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SCHRODINGER BRIDGE OVER AVERAGED SYSTEMS

DANIEL OWUSU ADU AND YONGXIN CHEN

ABSTRACT. We consider a Schrédinger bridge problem where the Markov process is subject
to parameter perturbations, forming an ensemble of systems. Our objective is to steer this
ensemble from the initial distribution to the final distribution using controls robust to the
parameter perturbations. Utilizing the path integral formalism, we demonstrate that the
optimal control is a non-Markovian strategy, specifically a stochastic feedforward control,
which depends on past and present noise. This unexpected deviation from established
strategies for Schrodinger bridge problems highlights the intricate interrelationships present
in the system’s dynamics. From the perspective of optimal transport, a significant by-
product of our work is the demonstration that, when the evolution of a distribution is
subject to parameter perturbations, it is possible to robustly deform the distribution to a

desired final state using stochastic feedforward controls.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper concerns the problem of conditioning a process at two endpoints. This prob-
lem was first studied by Schrodinger in [1]. For precision, we assume that all random vari-
ables are defined over an underlying probability space with probability P. We postulate the
Schrodinger bridge problem in its generality as follows; assume some fully observed particles
distributed according to an initial probability measure oy € P(R?Y) with density py at time
t = 0, evolve according to a process {y(f)}o<i<i, in R? with transition density ¢. Then,

according to the law of large numbers, the final density P(-,tf) is determined by

P(zy, ty) = /d q(0, 20, t s, x¢)po(zo)dao.
R

Suppose that at time ¢t = t; the observed particles are distributed according to uy € P(R?)
with density ps, where

pr(wy) # Plxys, ty).

Then, p5 deviates from the law of large numbers. This means that our assumption of the

process {y(t)}o<i<i, is inaccurate. The following question arises:

(1) What density ¢ satisfies

pf(zf) = /d (j(0>370>tf>17f)P0(1'0)d550-
R

(2) Among such densities ¢, which one is closest to ¢ in some suitable sense.
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Statement 1 and 2 constitute the Schrodinger bridge problem and the most likely stochastic
process denoted as {x(t)}o<i<¢, such that the distributions of x:(0) and x(ty) coincide with
to and pur, respectively, is called the Schrodinger bridge. The Schrodinger bridge problem
reduces to finding the most likely probability law P of z(-) admitting the end-time marginals
po and pip with densities py and py, respectively [2-4]. More precisely the problem

(1.1) min D(P || R) := /Xlog (%) ip,

where X := C([0,t7];R?) is the space of all continuous R%valued paths on [0,¢], R(-) =
P(y € (+)) is the probability law of the process {y(t)}o<i<:, and the minimization is taken
over the space of probability law P of the process {(t)}o<i<¢, such that Po(-) := P(z(0) €
(*)) = po(-) and Ps(-) :=P(z(ts) € (-)) = pys(+), where g, uy € P(R?) have densities py and
pr, respectively. Note that (LI well-defined if fi%i is the Radon-Nikodym derivative. By
disintegrating the probability law P, the Schrédinger problem reduces to the static problem:

) dPy ¢ )
1.2 min log | ———=—— | dPy ¢,
(12) P,y €M (1o kr) /]Rdx]Rd s <dQ(07 iy, ) s

where
(g0, i) := {Pos € P(REx RY) : Posomy' =pp and Pg;o 7TJ71 = s},

where 7o (o, T7) = o and 7 (9, 24) = x, for all (zg, z;) € R?xR? Here, we have identified
the densities and the measures are the same. Since (L2]) only makes sense whenever Py ;
is absolutely continuous with respect to ¢, for later use, the unique optimizer of (L2 is

characterized by

(1.3) Py s(4) :/A‘bO(xO)Q(vaOvtfvxf)‘bf(xf)dxodva

for all measurable subset A C R? x RY, where the pair (¢g, ¢;) satisfies

po(zo) =¢0($0)/ q(0, o, t, ) s (xy)dry,

(1) prlas) =os(as) [ a(0.au.ts,ap)dn(adoo

For more details on the Schrodinger bridge problem and its equivalency with the optimal
transport problem, we refer the reader to [3,4] for instance.

In this paper, we study the following stochastic optimal control problem

tr
(1.5) Problem 1 : min E [/ %Hu(t)”zdt} :
u 0



subject to

dX(t,0) = (A(0)X (¢, 0) + B(0)u(t))dt + VeB(0)dW (1),

1
(1.6) X(0,0) ~ o and / X(ts,0)d0 ~ py.
0

Here X(t,0) € R? is the random state of an individual system at time ¢ indexed by the
sample point § € Q, A : Q — R¥>? and B : Q — R¥™ are measurable mappings such
that [|A| := suppeq [[A0)|| < oo and || B]| := supyeq || B(0)|| < oo, where the norm here is
the Frobenius norm on the space of matrices, u € L*([0, ;]; R™) is a parameter-independent
control input. Our problem is motivated by ensemble-based Reinforcement Learning, see [18].
To relate Problem 1 to Schrodinger bridge (LI))-(T2), let
dY (t,0) = AO)Y (t,0)dt + /eB(0)dW (t)

(1.7) Y (0,0) = xg

be the passive dynamics and R, the probability law induced by the averaged process y(t) =
fol Y (t,0)d0 characterized as

(1.8) y(t) = (/1 eA(‘g)tdé’) xo + \/E/t O(t, 7)dW (1),
where
(1.9) O(ty,7) = / 1 A=) B(9)dh.

Then the end-state transition density is characterized as
(1.10)

a a 1 !
0ty a7) = (2n0) @e(Goyal)Fexp | oy = ([ er0) 2,
0

2

Y

—1
th,O

where [|lz[?, . = 2T Gz, for all € R?, whenever
tf,0 ’

ly
(1.11) G0 = / O(ty, 7)®(ty, ) dr
0

is invertible. We find another probability law P, where z(t) = fol X(t,0)df, whose averaged
drift and marginal constraint satisfy the averaged of (LG)). To this end, by adding and
subtracting fot O(t, 7)u(r)dr of (L)), we have that

(1.12) z(t) = ( /0 1 eA@tde) To + /0 t O(t, 7)(u(r)dT + /edW (1)),



where

(1.13) W(t) = W(t) - /0 %u(s)ds.

Therefore, by Girsanov’s Theorem (see [22, Chapter 8.6]), we have that the Radon-Nikodym

derivative

(1.14) Zgz :exp{ 0f\%u(t)dW(t)jL/of2i€||u(t)||2dt},

makes ([L13]) a Brownian motion. By substituting (I.14]) in (I.1I), we get that

(1.15) D@, | ) =& [ [7 L juto ]

Hence, problem (L5))-(.6]) aims to find the most likely probability law induced by an averaged
process that satisfies the end-time marginal. In terms of optimal transport (see [3,4,42,43)),
problem (L.H)-(L6) describes the deformation from i to 1r, where the evolution is affected
by both internal and external noise. The internal noise is modeled by parameter perturbation
and the external noise is modeled by white noise.

Beyond the fact that in all the related works of Schrodinger bridge, one is often concerned
with a single Markov process whereas here we deal with an ensemble of Markov processes [16,
17], complications arise since we require the control input to be robust or independent of
the variations in the parameter 6 € [0, 1] of the system. Since the object to interest is the
averaged or the expectation over the parameter 6 € [0, 1], this adds to the technical challenges
of problem (LH)-(L0). In fact, the averaged stochastic process is a non-Markov Gaussian
process (see [18]). This implies that standard stochastic control techniques [6-10,19-22] and
related references are not readily applicable due to the presence of memory. To overcome
this issue, we rely on an approach that is ”path-centric” rather than ”process-centric”. This
leads us to a functional or path integral approach introduced in [23,24]. Path integral
technique for designing optimal Markov controls was first introduced by Kappen [25,26] and
later extended to other Markovian problems [27-30] and reference therein. To the best of
our knowledge, there is no precedent for designing non-Markovian control strategies using
the path integral formalism. This work is the first. However, conditional distributions for
non-Markov process have been computed using path integrals [31-33].

More precisely, we design the optimal control for (LH)-(L0) as a functional integral. We
show that the optimal control for (LH)-([L0) depends on the initial condition and the past
and present noise. This type of control is known as stochastic feedforward control input [38,
39] and has applications in flight system control of robotics and crystal growth of power
transmission networks (see [38-41] and reference therein). In terms of optimal transport
framework, our result implies that if the evolution of an initial distribution is an ensemble

of stochastic systems, then one can only deform from a given initial distribution to a final



distribution along non-Markovian paths using stochastic feedforward controls. Our result
unlike in [8-10], relies on the so-called averaged observability inequality [34-37] which is
equivalent to the invertibility of the matrix ((LII]) (see [15]).

The organization of the paper is as follows; To build intuition, we show that the optimal
control that steers a single Markov process admits a functional integral approach in Section 2.
Then we consider the problem (L3))-(L.6) where py and py are Dirac measures at specific
points in Section Bl This Section aims to characterize optima local controls. The general
case, where i and py are absolutely continuous measures is discussed in Section @l We
represent the optimal control for problem (LH)-(L6) as a functional integral. We conclude

with remarks on future work in Section

2. PATH INTEGRAL REPRESENTATION OF THE OPTIMAL CONTROL FOR A SINGLE
MARKOV PROCESS

To gain an intuition of the characterization of our original problem (L3)-(L6), we consider
the special case A(f) = A. In this current case, let z(t) := fol X(t,0)df be the averaged
process. Then, we have that (LH)-(L6) reduces to (LE) subject to the controlled Markov

process
dz(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + /e BdW (t),

1) 2(0) ~ o and a(ty) ~ i,

where B := fol B(0)df. In this case, the invertibility of the matrix G, o in (LII)) implies

that the pair (A, B) is controllable. This Schrodinger bridge problem is the time-invariant

version of the problems in [8-10]. Suppose dug = podxry and duy = prdxy. Then, since

the end-point marginal densities py and p; are fixed, following from [4,44], we have that
that (L3]) subject to (2.1]) is equivalent to:

(22) mins | [ o)t~ tog et
subject to

dz(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + /e BdW (t),
(2.3) 2(0) = 9.

Here ¢; together with ¢g solves (L)), where ¢(0,xo,ts, 2s) = ¢“¢(0, 0, tf, xs) is the transi-

tion density of the passive dynamics
dy(t) = Ay(t)dt + /eBdW (t),
(2.4) y(0) = xo



conditioned that y(tf) = xs a.s. This quantity is explicitly characterized as:

(2.5) qQG@¢%S>y)=(QW@_g(deGEO)_g@q)(‘%%Hy"(eA@_w)xHéJ)’

where Gy, defined in (LII)), with A(f) = A and B(f) = B, is now the controllability
Gramian, assumed invertible. We proceed to prove that the optimal control admits a func-

tional integral approach.

Theorem 2.1. Let u* be the unique optimal control for [22)-(23), then u* admits the path
integral formalism

2.6) wita) = [ wtalty. ooy, ot n)da,
Rd

where u*(-|xy) is the unique optimal control for the pinned process, that is (2.3) conditioned

that at final time t = ty, we have that x(ty) = x;y and optimality is measured by

(2.7) min E UO ' %Hu(t,x(t))Hth

u

and

e,G
* q”- (tvxutfvxf)(bf(xf)
(2.8) Pty xslt,x) = ,
Jpa @Gt 2, ty xp)dp(2g)doy

where ¢ is in (ZF) and ¢; together with ¢g solves

Mm:mm/qw@mmwmmw%

Rd

(2.9) pr(Ty) :¢f($f)/ q“%(0, 2o, ty, x¢)do(x0)do,

Rd

18 the optimal controlled prior distribution.

Proof. Let P* be the optimal probability law induced the optimal unpinned process
dx(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu*(t, z(t))dt + /e BdW (t),
(2.10) z(0) = xp.

and p* be the corresponding optimal controlled density. Consider the disintegration
(211) P() = [ PLOQ ()

Here, from (L3), we have that Q*(x) = ¢o(20)q“%(0,z0,tr, xs)ds(xs) is the optimal final

state density, P ; is the optimal probability law induced by the optimal pinned process
da(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu*(t,z(t)|ts, z7)dt + /e BdW (1),

(2.12) z(0) =z and z(ty) = xy.



where u*(-|ts, zy), is the optimal conditional control. Here optimality is measured in (27]).
Let p*(-|tf,xf) be the optimal conditional density corresponding to (ZI2). Then, the con-
trolled densities p* and p*(-|ts, zs) satisfy the Fokker-Planck equations:

(2.13) Oip*(t,z) = =V - (" A+ u (t)BT)p*(t,x)) + % Z(BBT)ijaixjp*(t’ z)
and
(2.14)

Op*(t,xlty, xp) = —V'((SCTAﬂLU*T(tax\fcf)BT)p*(tax\tfaIf))Jr% > (BBY);;02,, 0" (t.xlty, xp).

v

Futhermore, from (2.I1)) they are coupled through

pita) = [0 (talty, ) gy

Rd

thus

(2.15) o (t.5) = [ O (talty, 2)Q" (o).
R

Therefore, from (ZI3)-(ZI5), we have that

wHOBS () = | g B b alty, ) Q ).

]Rd

Thus,

2.16) w(t) = [ ety arlt o)dey,
R

where

pr(t xlty, xp)Q* ()
p*(t, )
is the optimal controlled prior distribution. Following from [45], the optimal controlled

p*(tf7 xf|t7 SL’) =

prior distribution p*(t, xs|-) is characterized as (28]), where the optimality is measured
with respect to the Kullback Leibler (KL) divergence with respect to the uncontrolled prior
distribution of (2.4]). O

We proceed to verify this result with a well-known result in [10]. Following from [10] the
optimal control for (LH) subject to (2.I)) is characterized as the Markov strategy:

(2.17) u*(t,z) = —eB"Vlog o(t,z),
where

(2.18) ot 7) = /R Ot 2ty )b ().



Since Vot )
P,
Viogp(t,r) = ———=,
() p(t, )
from (ZI7) and (2.18), we have that

(2.19) ult, ) = —eBT VQEG(t by, xy)ps(xy)

R Jpa q9C (t, 2, b5, y) s (y)dy

dz;.

From (Z3), since
VqC (t,z,tp, xp) =V (_2% [ = (A7) "’5H2th{t) q(t, @, by, )
_Leatungon (M) & —ap) q(t, =, by, p),

€ £

from (2.19), we have that

) _ ) gt ty xp)py(xy)
(2.20) " (t,x)—/Rdu (t,lty ;) <fR T O )dxf,

where
w'(t,alty, wp) =~ Ble AT t)thlt ((eA(tf_t)) L= f’ff)
(2.21) =—-BTPt)™" (x — (7)) ay) .
Here
(2.22) P(t)™ = e MG e A0
and one can check that P(t) := et~ f7teAT(t_tf ) is the Lyapunov function that satisfies
(2.23) %ﬁt) = AP(t) + P(t)A" — BB,

subject to P(t;) = 0. Therefore, from [8, Section V]), we have that ([2.21) is the unique
optimal control for (L3)) subject to (2.I) where iy = ., is the Dirac measure.
Therefore, from (2.20) and (2.8), we have that

(2.24) u*(t, ) :/ u(t, xlty, xp)p*(ty, slt, x)day.
R4

This verifies the result.

Remark 2.1. Since the optimal control in (2Z0)) is represented as the expectation of optimal
local control, where the expectation is over sample paths of uncontrolled process (24), the
representation in (2.6l is “path-centric”, rather than the “process-centric” in (ZIT). The
advantage of this "path-centric” representation is that it sidesteps the Markov/non-Markov
distinction and represents a more general framework of optimal control. Thus, the path

integral method can be generalized to non-Markovian processes [31-33].



3. STOCHASTIC BRIDGE OF DIRAC MEASURES

We will represent the optimal control for (LH)-(L0) as the functional integral of local
controls. This Section aims to provide the characterization of optimal local controls. To this
end, consider an ensemble of processes governed by (LT). Our goal is to find solutions that

are conditioned to have

1
(3.1) / Y(t;,0)d8 =z, a.s.
0

The fact that the final conditional state is parameter-independent motivates the quest to
find a parameter-independent control. If the control depends on 6 € [0, 1], it might lead to
different behaviours for different realizations, making it challenging to ensure that (3.1]) is
satisfied a.s.

Following from [6, 7], the solutions of (7)) conditioned to be (B.I)) is characterized by the
stochastic optimal control problem

: 1 9
(3.2) Problem 2 : IUHEIZBIE [/0 §Hu(t)|| dt} :
subject to
dX(t,0) = A(0)X(t,0)dt + B(O)u(t)dt + /eB(8)dW (t),
1
(3.3) X(0,0) =z a.s and / X(t,0)d0 = x¢,a.s.
0

To be more precise, if u € U C L2([0,t;]; Rm) then;
(1) u(t) is x(t)-measurable, where x(t fo (t,0)d0, for all ¢ € [0,t],
E | f, Hlut)|?dt] < oo,

We proceed to the main theorem of this Section.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Gy, s, for all 0 < s < tg, in (LII)) is invertible. Then the optimal
control for [B2) subject to [B3) is characterized as

(34) u(t|zo, 2/) = \// (t,£)7 Gy D(ty, 7)AW (7)

1
+ (ID(tf,t)TGEfO (xf - (/ eA(e)tfdQ) :1:0) .
0

We see that the characterization of the local optimal control is a departure from the

where ®(ty, 7) is defined in (L9).

conventional stochastic optimal control literature, where the optimal control assumes the
form of a Markov strategy [20,22]. In particular, when dealing with a non-Markov process

subject to parameter perturbations, the optimal control depends on the initial condition and



the entire history of the noise. For this reason, the optimal control that steers the stochastic

bridge adopts an approach—a stochastic feedforward input, to be precise.

Remark 3.1. Before we delve into the proof of Theorem (B1l), we must verify the result
with the special case A(0) = A. In this case the problem of requiring the behaviour of

dy(t) =Ay(t)dt + /eBdW (t),
(3.5) y(0) =xo, almost surely (a.s),

where y(t fo (t,0)d0 is the averaged process and B = (fo d@), at the final time to
be x(tf) = xf a.s is equivalent to optimally changing the drift in

dz(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + /e BdW (t),
(3.6) z(0) =z9 and x(ty) =z a.s,

where optimality is measured in [B2). From [221)-(222), the optimal pinned local control
is characterized as

(3.7) u*(t, x(t)|zy) = —BTe_AT(t_tf)G;{te_A(t_tf)a?(t) + BTe_AT(t_tf)G;%t:Bf.

By substituting the above optimal pinned control to ([B.0]), we get the optimal pinned process
to be

dr*(t) =(A — BB ™" TG e AT )0 (1) dt + BT e TGy pdt + \/eBAW (1)

(3.8)
x(0) =mxy.

This solution x*(t) is substituted back in ([B.7) and we demonstrate it coincides with the
characterization in ([B34]). Due to the heavy computation, we demonstrate this for A(f) =
A =0. Then from [LII), we have that Gy, ; = (ty — 7)BB" and from [LJ), we have that
Oty t) = B e R™ forallt >ty is invertible. Therefore, the optimal local control in (B.7)

and the corresponding optimal state trajectory in [B.8) reduces to

(39) w2 (Oly) =~ (x(t) — ).
and
) () g
do*(t) = | — + dt + /e BdW (t),
tr—t  tp—t

(3.10) z(0) =29 a.s
respectively. Since

t t tr—t

() = L—zo + —xf + \[/ L Bdw (7),
tf f - T



by substituting x*(t) in [B9) we have that

i Bl [ty —t t—t bty —t
wltauey) = -2 (g + a1 e [ = paw(n)

and hence
1

tf—T

(tn,ag) = —ve [

This coincides with the proposed characterization ([3.4) for the simple case.

B—l
f

3.1. Proof of Theorem [B.Il Note that re-centring the initial ensemble X (0, 8) of systems
at the origin 0 holds no bearing on the system’s characterization, given its inherent linearity:.
For simplicity, from now on we take X (0,0) =0 a.s.

We outline the proof of Theorem [B.I] as follows: We first state a free-endpoint alter-
native formulation (cf. (BII)-([BI2)) and consider the corresponding time discretization
(cf. BI3)-(@I4)). The characterization in (3.4) is derived from the solution of the dis-
cretized free-endpoint alternative formulation. The technique of considering an alternative
free-endpoint stochastic optimal control is motivated by [8,19-21].

Following from [18], since the averaged process in (LI2) is non-Markovian, we circumvent
this complexity considering

(311) minEa(o(ty) — a7 (alt) ~ o) + [ lua(0)Par]

u

subject to

t
(3.12) () = / B(t, 7) (1 (F)dT + /ed WV (7).
0
The main idea of the above formulation is that if
T [~ [ agey = 0.

holds, where P is the probability on the sample space 2. Then u* is the optimal control
for (32)-(B3). The following result is important to design the optimal control u; for (B.11])-

(3.12).

Proposition 3.1. Consider the discrete-time optimal control problem

k—1
1
(3.13) minE {a(xk — xf)T(xk —x) + 3 Z ugkvium,iﬁtk] ,
=0

Ug, k

where a > 0 and

k-1
(314) T = Z q)(tf, t,) (ua,mAtk + \/EAVVZ) .
=0



Here P := {0 =ty < t; < --- < ty_1 = ty} be a regular partition with constant step size
Nty =t —t;, AW =W (ti) — W(t) € R™, ugp = (Uako,--->Uasp k1) € R™ where
we assume that u, . ; is constant x;-measurable in L*[t;, t;11), wherei € {0,...,k—1}. Then
the optimal control for (B.I3)- (B14)) is characterized as

) k—1
1
3.15) wf, . = — D(te, t)T (Y Pt to)P(ts,ta) Aty + —1,) 7"
(3.15) gy, ﬁ; (s, )(agj (tr,ta)®(ts,ta) Ly )

e

-1

1
Dty t)) AW, + Dty 1) (Y Plts,ta)P(ty, ta) Aty + Q—QIn)—le.

Q
Il
o

Proof. To facilitate the upcoming proof, we’ll adopt a convention: unless otherwise specified,
we’ll represent block matrices using uppercase letters.
We are confronted with a discrete-time problem (B.I3)-(3.14) which we condense into a

more manageable form:

) At
(3.16) Iglllkl Ji(tgr) :=E|aTr ((xk —xy)(zg — :Ef)T) + TkTr (uakufk) ,
subject to
(317) Ty = ®k (uanAtk + \/E’yk) )

where v, = (AW, ...,AWi_1) € R™ and &), = (Pg(ts),..., Pr_1(t;)) € R*™ where
®;(ty) == ®(ts,t;) € R™™ in (LO). Since u,p; is constant z;-measurable, for all i =

0,...,k—1, it is characterized as
(3.18) Ug ki = Z Fk,i,jAWj + Gi,k—le,

§=0
where Fy;; € R™™ and G;,-1 € R™*? are to be determined. Specifically, Fri; =
F(ti,t;) € R™m™ for all t; < t;, and Gy = G(t;,tx—1) € R™ 9. For later use, we
express ([B.I8) compactly as:
(3.19) Ugk = Frye + Gevec(zy),

where vec(z;) € R is the vector with all its entries z; € R?, the block matrices Fy € Tk
and G € M,,,;, where

Toie = {Fj, € R™XmE v O F) = 0},

and
M = {Gk S Rk Tk © G, = Omk}~



Here, 0,,;, € R™>™k i the zero matrix, Y, is the indicator matrix defined as:

1, if i<y
(320) Xmk —
0,, otherwise,

where 1,, € R™*"™ is the matrix where all entries are 1s. Similarly, I',,,; is defined as:

Opxa if j=Fk—1

(3.21) T, i=

with all its entries in the last column set to 0,,xq € R™*¢, which represents the zero matrix.
All other entries are assigned the block matrix 1,,.q € R™*¢. The operation ® denotes the
Hadamard matrix multiplication operation. By substituting (3.19) in (3.17), we arrive at

(322) zr = Dy (Fkﬂtk + \/Elmk) Y + (Dkavec(:cf)Atk.

Here, I,,, € R™>™k represents the identity matrix. Subsequently, by substituting (3.19)
and (B.22) back into (316) and using the fact that T,k N M, = 0, we have two separate
strictly convex subproblems

GreEMpmik

T
(3.23) min Tr (a (@kavec(xf)Atk — ZL’f) ((I)kaVeC(ZL'f)Atk — l’f)

JAN
+ %GkVeC(l'f)VeC(l'f)TGg)

and

T
A\ 2
(3.24)  min Tr(aq)k (FkAtk + ﬁlmk) (FkAtk + ﬁlmk) OLNL, + ( ;’“) FkF{)

Fkretrmk

over compact sets. Hence the standard Lagrange method (see [46]) gives the unique solution.
For problem (B.:23)), this necessitates the introduction of a Lagrange multiplier, denoted
as \p € R™>™F such that the pair (Gg, \g) satisfy the first-order conditions:

ka © )‘k + 2a<I>£<I>kavec(xf)vec(xf)T(Atk)z—
2a®; xpvec(x )T Aty + Grvec(xp)vee(z ) Aty = O
and
Lk © G = O
Hence, we have that

(3.25) Gjvec(zy)vec(zy)” = 2a (Luk — Pf ApPrlity) | Ppapvec(zs)” — Ty © _ e
2a(Atk)



and
Ak
(326) ka ® ( (Imk — (I)gAkq)kAtk) ((I);;F:)sfvec(xf)T - ka ©) m) ) = Omk,

where

1 —1
A, = (cbkcbgmk + Q—Idk)
a

k—1 -1
( (I)a Atk + _Idk> .
a=0

By computing % in ([3.26) and substituting in ([3.28), we get that

1 -1
(3.27) Gy = Oty t; (ZCD trta)®(ts,t )TAtk+2 I) .

Similarly, for problem (3.24]), without repeating arguments, one can show that for i > j

and j > 0, the following characterization holds:
-1
(3.28) Foi = —/ed(ty, t; <Z<I> tr ta)®(ts, to)T Aty + —I ) D(ty,t5).

Therefore, from ([B.I8), (3.27) and ([B.:28), we have that the optimal control for (B.13)- (3:14)
is (3.15]). O

We now proceed to the proof of Theorem [B.11

Proof of Theorem[3. From (B.15), and [22, Definition 3.1.6 and Corollary 3.1.8], we con-
clude that

algl;;].gh_)m ||uak2 U*H%z(ﬂj’) =0,
where

u*(tly) = \f/ (tr, )G D(tp, T)AW (1) + B(t s, 8) Gy gy
O]

By translating the averaged process in (LI2]), given any arbitrary xg, the optimal control
is characterized as

(3.29) u*(t|wo,zs) = \/_/ (tr,t) G LO(ty, T)dW(7)

1
+ q)(tf,t)TGt_;O (:L’f — (/0 eA((’)tfdG) :1:0) :

This highlights the fact that optimal local controls depend also on the initial condition

X(0,60) = xy and the entire history of noise.



4. GENERAL CASE

We are now ready to characterize the optimal control for (LH) subject to (6.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Gy, 1, for all 0 <t <ty defined in (LII) is invertible. Let u™ be the
optimal control for (LH) subject to (L) then

(4. wtloo) = [ 0 (ehav, ). l0, 0, )y,
R
where u*(t|xo, x¢) is characterized in [3.29) and

~e,G
* q- (O>$0>t’tf’xf)¢f(xf)
(4.2) Pty |0, 20,t) =
1 fRd q€7G(07 Zo, tv tfv y)¢f(y>dy

1s the optimal prior distribution where

[S]i=H

(4.3) ¢°C(0,m0,t,t5,y) = (276)_g(det(th,t))_
2
Gt )’

1 t
exp (_ 2% Y — </ eA(e)tfd9> To — \/E/ O(ty, 7)dW (1)
0 0
tf,t

is the conditional transition density of (L8) and ¢y together with ¢ solves [2.9) with end-
state transition density (LI0).

Before we provide the proof, note that if A(f) = A then, from [18], we have that y(t),
where 0 < t < ty, in (L8] is a Markov process. This implies that at time ¢ = ¢y, we have that
y(ts) only depends on y(¢). Therefore, we have that y(¢;) given that y(t) = = is characterized
as .,

ylty) = a e [T ity maw
t
and hence the associated conditional transition density (4.3 reduces to the Markov density
in (2.0).

We highlight the distinction between the above result and Theorem 2.1l While the sample
paths in Theorem [2.1] exhibit Markov property, the sample paths in Theorem [4.1] depend
on the entire history of the noise and the initial condition. Therefore, the optimal control

in (@) is a stochastic feedforward control input.
Proof. We first show that the functional integral

(4.4) u*(t, x|xg) = /d w*(t|zo, xf)p*(ts, )0, 20, t, x)dz
R

holds, where u*(t|zo,z) is characterized in (3.29) and then provide a characterization for
p*(ts, xf|0,20,t, ). Let u* be the optimal control for (I.T) subject to (L.6). Then, u* is the



optimal control for the alternative formulation ([2.2]) subject to
dX (t,0) = A(0) X (t,0)dt + B(0)u(t)dt + /eB(8)dW (t),

Here ¢; together with ¢g solves ([23), where ¢““(0,z¢,tf, ;) is the end-state transition
density of the passive dynamics ([7) and is characterized in (LI0). Let

(4.6) o (tao) = < /0 1 eAW)tde) 2o + /0 t O(t, 7)(w (7]ao)dr + edW (1)),

where ®(t,7) is defined in ([.9) be the optimal averaged process of (4.5) induced by the
optimal control u*. Then, the optimal sample path z*(:|z() induced an optimal probability

law P*(-) on X which we disintegrate into

(4.7 P = [P0 )y

Here, P} f() is the optimal probability law induced by the optimal pinned sample path

x*(-|zo, x ), characterized as

(4.8) o (o, ) = ( /0 1 eA<9>td9) 2o + /0 t O(t, ) (u* ()20, 27)dr + VedW (7)),

for all t € [0,tf], with u*(t|zo, zf) in [B:29). From (L3), we have that
Q*(xs) = do(w0)q““(0, 0, ts, ) s () is the optimal final state density with ¢>%(0, zo, ts, zy)
in (LI0).

Let p*(-|zo) and p(:|zo, ) be their corresponding optimal controlled density of the pro-
cesses (A.6) and (4.8), respectively. Since both processes x*(t|zo) and z*(t|xo, z¢) in (4.0
and (48], respectively, are Gaussian processes with means

1 t
(/ eA(e)tdO) xo + E/ O(t, T)u*(T|zo)dT
0 0

1 ¢
</ eA(G)th) xo + E/ O(t, 7)u*(T|xo, x4)dT
0 0

respectively, and covariance matrix eG; o, we have that

and

ol

d
2

(4.9) p*(t,x|zo) = (2me)"2(det(Grp))~

1 t
! T — (/ eA(e)tdQ) xo + E/ O(t, T)u*(T|zo)dT
€ 0 0

| )
-1
Gio



and

(4.10) p*(t, x|xo, 2f) = (2me) ™2 (det(Gro)) 2

1 ! '
exp ( _ in . (/ 6A(9)td9) T + E/ @(t,r)u*(ﬂxo, SL’f)dT
0 0

From (4.7), since the densities are coupled through

(4.11) pltialan) = [ | (talan. )@ (ap)da,

2 )
-1
Gio

for all ¢, z, we have that
Vp*(t, x|zg) = /]Rd Vo' (t,x|zo, x)Q* (zf)dxs
hold, for all ¢, z. From (£9) and (@I0) the above equation reduces to
(4.12) m(, t|xo)p*(t, xlxo) = /Rd m(x, tzo, xp)p* (t, x|zo, v5)Q" (2 5)dy,
where ) .
(@, o) = o — ( / eA<9>tde) 2o+ E / B(t, 7y (v]o ) dr
and 01 Ot
m(x,tlxy, xf) = x — </ eA(G)th) xo + E/ O(t, T)u*(7|zo, zf)dT.
Using (4.11]), we have that (412l rec?luces to 0

E/ (I)(t,T)u*(T|l’o)d7‘p*(t,:L"|£E0):/ (E/ q)(t,’r)u*(7'|l'0,Zlff)dT)p*(t,flf|l'o,xf)Q*(l'f)dl'f
0 R 0

and hence

t * *

\ " p*(t, x|z, 25)Q" () )
O, 71)E( u*(1]|x —/u T|%o, @ dry |dr =0
[ ot s (e - [ utrlan, o ZETRLIL D,
holds, for all ¢, x. Therefore, we have that
* * p*(t,l’|l’0,l’f)Q*(ZL’f)

4.13 E t — t d = 0.
1 (vt = [ oo PSR

Suppose that
u*(t, x|xg) # /d u(t, |xo, xp)p (s, xf|0, xo, t, x)dxy,
R

where

p*(t, x|wo, xr) Q" (2y)
p*(t, z|zo)

(4.14) p*(ty, x¢l0,z0,t, ) =



is the optimal prior distribution. Then, from (£I3), we have that
(4.15) u*(t, z|xg) = / u*(t, |xo, xp)p*(tr, 2|0, zo, t, x)da s + Z()
R4

holds, where the process Z(t) has E(Z(t)) = 0. By substituting (£15]) in (4.06) we get that
1 t
(4.16) x*(t|mg) = (/ eA(e)tdQ) xo + \/E/ O(t, 7)dW (1)
0 0
¢ t
+/ </ O(t, )u"(T|zo, f)p* (ts, |0, 20, T, SL’)dT) dxy +/ O(t, 7)Z(T)dr.
re \ Jo 0

By comparing @8) to (&IF), the extra sample path [, ®(-,7)Z(7)dr implies that P* as-
sumed in (47) is not the optimal probability law induced by (4.6]) which is a contradiction.

Therefore, we have that

u*(t, x|xg) = /d u*(t, |xo, zp)p*(tr, x 7|0, zo, t, x)dxy
R

holds.
We proceed to characterize the optimal controlled prior distribution p* (¢, x£|0, zo). From (L.g]),

since

@17 ylty) = (/01 eA@tfde) o+ \/E/Otf B(ty, 7)AW (7).
= (/01 eAWfde) Ty + ﬁ/ot O(ty, 7)dW (1) + \/E/ttf O(ty, 7)dW (1),

given xy and W(7), where 0 < 7 < ¢, we have that y(t) follows a Gaussian distribution

with mean ) .
( / eA<">tfd9) To + Ve / O(ty, 7)dW (T)
0 0

and covariance €Gy, ¢, where Gy, ; is defined in (LII). Hence, the conditional transition

density for the passive averaged process y(t) in (L) is

(4.18) ¢C(0, 20,8, t7,y) = (2m€) "% (det(Gy, 1))~ 2
1 1 t
exp| — —|ly— / A dg ) xy — ﬁ/ (ty, 7)dW (T)]1Z1 ),
2¢ 0 0 byt
This completes the proof. O

We present a systematic approach to deriving the optimal control for (ILH])-(I.6), as charac-
terized in (@.J]) in Algorithm 1 in 5 steps. The optimal control in Step 5 is specifically designed
to effectively transition the averaged process corresponding to ([.6]), described in (4.6]), from
an initial distribution o with density po to a target distribution p; with density py (see

Figure [1]).



Algorithm 1 Algorithm for obtaining optimal control

e Given:
The ensemble of system

dX(t,0) = (A(0)X (,0) + B(0)u(t))dt + eB(0)dW (t)

Marginal densities
dpo = podxo and dupy = prday.

tf 1
min E U —||u(t)||2dt}
u . 2

e Use A(f) and B(#) to compute relevant functions:

Cost

(1)
1 tf
Oty 7) = / MO IB0)d) and Gy, = / Oty T)(ts, ) dr
0 0
(2)
g . 1 ! 2
qE’G(O, o, t s, ZL’f) — (27‘(6)_5(det(th70))_§ exp —2— H:L'f — (/ eA(G)tde) To
€ 0 G71
tf,O
(3)
G9C(0, 20, t,ty, y) = (2m€) 72 (det(Gy, )2

1 L !
exp (_ - (/0 eAw)tfd@) Ty — \/E/O @(tf,T)dW(T)Hgt;t)

e Use 1) and A(f) to compute local control:

t
u*(t|wo, xy) = —\/E/ (b(tf,t)TGl;l’T(b(tf,T)dW(T)
0

1
+ oty )G (:cf — ( /0 eA<">tfd9) xo)

e Use 3) to compute posterior transition densities:
_ 90, w0t ty xp) by ()
Jra @G (0, o, t, t5, y) s (y)dy
where ¢ together with ¢q is obtained from
po(o) =¢o($o)/ q“(0, zo,ty, wp) s () day

R4

p(ty, 2|0, 20,t)

pr(Ty) =¢f(17f)/ g% (0,30, t 7, 7)o (0)dxo

R4
e Compute optimal control:

w(too) = [ (theo,zp)p" .10, 0, )
R




It is important to note that, in step 4 since the prior transition density p*(ts,z (|0, 2o, t)
accounts for the most likely path from x to x ¢, the integration over all possible final states
xs in step 5 effectively sums over all potential paths that the passive process in (.§)) can take
from z( to the final states, exemplifying the principles of path integral [25-30]. As noted
by the transition density ¢¢“ in Step 2, the potential paths that the passive process in (L8]
can take depend not only on the initial condition z, but also on the past noise {W(7)}o<r<t,
thereby incorporating the entire historical trajectory at time ¢. This underlines the deviation
from [25-30] and all the Schrodinger bridge frameworks (see for instance [6-10] and reference

therein).

5. NUMERICAL RESULT
Example 5.1. We consider one-dimensional passive dynamics
(5.1) dX (t,0) = —0X(t,0)dt + /edW (1)
over the time horizon [0,1], where § € [0,1]. At time t = 0, the observed initial density
of B.I) is
0.2—0.2cos (3mz) +0.2  for0<w<?
5.2 pola) 1= o
5—>5cos (6mr —4m) +0.2 for s <z <1

and at time t = 1, the observed (or desired) density is

(5.3) pr(@) == poll - @)

illustrated in Figure . This captures a scenario where the transition from (5.2) to (5.3) is
characterized by the harmonic oscillator, with unknown frequency 6 but only the range [0, 1]
1s known and the oscillator is influenced by thermal or other external noise with intensity
e > 0. By solving (L3 subject to

(5.4) dX(t,0) = (—0X(t,0) + u(t))dt + /edW (1)

the goal is to design control input u(t) that will effectively bridge (5.3]) from (B.2)), despite
the stochastic nature of the process. More precisely, the Schrédinger bridge problem (L5
subject to (B.4), seeks to identify the most likely and robust stochastic harmonic oscillator
whose density p have started from (5.2) and has ended at (5.3)).

Using the parameters A(0) = —0 and B(0) =1 from (5.4), we have that Gy, in (LII) is

computed to be:
1
G, = (/ <I>(1,t)2dt) :



where
1—e (7Y

(5.5) (1) =

1-t

(5.6) Gy = (/1 (1_167__(;_”)2@)

is well-defined for all T € [0,1). Therefore, from Theorem (A1), we have that the opti-
mal control for problem (LH)-([L0) where (5.4]) is (A1), demonstrated in Figure [ where
u*(t|zo, xp) in B29) is demonstrated in Figure [3 and the conditioned transition density

in [A3) are (B.0)-(B.06) and
1
(5.7) / e ?dh=1—e.
0

The corresponding pinned bridge is demonstrated in Figure[d and the most likely and robust

Con\ 2
One can check that T — f: <1_e - t)) dt is strictly monotone on [0, 1] and hence

stochastic harmonic oscillator is shown in Figure[@. From Figure[7, we see that the control
in Figure [ effectively transitions from py in (5.2) to py in (5.3) through the most robust
likely path in (L6]) demonstrated in Figure [4.

Example 5.2. For the two-dimensional case, we have

(5.8) A9) lg _09] B9) = [(1] (1’]

and hence

A0 _ [cos(@(l — 1)) —sin(6(1 — t))] |
sin(6(1 — 1)) cos(8(1 —t))

Thus, ®(1,-) in ([LA) is computed to be:

sin(1—t) cos(1—t)—1
(5.9) o(1,1) = [1_5;(1);(?_15) sigll(Iz)t) ]
§=) =)

and Gy, in ([LII) is computed to be:

Gr, = (/1 (I)(l,t)(I)(l,t)Tdt) ,

where
2—2cos(1—t) 0
—_1)2
@(Lt)q)(l,t)T = [ ¢ Ot) 2—2005(1—7—)]
(1-t)2
Since lim;_,; %ﬁgé_ﬂ =1 and the function t — %St()lg_t) s continuous and strictly mono-

tone on [1,1], for all T € [0, 1], we have that T f: %Stgé_t)dt is invertible on [0,1) and



Non-Gaussian Density Functions Py and Py
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Po
Py

Density

F1GURE 1. This is the plot of initial and final marginal non-Gaussian densities
po and py defined in (5.2)- (5.3). This is useful for computing ¢y and ¢y

in (2.9).

hence
1

—1
Gl,‘r

(/71 <I>(1,t)<I>(1,t)Tdt)
([ ==t |1 ]

is well-defined for all T € [0,1). Therefore, from Theorem (A1), we have that the optimal

control for problem (LID)-([L6G) where ([5.8) s (A1) where u*(t|xo, z5) in B29) is demon-

strated in Figure[8 having the conditioned transition density in [E3) are (5.9)-(EI0) and

S | sin(1)  cos(1) —1
(5.11) /0 e"0df = [1 — cos(1) sin(1) ] '

The most likely pinned bridge is shown in Figure [9.

(5.10)



Function value

FIGURE 2. This is the plot of ¢y and ¢ computed from (2.9), where py and
py are given in (5.2)-(5.3)) with Figure [Il and the end-state density function

in (L.I0) use the parameters computed in (5.4)-(5.6). The function ¢ (in red)
is useful in computing the optimal control in (4.Tl).

6. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we have discussed the problem of conditioning a Markov process, subjected
to parameter perturbation, to initial and final given distributions. We have shown that the
control that establishes the bridge is a stochastic feedforward control. This is our preliminary
work and there will be more follow-up projects including discrete and computational prob-
lems. For example, although we have formally solved the optimal control problem using a
path integral formulation, the task of computing the path integral remains. To address this,
we can employ various standard methods, such as Monte Carlo sampling [25]. Specifically,
one straightforward approach is naive forward sampling. This is our future work. Another
future work is to relax the restriction that the control and the noise in our problem enter
the system through the same channel. This setup deviates from being a Schrodinger bridge

problem. We also plan to study the case other variations of the ensemble of stochastic process



Plot of w*(t|xo, zf) with 20 =0 and xy =1
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time ¢

FiGure 3. This is the plot of 10 sample paths characterizing the one-
dimensional optimal local control process u*(¢|0,1) in (3.29) with parameters

in (5.4)-(5.7).

such as existence of barrier, non-linearity and extend other data-driven problems associated

to the classical Schrodinger bridge problem to our case etc.
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