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Abstract

We consider robust variants of the standard optimal transport, named robust optimal
transport, where marginal constraints are relaxed via Kullback-Leibler divergence. We show
that Sinkhorn-based algorithms can approximate the optimal cost of robust optimal transport
in (5(”;) time, in which n is the number of supports of the probability distributions and ¢
is the desired error. Furthermore, we investigate a fixed-support robust barycenter problem
between m discrete probability distributions with at most n number of supports and develop
an approximating algorithm based on iterative Bregman projections (IBP). For the specific
case m = 2, we show that this algorithm can approximate the optimal barycenter value in
5(’”7"2) time, thus being better than the previous complexity 5(";’;2) of the IBP algorithm for
approximating the Wasserstein barycenter.

1 Introduction

The recent advance in computation with optimal transport (OT) problem [12, 3, 13, 7, 22, 26, 20| has
led to a surge of interest in using that tool in various domains of machine learning and statistics. The
range of its applications is broad, including deep generative models [4, 16, 36|, scalable Bayes [33, 34,
mixture and hierarchical models [24], and other applications [32, 29, 10, 17, 37, 35, §|.

The goal of optimal transport is to find a minimal cost of moving masses between (supports
of) probability distributions. It is known that the estimation of transport cost is not robust when
there are outliers. To deal with this issue, [38] proposed a trimmed version of optimal transport. In
particular, they search for truncated probability distributions such that the transport cost between
them is minimized. However, their trimmed optimal transport is non-trivial to compute, which
hinders its usage in practical applications. Another line of works proposed using unbalanced optimal
transport (UOT) to solve the sensitivity of optimal transport to outliers [5, 31]. More specifically,
their idea is to assign as small as possible masses to outliers by relaxing the marginal constraints
of OT through a penalty function such as the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. This direction
of robust optimal transport has been shown to have good performance in generative models and
domain adaptation [5|. Although this approach achieved considerable success, the full picture of its
computational complexity has remained missing.

Our Contribution: In the paper, we provide a comprehensive study of the computational
complexity of robust optimal transport and its corresponding barycenter problem when the probability
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distributions are discrete and have at most n components. Our contribution is twofold and can be
summarized as follows:

(1) On robust optimal transport, we consider two versions corresponding to two ways of
relaxing marginal constraints in the standard optimal transport problem via the KL divergence.
We show that two scaling algorithms computing these robust formulations have the complexities
6(n2 /€), where ¢ denotes the desired error for the computed cost. These complexities are
lower than the complexity of the Sinkhorn algorithm for solving the optimal transport problem,
which is O(n2/e2) [13], and match the complexity of the Sinkhorn algorithm that solves the
UOT problem [27]. Furthermore, we show how the above complexity can be improved by
utilizing the low-rank approximation method to speed up the matrix-vector computations in
the loop similar to [2], and obtain the improved computing time of O(nr? + ), where r is
the approximated rank.

(2) On robust barycenter problem, where the goal is to determine a probability measure
that minimizes its robust optimal cost to a given set of m > 2 probability measures, we
propose ROBUSTIBP algorithm for solving the robust barycenter problem, which is inspired
by the iterative Bregman projection (IBP) algorithm for solving the traditional barycenter
problem [6]. We show that when m = 2, the complexity of ROBUSTIBP algorithm is at the
order of O(mn?/e), better than that of the IBP algorithm for solving the traditional barycenter
problem [19], which is O(mn?/¢2). To the best of our knowledge, the ROBUSTIBP is also

the first practical algorithm obtaining the near-optimal complexity O(mn?/e) for solving the
barycenter problem even under only the setting m = 2.

Organization: The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the background on
the optimal transport problem and some of its variants that have robust effects. In Section 3, we
discuss in-depth the variant where only one marginal constraint is relaxed, study the computational
complexity of a Sinkhorn-based algorithm that solves it, and then briefly introduce the fully-relaxed
formulation. We also establish the complexities of these algorithms after applying Nystrém method.
Subsequently, we present our study of the robust barycenter problem in Section 4. In Section 5,
we carry out empirical studies to illustrate the theories before concluding with a few discussions in
Section 6. The proofs of our theoretical results are in the supplementary material.

Notation: We let [n] stand for the set {1,2,...,n} while R"} indicates the set of all vectors
with non-negative entries. For a vector z € R™ and p € [1,00), we denote ||z||, as its £)-norm
and diag(z) as the diagonal matrix with x on the diagonal. The natural logarithm of a vector
a=(aiy,..,a,) € R} is denoted by loga = (logaz, ...,log a,), 1, stands for a vector of length n that
all of its entries equal to 1, and 0, f refers to the partial differentiation of function f with respect to x.
For any given space X C R?, we denote by P(X) the space of all probability measures on X. Given
an integer n > 0 and a real number ¢ > 0, the notation a = O (b(n,¢)) means that a < C - b(n, €)
where C is independent of n and €. Meanwhile, the notation a = O(b(n, €)) indicates the previous
inequality may depend on a logarithmic function of n and €. For any two probability measures
x = (z1,...,2,) and y = (y1,...,yn) with the same supports, the generalized Kullback-Leibler
divergence is defined as KL(x|ly) = > i, [:vl log ( ) —x; + yz] Finally, the entropy of a matrix X

2
is given by H(X) = >, —X;;(log X;; — 1).



2 Background on Optimal Transport

In this section, we review optimal transport and its unbalanced formulation, then from that deriving
formulations for robust optimal transport. For any P and @ in P(X) for a space X, the OT distance
between P and @ takes the following form

OT(P,Q) := ﬂerrﬁllg{@)/c(x,y)dﬂ(x,y), (1)
where TI(P, Q) is the set of joint probability distributions in X x X such that their marginal
distributions are P and @, and ¢: X x X — [0, 00) is a cost function.

Unbalanced Optimal Transport: When P or @ is not a probability distribution, the OT
formulation between P and @ in equation (1) is no longer valid. One solution to this issue is using
the unbalanced optimal transport (UOT) [9], which is given by:

VOT(P.Q) = _ min [ e(w.g)dn(e.s) + nKL(m[IP) + nKL(m]Q).  (2)

where M (X x X') denotes the set of joint non-negative measures on the space X x X’; w1, mo are the
marginal distributions of 7w and respectively correspond to P and @); 71, T2 are regularized positive
parameters. Note that, we can replace the KL divergence in equation (2) by any Csiszar-divergence
[11]. However, we only consider the case of KL divergence in this work.

Robust Optimal Transport: Optimal transport is well-known for not being robust in the
present of outliers. A way to deal with this issue is using the approach of unbalanced optimal
transport (UOT), which has demonstrated favorable practical performance in generative models and
domain adaptation [5]. More specifically, when P and @ are probability distributions in X, the
Robust Unconstrained Optimal Transport (ROT) admits the following form

ROT(P,Q) : PthlIéfp(X) 7r61_{10((11%1@1)/c(:c,y)d7r(a:,y) + 1 KL(P||P) + nKL(Q1]Q),  (3)
where 71, 72 > 0 are some given regularized parameters. The reason to name it robust unconstrained
optimal transport is that instead of looking for an optimal transport plan moving masses from P
to @, we seek another plan that optimally transports masses between their approximations, which
are probability measures P, and @1, under the KL divergence. This formulation is closely related
to the ones studied in [5] and [23]: the former used y2-divergence for the relaxation and the latter
used total variation distance (note that those three divergences all together belong to the family of
f-divergence).

By relaxing only one marginal constraint regarding (presumably) on P, we have another version
of ROT, named Robust Semi-constrained Optimal Transport (RSOT), which is given by

RSOT(P,Q) := Plé%f&x) WGIIII(I}D?,Q) / c(z,y)dn(x,y) + TKL(P1||P), (4)
where 7 > 0 is a regularized parameter. We could also define RSOT(Q, P) similarly with a remark
that although RSOT(P, Q) can be different from RSOT(Q, P), the techniques for obtaining the
computational complexity of both are similar.

UOT vs ROT/RSOT: Though the formulations ROT/RSOT and UOT seem to be similar,
they serve different purposes. The goal of UOT is to deal with unbalanced measures, thus there is
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Figure 1: Comparison on two marginals induced by ROT/RSOT solutions and UOT solutions. Here a,b are two
(possibly corrupted) 1-D Gaussian distributions on which we compute the optimal transport, and aprobiem], Oproviem]
represent two marginals (with respect to a and b respectively) of the optimal solution for the corresponding [problem].
In plots (a), (b), we compare ROT and UOT where both a and b contain (10%) outliers from other Gaussians, while
in plots (c), (d) we investigate RSOT and UOT where only a is corrupted.

no condition on the “transport plan”. Hence, the meaning of the optimal plan © of UOT problem
is dependent on the interpreter. For example, in applications such as [30], the UOT is used to
figure out the developmental trajectory of cells. Meanwhile, ROT/RSOT aim to seek an accurate
transport plan between two possibly corrupted probability distributions. The toy example in Figure
1 illustrates this difference. In particular, the marginals of the “transport plan" obtained by the
latter (see plots (b), (d)) are very different from the two original probability measures a, b. On the
other hand, the solution of the former leads to good approximations of a and b (see plots (a), (¢))
while removing some bumps in both tails which are presumably outliers.

3 Discrete Robust Optimal Transport and its Computational Com-
plexity

When P and @ are discrete measures, the KL penalties in equations (3) and (4) suggest that
the probability distributions P; and Q1 need to share the same set of supports as that of P and
Q, respectively. Therefore, throughout this section, we implicitly require this condition in our
formulations of RSOT and ROT and we denote the masses of P and ) by a and b, respectively.

3.1 Robust Semi-constrained Optimal Transport

Assume that the marginal constraint associating with @ is kept and that of P is relaxed and P;
and P share the same set of supports, the formulation of RSOT in equation (4) can be rewritten as
follows
min frsot(X) :=(C, X) + TKL(X1,]|a), (5)
XeRP*" XT1,=b
where a, b are the masses of P and @ respectively, and C' is the cost matrix whose entries are
distances between the supports of these distributions. Solving directly problem (5) by traditional

linear programming solvers can be expensive and not scalable in terms of n. Therefore, we utilize
the entropic regularization approach proposed by [12] to the objective function of RSOT, leading to

min grsot(X) = frsot(X) - T]H(X) (6)
XeRP*™ X T1,=b



Algorithm 1: ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN
Input: C,a,b,n, 7, niter
Initialization: «* =1 =0,k=0
while k < njter do

a® « B(u*,v")1,, ¥« (B(uk,vk))Tln
if k is even then
uftt o [%k + log(a) — log(a")]
AR Tl
else
uk+1<_>uk
VRt n[% + log(b) — log(b")]
end if
k< k+1
end while
return B(u*, v¥)

Here, n > 0 is a given regularization parameter, and we refer the problem (6) to as entropic RSOT.
The dual problem of entropic RSOT is

min Aot (u, v) := || B(u,v)|1 + T<67“/Tja> — (v, b), (7)
u,vER™
where B(u,v) is defined as a matrix of size n x n with entries [B(u,v)];; := e(*+%=Cis)/n. Since

equation (7) is an unconstrained convex optimization problem, we can perform alternating minimiza-
tion for u and v by setting Oh(u,v)/0u = 0 and Oh(u,v)/0v = 0, resulting in closed-form updates
of a Sinkhorn-like procedure (see [12]) in Algorithm 1. This procedure is known to converge to the
optimal solution (u*,v*) := arg min Aot (u, v). As strong duality holds for the convex optimization
problem (6), the optimal transport plan of the entropic RSOT is exactly B(u*,v*).

Since no assumptions are made on the cost matrix, except its entries are non-negative, closed-
form solutions of OT and UOT generally do not exist. Therefore, we introduce the definition of
an e-approzimation solution of an optimization problem, which will be used for all the subsequent
complexity analyses.

Definition 1 (e-approximation). For any ¢ > 0, a transportation plan X is called an e-
approzimation of the minimizer X of some objective function f if f(X) < f(X) +e.

Based on this concept, we then state our main theorem on the runtime complexity of Algorithm
1 in solving the RSOT problem (5).

Theorem 1. For Upset 1= max{3log(n),e/7} andn = €/Uysor, Algorithm 1 returns an e-approzimation
of the optimal solution X,soy of the problem (5) in time

o (Tf log(n) {log <T”€H°°> + log(log(n))]) :

Proof Sketch. The full proof of Theorem 1 is in Appendix B. Note that, this result is not achieved
by directly applying Theorem 2 in [27] with 75 — oo as the nature of the dual function changes in




that limit, invalidating many previous results. Let X k . be the output of Algorithm 1 at the k-th
step while Xysot and X7 rsot denotes the minimizers of equations (5) and (6), respectively. The goal is
to find k that guarantees fisot( rsot) frsot( rsot) < e = nUsot. We start by decomposing

erOt( rsot) - frsot (XTSOt) < Grsot (Xf;ot) — Grsot (Xr*sot)] +n [H<ersot) - H(XYSOt)] ’
——— —_—

Jrsot (erot)+77H(erot) Jrsot ()?rsot)“r'r]H()?rsot)

and try to bound each term by a linear function of 7. Dealing with the entropy term is simple as the
7n factor is already presented, and the entropy difference can be bounded by a constant due to the
fact that 1 < H(X) < 2log(n) + 1 for all X € R}Y*",[|X||; = 1. The non-trivial part is bounding
the difference between g0t values, which hinges upon two results. The first one is the value of grgot
at optimality:

grSOt(X:sot> =-n- T(l - a) + <v;ksot7 >rksot>' (8)

The second result is the geometric convergence rate of the updates on v and v (Lemma 6 in
Appendix B):

k)2
k+1 ) k+1 _  * }< t ( T ) —. Ak.
max{”u u* oo, |V V" ||oo ¢ < (const) Py

The final step is using equation (8) to tailor the gysot difference to be bounded by a linear function of
AF, which is an exponential function of %, then solving for the minimum k at which this exponential
function is small enough compared to 17. The main technical difficulty here is to deal with the unknown
term (v, bior) In equation (8), which causes the deviation from the previous techniques. O

Remark 1. The result of Theorem 1 indicates that the complexity of ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN
algorithm for computing RSOT is at the order of O( ) This complexity is near-optimal and
faster than the complexity of the standard Smkhom algomthm for computing the optimal transport
problem [13, 22/, which is at the order of (9( )

3.2 Robust Unconstrained Optimal Transport

In this section, we briefly present another version of robust optimal transport, abbreviated by ROT,
when two distributions are contaminated. We first show that the approach of using the duality of the
objective function of ROT problem with entropic regularizer does not produce a Sinkhorn algorithm
as in the cases of RSOT and UOT. However, a second thought of the problem finds an interesting
link between the optimal solutions of ROT and UOT, which results in a nice algorithm for the ROT.
We also discuss some technical difficulties when analysing the complexity for the ROT problem.
At the end of this section, we show that the result could be extended to the case of low-rank cost
matrix, which will significantly reduce the computation.
Recall that the masses of P and @ are a and b, respectively, the ROT problem (3) becomes

min_  frop(X) i= (C, X) + 7KL(X1p[a) + 7TKL(X "1,/[b). (9)
XeR*™ [ X[l1=1

Here we set 1 = 7 = 7 for the sake of simplicity, since there are no more technical difficulties to
work with finite 71 # 72. As noted in Section 2, the formulation (9) bears some resemblance to the



unbalanced optimal transport problem studied in [27], except the additional norm condition forcing
X to be a transportation plan (i.e., a joint probability distribution), which shows the different nature
of two problems. Following the approach of using the Sinkhorn algorithm of UOT, the duality of
formulation (9) has the form

nlog||B(u,v) |1 +7{(e"/",a) + (/7. b) }.

By taking derivatives of the above function with respect to v and v and set the derivatives to be
zero, we obtain

B(u, U)]_n o e_u/T ®

— = = B(u,v) 1o v) I _ e /T Ob,
1B (u,v)ll1

LB )l

where ® denotes element-wise multiplication. Unfortunately, the above equations do not have closed-
form solutions to produce update as the Sinkhorn algorithms do because of the term || B(u,v)||; in
the denominator. However, the objective function of UOT is not homogeneous with respect to X,
but could be written as a linear function of ROT and another function of || X||; due to some special
properties of the KL divergence. This observation leads to the interesting result summarized in the
below lemma.

Lemma 1 (Connections with UOT). The optimal solution of problem (9), denoted X}, is the

normalized version of X, which is the minimizer of UOT in entropic formulation. More specifically,
X

we have X[ = 7“)(;‘:0;”1.

The proof of Lemma 1 is in Appendix D. Based on this result, we can utilize the Sinkhorn
algorithm that solves UOT (see [27]) with a normalizing step at the end to produce a solution for
the ROT. Although the normalizing step is convenient in finding ROT’s solution, it introduces new
challenge in the proof compared to that of UOT since the normalizing constant does not have a lower
bound. Even so, we are still able to obtain an e-approximation solution for the ROT in O(n2 /)
time without any additional constraints on the setting. For more technical details, please refer to
Appendix D.

Further Improving Complexities by Low-Rank Approximation: As a consequence of
our complexity analysis, we can show that by using low-rank approximation method studied in [2] to
the kernel matrix K := exp(—C/n), we could further reduce the complexities of both robust semi/un-
constrained optimal transport problem to 5(717“2 + nr/e) time, given the same e-approximation and
the approximated-rank r. This result is essentially different from the complexity studied in [2|, where
the e-approximation is considered regarding the optimal value of the entropic-regularized problem,
not the original one in our analysis. For a more detailed discussion, please refer to Appendix E.

4 The Robust Barycenter Problem

In this section, we consider the problem of computing the barycenter of a set of possibly corrupted
probability measures. The semi-constrained formulation arises as a natural candidate for this goal,
when potential outliers only appear in the given probability measures and the desired barycenter
is the barycenter of the uncontaminated probability measures. In particular, assume that we have
m > 2 discrete probability measures P, ..., Py: each has at most n fixed support points and
the associated positive weights are given by wi,...,wn (D 1% w; = 1). The barycenter problem



then aims to find the probability measure that minimizes > .-, w;,RSOT(P;, P), which is a linear
combination of RSOT divergence from the barycenter to all given probability measures. We refer it as
Robust Semi-constrained Barycenter Problem (RSBP). In this work, we consider the fixed-support
settings where all the probability measures P; share the same set of support points. This setting
had been widely used in the previous works to study the computational complexity of Wasserstein
barycenter problem [19, 21]. Let p; be the mass of probability measure P; for i € [m], the discrete
RSBP reads

m
min w; min Ci, X;) + TKL(X;1 ; },
PERY [Ip[1=1 ; Z[Xieﬂ%;‘x"ylen; o Xi) (Xilnllp:)
which is equivalent to
m
min_  fupp(X) = wi[(Ci, Xi) + TKL(X;1,[pi)], (10)

XeD1(X) P
where D1 (X) := {(X1,...,Xn) : X; € RY" and || Xy = 1Vi € [m]; X,'1, = X,\,1, Vi €
[m —1]}. Note that the objective function of RSBP is different from that of Wasserstein barycenter
[19]: here we relax the marginal constraints X;1,, = p; by using the KL divergence to deal with
the contaminated P;. Finally, the constraints XZ-T 1, = X;lln = p are to guarantee that the
transportation plans X; have one common marginal which turns out to be a feasible barycenter p.
Similar to RSOT, we consider an entropic-regularized formulation of (10), named entropic RSBP:

m
Xer%lf(lx) Grsbp (X) = Zzl Wigrsot (Xla Pi, Cl) (11)

Since some functions like gysot(X ), depends on some parameters like C; and p;, we sometimes
abuse the notation by including these parameters next to variables, e.g., grsot (Xi; Ci, Pi). A general
approach to deal with (11) is to consider its dual function, which admits the following form:

( n;in ( )hrsbp(u,v) = E w; [n log || B(ui, vi; Ci) |1 —i—T(tf“i/T,piﬂ. (12)
u=(u1,...,um ), V=(01,...0m ;
2oity wivi=0 =

We could use the alternating minimization method to find the minimizer of (12). In particular,
starting at an initialization u® and v°, we update them alternatively as follows:

k+1 k+1

= argmin hygpp(u, v¥), v* = argmin Ay (0T V). (13)
u viy ™ wivi=0

u

In some problems (e.g., RSOT), closed-form updates can be acquired if the system of equations
Ohyshp (1, vF) /0u = 0 and Ohygp,p(u¥, v)/Ov = 0 could be solved exactly by some simple formulas.
However, this is not the case with the formulation of Ay, in equation (12) because the logarithmic
term leads to an intractable system of equations of the partial derivative of h.g,p. Instead, we
propose to solve the optimization problem (11) via another objective function, whose dual form can
be solved effectively by alternating minimization.



Algorithm 2: RoBusTIBP

Input: {C;}%, {pPi}ii, 7,7, Niter
Initialization: u) =Y =0, for i € [m], k =0
while k < Niter do
af « B(uf,vF; C)1,; O < (B(uf,oF C’)) 1, Vie[m]

RE 19 Y
1f k is even then

k
uf T (5 + log(pi) — log(af)] Vi € [m]

oF T oF Vi€ [m]
else
ul ™ uF vie [m]
k
ey [% ~log(bF) = L7 (% — log(vf))| i € [m]
end if
k«—k+1
end while
XF « B(uF,oF;Cy) Vie [m]
k : 1 Xy Xk .
return (XF, ... XF) for equation (14)  or (IIXflll ey IIanlll) for equation (11).

4.1 RosBUSTIBP Algorithm

We consider a similar problem to the entropic RSBP in (11), with its feasible set D(X) :=
{(X1,...,Xm) : X; € R Vi € [m]; X1, = X\ 11,Vi € [m — 1]} which does not have the
norm constraint. The primal objective function and its dual are as follows:

m

Primal: gll?x) grsbp ) = Zwigrsot(X’i; Pi, C’L)7 (14)
i=1

Dual: min rsbp u,v) sz n||B(us,vi; Ci)l|1 +T<e_“i/T,pi>]. (15)

. m . .
w, vy wiv;=0

The dual formulation (15) has a closed form updates for u and v. Based on these, we develop
Algorithm 2, namely ROBUSTIBP, since this procedure resembles the iterative Bregman projections
studied in [6] and [19]. The updates of u and v are known to converge to the optimal solution
(u*,v*) of the problem (15), and strong duality suggests that X* = (B(u},v};C;))", is the optimal

solution of the problem (14). Furthermore, there is an intriguing relation between the optimal
solution of the problem (14) to that of the problem (11), presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let X* = (X},...,X}) and X* = (X7,...,X}) be the optimizers of grsbp with the
for all i € [m)].

feasible set D(X) and with the feasible set Di(X), respectively. Then, X; = HX*H

The proof of Lemma 2 is in Appendix C. This result indicates that we can approximate the
solution of equation (11) by the solution of equation (14), using the same Algorithm 2 with an
additional normalizing step at the end.



4.2 Complexity Analysis

In this section, we provide the analysis of ROBUSTIBP algorithm for obtaining an e-approximation
of the robust semi-constrained barycenter problem (11) when m = 2. We also discuss the challenges
of extending the current proof technique to m > 3 at the end of this section. First, we present the
complexity of the ROBUSTIBP algorithm in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. For m = 2 and n = sUrSép where Urspp := max{2 + 2log(n), 2¢,3elog(n)/7}, the

~

RoOBUSTIBP algorithm returns an e- approximatz’on of the optimal solution ()?1, ooy X)) of the

RSBP (10) in time O(—log [10g( Z I|Cs ||oo) + log <log( )ﬂ)

Remark 2. The complexity (5(n2/5) of ROBUSTIBP algorithm is near-optimal and better than that
of IBP algorithm for solving the Wasserstein barycenter problem, which is 6(712/52) when m = 2 in
[19]. It is also better than the complexity of FASTIBP algorithm in [21], which is O(n/3/c/3).
To the best of our knowledge, the ROBUSTIBP 1is also the first practical algorithm obtaining the
near-optimal complexity 5(n2/5) for solving the barycenter problem under the setting m = 2.

The main ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2 is the convergence rate of vectors u and v of the
problem (15), which is captured as follows:

maX{ZHAukHHm,ZHAUHIHOO} (constant)( T >k/2, (16)

T+n

where Aui ungrl u; and Av kH *. The result can be achieved by alternatively applying
two following 1nequaht1es.

For the first inequality, with even k, from the update of u
AU | < 75 1 AVE |-

The second inequality is obtained from the update of v* in Algorithm 2 as follows:

Z 1A0F ]l < Z — 2)w; + ] Au} .

k+1in the Algorithm 2, we obtain

Thus, when m = 2, we can achieve inequality (16), though this approach is inapplicable for the case
m > 2. For a formal statement regarding the above convergence rate, please refer to Lemma 12 in
Appendix C. Note that for m > 3, the result of Theorem 2 still holds if u* and v* converge at the
rate of the order (ﬁ)k/ 2. So next we will take a closer look at this case to see whether the rate
remains geometric.

On m > 3: In Figure 2, we plot the values of two ratios: Ry, := Zillll+k\\” and Ry, =
=1 S
m k+1
% When £k is even, we have that Ry, < —— for all m, while the inequality R, < ‘rTTn
i=1 i oo
was only proved for the case m = 2. From this ﬁgure, both these bounds are true in all considered
cases. However, while the bound on Ry, (which is theoretically true for all m) is only tight when
m = 2 and seems to be loose in several trials with larger values of m, the bound Ry, (which is only
showed for the case m = 2) appears to be tight in all reported scenarios. Thus, we conjecture that
the geometric convergence rate at equation (16) may still hold for m greater than 2. We leave the

case m > 3 for the future work.
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Figure 2: On the convergence rate of RSBP dual variables when m € {2,3,10}. Lines with different colors
present different runs (with the same values of 7 = 0.1 and n = 0.01). Other parameters are set as follows:
n =10,C; ~ U[0.01,1]"™.

5 Experiments

In this section, we provide numerical evidences regarding our presented complexities for ROBUST-
SEMISINKHORN and ROBUST-IBP algorithms. We put additional experiments (including the runtime
comparison of ROT/RSOT on synthetic and real datasets, as well as some applications for the
studied robust formulations) in Appendix F. All the optimal solutions for convex problems in the
following part are computed using the cvxpy library [1]. All the experiments are conducted on a
server with 32 GB RAM, 8 cores Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-9700K and 1 GeForce RTX 2080 GPU.

Runtime Demonstration: For each algorithm, we investigate the number of iterations required
to obtain an e-approximation. We compare the theoretical values in Theorems 1 and 2 with the
empirical values computed by running the corresponding algorithms to obtain the first iterations
from where the algorithm always returns an e-approximation.

For RSOT, we let n = 100, 7 = 1, generate entries of C' uniformly from the interval [1, 50] and
draw entries a, b uniformly from [0.1, 1] then normalizing them to form probability vectors. 7 is set
according to Theorem 1. For each ¢ varying from 5 x 1072 to 5 x 107°, we calculate the number of
theoretical and empirical iterations described above, as well as their ratio. This experiment is run 10
times and we report their mean and standard deviation values in Figure 3 (a). We also carry out a
similar experiment on MNIST data, which is reported in the Appendix F.

For RSBP, we run the ROBUSTIBP algorithm with the following setup: n = 10;7 =1; p1, ...,
Pm, [Wi,...,wn] are randomly-initialized probability vectors; {C;}", is a set of n x n matrices
whose entries drawn uniformly in [0.01, 0.1]; five chosen values of & vary from 1072 to 107> (which
are relatively small compared to the optimal cost fispp(X*) is about 0.019 £ 0.001 when m = 2 and
is about 0.021 +0.001 when m = 3); and the corresponding values of 7 are set according to Theorem
2. The results are shown in Figure 3 (b) and (c¢). Note that the complexity for the case m > 3 is still
an open problem, and we use the formula in Theorem 2 to compute the (hypothetical) theoretical
number of iterations in that case.

In all three experiments, it is noticeable that the ratios between theoretical and empirical values
decrease as € — 0, indicating the our complexity bounds get tighter.

11
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Figure 3: Runtime demonstration for (a) ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN and (b), (¢) RoBUST-IBP algorithms. Top The log
value of the number of iterations computed in our theorems (dashed lines with circle marker) and the true number of
iterations at which the algorithms achieve e-approximations (solid lines with square marker). Bottom: The ratio
between two values of the upper figures. Both the number of iterations (on the left) and e are plotted in the log
domain, while the ratios (on the right) are computed with the original values.

6 Conclusion

In the paper, we study the complexity of Sinkhorn-based algorithms for approximately solving
robust versions of optimal transport between two discrete probability measures with at most n
components, and show that they return e-approximated solutions in (5(712 /€) time. Low-rank
approximation technique is also analysed to further reduce the dependency of these complexities
on n, resulting in 6(nr2 + nr/e) complexities. Finally, we investigate a robust barycenter problem
between m probability measures and develop the IBP-based algorithm for solving it. When m = 2,
the complexity of the ROBUSTIBP algorithm is proved to be at the order of O(mn?/e), while in the
case m > 3 we believe that a novel proof technique needs to be developed to establish the geometric
convergence of the updates from the algorithm. We leave this direction for the future work.
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Supplement to “On Robust Optimal Transport: Computational
Complexity and Barycenter Computation”

In this supplementary material, we collect several proofs and remaining materials that are
deferred from the main paper. In Appendix A, we introduce and recall necessary notations for the
supplementary material. In Appendix B, we provide key lemmas and proofs for the computational
complexity of robust semi-constrained optimal transport (RSOT), and those regarding ROT are in
Appendix D. Appendix C is devoted to the lemmas and proofs for the computational complexity of
robust semi-constrained barycenter (RSBP). We provide the proof for computational complexity of
robust Sinkhorn algorithms via Nystrom approximation in Appendix E. Finally, we present additional
experiment studies with the proposed robust algorithms in Appendix F.

A Notations

This appendix aims to introduce some notations that will be used intensively in the subsequent parts
of the appendix. We start with the meaning of notations for the general case, and those for remaining
cases follow similarly (see the table content). First, we denote f and g to be the original objective
and the corresponding entropic-regularized objective, respectively, and let X = argmin f(X), X* :=
argmin g(X). The sum of all elements in X is z := || X||; (similarly, z* := || X™*||1). Regarding
Sinkhorn algorithm, u*, v* are the updates of the k-th iteration. The converged values for u* and v

(if exist) are denoted u* and v* respectively, i.e. u* := limy_,o ¥, v* := limy_,o v*. Finally, for the
ease of presentation, let us denote some quantites which will be frequently used in our proofs: AF :=

1
max{|[u" — u*|| o, [vF — v*[[}, R := max{|[log(a) | «, [[10g (D)« } +max {10g(n)a EllCHoo - 10g(n)}a
a = |alj1, B := ||b|l1 and p; = ||pi||1 for all i € [m)].

General ‘ Robust Semi-OT ‘ Unbalanced OT ‘ Robust OT ‘ Non-normalized RSBP ‘ RSBP ‘
f: f(X):=(C,X) + 7 x regularization Srsot Jrot Jrsbp
9:9(X) := f(X) —nH(X) Grsot Grot Grsbp
X := argmin f(X) Xrsot Koot Krot X
X* := argmin g(X) Xt Xt X X* X*
=X 1 Thot 1 z 1
uF, v* (k-th Sinkhorn/IBP update) ub vk ub vk uf = (uf, . k) vE = (o, o)
(u*, ) = limyy o0 (u, %) Ursots Ursot Ut Vot ut = (uf,.up), v = (0] vn)
AP = max{]|u* — u*|w, [ — v*]|.} At Allot Al = (A}, AL
X* = B(u*,v") Xt Xiot Xt X* x*
zF = || X, 1 (if k is even) zk 1 zk 1

Table 1: Key notations for technical results and proofs in the supplementary material. When a term has a constant
value (e.g. 1), we provide that value instead of the corresponding notation.
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B Robust Semi-Constrained Optimal Transport: Omitted Proofs

This appendix is devoted to provide the lemmas and proofs for the computational complexity of
robust semi-constrained optimal transport.

B.1 Useful Lemmas

We first start with the following useful lemmas for the proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 3. The following inequalities are true for all positive x;,y;, x,y.

n
1 Xy €Ty
LimaTi oo T

I<isny; — Yoy Y l<isnoy;

(b) Ifmax{g,%} <144, then |x — y| < dmin{z, y},

(c) (1 + ;)M >e.

Proof of Lemma 3.
(a) It follows from the assumption x; and y; are positive that

. min (ﬁ> < z; <y, max <&)
VG \y ) =1 =928 )

Taking the sum over j,

n

n n
; ) <« . < ; ).
> ymin, (50) < e < 3w max (01)
J:

j=1 7=1

This directly leads to the conclusion.
(b) WLOG assume that x > y, then

ES1—i—5:>3:§y—i—yc5:]a;—y|Syé.
Yy

(c) For the fourth inequality, taking the log of both sides, it is equivalent to
(x+1) [log(xz + 1) — log(z)] > 1.

By the mean value theorem, there exists a number y between x and z+1 such that log(z+1)—log(x) =
1/y, then (z+1)/y > 1. O

Lemma 4. Let a:sot = X;'ksot]-na afsot = Xf:sot]-n (md b:jsot = (X:sot)—r]- bk = (Xk

ny Yrsot T rsot

)'1,. Then,

(Z) lOg <(a>rksot)i) . (U:sot)i - (ufsot)i < max (U;‘sot)j — (vfsot)j
(a]rgsot)i n — 1<j<n n ’

(i1) |log <<b;k50t)j) _ ('U:sot)j - (’Ufsot% < max (Ufsot)i — (ufsot)i .
(bfsot)j n T 1<i<n n

14



Proof of Lemma 4.

(i) From the definitions of (a,,); and (a} )i, we have

Qrsot

% % 77/ (U;fsot)j _Cij
o () _ ( (= 0 s ex ( 7 )
= o

(alrcsot)i

The desired inequalities are equivalent to upper and lower bounds for the second term of the RHS.
Applying part (a) of Lemma 3, we obtain

min (Visot)j — (v fwt)] < log (afsot )i _ (ufsor)i — (Upsor)i < max (Visot)j — (Ufsot)j
1<j<n U Aot )i U - lsisn "

(ii) Part (ii) are done similarly. O

Lemma 5. We have following upper bounds for the optimal solutions of RSOT’s dual form, which
1s useful for the derivation of the convergence rate:

max{||trsot|oo, [Visotlloc} < (27 + 1) R

Proof of Lemma 5. First, we will show that

L1y vl
Juforlloc (- + 7 ) < =02 4 R (17)
Since uy; is a fixed point of the update in Algorithm 1, we get
u;ksot =1 -1 * 18
= - Og(a) Og(arsot)' ( )
Then,

(u;ksot) 10g az —log Zexp ( rsot (U;rksot)j - CU) ’
T n

which is equivalent to

. 1 1 ; - C;
(Ursot )i (; + 5) log(a;) — log [Z exp ( Fsot ) ij )}
The second term can be bounded as follows
—Ci - f (Vser)s — Cy [vfotlloo €]
rsot tj > { rsot/J 1]} > _ rsotlioo >
log [Zexp ( )} > log(n) + 1I§nj1£n p > log(n) . .

and
E3

log [ie}{p <(U:S°t)3—_0”>} < log(n) + 121;2(” {(UYSOt)]n_C”} < log(n) + HU:S,’O;”OO’
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thus leading to

n * O *
)log [Zexp<(vrsot)] U)” < HvrsotHOO +max{10g(n)7 HCHOO —log(n)} (19)
~ 1 1 1
Hence,
1 1 vy, C
(i (5 + 1) < g+ Lot 4 i f1og(n), 1€ _ 1og(m)).
noT n n
Choosing i such that |(uj )il = [|ufot]lco, combining with the fact that
| log(a;)| < max{[[log(a)]|cc, [|10g(b)lloc },
we have L lor |
. v
ol () < 2= 4 R (20)

Next, we will prove that
[0rsotlloe < Nlursotlloc +nRR-

Notice that v}, is a fixed point of the update in Algorithm 1, we get vy, = n[@ + log(b) —
n

log(bfsot)}, which implies that log(bl..) = log(b). Therefore,

log(b;) = log [ZeXp ( rsot )i + (77)7?501;)3‘ - Cij)]

= (Urj;t)+log :gexp (W)]’

or equivalently,

(Ursot) - (u:sot)i — Cij
—= =log(b,) — log exp | ——
p (b)) — Z (=)

i=

Using the same arguments as for deriving equation (19), we obtain

‘log[Zexp( rsot) CJ)” < \u;‘s;tHoumaX{lOg(n),HCnlloo_1Og(n)}'

It follows that

1 ot lloo Clloo
L)) < 10g(by)] + 152 s f1og(n), 10 1o ).
n n n

Choosing j such that |(vi.)j| = ||Vfsotlloo, and making use of the fact that

| log(b;)| < max{|| log(a)l|cc, [ log(b)[lcc }

we have
Hv;ksot”oo S "ujsot“m + WR (21)
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From equations (20) and (21), we get

1 1 * *
”u:sot”oo<7 4 7) < ||Ursot||00 + R < ||ursot||00 4 2R,
T n n

which implies that

[tysotlloc < 27R < (27 +n)R. (22)

Therefore,
10750t < Nlursotlloe + 1R < (27 + 1) R. (23)
Combining equation (22) with equation (23), the proof is completed. O

Lemma 6. For any k > 0, the update (u k41 kH) from Algorithm 1 satisfies the following bound

Ursot, » Ursot

k * k * T k/2
ma { el — wonloes IR — thilloo ) < (5 ) % 2r 4 mR (24)

This establishes a geometric convergence rate for the dual variables in Algorithm 1.

k+1

Proof of Lemma 6. We first consider the case when £ is even. From the update of u,

1, we have

in Algorithm

T Uk i
(ukat)s = [ toga) — 1og((ab))]

_ nt { (ufsot)i

ol 0 T [log(ai) — log((afser)i)] + [log((afser)i) — log((arar)s)] }

Using equation (18), the above equality is equivalent to

E+1 * (afsot)i * k T
(1 )s = () = [ 1108 (1) = (hon)s = (uho))|
Applying Lemma 4, we get
k+1y. < * . T
|(ursot )’L (ursot) | 1I£1]a<x |( rsot)] (Ursot)J | T+ 77’
which implies that
k 1 * *
Hurs—gt - ursotHOO < — ”vrsot UrsotHOO' (25>

+77

From the update of vF,_, in Algorithm 1, we have

I'soO

(0 ot)j )

b,
(Ufsot)j = ( rsot) + nlog( bk jl > - ( rsot) +7710g<
( rsot )j

( rsot )]

Subtracting (v, ); from both sides and applying Lemma 4, one gets

b* ) (’U* )'—(Ukl
k T *
[(ven); = (0f)s] = | log ((b °§)],) - ot 2] < it = whorllo-
rsot /J

17



This leads to
Hvrsot U;ksotHOO < Hursot - u;ksotHOO' (26)

Combining the two inequalities (25) and (26) yields

k+1 < 7”“’

||ursot _ursot”OO = 7_+ rsot _ursotHOO‘

Repeating all the above arguments alternatively, we have

r
T+n

)b — vl < (-7
T+n

T oNk/2HL
=(37) Mokl

kit = wiorlloe < (

/241
) oot = oo

Note that vFHl = ¢F

ot ot for k even. Therefore, it is clear from (26) that

k T /
okt = ol < kit = il < (=) max{llugiorloo, 050t o -
T+
Thus,
k T k/
mase { [t~ wonloe: 1o — thalloo ) < () malucloe oo oc}-

Similarly, the above result also holds for k£ odd. Finally, applying Lemma 5, we obtain the
conclusion. m

B.2 Detailed Proof of Theorem 1

Denoting

ky :=log <ém(23777—|—77)> /log (Tj__?7> R - <1 + ;) log <3TR[2(77 Z;l)og(i?(% + 77)]) ’

we will show that for all £ > 1 + 2max{k;, ka} and 7 = €/Ussot, X

k . is an e-approximation of the
optimal solution Xigut, that is

f rsot( rsot) f rsot( rsot) <e= nUrsot

First, we can bound the above difference in the following way

frsot( rsot) - frsot ()?rsot) S Grsot (stot) — Yrsot (X:sot)] + n [H(stot) H()?rsot)] 9

Grsot (erot)+77H(erot) Jrsot (erot ) +77H()?rsot )

where the inequality comes from gysot (erot) > Grsot (X [5or) Which is the optimal value of the entropic
ROT. Subsequently, the two terms in the right-hand side can be bounded separately as follows.

18



Upper bound of H(X* )= H(Xyst). The upper bound is obtained from the following inequalities
for the entropy under the constraint X € R} satisfying || X||; =1,

1 < H(X) <2log(n) + 1. (27)

Since )?rsot is the optimal solution for RSOT, ||5€rsotH1 = 1. To derive the needed upper bound, we
will show that || X%  |l1 = 1 for even k. Notice that when k is even, at step k — 1 of Algorithm 1 we
update v, thus

kfl)

= Upgot

k : k-1 . k k
Upgot = Arg Min Apgot (Upsgr » V) = arg min hysot (Unsot s V), (because
v v

indicating that
Xk

rsot —

argmin gk (X) = (C, X) — nH(X) + 7KL(X1,[]a"),
XeRP*™" X T1,=b

k
Ursot

where a¥ := exp < > ©® (X1,) with ® denoting the element-wise multiplication. As a result, we

have || XE

rsot H

1 = 1 which leads to the following inequality
H(XL ) = H(Xsot) < 21og(n). (28)

Upper bound of gt (XE () — grsot(X[5et)- The main idea for deriving this bound comes from
the geometric convergence rate (i.e. Lemma 6). First, we represent the above difference by other
quantities that are straightforward to bound. Reusing the definition of gfsot above, we utilize the
following result regarding the optimal value of entropic RSOT

Grsot (X:sot) =—-Nn- T(l - Oé) + < Ursot s b:‘sot> (29)
k k k k k
Grsot (erot) =-n- T(l -« ) + <Ursot7 brsot>’ (30)
where o := ||a¥||;. We can see that these two equations have a similar form, and we can prove the

first one by simple algebraic derivations as follows

n

H(X:sot) = _77|: Z (Xr*sot)ij log(X:sot)ij + 1
',j—l

= Z rsot ) rsot) + (U:sot)j - Cij +1
4j=1 7

_<a:sot7 u?sot) - <b:sot’ Urs0t> <C erot> +n.

(u:sot)i + (U:SOt)j - Cij } Then, we
n

The second equation comes from the fact that (X7 )i; = exp {

have

<C erot> nH(erot) - + <a:sot7 u:sot> + <b:sot7 U:sot>'

7—I<L(‘ersot n Ha) =-—T+T0— 7-< Qrsot ) log (arsot>>
N—— a

*

Arsot

= _T(l - a) - <a>rksot7 u:sot>7
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* *
Ursot, — log Arsot

because ul, satisfies the fixed-point equation: > The equation for grsot(X5.;)

comes straight from adding the above two equations. Then the difference of interest can be written
as

9(XEer) = 9(Xsor) = [9(X ) = 6 (Xhot) | + [0 (Xt) = 9(Xiiar)|
— {108 () )+ (horsHian) = (tfer Boon): 1)

Both terms above can be bounded with regards to A := max {|Juf; — ufsoi[loo |05 — Vsorll }-
On the first term in equation (31). From the fixed-point result for u-updates, we have

k *
u — U
lo H _ H rsot Tsot —1lo < rsot) H
H g( ) T o8 a’rcsot

1

< 7_Hursot rsot”oo + HIO ( 280t> H
Qrsot

1 * * k *

S 7_||ursot ursotHoo n(““rsot rsot”oo + ”vrsot - Ursot”OO)
1
< Ak
— (7_ ) rsot»
k: k
k a 27+1 &
T< rsot710g ( >> S T ”arsotHl H log <a) Hoo —= n Arsot (32)

=1
On the second term in equation (31). We find that

<U1'Ifsot7 bfsot) - <U:sot? :sot> = <Ufsot - U;ksom bllfsot> - <U:sot’ rsot bI‘bOt>

< Hbrsot |1 vasot rsot”oo + HvrsotHOO Hbrsot rsotH1
——————— . — —

=1 <AF

——rsot

<(2t+n)R

Thus, we need an upper bound for ||b%,, — b¥..||1, i.e., £1-norm of the difference between b, and
br... Note that we have the following bound on their ratio (which is a direct result of Lemma 4)

max { (b)rksot)j (bfsot) } < exp <| rsot ;ksotHoo + ||Ursot — U:rksot|oo) < exp (2A530t> .
J (brsot ) (brsot ) n o n

Applying part (b) of Lemma 3, we obtain

rsot*

2AF
‘(b;ksot) ( rsot ‘ < |:6Xp <7;50t) - 1:| m.in{(brsot)Ja (b;ksot) }

J

> (e~ G| < [ (2250 - ]me{ (o) i)} < exp (22 -1

<ol =1

2AF
[ rsot||1<Zl rsot)j ~ (Phsot)j| < exp <nS°t>_1'
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k
To remove the exponential operator, noting that for £k > 1 + 2k;, we have A;;Ot < %. Thus,

<34 “Ot . Having this bound on ||}

rsot rsot || 1> rsot

exp (%) 1<3 7;S°° and consequently || b’

bk . |l1, we can completely bound the second term of interest as follows

i 3
<U11r€sot7 bfsot> < Ursot brsot> — |:1 + 5(27— + n)R:| Afsot (33)

Plugging the bounds (32) and (33) to equation (31), we obtain
21 +1n

3
Grsot (Xf;ot) — Orsot (erot) [1 + + 5(27— + W)R] A1lr€sot'

From this bound, we will show that

Grsot (stot) — Yrsot (Xr*sot) S Ulog(n) (34)

(k=1)/2
From Lemma 6 we have Arsot <3r ( +n> R. Thus, we only need to prove that for k& > 2ko +1,

(k—1)/2 5 3
T< T > -R~[1+ T+?7+(27’+77)R}§7710g(n).
T+ n n

This form of inequality can be represented through the following lemma.
Lemma 7. For0<s<1,if D> s*and k> (1+ 1)log (g), then D < s2(1 + s)~.

Proof of Lemma 7. The statement comes directly from a chain of inequalities using Lemma 3c for
1.

Tr = -
S

P14 s)" > (14 5)0+D0e(R)

> s2exp{log (%)} =D.

Applying Lemma 7 for s = 2 € (0,1),D = #ﬁn) [2(T +1n) +3R(27 +n)] and Kk = %, we get the

inequality (34). Combining the bounds (28) and (34), we obtain

frsot( rsot) frsot( rsot) < 7710g( ) + 277 1Og(n) = 377 10g(n) S nUrsot = E.

O

The complexity of Algorithm 1. By definition, Uysot = O(log(n)). Applying part (c) of Lemma
Then, k1 can be bounded as follows

3 with z = %, we have
T4+n 1
1 > .
og< T > — 1+
n
log (8R(27'+17)>

3n 8R(27’+77)) < 7')
N O ) o (SEETT (T
log (Z£1)  ~ Og< 31 n

= <1 + TUrSOt) [log (Ur50t> + log <8nR> + log (2TUKSOt + 1)] .
€ € 3 €
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Assume that R = O (%HCHm), we obtain

b =0 (1980 g (1950 L g )+ 10 (2500

_0 <71°g(”) [log(HCHm) + log(log(n)) + log(7) + log (i)D . (35)

e

Next, let us consider

ko = <1 + ;) [log(BTR) +log(2(T + 1) + 3R(27 + 1)) + 2log <717> — log(log(n))}
< (1 + ;) {log(SR) 1 log(4 + 9R) + 2log(r) + 2log (;) - log(log(n))}

< (1 + TUg‘*) [log(?)nR) + 2log(9nR) + 2log(7) + 5log <U§°t> - log(log(n))] .

Thus,

b= 0 (75 fog( 1)+ 1og(r) + 510g () tog(ton(r)| )

—0 (#‘%m [log(HCHw) +log(r) + log(log(n)) + log (i)]) . (36)

Equations (35) and (36) imply that

k=0 <T [k’ge(”)] [log(HCHw) + log(7) + log(log(n)) + log (i)]) .

Multiplying the above quantity with O(n?) arithmetic operations per iteration, we obtain the final
complexity. As a consequence, we reach the conclusion of Theorem 1.
C Robust Semi-Constrained Barycenter: Omitted Proofs

In this appendix, we provide some useful lemmas and proofs for deriving the computational complexity
of the robust semi-constrained barycenter problem.

C.1 Useful Lemmas

Lemma 8. The dual form of entropic RSBP in (11) without constraints || X;||1 = 1 for all i € [m]
s given by

Ms

st u, V =
uvzm wwif n p

i (mll Bl vis Gl + (€77, pi)).
i=1

Proof of Lemma 8. First, we rewrite the objective function (11) as follows
m
min > wil{Ci, Xi) = nH(X;) + 7KL (yil[pi)] - (37)

Xi€RP ™ X 1=y, Vie[m]; i—1

X 1,=X] 1 1,,Vie[m—1]
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The Lagrangian function for the above problem is equal to

> (wil(Ci, Xi) = nH(X0) + TKL(illpa)] = A (XiLy = y0) = ] (X110 = X/ 1))
=1

= Z (%‘[(Ci, Xi) — nH(X;) + 7KL(yi||[ps)] — N (Xiln — i) — (i1 — Ni)TXiT]-n> :
=1

where A, pu; € R™ for all i € [m] with convention pg = p,, = 0,. Using the change of variables
w; = Aj/w; and v; = (pi—1 — pi)/wi, we have » /" w;v; = 0, which allows to uniquely reconstruct
U1y« pm. Then, the problem (37) is equivalent to

m
max min w;i [(Ci, X5) — nH(X;) + TKL(y;||pi
Y XieR"X”,Vie[m]z; i[(Ciy Xi) — nH(X;) (yillpi)
Zi:l w;v;=0n, yieR",ViE[m] =

—u (Xil, —yi) — vf X' 1,.] (38)

It can be verified that for all i € [m],

min 7KL (yi[[p;) + u yi = *T<6_ui/77pi> +p; 1n.

Moreover, the objective function of the optimization problem

min (Cy, X;) — uZTXiln — vz-TXz»Tln —nH(X;)
XieR‘lLXn
is strongly convex. Thus, it has an unique optimal solution which could be directly calculated as
X; = B(u,v;; C;). Therefore,

X.?ﬂ%EXn<Ci’Xi> — u;-rXi].n — UiTXiT].n — T]H(XZ) = —77HB(ui,UZ‘; Cz)Hl

Collecting all of the above results, the optimization problem (38) turns into

m
max 3w (=0l Blui,vi Gl = 7(e7/7, pi) +p] 1,)

u,v
m i—
Zi:1 w;v;=0n i=1

= g e (B Ol ().

u,v
m y—
Doing wiv;=0p 1=1

We have thus proved our claim. O

Next, we will derive formulas for the updates (u”*, v¥) of Algorithm 2 in the following lemma. Assume
that at iteration k where k is even, u**! was found by minimizing the function hrshp given vF and
simply keep vFT1 = v¥ while for odd k, we do vice versa. In particular,

k+1 k+1

u" ! = arg min hyepp (u, Vk), vFtl = vk if k is even;
u

vkl = argmin Brsbp(uk, V), uktt

m
viy ity wivi=0p

=u” if kis odd.

Let XF = (X{“, e ,Xﬁl) be the non-normalized output at k-th iteration of Algorithm 2. For the ease
of presentation, let us denote a¥ = X¥1,, and bf = (XF)T1,, for all i € [m].
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Lemma 9. In Algorithm 2, the updates (u*,v¥) admit the following form

k
uf""l % [u + log(pi) — log(af)} if kis even; (39)
o =g — log(b¥) — Z -+ —log(b ))] if k is odd, (40)

for alli € [m].

Proof of Lemma 9. For k even, by setting the gradients of Brsbp with respect to u; to 0 given fixed
vk, the update uf satisfies

LA\ okY, — (O anar
o (H) S (LU= O <_<>) i forall € [l
N =1

n T

Multiplying both sides by exp <( uls ) we get

u]?+1 . uk : ’LLkJrl
exp <(l77)]> (af)j = exp <(;7)j> exp <_(17)> p; for all j € [n].

Taking logarithm of the above equation and simplifying the result lead to the equality (39).
For k odd, recall that vF*! = arg miny.s~m ,.0,—0, hrshp (0, v), which also means that

m
S argmanwl (n||B(uZ,vl,C I+ (e /T7pi>) N ,YT(ZM%),
i=1

=1

where 7 € R” is a vector of Lagrange multipliers. Taking the derivatives of the above objective
function with respect to v;,
1
exp( ’77 >®A§+7:0n

k+1

(A7) = log(—7), (41)

kY. _(C.). n
where A’? = (Z?:l exp {W})l . Subsequently, taking sum over ¢ and using the fact that

S wiui T = 0, we obtain log(—y) = 3.7, w; log(AF). Plugging this result in equation (41), we

1=

obtain
vt - k k
—— = " wilog(Af) — log(AF)
N t=1
k k m k
=Y log <Ak®exp<v’>>+2wt [log <A,’f®exp< t>> Ut]
" U — U
vk “ oF
= 15— togoh) — 3 (£~ o))
" —~ "\
Hence, the proof is completed. O
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Lemma 10. Reusing the definition of the function gisor in equation (6), we have the following
property which is useful for the proofs of subsequent lemmas

grsot(tX) = 7fgrsot()() + T(l - t)Oé + (T + U):Et IOg(t)v
for any X € RY™ and t € RT where x = || X|};.

Proof of Lemma 10. By the definition of gysot, one has
Grsot (tX) = (C,tX) + TKL(tX1,|la) — nH (tX).

For the KL term of gysot(tX), by denoting a := X1,,, we get

KL(tX1,|ja) = Ztaﬂog( ) Z:mﬂrzjaz
_Zta,[log< >+log()}—tm+a

= tz [al log (a) —a +a1] + (1 — t)a + xtlog(t)

=1
= tgrsot (X ) + 7(1 — t)ax + (7 + n)xt log(t).

For the entropic term, it can be verified that

n n
—H(tX) = Y tX;;(log(tXi;) — 1) = Y tX;;(log(Xy5) — 1) + atlog(t) = —tH(X) + xtlog(t).
ij=1 ij=1
Collecting all of the above results, we obtain the conclusion. O

Remark 3. Notice that when k is even, at step (k — 1)-th of Algorithm 2, {vF}™ is found
by minimizing the dual function (15) given {p;}™, and fized {u*~1Y" and remain {uf}, =
{uiC 1}22 Thus, X* is the optimal solution of

min gk (Xi,o, X Zwl[cz,x + 7KL(Xi1,|Ip¥) — nH (X))
le 7Xm€Rnxn

st X;' 1, = X\ 41, for alli € [m — 1],

k _
where pf = exp (%) ® (Xf n) with © denoting element-wise multiplication. The constraints

X1, = X;\ 1, for alli € [m — 1] imply that | XF| = | XE |1 for any i € [m — 1]. Recall that
X* is the optimizer of Grsbp With the feasible set D(X). By using similar arguments, we also have
| X711 = [| X4l for all i € [m — 1]. Denote ¥ = || Xf|1 for k even and z* = || X{|l1, we will

derive the upper bound of these quantities in the following lemma.

Lemma 11. The upper bounds of F and * are derived as follows
1

(i) z* <3+10g( )’
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(ii) TF < 3 <3+

2 ), for all even k > 2+ 2 <% + 1) log <4Rrsbp72) ‘

log(n) n

Proof of Lemma 11. )
(i) Consider the function grspp(tX*) where t € R,

m
grsbp(tX*) = Z Wigrsot (tXik§ bi, CZ)
=1

-3, [tgrsot(Xf; pi,Ci) +7(1—t) + (1 + n)fktlog(t)]
=1

= tGrsbp(X*) + 7(1 — 1) + (7 + n)tlog(t)z". (42)
The second equality is due to Lemma 10. Taking the derivative of grsbp(tx*) with respect to ¢,
0rGesp (tX") = Grap(X*) = 7 + (7 + 1) (1 + log(t))z".

Since grshp(tX*) attains its minimum at ¢ = 1, we obtain

Grsbp (X7) + (T +1)T" = T. (43)

By using the facts guspp(X*) > —n > it wiH (X}

5 and H(X}) < 2z*log(n) + #* — 7* log(z*), we
have

m
T—(T+mT > —n) wH(X])
i=1

> Z wi [—2z" log(n) — z* + =" log(z™)]
i=1
=n[—2z" log(n) — " + =" log(z")] .

It follows from the inequalities zlog(z) > z — 1 that
T >0z log(z") + (7 — 2nlog(n))z* > nz* —n+ (7 — 2nlog(n))z*.
Then, combining the above result and the inequality 3nlog(n) < 7, we get

x T+ 1
< <3
v= n+7—2nlog(n) — + log(n

~—

(ii) First, let us denote

P =

AF — max {Huf — U | o) Hvlk - Uz*”oo} .

From Lemma 12, we have

k+1 T H2
Ai+ ST(T—FU) Rrsbp'
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Next, we will prove that Af“ < % for all even k > 2( + 1) log (M> i € [m], which is
equivalent to

- k/2 772
R < =
(i) e

- <T+7]>k/2
-

= (1 + S)k/25 > 4Rrsbpa

> 4]:Ersbp

\lw‘d

log(4qubp)
og(3)

Due to the fact that % > ( + 1) log (M> = (1 + g) (2t) log (g) > 0, we obtain

. Since 4Ry, > 8log(n) > Zé = 52, therefore, t > 142 2l°g(5) = 0.

wheres:g. Lett =1+ Tog(D)

52(1 + s)k/2 > 32(1 + s)(iﬂ)?log(%)t
> s2exp {2log(1/s)t}
1 1

1
T 2-2  _log(4R log(1/s) o log,(4R = 4Rrspp-
S 508 rsbp)/ Og( /3) S Ogs( rsbp)

Therefore, maxi<;<m Af“ << %. Then, by using the same arguments as part (b) of Lemma 5
in [27], we get

|ZF — 7% < Al min {:Ek,a?*} (44)
Note that u¥ = «¥~! and v¥™ = oF for even k, hence, A¥ < max{A}¥~1 AF1} < ” . As a result,

Pe (e < ()

We have thus proved our claim. O

l\D\OO

C.2 Proof of Lemma 2

From the constraints X,'1,, = X1, for all i € [m — 1] in D(X), we have that | X1 is equal to
each other for all 7 € [m] and denote z* = || X7||1. Applying Lemma 10, we get

grsbp Z wzgrsot z ) pw Cz)
WX
= Z Wi Grsot (I*—i’ Pi, Cz)
i=1 X
m X+
= Zwi |:j*grsot <£i» Pi, C’L> + T(l - j*)pl + (T + 77)37* IOg(i‘*)

* X* - - - _x
= Z" Grsbp (gc*) +7(1—= )Zwipi + (7 + n)z* log(z").
i=1
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Similarly, applying Lemma 10, we obtain

m
grsbp(m*X*) = Zwigrsot (j*X:’ Pi, OZ)
=1

m
— Zwi [i'*grsot(X;; Pi, C’L) + T(l - f*)pl + (T + 77)9?* IOg(E*)]
= Z" grobp(X*) + 7(1 — %) szpz (T +n)z* log(z™).

It follows from z*X* € D(X) and the definition of X* that grsbp(X*) < Grsbp(Z*X*). Therefore, we

*

X*
have grsbp (m > < Grsbp(XF). Slnce

€ D1(X) and the minimizer X* of function gyepp is unique,

Xr X!
we obtain X7 = —- = Bl for all ¢ € [m].
x 1

C.3 Proof of Lemma 12
Lemma 12. Let (uk,vk) be the updates of ROBUSTIBP algorithm at the k-th step and u* =

(uj,... ,u,’ﬁl) and v* = (vi,...,v%) be the optimal solution of the dual problem (15). Let AuF :=
uf —w and AvF = vF — v} fori € [m]. When m =2 and k is even, we obtain that

< AR k1 T \k/?
max { 3 I8l 3o I8t} < 7( ) Rt
i=1 i=1

where Ry = S0, (max {log(n), 194 —log(n)} + [log(po) . + TGyl )-

Proof. Firstly, we will show that when k is even, kK > 1 and m = 2,

m m - k/2 m
o { Y- 180 o, Y 180 < () Y et (45)
=1 =1 =1

Using the same arguments as deriving inequality (25), we have ||Auf| . < TTTnHAfooo Since
{vf} | are the fixed points of the update in Algorithm 2,

_ [1;7 — log(b¥) ] Zwt [ —log bt>:| :

Combining the above equality with the update of vf in Algorithm 2 and the fact > ;" w; = 1, we
find that

*
Uy

n

AvF =
i _ A‘/Z'k_l _ Zth‘/;k—l — Zwt(A‘/ik_l _ A‘/;k_l).

N =1 i
where

*

AVF = (% - 1og(b§)) . (% - log(bf)) for all i € [m].
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k
Notice that Lemma 4 can also be applied for this section, therefore, [|AVF| ., < % for all
i € [m]. Collecting these results, we have

1AV oo < willlAuy ™ o + 18U |-
t#i

When m = 2, these bounds show that

m m

k k—
DA < Au
i=1 i=1

Thus,

IN

m - k/2 m
Auft| ’.Cloo<...<< ) Au o
> 18t Flss () Tiad

) ( ) z)(k+2)/2i”Avo”oo _ ( )(HQ)/Qi‘Uﬂ
- T+7] — 7 11oo
which leads to
- k - k—1 T M2 *
> act e < 8w e < (g ) D el

Recall that vf ™ = oF for all i € [m] when k is even. Then, putting all of the above results, we
obtain equation (45).
Next, we will prove that

m
Z 107 l|oc < T Rusbp- (46)

Since u* is the fixed point of the update in Algorithm 2 , we have

s o)) o (Zexp{ <v;‘>z—(cl->ﬂ}>,

n

which is equivalent to,
11 —(Ci)ji
—+= = log((pi);) — log exp{ J } .
<7' 77) (u2); ( Z n

*

1 1) & N - Vi Il Cill
(F+1) St < 2[|1og il + L= e fhog(o, 190 g ] o
=1

Therefore,

For fixed u*, we have that
v* = argmin Brsbp(u*,v),
viy ™ wiv;=0n
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or equivalently,

o = argminiwi [77 i exp{(u;)j + (vi)1 — (Ci)ju } _{_7_<e—uf/7'7pi>:| n )\Tiwm’
=1

i=1 jl=1 "

where A € R™ is a vector of Lagrange multipliers. For each i € [m], taking derivatives of the RHS
with respect to v;,

*

exp —Z)QA +A=0,

3

% +log(A;) = log(—\). (48)

where A; = (Z?:l exXp {%});1

Next, taking sum over ¢ and utilizing the fact that > ;" w;vf = 0, we obtain ) ;" w;log(A4;) =
log(—A). Putting this result together with equation (48) leads to

;’ Z log(Ay) — log(A;) = Zwt [log(As) — log(A;)].
t t=1

Since m = 2, the above equality indicates that % Yo o]l < |llog(A2) —1og(A1)]|w. Furthermore,
for all [ € [n], applying part (a) of Lemma 3,

Sy exp { (il (Gl
Z?ZI exp {M}
1

— max |(u3); — (C2)j; — (u7); + (C1) ]

n 1<]<n

|log(Az2); —log(A1);| = |log

IA

| /\

n;(“ oo + 11 Cill )

which implies that

DIl < mlllog(Az) —log(An)ll< < Y (l1uflle + [ICill-o)- (49)

i=1 i=1
Combining equation (47) with equation (49), we obtain

m

> il <73 [uog po)lle + ”C;”‘” +max{1og(n>, ”0;'7”* —log<n>}} .
=1

=1

Hence,
. T |Gl
Z 0] < Z [Tylog Pi)llw + ( 5>HCZ-HOO + 7 max {1og(n), n o log(n)}] = 7 Rysbp-
From equations (45) and (46), we get the conclusion of this lemma. O
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Let X* = (XF,..., X*) be the normalized output at k-th iteration of Algorithm 2. We will firstly
~ 2
show that X is an e-approximation of X for all even k > 242 (% + 1) log (“Rf;i‘;ﬂ). By definition

of frsbp and grehp,
Froop(XF) = Fraop(X) = grsp(X*) = grsop(X) 41 Z wi [H(XF) = H(X)]
< g(X5) — g0 () e [HXE) ~ 1K)
The above two terms can be bounded as follows.

Upper bound of Y ", w; [H(Xf) — H(X])}
Applying the inequalities (27) for the entropy function, we have

3w [H(Xf) - H()?i)} <3 wil2log(n) + 1 — 1] = 2log(n). (50)
i=1 =1

Upper bound of grsbp(X’“) — Grsbp(X¥).
Firstly, we consider the quantity grshp(X*).

N 1 2., 1 1
grsbp(X ) = Grsbp (i’*X > = %grsbp(x ) + T(l - 7) szpz T + 77 log ( )

[ szpz T+77

=—m+7)—(n+7)log(z —i—TZprZ

—i—T(l——)ZzwzpZ (1 4+ n)log(x™)

The second equality is due to equation (42) and the third one results from equation (43).
Xk

Based on Remark 3 and the fact that X* = — it is clear that X is the optimal solution of
T

m
min_ gk (Xi LX) = w [(C’i,XZ) + T KL(Xi1n|[pF) — nH (X))
X1 e, X ERTXT —

st X; 1, = X;\ 41, for all i € [m — 1],
| X;|l1 = 1 for all ¢ € [m].

Therefore, using the same arguments as for deriving for the quantity grspp(X*), we have
gfsbp<Xk) = _(77 + T) (77 + 7 10g + T Z wzpz

where p¥ := [p¥[1. Denote af = XF1, for all i € [m]. Writing grspp(XF) — grepp(X*) =
[grsbp(Xk) —gfsbp(Xk)} + [gfsbp(Xk) - grsbp(X*)], using the above equations of gfsbp(Xk) and
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Grsbp (X*), and the definitions of g,e,p(X*) and gf’sbp(Xk), we get

grsbp(Xk) — Grsbp(X*) = (n +7) log ( ) :‘Zk iwl Zn: ); log < k))j) )

It follows from equation (44) that

1 *
<
3 = =
1+ ;IAIIC IL‘k

or equivalently,

T* 3 3 3
log ({:k)‘ <log <1 + A’f) < fA]f < 21
T n n 41’

Note that (p¥); = exp <( D )( k); and (p;); = exp ((u )i )(af)j, the second term can be bounded

as follows
el ({2E02) | = o ety — ) - (422
< )y = (s 7o ({252 )|

T k * k *
<l — e+ 7 (=l + ok = o)
n

<(55) (7) =2+ o)

Therefore,

Combining the above bounds of the two terms leads to

grsbp<X ) grsbp(X*) =1 (5 3102( )) < 277-

Finally, from equations (50) and (51), we obtain
frsbp( ) frsbp< ) < n (2 + 210g( )) < 77Ursbp =E&.
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The complexity of Algorithm 2. Next, we will derive the computational complexity of Algorithm
2. By definition of Uygpp, the order of this quantity is O(log(n)). Rewriting the sufficient number of
iterations for obtaining an e-approximation as below

U Urs
2+2 (T;bp [log(4) + 2log(7) + log(nRispp) + log (at)p)D ’

which leads to

E=0O <Tb§(n) [log(T) +log([|C1 |l + [[C2]l ) + log (bgf:(n))]) '

Multiplying with O(n?) arithmetic operations per iteration, we get the final complexity.

D Robust Unconstrained Optimal Transport: Useful Lemmas and
Omitted Proofs

In this appendix, we continue to discuss in-depth the ROT problem, which is briefly introduced in
Section 3.2. Similar to RSOT, solving directly the optimization problem (9) would be computationally
expensive, particularly when n is large. This encourages us to work on the entropic version of the
problem (9), which admits the following form:

min Grot (X) = frot (X) - nH(X)a (52)
X X |y =1

for some n > 0. We name this objective entropic ROT. A general approach to solve this optimization
problem is to derive its Fenchel duality, then performing alternating minimization on dual variables.

Lemma 13. The dual form of the entropic ROT problem in equation (52) admits the following form

miﬂré h(u,v) :=nlog||B(u,v)|1 + T<e_“/T, a) + T<€_U/T,b>. (53)
u,veER™

Proof of Lemma 13. The objective function (52) can be rewritten as follows

min (C, X) —nH(X)+ 7KL(y||a) + TKL(z||b).
XeR™ ™ || X||1=1;
X1n:y7XT1n:Z
By introducing the dual variables u € R™ and v € R", the Lagrangian duality of the above objective
function takes the following form

max min (C,X)—nH(X)+ 7KL(y||a) + TKL(z||b)
uvER™ X eR™ X" || X1 =1;
y,z€R™

—u' (X1, —y)—v (X1, —2).
We can check that

mﬁ@n TKL(yl|la) +u'y = —7 <e_“/7, a> +a'l,,
yeR™

min 7KL(z||b) 4 v’z = -1 <e_”/T, b> +b'1,.

z€R™
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Furthermore, for the minimization problem

min (O, X)) —u' X1, —v' X1, —nH(X),
XeRmxn [|X|l1=1

the objective function is strongly convex. Therefore, it has an unique global minima. Direct
calculations demonstrate that the optimal solution of that objective function takes the following
form

B(u,v)
1 B(u,v)|l1’

Based on the above argument, we can check that

Xeﬂangi,ﬁlx\hzl (C,X) —u! X1y =o' X 1y = gH (X) = —nlog | B(u, v)|1.

_ e — O
X = where B(u,v);; := exp (M)

Ui

Combining all the above results, we obtain the conclusion. O

Strong duality holds for the problem (52), and its optimal solution can be obtained via the
optimal solution of the problem (53), i.e., X* = B(u*,v*). To solve the latter, we can set the partial
derivatives of its objective with respect to v and v to zero, resulting in

B(u,v)1, _ e oa, B(u,v)"'1, — T b,

1B (u, v)|l1 1B (u, v)|1
where ® denoting element-wise multiplication. It is challenging to derive closed-form solutions for
each coordinate u; and v; for 4, j € [n] from this system of equations. Consequently, we do not get
a direct update for u; and v; in the coordinate descent algorithm. Therefore, developing directly
Sinkhorn algorithm for solving entropic ROT like the RSOT case could be non-trivial.

Algorithm 3: ROBUST-SINKHORN

Input: C,a,b, 7,1, kiter
Output: X
Initialization: v* =% =0,,k =0
while k£ < ke do

a® = B(u*,v")1,

b = (B(uF,v%) "1,

if k is even then

uktl ¢ AT [“k + log(a) — log(a")]

n+rln
k

,Uk—i-l “— v
else
uk+1 «— uk‘
Pt P [% + log(b) — log(b")]
end if
E=k+1
end while
return X* = B(u*,v%)/||B(u*,v*)|1

It is worth noting that the required iteration to reach an e-approximation of UOT is not identical
to that of ROT, or in a broader sense, it is not trivial to derive one from the other. Hence, in the
following theorem, we present one of our main results regarding the complexity of ROBUST-SINKHORN
algorithm in reaching an e-approximation of ROT.
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Theorem 3. For n = eU,,; where

3(1+2)

5el
Uvot :max{4(7_ +210g(n)725am}7

+1) T

Algorithm 3 returns an e-approximation of the optimal solution )?rot for the problem (9) in time

o <T”1 g(n) {log (T”f”w) —Hog(log(n))]) .

The result of Theorem 3 shows that the complexity of ROBUST-SINKHORN algorithm for
computing ROT is at the order of (’3(";), which is near-optimal and at the same order as that of the
Sinkhorn algorithm for solving UOT [27|. Furthermore, similar to the RSOT case, the complexity of
ROBUST-SINKHORN algorithm is also better than that of the Sinkhorn algorithm for computing the
standard optimal transport problem.

D.1 TUseful Lemmas

Prior to presenting the proof of Theorem 3, in this section, we provide the proof of Lemma 1 as well
as several useful properties of ROT and UOT that will be used later on.

Proof of Lemma 1. Using the equation for gy (¢X) in (54), we have that

* X
Grot (Xr) = grot ((acuot) ( : ))

Lot

*

X *
uotgrot(x ) +T(1 xuot)(a+/6) + (2T+77) uot log( uot)
uot

Grot (:LiotX:ot) = xﬁotgrot(X:ot) + T( uot) (Ol + B) (2T + 77) Lot log( uot)'

In terms of the left-handed sides, grot(Xt) < Grot(ThotXmt) by definition of X .. On the right-

handed sides, the second and third are the same. Thus, from the above two equations we obtain

X*
grot( ) < Grot (X:ot)-
xuot
As the optimization problem of ROT has an unique solution, X, = f;j“. O
uot
k

Lemma 14 (Convergence rate for v, and v*.,). For any k > 1+ (% + 1) log <%>, the

updates (uf vk ) from Algorithm 3 can be bounded as follows,

uot

2

k n
Auot - maX{Huuot uzotHoov ||Uuot iklOtHOO} S 8(T+ 1)

Proof of Lemma 14. This lemma is the combination of Theorem 1 and Lemma 5 part (a) in [27]. O

Lemma 15. Let Xrilli, then the quantity grot(X o) s presented as

ot *— ||

Grot (Xltot) + 2(T + n)x:klot = T(a + /8)
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Proof of Lemma 15. The proof of this lemma can be found in Lemma 4 of [27]. O

Lemma 16. We have the following relation between the optimal value of entropic ROT and other
parameters

grot(Xior) = T(a + 8 = 2) —n — (27 + 1) log(2ye)-

Furthermore, let gk (X) := (C,X) — nH(X) + TKL (X1,[|a) + 7KL (X "1, |bk,), with bk =
exp( ﬁo:) [(X{fot) n} and ¥ = ||bX . |1. If k is odd, we have that

gfot(Xfot) - T(Oé + 5501: - ) U (2T + 77) log( uot)
Proof of Lemma 16. First, we recall from Lemma 4 [27] that, for t € Ry and X € R,

Grot(tX) = tgrot(X) + 7(1 = t)(a + B) + (27 + n)xt log(t). (54)

Applying this equation with X = X, and t = we obtain

uot ’

grot(X:;ot) = xZotgrOt(X;kot) + T<1 - xzot)(a + ﬁ) + (27— + n)x;klot log(‘rzot)‘

Combining with the fact that grot (Xio:) + (27 + 17) ot = T(a+ ) stated in Lemma 15, we get the
final equality for gyot(X7%,). Finally, note that X%, = argmin g%, (X), the same argument thus can
be applied, and we obtain the equality for gmt(erot). O

D.2 Proof of Theorem 3

First, we will show that X%, is an e-approximation of Xrot forall k> 1+ ( 1) log (%).

By definitions of fiot and gyot, we have

frot( rot) frot( I“Ot) = Yrot (Xrot) + T]H(th) Grot (Xrot) - TIH()?I“O’D)
< 9ot (X)) = grot (XKoo | + | H(XE) = H(Xt)] . (55)

Upper bound of H(XF,)— H(X,s). Since | X |l1 = || Xot]|1 = 1, applying the lower and upper
bounds for the entropy in (27), we have

H(Xfot) H(Xrot) <2 log(n). (56)

Upper bound of g,ot(X%,) — grot (X%:). WLOG, we consider the case where k is odd. By Lemma
16,

Grot (Xrot) (Oé + ﬁ 2) n- (2T + 77) log( Tlot) (57)
gllfot (Xfot) (Oé + /Buot ) U (27— + 77) log( uot) (58)

Writing grOt(Xllcot) - grOt(X:ot) - [grOt(Xfot) - gfot (erot)] =+ [gfot (Xrot) grOt(Xlikot)] . For the first
term, we have

gI‘Ot(Xfot) = <C Xr0t> + TKL( rot TLHa) + TKL((Xk

rot

gfot(Xfot) = <C Xr0t> + TKL( rotln”a) + TKL((Xk

rot

) 1alb) — nH(X[)
)Tl Hbuot) nH(Xrot)
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Then, we find that

ot (Xor) = Gl (Xho) = 7 [KL((Xf) "1 [[b) = KL((Xf) "1,y
H,_/

bﬁot
- (bliot);
= Z rot <bt> (6 ﬁuot) : (59>
= j
Combining equations (57), (58) and (59), we obtain
k uot & bﬁot)j
Grot (Xrot) - grot(Xrot) (27— + 77) log +7 Z rot log T : (60)
uot j=1 J

Using the following result

max{x}:“’t, x{:lot} < <”uuot >1.<10t||<><>> (Hvuot uot||00>
n n

ZTuot  Tuot
in the proof of Lemma 5 part (b) in [27], the first term is bounded by 22rtn) Ak L
Let bﬁot = (thfot) 1, and buot = (X;ot) . Note that (buot)] = exp (@) (bﬁot)' and bj =

exp <7( Viot)j ) (b%ot)j- Applying part (b) of Lemma 4, we find that

og (Bt - ‘— g <E‘b’k’ )+ L1tk - (et

uot )

Ak

2 1
k k
< nAuot uot — <77 + T> Auot;’

which leads to

n

(bﬁot )j - N
Z (brot ) log < TJ < Z (brot )J 1rgja<xn

j=1 j=1

=[xfe =1

Collecting all the inequalities for each term in (60), we obtain

3
Grot (Xfot) — Grot (Xrot) (2T —+ T’)A

Furthermore, from Lemma 14, we get AF . < Then,

ST
32T +4)  3(r+2)
8(r+1) _"hﬁ+n}

Grot (Xfot) — Grot (Xr*ot)

Putting the results from equations (56) and (61) leads to

3(r+2)

frot( rot) frot( rOt)Sn m

+ 2log(n)] < nUyot = €.
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The complexity of Algorithm 3. Next, we will compute the complexity of Algorithm 3 under the

assumption that R = O %HC HOO) The sufficient number of iterates to obtain an e-approximation

of X0t can be rewritten as

<TUer0t + 1> [%g(nR) +log(r(r +1)) + log (Umt)] '

€

By the definition of Uy, we find that Uy = O(log(n)). Overall,

log(n 1
k=0 (Tf() [log(||0|oo) + log(7) + log(log(n)) + log (5)]> )
By multiplying the above bound of k with O(n?) arithmetic operations per iteration, we get the
desired complexity.

E Details on Low-Rank Approximation

Though previous complexity analyses of standard Sinkhorn algorithms are favorable in terms of
g, they exhibit quadratic growth with regards to n in both time and space complexity. Therefore,
they are unscalable when n is huge in practice. As the robust Sinkhorn algorithms mainly involve
matrix-vector multiplications, the computational cost can be reduced by utilizing special structures
of some factors, such as the Gaussian kernel matrix K := exp (_—nc) By approximating K with a
low-rank matrix, we show that the proposed robust Sinkhorn algorithms can be sped up considerably
with a high probability while still reaching a nearly-optimal solution. A similar approach based on
Nystrom method had been studied in the optimal transport problem [2]|. In this section, building
on these analyses, we provide some novel results for scaling up the robust algorithms developed
in previous sections. The idea of Nystrom approximation is that given a kernel matrix K where
K;j = k(z;,x;) are constructed from n data points X = {z1,...,2,} C RY with k: X x X = R
being a kernel function, we select = points {x,,..., 2, } C X to construct two matrices: V € R™*”
where Vj; = k(z;, zp,) and A € R™" where A;; = k(zp,, zp;). An approximation of K is given by
K= VA=V, which is the kernel matrix of the dataset after being projected onto the space of the
chosen subset. Whether K is a good approximation of K depends on r and the art of selecting r data
points. In Algorithm 5, we make use of the adaptive procedure namely ADAPTIVENYSTROM from
[2] to obtain K, which subsequently is used in the ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN (or ROBUST-SINKHORN)
algorithm. We show in Theorem 4 that, with some specific choices of parameters, we could obtain
matrix K such that an e-approximation is achievable in almost linear time.

Algorithm 4: ADAPTIVENYSTROM
Input: X = {z1,22,...,20},7 > 0,7 >0
Output: K € R"*" r e N
err < 4o0o0,r 1
while err > 7 do
T —2r
K < NYSTROM (X,n,7)
err <= 1 — min;epy) K
end while
return (K,rank(K))
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Algorithm 5: ROBUST-NYSSINK
Input: X = {z1,...,2: ||zi|l2 < R},a,b,n, 1,6,k
Z 4 1+2(r+n)or2+n+2%  (RSOT or ROT)
¢+ min(1, )
(K,7) < ADAPTIVENYSTROM(X, 7, § e =47 F*)
C+ —nlogf(
X « ROBUST-(SEMI)SINKHORN(é, a,b,n,7,k)
Output: X

Theorem 4. We denote by fc the objective function of RSOT (5) and ROT (9) problems regarding
some cost matriz C. Furthermore, let XC be the corresponding optimal solution, and XE be the
output of Algorithm 5 for k Sinkhorn iterations. Then, for 0 < e < 1, Algorithm 5 achieves an
e-approzimation Xg of Xc, i.e., fc(Xg) — fe(Xe) < e, in O(nr? + L) calculations.

Theorem 4 indicates that using Nystrom approximation reduces the original complexity of the
robust algorithms by a factor n/r2. As a side note, [2] provides a probabilistic bound on r (for more
detail see Appendix E). Furthermore, in terms of space complexity, Algorithm 5 uses O(n(r + d))
space, where d is the dimension of data constructing the cost matrix C.

Subsequently, we derive the complexity of Sinkhorn-based algorithms using Nystrom approxima-
tion in both RSOT and ROT problems. As the proof for both problems share many similarities, we
abuse the notation by using the same notations for both cases. In particular, we denote f¢ to be
the objective functions of RSOT and ROT as in (5) and (9) , respectively, with C' is the cost matrix.
Similarly we denote gco to be the objective functions with entropic regularization of RSOT and ROT
as in (6) and (52), respectively. We recall and define some other quantities as follow:

Ko = argmin fo(X),
X2 = arg min go(X),

X% = argmin g&(X);

where C is the matrix produced by the Nystrom method. For other notations, we remove the index
rsot and rot in quantities i.e. u¥_, in order to keep them simple.

Proof of Theorem /. Assume that we have following bounds
62
63

64
65

IXE ] < S.,
9a(XE) — ga(X5) < S,
H(XE) ~ H(Xc) < Sp, H(XE) — H(X5) < Sn,

(
(
(
l96(X%) — 90(X2)| < Sellc - .. (

)
)
)
)

where S;, Sy, Si, Sc are constants that may contain o, 3,7, 7 or C, varying between cases.
By definitions of X¢ and X%, we have

~

fo(Xe) = go(Xe) +nH(Xe) > go(XE) +nH(Xc),
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and
fo(XE) <|fo(XE) — fa(XE)| + fa(XE)
= [(C = C,XE)| + nH(XE) + g5(XE).
For the first term, using Holder’s inequality and (62) we get [(C' — 5,X§>} <||c- 5’|{OOHXng <
|C - éHOOS,E. Combining with (63), we have fC(X'?é) is bounded by

|C = C||..Se +nH(XE) + 1S, + ga(X5).
We thus obtain
fo(XE) - fo(Xe) < ||C = O Sa +n (H(XE) — H(Xc)) +18, + (95(X%) — 90(XE))
<Sm <Sc/C—Cllus
< ||C = CllsSa +1Su + 1Sy + Sc||C = C||
(nSH +nSg) + (Se + Sc)  |IC = Cll
— —
<e! =71||log(K)—log(K)l|o
' + (S + Sc)nlllog(K) — log(K)|[«
g + (Sz + Sc)ne’
=€'(1+nS: +n1Sc)
= 57

where the third inequality .Sy + 1S, < €’ comes from using ROBUST-(SEMI)SINKHORN algorithm

on the approximated cost C' with the error €/, and the fourth inequality ||log(K) — log(K)|l. <&’ is
a result of the ADAPTIVENYSTROM procedure (see Lemma L, [2]).

Time complexity. Since S, = O(1) and S¢ = O(1), we get 6(5) = 5(%) = 5(%) .
The ADAPTIVENYSTROM routine takes O(nr?) time, while the ROBUST-(SEMI)SINKHORN routine
runs through 6(%) iterations. Each iteration then takes O(n + nr) = O(nr) time, in which O(n) for
vector additions, and O(nr) for low-rank matrix vector multiplications. In total, the time complexity

'« O (2
is O(nr® + 7).

Space complexity. As we only need to save the implicit form of K via two matrices KS € R?%7
and (STKS)T € R™" (where S is the column selection matrix, i.e. KS comprises r columns of
K), n data points of dimension d as well as other n-dimensional vectors, the total space required is
O(nr + 7?4+ nd) = O(nr + nd). O

Now we take a look at the cases of RSOT and ROT. In particular, we derive the upper bounds for
Sm, Sg, SH and Sc.
E.1 Robust Unbalanced Optimal Transport

In this case, the constants are

2
30 42) s, — 2log(n), 5o = 241,

2
R ) "
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Figure 4: Complexity demonstration for ROBUSTSINKHORN on synthetic data. All the plots presented in this figure

are set up similarly to those in Figure 3.

Proofs of Inequalities. The inequalities for S, S, and Sy comes from the fact that the X% was
normalized, inequality (61) and inequality (56) respectively in the section D of ROT’s proofs.

Regarding to S¢, we have

go(Xe) =7(a+ 6 —2) —n— (27 + n)log(zc),
96(X5) =7(a+F—2) —n— (27 4 n) log(zg).
Consequently, |95(Xé) — gC(X(*;)’ =(27+n) ‘log <i:§> ‘

Upper bound for

with entries B(u,v; C')i; = exp (%), we have the following lemma

log (i—g) ‘ For any u,v € R" and C' € R"*", defining B(u,v;C) is a matrix

Lemma 17. For 7 > 0 and a € R", if * = loga — B(u,v;C)1, and “7, = loga — B(v/,v';C")1,,

then

1 1
7+7
T n

(

Proof of Lemma 17. Taking the difference between u/7 and u’/7, for i € [n],

1 1
e = uloe < ~ 10" = vllse + = C" = Cll.
n n

v —C".
J ¥}
ul — u; o, e (5)

B(u’ v; C)’L

— U

o -

/

1
B(u,v';C"); e > exp (Lfcﬁ)
J n

[0 = vl | €' = Cllse
+ +

Ui n n

which results in the final statement.

From the fixed-point equations for (ug,, v ) and (u%, U*é) and Lemma 17, we have

1 1 1 1, ~
— 4 ) g — @l < 0 — 08l + 1€ = Ol
1 1

€

1 1, ~
——1—7) V5 — 05 < =|Jus — up]leo + =||C — Clloos
)G —velle < Dllug = uclle + L |
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leading to ”U*g — UGl + ||v*5 — Vil < Q%HC — O o
Hence, we find that

e

T n (ug)it(wg);—Cij
¢ Ziyjil exp <+

1 1 1, =
< —lus —ulle + =5 = ¢l + = 1€ = O -
e = uelle + 2 lvg =l + 7 I

< 21+

< IC = C|.

E.2 Robust Semi-Optimal Transport
In this case, the constants are

Sy =1,5, =log(n), Sy = 2log(n), Sc = 27: n.

Proofs of Inequalities. The inequalities regarding S, Sy and Sy comes from the fact that || X %Hl =1,
inequality (34) and inequality (28) of Section B, respectively. In terms of S¢, from equation (29) we
have

go(Xo) = —n—r(l—a) + (v, b%),  ga(X5) = —n—7(1 — ) + (vg,0%).

Recall that it is the RSOT problem, thus b* = (X

rsot)Tln = b, thus
196(X2) — ge(X2)| = |5 = vi b)) < s — vl 67111 = l0h — vl

Upper bound for ||v*5 — V& |lo-  Defining B(u,v;C) is a matrix with entries B(u,v;C)i; =

exp (%) The fixed-points ug, and U*g satisfy the following equations

=loga — log B(u',v"; C").

= ‘QIQ*

e _ loga — log B(u,v;C),
’7—
By Lemma 17,

11 1 1~
-+ *>||U*~ —ugllee £ =[5 = V6]l + =1C = Ol (66)
<T n)'oCc o C n ¢ C n

By the fixed-point theorem, B(ug, vE; C)T1,, = b and B(u*é, v*é; C)T'1,, = b, and similarly we obtain

1 * * 1 * * 1~
5””5‘”0”00 < E|’U5—Uc||oo+5||0—c||oo- (67)

Combining (66) and (67), we have HU*C~, —uglle < %Hé — (|, and consequently ||1% — 5] <
%%Hé — C|, completing the proof. -

42



—-»= RSOT-MNIST - theor. e —+— ROT-MNIST

—e— RSOT-MNIST - empir. PP AR —— RSOT-MNIST |40
c - - =
o - =
"é 15+ 30 o
Q _ Bl
= e"‘x ‘g §
S T 20 S5

10 -%- ROT-MNIST - theor. }\‘\‘\.x‘
—e— ROT-MNIST - empir. 10
6 8 10 6 8 10
log 1/¢

Figure 5: Complexity demonstration for ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN (blue) and ROBUST-SINKHORN (red) algorithms
used to compute Robust Optimal Transport between MNIST images. All the plots presented in this figure are set up
similarly to those in Figure 3.

F Additional Experiments

F.1 The Complexity of ROBUST-SINKHORN Algorithms on Synthetic Data

First, we investigate the runtime of Algorithm 3 (ROBUSTSINKHORN) for solving ROT, with the
same synthetic setting of RSOT described in the main text (which will be repeated here for the sake
of completion).

Synthetic Data. We let n = 100, 7 = 1, generate entries of C' uniformly from the interval [1, 50]
and draw entries a, b uniformly from [0.1, 1] then normalizing them to form probability vectors. 7 is
set according to Theorem 1. For each € varying from 5 x 1072 to 5 x 1075, we calculate the number
of theoretical and empirical iterations described above, as well as their ratio.

This experiment is run 10 times and we report their mean and standard deviation values in
Figure 4, which shows that ROT lines experience a similar trend to those of RSOT in Section 5,
with the ratio decreasing in the direction of & toward zero.

F.2 The Complexity of ROBUST-SEMISINKHORN and ROBUST-SINKHORN Algo-
rithms on Realistic Data

MNIST Data. We consider each 28 x 28 MNIST image as a discrete distribution by flattening it
into a 784-dimensional vector then performing normalization. For any pair of this MNIST distribution,
the distance between their support equals to the Manhattan distance between corresponding pixel
locations. Here, we let 7 = 1 and vary ¢ from 1072 to 10~° (which is relatively small compared
t0 frsot (Xjor) = 1.86 £ 0.59 and fior (X)) = 1.15 £ 0.33 in this setting). For each value of ¢,
the regularized parameter n is set accordingly as presented in Theorem 1. The theoretical and
empirical values for the number of necessary iterations, as well as their ratio, are computed similar
to the synthetic case, and their mean and standard variation values over 5 random MNIST pairs
are reported in Figure 5. It can be seen from Figure 5 (compared to Figure 3 and 4) that the
theory-practice relation of the two discussed algorithms (regarding the total iterations needed to
reach an e-approximation) behave quite similarly in both real and synthetic settings: two theoretical
and empirical lines in the left plot run almost linearly while coming close to each other as € goes
toward zero.
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Figure 6: Comparison between robust optimal transport (ours, using KL divergence), partial optimal transport and
robust formulations in [23] (using total variation distance) and [5] (using x*-divergence), in that order from the first
row to the fourth row, with different hyperparameter settings. The experiment setup is similar to the one in Figure 1.
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F.3 Robust Comparison between Different Formulations

In this section, we compare the marginals induced by using different variants of optimal transport
in the presence of corrupted measures. With the setting described in Figure 1, four following
formulations are considered:
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Robust optimal transport with KL divergence (see Problem (9))
i X
min  (C, X)
st. X >0,X[; =1,KL(X1,|la) <7, KL(X "1,|/b) <,

. )hy

st. X >0,|X[1=s5X1,<a,X'1, <b,

Robust optimal transport with total variation distance [23]
min (C, X)
X

st. X >0,|X[;i =1, TV(X1,,a) <7,TV(X '1,,b) <7,

Robust optimal transport with x? divergence [5]
i X
min (C, X)
st X >0,)X]1=1,x*(X1,,a) < 7,x3(X "1,,b) < 7.

The results are plotted in Figure 6. It is apparent that all the variants approximate the corrupted
measures well with a proper choice of hyperparameter 7 or s, and those with f-divergence relaxation
have different behaviors when 7 goes to infinity.

F.4 Some Applications of Robust Optimal Transport

In this section we demonstrate the robustness of two discussed versions of Robust Optimal Transport
in two applications: color transfer and generative modeling.

F.4.1 Color Transfer

Here, the optimal transport problem is conducted between the histograms of two images. Considering
a source RGB image of size hs X ws X 3, and the a target RGB image of size h; X wy X 3, we can
present all the pixels in these images as point clouds in 3-dimensional RGB space (see the second
row in Figure 7). To transfer the color from the target image into the source image, we compute
the optimal transportation plan between the two corresponding point clouds and and use it to
perform mapping from the source cloud to another point cloud that resembles the target cloud
(i.e., transferring from the histogram in the first column to the third and fourth columns in Figure
7). As the total number of pixels in source/target image is large, it is a common practice to just

sample a subset of pixels from each image, namely Zg.. = {x1,...,2,} and Zior = {y1,...,ym}. We
consider two discrete measure formed by these two point clouds, o = )", a;z; and § =) j bjy; and
let a =[aj,...,ay],b=1[b1,...,by]. To compute the optimal transportation plan, we solve
(for standard optimal transport) X* =argmin (C,X),
X1,=a,
XT1,=b
(for robust optimal transport) X*=argmin (C,X) + 7KL(X1,|ja) + 7TKL(X71,]|/b),
XERixn,
[ Xl=1
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Source Target Transferred (OT) Transferred (Relaxed-OT) Transferred (ROT)

Figure 7: Demonstration for robust color transfer. The first row, from left to right, consists of source image, target
image, and three last ones that are source images with each pixel replaced by its mapped value via standard optimal
transport, relaxed optimal transport [28] and robust optimal transport (ours) respectively. The second row comprises
corresponding (RGB) histograms of images on the first row. Note that the source (or target) image is corrupted by
replacing pixels at random positions by green (or red) pixels, resulting in two green and red point clouds in corners in
the first two histograms.

where C' is the cost matrix with each entry Cj; := ||z; — y;||3. This optimal plan X* is then
extended to cover all possible pixels using mapping estimation in [25]. In the experiment, we let
m =n = 1000,7 = 1 and a, b being uniform mass vectors. Additionally, we approximate solutions
of two optimal transport problems above using Sinkhorn algorithms on their entropic formulations
with n = 0.001. To demonstrate the robustness when dealing with outliers in support points, we
corrupt both source and target image by randomly changing their pixel intensities to other values
(see Figure 7). It can be seen from the figure that the transferred color histogram induced by the OT
solution still contains noisy values (see the bottom-right of the histogram visualization on the third
column), while the transferred histogram resulted from ROT is clean as expected. As a consequence,
the twilight scene corresponding to OT contains red noises at corners and is not as visually appealing
as its ROT counterpart.

F.4.2 Generative Modeling

Next, we utilize the robust formulation of optimal transport in the problem of generative modeling.
Assume that we have finite samples from a data distribution, which are z1,..., 2, ~ Pdata(x), the
goal is to find a parametric mapping from a latent space Z to the data space X, namely gg : Z — X,
so that the pushforward measure gg4,, is close to the data distribution pgata as much as possible.
This problem can be formulated as to find 6* = arg ming D(pdata, go#p. ), Where D is a divergence
between probability measures. Usually, pz is taken to be a simple distribution that we can easily
sample from, such as an isotropic Gaussian distribution A(0,T), and the divergence D(pdata, 9o4p. )
is approximated via samples from two distributions, i.e. by D(«, ) where o and 3 are two discrete
measures supported on n data samples {x;}!" ; and m generated samples {g(z;) : z; ~ pz(z)}1",,
with probability histograms a and b respectively. We consider three versions of D, which are
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Transferred (Relaxed-OT) - Varying Dispersion Parameter

Vil

RSOT - Varying Regularization Parameter

A~ .

Figure 8: Comparison between relaxed optimal transport [28] and robust optimal transport in the color transfer
problem. The setting is the same as in Figure 7, but here the "robust" parameters of both methods are varied (from
left to right, the dispersion parameter of relaxed OT is set to 0.003,0.03,0.3 respectively, and the parameter 7 of
robust OT is set to 0.1, 1,10 respectively). It is noticeable that the histogram of transferred image induced by the
relaxed OT is not as diverse and exact as the one produced by our robust OT, resulting in a less visually appealing
output.

e Sinkhorn divergence in [15], which reads

1 1
SDn(aaﬂ) = WH(OZ?B) - §W77(OZ7O‘) - §W77(/87B)7

where W, (o, ) is the Wasserstein distance, a special case of optimal transport where the cost
comes from a metric,

e Entropic robust unconstrained optimal transport in Section 3.2, i.e.

ROT,(a, B) = min (C, X) + 7KL(X1,a) + TKL(X "1,|b) — nH(X),
IX =1

e Robust Sinkhorn divergence inspired from the above Sinkhorn divergence, which has the form
1 1
RSD, (o, ) = ROT,(a, B) — §ROTn(a, a) — EROT,,(B,B).
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Figure 9: Generative modeling with three different objectives: Sinkhorn divergence (first row), entropic ROT (second
row) and Robust Sinkhorn divergence (last row). In each image, we show 1000 points created by first sampling
2z ~ N(02,13) then generating xgen = go(z). At each row, from left to right, we present generated distributions at
several iterations in the chronological order.

We train different generators corresponding to three different objectives, which are based on three
variants of D listed above. Consider that data comes from a mixture of isotropic, two-dimensional
Gaussians with four modes located at (10,0), (0,10),(—10,0) and (0,—10). To demonstrate ro-
bustness, we corrupt the data by letting 10% of them come from the uniform distribution on
[20, 25]. We parameterize gg by a fully-connected neural network (2 — 64 — LeakyReLU — 128 —
LeakyReLU — 2), and minimize the objective via stochastic gradient descent, where D(«, ) at each
iteration is computed by sampling a batch of data and generated samples then running & Sinkhorn
updates. We set n = 100, 7 = 1,k = 10, Z = R? and use Adam optimizer [18] with a learning rate of
0.001. The generated distributions during the training process in three cases of interest are reported
in Figure 9. As shown in this figure, the objective derived from robust optimal transport can help
the generator learn to ignore outliers in data distribution (see the third row), while the model based
on standard optimal transport still generates noises (see the first row).

In addition to the simple Gaussian setting, we also demonstrate the generative capacity of
robust optimal transport on the contaminated set of real MNIST images. Particularly, the dataset
is 10%-corrupted by random image noises uniformly drawn from [0,1]28%28. The generator is a
fully-connected neural network mapping from 16-d Gaussian to [0,1]™* (the full architecture is
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Figure 10: Generating contaminated MNIST data. The left and the right figures are the outputs of the generator
trained with Sinkhorn divergence and with robust Sinkhorn divergence respectively.

16 — 500 — Softplus — 500 — Softplus — 784 — Sigmoid). We train this network with the same
procedure described in the previous paragraph, using the normal and the robust formulation of
Sinkhorn divergence as the objective. The generated images are shown in Figure 10. As expected,
while the network trained with the standard Sinkhorn divergence still generates noises (appearing as
a mixed version of a MNIST image and a noise image), the network learned with the robust optimal
transport ignores the noise and only produce clean digit pictures.
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