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On the Contraction Coefficient of the Schrodinger Bridge for
Stochastic Linear Systems

Alexis M.H. Teter, Yongxin Chen, Abhishek Halder

Abstract— Schrodinger bridge is a stochastic optimal control
problem to steer a given initial state density to another, subject
to controlled diffusion and deadline constraints. A popular
method to numerically solve the Schrodinger bridge problems,
in both classical and in the linear system settings, is via
contractive fixed point recursions. These recursions can be seen
as dynamic versions of the well-known Sinkhorn iterations, and
under mild assumptions, they solve the so-called Schrodinger
systems with guaranteed linear convergence. In this work, we
study a priori estimates for the contraction coefficients associ-
ated with the convergence of respective Schrodinger systems.
We provide new geometric and control-theoretic interpretations
for the same. Building on these newfound interpretations, we
point out the possibility of improved computation for the worst-
case contraction coefficients of linear SBPs by preconditioning
the endpoint support sets.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Schrodinger bridge problem (SBP) for a stochastic
linear system concerns with minimum effort steering of a
controlled stochastic process x*(t) satisfying Itd diffusion

da(t) = (A(t)z® + B(t)u) dt + V2eB(t)dw(t), (1)

over a fixed time horizon [0, 1], from a given initial state
PDF po(-) := p*(t = 0,-) to another given terminal state
PDF py(-) :=p™(t =1,).

In ([I]) x* € R"™ is the controlled state, u € R™ is the (to-
be-designed) control, and w € R™ is the standard Wiener
process. The constant € > 0 denotes the strength of the
process noise, and is not necessarily small.

Notice that the process noise in (I)) enters through the same
“channels” as the input, which is the case in many practical
applications, e.g., in noisy actuators, in external disturbances
such as wind gust affecting the system state via forcing, and
in unmodeled dynamics.

We assume that
Al. the matricial trajectory pair (A(t), B(t)) is continuous
and bounded for all ¢ € [0, 1],

A2. (A(t), B(t)) is a controllable pair in the sense that the
finite horizon controllability Gramian

1
My, = / ®,..B(r)B'(r)®] dr 2)
0
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Fig. 1: An SBP over time horizon [0, 1] is solved via contrac-
tive fixed point recursion shown over the pair (@o(-), ¢1(+)).
The recursion solves the associated Schrodinger system (@).
The top (resp. bottom) horizontal arrow computes the integral
in (resp. (@a)). The vertical arrows apply given boundary
conditions pg, p1.

is symmetric positive definite, where ®,, := ®(¢,7) for

0 < 7 <t <1 denotes the state transition matrix associated

with the state matrix A(t),

A3. the given endpoint PDFs pg, p; have compact supports

Xo, X1 C R™, respectively, satisfying [, po = [, o1 =1.
The minimum effort objective translates to the following

stochastic optimal control problem:

1
arginf ]Emu/ |2 dt (3a)
u 0

subject to (), =*(t =0) ~ po, x*(t =1) ~ p1, (3b)

where the expectation in (3a) is w.r.t. the controlled stochas-
tic state % ~ p*(t,-). The problem (@) is to be solved over
the feasible set I/ that comprises of finite energy Markovian
control policies, i.e.,

1
Ui {u:[0,1] x R" s R™ | E/ 2t < 0o}
0

With slight abuse of nomenclature, we will refer to problem
(@) as the “linear SBP”.

The classical SBP [1]-[4] is the following special case
of problem (@): A(t) = 0,B(t) = I,. For recent works
elaborating connections between the SBP and stochastic
optimal control, see [5], [6].

1) Schrodinger system, Schrodinger factors, and the so-
lution of SBP: As is well-known [6, Sec. 8], [7, Sec. II],
SBPs such as can be solved by computing the function
pair (Po(-), ¢1(+)) satisfying a system of nonlinear integral



equations, referred to as the Schrodinger system:

po(x) = 850("’3)/
p@) = (o) [

where ¢ is the uncontrolled Markov kernel associated with
(), i.e., the Markov kernel with « = 0. The system (@) can in
turn be solved via a fixed point recursion over (¢o(+), p1(+))
shown in Fig. [T} which is provably contractive [8, Sec. III]
in Hilbert’s projective metric [9], [10]. See also [11].

(@o(+),1(+)), thus computed, are used to find the
Schradinger factors

q(0,z,1,y)p1(y)dy, (4a)

n

Q(O>y7 law)gbo(y)d:.lh (4b)

n

bt @) = / 00,91, 2)d0(y)dy, >0, (5

p(t,x) = / q(t,z, Ly)p1(y)dy, t<1, (5b)
which then yields the optimally controlled state PDF
Pont(t;®) = @(t,x)p(t,z), and the optimal control
Uops(t, ) = 2eB(t) ' Vylogp(t,x) for all t € [0,1]. In
particular, (3)) shows that the factor @(t,-) (resp. (¢, -)) is
q-harmonic solving a backward Kolmogorov PDE (resp. ¢-
coharmonic solving a forward Kolmogorov PDE).

This result, on one hand, guarantees the existence and
uniqueness of solution for the SBP. On the other hand, it
offers a practical algorithm in the form of a cone-preserving
fixed point recursion shown in Fig. [I] Thanks to the Banach
contraction mapping theorem, this recursion has guaranteed
linear convergence with a contraction coefficient r € (0, 1).
The smaller the &, the faster the convergence.

For fixed SBP data X, X;,¢, A(t), B(t), the contraction
coefficient x in general, depends on the specific choices of
po, p1. In this work, we focus on the worst-case contraction
coefficient vy satisfying x < ~. The “worst-case” is under-
stood over all possible pg, p1 supported on given compact
sets Xp, X1 C R™. In other words, «y is the tightest upper
bound on k that only depends on Xy, X1, ¢, A(t), B(t), i.e.,
on the geometry of the endpoint supports, and the drift and
diffusion parameters in ().

2) Support Function: Let (-,-) denote the standard Eu-
clidean inner product. We will need the notion of support
function hy () of closed convex set K, defined as

hi(y) == sup(y,x), yeR", (6)
ek

which measures the distance from the origin to a supporting
hyperplane of K with normal along y. From (), the sup-
port function is positive homogeneous of degree one, i.e.,
hi(ay) = ahx(y) for a > 0. Since only the direction of y
matters, it is customary [12, p. 209] to consider y as a unit
vector, i.e., to restrict the domain of hy(-) to S*~1.

From (6)), the support function is finite for a bounded set.
It uniquely characterizes a convex set K since hi(-) equals
the Legendre-Fenchel conjugate of the indicator function of
K. Definition (6) can be extended to nonconvex K in the
sense hx(-) is invariant under closure of convexification of

K.

The function hx(-) has nice properties that will find use
in Sec. The function is distributive under Minkowski
sum: hx,1x,(-) = hi,(-) + hi,(+). Given convex set K
and T € R™"*", 7 € R", the support function of the affine
transformed set T/IC + 7 is

hrier(y) = hic (T y) + (1, y). (7

3) Contributions: In practice, the contraction coefficient x
is numerically observed to be small (i.e., fast convergence)
even in more general settings [13, Fig. 4], [7], [14], [15]
than classical or linear SBPs. The recent work [16] investi-
gates classical SBP convergence from a sample complexity
perspective. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this
is the first work analyzing and interpreting the worst-case
contraction coefficient in terms of the SBP data.

Our specific contributions are threefold:

e derivation of a formula for the worst-case contraction

coefficient for linear SBP in terms of the problem data
Xo, Xl, g, A(t), B(t),

« novel control-theoretic as well as geometric interpreta-
tions for the aforesaid formula,

« highlighting how pre-conditioning the supports Xy, A
can help reduce the worst-case contraction coefficient,
thereby improving the convergence of the linear SBP.

4) Organization: The layout of the material is as follows.
In Sec. [l we express the worst-case contraction coefficient
for classical SBP in a way that permits generalization.
Building on this, Sec. presents a formula for the worst-
case contraction coefficient for linear SBP (Thm. [I), and
provides a control-theoretic interpretation (Sec. for the
same. Sec. focuses on the case when the compact sup-
ports Xy, X; are convex, and gives geometric interpretations
(Thm. [2) for the quantities discussed earlier. The usage of
preconditioning to improve the computation of the worst-
case contraction coefficient is also discussed in Sec. [Vl with
an illustrative example. Sec. |V| concludes the paper.

II. CONTRACTION COEFFICIENT FOR CLASSICAL SBP

To prepare ground for analyzing the contraction coefficient
in linear SBP, we recall corresponding ideas for the classical
SBP, and express them in a way to help generalization.

For a given € > 0, consider the (scaled) standard Wiener
process v/2edw(t) in R™ with the associated Markov kernel

_ 2
aB (073307171:1) = (47”:_)_"/2 xp (_on4€$1|2> ’ (8)

where the subscript B stands for the Brownian a.k.a. standard
Wiener process. For classical SBP, the ¢ = gg in @)-({).

We note that ¢gg is continuous for all (xg,x1) € R™ x
R™. Furthermore, for Xj, X7 compact, there exist constants
ag, B such that 0 < ag < g < oo, and

ap < qp (0,0, 1,x1) < BV (xo,®1) € Ap x 1. (9)

In [8, equation (17)], the rate of convergence for the
Schrodinger system associated with the classical SBP was
related to the quantity

vp := tanh? <1 log (ﬂB>) € (0,1). (10)
2 ap



Specifically, yg was shown [8, Lemma 5] be to the worst-
case contraction coefficient for a single pass of the recursion
shown in Fig. [1]

For ensuing development, it is helpful to define

a 2

- - 11
ap = max . |[lzo — @3, (11a)
fg:= min _ |xo— x|3, (11b)

ToEXp,x1EX

wherein the maximum and minimum are guaranteed to exist
due to the compactness of X, X1. From (B) and (9), it then
follows that the ap, Sg in (I0) can be expressed as

exp (—dp/(4¢)) exp (~s/ <4€>),

ap = - (12)
i (dme)n i (dme)n
Consequently, we can rewrite (T0) as
2 (@B —Bs

Remark 1. Notice from and that 0 < BB < ap <
00 but 0 < a < B < oo. In particular, g = 0 if and only if
Xo and Xy overlap, i.e., Xo N Xy # 0.

Remark 2. Formula (13) provides an explicit relation
between the worst-case contraction coefficient yg for the
classical Schrodinger system and the problem data given by
the tuple (Xy, X1,¢€). In the following, we investigate how
the worst-case contraction coefficient y1, associated with the
Schrédinger system for problem (B) depend on its problem
data given by the tuple (Xy, X1,¢, A(t), B(t)).

III. CONTRACTION COEFFICIENT FOR LINEAR SBP

In this Section, we seek to generalize the development in
Sec. [I] for the linear SBP (3). Under the stated assumptions
A1-A3, the existence-uniqueness for the solution of this
problem are guaranteed, and can be computed by solving
the associated Schrodinger system with ¢ = g1, where

qu (0,0, 1, 1)
= det (M10)71/2 aB (0, Ml_ol/2‘1)10$0, ]., Ml_()l/2$1>
(14)

A. Contraction Coefficient

Notice that the problem data for the linear SBP involves
both the endpoint PDFs (with their compact supports) as
well as the dynamical coefficients A(t), B(t),e in (I).
Intuition suggests that the rate of convergence will differ
for different choices of controllable pair (A(t), B(t)) while
keeping (Xp, X1, €) fixed. For instance, faster (resp. slower)
convergence is expected for linear systems which are “easier
(resp. harder) to control” than others. So we anticipate that
the worst-case contraction coefficient 7y, in this case will
depend on the controllability Gramian (2)).

We have the following result.

Theorem 1. Consider the linear SBP (3) with assumptions
AI-A3. The associated Schridinger system (@) with q¢ = qu,
has worst-case contraction coefficient 1, € (0, 1), given by

A1, = tanh? <M> , (15)

8¢
where

QL= max
xoEXy, L1 EX]

(®roxo — iB1)TMfol(‘I’1owo —x1), (16a)

frL:=  min
Lo EXp,L1EX

(P1ox0 — iEl)TMﬂ)l(‘I’loiBo —x1). (16b)

Proof. For a given € > 0, consider the uncontrolled Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck (OU) process with time-varying coefficients:

da(t) = A(t)x(t)dt + V2e B(t)dw(t),
with the associated Markov kernel (T4) as

qr. (0,20, 1, 1)
exp <_ (®r0m0 — 21) " Myg' (Bromo — w1)>
a7

4e
\/(471'6)" det(Mlo)

Recall that M, being symmetric positive definite, so are its
inverse Mfol and the principal square root Ml_ol/ ®. Thus
is well-defined.

As was the case for the kernel ¢gg in (§), the kernel gr,
too is continuous and positive for all (xg, 1) € Xy x Aj.
Compactness of X, X} implies that there exist constants
ar, A given by (16) such that 0 < oy, < AL, < oo, and

g, S qL, (Oam()? 17(131) S 6L

From (16), and (I8), we then obtain the following
analogue of (12):

V(x(),.’lll) S XO X Xl. (18)

oo O (E/U) P (~Bu/a)) )
YT frerdet (M) \/(dme)det (M)

Consequently, the worst-case contraction coefficient

1, = tanh? (;log (BL)> = tanh? <&L_BL> . (20)
g, 8¢

Remark 3. Due to the sub-multiplicative nature of 2 norm,
the objective in (16), in general, satisfies the bound

H‘i’lomo - $1H§ —1/2 —1/2 2

— = < ||M P9y — M T
)\max (MIO) || 10 10 ||2
[®10%0 — 213

- = 21
= Amin (Myg) 1)

where Amax, Amin denote the maximum and minimum eigen-
value of My, respectively.



B. Control-theoretic Interpretation

We note that the objective in is precisely the minimum
cost for the deterministic optimal control problem:

1
min / l|lu||3 dt (22a)

“ 0
subject to " = A(t)z" + B(t)u, (22b)
z¥(t=0)=mg, x*(t=1)=x, (220)

i.e., the cost for minimum effort steering of a controllable

LTV system from a fixed initial state o to a fixed terminal
state &1 over the given time horizon [0, 1]. See e.g., [17, p.
194].

For fixed (A(t), B(t)), and therefore fixed ®19, M1y, the
optimal cost (22a) varies with the variation in endpoints
Ty € Xy, x1 € X1. Thus, ar, (resp. Or) equals the worst-
case (resp. best-case) optimal state transfer cost for the source
and target supports Xj, X7. Recall that tanh2(~) is increasing
over positive real. Hence 71, in (15) is an increasing function
of the range of optimal state transfer cost: oy, — ..

The ¢ in the denominator in (IS5 implies that a stronger
process noise helps to reduce v, with other parameters held
fixed, thus improving the contraction coefficient, as expected.

In the following, we provide geometric insights for (TI)
and (T6). We then discuss the computation of ..

IV. GEOMETRIC INTERPRETATION AND COMPUTING A1,
FOR CONVEX X, X

In (TI) and (T6), the ag, ar, (resp. Bg, B1) can be seen
as the maximal (resp. minimal) separation between the sets
Xo, X7 or their linear transforms.

When the compact sets &j, X7 are also convex, then com-
puting the minimum values in and (I6b), in general,
reduce to solving the “best approximation pair” problem; see
e.g., [18]. Then, (TIB) and (T6b) can be numerically com-
puted using the Gilbert-Johnson-Keerthi (GJK) algorithm or
its improved variants [19]-[21].

On the other hand, the maximum values in (I1a) and
correspond to the squared diameters of the Carte-
sian products Xy x A7 and Ml_ol/2<I>10Xg X Ml_ol/zXl,
respectively. When Ajy, X} are compact and convex, so are
these Cartesian products. Therefore, the maximum values in
and must be attained at the boundaries of the
sets Ap x A and M;)1/2<I>10X0 X Ml_ol/2X1, respectively.
However, numerical computation of these maximum values
can be cumbersome depending on what kind of description
for the convex sets Xp, A are available.

In Theorem [2] next, we point out that for Xy, X; convex,
and can be expressed in terms of the support
functions (see (6)) of these sets, thus offering geometric
insights on these quantities.

Theorem 2. Consider compact convex Xy, X1 with respec-
tive support functions hy, (), hx, (-). Let S*~1 denote the
Euclidean unit sphere in R™. Then (T1)) can be expressed as

(23a)

dn = { max (hx,(y) + h, (—1)) }

yesn—1

2
B = { min, (b 0) + o (-9)) - @30
yeSn 1

Furthermore, (16) can be expressed as

ar, = {ymax (hxo<¢’IoMﬂ)1/2y) +ha, (_Mmlﬂy))r’

esn—t
(24a)
o { i (o (#1015 ) (025 2))
(24b)

Proof. Consider the set difference
Xy — X =&y + (—Xl) = {IBO — a1 ‘ xg € Xy, 1 € Xl}.

Let B" := conv (S"~!), the convex hull of S"!, i.c., the n
dimensional unit Euclidean ball.
From (TTa), we have

2
ap = { max _ |lxg — a:1||2}
xoEXo,x1 €EX
2
max |w2}
2
)}

reX)— X1
2
max  max (y, :B)}

{
{
{ )}
{

2
max  hx,—x, (y)}
yeSn—1

xr
max ( ——,
TEXy—AX1 HZBHQ

max max
yeSn—1 x€Xy—X1

(25)

—{ s, )+ how@) 0

where follows from the definition (6), and holds
because support function is distributive over Minkowski sum.
Using (@), we get h_x, (y) = hx,(—y), and therefore (26)
equals (234).

Likewise, from (T1b), we have

2
= i Ty — T
Pe {woe-;g)l’lwnle’(l” 0 12}
2
—{ -, Cllela) |

= max ( ——, @
xEXo— A1 ||(B||2

2
- in (y, 27
{:cergc?i(/'\ﬁ yénSgl1<y w>} @7)
2
= i 28
{meggxxl ;gﬁg(y,@} ; (28)

where the last line is due to the linear objective which
allows lossless convexification for the inner minimization in
(27). This can be seen explicitly from the Cauchy-Schwarz



inequality: —||y|l2lx]l2 < (y,z) where the equality is
achieved when vy is an unit vector pointing opposite to .

Since the sets A — A7,B™ are both compact convex,
applying the Von Neumann minimiax theorem [22], [23],
we rewrite (28)) as

<y7w>}2= {min hxy—x, (y)}Q. (29)

O = qmin max
yeBn

yeB” xeXy—X;
We next revert back the feasible set of the minimization in
[@9) to S"~1. To justify this, note that since the origin is
within B", the minimum in @29) cannot be positive. If this
minimum value is zero, we can scale the arg min to lie on
the unit sphere. So it remains to consider the case when
the minimum value hx,_x, (y°P*) < 0, achieved by y°P*
with 0 < ||[y°P*|| = § < 1. In other words, y°P" is in the
interior of B™. Now consider a vector g := y°P*/§ € S"~1,
which is feasible. Thanks to the positive homogeneity of the
support function, we have hy,_x, (y) = %hxo— x, (y°PY),
which yields

- 1 o o
hxy—x, (¥) = 5 Pacy—, (YPY) < hag—x, (¥°PF),
—_——

A <0

contradicting the supposition that °P* is a minimizer. So the
minimizer must lie on the boundary of the feasible set B™,
i.e., on S"~1. Therefore, we can express (29) as

2 2
EB:{ min Ay, x, (y)} :{ min (b, (y) +hX1(y))}
yesn—1 yesn-1

which is indeed (23D) since h_x, (y) = hx, (—y).
To derive (24), we start by rewriting (T6) as

ap, = ., max L o — 1|2 (30a)
o€ M2 & 100,01 e M2 Xy
- max /3,
zeM,, / ‘I>10X0—M1701/2X1
B = min lzo — x1]|2  (30b)
@oEM;' 2B 10 X0, €M, 2y
- min I3

weM; ' 2 B0 X0 — M, 2y

We the follow by following the same steps as before with
the additional usage of the formula relating the support
functions of affine transformed sets in terms of the support
functions of their pre-images. This completes the proof. MW

Remark 4. The equalities (30a) and (30b) are particularly
insightful. They highlight that ay,, 1, can respectively be
seen as the maximal and minimal separation between the
linear transformed sets Mfol/2<I>10Xo and Mfol/QXl. Spe-
cializing (30a)-(30b) for the classical SBP with A(t) = 0,
B(t) = I, and thus with Myy = ®19 = I, recovers (1),
which is the maximal and minimal separation between the
original supports Xy, X1, as expected.

A. Improved Computation via Preconditioning

Previous works such as [24] have explored the use of
preconditioning to improve the performance of optimal trans-
port algorithms. The preconditioning procedure described in

[24] transforms the measures and corresponding support sets
through a deterministic map such that the preconditioned
measures are moved closer together, by creating new mea-
sures with the same (zero) mean and diagonal covariance
matrix. The solutions (e.g., optimal transport map, optimal
coupling) to the optimal transport problem, before and after
preconditioning, are related to each other in a certain way
according to the preconditioning. Such a strategy can be ex-
tended to the SBP because the SBP is an entropy-regularized
optimal transport problem [25], [26].

We explore the application of such a preconditioning
procedure for improved computation of 7r,. The following
example illustrates the main idea.

Example 1. Consider an instance of the linear SBP (3) with
time-invariant coefficients

A(t) = {8 (1)] . B(t) = [01] e =05,

i.e., (I) is noisy double integrator

de¥ = 2% dt, da¥ = wudt + v2e dw.

In this case,

11 _ 12 -6

We consider ellipsoidal supports

X =&(c;,S) ={xecR|(x—c) S (z—c) <1}

3

Vi € {0,1}, with respective center vectors

_ 0 3
Co = (I)lOlMllO/Q <3) y C1i= Mll({2 <0) )

and respective positive definite shape matrices

1/3 1/2] .

S = ‘I>f01M1()(I>f0T, S1:= M = {1/2 1

Then
—1/2

M 2 ®10X = {(z,y) € R?2? + (y — 3)2 < 1}, (3la)
M a0 = {(z,y) € R?|(z — 3)> + 42 < 1}. (31b)

Without the use of preconditioning, we determine -y,
from Theorem [T by considering the maximum and minimum
separation between the sets Ml_ol/ 2<I>10X0 and Ml_ol/ 2X1,
which in our example, are two disjoint circular disks. We
obtain &, = 2 + 2v/3 and b =-2+ 2+/3. From Theorem

we determine 7y, = tanh?(1) ~ 0.580.

When the  pushforwards (Mfol/ 2<I>10>ﬁp0 and
(.2\4'1_01/2>’:1 P1s i.e.,

det(Mlo)

det (@10)
have identical, diagonal covariance matrices, applying the
preconditioning procedure as in [24, Sec. 5] amounts to
translating the means of the supports Mfol/ 2<I>10X0 and
M 1_01/ %X, to the origin. In our example, the preconditioned

po(®10 M2 (), V/det(Mio)pr (M17(),



Ml_()l/2 P04

Fig. 2: The sets Xo, Xy and M,/ ® 10Xy, My, 2, in
Example 1. The preconditioned supports coincide with the
origin-centered unit circular disk (in blue).

supports are both origin-centered unit disks (Fig. [2).
Consequently, &Ereeond = 2, Erecond = 0, and we get
Aprecond. — tanh?(0.5) = 0.214, which is an improvement

on the original v, ~ 0.580.

Remark 5. One usage of Theorem |l|is thus to demonstrate
the effectiveness of proposed preconditioning procedures in
reducing ~y1,. Additionally, the application of such precondi-
tioning procedures can transform the supports to allow for
improved calculation of v}jrecond, as was the case in Exam-
ple 1. How to optimally construct such a preconditioning
procedure for a given SBP remains an open question that

will be explored in our future work.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This work advances systems-control-theoretic underpin-
nings at the intersection of Schrodinger bridge and stochastic
control problems by deriving a formula for the worst-case
contraction rate for a linear SBP in terms of the problem data.
The formula takes the form of squared hyperbolic tangent
of a scaled range, which has nice geometric as well as op-
timal control-theoretic interpretations. These interpretations
also suggest the possibility of preconditioning the endpoint
supports for improved computation. We illustrate the same
through an example, and conclude with an open question on
optimal preconditioning for a given SBP.
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