
1

On the gain of entrainment in a class of

weakly contractive bilinear control systems

with applications to the master equation and
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Abstract

We consider a class of bilinear weakly contractive systems that entrain to periodic excitations. En-

trainment is important in many natural and artificial processes. For example, in order to function properly

synchronous generators must entrain to the frequency of the electrical grid, and biological organisms

must entrain to the 24h solar day. A dynamical system has a positive gain of entrainment (GOE) if

entrainment also yields a larger output, on average. This property is important in many applications

from the periodic operation of bioreactors to the periodic production of proteins during the cell cycle

division process. We derive a closed-form formula for the GOE to first-order in the control perturbation.

This is used to show that in the class of systems that we consider the GOE is always a higher-order

phenomenon. We demonstrate the theoretical results using two applications: the master equation and

a model from systems biology called the ribosome flow model, both with time-varying and periodic

transition rates.
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Index Terms

Contractive systems, mRNA translation, totally asymmetric simple exclusion process (TASEP),

entrainment to periodic excitations, master equation, Markov chains, Poincaré map.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonlinear contractive systems [2], [24] share many properties with asymptotically stable

linear systems. For example, if the vector field of a contractive system is time-varying and T -

periodic then the system admits a unique T -periodic solution γ that is exponentially globally

asymptotically stable (EGAS) [45]. In particular, if the vector field of the contractive system

is time-invariant then the system admits a unique equilibrium that is EGAS. In the case when

T -periodicity of the vector field is driven by a T -periodic excitation, the convergence to the T -

periodic EGAS solution γ implies that the system entrains to the excitation. This property is

important in many scientific fields including: (1) internal processes in biological organisms that

entrain to the 24h solar day [18]; (2) seasonal outbreaks of epidemics due to periodicity in

contact rates [51]; (3) synchronous generators that entrain to the frequency of the electric grid;

and (4) brain wave synchronization between interacting people [8].

A. Sensitivity of entrainment

A natural and important question is: what is the sensitivity of γ to small perturbations in

the periodic control? In other words, if u and u + ∆u are two T -periodic controls, differing

by a small (in some appropriate sense) perturbation ∆u, what can be said about the difference

between the corresponding T -periodic solutions γu and γu+∆u? Such questions are important,

for example, when designing synthetic biology oscillators (see, e.g., [16]). However, addressing

these questions rigorously is a non-trivial task, as typically there is no explicit description of

the periodic solutions, that is, the mapping u 7→ γu is not explicitly known. Moreover, the

perturbation ∆u belongs to an infinite-dimensional vector space. Thus, any analysis of the

difference between γu+∆u and γu, for a “small” ∆u, requires using an infinite-dimensional

operator mapping ∆u to the “difference” γu+∆u − γu.
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Pavlov et al. [37] considered contractive systems (more precisely, the closely related and

slightly more general class of convergent systems [46]) that are excited by the output ω(t, ω0)

of a linear harmonic oscillator (where ω0 denotes the initial condition) and showed that there

exists a continuous mapping α such that

γω(t) = α(ω(t, ω0)).

Pavlov et al. [37] refer to this property as the frequency response of the contractive system. This

result implies that γu is continuous in u. However, in this paper we want to study the difference

between γu and γu+∆u for small ∆u. For this task we do not only need continuity, but also

differentiability of γu with respect to u, in a suitable functional analytic sense. The analysis in

this paper will provide such a differentiability result and moreover closed-form formulas for the

corresponding derivatives.

B. Gain of entrainment

A closely related topic is the gain of entrainment (GOE) problem, that is, the question of

whether applying periodic controls may lead to a “better” output, on average, than equivalent

constant controls. To explain this, consider the nonlinear system

ẋ = f(x, u),

y = h(u, x),

with state x ∈ Rn, input u ∈ Rm, and a scalar output y ∈ R. Here the output represents a

quantity that should be maximized. For example, in the ribosome flow model (RFM) described

in Section VI, y(t) is the protein production rate at time t.

Assume that for any T > 0 and any admissible T -periodic control v the system admits a

corresponding T -periodic EGAS solution γv. This property holds in particular for contractive

systems (see Section II below). Note that this property implies that for constant controls, γ is
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Figure 1. Gain of entrainment (GOE) in a system with output y = h(x, u). Left: u1(t) is a T -periodic control and γu1

(t),
t ∈ [0, T ), is the corresponding EGAS trajectory. Right: u2(t) ≡ v := 1

T

∫ T

0
u1(t) dt is a constant control and ev is the

corresponding EGAS equilibrium. The system admits a GOE if ȳ(u1) > ȳ(u2).

just an equilibrium point. The average output along the T -periodic solution is then

ȳ(v) :=
1

T

∫ T

0

y(γv(t), v(t)) dt.

Let v̄ := 1
T

∫ T

0
v(t) dt. Then for the constant control u(t) ≡ v̄ the system admits an EGAS

equilibrium ev̄, so the corresponding average output is h(ev̄, v̄). We say that the system admits

a GOE for the periodic control v if

ȳ(v) > h(ev̄, v̄)

In other words, we consider two controls u1(t) = v(t) and u2(t) ≡ v̄ that have the same average

value, and compare the resulting average outputs, along the corresponding EGAS trajectories.

GOE implies that in terms of maximizing the output, the periodic control u1 is preferable to the

“equivalent” constant control u2(t) ≡ v (see Fig. 1).

GOE may be relevant in numerous applications including vehicular control using periodic traf-



5

fic lights, periodic fishery [5], periodic operation of chemical processes [48], periodic outbreaks

of epidemics [31], periodic gene expression [45], and more. All these processes can also be

controlled using constant controls, and assessing the GOE can be used to determine if periodic

controls are “better” than constnt ones.

Asymptotically stable linear time-invariant (LTI) systems admit no GOE. The next example

demonstrates this.

Example 1. Consider the single-input single-output system:

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + bu(t),

y(t) = cTx(t),

where A is a Hurwitz matrix. Let G : C → C denote the transfer function of this system, i.e.,

G(s) := cT (sI−A)−1b. Fix a frequency ω > 0, and consider the system response to two controls

u(t) ≡ v̄,

and

u(t) + ∆u(t) = v̄ + sin(ωt).

Let T := 2π/ω. For the first control, the output converges to the T -periodic solution

γu(t) ≡ G(0)v̄,

and for the second control to

γu+∆u(t) = G(0)v̄ + |G(iω)| sin
(
ωt+ argG(iω)

)
. (1)

The average values of these outputs are 1
T

∫ T

0
γu(t) dt = G(0)v̄, and 1

T

∫ T

0
γu+∆u(t) dt = G(0)v̄,

implying no GOE. □

Non-linear systems may admit a GOE. The next example from [37] demonstrates this.
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Example 2. Consider the non-linear system

ẋ1 = −x1 + x22,

ẋ2 = −x2 + u,

y = x1. (2)

This is the series interconnection of two (scalar) contractive systems (see Section II), and is

thus a contractive system [35]. Consider two controls. The first is u(t) ≡ 0. For this control

the output of (2) converges to the steady-state value γu(t) ≡ 0. The second control is u+∆u,

with ∆u(t) := a sin(ωt), where a, ω > 0. This control is T -periodic for T := 2π/ω, and has

average 1
T

∫ T

0
(u(t) + ∆u(t)) dt = 0. A calculation shows that for this control the output of (2)

converges to a peridoic solution γu+∆u satisfying

2(4ω4+5ω2+1)γu+∆u(t) = 4a2ω2+a2−2a2ω sin(2tω−2 tan−1(ω))−a2 cos(2tω−2 tan−1(ω)),

(3)

so
1

T

∫ T

0

γu+∆u(t) dt =
a2

2(1 + ω2)
. (4)

Thus, the GOE for this input is always positive and depends on both the excitation amplitude a

and frequency ω. Note that the GOE is quadratic in a. □

Examples 1 and 2 raise several interesting questions. For example, given a nonlinear system,

how can one determine if it admits a GOE and for what controls? What control gives the best

possible GOE? Are there systems that have (or do not have) a GOE for any admissible control?

Several recent papers analyzed the GOE in a nonlinear model from systems biology called

the ribosome flow model (RFM). This is a non-linear ODE model for the flow of ribosomes and

the production of proteins during mRNA translation [34], [1], where the output is the protein

production rate. It was shown that, perhaps surprisingly, for several special cases the RFM has

no GOE. In other words, T -periodic controls are not better than constant ones in terms of

maximizing the average protein production rate.
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GOE may also be studied in the framework of optimal control theory. The basic idea behind

this approach is to pose the problem of finding an admissible control, within the set of T -periodic

control inputs, which maximizes the average output under: (1) a constraint on the average of

the control, and (2) considering the output along the EGAS T -periodic solution. However, these

constraints make the problem difficult to tackle, and solutions exist only for special cases, e.g.,

for scalar systems [4], [13].

C. Contributions of this paper

Motivated by the considerations in the previous subsection, in this paper we rigorously analyze

the sensitivity of entrainment and the GOE in a specific class of bilinear and weakly contractive

systems. The main contributions of this paper include:

• We analyze the sensitivity function of solutions with respect to a change in the control input.

The latter is given as the solution of an ODE on an appropriate infinite-dimensional Banach

space. Rather than analyzing this infinite-dimensional ODE directly, we reduce the analysis

to an ODE in Rn and employ tools from finite-dimensional systems, thereby making the

analysis more accessible to a wider audience;

• We then show that the mapping u→ γu(0) from a periodic control u to the initial value of

the corresponding T -periodic solution γu admits a Fréchet derivative, and that this derivative

is continuous. We derive an explicit expression for the Fréchet derivative. This can be used

in conjunction with numerical tools to study various properties of the mapping u→ γu. In

particular, it provides new formulas that may reduce the numerical work for finding controls

that improve the output of the system;

• We show that at constant controls this Fréchet derivative is zero, implying that their GOE is

inherently a higher-order phenomenon in the norm of the control perturbation. We consider

this a surprising phenomenon, which is due to the interplay of the first-order terms of

the periodic perturbation ∆u entering the system and the resulting change of the initial

condition γu+∆u(0) of the corresponding periodic solution, which effectively cancel out in

the integrated output;
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• We demonstrate these results by applying them to two important mathematical models: the

master equation for irreducible finite state Markov processes and the RFM, both with T -

periodic transition rates. It should be noted that the master equations obey a weak ver-

sion of contractiveness. Indeed, the equations are only non-expanding in general, and

irreducibility of the underlying Markov-process is required to guarantee some form of

contraction. Therefore our proofs avoid making unnecessary use of contraction. In fact,

we found that entrainment for all admissible controls is the basic assumption, and this must

be supplemented by a non-degeneracy condition for the associated Poincaré map.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section introduces some notation

and several known results that will be used later on. Section III describes the bilinear control

system that we analyze. Section IV details our main results. Section V includes the proofs of

the main results. Sections VI and VII detail applications of the theoretical results to two models:

the RFM and time-varying Markov chains. Section VIII describes a generalization of our results.

The final section concludes, and describes possible topics for further research.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We begin with a short review on contraction in finite-dimensional ODEs. For more details

and proofs, see, e.g., [2], [49], [7].

A. Contraction in finite-dimensional ODE systems

Consider the nonlinear dynamical system:

ẋ(t) = f(x(t), u(t)),

x(0) = x0 ∈ Ω,
(5)

with state x(t) ∈ Ω ⊆ Rn, and control input u(t) =
[
u1(t) . . . um(t)

]T
∈ U ⊆ Rm. Let U ⊆ Z

denote the subset of admissible controls, where Z is a Banach space. We assume that the vector

field f ∈ C1, and let

fx(x, u) :=
∂

∂x
f(x, u), fu(x, u) :=

∂

∂u
f(x, u),
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denote its Jacobians with respect to the state and the control, respectively.

For u ∈ U and x0 ∈ Ω, let x(t;u, x0) denote the solution of (5) at time t ≥ 0. We say that

the system (5) is contractive if there exist η > 0 (called the contraction rate) and a norm | · | :

Rn → [0,∞) such that for any admissible control u, and any two initial conditions a, b ∈ Ω, we

have

|x(t;u, a)− x(t;u, b)| ≤ exp(−ηt)|a− b|, for all t ≥ 0. (6)

In other words, any two trajectories approach each other at an exponential rate, and this holds

uniformly with respect to the controls.

Recall that the norm | · | : Rn → [0,∞) induces a matrix norm ∥ · ∥ : Rn×n → [0,∞)

defined by ∥A∥ := max|x|=1 |Ax|, and a matrix measure µ : Rn×n → R (also called logarithmic

norm [53]) defined by

µ(A) := lim
ε↓0

∥In + εA∥ − 1

ε
. (7)

Assume that the state space Ω is forward-invariant, convex and bounded, and that U ⊆ Rm

is bounded. Then a sufficient condition for contractivity of (5) is that the matrix measure µ :

Rn×n → R induced by | · | satisfies

µ (fx(x, u)) ≤ −η < 0 for all x ∈ Ω, u ∈ U. (8)

In both applications described in this paper, namely, the RFM and time-varying Markov chains,

neither (8) nor (6) hold uniformly for all of the forward invariant state space. Therefore we

do not use these bounds and their powerful consequences like the input-to-state stability (ISS)

property [9], [49]. Instead, we use entrainment to periodic controls as our main hypothesis. This

property has already been established for the application systems in this paper, see [27], [25].

B. Sensitivity functions, abstract ODEs and evolution equations

Recall that x(t;u, x0) is the solution of (5) at time t ≥ 0. Consider the sensitivity func-

tion ∂x
∂x0

(t) := ∂x
∂x0

(t;u, x0). Formally, ∂x
∂x0

(t) belongs to the set of bounded linear operators

from Rn to Rn (and can thus be considered as an n × n matrix), and describes how a small
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perturbation in the initial condition x0 translates to a change in the solution value x(t;u, x0) at

time t. It is well-known that ∂x
∂x0

: [0,∞) → Rn×n satisfies the variational (matrix) ODE:

d

dt

∂x(t)

∂x0
= fx(x(t), u(t))

∂x(t)

∂x0
,

∂x(t)

∂x0
(0) = In.

Given a Banach space of controls Z and a set of admissible controls U ⊆ Z, the sensitivity

with respect to controls at time t is denoted by ∂x(t)
∂u

. Then ∂x(t)
∂u

∈ B(Z,Rn), where B(Z,Rn)

is the space of bounded linear operators mapping Z to Rn. The operator ∂x(t)
∂u

describes how a

perturbation in the control input translates to a change in the solution value x(t;u, x0). Differently

from ∂x(t)
∂x0

, the domain of ∂x(t)
∂u

lies in an infinite-dimensional space. Assuming for the moment

that ∂x
∂u

: [0,∞) → B(Z,Rn) exists and is differentiable (in an appropriate sense) for all t ≥ 0,

we expect it to satisfy two properties. First, ∂x
∂u
(0) = 0, as x(0;u, x0) = x0 does not depend on

the control. Second, a formal calculation gives:

d

dt

∂x(t)

∂u
=

∂

∂u
f(x(t), u(t)) = fx(x(t), u(t))

∂x(t)

∂u
+ fu(x(t), u(t)). (9)

These considerations suggest the abstract ODE (evolution equation) over the Banach space X =

B(Z,Rn):

ψ̇(t) = A(t)ψ(t) + λ(t),

ψ(0) = 0, (10)

where A(t) := fx(x(t), u(t)) are n × n matrices and λ(t) := fu(x(t), u(t)). In (10) we inter-

pret A(t) as a map B(Z,Rn) ∋ ψ 7→ A(t)ψ ∈ B(Z,Rn); that is for all z ∈ Z, [A(t)ψ] (z) =

A(t)ψ(z). If f(x, u) satisfies the infinitesimal condition for contraction (8) then, by definition,

so does A(t) in (10).

The study of evolution equations of the form (10) relies on the theory of C0 semigroups

of bounded linear operators and their generators, see, e.g., [38]. Yet, in this paper we prove

existence and uniqueness of a classical solution to (9), for a class of weakly contractive bilinear
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control systems, using an alternative approach that is more tractable and, in particular, involves

only finite-dimensional ODEs. Indeed, for ∆u ∈ Z, set z(t) := ∂x(t)
∂u

∆u ∈ Rn. Then z(t) is the

solution of the finite-dimensional system ż(t) = A(t)z(t)+λ(t)∆u(t) with zero initial condition.

However, this is only true if existence of ∂x(t)
∂u

has been established. Below, we will consider the

system for z(t) as a starting point and prove that B(t) : ∆u 7→ z(t) is a bounded linear map,

which is a candidate for ∂x(t)
∂u

. We then show that

x(t;u+∆u, x0) = x(t;u, x0) +B(t)∆u+ o(∥∆u∥Z),

which demonstrates that indeed B(t) = ∂x(t)
∂u

is the Fréchet derivative. This proof strategy relies

only on tools from finite-dimensional systems. For contraction analysis of infinite-dimensional

systems, see [52] and the references therein.

C. An implicit function theorem on Banach spaces

The following implicit function theorem will be central to our analysis (see e.g. [10, Section

VI.2] and [44, Section 4]):

Theorem 1. [Implicit function theorem on Banach space.] Let M , N , and G be Banach spaces.

Let D ⊆ M × N be an open set, and let f : D → G be a continuously Fréchet differentiable

mapping. Assume that for some (a, b) ∈ D, we have f(a, b) = 0 and that the Fréchet deriva-

tive dnf(a, b) : N → G is a bijection. Then there exists a neighborhood Wa ⊆ M of a, a

neighborhood Wb ⊆ N of b and a continuously Fréchet differentiable mapping g : Wa → Wb

such that

f(x, y) = 0 ⇐⇒ y = g(x), for all (x, y) ∈ Wa ×Wb.

III. THE MODEL

In this section, we describe the bilinear control system that we consider, and our standing

assumptions. The control system is of the form

ẋ(t) = f(u(t)) +M(x(t))u(t), (11)

y(t) = h(u(t), x(t)),
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and we denote by x(t;u, x0) the solution of (11) that satisfies in addition the initial condi-

tion x(0) = x0. Note that (11) is not the standard affine in the control system, as the “drift

vector” f depends on u and not on x. However, as shown in Sections VI and VII, several

important real-world models can be written in the form (11). Also, an extension of our results

to more general models is described in Section VIII.

We begin by defining the ambient space Z for the set of admissible controls u(t) ∈ Rm.

Given T > 0, let Z := CPer(0, T ) denote the space of continuous functions g : [0, T ] → Rm

satisfying gi(0) = gi(T ) for all i = 1, . . . ,m. Then any g ∈ Z can be extended to a continuous

function on [0,∞) via periodicity, and it is this extension that is used in the control system (11).

The set Z, equipped with the norm

∥g∥Z := max
i=1,...,m

max
t∈[0,T ]

|gi(t)|,

is a Banach space. We are now ready to formulate our assumptions on the functions appearing

in the control system (11) with state space in Rn and scalar output y.

A. General Assumptions

There exist nonempty, open sets Ω ⊂ Rn and U ⊂ Z such that conditions (C1) – (C3) hold.

(C1) Regularity. The maps f : Rm → Rn, M : Ω → Rn×m, and h : Rm×Ω → R are continuously

differentiable.

(C2) Entrainment. For every u ∈ U system (11) has a unique T -periodic solution γu in Ω.

(C3) Non-degeneracy. For every u ∈ U the sensitivity function ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u, γu(0)) at time T for the

periodic solution γu does not have 1 as an eigenvalue.

B. Discussion of the Assumptions and first conclusions

We now describe a setting in which our general assumptions are always satisfied. Suppose

we have a contractive system in the sense that the bound (6) holds for all a, b in a compact and

forward invariant subset K ⊂ Rn and for all admissible controls u ∈ U . Let us further assume that

the boundary of K is repelling in the sense that solutions cannot remain in ∂K for all times t ≥ 0
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and that a solution that lies in the interior of K at some time t∗ will stay there for all times t > t∗.

Then the interior Ω := Int(K) of K is also forward invariant and condition (C2) is satisfied.

Indeed, as the Poincaré maps P u : K → K defined by P u(x0) := x(T ;u, x0) is a contraction on

K there exists for every admissible control u a unique fixed point xu ∈ K of P u. The solution

starting in xu at time 0 provides the unique periodic solution γu. The assumption of a repelling

boundary as detailed above implies that all of γu lies in Ω. Condition (C3) can be verified by

contradiction. If there exists u ∈ U and an eigenvector v ∈ Rn \{0} with ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u, γu(0))v = v,

then inequality (6) is violated for t = T , a = γu(0), and b = γu(0)+ εv for ε sufficiently small.

The conditions that we have posed as general assumptions are weaker than the one described

in Subsection II-A. Our choice of conditions was motivated by the applications described in

Sections VI and VII below. A crucial ingredient for the proofs of our main results, which

follows from our general assumptions, is stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Assume conditions (C1) – (C3) hold. Fix u0 ∈ U . Then there exist numbers d,

rx, ru > 0 such that for all (u, x0) in the open set Du0 := B(u0, ru) × B(γu0(0), rx) ⊂ Ω × U

the solution x(t;u, x0) of system (11) with initial condition x(0) = x0 stays within a compact

set Ku0 ⊂ Ω for all times t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, for all (u, x0), (ũ, x̃0) ∈ Du0 and t ∈ [0, T ] we

have

|x(t;u, x0)− x(t; ũ, x̃0)| ≤ d (|x0 − x̃0|+ ∥u− ũ∥Z) . (12)

Finally, for constant controls u0(t) ≡ v̄ with u0 ∈ U , we have that γu0(t) ≡ ev̄, that is, an

equilibrium point.

Proof. Choose ε > 0 such that the closure Ku0 of the ε-neighborhood Ωε := ∪t∈[0,T ]B(γu0(t), ε)

of the compact set γu0([0, T ]) is contained in Ω. For x0 ∈ B(γu0(0), ε) and u ∈ B(u0, 1) we

consider the difference ∆x(t) := x(t;u, x0)− γu0(t) for t ∈ [0, T ∗) with T ∗ = T ∗(u, x0) chosen

so that [0, T ∗) is the maximal interval for which |∆x(t)| < ε holds. Let

J(x, u) :=
∂M(x)

∂x
u (13)

denote the Jacobian of the vector field in (11) with respect to x. Then ∆x satisfies the linear
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initial value problem

d

dt
∆x(t) = A(t)∆x(t) + b(t),

∆x(0) = x0 − γu0(0)

with

A(t) :=

∫ 1

0

J(γu0(t) + r∆x(t), u0(t)) dr,

b(t) := f(u(t))− f(u0(t)) +M(x(t;u, x0))
(
u(t)− u0(t)

)
,

where we used the fact that A(t)∆x(t) =
(
M(x(t;u;x0))−M(γu0(t))

)
u0(t) by the fundamental

theorem of calculus, and the convexity of the balls B(γu0(t), ε). Condition (C1) together with

the compactness of Ku0 implies that there exists a constant d′ = d′(u0) > 0 such that |b(t)| ≤

d′∥u−u0∥Z for all u ∈ B(u0, 1). Moreover, for all r ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ [0, T ∗) the argument (γu0(t)+

r∆x(t), u0(t)) of the continuous map J in the definition of A(t) is contained in some compact

set Ku0×K̂u0 ⊂ Ω×Rm that only depends on u0. Thus there exists a constant d̂ = d̂(u0) > 0 such

that the transfer matrix Φ(t; s) of the linear time-varying system ż = A(t)z satisfies ∥Φ(t; s)∥ ≤ d̂

for 0 ≤ s ≤ t < T ∗. By the variation of constants formula we have

∆x(t) = Φ(t; 0) (x0 − γu0(0)) +

∫ t

0

Φ(t; s)b(s) ds

and therefore

|∆x(t)| ≤ d̂ |x0 − γu0(0)| + td̂d′ ∥u− u0∥Z , for all t ∈ [0, T ∗). (14)

Choosing ru := min{ε/(2T d̂d′), 1} and rx := min{1/d̂, 1}ε/2 ensures that the solution x(t;u, x0)

cannot leave the neighborhood Ωε for t ∈ [0, T ]. In other words T ∗ > T .

In order to prove the bound (12) we proceed as above, with the only difference that we

replace u0 by ũ and, consequently, γu0(0) by x̃0 and γu0(t) by x(t; ũ, x̃0). Observe that the

convexity of the balls B(γu0(t), ε) implies that the interpolations rx(t;u, x0)+(1−r)x(t; ũ, x̃0),

0 ≤ r ≤ 1, that appear in the analogue formula for matrix A(t) above are still contained in the
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set Ωε ⊂ Ω. One may again derive estimate (14) with constants d′, d̂ only depending on u0.

Choosing d := d̂max{Td′, 1} yields claim (12).

For a constant control u0 ≡ v̄ system (11) is autonomous and Y (t) := d
dt
γu0(t) solves the

initial value problem

Ẏ (t) = J
(
γu0(t), v̄

)
Y (t),

Y (0) =
d

dt
γu0(0).

Observe that the fundamental matrix Φ(t) for this system, with Φ(0) = In, equals the sensitivity

function ∂x
∂x0

(t;u0, v̄). Using periodicity of γu0 gives Y (0) = Y (T ) = Φ(T )Y (0). Condition (C3)

implies that Y (0) = 0 because 1 is not an eigenvalue of Φ(T ). Thus Y (t) = Φ(t)Y (0) = 0 for

all t ∈ [0, T ]. This shows that γu0(t) is a constant function.

C. The map Γ : u 7→ γu(0) and a Poincaré-type map

According to condition (C2) we can uniquely define Γ : U → Ω by

Γ(u) := γu(0), (15)

that maps a T -periodic control to the initial condition at time zero of the corresponding T -

periodic solution. It is crucial for our analysis to prove differentiability of the map Γ and to find

an expression for its derivative. The key observation to achieve this is that for every u ∈ U , we

have Γ(u) = γu(T ) = x(T ;u,Γ(u)). This relation characterizes Γ(u), as we have assumed the

uniqueness of the periodic solution for any admissible control. Thus Γ(u) is the unique zero of

the Poincaré-type map P : D → Rn defined by

P (u, x0) := x(T ;u, x0)− x0, (16)

with D :=
⋃

u∈U Du, where the open sets Du ⊂ U × Ω are defined as in Proposition 2.

Let us revisit previous examples where we can read off Γ(u) for some controls u from the

explicit solution formulas. In Example 1 above, we find that for the controls u, u+∆u defined
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there, we have

Γ(u) = G(0)v̄, Γ(u+∆u) = G(0)v̄ + Im(G(iω)).

Similarly, in Example 2, we obtain

Γ(u) = 0, Γ(u+∆u) =
a2ω2(2ω2 + 5)

(ω2 + 1)2(4ω2 + 1)
.

We conclude this section with a very simple example that satisfies conditions (C1) – (C3).

Example 3. Consider the scalar equation with state space Ω = R

ẋ = −ux, (17)

where u(t) takes values in (c,∞), c > 0, for all t ≥ 0. This is in the form (11) with n = m =

1, f = 0, and M(x) = −x. The solution of (17) is given by

x(t;u, x0) = exp(−w(t))x0, (18)

with w(t) :=
∫ t

0
u(s) ds. As w(T ) > 0, condition (C3) holds. Moreover,

P (u, x0) := x(T ;u, x0)− x0 =
(
exp(−w(T ))− 1

)
x0.

yields that the Poincaré-type map P (u, ·) has a unique zero Γ(u) = 0, so condition (C2) holds.

Finally, in this case we can compute the derivatives of P explicitly,

∂P

∂x0
(u, x0) = exp(−w(T ))− 1 ,

∂P

∂u
(u, x0)∆u = exp(−w(T ))x0

(
−
∫ T

0

∆u(s) ds

)
for ∆u ∈ Z (recall that ∂P

∂u
(u, x0) lies in B(Z,R)). The second formula can be derived from

x(T ;u+∆u, x0)− x(T ;u, x0) =

(
exp(−

∫ T

0

∆u(s) ds)− 1

)
exp(−w(T ))x0

=

(
−
∫ T

0

∆u(s) ds

)
exp(−w(T ))x0 + o(∥∆u∥Z),

where o(ϵ) denotes the set of functions g : R+ → R satisfying limϵ→0+
g(ϵ)
ϵ

= 0. □
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IV. MAIN RESULTS

This section describes the main results. All the proofs are placed in the next section. Through-

out the present section we assume that the general assumptions of Section III-A are satisfied.

Moreover, we use freely the notation introduced in Proposition 2 and the definitions provided

by (15) and (16).

Modifying a control u to u+∆u generates a change from γu to γu+∆u. Since Γ(u) and Γ(u+

∆u) are the initial condition of these periodic solutions, respectively, it is important to know the

derivative of Γ. The next result provides an explicit expression for this quantity.

Theorem 3 (Explicit expression for the derivative of Γ). Consider the system (11) . Then the

mapping Γ in (15) is continuously Fréchet differentiable, and its Fréchet derivative dΓ(u) ∈

B(Z,Rn) is given by

dΓ(u)∆u = −
(
∂x

∂x0
(T ;u,Γ(u))− In

)−1
∂x

∂u
(T ;u,Γ(u))∆u

= −
(
Φu,Γ(u)(T ; 0)− In

)−1
∫ T

0

Φu,Γ(u)(T ; s)
(
M(γu(s)) +Df(u(s))

)
∆u(s) ds (19)

for all ∆u ∈ Z. Here Φu,x0(t; t0) is the solution at time t of the linear time-varying matrix ODE:

Φ̇(τ) = J
(
x(τ ;u, x0), u(τ)

)
Φ(τ),

Φ(t0) = In (20)

with J from (13).

Example 4. Consider again the system in Example 3. For this system, Eq. (19) gives

dΓ(u)∆u = −
(
∂x

∂x0
(T ;u,Γ(u))− In

)−1
∂x

∂u
(T ;u,Γ(u))∆u

= − (exp(−w(T ))− 1)−1 (−∫ T

0

∆u(s) ds
)
exp(−w(T ))Γ(u)

= 0,

and this is correct, as in this case Γ(u) ≡ 0. □
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Remark 1. Pavlov et al. [37] considered the more general class of convergent systems and

showed that for such systems the map u 7→ γu is continuous. Theorem 3 shows that for the

class of systems we study, and assuming that conditions (C1)–(C3) hold, Γ satisfies a stronger

regularity condition. Furthermore, as we will see below the explicit expression for dΓ plays

a crucial role in the analysis of the GOE. We note that Pavlov et al. [37] did not assume

condition (C3), but it is possible to demonstrate that this condition is necessary to guarantee

that Theorem 3 holds.

The next result analyzes dΓ(u) in the particular case where u is a constant control.

Corollary 4. Let u(t) ≡ v̄ be a constant control in U . Denote by ev̄ the corresponding equilibrium

point of the system according to Proposition 2 so, in particular, Γ(u) = ev̄. Let H := J(ev̄, v̄).

Then

dΓ(u)∆u = − (exp(HT )− In)
−1

∫ T

0

exp (H(T − s)) (M(ev̄) +Df(v̄))∆u(s) ds (21)

for any ∆u ∈ Z.

The next result considers the difference in the outputs along the periodic solutions correspond-

ing to two controls: u and u+∆u.

Theorem 5 (A first-order expression for the GOE). Consider the system (11). Fix u ∈ U . For

all u+∆u with (u+∆u,Γ(u+∆u)) ∈ Du let γu and γu+∆u denote the corresponding T -periodic

solutions, and consider the outputs

yu(t) := h (u(t), γu(t)) ,

yu+∆u(t) := h
(
u(t) + ∆u(t), γu+∆u(t)

)
. (22)

Let

yu+∆u − yu :=
1

T

∫ T

0

(
yu+∆u(t)− yu(t)

)
dt
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denote the difference in the average of these outputs. Then

yu+∆u − yu =
1

T

∫ T

0

∂h

∂u
(u(t), γu(t))∆u(t) dt

+
1

T

∫ T

0

∂h

∂x
(u(t), γu(t))

(
∂x

∂x0
(t;u,Γ(u))dΓ(u)∆u+

∂x

∂u
(t;u,Γ(u))∆u

)
dt

+ o(∥∆u∥Z). (23)

Remark 2. Given u ∈ U , it is often of interest to numerically verify whether a T -periodic

perturbation ∆u in the control yields an increase in the average output. A straightforward

approach is to use a numerical ODE solver to converge to the solutions γu and γu+∆u and then

numerically compute the average of the difference yγ+∆γ −yγ . However, if the system dimension

and/or the set of candidate perturbations are large, this may be a costly procedure.

Combining Theorem 5 with the explicit expressions derived for ∂x
∂x0

(t;u,Γ(u)), ∂x
∂u
(t;u,Γ(u))

and dΓ(u) yields, via Fubini’s theorem, the following kernel representation

yu+∆u − yu =
1

T

∫ T

0

K(t)∆u(t) dt+ o(∥∆u∥Z), (24)

where

K(t) :=
∂h

∂u
(u(t), γu(t))−

(∫ T

0

∂h

∂x
(u(s), γu(s)Φu,Γ(u)(s; 0)) ds

)(
Φu,Γ(u)(T ; 0)− In

)−1

× Φu,Γ(u)(T ; t)
(
M(γu(t)) +Df(u(t))

)
+

(∫ T

t

∂h

∂x
(u(s), γu(s))Φu,Γ(u)(s; t) ds

)
×
(
M(γu(t)) +Df(u(t))

)
.

The latter suggests an approach for maximizing the GOE (to first order). Indeed, for ∥∆u∥Z ≤ 1,

we have ∣∣∣∣ 1T
∫ T

0

K(t)∆u(t) dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

T

∫ T

0

|K(t)|1 dt.

Thus, to increase the first term on the right-hand side of (24), one can take ∆u ∈ Z which

approximates sgn(K(t))⊤ = (sgn(K1(t)), . . . , sgn(Km(t)))
⊤ on [0, T ]. Note that the numerical

approximation of K requires computing only γu and Φu,Γ(u).
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The next result uses Corollary 4 to analyze the GOE in the vicinity of a constant control.

Theorem 6 (GOE w.r.t. a constant control is a higher-order phenomenon). Consider the sys-

tem (11). Fix a constant control u(t) ≡ v̄, and let ev̄ denote the corresponding equilibrium

point. For all u+∆u with (u+∆u,Γ(u+∆u)), let γu+∆u denote the corresponding T -periodic

solution. Let
yu(t) := h(v̄, ev̄),

yu+∆u(t) := h
(
u(t) + ∆u(t), γu+∆u(t)

)
, t ∈ [0, T ),

(25)

that is, the outputs along the constant and T -periodic solution, respectively. Then for any ∆u,

such that ∆u := 1
T

∫ T

0
∆u(t) dt = 0, we have

1

T

∫ T

0

(
yu+∆u(t)− yu(t)

)
dt = o(∥∆u∥Z). (26)

To explain why this result is important, assume for a moment that

1

T

∫ T

0

(
yu+∆u(t)− yu(t)

)
dt = r(∆u) + o(∥∆u∥Z),

where r : Z → R is linear in ∆u, and r(∆u) ̸= 0. This would imply that either the per-

turbation ∆u or −∆u always yields a GOE. Theorem 6 states that the linear term r(∆u) is

zero. Thus, the problem of finding a control that yields a GOE, if it exists, is non trivial.

Furthermore, Theorem 6 implies that the GOE for constant controls is determined by terms that

are at least second-order in ∆u, suggesting that the study of GOE may be related to some form

of “convexity” of higher-order operators (see [21] for some related considerations).

V. PROOFS

We begin with the proof of Theorem 3. This requires several auxiliary results.

A. Analysis of the partial derivatives ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0) and ∂x

∂x0
(t;u, x0)

The partial derivative ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0) is a bounded linear operator and an element of B(Z,Rn).

It satisfies an abstract ODE in this space. However, as explained in Section II-B we begin by

considering the time evolution of the directional derivatives ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0)ϕ ∈ Rn for ϕ ∈ Z and
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discuss the question of Fréchet differentiability later. The presented analysis is inspired by the

discussion on “linearizations compute differentials” in [50, Section 2.8].

More precisely, fix u0 ∈ U . We seek to determine ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0)ϕ for t ∈ [0, T ] and (u, x0) in

the neighborhood Du0 of (u0, γu0(0)) specified in Proposition 2. The direction ϕ is represented

by ∆u ∈ Z where (u+∆u, x0) is also required to lie in Du0 . We consider the difference of the

two corresponding solutions

∆x(t) := x(t;u+∆u, x0)− x(t;u, x0).

To simplify the notation, let x(t) := x(t;u, x0), ũ(t) := u(t) + ∆u(t), x̃(t) := x(t; ũ, x0).

Proceeding as in the derivation of (12) in Proposition 2 we obtain

d

dt
∆x(t) = A(t)∆x(t) + b(t),

∆x(0) = 0,

with

A(t) =

∫ 1

0

J(x(t) + r∆x(t), u(t))dr,

b(t) = f(ũ(t))− f(u(t)) +M(x̃(t))∆u(t).

Moreover, Proposition 2 provides a constant d > 0 only depending on the choice of u0 such that

|∆x(t)| ≤ d∥∆u∥Z , for all t ∈ [0, T ]. (27)

It is our task to find, in an appropriate sense, the best approximation z for ∆x that depends

linearly on ∆u for the given pair (u, x0) ∈ Du0 . Rewrite the above initial value problem in the

form

d

dt
∆x(t) = A0(t)∆x(t) + b0(t) +R(t),

∆x(0) = 0,
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with

A0(t) := J(x(t), u(t)),

b0(t) := Df(u(t))∆u(t) +M(x(t))∆u(t),

R(t) := b(t)− b0(t) + (A(t)− A0(t))∆x(t).

Observe that A0 does not depend on ∆u and that b0 is a linear function of ∆u. As we see below R

collects terms that are of higher order in ∆u. This suggests that the best approximation z should

satisfy the initial value problem

ż = A0(t)z + b0(t),

z(0) = 0,

and this is the same equation that is derived by an abstract approach at the end of Section II-B,

although with different notation. Recalling the definition of the transfer matrix Φu,x0(t; t0) in (20)

the solution z of the initial value problem is given by

z(t) =

∫ t

0

Φu,x0(t; s)
(
M(x(s;u, x0)) +Df(u(s))

)
∆u(s) ds (28)

and depends linearly on ∆u. Finally, we bound the deviation e := ∆x− z. We use that e solves

the initial value problem

ė(t) = A0(t)e(t) +R(t),

e(0) = 0,

together with the representation

R(t) =

[∫ 1

0

Df(u(t) + r∆u(t))−Df(u(t)) dr

]
∆u(t)

+

[∫ 1

0

J(x(t) + r∆x(t),∆u(t)) dr

]
∆u(t)

+

[∫ 1

0

J(x(t) + r∆x(t), u(t))− J(x(t), u(t)) dr

]
∆x(t).
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For 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 we have by construction that x(t) + r∆x(t) is contained in the compact

set Ku0 obtained in Proposition 2 and u(t) + r∆u(t) lies in some compact subset of Rm.

Condition (C1) thus implies uniform continuity of Df and J and the boundedness of J . Together

with inequality (27) and the linearity of J in the second argument we conclude R(t) = o(∥∆u∥Z)

uniformly for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Since e(t) =
∫ t

0
Φu,x0(t; s)R(s) ds we learn that e(t) = o(∥∆u∥Z)

uniformly for all t ∈ [0, T ]. We summarize our findings.

Proposition 7. Fix u0 ∈ U and denote by Du0 the open set in U ×Ω specified in Proposition 2.

For any (u, x0) ∈ Du0 and ∆u ∈ Z with (u+∆u, x0) ∈ Du0 , we have

x(t;u+∆u, x0) = x(t;u, x0) + z(t) + o(∥∆u∥Z), uniformly over t ∈ [0, T ], (29)

where z(t), given in (28), is linear in ∆u. In particular, x(t;u, x0) is Fréchet differentiable with

respect to u and z(t) = ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0)∆u. Moreover, z solves the initial value problem

ż(t) = J(x(t;u, x0), u(t))z(t) +
(
M(x(t;u, x0)) +Df(u(t))

)
∆u(t), (30)

z(0) = 0.

The next result describes the continuity of ∂x
∂u
(t;u.x0) as a function of the initial condition x0

and control u.

Proposition 8. Fix u0 ∈ U and denote by Du0 the open set in U ×Ω specified in Proposition 2.

The mapping Du0 ∋ (u, x0) 7→ ∂x
∂u
(t;u, x0) ∈ B(Z,Rn) is continuous, uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ],

i.e., for any (u, x0) ∈ Du0 , we have

lim
ũ→u

x̃0→x0

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∥∥∥∥∂x∂u(t; ũ, x̃0)− ∂x

∂u
(t;u, x0)

∥∥∥∥
B(Z,Rn)

)
= 0.

Proof. Fix (u, x0) ∈ Du0 . Let ∆x0 ∈ Rn and ∆u ∈ Z be small enough such that x̃0 := x0+∆x0

and ũ := u+∆u satisfy (ũ, x̃0) ∈ Du0 . To simplify the notation, set

x(t) := x(t;u, x0), x̃(t) := x(t; ũ, x̃0).
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Let ϕ ∈ Z with ∥ϕ∥Z = 1 . Recalling (20) and (28), we define for all t ∈ [0, T ]

n(t) :=
∂x

∂u
(t;u, x0)ϕ =

∫ t

0

Φu,x0(t; s)
(
M(x(s)) +Df(u(s))

)
ϕ(s)ds,

ñ(t) :=
∂x

∂u
(t; ũ, x̃0)ϕ =

∫ t

0

Φũ,x̃0(t; s)
(
M(x̃(s)) +Df(ũ(s))

)
ϕ(s)ds.

Then, n(t)− ñ(t) = I1(t) + I2(t), where

I1(t) :=

∫ t

0

Φu,x0(t; s)
(
M(x(s)) +Df(u(s))−M(x̃(s))−Df(ũ(s))

)
ϕ(s) ds,

I2(t) :=

∫ t

0

(Φu,x0(t; s)− Φũ,x̃0(t; s))
(
M(x̃(s)) +Df(ũ(s))

)
ϕ(s) ds.

We bound each of these integrals separately. Note that x(s), x̃(s) are contained in the compact

set Ku0 of Proposition 2 and u(s), ũ(s) lie in some compact subset K̂u0 of Rm for all s ∈ [0, T ].

As in the proof of Proposition 2 this implies the existence of a constant d̂ = d̂(u0) > 0 such

that for all (ũ, x̃0) ∈ Du0 and 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T we have ∥Φũ,x̃0(t; s)∥ ≤ d̂.

Consider I1. Condition (C1) implies uniform continuity of M on Ku0 and of Df on K̂u0

Taking into account that ∥ϕ∥Z = 1 together with inequality (12) we conclude that |I1(t)| → 0

uniformly for t ∈ [0, T ] as (∆u,∆x0) → (0, 0).

To bound I2, it is enough to bound

∆Φ(t; s) := Φu,x0(t; s)− Φũ,x̃0(t; s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T.

Note that ∆Φ(s; s) = I − I = 0. By (20),

d

dt
∆Φ(t; s) = J(x̃(t), ũ(t))∆Φ(t; s) +

(
J(x(t), u(t))− J(x̃(t), ũ(t))

)
Φu,x0(t; s).

This implies the following representation for ∆Φ(t; s):

∆Φ(t; s) =

∫ t

s

Φũ,x̃0(t; τ)
(
J(x(τ), u(τ))− J(x̃(τ), ũ(τ))

)
Φu,x0(τ ; s) dτ.

Using the uniform continuity of J on the compact set Ku0 × K̂u0 , together with the uni-

form bound d̂ on the matrix norms of the transfer matrices Φu,x0 and Φũ,x̃0 we conclude that

also |I2(t)| → 0 uniformly for t ∈ [0, T ] as (∆u,∆x0) → (0, 0). This completes the proof of
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Proposition 8.

The next result analyzes Y (t) := ∂x
∂x0

(t;u, x0). Recall that this sensitivity function is the

solution at time t ≥ 0 of the linear time-varying ODE:

Ẏ (t) = J(x(t;u, x0), u(t))Y (t),

Y (0) = In,

that is, ∂x
∂x0

(t;u, x0) = Φu,x0(t; 0). The continuous dependence of this quantity on (u, x0) ∈ Du0

uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ] was shown as part of the proof of Proposition 8. We thus have

Proposition 9. The mapping Du0 ∋ (u, x0) 7→ ∂x
∂x0

(t;u, x0) is continuous, uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].

B. Proof of Theorem 3 and of Corollary 4

We can now prove Theorem 3. Recall the Poincaré-type map P : D → Rn in (16). It follows

from Propositions 8 and 9 and from the definition of the domain D that P is continuously

differentiable and its Fréchet derivative at (u, x0) is given by∆u

∆x0

 7→
[
∂x
∂u
(T ;u, x0)

∂x
∂x0

(T ;u, x0)− In

]∆u

∆x0

 . (31)

Now, recall that P (u, x0) = 0 iff x(t;u, x0) = γu(t), i.e., the T -periodic trajectory corresponding

to u, i.e., iff x0 = γu(0) = Γ(u).

Let u ∈ U and x0 = Γ(u) = γu(0). Then, P (u, x0) = 0. Condition (C3) says that no

eigenvalue of ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u, x0) equals 1. Therefore

∂P

∂x0
(u,Γ(u)) =

∂x

∂x0
(T ;u, x0)− In,

is non-singular and the implicit function theorem can be applied to analyze the zero-set of P .

Indeed, by Theorem 1, there exist a neighborhood Wx0 of x0, a neighborhood Wu of u, and

a continuously Fréchet differentiable mapping g : Wu → Wx0 such that for every x1 ∈ Wx0

and v ∈ Wu, we have that

P (v, x1) = 0 ⇐⇒ x1 = g(v). (32)
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We conclude by uniqueness that Γ|Wu = g, which shows that Γ : u 7→ γu(0) is continuously

Fréchet differentiable. Now differentiating the identity

P (v,Γ(v)) = 0

with respect to the control v and using the chain rule and (31) gives

∂x

∂u
(T ; v,Γ(v)) +

(
∂x

∂x0
(T ; v,Γ(v))− In

)
dΓ(v) = 0,

so for any ∆v ∈ Z we obtain with the help of Proposition 7

dΓ(v)∆v = −
(
∂x

∂x0
(T ; v,Γ(v))− In

)−1
∂x

∂u
(T ; v,Γ(v))∆v

= −
(
Φv,Γ(v)(T ; 0)− In

)−1
∫ T

0

Φv,Γ(v)(T ; s)
(
M(γv(s)) +Df(v(s))

)
∆v(s)ds. (33)

This completes the proof of Theorem 3. In the case of constant controls u(t) ≡ v̄ we know from

Proposition 2 that x(t;u,Γ(u)) ≡ ev̄. The definitions of H in the statement of Corollary 4 and

of the transfer matrix in (20) imply Φu,Γ(u)(t; s) = exp(H(t− s)). This proves Corollary 4.

C. Proof of Theorem 5

For t ∈ [0, T ] introduce ∆γ(t) := γu+∆u(t)− γu(t). Differentiability of Γ yields

Γ(u+∆u)− Γ(u) = dΓ(u)∆u+ o(∥∆u∥Z) = O(∥∆u∥Z)

The bound (12) of Proposition 2 then implies that ∆γ(t) = O(∥∆u∥Z) uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].

The differentiablity of the output function h gives

h(u(t) + ∆u(t), γu(t) + ∆γ(t))− h(u(t), γu(t))

=
∂h

∂u
(u(t), γu(t))∆u(t) +

∂h

∂x
(u(t), γu(t))∆γ(t) + o(∥∆u∥Z) (34)
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uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ]. Finally, since ∆γ(t) = x
(
t;u+∆u,Γ(u+∆u)

)
−x
(
t;u,Γ(u)

)
we learn

from Propositions 8 and 9 and from the uniform bounds on the transfer matrices that

∆γ(t) =
∂x

∂x0
(t;u,Γ(u))dΓ(u)∆u+

∂x

∂u
(t;u,Γ(u))∆u+ o(∥∆u∥Z)

uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ]. The claim of Theorem 5 follows by taking the time average of (34).

D. Proof of Theorem 6

Since u(t) ≡ v̄ is constant, we have γu(t) ≡ ev̄. Theorem 5 and the assumption that ∆u = 0

yield

1

T

∫ T

0

(
yu+∆u(t)− yu(t)

)
dt =

∂h

∂x
(v̄, ev̄)

(
1

T

∫ T

0

∂x

∂x0
(t;u, ev̄) dt

)
dΓ(u)∆u

+
∂h

∂x
(v̄, ev̄)

(
1

T

∫ T

0

∂x

∂u
(t;u, ev̄)∆u dt

)
+ o(∥∆u∥Z). (35)

We combine the first and second terms on the right-hand side of equation (35) in the form

∂h

∂x
(v̄, ev̄)

(
1

T

∫ T

0

w(t) dt

)
with

w(t) :=
∂x

∂x0
(t;u, ev̄)dΓ(u)∆u+

∂x

∂u
(t;u, ev̄)∆u.

Using ∂x
∂x0

(t;u, ev̄) = Φu,ev̄(t; 0) and Proposition 7 we deduce that w solves the linear equation

ẇ = Hw + (M(ev̄) +Df(v̄))∆u(t), (36)

where we denote H := J(ev̄, v̄) as in Corollary 4. Observe that we may write w(t) = ∂W
∂v

(t;u)∆u

with W (t; v) := x(t; v,Γ(v)). The T -periodicity of W (· ; v) is inherited by w and we have∫ T

0
ẇ(t) dt = 0. As it is assumed that ∆u = 0 we obtain H(

∫ T

0
w(t) dt) = 0 by integrat-

ing (36) over one period. The relation ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u, ev̄) = Φu,ev̄(T ; 0) = exp(HT ) together with

condition (C3) yield that 0 cannot be an eigenvalue of H and that H is non-singular. This

implies
∫ T

0
w(t) dt = 0. Thus the sum of the second and third term on the right hand side of
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equation (35) vanishes, too. This completes the proof of Theorem 6.

Remark 3. In Theorem 6 we assume that the average of the T -periodic perturbation satis-

fies ∆u = 0 in order to guarantee that u = u+∆u. However, if we allow perturbations

whose average is not necessarily zero then the above proof can be used to determine the

perturbation ∆u that optimizes, to first order in ∆u, the average difference between the periodic

outputs corresponding to u and to u + ∆u. Indeed, in this case we learn from equations (35)

and (36) that

1

T

∫ T

0

(
yu+∆u(t)− yu(t)

)
dt =

(
∂h

∂u
(v̄, ev̄)− ∂h

∂x
(v̄, ev̄)H−1 (M(ev̄) +Df(v̄))

)
∆u (37)

+ o(∥∆u∥Z).

It is interesting to note that, to first order in ∆u, the maximization only depends on the

average ∆u ∈ Rm, so one can always restrict the search to a constant control perturbation rather

than a more general (non-trivial) T -periodic control perturbation. This reduces the infinite-

dimensional optimization problem to a finite-dimensional one. Moreover, the optimal ∆u is just

a scaling of the vector(
∂h

∂u
(v̄, ev̄)− ∂h

∂x
(v̄, ev̄)H−1 (M(ev̄) +Df(v̄))

)⊤

.

Remark 4. We assume throughout an n-dimensional state vector and a scalar output y(t) =

h(u(t), x(t)). However, the results can be easily used to study the average difference

T−1

∫ T

0

(γu+∆u(t)− γu(t)) dt.

Indeed, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} setting h(u(t), x(t)) = xi(t) implies that yu(t) = h(u(t), γu(t)) =

γui (t), so for example (37) gives

T−1

∫ T

0

(
γu+∆u
i (t)− γui (t)

)
dt = −(αi)TH−1 (M(ev̄) +Df(v̄))∆u+ o(∥∆u∥Z),

where αi is the ith vector in the standard basis of Rn.
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VI. APPLICATION I: THE RIBOSOME FLOW MODEL

The ribosome flow model (RFM) is a phenomenological model for the flow of “particles”

along a one-dimensional “traffic lane” that includes n sites. The RFM is the dynamical mean-field

approximation of an important model from statistical mechanics called the totally asymmetric

simple exclusion process (TASEP). TASEP includes a 1D chain of sites and particles hop

stochastically along this chain in a uni-directional manner. Each site can be either empty or

include a particle, and simple exclusion means that a particle cannot hop to a site that is already

occupied. This model has attracted enormous interest, as it is one of the simplest models where

phase-transitions appear and can be addressed rigorously, see e.g., [6], [23], [47].

The RFM (and its variants) has been extensively used to model and analyze the flow of

ribosomes along the mRNA molecule [43], [28], [40], [3], [19], [26], [29], [39], [42], [54],

[56], and interconnected RFM networks have been used to model and study large-scale mRNA

translation in the cell [41], [20], [22], [15], [32], [33].

The RFM is a non-linear model that includes n state-variables. The state-variable xi(t), i ∈

[n] := {1, . . . , n}, describes the density of particles at site i at time t. The density is normalized

so that xi(t) ∈ [0, 1] for all t, and thus the state space of the RFM is K = [0, 1]n. The flow from

site i to site i+ 1 at time t is given by

ui(t)xi(t)(1− xi+1(t)),

where ui(t) > 0 is the transition rate from site i to site i = 1, and 1−xi+1(t) is the “free space”

at site i+1 at time t. In other words, as the occupancy of a given site grows, the flow into this

site decreases. This is a “soft” version of the simple exclusion principle in TASEP. The RFM

can be used to model and analyze the evolution of particle “traffic jams” along the chain.

Formally, the RFM is given by the state-equations:

ẋi = ui−1(t)xi−1(1− xi)− ui(t)xi(1− xi+1), i ∈ [n], (38)

with x0(t) := 1 and xn+1(t) := 0. In other words, the RFM is fed by a reservoir of particles

that is always full, and feeds a reservoir that is always empty.
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The output rate from the last site in the RFM is

y(t) = h(u(t), x(t)) := un(t)xn(t). (39)

When modeling ribosome flow, y(t) is the flow of ribosomes exiting the mRNA molecule at

time t, and thus the protein production rate at time t. Note that we can write the RFM (38) in

the form (11) with x(t) =
[
x1(t) . . . xn(t)

]T
, u(t) =

[
u0(t) . . . un(t)

]T
, f(u) ≡ 0, and

M(x) =



1− x1 −x1(1− x2) 0 0 . . . 0 0

0 x1(1− x2) −x2(1− x2) 0 . . . 0 0

...

0 0 0 0 . . . xn−1(1− xn) −xn


.

Let the set U of admissible controls be given by

U := {u ∈ Z | c < ui(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, . . . ,m}

with m = n + 1, and 0 < c. It is known [27] that for any u ∈ U the state space K = [0, 1]n

is invariant, and its boundary ∂K is repelling. The Jacobian of the vector field of the RFM

becomes singular on some points on ∂K, and thus the RFM is not contractive on K w.r.t. any

norm. However, for any convex and compact set Ω′ ⊆ Ω :=(0, 1)n, there exists a norm |·|, that

depends on Ω′, with associated matrix measure µ, and a scalar η = η(Ω′) > 0 such that

µ (J(x, u)) ≤ −η < 0 for all x ∈ Ω′, u ∈ [c, C]n+1 (40)

for any fixed C > c. The latter implies that the RFM is contractive after a short transient [30],

i.e., for any initial condition x0 ∈ [0, 1]n and any T -periodic control u ∈ U there exists a τ =

τ(u, x0) ≥ 0 and a compact convex set Ω′ = Ω′(u, x0) ⊆ (0, 1)n such that x(t;u, x0) ∈ Ω′

for all t ≥ τ . In particular, for any u ∈ U the RFM admits a unique T -periodic solution γu

and x(t;u, x0) converges to γu for any x0 ∈ K. There are biological findings suggesting that

gene expression in the cell entrains to the periodic cell-cycle program [11], [12], [17], [36].
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Note that for every u ∈ U the unique T -periodic solution γu is contained in some convex and

compact set Ω′ ⊆ (0, 1)n, where inequality (40) holds. Thus ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u,Γ(u)) = Φu,Γ(u)(T ) is a

contraction w.r.t. the corresponding norm and cannot have an eigenvalue equal to 1.

The discussion in the two previous paragraphs shows that conditions (C1)-(C3) in Section III-A

hold for the RFM. Theorem 6 now implies

Corollary 10. Consider the RFM (38) with output (39). Fix a constant control u(t) ≡ v̄, and

let ev̄ denote the corresponding equilibrium point. For all ∆u ∈ Z such that ∆u = 0 and u +

∆u ∈ U , let γu+∆u denote the corresponding T -periodic solution. Then the average outputs

along the T -periodic solutions yu(t) ≡ h(v̄, ev̄) and yu+∆u(t) = h(u(t) + ∆u(t), γu+∆u(t))

satisfy (26).

In other words, to first-order the GOE in the RFM is zero. This is perhaps surprising, as one

may expect that by properly coordinating the periodic transition rates along the RFM, it may be

possible to increase the average output (even to first-order).

VII. APPLICATION II: THE MASTER EQUATION

In this section, we demonstrate the theoretical results derived above using an important math-

ematical model, namely, the master equation with time-varying transition rates. Let 1m ∈ Rm

denote the vector of all ones.

Consider a system that at each time t can be in one of n possible configurations. Let z(t) =[
z1(t) . . . zn(t)

]T
, where zi(t) ∈ [0, 1] is the probability that the system is in configuration

number i at time t. Thus, 1T
n (t)z(t) = 1 for all t ≥ 0. The (time-dependent) master equation

describes the flow between the possible configurations as the linear time-varying system:

ż(t) = A(u(t))z(t), (41)

with

Ai,j(u(t)) =


uj,i(t), j ̸= i,

−
∑

k ̸=i ui,k(t), j = i.

(42)
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Here uj,i(t), with i, j ∈ [n], is the rate of transition from configuration j to configuration i at

time t. Note that the mapping u→ A(u) is linear.

For example, for n = 2 we have

ż = A(u)z =

−u1,2 u2,1

u1,2 −u2,1

 z. (43)

The first equation here is ż1 = −u1,2z1 + u2,1z2, that is, the change in the probability of being

in the first configuration is equal to sum of flows from configuration 1 to 2 (−u1,2z1), and from

configuration 2 to 1 (u2,1z2).

The master equation has been used to model and analyze numerous systems and processes

in a variety of scientific fields including physics, systems biology, demographics, epidemiology,

chemistry, and more, see, e.g., the monographs [14], [55]. In many of these applications, it is

important to consider the case where the time-varying transitions rates are T -periodic.

Since z(t) is a probability vector, the state space of (41) is the standard n-simplex in Rn:

K =

{
y ∈ [0, 1]n |

n∑
i=1

yi = 1

}
. (44)

To study the GOE in the T -periodic master equation, we slightly modify the space of controls.

Let Q ⊆ [n]2 such that ui,j(t) > 0 for all (i, j) ∈ Q and t ∈ [0, T ] implies that A(u(t)) is

irreducible, and define Z to be the Banach space satisfying

1) (i, j) ∈ Q =⇒ ui,j(0) = ui,j(T ), ui,j ∈ C([0, T ],R).

2) (i, j) /∈ Q =⇒ ui,j ≡ 0

with the norm

∥u∥Z = max
(i,j)∈Q

∥ui,j∥C .

We assume that the set of admissible controls is

U := {u ∈ Z | c < ui,j(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ], (i, j) ∈ Q} , (45)

with c > 0. Note that this implies that A(u(t)) is Metzler and irreducible.
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We also assume that (41) admits a scalar output

y(t) = p(u(t), z(t)),

where p : Rn2 × Rn → R is continuously differentiable.

Define H : Rn → R by H(y) := 1T
ny. For q ∈ R, let

LH(q) := {w ∈ Rn |H(w) = q} , (46)

that is, the level set of H corresponding to q. The function H is a first integral for (41), meaning

that for any q ∈ R, the level set LH(q) is invariant under the dynamics of (41).

A. Representing the master equation as a bilinear control system

Eq. (41) is not in the form (11). Furthermore, the state space K of the master equation

satisfies K ⊂ LH(1), and since LH(1) is an affine manifold in Rn, we cannot immediately apply

the theoretical results in Section IV to (41).

To represent the master equation in the form (11), we make two modifications. First, introduce

the parallel shift κ : Rn → Rn defined by

κ(w) := w − n−11n, (47)

and the change of variables

x(t) := κ(z(t)).

In the new coordinates, the master equation becomes

ẋ(t) = A(u(t))x(t) + n−1A(u(t))1n,

y(t) = h(u(t), x(t)), (48)

with h(u, x) := p(u, x+ n−11n). Note that h is continuously differentiable on Rn2 × Rn.

The state space of (48) is κ(K) ⊆ LH(0), and LH(0) = (span(1n))
⊥ is a linear subspace that
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is trivially diffeomorphic to Rn−1. Second, let

u :=
[
u1,1 u1,2 . . . u1,n u2,1 . . . un,n

]T
,

and define f : Rn2 → Rm by

f(u) := n−1A(u)1n. (49)

Also, let α1, . . . , αn denote the standard basis in Rn. Define a matrix M : Rn → Rn×n2 as

follows. For any i ∈ [n], the ith row of M(x) is

[
Mi,1(x) . . . Mi,n2(x)

]
=
[
(ci,1(x))T . . . (ci,n(x))T

]
, (50)

where every ci,j is a vector of length n defined by

ci,j(x) :=


xjα

i, j ̸= i,

−xi
∑

k ̸=i α
k, j = i.

For example, for n = 2 we have

M(x) =

(c1,1(x))T (c1,2(x))T

(c2,1(x))T (c2,2(x))T


=

−x1(α2)T x2(α
1)T

x1(α
2)T −x2(α1)T


=

0 −x1 x2 0

0 x1 −x2 0

 .
It is straightforward to verify that (48) can be represented as (11) with f(u) defined in (49),
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and M(x) defined in (50). For example, for n = 2, we have

M(x)u =

0 −x1 x2 0

0 x1 −x2 0



u1,1

u1,2

u2,1

u2,2


=

−u1,2x1 + u2,1x2

u1,2x1 − u2,1x2


(compare with (43)).

B. Application of Theorem 6

Once expressed in the form (11), we now show that the general assumptions of Section III-A

hold for the master equation. We begin with the definition of the state space

Ω = κ

({
y ∈ (0, 1)n |

n∑
i=1

yi = 1

})

which we consider as an open subset of Rn−1. Similarly, the set of admissible controls U defined

in (45) is an open subset of Z after omitting all the components ui,j that vanish identically.

Moreover, condition (C1) is trivially satisfied. Next we recall two properties of the time-varying

irreducible master equation (see, e.g., [25]). First, Theorem 2.5 in [25] states in a more general

setting the unique existence of a T -periodic solution for every admissible control which settles

condition (C2). Second, the combination of Corollary A.6 and Proposition A.7 in [25] shows

that ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u,Γ(u)) = Φu,Γ(u)(T ) of condition (C3) does not map any non-zero vector in LH(0)

to a vector of the same length. Here LH(0) is equipped with the norm that is induced by the

ℓ1-norm of the ambient space Rn. Thus ∂x
∂x0

(T ;u,Γ(u)) cannot have an eigenvalue equal to 1.

Theorem 6 therefore implies

Corollary 11 (First-order GOE for a constant control in the master equation is zero). Consider

the master equation given by (41), (42), with the set of T -periodic controls (45). Fix a constant

control u(t) ≡ v̄, and let ev̄ denote the corresponding equilibrium point. For ∆u ∈ Z such
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that u + ∆u ∈ U , and ∆u := 1
T

∫ T

0
∆u(t) dt = 0, let γu+∆u denote the corresponding T -

periodic solution. Then the average outputs along the T -periodic solutions yu(t) := p (v̄, ev̄)

and yu+∆u(t) := p
(
u(t) + ∆u(t), γu+∆u(t)

)
satisfy (26).

In other words, in the vicinity of a constant control u(t) ≡ v̄, the GOE in the master equation

is a phenomenon of second-order (or higher).

VIII. GENERALIZING THE CONTROL SYSTEM

The form of the control system (11) was motivated by the RFM and by Markov chains.

Consider now the more general control system:

ẋ(t) = g(x(t)) + f(u(t)) +M(x(t))u(t), (51)

y(t) = h(u(t), x(t)),

where we added a state-dependent drift term g : Ω′ → Rn that is assumed to be C1. We now

show that this can be represented as in (11). Introduce a new control input u0(t) ≡ 1, and define

û :=

u0
u

 , M̂ :=
[
g M

]
, and Ψ :=


0 1 0 . . . 0 0

...

0 0 0 . . . 0 1

 ∈ Rm×(m+1).

Then (51) can be expressed as

ẋ(t) = g(x(t)) + f(u(t)) +M(x(t))u(t)

= f (Ψû(t)) + M̂(x(t))û(t), (52)

and this is in the form (11) that is analyzed in this paper.

Example 5. Consider again the system in Example 2, that is,

ẋ1 = −x1 + x22,

ẋ2 = −x2 + u,

y = x1.
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This is not in the form (11), but it is in the form (51) with

g(x) :=

−x1 + x22

−x2

 , f(u) :=
0
u

 , and M(x) := 0.

Defining u0(t) ≡ 1,

û :=

u0
u

 , M̂ :=

−x1 + x22 0

−x2 0

 , and Ψ :=
[
0 1

]
,

implies that we can write this example in the form (52). In particular, all the theoretical results

in Section IV are valid for this example, and this explains why the term for the GOE in (4) is

quadratic in the perturbation amplitude a. □

IX. CONCLUSION

Many natural and artificial systems are or can be regulated using periodic controls. A natural

question is: can periodic controls lead, on average, to a better performance than constant controls?

Since periodic controls include, as a special case, constant controls, it may seem that the answer

to this question is typically yes.

The notion of GOE allows to formulate and analyze this question rigorously. The two key

aspects are: (1) the controlled system is assumed to entrain, so that under a T -periodic control all

its solutions converge to a unique T -periodic solution, and (2) the comparison between constant

and T -periodic controls is “fair” in the sense that the average value of the control is fixed.

Analysis of the GOE is non-trivial due to several reasons. First, the T -periodic solution of the

system is usually not known explicitly. Second, the analysis requires to compute the derivative

of the state with respect to a small perturbation in the control, and this implies that a general

treatment of this problem is intrinsically infinite-dimensional.

Here, we studied the GOE in a class of systems affine in the control. The main assumption is

that the controlled system is contractive. This implies entrainment to T -periodic controls. In fact,

the analysis shows that entrainment is almost a sufficient condition to derive our results. It only

needs to be supplemented by some condition on the sensitivity function of the Poincaré map
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that is satisfied, e.g. by some weak form of contractivity as it is present in the master equation

for irreducible Markov processes.

We showed that given a constant control u(t) ≡ v̄ and a T -periodic perturbation ∆u (with

average T−1
∫ T

0
∆u(t) dt = 0), the first-order term of the GOE is zero. The proof is based on

analysis of the associated Poincaré map.

Our results suggest that certain systems may have a GOE that is always positive [negative]

corresponding to certain “convexity” [“concavity”] like properties of the second derivative of

the state w.r.t. perturbations of the control. In such systems periodic controls will always be

better [worse] than constant controls, on average. Determining the structure of such systems is

an interesting and non-trivial research problem.

We demonstrated our results using the master equation and a phenomenological model for 1D

transportation called the ribosome flow model (RFM), both with T -periodic rates. We believe

that the results hold for other examples of contractive systems as well.
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