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ABSTRACT

Various statistical tasks, including sampling or computing Wasserstein barycenters, can be refor-
mulated as fixed-point problems for operators on probability distributions. Accelerating standard
fixed-point iteration schemes provides a promising novel approach to the design of efficient numer-
ical methods for these problems. The Wasserstein geometry on the space of probability measures,
although not precisely Riemannian, allows us to define various useful Riemannian notions, such as
tangent spaces, exponential maps and parallel transport, motivating the adaptation of Riemannian
numerical methods. We demonstrate this by developing and implementing the Riemannian Anderson
Mixing (RAM) method for Gaussian distributions. The method reuses the history of the residuals
and improves the iteration complexity, and we argue that the additional costs, compared to Picard
method, are negligible. We show that certain open balls in the Bures-Wasserstein manifold satisfy the
requirements for convergence of RAM. The numerical experiments show a significant acceleration
compared to a Picard iteration, and performance on par with Riemannian Gradient Descent and
Conjugate Gradient methods.

1 Introduction

There is a plethora of tasks in statistics, ranging from sampling given a Bayesian posterior to calculating Wasserstein
barycenters and medians, that can be reformulated as a fixed-point problem in Wasserstein space.

For example, the dynamics of the Wasserstein gradient flow of certain functionals is contractive and, thus, induces fix
point schemes. To make this more precise, let P2 (IR?) be the space of probability measures with finite second moments

Pa(RY) := {p : Bgeoplzl|3 < 00}

endowed with the 2-Wasserstein distance

Wi )= _min [ o~ ylPdn(a,y)

where T1(j1, it2) denotes the set of probability distributions on R? x R? with marginals 11 and g.

As shown in [1]], if some functional £ : Po(R%) — R U {oo} is A-convex along generalized geodesics for A > 0, then
forany p € D(E) := {p € P2(R%) : E(u) < oo} there exists a unique locally Lipschitz curve S[u)(¢) : (0, +o00) —
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Po(R?), which is a gradient flow of £ with initial value . For a fixed time 7, the operator defined by G, (1) = S[u](7)
satisfies the following contraction estimate:

Wa(Gr (1), G- (p12)) < e Wa(pur, p2).

If £ = KL(+|p.) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and p, ~ e~" for some coercive potential V, then A\-convexity
along generalized geodesics is equivalent to A-convexity of V' and p, is a fixed point of G. The case of KL divergence
is of particular interest, as a multitude of numerical algorithms for sampling can be interpreted as relaxations and
approximations of this gradient flow. Important examples are Langevin dynamics, see, e.g., [2], and Stein variational
gradient descent, see, e.g., [3}4].

Furthermore, MCMC methods such as Metropolis-Hastings ([5]) or Metropolis-adjusted Langevin dynamics ([6]]) have
by design the target distribution as an invariant distribution of the Markov chain. Thus, they can also be seen as a
fixed-point iteration. In addition, fixed-point iterations can be used to find the Wasserstein Barycenter as noted in [[7]].

Finally, it is known that for a convex function f : R? — R, a fixed point of Id — hV f is the root of the gradient and,
therefore, the global minimizer. Thus, a fixed-point method can be used as a first-order optimization method and can be
applied to a variety of optimization problems.

However, in various instances fixed-point schemes based on a contraction principle suffer from a slow convergence rate,
for example if the contraction constant is close to unity. In order to speed up the calculations one can generalize Euclidean
or Riemannian acceleration schemes to Wasserstein space by exploiting the manifold-like structure. Previously, similar
ideas have been applied in gradient-based optimization. In [§], the Frank-Wolfe method is adapted to the Wasserstein
setting. A Riemannian Frank-Wolfe method was applied to Wasserstein the barycenter problem in [9]. A counterpart of
Nesterov acceleration in Wasserstein space is considered in [[10,11]. Riemannian minimization on the Bures-Wasserstein
manifold is studied in [12]].

It is known that the space of probability measures on R¢ can be endowed with the 2-Wasserstein metric and then forms
a complete separable metric space ([[1] Proposition 7.1.5). This space is not exactly Riemannian (i.e. there is no atlas of
maps to subsets of a fixed linear space), but nevertheless all the important geometric notions, such as geodesics, tangent
space, exponential mapping and parallel transport, can be defined. However, the deviations of the geometry from
standard Riemannian assumptions, e.g. the exponential map having a vanishing injectivity radius [13[], pose hurdles in
designing schemes in Wasserstein space beyond the Gaussian case based on already known algorithms.

Contributions: We adapt the Riemanian Anderson Mixing (RAM) algorithm introduced in [14] to Gaussian measures
in Bures-Wasserstein manifolds (referred to as BWRAM), verifying some assumptions for the convergence analysis of
RAM and identifying the limits of generalizing the methods to general measures in Wasserstein space. The convergence
result that we prove can be summarized as follows:

Theorem 1 (Convergence of BWRAM (informal statement)). Let G(X) = Expys,(—F(X)) be a contractive mapping
on the Bures-Wasserstein manifold and .. = \1d its fixed point with X\ > 0. If the initial iterate ¥y € By, (X, 1) for
a sufficiently small r, and under additional smoothness assumptions on F, then the following convergence rate holds

max{m,k}

Wa (S, G(Ex) < [(1=B) + 6Bl lrll + Y Ollra—il®), )
i=0
where Exp denotes the Riemannian exponential map, v, = —F(xy,) the fixed-point residual, m the maximal number of

historical vectors and By, > 0 is the relaxation parameter.

The theoretical estimate says that, up to higher-order terms, the method is guaranteed to converge as good as Picard
iteration. We argue that the additional computation costs incurred by the method are negligible in comparison with
the operator evaluation, and thus overall speedup of the solution is provided. The improved convergence behavior of
BWRAM in comparison to Picard is illustrated with various numerical examples such as estimation of the steady-state
of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, minimization of the Kullback-Leibler divergence, and accelerated solution of
averaging problems, such as Wasserstein barycenters and geometric medians. We also demonstrate that our method
outperforms other well-known Riemannian minimization methods, such as Riemannian Gradient descent and Conjugate
Gradient.

Limitations: The method achieves convergence speed superior to Picard iteration at the expense of additional memory
costs and a solution of a small-scale minimization problem. The performance of the method is sensitive to the choice of
hyperparameters, such as the number of history vectors. Although the Picard method is outperformed robustly for an
arbitrary selection, the maximal performance is only achieved for particular values, which cannot be known in advance.
In R<, there exist strategies to mitigate the issue, for example, adaptive restarting, see, e.g., [15] and regularization, see,
e.g., [16]. Their adaptation is left out to future work.
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Outline: The paper is structures as follows: In we recall the Anderson mixing algorithm in Euclidean and
Riemannian spaces. Thereafter, we analyze the convergence behavior of the Anderson mixing on Bures-Wasserstein
space based on [14] while providing the proofs in the appendix. Finally, in[section 5|numerical experiments are shown.

The implementation of the method can be accessed athttps://github.com/viviaxenov/fpw

2 Anderson mixing in Euclidean space and for Riemannian manifolds with bounded
sectional curvature

Anderson mixing (AM) ([17]) reuses previous calculations in order to accelerate fixed-point iterations. Given the
problem of finding z such that 2 = G/(z) for some operator G : R? — RY, at each iteration k, AM uses the history
of m previous iterates {z;_; }7"," and the values of the operator g; = G(z;) to choose the next iterate by a linear

combination of the histories and current update candidate. The coefficients are determined by finding weights {vi};';"‘lﬂ

1
such that HZZ’“{“ ViTh—i

is minimized. In a linear space RY, it takes the form of |Algorithm 1| Note that the method
2

Algorithm 1 Anderson mixing in R¢

Parameters: 1, € R%, relaxation parameters 0 < 8; < 1, and memory parameter m > 1.

Returns: A sequence g, 1, . .., intended to converge to a fixed-point of G : R — R¢,
1: for k =0,1,... until convergence do
2:  Compute Ry = (Tk—ms, - .., 7%), Where r; = G(x;) — ;.
3:  Solve .
a®) = argmin{||Rgv|2 st Zvi =1} )
veERmM+1 i=0
4:  Set
m m
k k
Tp+1 = (1 — B) ZOQ(- JBhmyi + B ZaE )G (thmi)- 3
i=0 i=0
5: end for

can be reformulated using residuals ry = gr — x, such that finding the fixed-point is equivalent to setting the residual
to zero. Introducing a shorthand notation for the forward finite difference

Arp =Tpq1 — Tk, AT = Tpyy — T, 4)
and the matrices
X = [AZp—m, AZp g1, - Azg 1], 3)
Ri = [ATh—m, ATk g1, -+ o A1), (6)
T
k k
I = <7£3m,...,7;(€21) , @)

the Anderson mixing in R can be rewritten as
Ty = argmin g — BT,

7 =1, — Ry, ®)
Tpt1 = T — Xelk + BiTg.

In the Euclidean setting, AM is reported to provide significant numeric advantage in comparison to Picard iteration,
see [LL8, [19] and references therein. Observe that the convergence analysis ([20]) in the Euclidean setting yields the

estimate
7l - 2
7]l < m(l = B+ Br)Irell + > Olrkil®).
i=0

where Hf’; H < 1. In the Riemannian setting we can not expect better results. As the manifold has no linear structure,

differences of the residuals are not well defined. In order to generalize AM to Riemannian manifolds, the definitions of
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Ary, and Axy, need to be adapted. One needs to transport tangent vectors from the tangent space of previous iterates to
the tangent spaces at the current iterate. Therefore, a suitable vector transport has to be defined on the tangent bundle in
order to allow linear combinations. Additionally, the update needs to be approximated by a retraction mapping to stay
on the manifold.

The Riemannian version of Anderson mixing (RAM), incorporating these ideas as introduced in [14]. Therein, the
authors work in the setting where the operator takes the form

G(z) := Exp,(—F(x)) 9

for some vector field F' : © — Tanaq(z). One can see that in such a setting that x, is a fixed-point if and only if
F(z.) = 0. The method is summarized in[Algorithm 2| with the vector transport 7,7 : T, M — T, M and the retraction
mapping R, : T, M — M.

Algorithm 2 Riemannian Anderson mixing method

Parameters: zg € M,e, 8 >0,m e N* k=1.
ro = —F(x¢) and 21 = Ry, (10)-
while ||F(xy)|| > e do
my = min{m, k}.
A:cEle =Trx A:E,(cl:l) € Tan,, M,i=1,...,my.

Tr—1
Ar,@l =7 —Tok | rp—1 € Tang,, M.
if £ > 2 then
Art?) =Tz A € Tan,, Myi=2,... my,.
end if
Xk = [Al”;(i)mk, R Axl(vk)l]’ Rk = [Arl(vk—)mk? VArl(ck—)l]
T = 7F(£Ek).

Ty = arg minpegms ||ry — RiT|
=71 — Ry € Tanxk M, Al‘](f) = — X'y + B € Tanwk M.

Tpp1 = Ray (A2 k= k+ 1.
end while

3 The Bures-Wasserstein space of Gaussians

3.1 Geometric notions

The set of Gaussian measures forms a sub-manifold of the «manifold» of probability measures with bounded second
moment Py (Rd) with respect to the Wasserstein metric, see, e.g., [21, 122} 23]]. The advantage of this restriction is that
many geometric notions such as parallel transport have a more computationally feasible formulation in terms of matrix
equations in the Gaussian setting than in the general case.

We define the set of all Gaussians with zero mean as N = {N(0,%),0 < 2 € R?*4}. The set N can be identified
with the set Sym™(d) of symmetric positive-definite matrices (each measure is identified with its covariance matrix
YJ). Then the Wasserstein distance between two Gaussian measures can be computed as

15\ V2
W2 (N(0,50), N(0,51)) = TrSo + Tr £y — 2Tr (2;/22120/2) : (10)
We will identify A(0, X) with ¥ synonymously and use W (2o, 21) = Wa(N(0, 30), N(0,31)). Given a linear map
T, a Gaussian measure with covariance Yy can be transformed to a new Gaussian with covariance > = TT™ by

x +— Tx. Reversely, given two covariances ¥ ; there is an optimal linear map 7" that transforms the Gaussians into
each other. It can be computed as the unique positive solution of the Ricatti equation

2\ Y2
S =TS, T=x (21/22021/2) sy,
For two measures with parameters (0, X ;) consider the convex function

W(x) = %@;,T@ (11

4
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where T is the optimal linear map interrelating Xy and 3;. One can see that (Id, VW) N (0, %) is the optimal
transport coupling between N (0, Xg) and NV (0, X1 ). Furthermore, any point on the geodesic between the measures is
also a Gaussian: p; = N'(0,%;), t € [0, 1] and is given by

S = (1 — ) Id+tT) Xo (1 — £) Id +£T) . (12)

Remark 3.1. One can also analyze Gaussians with non-zero mean mg, my by adding |mo — m1||? to the distance.

Then the linear map T becomes affine and W(z) = (x — mq, T(z — mg)) + (x,m1). The geodesic is augmented by

2
my = (1 —t)mo + tm;.

One key ingredient for adapting Anderson mixing to the manifold setting is the notion of tangent spaces and exponential
maps. In [21]], the tangent space at ¥ € N¢ is identified by Sym(d) with the scalar product and norm given respectively
by
(U, Vg :=TeUSV, |V|i=TrVIV. (13)
By the embedding
V € Sym(d) = v(z) =Vz € LJQ\/(OEO)(RHZ)

Sym(d) is identified with a subspace to the general tangent space in the Wasserstein space, as defined in [I]]. The
exponential mapping takes the form

Exps(V) := Id+V)X(Id +V). (14)
Note that the exponential map is only well defined for V' with limited norm. For example for V' = — Id the result of the
exponential map is not positive definite.

3.2 Properties in the neighborhood of a nondegenerate distribution

In order to apply local convergence theory of RAM from [[14], one has to know certain properties of the manifold
in the neighborhood of the fixed-point. In that regard, we have proven several novel statements, that allow to relate
the Bures-Wasserstein distance between the distributions and norms of tangent vectors to Frobenius norms of the
symmetric matrices that represent them. This significantly simplifies the subsequent numerical analysis. We summarize
our findings in the following theorem:

Theorem 2. Let Y, be a nondegenerate covariance matrix, and
0< A< <]
be the eigenvalues of ¥.. Define the Bures-Wasserstein ball as
B.(%,) = {2 e N¢ : Wo(%,%,) <7} (15)

and consider r < % AL
Then, for ¥, 31,35 € B (Xy):

* B.(X.) is compact in N&.

e Its sectional curvature is uniformly bounded.

* The following estimates hold:

VA =nIVIF < IVIs < (VA +0)IVIE (16)
A+
Wi, < VIV, an
L=
131 = allr < 2V2(VA] + V/AYWa (31, 32) (18)
* For every V € Tany, N such that |V ||s; < 3, it holds that
Wo (2, Exps,(V)) = ||V VX € B (Xx) 19)

The proof is split into multiple lemmata, which can be found in the Appendix, The overall idea is to
show that a perturbation of the covariance matrix, which is small in terms of the Bures-Wasserstein distance, leads to
a small perturbation of the eigenvalues. Uniform bound on the eigenvalues leads to bounded sectional curvature due
to the explicit formulas, derived in [21]. Additionally, it allows to compare the tangent norm to the Frobenius norm
by (T6). As the Frobenius norm does not depend on the current distribution, the dynamic optimal transport can be used
to estimate the length of the Bures-Wasserstein geodesic by a Euclidean geodesic with the same endpoints, leading

to (18).
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Remark 3.2. The property (19) establishes the injectivity of the exponential map in a neighborhood of zero in the
tangent space. Together with the sectional curvature bound, these properties are a cornerstone of the convergence
analysis of RAM. These properties don not hold for the Wasserstein space of arbitrary measures, rendering the
convergence analysis for general measures in Wasserstein space difficult.

3.3 Construction of the vector transport map

A vector transport mapping has to be defined in order to aggregate the historical vectors to in a common tangent space.
The requirements on the mapping, sufficient for the convergence of RAM, are given in (@.2). Intuitively, the vector
transport mapping can be viewed as an approximation of the parallel transport.

On the space Py (RY) the parallel transport is defined in [24] along a class of regular curves. The main property of such
curves p; : [0,1] — P2 (R?), generated by some Lipschitz vector field vy, is that there exist a family of mappings 7,
such that for arbitrary s, ¢ € [0, 1]

pe= (79)sps

and the mappings satisfy the group property, i.e. 72 o 77 = 7/ and 7! = (7)~!. Then, an isometric map called vector
translation between Ly ,, and L . is defined as u — w o 77 and the parallel transport is constructed as a limit of the
approximation

tet1
?t:Jr U= HT&“/J%H Po(RY) (u o Ttt:+1) , (20)
Plto,...tnJui= PN 0 PN o0 Py 1)

with respect to partitions 0 =t < t; < -+ < ty = 1 as maxy, |tx+1 — tx| — 0.

In case of Gaussian measures, the geodesics are regular. As shown in [23], the notion of parallel transport in the sense
of [24]] then coincides with standard Riemannian parallel transport. This mapping is a natural candidate, satisfying
this Assumption[4.2] The ODE for the parallel transport was derived and can be solved numerically with a suitable
adaptive ODE solver. However, integrating an ordinary differential equation on the manifold can be more numerically
challenging than the original fixed-point problem, making parallel transport unsuitable as a component of the algorithm.
Since the assumptions are quite relaxed, it makes sense to explore other options, trading off the exactness of the
approximation with computational efficiency.

Firstly, we consider an approximation inspired by the discrete scheme (ZI)) with just one timestep for the approximation,
ie.
X -1
Tol U =1y, (UTy,'), (22)
where T is the matrix of the optimal transport map between ¥ and ;.

Proposition 3.1. Iy, (U To_ll), the projection to the tangent space at %1, is the unique symmetric solution of the
equation

X + X% =5 UTy + (UTy")" 54 (23)

The proof can be seen in the Appendix,
The bound HTEEO1 Ulls, < |IlU|ls, for|Assumption 4.2/ holds because vector translation is an isometry and because

of the property of the orthogonal projection. The approximation is illustrated in Linear map Ty; pushes

2l

Figure 1: Approximate vector transport along Bures-Wasserstein geodesic
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the distribution with covariance Xy forward to the one with covariance ;. The individual particles move in a
straight line: x1 = Tpi120. The vector translation of the vector field v(zg) = Vg is a composition of this move
with V,ie. U = VT 0_11. Note that U € Tany, NV if and only if V and To_l1 commute, which is not the case in
general. Thus a projection IIy;, is needed. Note that the mapping is well-defined and satisfies the uniform norm bound
from [Assumption 4.2 with M = 1 for the whole N/

Secondly, in a local neighborhood of a nondegenerate covariance matrix Y., the identity mapping of Sym(R?) can be

viewed as a linear operator between tangent spaces Idgf : Tang, N — Tang, N¢. Due to (T7), it also satisfies the
bound

N+
Hldgf VHE < VAT yls WV € Tang, N2
2 T

V-

which is uniform on the ball B,.(3,) with 7 < ,/\%. This is a perfect candidate from the computational perspective (no
computation is needed), but the constant may affect the radius of the method’s convergence. We provide the comparison

of the vector transport mappings ’7'2212 and Idgf in

Remark 3.3. In this paper, we provide definitions, study the properties and derive numerical algorithms for Riemannian
notions such as exponential map, vector transport, projection on the tangent space, etc. These can be used to adapt a
broad range of Riemannian numerical methods, such as RGD, RCG, RLBFGS etc. to probabilistic tasks, that can be
reformulated as fixed-point or optimization problems. Although in the convergence analysis we have focused on RAM,
in the numerical experiments, we also compare its performance to RGD and RCG. Up to our best knowledge, this is the
first time these methods are applied in the setting considered.

4 Riemannian Anderson Mixing on Bures-Wasserstein space

4.1 Convergence

In order to show the convergence of Anderson mixing in Bures-Wasserstein space we follow the lines of [14]]. As
we have explicit formulas for the parallel transport P as well as the exponential map some arguments of [[14] can be
simplified. Hence, we repeat the proof in the appendix. As in the Euclidean case in [25 26], we impose the «coercive»
and «locally Lipschitz continuous» property on the vector field F' as well as on its Jacobian H. Define the fixed point
map G(X) := Expy(—F(%)).

Assumption 4.1. Assume 3, € Néi with ¥, = G(X.) and let X} > 0 be its eigenvalues in decreasing order. Assume

there exists a ball B,.(X.) withr < %\ /N and constants 0 < Ly < Lo and Ly > 0 such that for all ¥, 39 € B.(%,)
holds:

LiWa(21, %) < |F(1) = Pl F(Ss)|z, < LaWa(S1, 5a), (24)
| PR H()PE — HE)| | < LaWa(S1,52), (25)
Wa(G(31),G(52)) < kWa(X1, X2) for some k < 1. (26)

Assumption 4.2. The vector transport T is continuously differentiable and there exists some M > 0 such that
Yo
[752v,, < Mok,

forall $1,%5 € B.(X,), VV € Tang, N&

Observe that for the vector transports we employ we have M < 1and M < \\/F’%M respectively.
d*’l”

The final assumption concerns the uniform boundedness of the extrapolation coefficients I'y, in the RAM method. This
assumption is common for analyzing convergence in the Euclidean setting, see [25].

Assumption 4.3. There exists a positive constant Mr such that |Tg||coc < Mr forall k € N.

Following [14], we can formulate the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Assume {¥,,},,>1 is generated by|Algorithm 2|and suppose hold. Additionally, assume

that initial point %o € N satisfies Wa(3o, Zy) < 1+1L2 min { r Li=La+(1-n)BLo }

= Lo(mM,+B8+1)° MmL32
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Then for all k > 1 we have W5(Xk, X,) < min { Lz(mJW:—i-ﬁ.t,_l)a LrLi\;ELlL—:)ﬂLz } and it holds that
2
mpg —
7
e+l < 0k (1 — B + 6Bk) ||Irell + E (9(||7"Z||2) where 0, = :r:” <1. 27

=0
Remark 4.1. The hidden constants iny ;- O(||r;||*) take the form
cofmM} + M3 + 2Myp M,
with
1 m mp—1 2
M, :MFL—maX{M P MR M+ MY+ 1.
1

In contrast, in [|I4] the constants read

((n +1)(C+VE) + % + VK max{1, LQ}) mM? + m (Ms + 2Mp Ms;)
with
r

MM, -~
M; = max{ I.C +1,MrM, M}

where

. 1
M = —— max{M™ + M™ =1 M? 4 M}
L,C

Since the mapping is assumed to be contractive, the decrease in residual can be directly linked to the distance to the
solution

W (Eg, Xe) < W(G(ER), X)) + W(G(Xg), Bx)) < 6W(Eg, Xo) + W(G(g), X))

W(Zg, X) < 75l

—K
The proof can be found in the appendix (A.4) and follows [14] very closely while improving the constants and
simplifying some steps for this particular case.

The estimate (27) can be interpreted as follows. The method decreases the residual at least as good as a relaxed
Picard iteration (the residual decrease in that case would be exactly (1 — By + x8%) ||7«||), up to “higher order terms”
O(X,; Imk—:]|?). When the iterate is sufficiently close to the solution, the higher order terms can be neglected. The

coefficient 0, = H:: ” quantifies the gain, compared to the Picard step, and depends on the quality of the solution of the

subproblem. The estimate suggests to keep the history length of the method bounded and relatively short. This intuition
is indeed backed by our practical experience, where a significant acceleration can be achieved for quite modest history
lengths m € 1,...,5. As of now, estimates of such type (i.e. including O terms) are a state of the art for the case of
Anderson Mixing on nonlinear problems even on the Euclidean space (see [27, 128} [15} 20]).

4.2 Examples of operators

In the following we describe several examples of fixed-point problems, suitable for acceleration with BWRAM. We
reflect on their contractive properties and and discuss the possible applications.

4.2.1 Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

The evolution of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process is a suitable model problem, since it is known that the induced
fixed-point operator is contractive. It is defined by the stochastic differential equation

dX, = -3 X,dt + v2dW, (28)

as follows: if Xy ~ N(0, ), then for some fixed timestep parameter 7, G(X) is the law of X . The process can be
identified with the gradient flow of the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(-|A/ (0, 3,)) w.r.t. the 2-Wasserstein distance.
In case of Gaussians, there is an explicit solution [2]]

_ 1N Y2
X, ~e ™5 Xy + 8 (1 e 1) Z
where Z ~ N(0, I1). Thus, in case of Xy ~ N(0, %), the covariance after one step is given by
_ _ N Y2 N\ Y2
GE) = e me ™y (T- e ) Uy, (T e ) T (29)

For a symmetric positive definite &, the matrices 7, &, =1, %2 and =27 all have the same basis of eigenvectors
thus, commute and it is easy to simplify (29), and verify X, is a fixed point.
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4.2.2 Minimization of functionals

Alternatively, the operator can be defined having some vector field ' as G(X) = Expy,(—hF(X)). If F is a Wasserstein
gradient of some functional,

0
F(p) = 0w&(p) == V%f;(p)
one can opt to minimize this functional with fixed-point iteration for the following operator
G(p) = Exp, (—how¢&) (30)

This fixed-point iteration can be seen as a generalization of the Gradient Descent method to spaces with Riemannian-like
geometry. Minimization over the BW space finds applications in Bayesian logistic regression [29,|30], distributional
robust optimization [31]], etc.

4.2.3 Kullback-Leibler divergence

As a model minimization problem, we consider the Kullback-Leibler divergence:

A (KLON (0, )| N (0,£.,))) () = V. (log ps () — px. (2)) = (£ — 7 )a 31y
The operator can be written as
G(2) = Expy (—hdw KL(Z[E,)) = (Id —h(S7" = 271)B(1d —h(S7" = 7)), (32)

where h > 0 is a step-size parameter that can be selected so that the iterative procedure converges.

Theorem 4. For a nondegenerate X, there exists a radius v and stepsize parameters T, h, such that the operators,

defined by 29), (32) are contractive on B,.(X.)

Proof. According to the theory in [1]], the functional KL(-JAV (0, 2,)) is 1/x;-convex along generalized geodesics. Thus,
the following contraction estimate for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (29) can be given:

Wa(G(S0), G(1)) < e T Wy (S, Tn). (33)

The operator (32)) can be seen as a one-step explicit time discretization of the gradient flow (28). If ¥ = ¥*, then
Ow KL(N(0,%)|N(0,%,)) = 0 and X is a fixed-point. Thus, it is natural to expect that, for sufficiently small stepsize
h, the discretization should capture the contractive property of the continuous process. The strict proof relies on
establishing a property, analogous to the L-Lipschitz gradient property of a functional in R¢, in the neighborhood of the
fixed-point. It is quite technical, and thus is postponed to the Appendix (subsection A.2). O

4.3 Complexity analysis

For fixed-point problems in R?, the evaluation of G/(x},) typically is the most computationally expensive operation. For
example, if Anderson Mixing is used in the context of coupled PDE systems, each evaluation of the operator requires a
numerical solution of complicated PDE(s), with parameters defined by the current iterate x, (see [L7, 18] 32]] for more
examples). The method’s efficiency is evaluated by comparing the amount of the number of the operator calls with
Picard method. The overhead, induced by the acceleration algorithm can be neglected in this case. Indeed, the additional
operations consist of finding the mixing coefficients via (Z)) and then computing the new iterate by formula (3)). The
storage of historical vectors requires O(md) additional memory. The assembly of the matrices, needed to solve (2)
can be estimated as O(m?d) operations. Additional O(m?) operations are required to solve the minimization problem.
Since m is a small number in the range 1... 15, and the complexity of the operator evaluation is expected to scale
worse than linear, the neglection of the overhead is justified from the computational complexity perspective, especially
for large-scale problems (d > m).

If the Gaussian distributions in ./\fod are considered, the total number of the degrees of freedom, needed to represent the
points and tangent vectors, is O(d?). Thus, the storage of the matrices X, Ry requires O(md?) memory. In addition
to the aforementioned steps, Riemannian Anderson Mixing performs the vector transport. In case when identity map
Idgf is used, there is no computation at all. For the one-step approximation 7‘2212, a computation of the OT map, and m
matrix multiplications and solutions of (23] are needed, thus the total number of iterations can estimated as O(md?).
The computation of the matrices in (34) requires O(m?2d?), and the update using Riemannian exponential (T4)) costs

O(d%).

For example, in the averaging problems, that we consider in the sequel, the computation of each operator requires
computing the optimal transport map between the current distribution and N, other ones. This can be efficiently
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implemented in O(N,d?®) operations using the eigenvalue decomposition. In applications, N, can be as high as
103 [33]]. Thus, in our examples the operator computation complexity has the same asymptotic dependence on d, as
the overhead introduced by RAM. Nevertheless, we argue that it is possible to achieve overall acceleration when the
operator is sufficiently “heavy”, e.g. when N, is high.

S Numerical experiments

The following section provides the implementation details and numeric results. The experiments were performed on a
laptop with 13th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1355U CPU with 12 cores. The execution time varied from fractions of
second in low-dimensional cases up to ~ 100 s for 500 dimensions.

5.1 Implementation details

Since the explicit form of the exponential is given in we can directly use it as the retraction mapping.

To adhere to[Assumption 4.3| in the minimization subproblem we impose a bound I 44 for the weights I',, and solve
(using cvxpy package [34]]) the regularized problem

'y = argmin ||ry — RiT|. (34)

|F‘00Sloo,7na:1:

5.2 Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

In the first set of experiments, we accelerate the Picard iteration for the operator (29)), defined by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process (28). We vary d, omax and for each pair, we run the Picard iteration and Anderson acceleration with different
lengths of history m, until the residual norm is smaller than ¢ = 10~5. The acceleration measured as ]\]fv%f‘:i is averaged

over n = 6 independent covariances. The maximal mean acceleration, depending on d and oy,x, i presented in
The improved convergence of BWRAM for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck problem, in comparison to Picard, RGD
and RCG methods, is presented in

Table 1: Maximal mean acceleration for BWRAM, depending on d and oy .

Omaz 1.0 5.0 10.0 20.0 Omaz 5.0 10.0 20.0
d d

4 1.62 5.89 8.29 14.16 4 4.09 6.33 10.77
8 1.73 3.68 4.23 5.76 8 3.21 4.22 5.12
16 1.73 4.00 4.76 5.94 16 3.15 4.02 4.89
32 1.73 4.12 4.86 5.41 32 3.13 4.39 4.84
64 1.75 4.33 5.60 6.67 64 3.10 4.61 5.01
128 1.87 4.60 4.78 5.87 128 3.00 4.54 5.20

(a) Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dynamic (b) KL minimization

5.3 Minimization of KL divergence

We can compare the performance of the BWRAM to minimization methods, in particular, Riemannian Gradient Descent
(RGD) and Riemannian Conjugate Gradient (RCG) [135]]. The numerical implementation of these methods from the
package pymanopt [36] has been used.

The values of 3, were chosen in the same way, as for the experiments with the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dynamic. The
scaling parameter i = 0.3 was chosen so that every methods converges. Each method is iterated until the Kullback-
Leibler divergence is reduced below € = 10719, The acceleration is averaged for different realizations of 3. The best
mean acceleration among different history lengths, depending on d and o, is presented in The improved
convergence of BWRAM for the KL minimization problem, in comparison to Picard, RGD and RCG methods, is

presented in

10



A PREPRINT - JANUARY 30, 2026

OU, d=4, Omin=0.5, Onax=20.0, r=5 one-step AdwKL, d=4, Omin=0.5, Omax=20.0, r=>5 trivial

== Picard
BWRAM, m = 1.0, ||, <1.0
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(a) Residual for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (b) Cost in the KL problem

Figure 2: Convergence of BWRAM on model problems, in comparison to Picard (blue), RGD (orange) and RCG (red)
methods

5.4 Averaging probability distributions

Averaging data sources is an important problem in machine learning (see, for example, [37]] and references therein). In
case of averaging probability distributions, a common approach is to consider a Wasserstein barycenter, introduced
in [38]l. Given k distributions {p; € Po(R?)}%_, and weights {o;; > 0| aj +- - -+ ) = 1}, the Wasserstein barycenter
is a minimizer min,¢p, ra) B(p) of

B(p) := Zaiwg(p, Di)- (35)

i=1
In case of absolutely continuous p, the Wasserstein gradient of the cost function is given by [33]

OwB(p) = a;(TF —1d), (36)
i=1

where T/ is the optimal transport map from p to p;. The exponential of this gradient defines a fixed-point problem, as
noted in [[7]]. The authors also show that if all p; are absolutely continuous and at least one of them has bounded density,
then the barycenter is a fixed-point of this mapping. In case that every p; is a Gaussian, the solution is unique.

Alternative approaches include the entropy-regularized Wasserstein barycenters and Geometric Medians, which are,
respectively, the minimizers of

By(p) =Y iW3(p, pi) + vKL(plN (0, 1)) (37)
=1
=0

The entropic penalty in the first case can be seen as a way to incorporate prior knowledge in the estimation. The
geometric median is known to be more robust with respect to the perturbations of the distributions pg, but poses
additional difficulty to estimate. In particular, M (p) is neither geodesically convex nor geodesically smooth. Given
some smoothing parameter € > 0, we work on a smoothed objective as suggested in [37], namely

M(p) = i/ WE(p, pi) + 2. (39)
=1

11
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Constraining to the Bures-Wasserstein manifold ¢, the Wasserstein gradients of these objectives are

OwB,(2) = ai(T5' —1d) +v (27" —1d),
=1

Ne o i
Ow M() = ; Wa(S, 5:)2 + €2 (TEE - Id) '

(40)

(41)

The barycenter problem has been computed with Picard iteration [7]] or Riemannian gradient descent [33]], which
coincide if the gradient step size equals one. Stochastic gradient descent has also been considered [33} 37]], with
approximation of the sum in[Equation 36| by minibatching. For entropic barycenter and median problems, the same
methods have been applied e.g. in [37]. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is a first attempt to apply an
accelerated method to such problems.

B(Zk) = B(2+)

Barycenter, dim=50, k=3 trivial

Entropic Barycenter, dim=50, k=3, y = 0.001 trivial

== Picard
RGD
RCG A\
BWRAM, m=1.0, ||, =15 \
BWRAM, m=2.0, ||, =15 \
BWRAM, m =3.0, . <15 \
—— BWRAM, m=4.0, . <15
— BWRAM, m=50, . 515 > <

By(Zx) = By(Z+)

Median, dim=50, k=3, £ = 0.001 trivial

== Picard
RGD
RCG
BWRAM, m=1.0, [, =15
BWRAM, m . <15
BWRAM, m=3.0, |l <15
—— BWRAM, m=4.0, || <15
— BWRAM, m=8.0, . <15

Me(Zi) = Me(3+)

—— BWRAM, m=4.0, ||
—— BWRAM, m=6.0, | <15

BWRAM, m = 1.0, ||
BWRAM, m=3.0, |

H 7 &
iteration

(a) Barycenter

H 1 H
iteration

(b) Entropic Barycenter

4 ) 2
iteration

(c) Median

Figure 3: Convergence of the cost. BWRAM (greens) with different history length on the averaging problems, in
comparison to Picard (blue), RGD (orange) and RCG (red) methods

In one can see that BWRAM outperforms Picard, RGD and RCG for the averaging problems. Details on
additional experiments for varying d, n,, can be found in the appendix.

5.5 Comparison of the vector transport mappings

As noted previously in there are several options for the parallel transport mapping. The behavior of

\/¥=2.00

\/§=4.oo

—-— Reference (Picard)
BWRAM, trivial VT
BWRAM, one-step VT
BWRAM, parallel VT
RCG, trivial VT

RCG, one-step VT
RCG, parallel VT

5 10 15 20

10 20 30 40 50 60

70

10 20 30 40 50 60

Figure 4: Performance of methods on the KL problem with varying condition number , / i—l Exact parallel transport,
d

one-step and trivial approximation.

12



A PREPRINT - JANUARY 30, 2026

accelerated methods (BWRAM and RCG) with different kinds of vector transport is represented on The
computation of the exact parallel transport requires a solution of a nonlinear ODE on the manifold. This iterative
procedure could be comparable in numeric complexity to the solution of the fixed-point problem itself. Moreover, in
some cases (e.g. the first two illustration), the resulting trajectory of the method is identical to the one with a one-step
approximation. These considerations rule out the usage of the exact parallel transport in the practical applications of the
method.

The usage of the trivial transport map does not incur any additional computational complexity, in contrast to the one-step
approximation, which can increase the per-iteration complexity. On the other hand, in case of trivial transport, the
constant M from (4.2)) depends on the maximal and minimal eigenvalue ratio in the vicinity of the solution, and can
be larger than one. This leads to a decrease of the theoretically guaranteed radius of the ball of converging solutions,
and to an increase of the constants, hidden in the O terms of Thus, when choosing between one-step and
trivial transport map, there exists a tradeoff between the computation efficiency of each iteration and reduced stability
of the method and potentially worse acceleration. To assess the effect of this tradeoff in the numerical experiments,
we perform a robustness study on a subset of our test cases. The results are presented in the We consider

Table 2: Robustness of the performance with respect to different vector transport mappings. KL problem with
Omax = 20, opin = 0.5 and varying dimension.

1d3: T}
% converged % accelerated % converged % accelerated

d
4 60.0 533 98.8 64.4
8 68.0 54.0 97.3 48.4
16 63.3 533 94.1 533
32 75.8 66.4 94.7 59.7
64 84.4 74.7 94.9 65.3
128 74.0 66.0 96.4 66.5

the KL minimization problem with fixed maximal and minimal covariance, and vary the dimension. The Anderson
method is repeated with a set of varying parameters over several random initializations of the problem as described
in In this set of test runs, we compute the percentage of runs where the method converged to the
prescribed tolerance, and where at least double acceleration was achieved (in comparison with the Picard method).
The outcomes show that the usage of trivial transport mapping does negatively affect the convergence. We notice,
however, that this is due to divergence of the method on the early stages, which can, in our opinion, be effectively dealt
with by incorporating a restarting or early stopping strategy. The probability of acceleration is, however, not changed
significantly. We have also performed experiments, evaluating the maximal mean acceleration and best number of
iterations, as in the previous sections, with the both mentioned types of vector transport. The results were qualitatively
the same, although the particular best values of the hyperparameters do not have to coincide. We thus argue that usage of
the trivial vector transport is justified, and claim that BWRAM does improve the iteration complexity with a negligible
increase of the per-iteration cost.

6 Conclusion and outlook

The numerical evidence suggests that Anderson mixing performs comparably to established Riemannian minimization
methods, while being applicable to a broader set of problems outperforming Picard iteration. The theoretical analysis
certifies the local convergence of the method and highlights the geometric structure of the Bures-Wasserstein space.
It also outlines the difficulties that have to be overcome in the future work on generalizing the method to arbitrary
distributions.
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A Omitted proofs

A.1 Properties of NV in a neighborhood of a distribution with a nondegenerate covariance matrix

In this section we collect technical lemmata on the local properties of the Bures-Wasserstein manifold. In particular,
we relate the Bures-Wasserstein distance between the distributions and norms of the tangent vectors to Frobenius
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norms of the matrices in Sym(IR?) that represent them. These lemmata are used to prove that the main assumptions
on the manifold, needed for the local convergence of RAM, hold in a neighborhood of a nondegegnerate fixed-point
(c.f.[Theorem 5. In the following sections, they will also be utilized in order to establish the contractivity of one of the
operators in questions, as well as to analyze the properties of vector transport mappings.

The set N of Gaussian distributions with mean zero and nondegenerate covariance matrix is not complete with respect
to the Wasserstein distance. But since the Wasserstein distance metricizes weak convergence and it is equivalent to
pointwise convergence of the characteristic functions, one can identify [22] the closure to the set

where ¢,, denotes the characteristic function of y.
Let us denote a Bures-Wasserstein ball with center >, and radius r, as
B.(X.) = {Z e N : Wa(,%,) <7} (42)

In the following, we show that the difference in the eigenvalues of the covariance matrices can be controlled by the
Bures-Wasserstein distance between the respective distributions. Thus, the distributions in a small ball B,.(3,) around
a nondegenerate distribution X, have covariance matrices uniformly bound from above and bounded away from zero.
This allows to prove several technical lemmas, useful for the analysis of the fixed-point operators and the RAM method.

Lemma 1. Let pg, p; € /\Téi, with covariance matrices Yo = 0, X1 = 0. If the Wasserstein distance W3 (po, p1) < r%,
then the following bound on the eigenvalues \} > ...\ of X1 holds:

Z(@—\/Aszﬁ. (43)
k

In particular,

2
)\(112( Ag—r) , (44)

2
A < <@+r> | (45)

Proof.
2 =Wi(2, ) =TrEg+ Tr¥; —2Tr Y = ZAg FAL -2\
k
- 1/9 1/2 /2 ~ ~
where %5 = (Eo PP ) and )y, its eigenvalues. Since ¥ is symmetric, its eigenvalues and singular values

o T -
correspond. Since 575 = £/°%, 5% = (Ei/ 5/ 2) 27?52, the singular values of 33 are the same as the singular

values of 3725/, As for the singular values of X7°5%,

S o (21/22;/2) <Y o (25/2) or (21/2) =3 N0
k k

k
Thus,
2
PP =3 A HEAL 20 = D AL+ AL — 20/ AN = (,/Ag - \/)\}c)
k k
and (@4), @3) follow directly. O

In the sequel we focus on a ball B,.(X,). We denote 0 < A} < --- < A% the eigenvalues of ¥,.. The radius r is small
enough such that /A — 2r > 0.

The following lemma allows us to relate the norms of the vectors in the different tangent spaces:
Lemma 2. If%,%,% € B.(X.), V € Tanyg, N, then the following estimates hold

(VA =mIVIFE < [[VIse < (VAT +0)IIVIIF (46)
A AE 4

Vs, < Y2—|V]ls, (47)
/\dfr
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Proof. Assuming A € R¥™4 B € Sym(R%), \;Id = B = \g1d
Tr (ATBA) = Za?Bai > A\ ZaiTai > M Tr (ATA) =\l A%

Tr (A"BA) =Y al'Ba; <\ > ala; < M\ Tr (ATA) = \[|A|F

where a; are columns of A. For ¥ € N, V € Tang N¢, plugging A + V, B + %
ME)VIE < IVIE < M&)IVIE (48)
Using the uniform bounds (@4)-(@3)), one arrives at (#6). Combining {@6)) twice for X = X; o, one gets [@7). O

Lemma 3. Ler ¥1,% € B,.(X,) withr < %w /XY Then the Frobenius norm between the covariance matrices can be
controlled by the Bures-Wasserstein distance between the distributions, i.e.

121 = Salle <2V (VAT + VAT) Wa (S, 2) (49)
Proof. In the dynamic OT formulation
1
2(21,5) = _inf = / )5 dt
W3 (21, %2) st L3 VOl (50
where V (t) € Tang ) N¢ is a tangent vector to the curve Y(¢), and the admissible set of curves A is defined as
S(t)ENG
A:=<X(t) :t€[0,1] |=(0)==1 (51)
2(1)=%,

First, we show that the infimum in (30) wouldn’t change if we only consider such curves that Wa(X(¢), X.) < 21Vt €
[0; 1]. Since X1, X2 € B,(2.), from the triangle inequality we argue that

Wo(X1,32) < Wa (X1, 3,) + Wa (X, X2) < 2r

Indeed, let us consider a curve X(+) and fix some ¢ € [0;1]. We denote ¥y := X(¢). The length of the curve is not
smaller than the length of the piecewise geodesic:

L(Z() = \/ 5 [ V@ dt = Wa(E1,80) + WalS0 £2)

Considering the triangle inequality for geodesic triangles A3, 3 and AX, X35, one gets:

W (24, 2) < Wa(X1,5:) + Wa(Bs,81) = Wa(X1,5) > Wa(Bs, X)) — Wa(Es, %)
Wa(Es, Xt) < Wo (e, Xa) + Wa (X2, X)) = Wa(X, X2) > Wa(X., %) — Wa(E,, X2)

Combining with the previous inequality one gets
L(X(7)) = Wa(31,5:) + Wa (X, Ba) = 2Wa(Bs, X)) — Wa(Bs, X)) — Wa (s, X1) > 2Wa (X4, X)) — 2r
If the curve is such that W5 (X, X)) > 2r, we argue that
L(Z()) > 4r — 2r = 2r > Wa(31, X9)
and the curve is not optimal. Let’s denote the improved admissible set of curves by

S(t)eN
Ay = {E(t) it f0,1] MO < WE[O”]} (52)

£(1)=3,
V (t) and ¥(t) are related as follows:
S(t+T) ~ (Id+7V () Z(t)(Id +7V (1))

T—

thus
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Let us define the operator Ps;
Pg : (Sym(RY), || - [[F) — (Sym(R?), |- |[F)
PylV] =XV +VE

For U, V € Sym(R%)
(U,Ps[V))r =Tr (UZV + VX)) =2Tr (USV)

Thus, Py, is symmetric. On the admissible set of curves A,., the following bound on its spectrum can be made using (@6)):
2(v/ X = 2r?|IVIIE < (V. Pe[V])r < 2(V/A + 27)°
Thus, Ps is invertible. We define Ly, := Py, L. For Ly, it holds

1
U Ls[U)p > ——||U||? 53
(U, Ls| ]>F_2(\/E+2r)2” 17 (53)
For our curve X(t), since V (¢) is tangent, we have
S(t) = Pa[V(D)]
V(t) = Ly [5(1)]
Then (omitting time dependence for brevity)
) 1 1 .
IVIE =T (VEV) = ST (V(EV +VE) = - Tr (VZ)) =
1 . 1. 1 .
=-—Tr (LX) = =(2, Ly X)) p > ——— |12
5 T (LolE1E) = 55 Il 2 5o I

where the final inequality holds only for the curves in A,..

Combining the estimates, we arrive at

.1
W31 %) =it [ IV dt =

1 2 1
:%fi/uva)nz(t) dt:%fz/Tr (Lz(t)[E(t)]Z‘(t)) dt >

(*) 1 N pIPR SN
D S I P 1
8(\/ AT + /A5)2 S()eN F 8(\/ A+ /A5)?
3(0)=%
221%:2;

In (), we can minimize with respect to the original admissible set A, since A, C A and thus inf 4 F < inf 4, £ for
any functional L.
()= (1 -2 +tXs

and /A < 2r. Thus

1Z1 = S2llr < 2V2(/A] + VA Wa(E1, 5s)
O

The explicit expression for the sectional curvature of the Bures-Wasserstein space is given in [21, Theorem 1.1]. Its
minimal and maximal values depend only on the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of the covariance matrix. We
express this fact the following corollary

Corollary 1. For every . € B,(X.), the sectional curvature Ks, of N at 3 can uniformly bound by
3(VA;+1r)t
2(/ N5 =)

where ey, ey are the directions, defining the plane and r < \/\}

0 < Kx(er,e2) < 54)

We can finally formulate the theorem showing that the main assumptions of the RAM’s convergence hold for B,.(X,)
(analogous to Assumption 1 of [14]).

18
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Theorem 5. Let X, be a nondegenerate covariance matrix and r < %« /N5 The ball B,.(X.) is compact in N§ with

bounded sectional curvature. For every V € Tany, N such that |V ||s. < Lr, it holds that W5 (3, Expy,(V)) = |V s
forall ¥ € M.

Proof of[Theorem 3] Closedness of the ball and the sectional curvature bounds are due to[Cemma I]and [Corollary T]
Every tangent vector V induces a mapping T'(z) = Vz + z = (Id+V)z = V, 1 (z, (Id+V)). Using [@6), we get

IVl <IVlir < —a— Vs < 5 ”
o= FS —F— s = = =
A — 2(y/ N —r)  2(1—2/3)
Since ||V||, < 1, operator (Id +V') has nonnegative eigenvalues, and the mapping 7" is a gradient of a convex function.
Thus, the mapping is optimal, and its Ly norm is equal to the Wasserstein distance between the distributions. O
A.2 Contraction coefficients of the operators
For the operators of the form
Gl(p) = Exp,(—hdw € (p)) (55)

the contraction estimate can be deduced as follows. Consider random variables 2’ ~ G(p1), y' ~ G(p2), and a
coupling

2 =x— how&(p1,x)
Y =y —how&(pa,y)
(:L’, y) ~ Yopt

where 7,p is an optimal plan between p; and p,. This coupling is a valid coupling between G(p;) and G(p2). Thus
W3(Glp1),Glo2)) < [ o' =o' Vidvm = [ llo =y = 10w E(pr,2) — OurE(pa, ) Pl =

- / i — gl e — 20 / (OwE(pr, ) — O (pas ). — y)dyom + 12 / 10w E (1. 2) — 0w (p2y) |2 dvom
(56)

If the functional £ is A\-convex a.g.g., then the second term can be estimated as follows [1, Equation 10.1.8]:

1
/<5w5(pu r) — OwE(p2,y), x — y)dyopt > §AW§(01, p2) (57)

To estimate the final term, we can define the generalization of the Lipschitz gradient property in the following way.

Definition A.1. A functional £ : P2(RY) — R has L-Lipschitz Wasserstein gradient for some subset S C Po(RY), if
its Wasserstein gradient

o0&

and there exists a constant L > 0 such that Vp1, ps € S

/ 0w E(p1, ) — OwE(p2, Y)I*dYop < L*W3 (p1, p2) (58)

Proposition A.1. If the functional £ is \-convex along generalized geodesics and has L-Lipschitz Wasserstein gradient,
then the operator Exp p(—hBWS ) is contractive for small enough h.

Proof. Plugging and (38) into (56), one gets
W2(G(p1), G(p2)) < (1= N+ B2LAWE (py, )

The coefficient in front of W3 (p1, p2) is smaller than one if & € (0, 7). In particular, the optimal stepis h = 535. [

In [1]], there are multiple examples of A-convex a.g.g. functionals. In particular, for the functional £ = KL(+|p+. ), where
Poo = €7V, £ is A\-convex when V is A\-convex. The Lipschitz gradient property, up to the authors’ best knowledge,
hasn’t been thoroughly studied before. In the following, we perform this analysis in the case of the KL(+|po, ) functional,
constrained to the Bures-Wasserstein manifold. lets compute in case of Gaussians, p; = N (0,%;), i = 1,2.
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Lemma 4. Let 3, be a nondegenerate covariance matrix. The functional
KL(-|Z,) : N& = R?

has L-Lipschitz Wasserstein gradient on a ball B,.(X,.) where
1

<
16v2 (1+,/31)
d

s 4 (\/T’{+2r)4
S EYEnE <”4<¢E—r>4>

Proof. The idea of the proof is to work with the explicit form of (56) and split the quantity under the integral w.r.t. d~yop
in two parts. The first is “linear part” in form of || A(z — y)|| for some operator A, which can be directly related to the
Bures-Wasserstein distance. The second term is a “nonlinear part” |2 — 5|, which we treat by first considering
the linearization w.r.t. ||2; — X2|| r, and then relating the norm difference to the Wasserstein distance using (T8).

r

VA (59)

and

Assuming that 31, 3o € B, with r < %\ /%, so that the previous lemmata can be used, we proceed with the
calculation:

[ 10wE(E1,2) = (S, P =
_ _ _ 1y g2 _ _ _ _1y 12
= / H(Zl t— N l)x - (22 b 2 1)3/” d’Yopt = / H(E1 t— X 1)(33 —y) + (21 t— 25 1)y|| d’Yopt <
- - _ 1y (2
<27t - 1IIf)/ Iz = ylI*dyop + 2/ 157 =)yl dyop =
L 2
=20zt - STEWE (L Bo) + 2 BT - 2| <
<220t = BEWE (B, B2) + 2] Za ol - 25 E - (60)
where || - ||, and || - || 7 stand for operator and Frobenius norm, respectively.

Considering the quantity ||X7! — 25| F as |21 — Xa||F — 0.

-1

Sy =0 = (2 =) =7t [ Id— (2 — )87t
~—_—————

=AY
=S [Id+AS + AS? + ... ] = £ [I[d+AS + R]

In order to bound the remainder of the series R, 3; and 5 should be sufficiently close. Let us find the exact condition
before we proceed. Since ¥;, ¥y are both symmetric
JAS]% = (51 — Z2)57 |7 =
= Tr (371(21 — %)?57 1) = Tr ((371(21 — %)) (B 11 — £9))) =
== (2 - 2)|%

where symmetry of the matrices and the cyclic property of the trace was used. Using #3)) and (T8)

IAS][F = I=71(S1 = Do) [IF <
(Vi

< ST olIB1 = Sallp < Wo (21, %s) <

L 8VE/X + /A
< i

Wa (21, %2)

20
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since r has to be less than %\ /Y. Thus, if
1

162 (1 + \/g)

Wa(3q,%2) <

1
VA = 1AS]r < 5

If [AX|| < 3, the remainder of the series R can be estimated as
IRl = ||[AS? + AX? +. ||, < [|AZF + A + - =
_ > 2 _ _lAS)E 2
= [AZ]E A+ IAZ]F +IAZ]E +...) = < 2[|AX[[
1= [|AX]|r

Thus, we constrain the radius of the ball r to be
1

162 (1 + \E)

. 1 1 . . . . .
Since vs < 2 the usage of (I8) was justified. Using this relation, we can get

12 =S % = 1575 - S) S+ ST R|E <
<[IZTHZIAS + R|E < 2ISTHEIAS|E + |RIE) <
<2UETH2(IAS)E + 4IAS|E) < 4ISTHZIASE (61

r <

1
VA< —AF
4= 39,2V "4

Thus )
_ _ _ (/¥ +2r
=7 =S E < IETHISIB: — SellE < gW;(EhEQ)

(Vg —m)®

We can finish the bound in (60)

/ 10w E (S1,2) — 0w E(Sa, )| drope <

_ B 8(+/ N5 + 2r)2
< <2|21 R i 2||22||o(1)> W3 (21, %s) <

(VA —7)®

< (1 R e @

O

A.3 Derivation of

Proof. We extend scalar product (T3) to the whole R**? as (U, V), := Tr(UTXV) and pose the projection as the
constrained minimization problem:

(V) =argmin | X — V|5 (63)
st. X =xT. (64)
Writing out the Lagrangian and setting its derivatives to zero, one gets
LX) =Tr(X —V)IS(X - V) + (N X - XT)p,

L T
8—X—0:>22X—22V_)\ -\,
L

= = X =XxT.

B\ 0=

Averaging the first equation and its transpose, with X = X7, gives
X+ XX =XV 4+VTy,
and setting V' = U To_l1 yields The unique solution exists if the eigenvalues of > do not add up to zero:
i+ >0 V(i j),

which always holds in our case since all the eigenvalues are positive. See also [39] for the overview of the numerical
approaches. O
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A.4 Proof of [Theorem J|

Lemma 5 (cf. Lemma 8 in [14]]). Let z1,...,x € BNg(E*, %7’2* ). Then there is My such that
k
XKDkl + rall < My Il
j=0

Proof. We observe that
| Exp,, (zes1) | = Walae, moq1)

by optimality of Exp '. Then by the Lipschitz assumption in|Assumption 4.1} we have

k . _
1A || = T2, - T Bxpyt (@ne )|
< M7 Exp, (xr—j1)
= MjWZ(xk*j’ Th—j+1)

M )
Tl||rk—j+1 - Pff:j“?“k—jﬂ-

IN

It holds
oW : (k) MY
1Y Az ) < E ||A331H-|| <> I (Irk—grall + [lre—1ll)
j=1 = j=1

M+ 1) M
< fllrkll + Z il + -

Observe ZW > f-max{M™ + M™"', M? 4+ M}. By|Assumption 4.3|we have ||| < Mr. Hence,

k
k
IXKTell + llrell < 10l Az, 1+ [l
j=1

k

max{M™, M}

— 1, (l+ D lrk—gall + liroll) + 7l
j—2

75—l

< 2Mr

M™ M
< <2MFM Z eyl

O

Lemma 6 (cf. Proposition 2 in [14]]). Let z1,...,x% € BNg(E*» W) Let z} = Z;:l Ax,(f_)j and
yi. = Bxp,, (—2}). Then there is My, M3 > 0 such that

1Py Fye) = T T Tk Fa—i) | < Ma Y flre—g1%-

Th—1'Tp_2
j=0

Furthermore, for w = ZJ —07; Aa:( ) ; and vi, = Exp,, (—w},) it holds

I3t F(v) = Prea Flog™) = of (Pt F(yk) = Pyt Fu D) < Ms D firi— 1%

J=0
Now let us prove[I'heorem
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Proof. First we assume there are some x1,...,T; € B . (34, 7) with 7 < Define

TS,
2Lz (mMi+B+1)"
Ty = BExp,, (= Xxl'x)
Try1 = Exp,, (= XiTx + Brri)
Thy1 = Expzk(—Xka +7%)

with 7, = 7, — R Iy Then |7 < |7

‘We observe

[F(zp+1)|| SLoWa(@kt1, 24)
SLo(Wa(Tpg1, xx) + Wa(xk, 24))
<Lo(Wa(@gt1,2x) +7)
SLo(|| Xp Ty + Brp|| +7)

min{k,m}
<Lo(M( Z lrk—ill + Bllrell) +7)
=0

SLQ(Mlm + 6 + 1)f S Ty,

Similarly, Wa(Z, 2*), Wa (&, 2*) < Lo(Myim + 8+ 1)7.
Hence, with[Cemma 3| we get

Iregrll =Wo(G(xg+1), Tht1)
<Wa(G(zk41), G(Tk)) + Wa(G(Zk), Tht1)-

By assumption,
Wa(G(wpq1), G(Tr)) < kW (Exp,, (XiT'k), Exp,, (Xplk + Berr)) < &l Berk|-
Now
Wa(zpt1, G(Z)) < WalG(Zk), i) + WalZpg1, Th)-
By assumption
Wa(Zk+1, Th1) < ([ Xelk = Berk — Xilk + 7%l = (1 = Bi) |7 |-
Also
Wa(G(Z1), Trs1) < Wa(G(Tk), Bxpy, (T57%)) + Wa(Expg, (T5357%), Trt1)-

By Lemma 5 in [[14] there is a constant ¢y depending on the sectional curvature such that

Wa(Expy, (ToF k), Fxg1) < comin{ || XeLell, [176]1 (1 Xe Lkl + 7).

<7
With[Cemma 5| we get
k
(XDl + 176 0)? < mME Y~ e 1>
=0
Furthermore,

Wa(G (k) Expg, (T30 %)) = Wa(Expg, (=F (7)), Expg, (T %)) < || = F(zx) = T3kl
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Defining wi = Z;':o 'yj’?Axl(ckjj, 2k = Z;:o Aacgi)j, vi, = Exp,, (—w},) and yj, = Exp,, (—z}) we get by
I = F(z) = TRl = 1T5EF (2k) + 7|

k
= ITee F (@) = Flai) = 3 f Ari]
=1
<Py F(vl) = Pra F (o) = 97 (PRt F (i) = Py Flyi )|
SMs X250 lIre—s1?
k .
+ DIl = Ares + PREF(y)) — PR
i=1
SMF(”n'mkkf1"'Ewkk:itrlz’"k—i+1+7);:i71F(Z/;i;l)H
TS TR e kP F () )
k
< (Ms +2Mr M) > [lre—i|.
=0
All-together, we get
k
Il € (1= B+ mBOIFel + (coFmM? + My + 20 0) S [
=0

Now we want to show that the history produced by the algorithm fulfills these arguments. To that end we use induction.

Define # = min{ LZ(mITfl* ) Ly L?w (1L;)M2 b Wa(zo, 24) < 1752 ’12 we get
|| ( )” < ( ) < 2
F(x LoWs(xg, xx
0 > L2VV2\ 40, =1 L2

and

Wo(z1, 24) < Walzr, o) + Wa(zo, z4)

- L
< || Bxpg, (21)l| + T
————

1+ Lo
=lIroll
<.
Assume now that the assumption of the theorem is true for all j < k. Then by above considerations we have

k

Iresall < (1= B+ 6B Irell + MY e
j=0

< (1 = By + kPr) Lot + MmL3#>
< Lyr.
Then we have

1 R
Wa(Tpy1,24) < f||rk+1|| <7
1

and the claim follows by induction. O

B Additional numeric results

For all the mentioned problems, a comprehensive set of numerical experiments has been conducted. We study the
performance of the method depending on both the problem settings and the hyperparameters of the numeric solver. The
selection of the former will be described for each problem individually. As for the method hyperparameters, for the
BWRAM method we vary the relaxation parameter [y, the maximal number of history vectors m, and the regularization
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parameter /o ymqz. The number of historic vectors varies in the range from 1 to 15. In the current work, these are
constant during the iterations. In principle, adaptive strategies for restarting the iteration [40, [15] or selection of the
relaxation parameter [41], but these strategies are outside of the scope of the current work.

For the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process and KL minimization, we consider multiple invariant distributions with covariance
matrix being i.i.d realizations of the following random variable:

— 1
Y, = QTDQ, D = diag (Umin + ;—1(0,&1&,{ — amin)> , @ i.i.d. random orthogonal matrix.

We fix opip and vary d and o,y. For each pair of d, opm,x, we run the Picard iteration and Anderson acceleration with
different lengths of history m. The acceleration measured as ]\JIVLKI is averaged over several independent realizations of

Q.

For the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck problem, the relaxation parameter and regularization parameter are set to be g = 1.0
and [ mae = 1.0. In{Table 1al one can see the maximal mean acceleration (averaged over 6 independent runs) of
BWRAM, compared to Picard.

For the KL, minimization problem, where the operator takes form
G(X) = Expy (—how KL(X|X.)),

the scaling parameter is set to h = (0.3, and the values of d, opin, Omax are the same as in the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
problem. As for the hyperparameters of BWRAM, the regularization parameter takes values linf max € {1.5,10.0}.
In case of fixed-point problems, with an operator defined by the Wasserstein gradient of some functional & as
Exp(—hdw &), the optimal stepsize parameter h may have different values for the basic Picard method and for RAM.
One can compensate for that by choosing the relaxation /3 factor smaller or larger than one. We demonstrate it by
varying the relaxation factor in the KL problem in the set 8 € {0.9,1.0,1.2}. Maximal acceleration is achieved for
[ = 1.2 in most cases.

We also compare our method to established methods of Riemannian optimization. In particular, we consider Riemannian
gradient descent (RGD) with backtracking line search, and Riemannian conjugate gradient descent, provided by
the pymanopt [36] package. The results of the experiments are presented in Here, the number of iterations
is first averaged over n = 6 runs for random 3., and then the minimal one is chosen among different values of the
hyperparameters. The best result for each problem is marked bold.

Table 3: The mean number of steps for the KL minimization problem for each method.
Picard RGD BWRAM RCG

d Um(l’l'
5.0 45.0 530 11.0 25.0
4 10.0 95.0 113.0 15.0 42.0
20.0 196.0 162.0 182 56.0
5.0 45.0 390 140 33.0
8 10.0 96.0 124.0 228 530
20.0 197.0 243.0 38.6 68.0
5.0 46.0 640 146 29.0
16  10.0 97.0 109.0 242 390
20.0 200.0 230.0 41.6 690
5.0 47.0 510 15.0 31.0
32 10.0 100.0 110.0 228 420
20.0 206.0 265.0 42.6 66.0
5.0 49.0 580 158 31.0
64 10.0 103.0 117.0 224 570
20.0 212.0 233.0 428 68.0
5.0 51.0  51.0 17.0  30.0
128 10.0 107.0 124.0 23.6 540
20.0 220.0 273.0 424 740

In case of the averaging problems (Barycenter, Entropic Barycenter, Median), the parameters of the invariant distributions
are the dimension d and the number of distributions n,, taking values from sets d € {3,5, 10,20, 50} and {3, 5, 10,20},
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respectively. The number of iterations for each method is averaged for 5 random initializations of the distributions X;,
which are i.i.d., drawn from the Wishart distribution W (Id, d). The entropic regularization parameter in the Entropic
Barycenter problem is set to v = 0.001 and the smoothing parameter in the Median problem is set to € = 0.001. In all
three experiments, the iteration proceeds until the cost converges to the minimum up to the tolerance of ¢ = 10710,
As for the hyperparameters of the method, for Barycenters and Entropic barycenters, they are the same as for the
KL problem. For the Median problem, a broader range of relaxations and regularizations was considered, namely
linf,max € {0.1, 5.0, 15.0} and §), € {1.0, 5.0, 10.0}. The mean number of steps taken by each method with the best
set of hyperparameters, is given in[Table 4 We can see that BWRAM always provided acceleration compared to plain
Picard iteration, in fact more that an order of magnitude in certain cases. Riemannian methods are also outperformed in
most cases, the exception being the results for the Median problem in dimension d = 50, where RGD is superior. We
note however, that the performance of BWRAM in that case is still comparable.

Table 4: Mean number of iterations for the three averaging problems: Barycenter, Entropic Barycenter and Median.
The best result for each pair of (d, n, ) is given in bold.

Barycenter Entropic Barycenter Median
BWRAM Picard RCG RGD BWRAM Picard RCG RGD BWRAM Picard RCG RGD
d neg
3 54 62 31.6 144 44 6.6 158 8.8 128 27.0 31.0 303
3 5 7.0 9.8 29.0 16.6 58 106 122 9.0 13.8 265 245 215
10 6.8 8.6 28.6 15.8 48 104 164 98 134 233 224 158
20 6.6 9.0 262 152 5.0 92 134 10.0 133 229 26.1 163
3 74 9.8 324 18.0 6.4 88 142 9.0 232 721 325 333
5 5 7.2 9.6 34.8 182 5.6 82 158 938 13.5 461 245 172
10 74 10.6 384 18.8 6.0 9.0 17.0 10.6 11.2 418 213 16.6
20 7.2 10.0 36.0 19.0 5.0 94 184 10.8 10.0 393 22.1 148
3 86 13.6 264 192 70 142 90 8.6 11.9 1209 30.8 252
10 5 9.0 13.8 334 204 6.2 132 140 11.2 10.3 941 26.7 18.7
10 88 138 40.6 22.6 6.6 11.0 156 12.6 104 89.7 22.7 15.6
20 80 112 394 220 54 114 162 11.0 9.8 828 16.5 135
3 10.6 20.6 346 238 7.8 232 112 114 11.8 2457 285 239
20 5 11.2  19.0 36.6 21.6 7.0 238 122 11.0 11.3 206.0 30.5 19.7
10 10.0 17.0 446 2238 7.0 194 152 122 10.8 192.8 27.5 185
20 88 134 448 21.8 6.8 158 18.0 124 10.6 177.5 14.8 145
3 134 264 372 3038 86 234 160 14.0 284 7075 322 28.0
50 5 128 238 502 292 8.6 288 21.8 14.6 26.5 6013 35.1 22.8
10 112 18.6 444 274 7.0 224 210 144 255 5069 443 258
20 9.2 142 440 2064 64 158 19.8 13.8 20.5 4612 40.5 235
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