quantifying discrepancy between distributions on distinct spaces
(11 € P(X) and pe € P(Y)). This is done by minimizing distortion between intrinsic similarity
functions on each space (ky and ky on X and ) respectively):
1/2
GWa(p1, p2) = ( inf /(kx(:v,w’) —ky(y,y))d(r ® 7T)(ﬂc,y,%’,y’)>
WEH(H’L#?)

= kx (X, X') = ky (V. Y") L2 (rom) -

If X and ) are Hilbert spaces, setting kx(z,2') = (z,2') and ky(y,y’) = (y,v’) yields the inner
product Gromov-Wasserstein (IGW) distance. If H is a Hilbert space, the IGW distance is a metric
on the quotient space of Po(H ), modulo equivalence of measures separated almost surely by a unitary
transformation (Zhang et al., 2025, Proposition 3.1). The extension of the GW framework to the
multimarginal setting was recently considered in Beier et al. (2023). That work also established the
relationship between multimarginal GW and the GW barycenter, analogous to Proposition 2.1 in
the Wasserstein case.

Previous work studies the IGW distance and barycenter between Gaussian measures, but existing
results are limited to centered Gaussians in finite dimensions. For bimarginal IGW, Salmona et al.

(2022) show that

o0

IGW (V(0,31), N(0,52)) = > (Ae(21) — Ae(32))%,

i=1
where A\ (X;) denotes the kth largest eigenvalue of ¥;. Building on this result, Le et al. (2022) further
provided a formula for the IGW barycenter. In this work, we extend these results to significantly
broaden their practical applicability. Further exposition on GW distances and related results are
collected in Appendix D.2. We also provide some background on Riemannian optimization and the

Stiefel manifold in Appendix E.

3 IGW Alignment Between Gaussian Measures

This section studies the IGW alignment problem between Gaussian measures on general Hilbert
spaces. We treat the bimarginal setting, analyzing both the alignment cost and optimal plan, and
build on it to resolve the IGW barycenter. Throughout this section, assume that H is a separable

Hilbert space.
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3.1 IGW Distance and Optimal Coupling

Our first result provides a near closed-form expression for the IGW distance and optimal coupling
between general (possibly uncentered) Gaussian measures, up to a quadratic optimization over
unitary operators. Following this statement, we derive tight analytic upper and lower bounds on

the optimal value of that unitary optimization.

Theorem 3.1 (IGW between Gaussians). Let u3 = N(m1,%1) and pz = N(mg, 32) be Gaussian
measures on H. For a total orthonormal set {ey}ren, let £ = Q;N;Q} be the spectral decomposition
of X; with respect to {ey}ren, where Ay = p0 | Me(;) e, @ ex, and Q; € U(H) (fori € [2]). Setting
m; = Qfm; for i € [2], define
. * 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~
v(p1, 2) = sup {tr(AlC AsC) +2<CA1 mi, A m2>} (6)
Cel(H)

The supremum above is attained at some C € U(H) and the IGW distance between p1 and g is

IGW (pu1, p2) = \/tf(/\%) +tr(A3) + 2(ma, Avia) + 2(img, Aomg) + ([al|? — [2]|)? — 2y(u1, p2).-
Assuming without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.) that rank(X1) > rank(39) and defining T : H — H

by T'(x) = mo + QgAé/zC*Ai/QQ’{ (x —m1), an optimal IGW coupling m between py and po is

ma

=, Twl:fv([ml},

o QA 2CAY2Q; |
QAN 2CH AL Sy

The proof of Theorem 3.1, deferred to Appendix A, observes that, upon expanding the IGW
cost, the resulting optimization problem only depends on the covariance of w. Thus, we may restrict
to jointly Gaussian couplings m without changing the optimal value. Rewriting the constraints using
the Schur complement condition for positive semidefiniteness, we arrive at an optimization problem
over contractive operators. Using Bauer’s maximum principle, we then argue that the optimum is

attained on the boundary of the feasible set, resulting in the unitary optimization ~y(u1, p2).

Remark 3.1 (Finite-dimensional case). If y; € Po(R%), for i € [2], with d; > dy w.lo.g., the

formula from (6) further simplifies to

(g, p2) = sup {tf(AchQCT) +2 <Ai/2m1, CA§/2m2>} ,
CESt(dl,dQ)

where A; = diag(A\1(Z), ..., \g, (%)) for i € [2] and St(dy,dz) = {C € R4*% . OTC = I} is the

Stiefel manifold of orthonormal do-frames in R%. Since St(dy, ds) is a smooth, compact Riemannian

12



manifold, we may use standard manifold optimization techniques to solve this problem in practice
(Absil et al., 2008). Due to the non-convexity of the objective, iterative manifold optimization
schemes could converge to local optima, which would only provide a lower bound on ~y(u1, u2).
Theorem 3.2, stated next, provides analytic upper and lower bounds on (u1, p2) that require no

optimization and hold in general Hilbert spaces.

The following bounds on the Gaussian IGW distance follow by inspecting ~(p1, p2) from (6)
and identifying closed-form solutions to each of the two added terms in the objective, separately.
The resulting expressions are given in terms of the means and covariance operators of 1, po, and

are thus computable.

Theorem 3.2 (Analytic bounds). Under the setting of Theorem 3.1, define
§(p1, p2) Z Ae(A1) = A(A2))? + 20, Ayring) + 2, Aorng) + (|| ||* — [[/e ).
k=1
Then IGW distance between py = N (mq,31) and py = N'(ma, X9) satisfies

£, m2) — 4 NAY P | Ay Pl < TGW (1, p2)? < €, piz) — A (A P, A Prig). (7)

In fact, the upper bound above holds for all p; € Pa(H) with mean m; and covariance 3;, fori € [2].

Inequality (7) bounds the squared IGW distance between Gaussians within the Cauchy-Schwarz
gap between <A}/2’I’h1, A§/2m2> and ”A}/Qﬁbl I ||A;/2ﬁl2||. For the lower bound, observe that the first
term in y(u1, p2) is maximized by C' = I due to the von Neumann trace inequality, while the second
term is maximized by

(85*1i2) @ (Ay*1im)
1/2 ~ 2~
IAY *ma | | AY 2 |

due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (subject to the constraint). Maximizing each term separately
yields an upper bound on 7(u1, p2), and hence a lower bound on the IGW distance. For the upper
bound, we simply set C' = I. The fact that the upper bound holds for general (not necessarily
Gaussian) probability measures over H, with matched first and second moments, is a consequence

of the following result.

Corollary 3.1 (Gaussian bound). If p; € Po(H) for i € [2], we have

IGW (1, p2) < IGW (N(mula Em)a N<mu27 Em)) .
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This corollary follows from the proof of Theorem 3.1, which shows that the IGW distance
between two Gaussians is also an upper bound on the IGW distance between any two measures in
Pa(H) with the same covariance. This is another motivation for using Gaussian measures as a proxy
for more general measures. Lastly, we highlight two cases where ~(p1, p2) is solvable in closed-form,

leading to an analytic expression for the IGW distance between Gaussians.
Corollary 3.2 (Analytic solutions). The following hold:

(i) (Co-centered Gaussians) Under the setting of Theorem 3.1, suppose that Ai/zﬁu = aAé/ng

for some a > 0. Then

IGWA (i, 1), Nma, £2)) = V(. ) + [AY 21 | 1AV s
where (1, p2) is given in the statement of Theorem 3.2.

(77) (Univariate Gaussians) The IGW distance between Gaussians on R is given by

IGW (N(ml,df)v N (msa, U%)) = \/(a% —02)2+ (m3 —m3)% + 2(o1|ma| — oamal)2.

The expression for the first case follows from Theorem 3.2, since the upper and lower bounds on
the IGW distance coincide under the co-centering condition A}/ 27711 =« A;/ 27712, which corresponds
to the equality case of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. This result generalizes the formula of Salmona
et al. (2022) and Le et al. (2022) to (for example) the case where only one of the measures is
centered, and further allows us to handle the case of general separable Hilbert spaces. The formula
for univariate Gaussians is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.1 by observing that the only unitary
operators on R are +1, which enables resolving (i1, p2) in closed-form. The univariate formula

can be used to efficiently estimate the sliced GW distance between Gaussians (Vayer et al., 2019).

Remark 3.2 (Gromov-Bures-Wasserstein distance). By (i) of Corollary 3.2, (Go(H), IGW) is iso-

metric to the nonnegative orthant of the Hilbert space ¢2. Defining €(H) == {¥ € &1(H) : & =

¥* > 0} as the set of non-degenerate covariance operators, we refer to

[e.o]

1/2
GBW (X1, E2) := IGW(N(0,£1), N(0,%2)) = <Z (Au(21) - )\k(ZQ))2>

k=1
as the Gromov-Bures-Wasserstein (GBW) distance between ¥1,%¥9 € €(H). Although the IGW
distance is not a geodesic distance in general, one interesting avenue for future work is to study the

Riemannian geometry induced by the intrinsic version of this metric (Zhang et al., 2025, Definition
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5.2). Essentially, the GBW distance orthogonally aligns the eigenspaces of ¥; and X3 so that they
are simultaneously diagonalizable, and then computes the Hilbert-Schmidt distance between the

resulting diagonal operators. This is in contrast to the usual Bures-Wasserstein distance
1/2¢ wl/2\1/2 1/2
BW (51, 59) = Wa(N(0,51), N(0,5)) = (tr(El) +tr(Sy) — 2tr ((21 ;%) >>

from (4), which is a Riemannian metric on €(#) defined using the quadratic Wasserstein distance

between centered Gaussians (Givens and Shortt, 1984; Knott and Smith, 1984).

We conclude this section with the following example that provides geometric intuition about

IGW alignment between Gaussian measures in R2.

Example 3.1 (Gaussians on the plane). By Corollary 3.1, note that that any choice of C' € U(H) in

Theorem 3.1 (such as one obtained by a manifold optimization scheme) yields a valid upper bound
on the IGW distance. Initializing such a scheme at, e.g., C' = I, and following the negative gradient
allows us to tighten the upper bound in Theorem 3.2.

Now, we can plot the displacement interpolation between two univariate Gaussians under the
IGW distance and Wy distance in Figure 2. Recall that for an optimal OT/IGW map T, the
displacement interpolation between iy and pg is defined by ((1 —¢)I + tT )ﬁ w1, for t € [0,1]. The
IGW optimal map is given in Theorem 3.1; to estimate C, we use Riemannian gradient descent
(RGD) with a simple adaptive step size for a maximum of 50 iterations or until the norm of the
Riemannian gradient is less than 1072, The 2-Wasserstein OT map is given by (3).

Figure 2 compares the two interpolations, showing that the IGW map prefers to rotate the
measures, while the 2-Wasserstein OT map moves mass in straight lines. The IGW distance is not
invariant to translation of both measures, although the Wasserstein distance is; we depict this in
Figure 2 by plotting the displacement interpolation between translated versions of the measures.
Observe that the IGW map rotates the measure around the origin, while the optimal 2-Wasserstein

map transports mass in straight lines like before.

3.2 IGW Barycenter Between Centered Gaussians

In this section, we generalize the formula of Le et al. (2022) for the IGW barycenter between centered
Gaussian measures. First, we define the notion of an IGW barycenter as any Frechét mean under

the IGW distance (analogously to the 2-Wasserstein barycenter of Agueh and Carlier (2011)).
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(a) IGW:

(a) Wz:

(b) IGW:

| CECH B 5 500 5 0

t=0.33 t =0.67

Figure 2: Comparison of displacement interpolations between two Gaussian distributions (origin
marked in red). (a) has the origin at the bottom and (b) has the origin at the top; note that the IGW
interpolation prefers to rotate the measures around the origin while the Wo interpolation is invariant
to translation of both measures. Top row of (a) and (b): IGW displacement interpolation between

two Gaussians with OT map estimated using RGD. Bottom row of (a) and (b): 2-Wasserstein

displacement interpolation with OT map from the Bures-Wasserstein formula in (3).
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Definition 3.1 (IGW barycenter). Suppose that p € P(Pa2(H)), where P2(H) is equipped with
the smallest o-algebra so that u — u(B) is measurable for all Borel sets B € B(H). A measure
i € Pa(H) is a p-weighted IGW barycenter if
fi € arg min {/IGW(M, v)? dp(y)}.
HEP2(H)
Using this definition, we can solve the IGW barycenter problem when p is supported on the

space Go(H) of centered Gaussian measures over H. We have the following representation.

Proposition 3.3 (Gaussian IGW barycenter). Suppose that p € P(Pa(H)) has supp(p) C Go(H)
and the map (u— (X)) € L2(p), for all p € Go. For any fized total orthonormal set {ex}ren of
H, the measure N'(0,X) with covariance operator

o0

OESY </ Ak(Zy) dP(V)) er @ ey,

k=1

is a p-weighted IGW barycenter.

A special case of this result occurs when p is a finitely-supported measure over centered Gaussian
measures, each over a Euclidean space. Restricting the barycenter to lie in Pg(Rd) for some d € N,

we recover the formula of Le et al. (2022).

Remark 3.3 (Finite-dimensional IGW barycenter). In the setting of Proposition 3.3, suppose that

supp(p) = {f1,. .., tp}, where p; = N(0,%;) and rank(X;) = d; for i € [p]. Further, suppose that
we restrict the optimization in Definition 3.1 to be over p € Pa(R?) instead of over all of Po(H);
this is called a fized-support barycenter in Beier et al. (2023). Define d,, = d; for i € [p]. Then,
N(0,%) is a p-weighted fixed-support IGW barycenter, where

Y = diag </ M(Ey) 1i<q, dp(v), ..., /)\d(E,,) li<a, dp(y)) .

Setting d > max;e[, d; recovers the same value of the objective function as the arbitrary-support

barycenter from Proposition 3.3.

To elucidate the action of the IGW barycenter found in Proposition 3.3, we conclude this section

with the following example.

Example 3.2 (IGW barycenter preserves geometry). Suppose we have input measures p; =
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N(0,%;) for i € [2] on R?, where
R e A ] e A

Yy = [\\/gﬁ _\/\gﬁ/;} {180 100} {\\gg _\/\/55/22]T’

and let p = Unif({u1,p2}). The p-weighted 2-Wasserstein barycenter (which can be computed
as the solution of the fixed-point equation in Theorem 6.1 of Agueh and Carlier (2011)) does not
preserve the shape of the input measures, but the p-weighted IGW barycenter (computed from
Proposition 3.3) does. We display contour plots of both barycenters in Figure 3 to illustrate this.
The 2-Wasserstein barycenter minimizes a weighted combination of 2-Wasserstein distances to
the u;, even if the shape of the barycenter needs to be completely different than those of the input
measures. On the other hand, the IGW barycenter is orthogonally invariant and incurs no cost from
rotations. In this sense, the IGW barycenter is an average with respect to the task of alignment,

whereas the 2-Wasserstein barycenter is an average with respect to the task of transport.

" 4

(a) Density of 1 (b) Density of 2 (c) W3 barycenter (d) IGW barycenter
Figure 3: Contour plots of the p-weighted 2- Wasserstein barycenter and p-weighted IGW barycenter.
The 2-Wasserstein barycenter does not preserve the covariance structure of the input measures, but

the IGW barycenter naturally does.

While the results in this section pertained to the bi-marginal IGW problem, we now discuss
the multimarginal OT problem and derive new results, under both the IGW cost and under the

2-Wasserstein cost.

4 Multimarginal Problems Between Gaussian Measures

In this section, we consider a multimarginal version of the IGW problem, as well as the related
multimarginal 2-Wasserstein problem introduced in Gangbo and Swiech (1998), between Gaussian

measures. All proofs are deferred to Appendix A.
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4.1 Multimarginal IGW

Given fi1,. .., pp € P2(H) for a separable Hilbert space H, the multimarginal IGW problem is
inf /Z Z (@i, i) — (xj,x J>)2 d(r @ m)(x1,. .., Tp, LY, .-, T).
TE (1,5 ptp) =1 jeitl
Note that the cost is now the sum of pairwise bi-marginal IGW costs, which is analogous to the
multimarginal 2-Wasserstein problem of Gangbo and Swiech (1998) shown in (2). When the inputs

to the problem are centered Gaussian measures, we obtain the following closed-form solution.

Theorem 4.1 (Multimarginal IGW between Gaussians). Suppose that u; = N(0,%;) are centered
Gaussian measures on a separable Hilbert space H, fori € [p|. Let {vi}ren be any total orthonormal
set and X; = Q;N;QF be the spectral decomposition of X;, where A; = Y 1o A(2;) v X v and
Q; €U(H) (fori € [2]). Then, the measure

%y QMM Qs - Py
w o [@n e S QA0
0, , . . :
QA NQT Q0705 - 5,
solves the multimarginal IGW problem between pi1, . .., p,. Here, the above matrix is to be interpreted

as a block operator on ®F_, H (Bikchentaev et al., 2024, Section 1.6).

The proof of this result follows from the fact that the cross-covariance matrix Q;A;A;Q; opti-
mizes the pairwise IGW cost between p; and p; subject to a looser bi-marginal constraint, so it
suffices to check that the resulting block operator is positive semidefinite. The full proof can be
found in Appendix A.

Essentially, this result implies that the multimarginal IGW alignment problem between cen-
tered Gaussian measures is solved by orthogonally transforming each measure so that they are all
simultaneously diagonalizable, and then coupling them so that their corresponding eigenvectors are
maximally correlated. In Appendix B, we use Theorem 4.1 to recover a special case of the IGW
Gaussian barycenter formula of Proposition 3.3. Next, we discuss the multimarginal OT problem

between Gaussian measures under the quadratic Wasserstein cost.

4.2 Multimarginal Optimal Transport

Recall the multimarginal OT problem of Gangbo and Swiech (1998) with pairwise quadratic cost:

inf /ZZHxZ sl dn(ay, ..., z). (8)

mE (11,5 4p) =1 j=it1
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For Gaussians, we can rewrite the multimarginal OT problem with pairwise quadratic costs from
(2) as a semidefinite program. Exploring its structure reveals that it can be solved efficiently via a

rank-deficiency constraint.

Theorem 4.2 (Multimarginal OT between Gaussians). Suppose that p; = N(m;, %;) are Gaus-

sian measures on R® with ¥; = 0, for i € [p]. The optimal multimarginal transport plan between

Wi, .., by for the problem (8) is given by the Gaussian measure
my 2T1 Ci2 - Cp

NS N I
) I o/ e S >

where {Cj;}iz; C R4 solve the semidefinite program

p p
ma > w(Cy)

i=1 j=i+1
E% 012 s Clp
C Yo oo O
s.t. XY= :12 : . :p > 0.
ClTp C2Tp - Ep

The solution of this problem exists, is unique, and satisfies rank(X) = d.

Theorem 4.2 implies that the optimal multimarginal Gaussian plan—a probability measure
over R%—is obtained by pushing the isotropic Gaussian measure in R? through p linear functions
l1,... 0y : RT — RL Namely, the optimal plan is (¢1,...,£,)s N(0,1) € H(p, ..., pp).

To prove Theorem 4.2, we expand the cost function and argue that the optimal coupling can be
chosen to be jointly Gaussian since the optimization problem only depends on the centered covari-
ance of 7. The last part of the result follows from a theorem of Gangbo and Swiech (1998), which
shows that the optimal coupling is supported on a deterministic map, implying that the optimal
coupling is supported on a d-dimensional submanifold of R%. Finally, the proof of Theorem 4.2
concludes by arguing that this submanifold must actually be a linear subspace of R% since the

conditional expectation of one coordinate of a Gaussian given another is affine.

Example 4.1 (Visualization of multimarginal OT). We can further provide insight into the struc-

ture of the optimal multimarginal coupling through a representative example. Suppose that p = 3
and that u; = N (0,%;), @ € [3], are centered Gaussians. We can solve the semidefinite program in
Theorem 4.2 using a standard interior-point method (Diamond and Boyd, 2016) to obtain the op-

timal coupling 7 between 1, iz, 3. Although 7 is a measure on R®, Theorem 4.2 implies that it is
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supported on a 2-dimensional linear subspace of R®. Therefore, we can visualize the nondegenerate

part of m by projecting onto this 2-dimensional subspace. We display such an example in Figure 4.

N(0, 21) (b) N(0,3%5) N(0,23) (d) Optlmal couphng ™

Aligned measures:

Misaligned measures:

Figure 4: Comparison of multimarginal OT between two sets of Gaussian distributions. Top row:
multimarginal OT between three misaligned Gaussians. Bottom row: multimarginal OT between

three aligned Gaussians.

From Figure 4, we see that the optimal coupling 7 can afford to be less spread out when the
input measures are more aligned, so that even a “flatter” two-dimensional covariance structure can
be orthogonally transformed in RS to have the correct marginals. This is in contrast to the top
row in Figure 4, where the input measures are not aligned, which forced the optimal multimarginal

coupling to be more spread out.

4.3 An Efficient Burer-Monteiro Algorithm for Multimarginal OT

A natural question following Theorem 4.2 is whether the rank deficiency of the solution can help
design faster algorithms for solving the semidefinite program. We answer this question in the
affirmative, by proposing one such approach based on the Burer-Monteiro factorization (Burer and

Monteiro, 2003). Fix k < dp and consider the optimization problem

p p
inf — tr(U;UT
U=(U7,...,.UJ)T€Rdpxk ;J.;rl (Ui ])

st. UU'=3%; foriep

and let M = {U = (U],...,U})T € R®"*k . ;UT =%, for i € [p]} denote the search space, which
is a smooth and compact Riemannian submanifold of R%?**. By Corollary 8 of Boumal et al. (2016),
ifU = (U],...,U})T € R¥P*F ig a rank-deficient second-order stationary point of the above problem

(as defined in Appendix E), then Cy; = U;U ]T is a global optimizer of the problem in Theorem 4.2.
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In particular, so long as we can find a rank-deficient second-order stationary point of the above
problem, we can solve the multimarginal OT problem between pi1,. .., .

While for general semidefinite programs one can only guarantee the existence of a second-order
stationary point U with rank strictly less than k oc d\/p (Boumal et al., 2016), in our setting, thanks
to Theorem 4.2 we can always guarantee the existence of such a point by setting k = d + 1. This
phenomenon is unusual for general semidefinite programs, and relies on the specific structure of our
problem. The multimarginal solution can then be used to obtain the Gaussian barycenter, as per

Proposition 2.1. We summarize these results in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (Burer-Monteiro for multimarginal OT). Let u; = N'(m;,%;) be Gaussian measures

on R with ¥; = 0 fori € [p]. Suppose U € R®P>(d+1) s any second-order stationary point of

p P
inf — tr(U;UT
st. UGUI=%; forie|p.
Then, the Gaussian measure N((m{, e, mp)T, UUT) solves the multimarginal OT problem between

[y - -y fhp. Further, define Uy, == U; fori € [p]. If p € P(P2(R%)) has supp(p) = {p1,-- ., up}, then

the p-weighted 2- Wasserstein barycenter is

ji ::N(/ m,, dp(v), </ U, dp(l/)) (/ U, dp(l/)>T>.

Though the original semidefinite program in Theorem 4.2 has d?p? optimization variables, the
optimization problem in Theorem 4.3 has only (d + 1)dp variables, which is a significant reduction
when p is large. Now, finding second-order stationary points of the problem in Theorem 4.3 can
be done using standard optimization techniques. For example, second-order manifold optimization
methods such as trust-region schemes almost always converge to second-order stationary points
under mild conditions (e.g., see Theorem 6.20 of Boumal (2023)). Therefore, Theorem 4.3 imme-
diately yields a method to efficiently compute the multimarginal OT between a large number of
Gaussian measures. Furthermore, Theorem 4.3 provides an alternative method for computing the
2-Wasserstein barycenter between Gaussian measures (equivalently, finding barycenters between

positive definite matrices in the Bures-Wasserstein geometry).
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5 Experiments

In this section, we illustrate the practical utility of our results in several applications. First, we
propose the IGW distance as a new principled metric for comparing the representational similarity
of large language models (LLMs). We also include numerical experiments which illustrate the
effectiveness of our Burer-Monteiro approach to solving Gaussian multimarginal OT. All code for

our experiments can be found at the following GitHub repository:

https://github.com/sanjitdp/gaussian-gw

5.1 IGW Metric for Representation Similarity of Language Models

Consider a set S C V* of sentences (over a vocabulary V and context length k) and let ¢ : V¥ — R?
represent the forward pass of a black-box LLM from the input to an internal representation space.
Comparing the representations ¢(S) of different LLMs ¢ has seen notable recent interest (Morcos
et al., 2018; Kornblith et al., 2019; Csiszarik et al., 2021). Existing approaches first embed the
dataset into R? using each model and then compare the resulting point clouds using a similarity
metric. The typical setting involves comparing a large model ¢ to many smaller distillation models
©1,...,pp on a dataset D = {dy,...,d,} C S, to find the small model whose representations best

align with those of . This problem can be viewed as a question of comparing the distributions

%Z?:l 5@(012‘) and %Z?:l 6<Pj(di)7 for j € Lp]

5.1.1 Existing and Proposed Similarity Metrics

A common choice of similarity metric is the centered kernel alignment (CKA) introduced by Ko-
rnblith et al. (2019). Assuming that (X;,Y;) ~ 7 are i.i.d. samples from some joint distribution
7 € Po(RM x R%), the empirical centered kernel alignment (CKA) between X and Y is

1Y
CKA(X.Y) = .
XY = XX e Yl

In our setting, X and Y are taken as the embeddings of the dataset D under two different models.
However, the CKA metric was designed as a normalized version of ||YTX|%, which measures the
statistical correlation between two random variables. In particular, even if the CKA is 1, it is not
necessarily true that one set of embeddings can be orthogonally transformed into the other one;
hence, pairwise cosine similarities may not be preserved and the learned representations of the two

models may be different. For the same reason, any metric to compare learned representations that
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H =128 | H =256 | H=1512 | H =768
L=2 4.4 9.7 22.8 39.2
L=4 4.8 11.3 29.1 53.4
L=6 5.2 12.8 35.4 67.5
L =38 5.6 14.4 41.7 81.7
L =10 6.0 16.0 48.0 95.9
L =12 6.4 17.6 54.3 110.1

Table 1: Number of parameters of the bert model distillations of Turc et al. (2019) (in millions), as
a function of the number of transformer layers L and hidden embedding dimension H. The teacher

model bert-base-uncased has L = 12 and H = 768, with 110.1 million parameters.

is translation-invariant, such as the commonly-used CCA family of metrics (Morcos et al., 2018),
cannot compare text embedding distributions well.

To resolve these issues, we propose using the IGW distance as a principled method to compare the
representational similarity of LLMs. The IGW distance is invariant to orthogonal transformations,
so it respects the relative geometry of the distributions. When the IGW distance between two
measures is zero, they must be separated by an orthogonal transformation, meaning that pairwise
cosine similarities are all preserved. Furthermore, the IGW distance is compatible for the task of

comparing distillations of LLMs as it can also handle distributions in different dimensions.

5.1.2 Gaussian Modeling Assumption and Verification

To employ our framework, we model text embedding distributions as Gaussian, which is a common
practice in machine learning; see Mroueh (2019) and Lv et al. (2024) for instances closely related
to our work, among many others.

To justify this modeling assumption, we first verify that the empirical distributions of text
embeddings from LLMs on common datasets can be indeed approximated by Gaussians. For refer-
ence, we consider the bert-base-uncased teacher model and 23 of its distilled variants, described
in Turc et al. (2019). The distillations are trained using a variety of numbers of transformer layers
L €{2,4,6,8,10,12}, and hidden embedding dimensions H € {128,256,512, 768}. We display the
number of parameters, in millions, of each model in Table 1.

We consider datasets of 1000 samples each from: (i) the amazon_polarity dataset (Muennighoff
et al., 2022), which contains Amazon reviews, and (ii) the ag_news dataset (Zhang et al., 2015),
which contains news articles from over 2000 different sources. First, we see that the learned repre-

sentations of the models are approximately Gaussian. In Figure 5, we plot the first two principal
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components of the embeddings of the bert-base-uncased model on both datasets, along with a
Gaussian fit using the empirical mean and covariance of the embeddings. Note that computing the
2-Wasserstein distance between the full high-dimensional distributions is statistically difficult due
to the limited number of samples. However, the 2-Wasserstein distance between the projection of
the embeddings onto their first two principal components and the associated Gaussian measure is
0.458 for amazon_polarity and 0.655 for ag_news; the fact that these are small implies that the

embedding distributions are approximately close to Gaussian.

amazon_polarity embeddings (first two principal components) ag_news embeddings (first two principal components)

PC2
°

vt ' b1

(a) amazon_polarity embeddings (b) ag_news embeddings
Figure 5: First two principal components of the embeddings produced by the bert-base-uncased
model on the (a) amazon_polarity and (b) ag_news datasets (blue), along with contour lines from

a Gaussian fit (red). The embeddings are approximately Gaussian.

5.1.3 LLM Representation Comparison via IGW

We now turn to compute the IGW distances between the bert-base-uncased teacher model and its
23 distillations from Turc et al. (2019). To employ our results for Gaussian IGW, we fit a Gaussian
to the embeddings of each model on both datasets. For the Gaussian parameter estimation, we add
a regularization of 107 I to the covariance for numerical stability. Then, we compute the analytic
upper and lower bounds on the IGW distance from Theorem 3.2. Furthermore, we tighten the upper
bound by numerically optimizing over the Stiefel manifold St(d, d) using RGD (Absil et al., 2008)
to solve the optimization problem in Theorem 3.1. Recall from Corollary 3.1 that the validity of
the upper bound does not rely on the Gaussianity assumption.

We run RGD with a simple adaptive step size for 50 iterations or until the norm of the Rieman-

nian gradient is less than 1072, Estimating each IGW distance, including upper and lower bounds,
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takes under 1 second on our MacBook using an M1 Pro chip. We show the results in Figure 6.

IGW distance between distillations and bert-base (amazon_ polarity) IGW distance between distillations and bert-base (ag_news)

-@- Analytic upper bound (]

80 1
—®— Analytic lower bound
IGW distance range

60 4

S

301

IGW distance from bert-base

IGW distance from bert-base
w

10! 10° 10! 10?
Distillation size (millions of parameters) Distillation size (millions of parameters)

(a) amazon_polarity IGW distances (b) ag_news IGW distances

Figure 6: Upper and lower bounds on the IGW distance between the bert-base-uncased model and
its distillations on the (a) amazon_polarity and (b) ag_news datasets. The analytic upper bound
1s tightened by mumerically optimizing over the Stiefel manifold. We see that some of the smaller
distillations preserve the embedding distribution almost as well as the larger ones. The resulting

upper and lower bounds are usually tight enough to reasonably compare the models.

Although we motivated the IGW distance as a principled alternative to CKA, we observe that
the two metrics are correlated in practice. In Figure 7, we plot the CKA between the bert-base
-uncased model and its distillations on both datasets, and compare it to the upper bound on the
IGW distance obtained by RGD. We see that the two metrics are generally negatively correlated,
suggesting that the IGW distance will work well in settings where CKA is currently used.

Note that the problem of representational similarity is a question about preservation of the
overall embedding distributions, and not about the performance of the models on a specific task.
For instance, it may be possible that a distillation of an LLM performs well on a classification task,
but the learned representations are very different from those of the original model. Therefore, we
do not compare the IGW distance to task-specific metrics such as accuracy or F1 score; this is

analogous to the original treatment of CKA in Kornblith et al. (2019).

5.2 Heterogeneous User Clustering

Clustering based on text data, e.g., users of a social media platform based on their text posts, is
ubiquitous across applications. A common approach is to embed the text into a Euclidean space

using an LLM, and then represent each user as the mean embedding of their posts (sometimes
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Figure 7: CKA between the bert-base-uncased model and its distillations on the (a)
amazon_polarity and (b) ag_news datasets, compared to the upper bound on the IGW distance
obtained by RGD. The two metrics are generally negatively correlated, suggesting that the IGW dis-

tance will work well as a theoretically grounded alternative to CKA.

called mean-pooling) (Chen et al., 2018); see also (Nguyen et al., 2025) for a recent application
of mean-pooling to 3-D object image embedding. Once each user has been mean-pooled into a
single embedding, one can cluster them using standard Euclidean algorithms, such as k-means or
density-based methods. While popular in practice, such approaches forfeit valuable distributional
information (e.g., the user’s embedding covariance).

Next, we show that the IGW distance enables a novel clustering algorithm that can leverage such
information. We consider a synthetic user clustering task based on their text posts and simulate
differences in interests across users by drawing posts from three different categories. We construct
a population of 120 users arranged into three interest groups: science, news, and entertainment.
Each group contains 40 users, and each user is represented by 400 non-overlapping posts drawn
uniformly from scientific_papers/arxiv (Cohan et al., 2018), ag_news (Zhang et al., 2015), and
imdb (Maas et al., 2011), respectively.

We embed each user’s posts using the al1-MinilM-L6-v2 sentence embedding model from Hug-
ging Face (Wang et al., 2020). Discarding the mean information, we then model each user as
N(0,3;), where 3; is the empirical covariance matrix of their embeddings. This modeling choice
is made to highlight the utility of IGW-based clustering compared to mean-pooling, as the latter
cannot leverage covariance information. We compute the IGW distance between each pair of users

using Theorem 3.1, and then perform k-means++ clustering (Arthur and Vassilvitskii, 2006) on
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the resulting distance matrix using the barycenter formula in Proposition 3.3 to compute cluster
centers. The results are shown in Figure 8. We see that the IGW distance is almost able to recover
the original clusters using only covariance information, suggesting that current approaches based
on mean-pooling are missing valuable information contained in the full distribution of each user’s
embeddings. One simple way to incorporate covariance information into existing methods is to
add (a positive multiple of) the IGW distance between the centered Gaussians to the mean-pooled

distances between users before clustering.

MDS embedding of IGW distance matrix k-means++ output clusters
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Figure 8: (a) 2-D multi-dimensional scaling (MDS) embedding of the IGW distance matriz between
users, colored by their ground truth interests. (b) k-means++ clustering of the IGW distance matriz,
using the barycenter formula in Proposition 3.3 to compute cluster centers. The IGW distance is

able to almost recover the original clusters, using only covariance information.

The IGW clustering algorithm is flexible in allowing for input measures over Euclidean space of
different dimensions. To illustrate this, we repeat the above experiment, but embed each user via
one of two LLMs with different embedding dimensions based on a random (fair) coin flip: either
all-MiniLM-L6-v2 (d = 384) as before, or all-mpnet-base-v2 (d = 768), which was introduced
in Song et al. (2020). Such a situation could arise in practice if some users were using a previous
version of an application with an older embedding model. While the different embedding dimensions
render mean-pooling inapplicable in this setting, the IGW distance still provides a viable path to
clustering. We again model each user as a centered Gaussian with covariance equal to the empirical
covariance of their text embeddings. Figure 9 shows the 2-D MDS embedding of the IGW distance
matrix (with colors showing the embedding models for each user), the ground truth interests of the

users, and the result of the k-means++ algorithm applied to the IGW distance. Again, the obtained
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clusters match the original ones almost perfectly.

MDS embeddings colored by embedding model MDS embedding colored by true style (ground truth) k-means+-+ output clusters
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Figure 9: (a) 2-D MDS embedding of the IGW distance matrixz between users, colored by the embed-
ding model used for each user. (b) The same MDS embedding, colored by the ground truth interests
of each user. (c) k-means++ clustering of the IGW distance matriz between heterogeneous users,
using the barycenter formula in Proposition 3.3 to compute cluster centers. The IGW distance is

able to almost recover the original clusters, even only using heterogeneous covariance information.

5.3 Efficient Computation of Multimarginal OT

In this section, we show that the Burer-Monteiro approach of Theorem 4.3 can be used to solve
the multimarginal OT problem between Gaussian measures efficiently. We consider p Gaussian
measures j; = N(0,%;) on R?, where the ¥; are generated by sampling 4; € R3*3 with i.i.d.
standard normal entries and setting ¥; = A;A] + 0.11. We solve the semidefinite program in
Theorem 4.2 using the Burer-Monteiro approach of Theorem 4.3 with k = 11, using Riemannian
trust-region methods (Absil et al., 2008) to find second-order stationary points. We compare our
results to the solution of the semidefinite program using the cvxpy package (Diamond and Boyd,
2016), which uses interior-point methods to solve semidefinite programs. All experiments were run
on a MacBook with an M1 Pro processor. We display the results in Figure 10a and Figure 10b. To
contextualize the speedup and improvement in numerical stability of the Burer-Monteiro approach
as compared to the SDP approach, we plot the number of optimization variables in Figure 10c.
Usually, one computes the 2-Wasserstein barycenter by solving the non-linear matrix equation in
(5) via fixed-point iteration. Alternatively, we can compute it by solving the semidefinite program
in Theorem 4.2 and taking a weighted average of the coordinates in the resulting coupling; see
Proposition 2.1. Even so, we observe in simulations that the fixed-point iteration is faster and more

numerically stable for computing the barycenter than solving the full multimarginal problem.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the Burer-Monteiro and interior-point approaches for solving the mul-
timarginal OT problem between p Gaussian measures on R3: (a) computation times, (b) objective
values, (c) number of optimization variables. The Burer-Monteiro approach is significantly faster
than interior-point methods for large p, and the objective values are more numerically stable; note
that the Burer-Monteiro approach is able to obtain a slightly better objective value when p is large.
The Burer-Monteiro approach has significantly fewer optimization variables (O(d*p) compared to

O(d*p?)) when p is large, explaining its speedup and improved numerical stability.

6 Conclusion

This work studies quadratic OT and IGW alignment problems between Gaussian measures in several
settings. We show that the IGW distance between uncentered Gaussians can be written as an opti-
mization problem over unitary transformations and use this formulation to characterize the Gaussian
IGW distance and barycenter in closed-form. We also derive upper and lower bounds on the IGW
distance between uncentered Gaussians which are separated only by a Cauchy-Schwarz gap. For the
OT setting, we show that the multimarginal problem with pairwise quadratic cost between Gaus-
sian measures is equivalent to a rank-deficient semidefinite program. The rank-deficiency constraint
enables employing Burer-Monteiro factorization for efficient computation of the multimaginal OT
cost and optimal coupling. Building on our theory, we explore applications to tasks concerning LLM
representation comparisons and clustering of text embeddings. The resulting methods are shown to
be flexible, cheap to compute, and perform well across all examined scenarios.

Finally, we discuss potential future directions for this work. Although Theorem 3.1 formulates
the IGW distance between Gaussian measures as a nonconvex Riemannian optimization problem,
it would be interesting to analytically study whether Riemannian gradient flow always converges

to a global minimum for this problem. Empirically, we observe that when pairwise IGW distances
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between many Gaussian measures are computed via RGD, the resulting distances satisfy the triangle
inequality. Furthermore, the distances obtained from RGD agree in experiments with all of our
known closed-form cases, suggesting that RGD may indeed be converging to a global minimum.
Another interesting direction is to study the intrinsic Riemannian geometry induced by the GBW

distance on the space of nondegenerate covariance operators.
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A Proofs of Main Results

In this section, we collect proofs of our main results.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We begin with a technical lemma that will be useful in the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma A.1 (Cyclic property of trace). Suppose that j; € Pa2(H) fori € [2] and that m € II(p1, p2).
Then, if (X1, X2), (X}, X})) ~ 7@ 7, we have

B[{X7, X1){X2, Xo)] = tr((37)"55).
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Proof. The proof of this lemma is relatively standard and follows that of the usual cyclic property

of trace in a Hilbert space, so we omit it here (e.g., see Simon, 2005). O

Proof of Theorem 3.1. To find the IGW distance, we minimize over couplings m € II(p1, p2). Define
fi = (- —my)sp; for i € [2]. Then, it is equivalent to optimize over centered couplings 7 =
((-+ma), (-+ma))ym € II(fu1, fi2), which immediately yield couplings = € II(u1, 12). By orthogonal
invariance of the IGW distance (Zhang et al., 2025), if we define fi; == (Q})4 fi; for i € [2], then
IGW (fi1, fia) = IGW (f1, fiz). Also, any coupling achieves the same IGW cost under orthogonal
transformations of either marginal, so letting 7 denote the optimal coupling for IGW between fiy
and fig, the optimal coupling between ji; and fio will be T = (Q1, Q2)y 7.

Note that now fi; = N(0, A;) for i € [2], and we may assume w.l.o.g. that range(As) C range(A;).

Defining m; = Qfm; for i € [2], we rewrite the objective function as
/(<£C1 + my, x’l + ﬁl1> — <l‘2 + ma, I,Q + m2>)2 d(ﬁ' X 77(')(‘%1, x9, l’/l, .T/Q)

= (/<361 + 1, @)+ ma)? d(fin x fir) (1, 2h) +/(x2 + g, @ + 1hg)® d(fiz % /12)(372,37/2))

Il 12

— 2/<1‘1 —|—ﬁ7,1,33/1 +ﬁl1> <1‘2+ﬁ12,w/2—|—mg> d(fl' X ﬁ)(xl,xg,a:'l,xé).

I3

Letting (X1, X]) ~ fi1 X fi1, we can compute the first integral explicitly as
I = /<$1 + i, @)+ in)? d(fn X ) (21, 24)
=E[(X1 + 1, X{ + 1m1)?]
= E[(X1, X1)*) + E[(X1,m1)%] + E[(X],m1)%] + [ !
+ 2E[(X1, ) (X7, )] + 2| [P E[(X1, X7)).

The last two terms vanish because fi; is centered and E[(X1, X7)] = E[E[(X1, X{) | X]]] = 0 by the
tower property of conditional expectation. By definition, the second and third terms are equal to
(1, A171). Using Lemma A.1 with m = fi; x fi1, the first term is E[(X7, X{)?] = tr(A?). Putting

the pieces together, we have shown that
I = tI’(A%) + 2<ﬁ’L1, A1m1> + ||’I”~IL1”4
Analogously, the second integral is

Iy = tr(A3) + 2(rig, Aomng) + [Jmal|*.
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Finally, let C' denote the cross-covariance operator between fi; and fio with respect to 7. Drawing

(X1, X2), (X1, X5)) ~ 7T x 7, we write

I3 = /<CL'1 + M, o + M) (x2 + e, xh + M) d(T X T) (21, 22, 2, T5)
= E[(X1 + 1, X] 4 ) (Xa + 172, X5 + 172)]
= E[(X1, X2) (X1, X5)] + E[(X1,m1) (X2, X5)] + E[(X1, X7) (X2, m2)]
+ E[(X1, X1) (2, X5 + 1m2)] + E[(m1, X + ) (X2, X3)]

+ E[(X1, ) (Xa,7ig)] + E[(r, X1) (g, X5)] + || ||* ||z,
The second term vanishes because

E[(X1,m1) (X2, X3)] = E[E[(X1, m1) (X2, X5) | X1, Xo]]

= E[(X1,171) E[(X2, X3) | X1, X2]] = 0

by the tower property of conditional expectation; the third, fourth, and fifth terms vanish by a similar
argument. The sixth and seventh terms are E[(X1,m1) (X2, m2)| = (M1, X ms). By Lemma A.1,

the first term is E[(X, Xo) (X{, X3)] = tr((X2)*¥7). Using this, we conclude that
Iy = te((23)"S5) + 2, SXma) + i | iz,
Now, our optimization problem becomes

” 1an tr(A%) + tr(A3) + 2(m1, Ayig) + 2(1g, Aorig) + (||ma]|? — ||e|?)?
E; op<OO

= 2(er((33)"33) + 2(ma, B3ma))

. X o « : . g ~
s.t. XZ is the cross-covariance operator of some coupling 7 € II(fi1, fi2).

Since the objective is only affected by the covariance operator of the coupling 7, we may assume
without loss of generality that 7 is a Gaussian coupling (Bogachev, 1998). We can therefore replace

the constraint with

A B2
e w] =0

where the block matrix is to be interpreted as a block operator on the Hilbert space H@®H (Bikchen-
taev et al., 2024, Section 1.6).

Because A; = 0 for i € [2], the constraints are equivalent to the set of Schur complement

constraints A; — X2 A;(E;)* = 0 and (I — AyAD) ¥ = 0 (this is an immediate consequence of
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Theorem 1.6.1 of Bikchentaev et al. (2024) and the discussion in Appendix A.5.5 of Boyd and
Vandenberghe (2004)). The constraint (I — AyAb) X = 0 forces the range of X2 to be contained
in the range of Ag. Since we assumed range(A2) C range(A;) and the objective is invariant to the
action of ¥ on range(A1)t, we can write X2 = A;/ QCAi/ ? for some bounded linear operator C.

Now, P = Aé/ 2A£A;/ % is an orthogonal projection onto the range of As, so we have
A —CAC* =0 = Ay — APC(MYPAAYHC* A = 0 = T—CPC* = 0

and tr(C*C) = tr(CA1C*As) by the cyclic property of trace. Replacing CP +— C (because the
objective is invariant to the action of C' on range(A1)*) and using that A;/ % is self-adjoint, we can
rewrite the optimization equivalently as
sup  tr(CA1C*Ag) + 2(CAY 21y, Ay ring)
[[Cllop<oo

st. CC*<1.

Next, we show that the objective is continuous in C' with respect to the weak-* topology
on the space of bounded linear operators on H. We rewrite the objective as HA;/QCAi/2||12{S +

2<CA}/2T~TL1, A;mﬁlg), and we compute

182 OM PR = S0 (us, Ay PONP0j)?
i=1 j=1
SN Y e, 0P

=1 j=1

)\l(AQ) )\j(Al) <Ui, CUj>2.

e
NE

1

i=1 j
Suppose that C,, — C converges in the weak-* topology, so that tr(AC,) — tr(AC) for all trace-
class operators A. Then, we have that (v;, Cpv;) = tr((v; ® v;) Cp) — tr((v; @ v;) C) = (v;, Cvj) for
all 7, j € N since vj; ® v; is trace-class. By the uniform boundedness principle, the C;, are uniformly
bounded in operator norm because they converge in the weak-* topology. Therefore, the dominated
convergence theorem implies that ]]A;/ZC'”A%/QH%IS — HA;/ZC'Ai/QH%S. Obviously, the map A —
|A|l%4g is continuous in the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, so the first term is continuous in the weak-*
topology as it is the composition of continuous maps. The second term is continuous in the weak-*
topology because <CA1/27711,A§/27712> = tr(((A%/zﬁlg) ® (A%/zml)) C) and (A;/Qﬁ@g) ® (Aiﬂml) is

trace-class.
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The objective is convex; the first term is an affine map followed by a squared norm and the second
term is affine. By the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, the set of linear operators C' with ||C|lop < 1 is
compact in the weak-* topology. Finally, because we are maximizing a convex upper semi-continuous
function over a compact convex set, the supremum is attained at an extreme point of the feasible
set by Bauer’s maximum principle (Bauer, 1958), which means that we may replace the constraint
CC* < I with the constraint CC* = 1.

Finally, it’s easy to see that CC* = I if and only if C is unitary. The forward direction is

immediate; for the reverse direction, note that for all x,y € H,
(x,y) = (C*z,C*y) = (x,CC*y) = (z,(CC* = I)y) = 0.
Therefore, we get

0= (z+y, (CC*—I)(z+vy))
= (z,(CC* = D)x) + (y, (CC* = I)y) + 2(z, (CC* — I)y)
= 2(z, (CC* = 1y),

and choosing x = (CC* — I)y gives the result since y was arbitrary. The optimal coupling between
w1 and ps follows from inverting the transformations at the start of the proof, and the formula for

the IGW distance follows by plugging in the optimal value of C. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2
By Theorem 3.1, we have that
IGW (1, p2)? = tr(A7) + tr(A3) + 2(iiur, Ayr) + 2(iz, Aormg) + ([ [* — [[m2]|%)? — 2y (p1, p2),
where y(p1, p2) is the optimal value of
inf  tr(A1C*ALC) + (CAY Py, AY % iy)

CeL(H)

st. CeU(H).

By the von Neumann trace inequality (which applies to Hilbert-Schmidt operators in a separable

Hilbert space by Remark 1 of Grigorieff (1991)), we have

Me(A1) Me(C*A2C) =) - Ak(A1) Ak(A2),
1 k=1

WE

tr(A1C*ALC) <

i
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and this upper bound is achieved by the feasible choice C' = I. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

and using that C is unitary, we have
1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~ 1/2 ~
(2121, OBy *g) < 121 2 || |0y 2l < I Cllep 151 2| 54 >z ]| = 1) i | 153 %zl .

and this upper bound is achieved by the feasible choice

(2 %) @ (2 *ms)

- 1/2 ~ 1/2 - :
1=V 2w | |55 > |

Since each term in the optimization problem defining ~y(u1, p2) is individually bounded above (sub-
ject to the constraint), we immediately obtain the lower bound on IGW (y1, p2)?. The upper bound

follows easily from choosing C' = I in the objective.

A.3 Proof of Corollary 3.1

Until we reached the optimization problem
”C”inf tr(A3) + tr(A3) + 20y, Aying) + 2(1ha, Agig) + ([ || — [Jmel|?)?
op<OO

= 2(tr(((23)"25) + 207, X3m2))

X . . . ~ ~ ~
s.t. X2 is the cross-covariance operator of some coupling 7 € II(ji1, fi2)

in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we did not use the Gaussianity assumption. Now, any valid coupling

7 € II(fi1, fi) must have a cross-covariance operator E; satisfying

AR
{(z%)* AJ =0,

™
so replacing the constraint with this necessary condition yields a relaxation of the original problem.
Hence, the solution of the relaxed problem (which is exactly the problem solved in Theorem 3.1) is

an upper bound on the IGW distance between py and ps.

A.4 Proof of Corollary 3.2

Proof of (i) in Corollary 3.2. The upper and lower bounds of Theorem 3.2 match under the as-
sumption that A}/ 27h1 = aAé/ 27%2 for some a > 0; this corresponds to the equality case of the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. O

Proof of (ii) in Corollary 3.2. This follows immediately from Theorem 3.1 since the only unitary

operators on R are +1. O
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Proof of Proposition 3.3. Using (i) in Corollary 3.2 along with Tonelli’s theorem, we have

/ IGW (11, ) / Z A(E) = M(E))? o)
- Z/()‘k(zu) - )‘k(zu))Z dp(v).
k=1

Hence, the optimization problem decomposes across the eigenvalues of ¥, and is strictly convex in
each A\,(X,) for k € N, subject to the constraint that A\y(X,) > 0. Let A\x == [ A\(Z,) dp(v) for

k € N. Then, we can rewrite

/ (Ae(S) — Me(E))? dp(v)
::J/((Ak(zu)_-Ak)-(Ak(zy)——AkDQ dp(v)
- /()\k(zz/) — M) dp(v) — 20 (3,) — Ar) /()‘k(zl/) = Ak)dp(v) + ((Su) = An)?.

The integral in the second term vanishes by definition of A\, and the first term is constant with respect
to Ak(2,), so the objective function is minimized when A, (X,) = A; this choice is nonnegative and

therefore feasible, yielding the result. O

A.5 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Define the projection maps I;;(z1,...,2zp) == (x;,2;) for 1 <i < j <pandlet m € I(p1,...,w1p).

Defining 7;; = (IL;j);  and letting Cj; := ZTXW, we can use Lemma A.l to rewrite the objective as

/Z Z Liy T z a:],x]>)2d(7r®7r)(x1,.._,a:p,a:ll,...,a:;)

=1 j=1+1
_§:§:tr ) + tr(35) — 2x(C};Ciy)).-
=1 j=1+1
Since the only constraints are on the covariance of the coupling, we may assume that the coupling
m is jointly Gaussian so that the multimarginal IGW problem reduces to the optimization problem

p p

sup Z Z tr(Cy;Cij)

[Cijllop<oo 527 j—it1

1 Ci2 - Cyp
C5 Ny e Oy

st S=| .0 0 P =o
Ci, Cs - 5,
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Now, this constraint immediately implies that

x =0
[Cz’j Ei] -
for 1 <i < j <p. We know from the proof of (i) in Corollary 3.2 that the solution of

> Cij

sup tr(C;;Ci5) st [C’*- Ej]tO
ij

ICijllop<o0

is Cyj = QiAZl/ 2A]1-/ 2 %, so it will suffice to show that this choice is feasible for the original problem.

To see this, note that for all z = (21,...,2,) € ®F_; H, we have

p p p
<x,2x):<(m1,...,xp), ST PA Qi ST QN PAY Qi Y QoA PAY Qe >
7=1 7j=1

o — —
/2% 172 S 12 12 ’
~3 (@305 ) = (A0 Y 0 ) =[S aia >0
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1
which shows that ¥ > 0 and completes the proof.
A.6 Proof of Theorem 4.2
We begin by reducing to the case of centered measures. Fix a coupling 7 € II(u1,...,pup), let

fii = N(0,%;) for i € [p], and define 7 € II(fi1, ..., fip) by T = ((- —m1),..., (- —my))s 7. Now, we

can write
p p
/Z Z @i — 2|3 dr (1, . . ., 2p)
i=1 j=i+1
p p
= /Z D llai = @i+ mi = my|3di(an, ... )
i=1 j=i+1

PP
:/Z Y Ui =253+ 2(ws —aj,ms — my) + my —my|3) d (21, .-, 2)-

i=1 j=i+1

The second term vanishes because 7 is centered, so we have

p P
/Z D i = 2jl3 + 2(ws — jomi = my) + [mi = my|3) dit(an, ..., 2y)

i=1 j=i+1
p p p p

=[50 3 Iyl + 30 3 s — gl
i=1 j=it1 i=1 j=i+1

Hence, it suffices to solve the multimarginal OT problem assuming that all of the input measures are

centered. Now, let 7 € II(u1,. .., p1p) be a coupling and define the projection maps I (1, ..., zp) =
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(xi,25) for 1 <4 < j < p. Defining 7;; = (IL;;); 7 and letting Cy; := X | we can expand the

57

objective as

[0 3 I wldnton ) = [ 303 (aill = 2ais ) + oy ) dn(an .. )

i=1 j=it1 i=1 j=it1
p p
—tr (> | (—-DZi-2 ) Cjy
i=1 j=i+l

Since the input measures are Gaussian and the only constraints are on the covariance of the coupling,
we may assume without loss of generality that 7 is a Gaussian coupling. Therefore, we can replace

the optimization problem with the equivalent semidefinite program

p p
inf tr -1, -2 Cii
C;jERdxd ; (p ) i j;l ]
1 Ci2 -+ Cyp
Cl, %y - Cy
s.t. : : . : 0.
ClTp Csz Ep

Now, by Theorem 2.1 of Gangbo and Swigch (1998) (since pi,...,u, € P2(R?) and vanish on
(d — 1)-rectifiable sets), there exist unique measurable maps S; : R — R? for i € {2,...,p} such
that m = (1, S2,...,5p)s p1 is the optimal coupling. However, we know since 7 is jointly Gaussian
that E.[X;| X1 = 2] = C[,X 'z = S;(x) for Lebesgue-almost every x € R, where the conditional
expectation exists and is unique Lebesgue-almost everywhere by the disintegration of measure.

Hence, S;(z) = A;z are linear Lebesgue-almost everyhere, and
Cij = Ex[XiX]] = AE-[ X1 X[|A] = A; 31 A7,

means that the optimal coupling has rank d.

B Recovering the Barycenter from Multimarginal IGW

In this section, we discuss the general connection between the multimarginal IGW problem and the
IGW barycenter problem, which allows us to recover a special case of Proposition 3.3. First, we

define the projection maps
Hi,erl(xla -y Tpy :E) = (x% l‘)
for i € [p] with Ip4q (21, -+, xp, ) = 2.
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Lemma B.1. Fiz p € P(P2(H)) with supp(p) = {p1,...,pp}. Then, the solution of

arg min inf : / </(<:L’,,,x'y> — <£L',:L‘/>)2 dp(V)) d(m @) (X, - ,:Uup,:x,x:“, .. ,:ELP,:L")

p€P2(H) TEM(11, o ppopt

is a p-weighted IGW barycenter. Conversely, if ii is a p-weighted IGW barycenter, then we can con-
struct m € (1, ..., pip, i) which solves the inner optimization problem and satisfies (Il; pi1)ym =

m;, where m; is the pairwise optimal coupling for the IGW problem between p; and fi.

Proof. Let p; = p(u;) for ¢ € [p]. Suppose i solves the p-weighted IGW barycenter problem. Then,
suppose that m; € II(u;, ) is an optimal coupling for IGW (p;, i) for each i € [p]. Then, by the
gluing lemma (Lemma 7.6 of Villani (2003)), we can glue the couplings m; together to obtain a

coupling 7 € II(p1, . .., ptp, ft) such that (II; p41)s ™ = m; for each i € [p]. Then, we have

p
> piIGW (7, ri)

i=1

P
=Yoo [ (o) = (o) dims ) )
i=1
- /Zpl ((ms, ) — (a:,x'})Q d(mr @) (z1,...,Tp, T, 2], .. ,:L'/p,:L'/)
i=1

p
> 1nf mf / . "L"’x,. — IIT,[L'/ 2d71'®7‘(’ x,-u,fE,.T,l’/,..,,J,‘/’x/.
a NEP2(H) WGH(“lf"v/vaM) ;pl (< ? Z> < >) ( )( 1 D 1 D )

On the other hand, suppose that 7 solves the multimarginal problem in Lemma B.1. It’s clear now

that II; ,11(7) is a coupling in II(u;, (I1,41)s 7) for each ¢ € [p]. In particular, we obtain
P
/Zpi (@i, 2f) = (2,2)? d(7 x 7) (21, , 2p, 2,24, .., 7, )
i=1
p
= sz’/(@i,wé) — (@,2"))? (T py 1)y 7 X (T py1)s 7) (2, @, 05, @)
i=1

p
> pi IGW (i, (Tpy1)y 7)°
=1

p
> inf i IGW (14, 1),
> ;p (is 1)

Now the result follows easily. O

Now, we can use Lemma B.1 to recover a special case of Proposition 3.3 with only finitely many

centered Gaussian measures in the support of p.
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Corollary B.1 (special case of Proposition 3.3). Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Suppose that
p € P(P2(H)) has finite support supp(p) = {p1,-..,tp} € Go(H). Fix any total orthonormal set
{er}ren of H. Then, defining the covariance operator

o0

DESY </ Ak(Z) dP(”)) er @ ey,

k=1

the measure N'(0,X) is a p-weighted IGW barycenter.

Proof. By Lemma B.1 (and because the proof of Theorem 4.1 is unaffected by the weights p;), we

can write the multimarginal formulation of the barycenter problem as

arg min {Z pi(tr(22) + tr(%2?) — 2tr(2i2))} = argmin {Z D i (Ae(Z) — )\k(E))Q}.

-0 i—1 220 k=1 i=1

Now, the optimization problem decomposes across the eigenvalues of ¥ and stationarity implies

that Ag(X) = Y7, pi Ak(Z;) for k € N, so the result follows. O

C Optimal Transport Between Gaussian Measures

In this section, we discuss the 2-Wasserstein distance between Gaussian measures on R? and the

resulting optimal coupling.

Theorem C.1. If u1 = N(my1,%1) and ps = N (ma, X2) are two Gaussian measures on R with
Y1 = 0 and Yo = 0, then the OT map for the Kantorovich problem under the quadratic cost

c(z,y) = ||z — yll3 is given by
T(z) = 57 V282,228 72 (¢ —my) + mo,

which induces the Wasserstein distance

Wa(p1, p2) = \/Hm1 —ma||3 + tr (21 + %, —2 (21/22221/2)1/2),

If my = mo, this is called the Bures-Wasserstein distance between symmetric positive definite

matrices Y1 and Xs. One option is to use Brenier’s theorem to prove Theorem C.1.

Proof (from Knott and Smith (1984). We make the ansatz that the transport map T'(z) = Az +b is

affine. Furthermore, we pick A > 0 so that T is the gradient of a convex function, which is required
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by Brenier’s theorem (Theorem D.1). There are no constraints on b, so we may assume w.l.o.g. that

m1 = mo. Then, since we need
Yo = /(A:c)(Ax)T du(x) = AX AT,
this forces
S1/25,51 = 212 (Ax, AT)S? = (212 4%1/2)2.
Solving for A yields the OT plan, and then some algebra gives the Wasserstein distance. O

Another option is to give a more direct proof of Theorem C.1 by expanding the cost function,

without relying on Brenier’s theorem.

Proof (modified from Givens and Shortt (1984)). We begin by reducing to the case of centered mea-
sures; this step works generally for the 2-Wasserstein distance and does not require the assumption
that u and v are Gaussian. Define fi; = (- —mq )y g1 and fia = (- — ma)s pro. Then, for any coupling
m € (1, p2), define @ = ((- —my), (- — ma))s 7 so that

iz =i dnte.) = [+ m) = g+ mo)l3 e,
= [l =yl dite.p) + [ -y —ma) i) + s = ool

The middle term vanishes since 7 is centered, so it is clear that

Wa(u,v)? = inf /\x—yuédm,y): inf /||x—yu%dw<x,y>+um1—mua
mell(p,v) mell(fi,P)

and it suffices to consider the case where m; = mo = 0. In this case, we obtain

Wl = _inf - [lla =yl dn(a.)

- / ol dpa () + / Il dus(y) — 2 sup / () dr(, ).

n€ll(p1,p2)
Since the optimization problem only depends on the covariance of the coupling 7, we may assume
without loss of generality that m is a Gaussian coupling. Letting C' = E(x y)~.[XYT], the 2-
Wiasserstein distance is therefore the optimal value of the following semidefinite program:

inf tr(Zl + 29 — 22;)
Z%f cRdxd

, X
s.t. [(E?)T EQ]EO.

47



Because ¥ >~ 0, the constraint is equivalent to the Schur complement constraint ¥ —XX 5 ()T =

0. The Lagrangian for this problem is
LB, A) = (%1 + 3 — 257) — tr(A(S) — 27557 (3)7))

for A > 0. Finally, we use the KKT conditions to characterize the solution. By stationarity, we

have
Dyx L(Z,A) = =2 + 20875, 1 =0 = AXY =%,
Complementary slackness (together with stationarity) gives

A = ZX5HEOT) =0 = AN = AR HEN)T = AY = (31T = XX = %A,

™ s

Plugging this back in to the stationarity condition, we find that AY;A = 5. Multiplying on the
left and right by Ei/ 2 yields the equation

S s,
and solving for A, we find
A =3[Py, wl2yes 2,
By complementary slackness, we obtain the solution
2X = A = SV e, w2 2g 12

which fully characterizes the optimal coupling 7. Using the cyclic property of trace yields the
Wasserstein distance
Wa(p,v)? = tr(S1 + %g — 255)
= (D) + Xy — 251/ 2(2]/2n,n)/) 120 1)

= (3 + Ny — 2(X1/25,01/%)1/2),
proving the theorem. O

Although the proof of Givens and Shortt (1984) is longer than that of Knott and Smith (1984), it
has the advantage that it does not rely on Brenier’s theorem. Therefore, we take a similar approach

to Givens and Shortt (1984) in the proof of Theorem 3.1.
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D Background on the OT and GW Problems

In this section, we collect additional background on OT, GW distances, Riemannian optimization,
and probability theory over Hilbert spaces.

D.1 Optimal Transport

We begin by reviewing several fundamental concepts from optimal transport; the content of this
section comes mostly from Villani (2003).

The Monge-Kantorovich Problem

In 1781, Gaspard Monge formulated the problem of finding a deterministic transport map between

measures. Suppose (X, dy) is a Polish space (complete and separable metric space).

Definition D.1 (Monge problem). If p1,pu2 € P(X) and ¢ : X x X — R is a cost function, the

Monge problem is

it [ e 7)) da (o),

where the infimum is taken over all Borel-measurable functions 7.

We depict the Monge problem visually in Figure 11.
u (input) T v (output)

y

Figure 11: A wvisual depiction of the Monge mass transportation problem.

In 1948, Leonid Kantorovich relaxed the Monge problem to that of finding a stochastic transport
plan; one motivation for the Kantorovich relaxation is that there is no deterministic transport map
from w1 = &g to uo = %(5_1 + %51 and another is that the Monge problem is highly nonconvex and
hard to solve in practice. Recall that II(u1, ) denotes the set of couplings between py and puo

(joint distributions with marginals pq and pug).

Definition D.2 (Kantorovich problem). If p1, 2 € P(X) and ¢ : X x X — R is a cost function,
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the Kantorovich problem is
ﬂEHi(Illi,uz) /c(:v,y) dr(z,y).

Equivalently, if X and Y are random variables, the Kantorovich problem is to minimize the
expected cost Er[c(X,Y)] over all joint distributions 7 of X and Y. Note that the Kantorovich
problem is a (usually infinite-dimensional) linear program since the objective is linear in 7 and the
constraint is convex (an intersection of linear constraints on the marginals). As long as the cost
function c is lower semi-continuous (1.s.c.), it is known that the Kantorovich problem has a solution
(Villani, 2003). Even though the Kantorovich problem often has a solution, it is not always unique;
for example, consider the case p; = %5(_170) + %5(170) and po = %(5(0,_1) + %(5(0,1) with the quadratic

cost function.

Wasserstein Distances
We can now define the Wasserstein distances on P,(X’) as follows.

Definition D.3 (Wasserstein distances). For p > 1, the p-Wasserstein distance between measures

1, p2 € Pp(X) is defined as Wy (pu1, p2) = OT, (1, 112)Y/P, where OTe,(p1, p2) is the optimal value

of the Kantorovich problem with cost function ¢,(x,y) = dx(z,y)P.

Equivalently, the Wasserstein distance can be formulated as

W (p1, p2) = ﬂeni&f " ldae (X, Y ) Lo ()

The p-Wasserstein distance is a metric on P,(X’). Next, assume that c is the quadratic cost function
on R? and let A denote the Lebesgue measure on R%. An astonishing result (due to Brenier) is that
as long as p < A, the OT map is unique and is given by the graph of the gradient of a convex
function. Furthermore, any valid transport coupling which is the gradient of a convex function is

optimal.

Theorem D.1 (Brenier, 1991). Let pu1, g € P2(R%) be such that py is absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure. Then, m € II(u1, p2) is optimal for the Kantorovich problem with
c(z,y) = ||z — y||2 if and only if there exists a proper l.s.c. convex function ¢ : R® — R such that

m= (I, Vo) u1, where Vo is defined uniquely p-almost everywhere.

Using Brenier’s theorem (the approach taken by Knott and Smith (1984)) or by expanding the
cost directly (the approach taken by Givens and Shortt (1984)), one can compute the 2-Wasserstein
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distance and OT map between Gaussian measures in closed-form; details of these two approaches

and the resulting formulae are given in Appendix C.

D.2 Gromov-Wasserstein Distances

In this section, we motivate and formally define GW distances (Mémoli, 2011), which provide a
principled method to compare two metric measure spaces; in particular, we can use these to compare
two probability distributions (possibly over different spaces) in a way that respects their underlying
geometry. We begin motivating GW distances by asking the question: how can one compare two
compact sets (shapes) in a metric space? One principled method is to use the Hausdorff distance

(recall that dist(a, B) = infpep dx(a,b) for a compact subset B C X’ and a point z € X).

Definition D.4 (Hausdorff distance). The Hausdorff distance between compact subsets A and B

of a metric space (X,dy) is defined as
dy (A, B) = max{sup dist(a, B), sup dist(b, A)}
acA beB

However, this notion of distance is overly sensitive to minor intricacies in these shapes; for
instance, two shapes may be mostly identical except for a thin spike in the second one, but the
Hausdorff distance will detect this and label the two sets as far apart. One way to make the
Hausdorff distance less stringent, as well as to make these distances faster to compute, is to consider
an LP relaxation. In particular, we can place probability measures pus4 and pup over A and B
respectively (which intuitively measure relative importance of features in each shape) and compute
the p-Wasserstein distance between these measures. The Hausdorff distance is a metric on the
set of compact subsets of a metric space (X,dy). In fact, we can use the Hausdorff distance to
define a notion of distance between any two compact metric spaces by minimizing over all isometric

embeddings of the two spaces; this process is sometimes called Gromouvization.

Definition D.5 (Gromov-Hausdorff (GH) distance). The Gromov-Hausdorff (GH) distance be-

tween two compact metric spaces (X,dy) and (Y, dy) is

GH(X,Y) = inf dg(x(X),p())),

Ltx,ly

where the infimum is taken over all isometric embeddings tx : X — Z and 1y : Y — Z for some

shared metric space (Z,dz).
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Intuitively, the infimum is doing the work of alignment, while the Hausdorftf distance measures
the distance between the resulting compact sets. However, it is not clear at all how to compute the
GH distance; this motivates the GW distance as an LP relaxation of the GH distance. Of course,
this means that the GW distance is a less stringent version of the GH distance. The relationships

between these distances are roughly shown in Figure 12, taken from Mémoli (2011).

Gromovization

Hausdorft (dg (A, B)) Gromov-Hausdorff (GH(X,)))

LP relaxation LP relazation

Gromovization

Wasserstein (W, (ra, 1B)) Gromov-Wasserstein (GW , o) (1x, py))

Figure 12: Relationships between various distances on spaces of objects and distributions.

We begin with a relevant definition. Recall that a locally finite measure space is one where every

point has an open neighborhood of finite measure.

Definition D.6 (Metric measure space). A metric measure space (m.m. space) is a tuple (X, d, u)

such that (X, d) is a Polish space and (X, B(X), p) is a locally finite measure space.
Here are a few important examples of metric measure spaces.

Example D.1 (Euclidean space). The space (RY, ||-||,, A) is an m.m. space, where p > 1 and A

denotes the Lebesgue measure on R%.

Example D.2 (Random variables). If X is an R%valued random variable with distribution z, then

(R%, |||, 1) is an m.m. space for p > 1.

We are now ready to define the GW distance between two (not necessarily compact) m.m.

spaces. Recall that II(px, py) denotes the set of couplings between pxy and py.

Definition D.7 (GW distance). Let (X, dy, pux) and (Y, dy, ny) be two m.m. spaces. Given

p,q € [1,00), the (p,q)-GW distance between py and py is defined as

1/p
GW(p, o) (1x; py) = inf </!dx(ac,m’)q —dy(y,y)Pd(m ® 7r)(:):,y,x’,y’)>
n€(px, py)

= inf ”dX(Xv X/)q - dy(Y, Y,)qHLP(Tr®7r)7
mell(px, py)
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The (p, q)-GW distance looks for the measure coupling 7 between two m.m. spaces which is
as close to an isometry as possible. The GW distance independently samples two pairs (X,Y)
and (X', Y”’) according to m and minimizes the pth moment of the deviation of the gth powers of
distances in X and ). In this work, we analyze a variant of the GW distance, called the inner

product GW distance, which was introduced in Vayer (2020).

Definition D.8 (IGW distance). Let u,v € Po(H). Then, the inner product Gromov-Wasserstein

(IGW) distance between p and v is
1/2
6w =t ( [(a) - )Pain e mie )
mell(p,v

= inf X, X" - (v,Y' .
B XX = (VY e

While the GW distance was looking for a measure coupling which is as close to an isometry as
possible, the IGW distance looks for a measure coupling which is as close to unitary as possible. The
existence of an optimal coupling for the IGW problem was shown in Vayer (2020). Then, IGW is a

metric on the set of measures over H with finite second moment, modulo unitary transformations.

Proposition D.2 (Zhang et al. (2025), Proposition 3.1). The IGW distance is a metric on equiv-
alence classes of Pao(H), where p = v if there exists a (u X p)-almost sure unitary transformation

LM — H with v pp = v, in the sense that (x,y) = (u(x),(y)) for (u x p)-almost every x,y € H.

By orthogonal invariance of the IGW distance, the IGW distance can compare measures sup-
ported on different separable Hilbert spaces 1 and Hs by unitarily embedding them into a common
Hilbert space £2. Although the IGW distance looks similar in flavor to the p-Wasserstein distance,
note that the objective function is no longer linear in 7; this makes the GW distance more difficult
to analyze and compute in practice. However, there is a useful variational form for IGW distances in
Euclidean spaces, which is discussed in Zhang et al. (2025). Suppose p € P4(R%) and v € P4y(R%).

Expanding the square, we find that

(2, 2") = (y,y))? d(m @ 7)(x, y, 2",y
/
= ([t dutoyautet) + [t vty ivter)) + (=2 [0} @'l dnto dnta') )

N~
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The term S7 has no dependence on the choice of coupling 7, so it suffices to optimize over Ss.
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Proposition D.3 (Zhang et al. (2025), Lemma 2.1). Given A € R%*%  define Ta(u,v) to be the
optimal value of the Kantorovich problem between v and v under the cost ca(x,y) = —8xTAy. Then

we have the following variational form, for So defined as above:

Sy= inf {8l A|% + Ta(p,v)}.
AeRduxdv

Furthermore, the minimum is achieved at some

1 1 dyxdy
A€ |5y Bocnom IXEIVIEL 5y/Eocnm X IVTE

While we derive our main results about the IGW distance by expanding the square directly,
note that this variational form could be used to recover some of our results in the finite-dimensional

case.

E Background on Riemannian Optimization

In this section, we briefly review Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) and some properties of the
Stiefel manifold. We begin by recalling several important definitions from manifold optimization
theory; see Absil et al. (2008) for a more thorough treatment. Let M be a Riemannian manifold
and let T, M denote the tangent space to M at x € M. We let grad f(z) € T, M denote the
Riemannian gradient of a function f: M — R at x € M and let Hess f(z) : T, M — T, M denote
the Riemannian Hessian of f at x.

We say that y € M is a first-order stationary point of the optimization problem inf,c ¢ f(2) if
f € CY(M) and grad f(y) = 0. We say that y € M is a second-order stationary point of inf.crq f(2)
if 4 is a first-order stationary point, f € C?(M), and Hess f(y) = 0.

These definitions are analogous to the standard definitions of first- and second-order stationary
points in unconstrained optimization, except that the gradient and Hessian are replaced by their
Riemannian counterparts. Intuitively, first-order stationary points are points where the objective
function has zero directional derivative along all directions tangent to the manifold, while second-
order stationary points are first-order stationary points where the objective function is locally convex
along all directions tangent to the manifold.

The RGD algorithm for inf,cx¢ f(2) is analogous to the usual gradient descent algorithm, and
begins with an initialization ¢y € M and a step size a > 0. Let retr, : T,,(M) — M denote a retrac-

tion map onto M for x € M. Until convergence, the RGD update is z;y1 = retry, (—a grad f(zy)).
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If it converges, RGD must converge to a first-order stationary point. Riemannian trust-region meth-
ods may be used to find second-order stationary points (as required by Theorem 4.3); see Absil et al.
(2008) for details.

Let St(dy,ds) :== {C € R4*% . CTC = I} denote the Stiefel manifold of orthonormal da-frames
in R%; this is the manifold of interest in Section 3. Recall that the Riemannian gradient of f €
CL(St(dy, dp)) is grad f(C) = VF(C) = S(Vf(C)TC+CTV f(C)). Finally, we define retrc(G) = Q
as the retraction onto the Stiefel manifold, where C'+ G = QR is the QR factorization.

F Background on Random Variables in Hilbert Spaces

In this section, we collect several useful facts about Hilbert space-valued random variables. Let H
be a separable Hilbert space and recall (Baker, 1973) that the uncentered covariance of u € Po(H)

is the bilinear form

Cov,(z,y) = /(:n,z><y, z) dp(z).

By the Riesz-Fréchet representation theorem, there exists a unique linear operator 3 such that the
covariance can be written as Cov,(z,y) = (z,Xy); we call ¥ the covariance operator of u. The

covariance operator is positive semidefinite because

(x,Xx) = Covy(z,z) = /(x,z}z du(z) >0

for all z € ‘H and self-adjoint by symmetry of the uncentered covariance. Fix a total orthonormal

set {ex }ren of H, so that

=Y (enTer) = Y- Covulensen) = 3 [ en,2) du(z)
k=1 k=1 k=1

Using Tonelli’s theorem followed by Parseval’s identity,

Z/%,wt /Z% duz) = [l duz) <

it follows that ¥ is trace-class and therefore compact. By the spectral theorem (since X is self-
adjoint and compact), we can write X = Y27 | A\¢(X) vi ® vy, for nonnegative eigenvalues Ag(X) > 0

and a total orthonormal set {vy }ren of eigenvectors. We thereby deduce

tr(E) = (vg, Sog) = ZM (Ok, 0k) = Y Me(2)
=1 pt
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a special case of Lidskii’s trace theorem (Simon, 2005). Note that the eigenvalues cannot accumulate
at a non-zero value because the covariance operators are trace-class, so it makes sense to sort the
eigenvalues in descending order. Similarly, suppose we are given u,v € Py(H) and a coupling
m € II(u,v). Then, we can define the cross-covariance operator as the unique bounded linear

operator XX such that

Covi(z,y) = /(w,z)(y,w> dr(z,w) = (z, X} y)

for all z,y € H, which exists by the Riesz-Fréchet representation theorem. The cross-covariance
operator is Hilbert-Schmidt because by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
o (0.9}
2 2
IZ50fs = DD (ers Txey)

k=1 j=1
o0 oo

Finally, given any m € H and trace-class self-adjoint positive semidefinite operator 3, there exists a
unique Gaussian measure N (m, X) € Po(H) with mean m and covariance operator 3; see Bogachev
(1998) for details. This measure is characterized precisely by the property that for any h € H,
the pushforward measure (h ® h)y N'(m, %) is a univariate Gaussian with mean (h, m) and variance

(h, Sh).
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