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Abstract—Analyzing relationships between objects is a pivotal
problem within data science. In this context, Dimensionality
reduction (DR) techniques are employed to generate smaller
and more manageable data representations. This paper proposes
a new method for dimensionality reduction, based on optimal
transportation theory and the Gromov-Wasserstein distance. We
offer a new probabilistic view of the classical Multidimensional
Scaling (MDS) algorithm and the nonlinear dimensionality reduc-
tion algorithm, Isomap (Isometric Mapping or Isometric Feature
Mapping) that extends the classical MDS, in which we use the
Gromov-Wasserstein distance between the probability measure
of high-dimensional data, and its low-dimensional representation.
Through gradient descent, our method embeds high-dimensional
data into a lower-dimensional space, providing a robust and ef-
ficient solution for analyzing complex high-dimensional datasets.

Index Terms—Dimensionality Reduction, Optimal Transport,
Gromov-Wasserstein.

I. INTRODUCTION

Analyzing relationships between objects is a pivotal prob-
lem within data science. In this context, Multidimensional
Scaling (MDS) is a technique for representing these objects,
in a low dimensional space, based on the degree of similar-
ity, or dissimilarity, between these objects in their original
space [1]. As such, this method belongs to the wider class
of techniques known as Dimensionality Reduction (DR), a
problem within unsupervised learning and machine learning.
In this context, low dimensional representations of data offer
numerous advantages, such as improved pattern recognition
and structure identification, as well as faster processing for
downstream tasks. We refer readers to [2], for a review of DR
algorithms and principles.

DR algorithms create a low dimensional representation Y
for high dimensional data X. These methods are divided into
two categories, namely, linear, and non-linear methods [2].
Linear methods work via projection, i.e., one devises a matrix
W ∈ Rp×d, such that Y = XW. A famous example is
Principal Component Analysis (PCA), which projects X in
the direction of its eigenvectors. Non-linear methods work
under different principles. For instance, MDS [1] define Y
such that the pairwise Euclidean distances in high dimensions
are preserved. In the context of MDS, representations are
defined in terms of the stress, a metric of how much these
representations respect the dissimilarity between the original
objects. However, this metric does not consider the potential

relationship between points at a local level. To remedy this
issue, we consider the Gromov Wasserstein (GW) distance [3],
a metric defined in terms of optimal transportation theory [4].
In this sense, we provide a probabilistic view of MDS and
the algorithm that extends classical MDS, Isomap (Isometric
Mapping or Isometric Feature Mapping) is another nonlinear
dimensionality reduction method that preserves geodesic dis-
tances, rather than direct Euclidean distances. This approach
is particularly effective for data that are on low-dimensional
manifolds, capturing local relationships more faithfully.

Recently, in [5], [6], and [7], different authors have analyzed
the DR problem through probabilistic lens. In this sense, one
assumes some form for the underlying probability measure
of high dimensional data. The low dimensional representation
is thus optimized to match such measure. In this context,
Optimal Transport (OT) is a natural tool for comparing, and
manipulating probability measures [8]. A major challenge in
DR, is the fact that the probability measure associated with X
is supported in a different space than that of Y. As a result,
a natural candidate for comparing these objects is the GW
distance [3]. In this paper, we introduce a practical algorithm
for performing MDS based on the GW metric.

We summarize our contributions as follows. First, we pro-
vide a new probabilistic view of the classical MDS problem
and the Isomap algorithm. This novel formulation has the
advantage of capturing local relationships between objects
through an optimal transport plan. Second, we provide a new
and practical algorithm based on Gradient Descent (GD) on
the GW metric for finding the embeddings of high dimensional
objects. As we demonstrate through our experiments, this
new formulation produces embeddings whose distances better
correlate with those between high dimensional data (Table I)
and (Table II).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides an introduction to optimal transport and dimension-
ality reduction. Section III discusses our proposed method.
Section IV shows our experiments in dimensionality reduction.
Finally, section V concludes this paper.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Dimensionality Reduction

DR is an essential technique in unsupervised machine
learning, used to represent high-dimensional data in a
more interpretable and manageable form. Given a dataset
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X = (x1, ..., xn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×p, these techniques seek to construct

a low-dimensional representation Y = (y1, ..., yn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×d,

where d < p. In this paper, we are particularly interested in
methods that optimize Y so that a similarity matrix in the
output space corresponds to the similarity matrix in the input
space, CX , according to a specific loss criterion.

We focus on a new formulation of the metric MDS al-
gorithm [1]. Given a matrix CX ∈ Rn×n, the goal of this
algorithm is in defining Y such that CY,i,j = dY(yi, yj)
preserves CX,i,j = dX (xi, xj). In mathematical terms,

Y ⋆ = argmin
y1,··· ,yn

∑
i<j

(dX (xi, xj)− dY(yi, yj))
2, (1)

where the summation in called stress, σ(y1, · · · , yn).
An important extension of metric MDS that focuses on

preserving geodesic distances, rather than pairwise distances
in the input space, is the Isomap algorithm.

Isomap is a nonlinear dimensionality reduction algorithm
that extends classical MDS to attempt to preserve the
“geodesic” distances between points in a dataset. In general
terms, it works as follows [9]:

• Construction of the neighborhood graph;
• Calculation of geodesic distances;
• Dimensionality reduction via classical MDS.
By focusing on preserving geodesic rather than Euclidean

distances, Isomap is particularly useful in scenarios where
the data exhibit strong nonlinear relationships. Unlike purely
linear methods such as PCA or traditional MDS, which
rely on straight-line distances in the ambient space, Isomap
captures local and global manifold structures more accurately.
This makes it especially valuable for tasks where the data
are believed to reside on smooth, potentially high-curvature
surfaces.

B. Optimal Transport

In this section, we provide a brief overview of OT. We
refer readers to [10] for a broader view on the subject, and [8]
for a review of its applications to machine learning. Let µ
and ν be two probability measures, and {xi}ni=1, {yj}mj=1 be
two i.i.d. samples of size n and m, respectively. The discrete
Kantorovich formulation of OT is a linear program,

π⋆ = argmin
π∈Π(µ̂,ν̂)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

πi,jCij , (2)

where Cij is the ground-cost matrix, which measures the
cost of moving xi to yj , and Π(µ̂, ν̂) = {π ∈ Rn×m

+ :∑
i πij = m−1 and

∑
j πij = n−1} is the set of admissible

transport plans. Here, µ̂ (resp. ν̂) is the empirical measure
µ̂ = n−1

∑n
i=1 δxi

. When Cij = d(xi, yj), for a metric d,
equation (2) defines a distance between probability measures,

Wp(µ̂, ν̂)
p =

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

π⋆
i,jd(xi, yj)

p. (3)

A common choice is p = 2, and d(xi, yj) = ∥xi − yj∥2. A
major limitation of equations (2) and (3), is that it presupposes

that xi and yj live in the same ambient space, so that distances
can be computed. This motivated [3] to propose the GW
formulation of OT, when µ and ν live in incomparable spaces,

π⋆ = argmin
π∈Π(µ̂,ν̂)

∑
i,j,k,ℓ

(dX (xi, xj)− dY(yk, yℓ))
2πi,jπk,ℓ, (4)

where, one assumes xi ∈ X and yj ∈ Y , and dX and dY
are metrics on these spaces. The problem in equation (3) is
quadratic, and like the original OT problem, defines a metric
between measures µ̂ and ν̂ given by,

GW (µ̂, ν̂) =
∑
i,j,k,ℓ

(dX (xi, xj)− dY(yk, yℓ))
2π⋆

i,jπ
⋆
k,ℓ (5)

One should compare equations 5 and 1. Note that, while
equation 1 compares the distances between pairs (i, j) with
i < j, equation 5 compares all distances (i, j, k, ℓ). However,
since the transport plan matrix is sparse (see, e.g., the dis-
cussion in [10, Chapter 4]), this boils down to a handful of
non-zero elements of π⋆. Naturally, since π⋆ is determined
via linear programming, it captures the local relationship
between objects, rather than comparing all possible (i, j) as
in equation 1.

The theoretical underpinnings of Optimal Transport and its
Gromov-Wasserstein variant provide a powerful framework to
compare distributions defined on potentially different spaces.
Building upon these ideas, in the next section, we present our
GW-MDS method, which merges concepts from MDS and
Gromov-Wasserstein to effectively handle data relationships.

III. GROMOV WASSERSTEIN MULTIDIMENSIONAL
SCALING

Our proposed technique, called Gromov Wasserstein MDS
(GW-MDS), leverages optimal transport for extending metric
MDS. Our main idea comes from the similarity between the
stress in equation (1), and the Gromov-Wasserstein distance
in equation (5). As a result, we propose a novel optimization
problem denoted by,

Y ⋆ = argmin
y1,··· ,yn

GW (µ̂, ν̂), (6)

where µ̂ = n−1
∑n

i=1 δxi , and ν̂ = n−1
∑n

j=1 δyj . From a
theoretical perspective, we embed the low dimensional points
into a Wasserstein space through Y 7→ ν̂. In this sense,
we give a probabilistic sense to the original MDS problem.
From a practical perspective, we leverage previous results
in OT for minimizing equation (6), as it involves a nested
minimization problem, with respect Yit = (y

(it)
1 , · · · , y(it)n ),

and π ∈ Π(µ̂, ν̂). We do so, by alternating the minimization
with respect to these variables. In a nutshell, at iteration it and
for a fixed Yit, we solve for πit using equation (4). Then, for
a fixed πit, we update Yit+1 using GD according to,

Yit+1 = Yit − η∇Y GW (µ̂, ν̂it),

where ν̂it is the empirical measure with support Yit. This
strategy is theoretically justified via [11]. The practical im-
plementation of our algorithm is done in Pytorch [12] for



(a) PCA (b) MDS (c) EWCA (d) GW-MDS

(e) PCA (f) MDS (g) EWCA (h) GW-MDS

Fig. 1: Qualitative analysis of dimensionality reduction algorithms. Better seen on screen. While PCA and Entropic Wasserstein
Component Analysis (EWCA) are linear, MDS and GW-MDS (ours) are non-linear DR strategies. In (a – d), we show the
low-dimensional representations of MNIST, whereas (e – h) shows the representations for the faces dataset of [9].

automatic differentiation and Python Optimal Transport [13]
for OT related routines. Our code will be released upon
acceptance. We summarize our proposal in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 GW-MDS
Input: Data points X = (x1, · · · , xn), xi ∈ Rp

Result: Representations Y = (y1, · · · , yn), yi ∈ Rd

1: Initialize Y0 = (y
(0)
1 , · · · , y(0)n )

2: (CX)i,k ← dX (xi, xk).
3: for it = 1, 2, . . . , Nit do
4: ν̂it ← n−1

∑n
j=1 δy(it)

j

5: πit ← OT-GW(µ̂, ν̂it) ▷ using eq. 4.
6: Yit+1 ← Yit − η∇Y GW (µ̂, ν̂it)
7: end for
8: Alignment Y ⋆

i ← n
∑n

j=1 π
⋆
ijY

⋆
j

Representation Initialization. From the point of view of
the minimization in equation (6), one needs to determine an
initialization for y1, · · · , yn. We propose two strategies. First,
one may draw yi ∼ N (0d, Id) at random. Second, one may
perform some DR prior to our algorithm, such as PCA, so that
yi = Wxi, where W ∈ Rd×p.
Representation Alignment. A major feature in our algorithm,
is that we define a new notion of stress based on the OT
plan π⋆, as given in equation (5). In this sense, one loses
a direct correspondence between xi and yi. However, it is

possible to use π⋆ to align high-dimensional points and their
representation, via the mapping Y 7→ n

∑n
j=1 π

⋆
ijY

⋆
j . In

visualization tasks such that the order of points is important
(e.g., manifold learning). This step can be done after GD stops.

Computational Complexity. The complexity of Algorithm 1
is dominated by the calculation of the transport plan πit,
which involves solving a GW problem, which has O(n3) per
iteration. As we demonstrate in our experiments, this is not
prohibitive. We leave the question of improving the complexity
for future works.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we apply our method to toy examples in
manifold learning, as well as real world datasets. Our main
point of comparison is with MDS, but we also consider
other OT-based dimensionality reduction algorithms, such as
EWCA [14].

Experiments on toy datasets. We apply the GW-MDS al-
gorithm to synthetic datasets commonly used in manifold
learning to demonstrate the effectiveness of our method in
preserving the intrinsic structure of high dimensional data is
shown in Fig 2.

Before applying the DR techniques, the datasets were pre-
processed by normalizing each feature to ensure consistent
scaling and to improve the performance of the algorithm.
The toy datasets provide a controlled environment where



1.000.750.500.250.000.250.500.751.00 1.000.750.500.250.000.250.500.751.00
1.00
0.75
0.50
0.25

0.00
0.25
0.50
0.75
1.00

(a) Manifold

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Embedding Dimension 1

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Em
be

dd
in

g 
Di

m
en

sio
n 

2
(b) MDS

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Embedding Dimension 1

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Em
be

dd
in

g 
Di

m
en

sio
n 

2

(c) GW-MDS

1.000.750.500.250.000.250.500.751.00 0.000.250.500.751.001.251.501.752.00

2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0

(d) Manifold

2 1 0 1 2
Embedding Dimension 1

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Em
be

dd
in

g 
Di

m
en

sio
n 

2

(e) MDS

2 1 0 1 2
Embedding Dimension 1

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Em
be

dd
in

g 
Di

m
en

sio
n 

2
(f) GW-MDS

Fig. 2: Panels (a) and (d) show the toy manifolds, panels (b)
and (e) show the embeddings generated by MDS, while panels
(c) and (f) describe the results of GW-MDS. The figure illus-
trates how GW-MDS better preserves structural relationships
and distances in low-dimensional space compared to MDS,
highlighting its effectiveness in maintaining the original data
topology

the underlying manifold structure is known, allowing for
a clear comparison between different DR techniques. Our
experiments show that GW-MDS consistently outperforms
traditional methods like MDS in maintaining the distances
between data points, which is critical for applications where
the preservation of the original data topology is essential.
Additionally, the results highlight the robustness of GW-MDS,
especially in scenarios involving complex, non-linear data
structures, showcasing its potential for broader applications
in machine learning and data analysis.

Experiments on realistic datasets. In this part, we experiment
with the DR of high dimensional realistic datasets. Especially,
we use MNIST [15], Faces [9]. The MNIST dataset was
chosen due to its use in dimensionality reduction work with
Gromov-Wasserstein [16] and [17]. These datasets consist of
gray-scale images of shape (28, 28) and (64, 64) respectively.
As pre-processing steps, we convert each image to 32-bit float
encoding, then normalize each pixel by its maximum value,
i.e., 255. The images are then flattened into vectors. This
creates datasets with an increasing number of dimensions, that
is, 784, 4, 096, respectively. A qualitative comparison between
the embeddings obtained by PCA, MDS, EWCA and GW-
MDS is shown in Fig. 1.

Furthermore, we quantify how well the compared algo-
rithms capture the high-dimensional distances through their
embeddings. We do so through two metrics, namely, the
stress introduced in equation (1), and the Pearson correlation
coefficient between distances in the ambient space, dX , and
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(d) GW-MDS

Fig. 3: Scatter plot of pairwise distances in X and Y . Distances
are computed between points in the faces dataset of [9].
Overall, GW-MDS yields embeddings that better preserve the
pairwise distances in X .

distances in the embedding space, dY , that is,

ρ =
cov(dX , dY)

σ(dX )σ(dY)
, (7)

where cov(X,Y ) and σ(X) is the covariance and standard
deviation for random variables X and Y . We summarize our
quantitative analysis in Table I.

Method MNIST Faces Sphere S-Curve

MDS 0.643 0.897 0.781 0.949
GW-MDS 0.646 0.904 0.826 0.966

PCA 0.523 0.888 0.817 0.970
EWCA 0.526 0.883 0.819 0.970

TABLE I: Quantitative analysis of dimensionality reduction
algorithms through the Pearson correlation coefficient (equa-
tion 7).

To give a global view on the distribution of distances in X ,
and Y , we show, in Fig. 3, a scatter plot between these two
variables in the context of MNIST. In general, the distances are
correlated, indicating that all algorithms capture the geometry
of high-dimensional data. However, non-linear DR algorithm
such as MDS and GW-MDS still have an advantage over linear
ones, as these can capture more complex relationships.

Building on these observations of correlated distances,
especially when non-linear relationships are likely, we can
further refine the approach by incorporating geodesic distances



into dX (xi, xj) in equation 5. This variation of GW-MDS
becomes particularly useful when the data is presumed to lie
on a manifold, allowing the algorithm to capture the ‘curved’
geometry of the dataset via nearest-neighbor graphs.
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(c) GW-MDS
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Fig. 4: Panels (a) and (d) show the toy manifolds, panels (b)
and (e) show the embeddings generated by Isomap, while the
panels (c) and (f) describe the results of the GW-MDS, using
the geodesic distance.
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Fig. 5: (a) and (b) are the dimensionality reduction of the
MNIST dataset, where (a) is the reduction using GW-MDS
with the geodesic distance and (b) is the reduction using
Isomap, whereas items (c) and (d), are the reduction using
the Faces dataset, where, (c) is the reduction using GW-MDS
with the geodesic distance and (d) using the Isomap algorithm.

By introducing the geodesic distance in place of the Eu-
clidean metric dX (xi, xj) in equation 5, we obtain a variant
of the GW-MDS algorithm particularly well-suited for datasets
that lie (ou are suspected to lie) on a manifold. In practical
terms, this involves constructing a nearest-neighbor graph of
the original data and estimating the pairwise distances along
the edges of this graph, capturing the intrinsic geometry or
“geodesy” of the data rather than merely its straight-line
(Euclidean) distance. Consequently, this approach is especially
powerful in settings where the data is highly non-linear or
“curved” in its ambient space, as it more accurately reflects
the local and global structure of such manifolds.

To illustrate the effectiveness of this variant, we performed
tests on classic toy manifolds, as shown in Figure 4. These
experiments provide a direct comparison between the proposed
GW-MDS with geodesic distance and the well-known Isomap
algorithm. The visual results demonstrate how our GW-MDS
approach not only preserves local neighborhoods but also
recovers the global manifold structure with high fidelity, often
comparable or even superior to that of Isomap.

Moreover, we applied the same method to real-world
datasets, specifically MNIST [15] and Faces [9], as depicted
in Figure 5. There, we present a side-by-side comparison of
embeddings obtained via geodesic-based GW-MDS and those
produced by Isomap. In addition to visually inspecting how
well each approach unfolds the manifold in a low-dimensional
space, we also computed the correlation of pairwise distances
for each technique, summarized in Table II. These quantita-
tive results confirm that our geodesic-based GW-MDS can
capture both local and global structures effectively, offering
a compelling alternative for manifold learning tasks where
conventional Euclidean distances may not suffice.

Method MNIST Faces Swill roll S-Curve

GW-MDS 0.7887 0.9306 0.9993 0.9993
Isomap 0.7697 0.9561 0.9986 0.9988

TABLE II: Quantitative analysis of dimensionality reduction
algorithms through the Pearson correlation coefficient (equa-
tion 7).With the version of the algorithm using geodesic
distance.

Table II, we present the Pearson correlation coefficients for
our geodesic-based GW-MDS algorithm and Isomap across
four distinct datasets: MNIST, Faces, Swiss Roll, and S-
Curve. Overall, GW-MDS demonstrates strong performance,
especially for the non-linear manifolds (Swiss Roll and S-
Curve), where its correlations reach or exceed 0.9993. While
Isomap also achieves competitive, scores particularly on the
Faces dataset, GW-MDS tends to capture both local and
global structures more effectively, reinforcing the idea that
incorporating geodesic distances into the Gromov-Wasserstein
framework can be advantageous for manifold learning tasks.

Having established the effectiveness of our geodesic-based
approach, we next turn our attention to the optimization
details.



About gradient descent. To investigate the impact of the
learning rate (lr) on the convergence of our method, we
conducted a series of tests focused primarily on two values:
0.1 and 0.01. We observed that, for most datasets, using a
learning rate of 0.1 led to faster initial convergence while still
arriving at final loss values similar to those achieved with lr
= 0.01. Figure 6 illustrates the loss curves for both lr values
(0.1 and 0.01) under two different strategies for generating
the set Y . The first strategy initializes Y with random values
drawn from a normal distribution (randn), resulting in no
inherent ordering or distance preservation. The second strategy
uses PCA, which projects the original dataset to a lower-
dimensional space before running gradient descent.
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(b) PCA

Fig. 6: Comparison of loss curves under different initialization
strategies. Subfigure (a) presents the convergence behavior
when Y is initialized with random values (randn), whereas
subfigure (b) shows the faster descent typically observed with
PCA-based initialization.

Representation Initialization. The choice of initialization for
Y has a direct impact on both the speed of the algorithm’s
convergence. When using randn, each point in the reduced
space is placed completely at random, which can require more
iterations for the method to “discover” the relevant structure
in the data. By contrast, when initializing with PCA, the
points already have some level of ordering inherited from
the principal components of the original data, even though
this projection might not fully preserve distances or capture
non-linear relationships. In our experiments, we found that
PCA initialization often produces lower initial loss values, thus
speeding up convergence, as shown in Figure 7. Figures 7a
and 7b detail the behavior of the loss curves for each learning
rate, illustrating how both rates eventually converge to similar
ranges after a suitable number of iterations.
Final Note. Despite these variations, both initialization strate-
gies yield stable embeddings in the end, demonstrating the
overall robustness of our approach in adapting to different
starting configurations.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a non-linear dimensional-
ity reduction algorithm based on a probabilistic interpreta-
tion of data and optimal transport theory. Our experiments
with manifold learning datasets and high-dimensional image
benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach in
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(a) lr = 0.1
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(b) lr = 0.01

Fig. 7: Comparison of the loss curves using two different learn-
ing rates (0.1 and 0.01). Subfigure (a) shows the faster initial
convergence with lr = 0.1, whereas subfigure (b) illustrates
the more gradual descent observed with lr = 0.01. Both rates
ultimately converge to similar loss ranges.

preserving pairwise distances when embedding points into a
lower-dimensional space. In addition, we investigated different
optimization strategies such as varying the learning rate and
testing alternative initialization methods which highlighted
how convergence speed and stability can be significantly
improved by fine-tuning these hyperparameters. Future works
can explore reducing the computational complexity of our
method, for instance, by employing a parametric form for the
embedding function or computing the GW distance between
mini-batches. Furthermore, considering other distance metrics
as part of the Gromov-Wasserstein framework could lead to
a broader class of algorithms better suited to specific data
characteristics.
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[10] Gabriel Peyré, Marco Cuturi, et al., “Computational optimal transport:
With applications to data science,” Foundations and Trends® in Machine
Learning, vol. 11, no. 5-6, pp. 355–607, 2019.

[11] SN Afriat, “Theory of maxima and the method of lagrange,” SIAM
Journal on Applied Mathematics, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 343–357, 1971.

[12] Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco Massa, Adam Lerer, James Brad-
bury, Gregory Chanan, Trevor Killeen, Zeming Lin, Natalia Gimelshein,
Luca Antiga, et al., “Pytorch: An imperative style, high-performance



deep learning library,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 32, 2019.
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Pascal Frossard, and Titouan Vayer, “Distributional reduction: Unifying
dimensionality reduction and clustering with gromov-wasserstein pro-
jection,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.02239, 2024.

[17] Ranthony A Clark, Tom Needham, and Thomas Weighill, “Generalized
dimension reduction using semi-relaxed gromov-wasserstein distance,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.15959, 2024.


	Introduction
	Background
	Dimensionality Reduction
	Optimal Transport

	Gromov Wasserstein Multidimensional Scaling
	Experiments and Discussion
	Conclusion
	References

