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Abstract

Trajectory inference seeks to recover the temporal dynamics of a population from
snapshots of its (uncoupled) temporal marginals, i.e. where observed particles are
not tracked over time. Lavenant et al. [33] addressed this challenging problem
under a stochastic differential equation (SDE) model with a gradient-driven drift
in the observed space, introducing a minimum entropy estimator relative to the
Wiener measure. Chizat et al. [14] then provided a practical grid-free mean-
field Langevin (MFL) algorithm using Schrodinger bridges. Motivated by the
overwhelming success of observable state space models in the traditional paired
trajectory inference problem (e.g. target tracking), we extend the above framework
to a class of latent SDEs in the form of observable state space models. In this
setting, we use partial observations to infer trajectories in the latent space under
a specified dynamics model (e.g. the constant velocity/acceleration models from
target tracking). We introduce PO-MFL to solve this latent trajectory inference
problem and provide theoretical guarantees by extending the results of [33] to
the partially observed setting. We leverage the MFL framework of [13], yielding
an algorithm based on entropic OT between dynamics-adjusted adjacent time
marginals. Experiments validate the robustness of our method and the exponential
convergence of the MFL dynamics, and demonstrate significant outperformance
over the latent-free method of [13] in key scenarios.

1 Introduction

Estimating the temporal dynamics and trajectories of a population from collections of unpaired
observations at specific time points is a challenging fundamental problem with many potential
applications and a recent flurry of interest in the community [32, 33, 13, 14]. Previous work focused
on the fully observed setting, where all variables that are important to the underlying dynamics
are directly observed with no hidden states. This setting is relevant to single-cell genomic data
analysis, where the goal is to understand the trajectories of a population of cells at unobserved
times and reconstruct the trajectories of individual cells in gene space. Here, note that physics
properties such as momentum do not apply. That said, research in signal processing and control
theory has overwhelmingly shown the importance of being able to handle latent states in dynamics
modeling more generally [23, 16]. Even linear state space models have enjoyed a recent resurgence
for modeling text sequence data with large language models (e.g. [21]).

While in general the problem of recovering a hidden state is not identifiable, systems theory has
developed observability conditions on the underlying dynamics model that does allow for such
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Figure 1: Constant velocity model. We see that our method, PO-MFL, is more robust as the MFL
method fails to converge, and provides per-particle velocity in contrast to MFL. See Section 4 for the
experiment setting.

recovery [30]. For instance, in target tracking, oftentimes only a position variable is observed,
yet the tracking algorithm uses a state space model that includes a hidden velocity state [17, 6].
This hidden state allows for better predicting the future position of the target, improving the final
trajectory inference by not only better modeling the dynamics, but making it easier to identify which
of several targets observed at any given time correspond to the current track [17, 6]. The hidden states
themselves, when interpretable, may also be of direct interest for downstream applications.

The trajectory inference problem has many similarities to the tracking problem. In particular, at any
given time, a cloud of points is observed, but these points are not labeled, i.e. there is no indication
of which points at time ¢; match to the points at time to. Inferring these “matches” is the task of
trajectory inference, and closely parallels the data association problem in target tracking [1, 43]. As a
result, we are motivated to introduce latent state space modeling to the trajectory inference problem.

While itself being a fully observed framework without incorporating a known dynamics, the optimal
transport (OT)-based method of [14] is particularly amenable to our aims. It proposes to optimize
collections of particles at each time step to minimize a data fit term (a cost between the particle cloud
and the observed data points) and a trajectory fit term consisting of the entropic Wasserstein distance
between sets of particles at adjacent time points. The entropic OTframework arises naturally from
the SDE model (as we will see later), and provides an explicit and robust procedure for obtaining
inferred trajectories from unpaired time series data by following the OT plan between time points.
Representing the inferred time marginal densities as particles is also particularly amenable to our
partially observed framework, as we can have the particles be in the hidden state space and form a
data fit term to the observations using a specified (stochastic) observation model. In many ways this
parallels the observation model/hidden state particle setup used by the particle filter [4] and other
sequential Monte Carlo methods [17] for the paired-observation trajectory inference setting.

Applications While our focus is on the theoretical underpinnings of the latent trajectory inference
problem and MFL-based algorithm, we envision our approach being broadly applicable to a variety
of real-world tasks. For instance, the extra smoothing induced by introducing a hidden velocity state
could improve trajectory inference in the genomic data analysis setting mentioned above [14], or
any application where trajectory inference is relevant. Another possible application domain could be
survey or medical data. Specifically, when trajectory data is needed, longitudinal studies are often
designed where individuals are followed over time and continue to be re-interviewed, but significant
logistical challenges are involved in such a procedure [52]. Trajectory inference could allow for
different individuals to be sampled at each time point, significantly easing the burden on researchers.
Our approach for introducing hidden states (e.g. velocity) would be particularly impactful, as in both
social science and medical data, often individual’s trajectories (e.g. preferences or health) do carry
significant momentum. Finally, our approach could have advantages in private learning of time series
models or private synthetic data generation for time series. This is because in (differential) privacy
[18, 19], the goal is to preserve the statistics of an individual, and trajectory inference allows for each
individual’s data to be limited to a single point in time, not requiring a full trajectory record that may
be difficult to privatize. Our partial observation framework would allow for even more privacy to be
maintained as some variables could remain hidden if an appropriate dynamics model was available.

Related works There have been many works in the mathematical and computational biology commu-
nity on trajectory inference: see [44] for a survey and comparison of single-cell trajectory inference
methods. [46] introduces the use of OT for trajectory inference; however, the method generates paths
that are generally not smooth. [12] uses OT to construct measure-valued splines, which yields smooth



paths, [10] models population dynamics as a Jordan-Kinderlehrer-Otto (JKO) flow [29], and [42]
uses OT to analyze gene trajectories.

[55] consider the limits of trajectory inference from single-cell snapshots in the equilibrium setting.
However, as far as we are aware, [33] was the first work to provide theoretical guarantees of any
estimator for trajectory inference. They introduce a min-entropy estimator for gradient-driven drift
models and prove convergence to the ground truth in the limit as the number of observations become
dense in the observation period. [14] extends the entropy minimization formulation of [33] by
considering a different fitting functional, reducing optimization space, and using MFL dynamics.
[57] considers the application of these OT frameworks to the steady-state setting with known cell
birth and death rates.

There has been much work on latent space for generative models, many of which use OT. [53]
uses score-based generative modeling in latent space. [28] uses a pre-trained encoder and decoder,
consider diffusion in latent space, and prove theoretical guarantees that the output distribution is
close to the ground truth. [22, 58] consider learn latent manifold structures using OT, [48] considers
gradient flow in latent space to study equivariant networks, [49] studies the latent space of generative
models using OT, and[2] considers the nonlinear filtering problem using partial observations using
OT.

There are also some works considering concrete applications of Schrodinger bridges with non-Wiener
reference measures. For example, [11] considers Schrodinger bridges where the prior is any Markov
evolution for control theory and [9] shows that Schrodinger bridges between Gaussians against
reference measures induced by linear SDEs have a closed forms.

Notation For probability measures 1, v, the relative entropy (e.g. the KL divergence) is H (u|v) =
Jlog(dp/dv)dp if p < v and +oo otherwise. For n € N, let [n] := {1,...,n}. We use X to
denote the latent space and ) to denote the observation space. We use the notation P(-) to denote
the probability distributions over a space. The path space is Q = C([0, 1] : X), the set of continuous
X-valued paths. In our theoretical discussion, as in [33], we assume without loss of generality that
the end time interval is ¢ = 1. If R € P(Q) is a probability measure on the space of paths, its
marginal at time ¢ is denoted as R; € P(X). We generally use the Greek letters p, p to denote
probability distributions on X', ), respectively. We use d,. to denote a Dirac delta at 2. By an abuse of
notation, we use | - |2 = (-, -) € R for both the squared norm of a vector and the quadratic variation
of a stochastic process. For clarity, we use the notation g;- when applied to measures and g(-) when
applied to random variables (similarly for £). We use vol to denote the uniform measure on X.

2 Latent Trajectory Inference

Let X; € X be an unobserved state vector evolving according to the following SDE for ¢ € [0, 1]:
dX; = —Z(t, Xp)dt — VU (t, X;)dt + /7d By, (1)

where {B;} is a Brownian motion, 7 is the known diffusivity parameter, = € C([0,1] x X' : X)isa
known driving vector field, and ¥ € C?([0,1] x X) is an unknown potential function. Let P be the
law of the SDE with initial condition Py where P; € P(X) are the marginals of P at time ¢ € [0, 1].!

Consider a smooth function g : X — ) transforming X} into the observation space J: Y; = g(X4).
Suppose we have T observation times with 0 < tlT < e < t% < 1, and we observe NZ-T 1.i.d.
samples from the marginal distribution of Y,r:

NT iid.
{Yi?;'}j;1 = gﬁPtf = Qtf;
. .. T T NT
forming empirical distributions p; = >_ =1 Oy
1,7
The goal is to recover P given the snapshots (57, ..., p%). In general, to make this problem well-

posed and tractable, we make several assumptions on this very general setup. The first of these is a
notion of observability that generalizes? the ensemble observability introduced in [56]:

'Our SDE differs from that of [33, 14] with the addition of non-zero E.
2We include stochasticity (7 > 0) and allow for unknown V.



Definition 1 (Cy-ensemble observability). Assume that V is unknown but restricted to a class Cy.
We say the tuple (g, Z, Cy) is Cy-ensemble observable if; given g, =, T, and all marginals Q; = g4P;
of Yy for all t € [0,1], the marginals Py of X; are uniquely determined for all t € [0, 1].

With this observability assumption, we can infer the latent dynamics solely from the marginals Q. A
discussion of the relationship between this condition and that of classical/ensemble observability is
present in Appendix A. There, we also verify the conditions of Definition 1 for several important
setups, e.g., the key velocity-based dynamics model we use in our experiments.

Theoretical assumptions Let X', ) be Polish spaces, where X is a smooth and compact Riemannian
manifold or a compact and convex subset of R<, In the manifold setting, we assume its Ricci curvature
K is bounded from below, e.g. K > —oo.

The path space Q = C([0, 1] : X) is equipped with the uniform topology and its Borel o-algebra.
The probability space on paths P(€2) is equipped with the weak topology, e.g. convergence against
bounded, continuous functions. Assume our probability space (€2, F,P) is complete and filtered,
where the filtration is with respect to the process { X;}. IP is a probability measure, and if it is not
specified, expectations are taken with respect to P. Let W= be the measure induced by the SDE

Assumption 2.1 (Dynamics and Observation Model). Assume Z : C([0,1] x X : X) is known,
divergence-free, Lipschitz continuous, and satisfies ||Z|| = < 400. Assume the observation function
g : X — Y is smooth, measurable, bounded, and time invariant.

The divergence-free assumption is required so that the time marginals of W=7 remain vol for all
time if the initial condition is vol®. Lipschitz continuity and ||Z||~ < +oo are technical conditions
necessary for our proofs, and there are also some necessary mild technical conditions on the pair
(2, ¥). These assumptions are discussed in Appendix B. Finally, by bounded for g, we mean the
image of a set of finite measure also has finite measure.

3 PO-MFL: Approximate Minimum Entropy Estimation

Inspired by [33], we use minimum entropy estimation as the fundamental tool for connecting temporal
snapshots into continuous trajectories, where the entropy is the relative entropy (KL divergence) of
the estimated trajectory distribution with respect to the known portion of the SDE. In other words, we
estimate the trajectory distribution by maximizing its log-likelihood with respect to the distribution
induced by the SDE, subject to matching the observed marginals. We will show that the optimal point
of the minimum entropy objective function converges to the ground truth trajectory distribution.

It is not practical, however, to directly work with the trajectory distribution as it is an infinite-
dimensional object. In what follows, we will show that the minimum entropy objective in trajectory
space can be reduced to an OT-based objective, where marginals at adjacent time points are connected
via entropic OT.

This reduction allows us to perform trajectory inference using only representations of the latent
space time marginals, which can be accomplished via sets of particles. These particles can then be
optimized via MFL dynamics.

3.1 Minimum entropy objective function

In this section, we specify the minimum entropy objective function on the trajectory distribution.
Let {t/'} C [0,1] be our observation times, where At; := t],, — ¢I'. Recall that in general, we do
not have exact measurement of the temporal marginals, we will only have samples from them. As a
result, we must introduce a fit function to measure the discrepancy between the observation space
time marginals of the estimated trajectory distribution R and the observed samples.

*Note that if X has a boundary, we need a zero flux condition on =, but we do not consider this in our
theoretical analysis.



Let the observed empirical distribution smoothed by the h-wide heat kernel ®; be ﬁ;fr’h =

®y, (N%T Zj\g 5Yi,Tj) € P(Y) fori € [T].* Consider the fit function Fit*7 : P())T — R:

T
Ao 1 o AT.h
Fit"(Qur, ..., Quz) = X > AtLDF?(g;Rr, p; "),

i=1

with data-fitting term introduced by [14] augmented by observation function g to be

DF?(g;R,r, p; ") = / —log [ /X exp <—M> th;(w)} dp; " (y)

y 20'2
= H(p; "|gsRyr + No) + H(p] ") + C,

where N, is the Gaussian kernel with variance o2, C' > 0 is a constant, and we use the substitution
Q,r = g;R,r.° Note that this is the negative log-likelihood under the noisy observation model

5717; = g(XEj) + 0Z; ;, where YlTJ is the observation and Z; ; S N(0, ). Tt is easy to see that
DF is jointly convex in (R,r, ﬁzTh) and linear in ﬁlTh The main difference compared to [14] is that
our data-fitting term is in observation space, e,g. the addition of the function g. We briefly mention
that the data-fitting term in [33] is H (N, * [j,iT’h |R,r). The data-fitting term introduced by [14] (and
thus ours also) is computationally more effective when th" is a discrete measure and thus is more

amenable for the MFL dynamics. This difference in data-fitting term does not yield major changes
for the theoretical results, which can be seen in Appendix B.

The minimum entropy estimator introduced in [33] is the minimizer of the functional 7 : P(Q2) — R

F(R) :=Fit" (Qur, ..., Quz) + TH(R[W=T). 2)

Recall that our key novelties are the fit term in observation space and entropy minimization in path
space with respect to divergence-free, Markov path measures. Nonetheless, we show that we can still
recover the ground truth in the limit as the number of observations becomes dense.

Theorem 3.1 (Consistency (informal, see Thm. B.1)). Suppose P is the SDE given in (1) with initial
condition Py € P(X) such that H(Pg|vol) < +oo. Let RTAM € P(Q) be the unique minimizer of
(2):
RTM .= argmin F(R).
REP(Q)

Then, we have the weak convergence

lim ( lim RTM) —P.

h—0,A—0 \T'—oc0

This result parallels Theorem 2.3 in [33], which provides a consistency result in the fully observed
setting where the entire state vector X is observed and = = 0 identically. Due to these differences,
the result in [33] cannot be directly applied to our setting, and while our proof is able to follow a
similar overall structure, dense and nontrivial changes throughout the extensive proof are required.
These arguments can be found in Appendix B.

3.2 The reduced problem

As in [14], we need to “reduce” our problem over the space P(X)7 to use the MFL dynamics [26].
As before, let At; := tg;l — tf and 7; := At; - 7. Consider the following entropic OT cost, defined
for some 7; > 0, as

T: =(4,v) := min /ci (x,y)dy(z,y) + mH(y|p®v) = min TiH(’Y|p§L.M® v), (3)
ye€I(p,v) yEI(p,v)

*This smoothing h aids the proofs and will be taken to a limit of zero in the following theoretical results.
SHere, note that the inner integral is over X’ as the optimization will occur on the latent space, while the inner
integral is over ) as the observations are over ).



where pF is the transition probability density of W=7 over the time interval [0, ¢] and the cost function
is ¢Z (z,y) :== —At;log(pZ (z,y)). Note that in general, p cannot be found explicitly, so we will
discuss how to approximate this below. We recall from [14, App. A] that this optimization problem
is a Schrodinger bridge problem.® Define the functional G : P(X)” — R for p = (™, ..., u(M)
that represents a family of reconstructed temporal marginals, by

T-1
o 1 DG
G(p) = FitM (ggp) + E ETn,E(H( INTRAAE “
i=1 ¢

We consider the reduced objective F : P(X)T — R, defined as
F(p) = G(p) + 7H(p), )

where H(u) = ZiT:1 i log(p)dp™ is the minus differential entropy of the family of measures pt.
Similar to [14], we have an equivalence of minimizing F (2), the objective in path space P({2), and
F (5), the reduced objective over P(X)7. The proof is provided in Appendix C.

Theorem 3.2 (Representer theorem). Let Fit : P(Y)? — R be any function and let = be bounded
and divergence-free.

(i) If F admits a minimizer R* then (R}r, ..., R}z ) is a minimizer for F.
1 T
(ii) If F admits a minimizer p* € P(X)7T, then a minimizer R* for F is built as
R*() = / WE’T(-|I‘1, R ,.TT) th?,...,t% (131, S ,l‘T),
XxT

where W=7 (-|xq, ..., x7) is the law of W=7 conditioned on passing through x1, . .., rr at
times t1, ...tk respectively and Rt’{7___7t% is the composition of the optimal transport plans

i that minimize Ty, =(pu*®, w0+, fori € [T —1).

Note that the composition of the transport plans is obtained as:
Rti,“.,tT (dﬂCh <. ,dl“T) = ’Yl(dl‘l, d962)72(d$3|$2) ce 7T—1(d33T|$T—1), (6)

where the OT plans ~; (dz;, dz;11) = Vi (dx;41|x;) s (da;) are conditional probabilities (or “disinte-
grations”). As in [14], the “reduction” of the optimization space from P(£2) to P(X)7 is enabled
by the Markov property of W=7, which holds for us due to the Lipschitz continuity assumption
on = and that W=7 remains the uniform measure at all time. Theorem 3.2 allows us to compute a
minimizer for F from a minimizer for F' and its associated OT plans.

3.3 Approximating the entropic OT cost

Although now we have a reduced problem over P(X')7', we still cannot solve the objective function F
(5), as the entropic OT cost T, =(, v) is defined with the transition function pfi, which is generally
not available in closed form. Here, we give an approximation of T, =(u,v) by considering an
Euler-Maruyama discretization [31]. Let u € P(2) be a stochastic process following the SDE
dX; = —E(t, Xy) dt + /7 dB; with an arbitrary initial distribution. Let At := t5 — ¢; and suppose
4ty 5 fht, are two time marginals of p. Recall that if Xy, ~ py,, and

to to
th = th —/ E(S,Xé)ds—f-\/;/ st, (7)
t1 ty
then Xy, ~ pi,. For small At =ty — ¢4, since = and p are smooth, the integrand of the second
term will be approximately constant over the integration interval. Thus, we can approximate the first
two terms of (7) as
E8(Xy,) = Xy, — E(t1, Xy,) - AL

SThe classical Schrodinger bridge problem [47] gives the most likely evolution of a probability distribution
following a Brownian motion, conditioned on the endpoints y at time ¢ = 0 and v at time ¢ = 1, e.g. the
reference measure is the Wiener measure. [35, 36] introduce the Schrodinger bridge problem as an entropy
minimization problem against general reference measures. This is the formulation we use.



Finally, note that the last term of (7) is an isotropic Gaussian with variance T At.

This suggests approximating the transition kernel pT as a deterministic drift given by the current =,
followed by isotropic Gaussian noise. For = = 0, this would reduce to the kernel used by the MFL
method, i.e. the Brownian motion transition kernel.

This provides an intuition for why our approach is more robust than that of the MFL method when

the true Z is non-zero, since £ (X, ) — X3, ~ N(0, 7At) for small At, while the X;, — X, used

by the MFL algorithm has non-zero expectation, is non-Gaussian, and often has significantly higher
: 7

variance.

Let TV(:,-) denote the total variation distance. We have the following result for using the above
approximation in the transition kernel, which is a special case of [8, Thm. 2.1]. Note that this implies
that the difference in probability between the approximate kernel and true kernel for any event is of
order O((At)'/3), which converges to 0 as T — oc.
Proposition 3.3. Let X;, be as in (7) and Xy, = 34(X,,) + /7(Bi, — By, ), where X;, = 0,.
Then,

TV (Xt Xi,) < Cre@2loF (A)1/3,
where the constants C, Cs > 0 depend only on dim X and the Lipschitz constant of E.

Applying this approximate transition kernel yields updated, tractable OT terms in the objective
function. Specifically, instead of T}, = (™, u(*1)) in (4), we use T, (5;”17“#(“, (1), where

Tr,(p,v) == min 7 H(y|prpn®@v)
YEI(p,v)

is the entropic OT cost in [14, Eq. 6] and p;(z, y) is the transition probability density of the Brownian

motion on X over the time interval [0, ¢]. This cost is easily computed as p., is the Gaussian kernel.

Above, we consider the pushforward of the first marginal for ease of analysis. In our implementation
and experiments, we use 17, (EAt/Q () 511_&/2“(”1)), e.g. we pushforward the first marginal
and pullback the second margmal This entropic OT problem has the corresponding cost function
& (z,y) == —At; log(p, (£24/%(x), £~2*/%(y))), and we use Varadhan’s approximation [40]

1 At 2

= _ At _
e (myy) = 5 Hy — —E(t2,y) — v+ --E(t1,7)

b

2 2 2

which holds for 7; small, e.g. see Algorithm 1. To wrap up our discussion here, it is important to
highlight that we require a generalization of [33, Thm. 2.3] using our path measure W=7, Theorem
3.1, to justify convergence of our estimator when including = in our cost function in the entropic OT
problem (3).

3.4 Mean-field Langevin dynamics and exponential convergence

We provide a brief description of the MFL dynamics. See Appendix D for a more complete discussion.
MFL dynamics are designed to minimize functionals of the form F. = G + (7 + €)H, where
G : P(X) — R is smooth and H is minus the differential entropy. As in [14], we increase the
entropy factor by € > 0 because G is not convex, but Fy = G + 7H is. Using the first-variation
V[p] of G given in Proposition D.1, the MFL dynamics is defined as the solution of the following
non-linear McKean-Vlasov SDE, for s > 0:

dX = VO [ (X ds + 207 + € dB + ddl”, Law(X{") = p’ ®)
) = Law(x{"), iel[T],

where d@gi) is the boundary reflection in the sense of the Skorokhod problem, e.g. [51]. Here, =
does not, and should not show up in (8) as we already consider = for the entropic OT problem (3)
that induces the Schrodinger potentials. Thus, the McKean-Vlasov SDE is exactly the same as that of
[14]. For computation, we discretize the MFL dynamics via noisy particle gradient descent, which
we discuss in Appendix D.2.

"In a sense, our Euler-Maruyama approximation can be considered a first order approximation method, while
MFL corresponds to a zeroth order method. Higher order methods could be an avenue for future work.



Algorithm 1 PO-MFL: framework for latent trajectory inference

Require: Collection of observations (f1, . . . , p¢), collection of T time samples (¢] , . . . , t), velocity dynamics
=, number of iterations for MFL dynamics N, number of particles m, entropic OT parameter A
1: Initialize m particles for each time: (1711, . . ., 7r) € X™*7
2: for N iterations do
3: fori e [T — 1] do
4: At =t —tT
5: Ci i= {Cj e} e 3l — SEEE 1, hiviw) — mag + SEER, hig)|
6: ~; < Sinkhorn(m;, miy1, Ci, A - Aty)
7 end for
8: m < MFL(n, v, p) >m := (Mm1,...,mM), etc.
9: end for
10: Output collection of particles m, trajectories 7¢—1 0 - -+ 0 y;
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Figure 2: Average W, distance between ground truth and PO-MFL recovered positions in “constant
velocity” model from Appendix E. (left) Number of time points. (middle) Number of observations.
(right) Velocity.

In [14, 13], it is shown that the MFL dynamics in (8) converges at an exponential rate to the minimizer,
and this convergence also holds in relative entropy and in Wasserstein distance. We provide the proof
for the following similar result for our partially observed setting in Appendix D.

Theorem 3.4 (Convergence). Assume X is the d-torus. Let puy € P(X)T be such that F () < +00.
Then for € > 0, there exists a unique solution (p,)s>o to the MFL dynamics (8). Let ¢ > 0 and
assume that py has a bounded absolute log-density, it holds

F.(p,) —min F, < e~ 9*(F. () — min F.),

where C' = fe~/¢ for some o, B > 0 independently of u and e. Moreover, taking a smooth time-
dependent € that decays asymptotically as &/ log s for some & > «, it holds Fo(p,) — Fo(p*) <
loglog s/ log s — 0 and p, converges weakly to the min-entropy estimator p*.

3.5 PO-MFL

We summarize our proposed latent trajectory inference method in Algorithm 1. We recall that
discussion on the cost function (line 4) and MFL dynamics (line 7) can be found in Sections 3.3 and
3.4, respectively. We use the Sinkhorn algorithm [15] for entropic OT.

Given the set of observed temporal marginal samples in the observation space ), Algorithm 1 yields
a set of m particles at each time step ¢ representing the temporal marginal distributions in the latent
space X. Simulated trajectories may be recovered by sampling from the composition of entropic
transport plans as shown in (6).

4 [Experiments

In this section, we briefly provide synthetic experiments that demonstrate the advantages of having a
dynamics prior. All experiments were run on an M1 Macbook Air with 16 GB of RAM, and each
experiment takes no more than a few minutes each to run. More details on the experimental setup can
be found in Appendix E.
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“Constant velocity’’ model We compare the behavior of our method, PO-MFL, to that of MFL, using
the “constant velocity” model popular in target tracking [38], see Appendix A.1 for further details of
this model and its ensemble observability.® In this model, the state space is X = (x,y,,7) € R%,
with = given in the appendix and observations g(X) = [I2,02x2]X. Note that due to non-zero
process noise 7, despite the name, this model does not imply that the velocity is constant in time. The
particles are initialized at the origin with velocities set as & = 5 and § = 7, i.e. Xo = (0,0,5,7).

The ground truth is shown in Figure 1

Our optimization method observes
only the positions of the particles, i.e.
g(x,y,-,-) = (x,y), but it uses Z as
being a constant velocity prior. Re-
sults shown in Figure 1b show that
PO-MFL is able to successfully re-
construct the paths trajectories, while
MFL fails to converge. Furthermore,
in Figure 1c, we verify that the popula-
tion average of the particles’ velocities
matches with the ground truth.

Figure 3 (left) displays the y velocity
of one particle for the last 500 iter-
ations of optimization. Although at
each iteration, the velocity is stochas-
tic, we can see that the meanisat 7. In
Figure 3 (right), we plot the average
y velocity in the first 400 iterations of
optimization, providing empirical evi-
dence of the exponential convergence
of our algorithm guaranteed by Theo-
rem 3.4.

Figure 4 shows a crossing paths ex-
periment where the population is di-
vided into two groups, one moving
right and down, and the other right
and up, with their paths crossing in
the middle. In this particularly illumi-
nating regime, PO-MFL leverages the
“constant velocity” model used in this
section to distinguish the downward
moving group from the upward mov-
ing group. Note that PO-MFL is not
told a priori which samples belong to

a.

Position Velocity
49 5.0
21 <. 2.5
=~ 01 - + 0.0
5] . 251
-4 —5.01
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X X
(a) Ground truth.
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21 . 21
» .
= 0 55 > 0 Lo
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(b) Reconstructed trajectories.

Velocity

/3

(c) Reconstructed velocity from PO-MFL. Note the bimodal velocity

estimate.

Figure 4: Crossing paths experiment under the “constant

velocity” SDE.

8This model can be interpreted as introducing velocity as a hidden state to be inferred, in order to build
momentum into the dynamics (an object in motion tends to stay in motion). This is an extremely generic model
and makes minimal assumptions on the underlying data, as evidenced by its use in target tracking.



which group. While MFL here collapses to the centroid, we point out that even if its optimization
was successful, the MFL would prefer U-shaped trajectories here rather than the correct straight-line
trajectories, as it does not retain a hidden velocity state and only seeks to match adjacent time points
by their relative position via entropic OT.

We provide a variety of additional experiments in Appendix E illustrating how performance changes
as the number of observed particles, the spacing of time points, and the underlying ground truth initial
velocity affects performance. Figure 2 shows the average W, distance between the ground truth
positions and recovered positions (averaged by time point) across these experiments. Our approach
remains significantly more robust as these parameters are varied compared to MFL.

Circular motion model In our second model, the
particles (6,6,0) € S x R? represent a constant ac-
celeration model on the unit circle, starting from the
initial condition (0, 0.5, 1). Here, we use angular ve-
locity and angular acceleration. In this experiment,
we only observe the position, e.g. g(6,-,-) = 6. In
Figure 5a, we show the ground truth with position on
the left and angular velocity on the right. In Figure
5b, we show that PO-MFL successfully reconstruct
the positions while although MFL converges, it does
not recover the ground truth. In Figure 5c, we show
that the reconstructed velocity matches that of the
ground truth in Figure Sa.

5 Conclusion
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We consider the problem of trajectory inference in (b) Reconstructed position marginals.

latent space based on indirect observation, extend- s
ing the theoretical analysis of the min-entropy es-
timator introduced in [33] and the MFL dynamics do
algorithm introduced in [14]. Synthetic experiments ! S
were provided showing that the ability to include sim-

ple non-informative latent dynamics models, such as
the “constant velocity” model, can dramatically im-
prove the trajectory inference performance over the
baseline MFL method, while also directly providing
per-particle estimates of the hidden velocity state.

2
!
V!

Angular velocity

(c) Reconstructed angular velocity marginals from
PO-MFL.

Figure 5: Circular motion model.

For future work, while we do here provide some flexibility for model misspecification via the
unknown W potential, it would be interesting to further explore the stability of our method when
the dynamics model = is misspecified. Further exploration of ensemble observability would also be
a highly interesting fundamental direction to explore. Finally, we will seek to explore the various
promising empirical use cases outlined in the introduction.
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A Ensemble Observability for Linear Systems

Recall that in classical observability [20], the goal is to recover the dynamics of a single particle,
while here we want to recover the dynamics of a probability distribution. The notion of ensemble
observability introduced in [56] tackles this problem. Consider the non-stochastic model with linear
E(X)=A=X + B=:

dXy = —(A=X: + B=)dt )
with initial condition Py and linear observations Y; = g(X;) = CyX; + D,. For shorthand, we
denote this system as (A=, Bz, Cy, D).
The following is the definition of ensemble observability as introduced in [56]: it does not consider
stochasticity.

Definition 2 (Ensemble observability [56, Def. 1]). The linear system (9) is ensemble observable if
given marginals 3P of Yy for all t € [0,1], the marginals P of Xy are uniquely determined for all
t €1[0,1].

We can consider Definition 1 as an extension of ensemble observability. In particular, if we consider
7 = 0 in Definition 1, we exactly recover ensemble observability. [56] showed that classical
observability is a necessary condition for ensemble observability, and provided several sufficient
conditions as well. For a random variable X, we denote (x to be its characteristic function. We
assume the following on the initial distribution Xj.

Assumption A.1. Ler X be such that s — px,(sv) is real-analytic for all non-zero v € R™.
This assumption is not very strong and most “nice” distributions satisfy it, e.g. if they have a density.
Recall that by [20, Thm. 5.2], classical observability holds if and only if the observability matrix

0 := [Cz,C=Az,. .. ,CEAg_l] has rank n. [56] provides two useful sufficient conditions® for
ensemble observability of such systems.

Proposition A.2 ([56, Thm. 8]). Under Assumption A.1, if (A=, B=,Cy, D) is observable and
rank Cy = n — 1, then (A=, Bz, Cy, D) is ensemble observable.

Corollary A.3 ([56, Cor. 8]). Under Assumption A.1, if X = R? and (Az, Bz, C,, D,) is observable,
then (Az, Bz, Cy, D) is ensemble observable.

We now show that these two conditions can be carried over to stochastic systems, i.e., those with
7 > (. Consider adding stochasticity to (9) with the model

dX,; = —(A=X; + B=) dt + /T dB, (10)

with initial condition P, { B, } is an R™-valued Brownian motion, and observations Y; = Cy X, +D,.
We have the following result:

Corollary A4. Suppose (A=, B=,Cy, D) is ensemble observable (with T = 0). Then the system
(10) with known ™ > 0 is ensemble observable.

Proof. It is easy to see via direct calculation'® that the solution to (10) is

t t
X, = e~ A=tx, — </ e—A=(t—9) ds) Bz + /T efAs(t*S)st’ (11)
0 0

where we use matrix exponentials. Using arguments similar to those in [54], we can characterize the
covariance:

t
Y =Cov X = T/ e~ (A=+AZ)(t=5) g5
0

‘We also know that

t
Mt = E[Xt] = e_AEtX() — (/ C_Aa(t_s) dS) BE
0

These are not the only concrete conditions provided therein. Furthermore, a more general sufficient condition
is provided which is possible to check numerically.
19E.g. using an integrating factor.

14



Then as the first two terms on the right-hand side of (11) have zero variance and the Itd integral of a
deterministic integrand is normally distributed with mean zero, we know that (11) is distributed as

Xt ~ N(Mt, Et)
As we know 7, and the corresponding observability matrix to the system has full-rank, we see that the
pushforward (to observation space) of every term in (11) is also fully recoverable as well. Note that it

is possible to deconvolve!! the known Gaussian noise from X;, and hence the system is ensemble
observable. This concludes the proof. O

Next, we extend Corollary A.3 to independent processes and apply Corollary A.4.

Proposition A.5. Let X = X} x --- X X,,, where each X; = R%. Suppose (Az,, Bz,,Cy,, Dy,) is
observable for each i € [n|. Further, suppose the initial condition joint distribution for the X ; satis-
fies Assumption A.1 with [ X ;]1,[Xo ;]2 conditionally independent conditioned on [ X ;]2, [Xo ;]1,
for each j # i. If noise parameter T > 0 is known and { B} is an X-valued Brownian motion, then

the system

]

Az B= C!Jl D 91
: N I BT I
Az Bz, Cy., Dy,
is ensemble observable. Furthermore, the system remains ensemble observable under (known)
permutations.

)

n

Proof. This follows from a simple application of Corollaries A.3 and A 4. O

A.1 Example: “Constant velocity” model

The two-dimensional “constant velocity” model, so named because the velocity would be constant if
there were no process noise (7 = 0), uses a state vector

.o 4
X = (:I"?y"r?y) 6 R )
where here (x,y) are two-dimensional positional coordinates, and (&,y) is the current two-
dimensional velocity. The “constant velocity” dynamics model uses =(X ) = Az X where

0010
0001
A==19 00 o |
0000

which is a very simple matrix simply implying that the rate of change of X; = z is given by the
current state vector X3 = &, and similarly for y.

Having defined the dynamics, in this model, only the positions are observed. In other words, the
observations g(X) = [I2,02x2] X, i.e. Cg = [I2,02x2] and Dg = 0.

Note that this experimental setting satisfies Proposition A.5 as the z and y dynamics are independent.
Hence, it is sufficient to check if the system is observable. Here C' = [1,0] and A = [0, 1;0, 0], so
the observability matrix for each of these subsystems becomes

AN

which is the identity and thus full rank. By observability theory, the system is classically observable,
and by the results above, ensemble observable as well.

Note that ensemble observability can be extended to non-zero ¥ in this setting. For instance, in
the “constant velocity” model of the main text, V¥ = [0; ¢/] for constant but unknown ¢ will serve
simply as a drift term on the mean of the hidden velocity state. Since without this drift the mean of
the velocity is constant, this drift will be identifiable and the system will be ensemble observable.

Finally, as a brief remark, note that in Definition 1, we require ¥ to be restricted to a class of functions
Cy as otherwise the SDE (1) may fail to satisfy classical observability. Further exploration of Cy
classes is left to future work.

'E.g., using the fact that deconvolution is equivalent to division in the Fourier domain.
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B Proofs for Consistency

We make this section as self-contained as possible, although we suppress some of the longer details
when they are very similar to certain corresponding results in [33]. Whenever we do, we point to the
fuller arguments in [33]. The main result in this section is the following:

Theorem B.1 (Consistency, (formal version of Thm. 3.1)). Let P be the law of the SDE given in (1),
restated below:

dX, = —E(t, X;)dt — VU(t, Xy) dt + /T dBy,
with initial condition Py € P(X) such that H(Pg|vol) < 4o0. Assume we have the following:

(i) g : X — Y is a smooth, measurable, bounded, time invariant function, and (g9,=,Cy) is
Cy-ensemble observable.

(ii) For every T > 1, we have a sequence of ordered observation times {t! }_| between 0 and 1,
and {tI'}I_| becomes dense in [0,1] as T — +oc.

(iii) For each T and each i € [T, we have NI > 1 random variables {Y;T}NT which are i.i.d.

ifi=v
and distributed according to gyP,r.

(iv) The variables Yfg and YZT;, are sampled independently from their respective distributions

except when (T, 1,7) = (T",4', 5.
Consider the functional (2), restated below:
F(R) := Fit" (gsRyr, ..., gsRyz) + THR|W=T),
and let RTA" € P(Q) be its unique minimizer:

RTM .= arg min F(R).
REP(Q)

Then, we have the weak convergence

lim ( lim RT’)‘”") =P,

h—0,A—0 \T—o0

almost surely.

Proof. We use Theorem B.5 to take the limit 7" — +oo. By the law of large numbers and the weak
convergence assumption, we have 5, = ®;,(P;), almost surely. Define R*" to be the limit of R7:A"
as T' — +oo. By Theorem B.5, it is the unique minimizer of

e -
R— Fyp(R) = X/ DF(R¢, @ P¢) dt + TH(R|W=T).
0
By definition of the data-fitting term, the functional G'y j, in Theorem B.17 differs from F) ;, only by
a constant. We see that
1
Gan(R) = Fyn(R) — / H(®,P,)dt - C,
0

so R must also be the unique minimizer for G'y 5,. Finally, we use Theorem B.17 to take the limit
of RM as h — 0 and A — 0. This concludes the proof. O

B.1 Variational characterization of the SDE

We recall some previously introduced preliminaries and notation. 2 = C([0,1] : X) is the set
of X-valued paths, {X}c[0,1) is our canonical process, and F is the Borel o-algebra generated
by the random variables X for s < ¢ such that {F;},c[0,1) is a filtration. We use the notation
| 1> = (-,-) € R for the quadratic variation of a process (similarly use this notation for cross-
variation).

For the Girsanov transforms to be martingales, we have the following mild technical assumption.
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Assumption B.2 (Novikov conditions on Z). Assume that the following Novikov conditions hold:

1
E [exp (/ |52d3>} < 400
2.Jo
1 /1
E {exp <2/ |E+V\I’2ds>} < +o00.
0

Also, assume that there exists C' < +oo such that fol |Z|2ds < C and fol |Z+ VU|2ds < C.

and

This last condition is so that we can apply Girsanov’s on manifolds, e.g. [24, Thm. 8.1.2].
Proposition B.3 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.1 1])._Let P be the Law of the SDE in (1). Then the
Radon-Nikodym derivative of P with respect to W=7 is given W=T-a.e. by

P P W(0, Xo) — ¥(1, X))
e ) = Gy O exp (T )

- exp <i (/01 <asx1/ - %w\m? — (2, V) + ;A\p) (s, X,) ds)) .

To prove this proposition, we do not use a martingale characterization as in [33], but directly use the
Girsanov theorem (which by our assumption on =, can be applied on manifolds) and the It6 formula.

(12)

Proof. By the chain rule, we have

dp dPy dP dW7™
—(X) = Xo) - . —.
aw= Y = Gl ) G awEs
The first term follows from an averaging argument identical to that of [33, Prop. 2.11]. For the second

term, recall that P is the measure induced by the process dX; = —(2 + VW) dt + /7 dB, and W”
is the measure induced by the process dY; = /7 dB;. We have

P _. 1/t(:+V\I/)(sX)dB —1/t|:+V\II|2(sX)ds
dWT_ Xp \/’7_ o — 9 s S 27_ 0 — ) S

= exp <\% /Ot VU(s, X,)dB, — % /Ot IVU|2(s, X,) ds)
- exp <\1f /t Z(s, X,)dBs — % /Ot(|5|2 +2(E, V¥))(s, X,) ds>
- exp( (\p (0, Xo) — (1, X1) +/Ot (asqf - %IWIQ + ;A\I/) (S,Xs)ds»
e (2 [ B xa, - - (=0 + 2 V)% i)
—exp( (\IJOXO 1X1)+ﬁ/tE(S,XS)dBS)>,
-exp (T/O (a U |H+W|2+ A\I/) (s,Xs)ds>

where the first line follows from the Girsanov the_orem, [41, Thm. 8.6.6] and the third line follows
from 1t6’s formula, [41, Thm. 4.2.1]. Letting W=7 be the measure induced by the process dZ; =
—Z=(t, Zy) dt + /T d By, we have

d‘;y = ( /|H|2d——/ dB) (14)

by Girsanov. Combining (13) and (14) yields (12). The claim follows. O]

(13)

The next result is the variational characteristic of the SDE.
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Theorem B.4 (analogous to [33, Thm. 2.1]). Suppose (g,=,Cy) is Cy-ensemble observable. Let
E:00,1] x X — X be a smooth function and ¥ : [0, 1] x X — R be a smooth potential. Let P be
the law of the SDE

dX; = —E(t, Xy) dt — VU(t, X;)dt + /T dB,

with initial condition Py € P(X) such that H(Pgy|vol) < +oo. If R € P(Q) is such that
gsRy = g4 Py for all t € [0,1], we have
H(P[W=T) < H(R[W=T7)
with equality if and only if P = R.
The argument follows that of [33] with our ensemble observable assumption and reference measure.

Here, the proof is the same, but now we use the fact that our reference measure “cancels out” the
stochastic integral, e.g. see Proposition B.3.

Proof. Let P be the law of the solution of (1) and suppose R € P (€) is another path measure such
that H(R|W=7) < +o0. Let p,r € L' (Q2, W=T7) denote the Radon-Nikodym derivative of P, R
with respect to W=7, respectively. By strict convexity of x — z log x, we have

rlogr —plogp > (1 +logp)(r — p),

W=T-almost everywhere, with equality if and only if » = p. Integrating with respect to W=7, we
see
HR|W=") - H(P[W=T) > Egr[1 + logp] — Ep[l + logp]. (15)

Using Proposition B.3, we have
‘I’(Oa XO) — \Il(la Xl)

T

dP
Egr[l +logp] = Er [1 + log (dv001> (Xo) +

1/t 1
+f/ (85\11 — — VY2 - (E,VV) + TA\I/) (s, Xs) ds] :

By definition of ensemble observability, if gy;R; = ¢g;P, for all ¢ € [0, 1], this implies R; = Py
for all ¢ € [0,1]. Because this expression only depends on the temporal marginals of R as the
Radon-Nikodym derivative of P with respect to W=" does not contain a stochastic integral, the
right-hand side of (15) vanishes if gyR; = ¢;P, for all ¢ € [0, 1]. This concludes the proof. O]

B.2 The main technical result: Theorem B.5
Theorem B.5 (analogous to [33, Thm. 2.7]). Fix A\ > 0 and assume we have the following:

(i) Forevery T € N, we have a sequence of ordered observation times {t! }L_,; a sequence of data
smoothed by the heat-kernel pY (a collection of T probability measures on ))); and a sequence
of non-negative weights {w} }1_,.

(ii) There exists a P(Y)-valued continuous curve p € C([0,1] : P(Y)) such that the following
weak convergence holds: for all continuous functions a : [0,1] x Y = R,

T 1
li .T/ tT 2)pr(d :// t,z)p(dz) dt.
Tgrfw;wz Xa(z z)p; (dz) | Xa( z)p(dz)

1

For each T, let RT € P(Q) be the unique minimizer of

T
R — Fr(R) := 7HR[W=T) + % ZwiTDF(gﬂRtiT, ph). (16)

=1

Then as T — +o0, the sequence {R™'} converges weakly on P () to the unique minimizer of

= 1/t
R~ F(R):=THR|W=T) + X/ DF(gsR+, py)-
0
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Before proving this theorem, we state the following result that is immediate from the non-negativity
of our data-fitting term.

Fact B.6 (Non-negativity). With the assumptions of Theorem B.5, the functionals Frr and F are
bounded from below by 0.

Proof of Theorem B.5. The argument follows that of [33]. Let R be a minimizer of F and R” be
the minimizer of Frr. By optimality of the minimizers, we have GoR = R and GoR” = R”. Using
Proposition B.15, we can find a sequence R that converges weakly to R as T' — oo such that

F(R) > limsup Fr(R”) > limsup min Fp = limsup Fp(RT).
T—+oo T—~+oco P(Q) T—+oo

In particular, the sequence is bounded, which by Fact B.6, implies the sequence H (R*|W=7) is

~

bounded. Then from the compactness of the sublevel sets of the entropy, we have a limit point R of
the sequence {R”}. Using the optimality of R and Proposition B.16, we see

F(R) < F(GoR) < liminf Fr(R7).
T—+o0
Thus, we have equalities everywhere, so

F(R) =limsup Fr(RT) = lim Fr(RT).
T—+00 T—+o0

Then we see _ _
Fr(R) — Fr(RT) = Fr(RT) — rn(iQn) Fr
P
converges to 0 as ' — +o0. By [33, Lem. B.3], relative entropy is 1-convex with respect to the total
variation, i.e. if p, ¢, r are three probability measures,

p+q
gt 4
(=

1 1 1
r) < §H(p\?”) + iH(Q\T) —5llp - qllfv-

Since the data-fitting term is also convex, the full objective Fr(-) is 1-convex with respect to the total
variation. By a classic strong convexity argument, since Fr(R) converges to the minimum value
minp ) Fr achieved at R”, |R” — R”[|pv must also converge to 0 as T — +o0o. Recall that TV

convergence is stronger than weak convergence. Then, using the weak convergence of R7” to R, we
see that R” converges weakly to R as 7' — +o0. This concludes the proof. O

The remainder of Appendix B.2 is dedicated towards proving Theorem B.5.

B.2.1 Heat flow and regularization of the marginals

Recall that we use ®, to denote the heat flow with width s. We use the heat flow to regularize the
marginals. First, we have the following result showing that the density of ®;R; is continuous jointly
intand z.

Proposition B.7 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.12]). Let s > 0. There exists a constant C' depending
only on X and Z for which the following hold:
(i) For each R € P(Q), its heat flow regularization ® ;R has density p*)(t,-) (with respect to
the volume measure) that satisfies for all t € [0, 1],z € X, we have
1
G (t,x) > =.
p ( 7m) — Cs

(ii) Forallty,ty € [0,1] and x1,x2 € X, we have

) tr1) = ), m0)| < € (VA HERIWED) + O 4 Ory i =l + d(ona)).

Proof. The first estimate is directly from [33]. The second estimate follows from [33] and the
following proposition. O

19



Proposition B.8 (analogous to [33, Lem. 2.13]). There exists a constant C depending only on X and
= such that for each R € P(Q),

Erldx(Xi,, X1,)?] < C (HR|WTT) + C + Co?) o°[t; — to].

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. For any n > 0, using the dual representation of entropy
with the function X — ndy (X4,, X+, ), we have

77]ER [d-’( (th ) th)Q] < H(R|WE7T) + log EWEYT [eXp(UdX (Xt1 ) th)g]'

Using an upper bound on the heat kernel from [34, Cor. 3.1] and that ||Z[[z~ < +00, we have the
following bound on the transition probability for W=":

dx(z,y)*
<z A L2 I
pr(z,y,t) < O exp (CTt Gt

Then the remainder of the argument of the proof of [33, Prop. 2.13] yields the desired result. [

B.2.2 Heat flow and entropy on the space of paths

We introduce an auxiliary variational problem in which all the temporal marginals are fixed.

Definition 3. Let p € C([0,1] : P(X)) be a P(X)-valued continuous curve with respect to the weak
topology. Define the problem A (p) to be

(p):= inf {THRIW=T)|Vte[0,1],3:R; = .
A (p) Ré%m){T (R| ) | vt €[0,1], gsRe = gzpe }

We use the convention that A, (p) = 400 if the above problem has no admissible competitor.
Using a dual representation of .4, we can use PDE theory to solve this problem. First, we give a
martingale characterization of a class of stochastic processes:

Proposition B.9. Suppose W=7 is the law of the SDE dX, = —=dt + /T dBy with arbitrary
initial distribution. Let ¢ : [0,1] X X — R be a smooth function. Then, the process whose value at
t €10, 1] is given by

1 t 1 _ -
exp (3 (00,200 = 9(0.0) = [ o+ 5IV6l? = = 90+ g (5. X)as) ) )
0
is an Fy-martingale under WET,

Proof. By Assumption B.2 on E, the process
t
— T
Mgp = (p(tht) - (,0(0, XO) - / [69@ - <‘:'7 VQP> + EAQO (57XS) ds (18)
0

is an J;-martingale under WET by [41, Thm 8.3.1]. We calculate the quadratic variation (M ¥),
similar to [25, Prop. 1.3.1]. First, we have

2 1 t _
P X = (0. X0+ MF + 5 [ E V) + A5, X ds

2 1 [t _
— (0. X0 + MF 4 5 [ [-20(2,96) + Ag?)(s, X.) ds.
0

Using It6’s formula, we have

t

P X = (0,50 +2 [ ol X5, X + (M),

— (0, Xo)? +2 / (s, X,)AM? + / (5, Xo)[- (5. Vo) + Ag](s, Xo)ds + (M?),.
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Equating the bounded variation parts, we see
I _ =
(M%), = 5/O [—2@(:, V) + Ap? + 20(E, Vo) — <pA<p] (s, Xs)ds

t
1/0 [A<p2 - @Ago] (s, Xs)ds

2

t
/ |V(s, X,)|? ds.

0
Then, (17) is the exponential martingale of M. O

Here, recall that Assumption B.2 ensures that (18) is a martingale. Otherwise, it is only a local
martingale and we would need to check the L' convergence of the stopped process with an increasing
sequence of stopping times that goes to +o0o. This is a standard argument in stochastic calculus, e.g.
see [41].

Now we give the dual representation mentioned above.

Proposition B.10 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.15]). Let p € C([0,1] : P(X)) be a P(X)-valued
continuous curve. We have

Ar(p) = 7H(po|vol)

+sgp{— /X (0, 2)po (dz) — /0 1 /X (8tso+§|v@|2—<aw>+;m> m(dw)dt},

where the supremum is taken over all ¢ € C?([0,1] x X)) such that ¢(1,-) = 0.

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. From the duality result of [3, Prop. 2.3], we have

A-(p) = TH(pdVOl)-i—TSlJ)p{Al /Xl/)pt(dx) ds — /X [log Ewz.re eXp (/01 Mt) po(d:c)} }

where W=7+ is the measure such that WE "7 = ¢, and the supremum is taken over ¢» € C([0, 1] x X).
Here, the characterization holds because the argument in [3] only requires the reference measure to
be uniform at all marginals.

Let —¢ := L(9,0+ 1|Vy|*> = (Z, V) + T Ayp) for some smooth ¢ satisfying the terminal condition
»(1,2) = 0. By Proposition B.9, we see

S I O I

As Xy = 0 under W=7 we have

/X [1ogIEws,T,z exp (/Ot U(t, Xy) dtﬂ — /X [log eflw(o@)} po(dz)

= %/Xso(&x)po(dw)'

The remaining argument of [33] follows through. O

The main idea is that there is a contraction of A, under the heat flow, which we can think of as a
space-time counterpart of the contraction of entropy under the heat flow.

Proposition B.11 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.16]). Let p € C([0,1] : P(X)) be a P(X)-valued
continuous curve and for s > 0, define the new curve p'® : t — ®,p,. Let K be a lower bound on
the Ricci curvature of the manifold X. Then, for any s > 0, we have

Ar (p(s)) < 672K5A7(p)'
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Proof. Consider the dual formulation in Proposition B.10. If ¢ : [0,1] x X — R is a C? function
with boundary condition (1, -) = 0, then by the self-adjointness property of the heat semigroup, we
have

/ (0,995 + / / (am Vel — (2, V) + Ago) o) dt

—_ T
/{@sw} P0+/ / <6t s+ ‘P [Ve|? — <:>V<p>+2M>sso) p dt,

where ®,0;¢p = 0;Psp by Schwarz’s theorem and ®,Ap = Ad,p by simple calculation. By
properties of the carré du champ operator [5, Cor. 3.3.19] and expanding out the inner product, we

see that (®,Z, VO,p) < e 2553 (2, V). Thus, letting ¢ = 2550, and = = 2553 2, we
have
@ _ [ Lol _ (= T (s)
— [ #(0,)p;" — e+ SIVel® = (B, V) + SA¢ | p, dt
X 0o Jx 2 2

—e | [ G0.9m - | |/ (006 + 51V6 - E. 90+ F85 ) ma
X 0 Jx
< e 15[ A (p) — TH(po|vol)],
where the last inequality is due to Proposition B.10. Taking a supremum over ¢, we see that
A (p) < e K5 A, (p) + 7 [H(®4polvol) — e 2K H po|vol)] .

By [33, Eq. B.3], the second term in the right-hand side is always non-positive, so the claim
follows. H

IN

Next, we define the regularizing operator G that acts at the level of laws on the space of paths.
Definition 4. For each R € P(Q) with H(R|W=T7) < 400 and for each s > 0, define

gs(R) (= arg mln{H(quE’T) | vt € [07 1]agﬂf{t = gﬁ(bth}
ReP(Q)
That is, among all probability distributions on the space of paths whose marginals in hidden space
coincide with t — g3 ® Ry, the measure Gs(R) € P () is the one with the smallest entropy.

Note that Gs;(R) is well-defined because thanks to Proposition B.11, A.((P;R;):) <
e 25 A (Ry):) < e 2KSH(R|W=T) < +o00, so the minimization problem has admissible
solutions. Since sublevel sets of entropy are compact, there exists a minimizer, and from strict
convexity of the entropy functional, it is unique. Now note that

Ar((25(Re)e) = H(Gs(RIW=T)).
This gives us the following result.

Proposition B.12 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.18]). For each R € P(Q) such that H(R|W=T) <
400, we have the following:

(i) Forany s > 0, H(G,(R)|W=T) < e 2K5H(Gy(R)|W=T) < e 2K H(R|W=T).

(ii) Gs(R) converges to Go(R) weakly as s — 0.

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. The first property is a rewriting of Proposition B.11
together with the definition of G, and A,. The second property follows from our observability
assumption and an analogous argument to that of the proof of [33, Prop. 2.18]. Consider the
following sequential characterization. Let {s,, },cn be a sequence with s,, — 0 as n — +o0. By
the contraction estimate in (i) and that the Ricci~curvature is bounded from below, we know that
H(Gs, RIW=T) is uniformly bounded in n. Let R be any limit point of G, R.. Notice that this limit
point exists due to the compactness of the sublevel sets of H(-|[W=7).

We show that R = GoR by a standard analytic argument. We consider a subsequence (which we do
not relabel) G5 R that converges to R as n — 4-00. The marginals of R agree with those of R as
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we easily see that the marginals of G, R are the {®; Ry }ic[0,1), and @ f — f in L' (X, vol) as
s, — 0. Then, using the lower semi continuity of entropy, the definition of G, and the contraction
estimate for A, we have

H(R|W=T) < lim +ian(gsnR|WE7T)
n—-+0oo
= lim inf A (@4, Re)1) [W=T)
< liminf 672KS"AT((Rt)t) = A ((Re)t)-

n—-+o0o

This shows that R = GoR, which concludes the proof. O

B.2.3 The data-fitting term

We recall the definition of the data-fitting term here:

2
DF? (g:Ryr, p; ") = / “log [/ exp <—|g(x2) _ yll ) dRyr (2 )} dpl " ()
i v Py o
= H(ﬁiT’hlguRt; * J\/;,) + H(ﬁt?) +C,
where N, is the Gaussian kernel. First, we have the following result, which is immediate from

properties of entropy.

Proposition B.13. The function r — DF(r, p) is convex and lower semi continuous on P(X).

We will require a quantitative control on the effect of the heat flow on the data-fitting term.

Proposition B.14 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.22]). Assume g : X — ) is measure preserving.'?
Let p,r € P(X). There exists a constant C' > 0 depending only on X, g, and o such that for every
s> 0,

DF(gy®,r, gsp) < DF(g47, gsp) + s - C.

Above, for simplification of the notation, we pushforward both parameters of the data-fitting term by
g. This makes the argument below much cleaner.

Proof. The argument follows that of [33], but it is much simpler due to our different data-fitting term.
In particular, we do not need a bound on the Fisher information. By an abuse of notation, denote
r € L'(X,vol) the density of r with respect to vol. Denote r(s, -) to be the density of @47 with
respect to r. It satisfies the heat equation

or

— =Ar.
0s "

Then, we have

%DF(Q@SW;@) = d% /y —log [ /X exp (—W) T(S,w)vol(dw)} p(y)vol(dy)
= —/ylog [/ exp (—W) aasr(s,x)vol(dx)} p(y)vol(dy)
_ log [ exp ( lg( 202 ”'2) Ar(s,x)vol(d:v)] p(y)vol(dy)
<C

<C/ y)vol(dy)

where the inequality follows from properties of the Gaussian integral and the fact that
J Ar(s,z)vol(dz) = 1. Integrating yields the desired result. O

"2Suppose that (X, Ax), (J/, \y) are measure spaces with Lebesgue measure. g is measure preserving if for
every Borel set B € X, Ax(A) = Ay (gsA).
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B.2.4 Two results on limits of functionals

We require two results of the functional Fr defined in (16). We use these for the I'-convergence
theory required in the proof of Theorem B.5.

Proposition B.15 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.24]). Use the notation and assumptions of Theorem

B.5. Suppose R € P(Q) with F(R)) < 400 and GoR = R. Then there exists a sequence RT which
converges weakly to R as T — 400 and

limsup Fr(RT) < F(R).
T—4+oco

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. Let s > 0. Combining Proposition B.14 for the data-fitting
term and Proposition B.12 for the relative entropy on the space of paths, we see that

1
F(Gs(R) = TH(G,R|W=T) + %/ DF(®,Ry, ;) dt
0

_ 1 [t
< re HHRIWET) + 1 [ DERp) di+s-C.
0

so we have
limsup F(G;R) < F(R).
s—0
Now as — log[GsR]; is a continuous function of ¢ and = by Proposition B.7, we can use the weak
convergence of p to p to write, for s > 0,

T

1
lim 3" w!DF (IG,R]r. 7 :/ DF([G,Rl:, ;) dt.

T—~+o00
i=1 0

This implies for all s > 0, we have limr_, o Fr(G:R) = F(GsR), so it is sufficient to let

R := G,, R for a sequence {s7}7>; that decays to 0 sufficiently slowly as T — -+oc. This
concludes the proof. O

Proposition B.16 (analogous to [33, Prop. 2.25]). Use the notation and assumptions of Theorem
B.5. Foreach T > 1, let RT € P(2) and assume that it converges weakly to some R € P(Q) as
T — oo. Then

F(GoR) < liminf Fr(RT).
T—~+o00

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. Assume that lim infr_, . o, Fr(R*) < 400 otherwise we
are done. Then, up to a subsequence (that we do not relabel), we have sup; H(RT|W=T) < +o0.
Combining Proposition B.14 for the data-fitting term and Proposition B.12 for the relative entropy on
the space of paths, we have

)

M=

: R | —_—
Pr(G.RT) = rH(GRT|W=7) + £ " & DF (gntpthT?,piT)
DF (Rﬂ,ﬁ?) + %

>= L

<7e M HRTIWET) +
Now we rewrite the above as
Fr(R") > Pr(G.R") — C(s),

where y _ sc
C(s) = T|€_2KS — 1|sup H(RT|W:’T) + 5y
T

is upper bounded by a quantity independent of 7" and lim,_,o+ C'(s) = 0. For the data-fitting term,
define the sequence of functions a? (,z) to be

oT(t,z) == — log U exp <—W> dd)sf{tT(z)} ,

202
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which is parametrized by 7'. Notice that from the definition of the data-fitting term, we have

T T
> wIDF(g: @R, p7) =D wl / al (], 2)p] (dx).
' i=1 X

i=1

For a fixed s > 0, the family of functions a? (¢, z) indexed by T is uniformly equicontinuous due to
g being continuous and Proposition B.7. Then there exists a subsequence (that we do not relabel) that
converges uniformly on [0,1] x ) as T — oo to the function

al(t,x) = —log U exp <|g(z)_x”2> d@th(z)]

202

oo (1Y g ).

Using this uniform convergence with the weak convergence of 57 to p;, we see
T
tin Yl [l (e 0! (o)
x

T—+o0 4
1=

)

= / DF(GsRy, p,) dt.

0

T
lim S wIDF (cpthT_T, ,af)
T—~+oco Pt i

1
1
/ as(t,x)p,(dx) dt
X
1

Using lower semi continuity of entropy, we have F(G,R) < liminfr_,o, Fr(G,RT). Thus, for
each s > 0, we have

lim inf Fr(RT) > F(G,R) — C(s).

Finally, we use Proposition B.12 to take s — 07 using the lower semi continuity of F' and the
convergence of G,R to GoR when s — 0. O

B.3 TI'-convergence: taking h — 0, A — 0

Theorem B.17 (analogous to [33, Thm. 2.9]). Let P € P(Q) with H(P|W=T) < +o0. For each
X > 0and h > 0, let RM" be the minimizer of the functional

_ 1 !
R— Gyn(R) :=THR|W=T) 4+ X / H(®,Py| Ry x N,) dt.
0

Then, as h — 0, \ — 0, the measure R™" converges to the minimizer of R +— H(R|W=T) among
all measures such that gsR; = gyPy for all t € [0, 1]. Furthermore, if P is the law of the SDE in (1),
then RM" converges to P.

Proof. The argument follows that of [33]. First, consider R := G, P € P(2) as a competitor in
G 1. Using the contraction estimate given by Proposition B.12, we have

g%iﬂn) Gan = G n(RM) < T7H(G,PIW=T) < re  EMH(GP|W=T).

As K > —oo and H(P|W=T) by assumption, we see that Gy j,(R*") is uniformly bounded in
and h. Thus, H(R*»"|W=7) is uniformly bounded as well. Due to [33, Prop. B.2], this implies that
the family R»" belongs to a compact set in the weak topology. Let R be any limit point in the limit
as A — 0, h — 0. We only need to show that R= GoP. Note that

TH(R)\,IL|WE,T) < G)\7h(R>\’h) < T€2KhH(g0P|WE’T).
By taking h — 0 and using the lower semi continuity of entropy, we see

H(R|W=T) < H(GoP|W=T).
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Now using Fatou’s lemma, the chain rule for relative entropy, and joint lower semi continuity of the
entropy, we have

1 1
/H(Pt|Rt*Na)dt§/\liminf / H(®,P RN x N,) dt
0 0

—0,h—0

1
< liminfo/ H(®,Py|RM") dt
0

~ A=0,h—

< liminf { AsupGyn(RM) | =0.
—A;%{zao( p Gt >>

Thus, it follows that gﬁf{t = gyP, for almost every ¢t. Therefore, by definition of Gy, we have
R = GyP. This concludes the proof. O

C Reduced Formulation

C.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

We use the following result to prove Theorem 3.2. Here, the statement is identical to that of [14], but
we consider a different reference measure.

Lemma C.1 (analogous to [14, Prop. B.2]). There exists a constant C > 0 such that, for any
R € P(Q) andtT, ... tT a collection of time instants, it holds

= ® 2,7
HRIW=T) 2 HRyr _ 2|Wi'  r)

""" 1oty
=y _ -1 _
> Z H(l:{t,.,T,tiTJrl 7, (Ryr @ RtiT+1 ) — Z H(Ryr |WZTT) +C.
i=1 i=1
The first inequality (1) becomes an equality if and only if
R(:) = / WET( [z, er) dRyr | gr (21,0 27),
XT

where W=7 (-|xq, ..., xr) is the law of W=7 conditioned on passing through x1, . . .,z at times
tro..., t%, respectively. In addition, the second inequality (x) becomes an equality if and only if R
is Markovian.

Proof. Using the fact that = is divergence-free and that W= has the Markov property, the proof
from [14] holds. We provide the full proof for completeness. The first inequality () and the equality
case follows from the behavior of entropy with respect to a Markov measure under conditioning, e.g.
[35, Eq. 11]. In particular, we have

H(R‘WE’T) = H(Rt{,.“,tﬁwff tT)
T . tL

+ /H (R(-|I1, . ,.Z‘T)|WE’T(-|J:1, . ,xT)) th}",...,t; (.%‘1, ce ,a?T),
where the second term vanishes if and only if the conditional distributions R(:|x1, ..., z7) follow
the law of W=, for R;r _ ;r almost every (z1,...,27). The second inequality () follows from [7,
Lem. 3.4], which states
~ T—1 B T—1 B
HRyp g Wi ) = 5 HRep Wi ) = 3 H(R [WET) = E.
i=1 i=2

with equality if and only if Rt{’“"t; is Markovian. As in [14], we reorganize the terms in E.

Without loss of generality, assume that R, are absolutely continuous with density dR,r (z)/dz :=
r;(x) and let Vi be the Lebesgue volume of X. Since WtE_T’T is the uniform measure on X for every

T, we have
H(Rt7T |W;1T) = H(RRT) + log Viy.
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Letting 7; := 7(t/,; — t] ), we also have
T 1 =
Wf%,tT+1 (dz, dy) = -p=, (z,y) dz dy.
7 7 X
Thus, we see that for any p, v € P(X) with finite differential entropy and «y € II(y, v), we have

=7 _ d’)/ V
HOYWiir )= /log (dx@)dy = >dv(x v)

dry dudu)
—log V. +/1 o ardv)
e Og<p%d(u®'/)dmdy !

=logVx + H(Y|pZ, (n®@v)) + H(p) + H(v),

where the last line follows from [37, Lem. 1.6]. Now using the fact that R,z ,r € nR,r, Rf«-TH)’
we have

T -
E =logVx + Z H(RtiT,tiT+1 \pi (RtiT ® RtiTH)) + Z H(RtiT)a

i=1

which proves the formula. O

Theorem C.2 (Thm. 3.2, restated). Let Fit : P(Y)”T — R be any function and let = be bounded and
divergence-free.

(i) If F admits a minimizer R* then (RZ‘T, - s R}y is @ minimizer for F.
T
(ii) If F admits a minimizer p* € P(X)7T, then a minimizer R* for F is built as

R = [ WEConan) Ry (o o)

where W=7 (-|x1, ..., o) is the law of W=7 conditioned on passing through 1, ..., xT at
timestl ..., t%, respectively and RtlTw’tg is the composition of the optimal transport plans

i that minimize Ty, =(p*@, V), fori € [T —1].

Proof. The proof from [14] holds using our transition probability densities and OT plans. We provide
it for completeness. First, note that a minimizer R* € P(Q2) of F(R) = Fit(Q;r,..., Q1) +

TH(R‘WE’ ) is of the form in Lemma C.1. Let p,( )= R* be its marginals and (¥ := RtT 4T

i+1

which clearly satisfies 7(*) € TI(pu(, u(+1). Using C := log Vx, we see that

F(R*) = Fit(ggpu", ..., g™ +TZH OpZ (u @ ) + 7H(p) + C

> Fit(ggu™, ..., g:p™) + ZTT“_ O p+D) 4 7H(p) + C,

where the inequality becomes an equality if and only if R} ,» = 4% is optimal in the definition of
i 0741
T, =(u®, u+1). The claim follows. O

D Mean-Field Langevin Dynamics

Recall that the MFL dynamics is defined as the solution of (8), which we restate below:

dx{ = -V O ](XP) ds + /2(r + €) dB + do, Law(x{") = p$)
pl? = Law(X ("), ieT),
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where d@gi) is the boundary reflection in the sense of the Skorokhod problem. The family of laws
{1, }s>0 of this stochastic process are characterized by the following system of PDEs:

Opl) =V - (VV O Jul) + (7 + ) Apl?, (19)

which are coupled via the quantity VV () [u,]. The link between (8) and (19) follows from the
It6-Tanaka formula, see e.g. [27, Lem. C.3]. This is a multi-species PDE where each of the species
p(?) attempts to minimize A)\ti Fit» (-, pT) + (1 + €)H via a drift-diffusion dynamics, and it is

connected to p1*~ 1) and p**tY via Schrodinger bridges.

D.1 Properties of G and F’

We describe some properties of functions G (4) and F' (5).

Recall that the first-variation of G : P(X)T — R at p is the unique (up to an additive constant)
function V[p] € C(X)7T such that for all v € P(X)7,

T
lim [G(1— O+ ) — G()] = 3 VO ] (@) d(w — 1) ().

e—0 € —
i=

Proposition D.1 (analogous to [14, Prop. 3.2]). The function G is convex separately in each of its
inputs (but not jointly), weakly continuous and its first-variation is given for p € P(X)T and i € [T
by

, OFit Vi i+l Vi i—1
V(l) RES 1,1
MG T Ty
and
oFit . . At [ No(g(z) —y)

5@ T T TN g () P

where (@i j, ;i ;) € C%(X) are the Schrodinger potentials for Ty, =(u'®), ), with the convention
that the corresponding term vanishes when it involves 11 o or o1 r11. The function F' is jointly
convex and admits a unique minimizer p*, which has an absolutely continuous density (again denoted
by p*) characterized by

() e*V(i)[“*]/T, forie[T).

Here, the Schrodinger potentials are classically L! by standard (entropic) OT theory, but we can
extend them to C'*° functions, as discussed in [14].

Proof. The argument is similar to that of [14]. The properties of G and its first-variation are clear.
In particular, the first-variation of 7>, = follows from the fact that g is smooth and [45, Prop. 7.17],
and the first-variation of Fit follows by direct calculation. The convexity of G follows from the
convexity of ", = and the fact that the pushforward of g is linear. The joint convexity of I, its unique
minimizer, and the characterization of the minimizer follow directly from the argument in the proof
of [14, Prop. 3.2]. [

D.2 Noisy particle gradient descent

Let m € N be the number of particles used in the discretization for each of the time marginals
19, For computation, we approximate the MFL dynamics by running noisy gradient descent on the
function G, : (X™)” — R defined as G,,,(X) := G(fiy), where

A(Z) Z5X<)

From [13, Prop. 2.4], we see that mVX(i>Gm(X) = vv® [[LX](X](”) Thus, this yields the
discretization of (8): ’
X+ 1) = XOk] — VO Rk (X k) + 20(r + 02, XP[0] "~ u 0
PR St i)
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where 17 > 0 is a step-size, the Zj(lll are i.i.d. standard Gaussian variables, and all the particles should

be projected onto X at each step if X has boundaries. The MFL dynamics are recovered in the limit
as m — oo and n — 0, e.g. see [50, 39, 13].

D.3 Exponential convergence

Theorem D.2 (Thm. 3.4, restated). Assume X is the d-torus. Let py € P(X)T be such that
F(pg) < 400. Then for € > 0, there exists a unique solution (1) s>o to the MFL dynamics (8). Let
€ > 0 and assume that p has a bounded absolute log-density, it holds

F.(p,) —minF, < e 9(F.(uy) — min F,),

where C' = Be~%/¢ for some a, 8 > 0 independently of p and e. Moreover, taking a smooth time-
dependent € that decays asymptotically as &/ log s for some & > «, it holds Fy(p,) — Fo(pu*) <
loglog s/log s — 0 and p, converges weakly to the min-entropy estimator pu*.

Proof. As in [14], we simply need to verify the assumptions in [13, Thm. 3.2]. Recall that the
objective function is of the form F, = G + (7 + ¢) H. The stability and regularity of the first-variation
V, [13, Assumption 1], is immediate from [14, Prop. C.2] and that g is bounded. The convexity of
Fy and existence of a minimizer for F, [13, Assumption 2], follows from Proposition D.1.

For the uniform log-Sobolev inequality (LSI), [13, Assumption 3], first note that the ¢th component of
the first-variation of Fy is given by V() [u] 4+ 7 log u(¥). Define D := diam X and E := diam g,
where D < 400 by assumption and E < 400 as ¢ is bounded. Note that osc V() [u] < +o00 as the

gradient formula for §Fit /64(*) is non-negative and is bounded by EeP*/(20%) and by [14, App. A,
Eq. 17], the Schrodinger potential ; ;1 has an oscillation bounded by

309, (o) = ik, e, (0) < D2

Following the argument in the proof of [13, Thm. 3.3], the probability measure proportional to

e~ (VOlul+rlogn®)/e gatisfies a LSI with constant p > ae~?/¢ for some «a, 3 independent of

S, €, M-
Then, [13, Thm. 3.2] guarantees the exponential convergence with rate e=¢* with C' = 2ep.
Furthermore, the convergence result with simulated annealing follows from [13, Thm. 4.1]. O

E Additional Experiments

E.1 Settings for experiments in main text

“Constant velocity” model In this experiment, the diffusivity parameter is set at 7 = 0.05. Particles
are initialized from Xy ~ N(0,0.1%- ) and simulated over the time interval ¢ € [0, 5] with marginals
sampled at 5 evenly spaced intervals. Both PO-MFL and MFL are applied using m = 100 particles,
we observe 32 particles at each time point, and we use a kernel width of o = 1.0 for the data-fitting
term. The optimization procedure is initialized with = 0.5 and continues for 2,000 iterations. The
number of Sinkhorn iterations for entropic OT is capped at 500 iterations.

For the crossing paths experiment, the diffusivity parameter is set at 7 = 0.0005, and the time interval
is [0, 2.25], and marginals are sampled at 10 evenly spaced intervals we use m = 50 particles.

Circular motion model In the circular motion experiment, the diffusivity parameter is set at
7 = 0.0002. Particles are initialized from X ~ N(0,0.1? - I) and simulated over the time interval
t € [0,3.14] with marginals sampled at 15 evenly spaced intervals. Both PO-MFL and MFL are
applied using m = 100 particles, we observe 32 particles at each time point, and we use a kernel
width of ¢ = 1.0 for the data-fitting term. The optimization procedure is initialized with n = 0.5 and
continues for 4,000 iterations. The number of Sinkhorn iterations for entropic OT is capped at 500
iterations.

In the following sections, if a parameter is not stated, we assume the same setting of parameters as in
the main text.
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Figure 6: Varying velocity. We see that as the ground truth initial velocity increases, MFL breaks
while PO-MFL remains robust.

E.2 Varying velocity

Experiments varying the mean of the ground truth initial velocity distribution are shown in Figure 6.
At the endpoints, we observe 32 particles, and in the intermediate stages, we observe just 2 particles
per time point. Note that in the small velocity regime, although MFL converges, it converges to the
wrong distribution.

E.3 Varying number of observed particles

Figures 7 and 8 show results when the number of observed samples at the intermediate time points
are varied (the number of observations at the endpoints is held constant at 32). Here, we try the same
settings as above, but now we consider velocity (&, 9) = (2,4). We try the number of observations
1,2,4,8,16,32,128,256. Even in a large number of observation regime, the MFL algorithm is
not capable of reconstructing the full trajectory, instead clustering around the center of the overall
trajectory.
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Figure 7: Varying number of observations at the intermediate times. Increasing number of observa-
tions improves the optimization.
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Figure 8: A high observation regime at the intermediate time points.

E.4 Varying temporal sampling density At

In Figure 9, we show results for increasing the density of temporal sampling. At the endpoints, we
observe 32 particles, and in the intermediate stages, we observe 2 particles. MFL was sensitive to
hyperparameter values as we needed to try different parameters to get semi-reasonable results for the
figure. We used 0 = 0.1, m = 25.

31




Timepoints = 3 PO-MFL MFL Timepoints = 9 PO-MFL MFL
6 75 7.5 / 7.5
4 5.0 5.0 y, ) 5.0
2 25 251 2 25
. 04 0.01s 0.0 0.0
0 2 0 2 2 4 2 4 2
Timepoints = 5 PO-MFL MFL Timepoints = 10 PO-MFL MFL
7.5 7175 s ~
5.0 5.0 ) 7 | so s ;;./ 6
7 4 s 4 s
25 25 Y 25 >
y 2 f 2
0.01s o.o{ 0.0 1 0 y 0
0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 2 3 4 2 3 4 0 2
Timepoints = 6 PO-MFL MFL Timepoints = 11 PO-MFL MFL
7.5 7.5 // 7.5 75 s
5.0 5.0 S 5.0 5.0 / 5.0 ’
25 25 % 25 25 o 2.5 /
o
0.0 0.0 4 0.0 48 0.0 0.0
0 2 0 2 0 2 2 4 2 4 2
Timepoints = 7 PO-MFL MFL Timepoints = 12 MFL
7.5 7.5 7175 75 7.5
5.0 5.0 / 5.0 5.0 5.0
2.5 2.5 / 2.5 25 .5 /
0.01s 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 0.0
0 2 0 2 4 0 2 2 4 2
Timepoints = 8 PO-MFL MFL Timepoints = 15 PO-MFL MFL
75 75 7|73 7.5 7.5
5.0 5.0 g 5.0 5.0 5.0 Z
25 25 / 2.5 2.5 2.5 /
0.012 0.0 o.og/ 0.0 0.0
0 2 0 2 4 0 2 0 2 4 2

Figure 9: Varying the number of observed time points for fixed time window, i.e. varying At. Note
that PO-MFL is always robust. MFL does better with more observations, but the method still tends to
collapse inwards because its model suggests that, in expectation, particles should not be moving (as
the Brownian motion reference measure has 0 expectation).
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