arXiv:2404.00003v1 [math.OC] 16 Feb 2024

Algorithms for constrained optimal transport

Martin Corless and Anthony Quinn and Sarah Boufelja Y. and Robert Shorten.

Abstract— We derive iterative scaling algorithms of the Sinkhorn-Knopp (SK) type for constrained optimal transport. The constraints are in the form of prior-imposed zeroes in the transport plan. Based on classical Bregman arguments, we prove asymptotic convergence of our algorithms to a unique optimal solution. New insights obtained from the convergence proof are highlighted. An example from electrical vehicle charging in a smart city context is outlined, in which the prior zero-constraints prevent energy from being transported from some providers to some vehicles.

I. INTRODUCTION: OPTIMAL TRANSPORT (OT) Optimal Transport (OT) has emerged as a key enabling mathematical technology which is driving a growing number of contemporary engineering applications in fields such as machine learning, image processing, and in optimization and control [1], [2], [3]. The field is an old one, dating back to Monge in the 18th century. Nevertheless, OT is now attracting accelerated attention from both theoreticians and practitioners alike, with widespread application in engineering practice. OT refers to a class of problems in which we seek to transport a finite resource (e.g. mass) from a distributed source to a distributed target, in some optimal manner. For example, the classical problems of Monge and Kantorovitch relate to the transportation of a distributed pile of sand [4] from one location to another. The contemporary analogues of these formulations (for example, in economics) arise in resource (re)allocation problems, and in supply-demand matching problems [5]. Closely related problems arise in key machine learning (ML) settings, such as domain adaptation. Here, source data are optimally adapted (i.e. transported) for use in a related, but distinct, target domain [6]. An example is “data repair”, in which OT is used to de-bias ML tasks in order to improve their fairness properties. Classifiers and recommender systems—trained on data with fairness deficiencies such as representation bias, dependence on protected attributes, etc.—can be fairness-repaired using methods of OT [7].

In this paper, we confine ourselves to the discrete case, in which the resource (mass) is distributed across a

Affiliations: Martin Corless (corless@purdue.edu), is with the School of Astronautics and Aeronautics, Purdue University, West Lafayette. The other authors are with the Dyson School of Design Engineering, Imperial College London. Anthony Quinn is also with the Dept. of Electronic & Electrical Engineering, Trinity College Dublin.

finite (though typically large) number of states in both the source and target. For every pair of source-target states, the designer specifies a cost per unit mass of transporting the resource from this source state to this target state. The OT problem then involves the design of a transport plan that specifies the amount of resource to be transported for every one of these source-target state pairs, in a way that minimizes the total cost of transport. A feature of our setting of the OT problem in this paper is that we impose constraints in which some source states are not allowed to transport to some target states. These prior zero-transport constraints may arise for a variety of reasons. For example, in economics, certain producers may not be allowed to supply a product to certain consumers. In fairness-aware domain adaptation for ML (above), data for a particular demographic group may not be mapped to a different demographic group. These OT problems give rise to linear programs of very large scale [8]. Linear programming solvers are known to scale poorly, and much of the current OT work focuses on regularizing the classical OT problem to ensure tractability at scale. The best known of these approaches is the entropic regularisation of the OT problem [8]. In essence, this amounts to the addition of an extra term in the (total cost) objective, which penalizes a specified divergence of the transport plan from a prior-defined ideal plan [9]. The resulting optimization problem is then strongly convex on a compact convex set, and can be solved efficiently using a Sinkhorn-Knopp-type (SK) iterative scaling algorithm, with its favourable large-scale computational properties [10], [11]. These computational OT results and guarantees—based on the SK algorithm— have been central to the widespread adoption of the OT paradigm in applications, particularly in ML [4], [6], [12], [13].

In contrast to previous results in the literature, our purpose in this paper is to consider OT problems in which some elements of the transport plan are forced to be zero a priori, and to derive iterative scaling algorithms of the SK-type to solve these problems. We use Bregman-type arguments [14] to prove convergence of our algorithms to the (unique) solution of the OT problems under consideration. We outline an application of our results in a smart cities context, where prior zeroes in the transport plan are an important constraint.

II. PRIOR WORK ON OT AND THE SK ALGORITHM

OT problems are often cast in the language of probability, where the resource (mass) to be transported is a probability measure, and so the net resource (mass) is normalized to one. The transport plan is thus a bivariate probability mass function (pmf), and the source and target distributions are its two marginals. We speak of a transport plan that moves the source distribution (marginal) to the target distribution (marginal). In this way, OT can be viewed as a mathematical framework for measuring the distance between (source and target marginal) probability distributions, this distance being the minimal expected cost associated with the optimal transport plan [4]. This Kantorovich-Rubinstein (also called Wasserstein or earth-mover’s) norm [4] for classical entropy-regularized OT gives rise to a unique solution of a strongly convex optimization problem on a compact convex support [15], [16], with linear convergence of the SK iterative scaling algorithm to this unique solution [17]. If, as in this paper, we impose prior zero-constraints on some elements of the transport plan, there may not exist a plan that satisfies exact marginal constraints at the source and target, as already noted. Another situation in which a transport plan satisfying exact marginal constraints does not exist is unbalanced OT (UOT) [16], in which the prescribed net masses of the source and target are not the same. Earlier, in [18], an SK-type iterative scaling algorithm was derived for unconstrained UOT (i.e. without prior zero-constraints on the transport plan), by relaxing the source and target marginal constraints via extra terms in the cost that penalize noncompliance with the marginal constraints. This was shown to converge linearly to a unique solution. In [16], the authors study the UOT case with prior zero-constraints on the transport plan. They prove that the SK algorithm has two convergent subsequences in this case and they propose a transport plan which is the component-wise geometric mean of the limits plans of the two convergent subsequences

The paper is organized as follows: in Section III, our OT problem is specified with prior constraints on the pattern of the transport plan. After developing background material, two iterative scaling algorithms are presented in Section IV for OT problems with prior zero-constraints. Section V presents some properties of the resulting OT plans. Section VI provides the proof of convergence or our algorithms. Finally, a use-case from the domain of smart mobility is outlined in Section VII, illustrating the efficacy of our new algorithms.

III. THE OPTIMAL TRANSPORT (OT) PROBLEM WITH

PRIOR ZERO-CONSTRAINTS

Consider an OT problem in which we have a finite number, m, of source agents (i.e. source states), i = 1,2,...,m, and a finite number, n, of target agents (i.e. target states), j = 1,2,...,n. Suppose each source agent, i, has capacity or mass, ũ_i > 0, and each target agent, j, desires a capacity or mass, ṽ_j > 0. We wish to transport the masses of the source agents to the target agents. For the time being, we impose mass balance (conservation), i.e. m ∑_{i=1}^ũi^{= n}∑_{j=1}^ṽ j^{(1)}

that is, 1^′ũ = 1^′ṽ where 1 is a vector of ones, of appropriate length. Let t_{i j} ≥ 0 be the mass or capacity that source agent, i, transports to target agent, j. We will refer to the m × n matrix, T = { t_{i j} } , as the transport plan. As a consequence of the capacity constraints of the source and target agents, we must have n ∑_{j=1}^ti j^{= ũ}i^{, i = 1,...,m (2)}

or, T 1 = ũ, and m ∑_{i=1}^ti j^{= ṽ} j^{, j = 1,...,n (3)}

or, T^′1 = ṽ. Note that constraints (1), (2) and (3) imply that_m

∑_{i=1}^n∑_{j=1}^ti j^{= m}∑_{i=1}^ũi^{= n}∑_{j=1}^ṽ j^{(4)}

Next, suppose that a specific source agent, i, never transports to a specific target agent, j, so that t_{i j} = 0. We let Z be the set of these prior non-transporting index pairs:

t_{i j} = 0 if (i, j) ∈ Z (5)

The set of allowable transport plans is given by T ≡ { T ∈ R^{m×n} :

t_{i j} ≥ 0 ∀(i, j) /∈ Z t_{i j} = 0 ∀(i, j) ∈ Z } (6) We assume that for every i, that there is at least one (i, j) /∈ Z and for every j, there is also at least one (i, j) /∈ Z ; i.e. if t_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z then, T has no zero-rows or zero-columns. If Z is empty, i.e. if every source agent can transport to every target agent, then the marginal constraints (2) and (3) are feasible (i.e. there is at least one solution in T , for example, T ≡ ũṽ^′/1^′ṽ). However, if Z is non-empty, then (2) and (3) may not be feasible (i.e. there may not be any solution in T ). An example is given by m = n = 2 and Z ≡ {(2,2)}: T = ( t_{11} t_{12} t_{21} 0 ) with ũ = ṽ = ( 1 a ) , a > 1 a) Transport cost.: Suppose that there is a cost, c_{i j} ∈ R, of moving a unit mass from source, i, to target, j. Then, the total cost of transport is ∑_{(i, j)/∈Z} c_{i j}t_{i j} This gives rise to the constrained OT problem: min T ∈U (ũ,ṽ) ∑(i, j)/∈Z

c_{i j}t_{i j}, (7)

U (ũ,ṽ) = {T ∈ T : constraints (2) and (3) hold}(8)

b) An ideal transport plan and regularization: Next, suppose that it is also desirable for T to be close to some ideal (desired) transport plan, T̃ ∈ T (6) with t̃_{i j} > 0 for (i, j) /∈ Z . We therefore modify the cost to

∑_{(i, j)/∈Z}^ci j^ti j^{+ γ}0^{KL(T |T̃ ) (9)}

where γ_0 > 0 is a pre-assigned regularization constant, and the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [9] of T from T̃ is defined as

KL(T |T̃ ) ≡ ∑ (i, j)/∈Z kl(t_{i j}|t̃_{i j}) (10)

where, for any two scalar, t ≥ 0 and t̃ > 0, we define

kl(t|t̃) ≡ { t̃ if t = 0

t log (t t̃ ) − t + t̃ if t > 0

One may readily show that, for all t ≥ 0 and t̃ > 0, kl(t|t̃) ≥ 0; also kl(t|t̃) = 0 iff t = t̃. Hence, for all T ∈ T , KL(T |T̃ ) ≥ 0 and KL(T |T̃ ) = 0 iff T = T̃ .

Remark 1: Note again that original optimization problem (7) is a linear programming problem and may be computationally burdensome to solve. So, a common solution approach is approximately to solve the original problem (7) by minimizing the regularized cost in (9) with γ_0 small but postive. This problem can be solved more efficiently than the original problem. Next, note that c_{i j}t_{i j} = γ_0t_{i j} log

(_1

exp(−c_{i j}/γ_0) ) and define

k_{i j} ≡ { t̃_{i j} exp(−c_{i j}/γ_0) if (i, j) /∈ Z 0 if (i, j) ∈ Z (11)

Then, whenever t_{i j} ≠ 0,

c_{i j}t_{i j} + γ_0kl(t_{i j}|t̃_{i j})

= γ_0t_{i j} log ( t̃_{i j} k_{i j} ) + γ_0t_{i j} log ( t_{i j} t̃_{i j} ) − γ_0t_{i j} + γ_0t̃_{i j}

= γ_0t_{i j} log ( t_{i j} k_{i j} ) − γ_0t_{i j} + γ_0k_{i j} + γ_0t̃_{i j} − γ_0k_{i j}

= γ_0kl(t_{i j}|k_{i j}) + γ_0t̃_{i j} − γ_0k_{i j} (12)

(12) also holds for t_{i j} = 0 , (i, j) /∈ Z . Hence, cost (9) can be expressed as γ_0KL(T |K) + ∑_{(i, j)/∈Z} γ_0(t̃_{i j} − k_{i j}). Therefore, we consider the new optimization problem: min T ∈U (ũ,ṽ)

KL(T |K) (13) where U (ũ,ṽ) is given by (8). When the optimization problem (13) is feasible (i.e. U (ũ,ṽ) is non-empty), its solution can be obtained using the Sinkhorn-Knopp (SK) Algorithm [17].

Sinkhorn-Knopp (SK) Algorithm. Initialize d_{2 j}(0) = 1. Iterate for l = 0,1,...

d_{1i}(l + 1) = ũ_i Σ^n_{j=1}k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l)

(14)

d_{2 j}(l + 1) = ṽ_j Σ^m_{i=1}d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}

(15)

t_{i j}(l + 1) = d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l + 1) (16) □ If (13) is feasible, the sequence, {T (l)} converges to a limit, T^∗, which is the unique minimizer for (13) [16]. If t^∗_{i j} = 0 for some (i, j) /∈ Z , then either {d_{ii}(l)} or {d_{2 j}(l)} do not converge. If (13) is not feasible, the sequence, {T (l)} has two convergent subsequences with different limits [16].

c) When desired marginals constraints are not achievable: If Z is non-empty, it may not be possible to simultaneously satisfy the marginal constraints, (2) and (3). If—as already imposed in (6)—T has no enforced rows of zeroes, the row constraints can always be achieved, as explained in Remark 2, below. Therefore, consider the situation in which row constraints (2) are satisfied but column constraints (3) are not necessarily satisfied. Instead of requiring satisfaction of the column constraints, we add a KL-based penalty term to the cost function, which is a measure of non-compliance with the column constraints, ṽ. We therefore consider a new optimization problem given by min T ∈V (ũ)

KL(T |K) + γKL(v_T |ṽ) (17)

where KL(v_T |ṽ) = ∑^n_{j=1} kl(v_{Tj} |ṽ_j), v_{Tj} ≡∑^m_{i=1} t_{i j}, γ > 0,

V (ũ) ≡ { T ∈ T : n ∑_{j=1}^ti j^{= ũ}i^{, i = 1,... ,m} } . (18)

Remark 2: For any admissible ũ, one can always obtain a T in V (ũ) with t_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z . Simply choose any T ∈ T with t_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z , and scale each of its rows to yield a new matrix in V (ũ). Therefore, V (ũ) is non-empty, and since we are minimizing a continuous strictly convex function (17) over a compact convex set (18), a unique minimizer exists. □ Remark 3: [19] considers a generalization of the problem considered here. To highlight the novelty of our work we make the following comments.

(a) It is true that our problem is a special case of the initial general problem considered in [19] by, among other things, specializing to the bivariate (so, bi-marginal) case, and taking c_{i j} = ∞ for all entries in the transport plan that are to be zero.

(b) However, our algorithms—which have been designed, among other things, to be relevant in important applications of OT, such as the sharing economy application of our Section VII—are not presented in [19].

(c) More substantially, we note the following difference. In order to prove convergence of their algorithm to solve their general problem, it is assumed that all the elements of their cost tensor C are finite (Assumption C on page 5, left column, of [19]). Under this assumption, our problem is not a special case of the problem solved by the algorithm in [19], because for our problem to be a special case, some of the elements of their cost tensor C must be infinite. This assumption is used in the proof of Lemma III.8 in [19]. Note also that prior zeros are not imposed on their transport tensor, M (corresponding to our transport matrix, T ).

IV. MAIN RESULT: A MODIFIED SK ALGORITHM We now present the main results of the paper. These results yield iterative scaling algorithms that produce a sequence, {T (l}, converging to the optimal transport plan, T^∗, for (17). In particular, two algorithms are presented. Algorithm 1 is obtained using results in [14]. Algorithm 2 is equivalent to Algorithm I and is presented for comparison to other related algorithms such as the SK Algorithm. A third algorithm, the Chizat Algorithm is a related algorithm from the literature that is included to provide context for our contributions.

Algorithm 1. Initialize T (0) = K,v(0) = ṽ. Iterate for l = 0,1,... c_{1i}(l + 1) = ũ_i Σ^n_{j=1}t_{i j}(l)

(19)

c_{2 j}(l + 1) = ( v_j(l) Σ^m_{i=1}c_{1i}(l + 1)t_{i j}(l)

) γ_{1+γ} (20)

t_{i j}(l + 1) = c_{1i}(l + 1)t_{i j}(l)c_{2 j}(l + 1) (21) v_j(l + 1) = c_{2 j}(l + 1)^{−1/γ} v_j(l) (22) □ The following theorem provides the main result of this paper. A proof is provided in Section VI.

Theorem 1: Consider the sequence, {T (l),v(l)}, generated by Algorithm 1. This sequence converges to the (unique) limit, (T^∗,v^∗), and T^∗ is the minimizer for the optimization problem given by (17).

Remark 4: Since

Σ^n_{j=1}t^∗_{i j} = ũ_i (23)

from (19), lim_{l→∞} c_{1i}(l) = 1 for all i. In Lemma 2 (see Section V), it will be shown that t^∗_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z . Hence, T^∗ is guaranteed not to contain any row of zeroes, and it follows from (21) that lim_{l→∞} c_{2 j}(l) = 1 for all j. From (20), we see that

Σ^m_{i=1}t^∗_{i j} = v^∗_j (24)

and, since T^∗ does not contain any column of zeroes, we must have v^∗_j > 0, ∀ j. It now follows, from (23) and (24), that ∑^n_{j=1} v^∗_j = ∑^m_{i=1} ũ_i and so v^∗ and ũ are balanced (i.e. mass-conserving). The above result holds even in the unbalanced (i.e. non-mass-conserving) problem, ∑^m_{i=1} ũ_i ≠ ∑^n_{j=1} ṽ_j. In this case, application of the SK algorithm produces a sequence, {T (l)}, which has two convergent subsequences with different limits [16]. □ In order to obtain an algorithm for comparison with the SK algorithm, we introduce scaling parameters, d_{1i}(l) and d_{2 j}(l), defined by

d_{1i}(l + 1) ≡ c_{1i}(l + 1)d_{1i}(l), d_{1i}(1) ≡ c_{i1}(1) (25) d_{2 j}(l + 1) ≡ c_{2 j}(l + 1)d_{2 j}(l), d_{2 j}(0) ≡ 1 (26)

Then

t_{i j}(l + 1) = d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l + 1) (27) v_j(l + 1) = d_{2 j}(l + 1)^{−1/γ}ṽ_j (28)

The sequence, {T (l)}, obtained from Algorithm 1, can then also be obtained from the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2. Initialize d_{2 j}(0) = 1. Iterate for l = 0,1,...

d_{1i}(l + 1) = ũ_i Σ^n_{j=1}k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l)

(29)

d_{2 j}(l + 1) = ( ṽ_j Σ^m_{i=1}d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}

)^γ_{1+γ} (30)

t_{i j}(l + 1) = d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l + 1) (31) □ Remark 5: Since ṽ_j,v^∗_j > 0 for all j, it follows from (28) that the sequence {d_{2 j}(l)} has a limit d^∗_{2 j} which is nonzero for all j. Now (27) implies that that the sequence {d_{1i}(l)} has a limit d^∗_{1i} for all i. Moreover (29) and (30) show that these limits satisfy

d^∗_{1i} = ũ_i ∑^n_{j=1} ki jd^∗_{2 j} d^∗_{2 j} = ( ṽ_j ∑^m_{i=1} d^∗_{1i}ki j

)^γ_{1+γ} (32) and (31) results in

t^∗_{i j} = d^∗_{1i}k_{i j}d^∗_{2 j} (33) □ Remark 6: If one considers the limit, as γ → ∞, in Algorithm 2, one obtains the SK algorithm [17], whose sequence, {T (l)}, converges to the minimizer for optimization problem (13), provided this problem is feasible. □ Remark 7: Before proceeding we note that [18] considers a problem which is related (but different from) to the problem considered here. Namely, to solve

min_{T ∈T} KL(T |K) + γ_1KL(u_T |ũ) + γ_2KL(v_T |ṽ) (34)

where u_{Ti} = ∑^n_{j=1} t_{i j} for all i, k_{i j} = exp(−c_{i j}/γ_0) for all (i, j) and γ_1,γ_2 > 0. In [18], neither marginal constraint is enforced and none of the elements of T are constrained to be zero. This is in contrast to the current paper, in which the source marginal is constrained to be ũ, and some of the elements of T are enforced to be zero, specifically t_{i j} = 0 for (i, j) ∈ Z . [18] shows that the sequence, {T (l)}, generated by the following algorithm converges to a limit which is the minimizer for optimization problem (34).

Chizat Algorithm. Initialize d_{2 j}(0) = 1. Iterate for l = 0,1,...

d_{1i}(l + 1) = ( ũ_i Σ^n_{j=1}k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l)

)^γ1_{1+γ1}

(35)

d_{2 j}(l + 1) = ( ṽ_j Σ^m_{i=1}d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}

)^γ2_{1+γ2} (36)

t_{i j}(l + 1) = d_{1i}(l + 1)k_{i j}d_{2 j}(l + 1) (37) □ Remark 8: Remarkably, if one considers the limit as γ_1 → ∞, then the Chizat algorithm reduces to our Algorithm 2 in the case where there are no constraints on T and all the elements of T̃ equal one.

V. PROPERTIES OF THE MINIMIZER, T^∗

Lemma 1: If T^∗ is a minimizer for (17), then t^∗_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z .

Proof: Suppose that T^∗ is a minimizer for (17). From Remark 2, there is a T̂ ∈ V (ũ) with t̂_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z . Since V (ũ) is convex, (1 − λ )T^∗ + λ T̂ is in V (ũ) for all λ ∈ [0,1]. Also, there are bounds, β_1 and β_2, such that, if t^∗_{i j} > 0 then for any (i, j) /∈ Z , 0 < β_1 ≤ t_{i j} ≤ β_2 for T = (1−λ )T^∗ +λ T̂ and λ ∈ [0,1]. The function to be minimized in (17) can be expressed as f (T ) = ∑ (i, j)/∈Z kl(t_{i j}|k_{i j}) + γ n ∑_{j=1}^{kl}

(_m

∑_{l=1}^tl j^{|ṽ} j )

Consider any λ ∈ (0,1] and T = (1−λ )T^∗ +λ T̂ . By the mean value theorem, ∃ λ ∈ (0,λ ) such that

f (T ) = f (T^∗) + λ ∑ (i, j)/∈Z ∂ f ∂t_{i j}

(T )(t̂_{i j} − t^∗_{i j}) (38)

where T = (1 − λ)T^∗ + λT̂ and ∂ f ∂t_{i j}

(T ) = log ( t_{i j} k_{i j} ) + γ log ( ∑^m_{l=1} t_{l j} ṽ_j ) (39)

If t^∗_{i j} > 0 then, for all λ ∈ (0,1], we have 0 < β_1 ≤ t_{i j} ≤ β_2, and 0 < β_1 ≤ ∑^m_{l=1} t_{l j} ≤ β_3 for some β_3. Hence ∂ f ∂t_{i j} (T )(t̂i j − t ∗ i j) ≤ γ_{i j} for some γ_{i j}. Suppose that t^∗_{i j} = 0 for some (i, j) /∈ Z . Then lim_{λ →0} t_{i j} = t^∗_{i j} = 0; and lim_{λ →0}^{∂ f}_{∂ti j} (T )(t̂_{i j} −t^∗_{i j}) = −∞. This implies that, for λ > 0 sufficiently small, ∑_{(i, j)/∈Z}^{∂ f}_{∂ti j} (T )(t̂_{i j} − t^∗_{i j}) < 0 which along with (38) yields the contradiction, f (T ) < f (T^∗).

The following result can be obtained from the discussion of Algorithm 2; see Remark 5. However we wish to provide a proof which is independent of any algorithm.

Lemma 2: A matrix, T^∗, solves the OT problem given by (17) iff ∃ positive scalars, d_{11},... ,d_{1m} and d_{21},... ,d_{2n}, such that, for all (i, j) (33) and (32) hold.

Proof: If (i, j) ∈ Z , we have t^∗_{i j} = k_{i j} = 0 and the expression for t^∗_{i j} in (33) holds. The Lagrangian associated with this optimization problem is

L(T,α) = ∑ (i, j)/∈Z kl(t_{i j}|k_{i j}) + γ n ∑_{j=1}^{kl}

(_m

∑_{l=1}^tl j^{|ṽ} j )

+ m ∑_{i=1}^αi

(_n

∑_{l=1}^til^{− ũ}i )

For (i, j) /∈ Z and t_{i j} ≠ 0, ∂ L ∂t_{i j}

(T,α) = log ( t_{i j} k_{i j} ) + γ log ( ∑^m_{l=1} tl j ṽ_j ) + α_i

From Lemma 1, we know that t^∗_{i j} > 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z . Hence T^∗ is a minimizer iff ∃ scalars, α_1,... ,α_m, such that^{∂ L}_{∂ti j} (T^∗,α) = 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Z , that is, log

(_{t∗i j}

k_{i j} ) = −α_i − β_j, where

β_j ≡ γ log ( ∑^m_{l=1} t^∗_{l j} ṽ_j ) (40)

Hence

t^∗_{i j} = k_{i j} exp(−α_i − β_j) = exp(−α_i)k_{i j} exp(−β_j) = d_{1i}k_{i j}d_{2 j} (41)

where d_{1i} ≡ exp(−α_i) and d_{2 j} ≡ exp(−β_j). Using the row constraints, we have ũ_i = ∑^m_{j=1} t^∗_{i j} = ∑^m_{j=1} d_{1i}k_{i j}d_{2 j}. Hence, d_{1i} =^{ũi}_∑m_{j=1 ki j d2 j} . It follows, from (40) and (41), that

d_{2 j} m ∑_{i=1}^d1i^ki j^{= m}∑_{i=1}^{t∗}i j^{= ṽ} j^{eβ j/γ = ṽ} j^{d−1/γ}2 j

that is, d 1+γ γ 2 j ∑^m_{i=1} d1iki j = ṽ j, or

d_{2 j} = ( ṽ_j ∑^m_{i=1} d1iki j

)^γ_{1+γ}

VI. CONVERGENCE OF THE MODIFIED SK

ALGORITHMS

To prove Theorem 1, we need a result from [14]. Let

X = {x ∈ R^q : x_i > 0 for i = 1,2,...,q}

and, for a fixed x̃ ∈ X , consider the strictly convex function, f : X̄ → R, given by

f (x) = KL(x|x̃) = q ∑_{i=1}^{kl(x}i^{|x̃}i^{) (42)}

where X is the closure of X , that is

X = R^q_+ = {x ∈ R^q : x_i ≥ 0 for i = 1,2,...,q}

Also, let A_i ∈ R^{mi ×q} and b_i ∈ R^{mi} , for i = 1,2,...,N, for some positive integers, N and m_i, and consider the following optimization problem:

min_{x∈X} f (x) s.t. A_ix = b_i i = 1,... ,N (43)

Let C_i be the closed convex set, {x ∈ R^q : A_ix = b_i}, and assume that C ≡ ⋂N i=1 C_i is non-empty. We also require the following assumption.

Assumption 1: For each i = 1,2,...,N and x ∈ X , ∃ y^∗ ∈ X ∩ C_i such that

KL(y^∗|x) = min_{y∈X ∩Ci} KL(y|x) (44)

Note that, in this assumption, optimization is over X ∩ C_i and not over X ∩ C_i. We will denote the point y^∗ above by P_i(x) and refer to it as the KL-projection of x onto C_i. Let p be a permutation on {1,2,...,N}, that is p^k(i) ≠ i for k = 1,... ,N − 1 p^N (i) = i where p^k is the application of p, k times.

The following result may be gleaned from [14].

Theorem 2: Suppose C ∩ X is non-empty, that Assumption 1 holds, and

x(l + 1) = P_{il} (x(l)) with x(0) ∈ X (45)

where i_{l+1} = p(i_l ). Then, lim_{l→∞} x(l) = x^∗ ∈ C ∩ X . Moreover, if

∇ f (x(0)) is in the range of ( A^′_1 A^′_2 ··· A^′_m ) (46)

where^′ denotes transpose, then

f (x^∗) = min_{x∈X} f (x) s.t. A_ix = b_i i = 1,... ,N (47) The algorithm in Theorem 2 initially chooses some point, x(0) ∈ X . It then cycles indefinitely through each index, i, and projects onto C_i. It can be viewed as an alternating projection algorithm. The resulting sequence, {x(l)}^∞_{l=0}, converges to a point which is common to all of the sets, C_i and X . In addition, if ∇ f (x(0)) satisfies (46), then x^∗ is a minimizer for optimization problem (43). This algorithm is very useful when one can readily solve the optimization problems in (44).

The optimization problem of this paper (17) can be rewritten as min_{(T,v)∈T V} J(T,v), subject to n ∑_{j=1}^ti j^{= ũ}i^{, i = 1,...,m, m}∑_{i=1}^ti j^{= v} j^{, j = 1,... n,}

(48)

where

J(T,v) = KL(T |K) + γKL(v|ṽ) = KL(T |K) + KL(γv|γ̃v) (49)

γ > 0 and S = { (T,v) : T ∈ R^{m×n} ,v ∈ R^n and t_{i j} = 0 ∀ (i, j) ∈ Z } T V ={(T,v) ∈ S : t_{i j} > 0∀(i, j) /∈ Z and v_j > 0∀i}

Let q = n_T + n, where n_T is the number of index pairs (i, j) not in Z . Then, by appropriate definition of x in R^q , one can associate each element of x to an element of T or γv. We denote this by x = vec(T,γv) and the objective function in (49) can be written as f (x) = KL(x|x̃), where x̃ = vec(K,γṽ). Also, the constraints in (48) can be expressed as A_1x = b_1, A_2x = b_2, where

A_1x = b_1 iff (T,v) ∈ C̃_1 ≡ {(T,v) ∈ S : T 1 = ũ} A_2x = b_2 iff (T,v) ∈ C̃_2 ≡ { (T,v) ∈ S : T^′1 = v } If (T,v),(S,w) ∈ T V , y = vec(T,γv), x = vec(S,γw):

KL(y|x) = KL(T |S) + γKL(v|w)

Lemma 3: If (S,w) ∈ T V then

(T^∗,v^∗) = argmin_{(T,v)∈T V ∩C̃1} KL(T |S) + γKL(v|w)

iff t^∗_{i j} = c_{1i}s_{i j}, v^∗_j = w_j, where

c_{1i} = ũ_i Σ^n_{j=1}s_{i j}

(50)

Proof: Since t_{i j} = 0 for (i, j) ∈ Z , the Lagrangian associated with this optimization problem is

L(T,v,α) = KL(T |S) + γKL(v|w) + m ∑_{i=1}^αi

(_n

∑_{j=1}^ti j^{− ũ}i )

When (i, j) /∈ Z , ∂ L ∂t_{i j}

= log ( t_{i j} s_{i j} ) + α_i ∂ L ∂ v_j

= γ log ( v_j w_j )

Setting these to zero yields log ( t_{∗i j}

s_{i j} ) = −α_i log

( v_{∗j}

w_j ) = 0 Hence, t^∗_{i j} = s_{i j} exp(−α_i) = c_{1i}s_{i j}, where c_{1i} = exp(−α_i) and v^∗_j = w_j. Also, ∑^n_{j=1} t^∗_{i j} = ũ_i implies (50).

Lemma 4: If (S,w) ∈ T V then

(T^∗,v^∗) = argmin_{(T,v)∈T V ∩C̃2} KL(T |S) + γKL(v|w)

iff t^∗_{i j} = c_{2 j}s_{i j}, v^∗_j = c^− 1 γ 2 j w_j, where

c_{2 j} = ( w_j Σ^m_{i=1}s_{i j}

)^γ_{1+γ} (51)

Proof: Since t_{i j} = 0 for (i, j) ∈ Z , the Lagrangian associated with this optimization problem is given by

L(T,v,β ) = KL(T |S) + γKL(v|w) + n ∑_{j=1}^β j

(_m

∑_{i=1}^ti j^{− v} j )

When (i, j) /∈ Z , ∂ L ∂t_{i j}

= log ( t_{i j} s_{i j} ) + β_j ∂ L ∂ v_j

= γ log ( v_j w_j ) − β_j

Setting these to zero results in log ( t_{∗i j}

s_{i j} ) = −β_j log

( v_{∗j}

w_j ) = β_j/γ

Hence, t^∗_{i j} = s_{i j}c_{2 j} where c_{2 j} = exp(−β_j). Also, v^∗_j = w_j exp(β_j/γ) = c^{−1/γ}_{2 j} w_j. Due to the column sum constraints, we must have c_{2 j} ∑^m_{i=1} s_{i j} = ∑^m_{i=1} t^∗_{i j} = v^∗_j =

c^{−1/γ}_{2 j} w_j, that is, c 1+γ γ 2 j ∑^m_{i=1} si j = w j, which implies (51).

A. Proof of Theorem 1 It follows, from Theorem 2 and Lemmas 3 and 4, that the sequence, {(T (l),v(l)}, converges to a limit, (T^∗,v^∗), with T^∗ ∈ T , v^∗ ∈ R^n_+ , and this limit satisfies the constraints in (48). We now only need to prove that ∇ f (x(0)) satisfies (46), where x(0) = vec(K,γṽ). With J given by (49), we have, for t_{i j} > 0 and v_j > 0, ∂ J ∂t_{i j}

(T,v) = log ( t_{i j} k_{i j} ) , ∂ J ∂ γv_j

(T,v) = log ( γv_j γṽ_j )

Hence,^{∂ J}_{∂ti j} (K,ṽ) = 0,^{∂ J}_{∂ γv j} (K,ṽ) = 0, and ∇ f (x(0))_i = 0 for i = 1,2,...,q. Therefore, ∇ f (x(0)) satisfies (46). ■ VII. EXAMPLE: RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN THE

SHARING ECONOMY

SK-type iterations make sense for large-scale problems. Smart cities are a natural place to look for such problems, and, in particular, sharing economy [20] applications, since these are precisely the problem domains where allocation of resources at scale emerge, and where the scale of the problem is subject to temporal variations. One such problem arises in the context of charging m electric vehicles (EVs) overnight in a city such as London. With the advent of vehicle-to-grid (V2G), vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) and widespread availability of solar, it is likely that many entities that currently consume energy will become prosumers in the near future; i.e. most homes, and even cars, will consume energy and also make energy available, depending on the circumstance. Such a scenario is clearly very large scale, with a potentially very large number, m, of EVs (there are currently more than 2.5M cars registered in London), and a large number, n, of energy providers (consisting of conventional utilities, energy brokerages, households and even other cars, and constituting the target agents of our OT setup in Section III). In the setting of this paper (Section III), each EV specifies the energy it requires in KWhrs, and then this demand for energy is communicated (i.e. ‘transported’) to a set of providers. Each provider may set a cost based on their type of energy generation, their proximity to the car being charged, and the type of vehicle being charged. In addition, some providers may prohibit certain types of vehicles, for example plug-in hybrid vehicles (PHEVs), or vehicles that are very large in size. Our OT formulation (17) captures the realistic scenario in which the n energy providers make available flexible amounts of energy, nominally ṽ, to m EVs whose demands are exactly ũ. Furthermore, energy transfer between specified provider-EV pairs, (i, j) ∈ Z (5), are not allowed a priori.

To simulate this scenario, consider m = 10,000 EVs requiring charging and n = 10 energy providers. We simulate the specified energy charging requirement, ũ_i, i = 1,...,m, of each EV via independent and uniform draws in the range (0,1) KWhrs. We simulate the nominal available energy of each supplier, ṽ_j, j = 1,... ,n, in the same way. Therefore, (1) may not hold, i.e. the transport problem may be unbalanced, in that the total energy required by the EVs may differ from the total nominal energy made available by the providers. This UOT problem is also solved by our algorithms. To effect prior zero constraints, we assume that even-indexed cars are PHEVs, and that even-indexed providers will not supply these PHEVs. This defines a transport plan with mn 4 pre-specified zeroes. The non-zero elements of K in (11) are obtained with t̃_{i j} = 1 and γ_0 = 1.99, and the transport cost, c_{i j}, ∀(i, j) /∈ Z are again iid uniformly drawn from (0,1). We use Algorithm 1, with γ = 1.005 (17), to obtain the OT plan, T^∗. Figure 1 illustrates the convergence of the algorithm for 10 simulation runs. Let T (l − 1) and T (l) be the transport plans obtained from two consecutive iterations of the algorithm in any one simulation, and let Δ(l) be the matrix with (i, j)th entry defined as δ_{i j}(l) = |t_{i j}(l) − t_{i j}(l − 1)|. Figure 1 plots the log of the sum of the δ_{i j}s, normalised by the first log-sum, for each of the 10 simulations, i.e. log(∑_{(i, j) /∈Z} |ti j (l)−ti j (l−1)|) log(∑_{(i, j) /∈Z} |ti j (1)−ti j(0)|) . We have normalized in order to facilitate comparison of the different simulations.

Fig. 1 CONVERGENCE OF THE MODIFIED ALGORITHM (ALGORITHM 1)

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented SK-type algorithms for constrained optimal transport. Specifically, our algorithms allow for transport plans that force some entries to be zero a priori. The convergence proof is based on Bregman-type ideas. An example in resource allocation for the sharing economy is provided, pointing to situations in which our algorithm is relevant. Future work will investigate extension of this work to problems that incorporate other forms of regularisation terms [21], and other potential use-cases.

REFERENCES

[1] Y. Chen, G. Tryphon, and M. Pavon, “Optimal transport in systems and control,” Annual Review of Control, Robotics, and Autonomous Systems, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 89–113, 2021.

[2] M. Kusner, Y. Sun, N. Kolkin, and K. Weinberger, “From word embeddings to document distances,” in Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning (F. Bach and D. Blei, eds.), vol. 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, (Lille, France), pp. 957–966, PMLR, 07–09 Jul 2015.

[3] K. Saenko, B. Kulis, M. Fritz, and T. Darrell, “Adapting visual category models to new domains,” in Computer Vision – ECCV 2010 (K. Daniilidis, P. Maragos, and N. Paragios, eds.), (Berlin, Heidelberg), pp. 213–226, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2010.

[4] C. Villani, Optimal Transport: Old and New. Springer, 2008. [5] A. Galichon, Optimal transport methods in economics. Princeton University Press, 2016.

[6] N. Courty, R. Flamary, D. Tuia, and A. Rakotomamonjy, “Optimal transport for domain adaptation,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 39, no. 9, pp. 1853– 1865, 2017.

[7] P. Gordaliza, E. Barrio, G. Fabrice, and J. Loubes, “Obtaining fairness using optimal transport theory,” in ICML, pp. 214–223, 2019.

[8] G. Peyré and M. Cuturi, Computational Optimal Transport:

With Applications to Data Science. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning, 2019.

[9] S. Boufelja Y., A. Quinn, M. Corless, and R. Shorten, “Fully probabilistic design for optimal transport,” arXiv, no. 2212.13912, 2023.

[10] M. Cuturi, “Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation of optimal transport.,” in NIPS, pp. 2292–2300, 2013.

[11] S. Marino and A. Gerolin, “An optimal transport approach for the Schrödinger bridge problem and convergence of Sinkhorn algorithm,” Journal of Scientific Compututing, vol. 85, no. 27, 2020.

[12] M. Arjovsky, S. Chintala, and L. Bottou, “Wasserstein generative adversarial networks,” in ICML, pp. 214–223, 2017.

[13] J. Solomon, F. Goes, G. Peyré, M. Cuturi, A. Butscher, A. Nguyen, T. Du, and L. Guibas, “Convolutional Wasserstein distances: Efficient optimal transportation on geometric domains,” ACM Transactions on Graphics, vol. 34, 07 2015.

[14] L. M. Bregman, “The relaxation method of finding the common point of convex sets and its application to the solution of problems in convex programming,” USSR Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, vol. 7, pp. 200–217, 1967.

[15] R. A. Brualdi, “Convex sets of non-negative matrices,” Canadian Journal of Mathematics, vol. 20, p. 144–157, 1968.

[16] A. Baradat and E. Ventre, “Convergence of the Sinkhorn algorithm when the Schrodinger problem has no solution,” arXiv, no. 2207.02977, 2022.

[17] P. A. Knight, “The Sinkhorn–Knopp algorithm: Convergence and applications,” SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 261–275, 2008.

[18] L. Chizat, G. Peyré, B. Schmitzer, and F.-X. Vialard, “Scaling algorithms for unbalanced optimal transport problems,” Mathematics of Computation, vol. 87, pp. 2563–2609, November 2018.

[19] A. Ringh and J. K. Haasler I. Y. Chen, “Graph-structured tensor optimization for nonlinear density control and mean field games,” arXiv, no. 2112.05645v2, 2022.

[20] E. Crisostomi, B. Ghaddar, F. Haeusler, J. Naoum-Sawaya, G. Russo, and R. Shorten, Analytics for the Sharing Economy: Mathematics, Engineering and Business Perspectives. Springer, 2020.

[21] S. Ferradans, N. Papadakis, G. Peyré, and J.-F. Aujol, “Regularized discrete optimal transport,” SIAM Journal of Imaging Sciences, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 1853–1882, 2014.