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Abstract

Given two distributions P and S of equal total mass, the Earth Mover’s Distance measures the
cost of transforming one distribution into the other, where the cost of moving a unit of mass is
equal to the distance over which it is moved.

We give approximation algorithms for the Earth Mover’s Distance between various sets of
geometric objects. We give a (1 + ¢)-approximation when P is a set of weighted points and S
is a set of line segments, triangles or d-dimensional simplices. When P and S are both sets of
line segments, sets of triangles or sets of simplices, we give a (1 4 €)-approximation with a small
additive term. All algorithms run in time polynomial in the size of P and S, and actually calculate
the transport plan (that is, a specification of how to move the mass), rather than just the cost. To
our knowledge, these are the first combinatorial algorithms with a provable approximation ratio
for the Earth Mover’s Distance when the objects are continuous rather than discrete points.

1 Introduction

The earth mover’s distance (EMD) is a metric that is widely used in fields such as image retrieval [19],
shape matching [9, 14, 22] and mesh reconstruction [5]. It models two sets P and S as distributions of
mass, and takes their distance d.(P, S) to be the minimum cost of transforming one distribution into
the other, where cost is measured by the amount of mass moved multiplied by the distance over which
it is moved. More formally,

d.(P.S) = inf /P /S d(p,s)-n(p,s) dp ds

neH

where H is the set of all mappings of mass between P and S and d(-,-) is any metric. In the case
where P and S are finite sets of (weighted) points, we can rewrite this as

de(P,S) =min > d(p,s) - n(p,s)

peEP s€S

For unweighted point sets, the solution can be obtained by solving an assignment problem; for weighted
point sets, this is an instance of a minimum cost flow problem.

Recently, much attention has been devoted to computing the earth mover’s distance when both P
and S are sets of points [1, 6, 11, 20]. In this paper we expand on this by letting P and S be sets of
points, line segments, triangles or d-dimensional simplices in R?. We describe a unified framework for
calculating the EMD between points and segments, points and triangles, points and simplices, segments
and segments, triangles and triangles and simplices and simplices. Our approach provides polynomial-
time algorithms that give a (1 + ¢)-approximation to the earth mover’s distance between P and S, for
some arbitrarily small ¢ > 0. Moreover, our algorithms produce an assignment of mass that realises
this cost. For triangles and simplices, the running time also depends on the largest edge length (note

*Supported by the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO) under project no. 612.001.651.



that we normalise the total area/volume of each set to one, so we cannot improve the running time by
scaling the input). When neither set consists of discrete points, there is a small extra additive term
in our approximation. For all our algorithms, our approach is to subdivide the elements of the input
into sufficiently small pieces, and then approximate each piece by a point. The approximate optimal
transport plan can then be obtained by solving a transport problem on these points. Our results are
summarised in Table 1. Note that all our algorithms give the solution with high probability; this is
simply a consequence of using Fox and Lu’s algorithm [6] to solve the optimal transport problem on
points. Substituting a deterministic algorithm here would make our results deterministic as well.

To our knowledge, these are the first combinatorial algorithms with a provable approximation ratio
for the earth mover’s distance when the objects are continuous rather than discrete points. We give
algorithms for moving mass from points to segments (Section 5), points to triangles (Section 6), points
to simplices (Section 9.1), segments to segments (Section 7), triangles to triangles (Section 8) and
simplices to simplices (Section 9.2).

2 Related work

The general problem of optimally moving a distribution of mass was first described by Monge in
1781 [17], and was reformulated by Kantorovich in 1942 [10]. It is known as the earth mover’s distance
due to the analogy of moving piles of dirt around; it is also known as the 1-Wasserstein distance, and
is a special case of the more general optimal transport problem. For a full treatment of the problem’s
history and connections to other areas of mathematics, the reader is referred to Villani’s book [24].

The earth mover’s distance has been studied in many geometric contexts. Agarwal et al. [1] give
both exact and approximation algorithms for the case where both sets are points under some L,
metric. When both sets are weighted points, Khesin at al. [11] give two algorithms running in
O(ne=9@ 1og(A)°@ lognlog(1/p)) and O(ne=°@ log (Uo(d) log(n/p)?) time that compute a (1 + ¢)-
approximation with probability at least 1 — p, where d is the dimension, A the aspect ratio of the
input, and U the total mass. However, their algorithm assumes that the point weights are integers,
whereas our weights can be arbitrary real numbers, as they correspond to lengths and areas. This
result was improved by Fox and Lu [6]. They used a similar method to obtain, with high probability,
a (1 + e)-approximation in O(ne= 9@ 1og?@ n) time. The EMD was also studied when the input
sets may be transformed: Cabello et al. [2] present algorithms that, given two weighted point sets of
n and m points in R?, compute a (1 + e)-approximation of a translation that minimises the EMD,
and a (2 + ¢)-approximation of a rigid motion that minimises the EMD. These algorithms run in
O((n?/e*)1og? n) and O((nm/e*)log® n) time, respectively.

For continuous distributions, rather than discrete point sets, many numerical algorithms are known
(see e.g. De Goes et al. [4], Lavenant et al. [13], Mérigot [15, 16] and Solomon et al. [21]). For the case

Objects Running time Additive term
Points to segments O(’;T polylog %) -

Points to triangles O (22 polylog 212 -

Points to simplices O(6%d?d*m + 1%%5)% logo(d) (d"Ei’Z}A) -

Segments to segments O(’;’C" polylog %) (0] (%)
Triangles to triangles O W polylog %) @) \/fm)
Simplices to simplices O \/E(”m);;jdﬁ)d("+m) log® (@ (d(”m):/dAi)) O (nﬁf/d)

Table 1: A summary of our results for different choices of sets P and S of sizes n and m. d is the
dimension, A is the largest diameter of any element of the sets.



where one set consists of weighted points and the other is a bounded set C' C R?, Geifs et al. [7] give a
geometric proof that there exists an additively weighted Voronoi diagram such that transporting mass
from each point p to the part of C' contained in its Voronoi cell is optimal. The weights of this Voronoi
diagram can be determined numerically.

De Goes et al. [5] discuss a problem similar to our own, but in the context of the reconstruction and
simplification of 2D shapes. Given a set of points, they want to reconstruct a simplicial complex of a
given number of vertices that closely represents the shape of the point set. They start with computing
the Delaunay triangulation of the point set, then iteratively collapse the edge that minimises the
increase in the EMD between the point set and the triangulation. They use a variant of the EMD
in which the cost is proportional to the square of the distance (2-Wasserstein distance). This allows
them to calculate this variant of the EMD between a given set of points and a given edge of the
triangulation exactly, as the squared distance can be decomposed into a normal and a tangential
component. However, they determine the assignment of points to edges heuristically. In this work, we
show how to obtain a (1 + ¢)-approximation to the true optimal solution.

3 Preliminaries

We are given a set of points P = {p1,...,pn} in the plane with weights |p;| and a set of geometric
objects S = {s1,...,5m,}, with lengths, areas or volumes |s;|. It is given that > [p;| = > [s;|. We
assume the mass associated with an object s; is distributed uniformly over the object, and that all
objects have the same mass density. For convenience, and without loss of generality, we scale the
input such that the total mass in either set is one. We want to compute a “transport plan” of mass
from P to S that minimises the cost according to the earth mover’s distance. We define for each pair
(pi,s;) € P xS a function n; j(z,y), that describes the density of mass being moved from p; to the
point (z,y) € s;. All these functions together describe the function 7 used in the definition of de(A, B).
Such a set of functions needs to satisfy the following conditions to be a valid transport plan:

Vij: 0<mj(e,y) <1

Vi : Z/ i, (w,y) dt = |pg
J=1"%

n
Vj, (J),y) € Sj ¢t an,](x7y) =1
i=1

We can then define the cost |n| of a given transport plan 7 as

=3 [ mten) d (o)

i=1 j=1"9%j

where d(+, ) is any metric. Our problem is to find a transport plan 7* with minimal cost.

In the following section, we give an exact algorithm to calculate an optimal transport plan between
a set of weighted points and line segments when d(-, -) is the L; metric. However, the approach we use
does not seem to generalise to Euclidean distances, objects with areas, or even two sets of segments.
This motivated us to look towards approximation algorithms for more general versions of the EMD
problem. In the rest of this paper, we describe approximation algorithms and only consider the case
where d(+, ) is the Ly metric.

4 Points to segments under the L; metric

When S is a set of line segments and distances are measured by the L; metric, we can solve the problem
exactly by a convex quadratic program. We first subdivide all segments on the z- and y-coordinates of
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Figure 1: The regions of points for one subsegment ¢;, and the parts of the segment they assign their
mass to.

the points; call the set of subdivided segments Q = {q1,...,qxr}. Note that the horizontal and vertical
strip induced by each segment is now empty of points, while the axis-aligned quadrants starting at
each corner of its bounding box may contain points; see Figure 1 for an illustration. Let ()1 be the set
of segments in ) with slope between —1 and 1, and let Q2 be Q \ Q1.

We can now label the quadrants of points for each segment ¢;: let X;; and X2 be the quadrants
to the left of ¢;, with X ; being the quadrant starting at the leftmost endpoint of ¢;, and X » being
the other. Similarly, let X; 3 be the quadrant starting at the rightmost endpoint of ¢;, and let X; 4 be
the other quadrant on the right. In case of a horizontal or vertical segment, X; 2 and X; 4 are simply
merged into X;; and X 3, and it does not matter if X ; is the top or bottom quadrant.

For all points in P, the L; distance to any point on the segment g; is the same as the distance
via one of the corners of the axis-aligned bounding box of g;. Therefore, for each quadrant, we can
separately consider the cost to reach the bounding box of g; with a certain amount of mass, and the
cost to spread that mass out over the segment. Furthermore, the order in which a segment receives
mass from the different quadrants in an optimal solution is fixed depending on its slope, see Figure 1.
A simple swapping argument shows that the cost of an assignment not following this order can be
decreased by making it follow the order.

Let u;; be the variable representing the amount of mass moved from p; to g;, let d;; be the
precomputed distance from p; to the bounding box of g;, let W; and H; be the width and height of
the bounding box of ¢;, and let w; and h; be constants such that w; - £ is the absolute difference in
x-coordinate when moving a distance of ¢ along segment g;, and h; - £ is the absolute difference in
y-coordinate. Writing Zp,; ex;, Yij 88 Tj1 for convenience, for a given segment g; € Q1 we can write
the cost ¢; , for moving the mass from the corner of the region X to the segment as follows:

cja = 55, (w) + hy)

¢j2 = zjo(wizja +wijgxje + (Hj — hjzj1 — hjza;o))
= jo((wj — hyj)(xj1 + 5252) + Hj)

¢j3 = 577 3(w; + hy)

¢ja = zja(wizys +wjzrja+ (Hy — hjxjz — hjza;a))

= xj4((wj — hj) (253 + 5254) + Hy)



Figure 2: The calculations of the distances to the midpoints of the regions to which the mass from
X1 and X o will be assigned for a segment with slope between —1 and 1.

Here we use the fact that under the L; distance, the cost of sending mass to some connected region
of a segment is the same as the cost of sending everything to the midpoint of the connected region; see
Figure 2 for an illustration of the calculations of the distances to these midpoints. Note that we omit
the cost of sending the mass from the points to the corners of the bounding box; this will be accounted
for later. Further note that w; — h; is always positive here. Symmetrically, the costs ¢}, (g;) for a given
segment g; € ()2 are as follows:

da = 3250 (w; + hy)
o =xj((hy —wj)(zj3 + 3252) + Wy)

¢j s = 525 5(wj + hy)

g =x54((hy —w;) (i1 + $254) + W)

Note that h; —w; is always positive here. We can now formalise our problem as follows:

no=argmin| DN digouig | Y| D Gt D e

q;€Q1 4 E€EQ2

subject to  u;; >0 Vi, j

Zui,j = |pz‘ Vi
Zuw A Vi

Since all d; j, ¢j 1, and c  are non-negative, this is a sum of convex quadratic functions, giving a
quadratic program with a Convex objective function.

Theorem 1. Let P be a set of n weighted points and S be a set of m line segments with equal total
weight. It is possible to construct an exact optimal transport plan between P and S under the Ly metric
by solving a convex quadratic program.

When all the weights in our objective function and constraints are integers, a convex quadratic
program can be solved in weakly polynomial time, see e.g. [8, 12, 18]. In our case, some of the weights
may be real numbers. In particular, w; and h; may be square roots of rational numbers. It is not
clear if such a program can be solved in polynomial time.

As square roots appear in many geometric settings, we are typically happy to assume a model of
computation in which we can perform elementary operations on arbitrary real numbers in constant



time. However, even in such a model of computation, the typical methods (cited above) for solving
convex quadratic programs in polynomial time may fail. These methods generally rely on approxi-
mately solving a series of quadratic programs with increasing precision, and then argue that when the
precision is high enough, the approximate solution can be rounded to the globally optimal solution.
The argument that such rounding works eventually relies on the input being integral.

This problem can be addressed in several ways. First, we can employ different methods for solving
the quadratic program, such as the simplex algorithm. This method takes exponential time in the
worst case, but has been shown to be polynomial in practice through smoothed analysis [3]. Second,
we can forego an exact algorithm and obtain a (1 + ¢)-approximation by simply rounding the square
roots in our program with enough precision. Given the value of ¢, it suffices to simply approximate
the values such that the ratio of the rounded value to the original is at most (1 + ). Third, we could
apply the L; metric not only to distances, but also to the length of each segment. If we define the
length of a segment to be equal to the L; distance between its endpoints, the equations for c¢;; and
c;k simplify significantly, and the square roots disappear. Our entire program can then be made to
have integer coefficients by simply requiring all points in P and endpoints of segments of S to lie on
the integer lattice. Note that this solution also applies if we restrict ourselves to classes of segments
for which no square roots show up in our program, such as segments that are axis-aligned.

It may seem that our exact algorithm only runs in provably polynomial time in quite restricted
cases. However, it is worth noting here that it is not clear that an exact algorithm for the Ly case
even exists, let alone one that runs in polynomial time.

5 Points to segments

We now describe a polynomial-time algorithm that finds a transport plan with a cost that is at most
1 + ¢ times the cost of the optimal transport plan when one set consists of points with total weight
one and the other of line segments with total length one. The main idea is to reduce our instance
to a transport problem on two weighted sets of points. Our strategy is as follows: we subdivide each
segment such that for each subsegment s’ the ratio of the distance to the closest and furthest point on
s’ for every p; € P is at most 1+ § for some appropriate choice of § € O(g). We then approximate a
minimum cost flow problem on a bipartite graph between P and the subdivided segments, where the
cost of any edge is equal to the shortest distance between a point and a subsegment. Finally, we use
the solution to this flow problem to build a discrete transport plan. For an appropriate choice of §,
this gives a (1 + ¢)-approximation.

The naive approach to subdividing the segments would be to make all the pieces some equal,
appropriately small length. However, we can reduce the number of subsegments required by subdividing
the segments as follows'. We repeatedly perform the following procedure for each subsegment. If there
exists a point in P such that the entire subsegment lies within distance 6 /nm of that point, do nothing.
Otherwise, if there is a point in P for which the ratio of the longest and shortest distance between that
point and the current subsegment is more than 1 4 §, cut the subsegment in half. Call the resulting
set of subsegments Q; see Figure 3 for an example.

We now define a complete bipartite graph G = (P U Q, P x @), with edges between each point-
subsegment pair (note that this graph is used for analysis only; our algorithm does not construct it).
The cost of each edge will simply be the shortest distance between the point and segment it connects.
A solution to a flow problem in G can be transformed into a transport plan by assigning a piece of
subsegment to a point with length equal to the amount of flow along the corresponding edge. We will
show that the EMD between P and S is approximated by the cost of any transport plan derived from
a minimum cost flow in G.

First note the following general lower bound on the cost of an optimal solution:

! This reduces the total number of subsegments required from O(nm/e?) to O(Z2 log %)
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Figure 3: An example subdivision of a set of segments. Small perpendicular line segments delimit the
generated subsegments. A green circle denotes the distance of §/nm from each point. Note that ¢ is
set to a very large value here for the clarity of the resulting image.

Lemma 2. The earth mover’s distance |n*| between P and Q is bounded from below by the cost |W)|
of a minimum cost flow W in G.

Proof. Consider any transport plan n* that minimises the earth mover’s distance. If, for each point p;
that moves mass to some segment g¢;, we modify the transport plan such that the mass is moved only
to the point on ¢; closest to p;, we obtain a plan A with cost |A| < |n*|. Such a plan is a solution to a
flow problem in G, as it moves all available mass. It follows that the cost |[W| of a minimum cost flow
W in G satisfies |W| < |n*|. O O

We also note the following lower bound on the value of |W|:

§—26% — 2683

Lemma 3. |W| >
nm

Proof. For a given point-segment pair (p,s) € P x S, consider the segments in @ derived from s that
have a point within distance §/nm of p. By construction, such a segment has its furthest point at
distance at most (1+6)-d/nm = 6/nm+ 62 /nm to p. Therefore, the total length of these segments is
at most 2(5/nm + 62 /nm) for a given p and s. Over all point-segment pairs, this gives a total length
of at most 26 + 262. This means the total length of segments in @ with distance to the closest point
in P at least §/nm is at least 1 — 2§ — 26%. The cost of a minimum flow in W is therefore at least
(1 —26—262)-0/nm = (6 — 262 — 253) /nm. O O

We calculate a transport plan 7 between P and @ as follows. First, we approximate each segment
q € @ by a point somewhere on that segment with weight equal to the length of ¢; call this set of points
T. We obtain n by calculating an optimal transport plan v between P and T', and then spreading the
mass sent to each point ¢ € T evenly over the segment in ) that point was derived from. We now
bound the cost of 7 in terms of |W]:

) 452 263
Lemma 4. [W| < [n| < (L+0)*W|+ — + —.
nm nm

Proof. We first bound the cost of v. In W, we measured all the distances to the closest point on each
subsegment. Imagine that we picked all the points in T' to be the furthest point on the subsegment.
For the subsegments with furthest distance to a point in P of at least §/nm, the ratio of these distances
is at most 144 by construction. We can therefore bound all the parts of v where the furthest distance
to a point in P is at least 6/nm by (1 + §)|W|. The total mass being moved over distance at most
§/nm in v is at most 24, giving a cost of at most 262/nm. The total cost of v is therefore at most
(14 6)|W| + 262 /nm.

Now comnsider the extra cost incurred when transforming v into n by spreading the mass out evenly
over all the segments. We can use the same argument as before: for the parts of v with distance to a
point in P of at least §/nm, the cost increases by a factor of at most 146, and the total cost of the part
within distance §/nm is at most 262 /nm. We can therefore bound the cost of n by (1+6)|v|+ 282 /nm.



Figure 4: An example of a single R; ;. Small perpendicular segments delimit the generated subseg-
ments. The green circle denotes the distance of §/nm from the projected point.

We now obtain the upper bound stated in the lemma by plugging the bound on v into the bound
on 7. The lower bound follows directly from the fact that none of the distances in n are smaller than
the distances between the same objects in W. O O

We now show that |n| approximates |n*|.

Theorem 5. |n| is a (1 + 175)-approzimation to the earth mover’s distance |n*| between P and S for
0<d< 1.

Proof. By Lemma 4, we know that

462 263
Nl < (A +6)*W|[+ — + —
nm nm

|[W] is also a lower bound on |n|; the ratio between the upper and lower bound is

(1462 W] + 42 4 20°
W

This ratio is the largest for small values of |[W)|, so we plug in the lower bound from Lemma 3:

2 §—26%2-26% | 462 | 25°
(1 + 6) nm + nm nm
5—282—253
nm

1+ 48 — 36% — 663 — 25*

1—25 — 262

50 4 62 — 463 — 264
= 1

MR Y Sy
60

< -
< 1+5+1—25—262
< 14176 (assumingégi)

As W) is also a lower bound for |n*| (Lemma 2), and 7 can obviously not have lower cost than the
optimal transport plan, this gives a (1 4 17§)-approximation. O O

Setting § = /17 gives a (1 + ¢)-approximation. Note that the bound on ¢ is not restrictive: for
any constant e that would require a larger value of ¢, we can simply use the value 1/4 at the cost of a
constant factor in the running time of our algorithm.

5.1 Running time analysis

We now analyse the number of subsegments in Q. We will count the number of subsegments in a
different subdivision of S, and then show that @) has at most a constant factor more subsegments. The



alternative subdivision of each s; will be as follows: project each p; onto the supporting line of s;, call
this point p; ;. We construct the one-dimensional Voronoi diagram of all p; ; along the supporting line
of s;; let s;; be the part of s; inside the Voronoi cell of p; ;. From each p; ;, we subdivide s; ; into
both directions. Up to a distance of §/nm, we make subsegments of size 62 /nm. Moving outward, we
double the size of the subsegments whenever their ratio of distances to p; ; would still be below 1 + 6.
Let R; ; be the resulting subdivision; see Figure 4 for an example.

1
Lemma 6. R=JR;; has O(n;n log 5) subsegments.

Proof. We define g = % and v = %. In the following, we analyse only the case where p; ; is on s; ;;
if it lies outside, the number of subsegments will be smaller, as the size of the subsegments increases
with distance. The length covered as we add subsegments on s; ; can be written as

k
B +2 Z ;2"
i=0

where k is the number of times we double the size of the subsegments, and «; is the number of
subsegments with a size that has been doubled 4 times. The number of subsegments can then be
calculated by finding the values of k£ and «;. We start with g, which can be found by considering the
distance at which the next cell could be double the size:

,6’+a07+27§1+5
B+ agy
s
B+ aoy
> 2Y—08_2 B _1
0="%6y T 5 4 &
>1
a0_5

Per the procedure described above, we double the size of the subsegments as soon as this is allowed.
This corresponds to taking the values of a; as small as possible, so we take ay = %. Next, we can show
by induction that all «; are equal:

1
IH:aj:a*:gforj<i.



B+ 2y + 3020y
B+ Z;:O a; 2y

2i+1,y -

B+ Z;':o ;20 -

=146

21ty = 53 + 5Zaj2j’y
§=0
=60+ day;2'y + (52 a; 27y
j=0
2 =14 602" + 6a* (2" — 1)
2i+1 1 Sa*(2 — 1)

S T Y
_2_ 12—
T8 62 520
2 1
B
!

5

Knowing that all ; are equal to %, we can determine the value of k:

k
1
B+ E 5272 8,1
i=0

1
B+ 57(2’“1 — 1) > [sil
B+ B2 1) > |s; ]

This gives a total number of subsegments of O(% log B‘ﬁ”) for each point-segment pair. The sum
over all pairs is largest when all |s; ;| are equal, i.e. 1/nm. This gives us a total number of subsegments

for all pairs of O(% log 1/"m> =0(""log ). [ .

B

nm

Lemma 7. The set (Q has O( 5

1
log 5) subsegments.

Proof. Consider any subsegment r € R. Any subsegment ¢ € @ that overlaps with = has |q| > |r|/4:
otherwise g was subdivided unnecessarily. As the subsegments in @) are disjoint, it follows that r can
overlap with at most 5 subsegments in Q). As such, () contains at most 5 times more subsegments than
R, which, by Lemma 6, is O(% log %) O O

Putting everything together, we obtain the following result:

10



Theorem 8. Let P be a set of n weighted points and S be a set of m line segments with equal total
weight, let |n*| be the cost of an optimal transport plan between them, and let 6 be any constant > 0.
Given an algorithm that constructs a (14 0)-approximation between weighted sets of k points in fs(k)
time, we can construct a transport plan between P and S with cost < (1+250)|n*| in O(fs (2~ log(%)))
time.

Proof. In Theorem 5, we prove that an optimal transport plan v between P and T approximates |n*|.
However, we may be able to compute a (1 + §)-approximation to v faster than we are able to compute
it exactly. It remains to be shown that this approximation also suffices.

Plugging in a (1 + §)-approximation to |v|, rather than the exact value, we obtain the ratio

2 3 4
(1403 W| + 40 4 40 4 20
Wi

Following the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 5, we derive the approximation ratio as
follows:

(14 6)3- (5 —26% — 2583) + 462 + 463 + 254

§— 202 — 283
(14364302 + 6%)(1 — 26 — 26%) 4 46 4 46% + 20°
B 1—26 — 262
1456 — 0% — 98 — 86* — 205
n 1—26 — 262
_ 1+75+5279637854—255

1— 26 — 262
60 + 302 — 753 — 854 — 247
= 1+6+ 1- 25— 262

96
< 1+§+71—26—252
< 14255 (assumingégi)

As such, using an approximation of v still gives us an approximation of 1*, albeit with a somewhat
worse dependency on 6. O O

To our knowledge, the current fastest algorithm to calculate a (1 + d)-approximation to v is that
by Fox and Lu [6], which runs in O(N§~°( polylog N) time, where N is the size of the input. Setting
0 = &/25, this gives the following corollary to the previous theorem:

Corollary 9. For any constant € > 0, a transport plan between P and S with cost < (14 ¢)|n*| can
be constructed in O(”m polylog(%)) time with high probability.

ec

6 Points to triangles

We consider the case where P is a set of weighted points with total weight one and S is a set of m
triangles with total area one. We denote the longest edge of any triangle by A. Our strategy is similar
to before: we subdivide the triangles such that for each subregion, the ratio between its shortest and
longest distance to each point is at most 1 + § for some appropriate choice of § € O(g). We then show
that a solution based on an optimal transport plan between P and some points inside the subregions
approximates an optimal solution.

We first overlay a uniform grid onto our triangles with grid cells of size A x A. We can identify
the cells of this grid that contain a triangle in O(mlogm) time using point-location in a compressed
quadtree where the smallest cell size is A x A [23]. As each triangle can intersect at most four cells,

11
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Figure 5: An example subdivision of a set of triangles. Each cell records the total area of triangles it
intersects. Cells that are part of @ are shown in black; empty cells are shown in grey dashed lines. A
green disk denotes the distance of §//nm from each point. Note that € is set to a very large value
here for the clarity of the resulting image.

the total size of this set of cells is O(m). We now recursively subdivide each cell as follows: if there is a
point in P such that the whole cell is within distance §/y/nm of it, we stop; otherwise, if for any point
the ratio of distances to the furthest and closest point in this cell is more than 1+ §, we subdivide this
cell into four cells of one quarter the area. If the ratio holds for all points, we stop. Call the resulting
set of cells Q; see Figure 5 for an example.

During each subdivision, we keep track of the total area of triangles contained inside that cell.
We can then once again build a complete bipartite graph G = (P U @, P x @), with the capacity of
each vertex set to the weight of the corresponding point or the total area of triangles contained in the
corresponding cell, and the weight of each edge equal to the shortest distance between the point and
the cell it connects. The cost of a minimum cost flow W is now once again a lower bound to the EMD,
exactly as in Lemma 2. In an analogous way to Lemma 3, we obtain a lower bound on the cost of W:

) B 763 + 2wt + 7w
vnm vnm '

Proof. For a given point-triangle pair (p,s) € P x S, consider the cells in @ intersecting s that have
a point within distance §/y/nm of p. By construction, such a cell has its furthest point at distance
at most (1 +0) - d/y/nm = §/\/nm + 6*/\/nm. Therefore, the total area of these cells is at most
7(6//nm + 6% //nm)? = 7(6% 4+ 26% + §*) /nm. Over all point-triangle pairs, this gives a total area of
at most 7(02 + 26% + §*). This leaves 1 — 7(6% + 26% + §*) with distance at least §/y/nm in W. The
cost is therefore at least (1 — 7(62 +28% + 62)) - §/v/nm = 6 //nm — 7(8% + 26* + 6°%) //nm. 0O O

Lemma 10. |[W| >

We now once again approximate |[W| by reducing the flow problem to a transportation problem
between two sets of weighted points. Again, we pick any point in each cell ¢ € @) and give it a weight
equal to the area of triangles contained in ¢; call this set of points T
Lemma 11. [W| < |n| < (1+06))W| + 2L + 20
Proof. Let v be an optimal transport plan between P and T, and let |v| be its cost. We can upper
bound |v| by measuring all distances to the furthest point in each cell. We constructed @ such that
the ratio of the closest and furthest distance between any point-cell pair is 1 +  when the furthest
distance is at least §/v/nm. We can therefore bound all parts of v where the distance is at least
d/v/nm by (1 + 0)|W|. The total mass being moved over a distance at most /y/nm in v is at most
762, giving a cost of m0%/\/nm. The total cost when measuring to the furthest point is therefore
(1+6)|W| + w83 //nm.

We now turn v into a transport plan 7 between P and @ by spreading the mass sent to each point
t € T out evenly over the parts of the triangles in the cell in ) that ¢ was derived from. By construction,
for cells with a distance of at least §/y/nm, this increases the cost by at most a factor 1+ §. We can
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therefore bound the cost of this part of 5 by (1+06)|v|. The remaining part has a total mass of at most
762, giving a cost of 763 /y/nm. The total cost of 7 is then bound by (1 + d)|nu| + 763 /y/nm.
Plugging in the bound on || obtained above, we obtain an upper bound of (1+68)%|W|+276%/\/nm+
76*//nm. The lower bound follows directly from the fact that none of the distance in 7 are smaller
than the distances between the same objects in W. O U

Putting this all together, we can show that |n| approximates |n*|.

Theorem 12. |n| is a (14 90)-approzimation to the earth mover’s distance |n*| between P and S for
0<d< 5.

Proof. By Lemma 11 have that

2763 L w6t
vnm o /nm

[W)| is also a lower bound on |n|; the ratio between the upper and lower bound is

Inl < (14 6)*W|+

2 2mé> w6
(1+ 82| + 2L + 2o

W

This ratio is largest for small values of |W|, so we plug in the lower bound from Lemma 10:

(1+5)2|W|+ 276° + w5t

Vnm T Vnm
W
2( 6 w83 42n8t4ws® 2763 w5t
<(1+5)(M il ) 4 2 4 20
— 5 mwé342mét4msd
Jnm Jnm
< (14254 8%)(1 — 76 — 2m0% — w02) + 2762 + 763
- 1—76 — 2762 — w3
1+ 20 4 62 — 2762 — 578°% — 4ndt — 7°
- 1—76 — 2762 — wd3
B 1+26+52—7r6—47r63—47r(54—ﬂ'55
o 1—76—2mw62 — w3
B 1+§+5+5277r(5727r53—37r§4—7r55
- 1— 76 — 2162 — nd3
(52
1
< +6+1—7r5—27r52—7r53
62
< 146+ —F——7 (assuming § < %)
-3 -7 7
< 146+ 862
< 1496

As |W)| is also a lower bound for || (Lemma 2), and 7 can obviously not have lower cost than the
optimal transport plan, this gives a (1 + 99)-approximation. O O

Setting 0 = /9 gives a (1 + ¢)-approximation.
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Figure 6: On the left, part of one quadrant of the construction of R; ;. There are a; layers of cells of
size 2° before the size is doubled. On the right, an illustration of the argument that a cell of @ (blue)
has at least one quarter the edge length of a cell of R that it intersects (red).

6.1 Running time analysis

Our analysis will be the same as in Section 5.1; we just need to determine the size of ). We will once
again make an alternative subdivision of each s; € S, count the number of cells in that subdivision,
and then argue that |Q| differs by at most a constant factor. Our alternative subdivision is a direct
adaptation of the one used in Section 5.1 to two dimensions: for each point p; and triangle s;, we fill a
square with side length 26/y/nm centred on p; with cells of size §2/y/nm. From there, we add rings of
cells of side length 62 /y/nm around the square, until the next full ring could have cells double the size
without violating the ratio of 1 4+ § between the shortest and longest distance to p; for any cell in the
ring. We repeat this process until we have covered a square of size A x A. Let R;; be the resulting
set of cells; see Figure 6 for an example. The proof is similar to Lemma 6.

Lemma 13. R=|JR;; has O<n;2n log nTZA> cells.

Proof. We define 5 = \/an and v = \/%. In the following, we only analyse the case where p; ; is
inside s; ;; if it lies outside, the number of cells will be smaller, as the size of the cells increases with
distance. We also analyse the number of cells in one quadrant only; the total number is simply four
times as many. See Figure 6 for an illustration of a quadrant. The number of cells created as we add

rings of cells on s; ; can then be written as

2 & B+ ip a2y
27 ; S
where k is the number of times we double the size of the cells, and «; is the number of rings containing
cells of a size that has been doubled 7 times. The number of cells can then be calculated by finding
the values of k and «;. We take the values of «; to be the same as in Lemma 6 (i.e. 1/4): along a
horizontal or vertical line through p; these values give the exactly correct distance ratios, and cells not
on this line can be made to have the correct ratio through one extra subdivision.

Let (z,y) be the vector from p; to the closest point on the cell. Assume w.l.o.g. that 0 <y < x;
the other cases are symmetrical. By construction of our subdivision, we know that the cell has size
at most dz. We will now show that by dividing the cell one extra time (i.e. to a size of 0x/2), the
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furthest point will have the desired ratio irrespective of the value of y.

Je+ 52+ @+ %)

<1494
a2+ y?
(45 + (w+ F)° 2
< (14946
2+ 32 < (1+9)
22 +y? + 622 + oz —|—62m2
g SR A A
5z2 + Sy + 2’
ngyQ 2- <95 4 62

2
day < 0z +52 + 2092 + 6%y?

As 6xy < §z2, and the other terms on the right-hand side are positive, the inequality holds. As such,
the construction described can be turned into one where all cells have the desired ratio with one extra
subdivision.

Plugging the values of a;, B, v into our initial formula, we can obtain the number of cells as a
function of k:

1—1
b 2 ]O(lsj\/% 1
ZE 21 52 +ﬁ
=0 vnm
i—1 o
_ 1 ﬁ Ziﬁmﬂ‘ﬁmzjzoy
52 (5 (5 9i_02
i=0 nm
Lk 2 g
82 82 S 9i_92
i=0 vnm
k i 0
_ Ll k2 2 Tom
2 i 02
g 6 61:02\/W
_ 1 k2 1
AR TR P
1 k 2k
- etety

< o(x)

We can directly calculate the value of k by considering the number of doublings needed to cover a

15



horizontal line segment of length A starting at p;:

b P
2% — A
\/ner\/nm;
k
1+ 217V”:;‘A
1=0

ok+1 _ VvnmA
o

ke O(log ”";A)

This gives a total number of cells of O %1 ”mA) per point-triangle pair. Over all pairs, we
obtain a total number of cells of O(” log % ) O O
nmA
Lemma 14. The set Q has O 62 5 cells.

Proof. Consider any cell r € R. Any cell g € Q that overlaps with r has |q| > |r|/16: otherwise ¢ was
subdivided unnecessarily; see Figure 6. As the cells in @) are disjoint, it follows that r can overlap with
at most 25 cells in Q. As such, @) contains at most 25 times more cells than R, which, by Lemma 13,
is O(%” log %). O O

This leads to the following result:

Theorem 15. Let P be a set of n weighted points and S be a set of m triangles with equal total
weight, let A be the longest edge length in S after normalising its total area to one, let |n*| be the cost
of an optimal transport plan between P and S, and let 6 be any constant > 0. Given an algorithm that
constructs a (14 §)-approximation between weighted sets of k points in fs(k) time, we can construct a
transport plan between P and S with cost < (1 + 96)|n*| in O(fs (%8 polylog(”mA))) time.

We can again calculate a (1 4 §)-approximation to v in O(N§~°M polylog N) time using the
algorithm by Fox and Lu [6], giving the following corollary to the previous theorem:

Corollary 16. For any constant € > 0 and some constant c, a transport plan between P and S with
cost < (1 +¢€)|n*| can be constructed in O (22 (”mA)) time with high probability.

7 Segments to segments

In the previous section, we considered the case when one of our two input sets consists of points.
We now describe an algorithm to compute the EMD between two sets of line segments. Here, we
cannot directly apply our general approach of subdividing: the optimal transport plan may have a
cost arbitrarily close to zero. As such, if we disregard everything within some radius of one of the sets,
there may be nothing left. We solve this by introducing an additive term into the approximation. The
cost of a plan generated by our algorithm is (1 + &)|n*| + A, for some value A depending on e. This
allows us to greedily match parts of the input within a small distance of each other, and then solve
the remainder with our previous approach.

Let P = {p1,...,pn} and S = {s1,...,8$m} be sets of line segments with equal total length. Our
algorithm is then as follows. First, we greedily match equal-length pieces of P and S that are within
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Figure 7: Two points, with their mass assignment in an optimal solution shown in purple. We greedily
match a point x on u to 7(x) on v, and obtain the assignment of mass shown in green.

distance 6 /nm of each other, until no such pieces remain; we describe this process in more detail later.
Let P’ and S’ be the remaining parts of P and S, respectively. We subdivide P’ and S’ as before: for
every p € P’, if there is an s € S’ such that the ratio between the closest and furthest distance is more
than 1+ 4§, cut p in half; after processing P’, do the same for S’. Call the resulting sets @ and R. We
then choose a point on each ¢ € Q and r € R, with a weight equal to the length of the subsegment,
and solve an optimal transport problem between these two point sets. Our final transport plan is then
obtained by spreading the mass moved between any two points evenly over the segments they were
chosen on.

We first prove that greedily matching parts of the input within distance d/nm increases the cost
of an optimal solution by at most an additive term. The proof for the approximation algorithm then
follows the same structure as in the previous sections. Let ), be a transport plan between the parts
of the input that were greedily matched, in which the longest distance is at most /nm, and let 7, be
an optimal transport plan for the remainder of the input.

Lemma 17. Let u and v be two subsegments with length | of P and S, respectively. If all mass from
w can be transported to v with distance at most k, then an optimal transport plan between P\ {u} and
S\ {v} has cost at most |n*| + k.

Proof. We will construct a transport plan in which u and v are removed, having cost at most |n*| + Ix.
The cost of an optimal solution on the remainder is then not higher.

Let ns(z,t) : R? x [0,1] — R? be a function describing, for a point x € s, where its mass comes from
or goes to (recall that each point sends or receives mass density one), let dg(x,t) : R? x [0,1] — R be
defined as d(x,n,(x,t)), and let 7 : R?> — R? be a mapping of points on u to points on v such that for
all z € u, d(x,7(x)) < k. The cost of the part of n* involving segments u and v can then be written as

c*(u) :/meu/du(ac,t) dt dz

¢ (v) :/xeu/dv(r(:c),t) dt dz

We modify n* by removing v and v, and moving all mass that each point 7(z) receives in n* to where
x moved it in n*; see Figure 7. We can distribute this mass in any way we like, as the total incoming
and outgoing mass is one by definition. This gives a transport plan n with cost

=t ([ [aen aar) ([ e a )
([ Jaotenmta@.o) ar ar)
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By the triangle inequality, d(n,(z,t),n,(7(z),t)) < dy(7(2),t) + K + dy(z,t). It follows that

)
] < |n"| — ( teu/du(x,t) dt dx) </ / ) dt d;v) (1)
(S

/ dy(7(2),t) + K + dy(z, 1) dt dx) 2)
= || + 1
O] O

Note that this bound is tight in the worst case: consider horizontal line segments of unit length
with their left endpoints having x-coordinate 0. If we take P to consist of two such segments at y = 0
(p1) and y = 2 (p2), and S to consist of two segments at y = 1 (s1) and y = 3 (s2), the optimal solution
would move mass from p; to s; and from ps to so, giving a total cost of 2. If we set kK = 1, we would
greedily match po and s, giving a total cost of 3, being exactly [k more than the optimal.

We can now bound the costs of 0, and ;.

5
Lemma 18. |n&| <|n*|+ —.
nm

Proof. Any subsegments of P and S with length [ that are greedily matched increase the cost of an
optimal solution in the remaining part by at most §l/nm (Lemma 17). The total length that can be
greedily matched is at most one, so the total extra cost is at most ¢ /nm. O O

5
Lemma 19. |ny| < —.
nm

Proof. By construction, the distance over which any mass is transported in 7y, is at most §/nm. The
total mass transported is at most one, giving the bound. O O

For each segment p € P, we can straightforwardly compute a maximal subset that can be trans-
ported over distance at most J/nm. Consider each segment s € S: the supporting lines of p and s
can intersect inside p or s, outside both, or not at all. If they don’t intersect (i.e. are parallel), com-
putation of the parts that can be transported within the required distance is trivial. If they intersect
outside both, we can find the points on p and s furthest from the intersection point that are within
the required distance, then find the largest distance we can move towards the intersection point while
staying within the required distance. If they intersect inside one or both of the segments, we split the
segments at the intersection point and handle both sides using the case for intersections outside the
segments.

Let P" and S’ be the parts of P and S that remain after the greedy matching, with |P’| = |S’| = ¢.
We subdivide P’ and S’ into @ and R as described above. As before, we define a complete bipartite
graph G = (QU R, Q x R), where the weight of each edge is equal to the shortest distance between the
two subsegments it connects, and the capacity of each vertex is equal to the length of the subsegment
it represents. Let W be a minimum cost flow in G; we observe the following lower bound on its cost:
Lemma 20. |W| > ﬁ

nm
Proof. By construction, the distances in G are at least 6 /nm. As the total mass moved is ¢, we obtain
the bound stated in the lemma. O O

Lemma 2 also still applies to the part of the input that remains after greedy matching. We now
approximate |WW| by reducing the flow problem to a transportation problem between two weighted
point sets. We pick any point on each ¢ € @ and r € R, and give them weights equal to |¢| and |r|.
Call these sets of points U and V. We can now bound the cost of g in terms of 5 using the flow
problem.
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Lemma 21. |n%] < |ng| < (1+6)%ng|.

Proof. Let v be an optimal transport plan between U and V, and let |v| be its cost. We can upper
bound |v| by measuring all distances to the furthest points inside the segments. By construction of @
and R, the ratio of longest to shortest distance is at most 1+ . The cost |v| of v can therefore not be
more than (1 4+ 0)|W|.

We can turn 7 into a valid transport plan ng between @Q and R by spreading the mass moved to
each point in U and V evenly over the segments in () and R that they were derived from. Again, by
construction, the distances increase by a factor of at most 1 + 4, giving ng < (1 + 9)|v|.

Plugging in the bound on |v| obtained above, we obtain an upper bound of (1 + 6)2|W|. As
IW| < |ng|, we obtain that [ne| < (1 + 8)?|ng|. The lower bound follows directly from the fact that
n¢ is optimal, and therefore cannot have a cost higher than that of ng. O O

We can then show that, for a transport plan 1 = ng + 1, |1] approximates |1*|:
56
Theorem 22. |n| < (14 30)|n*|+ —.
nm

Proof. By Lemma 21, we know that |ng| < (1+6)%|n%]. As § <1, (1+6)? <1+ 35. By Lemma 18,
we have that |ng| < |n*| 4+ (1 — €)6/nm. Combining the two results, we get that

Ina| < (14 36)[ng|
<@ +36)<|n*| +(1 —z)nin)

5 + 362
nm

<1430 +1-12)

45
<1430y |+ —
nm

By Lemma 19, |na| < d/nm. As |n| = [ng| + |nm|, we obtain the bound stated in the lemma.
O U

Setting 0 = ¢/3 gives a (1 + ¢)-approximation with an additive term of 5¢/3nm

7.1 Running time analysis

During the greedy matching, each p € P may have been cut into m pieces, and each s € S into n pieces.
As such, P’ and S’ (the parts remaining after greedy matching) both contain O(nm) subsegments.
In the worst case, P’ and S’ are close to each other everywhere, causing them to be subdivided into
the smallest possible subsegments. As the minimum distance is §/nm, and the ratio of the longest
and shortest distance between any two subsegments is 1+ ¢, the smallest possible subsegment has size
@(%). Each subsegment of P’ and S’ may give rise to one extra subsegment in @ and R, as the
length may not be exactly divisible by §/nm. This gives sets @ and R a size of O(%3* +nm) € O(23),
leading to the following result:

Theorem 23. Let P and S be sets of n and m line segments in the plane, both having equal total
length, let |n*| be the cost of an optimal transport plan between them, and let § be any constant > 0.
Given an algorithm that constructs a (1 + §)-approzimation between weighted sets of k points in f5(k)
time, we can construct a transport plan between P and S with cost < (1 + ¢'0)|n*| + 2% for some
constant ¢’ in O(f(;(’g—“;)) time with high probability.

We can again calculate a (1 4 §)-approximation to v in O(N§~°M polylog N) time using the
algorithm by Fox and Lu [6], giving the following corollary to the previous theorem:

Corollary 24. For any constant € > 0, a transport plan between P and S with cost < (1 + ¢)|n*| +

O(L) can be constructed in O(% polylog(%)) time with high probability.

nm
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8 'Triangles to triangles

We consider the case where P and S are both sets of triangles with total area one and longest edge
length A. The algorithm is completely analogous to the one for transport between sets of segments: we
greedily match parts of the input within a certain distance, subdivide the remainder and approximate
the optimal transport plan by reduction to a minimum cost flow. As the setup and proofs are exactly
the same as in the previous section (just substitute the integrals over segments with integrals over
area), this is omitted. All we need is an algorithm that can greedily match parts of the input within
a given distance.

We do this greedy matching as follows. We can first remove the parts where P and S overlap: they
have cost zero. We then overlay a grid with cells of size §/(21/nm) onto our input, and keep only the
cells that contain an edge or are adjacent to one that does (the other cells already have the desired
clearance from cells containing triangles from the other set). Inside each cell, we record the total area
of triangles from P and S that lie inside it separately. For parts of P and S that lie inside the same
cell, we match as much as possible, resulting in a grid where each cell only contains parts of P or S.
We then match as much of each cell as possible to each of its eight neighbours. The maximum distance
over which we have greedily matched weight is v/25/y/nm, and the remaining parts of P and S have
a minimum distance of §//nm to each other.

We can then combine the ideas of the point-to-triangle and segment-to-segment algorithm to ap-
proximate the optimal solution. First, we overlay a uniform grid with cells of size § x ¢ separately
for P and S, and identify the cells that contain a triangle. We then recursively subdivide each cell as
long as there is any part of a triangle in the other set for which our distance ratio of 1 + § is violated.
We track the total area of triangles contained in each cell, then approximate each cell by a point with
a weight equal to this area. After each set is approximated by points in this way, we can run our
algorithm as before. Lemma 17 can be straightforwardly modified to give the same result for triangles,
except that [ will be an area instead of a length. This means that we obtain a (1 + ¢)-approximation

with an additive term of O(g/y/nm).

8.1 Running time analysis

The number of cells examined during the greedy matching is O(~ "mA) per triangle, so O(iﬂlmﬁwm))
in total. The part of the input remaining after greedy matching can be at distance §/v/nm from each

other everywhere, causing it to be subdivided into cells of size O( \/7) to maintain a distance ratio

of 1+ . There may be O(~ %TA) cells that intersect the boundaries of a triangle, or O(imm%W)

in total; the other cells are interior to some triangle, and as the total area is one, there can be at most

O(%1) of them. The total number of cells is therefore at most O (X5 "mA(m_m) +41) € O(F 5 "mA(m'm)
This gives the following result:

Theorem 25. Let P be a set of n and S a set of m triangles in the plane, both having equal total
area and longest edge length at most A after normalising their total areas to one, let |n*| be the cost
of an optimal transport plan, and let 6 be any constant > 0. Given an algorithm that constructs a
(1 + &)-approzimation between weighted sets of k points in fs(k) time, we can construct a transport
plan between P and S with cost < (14 ¢/8)|n*| + O( ) for some constant ¢’ can be constructed in

O (f§ (M)) time.

'I’LTIL

We can again calculate a (1 + d)-approximation to v in O(N6~°M polylog N) time using the
algorithm by Fox and Lu [6], giving the following corollary to the previous theorem:

Corollary 26. For any constant € > 0, a transport plan between P and S with cost < (1 + ¢)|n*| +
O(—%=) can be constructed in O( Y nmAgEHer) polylog("mA)) time with high probability.

Vnm
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9 Higher dimensions

In this section we show how our approach can be extended to work in d-dimensional space. We discuss
the case of transporting mass from points to d-dimensional simplices, and from one set of simplices to
another.

9.1 Points to simplices

The approach described here is a direct extension of the one detailed in Section 6. Let P be a set of n
weighted points in d dimensions with total mass one, and let S be a set of m d-dimensional simplices
with total volume one and longest edge length A. We start by overlaying an infinite grid of size A
and identifying the cells intersected by any simplex in O(dm log(m)+6%d2d%m) time using compressed
quadtrees [23]. We then repeatedly subdivide each cell until the ratio between the shortest and longest
distance is at most 1 + ¢ for all points in P, or until it is wholly within 6/(nm)*/? of any point in
P. Call the resulting set of cells Q. We can again show that picking one point in each cell of ) with
weight equal to the total volume of simplices contained in it, and then solving a transport problem
between P and the resulting set of points, approximates the transport problem between P and S.

As the structure of the proof is very similar to that contained in Section 6, we omit some of the
intermediate lemmas here. We start with the lower bound on the cost of a minimum cost flow W in
the bipartite graph G = (PUQ, P x Q):

5 5(2(6 + 62))
(nm)t/d B (nm)t/d

Lemma 27. |W| >

Proof. For a given point-simplex pair (p,s) € P x S, consider the cells in @ intersecting s that
have a point within distance d/(nm)/® of p. Such a cell has its furthest point at most at distance
(6402)/(nm)/4. The total volume of these cells is then (2(6+62))¢/nm (the volume of a d-dimensional
hypercube with radius (6§ 4 62)/(nm)'/¢, which contains the hypersphere with the same radius). Over
all point-simplex pairs, this gives a volume of at most (2(6 + 62))¢, leaving 1 — (2(6 + 62))¢ with
distance at least 6/(nm)*/® in W. The cost is therefore at least (1 — (2(6 4 62))%) - 6/(nm)Y/?¢ =
§/(nm)Y? — §(2(6 4 6%))1/(nm)'/<. O O

We again approximate |WW| by reducing the flow problem to a transportation problem between two
sets of weighted points. We do this by picking a point in each cell ¢ € @ and giving it a weight equal
to the total volume of simplices contained in ¢. Call this set of points T

Lemma 28. The cost |v| of an optimal transport plan v between P and T satisfies |W| < |v| <

2\\d
sy S

Proof. The lower bound follows directly from the fact that none of the distances in v are smaller than
the distances between the same objects in W (recall that the distances in W are measured to the closest
point on the cell). We can upper bound |v| by measuring all distances to the furthest point in each
cell. By construction, those distances are at most 1 + ¢ times the distance to the closest point when
the furthest distance is at least §/(nm)'/¢. We can therefore bound all parts of v where the distance
is at least 6/(nm)'/¢ by (1 + §)|W|. The total mass being moved over distance at most &/(nm)'/¢ in
v is at most (2(0 + 62))¢, giving a cost of §(2(8 + 62))?/(nm)'/¢. The total cost when measuring to
the furthest point is therefore (1 + 8)|W| + 5(2(8 + 62))¢/(nm)*/ 2. a a

As before, we turn v into a valid transport plan 1 between P and @ by spreading the mass moved
to each point in T out evenly over the parts of simplices contained in the cell of ) the point was
derived from. By the same argument used in Lemma 28, we obtain the following bound on the cost of

n:
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5(2(0 +62))?

Lemma 29. |n| < (14 9)|y|+ ()17

Putting this all together, we can show that |n| approximates the cost of the optimal transport plan
" :
Theorem 30. |n| is a (14 219)-approzimation to the earth mover’s distance |n*| between P and S for
0<d< 4.
Proof. We follow the same structure as Theorem 12, obtaining the following ratio, into which we plug

the lower bound from Lemma 27:

(14 6)2[W| 4 28QOE2)T | 2(2(6+57)

(nm)1/d (nm)1/d
W
(1420 4+ 8%) ([l — SO | 2G| LG
<
= 5 0(+7)e
(nm)1/d (nm)1/d

14264674 (2(6+ %)% — 6(2(6 + 6%))% — 62(2(6 + 62))?
B 1—(2(6 +62))4

2 2\\d _ §2 2\\d
_ 1+5+5+5 +2(2(6 + 62))4 — 62(2(6 + 62))

1—(2(0 +02))d

2 2 2 d—1

< 1464 S+ 02 +2(2(6 +02)((2(0 + 62)))
1—(2(0 + 02))d

2

< 146+ ‘”15%85 (Assuming (6 + 6%) < 1)
a7

2

< 14542070
2

< 14216

As |W)| is also a lower bound for || (Lemma 2), and 7 can obviously not have lower cost than the
optimal transport plan, this gives a (1 4 21§)-approximation. O O

Note that the constant in our approximation is slightly worse than the one obtained in Theorem 12;
this is because we approximate the volume of a hypersphere by the volume of its bounding cube,
whereas before we could calculate the area of the disk exactly.

9.1.1 Running time analysis

We construct a structure similar to Section 6.1, then argue that the number of cells in our actual
subdivision is similar. Our construction is the direct generalisation of the one described before: we
build a layered structure of cells of increasing sizes. Let R; ; be the set of cells generated by point p;
and simplex s;; we now analyse how many cells are created.

dd*?nm (nm)Y/eA

lo cells.
s BT

Proof. We follow the structure of the proof of Lemma 14, again counting the number of cells in one
“quadrant”, and then multiplying by the number of quadrants (2¢). The number of cells in a quadrant

1S
4k is1 S d—1
AN Y T (R =L La R
v) = 2iy '
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where «; is the number of layers of cells that have doubled in size i times, 8 is the distance inside of
which we use the smallest cell size (6/(nm)/4), ~ is the smallest cell size (62/(nm)*/4), and k is the
number of times we need to double the cell size.

The value of each «; is 1/0: this value is exact along any axis, and we can show that all cells can be
made to have the correct ratio with a given number of extra subdivisions. For a given cell r € R; ;, let
v be the vector from p; to the closest point on r, and let v’ be the edge length of cell g. W.l.o.g. assume
that v9 = max v;; by construction this gives us that (vo +4')/vg < 1+ 4. Let u be the vector from the

v+

closest point on ¢ to the furthest point; we want to find a value x such that Tul/ﬂ <1+ 4. Through

the triangle inequality, we can upper bound the distance to the furthest point on ¢ as |v|+ |u/xz|. We
can now calculate the required value of z:

v
Jul s
zlv| ~
!
7\/&<5
zlv| ~
!
vﬁg(;
)
Vs s

T

x>Vd

So all cells have the correct ratio if their edge length is reduced by a factor of at least v/d, which means
each cell needs to be replaced by at most O(d%?) cells.
This gives us the following derivation for the number of cells:

k S 1—1 j S5
1 d (nm)1/7d + Zj:() 2 (nm)1/d 1

i
(nm)17d

The value of k is derived in the same way as before, giving k € O(log((nm)'/¢A/§)). This gives
O(gid log W) cells per point-simplex pair, where each cell needs to be divided into O(d%/?) smaller
cells, for a total of O(dddgjnm log ("m);/dA) cells. O O

d gd/2 1/d
Lemma 32. Q has 0(5 dd™ “nm log (nm) A) cells.

6d
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Proof. Consider any cell 7 € R. As before, any cell ¢ € @ that overlaps with r has |q| > |r|/4%:
otherwise g was subdivided unnecessarily. As the cells in @) are disjoint, it follows that r can overlap
with at most 5% cells in Q. As such, @) contains at most 5¢ times more cells than R, which, by

. /2nm nm)'/4
Lemma 31, is O(ddd; log ( )6 A). O O

Combined with the time required to build the quadtree that we use to find the starting cells of our
subdivision, this gives the following result:

Theorem 33. Let P be a set of n weighted points and S be a set of m simplices in R? with equal total
weight, let A be the longest edge length in S after normalising its total volume to one, let |n*| be the cost
of an optimal transport plan between P and S, and let 6 be any constant > 0. Given an algorithm that
constructs a (14 8)-approxzimation between weighted sets of k points in fs(k) time, we can construct a

transport plan between P and S with cost < (14-218)|n*| in O(6dd2ddm + fs (5ddd;:2”m log ("m);/dA))

time.

Note that if we set d = 2, this is the same running time as the one obtained in Theorem 15. We
can again calculate a (1 + §)-approximation to v in O(N§— (@ logo(d) N) time using the algorithm by
Fox and Lu [6]. Setting § = ¢/21, this gives a total running time of

dgd/2 d

-0(d) od

105%d2d% 2nm dnmA
d 32 id O(d)
€ O<6ddm+ ~0(d) log ( ~a >)

Corollary 34. For any constant € > 0, a transport plan between P and S with cost < (1+¢€)|n*| can
be constructed in O(Gddedm + % logo(d) (dnei’;&)) time with high probability.

9.2 Simplices to simplices

The approach from Sections 7 and 8 can also be extended to work on d-dimensional simplices in d
dimensions. We take the same approach of overlaying a grid with cells of size §/(4(nm)'/¢) onto the
input and greedily matching the parts of P and S that are close together. The maximum distance over
which we greedily match weight is then v/dd/(2(nm)'/?), and the remaining parts of P and S have
minimum distance §/(2(nm)/?) to each other. We then approximate the transport plan between the
remaining cells with a minimum cost flow. The same analysis still works, and we obtain a (1 + ¢)-
approximation with an additive term of O(v/de/(nm)/%).

9.2.1 Running time analysis

The number of cells examined during the greedy matching is O( M) per simplex, so O( (

in total (note that we simplify the analysis by simply considering the volume of a d-dimensional cube
of side length A). The part of the input remaining after greedy matching can be close to each other
everywhere, causing it to be subdivided into cells of size ©( e 8

nm)1/d
these cells is then O( \/a(”m)l/‘;Ad(ner) ). This gives the following result:

). The total number number of

Theorem 35. Let P be a set of n and S a set of m d-dimensional simplices in R?, both having
equal total volume and longest edge length at most A after normalising their total volumes to one,
let |n*| be the cost of an optimal transport plan between them, and let 6 be any constant > 0. Given

an algorithm that constructs a (1 + 0)-approzimation between weighted sets of k points in fs(k) time,

Vds
(nm)1/d

we can construct a transport plan between P and S with cost < (14 '§)|n*| + O(
Vd(nm)Y 1AL (n+m) ))
52

) for some

time.

constant ¢’ can be constructed in O( f5(
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nm)/?AY (n4+m)
f)



We can again calculate a (1 + d)-approximation to v in O(N§—9(4) log@@ N) time using the
algorithm by Fox and Lu [6], giving the following corollary to the previous theorem:

Corollary 36. For any constant € > 0, a transport plan between P and S with cost < (14 ¢)|n*| +
dad Jd Ad
O( ) can be found in O(ﬂ("m);(/,(f) (ntm) 14,0(d) <W)) time with high probability.

__vae
(nm)1/4

10 Conclusion

We have provided approximation algorithms to the earth mover’s distance between sets of points, line
segments, triangles and d-dimensional simplices. These are the first combinatorial algorithms with a
provable approximation ratio for this problem when the objects are continuous rather than discrete
points.

Here we described the case where the total mass is spread uniformly over the available length or
area. However, our approach also works when this is not the case. If the ratio of densities is bounded,
the same running times hold; otherwise, this ratio will show up in the running times the same way
that the longest edge length does for cases involving triangles.

We note that for points and line segments (in any dimension), the approximation scheme is free
from undesired parameters, whereas for points and triangles (or simplices), the maximum edge length
A appears in the running time, and when neither set is a set of points, an additive term appears in
the approximation. The most interesting open question is whether either of these two artifacts can be
avoided.
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