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Abstract: The Unbalanced Optimal Transport (UOT) problem plays increasingly important

roles in computational biology, computational imaging and deep learning. Scaling algorithm is

widely used to solve UOT due to its convenience and good convergence properties. However,

this algorithm has lower accuracy for large regularization parameters, and due to stability issues,

small regularization parameters can easily lead to numerical overflow. We address this challenge

by developing an inexact Bregman proximal point method for solving UOT. This algorithm

approximates the proximal operator using the Scaling algorithm at each iteration. The algorithm

(1) converges to the true solution of UOT, (2) has theoretical guarantees and robust regularization

parameter selection, (3) mitigates numerical stability issues, and (4) can achieve comparable

computational complexity to the Scaling algorithm in specific practice. Building upon this, we

develop an accelerated version of inexact Bregman proximal point method for solving UOT by using

acceleration techniques of Bregman proximal point method and provide theoretical guarantees and

experimental validation of convergence and acceleration.

Keywords: unbalanced optimal transport, Bregman proximal point algorithm,

inexact version, acceleration

1 Introduction

The Optimal Transport (OT) problem is a problem of finding the optimal cost for transporting

mass from one distribution to another [1]. This problem in mathematics and operations research

has been proposed for many years. Due to the pioneering work of Brenier[2], the problem has

received renewed attention and has become increasingly popular in the past decade in application

areas such as image retrieval and color transfer in computer vision [3, 4], as well as statistical

inference in machine learning [5].
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However, the classic OT imposes a very strong constraint, which requires us to normalize the

input measure to unit mass. This is an unacceptable constraint for many problems that allow

only partial mass transfer, or for handling transfer problems between arbitrary positive measures.

In order to address such transfer problems that do not guarantee mass conservation, a modified

version of the OT problem was proposed, known as the Unbalanced Optimal Transport (UOT)

problem. This problem is obtained by relaxing the hard constraint of optimal transport to a soft

constraint [6]. In recent years, the problem of UOT has been widely applied in computational

biology [7], computer imaging [8], full waveform inversion [9], deep learning [10], and statistics [11].

In this paper, we focus on the computation of the discrete UOT problem using KL divergence

to relax constraints.

min
P⩾0

⟨C,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b). (1.1)

Where a,b are two positive vectors. Matrix C = [cij] ∈ Rn×m
+ is the cost matrix, whose element

cij represents the distance between the i-th support point of a and the j-th support point of b.

λ1,λ2 are unbalancedness parameters. KL(· | ·) is defined by KL(x | y) =
∑

i xi log
xi
yi

− xi + yi.

Notation ⟨·, ·⟩ represents the Frobenius dot-product. Finally, 1n represents n-dimensional vector

of ones.

In order to facilitate the solution of OT problems, Cuturi proposed to use the entropy of

the transport plan to regularize the objective function, based on which a fast algorithm for

solving OT problems, i.e., the Sinkhorn algorithm [12]. Similar to the process of extending the

OT problem to the UOT problem, this method has also been extended to solve UOT problems

[13]. That is, by adding an entropy term to the UOT problem to regularize the original problem.

For example, for the UOT problem defined by KL divergence, its entropy regularized problem

is represented as follows.

min
P⩾0

⟨C,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + ϵh(P), (1.2)

where h(P) =
∑

i,jPi,j(logPi,j − 1) is the entropic regularizer. Then the problem can be solved

rapidly by the Scaling algorithm,

u(l+1) = (
a

Kv(l)
)

λ1
λ1+ϵ , v(l+1) = (

b

KTu(l+1)
)

λ2
λ2+ϵ , (1.3)

starting from v(l) = 1m, where K = [Ki,j] and Ki,j = e−Cij/ϵ. And the optimal solution P∗

has the form P∗
i,j = uiKi,jvj. This algorithm is actually based on the well-known Dykstra’s

algorithm [14, 15]. In fact, the Scaling algorithm is proven to achieve a O(n2) complexity [16, 17].

Although the Scaling algorithm can be solved through matrix vector products, with a simple

and easily implementable form and good computational complexity, it also has several draw-

backs. Firstly, for the entropy regularization parameter ϵ in (1.2), when it is set to a larger value,
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the algorithm may converge quickly, but the error of the approximate solution obtained will be

large. Secondly, if we desire an approximate solution with a small error, we need to choose a very

small ϵ, but due to Ki,j = e−Cij/ϵ, a small ϵ may lead to numerical overflow when computing

K, although this issue can be resolved by calculating in log-space , it requires additional expo-

nential and logarithmic operations, sacrificing the efficiency advantage of the algorithm [13, 15].

In addition, since the contraction ratio of the Scaling algorithm is determined by (1 + ϵ
λ)

−1, a

small ϵ will cause a sharp increase in the number of iterations of the algorithm. Finally, the

Scaling algorithm will also sacrifice the sparsity of the solution, which is disadvantageous for the

application of UOT.

So, can we use a moderate entropy regularization parameter ϵ to obtain a relatively accurate

approximate solution without increasing the computational cost? In the work of Xie and YANG

[18, 19], they solve the original OT problem by using the Bregman proximal point method, where

the subproblems constructed in the iterative step can be formulated as an entropy-regularized

optimal transport problem, and the approximate solution to the subproblems can be obtained

using the Sinkhorn algorithm. The IPOT algorithm and the iEPPA algorithm constructed in this

way can both use a moderately sized entropy regularization parameter ϵ to obtain a relatively

accurate approximate solution to the OT problem, and have good sparsity. This give us a lot

of inspiration. We have applied this idea to UOT problem and obtained a new algorithm, i.e,

Inexact Bregman Proximal point method for solving Unbalanced Optimal Transport (IBPUOT).

Since IBPUOT is a first order algorithm, we can use he acceleration technique to accelerate

the algorithm IBPUOT. Accelerated thinking originated from Nesterov, whose work inspired

various extensions and accelerated variants [20, 21]. For example, the classic accelerated proximal

point method [22], as well as the recent accelerated Bregman proximal point method [19, 23],

and accelerated variants of Bregman proximal gradient method [24]. Based on these works,

we naturally developed an Accelerated version of IBPUOT called AIBPUOT. In fact, although

IBPUOT can accelerate convergence speed by taking small proximal parameters, small proximal

parameters will lead to increased internal iterations in solving UOT problems, thus preventing

acceleration.Therefore, it is necessary for us to develop an acceleration variant AIBPUOT that

does not require the use of smaller proximal parameters.

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

• In this paper, we propose a new method for solving the UOT problem defined by KL

divergence based on the generalized proximal point method using Bregman divergence —

IBPUOT. This algorithm can select a moderately sized ϵ to obtain the exact solution of

UOT. The convergence proof of the algorithm IBPUOT is provided, and it is proven that

the convergence rate of IBPUOT is O( 1
N ).

• We also combine Nesterov’s acceleration technique to give the specific form of the ac-

celerated version of IBPUOT, we call it AIBPUOT. And we complete the corresponding
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convergence proof and convergence rate analysis. By making use of the triangle scaling

property of the Bregman distance, we prove that the convergence rate of AIBPUOT is

O( 1
Nγ ), where γ is the triangle scaling exponent.

• We conducted numerical experiments to compare the performance of IBPUOT and the

Scaling algorithm under different entropy regularization parameters, as well as the accel-

eration effect of AIBPUOT.

Next, we will provide notation and preliminaries in the Section 2. We present the specific

form of IBPUOT and its convergence proof, and prove that its convergence rate in Section 3 . We

give the form of AIBPUOT and complete the corresponding convergence proof and convergence

rate analysis in Section 4. We presented some numerical results in Section 5.

2 Notation and preliminaries

For a vector x ∈ Rn, we denote its i-th entry as xi , and the diagonal matrix is denoted as

Diag(x), whose i-th diagonal entry is xi. Denote ⊙ as element-wise matrix multiplication, (·)
(·)

as element-wise division. For a given function f : Rn → R, dom f :={x ∈ Rn, f(x) < ∞}

Definition 2.1 (ν -subdifferential[25]). For a proper convex function f : X ⊆ Rn → R, give a

ν ≥ 0, the ν-subdifferential of f at x ∈ dom f is defined by

∂νf := {d ∈ E : f (y) ⩾ f (x) + ⟨d,y − x⟩ − ν, ∀y ∈ X},

when ν = 0, ∂νf is denoted by ∂f

Definition 2.2 (Legendre function[18]). Let h : X ⊆ Rn → R be a lsc proper convex function.

When it satisfies the following properties, we call it Legendre function

1) Essentially smooth: if h is differentiable on int dom h, for every sequence {xk} ⊆ int dom

h converging to a boundary point of dom h as k → +∞, ∥∇h(xk)∥ → ∞

2) Legendre type: if h is essentially smooth and strictly convex on int dom h.

Definition 2.3 (Bregman distance[18]). For any given Legendre function h : X ⊆ Rn → R, and
for any x ∈ dom h, y ∈ int dom h,

Dh(y,x) = h(y)− h(x)− ⟨∇h(x),y − x⟩. (2.1)

It is easy to see that Dh(x,y) ≥ 0 and equality holds if and only if x = y due to the strictly

convexity of h.
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Lemma 2.1 (three points identity[18]). Given a proper closed strictly convex function h : X ⊆
Rn → R, Dh is a general Bregman distance, and x,y, z ∈ X such that h(x), h(y), h(z) are finite

and h is differentiable at y and z,

Dh(x, z)−Dh(x,y)−Dh(y, z) = ⟨∇h(y)−∇h(z),x− y⟩. (2.2)

Lemma 2.2 (see[26]). Suppose that {µn}∞n=0 ⊆ R+ and {βn}∞n=0 ⊆ R are two sequences. Let

τn :=
∑n

k=0 µk and αn := τ−1
n

∑n
k=0 µkβk.

(1) lim infn→+∞ βn ⩽ lim infn→+∞ αn ⩽ lim supn→+∞ αn ⩽ lim supn→+∞ βn.

(2) If λn → +∞, β := limn→+∞ βn exists, then αn → β.

Consider the following convex optimization problem,

min
x

f(x) s.t. x ∈ X , (2.3)

where f : X ⊆ Rn → R is a proper closed convex function, X is a nonempty convex open set, X
is the closure of X .

There are currently many methods to solve this convex optimization problem, among which

the simplest and most basic method is the proximal point method. Now we introduce its general

form, the objective of the generalized proximal point method is to solve

argmin
x∈X

f(x). (2.4)

The algorithm generates a sequence {xk} by the following generalized proximal point itera-

tions to solve Problem (2.4),

xk+1 = argmin
x∈X

f (x) + βkd(x,x
k), (2.5)

where βt > 0 is a given proximal parameter, and d is a regularization term used to define the

proximal operator. When d(x,y) = 1
2∥x− y∥22, it is the classical proximal point method.

If we choose d(x,y) = Dh(x,y), equation (2.5) becomes the following form

xk+1 = argmin
x∈X

f (x) + βkDh(x,x
k). (2.6)

This method is commonly referred to as the Bregman proximal point algorithm (BPPA).

As the iterate xk+1 is obtained by approximately solving a subproblem during the iterative

process, we need to establish a termination condition to end the process of approximating the

subproblem. In this regard, a framework based on ν-th differentiability is widely used [27, 28],
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and can be applied to the inexact Bregman proximal point algorithm as follows.

0 ∈ ∂νkf(x
k+1) + βk(∇h(xk+1)−∇h(xk)). (2.7)

The proximal point method has a robust convergence behavior for the parameter β. As for

βk, its specific choice generally only affects the convergence speed of the algorithm, and does

not affect the convergence of the algorithm. In other words, there can be a relatively broad

condition for the choice of βk, which still ensures the accuracy of the algorithm. Even if the

proximal operator defined in (2.5) cannot be precisely solved during iteration, the algorithm can

still guarantee global convergence under certain conditions [29, 30]. This is also the key reason

why we choose to use the inexact proximal point method to solve the problem of UOT.

3 An inexact Bregman proximal point algorithm for unbalanced

optimal transport

In this section, we explain how to use the Bregman proximal point method to solve the UOT

problem (1.1), develop a new algorithm IBPUOT, and provide a convergence proof and con-

vergence rate analysis of IBPUOT. In section 3.1, we explained the design concept and specific

form of IBPUOT. In section 3.2, we provide the convergence analysis of IBPUOT.

3.1 IBPUOT

Recall the Bregman proximal point iteration (2.6), since problem (1.1) is convex and {P :

P ⩾ 0} is a closed convex set, we take f(P) = ⟨C,P⟩ + λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b),
X = {P : P ⩾ 0}, and d is the Bregman divergence Dh with respect to the entropy function

h(x) = xi(logxi − 1). Therefore, Dh has the following form,

Dh(x,y) =
∑
i

xi log
xi

yi
−
∑
i

xi +
∑
i

yi. (3.1)

As a result, problem (1.1) is solved by the following Bregman proximal point iterations,

Pk+1 = argmin
P⩾0

⟨C,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + βkDh(P,Pk). (3.2)

Substitute Bregman divergence (3.1) into iteration (3.2), then iteration (3.2) can be rewritten

as

Pk+1 = argmin
P⩾0

⟨C− βk logP
k,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + βkh(P). (3.3)
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Let Ck = C− βk logP
k, we can get

Pk+1 = argmin
P⩾0

⟨Ck,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + βkh(P). (3.4)

As we can see, problem (3.4) is a entropy regularized UOT problem, Similar to (1.2), problem

(3.4) can also be approximated using the scaling algorithm. we should replace Ki,j by Kk
i,j =

e−Ck
ij/βk = Pk

ije
−Cij/βk .

In fact, within the framework of the inexact Bregman proximal point method, we only need to

use the Scaling algorithm to approximately solve the problem (3.4) and generate a sequence {Pk}
that satisfies the following inexact conditions in order to make the entire algorithm converge.

0 ∈ ∂νkf(P
k+1) + βk(∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Pk)). (3.5)

The complete algorithm is presented as Algorithm 1, and for simplicity, we can take βk as a

constant, and let βk = β.

Algorithm 1 IBPUOT(a,b, λ1, λ2,C)

Input: positive vectors a, b, unbalancedness parameters λ1,λ2 and cost matrix C
Output: Pk

v = 1m
K = e−C/β

P0 = 1n1
T
m

for k=0,1,3,. . . ,N do
G = K⊙Pk

while termination criterion (3.5) is not met do

u = ( a
Kv )

λ1
λ1+β

v = ( b
KTu

)
λ2

λ2+β

end while
Pk+1 = Diag(u)GDiag(v)

end for
return Pk+1

3.2 Convergence analysis of IBPUOT

Next, we will establish the convergence of Algorithm 1 IBPUOT. Our proof is inspired by some

related work [18, 19]. First, for convenience, we will use f(P) to represent problem (1.1) and h

to present the entropy function. And then we provide a sufficient descent property through the

following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 (sufficient descent property). Let {Pk} be the sequence generated by the IBPUOT

in Algorithm 1, and for any P ∈ domf and βk > 0, we have:

f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(P) + βk

(
Dh(P,Pk)−Dh(P,Pk+1)−Dh(P

k+1,Pk)
)
+ νk. (3.6)
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Proof. according to condition (3.5), we know that there exists a dk+1 ∈ ∂νkf(P
k+1) that satisfies

0 = dk+1 + βk(∇h(Pk+1) − ∇h(Pk)). therefor, for any P ∈ domf , from the definition of the

ν-subdifferential of f , we can know

f(P) ⩾ f(Pk+1) + ⟨dk+1,P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

= f(Pk+1) + ⟨−βk(∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Pk)),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk.

So we can obtain

f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(P) + βk⟨∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Pk),P−Pk+1⟩+ νk.

According to the three points identity (2.2), we can get

f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(P) + βk

(
Dh(P,Pk)−Dh(P,Pk+1)−Dh(P

k+1,Pk)
)
+ νk.

On the basis of Lemma 3.1, we can further prove the convergence of the Algorithm 1

IBPUOT.

Theorem 3.2. Let {Pk} be the sequence generated by the IBPUOT in Algorithm 1, for any P∗,

which is the optimal solution of problem (1.1), i.e.,f(P), we have

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ τ−1
N−1

(
Dh(P

∗,P0) +
N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k νk +

N−1∑
k=0

τk−1ηk

)
, (3.7)

where τ−1 := 0, τk :=
∑k

t=0 β
−1
t , and ηk := f(Pk+1) − f(Pk) ⩽ νk for any integer k ⩾ 0. In

addition, if supk{βk} < ∞ and
∑

k νk < ∞, then f(Pk) → f∗ := f(P∗).

Proof. For the (3.6) in the lemma 3.1, if we substitute the P to Pk, we have

f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(Pk)− βk

(
Dh(P

k,Pk+1) +Dh(P
k+1,Pk)

)
+ νk.

Therefore, for any ηk, there exists

ηk := f(Pk+1)− f(Pk)

⩽ −βk

(
Dh(P

k,Pk+1) +Dh(P
k+1,Pk)

)
+ νk

⩽ νk.
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Because of τ−1 := 0, τk :=
∑k

t=0 β
−1
t = τk−1 + β−1

k , for any k ⩾ 0, we get

(τk − β−1
k )f(Pk+1) = τk−1f(P

k) + τk−1ηk.

Furthermore, we can obtain

β−1
k f(Pk+1) = τkf(P

k+1)− τk−1f(P
k)− τk−1ηk.

Summing the above expression from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we have

N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k f(Pk+1) = τN−1f(P

N )−
N−1∑
k=0

τk−1ηk. (3.8)

Assume P∗ is an optimal solution of f(P), we let P = P∗ in the (3.6) to obtain

f(Pk+1)− f(P∗) ⩽ βk

(
Dh(P

∗,Pk)−Dh(P
∗,Pk+1)−Dh(P

k+1,Pk)
)
+ νk

⩽ βk

(
Dh(P

∗,Pk)−Dh(P
∗,Pk+1)

)
+ νk.

So we can get

β−1
k f(Pk+1)− β−1

k f(Pk) ⩽ Dh(P
∗,Pk)−Dh(P

∗,Pk+1) + β−1
k νk.

Summing the above expression from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we have

N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k f(Pk+1)− τN−1f(P

∗) ⩽ Dh(P
∗,P0)−Dh(P

∗,PN ) +
N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k νk

⩽ Dh(P
∗,P0) +

N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k νk.

(3.9)

We can combine (3.8) and (3.9) to get

τN−1

(
f(PN )− f(P∗)

)
⩽ Dh(P

∗,P0) +
N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k νk +

N−1∑
k=0

τk−1ηk.

And then we Divide the above inequality by τN−1, we can get

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ τ−1
N−1

(
Dh(P

∗,P0) +
N−1∑
k=0

β−1
k νk +

N−1∑
k=0

τk−1ηk

)
.

Now we have completed the proof of (3.7). Next, we are going to prove that if supk{βk} < ∞
and

∑
νk < ∞, then f(Pk) → f∗ := f(P∗).

9



For any non-negative integer n, according to (3.9), we obtain that

τ−1
n

n∑
k=0

β−1
k f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(P∗) + τ−1

n Dh(P
∗,P0) + τ−1

n

n∑
k=0

β−1
k νk, (3.10)

Because supk{βk} < ∞, τn → +∞ when n → +∞. And νk → 0 when k → +∞ since
∑

νk < ∞.

Thus, according to the Lemma 2.2, we obtain that τ−1
n

∑n
k=0 β

−1
k νk → 0 when n → +∞, and

the following inequality

lim inf
n→+∞

f(Pn+1) ⩽ lim inf
n→+∞

τ−1
n

n∑
k=0

β−1
k f(Pk+1) ⩽ f(P∗).

And because f(P∗) := min f(P) ⩽ f(Pn+1), so we can get that lim infn→+∞ f(Pn+1) = f(P∗).

Therefore, f(Pk) → f∗ := f(P∗)

Finally, we discuss the convergence rate of IBPUOT. According to (3.7), if the summable-

error condition are finite,.i.e,
∑N−1

k=0 β−1
k νk < ∞,

∑N−1
k=0 τk−1ηk < ∞.Then the convergence rate

of IBPUOT is controlled by τ−1
N−1 := (

∑N−1
t=0 β−1

t )−1. If we choose βk as a constant β, then the

convergence rate of algorithm IBPUOT is O( 1
N ).

4 An acceleration version of the IBPUOT

In this section, we will develop an accelerated version of IBPUOT, denoted as AIBPUOT. In

fact, research on accelerating the proximal point algorithm has a long history. Currently, most

acceleration strategies for first-order optimization algorithms originate from Nesterov’s momen-

tum mechanism [20], which constructs an estimate sequence to generate a clever momentum and

then uses this momentum to generate an intermediate point for acceleration of iteration. The

Bregman extension version of this acceleration method has also been studied in recent years

[19, 24].

Inspired by their work, we developed an accelerated version of IBPUOT. In section 4.1, we

introduce the construction of AIBPUOT and provide the algorithmic form. In section 4.2, we

prove the convergence of AIBPUOT and explain the method of setting parameters to achieve

acceleration effects.
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4.1 AIBPUOT

In order to develop AIBPUOT, we first need to construct an estimated sequence {ϕk(P)}∞k=0,

the specific form of which is as follows,

ϕ0(P) = f(P0) + σDh(P,P0),

ϕk+1(P) = (1− θk)ϕk(P) + θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
.

(4.1)

Where σ and βk are positive real numbers, θk is a real number in [0, 1], νk is a non-negative

real number. According to the estimated sequence of functions {ϕk(P)}∞k=0, we construct the

Algorithm 2 AIBPUOT.

Firstly, we calculate Zk, which is the minimum point of function ϕk(P) in the estimated

sequence, i.e., Zk = argminP{ϕk(P)}. And then we need to construct an intermediate point

Yk by the following equation

Yk = θkZ
k + (1− θk)P

k,

where θk is specified by (4.13), then we use the Yk to generate Pk+1,

Pk+1 = argmin
P⩾0

⟨C,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + βkDh(P,Yk). (4.2)

Similar to (3.2) and (3.3), the above equation can be rewritten in the following form

Pk+1 = argmin
P⩾0

⟨Ck,P⟩+ λ1KL(P1m | a) + λ2KL(PT1n | b) + βkh(P), (4.3)

where Ck = C − βk logY
k. This is an entropy regularized UOT, it can also be solved by

(1.3). Here, we still adopt an inexact solution of (4.3), as long as Pk+1 can meet the following

conditions.

0 ∈ ∂νkf(P
k+1) + βk(∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Yk)). (4.4)

And then we compute new Zk+1 and iterate until the algorithm converges. The complete

algorithm is presented as Algorithm 2, and for simplicity, we can take βk as a constant, and

let βk = β. The specific selection method for parameters θk and Zk+1 in Algorithm 2 will be

discussed in the subsequent convergence proof.

4.2 Convergence analysis of AIBPUOT

In this subsection, we will study the convergence property of AIBPUOT, as we generate an

intermediate point according to Nesterov’s idea to serve as the proximal point in subproblem

4.2 and ultimately converge to the optimal solution of the original problem (1.1). Therefore, our

convergence proof will also differ from that of IBPUOT. Like many other acceleration methods,

our proof process is completed using Nesterov’s estimate sequence technique.
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Algorithm 2 AIBPUOT(a,b, λ1, λ2,C)

Input: positive vectors a, b, unbalancedness parameters λ1,λ2 and cost matrix C
Output: Pk

Let v = 1m and K = e−C/β

P0 = Z0 = 1n1
T
m

for k=0,1,3,. . . ,N do
choose θk ∈ [0, 1) satisfying (4.13), set Yk = θkZ

k + (1− θk)P
k

G = K⊙Yk

while termination criterion (4.4) is not met do

u = ( a
Kv )

λ1
λ1+β

v = ( b
KTu

)
λ2

λ2+β

end while
Pk+1 = Diag(u)GDiag(v)
Set ϕk+1(P) by (4.1), compute Zk+1 = argminP {ϕk+1(P)} by (4.24)

end for
return Pk+1

Before proving, we first introduce the triangle scaling property (TSP) of Bregman distance.

Definition 4.1 (triangle scaling property[24]). Let h be a convex function that is differentiable

on rint dom h. The Bregman distance Dh has the triangle scaling property if there are constant

γ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1] such that for all x,y, z ∈ rint dom h,

Dh((1− θ)x+ θy, (1− θ)x+ θz) ⩽ τθγDh(y, z). (4.5)

Here we call γ triangle scaling exponent (TSE) of Dh, and τ is called the triangle scaling

constants (TSC) of Dh.

When h is the entropy kernel function,.i.e,h(x) =
∑

i xi(logxi − 1), then for any θ ∈ [0, 1]

Dh((1− θ)x+ θy, (1− θ)x+ θz) ⩽ θDh(y, z).

In this case, τ=γ=1.

Now let’s start with the convergence proof, first we estimate the difference between ϕk(P)

and f(P), giving the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. For all k ⩾ 0, the estimate sequence of functions {ϕk(P)}∞k=0 be generated by

(4.1), we have

ϕk+1(P)− f(P) ⩽ (1− θk)(ϕk(P)− f(P)) ∀P ∈ domf. (4.6)

Proof. According to (4.4), we know that there exists a dk+1 ∈ ∂νkf(P
k+1) that satisfies 0 =
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dk+1 + βk(∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Yk)), therefore, for ∀P ∈ domf , we have

f(P) ⩾ f(Pk+1) + ⟨dk+1,P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

= f(Pk+1) + ⟨−βk(∇h(Pk+1)−∇h(Pk)),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

= f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk.

(4.7)

Combing the construction of ϕk(P) in the (4.1) and above inequality, we can obtain that

ϕk+1(P)− f(P) = (1− θk)ϕk(P)

+ θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
− f(P)

= (1− θk) (ϕk(P)− f(P))

+ θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk − f(P)

)
⩽ (1− θk) (ϕk(P)− f(P)) .

(4.8)

According to the above Lemma 4.1, it can be deduced that the difference ϕk(P) − f(P) is

reduced by a factor (1− θk) at the k-th iteration. We can induce to obtain that

ϕk(P)− f(P) ⩽ ρk(ϕ0(P)− f(P)) ∀P ∈ domf, (4.9)

where ρ0 = 1, ρk :=
∏k−1

i=0 (1− θi) for k ⩾ 1.

In order to further evaluate the decline of f(Pk)−f(P), we also need to study the relationship

between f(Pk) and ϕ∗
k = ϕk(Z

k) = minP ϕk(P). Therefore, we will now proceed with the

analysis of the estimated sequences.

In fact, the estimation sequence of functions {ϕk(P)}∞k=0 constructed by (4.1) can be rewrit-

ten in the following form,

ϕk(P) = Hk(P) + σρkDh(P,P0), (4.10)

where Hk(·) is an affine function. Now we present a lemma, through which we can obtain the

relationship between ϕk(Z
k+1) and ϕk(Z

k).

Lemma 4.2. For the estimation sequence of functions {ϕk(P)}∞k=0 constructed by (4.1), and

for any P ∈ dom h, we have

ϕk(P) = ϕk(Z
k) + σρkDh(P,Zk), (4.11)

where Zk = argminP ϕk(P).

Proof. From (4.10), we know ϕk(P) = Hk(P) + σρkDh(P,P0), and Hk(P) is an affine function.
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Since Zk is the optimal solution of ϕk(P), so we have

∇Hk(Z
k) + σρk(∇h(Zk)−∇h(P0) = 0.

Since Hk(·) is affine function, so for any P ∈ dom f ∩ dom h, we have

Hk(P) = Hk(Z
k) + ⟨∇Hk(Z

k),P− Zk⟩

= Hk(Z
k)− σρk⟨(∇h(Zk)−∇h(P0)),P− Zk⟩

= Hk(Z
k)− σρk(Dh(P,P0)−Dh(P,Zk)−Dh(Z

k,P0)).

Rewriting the above equation can complete the proof.

According to Lemma 4.2, we have

ϕk(Z
k+1) = ϕk(Z

k) + σρkDh(Z
k+1,Zk). (4.12)

Now we can begin to discuss the relationship between f(Pk) and ϕ∗
k. Indeed, we have the

following result.

Lemma 4.3. Let {Pk} be the sequence generated by the AIBPUOT in Algorithm 2, Dh has the

TSE γ ⩾ 1 and TSC τ > 0, and θk is chosen such that

τβkθ
γ
k = σρk(1− θk). (4.13)

If f(Pk) ⩽ ϕ∗
k + δk for some k ⩾ 0 and δk ⩾ 0, then we have

f(Pk+1) ⩽ ϕ∗
k+1 + δk+1, (4.14)

where δ0 = 0, δk+1 := (1− θk)δk + νk.
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Proof. Firstly, we have

(1− θk)f(P
k) + θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
⩾ (1− θk)

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),Pk −Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
+ θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P−Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
= f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1), [(1− θk)P

k + θkZ
k+1]−Pk+1⟩ − νk

= f(Pk+1) + βkDh((1− θk)P
k + θkZ

k+1,Pk+1) + βkDh(P
k+1,Yk)

− βkDh((1− θk)P
k + θkZ

k+1,Yk)− νk

⩾ f(Pk+1)− βkDh((1− θk)P
k + θkZ

k+1,Yk)− νk

= f(Pk+1)− βkDh((1− θk)P
k + θkZ

k+1, (1− θk)P
k + θkZ

k)− νk

⩾ f(Pk+1)− τβkθ
γ
kDh(Z

k+1,Zk)− νk,

(4.15)

where the first inequality follows from (4.7) with P = Pk, the second equality follows from the

three points identity (2.2), and the last inequality follows from the triangle scaling property of

Dh.

When k = 0, according to (4.1), we have f(P0) ⩽ ϕ∗
k. assume exist some k ⩾ 0 and δk ⩾ 0,

f(Pk) ⩽ ϕ∗
k + δk, then combine it and (4.12), we obtain that

ϕk(Z
k+1) ⩾ f(Pk) + σρkDh(Z

k+1,Zk)− δk. (4.16)

Therefore, we can see that

ϕ∗
k+1 = ϕk+1(Z

k+1)

= (1− θk)ϕk(Z
k+1) + θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),Zk+1 −Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
⩾ (1− θk)f(P

k) + σρk(1− θk)DhDh(Z
k+1,Zk)− (1− θk)δk

+ θk

(
f(Pk+1) + βk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),Zk+1 −Pk+1⟩ − νk

)
⩾ f(Pk+1) + (σρk(1− θk)− τβkθ

γ
k)Dh(Z

k+1,Zk)− νk − (1− θk)δk.

(4.17)

The first inequality follows from (4.16), and the second inequality follows from (4.15). When

τβkθ
γ
k = σρk(1− θk), (4.14) is established. This completes the proof.

Then, we obtain the theorem about the reduction of the objective value.

Theorem 4.4. Let {Pk} be the sequence generated by the AIBPUOT in Algorithm 2, for any

P∗, which is the optimal solution of problem (1.1), i.e.,f(P), we have

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ ρN
(
f(P0)− f(P∗) + σDh(P

∗,P0)
)
+ δN . (4.18)
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Proof. From the Lemma 4.3, we have f(PN ) ⩽ ϕN (ZN ) + δN ,∀N ⩾ 0. Then we can see that

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ ϕN (ZN )− f(P∗) + δN

⩽ ϕN (P∗)− f(P∗) + δN

⩽ ρN (ϕ0(P
∗)− f(P∗)) + δN

⩽ ρN (f(P0)− f(P∗) + σDh(P,P0)) + δN .

(4.19)

The third inequality follows from (4.9).

If we choose θk follows from (4.13), we can see that 0 < θk < 1, hence ρN → 0. As long

as we can guarantee δN → 0 when we choose νk, then we obtain that f(PN ) converges to

f(P∗) = minP f(P) from Theorem 4.4. If we want to know converge rate of the AIBPUOT, we

need to evaluate magnitude of ρN and δN . And this is what we are going to do next. Our proof

mainly refers to [19].

Lemma 4.5. For any N ⩾ 1, we have

(
1 + (σ/τ)

1
γ

N−1∑
k=0

β
− 1

γ

k

)−γ

⩽ ρN ⩽

(
1 + γ−1 (σ/τ)

1
γ

N−1∑
k=0

β
− 1

γ

k

)−γ

. (4.20)

In addition, if supk{βk} < ∞ , then ρN = O

((∑N−1
k=0 β

− 1
γ

k

)−γ
)
.

Proof. Due to ρk+1 = (1− θk)ρk, we can obtain θk = 1− ρk+1/ρk. Substituting it in (4.13), we

can see that
τβk (1− ρk+1/ρk)

γ = σρk+1

ρ−1
k+1 − ρ−1

k = (σ/τ)
1
γ β

− 1
γ

k ρ
1
γ
−1

k+1 .
(4.21)

And because γ ⩾ 1 and ρk+1 ⩽ ρk, we have

ρ
− 1

γ

k+1 − ρ
− 1

γ

k = ρ
1− 1

γ

k+1

(
ρ−1
k+1 − ρ

1
γ
−1

k+1 ρ
− 1

γ

k

)
⩽ ρ

1− 1
γ

k+1

(
ρ−1
k+1 − ρ−1

k

)
= ρ

1− 1
γ

k+1 (σ/τ)
1
γ β

− 1
γ

k ρ
1
γ
−1

k+1

= (σ/τ)
1
γ β

− 1
γ

k .

Summing it from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we have

ρ
− 1

γ

N ⩽ 1 + (σ/τ)
1
γ

N−1∑
k=0

β
− 1

γ

k .
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This is the lower bound of ρN .

And then according to Young’s inequality, we have

ρ
1
γ
−1

k+1 ρ
− 1

γ

k ⩽
(
1− γ−1

)
ρ−1
k+1 + γ−1ρ−1

k

ρ
1
γ
−1

k+1 ρ
− 1

γ

k ⩽ ρ−1
k+1 − γ−1

(
ρ−1
k+1 − ρ−1

k

)
γ−1

(
ρ−1
k+1 − ρ−1

k

)
⩽ ρ−1

k+1 − ρ
1
γ
−1

k+1 ρ
− 1

γ

k

γ−1
(
ρ−1
k+1 − ρ−1

k

)
⩽ ρ

1
γ
−1

k+1

(
ρ
− 1

γ

k+1 − ρ
− 1

γ

k

)
.

According to (4.21), we obtain that ρ
− 1

γ

k+1 − ρ
− 1

γ

k ⩾ γ−1 (σ/τ)
1
γ β

− 1
γ

k , Summing it from k = 0 to

k = N − 1, we have

ρ
− 1

γ

N ⩾ 1 + γ−1 (σ/τ)
1
γ

N−1∑
k=0

β
− 1

γ

k .

This is the upper bound of ρN . And another conclusion can be easily derived from (4.20).

Next we will estimate the magnitude of δN .

Lemma 4.6. For all N ⩾ 1, we have

δN ⩽

(
1 + γ−1 (σ/τ)

1
γ

N−1∑
i=0

β
− 1

γ

i

)−γ N−1∑
k=0

(
1 +

(σ
τ

) 1
γ

k∑
i=0

β
− 1

γ

i

)γ

νk. (4.22)

In addition, if {βk} is non-increasing and for some p > 1 such that p ̸= γ+1, νk ⩽ O
(

βk
(k+1)p

)
,

then we have δN ⩽ O
(

1
Np−1

)
for all N ⩾ 1.

Proof. For all k ⩾ 0, 1− θk = ρk+1/ρk, then we have

δk+1 = (ρk+1/ρk)δk + νk.

Dividing this equality by ρk+1, we have δk+1/ρk+1 − δk/ρk = νk/ρk+1. And then summing it

from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we can see that

δN/ρN =
N−1∑
k=0

νk/ρk+1.

Using (4.20), we obtain (4.22).

In addition, due to {βk} is non-increasing, we can get that
∑N−1

i=0 β
− 1

γ

i ⩾ Nβ
− 1

γ

0 and∑
i β

− 1
γ

i → ∞, so there exists a constant c > 1 satisfy 1+(σ/τ)
1
γ
∑k

i=0 β
− 1

γ

i ⩽ c (σ/τ)
1
γ
∑k

i=0 β
− 1

γ

i .

Since νk ⩽ O
(

βk
(k+1)p

)
, there exists a constant a satisfy νk ⩽ aβk/(k + 1)p. We substitute them
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into (4.22) and obtain that

δN ⩽

(
γ−1 (σ/τ)

1
γ Nβ

− 1
γ

0

)−γ N−1∑
k=0

(
c
(σ
τ

) 1
γ

k∑
i=0

β
− 1

γ

i

)γ
aβk

(k + 1)p

⩽
β0ac

γγγ

Nγ

N−1∑
k=0

(
k∑

i=0

β
− 1

γ

i

)γ
βk

(k + 1)p

=
β0ac

γγγ

Nγ

N−1∑
k=0

(
k∑

i=0

(
βk
βi

) 1
γ

)γ
1

(k + 1)p

⩽
β0ac

γγγ

Nγ

N−1∑
k=0

(k + 1)γ−p.

And then there exists a constant b > 0 such that

N−1∑
k=0

(k + 1)γ−p =

N∑
k=1

kγ−p ⩽ b

∫ N

1
tγ−pdt ⩽ b(γ + 1− p)−1Nγ+1−p.

Combining the above two inequalities, the lemma is proven.

Combining Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.6, we can give the following concrete convergence rate

of Algorithm 2 AIBPUOT.

Theorem 4.7. Assume that all conditions in Theorem 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 and 4.6 hold. Let

{Pk} be the sequence generated by the AIBPUOT in Algorithm 2. For any P∗, which is the

optimal solution of problem (1.1), i.e.,f(P), we have

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ O

(N−1∑
k=0

β
− 1

γ

k

)−γ
+O

(
1

Np−1

)
.

In addition, if we choose βk as a constant β and p > γ + 1, we can get that

f(PN )− f(P∗) ⩽ O
(

1

Nγ

)
.

As we can see, the convergence rate of Algorithm 2 AIBPUOT is determined by the triangle

scaling exponent (TSE) ofDh,i.e., γ. For AIBPUOT, theDh is based on h(x) =
∑

i xi(logxi−1),

it implies that γ = 1. In this case, the convergence rate of AIBPUOT is O
(
1
N

)
, which means

that no acceleration effect was achieved. But if we give a small ϵ > 0, 0 < t < 1, for all θ ∈ [ϵ
1
t , 1],

we have

Dh((1− θ)x+ θy, (1− θ)x+ θz) ⩽ θDh(y, z) ⩽
1

θt
θ1+tDh(y, z) ⩽

1

ϵ
θ1+tDh(y, z), (4.23)

which implies that (4.5) hold for all θ ∈ [ϵ
1
t , 1] with γ = 1 + t and τ = 1

ϵ . So if we want get a
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effective AIBPUOT, we need to give a small ϵ > 0, choose a θk satisfies (4.13) and θk ∈ [ϵ
1
t , 1].

In this way, we have γ = 1+ t the algorithm AIBPUOT can achieve acceleration in theory. But,

according to our experiment, if we set τ = 1
ϵ , we don’t get a desired effect. So we finally adopt a

heuristic strategy to choose τ . Specifically, we firstly set τ = 1 and then substitute it by τ = 2τ

if τθtk < 0.125.

Remark 4.1 (Explicit calculations of Zk+1). According to the definition of Zk+1, which is the

optimal solution of ϕk+1(P), so we have

Zk+1 = argmin
P

{ϕk+1(P)}

= argmin
P

{
(1− θk)ϕk(P) + θkβk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P⟩

}
= argmin

P

{
(1− θk)(ϕk(Z

k) + σρkDh(P,Zk)) + θkβk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P⟩
}

= argmin
P

{
(1− θk)σρkDh(P,Zk) + θkβk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P⟩

}
= argmin

P

{
τβkθ

γ
kDh(P,Zk) + θkβk⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P⟩

}
= argmin

P

{
τθγ−1

k Dh(P,Zk) + ⟨∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1),P⟩
}
.

The second equality follows from (4.1), the third equality follows from Lemma 4.2, the fifth

equality follows from (4.13). According to the optimal condition, we can obtain that

∇h(Zk+1) = ∇h(Zk)− τ−1θ1−γ
k (∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1)).

Therefore Zk+1 = ∇h−1
(
∇h(Zk)− τ−1θ1−γ

k (∇h(Yk)−∇h(Pk+1))
)
. Since h(x) =

∑
i xi(logxi−

1), we have that h−1(x) =
∑

i e
xi . Then we can see that

Zk+1 = Zk+1 ⊙ (
Pk+1

Yk
)τ

−1θ1−γ
k . (4.24)

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we will demonstrate the advantages of IBPUOT over the Scaling algorithm

and MM algorithm [31] in terms of convergence, as well as in sparsity compared to the Scaling

algorithm. In addition, we will also show the impact of different parameters β on the convergence

speed. We will then present the acceleration performance of our AIBPUOT.

5.1 Implementation details.

We compare the performance of different algorithms by calculating the UOT distance between

two one-dimensional Gaussian distributions. The two Gaussian distributions we have selected

are the source distribution N (20, 5) +N (50, 9) and the target distribution N (60, 10). N (µ, σ2)
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is the probability density function for the one-dimensional Gaussian distribution, µ and σ2

represent its mean and variance respectively. We present these two distributions in Figure 1,

where the blue represents the source distribution and the red represents the target distribution.

Input vectors a and b are the values of the source distribution and the target distribution

discretized on the interval [1,100], with a grid size of 1.

Figure 1: marginal distribution

In addition, we set λ1 = λ2 = 1 in the original problem (1.1). Since we want to demon-

strate the performance of various algorithms in terms of convergence, it is crucial to have the

exact solution for the UOT distance between two distributions. However, currently there is

no algorithm that computes the exact solution for the UOT problem based on KL divergence.

Therefore, we choose to use an approximation that is close enough to the true solution to com-

pare the convergence speeds of different algorithms, we call it ’aproxtruth’. Here, we select the

result obtained by IBPUOT with βk = 0.005 after 10,000 outer iterations as this approximate

exact solution. In Figure 2, we demonstrate the convergence of IBPUOT in this computational

process. The reason for choosing this value as an approximate exact solution is because we

found in experiments that our algorithm has a higher accuracy compared to other algorithms

for solving the UOT problem based on KL divergence (e.g., MM algorithm, Scaling algorithm).

This will also be demonstrated in our subsequent experiments.

Figure 2: Calculate the approximate exact solution
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To better compare the performance between algorithms, we choose to set the number of

internal iterations L = 1 for inexact proximal operator computation in IBPUOT and AIBPUOT

in the subsequent algorithm comparisons. In this way, IBPUOT and AIBPUOT only perform

one scaling iteration in each outer iteration, without the need to calculate the accuracy of internal

iterations for inexact solutions, which can save a lot of computational costs. Experiments show

that the algorithm can still converge and perform well in this scenario.

5.2 Comparison results

5.2.1 Convergence rate of the algorithm

In this section, we will compare the algorithm convergence rates of IBPUOT algorithm with

β = 1, MM algorithm, Scaling algorithm with ϵ = 0.01, and ϵ = 0.001. We calculated the

UOT distance of the problem given in Section 5.1 using these algorithms, and then calculate the

difference between the solution obtained by the algorithm and the approximate accurate solution

we selected. The relationship between the difference and the number of iterations is shown in

Figure 3 in the logarithmic domain. It is emphasized again that the number of iterations here

is external iterations, but the number of internal iterations L = 1 in IBPUOT.

Figure 3: Comparison of convergence rates of various algorithms

Based on Figure 3, we can see that the convergence speed and accuracy performance of our

IBPUOT at parameter β = 1 are already better than the MM algorithm for solving similar

problems. On the other hand,the Scaling algorithm still does not perform as well as IBPUOT

at β = 1 in terms of convergence speed and accuracy when ϵ = 0.001. This further confirms the

theoretical advantages of our IBPUOT. Even taking a medium-sized parameter β in IBPUOT

can still yield good results.

In addition, we also compared the influence of different parameters β on the convergence

speed of IBPUOT. In order to compare the influence of β, we set the internal iterations of all

algorithms to 1, i.e., L = 1. We present the results in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Comparison of convergence rates of IBPUOT with different β

Although in general, the smaller the value of β selected, the faster the overall convergence

to the true solution, we can observe that in the first hundred iterations with β = 0.025, the

convergence speed is slower compared to larger values of β. This is because when we only

perform one inner iteration, in the early stages of the algorithm, it leads to a large error in

approximating the proximal operator of the small β, resulting in slower convergence of the

algorithm. Therefore, when only performing one inner iteration and a small number of iteration

processes, it is not advisable to choose a very small β.

5.2.2 Sparsity of the Transport Plan

In applications such as color transfer and domain adaptation, we need accurate and sparse

transfer plans. Therefore, in this section, we will test the sparsity of the transfer plans of

IBPUOT and the Scaling algorithm using the two distributions in Figure 1. We will show the

comparison results of the sparsity of the transfer plans in Figure 5.

(a) IBPUOT β = 0.1 (b) Scaling ϵ = 0.01 (c) Scaling ϵ = 0.001

Figure 5: The transport plan of IBPUOT and Scaling algorithm

According to Figure 5, we can see that the proposed IBPUOT always converges to a sparse
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optimal transportation plan. In contrast, for the Scaling algorithm, if we choose a larger regu-

larization parameter ϵ, then the optimal transportation plan is blurred and lacks sparsity. On

the other hand, if we choose a smaller regularization parameter ϵ, although sparsity is better,

more iterations are needed for the algorithm to converge. Additionally, we can see that the

performance in terms of sparsity at ϵ = 0.001 is not as good as the IBPUOT with β = 0.1.

If we need to use Scaling algorithms with smaller regularization parameters to obtain sparser

solutions, numerical underflow will occur. For example, in this problem, when the regularization

parameter ϵ = 0.0001, numerical underflow occurs. However, our IBPUOT can avoid the need

for carefully selecting the regularization parameter.

5.2.3 Acceleration effect

In this section, we will compare the convergence speed of IBPUOT and its accelerated version

AIBPUOT, in order to demonstrate the effectiveness of our acceleration method. We solve the

problem in Section 5.1 using two algorithms and calculate the difference between the correspond-

ing UOT distances and our approximate exact solution. We compare the trend of the difference

and the number of iterations in the logarithmic domain. The iteration count here remains the

number of outer iterations, but we set the inner iterations for IBPUOT and AIBPUOT to sat-

isfy L = 1. Here, we compared the acceleration effect of AIBPUOT relative to IBPUOT under

different β. We show the comparison results in Figure 6

(a) IBPUOT and AIBPUOT with β = 1

(b) IBPUOT and AIBPUOT with β = 0.1

Figure 6: The transport plan of IBPUOT and Scaling algorithm

We can see that when the same parameter β is selected, our AIBPUOT can achieve higher

accuracy with the same number of external iterations, and the acceleration effect is very obvious.
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This is very advantageous for some computationally intensive problems.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an algorithm IBPUOT for solving UOT based on the inexact Breg-

man proximal point method, and prove its theoretical convergence rate to be O( 1
N ). Through

numerical experiments, our algorithm shows advantages in stability and convergence compared

to the Scaling algorithm. Additionally, IBPUOT can converge to the true solution even if only

one inner iteration is performed in each round. Furthermore, we develop an accelerated ver-

sion of IBPUOT called AIBPUOT, and prove its convergence rate to be O( 1
Nγ ). AIBPUOT

exhibits acceleration when the triangle scaling exponent γ > 1. We also conducted numerical

experiments, which showed that AIBPUOT does indeed have an acceleration effect in solving

the UOT problem.
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tional Conference, SSVM 2015, Lège-Cap Ferret, France, May 31-June 4, 2015, Proceedings

5, pages 256–269. Springer, 2015.

[4] Yossi Rubner, Carlo Tomasi, and Leonidas J Guibas. The earth mover’s distance as a

metric for image retrieval. International journal of computer vision, 40:99–121, 2000.

[5] Justin Solomon, Raif Rustamov, Leonidas Guibas, and Adrian Butscher. Wasserstein prop-

agation for semi-supervised learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning,

pages 306–314. PMLR, 2014.

24



[6] Charlie Frogner, Chiyuan Zhang, Hossein Mobahi, Mauricio Araya, and Tomaso A Poggio.

Learning with a wasserstein loss. Advances in neural information processing systems, 28,

2015.

[7] Geoffrey Schiebinger, Jian Shu, Marcin Tabaka, Brian Cleary, Vidya Subramanian, Aryeh

Solomon, Joshua Gould, Siyan Liu, Stacie Lin, Peter Berube, et al. Optimal-transport anal-

ysis of single-cell gene expression identifies developmental trajectories in reprogramming.

Cell, 176(4):928–943, 2019.

[8] John Lee, Nicholas P Bertrand, and Christopher J Rozell. Parallel unbalanced optimal

transport regularization for large scale imaging problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.00149,

2019.

[9] Da Li, Michael P Lamoureux, and Wenyuan Liao. Application of an unbalanced optimal

transport distance and a mixed l1/wasserstein distance to full waveform inversion. Geo-

physical Journal International, 230(2):1338–1357, 2022.

[10] Karren D Yang and Caroline Uhler. Scalable unbalanced optimal transport using generative

adversarial networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.11447, 2018.

[11] Hicham Janati, Marco Cuturi, and Alexandre Gramfort. Spatio-temporal alignments: Opti-

mal transport through space and time. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence

and Statistics, pages 1695–1704. PMLR, 2020.

[12] Marco Cuturi. Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation of optimal transport. Advances

in neural information processing systems, 26, 2013.
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