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Abstract

This is a note on the extension of the Benamou-Brenier formulation of

optimal transport to nonlinear control affine systems on R
d. They are the non-

compact version of the author and collaborators’ previous result on compact

manifolds, stated here for the sake for completeness. Additionally, by using

Bernard’s Young measure based weak formulation of optimal transport, the

results are established for cases not covered by previous works. Particularly,

no assumptions are made on the non-existence of singular minimizing controls

or the cost function being Lipschitz. Therefore, the existence of solutions to

fluid formulation is established for general Sub-Riemmanian energy costs not

covered by literature previously. The results also provide controllability of the

continuity equation whenever the corresponding Kantorovich problem has a

feasible solution, due to the established equivalence between the Kantorovich

and Benamou-Brenier formulation.

1 The Optimal Transport Problem

Let c : Rd ×R
d → R∪ {∞} be a cost function. The optimal transport problem has

two classical static formulations, known as the Monge problem and the Kantorovich
problem [17]. Given probablity measures µ0 and µT , the Monge problem is the
following,

Cmon(µ0, µT ) := inf
T :Rd→Rd

∫

x∈Rd

c(x, T (x))dx (1)

s.t. T#µ0 = µT (2)

where T#µ is the measure defined by

(T#µ)(Ω) = µ(T−1(Ω)), (3)

for all Borel measurable sets Ω ⊆ R
d.

Additionally, one has the Kantorovich formulation,

Ckan(µ0, µT ) = inf
K∈Π

∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dγ(x, y) (4)
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where Π = {η ∈ P(Rd × R
d) = π1

#η = µ0, π
2
#η = µT } and π1 : Rd × R

d → R
d,

π2 : Rd × R
d → R

d are the projection maps into the first and second coordinate,
respectively.

We are interested in situations where the cost c(x, y) arise from optimal control
problems. Suppose fi : R

d → R
d are smooth vector fields for i = 0, ..., n, with the

interesting case being when n < d. Consider the following finite-dimensional control
system on R

d,

ω̇(t) = f0(ω(t)) +

n
∑

i=1

ui(t)fi(ω(t)) (5)

where ω(t) represents the state and u(t) := [u1(t), ...un(t)]
T are the control inputs

of the system. Control systems of this type are said to be in control-affine form and
are well-studied in control theory literature [3].

Let T > 0. Given x, y ∈ R
d, a standard instance of the optimal control problem

for this system is to solve the following fixed end-point Lagrange problem,

c(x, y) = inf
ω,u

J(ω, u) :=

∫ T

0

L(t, ω(t), u(t))dt (6)

subject to (5) and the constraints

ω(0) = x ω(T ) = y (7)

where L : [0, T ] × R
d × R

n → R is the running cost. This problem has been
addressed in [2, 14, 15, 10] under various class of assumptions on the dynamics (5)
and regularity.

1.1 Fluid Dynamical Formulation of Optimal Transport

The optimal transport problem that we are interested in is a variation of the above
problem where the initial and final condition of the state ω(t) are represented by
probability densities ρ0 : Rd → R and ρT : Rd → R. Suppose that the controls
u are given in feedback form, using functions u(ω(t), t) of the variable ω(t). Then
given by the following system of equations,

{

∂tρ+∇ · (f0ρ) +
∑n

i=1 ∇ · (uifiρ) = 0, in R
d × [0, T ]

ρ(0, ·) = ρ0, ρ(T, ·) = ρT in R
d.

(8)

Subject to these constraints, the optimal transport problem that we wish to solve
is the following optimization problem,

inf
u,ρ

∫ T

0

∫

Rd

L(t, x, u(t, x))ρ(t, x)dxdt (9)

The advantage of this continuum formulation, over the Monge-Kantorovich formu-
lation of the optimal transport problem, as demonstrated by Benamou-Brenier [6]
for the single integrator case (ω̇(t) = u), is that for certain running costs L(t, x, u)
the problem can be convexified using a suitable change of variables. For example,
if L(t, x, u) = |u|2. Then considering the variables (m, ρ), where m = uρ, leads to a
convex optimization problem,

inf
m,ρ

∫ T

0

∫

Rd

1

2

|m(t, x)|2

ρ(t, x)
dxdt (10)
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subject to the linear constraints,

{

∂tρ+∇ · (f0ρ) +
∑n

i=1 ∇ · (fimi) = 0, in R
d × [0, T ]

ρ(0, ·) = ρ0, ρ(T, ·) = ρT in R
d.

(11)

2 Notation and Assumptions

To address the problem of well-posedness of the optimal transport problem, instead
of densities ρ(t, x), we will work with measures that are not necessarily absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Let U ⊆ R
n be the control set. For notational convenience we will define the

control-dependent vector-field f : Rd × U → R
d, given by,

f(x, u) = f0(x) +
n
∑

i=1

uifi(x) (12)

for each (x, u) := (x, [u1...un]
T ) ∈ R

d × U .
We will need an appropriate notion of the solution of the continuity equation

(8). Towards this end, given a topological space X , we will denote by P(X) the
set of Borel probability measures on X . We will often use the narrow topology on
the set P(X), which is the coarsest topology such that the maps f 7→

∫

X
f(x)dµ(x)

are continuous for all f ∈ Cb(X), where Cb(X) is the set of bounded continuous
functions on X . We will say that a sequence µn ∈ P(X) is narrowly converging to
µ ∈ P(X) if

∫

X
f(x)dµn(x) →

∫

X
f(x)dµ(x) for all f ∈ Cb(X). The solutions of

the PDE (8) will be considered in the following sense. Let I = [0, T ] for T > 0. We
will say that a narrowly continuous curve µ : I → P(Rd), i.e., continuous from I to
the narrow topology on P(Rd), solves the PDE

∂tµ+∇ · (f(·, u))µ) = 0, in R
d × I (13)

in a weak sense, with initial and terminal conditions, µ0 ∈ P(Rd) and µT ∈ P(Rd)
respectively, if the following holds,

∫

I

∫

Rd

[∂tφ+ ∂xφ · f(x, u(t, x))]dµt(x)dt

=

∫

Rd

φ(T, x)dµT (x) −

∫

Rd

φ(0, x)dµ0(x) (14)

for all once differentiable functions φ ∈ C1(I × R
d), where, ∂xφ denotes the differ-

ential of φ. Therefore, the optimization problem of interest is the following,

CBB(µ0, µT ) := inf
ui,µ

∫

I

∫

M

L(t, x, u(t, x))dµt(x)dt

subject to the constraint (14) (15)

We will also need some assumptions on the running cost function L(t, x, u). Fol-
lowing are the well-known as the Tonelli conditions on the LagrangianL(t, x, u) that
are commonly used to establish existence of solutions of optimal control problems
[11]. Similarly, they will also play key role in establishing existence of solutions of
the optimal transport problem.
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Assumption 2.1. The running cost function L : [0, T ]×R
d × U → R satisfies the

following conditions,

1. (Continuity) The running cost L(t, x, u) is continuous.

2. (Coercivity) The set U is closed and convex, and either one of the conditions
hold.

(a) There exists p > 1, α > 0 and β ∈ R such that L(t, x, u) ≥ α|u|p + β for
all (t, x, u) ∈ [0, T ]× R

d × U .

(b) The set U is compact.

3. (Convexity) The function L(t, x, ·) is convex for each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d.

Assumption 2.2. The drift and control vector fields satisfy the following assump-
tion.

1. There vector fields fi are C
1(Rd;Rd) for each i = 0, ..., n.

2. The vector fields fi have sublinear growth for each i = 0, ..., n. That is, there
exists M > 0 such that

|fi(x)| ≤M(|x|+ 1)

for all x ∈ R
d for i = 0, .., n.

In order to address the issue of existence of solutions to (14)-(15), we will first
consider a relaxed version of the problem, where instead of looking for control laws
that assign to each (t, x) a fixed control in U , we search instead for Young measure
[18, 12] that assigns to each t ∈ [0, T ] a Borel probability measure on R

d × U .
Towards this end, let X be a topological space and B(X), the Borel sigma algebra.
We will need the projections maps πt : I ×R

d ×U → I, πx : I ×R
d ×U → R

d and
πu : I × R

d × U → U defined by

πt(t, x, u) = t, πx(t, x, u) = x, πu(t, x, u) = u

for all (t, x, u) ∈ I×R
d×U . We denote by Y(I;X) = {K ∈ P(I×X);πt

#K = leb},
where leb is the Lebesgue measure on I. Note that given any K ∈ P(I ×X) with
marginal πt

#K = leb , there exists a corresponding disintegration Kt such that

∫

I×X

f(t, x)dK(t, x) =

∫

I

∫

X

f(t, x)dKt(x)dt

for all functions f ∈ Cb(I × X). Therefore, when me make the abuse of nota-
tion Kt, we mean the disintegration of K with respect to the time variable eval-
uated at t. In this way, we can identify the subset of Y(I;X) with the set of
measurable maps I ∋ t 7→ Kt(·) ∈ P(X). By measurable, we mean that the
function t 7→ Kt(A) is measurable for each Borel set A ∈ B(X). We will often
use the narrow topology on Y(I;X), which is the smallest topology such that

the functional f 7→
∫ T

0

∫

X
f(x)dK(t, x) is continuous for all f ∈ Cb(X). We

will say that a sequence Kn ∈ Y(I;X) is narrowly converging to a limit K ∈
Y(I;X) if

∫

I×X
f(t, x)dKn(t, x) =

∫

I

∫

X
f(t, x)dKn

t (x)dt →
∫

I×X
f(x)dK(t, x) =

∫

I

∫

X
f(t, x)dKt(x) for all f ∈ Cb(X).
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We will first establish that, for given µ0 ∈ P(Rd) and µT ∈ P(Rd), there exists
a K ∈ Y(I;Rd × U) such that

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tφ+ ∂xφ · f(x, u)]dK(t, x, u)

=

∫

Rd

φ(T, x)dµT (x) −

∫

Rd

φ(0, x)dµ0(x) (16)

for all functions φ ∈ C1
c (I × R

d), the set of all compactly supported once differen-
tiable functions. Given µ0, µT ∈ P(Rd), YµT

µ0
(I;Rd × U) we will denote the set of

K ∈ Y(I;Rd × U) such that (16) holds.
Let Γ = C([0, T ];Rd). We define the control set U and the set of admissible

trajectories Ω in the following way.

U = {u ∈ Lp(0, T ;Rn;u(t) ∈ U, for a.e t ∈ [0, T ]}.

Ω := {ω ∈ Γ;ω satisfies (5) for some u ∈ U}.

We define the set of optimal trajectories G ⊂ Ω× U , defined by

G = {(ω, u) ∈ ω × U ; J(ω, u) = c(ω(0), ω(1))}

Given these definitions, we will first consider the following Relaxed Benamou-
Brenier problem:

inf
K∈Y

µT
µ0

(I;Rd×U)

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dK(t, x, u)dt (17)

It can be seen that the above problem is a relaxation of the Benamou-Brenier
problem (14)-(15) by noting that if µt is a weak solution of the PDE for the
control u : [0, T ] × M → U , then the Young measure Kt given by Kt(A) =
∫

A
δu(t,x)(A)dµt(x) for all A ∈ B(Rd × U), satisfies (16).

3 Analysis

Proposition 3.1. Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2.2 (vector-fields
with sub-linear growth), the cost c(x, y) is lower semicontinuous. Hence, a solution
of the the Kantorovich problem (4) exists if the feasible set it non-empty.

Proof. Let r ∈ R and (xn, yn)
∞
n=1 be a sequence in R

d × R
d converging to (x, y) ∈

R
d × R

d such that (c(xn, yn))
∞
n=1 is a Cauchy sequence converging to some r ∈ R

that is finite. There exist optimal solutions (ωn, un) corresponding to the costs
c(xn, yn) due standard existence results for optimal control problems [11, 23.11].

We know that
∫ T

0
L(t, ωn(t), un(t))dt is uniformly bounded. This implies that u is

uniformly bounded in Lp(0, T ;Rm). This implies that we can take a subsequence
(ωnm

, unm
)∞m=1 such that ωnm

is strongly converging to some ω in C([0, T ];Rd) and
unm

is weakly converging to u in U as in proof of [11, Theorem 23.11]. We know
that the functional J is lower semicontinuous, which gives us

r = lim inf
m→∞

J(ωnm
, unm

) ≥ J(ω, u) ≥ c(x, y)
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This implies that the preimage of every set of the form [−∞, a) under the function
c is closed for all a ∈ R. Therefore, c is lower semicontinuous. The existence
of solution now follows from classical results in optimal transport [16, Theorem
1.7].

Using the same idea as in the previous Proposition we also have the following
result.

Lemma 3.2. Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2 (vector-fields with
sub-linear growth), the set of optimal trajectory control pairs G is closed in Ω× U .

In the following proposition we establish that the marginal of a Young measure
can be associated with a curve on the set of probability measures.

Proposition 3.3. Let η ∈ Y(I;Rd × U) be a controlled transport measure. There
exists a continuous family µ : I → P(Rd), such that µt = πx

#ηt for all t ∈ I.

Proof. Define the map f̃ : I × R
d × U → I × R

2d by

f̃(t, x, u) = (t, x, f(x, u))

for all (t, x, u) ∈ I × R
d × U . Let ψ = f̃#η. Then ψ ∈ Y(I;R2d) satisfies,

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tg +∇g · v]dΨ(t, x, v) = 0 (18)

for all compactly supported smooth functions g ∈ C1
c (I;R

d). The result then follows
from [7, Lemma 5], by noting that πx

#η = πx
#ψ. Particularly, one has that there

exists a continuous family of µt : I → P(Rd), such that µt = πx
#Ψt for all t ∈ I.

Hence, it also follows that µt = πx
#ηt for all t ∈ I.

In the following result, we establish how one can construct a Young measure
with given marginals, using feasible trajectories connecting states on R

d.

Proposition 3.4. (Trajectories on R
d to Trajectories on P(Rd)) Let γ ∈ Π.

Suppose S : Rd ×R
d → Ω×U is a measurable map defined γ almost everywhere on

R
d × R

d such that
Sω
0 (x, y) = x, Sω

T (x, y) = y

for γ almost every (x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d. Then there exists η ∈ YµT
µ0

(I;Rd × U).

Proof. We define the measure η ∈ P(I ×Rd × U) by
∫

I×Rd

f(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) =

∫

Rd×Rd

∫

I

f(t, Sω
t (x, y), S

u
t (x, y))dtdγ(x, y). (19)

for all f ∈ Cb(I ×R
d ×U), where Sω

t and Su
t denote the first and second argument

of S(x, y) evaluated at t, respectively. Note that η = F#γ is the pushforward of the
measure γ through the map R

d × R
d ∋ (x, y) 7→ F (x, y) := (t, Sγ(x, y), Su

t (x, y)) ∈
I × R

d × U .
We note that πt

#η = λ, the Lebesgue measure. To see this, we compute

∫

I

f(t)dπt
#η(t) =

∫

I×R2d

f(πt
#(t, x, v))dη(t, x, v) (20)
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=

∫

I×R2d

f(πt
#(t, S

ω
t (x, y), S

u
t (x, y)))dtdγ(x, y) (21)

=

∫

I

f(t)dt (22)

This implies that there exists a disintegration I 7→ P(R2×U), given by t 7→ ηt such
that ηt ∈ P(Rd × U) for λ almost every t ∈ [0, T ].

We know that

d

dt
(g(t, Sω

t (x, y)) = ∂tg(t, S
ω
t (x, y)) + ∂xg(t, S

ω
t (x, y)) · f(S

ω
t (x, y), S

u
t (x, y)) (23)

for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], γ almost every (x, y) ∈ R
2d. Therefore,

g(T, Sω
T (x, y)) − g(0, Sω

0 (x, y)) (24)

= ∂tg(t, S
ω
t (x, y)) + ∂xg(t, S

ω
t (x, y)) · f

(

Sω
t (x, y), S

u
t (x, y)

)

(25)

for all t ∈ [0, T ].
Integrating both sides with respect to the measure γ, we get

∫

Rd

g(T, x)dµT −

∫

Rd

g(0, x)dµ0 =

∫

R2d

∫

I

[∂tg(t, x) + ∂xg(t, x) · f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u)

(26)

Using the above proposition we can establish that non-emptiness of the feasible
set of the Kantorovich problem, implies non-emptiness of the feasible set of the
Benamou-Brenier problem.

Proposition 3.5. Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2 (vector-fields
with sub-linear growth). Let γ ∈ Π be such that

∫

Rd×Rd c(x, y)dγ(x, y) < ∞. Then

there exists a controlled transport measure η ∈ Yµ0

µ1
(I;Rd × U) such that

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) =

∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dγ(x, y) (27)

Proof. Let Γ ⊆ R
d × R

d be defined by

Γ := {(x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d; c(x, y) <∞}.

Let PG denote the set of all subsets of G. We define the multivalued mapping
Ψ : Γ → PG

Ψ(x, y) = {(ω, u) ∈ G;ω(0) = x, ω(T ) = y} (28)

for all (x, y) ∈ Γ. By [8, Theorem 6.9.13] there exists a map S : Rd × R
d → Ω× U

that is measurable (with respect to the Lebesgue σ-algebra on Ω and the Borel
σ-algebra on Ω) such that

S(x, y) ∈ Ψ(x, y)

for all x, y ∈ Ω. We can extend S to R
d × R

d such that it is defined γ everywhere.
With an abuse of notation, we denote this extension by S : Rd ×R

d → Ω×U . The

7



existence of η ∈ YµT
µ0

(I;Rd × U) follows from Proposition 3.4. Next, we compute
∫

I×Rd×U
L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u),

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) =

∫

Rd×Rd

∫

I

L(t, Sω
t (x, y), S

u
t (x, y))dtdγ(x, y)

∫

Rd×Rd

c(Sω
0 (x, y), S

ω
T (x, y))dγ(x, y)

∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dγ(x, y)

Once one has feasibility, a standard approach to establish existence of solutions is
to establish compactness of any minimizing sequence of solutions. Using the growth
conditions of the vector-fields, the following Lemma provides some estimates that
will be used to derive the compactness.

Lemma 3.6. Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2.2 (vector-fields with
sub-linear growth). Let µ0 ∈ Pp(R

d). Suppose η ∈ Yµ0

µ1
(I;Rd × U) such that

∫

I×Rd×U
L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) ≤ c for some constant c > 0. Then the curve µ : I →

P(Rd) given in Proposition 3.3 satisfies the estimate,

sup
t∈I

∫

Rd

|x|pdµt(x) ≤ (M +Mc+

∫

Rd

|x|pdµ0(x)e
MT . (29)

Therefore, the set

{η ∈ Yµ0

µ1
(I;Rd × U);

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) ≤ c} (30)

is compact in P(I × R
d × U).

Proof. First we present a formal argument. Let |x|p be a test function. That is, we
substitute of g(t, x) = |x|p in the definition (16). We get the bound
∫

Rd

|x|pdµt −

∫

Rd

|x|pdµ0 =

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂t|x|
p + ∂x|x|

p · f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u)

= p

∫

I×Rd×U

[|x|p−1 · f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u)

≤

∫

I×Rd×U

M [(|x|p−1 + |x|p + |u||x|p−1)]dη(t, x, u)

≤

∫

Rd×U

M

∫

I

[(|x|p−1 + |x|p +
|u|p

p
+

(p− 1)|x|p−1

p
)]dη(t, x, u)

≤ A+B

∫

I×Rd

|x|pdµt(x) (31)

using Young’s inequality and using the fact that |x|p ≥ |x|p−1 outside the unit ball,
and A > 0 and B > 0 only depend on c. Then by Gronwall’s equality we get,

∫

Rd

|x|pdµt(x) ≤ (A+

∫

Rd

|x|pdµ0(x))e
Bt (32)
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for all t ∈ I. There are two issues with this argument. First, |x|p is not a compactly
supported function. Second, it is not differentiable everywhere for all p. To make
this argument rigorous, we can approximate |x|p using a smooth function gε such
that gε ↑ |x|p as in proof of Lemma 5.1 in [13], and then recover the estimate (32)
by taking the limit.

Next, we establish the compactness of the set (30) The estimate (32) implies that
∫

I×Rd×U
|x|pdη(t, x, u) ≤ c′ where c′ > 0 depends only on c and µ0. The definition of

the set (30) and the estimate (32) implies that
∫

I×Rd×U
(|x|p+α|u|p−β)dη(t, x, u) ≤

c′ + c where α > 0 and β are the constants in the assumption of coercivity of the
running cost function 2. The function (t, x, u) 7→ (|x|p + α|u|p − β) has compact
level sets. Therefore, the set (30) is tight by [12, Corollary 3.61]

The next theorem establishes a purification result that given a measure value
control law for the relaxed problem, one can construct a deterministic control law
that achieves a lower cost.

Proposition 3.7. Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2 (vector-fields
with sub-linear growth). Let η ∈ YµT

µ0
(I;Rd × U) be such that

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) <∞

there exists a measurable control u : [0, T ]× R
d → U such that

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tg +∇xg · f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u) =

∫

I×Rd

[∂tg +∇xg · f(x, u(t, x))]dµt(x)

for all g ∈ C∞
c (I × R

d). Moreover,

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) ≥

∫

I

∫

Rd×U

L(t, x, u(t, x))dµt(x)dt (33)

Proof. Since πx
#ηt = µt, there exists a disintegration of measure I × R

d ∋ (t, x) 7→
ηt,x ∈ P(U) such that

∫

g(t, x, v)dηt(x, u) =

∫

g(t, x, u)dηt,x(v)dµt(x) (34)

for all compactly supported functions g ∈ C∞(I × R
d × U). This implies

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tg+∇xg·f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u) =

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tg+∇xg·f(x, u)]dηt,x(u)dµt(x)dt

Since f(x, u) is affine with respect to u, we get

∫

I×Rd×U

[∂tg +∇xg · f(x, u)]dη(t, x, u)

=

∫

I×Rd

[∂tg +∇xg · f(x,

∫

U

udηt,x(u)]dµt(x)dt

(35)
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Defining u(t, x) =
∫

U
udηt,x(u) for µt almost every x ∈ R

d and Lebesgue almost
every t ∈ I, we have the first part of our result. Next, by assumption u 7→ L(t, x, u)
is convex for every (t, x) ∈ I × R

d. Then by Jensen’s inequality we have that,

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) =

∫

I×Rd

∫

U

L(t, x, u)dηt,x(u)dµt(x)dt

≥

∫

I×Rd

L(t, x,

∫

U

udηt,x(u))dµt(x)dt

=

∫

I×Rd

L(t, x, u(t, x))dµt(x)dt (36)

This concludes the proof.

Given the above result we can conclude the following corollary of construct-
ing a feedback control that transports a given measure to a final one, based on
controllability of the system (5).

Corollary 3.8. (Point-to-point controllability to Measure-to-measure con-
trollability) Let γ ∈ Π such that

∫

Rd×Rd c(x, y)dγ(x, y) < ∞. Suppose S : Rd ×

R
d → Ω×U is a measurable map defined γ almost everywhere on R

d×R
d such that

Sω
0 (x, y) = x, Sω

T (x, y) = y

for γ almost every (x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d. Then there exists a pair (µ, u) that solves the
continuity equation (14), such that µ0 = π1

#γ and µT = π2
#γ, and u(t, ·) ∈ Lp(µt)

for almost every t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. The proof follows as in proof of 3.5 and then applying Proposition 3.7.

Next, we are able to use the compactness to establish existence of minimizers
given that one assumes the feasible set is non-empty.

Theorem 3.9. (Feasibility implies existence) Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli
running cost) and 2 (vector-fields with sub-linear growth). Let µ0 ∈ Pp(R

d) and
µT ∈ Pp(R

d). Suppose the relaxed Benamou-Brenier problem (17) is feasible. Then
there exists a pair (µ, u) that solves the Benamou-Brenier formulation of optimal
transport (15).

Proof. Since the optimization problem (17) is feasible and the set of decision vari-
ables YµT

µ0
(I : Rd ×U) is compact by Lemma 3.6. The running cost L is continuous

and bounded from below. Hence, the map η 7→
∫

I×Rd×U
L(t, x, u)η(t, x, u) is lower

semi-continuous by the Portmanteau theorem [5, Lemma 5.1.7]. Therefore, (17) has
a minimizer. According to Proposition 3.7 there exists a pair (µ, u) that achieves a
lower cost that

∫

I×Rd×U

L(t, x, u)dη(t, x, u) ≥

∫

I

∫

Rd

L(t, x, u(t, x))dµt(x)dt (37)

The next result establishes an important equivalence between the Kantorovich
problem and the Benamou-Brenier problem.
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Theorem 3.10. (Equivalence of Kantorovich and Benamou-Brenier for-
mulation) Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2 (vector-fields with
sub-linear growth). Let µ0, µT ∈ P1(R

d). The Kantorovich problem (4) and the
Benamou-Brenier problem (15) are equivalent,

Ckan(µ0, µT ) = CBB(µ0, µT )

Proof. Let (µ, u) be an optimal pair that minimizes (15). From the coercivity
assumption on the running cost and we can infer that

∫

I

∫

Rd

|f(x, u(t, x))|

1 + |x|
dµt(x)dt ≤

∫

Rd

M(|u(t, x)|)dµt(x)dt <∞

for some M > 0, due to the assumptions on the running cost L. Since, µ solves the
continuity equation, from the superposition principle [4, Theorem 3.4], we can infer
that there exists a probability measure η ∈ P(Rd ×Γ) such that (et)#η = µt for all
t ∈ [0, T ], and

ω̇ = f(ω(t), u(t, ω(t))).

Consider the map (x, ω) 7→ E(x, ω) := (e0(ω), eT (ω)) and the measure E#η ∈
P(Rd × R

d). Computing

∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dE#η(x, y) =

∫

Rd×Γ

c(ω(0), ω(T ))dη(x, ω)

≤

∫

I

∫

Rd×Γ

L(t, ω(t), u(t, ω(t)))dη(x, ω)dt

=

∫

I

∫

Rd

L(t, x, u(t, x))dµt(x)dt

(38)

This in combination with Proposition (3.5) imply that both the optimization prob-
lems achieve the same minimum.

In the following proposition we note that the optimal solutions are concentrated
on optimal curves as in solutions of Benamou-Brenier for Euclidean costs. Though
the proof is similar to that of the previous result, we state it here due to its impor-
tance.

Proposition 3.11. (Concentration of transport on optimal trajectories)
Given Assumption 2 (Tonelli running cost) and 2 (vector-fields with sub-linear
growth). Let µ0, µT ∈ P1(R

d). Suppose there exists an optimal pair (µ, u) solv-
ing the Benamou-Brenier problem (15). Then there exists a probability measure
η ∈ P(Rd × Γ) such that (et)#η = µt for all t ∈ [0, T ], and

ω̇ = f(ω(t), u(t, ω(t)))

Moreover, the probability measure η satisfies, supp η ⊆ R
d×πω(G) := {ω; s.t. (ω, u) ∈

G}.

Proof. The existence of η follows using an application of the superposition principle
as in Theorem 3.10. For the concentration of the curves, we can once again define
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the map (x, ω) 7→ E(x, ω) := (e0(ω), eT (ω)) and the measure E#η ∈ P(Rd × R
d).

We know from Theorem 3.10 that
∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dE#η(x, y) =

∫

Rd×Γ

c(ω(0), ω(T ))dη(x, ω)

=

∫

I

∫

Rd×Γ

L(t, ω(t), u(t, ω(t)))dη(x, ω)dt

If ω is not optimal for η almost every x, ω, then the last equality would lead to a
contradiction.

Next, we consider some special cases.
Let V = {g1, ..., gm}. Let [f, g] denote the Lie bracket operation between two

vector fields f : Rd → R
d and g : Rd → R

d, given by where ∂i denotes partial
derivative with respect to coordinate i.

[f, g]i =

d
∑

j=1

f j∂xj
gi − gj∂xj

f i. (39)

We define V0 = V . For each i ∈ Z+, we define in an iterative manner the set
of vector fields V i = {[g, h]; g ∈ V , h ∈ Vj−1, j = 1, ..., i}. We will assume that
the collection of vector fields V satisfies following condition the Chow-Rashevsky
condition [1]. We will say that ∪r

i=0V
i has rank d if span{g(x) ∈ ∪r

i=0V
i} = R

d for
all x ∈ R

d.

Assumption 3.12. (Controllable driftless system/Hormander condition)
Suppose f0 ≡ 0 and fi ∈ C∞(Rd;Rd) for each i = 1, ..., n. The Lie algebra of step r
generated by the vector fields V , given by ∪r

i=0V
i, has rank d, for sufficiently large

r.

Consider the sub-Riemannian metric d : Rd × R
d → R

d(x, y) := inf
ω,u

∫ T

0

√

√

√

√

m
∑

i=1

u2i (t)dt

subject to (5). (40)

We note the following equivalence between the sub-Riemannian energy cost and
the optimal control problem with kinetic energy running cost.

Lemma 3.13. ([9]) Suppose Assumption 3.12 holds. Then d2(x, y) = c(x, y) for
all (x, y) ∈ R

d × R
d, where the running cost is given by L(t, x, u) =

∑m
i=1 |ui|

2 for
all (t, x, u) ∈ I × R

d × U .

Given this equivalence we can state the following result on the existence of
solutions for the Benamou-Brenier problem for the Sub-Riemannian cost.

Corollary 3.14. (Sub-Riemannian energy) Given Assumption 2. Suppose ad-
ditionally that the system (5) is a controllable driftless system according to As-
sumption 3.12. Let µ0, µT ∈ Pc(R

d) be measures that are compactly supported. Let
L(t, x, u) =

∑m
i=1 |ui|

2 for all (t, x, u) ∈ I ×R
d ×U . Then there exists a pair (µ, u)

that solves the Benamou-Brenier formulation of optimal transport (15).
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Proof. It is known from to Assumption 3.12, d(x, y) is well defined for all (x, y) ∈
R

d × R
d, and continuous. See [1, Theorem 3.31].

Therefore, c(x, y) = d2(x, y) is continuous. This implies that the Kantorovich
problem (4) has a feasible solution. That is, one can take the product measure
γso = µ0 ⊗ µT and we have that

∫

Rd×Rd c(x, y)dµ0(x)dµT (y) < ∞. This implies
that the relaxed Benamou-Brenier formulation (17) is feasible due to feasibility
of the Kantorovich problem due to Proposition 3.5. Then the result follows from
Theorem 3.9 and Theorem 3.10.

Next we consider the class of controllable linear systems.

Assumption 3.15. (Controllable linear time invariant system) Suppose
f0(x) = Ax and fi(x) = bi for A ∈ R

d × R
d, and bi ∈ R

d such that (A,B) :=
(A, [b1, ..., bm]) satisfies the Kalman rank condition,

rank [B AB ....Ad−1B] = d (41)

Given this assumption, we can state the following result for the well known
linear quadratic costs.

Corollary 3.16. (Linear quadratic cost) Let µ0, µT ∈ P2(R
d). Suppose the

control system (5) is a controllable LTI according to Assumption (3.15). Let the
running cost be given by L(t, x, u) = 〈x,Qx〉2 + 〈u,Ru〉2 for some postive semidefi-
nite matrix Q ∈ R

d×d and positive definite matrix R ∈ R
n×n. Then there exists a

pair (µ, u) that solves the Benamou-Brenier formulation of optimal transport (15).

Proof. According to [14], there exists matrices D,E, F ∈ R
d×d such that D and F

are positive definite and E is invertible such that

c(x, y) = 〈x,Dx〉2 − 〈x,Ey〉2 + 〈y, Fy〉2

for all (x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d. Consider the product measure once again γso = µ0 ⊗ µT .
We can see that

c(x, y) ≤ C(|x|2 + |y|2)

for all (x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d for some C > 0, that is independent of x and y. Since,
µ0, µT ∈ P2(R

d), we can infer that c is integrable with respect to γso and
∫

Rd×Rd

c(x, y)dγso <∞.

This implies that the relaxed Benamou-Brenier formulation (17) is feasible due to
feasibility of the Kantorovich problem due to Proposition 3.5. Then the result again
follows from Theorem 3.9 and 3.10.
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