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Abstract

Recently, linear regression models incorporating an optimal transport (OT) loss have been
explored for applications such as supervised unmixing of spectra, music transcription, and
mass spectrometry. However, these task-specific approaches often do not generalize readily
to a broader class of linear models. In this work, we propose a novel algorithmic frame-
work for solving a general class of non-negative linear regression models with an entropy-
regularized OT datafit term, based on Sinkhorn-like scaling iterations. Our framework
accommodates convex penalty functions on the weights (e.g. squared-ℓ2 and ℓ1 norms),
and admits additional convex loss terms between the transported marginal and target dis-
tribution (e.g. squared error or total variation). We derive simple multiplicative updates
for common penalty and datafit terms. This method is suitable for large-scale problems
due to its simplicity of implementation and straightforward parallelization.

Keywords: Generalized Linear Models, Optimal Transport, Wasserstein Distance, Sinkhorn

1 Introduction

Wasserstein distances (Kantorovich, 1960), Sinkhorn distances (Cuturi, 2013) and other
general optimal transport (OT) losses have been used in multiple applications, such as un-
supervised domain adaptation (Frogner et al., 2015), training of machine learning models
(Montesuma et al., 2024), generative modelling (Arjovsky et al., 2017), continuous normal-
izing flows (Onken et al., 2021). In balanced OT, the mass of the given source and target
distributions match exactly, and the entire mass of the source is transported to the target.
The marginals of the transport plan corresponding to the source (target) are equal to the
given source (target) distributions. In unbalanced OT, the masses of the source and target
distributions can differ, and the total transported mass is found as a part of the optimization
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Optimal Transport Linear Models

problem. The agreement between the transport marginals and the input distributions is
encouraged using convex datafit terms added to the loss function. Various datafit functions
can be used, allowing for tailoring of the model to the problem at hand.

Several works have proposed using optimal transport distances for linear regression
type problems for non-negative measures, beyond probability distributions. We refer to
these models as Optimal Transport Linear Models (OTLM), encompassing optimal transport
losses, as a part of the family of Generalized Linear Models (GLMs). In OTLM, the source
marginal is created by a non-negative linear combination of the dictionary basis vectors.
It is then pushed forward via a transport plan, creating the target marginal. The target
marginal is then compared to the given target distribution. The basis weights are found
jointly with the transport plan by minimizing the (regularized) transport loss. The optimal
transport loss is well suited for problems where the difference between the model and target
data is preferred to be measured as perturbations of the “shape”, rather than additive or
shot noise per sample. This is desirable in many applications, in particular when there
are discrepancies between the model and the target data are due to calibration errors,
systematic effects, or other non-random effects. Such models have been proposed for several
applications, including modeling of mass spectra (Ciach et al., 2024), music transcription
(Flamary et al., 2016), and unmixing of planetary spectra (Nakhostin et al., 2016).

Solving OT problems with the use of entropy regularizer has been widely adapted due
to its many attractive properties: uniqueness of the solution (Cuturi, 2013), the recovery
of the unregularized OT plan for entropic regularization parameter ϵ→ 0 (Cominetti and
Mart́ın, 1994; Weed, 2018), and the existence of simple, efficient, scalable and parallelizable
algorithms, based on the iterative alternating updates (Sinkhorn, 1964; Cuturi, 2013; Peyré
et al., 2019; Benamou et al., 2015), with well understood convergence properties (Bernton
et al., 2022) Unbalanced optimal transport problems with entropic regularization can be
efficiently solved using Scaling Algorithms (Chizat et al., 2018, herafter C18), which rely on
the Dykstra-like alternating multiplicative updates of the dual variables.

Contributions In this work, we propose a generalized formalizm for the OTLM problems
with entropic regularization. We consider two types of problems: balanced and unbalanced
OTLM. In both cases, the source marginal is equal to the source distribution, and is a
non-negative linear combination of the given dictionary basis vectors. In the balanced case,
the target marginal and the target distribution match exactly. In the unbalanced case,
they can differ, and the corresponding loss term is added to the optimization objective.
The updates for several common losses are known; we derive new updates for the squared
error loss and the negative Poisson likelihood loss. The weight penalty can be used with
any strictly convex function. Similarly to the classic OT problems, we approximate the
solution to the unregularized problem by adding an entropic regularization term. We show
how to extend the scaling algorithm to the OTLM problems, including the weight penalties.
The proposed algorithm uses Sinkhorn-like alternating multiplicative updates: the target
marginal is updated as in C18, while the dictionary weights are updated using majorization-
minimization steps. We derive the MM updates for the following penalties: the squared-ℓ2
norm (corresponding to the Ridge regression problem), ℓ1 (LASSO), and their mix (Elastic
Net). This method is suitable for large problems due to its simplicity of implementation
and straightforward parallelization.
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Optimal Transport Linear Models

Existing work The entropy-regularized balanced OT for unmixing was previously pro-
posed by Nakhostin et al. (2016) for application to analysis of planetary spectra. The
problem consisted of two Wasserstein loss terms: one for the target distribution and one for
the weights prior. Flamary et al. (2016) proposed an OT approach for music transcription,
where the use of the OT loss addressed the difficulty posed by shape perturbations of spec-
trum of individual notes, which is hard to tackle using the traditional dictionary learning
approach. The source consisted of a dictionary of delta functions at base harmonic frequen-
cies, which simplified the optimization problem and allowed for a single-step solution. OT
regression for mass spectrometry was previously proposed by Ciach et al. (2024), where an
unregularized OT problem was cast as a linear program and solved using simplex methods.
It demonstrated that OT regression can recover molecule proportions accurately without
extensive preprocessing of spectra required by other methods.

Notation We use 1 to denote the vector of ones of the appropriate dimension. The
symbols “⊙” and “/” are used to denote the element-wise product and division of two
vectors or matrices, respectively. The angle brackets ⟨·, ·⟩ are used to denote the Frobenius
inner product of two matrices. Bold letters are used for vectors and matrices, and their
corresponding elements with the same letter in lowercase. We use the ℓ1 and ℓ2 norms
defined as ℓ1(·) = ∥ · ∥1 and ℓ2(·) = ∥ · ∥2, respectively. The squared error loss is defined as
L2(·|·) = 1

2∥ ·−· ∥22, and the total variation (TV) loss is defined as TV(·|·) = ∥ ·−· ∥1.

2 Background

2.1 Generalized Linear Models

Generalized linear models (GLMs) are a popular class of models in modern machine learning
and signal processing (Nelder and Wedderburn, 1972). Classical examples include linear
regression and logistic regression, the LASSO (Tibshirani, 1996), and the Elastic Net (Zou
and Hastie, 2005). GLMs find optimal weights of a given basis using an optimization
problem consisting of two parts: the datafit term and the penalty term. Most commonly
used models are convex in both the datafit and penalty terms, but non-convex datafits or
penalties can also be used. In this work, we consider GLMs with a convex loss function L
and convex penalty function R, which can be written as:

min
w∈RM

L(Xw|b) + αR(w). (1)

The algorithms for solving GLMs are well studied and benefit from the extensive algorithmic
and implementation work (Bertrand et al., 2022). Most of the GLM problems are formulated
in a way that the loss is computed as a sum of per-sample losses, which poses difficulties
when the dictionary basis vectors are not aligned well with the data in terms of their location
and shape.

2.2 Optimal Transport

We first review the balanced optimal transport problem, and then extend it to the un-
balanced version. In a discrete setting, the Kantorovich optimal transport problem with
entropic regularization finds a transport plan Q ∈ RI×J

+ that minimizes the cost of trans-
porting the source distribution a ∈ RI

+ to the target distribution b ∈ RJ
+, under a penalty
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Optimal Transport Linear Models

on the transport plan. Generally, the source and target distributions can be of different
dimensionality. The cost of transporting one unit of mass from the i-th source point to the
j-th target point is given by Cij .

Balanced OT In the balanced case, the source and target distributions match the source
and target marginals, that is, a⊤1=b⊤1. The balanced optimal transport problem is

min
Q∈Π(a,b)

⟨C,Q⟩, (OT)

where Π(a,b) =
{
Q ∈ RI×J

+ | Q1 = a, Q⊤1 = b
}

is the set of all transport plans that

satisfy the marginal constraints. This is a linear program and its solution may not be unique.
The solution can be calculated using linear programming with O(n3 log(n)) complexity,
which can be difficult to scale to large problems. By adding the a penalty on the transport
plan, the problem becomes strictly convex and the solution is unique. It can be solved using
the celebrated Sinkhorn algorithm (Sinkhorn, 1964), which is simple, efficient, parallelizable,
and scales well to large problems. The balanced optimal transport problem with entropic
regularization is

min
Q∈Π(a,b)

⟨C,Q⟩+ ϵKL(Q||K), (ϵOT)

where K = exp(−C/ϵ) is the Gibbs kernel, and KL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence:

KL(X||Y) =
∑

i,j Xij log(Xij/Yij)−Xij + Yij , (2)

with convention 0 log 0 = 0, and ϵ>0 is the regularization parameter. The total transported
mass is fixed to the total mass of the distributions. In the limit of ϵ→0, the solution to the
ϵOT problem converges to the solution of the OT problem.

Optimal transport distance Optimal transport cost is a distance whenever the matrix
C is itself a metric matrix (Villani, 2009). Optimal transport distances have gained a lot
of attention in the machine learning community following the work of Cuturi (2013), as the
entropic approximation benefits from the efficiency of the Sinkhorn algorithm and enables
calculating this distance at scale.

Unbalanced OT In the unbalanced problem (UOT), deviations are allowed between the
transport marginals and the input distributions, so that Q1 ̸= a and Q⊤1 ̸= b. These
deviations are penalized using convex and lower-semicontinuous functions F1 : RI

+ → R+ ∪
{∞} and F2 : RJ

+ → R+ ∪ {∞}:

min
Q∈RI×J

⟨C,Q⟩+ ϵKL(Q||K) + F1(Q1) + F2(Q
⊤1).

Typically, the functions F1 and F2 penalize the deviations from the source a and target
b marginals, respectively. The commonly used functions include the Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence or the total variation distance. Balanced optimal transport can be viewed as a
special case of unbalanced optimal transport, where the marginals match the source and
target distributions exactly: the function F becomes an indicator function F1(·)= ι{=}(·|a)
and F2(·) = ι{=}(·|b), where ι{=}(·|·) is the indicator function, which is 0 if the arguments
are equal and ∞ otherwise. More generally, a sum of any number of functions can be used
that encode soft or hard constraints on the transport plan (C18).
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2.3 Scaling Algorithms for Optimal Transport

There exist several algorithms for UOT (Séjourné et al., 2023). This work builds on the
Scaling Algorithm (C18), a generalization of the Sinkhorn algorithm. The scaling algorithm
uses updates alternating between the source and target marginals. The updates are mul-
tiplicative, which ensures the non-negativity of the transport plan. As shown in C18, the
scaling algorithm converges if F1,F2 are a sum of convex lower-semicontinuous functions.
For such a function F, the alternating updates are calculated using a proximal operator
defined by:

proxKL
F (y) = arg min

s
F(s) + ϵKL(s||y). (3)

The functions F can be defined through an auxiliary minimization problem and can still
be handled efficiently by the scaling algorithm (C18). For the UOT problems with two
marginal constraints, the updates are given by:

u2 ←
proxKL

F1
(Ku1)

Ku1
, u1 ←

proxKL
F2

(K⊤u2)

K⊤u2
, (4)

starting from u1 = 1. The final transport plan is given by Q ← K ⊙ u1u
⊤
2 . For the

balanced case where a hard constraint is placed on the marginals, the updates are given
by: u2 ← a/Ku1, u1 ← b/K⊤u2, which is similar to the original Sinkhorn algorithm. For
a number of common functions, the proximal operator can be computed using a simple
update, see Table 1. This alternating scheme can be used for UOT variants with any
number of soft or hard marginal constraints.

3 Optimal Transport Linear Models

We propose a formalization of the regularized OTLM problem. The source marginal is
interpreted as a linear combination of a non-negative dictionary basis X ∈ RN×M

+ with
weights w ∈ RM

+ . This way, the source marginal is constrained to lie in the non-negative
span of the dictionary basis. The target distribution is the given data vector y ∈ RN

+ .

The matrix C ∈ RN×N
+ can be specified using prior knowledge about the problem. This

formulation allows to encode the OTLM problem in a way that admits the efficient scaling
algorithm introduced in Section 2.3.

To ensure that the source marginal of the transport plan match the linear combination
of weights and basis exactly, Xw=Q1, and to include a penalty on the weights, we propose
to define F1(s)=αPR(s|X) through the following auxiliary convex problem

PR(s|X) = inf
w∈RM

{
R(w) + ι{=}(Xw|s)

}
, (5)

where the convex function R(·) represents a penalty term, analogous to the penalty function
in GLMs (see the following section), and α is a scalar regularization parameter. Thus,
PR(s|X) is the minimal distance (determined by R) from the origin to the subspace defined
by Xw = s. By setting F2(s) = λL(s|y), with L(·|·) suitably chosen to satisfy the UOT
conditions in the first argument, we encourage the column (target) marginals of Q to be
close to the target distribution. This function is chosen to reflect the type of the regression
problem, for example L(s|y) = 1

2∥s − y∥22 in the case of continuous non-negative data,
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and λ ≥ 0 is a corresponding scalar regularization parameter. With scalar regularization
parameter α≥0, the problem can be written as:

min
Q∈RN×N

+

⟨C,Q⟩+ ϵKL(Q||K) + αPR(Q1|X) + λL(Q⊤1|y). (OTLM)

which is a form admitting the scaling algorithm, or alternatively,

min
Q∈RN×N

+ ,w∈RM
+

⟨C,Q⟩+ ϵKL(Q||K) + λL(Q⊤1|y) + αR(w), s.t. Q1 = Xw, (6)

which highlights the connection between the OTLM and the GLM objective in Equation 1,
as the same functions for datafit L and penalty R can be used. From now we will drop the
subscript R in PR for brevity.

4 Scaling Algorithm Framework for OTLM

In order to solve the OTLM problem in the scaling algorithm framework, we need to cal-
culate proximal operators for L and P, and then follow the iterations derived in C18. The
proximal operators for various functions L have been derived in the same work. We addi-
tionally derive the proximal operator for the L2 loss and the negative Poisson likelihood,
and gather them in Table 1. Note that the negative Poisson likelihood is a special case of the
KL divergence in reverse mode. See Appendix B for derivations. Substituting Equation 5
into the definition in Equation 3, we obtain the proximal operator for αP:

proxKL
αP(u) = Xw, w = arg min

w≥0
αR(w) + ϵKL(Xw||u). (ProxP)

The form of this proximal operator draws a further connection between OTLM and the GLM
objective. At convergence the value of w is be determined by w = arg minw≥0 αR(w) +
ϵKL(Xw||Ku1) which differs from (1) by exchanging L(Xw|y) with ϵKL(Xw||Ku1). Since
at convergence we have Ku1 = Q⊤1/u2 ≈ y/u2 we can interpret our regression coefficients
as being determined by comparing Xw to a rescaling of the target values via the KL
divergence, subject to a penalty.

The optimization problem in ProxP does not have a closed-form solution and needs to
be evaluated numerically. We propose to solve this problem using an iterative majorization-
minimization (MM) scheme, where the objective function is majorized using Jensen’s in-
equality. If this evaluation can be done to a sufficient numerical accuracy, we can rely on
the convergence results of C18.

4.1 MM for Penalized Column Span Projection with KL Divergence

The objective of the optimization problem in ProxP is:

V(w)=αR(w)+ϵ

(
N∑
i=1

(Xw)i log
(Xw)i

yi
−(Xw)i+yi

)
.

The KL divergence term contains a sum over elements of w, which prohibits a direct solu-
tion in a closed form. We propose the following majorization-minimization scheme, where
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Datafit L proxKL
L (s|y)

ι{=}(s|y) y

λKL(s|y) s
ϵ

ϵ+λ · y λ
ϵ+λ

λTV(s|y) min{s · exp(λ
ϵ ),max{s · exp(−λ

ϵ ),y}}
λL2(s|y) ε

λW0

(
λ
ε s exp

(
λ
εy
))

.

λPoiss(s|y) λ
εy W−1

0

(
λy
ε s exp

(
λ
ε

))
Table 1: Marginal loss functions and their associated proxKL

L operators, following C18. Poiss
is the negative Poisson log-likelihood. W0 is the principal branch of the Lambert
W function. The last two functions were added in this work.

Penalty R wMMstepKL
P (y,Z|X)

None wj←exp
(

1∑
i Xij

Xij log
(

Zijyi

Xij

))
αℓ1(w) wj←exp

(
1∑

i Xij

∑
i Xij log

(
Zijyi

Xij

)
− α

ϵ

)
α
2 ℓ

2
2(w) wj← ϵ

α

∑
i XijW0

(
α
ϵ

1∑
i Xij

exp
(
− Xij

Zijyi

))
αℓ1(w)+ β

2 ℓ
2
2(w) wj← α

β W0

(
β
α

1∑
i Xij

exp
(
− 1∑

i Xij

(
α
ϵ +
∑N

i=1 Xij log
(

Xij

Zijyj

))))
Table 2: MM algorithm steps for the proximal operators for projection into non-negative

column span of matrix X under different penalties R. The variable xj :=
∑

iXij

is the sum of the j-th column of X, and Zij :=Xijw
′
j/(
∑M

k=1Xikw
′
k) is the matrix

of the normalized weights w′ computed from the previous iteration.

Algorithm 1 Scaling Algorithm for OTLM
Require: Cost matrix C, feature matrix X, target data y

Require: Regularization parameters ϵ, α, λ, initial weights w

Initialize K = exp(−C/ϵ), u1 = 1

while not converged do

▷ Source update: Penalized non-neg. column span projection proximal step

Zij ← Xijwj/
∑M

k=1 Xikwk ∀ i, j

w← wMMstepKL
P (Ku1,Z|X) ▷ single MM step

u2 ← Xw/Ku1

▷ Target update: datafit proximal step

v2 ← proxKL
L (K⊤u2|y)

u1 ← v2/K
⊤u2

end while

Q← K⊙ u1u
⊤
2

return w, Q
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the objective function is majorized using the Jensen’s inequality. We use the type of ma-
jorization used frequently in the non-negative matrix factorization (NNMF) algorithms
(Lee and Seung, 2000). Similar technique was recently applied for solving unregular-
ized unbalanced OT by Chapel et al. (2021). Define the matrix Z∈RN×M

+ with elements

Zij = Xijw
′
j/
∑M

k=1Xikw
′
k, where w′

k is taken from the previous iteration. The majorized
objective is

G(w,w′)=ϵ
N∑
i=1

M∑
i=1

Zij

(
Xijwj

Zij
log

(
Xijwj

Zij

1

yi

)
−Xijwj

Zij
+yi

)
+αR(w). (7)

The function G(w,w′) is convex in w and w′, and majorizes the objective: G(w,w′)≥V(w),
G(w,w)=V(w), for any w≥0. A single update of the weights w is:

w← wMMstepKL
P (y,Z|X) = arg min

w≥0
G(w,w′|y,X).

We show the updates for the ℓ1, the squared-ℓ2, and the mixed ℓ1/ℓ
2
2 penalties, as well as

for the unpenalized case, in Table 2. Appendix A gives the derivations of these updates and
the MM algorithm for the proximal step ProxKL

αP(y|X).

4.2 Iterative Algorithm for OTLM

The final scaling algorithm for the OTLM problem is given by Algorithm 1. In this algo-
rithm, we update the weights w using a single step of the MM algorithm. In general, the
MM algorithm for proxKL

αP(Ku1|X) could be run until convergence, but given that a single
step guarantees a decrease in the objective, we find it more efficient to update the target
after each single MM step. Limiting the number of evaluations of a numerical procedure
inside a loop has proven beneficial in other applications, see for example Johnson et al.
(2009). In our experiments we also observed faster convergence for a single MM step, but
the benefit will be dependent on the problem at hand. The computational complexity of
this method is that of the Sinkhorn algorithm, which is typically O(n2 log(1/ϵ)).

5 Demonstration Examples

We demonstrate the solutions of the OTLM problem on a simple simulated dataset resem-
bling spectroscopic data. We consider a problem of fitting the weighed basis vectors to the
target distribution. The target data y is a linear combination of the biased basis vectors,
which we consider to be unknown. We are given a matrix X of unbiased basis vectors. We
consider both the biased and unbiased basis vectors to sum up to 1. The goal is to find the
weights closest to the true weights of the biased basis vectors. The three basis vectors and
the target distribution are shown in the left panel of Figure 1 with dashed black lines and
the thick pink line, respectively. The basis vectors are generated using Gaussian functions,
with their means and variances chosen to be slightly different from the target data. The
target data is generated using three skew-Gaussian functions. See Appendix C for more
details of construction of the demonstration problem, the formulation of the LM problems,
and details of the solvers used to obtain their solutions. The black line shows the solutions
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Figure 1: TV regression compared to the balanced OTLM, without weight penalties. Left:
target data, three basis vectors, and the best fit using TV regression. Middle:
balanced OTLM with the same basis vectors. Right: the OTLM transport plan.
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Figure 2: Example solutions for Ridge, LASSO, and Poisson regression (black) and their
OTLM variants (blue).

to the TV regression problem without the OT loss term. The middle panel shows the so-
lutions to the balanced OTLM problem, with the target distribution y in the thick pink
line, the target marginal Q⊤1 in the thin red line (they are identical in this problem), the
prediction Xw in the thick light-blue line, and the source marginal Q1 in the thin blue line.
For a fully-converged solution, the source distribution Xw and source marginal Q1 should
be equal in OTLM, which is indeed the case here. The right panel shows the corresponding
optimal transport plan. The values of the weight w obtained with TV have lower values
compared to the true weights of the basis vectors due to the misalignment of the basis.
OTLM is robust to this bias and recovers weights that are much closer to the true mass of
the peak.

The unbalanced OTLM problem is demonstrated in Figure 2. The columns show the
solutions to the classical problems: Ridge (left), LASSO (middle), and Poisson (right). The
pink lines show the target distributions. The black lines correspond to the problems without
the OT loss term. These problems pose a challenge for the classical linear models; the use
of “biased” basis vectors results in underestimation of their weights. The blue lines show
the solutions to the corresponding OTLM problems. See Appendix C for more details. As
in the balanced case, the OTLM solutions are closer to the true mass of the peaks.

6 Scaling Examples

Unregularized OTLMs can be solved using generic solvers, such as linear programming (LP),
quadratic programming (QP), or other gradient-based methods, depending the choice of
loss and penalty functions. However, these solvers are computationally expensive for large
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Figure 3: Scaling of the regularized OTLM algorithm compared to unregularized OTLM
solved using linear (LP, left) and quadratic (QP, middle) programming solvers.
The right panel shows the difference between the weights obtained with ϵ-
regularized and unregularized OTLM.

problems. Similarly to the classic OT (Cuturi, 2013), the use of the entropic regularizer
in OTLM allows to solve the problem approximately, but in much more efficient way. We
demonstrate the scalability of the proposed Algorithm 1 to large problems. We solve the
unregularized and regularized OTLMs using the generic solvers and the proposed algorithm,
respectively. We compare their time-to-solution and the obtained values of the weights. We
consider two OTLM problems: (i) OT ridge regression with L2 loss and ℓ22 weight penalty,
(ii) OT total variation with the TV loss and ℓ1 penalty. See Appendix D for the details
of the formulation of the problems. For the unregularized problems, we use the QP and
LP solvers, respectively. The test problems are created on a grid of x-coordinates, x ∈ RN

with N ranging from 102 to 105. The dictionary matrix X ∈ RN×M has M = N/10 basis
vectors. The basis vectors are Gaussian functions sampled at the x-coordinate. The target
y ∈ RN is created as a mixture of components corresponding to the basis vectors, but
with additional random perturbations in means and variances on the level of 20%, and
with additional skew drawn from the range of [−2, 2]. The amplitudes of the mixture are
chosen at random. We used sparse representations of X and C, with typically less than
10% of non-zero elements. See Appendix D for the details of the test problem generation
and the configuration of solvers. The experiment is repeated 32 times for each value of N .
The left and middle panels on figure Figure 3 show the execution time of the unregularized
and regularized OTLM, while the right panel shows the difference between the weights
obtained with varying regularization strength ϵ compared to the unregularized OTLM. The
regularized OTLM solved using the scaling algorithm converges an order of magnitude
faster than the equivalent solution obtained by solvers. Notably, the memory footprint of
the scaling algorithm is a small fraction of the memory footprint of the solvers. The right
panels show the difference between the weights wϵ obtained with varying regularization
strength ϵ and weights w obtained with the unregularized OTLM. The approximation
errors is calculated as the RMSE between the weights obtained with the unregularized
and regularized OTLM.
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Figure 4: Spectrum of the BCR-691-A sample in the region of Cu Kα lines. Left: fit with
non-convex Bayesian mixture model of skew-Gaussian distributions. Right: fit
with convex OTLM. Both fits use 4 components.
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Figure 5: Weights for each X-ray line of the BCR-691-A sample, as calculated by the con-
vex OTLM method (red crosses) and non-convex mixture model of skew-Gaussian
distributions (see Section 7.1 for details). The mixture model weights were ob-
tained using Baysian sampling. The error-bars show the standard deviation of
the weights from the Bayesian posterior. The triangles show the OTLM weights
that are outside the y-axis range.

7 Results on datasets

We compare the performance of the OTLM with the standard linear models on the following
datasets: (i) muonic X-ray spectra of metal alloy standards, (ii) infrared spectroscopy of
ambient particulate matter.

7.1 Muonic X-ray spectra

Muonic X-ray spectra are used for elemental analysis (see Sturniolo and Hillier, 2021, for
more information on these topics). The goal of elemental analysis is to determine the relative
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weight fractions of the elements in the sample. The weight fractions are proportional to
the number of Kα transitions events and other calibration factors. The measurement of
the relative number of events between Kα transitions of different elements is therefore one
of the key steps in the analysis. Typically, the spectra are fitted with a mixture model by
solving a non-convex optimization problem (Newville et al., 2016; Hahn et al., 2024), which
suffers from the following issues: multiple local minima, slow convergence, sensitivity to the
initialization, and difficulty with fitting large number of components. We show how OTLM
can be used to fit the spectra very fast, with a unique solution. In addition, OTLM scales
linearly with the number of components, which allows for easy fitting of large dictionaries.
We compare the Bayesian mixture model fits with the OTLM fits, and show that OTLM
recovers similar weights, in most cases consistent with the Bayesian posterior. The spectrum
data comes from measurements at the muon-induced X-ray emission (MIXE) beamline at
the Paul Scherrer Institute (Gerchow et al., 2023). The samples used were the BCR-691
(GEEL, 2015) copper alloy standards. The spectrum histogram was created from an event
list and pre-processed to model the background. Appendix E contains details of the data
pre-processing, the Bayesian mixture model fitting and the OTLM fitting.

The reference method is a Bayesian mixture model of skew-Gaussian distributions. Each
component is parameterized by four parameters: the mean, standard deviation, skewness,
and weight. We describe the case for the BCR-691-A sample, which contains Cu, Zn, Sn,
and Pb; other samples were analyzed in a similar manner. The model has 36 components,
corresponding to the Kα1 and Kα2 lines for the 4 elements and their isotopes. The total
number of parameters is 144. Broad uniform priors on the parameters are used. For the
mean parameter, a small interval around the theoretical value was used to ensure identifia-
bility of components. The theoretical prediction for the X-ray energies is taken as predicted
by the Mudirac code (Sturniolo and Hillier, 2021). Finally, the estimated background is
added to the model. We use the Poisson likelihood function. We ran a sampler Emcee
(Foreman-Mackey et al., 2013) with 500 walkers and 5000 steps, which took ∼ 10 minutes
on a single core of a 2021 MacBook Pro. The results for the Cu Kα lines for the BCR-691-A
sample are shown in the left panel of Fig. 4. For OTLM, we create a dictionary of basis
vectors X∈RN×34, corresponding to the same components. We use Gaussian functions with
means centered at the energies of these lines, as predicted by the Mudirac code (Sturniolo
and Hillier, 2021), and with the standard deviations taken from calibration measurements
of the MIXE (Gerchow et al., 2023). The standard deviation of the peaks, as calculated
previously from the calibration measurements, is somewhat mismatched for this sample;
adjusting it would require additional non-convex procedure based on peak identification
and spread measurements. OTLM is robust to the shape and alignment mismatch of the
peaks, which eliminates the necessity for such additional procedure. The OTLM fit took
≲ 1 seconds on the same machine and is shown in the right panel of Fig. 4.

The weight fractions calculated by both methods are shown in Fig. 5. Some lines were
measured close to zero, which are marked with triangles. The OTLM fit is consistent with
the Bayesian posterior for most of the lines. As they are based on different models, the
methods should not be compared directly and small differences are expected. The mean
absolute difference of the OTLM fit weights compared to the mean of the Bayesian posterior
for all five BCR-691 samples and all elements is 0.83σ, where σ is the standard deviation
of the weights from the Bayesian posterior. See Appendix E for details.
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7.2 Infrared Spectroscopy

We consider an application using infrared spectroscopy to quantify the amount of airborne
particles deposited on an air filter. A spectrum in this context measures absorbance, a ra-
tiometric quantity computed from beam intensities with and without the sample present, as
a function of vacuum wavenumber, which is the inverse of the wavelength of electromagnetic
radiation. The absorbance comprises additive contributions from the collected particles as
well as the collection media (i.e., the air filter).

Here we consider spectra of several laboratory-generated analytes collected on polyte-
trafluoroethylene (PTFE) filters (Ruthenburg et al., 2014), namely 12-Tricosanone, ammo-
nium sulfate, fructose, levoglucosan and suberic acid particles. Our objective is to estimate
the amount of each compound present in each of the samples. To remove interference from
the PTFE filters, we have 54 available spectra of blank filters without any analytes present.
Furthermore, we have a spectral profile of a quantity proportional to the mass absorption
coefficient (MAC) of pure particles for each analyte estimated from independent experi-
ments (Earle et al., 2006; John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2025). Note that the MAC profiles
for organic reference spectra are obtained within an arbitrary scaling factor and, for con-
sistency, we assume the same for ammonium sulfate. As we discuss below, the arbitrary
scaling constraint is sufficient for our evaluation. The data are illustrated in Appendix F.

Let yk denote a filter for a target analyte k and denote the amount of the analyte present
on the filter by fk. The filter is modeled by yk = Xkwk, where the first c−1 columns of
Xk ∈ RW×c represent a basis for the interference, the last column contains the spectral
profile for analyte k and W is the number of wavenumbers. Due to the arbitrary scaling of
the reference profile, the coefficient wk

c represents a value proportional to the amount of the
target analyte in the filter so that fk =βkwk

c , with βk independent of yk,wk. To estimate
βk, we first find ŵk

i by applying a chosen estimation method to the model yk
i =Xkwk

i over
a batch of filters {yk

i : i= 1, 2, .., Nk}. We compute β̂k as the coefficient of a no-intercept
univariate regression, with fk

i as targets and ŵk
ic as inputs. The predicted amount of the

analyte present in a new filter yk is β̂kŵc, where ŵ is obtained by applying the chosen
estimation method to the model yk =Xkwk.

We compare two procedures to fit the model yk = Xkwk, where the first procedure is
based on the linear extended multiplicative signal correction (EMSC) model (Kohler et al.,
2008). Here the basis for the interference is taken as the leading c− 1 right singular vectors
taken from the singular value decomposition of the matrix obtained by a row-wise stacking
of the blank filters, and the coefficients are estimated using ordinary least squares (OLS). We
treat the number of singular vectors as a hyper-parameter and, since the predictive accuracy
of our model is measured by the R2-score associated with the univariate regression model,
we simply chose the number of singular vectors as the number that maximizes this statistic.

For the second procedure, we consider an approach based on OTLM. The interference
is modeled as a linear combination of all available blank filters, without orthogonalization,
and Algorithm 1 (ϵ = 1.0, no penalty and ℓ2 loss for the datafit term) is applied to the
model yk = Xkwk. For the cost matrix, we used Cij =0.01 · |ωi − ωj | where ωi denotes the
ith wavenumber. In addition, we found it beneficial to incorporate information about the
reference spectral profile into the cost matrix C, the idea being to be strict to not allow
mass around one peak area in the reference profile, in the source marginal, to be transported
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Hyper- 12- Ammonium Fruc- Levo- Suberic
parameter Tricosanone sulfate tose glucosan Acid

λ 400 500 500 500 450
t 0.8 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.3

Table 3: Hyper-parameters selected for OTLM in the prediction of the amount of the dif-
ferent analytes.

Sample Method 12- Ammonium Fruc- Levo- Suberic
Size Tricosanone sulfate tose glucosan Acid

1 EMSC 97.26 ± 0.7 96.4 ± 0.79 96.55 ± 0.68 63.24 ± 11.13 62.12 ± 3.3
OTLM 99.29 ± 0.02 99.14 ± 0.04 98.01 ± 0.31 92.78 ± 2.68 86.56 ± 6.59

2 EMSC 98.55 ± 1.06 97.39 ± 1.43 91.04 ± 7.91 85.94 ± 13.73 71.58 ± 17.08
OTLM 99.34 ± 0.06 99.15 ± 0.09 97.99 ± 0.39 90.6 ± 2.66 88.41 ± 7.39

3 EMSC 98.75 ± 1.01 98.83 ± 0.97 96.65 ± 1.65 93.72 ± 3.98 80.04 ± 17.12
OTLM 99.34 ± 0.04 99.25 ± 0.08 98.15 ± 0.17 90.68 ± 2.35 91.37 ± 2.48

4 EMSC 99.59 ± 0.43 99.31 ± 0.24 88.69 ± 16.19 87.17 ± 16.83 96.13 ± 3.76
OTLM 99.35 ± 0.05 99.24 ± 0.1 98.17 ± 0.18 91.32 ± 2.34 91.73 ± 1.34

5 EMSC 99.80 ± 0.01 99.44 ± 0.12 97.11 ± 2.19 91.84 ± 5.31 98.75 ± 0.92
OTLM 99.37 ± 0.05 99.28 ± 0.09 98.08 ± 0.16 91.56 ± 2.38 90.37 ± 3.7

Table 4: Mean and standard deviation of the R2 values (expressed as percentages) of the
leave-one-out predictions over the random sub-samples taken from the blank filters.
The results suggest that using OTLM over EMSC is beneficial up to 3 blank filters.

to other regions in the target marginal, and vice versa. More formally, for an analyte k
with spectral profile νk, we specify a threshold t, compute A = {j : νkj ≥ t} and update

Cij =Cji =∞ for all i ∈ A such that j is not connected to i in A.1 We treat λ, t as hyper-
parameters set to the values given in Table 3. For a chosen analyte, these were chosen from
the grids λ ∈ {300, 350, 400, 450, 500} and t ∈ {0.1 · j : j = 1, 2, ..., 9} by randomly selecting
a single blank filter to use as a basis for the intereference, and selecting the hyper-parameter
configuration that most frequently maximizes the R2-score of the univariate regression when
OTLM is run in a leave-one-out (LOO) manner.

For evaluation, we consider LOO predictions where, for a chosen target analyte, the
amount of the analyte present in a filter is predicted by a model trained on the other filters
only. We use the R2-score as the evaluation metric. In the experiments we find that the
EMSC model offers little room for improvement when all the blank filters are used. However,
when using a limited number of blank filters, OTLM does offer improvement over the EMSC
model. Hence, the proposed methodology is expected to be useful in applications where only
a limited number of relevant examples are available to describe the interference. Examples
of blank filter spectra are considered most relevant when they are obtained from the same
manufactured lot of filters; obtaining many such example spectra is often prohibitive. We
illustrate this in Table 4 where we report the mean and standard deviation of the LOO R2

values obtained by randomly drawing blank filters B ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}, 10 times. Our results
show OTLM is beneficial to use when less than four blank filters are available.

1. For example, j > i is connected to i in A if i, i+ 1, .., j ∈ A.
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8 Conclusions

We present a scaling algorithm for solving optimal transport linear regression models with
various convex datafit and penalty terms, under the entropic regularization. The iterative
algorithm consists of simple multiplicative Sinkhorn-like updates. It offers good prospects
for regression problems where the noise can be understood as a perturbation of “shape”,
rather than additive or multiplicative per-sample noise. The simplicity and scalability
of this algorithm opens possibilities for more detailed studies of optimal transport linear
models, in terms of their convergence and asymptotic properties for different problems. We
demonstrate the applicability of this method for analyses of spectroscopic data, and we
expect it to be useful for a range of additional real-world applications.
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Appendix A. Appendix: Proximal Operators for Non-Negative Span
Projection

The gradient of the majorized objective in Equation 7 is given by

∂G

∂wj
(w,w′) =

N∑
i=1

Xij ln

(
Xijwj

Zij

1

yi

)
+

∂R(wj)

∂wj
.

Setting the gradient to zero and rearranging gives:

N∑
i=1

Xij ln
Xijyi
Zijwj

= −∂R(wj)

∂wj

The term
∂R(wj)
∂wj

is [0, α, αwj , α + βwj ] for the [unpenalized, LASSO, Ridge, Elastic Net]

penalties. The solution is straightforward in the case of the ℓ1 penalty. For the squared ℓ2
penalty, we define:

xj =
N∑
i=1

Xij , dj =
N∑
i=1

Xij

[
ln(Xij)− ln

(
Zij

)
− ln

(
yi
)]
.

which gives:

wj = exp
(
− dj

xj

)
exp
(
−α

ϵ
wj

xj

)
.

After some manipulation, this equation can be expressed as a Lambert W form, leading to
the result in Table 2. For the Elastic Net penalty, we have:

ϵ
N∑
i=1

Xij ln
(
Xij wj

Zij yi

)
+ α + β wj = 0.

Rearranging and isolating ln(wj) leads to an equation of the form ln(wj) + γj wj = νj , with

γj =
β

ϵ

1

xj
, νj = − 1

xj

(
α

ϵ
+

N∑
i=1

Xij ln
(

Xij

Zij yi

))
,

which leads to the Lambert W function solution in Table 2.

Appendix B. Appendix: Derivation of Proximal Operators for
Additional Marginal Datafits

To calculate the updates for various marignal datafit functions, we need to find the proximal
operator for the marginal datafit functions with respect to the KL divergence, see Equa-
tion 3. A numerical solution for the squared error marginal loss was previously derived
by Benamou (2003), but for a gradient-based approach to UOT. Due to the multiplica-
tive nature of the scaling algorithm and the non-negativity of the data, we assume that
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the constraint Q ≥ 0 is always satisfied. Thus, assuming interior solutions and defining
rj =

∑N
i=1Qij−yj , the stationarity condition is:

ϵ log
Qij

Kij
+ λrj = 0.

With kj =
∑N

i=1Kij and zj = λ
ϵ (rj + yj) we have:

zje
zj =

λ

ϵ
kj exp

(
λ

ϵ
yj

)
.

By definition of the principal branch of the Lambert W function W0(·), we have:

zj = W0

(
λ

ϵ
kj exp

(
λ

ϵ
yj

))
.

Here the Lambert W function is applied element-wise to the vector zj . This leads to the
result in Table 1.

The solution for the Poisson loss is following a similar approach. Note that we do not
use a link function, as in other types of Poisson regression. The negative log Poisson loss
is given by: L(s|y) = −λ(y⊤ log s− s). With qi :=

∑N
j=1Qij , the stationarity condition for

the proximal operator is:

ϵ log
Qij

Kij
− λ

yi
qi
− λ = 0.

Let’s define ki :=
∑N

j=1Kij and ui := λ/ϵ · yi/qi. This leads to:

uie
ui =

λ

ϵ

yi
ki

exp

(
λ

ϵ

)
.

Using the Lambert W again, we have:

ui = W0

(
λ

ϵ

yi
ki

exp

(
λ

ϵ

))
.

After straightforward manipulations, we can obtain the result in Table 1.

Appendix C. Appendix: Details of the Demonstration Problem

The transport cost is set to Cij = ρ|xi−xj |, with ρ=0.01. The OTLM parameters are λ=1,
ϵ = 0.001. For the penalized experiments, the parameters are: λ=1, α=ϵ=0.001 (Ridge),
λ=1, α=0.007, ϵ=0.0002 (LASSO), and λ=100, α=0.0001, ϵ=1 (Poisson). In all cases, the
transport cost is set to Cij = ρ|xi − xj |, with ρ = 0.01.

In the unpenalized case, the TV regression finds weights w = arg minw≥0 |Xw−y|1,
while its OTLM version uses L =λTV(·|y). The non-negative Ridge problem is defined as
w=arg minw≥0 ∥Xw−y∥22+α∥w∥2, and non-negative LASSO as w=arg minw≥0 ∥Xw−y∥22+
α∥w∥1. The Poisson problem is defined as w=arg minw≥0 −

∑N
i (y⊙ logXw−Xw)i. The

solution to the TV regression problem is obtained using linear programming solver HiGHS
(Huangfu and Hall, 2018) and is exact. The solutions for the Ridge and LASSO problems
were obtained using the skglm package (Bertrand et al., 2022). The solution for the Poisson
problem was obtained using the BFGS solver in scipy. These solvers were run for very high
precision requirements and are very close to exact.
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Appendix D. Appendix: Performance Scalability Tests

The performance scalability test is performed on a problem with N samples and M = N/10
basis vectors. The test data is generated using M skew-Gaussian functions f(x, µ, σ, γ):

yi =
M∑

m=1

amf(xi, µm, σm, γm) + |ni|,

where the means µm were randomly sampled with uniform distribution µm∼U [0, N ], the
standard deviations σm set to absolute values of samples from normal distribution σm ∼
|N [2, 0.2]|, amplitudes am ∼ |N [1, 0.2)| + 0.01, and skewness γm ∼ N [0, 2]. Non-negative
random noise was then added, drawn from ni∼N [0, 0.002]. The basis vectors were created
using Gaussian functions with M means at regular intervals from 0 to N , µb

m=m · N/M ,
standard deviations set to σb

m =2, and amplitudes set to abm =1. The basis functions were
truncated at ±5σb

m.
The OTLM problems use: (i) L(·, ·) = 1

2ℓ2(·−·)2 and R(·) = 1
2ℓ2(·)2 for the OT Ridge,

(ii) L(·, ·) = TV(·, ·) and R(·) = ℓ1(·) for the OT TV. The cost function is defined as

Cij =

{
ρ|xi − xj | if |xi − xj | < δmax

x

∞ otherwise

with ρ= 0.01 and δmax
x = 5σb

m. The OTLM parameters used are λ= 1, α= ϵ= 0.001. The
cost and basis matrices is kept in a sparse format. The linear OTLM without entropic
regularization is solved using the scipy.optimize.linprog rountine, running the HiGHS solver
(Huangfu and Hall, 2018) at default settings. The L2 OTLM without entropic regularization
is solved using the Clarabel solver (Goulart and Chen, 2024), via the CVXPY interface,
with default settings. Both methods utilized sparse matrix representations.

Appendix E. Muonic X-ray Spectra

The muonic X-ray analysis has recently emerged as a powerful tool for elemental analy-
sis, with applications to operando experiments on batteries (Quérel et al., 2025), studies
of archeological artifacts (Biswas et al., 2023), extraterrestrial materials (Hofmann et al.,
2023), and others.

The samples were chosen to be metal alloy certified reference materials: Copper alloys
BCR-961 A,B,C,D,E2, The data used in this work was collected with the muon-induced
X-ray emission (MIXE) instrument at the Paul Scherrer Institute (Gerchow et al., 2023)
in the 2023-2024 measurement campaigns. The energies of recorded X-ray events were
calibrated using radioactive sources (Gerchow et al., 2023). The events were converted into
a histogram from 70-6100 keV in in narrow energy bins of 0.305 keV from all detector
channels. Then, the spectra baselines were modelled using the PyBaselines package (Erb,
2024), using the “Iterative Reweighted Spline Quantile Regression” (IRSQR) algorithm.
The energy efficiency of the detectors can be modeled in a reasonable approximation by the
baseline, due to the fairly flat energy distribution of Compton scattering events Therefore,
to obtain the energy-efficiency corrected spectra, we divide the histogram by the baseline.

2. https://crm.jrc.ec.europa.eu/p/q/BCR-69/BCR-691-COPPER-ALLOYS/BCR-691
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We will describe the case for the BCR-691-A sample; other samples were analyzed the
same way. Considering elements Z ∈ {Cu,Zn, Sn,Pb}, the dictionary X contains two
basis vectors for each element, corresponding to the Kα1 and Kα2 lines. Each of them is
created as a sum of Gaussian functions corresponding to all naturally abundant isotopes
of the element. The X-ray energy levels eKα1

ZA , eKα2
ZA for Kα1,Kα2 transitions calculated by

the Mudirac code (Sturniolo and Hillier, 2021) for each element Z and isotope A. The
energy spread of the lines are taken from calibration measurements of MIXE (Gerchow
et al., 2023, Figure 9c), which calculated the standard deviation function of the line as a
function of its energy e in keV σ : R+ → R+. The measured points are fitted with a linear
function resulting in σ(e)=0.0003+0.4983e The Gaussian basis functions for element Z and
Kαt, t=1, 2 are supported on N =8615 energy levels of the grid e ∈ RN :

XZt =
∑

A∈isotopes(Z)

aZ,A · N (e | eKαt
Z,A , σ(eKαt

Z,A))

where N (·|·, ·) is the Gaussian distribution. Each basis column is normalized to have unit
mass. The columns are stacked horizontally to form the dictionary X ∈ RN×36. Note that
this relation could be improved by performing a dedicated peak spread measurement for
each sample; this would require an additional multi-step procedure. As the goal of this
work is to demonstrate the robustness of OTLM to such inaccuracies, we do not pursue this
here. We use the TV loss and a small ℓ1 penalty. The OT cost is defined as

Cij =

{
ρ(xi−xj)2/x2i if |xi−xj | ≤ ∆xmax

∞ if otherwise

with ∆xmax=10 keV, ρ=5·105, α=ϵ=10−1, λ=1. The non-stationary cost is needed, as the
energy measurement error is increasing with the energy itself. The entropic regularization
ϵ value is chosen to be as small as possible, and the transport cost as large as possible, such
that the results are numerically stable. The parameter λ is set to be as small as possible,
while allowing transport to happen: we required that the marginal fits the target very well.
Overall, we find that the results were not sensitive to these choices as long as the λ was large
enough to allow fitting the target marginals well. The final weights wOTLM are calculated
by solving the OTLM problem.

The Bayesian Mixture Models is created using skew-Gaussian functions. The number
of mixture components is the same as for the number of basis vectors in the OTLM. Each
component is a skew-Gaussian function with parameters µmm, σmm, γmm. The priors are
chosen to be uniform with limits set in the following way: (i) mean µmm is set to be ±3σmm

from the X-ray energy level predicted by the Mudirac code for a given isotope and line, (ii)
minimum σmm is set to σ(e) and maximum to 3σ(e), where σ(e) is the energy-dependent
standard deviation of the line calculated previosly for the OTLM, (iii) minimum amplitude
wmm is set to the 0.1wOTLM and maximum to 3wOTLM, (iv) skewness γmm is set to ±3.
Background estimated in the pre-processing is added to the model. Poisson likelihood is
used. The posterior is calculated using the Emcee sampler (Foreman-Mackey et al., 2013)
with 500 walkers and 5000 steps.
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Figure 6: The 54 blank filter spectra (left panel). These are used to engineer a basis for
the interference. Ammonium sulfate spectra profile (middle panel) and 49 filter
spectra (right panel). The threshold t selected for the cost matrix is shown as
the red dashed line.

Appendix F. Appendix: Infrared spectroscopy

We illustrate the infrared spectroscopy data of Section 7.2. We make the following remarks:
(i) All filter and reference spectra were interpoloted to wavenumbers ω∈{500, 502, ..., 4000}.
and (ii) To make the spectra non-negative, all filters were centered to have their minimum
value at zero. The plots show the location of the minimum value to be consistent, and there-
fore this preprocessing step involves minimal loss of generality. The left panel of Figure 6
contains plots of the 54 blank filter spectra used to generate a basis for the interference we
can expect in the laboratory-generated analyte spectra. The analyte spectra for ammonium
sulfate is plotted in the right panels of Figure 6. The spectra for the other analytes are sim-
ilar and not shown. In the middle panel of this figure, the corresponding reference profile,
scaled to have a maximum value of one, is displayed. For each analyte, the reference profile
is to be added to the interference basis to reconstruct the corresponding filter spectra. We
show the thresholds t of Table 3 as red-dashed horizontal line. The idea is to confine the
mass in the regions above the threshold in the source marginal to the mass in the same
regions in the target marginal.
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