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Abstract

In this note, we generalize the classical optimal partial transport (OPT) problem by modifying the
mass destruction/creation term to function-based terms, introducing what we term “generalized optimal
partial transport” problems. We then discuss the dual formulation of these problems and the associated
Sinkhorn solver. Finally, we explore how these new OPT problems relate to classical optimal transport
(OT) problems and introduce a linear programming solver tailored for these generalized scenarios.

Notation and assumptions
R = (—00,0),R; =[0,00), Ry = (0,00).
: A non-empty convex open subset of R? for some d € N.

c: 0% = R : A lower semi-continuous function, referred to as the “cost function” in this note.

Given a topological set E, f : E — R is said to be lower-semi continuous at € F if the following
holds:

Pick x,, — x (where the convergence is determined by the topology of F), then

limninff(:tn) > f(z).

P(€2): The set of all probability measures defined on €.
M

M(Q): The set of all Radon measures defined on €.
Co(2)

Q): The set of all positive Radon measures defined on €.

Q) : set of all Cy functions. In particular, it is defined as

Co(Q) :={f:Q =R, f is continuous, Jcompact set K C Q,s.t.f(x) =0,Vx ¢ K}.

v: A element in P(Q?) or M4 (0?).
w,v: elements in P(Q) or M (Q).
71,2 : Q2 — Q: Canonical projections defined on Q2. Specifically, 71 ((z,y)) = = and m=2((z,y)) = y.

J#p: The push-forward of measure p by a function f: Q — Q. Specifically, fuu(A) = p(f~*(4)) for
any Borel set A.

Y1,72: 71 = (m1)»p is the first marginal of . 72 is defined similarly.

u = v: Indicates that two measures are equal. For each Borel set A, u(A) = v(A4), or equivalently, for

each test function ¢ € Cy, we have
/ odp = / ¢dv.
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w1 < v: Indicates that p is dominated by v. Specifically, for each Borel set A, u(A) < v(A). Equivaletly,
for each test function ¢ € Cy(£2), ¢ > 0, we have

/ by < / b,
T(u,v) :={y€P(Q?):m =p,y2=v}

T<(p,v) i={y € M (Q%) i1 < 72 < v}

I (u,v) == {y € M(Q2) : 31 < p,72 < v, |y| = n}, where 7 € [0, min{|ul, [v]}].
Supp(u), Supp(v): The support sets of p and v.

L: The Lebesgue measure defined on €.

Continuous setting: In this case, we suppose u = fdL and v = gdL, where f,g € L1(Q).

Discrete setting: In this case, we suppose p = > | pidy, and v = > 7" ¢;0,,, where n,m € N and
pi,q; > 0 for all i,j. We denote X = {z;:i€[l:n]} andY ={y; : j € [1: m]}.

dx,dy: dz is a reference measure in €2 such that pu < dx, and similarly, dy is a reference measure in
such that v < dy. Both are set to be probability measures.

Typically, we assume dp/dx,dv/dy are Ly functions.

dxdy = dr @ dy: The product measure of dr and dy, defined as the reference measure on Q2.

du dv.

T dy Density functions of p and v with respect to dx and dy, respectively.

Inner product and integration: In this note, we use the following identity:

/ fdu = p(f) = {F. 1),

where f is a measurable function defined on 2.

Il = / dlu,

where |u| = pq + p—, and py, p— are the unique measure decomposition of the signed measure p €

M(Q).

|| - ll7v: Total variation norm defined by:

W= j—‘u‘u + 2 The Lebesgue decomposition of u. By classical measure theory, this decomposition is
unique.

1 < v: Indicates that p is absolutely continuous with respect to v.
[le2ll; llv]]: Total masses of p and v, respectively. [|p||, ||¢|| are defined similarly.
KL(p || v): The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between p and v. See ().

le—vlrv = |p—v|7v, Pllp—v|rv = ||t —v||prv: Total variation and partial total variation between
wand v. See () and (@).

fyDy: f is an entropy function, and Dy is the corresponding f-divergence.
flo=limz o0 @ € RU {oo}: The growth rate of f at infinity.

ta, where A € Q: indicator function such that t4(z) =0 if x € A and ta(z) = co elsewhere.



(E, E*): E is a convex set, and E* is its dual space. The dual pairing is defined by:

(x,2") = 2™ (x) = (z,2") €R.
e A > 0: A constant used in the OPT problem (I8]).
e )\, A2 Q — Ry: Positive bounded functions.
e 7 € [0, min{|y|,|v|}]: A constant used in the MOPT problem (2I]).
e ¢ > 0: A constant used in the entropic OPT problem (24)).
o K =e /¢
e 1|4, where A C Q: The restriction of the measure i on set A. Specifically,

pula(B) = (BN A)
for all Borel sets B C (2.
e ¢|a, where A C Q: The restriction of the function ¢ on A. Specifically,
x) ifxeA

dlale) = {?)5( ) elsewhere

Note, the above definition can be equivalently redefined as
D4 A—>R

with @ |4 (z) = ®(z),Vz € A. In this note, for conveneince, we to not distinguish these two formuala-
tions.

e r(Oy, % where x,y are vectors or matrices with same shape: Point-wise multiplication/division.

e 1,: an x 1 vector where entry is 1. Similarly, we can define 1,,, 1 xm,0n, Om - - ..

2 OQOutlines

In section Bl we introduce the foundational concepts of f-divergence, unbalanced optimal transport, and var-
ious optimal partial transport problems. SectionHlpresents the formulations of new optimal partial transport
problems, their entropic versions, and the corresponding dual forms. Section discusses the Sinkhorn
algorithms tailored for these new OPT problems. In section 43 we explore the relationship between
the generalized OPT problems and classical OT problems, including discussions on the linear programming
solver adapted for generalized OPT problems. Section [Blis dedicated to examining both the Sinkhorn and
linear programming solvers for mass-constrained OPT problems.

3 Background

3.1 Entropy Function and f-Divergence

An entropy function f : R — RU {oo} is lower semi-continuous, convex, and its domain D(f) := {z :
f(z) < oo} is contained within [0, c0) and intersects (0, 00). The growth rate of f at infinity is defined as:
f(z)

Given measures p,v € M(Q) with the Lebesgue decomposition u = Z—‘;V + pt, the f-divergence is
defined by:

d
Dyl vyi= [ 1 (%) vt sl 1)

assuming the convention 0 - co = 0.



Example 1. We consider the following examples of entropy functions:

e Kullback-Leibler (KL) Divergence:

sln(s) —s+1 ifs>0
75) = frerls) == {1 ifs=0. 2)

0 if s <0
Here, (fx1)., = 0o, and the KL divergence is:

In (4) %av— llull + W) if < v
KL(p | v) := {‘[ dv ) dv B 3)
00 otherwise

with In(0) - 0 = 0 assumed.
e Total Variation:

ls—1| ifs>0
0 ifs <0’

f(s) = frv(s) := {
where (frv), = 1, and the total variation divergence is:
=iy o= [ dlu=vl )

e Partial Total Variation:

1-s ifsel0,1]
00 ifs<0ors>1’

f(s)= fprv(s):= {
with (fprv )., = 00. The corresponding divergence is termed "partial total variation divergence”:

|m_mpﬂw_{w—uhv—ﬂﬂ—ﬂﬂ ifps<v
o0

. b
otherwise

e FEquality Constraint Divergence:

0 ifs=1

. )
oo otherwise

f(s) = 1qy(s) = {

where (t{1} )5 = 0o. The associated divergence is termed equality-constraint divergence:

a4uwa:{o Yp=v (9)

. b
oo otherwise

e Non-constraint Divergence Function:
f(s) =0(s) :=0, (10)
with (0), = 0, the associate divergence, termed “Dg”, is:
Do(p || v) =0, (11)

Note, 0 does not meet classical entropy function conditions as it does not ensure D(0) C [0, 00).



e Partial- Transportation Constraint Divergence Function:

0 ifselo,1]

‘ ; (12)
0o ifs<0ors>1

f(s) = L[0,1] (s) = {

where (t[p1])o0 = 00. The corresponding divergence, termed “u<”, is:

<] v) = {O Yy (13)

oo otherwise

Remark 1. [t is straightforward to verify, fprv = frv + t[0,1), and thus,

PTV(p || v) = llp=vizv +e<(p || v).

3.2 Optimal Transport and Optimal Partial Transport

Optimal transport (OT) problems, as studied in [13} [12], seek the most cost-efficient way to transfer mass
between two probability measures. Specifically, given u, v € P(2), the OT problem is defined as:

OT(v) = min [ el y)dr(ey) = min (e.7) (14)
YEL (1) J2 YEL (k,v)
Classical OT theory ensures the existence of a minimizer, as c is lower semi-continuous, allowing the
substitution of inf with min.
In a discrete setting, where = 37" | p;d,, and v = 37" | ¢;0,,, which are discrete probability measures,
the problem becomes:

OT(u,v) == min (c,7) (15)
Y€ (p,q)

Here, ¢ € R"™™ with ¢; ; = c(z;,y;) for all i, j, and I'(p, q) = {y € RT*™ : 41, = p,v " 1,, = ¢}.

The problem (Id), (3] is referred to as the balanced optimal transport problem because it requires
lll = l7||. In an unbalanced setting, where p,v € M, () may not be equal, the problem () can be
generalized as follows:

UOT(N) v Dfl’Df2) = ,Yej\i/(rif(ﬂz)<c’ ’Y> + Df1 (71 H :u) + Df2 (72 ” V)a (16)

where Dy, , Dy, are f-divergences defined in (I]).

Remark 2. When Dy,, Dy, = 1=, the above formulation reverts to the balanced OT ([[4) when ||u|l = ||v|,
and to oo otherwise. Thus, (Idl) can be redefined as:

YEM4+(Q2) otherwise

OT(u,v):= inf {c,v)+i=(m || ) +i=(r2]v)= {:;invel“(u,u)@, v if el = v ' (17)

A specific class of unbalanced optimal transport, termed optimal partial transport and discussed in
[, 10] [8, [@], is formulated by setting Dy, , Dy, = AT'V:

OPT(p,v;A) := inf _ (c,7) + A(TV(n [ 0) + TV (72 || v)) (18)
YEM4(D22)
= inf {e,7)+Allp—nll+ v —2l) (19)
vEV< (1,v)
= _inf  (c,7) + MPTV(n || p) + PTV (32 || v)) (20)
YEML(Q?)

where
Pe(p,v) ={y e Mu(Q*) iy < py2 < vk



(I has been validated by [10], and 20) directly follows from the definition of PTV (see (@)).
Additionally, an equivalent formulation of (I9), termed “mass-constraint optimal partial trans-
port”, is proposed in this paper:

MOPT,(p,v):= inf (c¢,7) (21)
YELL (1,v)

where n € [0, min{|u|, |v|}],

inf (1,v) = {v € My(Q%) 1 <70 <, |1yl = n}-
WGFS

Optimal partial transport problems (8], [2I) admit a minimizer.

4 A Generalized Version of the OPT Problem

In this section, we assume Aq, A2 : 0 — R, are measurable, bounded functions. We introduce the generalized
OPT problem defined as:

TV (A || Ap) TV (A2 || A2v)
GOPT(u,v;A1,A2) ;== inf  (¢,7) + < or + < or (22)
YEM4(Q32) _ _
PTV (M || Aip) PTV (A2 || A2v)

where PTV (M1 || Aip) = PTV ( Ay || M) + e<(n || w), and PTV (A2 || A2v) is defined similarly.

We refer to TV (A1 || A1p) (or similarly for PTV) as the “first penalty term” and TV (Aavy2 || A2v) (and
similarly for PTV) as the “second penalty term”. Intuitively, A\;(x) models the penalty of mass destruc-
tion/creation on the source measure p at point z, A2(y) models the penalty of mass destruction/creation on
v at point y.

Remark 3. When A\ = Ay = A, this formulation reduces to the classical OPT problem as defined in ([{IJ).
Remark 4. Unlike the classical OPT problem [A8) and [I9), in this formulation, when selecting TV (A1 ||
Aip) and TV (Aaye || A2v), we are not restricted to searching within T'<(u,v) in My (Q2?). For instance,

consider 1 = 0y and v = dg + 91 with Ay =0 and Ao = 100. The optimal transportation plan, denoted by ,
would be 60,0y + 61,1y, yielding a zero cost in [22). However, y1 = o + 61 £ 6o = pu.

A
A
In the rest of this note, we will use {B to denote the < or  for simplicity.
B

4.1 Entropic Regularization

Given v € M, (2?), if v < dady, the negative entropy term is defined as:

— dy dy _
—H(%):= /Q2 <1n <d:vdy> 1> dwdyd:vdy = KL(v || dxdy) — 1. (23)

If v & dxdy, we emphasize the difference by still using %}ydwdy in the definition to indicate that %}ydwdy #*
dv in this case.
With a chosen € > 0, we define the entropic (generalized) optimal transport problems based on ([22]):

T T
BGOPT (1, v\, dav€) = inf  {e) — eH () + 4 LV Fun) VO | 2av)
YEML(?) PTV (A || Aup) PTV (A2 || A2v)
y<Ldzdy
T T
= inf —eKL(y| K)+ Vun [ Ap) V22 [ Aav) + constant.
YEM(Q7) PTV(Aim || Ap) PTV (X272 || Azv)
y<Ldzdy
(24)



where in 24)), K is defined as K := e~¢/¢. The equation follows from the fact:

dry
Kdxdy) 1 dxd Kdzxd
KL(3|Kdrdy) ( ) = 1) oz dady + | Kdsdy|

<
- (ln(d:rdy) 1) ddg dudy +/( Dty + | Ky

:6 —H(") + {¢;7)) + [ K dady]|. (25)

As || Kdzdy|| is a non-negative constant, independent of ~, it is disregarded in further discussions.

Remark 5. Rigorously speaking, whether in the general entropic unbalanced OT case or in the entropic
GOPT, setting e = 0 does not guarantee equivalence between the entropic and the original versions since the
optimal solution in the original version might not satisfy v < dxdy. The convergence of the minimizer of
EGOPT @4)) to a minimizer in GOPT [22) under general conditions remains an open question.

However, if a minimizer in [22)) is absolutely continuous with respect to dxdy and ) is finite, as € — 0,
the minimizer of EGOPT converges to this minimizer of GOPT, as shown in [7, Proposition 3.1].

4.2 Dual formulation of entropic (generalized) OPT problems

In this section, we introduce the dual formulation of the entropic (generalized) OPT problem defined in (24]),
which equal the original problems (up to a constant):

Dual — EGOPT (p1,v; M1, A2)

i A i A

— sp (€ DK, dadg) + O tocstuan - lnindd ), 0) + tues o)
¢peL°(Q,dx) <m1n(¢7 )\1)7 /1’> <m1n(w7 )\2)7 V>

YEL™(Qdy)

(26)
where
S(A1,dz) :={¢: > —A1,dx —a.s;¢ =0,dx |x,—0 —a.s.}

and S(Ag, dy) is defined similarly.

The rest of this section is the derivation of this formulations (in particular, see Remark [l and related
basic concepts. The main idea is based on [7, Theorme 3.1] and related concepts.

We first setup some notations and settings. Since v < dxdy in EGOPT problem. We have v; < dx and
y2 < dy. Thus we can write v, = Jtdz, 72 = d” “dy and can use r = J% to represent 1, where r € Ly (2, dx)
and similar to ys.

4.2.1 Background: convex function, conjugate, dual formulation.

Let (E, E*) be a pair of convex Hausdorff topologically paired vector spaces, so that the elements of each
space can be identified with a continuous linear functional on the other. We refer to [II] for details. The
topological pairing is the bi-linear form:

(E,E*) > (s,8')—~ (s,s') eR (27)

Example 2. (L1(Q,dx), Loo(Q,dx)) is such a topologically paired vector space. In particular, we have:
(L1(9,dx))* = Loo(R,dz) and (Loo (2, dz))* D L1(Q, dz). Additionally, the topological pairing is defined by:

g) = /Qfgdw
d

Example 3. (R% R?) is another instance of topologically paired vector spaces. Specifically, (R?)* = R?.
The topological pairing can be described by:

d
)= s
i=1



A function f: E — R = [~00, 00] is termed a convex function if it satisfies:
f(l=a)z+ay) <(1-a)f(z)+af(y) (28)
for all z,y € E and « € [0,1]. The domain of f, denoted D(f), is:
D(f) ={z € E| f(z) <oo}.

f is a proper function if D(f) N {f > —oco} # 0.
The convex conjugate of a function f: E — [—o00, 0], denoted as f* : E* — [—00, 0], is defined as:

fr(s') = sup(,s) — f() (29)

zeE

Example 4. The entropy functions defined in previous examples have the following convex conjugates:

fkp(s') = exp(s’) — 1 (30)
Fiv(s') = {I:X(S '~ Zz i’ i 1 (31)
Fory(s) = max(s', ~1) (32)
Gy (s) = & (33)
07(s") = tq0y (34)

. , 0 ifs<0
oy (s) = {5' if s >0 (35)

Example 5. Let E = L1(X,dz) and E* = Loo(X,dx). Consider the mapping

E3 71— Dy(rdr || p) := (f( ) ) + fooll(rdz) || € RU {00},

.
dp/dx

where [ is an entropy function.
According to [7, Theorem A.3], this mapping is a proper convezx, weakly lower-semi continuous function
in L1(X,dx). Its conjugate is given by

E* 3 ¢ Di(pda || p) = (f*(0), ) + (e<f1 ¢, d). (36)
Thus, we have the following:
o Let E = L1(Q?,dxdy) and E* = Loo(Q?, dxdy), we have:

KL*(¢dxdy | Kdwdy) = ((e* — 1)K, dwdy) (37)

o Let E=L1(Q,dx) and E* = Loo(Q,dx). Consider the mapping:

r—= TV (Ardz || Adrp). (38)

First, it is proper convex since
v = TV (r'de || A\p)

i a proper convez function, and

E19T'—)’I‘/:)\1T€E1
is a linear operator.
By Lemmalll, its conjugate, denoted as TV*(A1¢dz || A1), is given by:

TV*((Jﬁ/\ld{E || Alu) =

{(max((b, A1), ) if ¢ < Ai,dz-a.5.;¢ = 0,dx |y, =0 -a.s. (39)
00

elsewhere



Similarly, replace TV with PTV , we have:

PTV*(¢pAidz || Aip) = {gax(¢’ “M)p) 9=0.dzly=0

elsewhere
In addition, by Lemmal3, we have:
PTV (pMdz || M) = (max (¢, =), 1)
o Let E=L1(Q,dx) and E* = Loo(2,dz). We have:
(da || 1) = (9, 1)
. 0 ifo<0,dz-a.s.
Do(¢dz || p) =
oo elsewhere
v<(@dw || p) = (max(6,0), )

Lemma 1. We claim B9) holds.
Proof. From (B6]), we have for each ¢ € Lo (9, dz):

TV*(¢'dx || \p) == mﬁix(()\lrd,dx) —TV(\rdz || Mip)) = (max(¢', —1), \yp) + (t>1(4), dz)

(45)

Let @ = {xz : ¢ > 0} and Q2 = {z : ¢ = 0}. For each function r € E, let r |o,,7 |o, denote the

restriction of r on €7 and s respectively, and the restriction of measure is defined similarly.

We have:
TV*(Mgdx | Mp) = mTax(<r¢,dx> —TV(A\rdz || Ad1p))
=max (((r o, +7 [0,)¢, dx) =TV (Air |o, do || Ap))

= max((r |Q1 ¢,d$> - TV()‘lr |Q1 dx || )‘1/1’)) + H‘la.X<T |Qz ¢,d$>

rla, Q2
=TV* (mdx I Alu) + max({r |q, ¢,dx)
A o, 7|a,
Bl Bg
where we use the convention ¢ = 1 for the notation Ol

0 )\1‘9 :
It is straightforward to verify B;, Bs > —oc. '
Case 1: If dz |q, ({¢ # 0}) > 0, then By = cc.
Case 2: If dz |o, ({¢ > A1}) > 0, then we have:

b |o,
Ao

[

B1 > (1>1

e Jo,) = Al = .

Case 3: If ¢ < Ay, dz-a.s., and ¢ =0, dx |x,=0-a.s., then:
Bl = <H13,X(¢7 _Al)nu>a B2 =0
Thus, we complete the proof.

Next, we introduce the sub-differential operator of a convex function f:

Of (@) ={y € E* : (@' —w,y) < f(a) — f(x),Va' € E}



Lemma 2. Given topological pairs (E1, ET) and (Ea, E3), it is a well-known result that (Ey x Eq, EY X E3)
defines a topological pair with the pairing

(E1 x B, EY X E3) 3 ((x1,22), (27, 23)) — (x1,27) + (X2, 25).

If By 5 21 — fi(x1) and Ey 3 o — fa(x2) are two functions, then (f1 @ f2)* = fi & f5. In addition, if
f1 and fa are convex functions, then fi1 @ fa is convez.

The proof directly follows from the definition of convexity and conjugate functions.

Lemma 3. We claim that the function r — D(A\irdx || A\iy) is a proper, lower-semi continuous, convex
function. In addition, PTV " is given by (@I).

Proof. We can split the space Q into 1 = {x : Ay > 0} and Qs = {z : A\; = 0}. Then,
PTV (Mrdx || Ap) = PTV(Ardz || Aip) + e<(rdx || @)
= PTV(Air o, du || Miplo,) +1<(r o, do || plas,)

A1 A2

The mappings r |q,— Ay and 7 |q,— As are proper, convex, weakly lower semi-continuous functions. Thus,
PTV(Airdx || A\ p) is proper, convex, and weakly lower semi-continuous.
In addition, its conjugate is given by

PTV (pMda | Aip) = PTV* (M6 |, || Mdz [a,) + (¢ o, |l 1 loy)

= max(p, —A1)dp + max(¢,0)du
Ql Q2

= <H13X(¢, _)\1)5 :u>
and this completes the proof. O

Given topological pairs (F1, ET) and (Fs, E3), suppose A : E; — Es is a continuous linear operator. Its
dual operator A* : E5 — EY is a continuous linear operator such that

(Asq, s5) = (s1,A%s5),Vs1 € Eq, 85 € E5.

Example 6. Consider (E; = L1(Q?,dxdy), Ef = Loo(2%,dxdy)) and (Ey = L1(Q,dz) x L1(Q,dy), Fs =
Loo(Q,dz) X Loo(2,dy)). For (E2, E3), the topological pairing is defined by:

dy1 dye _/dn dy2

The following is a linear continuous mapping:

dy dy o2
Ei>—— A =|-—, = E
12 dxdy - (dazdy) (d:z:’ dy € L2

then its dual operator A* is defined by:
E3 5 (¢,9) = A™(¢,¥) =9 D¢ € EY.

Next, we introduce the following celebrated theorem in convex analysis:

Theorem 1 (Rockafellar Theorem, [Theorem 3, [I1], [Theorem A.1, [7]). Given topological pairs (E1, EY)
and (Eq, E3), a linear continuous mapping A : By — Es with its dual operator A* : E5 — E;. Suppose
F:FEy — [—00,00] and G : B3 — [—00,00] are proper, lower semi-continuous functions. In addition, there
exists x € Dom(F) such that G is continuous at Azx.
Then the following strong duality holds:
1r611fE F(z1) + G(Az1) = sup —F*(A*z}) — G*(—x3). (49)
1 1

©3€E}

Moreover, the infimum is attained by some x1. If x5 € E} is a maximizer, there exists a minimizer x1 € Fq
’ 2 2 )

such that Axy € 0G*(—x5) and A*zl € OF (7).
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Remark 6. Now we discuss the derivation of 28). Apply (E1, EY), (F2, E3), operator A, defined in Example
[6 set F,G as

Bs-Y p (ﬂ) = KL(v || Kdzdy)

dxdy dxdy
dy1 d dy1 d TV (A A TV (A A
<@9(1_£)HGQ1F£)F Quy [ Aue) Qore l[Aev) 5y
de  dy dx  dy PTV (2 || Mp) PTV (X272 || A2v)

Then, by lemmal2 and the convex conjugate functions [B9), [I), we have the convex conjugate functions
F*, G* as:
Ef > ®— F*(®) = (e~ % — 1)K, dzdy)

TV (\é || Mp) {TV%M¢HAw) (51)

= (max(¢, — A1), 1) + (max(y, —Aa), v) + {g’“(‘“d” + { oS

where
ST (=M, dx) :={d > —A1,dx — a.5.;¢ = 0,dx |x,—0 —a.s.},
and S~ (—Az2,dy) is defined similarly.

4.2.2 Alternative dual optimization

By [7, Theorem 3.1] (or Theorem [), suppose (¢,1) is a maximizer for the dual problem (26]), then the
corresponding minimizer can be obtained by v = efKe* dzdy.
It remains to find optimal dual variations ¢, ¢ in the dual problem 28]). Given 1, we will find the optimal
é. First, we set u = e?/¢,v = e¥/¢, Kv = (K (z, )v(-),dy), K Tu = (K(-,y)u(-), dz).
We choose the TV (A171 || A1) term, then optimizing ¢ is equivalent to
max —e(e%K, dxdy) + (min(¢, A1), ).

¢>—A1,dr—a.s.

By the first-order derivative method, combined with the fact that ¢ > —\;,dz — a.s. and ¢ = 0,dx |z, =0
—a.s., we obtain the optimal ¢ (or w) given by:

KL
PIOXTV/ (x; - |aq )/ (V)

clip (dM [e—>\1/e,e)\1/e]K,U> (z)

da’ . (du/dx . _,
= = = 1 _ l/E )\1/6 2
u(z) = exp(9/c) e clip (JLE M M) (o)
a ifa€|a,as]
where clip(a, [a1,a2]) = < a; ifa<ag , and proxZl is called the proximal operator for the KL

as if a > as
divergence and the functional 2TV (A || Ayp):

proxﬁL/E (z) := argmin Fy(s) + eK L(s]z).

In addition, the operator
proxﬁf1 L/e (Kv)

Kvw— proxdivglL/6 (Kv) := %
v

is called the proximal-divide operator.

11



Similarly, when we choose the PTV (vy; || i) term, ¢ (or u = e%/€) is updated by the corresponding
proximal-divide operator:

. _(dp/dx 5
u= proxdlv%(h_”hm/é(Kv) = min <W’ et/ ) . (53)

Similarly, for fixed ¢ (or u), the optimal ¢ (or v) is given by

: : v/d —X2 /€ €

v=-exp(¥/e) = proxdw%(é(h,p\w)/e(KTu) = clip (%, [e=2/€, e?2/ ]) ) for TV (A2 || A2v)  (54)
. . (v/d . S

v=-exp(¥/e) = proxdlv%()\ﬂ)\w)/é(KTu) = min <KTZ,6)‘2/ > , for PTV (X272 || A2v). (55)

4.3 Relation between GOPT and classical OT problem

It has been studied that the classical OPT problem ([I8), ([I9) is equivalent to a classical balanced OT
problem. By this relation, one can apply the linear programming solver in OT for the OPT problem. In this
section, we extend this relation to GOPT (22)).

In particular, we choose PTV (A171 || A1) and PTV (Aav2 || A2v) in GOPT, and we obtain:

GOPT(uv) = _inf {c= (M ® X)) + (i) + (o). (56)
yell<(p,v N—————
constant

Introduce an auxiliary point o and let Q@ = QU {o}. We define ¢ : Q2 — R with

_ : 2
é(ac, y) — C(,T, y) ()‘1 (‘T) + )‘Q(y)) if (,T, y) €Q (57)
0 elsewhere
In addition, define
fi=p+|v)0x
v=v+ |M|6(§O

Thus, ||a|| = |7||. By [5, 2], the following mapping:
Pe(pv) 37 = 3:=74 (1 =m) @ + 05 @ (¥ =72) + [V[d(s0,50) € T(f1,7) (58)

is a well-defined bijection.
We claim the following:

Lemma 4. Consider the balanced OT problem:
inf cdA 59
ﬁEF(ﬂﬂ?)/Q ! (59)

Choose v € T'<(u,v) and find 4 by B8). We have that 4 is a minimizer of BI) if and only if v is a
minimizer for (BQ)).

Proof. We have:

/Q odi = /Q (e (h ® X))y

Since the mapping (B8) is a bijection, we have that 4 is a minimizer for the OT problem (B3] if and only if
~ is a minimizer for the OPT problem (G0). O

In addition, it is straightforward to verify the following:

12



Lemma 5. In problem (B6), choose € > 0, then for each optimal v € T'<(u,v), we have
T{e— (@A) > €'}) =0.

Proof. Pick an optimal v € I'<(u,v) and let A = {c — (A1 @ A2) > €'}. Suppose y(A) > 0.
We have v | 4< v, thus v | 4c€ I'<(p, v). In addition,

(=M@ X)) = {e— (M @ X), 7 [ae) = (e — (M B A2), v [a) 2 €y [a |l >0
This is a contradiction since « is optimal. O

Lemma 6. In problem (B8), suppose |v| < |u|. If for all (z,y) € Q2, ¢ — (A ® A2) < —e1 for some €1 > 0,
then for each optimal transportation plan v, we have v = v.

Proof. Choose an optimal y and suppose |y| < |v|. Then by [Lemma E.1 [I]], there exists a " € I'(u, v) such
that v4 = v, v <4/, and v; < . Then we have:

(c=(M@X),Y) —{c=(M @A), ) =(c—= (M @A),y =) < —aly =7 <0

This is a contradiction to the fact that « is an optimal transportation plan. o

4.4 Algorithms for GOPT problems
4.4.1 OPT problems in a discrete setting

Suppose p = Y1, pidy, and v = Z;”:l q;0y,, where p > 0,, and ¢ > 0y, for all i,j. We set dv = 13" 4,
and dy = % Z;nzl dy;- Without loss of generality, we can redefine dr and dy as dv = i 0z, and

dy = Z;n:l dy, since the (positive) scaling of reference measures will not change the OPT problems. In
addition, we set A; € R” and Ay € R

Finally, choose € > 0. We adopt ¢ € R™*™ as the cost function (matrix) in OPT problems and define
K = e~°/¢. The negative entropy is defined by —H(7) := 2o ;i) = Dy

Then the generalized OPT (22)), the entropic version (24]), and the corresponding dual forms (26]), can
be written as follows:

> A)il(pi — (V1m))

10‘1 i(pi — (YLm)i) + {y1,<p}
(
(

)
> ()

{zj A2)jl(g5 — (Y 1))l
> (A2

|
X2)j(q; — (V" 1n)j) + ty71,<q)
EGOPT (p1,v; A1, A2,€) = min ZCU%] + eZ(ln(%j) — 1)y + {%z( 1)i |(( — (v1m)i)l
(v"

WeRnXm

GOPT(/L, v; )\1, )\2 min Z Cz]’%g {

(60)

GRnXm Z( ) ( )'L) + L{’YlmSp}

4] .3
> (A2)l(gs = (v 1n)y)]
+ J 61
{Ejoﬂ)j(% (Y 1n)j) + ty 1,24} oy
_ fitvi N > min((A1)q, ¢i)pi
Dual = BGOPT (v X1, 22,€) = oeE 6%:(6 1)K”+{Zl min((A )i, @) + o> )

Z] mln((/\Q)j’ 1/}3)(1] 62

+{Zg min((A2)j, ¥5)45 + t{y>—x.} o
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4.4.2 Sinkhorn algorithm

The Sinkhorn algorithm aims to solve 62). In particular, set u = e?/¢ € R and v = ¢*/¢ € R™. From the
fact de < p in the discrete setting, the alternative optimization steps (52) (or (53), (B4) (or (B3)) become:

u proxdiv?é(h_mp)/é(l(v) = clip (%, [e™M/e, e’\l/ﬁ]) for TV (Aiy1 || Adrp) (63)
u proxdiv%()\lvl)\lp)/é(Kv) = min (%, e’\l/f) for PTV (A1y1 || M) (64)
v proxdiv;,ff‘g(/\Q,qu)/e(KTU) = clip (Kun’ [e~ A2/, e)‘2/€]) for TV (Aay2 || A2v) (65)
v proxdivily (K Tu) = min ( K?ru,eh/e) for PTV Aoz || Aav)  (66)

where “proxdiv” denotes the “proximal-divide operator”.
In summary, the Sinkhorn algorithm is presented in Algorithm [[I When solving the (entropic) GOPT
problem, if we choose TV(A171 || Aopt) as the first penalty term, we apply (G3) as proxdivy, ; if we choose

PTV (M1 || Aop) as the first penalty term, we apply (@4) as proxdivp . Similarly, we set proxdivy,
accordingly.

Algorithm 1: opt-Sinkhorn
Input: ¢, ¢, proxdivy, , proxdivg,
Output: ~

1 Initialize v = 1,,,, K = e /¢

2 forl=1,2,...do

3 u= proxdivﬁL(Kv) by ([63]) or (64

v = proxdivﬁL(KTu) by (G3]) or (GA)
If (u,v) converge, break

[, "N

6 7 (uiki;v;)i;

4.4.3 Linear programming

When we select PT'V as the first and second penalty terms, based on the relation between GOPT and OT
as discussed in Lemma (@), we proceed as follows: Let é € R(*TDx(m+1) with

éi_j _ Ci,j_()\l)i_()Q)j ifi e [1 Z?’L],jE [1 :m] (67)
' 0 elsewhere
Similarly, set p € R+ G € R™T! with
R Pi ifrell:n
pi = et (68)
Zj g ifi=n+1
. q; ifje[l:m
T (69)
Yupi ifj=m+1
The linear programming solver is given in Algorithm
4.4.4 Extreme case
Suppose |p| > |v|. We consider the following special optimal partial transport problem:
SOPT(p,v):= inf {c,7) (70)
vET < (1,v)
Y2=
= _inf e, ) +r<(nlp) +i=(72lv) (71)

yeML(@?)
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Algorithm 2: opt-lp

Input: ¢, p,q, A1, A2

Output: ~
1 Compute ¢, p, ¢ using (67), (68]), (69)
2 Solve the OT problem 4* = arg minsep(z.4) (¢, 7)
3 Set v+ 4*[1:n,1:m]

Remark 7. In the discrete case, we can apply the linear programming method [2) to solve it. In particular,
we set A\; = 0, Ay = max(c) + 1 in the PGOPT problem (B6l). By Lemmall, the optimal solution satisfies
Yo =v and y1 < .

The entropic version of the above Special-OPT (up to a constant) is:

ESOPT (p,v):= inf  eKL(y | Kdxdy) + t<(71|p) + t=(72]v) (72)
YEM4 ()
y<Ldzdy

By the convex-conjugate of = and t< (see (2)), @), we can derive the equivalent dual form:

Dual — SOPT(p,v) =  sup  —e(e?®YK, dedy) + (min(¢,0), ) + (1, v) (73)
¢E Lo (Q,dx)
€ Loo(82,dy)

Remark 8. The problem (Q) and its entropic version ([{2) can be obtained by setting A1, A2 to extreme
values in GOPT problems (22)),(24]).
Indeed, for each D C Q, and let D¢ = Q\ {D}, it is clear that as \y — oo on D, and Ay is fized on D,
we have:
TV (M- | Mp) = e=C ol wp) + TV (A1 - |pe || Arplpe) (74)
PTV (A | ) = e=Clo || wlp) + PTV (A1 - |pe || Aplpe) (75)

Similarly, by setting A1 =0 on D, we obtain:

TV (M- | Mp) =TV (A - |pe || Aplpe) (76)
PTV(Ar- || Aup) = e< () + PTV(AL - e || Aptlpe) (77)

We choose PTV (A1 || A1) as the first penalty term and PTV (Aa7y2 || A2v) as the second penalty term.
Setting D = Q, and let \y =0, Ay = co. Then we have ([26) becomes (T3)).

It is straightforward to verify that the Sinkhorn iteration of (73) in step is

(78)
v =e¥ := proxdivpy, (K u) = % = #4=

{u = ¢? := proxdivy, (Kv) = min (d’}gm, 1n) =min (£,1,)

5 Related Work: Mass-Constrained Partial Transport Problem

The mass-constrained optimal partial transport (MOPT) problem is defined by (ZI)). In this section, we
introduce the discrete version and related computations.

First, suppose p1 = " | pidy, and v = 37" | ¢;0,, with 5 € [0, min(||p[], l¢[|)], where ||p[| = >~ p; and
lg|| is defined similarly. Then the discrete version of (2I)) is defined by

MOPT (u,v) := min CiivVii 79
(1, v) 'yGF’é(p,q);j 3 7Vij (79)

where 'L (p, q) := {y € R}*™ : 91, < a7 "1m <p, 27 =n}
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By [6], it can be solved by the following: Let ¢ € R(r+Dx(m+1) 15 ¢ R g € RTH as

Cij ifie[l:n],j€l:m]
¢ij = S max(c)+2a+p ifi=n+1l,j=m+1 (80)
o elsewhere

Di ifie(l:

pi:{nqn_n ifi=nt1 U7

n . g if je[l:m]
Iplf =n ifj=m+1

where a > 0, 8 > 0.
Then the OT problem
min él i Ai i
€L (5,) Zz; I
is equivalent to the MOPT problem (2I)). 4 is optimal for the above OT problem if and only if v = 4[1 :
n,1:m] is optimal for the MOPT problem (21]).
Thus, applying ¢, p, ¢ in Algorithm (2] returns the solution for the MOPT problem (79).
The entropic regularization version of problem (T9) (up to a constant) is defined as

EMOPT(u,v) ;== min KL(v| K) (82)
Y€ETL(p,9)
where K = e~%/¢ and € > 0.
Note,
3
yeTlipg=[)C
i=1

where C; = {y € R}™ 191, < g}, Co = {y e R} :4T1, <p},and C3 = {y e RP*™ : Y v =n}. C; and
Co are convex, but not affine sets. C3 is an affine set.
The entropic MOPT problem (82]) can be solved by the following so-called Dykstra’s algorithm [3]:

Algorithm 3: mopt-Dykstra

Input: p,q,7n,c
Output: ~v
1 Initialization
2 for i=1,2,3 do
|_ £ < lpxm

(0) _m_
a7« Ky

Main loop
k=0 for 1 =0,1,2,... do
for i=1,2,3 do
k+—k+1
1) = Projgt (D o ¢

) ) (k—1)
10 1 gt o
805

© o N o «

11 Break if w(k) converges

where for i = 1,2, 3,

Proje,”(7) = min KL(" | 7) (83)

is called the “Bregman projection” (which can be regarded the equivalent primal form of the proximal-
divide operator discussed in (52])) onto the convex set C;. By [4, Proposition 5], these projection operators

16



are given by:

6

Proje: (v) = diag (min (%, 1n)> vy (84)
Yim

Proje= (y) = ydiag (min (”YTLln’ 1m>) (85)
oy
Projes(v) =7y (86)
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