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Abstract

This paper will introduce a family of sliced Wasserstein geodesics which are not standard
Wasserstein geodesics, objects yet to be discovered in the literature. These objects exhibit
how the geometric structure of the Sliced Wasserstein space differs from the Wasserstein space,
and provides a simple example of how solving the barycenter and gradient flow problems
change when moving between these metrics. Some of these geodesics will only be Holder
continuous with respect to the Wasserstein metric and thus will provide a direct proof that
Sliced-Wasserstein and regular Wasserstein metrics are not equivalent. Previous proofs of this
were done for various cases in [2] and [5]. This paper, not only provides a direct proof, but
also fills in gaps showing these metrics not equivalent in dimensions greater than 2.

1 Introduction and Definitions

It is a known fact that the space of probability measures with finite pth moments (notated P,)
when equipped with so called sliced Wasserstein metrics are not length spaces, see [6] and for
more general cases see [5]. Even so, it has not been well explored when there are geodesics in this
spaces and what do they look like. This paper will introduce the first non-trivial examples of sliced
Wasserstein geodesics and hopefully help reveal their nature and to what degree they differ from
Wasserstein geodesics. This will have implications for when Wasserstein and sliced Wasserstein
geodesics are equivalent. Many of the cases have been proven in these previous papers ([2] and
[5]), and the proof presented here fills those gaps and is novel in its method. As such, this paper
will construct the first examples of non-trivial sliced Wasserstein geodesics (sections [2| and [3) and
it will present a short and novel proof of non-equivalence of these metrics in dimensions greater
than 2 (section [4)).

We will recall the following definitions of sliced Wasserstein and generalized Monge-Kantorovich
metrics as introduced in [5]. These are related to the Radon transform, we will let R?(x) := - 0
and, let fzu denote the push-forward of a measure by the map f.

Definition 1.1. For 1 < p < 400, and 1 < ¢ < 400 and p,v € P,(RY) we define the the p, q
sliced Wasserstein metric to be

1 1/q

SWoalpv) = [Hd_l(sd_l) /S (W, (R, Ry)) 1 (0)

Where when q = 400 this is understood as supgcga—1 Wp(Rgu,ng). Here W, is the pth Wasser-
stein distance on Pp(R).

2 One Dimensional Geodesics

It was shown in [5] that for 1 < p and 1 < ¢ < 400 a necessary and sufficient condition for a family
of probability measures j; to define a p, ¢ sliced Wasserstein geodesic is that for every § € S41
that R? ¢ be a geodesics with respect to the W, metric on P,(R). As such, we will begin discussing
one-dimensional Wasserstein flows. In particular we will look at flows between uniform measure
on [—1,1] and a convex combination of this measure with a Dirac mass on its support.
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Consider for example for 0 < o < 1 and —1 < 8 < 1 a geodesic between /18"/3 = %£|[—1,1] and

,u‘f"ﬁ = 1_Ta£|[—1,1] + adg is given by
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Figure 1: The probability distribution functions for g, 0.5,0.2

Where B, [z] is the open ball of radius r around = and L|; is Lebesgue measure restricted to
the set I. See Figure [1] for a visualization since although the notation is cumbersome the images
are relatively simple. The first formulation will be used to show these are indeed one dimensional
geodesics and the second will be more natural when we wish to write these as projected measures.
To see these are 1 dimensional geodesics we will use the following standard facts and notation
about 1 dimensional transport problems.

Notation 2.1. (1) The cumulative distribution function (cdf) F,,(t) := p((—o0,1t)).
(2) The ‘generalized inverse’ of the cdf is F;(s) :=sup{x € R: F,(z) < s} for s € [0,1].

Theorem 2.2. (Theorem 6.0.2 in [1]) Let p, v be in Pp(R) and let c(x,y) = |z — y|P which is
convez, non-negative, and has p-growth. If ;v has no atoms, then F; o F), is an optimal transport
map from p to v for 1 < p < 400, and it is unique when 1 < p < 400.

If ,ug’ﬁ =p=1iL_1y and v = /ff’ﬁ = 9L;_11 + (1 —)dg, then p has no atoms and
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We can put these together to get the transport map
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Where 1 is the identity map. Note we simplified the conditions on s and also collected the
terms in s to it is more clear what the push forward is of uniform measure,

1e? = (AFg 0 Fy+ (1= Mg ® = p?

(replace the A with a ¢ and take the reciprocal of the term in front of s, the factor of 1/2 comes from
the fact we are pushing forward Lebesgue measure weighed by 1/2). We can check locations of
the jumps in the pdf of uiﬁ by looking at the images of the points where the piece-wise definition
changes which are A3+ (1—\)(8—a(1+8)) = f—a(l—=\)(1+8) and AB+(1—-\)(B+a(1—-B)) =
B+ a(l = X)(1 — ) which are the boundary points of B, 1) (8 —aB(1 —A)).

Since each u?’ﬁ is given by the push forward of a convex combination of the optimal transport
map and the identity we can see that these are indeed 1 dimensional Wasserstein geodesics by
theorem 7.2.2 in [I]. Furthermore, we know they are constant speed geodesics and so we can note

that W, (u?, u2?) = [t — s|W,(us”, uS?) which we can compute using the transport map:

W (ug 1) =
rds pta(l+h) pds ! a(s—1)
2" oo 5+ =
Ba(1-8) pra(tp) | 1—a

(148 —a(l =B+ |8+ a1 +8) - 1)

Pds

/’80‘(15) ‘a(l +3)
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Note that when 8 = 0 this formula simplifies greatly to ﬁal’, thus we have Wp(,u?’oy (g0 =

Whﬁ —s| for 1 < p < 400, we can next use the fact that these measures are compactly

supported and that W (p, v) = lim,_, oo Wy (11, ) to see that Wao (g%, u2%) = als —t| and so it
is geodesic for 1 < p < 400. We now have sufficiently computed the one dimensional Wasserstein
flows that we will reference when discussion sliced Wassertien geodesics.

3 Sliced Wasserstein Geodesics

The phenomena that we will be studying occurs naturally in three dimensions, but by considering
embedding of R? in higher dimensional spaces we get similar effects. Let R have an orthonormal
basis eg,eq, - eq. We will use the following notation for surface (ie 2-dimensional) measure re-
stricted to a spherical shell in a 3 dimensional subspace as well as some simple maps we will want
to pushforward with.

Notation 3.1. (1) Ford >3, r >0 and z € R? define

2
. H |{a61+b62+ceg+aj:a2+b2+c2:r2} .
Org = 75 s 3 2 5 00,z = 0.
H2({aey + bes + ce3 : a? + b2 + 2 = 12})

(2) For a € R, define the map M : R — RY where M®(x) = ax.
(3) For x € R define the map A* : R? — R? by A%(y) = x + y.

Calculus and surfaces of revolution will confirm that

1
Re rae = =L cx—r(0-x—rs -x4Ts
1m0 = 5 Lli0o—r(0-a—rs(0).0-0+r5(0)]

where s(0) = 2?21(61' - 0)? that is the norm of 6 projected onto span{e;, e, e3}. Fix € B1(0),

we will consider the following family of measures in R?,

o, 1 + a(7t+t(1 7(1)71)
vy = o Oa(l—t).a(l—c(l—t))-
T At t - )T T At (1 - a)m) T el
l/g‘»ﬂc =010 l/fé’x = (1 — a)al,O + aéz.
What is most important is that from this we get that ngta’m = ﬁs(e)u?z‘(’, that is ¢ — " is

a sliced Wasserstein (extrinsic) geodesic because each projection is a Wasserstein geodesic. Note,
this uses the fact that if i is a geodesic then so is M p;.



Remark 3.2. Note that spt(v®°) C 0B, (0)UOBq(1—1)(0) which is disconnected. We can note that
the total mass in B1(0) is 1 — at and the total mass in By (0) is te. The fact this is changing in
time is an example of the fact that if one attempted to follow the measures on the particle level, they
would hop between these connected components and not move continuously. Note that [6] shows
this phenomena can occur with absolutely continuous curves in remark 3.9. The example given
here is notable since it is the first ezample of this pathological ‘hopping’ occurring with a curve as
nice as a geodesic.

We should note that we can quickly grow this family of Sliced Wasserstein geodesics by adding
dilation and translations. It is a fact that if ¢ — p, is a Wasserstein geodesic in R, then ¢ — M’ (1t)

and t — A§y+z (u¢) are also geodesics for a € R and z,y € R. As such, the restriction of around
the origin and having unit radius are simply to reduce notation. Thus for all & € (0,1), a € R,
x € B1(0) and y, 2z € R%, we can note that t M;(Aé“z(yf"z)) are SW), , geodesics. Note that
the edge cases when a = 0 and o = 1 are also Sliced Wasserstein geodesics, they are translations
when a = 0 and pure dilation when o = 1, these are also Wasserstein geodesics and as such were
of less interest to the author. Thus, we have found more than one interesting Sliced Wasserstein
geodesic, we have actually found a five parameter family, showing that the dimension of the space of
sliced Wasserstein geodesics which are not Wasserstein geodesics is at least 3d+2 for any particular
embedding of R? into R?.

The barycenter and gradient flow problems were referenced in the abstract. Note that geodesics
are a simple case of both of these (eg finding the barycenter of measures along the geodesic and
gradient flow of the distance functional). These examples demonstrate different behavior of the
Wasserstein and Sliced Wasserstein metrics. One difference is that these geodesics show that the
Sliced Wasserstein see movement to the ‘interior’ of a shell as closer than the Wasserstein metric.
This means, at least in some cases, the Sliced Wasserstein metric will lose mass on the periphery
faster along gradients and barycentric flows. Furthermore, these flows no longer correspond to
continuous movement on the particle level, which is often said to make Wasserstein flows ‘intu-
itive’. These qualitative differences in the flows should be kept in mind when opting to replace a
Wasserstein metric with a sliced Wasserstein metric. A potential area of future research could be
to quantify these differences.

4 Non-equivalence of metrics

We will now use these geodesics to prove the following version of Main Theorem (3) from [5] which
was a strengthening of Theorem 2.1(iii) and correction of Theorem 2.1(ii) in [2]. Note that there
are some cases, particularly when p = 1 that are shown in [2] and [5] that are not shown here so
this is not a strict strengthening, but we do cover all the remaining cases. This is the first paper as
far as the author is aware to address the case when p = 400 so in addition cases left out by [2] and
[5] this edge case has finally been addressed. Attention should be drawn to the proof method which
is distinct from the previous papers. Instead of using a probabilistic method which only proved
examples exist this paper provides direct proof by constructing specific examples. Additionally, the
examples given are all uniformly bounded support, something done in [5] for only p > 2 and finite
q, showing that bi-Lipschitz equivalence cannot be recovered by restricting to measures restricted
to an arbitrary compact set.

Theorem 4.1. Ford =2, 1 <p< 4o and1 < g < 400, p=1 and q = +oo, or ford > 3
1 <p,q < +oo, (Pp(RY),SW,,) and (P,(R?),W,) are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

Proposition 4.2. For all1 < p < +00 and 1 < g < 400 and d > 3, d € N, the spaces
(Pp(RY), W,) and (P,(RY),SW,,) are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent nor are they equivalent along
geodesics in (Pp(R), SW),4).

(0%
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« q . 1/q o
= (p_|_1t)1/p [’Hd‘led—l) /Sdi1 (5(9)) dH? (9)} = mcci,q

1

We can note that Cg,q = [m Jsa—s (5(9))qd’;‘—[d_1(9)} e is just some dimensional constant
depending on ¢, 0 < s(f) < 1 and it is non-zero on a set of positive measure so we can note that
0 < Cq,4 <1, it is clear when ¢ = +oo that Cy, = 1.

On the other hand, we can compute W, (v%, v5"?), the map T : RY — R¢ where T(z) = ra7 for
x # 0 and T'(0) = 0 has c-monotone graph for all ¢(z,y) = |z —y|P 1 < p < 400 and so by 6.1.4 in
[1] we know that this is an optimal transport map from Vta,O to Vg’o for 0 < t < 1 and since it is
for all 1 < p < 400 we can by taking limits argue it is optimal for p = +00. We can then compute:

Wy ) = [ TG = el ) = / [t a1 = o)
B1(0)
ot
We can then see that — bW (et M (p ) (Ozt)%fl. When 1 < p < +00

SWhp,q(vy” Oan"O) Ca.q
clearly for p > 1 this expression goes to +o00 as t — 0 for all fixed o and so we have that W, and
SW)p, 4 are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

The case when p = +00 we can note that W, (", v$%) = 1—t(1—a) and SWao (120, v5°) =
Woo (vg 0’”((; D)

ooy = +00.

atCy.,, we can see that lim
d,q» t—0 SWao q(”t B )

O

Note that it is not known if the exponents here are optimal, we have here that ¢ — v;" 0 are

Lipschitz in SW), ; but only ~-Holder continuous with respect to W,. One corollary of theorem

5.1.5 in [4] is that every Llpschltz path (and so every geodesic) in SW,, in R? is at least p(d+1)
Holder continuous. Thus, as far as the author is aware, it is unclear what is the optimal exponent
a such that every Lipschitz path and every geodesic in SW), 4 are a-Hdélder continuous with respect
to W), or if the exponents for Lipschitz paths and geodesics are different.

The addendum about along geodesics in Proposition means that this theorem can also be
applied to show facts about the intrinsic metric of P"(R%). There was some hope (for instance [3])
in the community that the non-equivalence could be fixed by considering the intrinsic metric, that
is the metric where the distance between two points is the length of the shortest path between
them (see [6] for example for more details). Unfortunately since the intrinsic and extrinsic metrics
agree along extrinsic geodesics we get the immediate corollary.

Definition 4.3. We define the SW, 4 intrinsic metric,

n—1
inf sup SW o (thts s tht;
{1t} 0,11 €AC(P(RY),SWp,q) <0 to<---<tn=1; nGNZ Pttt L +1)

lsw,, =
Corollary 4.4. If d > 3 and 1 < p < 400 and 1 < g < +o0, then (Pp(]Rd),ESWp’q) and
(Pp(RY), W,) are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

Proof. If t — v is an extrinsic geodesic with respect to SW,, 4, that is SW,, 4(v" 0 pe0) = |s —

r7s
t1SW,. (v, ™0, then it is a standard fact around these constructions that lsw, , (Vi 0 @0y =
SWp.q(v" 0, v®0). Thus, the comparisons done in pr0p081t10nbetween SWhp.q and W, are the
same as the comparisons between lsy, . and W), so the latter are not bi-Lipchitiz equlvalent

O

In the introduction, it was promised that this paper would fill the gaps left by [B] and [2]. As
of yet this has not fully been done, there remains to show the cases where d = 2, p = 400, we will
show this case separately.

Lemma 4.5. For d = 2 where p = +00 and 1 < ¢ < 400 or 400 > p > 1 and ¢ = +0co then
(Pp(RY), W) and (P,(RY), SW,, ) are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

1
Proof. First for p = +oo consider the family of measures p; = tdp + (1 — t)w. Note

1 P
that Weo (po, p¢) = 1 for all 0 < ¢ < 1. Furthermore, note that ng has the distribution



function ﬁ call this measure v. We can then note that the optimal transport map, T between

tdo+ (1 —t)v and v (that is between Rg,ut and Rguo) is monotone. Note that while [*_ W\/ﬁ < t,
.. . s 1
we can note that T'(s) = 0 and so |T(s) — s| is increasing (s > 0), but when [~ = >t

s+ |T(s) — s| is decreasing (s > 0). Thus, we can find WOO(Rg,ut,Rguo) to be this maximum

which is at s = QSIT“(” We can then note that due to the spherical symmetry of u; we know

that SWee,q(tit, f10) = Woo(Rg'ut, Rg,uo) = QSITH(Q (this is regardless of the choice of ¢ due to the

spherical symmetry). Thus, we can note that lim; o % =

400, and so we have shown
these are not bi-Lipschitz equivalent.

O

Proof of Theorem[{.1} Proposition covers d > 3 and p # 1 and lemma covers d = 2 and
p = +00. We can then note that [5] Main theorem (3) handles d > 3 p = 1 and any ¢ as well as
d=2,1<p<4ocand 1< qg< +oo as well as p =1 with ¢ = 4oc0.

O

We should note that at this point, the math community almost has an if and only if character-
ization of the equivalence of these metrics, the only remaining cases are d = 2 with 1 < p < 400
and ¢ = +o00.
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