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Abstract

We systematically introduce an approach to the analysis and (numerical) solution of a broad
class of nonlinear unconstrained optimal control problems, involving ordinary and distributed
systems. Our approach relies on exact representations of the increments of the objective func-
tional, drawing inspiration from the classical Weierstrass formula in Calculus of Variations.
While such representations are straightforward to devise for state-linear problems (in vector
spaces), they can also be extended to nonlinear models (in metric spaces) by immersing them
into suitable linear “super-structures”. We demonstrate that these increment formulas lead
to necessary optimality conditions of an arbitrary order. Moreover, they enable to formulate
optimality conditions of “infinite order”, incorporating a kind of feedback mechanism. As a
central result, we rigorously apply this general technique to the optimal control of nonlocal
continuity equations in the space of probability measures.

Keywords: Optimal control, Optimality conditions, Exact increment formulas, Nonlocal continuity
equations
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1 Introduction

A philosophical goal of this study is to bridge the gap between two foundational approaches in the
mathematical theory of optimal control: Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle (PMP) and the Dynamic
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Programming (DP) method. This involves refining the concept of a local extremum provided by the
PMP — a first-order necessary optimality condition (NOC) — by reducing the set of non-optimal
extrema, thereby bringing the notion of “extremality” somewhat closer to global optimality.

A natural and widely recognized approach involves developing higher-order NOCs, which are
naturally expected to be more sensitive to the structure of nonlinear problems. However, in prac-
tice, this process often halts at second-order conditions due to the overwhelming complexity of
higher-order variational analysis.

In this paper, we propose an alternative path originated in specific exact representations of
the increment in the objective functional, capturing cost variations of any order. These represen-
tations can be interpreted as “infinite-order” variations of the functional, leading to non-standard
necessary optimality conditions that remain local in nature but can approach the global optimum
more closely than all archetypic NOCs.

The exact increment formulas for state-linear problems are derived by simple duality argu-
ments. For fully nonlinear problems, these formulas can be obtained by first “linearizing” the
system, following the striking idea from Statistical Mechanics [1] — a transformation of a non-
linear system in a metric (“physical”) space X into a linear system in an infinite-dimensional
Banach space X of test functions (“observables”). We extend this approach by recognizing that
the resulting model can be represented as a dynamical system on the dual space X ′, allowing for
a variational analysis of the corresponding control problem.

Our optimality principles, which closely resemble PMP in their form, incorporate a kind of
feedback control mechanism similar to the DP approach. However, unlike the (practically utopian)
solution to the nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi equation, required by the latter, our method operates
with a linear transport equation, which always admits an explicit characteristic representation.

1.1 Circle of ideas

The paper deals with continuous-time controlled dynamical systems on various metric spaces
X = (X , dX ), acting in the natural (forward) or reverse (backward) timelines. A forward dynamical
system on X is identified with its (forward) flow,1 i.e., a two-parametric family Φ

.
= (Φs,t)s≤t of

maps Φs,t : X → X , satisfying the algebraic axioms:

Φτ,t ◦ Φs,τ = Φs,t, Φt,t = id, (1.1)

for any s ≤ τ ≤ t. Similarly, a backward dynamical system is represented by a backward flow,
Ψ = (Ψs,t)t≤s, satisfying (1.1) for any s ≥ τ ≥ t. Given the current position (s, x), Φs,t(x)
represents the system state at a future time t > s, while Ψs,t(x) represents the state at a past
time t < s.2

A highly desirable property of a dynamical system is its linearity. A forward (backward) system
is said to be linear if X is a vector space and Φs,t (respectively, Ψs,t) are linear maps. When X
lacks the structure of a vector space, any system on X is inherently nonlinear.

The first element of our approach is a transformation of a nonlinear system (X ,Φ) on a metric
space to a linear “super-system” in a dual Banach space. To illustrate this passage, let X = Rn
and define Φ as the flow of a sufficiently regular time-dependent vector field f : I × X → X , i.e.,
t 7→ Φs,t(x) is a unique solution to the Cauchy problem:

ẋ = ft(x), x(s) = x ∈ X . (1.2)

Although the state space is linear, the system (Φ,X ) inherits nonlinearity of the driving field f .
Now, note that Φ generates a flow Φ on the space M(X ) of finite signed (countably additive)

Radon measures on X , which is isomorphic to the dual X ′ of the Banach space X
.
= C0(X ) of

1In the literature, the flows Φ and Ψ are also referred to as forward/backward evolution operators, Cauchy operators,
or propagators.

2These definitions of the forward/backward dynamics admit the presence of the corresponding “arrow of time”. Such
systems would be more appropriately referred to as semi-dynamical, following, e.g., [2]. However, for the sake of brevity,
we adopt a simplified terminology.
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continuous functions X → R vanishing at infinity. This flow of linear maps Φs,t : X
′ → X ′ is

defined by the action:

⟨Φs,t(µ), φ⟩
.
= ⟨µ,Φs,tφ⟩ µ ∈ X ′, φ ∈ X, (1.3)

or, equivalently, using the pushforward functor ♯:

Φs,t(µ)(E) = (Φs,t♯µ)(E)
.
= µ(Φ−1

s,t (E)) ∀ Borel set E ⊂ Rn.

It is straightforward to verify that the family Φ
.
= (Φs,t)s≤t satisfies the chain rule (1.1), i.e.,

(X ′,Φ) does form a (linear) dynamical system. Moreover, the original flow Φ is recovered from
Φ by taking µ ∈ δ(X )

.
= {δx : x ∈ X}, where δx stands for the Dirac measure concentrated at the

point x.
We say that the nonlinear system (X ,Φ) is immersed into (X ′,Φ).

The second ingredient of our analysis is a duality argument provided by the observation that,
alongside the forward flow Φ on X ′, the family Φ induces a backward flow Ψ on the pre-dual
space X via the pullback — an operation, dual to the pushforward:

Ψt,s(φ) = Φ⋆s,tφ
.
= φ ◦ Φs,t, φ ∈ X. (1.4)

The identities

〈
Φs,τ (µ),Ψt,τ (φ)

〉 .
=

∫
Ψt,τ (φ) dΦs,τ (µ)

.
=

∫
φ ◦ Φτ,t dΦs,τ♯µ =

∫
φ ◦ Φs,t dµ

show that, for any fixed µ, φ and s ≤ t, the map τ 7→
〈
Φs,τµ,Ψt,τφ

〉
remains constant, justifying

the interpretation of (X,Ψ) as the adjoint system of (X ′,Φ).
Finally, when the vector field f , the initial measure ϑ ∈ X ′ and the cost function ℓ ∈ X are

sufficiently regular, an appropriate restriction of the domains of Φ and Ψ leads to the partial
differential equation (PDE) representations for the corresponding trajectories µt = Φ0,tϑ and
pt = Ψt,T ℓ:

∂tµt + div(ft µt) = 0, µ0 = ϑ,

and

∂tpt + ft · ∇pt = 0, pT = ℓ.

The first PDE, known as the continuity equation, should be understood in the sense of distribu-
tions. The second, called the (non-conservative) transport equation, is to be interpreted in the mild
sense (see Section 2.2).

Assume now that f can be controlled. That is, given a collection of functions u : t 7→ ut, I → U ,
valued in a compact subset U of a certain topological vector space (see § 4.2.1), we assume that
the original vector field is modulated by u, i.e., ft

.
= ft(ut). This naturally implies the dependence:

Φ = Φu, Φ = Φu and Ψ = Ψu.
Given a time moment T > 0, an initial condition x0 ∈ X , and a cost ℓ ∈ C1

c (X ), consider the
following optimal control problem on the interval I

.
= [0, T ]:

inf
{
I[u] .= ℓ(xu(T )) : xu(t) = Φu0,t(x0), u ∈ U

}
. (P )

By immersing (X ,Φu) into (X,Φu), we arrive at the optimal control problem:

inf
{
J [u]

.
= ⟨µuT , ℓ⟩ : µut = Φu

0,tϑ, u ∈ U
}
. (LP ′)

Obviously, any solution of (LP ′) corresponding to the initial condition ϑ = δx0
is a solution to (P ).
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What do we gain by passing from (P ) to (LP ′)? In contrast to (P ), the latter problem is linear
in the corresponding state variable µ. Therefore, the increment of its cost for a pair of controls
u, ū ∈ U can be represented exactly as in [3]:

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫ T

0

〈
∇p̄t, ft(ut)− ft(ūt)

〉
µt
dt. (1.5)

Here, µ
.
= µu, p̄

.
= pū, and ⟨·, ·⟩µt

denotes the scalar product in the Lebesgue space L2
µt
(Rn;Rn).

The exact representation (1.5) has several useful consequences:
1. From (1.5), we can easily derive the first-order variation formula:

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫ T

0

〈
∇p̄t, ft(ut)− ft(ūt)

〉
µ̄t
dt+ o(∥u− ū∥),

leading to the classical PMP, as discussed in Section 2. Note that here, in contrast to (1.5),
the integrand is evaluated along the reference trajectory µ̄t = Φū0,tϑ.

2. Taking ϑ = δx0
, we can return to the original problem (P ) and express the corresponding

exact increment formula as follows:

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫
I

∇p̄t
(
x(t)

)
·
[
ft
(
x(t), ut

)
− ft

(
x(t), ūt

)]
dt,

where x = xu is a trajectory of (1.2) provided by the “target” control u. It can be shown
that this formula captures necessary conditions for the optimality of the reference control ū
of an arbitrary order, provided by the corresponding regularity of the data ℓ and f .

3. Moreover, as it stands, the representation (1.5) can be interpreted as a variation of the func-
tional of “order infinity”, enabling non-standard variational analysis. Given ū as a reference
control tested for optimality, the pointwise minimization of the integrand,

H̄t(x(t), ut) = min
u∈U

H̄t(x(t),u), x = xu; H̄t(x,u)
.
= ∇p̄t (x) · ft (x,u) ,

offers the construction of a new control u in the form of a feedback loop, ensuring the property
J [u] ≤ J [ū]. The optimality of ū then implies that J [u] = J [ū], and

H̄t(x(t), ūt) = min
u∈U

H̄t(x(t),u),

thus forming a type of “feedback” necessary optimality condition (see Section 2.6).
4. Finally, the above construction of u can be used to design a numerical algorithm for solving

(LP ′) [3]. The algorithm generates a sequence {un} of controls such that J [un+1] ≤ J [un]
for all n ∈ N. Unlike gradient-based methods, such algorithms do not require additional line
search to ensure monotonicity.

In this paper, we focus on the first three topics of this list, with a brief discussion of the fourth
in the concluding section.

1.2 Organization of the paper. Contribution and novelty

For the classical optimal control problem (P ), as described above, the results are largely based on
our previous work [3]. In Section 2, we concentrate on the relationship between our approach and
classical results of optimal control theory, such as PMP and second-order optimality conditions —
questions that were not thoroughly addressed before.

Already in [3], it became evident that the linear structure of the underlying space X is
redundant, and the results can be generalized to cases where X is an arbitrary Riemannian
manifold.
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In fact, X can even be infinite-dimensional and need not possess any (e.g., Banach) manifold
structure. As an important example of such a situation, we address in Section 3 a fully nonlinear
optimal control problem on the space X = P2(Rn) of probability measures with a finite second
moment, where the dynamics are described by a nonlocal continuity equation.

This line of generalization culminates in Section 4, where we propose a systematic approach
to the variational analysis of nonlinear control problems on an abstract metric space X , with
dynamics represented by a general-form flow map Φ.

We believe that our method is applicable to the optimal control of other prominent classes
of distributed dynamical systems on metric or measure spaces, such as parabolic equations (e.g.,
nonlocal Fokker-Planck-Kolmogorov equations) and non-conservative hyperbolic equations (e.g.,
nonlocal balance equations), as discussed in the concluding Section 5.

For completeness, the paper is supplemented with several appendices. These cover key defini-
tions and necessary facts on manifold geometry (Appendix A), the concept of weak*-continuous
functions (Appendix B), as well as generalized (Appendix C) and feedback (Appendix D) con-
trols. To maintain a smoother narrative, the proofs of most technical results are also provided in
Appendices E and F.

1.3 Notations and conventions

General notations:

F ∈ {R,C} Scalar field
X = (X , dX ) Base metric space
X, Y etc. Topological vector spaces (TVS) over F
X ′ Continuous dual of a TVS X
⟨·, ·⟩ Duality pairing X ′ ×X → F
L(X,Y ) The space of linear bounded maps X → Y
Cb(X ) The space of continuous bounded

functions X → F
C0(Rn) The space of continuous functions Rn → F vanish-

ing at infinity
C1(Rn) The space of continuously differentiable functions

Rn → F
Lip0(Rn;Rm), ∥ · ∥Lip0

The space of Lipschitz functions f : Rn → Rm with
f(0) = 0, and the corresponding norm

F(Rn) ≃ Lip0(Rn;R)′ The Arens-Eels (Lipschitz free) space over Rn
Lp(I;X), p ≥ 1 The Lebesgue space of measurable p-integrable

functions I ⊂ R → X
L∞
w∗(I;X) The space of weakly* measurable functions I → X

Lp
µ = Lp

µ(Rn;Rn), p ≥ 1 The space of p-integrable functions w.r.t. a mea-
sure µ

⟨·, ·⟩µ, ∥ · ∥µ Scalar product and norm in L2
µ

M(X ) The space of signed bounded Radon measures on
the space X

rba(X ) The space of signed finite regular finitely additive
measures on X

P .
= P(X ) The space of Borel probability measures on X

P2
.
= P2(Rn) The space of Borel probability measures on Rn

with finite 2-moment
W1, W2 L1 and L2-Kantorovich (Wasserstein) metrics on

the space P2

x · y, ∇φ, Df , div ρ .
= ∇ · ρ Scalar product, gradient, Jacobian, and divergence

operator in Rn
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∇ξ, DF Gradient and Jacobian in P2

F⋆, F
⋆ Pushforward and pullback operations

F♯µ
.
= µ ◦ F−1 Pushforward of a measure µ through a function F

Control-theoretical notations:

I
.
= [0, T ] Time horizon

∆ The set {(s, t) : 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T}
X = {x} State space and its elements
D The space of test function
Φ
.
= (Φs,t)(s,t)∈∆ The flow (propagator) of homeomorphisms X → X

on I
U = {u} Control space and its elements
x : t 7→ xt

.
= Φ0,t(x), I → X Trajectories of Φ

u : t 7→ ut, I → U Control functions
U The class of admissible controls
ū Given (reference) control
u Searched (target) control

Optimal control problems:

(P ) Basic (nonlinear) optimal control problem
(LP ′) Linear super-problem on X ′

(LP ) Dual of (LP ′)
(LP ′|P ) Immersion of (P ) into (LP ′)

(P̃ ) Control-relaxation of the classical problem (P ) on
Rn

2 (Almost) classical setup

To fix ideas, we begin with a rigorous exposition of the outlined concepts for a prototypical problem
in Euclidean space, which serves as a foundation for more complex scenarios:

Minimize I[v] .= ℓ
(
x(T )

)
subject to: ẋ = ft(x, v), x(0) = x0, (P )

v ∈ L∞(I;U).

Here, U ⊂ Rm is a given compact set, the cost function ℓ belongs to the class C1
c (Rn), and the

vector field f satisfies the following regularity assumptions:

Assumption (A1).
• f : I × (Rn × U) → Rn is a Carathéodory map.
• f is bounded and Lipschitz in x, i.e., there exists M > 0 such that∣∣ft(x,u)∣∣ ≤M,

∣∣ft(x,u)− ft(x
′,u)

∣∣ ≤M |x− x′|,

for all x, x′ ∈ Rn, t ∈ I, and u ∈ U .
• f is differentiable in x and the derivative is Lipschitz:∣∣Dft(x,u)−Dft(x

′,u)
∣∣ ≤M |x− x′|,

for all x, x′ ∈ Rn, t ∈ I, and u ∈ U .
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2.1 Generalized controls

It is often beneficial to work with dynamical systems that are linear in the control variable. To
achieve this, we use the standard relaxation approach, which involves transitioning to generalized
controls, i.e. Young measures u on I×U with disintegration (ut)t∈I ⊂ P(U) (see Appendix C). The
class of these controls will serve as the actual set U of admissible inputs for the rest of this section.

Remark 2.1. Any ordinary control v ∈ L∞(I;U) can be realized as a generalized control u[v]
with disintegration (δv(t))t∈I . In this sense, the role of generalized controls in mathematical control
theory is analogous to that of mixed strategies in game theory.

A trajectory corresponding to u ∈ U is a unique solution to the ODE

ẋ(t) = ft
(
x(t), ut

) .
=

∫
U

ft(x(t),u) dut(u), x(0) = x0, (2.1)

where, with a slight abuse of notation, we use the same symbol f for the mapping I×Rn×P(U) →
Rn. Note that the dependence υ 7→ ft(x, υ) is linear as a map from the space of measures to the
space of vector fields. We emphasize, however, that a linear combination λ1u

1+λ2u
2 of generalized

controls is a generalized control only if it is a convex combination, i.e., λ1, λ2 ≥ 0 and λ1+λ2 = 1.
The reachable sets {xut : t ∈ I, u ∈ U} ⊂ Rn of the generalized control system are compact at

each time moment t ∈ I. Moreover, since xv = xu[v], the cost functional I : L∞(I;U) → R can

be extended to a map Ĩ : U → R in a continuous manner (w.r.t. the weak* topology of U). As a

result, we have a control-linear problem (P̃ ), which provides a relaxation of (P ) in the sense that

inf(P ) = min(P̃ ).

All results of this section, derived for (P̃ ), are translated to the original formulation by setting
ut = δv(t).

2.2 Immersion

Our analysis of the problem (P̃ ) begins with its ‘linearization” according to the strategy discussed
in the Introduction.

Let u ∈ U . Recall from [4] that, under the stated assumptions, the (time-dependent) vector field
ft(ut)

.
= ft(·, ut) generates a (non-autonomous) flow Φu of C1-diffeomorphisms, Φus,t : Rn → Rn.

This flow induces forward and backward flows, Φu and Ψu, on the vector spaces M(Rn) and
C0(Rn), respectively:

Φu
s,t(µ)

.
= Φus,t♯µ, Ψu

t,s(φ)
.
= φ ◦ Φut,s. (2.2)

To proceed, we will need differential representations of Φu and Ψu. For this purpose, their
domains are restricted as follows:

dom(Φu) = P2(Rn), dom(Ψu) = C1
c (Rn),

where P2 = (P2(Rn),W2) denotes the space of probability measures with finite second moments,
endowed with the 2-Kantorovich distance (see Section 3 for detailed definitions). Note that, under
the regularity assumptions (A1), the sets P2(Rn) and C1

c (Rn) are invariant under the actions of
Φu and Ψu, respectively, for all u ∈ U .

The desired differential representations are now established as follows: For any ϑ ∈ P2(Rn),
the curve µ = µu : I → P2, defined by

µt = Φu
0,tϑ, t ∈ I, (2.3)

is a unique continuous distributional solution to the initial value problem [5, Proposition 2.12]:

∂tµt + div
(
ft(ut)µt

)
= 0, µ0 = ϑ. (2.4)
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This means that, for any test function φ ∈ C1
c (Rn) = dom(Ψu), the following holds for a.a. t ∈ I:

d

dt

∫
φdµt =

∫
∇φ · ft(ut) dµt. (2.5)

Similarly, for any ℓ ∈ C1
c (Rn), the curve p : I → C1

c (Rn), introduced as

pt = Ψu
T,t(ℓ)

.
= ℓ ◦ Φut,T , t ∈ I, (2.6)

is a continuous mild solution to the backward problem:

∂tpt +∇pt · ft(ut) = 0, pT = ℓ, (2.7)

that is, for any x ∈ Rn, the following holds for a.a. t ∈ I:

∂

∂t
pt(x) = −∇pt(x) · ft(x, ut).

Remark 2.2 (Operator notation). It is often convenient to write the PDEs in (2.4) and (2.7) in
a concise form:

∂tµt = L′
t(ut)µt, and

{
∂t + Lt(ut)

}
pt = 0,

using the linear differential operators, known as the Lie derivative of φ w.r.t. the vector field ft(ut):

Lt(ut)φ
.
= ∇φ · ft(ut), C1

c (Rn) → Cc(Rn),

and their formal adjoint:

L′
t(ut)µ = −div(ft(ut)µ), P2(Rn) → M(Rn).

This formalism will be instrumental in subsequent sections as we transition to more general
frameworks.

To complete the first step, it remains to represent the cost functional Ĩ as a linear form
⟨µT , ℓ⟩. In this way, we transform the nonlinear optimal control problem (P̃ ), originally defined
over solutions to an ODE, into a bilinear optimal control problem for the continuity equation in
the space of probability measures:

Minimize J [u]
.
= ⟨µT , ℓ⟩

subject to: ∂tµt + div
(
ft(·, ut)µt

)
= 0, µ0 = ϑ, (LP ′)

u ∈ U .

Finally, note that any control process (x, v) in the original problem (P ) can be reconstructed
from (LP ′) by setting ϑ = δx0

and u = u[v].

Remark 2.3 (Random initial state. Double relaxation). The problem (LP ′) is equivalent to the

problem (P̃ ) with an uncertain initial state (and the same deterministic control vector field).
Indeed, let x0 be a random variable Ω → Rn on a complete probability space (Ω,F ,P). Then
the curve t 7→ µt of probability measures µt, defined as the laws x(t)♯P of the random state
x(t) : Ω → Rn, will be the unique distributional solution to the same continuity equation on P(Rn)
with ϑ

.
= (x0)♯P [6].

This observation introduces a different type of probabilistic relaxation of the classical optimal
control problem, provided by a “mixed” framework. Overall, the transition from (P ) to (LP ′)
represents a kind of double relaxation, achieved by “mixing” both states and controls.
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The (δx0
, u[v])-version of the bi-linear problem (LP ′) can be viewed as a “canonical repre-

sentation” of the (equivalent) fully nonlinear problem (P ). This demonstrates that, in a sense,
bi-linear problems form the only fundamental class of optimal control problems.

Remark 2.4 (Alternative domain choices). The presented specification of dom(Φu) = P2(Rn)
and dom(Ψu) = C1

c (Rn) is not mandatory. For instance, one could instead take dom(Φu) = Pc(Rn)
(the set of compactly supported probability measures) and dom(Ψu) = C1

b (Rn). More general
settings, such as dom(Φu) being the space of all nonnegative measures or the space of signed
regular measures with finite first moments, are explored in [7–9].

The choice of dom(Φu) and dom(Ψu) is constrained by the need to satisfy certain properties,
which are crucial for our analysis. Specifically:
1. dom(Φu) and dom(Ψu) must be invariant under the corresponding dynamical systems.

2. dom(Φu) must include δ(Rn) (Dirac measures), ensuring that the original problem (P̃ ) can
be recovered.

3. The bilinear maps µ 7→ ⟨µ, φ⟩ and φ 7→ ⟨µ, φ⟩ must be continuous on dom(Φu) and dom(Ψu),
respectively, where dom(Φu) is equipped with the weak* topology of M(Rn) and dom(Ψu)
with the strong topology of Cb(Rn).

4. Elements of dom(Ψu) must be admissible test functions for (2.4) when ϑ ∈ dom(Φu).

2.3 Exact increment formula

As a second step, we use the linearity of (LP ′) to derive an exact increment formula for the cost

functional Ĩ of the problem (P̃ ) (and, consequently, for the objective functional I of the problem
(P )).

Fix an arbitrary pair of generalized controls ū, u ∈ U , and denote by µ = µu, µ̄ = µū and
p̄ = pū the corresponding solutions to the forward and backward PDEs (2.4) and (2.7) (having
explicit representations (2.3) and (2.6)).

Provided by assumptions (A1), it is easy to show (refer, e.g., to [3]) that the map t 7→ ⟨µt, p̄t⟩
is absolutely continuous on I, and its derivative enjoys the product rule:

d

dt
⟨µt, p̄t⟩ = ⟨µt, ∂tp̄t⟩+

d

dt
⟨µt, p̄τ ⟩

∣∣∣∣
τ=t

. (2.8)

Combining this relation with (2.5) and (2.7), and recruiting the operator notation introduced by
Remark 2.2, we derive:

d

dt
⟨µt, p̄t⟩ =

〈
µt,
{
∂t + Lt(ut)

}
p̄t

〉
=
〈
µt,Lt(ut − ūt) p̄t

〉
.

Taking ū = u in this expression shows that the action map t 7→ ⟨µ̄t, p̄t⟩ is constant on I. We call
this relationship the duality argument.

Now, consider the increment J [u] − J [ū] of the cost functional in the problem (LP ′) on the
pair (ū, u). Having in mind the duality argument

⟨µ̄T , p̄T ⟩ = ⟨µ̄0, p̄0⟩,

we can express:

J [u]− J [ū] = ⟨µT − µ̄T , p̄T ⟩ − ⟨µ0 − µ̄0, p̄0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
= 0

= ⟨µT , p̄T ⟩ − ⟨µ0, p̄0⟩

=

∫
I

d

dt
⟨µt, p̄t⟩ dt
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=

∫
I

〈
µt,Lt(ut − ūt) p̄t

〉
dt.

Expanding the operator notation and abbreviating by H̄t = Ht

∣∣∣
ψ=∇p̄t

a contraction of the

Hamilton-Pontryagin functional

Ht(x, ψ, υ)
.
= ψ · ft(x, υ), x, ψ ∈ Rn, υ ∈ P(U),

to the vector field∇p̄t, we finally come to the exact increment formula in the linear problem (LP ′):

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫
I

〈
µt, H̄t(·, ut − ūt)

〉
dt. (2.9)

Remark 2.5 (L2
µ-regularity of ∇p̄). The inclusion ∇p̄t ∈ L2

µt
is another consequence of the

representation p̄t = ℓ ◦ Φ̄t,T , where Φ̄
.
= Φū. Indeed, the gradient ∇p̄t is computed by the chain

rule as
∇p̄t =

[
DΦ̄t,T

]⊺ ∇ℓ(Φ̄t,T ),
and ∫

|∇p̄t|2 dµt
.
=

∫ ∣∣∇p̄t(Φ̄0,t)
∣∣2 dϑ ≤

∫ ∣∣∇ℓ ◦ Φ̄0,T

∣∣2 ∣∣DΦ̄t,T ◦ Φ0,t

∣∣2 dϑ.
The inclusion ℓ ∈ C1

c (Rn) implies that the support spt |∇ℓ| of the function |∇ℓ| is a compact set.
Recalling that Φ̄0,T is a homeomorphism of Rn onto itself, the preimage Φ̄−1

0,T (spt |∇ℓ|) is also

compact. It remains to notice that, under assumptions (A1), the map
∣∣DΦ̄t,T ◦ Φ0,t

∣∣2 remains
continuous, and estimate:∫ ∣∣∇ℓ ◦ Φ̄0,T

∣∣2 ∣∣DΦ̄t,T ◦ Φ0,t

∣∣2 dϑ =

∫
Φ̄−1

0,T (spt |∇ℓ|)

∣∣∇ℓ ◦ Φ̄0,T

∣∣2 ∣∣DΦ̄t,T ◦ Φ0,t

∣∣2 dϑ
≤ sup

x∈Φ̄−1
0,T (spt |∇ℓ|)

∣∣∇ℓ(Φ̄0,T (x))
∣∣2 ∣∣(DΦ̄t,T ◦ Φ0,t)(x)

∣∣2 < +∞.

The representation (2.9) includes, as a special case, the desired exact increment formula for

the cost functional Ĩ in the relaxed problem (P̃ ). Specifically, taking in this expression µt = δx(t),
we obtain:

Ĩ[u]− Ĩ[ū] =
∫
I

H̄t

(
x(t), ut − ūt

)
dt

=

∫
I

[
Lt(ut − ūt) p̄t

] (
x(t)

)
dt

.
=

∫
I

∇p̄t
(
x(t)

)
· ft
(
x(t), ut − ūt

)
dt. (2.10)

This expression can be viewed as a control-theoretical analog of the classical Weierstrass
formula in the Calculus of Variations [10].

Remark 2.6 (Connection to the Weierstrass formula). Recall that the Weierstrass formula
represents the increment F(γ)−F(γ̄) of the functional

F(γ) =

∫ 1

0

L(γ, γ̇) dt

for a pair (γ, γ̄) of C1 curves defined over some region Q and sharing common boundary points. In
this representation, the curve γ̄ belongs to a certain field of extremals Γ̄ covering Q. This field acts
as a coordinate system: at any moment, γ hits some curve from Γ̄. By summing up the “deviations”
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between the tangents to γ and the corresponding field curves at the intersection points, we can
exactly compute the value F(γ)−F(γ̄).

In our framework, the field Γ̄ is replaced by the flow Φ̄ of (2.1), corresponding to the reference
control ū. The flow provides a covering of the state space by a reference field of trajectories t 7→
Φ̄0,t(x) when x runs over Rn, and the information about this field is encoded in the super-adjoint p̄.

For any other control u, the associated trajectory x = xu hits, at each time moment, some curve
belonging to the reference field. This enables us to trace the “deviations” between the tangents to
x and the corresponding field curves at the intersection points, ultimately leading to the formula
(2.10).

Representations of the form (2.9) are well-known in the context of classical state-linear
and linear-quadratic problems, particularly in numerical algorithms for optimal control [44, 45].

However, the extension (2.10) to a general nonlinear problem (P̃ ) was obtained only recently [3].
Despite their utility, the theoretical importance of exact increment formulas remains somewhat

underestimated. For instance, it is never explicitly stated in the literature that (2.10) provides a
direct and elegant pathway to the PMP and higher-order optimality conditions.

2.4 1-variation and PMP

We now explore the relationship between (2.10) and classical results in optimal control theory.
Let ū be a given (reference) control, suspected to be optimal, x̄

.
= xū be the corresponding

solution to the ODE (2.1), while µ̄ and p̄ be introduced as above.
Note that the expression (2.9) holds for any element u ∈ U . In particular, u can be replaced

by a convex combination:

uε = ū+ ε(u− ū), ε ∈ [0, 1]. (2.11)

Controls of this form are called weak variations of ū.
Substituting (2.11) into (2.9), dividing by ε, and taking the limit as ε → 0, yields the first

variation formula:
d

dε

{
J [uε]− J [ū]

} ∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=

∫
I

〈
µ̄t, H̄t(ut − ūt)

〉
dt. (2.12)

Here, we employ the fact that µε
.
= µu

ε → µ̄ as ε → 0 (in the sense of weak* convergence of
probability measures), and drop “running” arguments for brevity.

Using (2.12) and reproducing the machinery of [11], we arrive at the optimality condition:

min
υ∈P(U)

〈
µ̄t, H̄t(υ − ūt)

〉 .
= min
υ∈P(U)

〈
µ̄t, Ht(·,∇pt(·), υ − ūt)

〉
= 0 for a.a. t ∈ I,

which implies, upon specifying µ̄t = δx̄(t),

min
υ∈P(U)

Ht

(
x̄(t),∇p̄t(x̄(t)), υ − ūt

)
= 0 for a.a. t ∈ I. (2.13)

In parallel, we recall from [12, Theorem 7.1] the PMP for the problem (P̃ ):

min
υ∈P(U)

Ht

(
x̄(t), p̄(t), υ − ūt

)
= 0 for a.a. t ∈ I, (2.14)

where p̄
.
= pū denotes the co-trajectory of the reference state x̄, i.e., a solution to the backward

ODE

ṗ = −Dft(x̄(t), ūt)⊺p, p(T ) = ∇ℓ(x̄(T )). (2.15)

Remark 2.7. As demonstrated in [12, p. 116], the condition (2.14) is equivalent to the usual
minimum condition:

min
u∈U

Ht

(
x̄(t), p̄(t), δu − ūt

)
= 0 for a.a. t ∈ I.
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Comparing (2.13) and (2.14) suggests that the equality

∇p̄ ◦ x̄ = p̄

must hold. This fact will be rigorously established below.

Remark 2.8 (Geometric language). In what follows, we will primarily use the language of geo-
metric control theory, involving such objects as the pullback F ⋆ and pushforward F⋆ of tensors
through a map F between manifolds. The corresponding definitions and notations are collected in
Appendix A, and further details can be found, e.g., in [13].

Although in this section the manifold is merely Rn, and the geometric language is not strictly
necessary, this language will become natural when formulating the results in Section 3.

Proposition 2.9. Let u ∈ U be fixed, (x, p) be the corresponding state and adjoint trajectories,
and p be defined by (2.6). Then, the equality ∇pt(x(t)) = p(t) holds for all t ∈ I.

The proof of this assertion relies on the following lemma:

Lemma 2.10 ([4, Theorem 2.3.2]). Let u ∈ U , and Φ be the flow of the vector field (t, x) 7→
ft(x, ut). Then, for each s, t ∈ I, the map Φs,t : Rn → Rn is differentiable. Its derivative at a point
x ∈ Rn is given by the map (Φs,t)⋆,x : TxRn → TΦs,t(x)Rn, which acts as w(s) 7→ w(t), where w
satisfies the linear equation

ẇ(t) = Dxft
(
Φs,t(x), ut

)
w(t). (2.16)

Proof of Proposition 2.9. Let Φ be the flow of (t, x) 7→ ft(x, ut). The representation
formula (2.6) yields:

pt = ℓ ◦ Φt,T = Φ⋆t,TpT , t ∈ I.

By differentiating with respect to t and applying Lemma A.1, we obtain:

dpt = d
(
Φ⋆t,TpT

)
= Φ⋆t,T (dpT ) .

Let w be any function satisfying (2.16). According to Proposition 2.9, we have w(T ) =
(Φt,T )⋆,xw(t). Substituting this into the previous identity and recalling the definition of the
pullback for 1-forms, we get

(dpt)x(w(t)) = (dpT )Φt,T (x)(w(T )).

Replacing x with x(t) results in:

(dpt)x(t)(w(t)) = (dpT )x(T )(w(T )),

or equivalently,

∇pt(x(t)) · w(t) = ∇pT (x(T )) · w(T ).

Now, defining p̃(t)
.
= ∇pt(x(t)), the identity becomes:

p̃(t) · w(t) = p̃(T ) · w(T ) = ℓ · w(T ).

By direct computation, one can check that p(t) · w(t) = ℓ · w(T ), for all t ∈ I. Thus,

p̃(t) · w(t) = p(t) · w(t).

Since w was an arbitrary solution to (2.16), we conclude that p̃ = p, as required. □
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We recognize that the adjoint trajectory p̄ corresponds to the linear approximation of p̄ in the
neighborhood of the corresponding state trajectory x̄:

p̄t(x)− pt(x̄(t)) ≈ ∇p̄t(x̄(t)) · (x− x̄(t))
.
= p̄(t) · (x− x̄(t)).

It is now natural to suppose that the quadratic approximation of p should give rise to the
second-order adjoint, leading to a second-order variation formula and the corresponding NOC.
The next section delves into this ansatz.

2.5 2-variation and second-order optimality conditions

In addition to (A1), suppose that f and ℓ are smooth in the variable x, which enables the
application of certain useful results from the framework of Chronological Calculus [13, Chapter 2].

In this formalism, both vector fields and diffeomorphisms are treated as linear operators on
the Fréchet space C∞(Rn). A vector field g : Rn → Rn is associated with the differential operator

ĝ
.
= g1∂x1 + · · · gn∂xn : C∞(Rn) → C∞(Rn)

and a diffeomorphism Φ: Rn → Rn is associated with the map

Φ̂φ
.
= Φ⋆φ = φ ◦ Φ, φ ∈ C∞(Rn).

We require the following facts:
• Let ū be a fixed generalized control. Under our assumptions the family of vector fields ft

.
=

ft(·, ūt) generates the backward flow Φt,T satisfying

d

dt
Φ̂t,T = −f̂t ◦ Φ̂t,T , Φ̂T,T = id,

for a.e. t ∈ I. In particular, it follows from p̄t = ℓ ◦ Φt,T = Φ̂t,T ℓ that

d

dt
p̄t(x) = −∇p̄t(x) · ft(x) ∀x ∈ Rn. (2.17)

Note that this is a stronger condition than (2.7), because the latter holds only in the mild
sense.

• Let At, Bt : C
∞(Rn) → C∞(Rn) be two continuous families of linear operators which are

differentiable at t0. Then the family At ◦ Bt is differentiable at t0 and satisfies the Leibnitz
rule (see [13, Section 2.3]):

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

(At ◦Bt) =

(
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

At

)
◦Bt +At ◦

(
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

Bt

)
.

We apply this formula to the families At = ∂xi ◦ ∂xj with 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n and Bt = Φ̂t,T :

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

(
∂xi ◦ ∂xj ◦ Φ̂t,T

)
= ∂xi ◦ ∂xj ◦

(
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

Φ̂t,T

)
.

In particular, if Φ̂t,T is differentiable at t0 (which holds for a.e. t0 ∈ I), then both t 7→ p̄t(x)
and t 7→ ∂xi∂xj p̄t(x) are differentiable at t0 for any x ∈ Rn and

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

(
∂xi∂xj p̄t(x)

)
= ∂xi∂xj

(
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

p̄t(x)

)
∀x ∈ Rn. (2.18)
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Remark that (2.18) is not an obvious identity, since t 7→ p̄t(x) is merely absolutely continuous.

Proposition 2.11. In addition to (A1), suppose that f and ℓ are C∞ maps in x. Then, for uε

defined as in (2.11), it holds

Ĩ[uε]− Ĩ[ū] = ε

∫
I

p̄(t) · ft
(
x̄(t), ut − ūt

)
dt

+ ε2
∫
I

(
P̄ (t)⊺ft

(
x̄(t), ut − ūt

)
+Dft

(
x̄(t), ut − ūt

)⊺
p̄(t)

)
· ȳ(t) dt

+ o(ε2), (2.19)

where p̄ is the co-trajectory corresponding to ū, P̄ satisfies the matrix Riccati equation

Ṗ = −Df [t]⊺P − PDf [t]−D2H[t], P (T ) = −D2ℓ(x̄(T )), (2.20)

and ȳ is a solution of the linearized equation

ẏ = Df [t] y + ft(x̄, ut − ūt), y(0) = 0, (2.21)

with
Df [t]

.
= Dft(x̄(t), ūt), D2H[t]

.
= D2Ht(x̄(t), p̄(t), ūt).

Moreover, it holds

p̄(t) = ∇p̄t(x̄(t)), P̄ (t) = D2p̄t(x̄(t)), t ∈ I,

where D2 stands for the Hessian matrix.

Proof. By plugging uε into (2.9) and abbreviating xε = xu
ε

, we obtain:

Ĩ[uε]− Ĩ[ū] = ε

∫
I

∇p̄t(x
ε(t)) · ft

(
xε(t), uεt − ūt

)
dt.

Our regularity assumptions on f and ℓ, together with the representation (2.6), imply that
x 7→ ∇pt(x) is C

∞, and therefore,

∇p̄t(x
ε(t)) = ∇p̄t(x̄(t)) +D2p̄t(x̄(t))

[
xε(t)− x̄(t)

]
+O

(∣∣xε(t)− x̄(t)
∣∣2) .

On the other hand, from the variational formula, established, e.g., in [13, Section 2.7], it follows
that

xε(t)− x̄(t) = εȳ(t) + o(ε).

Therefore,
∇p̄t(x

ε(t)) = ∇p̄t(x̄(t)) + εD2p̄t(x̄(t)) ȳ(t) +O(ε2).

Similarly,

ft(x
ε(t), uεt − ūt) = εft(x

ε(t), ut − ūt)

= εft(x̄(t), ut − ūt) + ε2Dft(x̄(t), ut − ūt) ȳ(t) +O(ε3).

Combining these expansions, we conclude that the first-order term is equal to

∇p̄t(x̄(t)) · ft(xε(t), uεt − ūt)

and the second-order term to

ft(x̄(t), ut − ūt) ·D2p̄t(x̄(t)) ȳ(t) +∇p̄t(x̄(t)) ·Dft(x̄(t), ut − ūt) ȳ(t).
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By Proposition 2.9, we have ∇p̄t(x̄(t)) = p̄(t), and to complete the proof it remains to verify
that the map

t 7→ P (t)
.
= D2p̄t(x̄(t))

satisfies the Riccati equation (2.20). This can be checked by direct computation.
Indeed, P obviously satisfies the terminal condition. Let us compute the time derivative of

P (t). To that end, we will use a tensor partial derivative notation ∂
∂xj T = T,j and adopt the

Einstein summation convention, summing over terms with the same upper and lower indices.
With this notation, the coordinates of P (t) are given by Pij(t) = p̄,ij(t, x̄(t)). Hence

d

dt
Pij(t) =

(
∂tp̄,ij + p̄,kijf

k
)
(t, x̄(t))

.
= aij(t), (2.22)

for a.e. t ∈ I.
On the other hand, we know from (2.17) that the equality

∂tp̄t +∇p̄t · ft(·, ūt) = 0

holds on Rn for a.a. t ∈ I. In coordinates, this reads:

b
.
= ∂tp̄+ p̄,kf

k = 0.

Let us compute b,ij . For the first derivative, we have

b,i = (∂tp̄),i + p̄,kif
k + p̄,kf

k
,i.

Now, for the second derivative

b,ij = (∂tp̄),ij + p̄,kijf
k + p̄,kif

k
,j + p̄,kjf

k
,i + p̄,kf

k
,ij = 0.

Along the trajectory x̄, this reads:

b,ij

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

=
(
(∂tp̄),ij + p̄,kijf

k
) ∣∣∣

(t,x̄(t))

+ Pkif
k
,j

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

+ Pkjf
k
,i

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

+ p̄k(t)f
k
,ij

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

=0,

where we use the notation Pij(t) = p̄,ij

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

and the established identity

p̄k(t) = p̄,k

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

.

Therefore,

aij(t) = aij(t)− b,ij

∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

=
(
∂tp,ij − (∂tp),ij

) ∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

−
(
Pkif

k
,j + Pkjf

k
,i + pkf

k
,ij

) ∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

.

It follows from (2.18) that (
∂tp,ij − (∂tp),ij

) ∣∣∣
(t,x̄(t))

= 0.
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Thus, (2.22) can be rewritten as

Ṗ = −(Dft(x̄))
⊺P − PDft(x̄)−D2Ht(x̄, p̄, ūt)

in the matrix notation. This observation finishes the proof. □

Remark 2.12. If ū is optimal and u satisfies the minimum condition (2.14), then the second-order
variation formula (2.19) implies that∫

I

(
P̄ (t)⊺ft

(
x̄(t), ut − ūt

)
+Dft

(
x̄(t), ut − ūt

)⊺
p̄(t)

)
· ȳ(t) dt ≥ 0,

which coincides with Formula (6.2) in [14]. From this inequality, one may deduce a second-order
necessary optimality condition similar to [14, Theorem 3.1] by employing, for instance, the standard
needle variation technique.

Following this progression, one can establish the relationship between higher-order terms in the
Taylor expansion of p̄ near x̄ — serving as “higher-order adjoints” of x̄ — and the corresponding
higher-order variation formulas. However, this approach is generally avoided because the resulting
analysis becomes technically intricate, and the derived NOCs are expected to be challenging to
apply in practice.

An alternative path, pursued in the next section, is to work directly with the representation
(2.10). This representation captures the entirety of the function p̄ ◦ x̄ and, consequently — when
contracted to the class (2.11) of weak variations of ū— can be naturally interpreted as an “infinite-

order” variation of the objective functional Ĩ w.r.t. the control variation ε 7→ uε.
In this context, the function p̄, which encapsulates information about the adjoints of x̄ at all

orders, can be treated as an “infinite-order adjoint” of x̄. Since, at the same time, p̄ acts as the
adjoint of the corresponding state trajectory µ̄ in the “super-version” (LP ′) of (P ), we will refer
to it as the super-adjoint of x̄.

2.6 ∞-variation and feedback optimality conditions

We now return to the problem (LP ′), and suppose that the function u, participating in (2.9),
meets the following condition for a.e. t ∈ I:〈

µt, H̄t(ut)
〉
= min
υ∈P(U)

〈
µt, H̄t(υ)

〉
. (2.23)

As immediately follows from the representation (2.9), the inequality

J [u] ≤ J [ū]

holds. Moreover, if ū is optimal for (LP ′), we must have equality:

J [u] = J [ū],

which, due to the non-positivity of the integrand, implies the following condition:〈
µt, H̄t(ūt)

〉
=
〈
µt, H̄t(ut)

〉
= min
υ∈P(U)

〈
µt, H̄t(υ)

〉
for a.a. t ∈ I. (2.24)

As a particular case of the problem (P̃ ), we have:

H̄t(x(t), ūt) = H̄t(x(t), ut) = min
υ∈P(U)

H̄t(x(t), υ) for a.a. t ∈ I (2.25)
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which follows from the condition:

H̄t(x(t), ut) = min
υ∈P(U)

H̄t(x(t), υ) for a.a. t ∈ I. (2.26)

These straightforward arguments lead to the conjecture:

Theorem 2.13 (Feedback NOC). Assume that ū is optimal for (LP ′) (respectively, for (P̃ )).
Then, the relations (2.24) (resp., (2.25)) hold for any u ∈ U satisfying (2.23) (resp., (2.26)) for

a.a. t ∈ I, and J [u] = J [ū] (resp., Ĩ[u] = Ĩ[ū]).
This theorem provides a non-classical necessary condition for the optimality of ū, closely resem-

bling PMP. The only distinction is that µ̄ (respectively, x̄) is replaced by a trajectory µ (resp., x)
of a new “comparison process”, which is derived by solving (2.23) (resp., (2.26)).

It should be noted, however, that (2.23) involves a feedback loop µ = µu, making it an operator
equation on U . This justifies attributing the derived optimality principle to the class of “feedback
NOCs” [15].

Finally, note that any PMP-extremal ū is itself a trivial solution to (2.23). In Section 4.2.6,
we demonstrate that the set of solutions u ∈ U to (2.23) is non-empty for any ū within a much
broader class of optimal control problems in metric spaces. Furthermore, in Appendix D, we show
that the desired “comparison process” can be synthesized using a “model-predictive” discretization
approach similar to [16].

Remark 2.14 (The full context of (LP ′) is not needed). As one might have noticed, the formu-

lation of the increment formula (2.10) and the subsequent variational analysis of the problem (P̃ )
does not require the full statement of its “super-counterpart”. What we really need is the family
(Lt(ut))t∈I of differential operators and the class D .

= dom(Φu) of test functions.

3 Mean-field control setup

We now take the next step up the generalization ladder by applying our approach to a nonlinear
version of the super-problem (LP ′) from Section 2:

Minimize I[u] .= ℓ(µuT )

subject to : ∂tµt + div
(
Ft(µt, ut)µt

)
= 0, µ0 = ϑ, (3.1)

u ∈ U .

This problem is formulated over the space P2
.
= P2(Rn) of probability measures µ on Rn with

finite second moments
∫
|x|2 dµ(x). Throughout this section, we adopt the notations:∫

=

∫
Rn

,

∫∫
=

∫
Rn×Rn

, etc.

We initially adhere to the class U of generalized controls, where U is a compact set. The map
ℓ : P2 → R is a given cost functional, and

F : I × (Rn × P2 × U) → Rn

is a controlled nonlocal vector field.
The PDE (3.1) is commonly referred to as a nonlocal continuity equation; as before, it is

understood in the distributional sense (2.5), provided by setting ft(u) = Ft(µt,u).

Remark 3.1. As above, the measure ϑ can be interpreted as the distribution law of a random
initial state x0 on a probability space (Ω,F ,P), giving rise to an ensemble of sample paths xt : Ω →
Rn with laws µt = (xt)♯P. The term “nonlocal” reflects the fact that the driving vector field
depends on the distribution µt of the samples xt across the entire space Rn.
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In this framework, the choice of the control set U — being independent of the phase variable
x ∈ Rn and acting uniformly and equivalently on all samples x — aligns the problem with the
field of ensemble control [17].

Recall that P2 is naturally equipped with the L2-Kantorovich (Wasserstein) distance:

W2(µ, ν) =

(
inf

Π∈Γ(µ,ν)

∫∫
|x− y|2 dΠ(x, y)

)1/2

,

where Γ(µ, ν) denotes the set of probability measures Π on Rn × Rn whose marginal projections
coincide with µ and ν, i.e., π1

♯Π = µ and π2
♯Π = ν. The elements of Γ(µ, ν) are called transport

plans between µ and ν. It is well known that the metric space (P2,W2) is complete. Moreover,

µk
W2→ µ if and only if ∫

φ dµk →
∫
φ dµ

for all quadratically bounded continuous functions |φ(x)| ≤ C
(
1 + |x|2

)
, C > 0 (see [5, 18, 19] for

further details).

The stated problem now replaces the base problem (P̃ ) from the previous section, with the
PDE (3.1) serving as the “ordinary system”. For simplicity, we will denote this problem by (P )
(dropping the “tilde”).

This new nonlinear problem will be immersed into the corresponding linear super-problem
(LP ′) of the next-level abstraction. As explained in Remark 2.14, our analysis does not require
the complete formulation of the super-problem; we only need to figure out the generating family
of the flow in (3.1) and an appropriate class of test functions.

3.1 Differentiability in P2

Along with the metric structure, P2 admits a kind of differential structure [5? ], provided by a
natural notion of tangent space. The tangent space to P2 at a point µ is a weighted Lebesgue
space L2

µ
.
= L2

µ(Rn;Rn) modulo the following equivalence relation: functions v1, v2 ∈ L2
µ are set to

be equivalent if div(v1µ) = div(v2µ) in the sense of distributions, i.e.,∫
(v1 · ∇η) dµ =

∫
(v2 · ∇η) dµ ∀η ∈ C1

c (Rn).

Remark 3.2. The equivalence relation on L2
µ can be explained as follows. It is known [5] that for

any absolutely continuous curve t 7→ µt on P2, there exists a family vt ∈ L2
µ (for a.a. t) such that

the equation
∂tµt + div(vtµt) = 0

holds in the distributional sense. This family is non-unique because any other family wt ∈ L2
µ

such that div(vtµt) = div(wtµt) for a.e. t ∈ I produces the same curve. Introducing the above
equivalence relation on L2

µ, enables treating all such families as equivalent. The corresponding
equivalence class vt ∈ L2

µ (we use the same notation for both the equivalence class and its rep-
resentatives) can be considered as a unique tangent vector to the curve µt at the time t. This
tangent vector is usually denoted by µ̇t.

The explicit definition of the tangent space endows P2 with a structure akin to that of a Hilbert
manifold, leading to the following “geometric” concept of differentiability.

Definition 3.3 (Differentiable functions).
1. (Differentiability) A function φ : P2 → R is called differentiable at µ ∈ P2 if there exists a

linear bounded map dφµ : L
2
µ → R such that for any v ∈ L2

µ it holds

lim
ε→0+

1

ε

∣∣∣φ ((id + εv)♯µ
)
− φ(µ)− εdφµ(v)

∣∣∣ = 0.
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The map dφµ is termed the differential (or derivative) of φ at µ.
Since L2

µ is a Hilbert space, for any v ∈ L2
µ, there exists a unique element w ∈ L2

µ such that
dφµ(v) = ⟨v, w⟩µ. This element w is called the gradient of φ at µ, and is denoted by ∇φ(µ).

2. (Uniform differentiability) We say that a function φ : P2 → R is uniformly differentiable if it
is differentiable at every µ ∈ P2, and there exists C > 0 such that∣∣∣φ ((id + εv)♯µ

)
− φ(µ)− εdφµ(v)

∣∣∣ ≤ C∥v∥2µε2,

for all µ ∈ P2, v ∈ L2
µ and ε ∈ R.

3. (Uniformly equidifferentiable families) A family (φα)α∈A of functions φα : P2 → R is called
uniformly equidifferentiable if all φα are uniformly differentiable with a common constant
C > 0, independent of α.

Definition 3.4 (Differentiability of maps).
1. (Differentiability) A map Φ: P2 → P2 is called differentiable if, for any point µ ∈ P2, there

exists a linear bounded map Φ⋆,µ : L
2
µ → L2

Φ(µ) such that for any v ∈ L2
µ the function

w = Φ⋆,µv satisfies the relation:

lim
ε→0+

1

ε
W1

(
Φ
(
(id + εv)♯µ

)
, (id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)
= 0.

The map Φ⋆,µ is called the derivative of Φ at µ.
2. (Uniform differentiability) A map Φ: P2 → P2 is uniformly differentiable if it is differentiable

at any µ ∈ P2, and there exists C > 0 such that

∥v∥Φ(µ) ≤ C∥w∥µ and W1

(
Φ
(
(id + εv)♯µ

)
, (id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)
≤ C∥v∥2µε2,

for all µ ∈ P2, v ∈ L2
µ, and ε ∈ R, where w .

= Φ⋆,µv.
3. (Uniformly equidifferentiable families) A family (Φα)α∈A of maps Φα : P2 → P2 is called

uniformly equidifferentiable if all Φα are uniformly differentiable with a common constant
C > 0, independent of α.

Remark 3.5. One might be tempted to use W2 in the above definition. However, in this case, we
may not be able to prove the differentiability of nonlocal flows, as discussed in Remark E.2.

As in the case of Riemannian manifolds, differentiable maps Φ: P2 → P2 act on functions,
vector fields and 1-forms. Precisely, we can introduce the corresponding pushforward and pullback
operations as follows:
1. A pullback of a function φ : P2 → R through Φ is the function Φ⋆φ : P2 → R defined by

Φ⋆φ
.
= φ ◦ Φ.

2. A pushforward of a vector field v on P2 is the vector field Φ⋆v on P2 defined by

(Φ⋆v)Φ(µ)
.
= Φ⋆,µ(vµ).

3. A pullback of a 1-form ω on P2 is the 1-form Φ⋆ω on P2 defined by

(Φ⋆ω)µ(v)
.
= ωΦ(µ)(Φ⋆,µv), v ∈ L2

µ.

Remark that, in the above definitions, the regularity of functions, vector fields, and 1-forms
does not play an essential role. A key factor is the regularity of Φ.

Lemma 3.6. The following statements hold:
(i) Let Φ: P2 → P2 be uniformly differentiable and φ : P2 → R be uniformly differentiable and

Lipschitz w.r.t. the distance W1. Then, the pullback Φ⋆φ : P2 → R is uniformly differentiable,
moreover

Φ⋆(dφ) = d(Φ⋆φ).
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(ii) Given φ as above, let a family (Φt)t∈I be uniformly equidifferentiable. Then, such is the family(
Φ⋆tφ

)
t∈I .

Proof. 1. The Lipschitz continuity of φ with respect to the distance W1 implies that∣∣∣φ (Φ((id + εv)♯µ)
)
− φ

(
(id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)∣∣∣ ≤ LipW1
(φ)W1

(
Φ((id + εv)♯µ), (id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)
,

for any v ∈ L2
µ and w ∈ L2

Φ(µ). If w = Φ⋆,µ(v), the uniform differentiability of Φ implies that

∥w∥Φ(µ) ≤ C1∥v∥µ and W1

(
Φ((id + εv)♯µ), (id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)
≤ C1∥v∥2µε2,

for some C1 > 0, and all µ ∈ P2, v ∈ L2
µ, and ε ∈ R. In particular,∣∣∣φ (Φ((id + εv)♯µ)

)
− φ

(
(id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)∣∣∣ ≤ LipW1
(φ)C1∥v∥2µε2,

for all µ ∈ P2, v ∈ L2
µ, and ε ∈ R. Since φ is also uniformly differentiable, it holds∣∣∣φ ((id + εw)♯Φ(µ)

)
− φ(Φ(µ))− ε(dφ)Φ(µ)(w)

∣∣∣ ≤ C2∥w∥2Φ(µ)ε
2,

for each µ ∈ P2, w ∈ L2
Φ(µ), and ε ∈ R. Taking w = Φ⋆,µ(v), and combining the above inequalities,

we get ∣∣∣φ (Φ((id + εv)♯µ)
)
− φ(Φ(µ))− ε(dφ)Φ(µ)(w)

∣∣∣ ≤ (LipW1
(φ)C1 + C2

1C2

)
∥v∥2µε2.

Thus, v 7→ (dφ)Φ(µ)(Φ⋆,µ(v)) satisfies the approximation property of the derivative of Φ⋆φ at µ. It
remains to note that this map is linear and bounded as the composition of linear bounded maps.

2. Due to the uniformity of the constants C1 and C2 w.r.t. t ∈ I, all previous estimates remain
intact, leading to the second assertion. □

3.2 Test functions

In this section, we present an important example of uniformly differentiable functions. Specifically,
we demonstrate that every element of the class D, defined below belongs, to this category (cf. [20]).

Definition 3.7. We say that a function φ : P2 → R belongs to the class D if it satisfies the
following properties:
(i) There exists a map δφ

δµ : P2 × Rn → R, called the flat derivative of φ, such that

φ(µ1)− φ(µ0) =

∫ 1

0

∫
δφ

δµ

(
(1− t)µ0 + tµ1, x

)
d(µ1 − µ0)(x) dt

and ∫
δφ

δµ
(µ, x) dµ(x) = 0

for all µ0, µ1 ∈ Pc.
(ii) The map δφ

δµ is continuous, bounded, and differentiable in x.

(iii) The map ∇ δφ
δµ : P2×Rn → Rn (the gradient of δφδµ in x) is Lipschitz continuous and bounded.

The elements φ ∈ D will be referred to as test functions.3 Some of their remarkable properties
are collected in the following lemma.

3Strictly speaking, a more consistent terminology would be “super test functions,” emphasizing the distinction from
test function — elements of the space C1

c (R
n) — appearing in the definition (2.5) of the distributional solution to the

continuity equation. However, we will omit the qualifier “super” for brevity.
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Lemma 3.8. Any function φ ∈ D has the following properties:
(1) φ is Lipschitz w.r.t. the distances W1 and W2.
(2) φ is differentiable in the sense of Definition 3.3 and its gradient ∇φ coincides with ∇ δφ

δµ .

(3) More specifically, φ is uniformly differentiable, i.e., for all µ ∈ P2, v ∈ L2
µ, and ε ∈ R, we

have ∣∣∣φ ((id + εv)♯µ
)
− φ(µ)− εdφµ(v)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2Lip(∇φ)∥v∥2µε2.

(4) The composition t 7→ φ(µt) with any absolutely continuous curve µ : I → P2 is absolutely
continuous, and

d

dt
φ(µt) = (dφ)µt

(µ̇t) =
〈
∇φ(µt), µ̇t

〉
µt
, (3.2)

for a.e. t ∈ I. In fact, this holds even if φ is merely Lipschitz continuous and differentiable.

Proof. 1. Recall that

φ(µ1)− φ(µ0) =

∫ 1

0

∫
δφ

δµ

(
(1− t)µ0 + tµ1, x

)
d(µ1 − µ0)(x) dt.

By the third property of test functions, ∇ δφ
δµ is bounded. Therefore, x 7→ δφ

δµ (µ, x) is Lipschitz,
uniformly for all µ ∈ P2. Now theW1-Lipschitz continuity of φ follows from the dual representation
of W1:

W1(µ1, µ2) = sup

{∫
φd(µ1 − µ2) : φ ∈ C(Rn;R), Lip(φ) ≤ 1

}
.

Since W1(µ0, µ1) ≤W2(µ1, µ2), the function φ is Lipschitz w.r.t. W2 as well.
2. Differentiability (assertion (2)) follows from [21, Proposition 2.1]. The proof of assertion (3)

is similar to that of Lemma E.1 below.
3. It remains to prove Assertion (4). The map t 7→ φ(µt) is absolutely continuous as a compo-

sition of a Lipschitz and an absolutely continuous function. Let vt
.
= µ̇t. Thanks to [5, Proposition

8.4.6], for a.e. t, it holds W2(µt+h, (id + hvt)♯µt) = o(h) as h → 0. Fix some t with this property.
Then

φ(µt+h)− φ(µt) =
[
φ(µt+h)− φ((id + hvt)♯µt)

]
+
[
φ
(
(id + hvt)♯µt

)
− φ(µt)

]
. (3.3)

The first difference from the right is o(h), because

∣∣φ(µt+h)− φ((id + hvt)♯µt)
∣∣ ≤ Lip(φ)W2(µt+h, (id + hvt)♯µt) = o(h).

The latter formula holds due to the Lipschitz continuity of φ and the choice of t. The second
difference in the right-hand side of (3.3) equals

h(dφ)µt
(vt) + o(h),

due to the differentiability of φ. □

3.3 Metric properties of flows

We begin with the standard regularity assumptions on F that date back at least to [22].
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Assumption (A2).
• F is measurable in t;
• F is bounded and Lipschitz in x and µ, i.e., there exists M > 0 such that∣∣Ft(x, µ)∣∣ ≤M,

∣∣Ft(x, µ)− Ft(x
′, µ′)

∣∣ ≤M
(
|x− x′|+W2(µ, µ

′)
)
,

for all x, x′ ∈ Rn, µ, µ′ ∈ P2, t ∈ I.

Proposition 3.9. Let Assumptions (A2) hold.
(1) For each µ ∈ P2, there exists a unique map Xµ : I × I × Rd → Rd satisfying the differential

equation
d

dt
Xµ
s,t = Ft

(
Xµ
s,t, X

µ
s,t♯µ

)
, Xµ

s,t = id.

(2) The map Φ: I × I × P2 → P2, defined by the rule Φs,t(µ)
.
= (Xµ

s,t)♯µ, is the flow of the
dynamical system

∂tϱt + div(Ft(ϱt) ϱt) = 0. (3.4)

In other words, t 7→ µt = Φs,t(ϑ) is a unique distributional solution to the equation (3.4) with
the initial condition µs = ϑ.

(3) The map (s, t, µ) 7→ Φs,t(µ) is M -Lipschitz as a function of t or s, and L-Lipschitz as a
function of µ, with some L > 0 depending only on M and T .

For a proof, see, e.g., [22].

3.4 Differential properties of flows

To study the differential properties of Φ, we require an additional regularity assumption:

Assumption (A3).
• F is differentiable in x and µ, and the corresponding derivatives are Lipschitz and
bounded: ∣∣DFt(x, µ)∣∣ ≤M,

∣∣DF (x, µ, y)
∣∣ ≤M,∣∣DFt(x, µ)−DFt(x

′, µ′)
∣∣ ≤M

(
|x− x′|+W2(µ, µ

′)
)
,∣∣DFt(x, µ, y)−DFt(x

′, µ′, y′)
∣∣ ≤M

(
W2(µ, µ

′) + |x− x′|+ |y − y′|
)
,

for all x, x′, y, y′ ∈ Rn, µ, µ′ ∈ P2, t ∈ I.

The following two technical results are central to the subsequent analysis. To streamline the
presentation, their proofs are deferred to Section E of the Appendix.

Proposition 3.10 (Pushforward of vectors). Let the nonlocal vector field F satisfy (A2) and
(A3), and let Φ denote its flow. Then, for each a, b ∈ I, the function Φa,b : P2 → P2 is uniformly
differentiable with a constant C > 0 depending only on F . Its derivative (Φa,b)⋆,µ : L

2
µ → L2

Φa,b(µ)

acts as va 7→ vb. Here, the time-dependent vector field vt ∈ L2
µt

is defined along the curve t 7→
µt = Φa,t(µ) as vt

.
= wt ◦ (Xµ

a,t)
−1, where w is a unique solution to the linear equation

∂twt(x) = DFt

(
Xµ
a,t(x), X

µ
a,t♯µ

)
wt(x)

+

∫
DFt

(
Xµ
a,t(x), X

µ
a,t♯µ,X

µ
a,t(y)

)
wt(y) dµ(y), (3.5)

with the initial condition wa(x) = va(x).
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va

vt = wt ◦ (Xµ
a,t)

−1

µa = µ

µt = Φa,t(µ)

µb

vb = (Φa,b)⋆,µva

pa = (Φa,b)
⋆
µpb

pt = B(γt) pb

⟨pt, vt⟩µt = const

Fig. 1 Pushforward of vectors and pullback of covectors.

Proposition 3.10 describes how the map Φa,b,⋆ pushes forward vector fields. Now, we need to
understand how Φ⋆a,b pulls back 1-forms. Recall that any 1-form ω on the space of measures can be

characterized by a vector field p with a property that ωµ(vµ) =
〈
pµ, vµ

〉
µ
, for any vector field v.

Proposition 3.11 (Pullback of covectors). Let the nonlocal vector field F satisfy assump-
tions (A2) and (A3), and let Φ denote its flow. The map (Φa,b)

⋆
µ : L

2
Φa,b(µ)

→ L2
µ acts as pb 7→ pa.

Here, the time-dependent vector field pt ∈ L2
µt

is defined along the curve µt = Φa,t(µ) by the
formula

pt(x)
.
=

∫
y dγxt (y),

with γ being a unique solution to the Hamiltonian equation

∂tγt + div(x,y)
(
J2n∇Ht(γt)

)
= 0, γb = (id, pb)♯µb, (3.6)

where

Ht(γ) =

∫∫
y · Ft(π1

♯ γ, x) dγ(x, y),

the family γxt is obtained by disintegration of γt w.r.t. µt, and J2n is the symplectic matrix(
0 id

−id 0

)
of dimension 2n.

Remark 3.12. Above, we introduced two vector fields vt and pt, acting along the curve t 7→
µt = Φa,t(µ). The first one is uniquely determined by an initial tangent vector va ∈ L2

µa
, while

the second one is uniquely determined by a terminal tangent vector pb ∈ L2
µb
. No matter which

va and pb are selected, the corresponding vector fields vt and ψt satisfy the identity

⟨pt, vt⟩µt
= const ∀t ∈ [a, b]

(see Fig. 1). We do not know whether the curves t 7→ vt and t 7→ pt are themselves trajectories
of certain dynamical systems. However, they can be expressed as follows: vt = wt ◦ (Xµ

0,t)
−1 and

pt(x) =

∫
y dγxt (y), where wt satisfies (3.5) and γt obeys (3.6). The details are discussed in the

proof of Proposition 3.11.

Remark 3.13. Let µ ∈ P2(Rn) and γ be any lift of µ to P2(Rn × Rn), that is, γ is an arbitrary
transport plan such that π1

♯ γ = µ. The quantity

B(γ)(x) .=
∫

y dγx(y)
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is well-known in the theory of Wasserstein spaces [5], where it is called the barycentric projection.
In fact, if we introduce the set

Liftµ
.
=
{
γ ∈ P2(Rn × Rn) : π1

♯ γ = µ
}
,

comprising all possible lifts of µ, then, as one can easily check, the barycentric projection becomes
a well-defined map from Liftµ to the tangent space L2

µ, i.e., B : Liftµ → L2
µ.

Finally, as noted in [21, Section 3.3], any solution γt of the Hamiltonian equation (3.6) is a lift
of the initial trajectory µt = Φa,t(µ) to P2(Rn × Rn).

Remark 3.14. The proposed geometric approach essentially relies on the “local” structure of the
space P2. However, the actual implementation of our control-theoretical framework only requires
differentiating test functions φ ∈ D along the trajectories of the control system. This observation
allows Definitions 3.3 and 3.4 to be replaced by a purely analytical notion of “differentiability
w.r.t. the flow”, which does not exploit the local properties of the state space. This concept will
be introduced in Section 4 for an abstract dynamical system on a general metric space.

3.5 Regularity assumptions

We are now ready to state basic regularity assumptions for the main optimization problem of this
section.

Assumption (A4).
• F : I × (Rn × P2 × U) → Rn is a Carathéodory map.
• For each u ∈ U , the nonlocal vector field (t, x, µ) 7→ Ft(x, µ, ut) satisfies the
assumptions (A2) and (A3) with a constant M , common for all u.

• The cost function ℓ : P2 → R belongs to the class D.

For the remainder of this section, we work under Assumption (A4).

3.6 Super-adjoint equation

We associate equation (3.1) with a family of flows, Φu, parameterized by the generalized control
u ∈ U . Formula (3.2) enables differentiation of a test function φ ∈ D along the flow, thereby
introducing a family Lu of linear operators acting on test functions:

(
Lut φ

)
(µ)

.
=

∂

∂h

∣∣∣
h=0

φ
(
Φt,t+h[u](µ)

)
=
〈
∇φ(µ), Ft(µ, ut)

〉
µ
,

µ ∈ P2, a.a. t ∈ I.

(3.7)

Following the general approach, we define the super-adjoint p as a mild solution to the backward
problem: {

∂t + Lut
}
p
.
= ∂tpt(µ) +

〈
∇pt(µ), Ft(µ, ut)

〉
µ
= 0, pT (µ) = ℓ(µ). (3.8)

Drawing parallels with the classical case in Section 2.2, a promising candidate for the role of a
mild solution is the composition:

pt(µ) = ℓ(Φt,T (µ)), (t, µ) ∈ I × P2. (3.9)

Validation of this ansatz involves the following technical result, showing that the gradient ∇pt is
continuous in the sense that the 1-form dpt maps bounded Lipschitz vector fields to continuous
functions.

Proposition 3.15. Let u ∈ U , and Φ
.
= Φu be the flow of Ft(·, ut). Let g be a time-dependent

vector field on P2 satisfying Assumption (A2). Then,
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(1) The family {pt}t∈I , defined by (3.9), is uniformly equidifferentiable.
(2) For any s ∈ I, the map I × P2 → R given by

(t, µ) 7→
〈
∇pt(µ), gs(µ)

〉
µ

is continuous.
(3) For any compact set K ⊂ P2, the family of functions K → R given by

µ 7→
〈
∇pt(µ), gt(µ)

〉
µ
, t ∈ I,

is equicontinuous.

The first part of this assertion is a trivial consequence of Proposition 3.10 and Lemmas 3.6,
3.8. Proofs of the remaining parts are exposed in Appendix E.3.

Proposition 3.16. The map (3.9) is a mild solution to (3.8).

Proof. Fix µ ∈ P2. Proposition 3.9(3) together with Lemma 3.8(1) imply that the map t 7→ pt(µ)
is Lipschitz continuous. Therefore, for almost all t ∈ I, the limit

∂tpt(µ) = lim
h→0

pt+h(µ)− pt(µ)

h
= − lim

h→0

pt+h(Φt,t+h(µ))− pt+h(µ)

h
(3.10)

is well-defined. At the same time, as the flow of Ft(·, ut), the map Φ satisfies

lim
h→0

W2

(
Φt,t+h(µ), (id + hFt(µ, ut))♯µ

)
h

= 0, (3.11)

for almost all t ∈ I. Clearly, the set of all t ∈ I for which both (3.10) and (3.11) hold has full
Lebesgue measure. Fix some t from this set. Due to Proposition 3.9(3), the map µ 7→ pt+h(µ) is
Lipschitz with modulus LLip(ℓ). Therefore, using (3.10) and (3.11), we may write

∂tpt(µ) = − lim
h→0

pt+h
(
(id + hFt(µ, ut))♯µ

)
− pt+h(µ)

h
.

By Proposition 3.15(1), the family (pt)t∈I is uniformly equidifferentiable. Thus,

∂tpt(µ) = − lim
h→0

〈
∇pt+h(µ), Ft(µ, ut)

〉
µ
= −

〈
∇pt(µ), Ft(µ, ut)

〉
µ
,

where we use Proposition 3.15(2) to prove the last equality. □

Proposition 3.17. Let g be a time-dependent vector field on P2 satisfying Assumption (A2),
t 7→ µt be any of its trajectories, and p be defined as in (3.9). Then, for a.a. t ∈ I, the function
t 7→ pt(µt) is absolutely continuous, and

d

dt
pt(µt) = ∂tpt(µt) + (dpt)µt(gt)

=
〈
∇pt(µt), gt(µt)− Ft(µt, ut)

〉
µt
. (3.12)

The proof of Proposition 3.17 we defer to Appendix E.

Corollary 3.18. The functional (3.9) is the only solution to (3.8) satisfying the product rule
(3.12).

Proof. Let p be a solution to (3.8) such that (3.12) holds true for any g satifying (A2). Let Φ be
the flow of Ft(·, ut) and qs,t

.
= pt ◦Φs,t. By the differentiation rule (3.12) written for µt

.
= Φs,t(ϑ)
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with any ϑ ∈ P2, the mapping t 7→ qs,t is constant. Then, we can write:

pt
.
= qt,t = qt,T

.
= ℓ ◦ Φt,T ,

showing that p is uniquely defined. □

Remark 3.19 (Linear case). When the driving vector field F is independent of µ, i.e. Ft(x, µ,u) ≡
ft(x,u), we have, in addition to the super-adjoint (3.9), the usual adjoint state given by a solution
to the transport equation (2.7) with the terminal condition δℓ

δµ . Denote the former by p and the
latter by p. One may easily check that these two objects are related as

pt(µ) = ⟨µ, pt⟩, t ∈ I.

3.7 Exact increment formula and 1-variation

Consider a pair of generalized controls u and ū. Denote by Φ and Φ̄ the corresponding flows of
(3.1), and abbreviate µt = Φ0,t(ϑ), µ̄t = Φ̄0,t(ϑ) and p̄t = ℓ(Φ̄t,T (ϑ)).

Provided by the established regularity of the super-adjoint function p, and Definition 3.9, we
can represent the increment of the functional in the problem (P ) on the pair (ū, u) as in (2.9),
which is written explicitly as

I[u]− I[ū] =
∫
I

〈
∇p̄t(µt), Ft(µt, ut)− Ft(µt, ūt)

〉
µt
dt

.
=

∫
I

dp̄t
(
Ft(·, ut)− Ft(·, ūt)

) ∣∣∣
µt

dt. (3.13)

Substituting the convex combination (2.11) into (3.13), we obtain

I[uε]− I[ū] = ε

∫
I

〈
∇p̄t(µ

ε
t ), Ft(µ

ε
t , ut)− Ft(µ

ε
t , ūt)

〉
µε
t
dt,

where µε is the trajectory corresponding to uε. As ε → 0, we have µεt → µ̄t, for any t ∈ I (see,
e.g., [9]). Now, thanks to Proposition 3.15(3), we can pass to the limit obtaining the first-order
formula

lim
ε→0+

I[uε]− I[ū]
ε

=

∫
I

〈
∇p̄t(µ̄t), Ft(µ̄t, ut)− Ft(µ̄t, ūt)

〉
µ̄t
dt. (3.14)

We now prove an analog of Proposition 2.9 establishing the connection between the adjoint p
and the super-adjoint p.

Proposition 3.20. Let u ∈ U , µt and pt be the corresponding primal and co-trajectories, and pt
the associated solution to the super-adjoint system (3.8). Then ∇pt(µt) = pt for all t ∈ I.

Proof. Let Φ be the flow of (t, µ) 7→ Ft(µt, ut). Fix some t ∈ I. The representation formula yields

pt = ℓ ◦ Φt,T = Φ⋆t,T pT .

By differentiating with respect to µ we obtain, thanks to Lemma 3.6, that

dpt = d
(
Φ⋆t,TpT

)
= Φ⋆t,T (dpT ).

Let vs with s ∈ [t, T ] be the vector field from Proposition 3.10. In this case, vT = (Φt,T )⋆,µvt. Plug-
ging this formula in the previous identity and recalling the definition of the pullback for 1-forms,
we obtain: (dpt)µ(vt) = (dpT )Φt,T (µ)(vT ). Replacing µ with µt gives (dpt)µt(vt) = (dpT )µT

(vT ),
or, in the ’non-geometric’ notation,〈

∇pt(µt), vt
〉
µt

=
〈
∇pT (µT ), vT

〉
µT
.
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If we let p̃t
.
= ∇pt(µt), then the latter identity can be written as ⟨p̃t, vt⟩µt

= ⟨ℓ, vT ⟩µT
Recall

that the co-trajectory pt satisfies the same identity, that is, ⟨p̃t, vt⟩µt
= ⟨pt, vt⟩µt

. Since the initial

tangent vector vt can be arbitrarily selected from L2
µt
, we conclude that p̃t = pt. □

With the representations (3.14) and p̄t = ∇p̄t(µ̄t) at hand, we can derive the PMP in a manner
analogous to Section 2.4:

Theorem 3.21 (PMP). Suppose that Assumptions (A4) hold. If ū is optimal in (3.1), then there
exists a solution γ̄ to the Hamiltonian system (3.6) associated to the vector field Ft(·, ūt) such that
the identities 〈

p̄t, Ft(µ̄t, ūt)
〉
µ̄t

= min
ω∈U

〈
p̄t, Ft(µ̄t, δω)

〉
µ̄t

hold for a.a. t ∈ I, where p̄t = B(γ̄t) and µ̄t = π1
♯ γ̄t.

To the best of our knowledge, the second-order variation and the corresponding necessary
optimality conditions for the stated mean-field control problem have not been addressed in the
literature. Theoretically, the second-order variational analysis could be derived from the exact
representation (3.13) by analogy with Proposition 2.11. However, this path and the resulting
formulation are expected to be cumbersome to present.

In contrast, the feedback NOC in the spirit of Theorem 2.13 follows trivially from (3.13) by
applying the same arguments:

Theorem 3.22 (Feedback NOC). Suppose that Assumptions (A4) hold. Let ū be optimal in (3.1).
Denote by µ̄ and p̄ the corresponding trajectory and super-adjoint. Let a control u and the
corresponding trajectory µ satisfy〈

∇p̄t(µt), Ft(µt, ut)
〉
µt

= min
ω∈U

〈
∇p̄t(µt), Ft(µt, δω)

〉
µt
,

for a.a. t ∈ I. Then, the relation〈
∇p̄t(µt), Ft(µt, ut)

〉
µt

=
〈
∇p̄t(µt), Ft(µt, ūt)

〉
µt

holds for a.a. t ∈ I. Moreover, I[u] = I[ū].
This result fits the general framework, addressed in Section 4.2.6 for the next generation of the

problem (P ), we are going to introduce.

4 Abstract Setup

We now aim to extend the immersion-duality argument, illustrated above, towards abstract control
problems involving general-form dynamical systems in a metric space X = (X , dX ). Recall that a
forward dynamical system on X is represented by its flow Φ, satisfying the chain rule (1.1). We
restrict this definition to a fixed finite time horizon I

.
= [0, T ], and denote

∆
.
= {(s, t) : 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T}.

Since we are dealing with continuous-time dynamics, it is also natural to assume that the state
space X is path connected, in particular, it enables non-identical flows.

4.1 External generators and linear super-equation

A key step in our analysis is to derive a “differential representation” of the dynamical system
(X ,Φ). If the system were linear, such a representation would be provided by the standard concept
of the generating family of linear differential operators [23, Section 4.9]. However, when X lacks a
linear structure, this classical definition is inapplicable.
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A natural idea, then, is to introduce a kind of “external” generator for Φ by first transforming
(X ,Φ) into a linear system on a “lifted space”, whose generators are defined in the natural way.
This paragraph is devoted to the implementation of this strategy.

Denote by X = Cb(X ) the collection of bounded continuous test functions X → F, where
F ∈ {R,C}. Recall that X is a Banach space, as it is equipped with the usual supremum norm,
and the dual space X ′ is isomorphic to the collection rba(X ) of bounded regular finitely additive
measures on X , endowed with the total variation norm [24, Theorem 7.9.1].

As discussed in the Introduction, the system (X ,Φ) gives rise to two mutually adjoint linear
systems:

(Φ,X ′) and (Ψ,X).

The first (primal, forward) one is defined by the pushforward (1.3), and the second (dual, backward)
system is introduced through the pullback (1.4). Note that Ψt,s are bounded (specifically, 1-
Lipschitz) linear automorphisms of X, and the systems are related by the following identity:

⟨Φs,tµ, φ⟩ = ⟨µ,Ψt,sφ⟩, µ ∈ X ′, φ ∈ X. (4.1)

The system (X ′,Φ) serves as a “distributed version” of (X ,Φ) and is equivalent to the latter
when the domain of ϑ is restricted to the set δ(X ). We now show that (X ′,Φ) admits a differential
representation, provided by the following definition:

Definition 4.1 (Differentiability w.r.t. the flow).
1. A function φ : X → F is said to be differentiable w.r.t. the flow Φ (Φ-differentiable, for short)

at a point x ∈ X if the following limit exists for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ):

(Ltφ)(x)
.
= ∂h

∣∣∣
h=0

(
Ψt+h,tφ

)
(x) = lim

h→0+

φ
(
Φt,t+h(x)

)
− φ(x)

h
. (4.2)

If there exists a subset J ⊆ I of full Lebesgue measure such that the condition (4.2) holds for
all t ∈ J and x ∈ X , the function φ is said to be Φ-differentiable on X .

2. A function φ ∈ X that is Φ-differentiable on X is called continuously Φ-differentiable on the
same set if Ltφ ∈ X for all t ∈ J .

3. Let A be an index set. A family (φα)α∈A of functions φα ∈ X is uniformly equidifferentiable
with respect to Φ if the relation

lim
h→0+

sup
α∈A

1

h

∥∥∥∥ [Ψt+h,t − id− hLt
]
φα

∥∥∥∥
X

= 0 (4.3)

holds for a.a. t ∈ [0, T ). If A is a singleton, the function φα ≡ φ is called uniformly Φ-
differentiable.

Remark 4.2. Some aspects of Definition 4.1 deserve a comment:
(a) Any φ satisfying Definition 4.1(3) automatically satisfies Definition 4.1(2), as this follows

from the uniform limit theorem.
(b) The definition (4.2) reproduces the classical notion of the Lie derivative [25]. While the

original concept involves differentiating a tensor with respect to a vector field, its application
to functions (0-tensors) requires only the knowledge of the flow, not the vector field itself.
This flexibility allows for its adaptation to dynamical systems in abstract spaces.

(c) Any function, even a non-measurable one, is continuously differentiable with respect to the
trivial flow Φ ≡ id with Ltφ ≡ 0.

Let C1-Φ = C1-Φ(X ) denote the collection of all uniformly Φ-differentiable functions. It is easy
to verify that C1-Φ is a vector subspace of X. The class C1-Φ is non-empty (since it contains
constant maps), but — as Examples 4.3 and 4.5 below show — its actual richness essentially
depends on the regularity of Φ.
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By rephrasing (4.2), we conclude that the map t 7→ Ψt,sφ satisfies, for each φ ∈ C1-Φ, any
s ∈ [0, T ), and a.e. t ∈ [s, T ), the following ODE on X:

∂t(Ψt,sφ)
.
= ∂t[φ(Φs,t)] = ∂h

∣∣∣
h=0

φ
(
Φt,t+h ◦ Φs,t

)
.
= ∂h

∣∣∣
h=0

(
Ψt+h,tφ

)
(Φs,t)

.
= (Ltφ) (Φs,t) = Ψt,sLtφ. (4.4)

From this representation and the equality (4.1), we derive, for any fixed ϑ ∈ X ′:

d

dt
⟨Φs,tϑ, φ⟩ = ⟨ϑ, ∂tΨt,sφ⟩ = ⟨ϑ,Ψt,sLtφ⟩

.
= ⟨Φs,tϑ,Ltφ⟩.

When φ runs over an adequate subspace D ⊂ C1-Φ, this relation constitutes the distributional
form of a linear differential equation in the dual space X ′, with the set D representing the class
of test functions.

If we denote xt
.
= Φ0,tϑ and introduce the formal adjoint Lt

′ of the operator Lt via the relation:

⟨Lt′µ, φ⟩
.
= ⟨µ,Ltφ⟩, µ ∈ X ′, φ ∈ C1-Φ,

this equation can be expressed symbolically as

ẋt = Lt
′xt, x0 = ϑ. (4.5)

Motivated by this discussion, one can say that the family L = (Lt)t∈I generates the forward
flow Φ on X ′ in the weak* sense. Returning to the original framework, we term L an external
generating family of Φ.

In the rest of the section, we exemplify the utility of Definition 4.1 and provide a rigorous
interpretation of the “PDE” (4.5). In particular, Proposition 4.7 below introduces natural (and
sufficiently strong) assumptions on the space D, which guarantee the existence and uniqueness of
a solution to (4.5), showing, in turn, that the linear operators Lt generate the backward flow Ψ
on D in the conventional sense.

4.1.1 Differentiability along the flow

In general, the (uniform equi-) Φ-differentiability of φ is a joint property of the pair (φ,Φ). As a
basic regularity assumption, we have:

Assumption (A5).
• The flow map Φ: ∆ × X → X , defined for variables (s, t, x), is Lipschitz continuous
w.r.t. the second variable t ∈ [s, T ], with a Lipschitz constant Lip(Φ) independent of s.

• Additionally, it is Lipschitz continuous in the third variable, uniformly in (s, t) ∈ ∆,
with the same Lipschitz constant.

With these hypotheses, for any Lipschitz function φ, the map t 7→ (Ψt,sφ)(x)
.
= φ

(
Φs,t(x)

)
remains Lipschitz on [s, T ] for all x ∈ X . In this case, the value (Ltφ)(x) exists at a.e. t ∈ [s, T ],
and the following representation holds:

([
Ψt+h,t − id

]
φ
)
(x)

.
= φ

(
Φt,t+h(x)

)
− φ(x) =

∫ t+h

t

(Lsφ)(x) ds.

Hence, we can estimate:

∥∥∥[Ψt+h,t − id− hLt
]
φ
∥∥∥
X

≤ sup
x∈X

∫ t+h

t

∣∣∣[Ls − Lt]φ(x)
∣∣∣ ds,
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which shows that a sufficient condition for the uniform Φ-differentiability of a Lipschitz function
is a “uniform (w.r.t. x) Lebesgue differentiability” of the map t 7→ (Ltφ)(x):

lim
h→0+

1

h

∫ t+h

t

∥∥∥[Ls − Lt]φ
∥∥∥
X
ds = 0. (4.6)

Similarly, a sufficient condition for the uniform Φ-equidifferentiability of a family (φα)α∈A of
uniformly Lipschitz functions φα is derived as

lim
h→0+

1

h

∫ t+h

t

sup
α∈A

∥∥∥[Ls − Lt]φα

∥∥∥
X
ds = 0, (4.7)

for a.e. t ∈ I.

Example 4.3. Remaining within assumptions (A5), let X = Rn, and Φ be the flow of the control-
linear vector field

ft(x) =

m∑
k=1

fk(x)uk(t),

where fk : Rn → Rn are bounded and Lipschitz, and u = (u1, u2, . . . , um) ∈ L∞(I;U) with a
compact U ⊂ Rm. Then, any function φ ∈ C1(Rn) ∩ Cb(Rn) with a bounded gradient belongs to
C1-Φ(Rn).

This conjecture follows from the fact that operators Lt act on elements φ ∈ D as the usual Lie
derivatives, Ltφ =

∑
uk(t)∇φ · fk, which meet the condition (4.6) due to the obvious estimate:∫ t+h

t

∥∥∥[Ls − Lt]φ
∥∥∥
X
ds ≤ ∥∇φ∥X max

k
∥fk∥∞

∑
k

∫ t+h

t

∣∣∣uk(s)− uk(t)
∣∣∣ ds

and Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem.

Example 4.4. Let X = P2, and Φ = Φ be the flow of a nonlocal vector field F : I×(Rn×P2×U) →
Rn with the structure

Ft(x, µ) =

m∑
j=1

uj(t)F
j(x, µ),

where all F j satisfy assumptions (A2) and (A3). Then, any function φ ∈ D satisfies (4.6), implying
the inclusion φ ∈ C1-Φ(P2).

Example 4.5. Let X , Φ, f and φ be as in Example 4.3. Assume, in addition, that ∇φ and Df
are bounded. Then, the functional family (φα)∆, α

.
= (a, b), φα

.
= Ψb,aφ

.
= φ ◦ Φα, is uniformly

Φ-equidifferentiable. This follows from the estimates:∣∣∣[Ls − Lt]φα

∣∣∣ ≤∑
k

|∇φ ◦ Φα| · |DΦα| ·
∣∣∣fk∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣uk(t)− uk(s)

∣∣∣,
and the representation [4, Theorems 2.3.2, 2.2.3]:

DΦa,s = id +

∫ s

a

Dfτ (Φa,τ )DΦa,τ dτ,

giving the uniform bound:

|DΦα| ≤ exp

∑
k

∥|Dfk|∥X∥uk∥L1[a,b]


due to Grönwall’s lemma.
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Example 4.6. In addition to the hypotheses of Example 4.4, suppose that the maps DF j and
DF j are bounded. Then, for any φ ∈ D, the family (φ ◦ Φα)α∈∆ is uniformly equidifferentiable
w.r.t. Φ. This fact is established in Appendix F.1

4.1.2 Well-posedness

The following result, consistent with [23, Theorem 4.10.1], demonstrates that the linear PDE (4.5)
is well-defined under an appropriate regularity of the flow Φ (cf. also [26, 27]).

Proposition 4.7. Let D ⊂ C1-Φ(X ) consist of bounded Lipschitz functions.
1. Assume (A5). Then, for any ϑ ∈ X ′, the function x : I → X ′, defined by the actions

⟨xt, φ⟩
.
= ⟨Φ0,tϑ, φ⟩

.
= ⟨ϑ,Ψt,0φ⟩, t ∈ I, φ ∈ X,

is a distributional solution to the initial value problem (4.5) with the class D of tests functions,
namely, the following Newton-Leibniz formula holds:

⟨xt − ϑ, φ⟩ =
∫ t

0

⟨xs,Lsφ⟩ ds, t ∈ I, φ ∈ D. (4.8)

2. In addition to (A5), suppose the following regularity (see Remark 4.8(b) below):

Assumption (A6).
• For any φ ∈ D, the family (φα

.
= Ψb,aφ)α=(a,b)∈∆ is uniformly equidifferentiable

w.r.t. Φ.
• Moreover, the equality

lim
h→0+

∥∥∥Ls (Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s

)
φ
∥∥∥
X

= 0

holds for all φ ∈ D, t ∈ (0, T ], and a.a. 0 ≤ s < t.

Then,
2a. the family L = (Lt)t∈I of linear operators (4.2) generates the linear backward dynamical

system Ψ on D, i.e., for any φ ∈ D, every t ∈ (0, T ], and a.a. 0 ≤ s < t, it holds:

lim
h→0+

1

h

∥∥∥(Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s + hLsΨt,s

)
φ
∥∥∥
X

= 0.

2b. The function x is a unique solution to (4.8) in the sense that any distributional solution y
to (4.5), such that all maps s 7→ ⟨ys,Ψt,sφ⟩, φ ∈ D, are absolutely continuous, coincides
with x on D (Remark 4.8(b)).

Proof. 1. First, note that, for each φ ∈ D, the composition t 7→ φ ◦ Φ0,t is Lipschitz by the
definition of D and hypotheses (A5). Hence, we have for any s, t > 0:∣∣∣〈ϑ, (Ψs,0 −Ψt,0)φ

〉∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫ (φ ◦ Φ0,s − φ ◦ Φ0,t

)
dϑ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥ϑ∥X′ Lip(φ) Lip(Φ) |t− s|,

where the integral w.r.t. a finitely additive measure is defined in the usual way [28, §4.7(iv)]. Thus,
the map t 7→ ⟨xt, φ⟩ is Lipschitz on I.

Let us ensure that x is indeed a solution to (4.8). To this end, we apply the relation (4.4) with
s = 0, written as

Ψt,0φ = φ+

∫ t

0

Ψs,0Lsφds,
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and employ the fact that the Lebesgue integral commutes with linear functionals [29, Sec. 8,
Propos. 7], yielding:

⟨xt − ϑ, φ⟩ .= ⟨ϑ, (Ψt,0 − id)φ⟩ =
〈
ϑ,

∫ t

0

Ψs,0Lsφds

〉
=

∫ t

0

〈
ϑ,Ψs,0Lsφ

〉
ds

.
=

∫ t

0

⟨xs,Lsφ⟩ ds,

as is claimed.

2. To prove Assertion 2a, let us express:

−
(
Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s + hLsΨt,s

)
φ =

(
Ψs+h,s−id− hLs

)
Ψt,s+hφ+ hLs

(
Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s

)
φ.

Denoting α
.
= (a, b) and φα

.
= Ψ(b,a)φ, we have the estimate:

1

h

∥∥(Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s + hLsΨt,s)φ
∥∥
X

≤ 1

h
sup
α∈∆

∥∥∥∥(Ψs+h,s − id− hLs

)
φα

∥∥∥∥
X

+

∥∥∥∥Ls(Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s

)
φ

∥∥∥∥
X

.

Passing to the limit as h→ 0+, both terms vanish due to assumption (A6).

3. It remains to prove Assertion 2b. Let y be any solution I → X ′ to (4.8). Fix t ∈ (0, T ] and
φ ∈ D, denote ηs

.
= ⟨ys,Ψt,sφ⟩, 0 ≤ s ≤ t, and assume that η is absolutely continuous on [s, T ].

Let us show that dη/ ds = 0. To this end, we represent:〈
ys+h,Ψt,s+hφ

〉
−
〈
ys,Ψt,sφ

〉
h

=

〈
ys+h, 1/h

(
Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s + hLsΨt,s

)
φ
〉
−
〈
ys+h,LsΨt,sφ

〉
+ 1/h⟨ys+h − ys,Ψt,sφ⟩,

when 0 < s < s+ h < t, and estimate the first term using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality:∣∣∣∣〈ys+h, φs,t,h〉∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥∥φs,t,h∥∥X ∥ys+h∥X′ ,

where φs,t,h
.
= 1

h

(
Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s + hLsΨt,s

)
φ. Letting h→ 0+, and recalling that the set {ys : s ∈

I} is ∥ · ∥X′ -bounded, this term vanishes due to the previous assertion. The second term tends
to the value −

〈
ys,LsΨt,sφ

〉
because y is weakly* continuous, and the third expression tends to〈

ys,LsΨt,sφ
〉
by the very definition of y.

Now, since s 7→ ηs is constant, we have: ⟨yt, φ⟩
.
= ηt = η0

.
= ⟨ϑ,Ψt,0φ⟩, showing that y

coincides with x as a functional D → F.
□

Remark 4.8.
(a) A solution x to the system (4.8) need not be unique outside the subset D. For example, if D

is composed of constant functions, a solution is any curve y : I → X ′ satisfying the relation
yt(X ) = ϑ(X ), for all t ∈ I.

(b) The hypotheses (A6) are joint assumptions on the pair (Φ,D), and they are far from being
straightforward. The following proposition illustrates a sufficient condition for such regularity
in the classical setting.

Proposition 4.9. Let X , Φ, and f be as in Example 4.5. Additionally, assume that Dft is
uniformly Lipschitz in t ∈ I. Then:
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i) the class D of test functions can be specified as C1,1
b (Rn), the collection of bounded C1-

functions with bounded Lipschitz gradients, and
ii) with this choice of D, assumptions (A6) are fulfilled.

The proof is sketched in Appendix F.2.

Remark 4.10. The passage (X ,Φ) → (X,Ψ) underpins the theory of Koopman operators [1,
30] and Chronological Calculus [13, 31], which, in turn, align with the framework of Statistical
Mechanics [32]. In all these frameworks, a nonlinear dynamical system on some underlying space
X is transformed into a linear system on the space of sufficiently regular test functions. In the
mechanical context, X serves as the state space of a physical system, and the part of test functions
is played by observables – physical characteristics of the system state, measured in experiments.

The dual transformation (X ,Φ) → (X ′,Φ) performs a kind of inverse of the classical method
of characteristics: given a nonlinear system, we search for a linear “PDE” whose characteristics are
exactly the trajectories of Φ. To our knowledge, this idea was not systematically utilized before in
the area of control theory.

Remark 4.11. Any complete metric space X admits a local differential structure, provided by the
usual definition of the tangent space [33–35]. With this structure, one can define dynamics on X
by appropriately generalizing the concept of a differential equation and calculating its local flow Φ
[36–38]. This formalism is connected to the frameworks of quasi-differential equations [39, 40] and
mutations [41], and is somewhat analogous to the construction of dynamical systems on manifolds.

Our approach has been developed in a somewhat opposite direction: in contrast to the cited
works, we identified an external differential structure of a given global flow Φ without referring to
the local properties of X or requiring its completeness.

4.2 Optimal control

Let us return to the framework of control theory, where the flow Φ depends on a functional
parameter u : t 7→ ut from a suitable class U . The triple (X ,Φ, U) is termed a control system, and
its specific structure is discussed in subsequent paragraphs.

4.2.1 Control functions

Previously, we operated with “ordinary” and generalized controls, being measurable (in an appro-
priate sense) functions t 7→ ut, I → V ′, to the dual of the corresponding Banach space V , subject
to the so-called geometric constraint: ut ∈ U for a.a. t ∈ I, where U ⊂ V ′ was closed, convex and
bounded in the norm ∥ · ∥V ′ .4

A natural progression, motivated by Examples 4.15 and 4.16 below, is to let V be any
(separable) Banach space over the complete field K of scalars, and set:

U .
= L∞

w∗(I;U),

where L∞
w∗(I;V

′) stands for the Banach space of weakly* measurable functions u : I → V ′, i.e.,
the functions having measurable actions t 7→ ⟨ut, v⟩ on the elements v ∈ V (see Appendix B).

Remark 4.12. Recall that, as soon as V ′ is infinite-dimensional, the measurability of a function
I → V ′ can be understood in several (at least four) different senses, see, e.g., [42, Sec. II], and the
notation L∞(I,V ′) is typically used for the space of functions, which are measurable in Bochner’s
sense. It worth stressing that the generic weakly* measurable function, u ∈ L∞

w∗(I,V
′), doesn’t

have to be an element of L∞(I,V ′) [42, Sec. II, Example 6]). In particular, u is not essentially
separably valued, and it is not approximated by simple functions.

Remark 4.13 (Why do we need the weak* measurability?). The compactness of U , which is
necessary to guarantee the existence of the corresponding optimal control problem, is usually

4For generalized controls, the triple (V ,V ′, U) is specified as (Rm,Rm′,P(U)) with a fixed compact set U ⊂ Rm.
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established via the Banach-Alaoglu theorem [42, Theorem 1.2.1]. Application of this result to
measurable controls I → V ′ requires the classical duality for Lebesgue-Bochner spaces:

(L1(I;V ))′ = L∞(I;V ′). (4.9)

However, the relation (4.9) takes place if and only if V ′ has the Radon-Nikodym property [42,
Sec. IV.1, Theorem 1], which is true, say, if it is reflexive or separable. At the same time, some
cases of control-theoretical interest, such as generalized controls and Lipschitz vector fields from
Example 4.15 below, do not fit these conditions.

At the same time, for any Banach space V , there holds (refer to Appendix B) the following
relation:

(L1(I;V ))′ = L∞
w∗(I;V

′), (4.10)
established by the pairing

⟨⟨u, v⟩⟩ .=
∫

⟨ut, vt⟩(V ′,V ) dt, (4.11)

and enabling the use of the Banach-Alaoglu theorem.5

Below, we show that the weak* topology on U can be metricized by some metric dU . On the
resulting metric space (U, dU ), we can introduce the Borel σ-algebra and say that the map t 7→ ut
is measurable if the preimages of Borel subsets of U are Borel in I. Furthermore, we show that
t 7→ ut is measurable in this sense if and only if it is weak* measurable.

Proposition 4.14. Assume that V is separable. Then,
1. U is compactly metrizable.
2. Each representative of the class u ∈ U is measurable in the preimage sense.

Proof. 1. Notice that U is compact in V ′ w.r.t. the induced weak* topology σ(V ′,V ) by the
Banach-Alaoglu theorem. In addition, since V is separable, the weak* topology on U is metrizable
by a (non-translation-invariant) metric given by

dU (u
1,u2) =

∑
i∈N

2−i
∣∣∣⟨u1 − u2, vi⟩

∣∣∣ ,
for a dense sequence {vi}i∈N ⊂ V . In other words, we can endow U with the structure of a compact
(and, consequently, separable) metric space (U, dU ). By the same line of arguments, the set U is
compact in the corresponding (weak* subspace) topology σ(L∞

w∗ , L1). Furthermore, since L1(I;V )
inherits the separability of V , U can also be viewed as a compact (and separable) metric space.

2. With a slight abuse of notation, we name a representative of the class u ∈ U by the same
letter. Following [43, Theorem I.4.20], the measurability of a function u : I → (U, dU ) to a separable
metric space is equivalent to the measurability of the functions t 7→ dU (ut,u) for all u ∈ V ′. By
leveraging the above definition of dU and the concept of weak* measurability, we observe that each
t 7→ dU (ut,u) is a countable sum of measurable maps, and therefore, it is also measurable. □

Example 4.15 (Lipschitz vector fields as controls). The right-hand side of a Carathéodory ODE
may serve as a control input:

ẋ = ft(x)
.
= ut(x), x(0) = x0 ∈ Rn. (4.12)

To fit our general construction, let V be the Arens-Eells (Lipschitz free) space F(Rn;Rm) over Rn
(see Remark F.1 in Appendix F.3), and U be a closed ball in the Banach space V ′ = Lip0(Rn,Rm),
composed by Lipschitz functions u: Rn → Rm with the property u(0) = 0, under the Lipschitz
norm:

∥u∥Lip0
= sup

{
|u(x)− u(y)|

|x− y|
: x ̸= y

}
.

5Recall that convergence in the weak* topology is a sort of pointwise convergence. In particular, uk → u in
σ(L∞

w∗(I;V
′), L1(I;V )) reads: ⟨⟨uk, v⟩⟩ → ⟨⟨u, v⟩⟩ for all v ∈ L1(I;V ).
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Example 4.16 (Lp vector fields as controls). Let V = Lp(Rn;Rm), 1 ≤ p < ∞, and U be a
closed ball of V ′ = Lq(Rn;Rm), 1

p + 1
q = 1. Consider the ODE driven by “pre-filtered” feedback

controls u = ut(x):

ẋ =
∑
k

fkt (x) v
k
t (x) x(0) = x0 ∈ Rn; (4.13)

vkt
.
= η ∗ ukt , u=(u1, . . . , um) ∈ U ,

where fk are sublinear Carathéodory vector fields, and the convolution kernel η belongs to Cc(Rn)
and is Lipschitz on its support.

Proposition 4.17. The control systems, introduced in Examples 4.15 and 4.16, are well-posed,
that is, the corresponding ODEs have unique solutions on I, for any u from the corresponding set
U , and, moreover, the operators u 7→ xu are continuous as U → Cb(Rn).

A proof of this simple assertion is placed in Appendix F.3. For the rest of the manuscript, we
always assume that U agrees with the exposed general construction.

4.2.2 Problem statement. Immersion

Given a control system (X ,Φ,U), and some fixed initial state x0 ∈ X , we denote by xu a trajectory
t 7→ Φu0,t(x0) of the control system corresponding to u ∈ U . The object of our study is the following
dynamic optimization problem:

inf
{
I[u] .= ℓ(xT ) : xt = xut , u ∈ U

}
, (P )

where ℓ : X → R is a given cost function.
In subsequent sections, we rigorously develop the general approach to the variational analy-

sis of problem (P ), building on the exposed arguments. This approach relies exclusively on the
fundamental properties of the studied model, such as the global metric structure of the space X
and the concept of external generating family from Section 4.1.1. The lack of a deeper and more
substantial structure will require imposing fairly strict assumptions on the initial data.

The first ingredient is built on the results of Section 4.1, provided by the following basic
hypotheses:

Assumption (A7).
• There exists a non-empty linear subspace D ⊂

⋂
u∈U

C1-Φu

(X ), composed of bounded

and Lipschitz functions, and such that:
(a) ℓ ∈ D,
(b) for each u ∈ U , the pair (Φu,D) satisfies hypotheses (A5) and (A6).
(c) Moreover, for any x ∈ X , there exists r = rx such that

sup

{
dX

(
x,Φus,t(x)

)
: (s, t) ∈ ∆, u ∈ U

}
< r,

and the operators u 7→ Φus,t are continuous from U to X .

Remark 4.18. Under assumption (A7)(b), a trajectory x = xu is absolutely continuous on I [5,
Definition 2.1]. In particular, its metric derivative [5, Expression (2.2)]

|ẋ|t
.
= lim
ε→0

1

ε
d(xt+ε, xt),

exists for a.a. t ∈ I, and |ẋ| ∈ L1(I).
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With the original (nonlinear) problem (P ) in the metric space X , we can associate a (state-
linear) problem in the dual Banach space X ′ .= (Cb(X ))′:

inf
{
J [u]

.
= ⟨xT , ℓ⟩ : x

.
= xu, u ∈ U

}
, (LP ′)

where ℓ and U are the same as before, ϑ ∈ X ′ is a fixed element, and xut
.
= Φu

0,tϑ with the maps
Φu defined, for any fixed u ∈ U , as in (4.1).

The problem (LP ′) is clearly linear in the state variable x. Moreover, this new problem is
equivalent to (P ) in the case when ϑ = δx0

. This δ-version of (LP ′), previously termed the super-
version of (P ), will be denoted by (LP ′|P ). In general, (LP ′) can be interpreted as a generalization
of (P ) that allows for “distributed” initial conditions.

4.2.3 (Super-) adjoint trajectory

The linearity of (LP ′) allows us to adapt several important analytical results, such as duality
theory. To leverage this, we introduce the external generators Lut of the flow Φu on D, as in (4.2),
and recall that xu is a solution of the system (4.5) associated to the linear operator Lt = Lut ,
according to Proposition 4.7.

Fix a reference control ū ∈ U and define:

p̄t = Ψū
T,tℓ

.
= ℓ ◦ Φūt,T , t ∈ I. (4.14)

This map is expected to serve as the adjoint of the corresponding state x̄ = xū and, consequently,
as a super-adjoint of the original state x̄ = xū, according to our previous terminology. Establishing
this fact relies on the following result:

Lemma 4.19. Let assumptions (A7) hold, and let u ∈ U be arbitrary. Consider a function ξ ∈
Cb(I ×X ) satisfying:
(a) The maps t 7→ ξt(x) are Lipschitz on I with a common Lipschitz constant Lip(ξ), independent

of x. Furthermore, there exists a set J ⊂ I of full Lebesgue measure such that, for each t ∈ J ,
the derivative ∂tξt(x) exists for all x ∈ X .

(b) The maps x 7→ ξt(x) are Lipschitz on X with the same common constant Lip(ξ).
(c) The family (ξt)t∈J is uniformly equidifferentiable with respect to Φu.
Then, the composition t 7→ (ξ ◦ x)t, where x = xu, is absolutely continuous. Furthermore, the
following Newton-Leibniz formula holds for all (s, t) ∈ ∆:

ξt(xt)− ξs(xs) =

∫ t

s

{
∂τ + Luτ

}
ξ
∣∣∣
xτ

dτ. (4.15)

Proof. First, note that due to assumption (a), the value |∂tξt(xt)| is well-defined at all t ∈ J , and

|∂tξt(xt)| ≤ Lip(ξ),

which shows that t 7→ ∂tξt(xt) belongs to L1(I). Similarly, the subset Ĵ ⊂ J of differentiability
points of x has full Lebesgue measure, and by assumption (b), for all t ∈ Ĵ ,

lim
h→0+

∣∣∣(Φ⋆t,t+hξt)(xt)− ξt(xt)
∣∣∣

h
≤ Lip(ξ) lim

h→0+

d(xt+h, xt)

h

.
= Lip(ξ) |ẋ|t,

implying that t 7→ (Ltξt)(xt) is also in L1(I).
Abbreviate Lt

.
= Lut . Recall that ξ ◦ x is differentiable at any t ∈ Ĵ , and represent:

d

dt
(ξ ◦ x)t = lim

h→0+

ξt+h(xt+h)− ξt+h(xt)

h
+ lim
h→0+

ξt+h(xt)− ξt(xt)

h
. (4.16)
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To compute the first limit, we use assumption (c) and the obvious inequality:∣∣ξt+h(xt+h)− ξt+h(xt)− hLtξt+h(xt)
∣∣

h

.
=

1

h

∣∣∣∣( [Φ⋆t,t+h − id− hLt

]
ξt+h

)
(xt)

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

(s,x)∈I×X

1

h

∣∣∣∣( [Φ⋆t,t+h − id− hLt

]
ξs

)
(x)

∣∣∣∣,
and the uniform equi-differentiability of (ξs)s∈Ĵ⊂J then implies that

lim
h→0+

ξt+h(xt+h)− ξt+h(xt)

h
= Ltξt(xt).

Finally, note that the second term of (4.16) coincides with ∂tξt(xt), provided by the inclusion
t ∈ Ĵ ⊆ J . □

A simple corollary of the Lipschitz continuity and the semigroup properties of Φ is the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.20. Provided by Assumption (a) of Lemma 4.19, let ξ be a bounded Lipschitz function
X → F. Then:
(1) The map s 7→ (ξ ◦ Φus,t)(x) is Lipschitz on [0, t], uniformly with respect to x ∈ X .
(2) The map x 7→ (ξ ◦ Φus,t)(x) is Lipschitz, uniformly with respect to (s, t) ∈ ∆.

The next assertion is now straightforward.

Lemma 4.21. Along with hypotheses (A7), suppose the following:

Assumption (A8).
• For any u ∈ U , the collection (Ψū

T,sℓ)0≤s≤T is uniformly equidifferentiable with respect
to Φu.

• There exists a subset J̄ ⊂ I of full Lebesgue measure such that the derivative
∂tℓ(Φ̄t,T (x)) is defined on J̄ for all x ∈ X .

Then, the function p̄ defined by (4.14) satisfies all assumptions of Lemma 4.19.

We culminate this part of the discussion with a key proposition, whose proof is identical to
that of Proposition 3.16:

Proposition 4.22. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.21, p̄ is a mild solution to the backward
Cauchy problem

ṗt
.
= ∂tp̄t = −Lūt pt, pT = ℓ. (4.17)

4.2.4 (Super-) duality

Fix two arbitrary controls ū, u ∈ U , and adopt the following notational convention: dependence
on ū is indicated by a bar, while dependence on u is implicit. For instance, x

.
= xu and p̄

.
= pū.

Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.21, the action map t 7→ ⟨xt, p̄t⟩ is absolutely continuous
and satisfies, for a.e. t ∈ I, the product rule (4.15). Together with the representation (4.17), this
yields

d

dt
⟨xt, p̄t⟩ =

〈
xt, {∂t + Lut } p̄t

〉
=
〈
xt,
{
Lut − Lūt

}
p̄t

〉
. (4.18)

Setting u = ū in this expression gives

d

dt
⟨xt,pt⟩ ≡ 0,

38



which shows that the map t 7→ ⟨xt,pt⟩ is constant. In particular, we have the equalities:

J [u]
.
= ⟨xT , ℓ⟩

.
= ⟨xT ,pT ⟩ = ⟨x0,p0⟩.

This allows us to reformulate (LP ′) in terms of the co-trajectory pt, excluding any reference
to xt, as

inf
{
⟨ϑ,p0⟩ : p = pu, u ∈ U

}
. (LP )

The problem (LP ) is said to be dual to (LP ′). Clearly, both problems have the same minimizing
sequences of controls, i.e., are equivalent.

4.2.5 Exact increment formulas

Other important consequences of (4.18) are two representation formulas for the increment of
the objective functional J of (LP ′) on the pair (ū, u), which can be written in terms of the
Hamilton-Pontryagin functional

Hu
t (ϑ, φ)

.
= ⟨ϑ,Lut φ⟩

as

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫
I

(
Hu
t (xt, p̄t)−H ū

t (xt, p̄t)
)
dt, and (4.19)

J [u]− J [ū] =

∫
I

(
H ū
t (x̄t,pt)−Hu

t (x̄t,pt)
)
dt. (4.20)

The first (primal) formula is deduced by the duality argument, ⟨x̄T , p̄T ⟩ = ⟨x̄0, p̄0⟩, in a way
similar to Section 2.3, and the second (dual) formula (4.20) follows from (4.19) by renaming ū↔ u.

All the said naturally applies to the linear super-version (LP ′|P ) of the nonlinear problem (P ).
In this case, one can recast the representations (4.19) and (4.20) in terms of the original states
x = xu by specifying xt = δx(t). For example, (4.19) rewrites:

I[u]− I[ū] =
∫
I

(
H̄u
t (xt)− H̄ ū

t (xt)
)
dt, (4.21)

where we incorporate the following notation:

H̄u
t (x)

.
= Hu(δx, p̄t) = (Lut p̄t)(x).

Note that (4.21) boils down to (2.10) and (3.13) in the corresponding contexts.

4.2.6 1- and ∞-order variational analysis

In the remaining part of the paper, we concentrate on the systems featuring linear dependence on
the control variable. Specifically, we incorporate an extra structural assumption:
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Assumption (A9).
• For a.a. t ∈ I, the following equality holds:

Lut = L̃t(ut),

where the operators L̃t(u) are defined analogously to (4.2):

(L̃t(u)φ)(x)
.
= lim
h→0+

φ
(
Φu≡u
t,t+h(x)

)
− φ(x)

h
,

with Φu≡u
s,s+h denoting the state evolution from t to t+h under a constant control u ∈ U .

• Moreover, the function u 7→ L̃t(u) is linear.

To streamline the notations, we redefine:

Lt(u)
.
= L̃t(u), Ht(ϑ, φ,u)

.
= ⟨ϑ,Lt(u)φ⟩, and

H̄t(x,u)
.
= Ht(δx, φ,u)

.
= (Lt(u) p̄t)(x).

Let u in (4.19) be in the form (2.11). The same steps as in Section 2 result in the first variation
formula

d

dε

∣∣∣
ε=0

J [uε] =

∫
I

Ht(x̄t, p̄t, ut − ūt) dt, (4.22)

implying the classical-form result:

Theorem 4.23 (PMP for problem (LP ′)). Assume that hypotheses (A7)–(A9) hold, and let ū be
optimal for (LP ′). Then, the following relation holds for a.a. t ∈ I:

min
u∈U

Ht(x̄t, p̄t, ūt − u) = 0. (4.23)

By applying this assertion to the delta-problem (LP ′|P ), we immediately have the non-
standard formulation of the PMP for the original problem (P ), involving the super-adjoint state
instead of the usual co-trajectory.

Corollary 4.24 (Super-form PMP for problem (P )). Under the same presumption, the following
relation holds for a.a. t ∈ I:

min
u∈U

H̄t(x̄t, ūt − u) = 0. (4.24)

It is important to note that the “classical” form of this result is, in general, not applicable to
the problem (P ).

Now, denote by Ūext the set of controls u ∈ U satisfying, for a.a. t ∈ I, the pointwise minimum
condition:

Ht(xt, p̄t, ut) = min
u∈U

Ht(xt, p̄t,u). (4.25)

Recall that (4.25) is a kind of operator equation on U , provided by the feedback dependence
x = xu.

Theorem 4.25. The operator equation (4.25) has at least one solution u ∈ U for any ū ∈ U , i.e.,
Ūext ̸= ∅.
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Proof. Recall that (U = U(U), dU ) is a compact metric space inheriting the convexity of U .
1. Define the functional N : U × U → R and the set-valued mapping M : U ⇝ U by

N[u, v]
.
=

∫
I

Ht(x
u
t , p̄t, vt) dt and M[u]

.
=

{
v ∈ U : N[u, v] = inf

w∈U
N[u,w]

}
.

Under the made assumptions, the mapping N is continuous in the product topology and linear
in the second argument. It follows that M is upper semicontinuous [46, Theorem 6, p. 53], and
its values are convex subsets of U . By applying Kakutani’s theorem [46, Corollary 1, p. 85], we
conclude that there exists ǔ ∈ U with the property: ǔ ∈ M[ǔ].

2. Denote
ηt(u)

.
= Ht(xt[ǔ], p̄t,u), αt

.
= min

u∈U
ηt(u),

and provide the obvious estimate∫
I

Ht(xt[ǔ], p̄t, ǔ) dt
.
= inf
w∈U

∫
I

ηt(wt) dt ≥
∫
I

min
u∈U

Ht(xt[ǔ], p̄t,u)
.
=

∫
I

αt dt.

Noticing that the function η : I ×U → R is Carathéodory due to the definition of H and assump-
tions (A9), and αt ∈ ηt(U) for a.e. t ∈ I, it follows from Filippov’s lemma [47, Theorem 8.2.10]
that there exists a function w̌ ∈ U such that α = η ◦ w̌. Therefore, the above estimate holds with
equality, and ǔ is a desired solution of (4.25). □

Appendix D presents an approach for approximating the solution of (4.25) using a simple
sample-and-hold algorithm.

Provided by the previous assertion, trivial arguments from Section 2.6 lead to the following
feedback NOC (FNOC).

Theorem 4.26 (FNOC for problem (LP ′)). Under the premise of Theorem 4.23, the relations

Ht(xt, p̄t, ūt) = Ht(xt, p̄t, ut)
.
= min

u∈U
Ht(x

u
t , p̄t,u)

hold for any u ∈ Ūext and a.e. t ∈ I. Moreover, J [u] = J [ū].

As before, all obtained results are directly applied to the problem (LP ′|P ) and, upon an
appropriate translation, can be extended to the nonlinear context. Applying this strategy leads to
the following optimality principle in the problem (P ).

Corollary 4.27 (FNOC for problem (P )). Assuming the conditions (A7)–(A9), the optimality of
ū for (P ) implies that

H̄t(xt, ūt) = H̄t(xt, ut)

holds at a.e. t ∈ I, for all u ∈ U satisfying the operator equation:

H̄t(xt, ut) = min
u∈U

H̄t(xt,u); x = xu. (4.26)

Although these conditions are not yet sufficient for global optimality, they are demonstrated
to be strictly stronger than the PMP even in bi-linear problems (see examples in [3, 48]).

Remark 4.28 (Geometric interpretation of the feedback NOCs). Just as PMP in control-linear
problems is naturally connected to the class of weak variations uε of the tested control ū, the
FNOCs are related to the following class of “super-strong” variations:

u ▷s ū
.
=

{
ut, t ∈ [0, s),
ūt, t ∈ [s, T ],

u ∈ U . (4.27)

41



Fig. 2 The curve γs on the reachable set RT (ϑ) obtained by switching from u to ū at the time moment s.

Indeed, plugging (4.27) into (4.19) yields:

J [u ▷s ū]− J [ū] =

∫ s

0

[
Ht(xt, p̄t, ut)−Ht(xt, p̄t, ūt)

]
dt = ⟨xs, p̄s⟩ − ⟨ϑ, p̄0⟩,

showing that the integrand of (4.19) is exactly the sensitivity d
dsJ [u ▷s ū] of the cost functional

to the control variation (4.27).
This observation gives a natural geometric interpretation of Theorem 4.26: set

γs
.
= xu ▷sūT ,

and note that the map s 7→ γs defines a continuous curve on the reachable set

RT (ϑ)
.
= {xuT : u ∈ U}

of the control system at the final time moment T (see Fig. 2); by construction, this curves connects
the points x̄T

.
= γ0 and xT

.
= γT , and

J [u ▷s ū] = ⟨γs, ℓ⟩ .

In order to check (or discredit) the optimality of ū, we are to let the map s 7→ ⟨γs, ℓ⟩ monotoni-
cally decrease at the possibly fastest rate. If this map is demonstrated to be absolutely continuous,
this means to minimize the quantity:

d

ds
⟨γs, ℓ⟩

.
= Hs(xs, p̄s, us)−Hs(xs, p̄s, ūs)

w.r.t. us at a.e. s. This is, actually, what our feedback optimality principle does.

5 Conclusions

We conclude the paper with a summary of the key findings and potential future directions.
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5.1 Résumé. Advantages and shortcomings

This paper introduces a new phenomenon, which we term “super-duality”, and highlights its
fundamental role in variational analysis, a role that has not been well understood previously.
This discovery features elegant connections with classical results and leads to novel optimality
principles, reinforcing the conventional concepts of local extremum in dynamic optimization.

The presented approach is notable for its conceptual simplicity. It is particularly surprising that
such a straightforward path to classical results has not been explored earlier. Equally unexpected
is the fact that, during the “classical period” of control theory, the feedback optimality principle —
although implicitly employed in computational methods [45] — was not rigorously formalized.
Even in the literature addressing feedback necessary conditions [15], our “exact” version of this
principle appears to be absent.

Like any sufficiently general approach, ours has a natural drawback: the regularity requirements
we impose, such as uniform equidifferentiability, are significantly stricter than those typically
accepted.

5.2 Numerical algorithms

A practical outcome of our feedback optimality principles, which lies beyond the scope of the
current discussion, is the development of numerical methods for monotone descent. These methods
involve the iterative application of feedback controls satisfying condition (4.26), supplemented, if
necessary, by a sampling-and-hold algorithm to synthesize the corresponding states.

As evidenced by our computational experience [49, 50], these algorithms significantly out-
perform classical indirect “gradient” methods based on PMP in state-linear problems involving
classical, distributed, and stochastic equations. This advantage arises from the elimination of inter-
nal linear search procedures, leading to a radical economy in recalculating the solutions to the
state and adjoint systems.

Extending these numerical experiments to nonlinear settings remains a critical challenge for
future research.

5.3 Generalizations

While our current focus has been on deterministic systems, the developed approach is applicable
to the stochastic control framework, as preliminarily explored in [50]. Future work could build
on this foundation, particularly by extending the methods to McKean-Vlasov control problems
involving non-local Fokker-Planck-Kolmogorov equations.

Another promising avenue would be the possible extension of the results of Section 3 to nonlocal
balance equations on the space of measures, such as those described in [9]. Here, one might begin
with semi-linear models of the form [51], which are reducible to the problem of Section 3 under
an appropriate extension of the state space and a suitable characteristic representation.

A Elements of manifold geometry

Let F : M → N be a C1 map between smooth manifolds. Its differential at a point x ∈ M is
the linear map F∗,x : TxM → TF (x)N defined as follows: if γ is a curve on M with the starting
point x and the initial velocity γ′(0) = u, then F ◦ γ is a curve on N with the initial velocity
(F ◦ γ)′(0) = F∗,xu.

Any C1 map F : M → N induces a pullback operation for ’covariant tensors’, such as functions
and 1-forms, and a pushforward operation for ’contravariant tensors’, such as vector fields:
1) A pullback of a function g : N → R is the function F ∗g : M → R defined by F ∗g

.
= g ◦ F .

2) A pushforward of a vector field v on M is the vector field F∗v on N defined by

(F∗v)F (x)
.
= F∗,x(vx).
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3) A pullback of a 1-form ω on N is the 1-form F ∗ω on M defined by

(F ∗ω)x(v)
.
= ωF (x)(F∗,xv), v ∈ TxM.

We need one more operation d, called external derivative, that maps functions to 1-forms.
If we associate vector fields, with differential operators, then this operation can be defined as
dg(v)

.
= v(g), where g is a C1 function, v is a vector field, and v(g) is the action of v on g.

We will use in the future an important property of the exterior derivative: it is commutative
with pullbacks. More precisely, we have the following lemma.

Lemma A.1. If F : M → N and g : N → R are C1 maps, then

F ⋆(dg) = d(F ⋆g).

Remark A.2. This exposition of geometric structures is far from being complete. We refer for
further details to any book on smooth manifolds, e.g., [53]. Remark that in the case we are
interested in, i.e., M = N = Rn, the above notion of differential F∗,x coincides with the usual
notion of derivative DF (x) at a point, while the exterior derivative simply maps g : Rn → R into
the 1-form dg = ∂g

∂x1 dx
1 + · · ·+ ∂g

∂xn dx
n.

B Weakly* measurable vector-functions

Let V ′ be the dual of a Banach space V . The following definition can be found in [42, Section II.1,
Definition 1]: A function u : I → V ′, is said to be weakly* measurable if, for any v ∈ V , the action
t 7→ ⟨ut, v⟩, I → F, is measurable w.r.t. the Borel sigma-algebras BR and BF.

We say that two weakly* measurable functions u and u′ are equivalent and write u ∼ u′ if and
only if, for all v ∈ V , the equality

⟨ut, v⟩ = ⟨u′t, v⟩
holds for all t ∈ Ω, where Ω = Ω(v) is a subset of I of full Lebesgue measure.6

Denote by L∞
w∗(I;V ′) the factor of weakly* measurable functions I → V ′ modulo the relation

∼, such that there exists c ≥ 0 with the property that, for any v ∈ V , the estimate∣∣⟨ut, v⟩∣∣ ≤ c∥v∥V

holds for all t ∈ Ω(v). Evidently, L∞
w∗ is a linear space, and the infimum among all constants c

from the above estimate serves as a norm ∥ · ∥L∞
w∗ on this space. In particular, if V is separable

and u ∈ Lw
∗

∞ (I;V ′), the map
ξu : t 7→ ∥ut∥V ′

is in L∞(I;R+), and
∥u∥L∞

w∗ (I;V ′) = ∥ξu∥L∞(I;R+),

see e.g. [54, Remark 10.1.15].
The following result can be found in [55, p. 95] and [54, Theorem 10.1.16]:

Proposition B.1. The duality relation (4.10) holds for any Banach space V , provided by the
pairing (4.11).

C Young-Warga-Gamkrelidze generalized controls

The notion of generalized control from Section 2 dates back to the works of L. Young [56], J. Warga
[43] and R.V. Gamkrelidze [12].

A generalized control u is a Borel measure on I × U with a property: π1
♯u = L1, where

π1 : I × U → I denotes the projection onto the time interval. Any generalized control is uniquely

6It is easily checked that ∼ is indeed an equivalence relation.
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represented by its disintegration, i.e., a weakly* measurable family (ut)t∈I of Borel probability
measures ut ∈ P(U) satisfying the identity∫

I×U
φ(t, u) du(t,u) =

∫
I

∫
U

φ(t, u) dut(u) dt,

for any Borel measurable function φ : I × U → R.
The use of generalized controls is motivated by the following notable properties:

i) The set U is compact in the topology of weak convergence of probability measures.
ii) The collection {u[v] : v ∈ L∞(I;U)} is dense in U .

D Feedback controls. Sample-and-hold solutions

The functions u ∈ U are so-called open-loop controls (or program strategies): the corresponding
control mechanism consists in pre-setting an instruction (a program) for the system evolution over
the whole planned period. We now recall a different concept, which assumes the option to observe
current system’s states and intervene in the dynamics “on-flight”.

Definition D.1. By a feedback control of system Φ we mean a family u
.
= (ux)x∈X of admissible

controls ux ∈ U , parameterized by the points of the state space X .

Given a feedback control u, we can design the corresponding trajectory x[u] via the following
“sample-and-hold” algorithm.

Consider a sequence (πN )N∈N of partitions πN = {0 = tN0 < tN1 < . . . tNN = T} of the time

segment I such that πN ⊂ πN+1, and |πN | .= N
max
k=0

(
tNk+1 − tNk

)
→ 0 as N → ∞. For each πN , we

define a polygonal arc xN
.
= x[u;πN ] : I → X recurrently in 0 ≤ k ≤ N − 1:

xNt := ΦtNk ,t

[
ux

N
k

]
(xNk ), t ∈ [tNk , t

N
k+1]; xNk := xN (tk

N ),

initialized by the known value x0 at tN0 = 0. Simultaneously, we design an open-loop control
uN

.
= u[u;πN ] ∈ U :

uNt := uN,kt
.
= u

xN
k
t , t ∈ [tNk , t

N
k+1],

and notice that xN = xu
N

.

Remark D.2. In the literature, the term “feedback control” typically refers to a loop of the
form u = ut(x). While our notion deviates from this classical interpretation, we retain the same
terminology for convenience.

Similarly, our definition of a sample-and-hold solution is non-standard. While resembling
the well-known Krasovskii-Subbotin framework [16], it operates with “piecewise open-loop”
approximations rather than piecewise constant ones.

Recall that U is a compactly metrizable space, and, for metric spaces, the notions of topolog-
ical and sequential compactness are equivalent. Thus, the sequence (uN ) contains a subsequence
converging to some element u

.
= u[u] ∈ U . Passing to this subsequence (that we not relabel) and

leveraging the continuity of u 7→ xu, we conclude that the corresponding trajectories xN converge
to x[u]

.
= xu[u]

.
= xu in the pointwise sense.

Remark D.3. The process (x[u], u[u]) is a partial limit of (xN , uN ), i.e., the map u 7→ (x[u], u[u])
is, generically, multi-valued.

We now suggest a constructive approach to resolving the operator equation (4.26) based on
the following lemma.

Lemma D.4. Let a function h : I × X × U → R, h = ht(x,u), be non-negative, measurable in
t, continuous in (x,u), and locally Lipschitz in x uniformly w.r.t. (t,u) ∈ I × U . Furthermore,
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assume that, for any converging sequence (uk) ⊂ U with a limit u ∈ U , it holds:

lim
k→∞

∫
I

[
ht(x

u
t , ut)− ht(x

u
t , u

k
t )
]
dt = 0,

and there exists a family u = (ux) of controls ux ∈ U such that

ht(x, u
x
t ) = 0 for all x ∈ S, and a.e. t ∈ I.

Then, the equality

ht(x
u
t , ut) = 0 for a.e. t ∈ I,

holds for any open-loop control u = u[u] generated by u.

Proof. Consider the sequence (xN , uN ) defined by the sample-and-hold method, using the
feedback u. Represent:∫

I

ht(x
N
t , u

N
t ) dt =

∑
k

∫
INk

[
ht(x

N
t , u

N,k
t )− ht(x

N
k , u

N,k
t )

]
dt,

and recall that ht(x
N
k , u

N,k
t ) = 0 for a.e. t ∈ INk

.
= [tNk , t

N
k+1], all k = 0, . . . , N , and any N ≥ 1, by

assumption of the assertion.
Each term in the latter sum is estimated as∫

INk

[
ht(x

N
t , u

N,k
t )− ht(x

N
k , u

N,k
t )

]
dt ≤ LipK(h)

∫
INk

d(xNt , x
N
k )

≤ LipK(h)Lip(Φ)|πN |2

.
=O

(
1

N2

)
> 0.

Therefore,

0 ≤
∫
I

ht(x
N
t , u

N
t ) dt ≤ O

(
1

N2

)
N

.
= O

(
1

N

)
> 0.

Let x = xu. As a consequence,

0 ≤
∫
I

ht(xt, ut) dt

≤
∣∣∣∣∫
I

[
ht(xt, ut)− ht(x

N
t , u

N
t )
]
dt

∣∣∣∣+O

(
1

N

)
≤
∣∣∣∣∫
I

[
ht(xt, ut)− ht(xt, u

N
t )
]
dt

∣∣∣∣+ ∫
I

∣∣∣ht(xt, uNt )− ht(x
N
t , u

N
t )
∣∣∣ dt+O

(
1

N

)
≤
∣∣∣∣∫
I

[
ht(xt, ut)− ht(xt, u

N
t )
]
dt

∣∣∣∣+ Lip(h)

∫
I

d
(
xt, x

N
t

)
dt+O

(
1

N

)
.

Passing to a partial limit as uNj → u, we conclude that∫
I

ht(xt, ut) dt = 0.

To complete the proof, it only remains to leverage the non-negativity of the integrand.
□
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Remark D.5. A natural example of the map h with the regularity, required by the above
assertion, is

ht(x,u) =
〈
u, at(x)

〉
(V ′,V )

+ bt(x),

where a : I × X → V , a = at(x), and b : I × X → R, b = bt(x) — ensuring the non-negativity of
h — are measurable in t, and locally Lipschitz in x uniformly w.r.t. t ∈ I; moreover, the function
t 7→ supx∈X ∥at(x)∥V is in L1(I). Note that these assumptions imply, in particular, the convergence∫

I

[
ht(x

u
t , ut)− ht(x

u
t , u

k
t )
]
dt

.
= ⟨⟨u− uk, a ◦ x⟩⟩ → 0 as uk → u within U .

Proposition D.6. Let H̄ satisfy all hypotheses of Lemma D.4, except for non-negativity, and
u = (ux) be defined as a measurable family of solutions ux ∈ U to

H̄t(x, u
x
t ) = min

u∈U
H̄t(x,u).

Then, any open-loop control u = u[u] generated by u validates (4.26), i.e., u ∈ Ūext.

Proof. The result follows from the previous assertion, provided by the choice ht(x,u)
.
= H̄t(x,u)−

min
u∈U

H̄t(x,u). □

A similar result is obtained in [3] for the classical setting and Krasovskii-Subboting formalism.

E Proofs related to Section 3

E.1 Proof of Proposition 3.10

The proof consists of three steps, each addressed in Lemmas E.1–E.4. In the first step, we establish
a result analogous to Lemma 3.8. Without loss of generality, we assume that t0 = 0.

Lemma E.1. Let Ft(x, µ) = Ft(x, µ, ut) and Φ be the corresponding flow. Fix µ ∈ P2 and let
Xt

.
= Xµ

0,t. The estimate

∥∥∥∥Ft (Xt + εv, (Xt + εv)♯µ
)
− Ft(Xt, Xt♯µ)− εDFt

(
Xt, Xt♯µ

)
v

− ε

∫
DFt

(
Xt, Xt♯µ,Xt(y)

)
v(y) dµ(y)

∥∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤ 2
(
Lip(DFt) + Lip(DFt)

)
∥v∥2µε2 (E.1)

holds for all t ∈ I, v ∈ L2
µ, and ε ∈ R.

Proof. We split the proof into several steps.
1. Consider the identity:

Ft
(
Xt(x) + εv(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
− Ft

(
Xt(x), Xt♯µ

)
= Ft

(
Xt(x) + εv(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
− Ft

(
Xt(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
+ Ft

(
Xt(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
− Ft(Xt(x), Xt♯µ). (E.2)

By the mean value theorem, the first difference in the right-hand side takes the form:

ε

∫ 1

0

DFt
(
Xt(x) + sεv(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
v(x) ds,
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and, due to the definition of δFt

δµ , the second difference writes:

∫ 1

0

∫
δFt
δµ

(
Xt(x), µε,τ , y

)
d
(
(Xt + εv)♯µ−Xt♯µ

)
(y) dτ

=

∫ 1

0

∫ [
δFt
δµ

(
Xt(x), µε,τ , Xt(y) + εv(y)

)
− δFt

δµ

(
Xt(x), µε,τ , Xt(y)

)]
dµ(y) dτ

= ε

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

∫
DFt

(
Xt(x), µε,τ , Xt(y) + sεv(y)

)
v(y) dµ(y) ds dτ,

where µε,τ = (1− τ)Xt♯µ+ τ(Xt + εv)♯µ.
2. Since DFt and DFt are Lipschitz, it holds:∣∣∣DFt (Xt(x) + sεv(x), (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
v(x)−DFt(Xt(x), Xt♯µ)v(x)

∣∣∣
≤ Lip(DFt)

(
sε|v(x)|+W2

(
(Xt + εv)♯µ,Xt♯µ

))
|v(x)|

≤ εLip(DFt)
(
|v(x)|2 + ∥v∥µ|v(x)|

)
, (E.3)∣∣∣∣ ∫ DFt

(
Xt(x), µε,τ , Xt(y) + sεv(y)

)
v(y) dµ(y)

−
∫

DFt
(
Xt(x), Xt♯µ,Xt(y)

)
v(y) dµ(y)

∣∣∣∣
≤ Lip(DFt)

(
W2

(
Xt♯µ, µε,τ

) ∫
|v(y)| dµ(y) + ε∥v∥2µ

)
. (E.4)

3. Let us estimate the value W2

(
µ, µh,τ

)
. To this end, recall that

W 2
2

(
(1− τ)µ0 + τµ1, ν

)
≤ (1− τ)W 2

2 (µ0, ν) + τW 2
2 (µ1, ν), (E.5)

for all µ0, µ1, ν ∈ P2(Rn) and all τ ∈ [0, 1]. This inequality becomes evident if we note that, for
any Π0 ∈ Γo(µ0, ν) and Π1 ∈ Γo(µ1, ν), the convex combination (1 − τ)Π0 + τΠ1 is a transport
plan between (1− τ)µ0 + τµ1 and ν. In our case, (E.5) implies that

W2

(
Xt♯µ, µε,τ

)
≤

√
τW2

(
Xt♯µ, (Xt + εv)♯µ

)
≤

√
τε∥v∥µ. (E.6)

4. By combining the inequalities (E.2)–(E.4), (E.6) and integrating with respect to µ, we obtain
the desired estimate. □

Remark E.2. The estimate (E.1) provided by Lemma E.1 is crucial in showing that the flow Φ is
differentiable in the sense of Definition 3.4. Suppose that we would like to demonstrate that Φ is
differentiable in the stronger sense, i.e., when the distance W1 in Definition 3.4 is replaced by W2

(see Remark 3.5). In this case, if we decide to follow our proof strategy, the L1
µ norm in (E.1) would

need to be replaced by the L2
µ norm. However, this is not possible as the following example shows.

Consider the vector field F (x) = x2 on R. In this case,

F (Xt(x) + εv(x))− F (Xt(x))− εDF (Xt(x))v(x) = ε2v2(x).

This expression belongs to L2
µ only if v ∈ L4

µ.

In the second step, we demonstrate that the linear equation (3.5) for w is well-defined, meaning
that it admits a unique solution for any v ∈ L1

µ.
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Lemma E.3. Let A : I × Rn → L(Rn;Rn) and B : I × Rn × Rn → L(Rn;Rn) be bounded
Carathéodory functions, and v ∈ L1

µ. There exists a unique function w : I×Rn → Rn that satisfies,
for all x ∈ Rn, the equation

∂twt(x) = At(x)wt(x) +

∫
Bt(x, y)wt(y) dµ(y) a.e. on I (E.7)

and the initial condition w0(x) = v(x). Moreover, v 7→ wt is a linear bounded map from L2
µ to

itself.

Proof. 1. Consider the following operator:

F(w)t(x)
.
= v(x) +

∫ t

0

{
As(x)ws(x) +

∫
Bs(x, y)ws(y) dµ(y)

}
ds, x ∈ Rn,

which acts from the Banach space C
(
I;L1

µ

)
to itself.

Indeed, if w ∈ C
(
I;L1

µ

)
, then

|F(w)t(x)| ≤ |v(x)|+
∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞|ws(x)|+ ∥Bs∥∞

∫
|ws(y)| dµ(y)

)
ds.

After integrating, we obtain:∫
|F(w)t(x)|µ(x) ≤

∫
|v(x)| dµ(x) +

∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

) ∫
|ws(y)| dµ(y) ds.

Therefore, F(w)t ∈ L1
µ whenever w ∈ C

(
I;L1

µ

)
.

Next, let us check that t 7→ F(w)t is continuous as a map from I to L1
µ.

Indeed, if t1 < t2, then∫
|F(w)t2(x)−F(w)t1(x)| dµ(x) ≤

∫ t2

t1

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
∥ws∥L1

µ
ds.

The integral on the right-hand side clearly vanishes as t1 → t2.
2. We claim that w → F(w) is a contraction when C(I;L1

µ) is equipped with the norm

∥w∥λ = max
t∈I

{
e−λt∥wt∥L1

µ

}
, (E.8)

and λ > 0 is sufficiently large.
Indeed, for any pair w1, w2 ∈ C(I;L1

µ), we have:∫ ∣∣∣F(w1)t(x)−F(w2)t(x)
∣∣∣ dµ(x)

≤
∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

) ∫
|w1
s(x)− w2

s(x)| dµ(x) ds.

Equivalently,

∥∥∥F(w1)t −F(w2)t

∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤
∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
eλse−λs∥w1

s − w2
s∥L1

µ
ds,
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which implies

∥∥∥F(w1)t −F(w2)t

∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤
∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
eλs ds · ∥w1 − w2∥λ.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we then get

∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
eλs ds ≤

√∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)2
ds ·

√∫ t

0

e2λs ds

≤

√∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)2
ds · e

λt

√
2λ
.

Therefore,

∥∥∥F(w1)−F(w2)
∥∥∥
λ
≤ 1√

2λ

√∫ T

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
ds · ∥w1 − w2∥λ,

which shows that F is a contraction if λ is sufficiently large.
Now, by the Banach fixed-point theorem, F has a unique fixed point, which, by construction,

is the only solution of (E.7) that satisfies the initial condition w0 = u.
3. The linearity of the map v 7→ wt is obvious. Let us verify that v ∈ L2

µ implies that wt ∈ L2
µ,

for all t ∈ I.
Fix an arbitrary x ∈ Rn. Then, for all t ∈ I, it holds

|wt(x)| ≤ |v(x)|+
∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞|ws(x)|+ ∥Bs∥∞

∫
|ws(y)| dµ(y)

)
ds. (E.9)

Next we integrate with respect to x:∫
|wt(x)| dµ(x) ≤

∫
|v(x)| dµ(x) +

∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

) ∫
|ws(y)| dµ(y) ds,

so that Grönwall’s inequality yields:

∫
|wt(x)| dµ(x) ≤ exp

{∫ t

0

(
∥As∥∞ + ∥Bs∥∞

)
ds

}∫
|v(x)| dµ(x).

We use the previous inequality to estimate the last term form the right in (E.9):

|wt(x)| ≤ |v(x)|+
∫ t

0

∥As∥∞|ws(x)| ds+ g(t)

∫
|v(x)| dµ(x),

where

g(t)
.
=

∫ t

0

∥Bs∥∞ exp

{∫ s

0

(
∥Aτ∥∞ + ∥Bτ∥∞

)
dτ

}
ds.

Once again Grönwall’s inequality gives

|wt(x)| ≤
(
|v(x)|+ g(t)

∫
|v(x)| dµ(x)

)
e
∫ t
0
∥As∥∞ ds. (E.10)
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Squaring yields that

|wt(x)|2 ≤ C

(
|v(x)|2 + |v(x)|

∫
|v(x)| dµ(x) +

(∫
|v(x)| dµ(x)

)2
)

for some C > 0 depending only on ∥A∥∞ and ∥B∥∞. By integrating, we obtain:

∫
|wt(x)|2 dµ(x) ≤ C

(∫
|v(x)|2 dµ(x) + 2

(∫
|v(x)| dµ(x)

)2
)

≤ 3C

∫
|v(x)|2 dµ(x), (E.11)

completing the proof. □

The functions

At(x)
.
= DFt

(
Xµ

0,t(x), X
µ
0,t♯µ

)
, Bt(x, y)

.
= DFt

(
Xµ

0,t(x), X
µ
0,t♯µ,X

µ
0,t(y)

)
obviously satisfy the assumptions of the previous lemma. Hence, (3.5) is indeed well-defined and
v 7→ wt is a linear bounded map from L2

µ to itself. The representation formula µt = (Xµ
0,t)♯µ

implies the identity ∫ ∣∣∣wt ◦ (Xµ
0,t)

−1
∣∣∣2 dµt = ∫ |wt(x)|2 dµ(x),

meaning that v 7→ wt ◦ (Xµ
0,t)

−1 is a linear bounded map from L2
µ to L2

µt
.

In the third step, we show that this map is indeed a derivative of Φ0,t at µ.

Lemma E.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.10 and for any v ∈ L2
µ and ε ∈ R, it holds

W1

(
Φ0,t ◦ (id + εv)♯µ, (id + εwt)♯Φ0,t(µ)

)
≤ C∥v∥2µε2,

for some C > 0 depending only on F .

Proof. 1. Let v ∈ L2
µ and µε

.
= (id+ εv)♯µ. We will write, for brevity, Xε

t
.
= Xµε

0,t. Recall that X
ε

satisfies

Ẋε
t (x) = F (Xε

t (x), X
ε
t♯µε), Xε

0(x) = x.

By replacing x with x + εv(x), we obtain

Ẋε
t

(
x + εv(x)

)
= Ft

(
Xε
t

(
x + εv(x)

)
, Xε

t♯µε

)
, Xε

0

(
x + εv(x)

)
= x + εv(x).

Now let φεt
.
= Xε

t ◦ (id + εv). Then it holds

φ̇εt (x) = Ft

(
φεt (x), φ

ε
t♯µ
)
, φε0(x) = x + εv(x).

2. Consider the following map

T (ε, φ)t(x)
.
= x + εv(x) +

∫ t

0

Fs
(
φs(x), φs♯µ

)
ds,

where ε ∈ [0, 1] and φ ∈ C(I;L1
µ). The inclusion v ∈ L2

µ and the boundedness of F imply that the
image of T lies in C(I;L1

µ).
We state that φ 7→ T (ε, φ) is a contraction if C(I;L1

µ) is equipped with the norm (E.8) and
λ > 0 is sufficiently large.
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Indeed, for any pair of functions φ1, φ2 ∈ C(I;L1
µ) it holds∣∣∣T (ε, φ1)t(x)− T (ε, φ2)t(x)

∣∣∣ ≤M

∫ t

0

{
|φ1
s(x)− φ2

s(x)|+W2

(
φ1
s♯µ, φ

2
s♯µ
)}

ds

≤M

∫ t

0

{
|φ1
s(x)− φ2

s(x)|+
∥∥∥φ1

s − φ2
s

∥∥∥
µ

}
ds,

thanks to Assumption (A2). After integrating, we obtain

∥∥∥T (ε, φ1)t − T (ε, φ2)t

∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤M

∫ t

0

{∫ ∣∣∣φ1
s − φ2

s

∣∣∣ dµ+
∥∥∥φ1

s − φ2
s

∥∥∥
µ

}
ds.

Now it follows from ∫ ∣∣∣φ1
s − φ2

s

∣∣∣ dµ ≤
∥∥∥φ1

s − φ2
s

∥∥∥
µ

that ∥∥∥T (ε, φ1)t − T (ε, φ2)t

∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤ 2M

∫ t

0

∥∥∥φ1
s − φ2

s

∥∥∥
µ
ds

≤ 2M

∫ t

0

eλse−λs
∥∥∥φ1

s − φ2
s

∥∥∥
µ
ds

≤ 2M

∫ t

0

eλs ds
∥∥∥φ1 − φ2

∥∥∥
C(I;L1

µ)

≤ 2M

λ
eλt
∥∥∥φ1 − φ2

∥∥∥
C(I;L1

µ)

Therefore, ∥∥∥T (ε, φ1)− T (ε, φ2)
∥∥∥
C(I;L1

µ)
≤ 2M

λ

∥∥∥φ1 − φ2
∥∥∥
C(I;L1

µ)
,

meaning that φ 7→ T (ε, φ) is a contraction if λ > 2M .
3. Now we will use Banach’s contraction principle as it is stated in [4, Theorem A.2.1].
By definition, φε defined in the first step is a fixed point of T (ε, ·). In terms of [4, Theorem

A.2.1], we choose y = φ0 + εw and x(ε) = φε thus getting∥∥∥φ0 + εw − φε
∥∥∥
λ
≤ κ

∥∥∥∥φ0 + εw − T
(
ε, φ0 + εw

)∥∥∥∥
λ

(E.12)

for κ = λ
λ−2M . Since φ0

t = Xt
.
= Xµ

0,t, the quantity inside the norm in the right-hand side reads:

∫ t

0

Fs
(
Xs, Xs♯µ

)
ds+ εwt − εv −

∫ t

0

Fs
(
Xs + εws, (Xs + εws)♯µ

)
ds.

By Lemma E.1, it holds∥∥∥∥Fs (Xs + εws, (Xs + εws)♯µ
)
− Fs

(
Xs, Xs♯µ

)
− εDF

(
Xs, Xs♯µ

)
ws + ε

∫
DF

(
Xs, Xs♯µ,Xs(y)

)
ws(y) dµ

∥∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤ 4M∥ws∥2µε2.

Recalling the definition of w and the estimate (E.11), we conclude that the right-hand side of (E.12)
is less that C∥v∥2µε2 for some C > 0 depending only on F .
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4. Recall the relation with the original notation: φ0
t = Xµ

0,t and φ
ε
t = Xµε

0,t ◦ (id + εv). Hence

∥φ0 + εw − φε∥λ ≤ 4C∥v∥2λε2 implies that∥∥∥Xµ
0,t + εwt −Xµε

0,t ◦ (id + εu)
∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤ C∥v∥2µε2,

for all t ∈ I. Therefore,

W1

(
Φ0,t ◦ (id + εv)♯µ, (id + εwt)♯Φ0,t(µ)

)
=W1

((
Xµε

0,t ◦ (id + εv)
)
♯
µ,
(
(id + εwt) ◦Xµ

0,t

)
♯
µ

)
≤
∥∥∥Xµ

0,t + εwt −Xµε

0,t ◦ (id + εv)
∥∥∥
L1

µ

≤ C∥v∥2µε2,

completing the proof. □

E.2 Proof of Proposition 3.11

Let va ∈ L2
µa

and pb ∈ L2
µb

be arbitrary tangent vectors. Suppose that vt, t ∈ [a, b], is constructed
as in Proposition 3.10. Thanks to the standard well-posedness results [9, 21, 57? ? ? ] for nonlocal
continuity equations, the Hamiltonian equation (3.6) has a unique solution γ. Hence ψt is well-
defined by

pt(x) =

∫
y dγxt (y).

Let us show that pt ∈ L2
µt
. We first employ Jensen’s theorem for vector-valued functions [58] to get

∣∣∣∣∫ y dγxt (y)

∣∣∣∣2 ≤
∫

|y|2 dγxt (y).

Then, by the definition of the disintegration, we obtain∫
|pt(x)|2 dµt(x) ≤

∫ (∫
|y|2 dγxt (y)

)
dµt(x) =

∫∫
|y|2 dγt(x, y).

The right-hand side is finite because γt ∈ P2(Rn × Rn).
If the initial tangent vector va is continuously differentiable as a function of x, then any vt,

t ∈ [a, b], is also continuously differentiable (one can employ the arguments similar to those in [21,
Remark 3.1]). Computations from [21, Section 3.4] now imply that∫

y · vt(x) dγt(x, y) =
∫

y · va(x) dγa(x, y) ∀t ∈ [a, b]

or equivalently
⟨pt, vt⟩µt

= ⟨pa, va⟩µa
∀t ∈ [a, b].

In the general case, where va is an arbitrary element of L2
µa
, the approximation argument can be

used: we construct a sequence vka of continuously differentiable maps converging to va in L2
µa
. This

sequence satisfies 〈
pt, v

k
t

〉
µt

=
〈
pa, v

k
a

〉
µa

∀t ∈ [a, b].

Since the vkt = (Φa,t)⋆,µa
vka and the derivative (Φa,t)⋆,µa

: L2
µa

→ L2
µt

is continuous, we conclude

that vkt → vt in L
2
µt
, for any t ∈ [a, b].
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We temporarily set A
.
= (Φa,b)⋆,µ in order to simplify the notation and note that A : L2

µa
→ L2

µb

is a linear bounded operator. Its adjoint A′ : L2
µb

→ L2
µa

is defined by the rule

⟨Aξ, η⟩µb
=
〈
ξ, A′η

〉
µa
, ξ ∈ L2

µa
, η ∈ L2

µb
.

If we choose ξ = va and η = pb, we obtain

⟨va, pa⟩µa
= ⟨vb, pb⟩µb

= ⟨Ava, pb⟩µb
=
〈
va, A

′pb
〉
µa
.

Since this holds for an arbitrarily chosen va ∈ L2
µa
, we conclude that pa = A∗pb. It remains to

note that A∗ is exactly the pullback operator (Φa,b)
⋆
µb
.

E.3 Proof of Proposition 3.15

First, recall that ℓ ∈ D guaranties that gradient (µ, x) 7→ ∇ℓ(µ, x) is bounded and Lipschitz
continuous.

Lemma E.5. The map T : P2(Rn) → P2(Rn × Rn) defined by

T (ϑ) = (id,∇ℓ(ϑ))♯ϑ

is continuous.

Proof. 1. Let ϑk → ϑ. Thanks to [59, Theorem 6.9], it suffices to show that
∫
φdT (ϑk) →∫

φdT (ϑ), for any continuous quadratically bounded function φ. Recall that φ is quadratically
bounded if

|φ(x, y)| ≤ C
(
1 + |x|2 + |y|2

)
∀x, y ∈ Rn,

for a certain C > 0.
Now, due to the definition of T , we must demonstrate that∫

φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑk, x)

)
ϑk(x) →

∫
φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)

)
dϑ(x).

We will prove this in two steps, by showing that∫ [
φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑk, x)

)
− φ

(
x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)

)]
dϑk(x) → 0, (E.13)∫

φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)

)
d [ϑk − ϑ] (x) → 0. (E.14)

2. Let us prove (E.13). Since φ is continuous, for any ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that∣∣∣φ (x,∇ℓ (ϑk, x)
)
− φ

(
x,∇ℓ (ϑk, x)

)∣∣∣ < ε

as soon as ∣∣∇ℓ (ϑk, x)−∇ℓ (ϑ, x)
∣∣ ≤ Lip(∇ℓ)W2 (ϑk, ϑ) < δ.

Therefore, for any ε > 0 there exists N ∈ N such that∫ [
φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑk, x)

)
− φ

(
x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)

)]
dϑk(x) < ε,

for all k ≥ N . Thus (E.13) indeed holds.
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3. Since both functions φ and x 7→ ∇ℓ(ϑ, x) are continuous, their composition x 7→
φ
(
x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)

)
is continuous as well. Let us check that the composition is quadratically bounded.

In fact, it follows from∣∣∣φ (x,∇ℓ (ϑ, x)
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
1 + |x|2 +

∣∣∇ℓ (ϑ, x)
∣∣2) ∀x ∈ Rn

and the boundedness of ∇ℓ. Now, (E.14) follows from [59, Theorem 6.9]. □

Denote by Γ the set of all trajectories of the Hamiltonian equation (3.6) (without any fixed
terminal condition). It is known that Γ is a closed subset of C

(
I;P2(Rn × Rn)

)
. The standard

(supremum) distance on this space we denote by dC .
In oreder to prove the second statement of Proposition 3.15, we fix some s ∈ I.

Lemma E.6. The map F : I × Γ 7→ R defined by

F(t, γ) =

∫∫
y · gs(π1

♯ γt, x) dγt(x, y)

is continuous.

Proof. Let tk → t and γk → γ. Consider the following difference∫∫
y · gs(π1

♯ γ
k
tk , x) dγ

k
tk(x, y)−

∫∫
y · gs(π1

♯ γt, x) dγt(x, y)

≤
∫∫

y ·
[
gs

(
π1
♯ γ

k
tk , x

)
− gs

(
π1
♯ γt, x

)]
dγktk(x, y)

+

∫∫
y · gs

(
π1
♯ γt, x

)
d
[
γktk(x, y)− γt(x, y)

]
(E.15)

and show that every term in the right-hand side vanishes as k → ∞.
Due to Lipschitz continuity of gs and π1, it holds∣∣∣∣gs (π1

♯ γ
k
tk , x

)
− gs

(
π1
♯ γt, x

)∣∣∣∣ ≤MW2(γ
k
tk , γt)

≤M
(
W2(γ

k
tk , γtk) +W2(γtk , γt)

)
→ 0,

for all x ∈ Rn. Moreover, by [59, Theorem 6.9],
∫∫

y dγktk →
∫∫

y dγt. Therefore,∫∫
y ·
[
gs

(
π1
♯ γ

k
tk , x

)
− gs

(
π1
♯ γt, x

)]
dγktk(x, y) → 0.

Consider now the second term in the right-hand side of (E.15). By our assumptions, the map
(x, y) 7→ y · gs(π1

♯ γt, x) is continuous. Moreover, it is linearly (and thus quadratically) bounded
since |y · gs(µ, x)| ≤ |y|M , where M is an upper bound of |g|. Thus∫∫

y · gs
(
π1
♯ γt, x

)
d
[
γktk(x, y)− γt(x, y)

]
→ 0, (E.16)

by [59, Theorem 6.9]. □

E.3.1 Proof of Statement (2)

The rest of the proof of Statement (2) consists in two steps.
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µt0 [t0, ϑ0] = ϑ0

µT [t0, ϑ0]

γt0 [t0, ϑ0]

γT [t0, ϑ0]

P2(Rn)

t

π1

T

Fig. 3 Relation between µ[t0, ϑ0] and its lift γ[t0, ϑ].

Step 1. Denote by µ[t0, ϑ0] the trajectory of the original system corresponding to the condition
µt0 = ϑ0. Since trajectories depend continuously on the initial data, the map

(t0, ϑ0) 7→ µT [t0, ϑ0]

is continuous as I×P2 → P2. Then we apply T to the terminal measure µT [t0, ϑ0] = Φt0,T (ϑ0) and
obtain a terminal measure γT = γT [t0, ϑ0] for (3.6). Finally, we construct a trajectory γ = γ[t0, ϑ0]
of (3.6) issuing from this terminal measure, see the scheme below:

I × P2(Rn)
(t0,ϑ0)7→µT [t0,ϑ0]−−−−−−−−−−−−→ P2(Rn)

T−−−−−→ P2(Rn × Rn)

(3.6)−−−−→ Γ ⊂ C
(
I;P2(Rn × Rn)

)
.

It follows from Lemma E.5 and the continuous dependence of trajectories of (3.6) on initial data
that the map (t0, ϑ0) 7→ γ[t0, ϑ0] is continuous. Now, we apply the maps

I × Γ
F−−−−−→ R

constructed in Lemma E.6 to the pair (t0, γ[t0, ϑ0]). Since F is continuous, we conclude that

(t0, ϑ0) 7→
∫∫

y · gs
(
π1
♯ γt0 [t0, ϑ0], x

)
dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x, y)

is continuous. It remains to recall [21] that

π1
♯ γt0 [t0, ϑ0] = µt0 [t0, ϑ0] = ϑ0.

That is,

(t0, ϑ0) 7→
∫∫

y · gs (ϑ0, x) dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x, y)

is continuous.
Step 2. Now we are going to understand how the above map is related with dpt(g).
By Lemmas 3.6, 3.8 and Proposition 3.10, the function pt0 is differentiable and

dpt0 = −d
(
Φ⋆t0,T ℓ

)
= Φ⋆t0,T (dℓ).

Recall that (Φt0,T )
⋆
ϑ0

maps the tangent vector pT
.
= ∇ℓ(Φt0,T (ϑ0)) = ∇ℓ(µT [t0, ϑ0]) at the point

Φt0,T (ϑ0) into the tangent vector

pt0(x)
.
=

∫
y dγxt0 [t0, ϑ0](y)
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at ϑ0. Therefore,

dpt0(gs)
∣∣∣
ϑ0

=
〈
pt0 , gs(ϑ0)

〉
ϑ0

=

∫∫
y · gs(ϑ0, x) dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x, y),

completing the proof.

E.3.2 Proof of Statement (3)

Using the notation of Section E.3.1, we are going to prove that the family of maps

ft0(ϑ0)
.
=
〈
∇pt0(ϑ0), gt0(ϑ0)

〉
ϑ0

=

∫∫
y · gt0(ϑ0, x) dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x, y),

t0 ∈ I, ϑ0 ∈ P2,

is equicontinuous, that is, for any ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that the implication

W2(ϑ0, ϑ
′
0) < δ =⇒ |ft0(ϑ0)− ft0(ϑ

′
0)| < ε

holds for all t0 ∈ I and ϑ0, ϑ
′
0 ∈ P2.

Let Π ∈ P2(R2n ×R2n) be an optimal transport plan between γt0 [t0, ϑ0] and γt0 [t0, ϑ
′
0]. Thus,

π1
♯Π = γt0 [t0, ϑ0] and π

2
♯Π = γt0 [t0, ϑ

′
0]. Then∣∣ft0(ϑ0)− ft0(ϑ

′
0)
∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∫∫ y · gt0(ϑ0, x) dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x, y)−
∫∫

y · gt0(ϑ′0, x) dγt0 [t0, ϑ′0](x, y)
∣∣∣∣

=

∫∫∫∫ ∣∣y1 · gt0(ϑ0, x1)− y2 · gt0(ϑ′0, x2)
∣∣ dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

≤
∫∫∫∫ ∣∣∣y1 · (gt0(ϑ0, x1)− gt0(ϑ

′
0, x2)

)∣∣∣ dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

+

∫∫∫∫ ∣∣(y1 − y2) · gt0(ϑ′0, x2)
∣∣ dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

≤
(∫∫∫∫

|y1|2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

·
(∫∫∫∫ ∣∣gt0(ϑ0, x1)− gt0(ϑ

′
0, x2)

∣∣2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

+

(∫∫∫∫
|y1 − y2|2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

·
(∫∫∫∫ ∣∣gt0(ϑ′0, x2)∣∣2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

≤
(∫∫

|y1|2 dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x1, y1)
)1/2

·M
(∫∫∫∫ (

|x1 − x2|+W2(ϑ0, ϑ
′
0)
)2
dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

+

(∫∫∫∫
|y1 − y2|2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

)1/2

·M.
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Recall that (t0, ϑ0) 7→ γ[t0, ϑ0] is continuous. Hence the continuous function

(t0, ϑ0) 7→
∫∫

|y1|2 dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x1, y1)

maps I ×K to a compact subset of R. In particular, there exists C1 > 0 such that∫∫
|y1|2 dγt0 [t0, ϑ0](x1, y1) ≤ C1 ∀(t0, ϑ0) ∈ I ×K.

Moreover, the map (t0, ϑ0) 7→ γ[t0, ϑ0] restricted to the compact set I×K is uniformely continuous.
In particular, for each ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that

∀ϑ0, ϑ′0 ∈ K ∀t0 ∈ I W2(ϑ0, ϑ
′
0) < δ =⇒ W2

(
γt0 [t0, ϑ0], γt0 [t0, ϑ

′
0]
)
< ε.

By the very definition of Π, the quantities∫∫∫∫
|y1 − y2|2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2),

∫∫∫∫
|x1 − x2|2 dΠ(x1, y1, x2, y2)

are no greater than W 2
2

(
γt0 [t0, ϑ0], γt0 [t0, ϑ

′
0]
)
.

Therefore, for any ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that the conditions ϑ0, ϑ
′
0 ∈ K, t0 ∈ I,

W2(ϑ0, ϑ
′
0) < δ imply that∣∣ft0(ϑ0)− ft0(ϑ

′
0)
∣∣ ≤ C1M(ε2 + 2εδ + δ2)1/2 + εM,

which proves equicontinuity.

E.4 Proof of Proposition 3.17

As a preliminary step, we prove a technical lemma.

Lemma E.7. Let f : [0, 1] × [0, 1] → R be Lebesgue measurable in the first variable and
equicontinuous in the second, i.e., for any ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that

|t1 − t2| < δ =⇒ |f(s, t1)− f(s, t2)| < ε,

for all t1, t2 ∈ [0, 1] and almost all s ∈ [0, 1]. Then

lim
h→0

1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, t)− f(t, t)
∣∣ ds = 0,

for almost all t ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Note that

1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, t)− f(t, t)
∣∣ ds ≤ 1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, t)− f(s, s)
∣∣ ds

+
1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, s)− f(t, t)
∣∣ ds.

Since f is a Carathéodory function, the map t 7→ f(t, t) is Lebesgue measurable. Therefore,

1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, s)− f(t, t)
∣∣ ds→ 0,
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for a.e. t ∈ [0, 1].
By our assumptions, for any ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that

|s− t| < δ =⇒ |f(s, t)− f(s, s)| < ε.

Thus for all h < δ we have

1

h

∫ t+h

t

∣∣f(s, t)− f(s, s)
∣∣ ds < 1

h

∫ t+h

t

ε ds = ε.

Hence 1
h

∫ t+h
t

∣∣f(s, t)− f(s, s)
∣∣ ds→ 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1]. This observation completes the proof. □

Proof of Proposition 3.17. 1. We start with the obvious identity:

pt+h(µt+h)− pt(µt) =
[
pt+h(µt+h)− pt+h(µt)

]
+
[
pt+h(µt)− pt(µt)

]
.

Consider the first difference on the right-hand side:

pt+h(µt+h)− pt+h(µt) = pt+h(µt+h)− pt+h((id + hvt)♯µt)

+ pt+h((id + hvt)♯µt)− pt+h(µt).

It is known that

lim
h→0

W2

(
µt+h, (id + hgt)♯µt

)
h

= 0,

for a.e. t ∈ I. Thus for all such time moments t it holds

lim
h→0

∣∣pt+h(µt+h)− pt+h((id + hvt)♯µt)
∣∣

h

≤ Lip(pt+h) lim
h→0

W2

(
µt+h, (id + hvt)♯µt

)
h

= 0.

Thanks to Proposition 3.15(1), the family ps = ℓ ◦ Φs,T is uniformly equidifferentiable w.r.t.
s, meaning that ∣∣∣ps((id + hvt)♯µt)− ps(µt)−

〈
∇ps(µt), vt

〉
µt

∣∣∣ ≤ C∥vt∥2µt
h2,

for all s ∈ I and h ∈ R (here we use the fact that C depends only on F and ℓ). As a consequence,

lim
h→0

pt+h((id + hvt)♯µt)− pt+h(µt)

h
= lim
h→0

〈
∇pt+h(µt), vt

〉
µt

=
〈
∇pt(µt), vt

〉
µt
.

The latter identity follows from Proposition 3.15(2).
2. In the second step we study the limit

lim
h→0

pt+h(µt)− pt(µt)

h
.

We start with the identity

pt+h(µ)− pt(µ) =

∫ t+h

t

∂tps(µ) ds
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holding for all t ∈ I and µ ∈ P2 due to Lipschitz continuity of t 7→ pt(µ). Now, that fact that p
satisfies (3.8) allows us to write

pt+h(µ)− pt(µ) =

∫ t+h

t

〈
∇ps(µ), Fs(µ, us)

〉
µ
ds.

As a consequence,

pt+h(µt)− pt(µt)

h
=

1

h

∫ t+h

t

f(s, t) dτ, where f(s, t)
.
=
〈
∇ps(µt), Fs(µt, us)

〉
µt
.

Thanks to Proposition 3.15(3), f is measurable in s and equicontinuous in t (here we use the fact
that t 7→ µt maps I into a compact subset of P2). Thus, by Lemma E.7,

lim
h→0

pt+h(µt)− pt(µt)

h
= f(t, t) =

〈
∇pt(µt), Ft(µt, ut)

〉
µt
,

for almost all t ∈ I.

F Proofs related to Section 4

F.1 Proof of the assertion in Example 4.6

The integrand in the corresponding condition (4.7), written as

lim
h→0+

1

h

∫ t+h

t

sup
µ∈P2, α∈∆

∣∣∣[Ls − Lt](φ ◦ Φα)(µ)
∣∣∣ ds = 0,

is majorated by the function∣∣∣u(t)− u(s)
∣∣∣ max

j
∥F j(µ)∥µ

∥∥∇(φ ◦ Φα)(µ)
∥∥
µ
,

where we employed the definition (3.7) and the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality.
Now, we observe that

∇(φ ◦ Φα) = [(Φα)⋆]
′∇φ (Φα)

where the prime denotes taking the adjoint of an operator, and recall that, for any bounded linear
map A, its operator norm ∥A∥ equals the norm of A′. Thus,

∥[(Φα)⋆]′∇φ (Φα) ∥µ ≤ ∥[(Φα)⋆]′∥∥∇φ (Φα) ∥Φα(µ) ≤ ∥(Φα)⋆∥∥∇φ∥∞.

Now, by leveraging Proposition 3.10 and using the inequality (E.10), the expression on the
right is estimated by

∥∇φ∥∞

1 + T∥DF∥∞ e
T

(
∥DF∥∞+∥DF∥∞

) eT∥DF∥∞ ,

and the result follows.

F.2 Proof of Proposition 4.9

The first part of the proposition was established in Example 4.5. To prove the second part, we
analyze the following expression:∣∣∇φ ◦ Φs+h,tDΦs+h,tfs −∇φ ◦ Φs,tDΦs,tfs

∣∣ ≤
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|∇φ ◦ Φs+h,t −∇φ ◦ Φs,t| exp

(∫ t

s+h

|Dfτ ◦ Φs+h,τ | dτ

)
∥f∥∞

+ |∇φ ◦ Φs,t| |yt| ∥f∥∞,

where yt
.
= DΦs+h,t −DΦs,t.

The first term can be estimated using the Lipschitz continuity of ∇φ and Φ, leading to:

|∇φ ◦ Φs+h,t −∇φ ◦ Φs,t| ≤ Lip(∇φ)Lip(Φ)2h,

and the exponential term accounts for the growth induced by DΦs+h,t. Thus, this term is bounded
by

∥f∥∞Lip(∇φ)Lip(Φ)2 exp(∥Df∥∞h)h.
To estimate the second term, observe that yt satisfies the following ODE:

ẏt = Dft(Φs+h,t)yt +
(
Dft(Φs+h,t)−Dft(Φs,t)

)
DΦs,t, ys+h = id−DΦs,s+h.

Using the Lipschitz continuity of Df , we have:

|Dft(Φs+h,t)−Dft(Φs,t)| ≤ Lip(Df)Lip(Φ)2h
.
= C1h.

Applying Grönwall’s lemma to this ODE yields:

|yt| ≤ h |id−DΦs,s+h|C1|DΦs,t| exp(∥Df∥∞t).

Since |DΦs,t| is bounded by exp(∥Df∥∞(t− s)), we can conclude:

|yt| ≤ C1h exp(∥Df∥∞t),

where C1 depends on Lip(Df) and Lip(Φ).
Combining these results, we obtain the bound:∣∣∣Ls (Ψt,s+h −Ψt,s

)
φ
∣∣∣ .= ∣∣∣∇φ ◦ Φs+h,tDΦs+h,tfs −∇φ ◦ Φs,tDΦs,tfs

∣∣∣ ≤ C2h,

where C2 is a constant depending only on ∥f∥∞, ∥Df∥∞, and the Lipschitz constants of ∇φ,Df ,
and Φ. This completes the proof.

□

F.3 Proof of Proposition 4.17

1. In Example 4.15, the control set U is specified as a closed ball in the space Lip0(Rn;Rm).

Remark F.1. Recall that the pre-dual of the space Lip0(Rn;Rm) of vector-valued Lipschitz
functions is identified as the direct sum

F(Rn;Rm) =

m⊕
i=1

F(Rn),

where F(Rn) denotes the Arens-Eells space over Rn [60].
The Arens-Eells space is the completion of the space of finitely supported signed measures on

Rn with respect to the norm

∥µ∥F = sup
{∣∣⟨f, µ⟩∣∣ : f ∈ Lip0(Rn;R), ∥f∥Lip ≤ 1

}
,
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where the pairing ⟨f, µ⟩ is established via the Lebesgue integral

⟨f, µ⟩ .=
∫
f dµ.

We emphasize that, here, the functions f act on signed measures µ as linear functionals.

Without loss of generality, we can take: U
.
= {u ∈ Lip0 : Lip(u) ≤ 1}.

The existence of a unique solution of the ODE (4.12) on the entire interval I is evident; thus,
it suffices to verify the continuity of the mapping u 7→ xu.

For any ū, u ∈ U , we estimate:

∣∣∣x(t)− x̄(t)
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣

∫ t

0

[
us(x(s))− ūs(x̄(s))

]
ds

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∫ t

0

∣∣∣us(x(s))− us(x̄(s))
∣∣∣ ds+ ∣∣∣∣∣

∫ t

0

[
us(x̄(s))− ūs(x̄(s))

]
ds

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∫ t

0

∣∣∣x(s)− x̄(s)
∣∣∣ ds+ ∣∣∣∣∣

∫ t

0

⟨us − ūs, δx̄(s)⟩(V ′,V )

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
which, by Grönwall’s lemma, yields the bound

∣∣∣x(t)− x̄(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ et

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ t

0

⟨us − ūs, δx̄(s)⟩(V ′,V )

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ eT
∣∣∣⟨⟨u− ū, δx̄(·)⟩⟩

∣∣∣.
To complete the proof, replace u with an element of the sequence (uk) ⊂ U converging to ū,

and leverage the definitions of the space F and the weak* convergence.
2. In Example 4.16, the set U is chosen as a closed ball of the dual V ′ = Lq(Rn;Rm) of the

Lebesgue space V = Lp(Rn;Rm), 1 ≤ p <∞, 1
p + 1

q = 1.

Let F be a matrix having fk as the kth column. By assumption, F is Carathéodory and
sublinear with a certain constant CF . A straightforward analysis based on the estimates

∣∣x(t)∣∣ ≤ ∫ t

0

∣∣Fs(x(s))vs(x(s))∣∣ ds
≤ CF

∫ t

0

(1 + |x(s)|)
∣∣∣∣∫ η(x(s)− x)us(x) dx

∣∣∣∣ ds
≤ CF

∫ t

0

(1 + |x(s)|)∥η(x(s)− ·)∥Lp ∥us∥Lq ds,

and on the Grönwall inequality shows that the system (4.13) admits a unique solution on the entire
interval I. Furthermore, the trajectory tube of this control system is contained in a ball K

.
= Br

of a suitably large radius r.
To establish the continuity of the operator u 7→ xu, we observe that, for each p ≥ 1, the

elements u of U are uniformly bounded in L1(K). Then, for any u, ū ∈ U , we have the following
estimates:

∣∣∣x(t)− x̄(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ t

0

∣∣∣Fs(x(s))− Fs(x̄(s))
∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣vs(x(s))∣∣∣ ds

+

∫ t

0

∣∣∣Fs(x̄(s))∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣vs(x(s))− vs(x̄(s))
∣∣∣ ds
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+

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ t

0

Fs(x̄(s))
[
vs(x̄(s))− v̄s(x̄(s))

]
ds

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ LipK(F )

∫ t

0

∣∣∣x(s)− x̄(s)
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∫ us(x) η(x(s)− x) dx

∣∣∣∣ ds
+ sup
I×K

|Fs|
∫ t

0

∣∣∣∣∫ us(x)
[
η(x(s)− x)− η(x̄(s)− x)

]
dx

∣∣∣∣ ds
+

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ t

0

F (x̄(s))

(∫
η(x̄(s)− x)

[
us(x)− ūs(x)

]
dx

)
ds

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ LipK(F ) sup

K
|η|
∫ t

0

∥us∥L1

∣∣∣x(s)− x̄(s)
∣∣∣ ds

+ sup
I×K

|Fs| LipK(η)

∫ t

0

∥us∥L1

∣∣∣x(s)− x̄(s)
∣∣∣ ds

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ t

0

F (x̄(s))

(∫
η(x̄(s)− x)

[
us(x)− ūs(x)

]
dx

)
ds

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
where | · | denotes any norm in Rn, and the corresponding matrix norm is denoted similarly.
Applying Grönwall’s lemma, we obtain:∣∣∣x(t)− x̄(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ C
∣∣∣⟨⟨u− ū, F (x̄)η(x̄− ·)⟩⟩

∣∣∣
for a certain K-uniform constant C > 0. Proceeding as above completes the proof.
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Advanced Texts. Springer, Basler Lehrbücher (2019)

64

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00030-012-0164-3
https://doi.org/10.1070/SM9516
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11590-018-1318-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-7398-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-7398-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2017.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1134/s0005117914110022
https://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.2010.2060259
https://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.2010.2060259
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38438-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38438-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-20828-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-20828-2
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691193717
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00245-023-10062-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10440-012-9771-6


[24] Bogachev, V.I.: Measure Theory. Volume II. Springer, Berlin-New York (2007)

[25] Lee, J.M.: Introduction to Smooth Manifolds, 2nd edn. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol.
218. Springer, New York (2013). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-9982-5

[26] Stepanov, E., Trevisan, D.: Three superposition principles: Currents, continuity equations
and curves of measures. Journal of Functional Analysis 272(3), 1044–1103 (2017) https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2016.10.025

[27] Gigli, N., Han, B.-X.: The continuity equation on metric measure spaces. Calculus of Vari-
ations and Partial Differential Equations 53(1–2), 149–177 (2014) https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00526-014-0744-7

[28] Bogachev, V.I.: Measure Theory. Volume I. Springer, Berlin-New York (2007)

[29] Dinculeanu, N., Sneddon, I.N., Stark, M.: Vector Measures. International Series in Pure and
Applied Mathematics. Pergamon, Oxford (2014)
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