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Abstract. This work collects some methodological insights for numer-
ical solution of a “minimum-dispersion” control problem for nonlinear
stochastic differential equations, a particular relaxation of the covari-
ance steering task. The main ingredient of our approach is the theoreti-
cal foundation called ∞-order variational analysis. This framework con-
sists in establishing an exact representation of the increment (∞-order
variation) of the objective functional using the duality, implied by the
transformation of the nonlinear stochastic control problem to a linear de-
terministic control of the Fokker-Planck equation. The resulting formula
for the cost increment analytically represents a “law-feedback” control
for the diffusion process. This control mechanism enables us to learn
time-dependent coefficients for a predefined Markovian control structure
using Monte Carlo simulations with a modest population of samples.
Numerical experiments prove the vitality of our approach.

Keywords: Optimal stochastic control · Nonlinear covariance steering
problem · Numeric algorithms for optimal control.

1 Introduction: Optimal Covariance Steering vs
Minimum-Dispersion Control

This study was motivated by our interest in the covariance steering problem
(CSP) [1–7], a prominent aspect of applied stochastic control theory. Essentially,
CSP involves guiding the random state of a stochastic process to one with a
predefined mean and covariance matrix at a fixed terminal time, given an initial
Gaussian probability distribution. As an intuitive example, one may have in
mind the challenge of safely landing an aircraft in a noisy environment within a
designated “safe zone” with a reasonable probability. Notably, CSP can be viewed
as a sort of stochastic optimal control under mass transportation constraints.
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CSP is known to have a closed-form solution in the case of Gaussian initial
distribution, linear dynamics, and linear-quadratic cost function. The result is
derived by the standard algebraic arguments based on the solution of a certain
Riccati equation, akin to those found in the framework of linear-quadratic reg-
ulators. Recent attempts to address the nonlinear case [6, 7] basically use the
linearization of the state dynamics and employ reasoning from the linear case.

Naturally, the presence of nonlinear dynamics requires a relaxation of the
mean-covariance fitting constraint, assuming that uncertainty in the terminal
state decreases or does not propagate. In [4, 6], such a relaxation is reached by
imposing a condition on the “growth” of the covariance matrix. Note, however,
that even when starting with a Gaussian random variable, completely character-
ized by its mean and covariance, nonlinearity in the driving vector field typically
disrupts the Gaussian structure. Consequently, second-order statistics become
insufficient for capturing the shape of the resulting probability distribution, and
the associated steering problem should incorporate higher-order moments.

In this paper, we explore a different yet closely related class of problems to be
referred to as minimum-dispersion control, which captures the idea of steering
the mean of a stochastic population toward a predefined target while considering
a suitable higher-order statistical measure of scatter around the mean. This can
be considered as a specific form of penalizing the mass transportation constraint
in CSP such that, even in the linear-Gaussian case, a satisfactory solution to our
problem implies a solution to the corresponding relaxed CSP.

Essentially, the problem involves nonlinear stochastic control with Markovian
strategies and a specific cost function, which we tackle numerically. It is widely
understood that, under generally accepted regularity assumptions, the nonlin-
ear stochastic problem can be reformulated as an optimization involving a linear
functional of the law of the random state subject to the Fokker-Planck equation
in the space of probability measures. Consequently, this problem becomes linear
in the state variable and deterministic, allowing for standard duality arguments.
Leveraging this duality, we derive an exact representation of the increment (∞-
order variation) of the cost functional, from which we can extract the structure of
the descent control in the form of feedback dependence on the law — probability
measure. This designed law-feedback control is then employed to synthesize a de-
scent Markovian control of a predefined structure using the Krasovskii-Subbotin
algorithm [8]. To implement this approach, we combine Monte Carlo approxima-
tion of the adjoint state — a solution to the backward Kolmogorov equation (the
dual of the Fokker-Planck PDE) — with an empirical approximation of the law
of the target random variable. We demonstrate the effectiveness and practical
applicability of this approach through a series of numerical experiments.

2 Optimal Control Problem

On a fixed time interval I .
= [0, T ], T > 0, consider a standard optimal stochastic

control problem in the Mayer’s form:

(P ) min I[u] = E ℓ(XT [u]), u ∈ U .
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Here, ℓ : Rn → R is a given cost function, u is a control, and X[u] is the corre-
sponding trajectory being a strong solution to the nonlinear stochastic differen-
tial equation (SDE)

Xt = x0 +

∫ t

0

fτ (Xs, us) ds+

∫ t

0

σs(Xs, us) dWs, t ∈ I. (1)

Precisely, X[u] : (t, ω) 7→ Xt[u](ω) is a random process I × Ω → Rn on a com-
plete filtered probability space (Ω,F ,FW,X0

t ,P) with the filtration t 7→ FW,X0

t

of the sigma-algebra F generated by an m-dimensional Wiener process W with
independent components and a given initial random state X0 ∈ (Ω,F ,P), inde-
pendent of W . The second integral in (1) is understood in Îto’s sense.

By E, V and K we denote the expectation, variance and covariance matrix
of a random vector Ω → Rn, respectively.

The class U of feasible control actions, and the regularity of the drift and
diffusion coefficients f and σ are discussed in the next paragraphs.

2.1 Control Inputs

An imperative of the stochastic control theory is the use of so-called Markovian
control strategies w : I × Rn → U which are, in general, measurable function
of both time t and spatial position x ∈ Rn to a given set U ⊂ Rd. However,
this choice poses two serious challenges: i) a lack of regularity in the resulting
vector field, leading to the existence of only weak solutions to the SDE (1), and
ii) impractical complexity of its implementation in real-life scenarios.

In this work, we sidestep these issues by adhering to control strategies w(t, x) =∑
j ξj(x)uj(t) of a predefined structure w.r.t. x, involving a finite collection of

given sufficiently regular functions ξj : Rn → Rd.3 We thus reframe problem
(RP ) in the class U .

= L∞(I;U) of ensemble control strategies, i.e., measurable
functions I → U of the time variable only.

2.2 Standing Assumptions

We make the following standard regularity hypotheses: i) U is compact; ii) the
functions f : I × Rn × U → Rn, f = ft(x, υ), and σ : I × Rn × U → Rm×n,
σ = σt(x), are bounded, measurable in t ∈ I, continuous in (x, υ) ∈ Rn×U , and
satisfy the Lipschitz and sublinear growth conditions w.r.t. x ∈ Rn uniformly in
(t, υ); iii) E

[
|X0|2

]
<∞, and iv) ℓ ∈ C2(Rn) and satisfies the quadratic growth

condition.
Recall that assumptions ii) and iii) guarantee the existence of a square inte-

grable strongly unique strong solution to the SDE (1) [9, Thm. 1.3.15].

3 In practice, the family {ξj} would be smooth and bracket-generating (i.e. satisfying
the Hörmander’s condition).
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2.3 Fokker-Planck Control Framework

Recall that the law of a random vector X : Ω → Rn, denoted by µ = Law(X)
or X ∼ µ, is a probability measure µ = µX ∈ P(Rn) defined via its action on
test-functions φ ∈ C0(Rn) (continuous real functions vanishing at infinity) as∫
Rn

φdµ = E(φ◦X). As a preliminary step in our analysis, we convert the nonlin-

ear stochastic control problem (P ) into an equivalent state-linear deterministic
optimization problem concerning the law dynamics t 7→ µt = Law(Xt):

(RP ) min J [u] =

∫
Rd

ℓ dµT [u], u ∈ U ; (2)

subject to ∂tµ = L∗
t (ut)µ, t ∈ I, and X0 ∼ µ0, (3)

where L∗
t (υ) stands for the formal adjoint of the second-order elliptic operator

Lt(υ), (t, υ) ∈ I × U , acting as

Lt(υ)φ
.
= ft(x, υ) · ∇xφ+Tr

(
∇2

xxφDt(x, υ)
)

∀φ ∈ C2(Rn).

Hereinafter, Tr denotes the trace of a matrix, and D
.
= 1

2σ
Tσ. The operator

family (t, υ) 7→ Lt(υ) is referred to as the generating family for controlled Îto’s
diffusion (1).

The PDE (3) is understood in the following sense: for any φ ∈ C∞
c (Rn)

(smooth functions with compact support), and all τ, t ∈ I, τ ≤ t, it holds∫
Rn

φdµt −
∫
Rn

φdµτ =

∫ t

τ

ds

∫
Rn

Ls(us)φdµs,

and the initial condition means that lim
t→0

µt = µ0 in the corresponding weak*
topology. We refer to [10, § 9] for conditions ensuring the uniqueness of a
(measure-valued) solution to (3).

It is noteworty that the transformation from the original problem (P ) to its
relaxed counterpart (RP ) has become a modern imperative in stochastic optimal
control theory. This transformation is widely utilized in computational contexts,
as evidenced by numerous studies such as [11–17].

Some results on the existence of a solution to the optimization problems (P )
and (RP ) can be found in [18, Thm. 6.3] and [19, Thm. 4].

2.4 Some Cost Functionals Measuring Dispersion of Samples

Let us delve into some specifications of problem (P ) within the minimum-
dispersion control framework outlined in the Introduction.

One natural approach to capture the idea of “minimizing the scatter of ran-
dom terminal states around the target mean x̂ ∈ Rn with regards to higher-order
statistics” is to define the cost function ℓ as a sum of mixed central moments:

mα(µ; x̂) ≡
∫
Rn

p∏
j=1

(xj − x̂j)
αj dµ(x),



On Minimum-Dispersion Control of Nonlinear Diffusion Processes 5

where α = (α1, α2, . . . , αp), αj ∈ N, j = 1, . . . ,p, is a multi-index of order |α| ≡∑p
j=1 αj , and xj represents the jth component of x ∈ Rn. The corresponding

functional (2) penalizes the |α|-deviation of the random vector XT [u] from the
target x̂. Notably, the second-order characteristic: ℓ(x) =

∫
Rn ∥x−x̂∥2 dµ(x), can

still serve as a suitable compromise for many applications involving nonlinear
dynamics.

While the above specification remains within the µ-linear framework (RP ),
enabling the ∞-order variational analysis presented in Section 3.1, for practical
reasons, more sensitive µ-nonlinear criteria could be utilized. One convenient
option is the scalar characteristic:

Tr(KX) = E∥X∥2 −
∥∥EX∥∥2 =

n∑
i=1

V(Xi).

If X ∼ µ, this value can be represented as:

Tr(KX) =
1

2

∫
Rn

dµ(y)

∫
Rn

∥x− y∥2 dµ(x), (4)

which is a “quadratic” functional P(Rn) → R of µ. Fortunately, the latter can be
reformulated as a linear form P(Rn × Rn) → R by appropriately extending the
state space. To achieve this, introduce a copy Y of X such that Yt ∼ µt for all
t ∈ I, and Y0 is independent of all previously addressed random variables, and
consider an extended process X = (X,Y ) driven by a 2m-dimensional Brownian
motion W . Thus, X is defined on the product space (Ω×Ω,F ⊗F ,P ≡ P⊗P)
as a solution of the SDE:

Xt =

[
X0

Y0

]
+

∫ t

0

[
fs(Xs, us)
fs(Ys, us)

]
ds+

∫ t

0

[
σs(Xs) 0m×m

0m×m σs(Ys)

]
dWs, (5)

assuming progressive measurability with respect to the filtration t 7→ FW ,X0,Y0

t

generated by the process W and the random variables X0, Y0. Denoting the law
of X by µ, the functional (4) can now be expressed as:

Tr(KX) =
1

2

∫
Rn×Rn

∥x− y∥2 dµ(x, y).

In this way, the corresponding optimal control problem is downshifted to the
original statement (P ).

Finally, the same approach can be employed to “linearize” cost functionals of
the “µ-polynomial” structure involving terms such as:∫

Ω

. . .

∫
Ω

Ψ(XT (ω
1), . . . , XT (ω

q)) dP(ω1) . . . dP(ωq), (6)

where Ψ : (Rn)q → R.
An obvious drawback of this transformation is the increase in dimensionality

of the resulting optimal control problem (P ). A somewhat equivalent way to
handle nonlinear costs of the form (6) is suggested in [20], using the concept of
higher-order adjoint to the law dynamics (3).
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3 The Approach

In this section, we expose an approach to numerical solution of the problem
(RP ), relying on an “∞-variation” of J around a reference control.

3.1 Duality. Increment Formula

Fix u ∈ U , and let p = p[u] : I × Rn → R be a solution to the backward
Kolmogorov equation

{∂t + Lt}p = 0, pT = ℓ (7)

(the dependence on u is dropped for brevity). It is well-known (see, e.g., [9,21])
that, if this solution exists, it is unique and admits probabilistic representation
via the classical Feynman-Kac formula: pt(x) = Eℓ (Xt,T (x)) , in which Xs,t(x)
denotes a state of the SDE (1) at the moment t ∈ [s, T ] emanating from the
deterministic position Xs = x ∈ Rn at the time moment s ∈ [0, T ).

A direct computation with application of Ito’s lemma leads to the pointwise
equality

d

dt

∫
pt dµt =

∫ {
∂t + Lt

}
pt dµt = 0 a.a. t ∈ I.

The latter condition establishes the duality between µ and p.
Now, let ū, u ∈ U be arbitrary controls. The former stands for a reference

(given) signal, while the latter is the target signal, intended to articulate the
descent from ū. For simplicity, we use a bar to denote dependence on ū and omit
dependence on u, as in p̄ ≡ p[ū] and µ ≡ µ[u].

Consider the increment ∆I .
= I[u]−I[ū] of the cost functional of the problem

(RP ). By expressing it as

∆J = ⟨µT − µ̄T , ℓ⟩
.
= ⟨µT − µ̄T , p̄T ⟩ − ⟨µ0 − µ̄0, p̄0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

≡ 0

= ⟨µT , p̄T ⟩ − ⟨µ0, p̄0⟩ =
∫
I

d

dt
⟨µt, p̄t⟩ dt,

computing d
dt ⟨µt, p̄t⟩ = ⟨µt, {∂t + L} p̄⟩, and evaluating

{∂t + L} p̄ =
{
L − L̄

}
p̄+

{
∂t + L̄

}
p̄︸ ︷︷ ︸

≡ 0

=
{
L − L̄

}
p̄
.
= ∇xp̄ ·

(
f − f̄

)
,

we arrive at the desired representation

∆J =

∫
I

∫
Rn

(
H̄s(x, us)− H̄s(x, ūs)

)
dµs(x) ds. (8)

Here, H̄s(x, υ)
.
= Hs(x,∇xp̄s(x), υ) is a contraction of the usual Hamilton-

Pontryagin function Hs(x, ψ, υ)
.
= ψ · fs(x, υ) to the gradient ψ = ∇xp̄s(x).
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3.2 Descent

Fix µ ∈ P(Rn) and t ∈ I, and take

v̄t[µ] ∈ argmin
υ∈U

∫
Rn

H̄s(x, υ) dµ(x). (9)

Functions v̄ : (t, µ) 7→ v̄t[µ] serve as feedback controls of the PDE (3), whose
substitution in the driving vector field f results in the nonlocal equation

∂tµ = L∗
t (vt[µ])µ; X0 ∼ µ0. (10)

Assume that (10) has a unique solution µ̂ = µ̂[v̄] (in the above sense), and define
u(t)

.
= v̄t[µ̂t]. The use of this function as a target control in formula (8) evidently

results in non-ascendancy in the cost functional: ∆I ≤ 0. Repeated implemen-
tation of the described control-update rule ū → u gives rise to Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Descent method
Data: ū ∈ U (initial guess), ε > 0 (tolerance)
Result: {uk}k≥0 ⊂ U such that I[uk+1] < I[uk]
k ← 0; u0 ← ū;
repeat

pk ← p[uk]; vks [µ] a solution of (9) with ū = uk;
µk+1 ← µ̂[vk]; uk+1 ← vk[µk+1]; k ← k + 1;

until I[uk−1]− I[uk] < ε;

By construction, the sequence {Ik .
= I[uk]} of cost values is monotone de-

creasing, ensuring convergence. However, it is important to note that v̄ is gen-
erally discontinuous, rendering (10) ill-posed. This observation motivates giving
preference to non-classical concepts of feedback solution, such as Krasovskii-
Subbotin (KS) “constructive motions”, as discussed in [22].

3.3 Implementation

The conceptual algorithm outlined above relies on solving parabolic partial dif-
ferential equations (PDEs) on Rn, which can be challenging, especially for large
values of n (in fact, even when n = 4). Implementing a discontinuous law-
feedback control presents another difficulty.

One potential solution is to revert to the original probabilistic framework and
utilize Monte Carlo simulation of p̄, along with an empirical approximation of
µ, combined with the KS sampling algorithm for sequential piecewise-constant
synthesis of the descent control.

Fixing N,M,K ∈ N and a partition π = {tk}, 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tK = T of
I, let us break down the probabilistic implementation of the Algorithm 1:
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1) Approximation of the value p̄t(x). Using the Feynman-Kac formula, we
simulate the value p̄t(x) at a point (t, x) ∈ I × Rn using N sample paths X̄j :
p̄t(x) = Eψ(X̄t,T (x)) ≈ 1

N

∑N
j=1 ψ(X̄

j
t,T (x))

.
= p̄Nt (x). This approximation is

valid due to the uniform law of large numbers, ensuring convergence almost
surely as N → ∞ for any fixed (t, x).

2) Approximation of the measure µt. Given a random state Xt, we approxi-
mate its law µt by empirical measures µM

t
.
= 1

M

∑M
j=1 δXj

t
, involving M samples

Xj
t of Xt.4

3) Synthesis of a piecewise constant target control (kth step). Assuming u is
calculated up to time tk ∈ π, k < K, we update the constant value wk for the
sub-interval [tk, tk+1] using the KS sampling algorithm:

3.a) Draw M sample paths t 7→ X l
t = Xt[u], t ∈ [0, tk], and generate the

population of points xlk ≡ X l
tk

M

l=1
⊂ Rn.

3.b) Compute approximate values p̄Ntk(xlk), l = 1, . . . ,M , and assign

u(t) ≡ wk ∈ argmin
υ∈U

1

M

M∑
l=1

H̄N
tk
(xlk, υ).

Note that the total computational cost of this iteration is proportional to
#(NMK) solutions of the n-dimensional SDE (1).

3.4 Discussion

Monte Carlo approximation is known to be computationally expensive and prone
to inaccuracies. However, when combined with the KS sampling algorithm, it of-
fers a promising avenue for overcoming the curse of dimensionality associated
with the numerical solution of PDEs (10) and (7). This combination effectively
reduces the cardinality of the computational mesh, with clear potential for par-
allelization.

Importantly, the proposed “approximate realization” of Algorithm 1 loses the
property of monotone descent. Nevertheless, even with relatively coarse approx-
imations of p̄ and µ, our approach exhibits surprising robustness in numerical
experiments, demonstrating reasonably fast convergence “on average”.

3.5 Numerical Experiments

Consider a stochastic version of the Ermentrout–Kopell model of excitable neu-
ron, known as “Theta model” [23]. The model represents a population of (iden-
tical and independent) excitable neurons characterized by their phase X ∈ S1 .

=
R/2πZ and the baseline current Y , assumed to be affected by the Brownian

4 In general, N ̸= M . In the above computations, we demonstrate a somewhat sur-
prising vitality of this approach even when M = 1.
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noise. Phases of all neurons are subject to common external excitations u ∈ R.
The dynamics of a sample neuron reads:

Ẋt = (1− cosXt) + (1 + cosXt) (Yt + w(t,Xt, Yt)) , dYt =
√

2β dWt.

The standard control problem consists in reaching a desired excitation pattern,
which means that the neurons produce a spike at a predefined time instant T
with maximal probability. By accepting a convention that spiking is produced
by passing through the phase 2πk, k ∈ N, our optimization problem is stated as:

ℓ(XT ) = (sin(XT ))
2p + (cos(XT )− 1)2p → min, p ∈ N.

In our numerical experiments, we adhere to Markovian controls with the fol-
lowing predefined structure: w(t, x, y) = u1(t)+u2(t)y+u3(t) cos(x)+u4(t) sin(x),
where uj are measurable functions I → R subject to optimization. The computa-
tions are conducted for T = 6, β = 0.05, p = 1, 2, and U = R, assuming quadratic
penalties

∑
j u

2
j for minimization in (9). The control u = (u1, . . . , u4) is learned

using Algorithm 1 with the approximation discussed in § 2.1 with parameters
N = 100, M = 1, and K = 20 per unit time, starting with u0 = (0, 0, 0, 0).
The learned control is tested using N = 1000 samples, and the averaged per-
formance Ǐ is computed. For p = 1, optimization is achieved in 3 iterations
with Ǐ0 ≈ 2.39 and Ǐ3 ≈ 0.02 Fig. 3.5 exposes the uncontrolled and controlled
populations t 7→ Xt for the case p = 1. Interestingly, the effect of “quantization”
(steering different clusters of the population to different equivalent phases 2πk,
k ∈ N) is observed. As expected, an even stronger denoising effect is achieved
for the higher-order statistical tracking p = 2.
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