
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

03
29

4v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 4

 D
ec

 2
02

4

SCHRODINGER BRIDGE OVER AVERAGED SYSTEMS

DANIEL OWUSU ADU AND YONGXIN CHEN

Abstract. We consider a Schrödinger 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 Schrödinger 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 Schrödinger in [1]. For precision, we assume that all random vari-

ables are defined over an underlying probability space with probability P. We postulate the

Schrödinger bridge problem in its generality as follows; assume some fully observed particles

distributed according to an initial probability measure µ0 ∈ P(Rd) with density ρ0 at time

t = 0, evolve according to a process {y(t)}0≤t≤tf in R
d with transition density q. Then,

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

P (xf , tf) =

ˆ

Rd

q(0, x0, tf , xf)ρ0(x0)dx0.

Suppose that at time t = tf the observed particles are distributed according to µf ∈ P(Rd)

with density ρf , where

ρf (xf) 6= P (xf , tf).

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

process {y(t)}0≤t≤tf is inaccurate. The following question arises:

(1) What density q̂ satisfies

ρf (xf ) =

ˆ

Rd

q̂(0, x0, tf , xf )ρ0(x0)dx0.

(2) Among such densities q̂, which one is closest to q in some suitable sense.
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Statement 1 and 2 constitute the Schrödinger bridge problem and the most likely stochastic

process denoted as {x(t)}0≤t≤tf such that the distributions of x(0) and x(tf ) coincide with

µ0 and µf , respectively, is called the Schrödinger bridge. The Schrödinger bridge problem

reduces to finding the most likely probability law P of x(·) admitting the end-time marginals

µ0 and µf with densities ρ0 and ρf , respectively [2–4]. More precisely the problem

(1.1) min
P

D(P ‖ R) :=

ˆ

X

log

(

dP

dR

)

dP,

where X := C([0, tf ];R
d) is the space of all continuous R

d-valued paths on [0, tf ], R(·) =

P(y ∈ (·)) is the probability law of the process {y(t)}0≤t≤tf and the minimization is taken

over the space of probability law P of the process {x(t)}0≤t≤tf such that P0(·) := P(x(0) ∈
(·)) = µ0(·) and Pf(·) := P(x(tf ) ∈ (·)) = µf(·), where µ0, µf ∈ P(Rd) have densities ρ0 and

ρf , respectively. Note that (1.1) well-defined if dP
dR

is the Radon-Nikodym derivative. By

disintegrating the probability law P, the Schrödinger problem reduces to the static problem:

(1.2) min
P0,f∈Π(µ0,µf )

ˆ

Rd×Rd

log

(

dP0,f

dq(0, ·, tf , ·)

)

dP0,f ,

where

Π(µ0, µf) := {P0,f ∈ P(Rd × R
d) : P0,f ◦ π−1

0 = µ0 and P0,f ◦ π−1
f = µf},

where π0(x0, xf ) = x0 and πf (x0, xf ) = xf , for all (x0, xf ) ∈ R
d×R

d. Here, we have identified

the densities and the measures are the same. Since (1.2) only makes sense whenever P0,f

is absolutely continuous with respect to q, for later use, the unique optimizer of (1.2) is

characterized by

(1.3) P0,f(A) =

ˆ

A

φ0(x0)q(0, x0, tf , xf)φf (xf)dx0dxf ,

for all measurable subset A ⊂ R
d × R

d, where the pair (φ0, φf) satisfies

ρ0(x0) =φ0(x0)

ˆ

Rd

q(0, x0, tf , xf )φf(xf)dxf ,

ρf (xf) =φf(xf )

ˆ

Rd

q(0, x0, tf , xf )φ0(x0)dx0.(1.4)

For more details on the Schrödinger 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

(1.5) Problem 1 : min
u

E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖u(t)‖2dt

]

,



subject to

dX(t, θ) = (A(θ)X(t, θ) +B(θ)u(t))dt+
√
ǫB(θ)dW (t),

X(0, θ) ∼ µ0 and

ˆ 1

0

X(tf , θ)dθ ∼ µf .(1.6)

Here X(t, θ) ∈ R
d is the random state of an individual system at time t indexed by the

sample point θ ∈ Ω, A : Ω → R
d×d and B : Ω → R

d×m are measurable mappings such

that ‖A‖ := supθ∈Ω ‖A(θ)‖ < ∞ and ‖B‖ := supθ∈Ω ‖B(θ)‖ < ∞, where the norm here is

the Frobenius norm on the space of matrices, u ∈ L2([0, tf ];R
m) is a parameter-independent

control input. Our problem is motivated by ensemble-based Reinforcement Learning, see [18].

To relate Problem 1 to Schrödinger bridge (1.1)-(1.2), let

dY (t, θ) = A(θ)Y (t, θ)dt+
√
ǫB(θ)dW (t)

Y (0, θ) = x0(1.7)

be the passive dynamics and Ry the probability law induced by the averaged process y(t) =
´ 1

0
Y (t, θ)dθ characterized as

(1.8) y(t) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 +
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)dW (τ),

where

(1.9) Φ(tf , τ) =

ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)(tf−τ)B(θ)dθ.

Then the end-state transition density is characterized as

(1.10)

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf ) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gtf ,0))

− d
2 exp



− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

xf −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

G−1
tf ,0



 ,

where ‖x‖2
G−1

tf ,0

= xTG−1
tf ,0

x, for all x ∈ R
d, whenever

(1.11) Gtf ,0 :=

ˆ tf

0

Φ(tf , τ)Φ(tf , τ)
Tdτ

is invertible. We find another probability law Px, where x(t) =
´ 1

0
X(t, θ)dθ, whose averaged

drift and marginal constraint satisfy the averaged of (1.6). To this end, by adding and

subtracting
´ t

0
Φ(t, τ)u(τ)dτ of (1.8), we have that

(1.12) x(t) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 +

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)(u(τ)dτ +
√
ǫdW̃ (τ)),



where

(1.13) W̃ (t) = W (t)−
ˆ t

0

1√
ǫ
u(s)ds.

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

derivative

(1.14)
dPx

dRy

= exp

{
ˆ tf

0

1√
ǫ
u(t)dW (t) +

ˆ tf

0

1

2ǫ
‖u(t)‖2dt

}

,

makes (1.13) a Brownian motion. By substituting (1.14) in (1.1), we get that

(1.15) D(Px ‖ Ry) = E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2ǫ
‖u(t)‖2dt

]

.

Hence, problem (1.5)-(1.6) 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 (1.5)-(1.6) describes the deformation from µ0 to µf , 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 Schrödinger 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 θ ∈ [0, 1] of the system. Since the object to interest is the

averaged or the expectation over the parameter θ ∈ [0, 1], this adds to the technical challenges

of problem (1.5)-(1.6). 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 (1.5)-(1.6) as a functional integral. We

show that the optimal control for (1.5)-(1.6) 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 (1.11) (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 (1.5)-(1.6) where µ0 and µf are Dirac measures at specific

points in Section 3. This Section aims to characterize optima local controls. The general

case, where µ0 and µf are absolutely continuous measures is discussed in Section 4. We

represent the optimal control for problem (1.5)-(1.6) as a functional integral. We conclude

with remarks on future work in Section 6.

2. Path Integral Representation of the Optimal Control for a single

Markov process

To gain an intuition of the characterization of our original problem (1.5)-(1.6), we consider

the special case A(θ) = A. In this current case, let x(t) :=
´ 1

0
X(t, θ)dθ be the averaged

process. Then, we have that (1.5)-(1.6) reduces to (1.5) subject to the controlled Markov

process

dx(t) = Ax(t)dt +Bu(t)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) ∼ µ0 and x(tf ) ∼ µf ,(2.1)

where B :=
´ 1

0
B(θ)dθ. In this case, the invertibility of the matrix Gtf ,0 in (1.11) implies

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

version of the problems in [8–10]. Suppose dµ0 = ρ0dx0 and dµf = ρfdxf . Then, since

the end-point marginal densities ρ0 and ρf are fixed, following from [4, 44], we have that

that (1.5) subject to (2.1) is equivalent to:

(2.2) min
u

E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖u(t)‖2dt− log φf(x(tf ))

]

,

subject to

dx(t) = Ax(t)dt +Bu(t)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) = x0.(2.3)

Here φf together with φ0 solves (1.4), where q(0, x0, tf , xf) = qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf) is the transi-

tion density of the passive dynamics

dy(t) = Ay(t)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

y(0) = x0(2.4)



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

(2.5) qǫ,G(t, x, s, y) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gs,t))

− d
2 exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥y −
(

eA(s−t)
)

x
∥

∥

2

G−1
s,t

)

,

where Gs,t defined in (1.11), with A(θ) = A and B(θ) = 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 (2.2)-(2.3), then u∗ admits the path

integral formalism

(2.6) u∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, x|tf , xf)p
∗(tf , xf |t, x)dxf ,

where u∗(·|xf ) is the unique optimal control for the pinned process, that is (2.3) conditioned

that at final time t = tf , we have that x(tf ) = xf and optimality is measured by

(2.7) min
u

E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖u(t, x(t))‖2dt

]

and

(2.8) p∗(tf , xf |t, x) =
qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf )φf(xf)

´

Rd qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf )φf(xf )dxf

,

where qǫ,G is in (2.5) and φf together with φ0 solves

ρ0(x0) =φ0(x0)

ˆ

Rd

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf)φf(xf )dxf ,

ρf (xf ) =φf(xf )

ˆ

Rd

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf)φ0(x0)dx0,(2.9)

is the optimal controlled prior distribution.

Proof. Let P∗ be the optimal probability law induced the optimal unpinned process

dx(t) = Ax(t)dt+Bu∗(t, x(t))dt +
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) = x0.(2.10)

and ρ∗ be the corresponding optimal controlled density. Consider the disintegration

(2.11) P∗(·) =
ˆ

Rd

P∗
xf
(·)Q∗(xf )dxf .

Here, from (1.3), we have that Q∗(xf) = φ0(x0)q
ǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf )φf(xf) is the optimal final

state density, P∗
xf

is the optimal probability law induced by the optimal pinned process

dx(t) = Ax(t)dt +Bu∗(t, x(t)|tf , xf)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) = x0 and x(tf ) = xf .(2.12)



where u∗(·|tf , xf ), is the optimal conditional control. Here optimality is measured in (2.7).

Let ρ∗(·|tf , xf ) be the optimal conditional density corresponding to (2.12). Then, the con-

trolled densities ρ∗ and ρ∗(·|tf , xf ) satisfy the Fokker-Planck equations:

(2.13) ∂tρ
∗(t, x) = −∇ · ((xTA + u∗T(t)BT)ρ∗(t, x)) +

ǫ

2

∑

ij

(BBT)ij∂
2
xixj

ρ∗(t, x)

and

(2.14)

∂tρ
∗(t, x|tf , xf ) = −∇·((xTA+u∗T(t, x|xf)B

T)ρ∗(t, x|tf , xf))+
ǫ

2

∑

ij

(BBT)ij∂
2
xixj

ρ∗(t, x|tf , xf ).

Futhermore, from (2.11) they are coupled through

ρ∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

ρ∗(t, x|tf , xf)Q
∗(xf )dxf ,

thus

(2.15) ∂tρ
∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

∂tρ
∗(t, x|tf , xf)Q

∗(xf )dxf .

Therefore, from (2.13)-(2.15), we have that

u∗T(t)BTρ∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗T(t|xf )B
Tρ∗(t, x|tf , xf )Q

∗(xf )dxf .

Thus,

(2.16) u∗(t) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t|xf )p
∗(tf , xf |t, x)dxf ,

where

p∗(tf , xf |t, x) =
ρ∗(t, x|tf , xf )Q

∗(xf )

ρ∗(t, x)
.

is the optimal controlled prior distribution. Following from [45], the optimal controlled

prior distribution p∗(tf , xf |·) is characterized as (2.8), where the optimality is measured

with respect to the Kullback Leibler (KL) divergence with respect to the uncontrolled prior

distribution of (2.4). �

We proceed to verify this result with a well-known result in [10]. Following from [10] the

optimal control for (1.5) subject to (2.1) is characterized as the Markov strategy:

(2.17) u∗(t, x) = −ǫBT∇ logϕ(t, x),

where

(2.18) ϕ(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf)φf(xf )dxf .



Since

∇ logϕ(t, x) =
∇ϕ(t, x)

ϕ(t, x)
,

from (2.17) and (2.18), we have that

(2.19) u(t, x) = −ǫBT

ˆ

Rd

∇qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf)φf(xf )
´

Rd qǫ,G(t, x, tf , y)φf(y)dy
dxf .

From (2.5), since

∇qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf) =∇
(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥xf −
(

eA(tf−t)
)

x
∥

∥

2

G−1
tf ,t

)

q(t, x, tf , xf)

=
1

ǫ
eA

T(tf−t)G−1
tf ,t

((

eA(tf−t)
)

x− xf

)

q(t, x, tf , xf),

from (2.19), we have that

(2.20) u∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, x|tf , xf)

(

qǫ,G(t, x, tf , xf )φf(xf )
´

Rd qǫ,G(t, x, tf , y)φf(y)dy

)

dxf ,

where

u∗(t, x|tf , xf ) :=− BTeA
T(tf−t)G−1

tf ,t

((

eA(tf−t)
)

x− xf

)

=− BTP (t)−1
(

x−
(

eA(t−tf )
)

xf

)

.(2.21)

Here

(2.22) P (t)−1 := e−AT(t−tf )G−1
tf ,t

e−A(t−tf )

and one can check that P (t) := eA(t−tf )Gtf ,te
AT(t−tf ) is the Lyapunov function that satisfies

(2.23)
dP (t)

dt
= AP (t) + P (t)AT − BBT ,

subject to P (tf) = 0. Therefore, from [8, Section V]), we have that (2.21) is the unique

optimal control for (1.5) subject to (2.1) where µf = δxf
is the Dirac measure.

Therefore, from (2.20) and (2.8), we have that

(2.24) u∗(t, x) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, x|tf , xf)p
∗(tf , xf |t, x)dxf .

This verifies the result.

Remark 2.1. Since the optimal control in (2.6) is represented as the expectation of optimal

local control, where the expectation is over sample paths of uncontrolled process (2.4), the

representation in (2.6) is ”path-centric”, rather than the ”process-centric” in (2.17). 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 (1.5)-(1.6) 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 (1.7). Our goal is to find solutions that

are conditioned to have

(3.1)

ˆ 1

0

Y (tf , θ)dθ = xf , a.s.

The fact that the final conditional state is parameter-independent motivates the quest to

find a parameter-independent control. If the control depends on θ ∈ [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 (1.7) conditioned to be (3.1) is characterized by the

stochastic optimal control problem

(3.2) Problem 2 : min
u∈U

E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖u(t)‖2dt

]

,

subject to

dX(t, θ) = A(θ)X(t, θ)dt+B(θ)u(t)dt+
√
ǫB(θ)dW (t),

X(0, θ) = x0 a.s and

ˆ 1

0

X(tf , θ)dθ = xf , a.s.(3.3)

To be more precise, if u ∈ U ⊂ L2([0, tf ];R
m), then;

(1) u(t) is x(t)-measurable, where x(t) :=
´ 1

0
X(t, θ)dθ, for all t ∈ [0, tf ],

(2) E

[

´ tf
0

1
2
‖u(t)‖2dt

]

< ∞,

We proceed to the main theorem of this Section.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Gtf ,s, for all 0 ≤ s < tf , in (1.11) is invertible. Then the optimal

control for (3.2) subject to (3.3) is characterized as

(3.4) u∗(t|x0, xf ) = −√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,τ
Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

+ Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,0

(

xf −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0

)

.

where Φ(tf , τ) is defined in (1.9).

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

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 (3.1), we must verify the result

with the special case A(θ) = A. In this case the problem of requiring the behaviour of

dy(t) =Ay(t)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

y(0) =x0, almost surely (a.s),(3.5)

where y(t) =
´ 1

0
Y (t, θ)dθ is the averaged process and B =

(

´ 1

0
B(θ)dθ

)

, at the final time to

be x(tf ) = xf a.s is equivalent to optimally changing the drift in

dx(t) = Ax(t)dt +Bu(t)dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) = x0 and x(tf ) = xf a.s,(3.6)

where optimality is measured in (3.2). From (2.21)-(2.22), the optimal pinned local control

is characterized as

(3.7) u∗(t, x(t)|xf ) = −BTe−AT(t−tf )G−1
tf ,t

e−A(t−tf )x(t) +BTe−AT(t−tf )G−1
tf ,t

xf .

By substituting the above optimal pinned control to (3.6), we get the optimal pinned process

to be

dx∗(t) =(A−BBTe−AT(t−tf )G−1
tf ,t

e−A(t−tf ))x∗(t)dt+BTe−AT(t−tf )G−1
tf ,t

xfdt+
√
ǫBdW (t)

x(0) =x0.

(3.8)

This solution x∗(t) is substituted back in (3.7) and we demonstrate it coincides with the

characterization in (3.4). Due to the heavy computation, we demonstrate this for A(θ) =

A = 0. Then from (1.11), we have that Gtf ,τ = (tf − τ)BBT and from (1.9), we have that

Φ(tf , t) = B ∈ R
d×d, for all t ≥ tf is invertible. Therefore, the optimal local control in (3.7)

and the corresponding optimal state trajectory in (3.8) reduces to

(3.9) u∗(t, x(t)|xf ) = − B−1

tf − t
(x(t)− xf ).

and

dx∗(t) =

(

− x∗(t)

tf − t
+

xf

tf − t

)

dt+
√
ǫBdW (t),

x(0) = x0 a.s(3.10)

respectively. Since

x∗(t) =
tf − t

tf
x0 +

t

tf
xf +

√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

tf − t

tf − τ
BdW (τ),



by substituting x∗(t) in (3.9) we have that

u∗(t|x0, xf ) = − B−1

tf − t

(

tf − t

tf
x0 +

t− tf

tf
xf +

√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

tf − t

tf − τ
BdW (τ)

)

and hence

u∗(t|x0, xf) = −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

1

tf − τ
dW (τ) +

B−1

tf
(xf − x0).

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

3.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Note that re-centring the initial ensemble X(0, θ) 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, θ) = 0 a.s.

We outline the proof of Theorem 3.1 as follows: We first state a free-endpoint alter-

native formulation (cf. (3.11)–(3.12)) and consider the corresponding time discretization

(cf. (3.13)–(3.14)). 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 (1.12) is non-Markovian, we circumvent

this complexity considering

(3.11) min
u

E

[

a(x(tf )− xf )
T (x(tf )− xf) +

ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖ua(t)‖2dτ

]

subject to

(3.12) x(t) =

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)(ua(τ)dτ +
√
ǫdW (τ)).

The main idea of the above formulation is that if

lim
a→∞

‖u∗
a − u∗‖2L2(P) = 0,

holds, where P is the probability on the sample space Ω. Then u∗ is the optimal control

for (3.2)-(3.3). The following result is important to design the optimal control u∗
a for (3.11)-

(3.12).

Proposition 3.1. Consider the discrete-time optimal control problem

(3.13) min
ua,k

E

[

a(xk − xf )
T (xk − xf ) +

1

2

k−1
∑

i=0

uT
a,k,iua,k,i△tk

]

,

where a > 0 and

(3.14) xk =

k−1
∑

i=0

Φ(tf , ti)
(

ua,k,i△tk +
√
ǫ△Wi

)

.



Here P := {0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tk−1 = tf} be a regular partition with constant step size

△tk = ti+1 − ti, △Wi := W (ti+1) −W (ti) ∈ R
m, ua,k := (ua,k,0, . . . , ua,k,k−1) ∈ R

mk, where

we assume that ua,k,i is constant xi-measurable in L2[ti, ti+1), where i ∈ {0, . . . , k−1}. Then
the optimal control for (3.13)- (3.14) is characterized as

(3.15) u∗
a,k,i = −√

ǫ

i
∑

j=0

Φ(tf , ti)
T (

k−1
∑

α=j

Φ(tf , tα)Φ(tf , tα)
T△tk +

1

2a
In)

−1

Φ(tf , tj)△Wj + Φ(tf , ti)
T (

k−1
∑

α=0

Φ(tf , tα)Φ(tf , tα)
T△tk +

1

2a
In)

−1xf .

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 (3.13)-(3.14) which we condense into a

more manageable form:

(3.16) min
ua,k

Jk(ua,k) := E

[

aTr
(

(xk − xf )(xk − xf)
T
)

+
△tk

2
Tr
(

ua,ku
T
a,k

)

]

,

subject to

(3.17) xk = Φk

(

ua,k△tk +
√
ǫγk
)

,

where γk = (△W0, . . . ,△Wk−1) ∈ R
mk and Φk = (Φ0(tf ), . . . ,Φk−1(tf)) ∈ R

d×mk, where

Φi(tf) := Φ(tf , ti) ∈ R
d×m in (1.9). Since ua,k,i is constant xi-measurable, for all i =

0, . . . , k − 1, it is characterized as

(3.18) ua,k,i =
i
∑

j=0

Fk,i,j△Wj +Gi,k−1xf ,

where Fk,i,j ∈ R
m×m and Gi,k−1 ∈ R

m×d are to be determined. Specifically, Fk,i,j :=

F (ti, tj) ∈ R
m×m, for all tj < ti, and Gi,k−1 := G(ti, tk−1) ∈ R

m×d. For later use, we

express (3.18) compactly as:

(3.19) ua,k = Fkγk +Gkvec(xf),

where vec(xf ) ∈ R
dk is the vector with all its entries xf ∈ R

d, the block matrices Fk ∈ Tmk

and Gk ∈ Mmk where

Tmk := {Fk ∈ R
mk×mk : χmk ⊙ Fk = 0mk},

and

Mmk := {Gk ∈ R
mk×dk : Γmk ⊙Gk = 0mk}.



Here, 0mk ∈ R
mk×mk is the zero matrix, χmk is the indicator matrix defined as:

(3.20) χmk :=







1m if i < j

0m otherwise,

where 1m ∈ R
m×m is the matrix where all entries are 1s. Similarly, Γmk is defined as:

(3.21) Γmk :=







1m×d if j 6= k − 1

0m×d if j = k − 1

with all its entries in the last column set to 0m×d ∈ R
m×d, which represents the zero matrix.

All other entries are assigned the block matrix 1m×d ∈ R
m×d. The operation ⊙ denotes the

Hadamard matrix multiplication operation. By substituting (3.19) in (3.17), we arrive at

(3.22) xk = Φk

(

Fk△tk +
√
ǫImk

)

γk + ΦkGkvec(xf )△tk.

Here, Imk ∈ R
mk×mk represents the identity matrix. Subsequently, by substituting (3.19)

and (3.22) back into (3.16) and using the fact that Tmk ∩Mmk = ∅, we have two separate

strictly convex subproblems

(3.23) min
Gk∈Mmk

Tr

(

a

(

ΦkGkvec(xf)△tk − xf

)(

ΦkGkvec(xf)△tk − xf

)T

+
△tk

2
Gkvec(xf )vec(xf )

TGT
k

)

and

(3.24) min
Fk∈Tmk

Tr

(

aΦk

(

Fk△tk +
√
ǫImk

)(

Fk△tk +
√
ǫImk

)T

ΦT
k△tk +

(△tk)
2

2
FkF

T
k

)

over compact sets. Hence the standard Lagrange method (see [46]) gives the unique solution.

For problem (3.23), this necessitates the introduction of a Lagrange multiplier, denoted

as λk ∈ R
mk×mk, such that the pair (Gk, λk) satisfy the first-order conditions:

Γmk ⊙ λk + 2aΦT
kΦkGkvec(xf )vec(xf )

T (△tk)
2−

2aΦT
k xfvec(xf)

T△tk +Gkvec(xf)vec(xf)
T△tk = 0mk

and

Γmk ⊙Gk = 0mk.

Hence, we have that

(3.25) G∗
kvec(xf )vec(xf )

T = 2a
(

Imk − ΦT
kAkΦk△tk

)

(

ΦT
k xfvec(xf )

T − Γmk ⊙
λk

2a(△tk)

)



and

(3.26) Γmk ⊙
(

(

Imk − ΦT
kAkΦk△tk

)

(

ΦT
k xfvec(xf )

T − Γmk ⊙
λk

2a(△tk)

))

= 0mk,

where

Ak =

(

ΦkΦ
T
k△tk +

1

2a
Idk

)−1

=

(

k−1
∑

α=0

Φα(tf)Φα(tf )
T△tk +

1

2a
Idk

)−1

.

By computing λk

2a(△tk)
in (3.26) and substituting in (3.25), we get that

(3.27) G∗
i,k−1 = Φ(tf , ti)

T

( k−1
∑

α=0

Φ(tf , tα)Φ(tf , tα)
T△tk +

1

2a
In

)−1

.

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

and j > 0, the following characterization holds:

(3.28) F ∗
k,i,j = −√

ǫΦ(tf , ti)
T

( k−1
∑

α=j

Φ(tf , tα)Φ(tf , tα)
T△tk +

1

2a
In

)−1

Φ(tf , tj).

Therefore, from (3.18), (3.27) and (3.28), we have that the optimal control for (3.13)- (3.14)

is (3.15). �

We now proceed to the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. From (3.15), and [22, Definition 3.1.6 and Corollary 3.1.8], we con-

clude that

lim
a→∞

lim
k→∞

‖u∗
a,k,i − u∗‖2L2(P) = 0,

where

u∗(t|xf ) = −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,τ
Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ) + Φ(tf , t)

TG−1
tf ,0

xf .

�

By translating the averaged process in (1.12), given any arbitrary x0, the optimal control

is characterized as

(3.29) u∗(t|x0, xf) = −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,τ
Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

+ Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,0

(

xf −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0

)

.

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

X(0, θ) = x0 and the entire history of noise.



4. General Case

We are now ready to characterize the optimal control for (1.5) subject to (1.6).

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Gtf ,t, for all 0 ≤ t < tf defined in (1.11) is invertible. Let u∗ be the

optimal control for (1.5) subject to (1.6) then

(4.1) u∗(t|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t|x0, xf )p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t)dxf ,

where u∗(t|x0, xf) is characterized in (3.29) and

(4.2) p∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t) =
q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , xf )φf(xf )
´

Rd q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , y)φf(y)dy

is the optimal prior distribution where

(4.3) q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , y) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gtf ,t))

− d
2

exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

y −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tf dθ

)

x0 −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

G−1
tf ,t

)

,

is the conditional transition density of (1.8) and φf together with φ0 solves (2.9) with end-

state transition density (1.10).

Before we provide the proof, note that if A(θ) = A then, from [18], we have that y(t),

where 0 ≤ t ≤ tf , in (1.8) is a Markov process. This implies that at time t = tf , we have that

y(tf) only depends on y(t). Therefore, we have that y(tf) given that y(t) = x is characterized

as

y(tf) = eA(tf−t)x+
√
ǫ

ˆ tf

t

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

and hence the associated conditional transition density (4.3) reduces to the Markov density

in (2.5).

We highlight the distinction between the above result and Theorem 2.1. 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 (4.1) is a stochastic feedforward control input.

Proof. We first show that the functional integral

(4.4) u∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t|x0, xf )p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x)dxf ,

holds, where u∗(t|x0, xf ) is characterized in (3.29) and then provide a characterization for

p∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x). Let u
∗ be the optimal control for (1.5) subject to (1.6). Then, u∗ is the



optimal control for the alternative formulation (2.2) subject to

dX(t, θ) = A(θ)X(t, θ)dt+B(θ)u(t)dt+
√
ǫB(θ)dW (t),

X(0, θ) = x0.(4.5)

Here φf together with φ0 solves (2.9), where qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf) is the end-state transition

density of the passive dynamics (1.7) and is characterized in (1.10). Let

(4.6) x∗(t|x0) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 +

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)(u∗(τ |x0)dτ +
√
ǫdW (τ)),

where Φ(t, τ) is defined in (1.9) be the optimal averaged process of (4.5) induced by the

optimal control u∗. Then, the optimal sample path x∗(·|x0) induced an optimal probability

law P
∗(·) on X which we disintegrate into

(4.7) P
∗(·) =

ˆ

Rd

P
∗
xf
(·)Q∗(xf)dxf .

Here, P
∗
xf
(·) is the optimal probability law induced by the optimal pinned sample path

x∗(·|x0, xf ), characterized as

(4.8) x∗(t|x0, xf) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 +

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)(u∗(τ |x0, xf )dτ +
√
ǫdW (τ)),

for all t ∈ [0, tf ], with u∗(t|x0, xf ) in (3.29). From (1.3), we have that

Q∗(xf) = φ0(x0)q
ǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf )φf(xf) is the optimal final state density with qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf )

in (1.10).

Let ρ∗(·|x0) and ρ(·|x0, xf) be their corresponding optimal controlled density of the pro-

cesses (4.6) and (4.8), respectively. Since both processes x∗(t|x0) and x∗(t|x0, xf) in (4.6)

and (4.8), respectively, are Gaussian processes with means
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0)dτ

and
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0, xf )dτ

respectively, and covariance matrix ǫGt,0, we have that

(4.9) ρ∗(t, x|x0) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gt,0))

− d
2

exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

x−
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0)dτ

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

G−1
t,0

)



and

(4.10) ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gt,0))

− d
2

exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

x−
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0, xf)dτ

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

G−1
t,0

)

.

From (4.7), since the densities are coupled through

(4.11) ρ∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf )Q
∗(xf )dxf ,

for all t, x, we have that

∇ρ∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

∇ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf)Q
∗(xf )dxf

hold, for all t, x. From (4.9) and (4.10) the above equation reduces to

(4.12) m(x, t|x0)ρ
∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

m(x, t|x0, xf )ρ
∗(t, x|x0, xf )Q

∗(xf)dxf ,

where

m(x, t|x0) := x−
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0)dτ

and

m(x, t|x0, xf) := x−
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 + E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0, xf )dτ.

Using (4.11), we have that (4.12) reduces to

E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0)dτρ
∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

(

E

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0, xf)dτ

)

ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf )Q
∗(xf )dxf

and hence
ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)E

(

u∗(τ |x0)−
ˆ

Rd

u∗(τ |x0, xf )
ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf )Q

∗(xf )

ρ∗(t, x|x0)
dxf

)

dτ = 0

holds, for all t, x. Therefore, we have that

(4.13) E

(

u∗(t, x|x0)−
ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, |x0, xf)
ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf)Q

∗(xf)

ρ∗(t, x|x0)
dxf

)

= 0.

Suppose that

u∗(t, x|x0) 6=
ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, |x0, xf )p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x)dxf ,

where

(4.14) p∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x) =
ρ∗(t, x|x0, xf )Q

∗(xf )

ρ∗(t, x|x0)



is the optimal prior distribution. Then, from (4.13), we have that

(4.15) u∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, |x0, xf)p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x)dxf + Z(t)

holds, where the process Z(t) has E(Z(t)) = 0. By substituting (4.15) in (4.6) we get that

(4.16) x∗(t|x0) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tdθ

)

x0 +
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)dW (τ)

+

ˆ

Rd

(
ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)u∗(τ |x0, xf )p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, τ, x)dτ

)

dxf +

ˆ t

0

Φ(t, τ)Z(τ)dτ.

By comparing (4.8) to (4.16), the extra sample path
´ ·

0
Φ(·, τ)Z(τ)dτ implies that P

∗ as-

sumed in (4.7) is not the optimal probability law induced by (4.6) which is a contradiction.

Therefore, we have that

u∗(t, x|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t, |x0, xf)p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t, x)dxf

holds.

We proceed to characterize the optimal controlled prior distribution p∗(tf , xf |0, x0). From (1.8),

since

y(tf) =

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tf dθ

)

x0 +
√
ǫ

ˆ tf

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ),(4.17)

=

(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tf dθ

)

x0 +
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ) +
√
ǫ

ˆ tf

t

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ),

given x0 and W (τ), where 0 ≤ τ ≤ t, we have that y(tf) follows a Gaussian distribution

with mean
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0 +
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

and covariance ǫGtf ,t, where Gtf ,t is defined in (1.11). Hence, the conditional transition

density for the passive averaged process y(t) in (1.8) is

(4.18) qǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , y) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gtf ,t))

− d
2

exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

y −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0 −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)‖2
G−1

tf ,t

)

,

This completes the proof. �

We present a systematic approach to deriving the optimal control for (1.5)-(1.6), as charac-

terized in (4.1) in Algorithm 1 in 5 steps. The optimal control in Step 5 is specifically designed

to effectively transition the averaged process corresponding to (1.6), described in (4.6), from

an initial distribution µ0 with density ρ0 to a target distribution µf with density ρf (see

Figure 7).



Algorithm 1 Algorithm for obtaining optimal control

• Given:
The ensemble of system

dX(t, θ) = (A(θ)X(t, θ) +B(θ)u(t))dt+
√
ǫB(θ)dW (t)

Marginal densities
dµ0 = ρ0dx0 and dµf = ρfdxf .

Cost

min
u

E

[
ˆ tf

0

1

2
‖u(t)‖2dt

]

• Use A(θ) and B(θ) to compute relevant functions:
(1)

Φ(tf , τ) =

ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)(tf−τ)B(θ)dθ and Gtf ,0 =

ˆ tf

0

Φ(tf , τ)Φ(tf , τ)
Tdτ

(2)

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf ) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gtf ,0))

− d
2 exp



− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

xf −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

G−1
tf ,0





(3)

q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , y) = (2πǫ)−
d
2 (det(Gtf ,t))

− d
2

exp

(

− 1

2ǫ

∥

∥

∥

∥

y −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0 −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)‖2
G−1

tf ,t

)

• Use 1) and A(θ) to compute local control:

u∗(t|x0, xf) = −
√
ǫ

ˆ t

0

Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,τ
Φ(tf , τ)dW (τ)

+ Φ(tf , t)
TG−1

tf ,0

(

xf −
(
ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)tfdθ

)

x0

)

• Use 3) to compute posterior transition densities:

p∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t) =
q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , xf )φf(xf )
´

Rd q̂ǫ,G(0, x0, t, tf , y)φf(y)dy

where φf together with φ0 is obtained from

ρ0(x0) =φ0(x0)

ˆ

Rd

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf )φf(xf )dxf

ρf (xf) =φf(xf )

ˆ

Rd

qǫ,G(0, x0, tf , xf )φ0(x0)dx0

• Compute optimal control:

u∗(t|x0) =

ˆ

Rd

u∗(t|x0, xf)p
∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t)dxf



It is important to note that, in step 4 since the prior transition density p∗(tf , xf |0, x0, t)

accounts for the most likely path from x0 to xf , the integration over all possible final states

xf in step 5 effectively sums over all potential paths that the passive process in (1.8) can take

from x0 to the final states, exemplifying the principles of path integral [25–30]. As noted

by the transition density q̂ǫ,G in Step 2, the potential paths that the passive process in (1.8)

can take depend not only on the initial condition x0 but also on the past noise {W (τ)}0≤τ≤t,

thereby incorporating the entire historical trajectory at time t. This underlines the deviation

from [25–30] and all the Schrödinger 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, θ) = −θX(t, θ)dt +
√
ǫdW (t)

over the time horizon [0, 1], where θ ∈ [0, 1]. At time t = 0, the observed initial density

of (5.1) is

(5.2) ρ0(x) :=







0.2− 0.2 cos (3πx) + 0.2 for 0 ≤ x < 2
3

5− 5 cos (6πx− 4π) + 0.2 for 2
3
≤ x ≤ 1

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

(5.3) ρf(x) := ρ0(1− x)

illustrated in Figure 1. This captures a scenario where the transition from (5.2) to (5.3) is

characterized by the harmonic oscillator, with unknown frequency θ but only the range [0, 1]

is known and the oscillator is influenced by thermal or other external noise with intensity

ǫ > 0. By solving (1.5) subject to

(5.4) dX(t, θ) = (−θX(t, θ) + u(t))dt+
√
ǫdW (t)

the goal is to design control input u(t) that will effectively bridge (5.3) from (5.2), despite

the stochastic nature of the process. More precisely, the Schrödinger bridge problem (1.5)

subject to (5.4), seeks to identify the most likely and robust stochastic harmonic oscillator

whose density ρ have started from (5.2) and has ended at (5.3).

Using the parameters A(θ) = −θ and B(θ) = 1 from (5.4), we have that Gtf ,· in (1.11) is

computed to be:

G1,τ =

(
ˆ 1

τ

Φ(1, t)2dt

)

,



where

(5.5) Φ(1, t) =
1− e−(1−t)

1− t
.

One can check that τ 7→
´ 1

τ

(

1−e−(1−t)

1−t

)2

dt is strictly monotone on [0, 1] and hence

(5.6) G−1
1,τ =

(

ˆ 1

τ

(

1− e−(1−t)

1− t

)2

dt

)−1

is well-defined for all τ ∈ [0, 1). Therefore, from Theorem (4.1), we have that the opti-

mal control for problem (1.5)-(1.6) where (5.4) is (4.1), demonstrated in Figure 4 where

u∗(t|x0, xf) in (3.29) is demonstrated in Figure 3 and the conditioned transition density

in (4.3) are (5.5)-(5.6) and

(5.7)

ˆ 1

0

e−θdθ = 1− e.

The corresponding pinned bridge is demonstrated in Figure 5 and the most likely and robust

stochastic harmonic oscillator is shown in Figure 6. From Figure 7, we see that the control

in Figure 4 effectively transitions from ρ0 in (5.2) to ρf in (5.3) through the most robust

likely path in (4.6) demonstrated in Figure 6.

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

(5.8) A(θ) =

[

0 −θ

θ 0

]

B(θ) =

[

1 0

0 1

]

and hence

eA(θ)(1−t) =

[

cos(θ(1− t)) − sin(θ(1− t))

sin(θ(1− t)) cos(θ(1− t))

]

.

Thus, Φ(1, ·) in (1.9) is computed to be:

(5.9) Φ(1, t) =

[

sin(1−t)
(1−t)

cos(1−t)−1
(1−t)

1−cos(1−t)
(1−t)

sin(1−t)
(1−t)

]

and Gtf ,· in (1.11) is computed to be:

G1,τ =

(
ˆ 1

τ

Φ(1, t)Φ(1, t)Tdt

)

,

where

Φ(1, t)Φ(1, t)T =

[

2−2 cos(1−t)
(1−t)2

0

0 2−2 cos(1−τ)
(1−t)2

]

.

Since limt→1
2−2 cos(1−t)

(1−t)2
= 1 and the function t 7→ 2−2 cos(1−t)

(1−t)2
is continuous and strictly mono-

tone on [τ, 1], for all τ ∈ [0, 1], we have that τ 7→
´ 1

τ

2−2 cos(1−t)
(1−t)2

dt is invertible on [0, 1) and
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Figure 1. This is the plot of initial and final marginal non-Gaussian densities
ρ0 and ρf defined in (5.2)- (5.3). This is useful for computing φ0 and φf

in (2.9).

hence

G−1
1,τ =

(
ˆ 1

τ

Φ(1, t)Φ(1, t)Tdt

)−1

=

(
ˆ 1

τ

2− 2 cos(1− t)

(1− t)2
dt

)−1
[

1 0

0 1

]

(5.10)

is well-defined for all τ ∈ [0, 1). Therefore, from Theorem (4.1), we have that the optimal

control for problem (1.5)-(1.6) where (5.8) is (4.1) where u∗(t|x0, xf ) in (3.29) is demon-

strated in Figure 8 having the conditioned transition density in (4.3) are (5.9)-(5.10) and

(5.11)

ˆ 1

0

eA(θ)dθ =

[

sin(1) cos(1)− 1

1− cos(1) sin(1)

]

.

The most likely pinned bridge is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 2. This is the plot of φ0 and φf computed from (2.9), where ρ0 and
ρf are given in (5.2)-(5.3) with Figure 1 and the end-state density function
in (1.10) use the parameters computed in (5.4)-(5.6). The function φf (in red)
is useful in computing the optimal control in (4.1).

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 Schrödinger bridge

problem. We also plan to study the case other variations of the ensemble of stochastic process
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Figure 3. This is the plot of 10 sample paths characterizing the one-
dimensional optimal local control process u∗(t|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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[11] H. Cuayáhuitl, D. Lee, S. Ryu, Y. Cho, S. Choi, S. Indurthi, and S. Yu, H. Choi, I. Hwang,

and J. Kim, ”Ensemble-based deep reinforcement learning for chatbots,” Neurocomputing,vol 366,

pp. 118–130,2019.



0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Figure 5. This is the plot of 10 sample paths characterizing the one-
dimensional optimal averaged pinned state process x∗(t|0, 1) in (4.8) induced
by the optimal local control process in Figure 3.

[12] J. Nauta, Y. Khaluf, and P. Simoens,”Using the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process for random explo-

ration”4th International Conference on Complexity, Future Information Systems and Risk (COM-

PLEXIS2019), pp 59–66, 2019.

[13] J.-S. Li and N. Khaneja, “Ensemble control of linear systems,” in 2007 46th IEEE Conference on

Decision and Control, pp. 3768–3773, IEEE, 2007.

[14] J.-S. Li, ”Ensemble control of finite-dimensional time-varying linear systems,” IEEE Transactions on

Automatic Control, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 345–357, 2010.

[15] D. O. Adu, “Optimal transport for averaged control,” IEEE Control Systems Letters, vol. 7, pp. 727–

732, 2022.

[16] J. Qi, Ji and A. Zlotnik, Anatoly and J.-S. Li,”Optimal ensemble control of stochastic time-varying

linear systems.”Systems & Control Letters, vol 62, no 11, pp. 1057–1064, 2013.

[17] R. Brockett and N. Khaneja, ”On the stochastic control of quantum ensembles,”System Theory:

Modeling, Analysis and Control, pp. 75–96, 2000.

[18] D. O. Adu and Y. Chen, ”Stochastic bridges over ensemble of linear systems,”2023 62nd IEEE

Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 2803–2808, 2023



0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Figure 6. This is the plot of 10 sample paths characterizing the one dimen-
sional optimal averaged state process x∗(t|0) in 4.6 induced by the optimal
pinned control in Figure 4.

[19] E. Nelson, ” Dynamical theories of Brownian motion, ” Princeton University Press, vol. 17, 1967.

[20] R. V. Handel, ”Stochastic calculus, filtering, and stochastic control,” Course notes., URL http://www.

princeton. edu/rvan/acm217/ACM217. pdf, vol. 14, 2007.

[21] F. C. Klebaner, ”Introduction to stochastic calculus with applications”, World Scientific Publishing

Company,2012.

[22] B. Øksendal, ”Stochastic differential equations,” Springer, 2003.

[23] R. P Feynman and Jr. F. L Vernon, ”The theory of a general quantum system interacting with a

linear dissipative system,”Annals of physics, vol 281, no. 1-2 pp 547–607, 2000

[24] R. P Feynman, A. R. Hibbs and D. F. Styer, ”Quantum mechanics and path integrals,” Courier

Corporation, 2010

[25] H. J Kappen, ”Path integrals and symmetry breaking for optimal control theory,”Journal of statistical

mechanics: theory and experiment, vol 2005, no. 11 pp 11011, 2005.

[26] H. J Kappen, ”Linear theory for control of nonlinear stochastic systems,”Physical review letters,

vol 95, no. 20 pp 200201, 2005

http://www


Figure 7. This is the Monte Carlo simulation that estimates ρf in Figure 1
using 50 states of x0 randomly initialized from the support of ρ0 in 1. For
such x0, the control u∗(·|x0) in Figure 4 effectively drive the averaged process
x∗(·|x0) in Figure 6 to x∗(1|x0). Each bar’s height in the histogram (in blue)
corresponds to the number of samples (or frequency) that fall within the bar’s
range, normalized by the total number of samples and the width of the bins.
Therefore, as the sample points initialized in ρ0 increases, the histogram be-
comes a better approximation of ρf .

[27] H. J Kappen, ”An introduction to stochastic control theory, path integrals and reinforcement learn-

ing,”AIP conference proceedings, vol 887, no. 1 pp 149–181, 2007.

[28] H. J Kappen, W. Wiegerinck and B. Van Den Broek, ”A path integral approach to agent plan-

ning,”Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems, pp 41, 2007

[29] B. Van Den Broek, W. Wiegerinck and H. J Kappen, ”Graphical model inference in optimal control

of stochastic multi-agent systems,”Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, vol 32, pp 95–122, 2008.

[30] W. Wiegerinck, B. Van Den Broekand H. J Kappen, ”Stochastic optimal control in continuous space-

time multi-agent systems,”arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.6866, 2012.

[31] A. J. McKane, H. C. Luckock and A. J. Bray, ”Path integrals and non-Markov processes. I. General

formalism,”Physical Review A, vol 41, no 2, pp 644, 1990.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.6866


Figure 8. This is the plot 10 sample paths characterizing the two-dimensional
optimal local control process u∗(t|x0, xf) in (3.29) with parameters in (5.9)-
(5.10) and (5.11).

[32] A. J. Bray, A. J. McKane and T. J. Newman, ”Path integrals and non-Markov processes. II. Escape

rates and stationary distributions in the weak-noise limit,”Physical Review A, vol 41, no 2, pp 657,

1990.

[33] H. C. Luckock and A. J. McKane, ”Path integrals and non-Markov processes. III. Calculation of the

escape-rate prefactor in the weak-noise limit,”Physical Review A, vol 42, no 4, pp 1982, 1990.

[34] M. Lazar and E. Zuazua, “Averaged control and observation of parameter-depending wave equations,”

Comptes Rendus Mathematique, vol. 352, no. 6, pp. 497–502, 2014.
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