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Abstract

Motivated by variational inference methods, we propose a zeroth-order algorithm
for solving optimization problems in the space of Gaussian probability measures. The
algorithm is based on an interacting system of Gaussian particles that stochastically explore
the search space and self-organize around global minima via a consensus-based optimization
(CBO) mechanism. Its construction relies on the Linearized Bures—Wasserstein (LBW)
space, a novel parametrization of Gaussian measures we introduce for efficient computations.
LBW is inspired by linearized optimal transport and preserves key geometric features
while enabling computational tractability. We establish well-posedness and study the
convergence properties of the particle dynamics via a mean-field approximation. Numerical
experiments on variational inference tasks demonstrate the algorithm’s robustness and
superior performance with respect to gradient-based method in presence of non log-concave
targets.
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1 Introduction

Given a target probability measure p'®% € P(R?) a widespread problem in statistics
and computational sciences consists of finding

u* € argmin D(u| p'ee) (L.1)
w

where II is a family of parametrized probability measures, and D(- | u**8) is a functional
which quantifies the discrepancy from the target. A classical example is the Bayesian infer-
ence problem where '*8(dz) o< exp(—V (z))dx for some V : R? — R, and the discrepancy
measure corresponds to the Kullback-Leibler divergence, D(- | u'?'¢) = KL(- | u**'8) [8].
The settings we considered though, are the more general one of Variational Inference (VI),
where D can be given, for instance, by the Maximum Mean Discrepancy, f-divergencies,
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x2-divergence, Rényi’s a-divergence [8,34]. A regularization term may also be added to
make the method more robust.

As for the family of parametrized probability measure, we consider the Gaussian VI
problem [22,30] where II C P(R?) is the set of d-dimensional normal distributions

M=N":= {,u:]\/(m,E) ] mERd,EESymg}

with Sym;lF being the space of symmetric positive semi-definite matrices. This approach
offers a computationally efficient alternative to traditional Bayesian inference by approxi-
mating high-dimensional posterior distributions with tractable Gaussian families, enabling
faster approximate inference compared to Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods. While we
cannot expect Gaussian distributions to well-approximate an arbitrary multi-modal target,
recent theoretical advances provide rigorous error bounds and approximation guarantees,
making Gaussian VI particularly appealing in large-scale settings [30, 54].

As explicit solutions are typically not available, one has to rely on optimization
algorithms to find a minimizer p* to (1.1). While this can be done by applying Euclidean
optimization methods at the level of the parameters, better strategies can be developed
by exploiting the structure of the space of probability measures where the problem is
naturally defined.

Different works, see, for instance, [2,22,36], propose first-order algorithms as suitable
discretization of gradient flows in the space probability measures [3] equipped with the
L?-Wasserstein distance. When restricting to the space of non-degenerate Gaussians, the
distance is known as the Bures—Wasserstein (BW) distance and can be derived from a
suitable Riemannian structure [5,39]. Gradient descent algorithms with respect to the
Hellinger-Kantorovich metric have been recently proposed in [37]. Such optimization
dynamics can be conveniently written as a system of ODEs for the mean m € R? and the
covariance matrix X € Sym:lr and have shown superior performance with respect to other
Gaussian Bayesian inference methods such as the Laplace method [58], see for instance [36].
As in Euclidean optimization, though, convexity of objective functional plays a central role
in deriving convergence guarantees of such gradient-based methods, and the optimizing
dynamics may get stuck in local minima, if present.

1.1 Contributions

We consider the more general problem of minimizing an energy functional £ : P(RY) —
R over the space of Gaussian measures

w* € argmin £ (p) (1.2)
HENE

where £ might have several local minima. As we mentioned, gradient-based algorithms are
local methods which can fail to find a global minimizers, and several runs with different
random initializations might be required to find a suitable solution.

In Euclidean optimization, stochastic particle methods such as Particle Swarm Opti-
mization [31], Genetic Algorithms [29], Simulated Annealing [33], and Consensus-Based
Optimization (CBO) [47], offers a viable alternative to solve global optimization problems.
These gradient-free methods are typically based on a system of interacting particles which
stochastically explore the search space and eventually self-organize around a solution to
(1.2). They have been empirically shown to be efficient, robust against local minima,
and they can be theoretically studied under the lenses of statistical physics, see e.g. the
review [11] and the references therein.

In this work, we propose a CBO-type dynamics which exploits the Bures—Wasserstein
geometry of AN’? to solve (1.2). In the Euclidean CBO algorithm, each particle stochastically
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Figure 1: Evolution of N = 10 Gaussian particles for minimization of £ = KL divergence from
target bi-modal measure (contour lines). Particles evolve according to the CBO-type dynamics
we design in this paper for problems of type (1.2) (see Section 4 for the definition). Final plot
compares the solution computed by the CBO algorithm with the one of BW Gradient Flow
algorithm [36]. Corresponding KL values are also shown. Supplementary videos illustrating the
evolution are available here [9].

moves towards a consensus point consisting of a weighted average of the entire ensemble.
Higher weights are given to particles attaining low objective value so that the consensus
point can be considered a proxy for the minimizer. Our starting point is the deterministic
particle system studied in [12] where each particle is a probability measure and the
Euclidean average is substituted with the metric Wasserstein barycenter [1]. In our
Gaussian settings, every particle is a Gaussian measure

pp=N@mp,x), fori=1,...,N, t>0

and, thanks to the fact that the L?-Wasserstein barycenter is still a Gaussian, the consensus-
dynamics of [12] reads

(my, ¥¢) := Barycenter® {(mi,Ei) li=1,...,N}

ami:mt—mi 1=1,...,N (1.3)
d . _ .
o5 = T(2E) e T i=1,...,N

Above, the barycenter serves as the consensus point and is computed according to the
weight function

w(p) :==exp(—a&(p)) a>1, (1.4)

and the tangent vector ft(Zift)_% — I corresponds the optimal transport maps from
i to ¥y, see Section 2 for more details on the definition of the barycenter and the
BW geometry. A part from [12], consensus dynamics in Wasserstein spaces have been
formulated in [6,7,19] with aim of deriving a distributed algorithm for the computation of
Wasserstein barycenters, and not in the context of optimization.

While coherent with the BW geometry, the particle system (1.3) lacks stochasticity
and is computationally expensive to implement, making it unsuitable for solving the
optimization problem (1.2). To address this, the contributions of this work are:
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i) We propose the Linearized Bures—Wasserstein space (LBW), a novel parametrization
of the space of Gaussian measures that enables efficient computation and the use of
stochastic analysis, while retaining key features of the BW geometry. This is inspired
by Linearized Optimal Transport [35,40], where probability measures are represented
via optimal transport maps from a fixed reference measure;

ii) We design an efficient CBO-type dynamics in the LBW space to solve problems of
the form (1.2). The particle method is gradient-free and only requires evaluations of
the objective functional £ (up to a constant). We study the well-posedness of the
system and its convergence towards minimizers via a mean-field approximation of
the dynamics;

iii) We validate the algorithm on various Gaussian VI test problems and investigate the
role of different parameters. Comparisons with gradient-based methods demonstrate
the superior performance of Gaussian CBO in non-convex settings.

The novelty of our contributions extends beyond the specific CBO algorithm we
propose. Indeed, we demonstrate that the computational paradigm of particle systems can
be extended beyond Euclidean settings, provided the ambient space has sufficient structure
and supports efficient simulation. Also, the LBW parametrization of N'% shows how to
introduce stochasticity into Gaussian VI algorithms in a geometrically meaningful way,
potentially enhancing the performance of gradient-based optimizers too.

1.2 Outline

In Section 2 we introduce the notation and recall the BW Riemannian geometry. Sec-
tions 3 and 4 include the main contributions of the paper: the novel LBW parametrization
of N4 and the Gaussian CBO particle system which we also theoretically analyze. In
Section 5 we numerically validate the algorithm against different VI test problems. We
conclude the paper with an outlook on future research perspectives in Section 6.

2 Notation and preliminaries

The set P(R?) is the set of Borel probability measure over R?, and P (R?) is the subset of
measures with bounded second moments: p € P(RY) with My () == ([ |2>u(dz))/? < occ.
Pge C P(RY) is the subset of measures admitting a density with respect to Lebesgue and
we will sometimes abuse the notation by denoting the density of p with u = p(z) itself.
For a point = € R%, §, € P(R?) is the Dirac measure: §,(A) = 1if 2 € A, and 0 otherwise.

With Sym, we indicate the set of d xd symmetric matrices, while Sym:{, Sym;rJr C Symy
are, respectively, the sets of positive semi-definite and positive definite symmetric matrices.
Given a mean m € R? and a covariance matrix Sym;r, we indicate the correspondent
Gaussian probability measure with A/(m, X), and with N'¢ C P(R?) the set of all Gaussian
probability measures over RY. For any A, B € Sym, we write A = Bif A—B € Sym;lL and
A BifA-B ¢ Sym;lH'. The trace operator is given by A € R4 tr(A) = Zle Ay, and
for A € Symjﬁ', VA = B where B is the unique matrix B € Sym;lH' such that BB = A.

Random variables are assumed to be defined on a common probability space (£2, F,P).
We write X ~ p, if X is a random variable with law y € P(R?). For two pu,v € Pa(R%)
the L2-Wasserstein distance [51] is defined as

~p, Y v

W(p,v) = \/ inf E|X-Y|2.



Given two Gaussians u = N(m,¥) and v = N(m,X) which are non-singular, that is,
DI Sym;l“r, the L?-Wasserstein distance takes the explicit form [23,27,41]

W(p,v) = \/|m —m|? + tr(X) + tr(X) — 2tr (21/2521/2)1/2 .
With a slight abuse of notation, for two zero-mean Gaussian measures we will sometimes
use the shorter W(X, Y) to indicate W (A(0,X), A'(0,X)). In the literature, this is referred
to as the Bures—Wasserstein distance, as it also coincides with the Bures metric [59]
between covariance matrices in quantum information theory.

Let w : P(R?) — [0, +00) be a weight function. Given a collection of probability
measures p', ..., uYV € Po(R?) | the weighted Wasserstein barycenters, or Frechét means,
are defined as the solutions to the problem

N
fi € argmin Y w(u))W?(u', ). (2.1)

veP2(R4) i—1
The notion of barycenter generalizes the notion of mean to metric spaces, and uniqueness
in the Wasserstein space is ensured only in presence of probability densities, see [1] for
more details. Moreover, if the measures are non-singular Gaussians, u! = A (m*, X?),
i=1,...,N, the barycenter is unique and it is also a Gaussian i = N (m, %) with mean

and covariance matrix characterized by the equations

7_N wlph) f—N W) s 2 " Ny
m_;wm _;W«) =) )

We note that the barycenter mean takes an explicit form, while the covariance matrix is
the solution of a matrix equation, which is well-defined [50]. The equation can be used
for the computation of the barycenter via a fixed point iteration [62] which is proven
to convergence with a rate [18]. This strategy corresponds to solving (2.1) through a
(Wasserstein) gradient descent algorithm with step size 1, see [61].

2.1 Bures—Wasserstein manifold

The convenience of working with Gaussian measures goes beyond having explicit
formulas for W and simpler characterization of barycenters. The space of non-singular
Gaussians with the L2-Wasserstein metric attains the much richer structure of a Riemannian
manifold, known as the Bures-Wasserstein (BW) manifold [5,39,56].

We identify the space of non-singular Gaussian measure with R% x Sym:i“r. At every
point (m,¥) € R? x Sym;Jr, the tangent space is given by T(mjz)(Rd X Sym;r+) =
R? x TxSym}* with

TESymI+ = Sym, .

In the literature, one can find two different parametrizations of the BW Riemannian metric
on TsSym}": one introduced in [56], and the other one studied in [5,39]. We use the
former as it consistent with the classical Riemmanian-like structure of the L?-Wasserstein
space introduced in the seminal paper by F. Otto for the porous medium equation [42].
Moreover, it allows for more efficient computations of exponential maps, see Remark
2.2 for a comparison with the alternative parametrization presented in [5,39]. For any
T,5 € TgSymTr, the Riemannian metric is given by

ds(T,S) =tr(TES) =: (T, 5)s. (2.3)
The Riemannian exponential map is defined by

expy(T) =T +T)2(I+T) for T > —1I. (2.4)
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The condition T' > —1I is required to ensure that (I +T)X(I + T') > 0, that is, expy(T) €
Sym}f Therefore, the BW manifold is not geodesically complete and the definition
domain of the exponential is the translated open cone Sym;Jr — I. The Riemannian
logarithm between X, % € Sym;"" is given by

logs,(X) == S(X%) "2 — I, (2.5)

and corresponds to the optimal transport map (shifted by I) between N'(0, %) and N(0, ),
that is, - B
W22, %) =E|X — (I +logs(X))X]?  with X ~N(0,%).

The restriction T' > —I on the exponential map 1" becomes now intuitive in light of
Brenier’s theorem [13]: as the optimal transport map needs to be the gradient of a convex
function, we have indeed that x' (I 4+ T)x is convex only provided I + T = 0. The case
where I + T is only positive semi-definite is excluded as it would transport N (0,X) to
a singular Gaussian, thus leaving the BW manifold. More generally, we underline that
the BW geometry is coherent with the formal Otto Riemannian geometry [42], which
is actually rigorous when restricting to the space of probabilities with smooth positive
densities [38].

Furthermore, the space of Gaussian measures can be seen as a stratified space of
manifolds, each corresponding to a different rank of the covariance matrix [57]. While
Wasserstein distance between singular Gaussians are well-defined, the Riemannian structure
is lost at the boundary of the BW manifold. We note that this stratified structure of
sub-manifolds appears also in the larger L?-Wasserstein space, see [49, Remark 2.1].

Remark 2.1. The BW geometry is only one of the possible choices of Riemannian geometry
for Sym;r+. A popular choice, for instance, is the Affine Invariant (Al) metric [44]. In [28],
the authors compare the two metrics concluding that BW is more suitable for optimization
mn Sym;lH thanks to its non-negative curvature and linear dependence on the space. Also,
we note that the exponential maps in the form (2.4) is computationally cheap to evaluate.
This is an important feature that will allow us in the next section to parameterized the
space Sym;r+ via tangent vectors.

Remark 2.2. In [5, 39] the authors propose a different definition of the Riemmanian
metric on TSymfr given by

ds(V,U) = %tr (L [V]D) (2.6)

for V.U € Sym, and ¥ € Sym}"", where Lx[V] is known as the Lyapunov operator, and it
is the unique solution to the Lyapunov equation Lx[V]|E+XLx[V] = V. The corresponding
exponential map is studied in details in [57] and it is given by

expn(V) =X+ V + Ly[V]ELs[V].
The relation between the different metrics proposed, (2.3) and (2.6), is given by
T=Lx[V].

The literature for the computation of the Lyapunov operator is particularly rich and it
includes methods for large-scale matrices too, see the review paper [53]. As mentioned
in [28], the cost of exact computation is the same as matriz exponential or inversion, that
is, O(d®). The exponential map (2.4), instead, requires to perform matriz multiplications.



3 Linearized Bures—Wasserstein space

The Linear Optimal Transport (LOT) distance is a computationally efficient metric
between probabilities measures which has recently gained popularity in applications
[14,35,40,52]. Consider a reference probability measure u® € P§¢(R?), and u', u? € Po(RY).
Let 71,75 : R — R the optimal transport maps from u° to p!, u?, respectively. That
is, we have that W(u°, u')? = E|X — T1(X)|? if X ~ u°, and the same holds for 2. The
LOT distance with base u° is given by

LW,o(i', 12) == E[Ti(X) — To(X)]2 for X ~u°, (3.1)

or, equivalently, it corresponds to the weighted L? norm || 77 — 72| r2(u0) between the OT
maps. Derived as a simplified version of the Wasserstein metric, its main feature is that it
allows to compute the mutual distances between N probability measures by solving only
N optimal transport problems (instead of the N? required by W).

We apply the LOT approach to the BW space to derive the LBW metric between
Gaussian measures. As we expect, this corresponds to the BW Riemannian metric at a
reference Gaussian measure z°.

To show this, we first recall that if Y ~ A/(0, ¥), then E|[Y|> = tr(3) and, for A € Sym,,
it holds AY € N(0, ASA). Consider now u® = N(0,5°), 3% € Sym? ™, and, for simplicity,
two other zero-mean measures p!' = N(0,21), u! = N(0,21), 1,22 € Sym{*. We
note that the optimal transport map between zero-mean Gaussians is a linear map, and
in particular, from (2.4) and (2.5) it holds 7;(z) = (I + logyo(X%))x, i = 1,2. Direct
computations show that the LOT distance corresponds to the BW metric at Tsxo Sym;r+:

LW, (u', p?)? = E[TL(X) = Ta(X)]?
= E|(Ti(X) - X) — (T2(X) = X)|?
= E | (logso (5! — logso (52)) X|
= tr ((logso (X!) — logso(£?)) %° (logso (") — logso (3?)))
= [[logso(%') — 10%20(22)”220

since tr(AY'B) = (A, B)so from (2.3). Of course, if we include arbitrary means m!,m? €
R?, for p' = N(m!', 2Y), u? = N(m?,¥?) the same computations lead to
LW,o(pt, p%)? = [m* —m®[? + || logso (1) — logso (27)[[50 - (3.2)

3.1 Geodesics, barycenters and extension of exponential maps

Geodesics in the LBW geometry corresponds to the Wasserstein generalized geodesics [3]
and are given by p(7) = N(m(r),X(7)) 7 € [0,1] with

m(7)=(1- 7')m1 +7m?, (1) = expyo ((1 —7) 10g20(21) + 7 logso (22)) .

In Figure 2a we compare BW and LBW geodesics for different values of X°, 3!, 2. The
two geometries seem to diverge the more the covariance matrices are close to being singular.

Barycenters in LBW take an explicit form, unlike BW barycenters. Consider N
Gaussian particles p* = N'(mf,%%),i =1,..., N, their weighted LBW barycenter is directly
given by 71 = N(fi, ) with

- w(lu’i) i = N w(,u,i) '
m= ; Wm , Y = expyo (; W logso (2 )) . (3.3)
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Figure 2: Visual comparison between the geometry of BW and its linearization LBW. Different
scenarios are considered, and, in particular, different base measures for LBW are used. Each
Gaussian measure N (m, Y) is represented by an ellipsis centered at the mean m and stretched
according to the covariance matrix .

Note that if we identify ¥’ with the corresponding tangent vector 7% = logso(X?) the
characterization of the barycenter reduces to

T = i ) i (3.4)
205 (1)

While it may not be obvious by their respective expressions (2.2) and (3.3), the LBW
barycenter corresponds to a first order approximation to the BW one. As shown in [61], the
LBW barycenter vector T' corresponds to the (negative) gradient of the BW barycenter
functional (2.1). As we can see from Figure 2b, this approximation can be fairly accurate
if, again, the Gaussian particles are far from the singularity.

Following the LOT approach, we are identifying each non-degenerate Gaussian mea-
sure with its corresponding BW tangent vector. Since the BW manifold is geodesically
incomplete and the exponential domain is Sym;lHr — I (not the entire tangent space Sym,),
the parametrization of the covariance matrices is given by

(Sym}* —I) — Sym}*
T — ¥ =expyo(T).

To be able to parametrize every Gaussian measure, possibly with a singular covariance
matrix, we can extend by continuity the definition domain to the closed convex cone



S € Sym}
S — S/tr(S)

a+b

(a) I+ Bf (b) ¢ = expyo(Bf)

Figure 3: A Brownian path in LBW space. If Bl is a Brownian particle in Sym,, it may leave
the cone of optimal transport maps, see (a) (equivalently, I + B] leaves the cone of positive
semi-definite matrices Sym?). The extended exponential map (2.4), though, automatically
reflects the dynamics so that ¥, = expyo(B{ ) € Sym, without additional computational effort,
see (b). To visualize a symmetric matrix S = (a, c; ¢, b), we first map it to R* as (a — b, 2c,a +b).
The cone Sym is then given by z > /22 + y2. The 2-dimensional plot is finally obtained by
projection towards trace 1 matrices S — S/tr(S) (or, equivalently, (z,y, z) — (z,y)/2).

Sym;r — I. We will go further and extend its definition to the entire space Sym, by simply
setting
expyo(T) := (I + T)X%(I +T) for any T € Sym,.

Note that the exponential always satisfies expyo(T) € Sym; .
To sum up, given a base Gaussian measure u® = N(m? £%), m® € R4, % € Sym:{*',
the LBW space can be identified as the finite-dimensional Euclidean space

R? x Sym, with product (m!',m?) + (!, T%) 50 (3.5)

for any (m!, T), (m?,T?) € R? x Sym,, and we denote with || - lLBwW(s0) the respective
norm. While this leads to a redundant parametrization of Nz, we obtain the computational
benefit of dealing with an unconstrained space rather than the open cone Symcfr — I. This
is particularly convenient for the definition of Brownian Gaussian particles.

3.2 Brownian processes in LBW

We construct a Brownian process in LBW by starting from an orthonormal basis. Note
that the dimension of Sym, is d(d + 1)/2 and that, for ¥ = I an orthogonal basis is
simply given by symmetric matrices with either only one non-zero entry at the diagonal,
or two non-zero entries off the diagonal. We refer to Section 5 for a discussion on how to
generate an orthonormal basis {eg}z(:dlﬂ)/ ? for an arbitrary X0 € Symrr. Consider now a
Brownian process (BJ");>o in R? and d(d + 1)/2 i.i.d. one-dimensional Brownian processes

{(€)e=0 Z(:dfrl)/z. We can construct a Brownian process in LBW as

d(d+1)/2
By = (BvaBtT) where BtT = Z egff- (3-6)
/=1

It is interesting to note that the associated probability measure

pe=N(B™ %)  with X = expso(B})
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is a random process taking values in the space N, of Gaussian measures. Moreover, it
explores the entire Ny, including Gaussians with singular covariance matrix, going therefore
beyond the BW space. Figure 3 shows a Brownian path B} and the corresponding
covariance matrix ¥; via a 2-dimensional projection of the dynamics.

Remark 3.1. In principle, one could choose to restrict the LBW space to the closed cone
of optimal transport maps, that is, constrain the tangent vector IT' € Sym, to the closed
convexr cone Sym;r — I by including suitable boundary conditions. The random process
exploring the space would then consist of a reflected SDE [}6] whose numerical simulation
requires to project the dynamics back to the cone at every time iteration [}5]. Therefore, for
computational efficiency, we chose here to simply extend the domain of the map expyo(-)
to the entire space Symy, and to consider unconstrained dynamics.

4 Gaussian consensus-based optimization

4.1 The particle dynamics

We are now ready to define the Consensus-Based Optimization particle system in the
linearized Bures—Wasserstein space. The N Gaussian particles at time ¢ > 0 are described
tangent vectors at the reference measures uo = N(0, ZO), 0 ¢ Sym;}'Jr

(mi, T}) € RY x Symy, i=1,...,N

via the relation _ o A
py =N (my, %) with ¥, = expyo(T}).

Recall the CBO dynamics [47] is characterized by a deterministic component which drives
particles towards the consensus point and a stochastic component favoring exploration of
the search space.

As in the deterministic consensus dynamics (1.3), the consensus point corresponds to a
weighted barycenter, now computed according to the LBW geometry. To stress the the
dependence of the barycenter on the entire particle system, we introduce the empirical

measure
N

1
pN = ¥ > Smi iy € P(R? x Symy) .
=1

The consensus point is then given by the weighted LBW barycenters (3.3), (3.1), with the
exponential weights (1.4). For an arbitrary measure p € P(R? x Sym,), it reads

B fme_o‘g#(m’T)p(dm, dT)
[ eo€*mT) p(dm, dT)

— T e=0€"(m.T) o(dm, AT
T [p] ._ f p( )

= 4.1
J e D) p(dm, dT) 1

m®[p] :

where, for notational simplicity, we introduced the finite-dimensional objective function
#(m, T) i= E(N (m, expso(T)))

For the empirical measure pY, the consensus point (m®[pl¥], T [pl¥]) reduces to a
weighted sum of the particles, which, for a > 1, is close to the best particles among the
ensemble thanks to the Boltzmann—Gibbs exponential weights. To be specific, if at time
t > 0 there is a particle attaining a lower objective value with respect to all the others, it
holds

(mp) . T%[py']) —  argmin  EF(m, T}) as a — 00.
(mi,TY), i=1,..,N
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Therefore, the consensus point can be considered a proxy for the best particle of the
ensemble.

Given two vectors a,b € R?, we denote with a ® b € R? the component-wise product,
(a ® b)y = agby. We fix a basis e = {eg}?(:d;rl)/2 for Sym, orthonormal with the respect to
(+,")s0. For S|T € Sym,, we define the component-wise product as

TOS = (Z Tfeg) ® (Z wa) = ZTZESZB(%
l J4 l

which corresponds to the component-wise product between the vectors of coefficients
T
(T¢, ... )Tde(d+1)/2)7 (ST, Ss(d+1)/2) Let B! = (B, B/"") be N independent Brownian
processes taking values in R? x Sym,; constructed with the basis e (see (3.6)).
The CBO dynamics in LBW space reads

{dmi = \m°[p{'] — mi)dt + o(m*[p'] —mi) © dB;™ i=1,...,N (42

A1} = MNT"[p] = T)dt + o(T"[p{'] = T}) @dBZ’T

supplemented with initial conditions (m}, T¢) ~ po, i.i.d, for some pg € P(R? x Sym,).
Above, A,o > 0 are two parameters controlling the strength of the deterministic and
stochastic components respectively. We note that noise is possibly degenerate as it depends
on the differences (m[pN] — mi) and (T"[pN] — T}). In this way, particles which are far
from the consensus point tend to have a more explorative behavior than those close to it.
This is an essential mechanism for ensuring emergence of consensus as the particles evolve.
Also, the diffusion is anisotropic since each direction is explored at a different rate. This
strategy has been proposed in [17] for superior performance in high-dimensional problems.

It is important to remark that, thanks to (4.1)-(4.2) and the definition of ®, the CBO
dynamics in LBW corresponds to the standard Euclidean CBO particle system if we
identify each 7} with its coefficients associated with the basis e = {e/}, d(dH)/ 2T herefore,
(4.2) corresponds to a CBO dynamics in R? with D = d + d(d + 1)/2, and we can rely on
the standard well-posedness results for CBO particle systems [16,17]. We recall them in
the following for completeness and translate the assumption on the (finite-dimensional)
objective function £7 = £#(m,T) into assumptions on the functional £ = £(u) for better
interpretability.

Lemma 4.1. Let X° € Syszr and p® = N(0,%°). Assume E‘m6|2vEHT8HQEO <0, and
that, for some Lg > 0 it holds for any u', u? € P2(R%)

E(1t) — E(W?)] < Le (1+ Ma(p') + Ma(p?)) LW o (', 1i?) (4.3)
Then, system (4.2) admits a unique strong solution.

Proof. Recall from (3.5) that the LBW norm on R? x Sym, with base X is given by
||(m,T)HLBW(ED) = |m[* + | T||%,. We first notice that the locally Lipschitz continuity

assumption on £# is equivalent to show
[EF(m", T") — £#(m®, T?)| < Le (1 + ”(mluTl)HLBW(EU) + ||(m27T2)HLBW(EO))
x [|(m!, T") — (mszQ)HLBW(ZO) .

This is also an equivalent condition to (4.3) since Ma(u') and |(m’, T%)||pw(so) are
equivalent up to a positive constant:

Ma(p')? = |m'|* + Te((I + THSY (I + 1) = [m' > + |1 + T3 , (4.4)
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and since LW 0 (p!, p?) = ||(m*, T") — (m?, T2)||LBW(20). After identifying R% x Sym, with
RP for given an orthonormal basis, we can use the well-posedness result [16, Theorem 2.1]
which states that the dynamics is well-posed for a locally Lipschitz, finite-dimensional,
objective function £#. O

Let us discuss what type of functional £ satisfy condition (4.3). For energy functionals
of type

/ V(e W) = / W (2, y)u(d) u(dy) (4.5)

a sufficient condition for (4.3) is the local Lipschitz continuity of V' and W. More delicate
is the case of the log-entropy (relevant for the KL divergence)

U(p) = {f log(u(x))p(dz) if p< L

400 otherwise

as it takes the infinite value for singular Gaussian measures. Though, U satisfies a local
Lipschitz bound for the L?-Wasserstein distance W (which is stronger than a bound for
LW o) under a regularity condition:

Proposition 4.1 ( [48, Proposition 1]). Let ', u? € PS¢(RY), and (c1, ca)-regular, that is,
such that '
|Vlog p'(z)| < c1]z| + ¢z,
then c c
1 1
U(") = UG < (e2+ 5 M) + 5 Mo () ) Wit 12) (4.6)
For pp = N(m,X) with X 3= eI, ¢ > 0, it holds
Viog u(z)| = [E7(z — m)| < ™ (Jz[ + |m]),

so the regularity assumption is satisfied uniformly for Gaussians with bounded eigenvalues.
Let clip, : Sym — {¥ € Sym} " : ¥ 3= eI} be the function which clips the eigenvalues to
a minimum value € > 0 defined by
d
Y= Z Mugu,  — clip.(X) == Z()\g A €)uguy

(=1
where (Ag,ug)s is an eigenbasis for ¥ as in [36]. We may now regularize the entropy
functional by substituting it with

U=(p) :=U (N (m, clip.(X))) for p=N(m,x). (4.7)

This modification does not affect the location of the minimizers for € < 1 and ensures
well-posedness of the particle system (4.2). More general internal energies can also be
considered provided they satisfy (4.3).

Assuming p**® oc exp(—V), we obtained therefore well-posedness of Gaussian CBO
dynamics for the regularized KL divergence & = KL (-|u'®8) =V + U.. We remark that
the clipping is only necessary for the well-posedness of the time-continuous dynamics, and
that, in practice, one can implement the algorithm by simply truncating the value of €.

Remark 4.1. An alternative discrepancy measure to the KL divergence is the Mazimum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD) induced by a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). Under
suitable smoothness and normalization conditions on the kernel, one can prove that the
MMD is controlled by the Wasserstein distance. In particular, as shown in [60, Proposition
2, Corollary 3], it holds
it = (I, < OW (!, i),

for a constant C' depending on the curvature of the kernel at the origin. We refer to [60]
and the references therein for more details and the definition of the norm || - ||, associated
to the reproducing kernel space Hy.
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4.2 Mean-field analysis and convergence towards global minima

Mean-field approximations of interacting particle systems are a powerful tool to study
their long time behavior. For CBO methods, the mean-field analysis allows to investigate
the effectiveness of the algorithm by studying the convergence of the particles towards
global minimizers [16,17,24]. We show in this section that the same type of analysis
also applies to the Gaussian CBO particle system (4.2). As for Lemma 4.1, we can rely
entirely on the results available in the literature for standard CBO in RP thanks to the
finite-dimensional and Euclidean nature of R? x Sym, equipped with the LBW product.
We translate, when possible, the assumptions on £# into assumptions on &.

The mean-field approximation to the particle system (4.2) can be formally derived by
assuming propagation of chaos of the particle system [55]. Let F; € P ((Rd x Symy)N )

be the particles joint probability measure. If Fy = p%z’N , we assume that for large particle
systems N > 1 the distribution at ¢ > 0 can be approximated as

QN

Fy =~ p; for some p; € P(R? x Sym,).

This means that the particles are i.i.d also at subsequent times ¢ > 0, and that each of
them evolves according to the McKean—Vlasov process

dm; = Xm%[p] — my)dt + o(m[pt] — my) © ABY"®
ATy = MNT"[ps] — Tp)dt + o(T"[ps] — Ty) ©® dBY (4.8)
Pt = Law(mt, Tt) .

Note that the average mean m®[p}’] is above substituted by m®[p;], which depends on the
own law p; of the mean-field particle.

Assumption 4.1. The objective functional € is bounded from below over N¢, £ =
inf, cpa (1) and locally Lipschitz continuous (4.3). Furthermore, either £ is bounded
from above, sup,,epra E(11) < 00, or it grows quadratically at infinity:

E(n) —E€>aMa(p)®  for p, Ma(p)> R,

for some constants R, c; > 0.

Lemma 4.2. Let u° = N(0,%°), %0 € Sym&”, & satisfy Assumption 4.1, and py € Py(R?%x
Symy). Then, there exists a unique non-linear process (m,T) € C([0,00),R% x Sym,)
satisfying (4.8) in a strong sense with limy_, p; = po € P2(R? x Sym,,).

Proof. As in Lemma 4.1, well-posedness of the mean-field dynamics follows from well-
posedness of the mean-field CBO dynamics in R”. In [17] the authors prove well-posedness
provided the finite-dimensional objective £7 satisfies

i) £ =inf&F > —o0;

ii) there exists constants Lg, &, such that for all z; = (m!,TV), zp = (m?, T?)

[E#(21) — E7(22)] < Le (1 + |21 llLBw(soy + l22llBw(zo)) 121 — 21 [ H—

EF(z) —E <&, (1 + H21||12_,BVV(ZO)) 7

i) either sup £# < 400 or there exists M, ¢ such that for all z

E#(2) - € > allzlipweey  for lzliweo > R,
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see [17, Assumption 3.1, Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.2]. Condition i) is equivalent to what
we have assumed in Assumption 4.1. We note that condition ii) is a small modification
of [17, Assumption 3.1] where the Lipschitz constant takes the form (||z1]| + ||22]), but
this change does have an impact on the proof. Also, the quadratic upper bound follows
from the local Lipschitz assumption. Altogether, thanks to the equivalence between the
LBW norm and the second moment Ma(u) for the corresponding measure p (see (4.4)),
then condition ii) follows form the locally Lipschitz condition (4.3) on £. For the same
reason, also the quadratic lower bound iii) for £% is equivalent (up to constants) to the
quadratic lower bound in Assumption 4.1 for £. O

We have already discussed under which conditions the functionals V, W, U satisfy the
local Lipschitz continuity (4.3). Lower bound for V, W follows from lower bound the V
and W respectively. Clearly, if inf V inf W > —oo, then inf V,inf W > —oco. Also, if V
grows quadratically at infinity, so does V: let

V(z) —infV > 2¢|z|? for |z| >R,

then, for u such that My(y) > R/+/2, it holds

/V(m)u(dx) —infV > 201/

lz|>R

2f2(da) + / (V(z) - inf V)u(da)

lz|<R

> 201/ 2|2 pu(dz) £ 201/ || pu(d)
lz|>R

lz|<R
> 2¢ / |22 p(dz) — 2¢; R
> 2, Ma(p)? — ey Ma(p)? = e/ Ma(p)?

where in the second line we used that V(z) —inf V' > 0.
For W, let inf W > —o0 and consider a similar growth condition

W(z,y) —inf W > 2¢(|z[> +[y[*)  for |e* +|y* > R.
Note that, differently from V, in general inf W # inf W, and inf W < inf W. Consider
My(p) > max{R/V2,AW/¢;},  where AW :=infW —inf W > 0.

Similar computations as above lead to the following
[ W putanutay) ~ wtw = [ Wi putdon(dy) - nf W - AW
=2 [ (jaf? + P} dy)
|2 +|y[2>R
+2a [[ (W, ) — inf W)p(dz)u(dy) — AW
|z[?+]y|* <R

C .’EQ 2 x C .T2 2 T -
poa [ el a2 [ el ) - AW

> 4 Ma(p)? — 4 R? — AW
> (4 -2 - 1)Ms(n)* = e Ma(p)”.

For U, we cannot expect quadratic growth at infinity, nor boundedness. Therefore,
only the clipped version U, (4.7) satisfies Assumption 4.1 and, as a consequence, the same
holds for the KL, divergence from a target u'*'8 o exp(—V).
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We note that the formal derivation of the mean-field approximation can be actually
substituted, in the case of CBO-type dynamics, by rigorous mean-field limit results. In
particular, it is possible to prove that pY¥ — p; with a rate, as N — oo, under similar
assumptions on the the finite-dimensional objective £#. This justifies the study the
mean-field model (4.8) to understand the convergence properties of the particle dynamics
(4.2). For more details and updated references we refer to [25], and focus instead now on
the convergence towards minimizers.

For a > 0, recall the particle weights are given by w(u) = exp(—a&(n)), and let
us consider the corresponding finite-dimensional ones w?(z) := exp(—a?(z)) for z €
R? x Sym,. The cornerstone of the convergence analysis of CBO methods is the Laplace
principle [21] which states that for a compactly supported p € P(R? x Sym,), it holds

1
lim —— log </ exp(—aé'#(z))p(dz)> = inf E&7(2). (4.9)
a0 o z€supp(p)

For a quantitative version in terms of consensus points and global minimizers see [24,
Proposition 4.5]. In the following, we denote with Var(p) the variance of a probability
measure p: Var(p) = (1/2) [ ||lz1 — z1]|?p(d21)p(d22)

We recall the convergence result from [17, Assumption 3.1, Theorem 3.2] applied to
the finite dimensional setting in the space R? x Sym,.

Theorem 4.1. Assume £ := inf £ > —oo, 7 € C?(RY x Sym,) with bounded second
derivatives, that is, for an orthonormal basis {e,}2.;, D = d +d(d+ 1)/2 there exists cg
such that

02E7(2)

maxmax | ——s—
86?

<ce. (4.10)
¢ z

If a, N\, 0 and the initial distribution po is chosen such that argmin€ C supp(pg) and

e—af

Cp:=2\—0?—20°————
o 22 (p0)

>0,

2Var(po)

Cyi= ——p——
2T CrllwF || 2 o

e e (2N + 0?) <

)

B oo

then Var(p;) — 0 exponentially fast and there exists Z such that the consensus point and
[ zpt(dz) converge to z exponentially fast. Moreover, it holds that

log 2
E#(5) < £+ 1(a) + 2=,
where (o) :== —(1/a) log ||w#HL2(p0) — & — 0 as o — oo by the Laplace principle (4.9).

Remark 4.2. We note that parameters A\, o, and py can always be picked to satisfy
the Theorem’s assumption by choosing, for C1, o sufficiently small, and for Ca, Var(po)
sufficiently small.

For V and W, differentiability with respect to the mean follows directly from that of V'
and W. Let u = N(m,X), we have (see [32, Appendix DJ)

Vi V(1) = / VV(z)p(dz) and V2 V() = / V2V (z) p(dz) .
With respect to the covariance,

1/2 ifi#y
1 otherwise
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and consequently O%Z_jEMV(u) = cijens [ 8l4jekV(x) p(dx). Hence, if V € C*R?) with
bounded second- and fourth-order derivatives, then V satisfies the regularity assumptions
above.

To compute the derivatives of W, we view pu® p as a Gaussian measure on R? x R¢ with
mean (m,m) and block—diagonal covariance diag(%, X)), so we can re-use the computations
done for V variable-wise. Recall W(u) is defined in (4.5), so we have

VW (1 / (VoW (z,y) + VW (z,y)) p(dz)u(dy),

// )+ Vi, W(a,y) + Vi, W(z,y) + Vi, W(z,y)) p(de)u(dy).

With respect to the covariance, we compute

Is W) = cij // y) + 05, W (z,y)) p(de)u(dy),

with ¢;; as before, and consequently

a%”z[kW(,u) = C’L]CKk' // (8§1xja:gwkw(x> y) + 8;11yjy[ykW(x7 y)

020,02, W () + 02, 02, W(w,y) ) pl(da)p(dy).
Therefore, the assumptions are verified provided W € C*(R¢ x RY), with bounded second-
and fourth-order derivatives.
The log-entropy U is invariant under mean shifts, so V,,U(u) = 0. For £ € Sym}+,
see [36, Appendix A.1], it holds
1

S

VsU(p) = 5

Moreover, let e, be the ¢-th canonical basis vector of R%, we have, see [26],

0
827&'

N7 =—NTlee B

Therefore, the boundedness assumptions in Theorem 4.1 on the second derivatives, hold
only on if we stay far away from singular Gaussian measures, in a subset X - € I for some
e > 0. In practice, applying a smooth eigenvalue-clipping procedure to 3, as done in (4.7),
ensures the covariance remains in this admissible set, which in turn guarantees convergence
towards global minimizers. A detailed analysis of such regularization is beyond the scope
of this work.

Remark 4.3. For CBO methods, a different type of convergence result was proposed [24].
We discuss briefly the assumption considered there, and why their result is not directly
applicable in our settings. The finite-dimensional objective function E¥ is not required
to be differentiable but it requires to attain a unique global minimum z* and to attain an
inverse continuity assumption around z*, see [24, Definition 3.5]. In particular, there must
exists Exo, Ro,m > 0,v € (0,00) such that

I = = lmwesny < 1 (%) - £#()

if | zllBw(zoy < Ro and EF(2) > E7(2%) + Exo otherwise. In terms of the functional &, this
translates into the condition



which is difficult to check. It is interesting to note that, for & = KL(- | u*2®) and if the
solution coincides both with the target and the reference measure, pu* = '8 = u°, then
the above condition is implied by the Talagrand’s inequality [43] with constant A > 0:

ar 2
W(M,Mt g) < \/)\ (KL(/L ‘ Mtarg) _ KL(Mtarg | Mtarg)) .

since KL(pu'a8 | pta18) = 0.

A natural question is whether Talagrand’s inequality implies the growth condition in
the LOT geometry in the case p* # pu'®& # 1. Lower bounds of W in terms of LW have
been studied in [20], with further stability results in [15], showing Hélder continuity of the
linearized Wasserstein distance only when p° has compact support. Unfortunately, this
does not apply here, as we consider Gaussian measures.

5 Numerical algorithm and experiments

In this section, we discuss the implementation aspects of the Gaussian CBO dynamics
and validate its optimization capabilities against different test problems. The code used to
generate the results is available at https://github.com/borghig.

Let p° = N(0,%°),2% € Sym}* be a reference measure. We discretize the CBO
particle dynamics (4.2) via a simple Euler-Maruyama scheme with step size At > 0:

Migsr) =My + AT o] = miy) + VAL (T pgy] = miyy) © B, (5.1)
i i el i NG i 0T :
Thorry = Thy + AT [p(yy] = Tiyy) + VALa(T[pf})] = Tiyy) © By

fori=1,...,N. Here, szr)n ~ N(0,1) are i.i.d., while sz:g are standard normal vectors

with respect to the scalar product (-,-)s0. We show now how to construct them.

Let X0 = I and {e;}%_, be the canonical base of R%. As mentioned in Section 3.2, an
orthonormal basis with respect to (-, ) is given by the matrices
if = j,

€i€;

(e,;ejT —I—ejel-T)/ﬂ if 1<j.

A standard normal vector B € Sym according to this basis can be conveniently generated
as

Jij =

:+:T
=+ =

B = with  Z;; ~ N(O, 1).

An orthonormal basis for X% = I can be translated into an orthonormal basis for an
arbitrary X0 € Sym:fr. Let X0 = QAQT be its singular value decomposition with
A = diag(A1,...,Ag). An orthonormal basis for (-, )so is given by
1
—QJuiQT if i =7,
ju - m]? ’I/LQ ]
iy =

——QJ;Q" ifi<y.

A+ )\j “
This can be checked by directly computing <j,~j, Jrt)so = tr(jionjM). Analogously, a
standard normal vector B according to this basis can be constructed from a standard
normal vector B for the basis {J;;}i<; by rescaling each entry:

1
——= Bi if i=j,
Bi]’ = )\11 and set B]’i = BU
—— By ifi<j,
A+ Aj
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Figure 4: Comparison between one run of the CBO and GF algorithms in approximating a
bimodal target density (contour lines). For CBO, the final Gaussian consensus point is shown.
Trajectories of the mean of the consensus point and of the GF dynamics are also included. On
the right, the evolution of the objective £ = KL shows that CBO finds a better solution to the
VI problem. Parameters: At =0.1,A=1,0 =5, N = 20, = 10*. Reference measure for LBW
geometry: N (0, I).

In our experiments, the objective is the KL divergence from the target measure
'8 o exp(—V), namely & = KL(-|u'®®). Recall that, to compute the consensus
point (m* [p%],Ta [p%]), we need to evaluate the functional £ at the particle locations.
Since KL(u|pt®8) = U(u) + V(pn), we set E(u) = M = 10* whenever the particle’s
covariance matrix is singular (when U () = +00). The expected value V = [V (z)u(dz),
V := —log(u'?®) is approximated using a quadrature rule based on 2d + 1 points [4],
although a Monte Carlo estimate could also be applied in high-dimensional problems.

We compare the results with the Bures—Wasserstein Gradient Flow (GF) of KL(u | p*2'8)
studied in [36], discretized via an explicit Euler scheme with same step size At and same
quadrature approximation for expected values.

5.1 Tests ind=2

We test the algorithm for different Gaussian Variational Inference (VI) problems where
targets are Gaussian mixture models with K = 2 or K = 4 components

K
prre = Zwk/\/(mk,zk) (5.2)

k=1

see Table 1 for the exact definitions.

Since system (5.1) is over-parameterized, in CBO algorithms one typically fixes A =1
(see, for instance, [17]). The other parameters are set to At = 0.1, 0 = 5, a = 10%, and
N =20. We keep X° = I to be the reference measure throughout the computation. Given
an initialization (m(), () for the GF algorithm, the CBO particles are initialized as
mig), = mo) + 0.1¢", &' ~ N(0,1), and T(p) = log;(E(0)) + 0.1Z", where i, ~ N(0,1) and
Z¢ = (%) ". This makes the comparison between GF and CBO fairer, as it prevents the
CBO particles from exploring the search space even before the dynamics begins.

Figure 4 shows the solutions computed by CBO and GF for a test instance where the
target measure is bimodal (and hence not log-concave). The trajectory of the mean of
the consensus point is plotted, as well as the final computed Gaussian, represented by an
ellipse. Unlike GF, the CBO trajectory follows a stochastic path, with the consensus point
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Target | K | means covariances weights
my = (—2.2, 0.0) 1 02 1 —02 w; = 0.5
A 2y = (2.2, 00) 2 = (o.z 0.6) 2 = <—o.2 0.6 > wy = 0.5
B o | mu=(-L177,106) | _ (125 —0.25) s _ [ 250 —1.50> w; = 0.5
my = (—0.35, —0.35) | 1~ \—=0.25 1.25 27 =150 250 ) | wy =05
my = (-247,106) [ _ (045 0 ) 5. < 1.9 —1.9> w; = 0.25
o g | m2=(-148,064) ! 0 045) 27 \(-19 23 wy = 0.30
ms = (=2.05,0.07) | _ (23 —1.9> s < 2.51 —2.49) w3 = 0.30
my = (o 20, —1.61) PTA-19 19 P\ 249 251 wy = 0.15
m2:15 0.7 0.7 0 wy = 0.2
b 4 :E 1.5, 0)7) Z1222:23:24:(0 0.5) ws = 0.2
my = (1.5, —20) wy = 0.4

Table 1: Gaussian mixture model parameters (means, covariances, and mixture weights) for
targets A-D, see (5.2).

exploring the search space before converging to its final location. This leads to a slower
initial decay of the KL divergence, but CBO ultimately finds a better solution than GF,
which becomes trapped in a sub-optimal mode.

We perform the same experiments for different target measures (A, B, C, and D)
and collect statistics over 100 runs. The starting points (m(o),E(O)) are initialized as
mgy ~ Unif([=5,5]?) and Xy = I in all runs for both CBO and GF. For all targets,
Figure 5 shows one illustrative run and the median KL divergence over time, together with
the [0.25,0.75] interquartile range. CBO outperforms GF in all scenarios considered: not
only for non-logconcave targets (Figures 5A, 5D) but also for unimodal ones (Figures 5B,
5C). For test case C, the time step is reduced to At = 0.05 to avoid numerical instability
in the GF discretization.

In CBO algorithms, the diffusion parameter o is crucial for balancing particle exploration
of the search space with the emergence of consensus. Small values of ¢ may lead to
premature convergence, while large values can prevent convergence altogether. Values
o € [3,5] yield the best performance across all test problems considered (see Figure 6A).

The number of particles IV is also an important choice, as it determines the trade-off
between computational accuracy and efficiency. In the tests considered, however, there is
little improvement beyond N = 16 particles, as shown in Figure 6B.

We also test the impact on the linearization procedure. So far we have kept the base
measure for the LBW geometry to be the standard normal distribution N(0,I), that is,
0 = I. To mitigate the (eventual) loss in geometry information, it is natural to think of
updating the reference measure during the computation, from time to time, to linearize
the space around the current consensus point. We tested this strategy for different update
frequencies At,, > 0, from the smallest one possible, At,, = At = 0.1 to no update at
all Atyp = 12.8 > Tiyax = 10. As we can noticed from the results of the experiments, see
Figure 6C, in the problem considered there is no benefit in updating the base measure. For
the target measure C, the update strategy actually deteriorates the algorithm’s accuracy.
We conjecture this may be due to the numerical error introduced by frequently computing
the logarithmic and exponential BW maps.

5.2 Tests in d =10

We evaluate GF and CBO on synthetic Gaussian mixtures in dimension d = 10.
Each target distribution is a randomly generated K-component Gaussian mixture model:

19



= CBO (median) 10! 4 = CBO (median)
= GF (median) = GF (median)
() 101 ()
g g
= % TE'J’ 10° 4
( g g
= 5 e
) -
< 100 ¥ 1071 4
0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
time time
(A) bi-modal (B) uni-modal
= CBO (median) = CBO (median)
101 4 = GF (median) = GF (median)
101 4
() ()
9] o
g 10°4 ]
2 <
4 %
> >
S 1071 S
< < 10°
1072
0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
time time
(C) uni-modal, skewed (D) 4-modal

Figure 5: Comparison between CBO and GF algorithms in approximating different target
densities given by Gaussian mixture models with 2 components (A, B) and 4 components (C,
D) (see Table 1). The 2D plots show the computed solutions for a single run, while the KL
evolution is averaged over 100 runs with different random initializations. Median and [0.25,0.75]
interquartile ranges are shown. Parameters: At = 0.1 (except for C, where At = 0.05),
A=1,0=5,N =20,a = 10*. Reference measure for LBW geometry: N(0,I). Supplementary
videos illustrating the evolution of the GF and CBO algorithms are available here [9].

mixture weights are sampled from a Dirichlet distribution, component means are sampled
uniformly on the sphere of radius RipeanVd (so that components are well separated in high
dimension, with Rpean controlling the spread), and component covariances are random
SPD matrices with eigenvalues in [Amin, Amax]-

We set d =10, K = 5, Rmean = 3.0, Amin = 0.4, and Apax = 2.0. Both methods are
initialized from a Gaussian centered at a random point near the origin with covariance
equal to the identity, and we run them for a horizon T" = 75 with step size At = 0.1. For
CBO we employ N = 100 particles with parameters a = 10*, o = 2.5, A = 1.0, and we do
not update the base.

To compare methods robustly, we generate M = 20 independent random GMM
instances and record the evolution of KL(u | 1t2'®) for each method. Since absolute KL
values vary between instances, each trajectory is normalized by the best KL value achieved
on that instance,

KL;(t
i) K} = min KL"(¢),

RelKLz(t) = KZ* 5 i b

where i indexes the instance and m € {CBO, GF} the method. We then report the relative
KL, RelKL;(t), aggregated across instances by plotting the median together with the
interquartile range [0.25,0.75].

From Figure 7, we notice that the interquantile range of CBO is smaller than that
of GF. We conjecture that GF may sometimes get stuck in local minima, while CBO
computes more robust solutions across different instances of the problem thanks to the
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Figure 6: Sensitivity analysis of CBO performance with respect to (A) the diffusion parameter
o, (B) the number of particles N, (C) update frequency of the reference measure o = N'(0, X°).
The curves show the median KL divergence averaged across 100 runs with different random
initializations. Same parameters as experiment in Figure 5.

particle exploration. On average, the Gaussian CBO algorithm computes better solutions
than GF for this class of problems.

Remark 5.1. We note that extensions of particle-based optimizers to very high dimensions
typically require additional heuristics to keep the computational cost manageable. For
instance, in [17] a random batch technique for the computation of the consensus point was
proposed to reduce the number of function evaluations per step. Another delicate aspect is
the choice of the diffusion parameter o. As noted in [10, Section 4.5], the interval of values
of o leading to good performance tends to shrink as d increases, and particles become more
prone either to converge prematurely or to diverge. To tackle high-dimensional machine
learning problems, in [17] the authors also propose a heuristic in which a relatively small
o is used, but particles are re-initialized with white noise at the end of each training epoch.
Such strategies may also be applied in our context to address high-dimensional Gaussian
VI problems.
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Figure 7: Comparison between CBO and GF in approximating Gaussian mixture targets (K = 5)
in d = 10. The curves report the relative KL divergence RelKL(¢) = KL(¢)/K*, normalized
by the best value achieved on each instance, and averaged across M = 20 random mixtures.
Median and [0.25,0.75] interquartile ranges are shown. Parameters: At = 0.1, T'=75, A =1,
o =25, N =100, o = 10*. Base measure not updated.

6 Outlook

In this work, we have introduced a new computational paradigm based on Gaussian
particles evolving according to a stochastic CBO-type dynamics in the Linearized Bures—
Wasserstein (LBW) space. The proposed framework enables efficient simulation of interact-
ing particle systems while preserving essential features of the underlying Bures—Wasserstein
geometry. Beyond the specific algorithm developed here, the LBW representation opens
the door to a variety of new optimization dynamics on the space of Gaussian measures.

Our stochastic analysis in LBW is not limited to CBO. The same ideas could be applied
to enhance the robustness of existing Gaussian variational inference methods—such as
Gradient Flows (GF)—against local minima, by injecting geometrically consistent noise.
In particular, we are currently investigating the formulation and analysis of Stochastic
Gradient Flows (SGF) in LBW space.

It is also natural to ask whether one can define and simulate the particle dynamics
directly in the full Bures—Wasserstein space, without relying on linearization. This would
require a careful and computationally efficient treatment of singular Gaussians, which is
nontrivial in the non-linear geometry of N

Finally, the optimal transport perspective naturally suggests extensions beyond the
Gaussian setting via Linear Optimal Transport (LOT) [14,35,40,52]. Our method can
be seen as a CBO-type dynamics on affine maps 7%(z) = m’ + (I + T%)x with m* € R?
and 7% € Sym, which induce Gaussian agents via u’ = #uo. This can be extended
by replacing affine maps with general square-integrable maps 7° € L?(u; R9), thereby
evolving arbitrary probability measures u’ = T#ié,uo in Py(R?%) within the same CBO-type
framework.
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