
Rough Stochastic Pontryagin Maximum Principle

and an Indirect Shooting Method

Thomas Lew∗

February 11, 2025

Abstract

We derive first-order Pontryagin optimality conditions for stochastic optimal control with determinis-
tic controls for systems modeled by rough differential equations (RDE) driven by Gaussian rough paths.
This Pontryagin Maximum Principle (PMP) applies to systems following stochastic differential equa-
tions (SDE) driven by Brownian motion, yet it does not rely on forward-backward SDEs and involves the
same Hamiltonian as the deterministic PMP. The proof consists of first deriving various integrable error
bounds for solutions to nonlinear and linear RDEs by leveraging recent results on Gaussian rough paths.
The PMP then follows using standard techniques based on needle-like variations. As an application,
we propose the first indirect shooting method for nonlinear stochastic optimal control and show that it
converges 10× faster than a direct method on a stabilization task.
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1 Introduction and main results

Stochastic optimal control has found numerous applications such as in finance [1], aerospace [2], robotics [3],
automotive [4], and biology [5]. Stochastic optimal control problems typically involve a dynamical system
described by a stochastic differential equation (SDE) in Itô or Stratonovich form

dxt = b(t, xt, ut)dt+ σ(t, xt) ◦ dBt, t ∈ [0, T ], (1.1)

where x is the state trajectory, u is the control input trajectory, b is the drift, σ is the diffusion, B is a

Brownian motion, T is the final time, and consist of optimizing an objective E[
∫ T

0
f(t, xt, ut)dt+ g(xT )] over

a set of control trajectories subject to state and control constraints.
By now, a rich literature on stochastic optimal control is available, with optimality conditions character-

ized by the dynamic programming principle as Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) partial differential equations
(PDEs) [6–8], and by the Pontryagin Maximum Principle (PMP) as forward-backward stochastic differential
equations (FBSDEs) [8–10]. For problems with linear dynamics and linear-quadratic costs, both approaches
lead to tractable solutions characterized by stochastic Riccati equations [7,11,12]. However, for general non-
linear problems, solving HJB-PDEs or FBSDEs remains computationally challenging for high-dimensional
state spaces, despite recent progress [13–16]. In practice, an effective approach consists of optimizing over
a class of solutions uθ

t parameterized by finitely-many parameters θ ∈ Rk [17, 18] (see [19, 20] for machine
learning applications). However, restricting solutions to a finite-dimensional space may obscure the structure
of solutions and lead to suboptimality. For example, in deterministic optimal control, the PMP can provide
closed-form expressions for optimal controls, such as bang-bang controls [21], that drastically reduce the
search space and guide the design of indirect methods [22,23] for efficient and accurate numerical resolution.
Thus, our main motivation is to derive a stochastic PMP that is as close as possible to the deterministic
PMP. In particular, we seek optimality conditions that are interpreted pathwise and do not rely on FBSDEs,
to guide the future development of efficient algorithms inspired by deterministic optimal control techniques.

Rough path theory [24–28] provides a deterministic framework of pathwise integration against irregular
signals such as sample paths of Brownian motion and has been recognized as a robust tool for stochastic
calculus. Pathwise stochastic optimal control [29–31] has been studied using rough path theory in [32, 33],
but this formulation results in anticipative controls. In contrast, we focus on optimizing objectives averaged
over random realizations of the driving rough path under deterministic open-loop controls, which is a more
standard formulation in stochastic optimal control as open-loop controls are practical for implementation
[2–5]. However, using rough path theory in this classical setting presents two main challenges. First, we
cannot directly use the techniques for proving the PMP from [32] as state constraints are not accounted for.
Second, the pathwise error bounds for solutions to RDEs in [32,33] are too crude to be integrable in general,
so they cannot be used in our setting that requires error bounds with integrable constants. To address the
first challenge, we adapt standard arguments for proving the deterministic PMP via needle-like variations
and Brouwer’s fixed point theorem [15,34–36]. To address the second challenge, we derive finer error bounds
by leveraging greedy partitions and favorable integrability properties of Gaussian rough paths [37,38].

Problem setting. We consider stochastic optimal control problems (OCP) with deterministic control
inputs 

min
u∈L∞([0,T ],U)

E
[∫ T

0
f(t, xt, ut)dt+ g(xT )

]
such that xt = x0 +

∫ t

0
b(s, xs, us)ds+

∫ t

0
σ(s, xs)dBs, t ∈ [0, T ],

E [h(xT )] = 0,

(OCP)

where the differential equation dxt = b(t, xt, ut)dt + σ(t, xt)dBt is a random rough differential equation
(RDE) defined pathwise [24–28] as in Theorem 3.18, and the sample paths of the driving stochastic process
B are Gaussian rough paths [27,37,38] as in Theorem 2.10, see Assumption 4.1 for definitions. In particular,
if B = (B,B) is the Stratonovich lift of a Brownian motion B, then the RDE in OCP is equivalent to the
Stratonovich SDE in (1.1) [27, Theorem 9.1] and OCP is a classical optimal control problem.

Main contributions. First, we prove the well-posedness and various regularity and integrability results
for solutions to (random) RDEs under regularity assumptions on (b, σ,B), see for example Proposition 3.12
and Theorem 3.18. Such RDEs fall outside the scope of classical results in rough path theory due to the
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presence of the control u, and previous error bounds in [32,33] that are derived pathwise for a deterministic
rough path B are not integrable in general, even if B is the Stratonovich lift of a Brownian motion.

Second, we derive the first-order necessary optimality conditions for OCP stated below. Notations are
described in Section 2. The assumptions are stated in Assumption 4.1 in Section 4.2.

Theorem 1.1 (Rough Stochastic Pontryagin Maximum Principle (PMP)). Define T, ℓ, U,Ω,P, b, σ, f, g, h, x0

and the enhanced Gaussian process B as in Assumption 4.1, and the Hamiltonian

H : [0, T ]× Rn × U × Rn × R→ R, (t, x, u, p, p0) 7→ p⊤b(t, x, u) + p0f(t, x, u). (1.2)

Let (x, u) ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn))× L∞([0, T ], U) be an optimal solution to OCP, where x solves the random
RDE in OCP in the pathwise sense of Theorem 3.18.

Then, there exists a stochastic process p ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)), called adjoint vector, and non-trivial
Lagrange multipliers (p0, . . . , pr) ∈ {−1, 0} × Rr such that:

(i) Adjoint equation: for some initial conditions p0 ∈ Lℓ(Ω,Rn), the adjoint vector solves the random
RDE 1

pt = p0 −
∫ t

0

∂H

∂x
(s, xs, us, ps, p0)ds−

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, xs)

⊤psdBs, t ∈ [0, T ] (1.3)

in the pathwise sense of Theorem 3.18.

(ii) Transversality condition: almost surely, the final value of the adjoint vector satisfies

pT = p0
∂g

∂x
(xT ) +

r∑
i=1

pi
∂hi

∂x
(xT ). (1.4)

(iii) Maximality condition: for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], the optimal control satisfies

ut = argmax
v∈U

E [H(t, xt, v, pt, p0)] . (1.5)

The similarity to the deterministic setting is striking. The HamiltonianH remains unchanged, the adjoint
equation is interpreted pathwise and has the same drift term −∂H

∂x , the transversality condition is identical
(pathwise almost surely), and the only difference in the maximality condition is an expected value. The
adjoint equation (1.3) is not an FBSDE, which is the key to unlocking a practical indirect shooting method.

Indirect shooting method. These optimality conditions inform the design of an indirect method for
nonlinear stochastic optimal control. That is, if we approximate all expectations in OCP and PMP using
sample average (Monte Carlo) estimates for a sample size M , the search for (approximate) solutions to OCP
amounts to finding multipliers (pj)

r
j=1 ∈ Rr and initial values of the adjoint vector (pi0)

M
i=1 ∈ RMn satisfying

1
M

∑M
i=1 h(x

i
T )

p0
∂g
∂x (x

1
T ) +

∑r
j=1 pj

∂hj

∂x (x1
T )

...

p0
∂g
∂x (x

M
T ) +

∑r
j=1 pj

∂hj

∂x (xM
T )

 =


0

p1T
...

pMT

 where


xi
T = xi

0 +
∫ T

0
b(t, xi

t, u
M
t )dt+

∫ T

0
σ(t, xi

t)dB
i
t,

piT = pi0 −
∫ T

0
∂H
∂x (t, x

i
t, u

M
t , pit, p0)dt−

∫ T

0
∂σ
∂x (t, x

i
t)
⊤pitdB

i
t,

uM
t = argmax

v∈U

1
M

M∑
i=1

H(t, xi
t, v, p

i
t, p0) for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

Assuming that the maximality condition gives a closed-form expression of the control uM
t as a function of

(xi
t, p

i
t)

M
i=1 (e.g., as is often the case for control-affine systems), the final values (xi

T , p
i
T )

M
i=1 can be computed as

a function of (pi0)
M
i=1 by integrating the corresponding RDEs pathwise. Then, solutions

(
(pj)

r
j=1, (p

i
0)

M
i=1

)
∈

Rr+Mn to this system of (r+Mn) equations can be efficiently found via a Newton-type root-finding method.
This approach is commonly known as an indirect shooting method in deterministic optimal control [22],

and is a natural extension to the stochastic setting using PMP and a sample average approximation [39–42].
To our knowledge, this method has not appeared in the literature yet, as previous optimality conditions rely

1Each component of the term ∂σ
∂x

(t, x)⊤p ∈ Rn×d in the adjoint equation (1.3) is
[
∂σ
∂x

(t, x)⊤p
]
ij

=
∑n

k=1
∂σkj

∂xi
(t, x)[p]k.
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on FBSDEs that introduce greater complexity. Indeed, previous indirect methods use deep learning to solve
the FBSDEs from the classical stochastic PMP [16,43,44]. While we do not derive guarantees for this method
(e.g., asymptotic optimality or robustness to discretization) and therefore treat it as a heuristic inspired by
PMP, we evaluate it on an example in Section 5 and show that it is substantially faster (10× speedup) than a
direct method [41] solving the sample average approximation of OCP via sequential quadratic programming.

Connections to classical stochastic optimal control. If B is a Brownian motion with filtration
(Ft)t∈[0,T ], the initial conditions x0 are F0-measurable, and B is the Stratonovich lift of B, then OCP is
equivalent to the classical stochastic optimal control problem

min
u∈L∞([0,T ],U)

E
[ ∫ T

0

f(t, xt, ut)dt+ g(xT )

]
s.t. xt = x0 +

∫ t

0

b(s, xs, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, xs)◦dBs, E [h(xT )] = 0

with a Stratonovich SDE. Thus, Theorem 1.1 applies to this standard setting with the following observations.

• Pathwise adjoint equation: The adjoint equation (1.3) is still understood pathwise in the rough path
sense, as the adjoint vector p is defined pathwise with initial conditions p0 that depend on the entire
path of B (i.e., p0 is not F0-measurable, so (1.3) cannot be replaced by a Stratonovich SDE), see
Section 4.2. Rough path theory is a natural framework to make sense of this equation. In contrast,
the classical stochastic PMP [8–10] relies on Itô calculus and FBSDEs.

• Gaussian rough paths: Our results hold for a large class of Gaussian rough paths (see Assumption
2.1 and the many examples in [45]). For example, fractional Brownian motion (fBM) satisfies our
assumptions [46] and has applications in finance [1], yet fBM (except for Brownian motion) is not a
semimartingale [46] and thus cannot be handled via Itô (or Stratonovich) integration.

• Regularity of the diffusion σ: Our results rely on stronger regularity assumptions on σ than the classical
PMP. Informally, rough path theory cannot distinguish between Itô and Stratonovich integration, and
an Itô SDE can be written as a Stratonovich SDE with a correction term involving derivatives of σ,
so we expect smoothness assumptions on σ to be stronger than if using Itô calculus [47, Section 4.1].
On the other hand, these assumptions unlock stronger pathwise regularity results with respect to the
driving process B (for example, Proposition 3.12) that may be of independent interest.

• Independence of the diffusion σ on the control u: Our results rely on the independence of σ on u, as
allowing a dependence on the control u may lead to a degenerate formulation with irregular controls
as described in [32,33], and rough path theory relies on coefficients that are smooth-enough in time.

• Feedback control : We only optimize over deterministic open-loop controls u, which ensures that solu-
tions are non-anticipative and can thus be implemented in applications. However, considering open-loop
controls is more restrictive than optimizing over stochastic non-anticipative feedback controls. We leave
this generalization to future work, e.g., via pathwise approaches [32, 33] or suitable non-anticipative
parameterizations [17,18,48]. Note that solving open-loop stochastic optimal control problem remains
computationally challenging today. In practice, a feedback controller is often pre-specified and open-
loop controls are recomputed in real-time in a receding horizon via model predictive control [4, 49],
which allows for feedback and is often effective. PMP still informs the search of optimal closed-loop
controls with a fixed parameterization, see Section 5 for an example of feedback optimization.

Sketch of proof and paper outline. We adapt the proof of the deterministic PMP based on needle-like
variations [15, 34–36] to the stochastic setting by leveraging recent results in rough path theory [37, 38] to
enable a pathwise analysis. The main steps of the proof of PMP and the paper outline are described below.

• In Section 2, we review concepts in rough path theory and Gaussian rough paths. In particular, given a
rough path X, we will partition the interval [0, T ] with a greedy partition [37,38] of Nα(X) increments
whose size is a function of the p-variation of the rough path X. Importantly, for Gaussian rough paths
X = B(ω), the number of increments Nα,[0,T ](B) enjoys favorable integrability properties.

• In Section 3, we first prove existence and unicity of solutions to nonlinear and linear RDEs, used to
describe the evolution of the dynamical system in OCP and the adjoint equation (1.3). Such results
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are slightly outside the scope of classical results in rough path theory due to the presence of the control
u (results in [32,33] do not directly apply since (b, σ) are time-varying and the map t 7→ b(t, ·, ut) is not
smooth enough to append time t to the state x and use previous results). Then, we derive error bounds
for RDEs using greedy partitions and the quantity Nα(B), and obtain the integrability of solutions to
random RDEs driven by Gaussian rough paths and of their Jacobian (Theorem 3.18), and integrable
error bounds for solutions to RDEs with different control inputs and initial conditions (Corollary 3.19).

• In Section 4, we state the assumptions for PMP (Assumption 4.1) and prove the result. The proof
uses a standard technique based on needle-like variations and a separation hyperplane argument using
Brouwer’s fixed point theorem [34–36]. The main differences with classical proofs of the PMP of Itô
type [15] are the pathwise use of Itô’s Lemma for rough paths (Lemma 2.6) and defining the adjoint
vector pathwise using a rough differential equation instead of an FBSDE.

We implement the indirect shooting method on an example in Section 5 and conclude in Section 6. Additional
proofs are provided in Appendix A.

2 Preliminaries

Notations. We use the following standard notations [50]. Given a, b ∈ R∪{∞}, we write a∧ b = min(a, b).
Given a, b ∈ Rn, we write a⊤b =

∑n
i=1 aibi for the inner product. The Kronecker product is denoted by ⊗.

Let E, Ẽ, F be Banach spaces (usually E = Rn). The space of linear and continuous functions from E to F
is denoted by L(E,F ) and is endowed with the norm ∥A∥ = supx∈E,∥x∥≤1 ∥A(x)∥ such that ∥Ax∥ ≤ ∥A∥∥x∥
for any A ∈ L(E,F ) and x ∈ E. We use the usual identifications L(Rn,Rm) ∼= Rn ⊗ Rm ∼= Rn×m where
Rn×m is the matrix space, and L(E ⊗ Ẽ, F ) ∼= L(E,L(Ẽ, F )) ∼= L2(E × Ẽ, F ) is the space of bilinear and
continuous maps from E × Ẽ to F . Given a function f : E → F , we write ∥f∥∞ := supx∈E ∥f(x)∥, and say
that f is bounded if ∥f∥∞ <∞. Given g : E → R, we write f(x) = o(g(x)) if ∥f(x)∥/∥g(x)∥ → 0 as x→ 0.
A function f : E → F is said to be continuously differentiable (in Fréchet sense) if there exists a continuous
map ∇f : E → L(E,F ) such that f(y)− f(x)−∇f(x)(y − x) = o(∥y − x∥). Partial derivatives and higher
order derivatives ∇kf are defined as usual. Given n ∈ N, Cn = Cn(E,F ) denotes the space of continuous
functions f : E → F that are n-times continuously differentiable, and Cn

b = Cn
b (E,F ) denotes the space of

bounded functions f ∈ Cn(E,F ) with bounded derivatives. The space Cn
b is endowed with the norm

∥f∥Cn
b
:= ∥f∥∞ + ∥∇f∥∞ + · · ·+ ∥∇nf∥∞ <∞.

Any function f ∈ Cn
b satisfies the mean value theorem:

f(x+ h) = f(x) +
1

k!

n−1∑
k=1

∇kf(x)h⊗k +
1

(n− 1)!

∫ 1

0

∇nf(x+ θh)h⊗n(1− θ)n−1dθ.

Let T > 0. For any interval I = [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ], we write |I| = |t − s|. Given a path X : [0, T ] → Rn, its
increments are denoted byXs,t := Xt−Xs for any s, t ∈ [0, T ]. We denote by ∆[0,T ] := {(s, t) : 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T}
the standard 2-simplex. Let C([0, T ],Rn) be the set of continuous maps x : [0, T ] → Rn and (Ω,F ,P) be
a probability space. For ℓ ∈ N, we denote by Lℓ(Ω,Rn) the set of random variables x : Ω → Rn such
that E[∥x∥ℓ] <∞, and by Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)) the set of stochastic processes with continuous sample paths
x : Ω → C([0, T ],Rn) such that E[∥x∥ℓ∞] < ∞. Given U ⊆ Rn, we denote by L∞([0, T ], U) the set of
measurable maps u : [0, T ] → U with ∥u∥L∞([0,T ],U) := inf{C : ∥ut∥ ≤ C for almost every t ∈ [0, T ]} < ∞.
Throughout derivations, we denote by Ca a constant that depends only on a and can change line by line.

2.1 Rough paths, controlled rough paths, and rough integration

We recall concepts in rough path theory [26–28]. The main tool we use for quantifying the regularity of a
path X : [0, T ] → Rn is the notion of p-variation, which bounds the sum of increments ∥Xs,t∥p of X over
arbitrary partitions of [0, T ]. For example, Lipschitz continuous paths X have finite 1-variation, and sample
paths Bs,t(ω) of Brownian motion have finite p-variation for p > 2 almost surely. Rough path theory can
also be studied using 1

p -Hölder continuity properties (note that a path that is 1
p -Hölder continuous has finite
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p-variation), but the resulting analysis gives bounds that are generally not integrable (see Section 2.2 for
further discussion), which motivates using a rough path analysis via p-variation properties.

Definition 2.1 (p-variation). Let p ≥ 1 and T > 0. The p-variation of a path X : [0, T ]→ Rn is defined as

∥X∥p := ∥X∥p,[0,T ], where ∥X∥p,[s,t] :=
(

sup
π∈P([s,t])

∑
[u,v]∈π

∥Xu,v∥p
) 1

p

for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ],

where P([s, t]) denotes the set of all partitions of [s, t], and the supremum is over all partitions π of [s, t].
The set Cp = Cp([0, T ],Rn) denotes the space of Rn-valued continuous paths of finite p-variation, that is,
continuous paths X : [0, T ]→ Rn such that ∥X∥p <∞.

Lemma 2.1 (Stitching a partition of an interval [33, Lemma 2.3]). Let p ≥ 1, T > 0, 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · <
tn = T be a partition of [0, T ], and X : [0, T ]→ Rn be a path. Then, ∥X∥p,[0,T ] ≤ n

(∑n
i=1 ∥X∥

p
p,[ti−1,ti]

)1/p
.

Lemma 2.2 (Inequalities for p-variations). Let T > 0, p ≥ 1, and X ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rd). Then,

∥X∥∞ ≤ ∥X0∥+ ∥X∥p. (2.1)

Let X : [0, T ]→ Rd, Y 1, . . . , Y n ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rd), and c ≥ 0. Then, there exists a constant Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥Xs,t∥ ≤
n∑

i=1

∥Y i
s,t∥+ c|t− s| ∀s, t ∈ [0, T ] =⇒ ∥X∥p ≤ Cp

(
n∑

i=1

∥Y i∥p + c T

)
. (2.2)

Let p ≥ 2, X : [0, T ] → Rd, Y i, Ỹ i ∈ Cp for i = 1, . . . , n, Zj ∈ C
p
2 for j = 1, . . . ,m. Then, ∥X∥p ≤ ∥X∥ p

2
,

and there exists a constant Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥Xs,t∥ ≤
n∑

i=1

∥Y i
s,t∥∥Ỹ i

s,t∥+
m∑

j=1

∥Zj
s,t∥+c|t−s| ∀s, t ∈ [0, T ] =⇒ ∥X∥ p

2
≤ Cp

(
n∑

i=1

∥Y i∥p∥Ỹ i∥p +

m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥ p
2
+ c T

)
.

(2.3)

Let p ≥ 1, σ ∈ C1
b ([0, T ]× Rn,Rm), and X ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rn). Then, there exists Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥σ(·, X)∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C1
b
(∥X∥p + T ). (2.4)

Moreover, if σ ∈ C2
b and X, X̃ ∈ Cp, then there exists Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥σ(·, X·)− σ(·, X̃·)∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p + T )(∥X0 − X̃0∥+ ∥X − X̃∥p). (2.5)

The results in Lemma 2.2 are standard and are proved in the appendix.

Definition 2.2 (Rough path). Let p ∈ [2, 3) and T > 0. A p-rough path is a pair X = (X,X) that consists
of a path X : [0, T ]→ Rd and its enhancement X : ∆[0,T ] → Rd×d that satisfy Chen’s relation

Xij
s,t = Xij

s,r + Xij
r,t +Xi

s,rX
j
r,t (2.6)

for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d and 0 ≤ s ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T , and that has finite inhomogeneous p-variation rough path norm:

∥X∥p := ∥X∥p + ∥X∥ p
2
<∞, where ∥X∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
:=

(
sup

π∈P([s,t])

∑
[u,v]∈π

∥Xu,v∥
p
2

) 2
p

for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ],

and ∥X∥ p
2
:= ∥X∥ p

2 ,[0,T ]. We also write ∥X∥p,[s,t] := ∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ].
A geometric p-rough path is a p-rough path X = (X,X) that additionally satisfies

Xij
s,t + Xji

s,t = Xi
s,tX

j
s,t (2.7)

for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d and (s, t) ∈ ∆[0,T ].

The sets C p = C p([0, T ],Rd) and C p
g = C p

g ([0, T ],Rd) denote the sets of p-rough paths and of geometric
p-rough paths, respectively.

Given two rough paths X = (X,X) ∈ C p and X̃ = (X̃, X̃) ∈ C p, we define ∆X := X − X̃, ∆X := X− X̃,
and

∥∆X∥p := ∥∆X∥p + ∥∆X∥ p
2
.
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Clearly, C p
g ⊂ C p. As an example, the sample paths X = B(ω) of the Stratonovich lift B = (B,B) of a

Brownian motion B, where B is defined by the Stratonovich integrals Bij
s,t :=

∫ t

s
Bi

s,u ◦ dBj
u, are geometric

rough paths (B(ω) ∈ C p
g almost surely). The sample paths of the Itô lift B̃ = (B, B̃) of B (with B̃ defined by

Itô integration B̃ij
s,t :=

∫ t

s
Bi

s,udB
j
u) are rough paths (B̃(ω) ∈ C p almost surely), but they are not geometric.

A key property of geometric rough paths is the chain rule (see Lemma 2.6), as a consequence of Itô’s lemma.

Definition 2.3 (Controlled rough paths). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, and X = (X,X) ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd) be a
p-rough path. A controlled p-rough path (with respect to X) is a pair

(Y, Y ′) ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rn)× Cp([0, T ],Rn×d),

where Y ′ is called the Gubinelli derivative of Y , such that the remainder term RY : ∆[0,T ] → Rn given by

RY
s,t := Ys,t − Y ′sXs,t (2.8)

satisfies ∥RY ∥ p
2
<∞.

The set Dp
X = Dp

X([0, T ],Rn) denotes the set of controlled p-rough paths (with respect to X).

A controlled rough path (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X looks like X over short intervals: Yt ≈ Ys+Y ′sXs,t for small |t−s|.

For example, (f(X),∇f(X)) is a controlled rough path if f ∈ C2. Controlled rough paths are sufficiently
smooth (with respect to the rough path X) to allow for a notion of rough integral against X, defined below.

Proposition 2.3 (Rough integration [51, Proposition 2.6]). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd)
be a p-rough path, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X([0, T ],Rn×d) be a controlled p-rough path. Then, the rough integral of
(Y, Y ′) against X, defined as the limit over all partitions π of [0, T ] with vanishing mesh size∫ T

0

YrdXr := lim
|π|→0

∑
[s,t]∈π

YsXs,t + Y ′sXs,t, (2.9)

exists2. Moreover, for any 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T , we have the estimate∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

YrdXr − YsXs,t − Y ′sXs,t

∥∥∥∥ ≤ Cp(∥RY ∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥Y ′∥p,[s,t]∥X∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

) (2.10)

for a constant Cp that only depends on p.

For intuition, let X be a scalar-valued path that is sufficiently smooth so that Xs,t :=
∫ t

s
(Xr−Xs)dXr is

well-defined and (Y, Y ′) = (f(X),∇f(X)) with f ∈ C2 is a controlled path. Then, a Taylor approximation

gives
∫ t

s
f(Xr)dXr ≈ f(Xs)

∫ t

s
dXr +∇f(Xs)

∫ t

s
(Xr−Xs)dXr = YsXs,t+Y ′sXs,t, which is like the left hand

side of (2.10). The rough integral generalizes this intuition to cases where X is too irregular for the integral∫ t

s
Xs,rdXr to be well-defined (e.g., if X is a sample of Brownian motion): We first define the enhancement X

and then define the rough integral of (Y, Y ′) against (X,X) by (2.9). The term Y ′sXs,t is key to ensuring that
(2.9) is well-posed and different choices of X (e.g., via Itô vs Stratonovich integrals) give different results.

Next, we give a few useful results about rough integration and functions of controlled rough paths. Let
(X,X) ∈ C p and (X̃, X̃) ∈ C p be two rough paths, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
be two controlled

rough paths. We write ∆X = X − X̃ and similarly for ∆Y,∆Y ′,∆RY , and as in [51], we define

MY ′ := ∥Y ′0∥+ ∥Y ′∥p, KY := ∥Y ′0∥+ ∥Y ′∥p + ∥RY ∥ p
2
= MY ′ + ∥RY ∥ p

2
,

∆MY ′ := ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p, ∆KY := ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
= ∆MY ′ + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
.

Lemma 2.4 (Stability of rough integration [51, Lemma 3.4]). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈ C p and

X̃ = (X̃, X̃) ∈ C p be two p-rough paths, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
be two controlled p-rough paths.

Then,

(Z,Z ′) :=

(∫ ·
0

YsdXs, Y

)
∈ Dp

X and (Z̃, Z̃ ′) :=

(∫ ·
0

ỸsdX̃s, Ỹ

)
∈ Dp

X̃
.

2We use the identification Rn×d×d = L(Rd×d,Rn) to make sense of the last term Y ′
sXs,t.
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Moreover,

∥R
∫ ·
0
YsdXs −R

∫ ·
0
ỸsdX̃s∥ p

2
≤ Cp(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)

(
KỸ ∥∆X∥p + ∥X∥p∆KY

)
, (2.11)

Lemma 2.5 ((σ(·, Y ),∇σ(·, Y )Y ′) is a controlled path). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, σ ∈ C2
b ([0, T ] × Rn,Rn×d),

X = (X,X) ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd) be a p-rough path, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) be a controlled p-rough path.

Then,

(σ(·, Y·), σ(·, Y·)′) :=
(
σ(·, Y·),

∂σ

∂x
(·, Y·)Y ′·

)
∈ Dp

X .

Moreover, there exists Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥Y ∥p ≤ Cp(∥Y ′∥∞∥X∥p + ∥RY ∥ p
2
) (2.12)

≤ Cp(1 + ∥X∥p)KY , (2.13)

∥σ(·, Y·)∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C1
b
(MY ′∥X∥p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
+ T ), (2.14)

∥σ(·, Y·)′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
KY (1 +KY + T )(1 + ∥X∥p), (2.15)

∥Rσ(·,Y·)∥ p
2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(∥Y ∥2p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
+ T ) (2.16)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(KY (1 +KY )(1 + ∥X∥p)2 + T ). (2.17)

We prove Lemma 2.5 in the appendix. For time-invariant maps σ(t, x) = σ(x), these results are standard,
see e.g. [51, Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6].

Remark 2.1 (Smoothness of σ). The assumption σ ∈ C2
b implies that ∥σ∥∞+∥∂σ∂t ∥∞+∥∂σ∂x∥∞+∥∂σ

2

∂t2 ∥∞+

∥∂σ
2

∂x2 ∥∞+ ∥ ∂2σ
∂x∂t∥∞ is bounded. It is stronger than assumptions on σ used for classical PMPs derived via Itô

calculus due to the use of rough path theory, see Section 1 and [47, Section 4.1]. It can be relaxed to assuming
that σ(t, ·) ∈ C2

b for almost every (a.e.) t ∈ [0, T ] and that σ(·, x) is uniformly 2
p -Hölder continuous. Under

this assumption and similar ones on derivatives ∂kσ
∂xk , most results in this work still hold by replacing terms in

T by terms in T
2
p . However, the assumption of 2

p -Hölder continuity in t is only barely weaker that assuming

Lipschitz continuity (in particular, σ(t, x) = Bt(ω) with X = B(ω) a sample path of Brownian motion is not
2
p -Hölder continuous), so we assume that σ ∈ Cn

b to simplify notations and results. Assuming a controlled

structure σt(·) ≈ σs(·) + σ′s(·)(Xt −Xs) [50,52] could be considered in future work. See also Remark 3.1.

The next result gives a chain rule for functions of controlled rough paths and geometric rough paths.

Lemma 2.6 (Itô’s formula for geometric rough paths). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, f ∈ C3, X ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],Rd) be

a geometric p-rough path, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) be a controlled p-rough path such that

Yt = Y0 +

∫ t

0

Y ′sdXs + Γt for all t ∈ [0, T ],

for a path of finite p
2 -variation Γ ∈ C

p
2 ([0, T ],Rn), and a controlled p-rough path (Y ′, Y ′′) ∈ Dp

X([0, T ],Rn×d).
Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ],

f(Yt) = f(Y0) +

∫ t

0

∇f(Yu)Y
′
udXu +

∫ t

0

∇f(Yu)dΓu, (2.18)

where the first integral is a rough integral, and the second integral is a Young integral.

Lemma 2.6 is standard. It is a particular case of [27, Theorem 7.7], assuming that the rough path X is
geometric so its bracket is zero. Although [27, Theorem 7.7] is formulated for 1

p - and
2
p -Hölder continuous

paths, the proof follows similarly for finite p- and p
2 -variation paths. We provide a proof in the appendix.
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2.2 The greedy partition and Gaussian rough paths

To prove PMP, we use short variations around the optimal solution (the so-called needle-like variations, see
Proposition 4.1), and show that the difference between the solutions to the corresponding rough differential
equations is small in expectation over the driving signal X = B(ω) and initial conditions x0. An immediate
challenge with this approach is that classical error bounds in rough path theory depend on constants that
are typically not integrable [46,53], as they depend exponentially on the p-variation rough path norm ∥X∥p
(see for example [51, Theorem 3.9]) or on the exponential of the 1

p -Hölder constant of X (see e.g. the proof

of [28, Theorem 7.9] or [27, Theorem 8.5]). Thus, we cannot use classical error bounds from rough path
theory in the proof of PMP, as they may not be integrable.

A solution to this challenge was identified in [37] and refined in [38]. It consists of using a quantity
Nα(X) that counts the number of α-increments of the homogeneous rough path norm of X over an interval
(Definition 2.4). Importantly, for particular Gaussian rough paths B(ω), the exponential of Nα(B) is inte-
grable (Theorem 2.10). Thus, in this work, we use ideas in [37,38] (see also [46,53–55]) and derive finer error
bounds as a function of Nα(B) that are integrable for particular Gaussian rough paths.

Definition 2.4 (Control, greedy partition, and homogeneous p-variation rough path norm). Let T > 0. A
control is a continuous map w : ∆[0,T ] → R such that w(t, t) = 0 and w(s, t) + w(t, u) ≤ w(s, u) for any
0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ u ≤ T . Given a control w, a resolution α > 0 and [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ], we define the sequence

τ0 = s,

τi+1 = inf{u : w(τi, u) ≥ α, τi < u ≤ t} ∧ t,

with the convention inf ∅ = +∞, and

Nα,[s,t](w) := sup{n ∈ N ∪ {0} : τn < t}.

The greedy partition of the interval [s, t] is defined as the partition

{τi, i = 0, 1, . . . , Nα,[s,t](w) + 1}.

Given p ∈ [2, 3) and X ∈ C p, the control wX and Nα,[s,t](X) are defined using the homogeneous p-variation

rough path norm |||X|||p := ∥X∥p+∥X∥
1
2
p
2
as wX(s, t) := ∥X∥pp,[s,t]+∥X∥

p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

and Nα,[s,t](X) := Nα,[s,t](wX).

The control w in Definition 2.4 should not be confused with the control input u in OCP. The distinction
should be clear from context: w bounds variations of X, whereas u steers the dynamical system in OCP.

Our error bounds for solutions to RDEs will depend on (1) the inhomogeneous rough path norm ∥X∥p due
to oscillations of the driving signal X (see (2.10) and (2.11) which contain terms in ∥X∥p), and on (2) terms
increasing linearly over time due to the drift b(t, Y, u) and the time-varying diffusion σ(t, Y ) (see Lemma 3.5,
and (2.14) and (2.16) which contain terms in +T ). These terms relate to the control wX(·) and the number
Nα(X) via Corollary 2.9 below, using two lemmas that are similar to [37, Lemma 4.9] and [46, Lemma 5].
The proofs of Lemmas 2.7 and 2.8 and of Corollary 2.9 below are provided in the appendix.

Lemma 2.7. Let T > 0, w : ∆[0,T ] → R be a control, and α > 0. Then, αNα,[0,T ](w) ≤ w(0, T ).

Lemma 2.8. Let T > 0, C ≥ 1 be a constant, w1, . . . , wn : ∆[0,T ] → R be n controls, and w : ∆[0,T ] → R be
the control defined by w(s, t) = C

∑n
j=1 wj(s, t) for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ]. Then, for any α > 0 and [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ],

Nα,[s,t](w) ≤ C

(
2

n∑
j=1

Nα,[s,t](wj) + n

)
. (2.19)

Corollary 2.9. Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X, X̃ ∈ C p, Cp = 6p, and define the control w : ∆[0,T ] → R by

w(s, t) = Cp(wX(s, t) + wX̃(s, t) + |t− s|).

Then, for any α > 0 and [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ],

Nα,[s,t](w) ≤ 5Cp(Nα,[s,t](X) +Nα,[s,t](X̃) + |t− s|/α+ 1). (2.20)
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Moreover, given 0 < α ≤ 1 and any interval [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] small-enough so that w(s, t) ≤ α, we have

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X̃∥p,[s,t] + |t− s| ≤ α
1
p . (2.21)

Finally, for 0 < α ≤ 1 and any interval [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ], with Cp,α = 6eα
1
p ,

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X̃∥p,[s,t] + |t− s| ≤ Cp,α exp
(
Nα,[s,t](w)

)
. (2.22)

Next, we introduce enhanced Gaussian processes, a class of stochastic processes B = (B,B) that consist
of a Gaussian process B and its enhancement B defined so that the sample paths B(ω) = (B(ω),B(ω)) are
geometric rough paths. The sample paths B(ω) are called Gaussian rough paths. An example of enhanced
Gaussian process is the Stratonovich lift B of a Brownian motion B, where B is defined by the Stratonovich
integrals Bij

s,t :=
∫ t

s
Bi

s,u ◦ dBj
u. The next assumption ensures that a Gaussian process B can be lifted to

an enhanced Gaussian process B = (B,B), and that the exponential of Nα(B) (which will appear in our
analysis through applications of (2.20) and (2.22)) is integrable. This assumption is considered in [45, 46],
and is verified for a large number of Gaussian processes [45].

Assumption 2.1 (Gaussian process with regular covariance [46, Condition 10]). Let T > 0 and B =
(B1, . . . , Bd) be a centered, continuous, Rd-valued Gaussian process with independent components. Assume
that the covariance of every component has Hölder dominated finite mixed (1, ρ)-variation for some ρ ∈ [1, 2)
on [0, T ]2, that is, there exists K <∞ such that, for k = 1, . . . , d, uniformly over 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T ,

sup
(ti)∈P([s,t])
(t′j)∈P([s,t])

∑
t′j

(∑
ti

E
[
Bk

ti,ti+1
Bk

t′j ,t
′
j+1

])ρ
 1

ρ

≤ K|t− s|
1
ρ .

Theorem 2.10 (Enhanced Gaussian process and Gaussian rough paths). Let T > 0, ρ ∈ [1, 3
2 ), p ∈ (2ρ, 3),

(Ω,F ,P) be a probability space, and B be a centered, continuous, Rd-valued Gaussian process with independent
components satisfying Assumption 2.1 for ρ. Then, there exists a unique stochastic process B = (B,B) that
is the natural lift of B, and whose sample paths are geometric p-rough paths, that is, B(ω) = (B(ω),B(ω)) ∈
C p
g ([0, T ],Rd) almost surely. Moreover, for any α > 0 and D ≥ 0,

E
[
exp

(
DNα,[0,T ](B)

)]
<∞. (2.23)

B is called enhanced Gaussian process, and its sample paths B(ω) are called Gaussian rough paths.

The first claim of Theorem 2.10 is in [26, Theorem 15.33] (or [27, Theorem 10.4], see also [45, Corollary
2.3]), and the second follows from results in [38] (see also [46, Theorem 11]). Further details for the proof
are provided in the appendix.

In Theorem 2.10, the enhancement B in the “natural” lift B = (B,B) can be defined in various equivalent
ways, see [27, Remark 10.7]. In [27, Theorem 10.4], the diagonal elements of B are defined as Bii

s,t =
1
2 (B

i
s,t)

2,

the off-diagonal terms Bij are defined as an L2 limit Bij
s,t := lim|π|→0

∑
[u,v]∈π B

i
s,uB

j
u,v, and the other terms

Bji are defined as Bji
s,t := −B

ij
s,t +Bi

s,tB
j
s,t, so that the algebraic conditions (2.6) and (2.7) are satisfied. See

also other equivalent definitions in [27, Exercise 10.11] and in [26, Theorem 15.33].

3 Rough differential equations (RDEs) and error bounds

In this section, we study properties of solutions to the rough differential equations (RDE)

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.1)

Vt = v +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)Vsds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)VsdXs, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.2)
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First, in Section 3.1, we provide additional results for controlled rough paths and rough integrals. In Section
3.2, we show that solutions to the RDEs (3.1) and (3.2) exist and are unique. In Sections 3.3 and 3.4,
we derive bounds for solutions to RDEs by leveraging greedy partitions. Finally, in Section 3.5, we study
solutions to random RDEs driven by Gaussian rough paths X = B(ω) and derive integrable errors bounds.
For conciseness, the proofs of various results are in the appendix.

3.1 Calculus with rough paths: controlled rough paths and rough integration

The lemmas in this section are variations of results in [51, Section 3.2] to highlight constants and to support
a diffusion σ that is time-varying. Their long but straightforward proofs are provided in the appendix.

Lemma 3.1 (Products of controlled paths are controlled paths). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈ C p,
and (Y, Y ′), (Z,Z ′) ∈ Dp

X be two controlled rough paths. Then, (Y Z, (Y Z)′) ∈ Dp
X with Gubinelli derivative

(Y Z)′ = ZY ′ + Y Z ′. Moreover,

∥Y Z∥p ≤ Cp(∥Y ∥∞∥Z∥p + ∥Z∥∞∥Y ∥p), (3.3)

∥(Y Z)′∥p ≤ Cp(∥Z∥∞∥Y ′∥p + ∥Y ′∥∞∥Z∥p + ∥Y ∥∞∥Z ′∥p + ∥Z ′∥∞∥Y ∥p), (3.4)

∥RY Z∥ p
2
≤ Cp(∥Y ∥∞∥RZ∥ p

2
+ ∥RY ∥ p

2
∥Z∥∞ + ∥Y ∥p∥Z∥p). (3.5)

Lemma 3.2 (Error bounds for controlled paths). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈ C p and X̃ = (X̃, X̃) ∈
C p, (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
, and σ ∈ C3

b . Then,

∥Y − Ỹ ∥p ≤ Cp

(
∆MY ′∥X∥p +MỸ ′∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2

)
, (3.6)

∥σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T )
(

(3.7)

∥∆X∥p + ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p

)
,

∥Rσ(·,Y ) −Rσ(·,Ỹ )∥ p
2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C3

b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)2(1 + T )( (3.8)

∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+∆MY ′∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p).

Remark 3.1 (Smoothness of σ). As discussed in Remark 2.1, the assumption that σ is smooth in t can
be relaxed to assuming that σ(·, x) is uniformly 2

p -Hölder continuous. However, the proof of the inequality

(3.8) for ∥Rσ(·,Y )−Rσ(·,Ỹ )∥ p
2
breaks under weaker regularity assumptions. In particular, it breaks if we only

assume that ∥σ(t, x)−σ(s, x)∥ ≤ C|t− s| 12−ϵ (e.g., if σ(t, x) = Bt(ω) is a sample path of Brownian motion).

Lemma 3.3 (The rough integral
∫
σ(Y )dX defines a controlled path). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈

C p, (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X , and σ ∈ C2

b . Then, (Z,Z ′) :=
(∫ ·

0
σ(s, Ys)dXs, σ(·, Y·)

)
∈ Dp

X , and

∥R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs∥ p

2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(1 +KY )

2(1 + ∥X∥p)2(1 + T )∥X∥p. (3.9)

Lemma 3.4 (Error bounds for (
∫
σ(Y )dX −

∫
σ(Ỹ )dX̃)). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X = (X,X) ∈ C p and

X̃ = (X̃, X̃) ∈ C p, (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
, and σ ∈ C3

b . Then,

(Z − Z̃, Z ′ − Z̃ ′) :=

(∫ ·
0

σ(s, Ys)dXs −
∫ ·
0

σ(s, Ỹs)dX̃s, σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )

)
satisfies

∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

2(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p + T )
(

(3.10)

∥∆X∥p + ∥∆Y0∥+ (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2

)
,

∥R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ỹs)dX̃s∥ p

2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C3

b
(1 +KY +KỸ + T )3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)4(1 + T )

(
(3.11)

∥∆X∥p + ∥X∥p(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ′∥p + (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p)

)
.
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3.2 Rough differential equations: existence and unicity of solutions

In this section, we study existence and unicity of solutions to the RDEs (3.1) and (3.2). Since these RDEs
include a drift term

∫ ·
0
b(t, Yt, ut)dt, we use the following assumption and lemma to bound its p

2 -variation.

Assumption 3.1 (Regularity of b). Let T > 0 and U ⊆ Rm. The map b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn satisfies:

• b(·, x, u) : [0, T ]→ Rn is measurable for all (x, u) ∈ Rn × U ,

• b(t, ·, ·) : Rn × U → Rn is continuous for almost every t ∈ [0, T ],

• b is bounded and Lipschitz in x: There exists a constant Cb ≥ 0 such that ∥b(t, x, u)∥ ≤ Cb and
∥b(t, x, u)− b(t, x̃, u)∥ ≤ Cb∥x− x̃∥ for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], all x, x̃ ∈ Rn and all u ∈ U .

Lemma 3.5 (p-variations of Lebesgue integrals). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, U ⊆ Rm, b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn

satisfy Assumption 3.1, Y, Ỹ : [0, T ]→ Rn be two continuous paths, and u, ũ ∈ L∞([0, T ], U). Then,∥∥∥∥∫ ·
0

b(s, Ys, us)ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

≤ Cp,bT, and

∥∥∥∥∫ ·
0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, us))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

≤ Cp,bT∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞. (3.12)

Moreover, if b is also Lipschitz in u, so that ∥b(t, x, u)− b(t, x, ũ)∥ ≤ Cb∥u− ũ∥ for almost every t ∈ [0, T ],
all x ∈ Rn, and all u, ũ ∈ U , then∥∥∥∥∫ ·

0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, ũs))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

≤ Cp,bT
(
∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞ + ∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
. (3.13)

Proof. By our assumptions,
∫ t

0
b(s, Ys, us)ds and

∫ t

0
b(s, Ỹs, us)ds are well-defined Lebesgue integrals. Given

s, t ∈ [0, T ], we obtain ∥
∫ t

s
b(r, Yr, ur)dr∥ ≤ Cb|t−s| and ∥

∫ t

s
(b(r, Yr, ur)−b(r, Ỹr, ur))dr∥ ≤ Cb∥Y −Ỹ ∥∞|t−

s|, and assuming that b is moreover Lipschitz in u, ∥
∫ t

s
(b(r, Yr, ur)− b(r, Ỹr, ũr))dr∥ ≤ Cb(∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞+ ∥u−

ũ∥∞)|t− s|. The desired inequalities then follow from (2.3) in Lemma 2.2.

Remark 3.2 (On the boundedness of the drift b). We assume that b is bounded, which is stronger than
making a linear growth assumption (LG) in x (i.e., ∥b(t, 0, u)∥ ≤ Cb, so that ∥b(t, x, u)∥ ≤ Cb(1 + ∥x∥)),
under which the bound in (3.12) becomes ∥

∫ ·
0
b(s, Ys, us)ds∥ p

2
≤ Cp,b(1 + ∥Y ∥∞)T . However, the proof of

Theorem 3.6 about existence and unicity of solutions to nonlinear RDEs breaks under LG, because it relies
on a fixed point argument and on stitching solutions on intervals [0, t] whose size is independent of the initial
conditions, and the size of these intervals does depend on the initial conditions under LG. Similarly, our
bounds for nonlinear RDEs (e.g., in Theorem 3.18) assume that b is bounded, as they rely on bounding p-
and p

2 -variations of solutions to nonlinear RDEs over short intervals, and these p-variations would otherwise
depend on the initial conditions under LG. For these reasons, the case where b is linear in x (which does not
satisfy Assumption 3.1) is handled by a separate analysis for linear RDEs, see Theorems 3.7 and 3.18.

3.2.1 Nonlinear rough differential equations

Theorem 3.6 (RDEs: existence and unicity of solutions). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, y ∈ Rn, U ⊆ Rm,
u ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ] × Rn × U → Rn satisfy Assumption 3.1, σ ∈ C3

b ([0, T ] × Rn,Rn×d), and
X = (X,X) ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd) be a p-rough path. Then, there exists a unique controlled p-rough path solution
(Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X([0, T ],Rn) to the RDE

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, t ∈ [0, T ], (3.1)

such that Y ′ = σ(·, Y ), where (σ(·, Y ), σ(·, Y )′) = (σ(·, Y ), ∂σ
∂x (·, Y )Y ′) ∈ Dp

X .

The proof of Theorem 3.6 relies on a classical fixed point argument and is in the appendix. We adapt
arguments in the proof of [33, Theorem 2.5] and [51, Theorem 3.8] for our different problem setting with
time-varying coefficients (b, σ) and a control u that is not smooth but does not appear in the diffusion σ.
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3.2.2 Linear rough differential equations

Existence and unicity of solutions to the linear RDE (3.2) does not follow from Theorem 3.6, since the
coefficients of a linear RDE are not bounded a-priori. First, we prove the existence and unicity of solutions
to generic linear RDEs with drift (Theorem 3.7). Then, we apply it to the linear RDE (3.2) (Corollary 3.8).
Such a result can be considered standard, although we could not find a result with a proof in the literature
that can handle a time-varying diffusion term and an irregular drift term.

Note that Theorem 3.7 for linear RDEs does not rely on Theorem 3.6, so Theorem 3.7 ensures that the
RDE (3.1) has a unique solution if b is linear but is not bounded, see Remark 3.2.

Theorem 3.7 (Linear RDEs: existence and unicity of solutions). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, v ∈ Rn be an
initial condition, A ∈ L∞([0, T ],Rn×n) be an integrable map, X ∈ C p

g ([0, T ],Rd) be a geometric p-rough

path, and (Σ,Σ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn×d×n) be a controlled p-rough path. Then, there exists a unique solution

(V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) with V ′ = ΣV to the linear RDE

Vt = v +

∫ t

0

AsVsds+

∫ t

0

ΣsVsdXs, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.14)

The proof of Theorem 3.7 consists of rewriting the linear RDE (3.14) as a linear RDE with constant
coefficients driven by a new geometric rough path and concluding with [26, Theorem 10.53], see the appendix.

Assumption 3.2 (Stronger regularity of b). Let T > 0, U ⊆ Rm, and b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn such that:

• b(·, x, u) : [0, T ]→ Rn is measurable for all (x, u) ∈ Rn × U ,

• b(t, ·, ·) : Rn × U → Rn is continuous for almost every t ∈ [0, T ],

• b(t, ·, u) : Rn → Rn is continuously differentiable for almost every t ∈ [0, T ] and all u ∈ U ,

•
∥∥ ∂b
∂x (t, x, u)

∥∥ ≤ Cb for almost every t ∈ [0, T ] and all (x, u) ∈ Rn × U for some constant Cb ≥ 0.

Corollary 3.8 (Linearized RDEs: existence and unicity of solutions). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, v ∈ Rn,
U ⊆ Rm, u ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ] × Rn × U → Rn satisfy Assumption 3.2, σ ∈ C3

b ([0, T ] × Rn,Rn×d),
X ∈ C p

g ([0, T ],Rd) be a geometric p-rough path, and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) be a controlled p-rough path.

Then, there exists a unique solution (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) with V ′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·)V· to the linear RDE

Vt = v +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)Vsds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)VsdXs, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.2)

Proof. By Assumption 3.2, ∂b
∂x (·, Y·, u·) ∈ L∞([0, T ],Rn×n). By Lemma 2.5,

(
∂σ
∂x (·, Y·),

∂2σ
∂x2 (·, Y·)Y ′·

)
∈

Dp
X([0, T ],Rn×d×n). The conclusion then follows from Theorem 3.7.

3.3 Bounds on solutions to nonlinear RDEs

In this section, we derive bounds for solutions to the nonlinear RDE (3.1) by leveraging greedy partitions and
the quantity Nα,[0,T ](X) in Definition 2.4. The first step consists of deriving bounds that are independent
of ∥X∥p and T over intervals short-enough. The size α of these intervals is then used to define a greedy
partition and derive finer bounds over the entire interval [0, T ] as a function of the quantity Nα,[0,T ](X).
Importantly, the final bounds in Lemma 3.11 and Proposition 3.12 are integrable for Gaussian rough paths
X = B(ω), see Theorem 2.10 and Theorem 3.18.

For conciseness, the proofs of multiple results in this section are in the appendix.

3.3.1 Error bounds on short intervals

Proposition 3.9 (Bounds for solutions to RDEs on short intervals). Let (p, T, y, U, u, b, σ,X, Y, Y ′) be as in
Theorem 3.6, where b satisfies Assumption 3.1, σ ∈ C3

b , and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X solves the RDE (3.1). Then,

∥σ(·, Y )′∥p ≤ Cp,σ(∥Y ∥p + T ). (3.15)
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Moreover, there exists two constants Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y ∥p,I ≤ Cp,b,σ, (3.16)

∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ, (3.17)

KY,I = ∥Y ′t0∥+ ∥Y
′∥p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ. (3.18)

for any interval I = [t0, t1] ⊆ [0, T ] small-enough so that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ.

To show Proposition 3.9, we take inspiration from the proof of [33, Proposition 2.4]. The main differences
are handling a time-varying diffusion σ(·, Y ) and using an interval I small-enough so that the quantities in
(3.16)-(3.18) are bounded by a constant that only depends on (p, b, σ) and not on (X,Y, I).

Proposition 3.10 (Error bound for solutions to RDEs on short intervals). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, y, ỹ ∈ Rn,
U ⊆ Rm, u, ũ ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ] × Rn × U → Rn, (t, x, u) 7→ b(t, x, u) satisfy Assumption 3.1

and be Lipschitz in u, σ ∈ C3
b ([0, T ] × Rn,Rn×d), X, X̃ ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd) be two p-rough paths, (Y, Y ′) ∈

Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
([0, T ],Rn) with (Y ′, Ỹ ′) = (σ(·, Y·), σ(·, Ỹ·)) be the solutions to the RDEs

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, Ỹt = ỹ +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ỹs, ũs)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ỹs)dX̃s, t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, there exists two constants Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y ∥p,I , ∥Ỹ ∥p,I , ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I

, ∥RỸ ∥ p
2 ,I

, KY,I , KỸ ,I ≤ Cp,b,σ, and (3.19)

∥Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥p,I + ∥RY −RỸ ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ(∥Yt0 − Ỹt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥u− ũ∥L∞(I,U)), (3.20)

for any interval I = [t0, t1] ⊆ [0, T ] such that ∥X∥p,I + ∥X̃∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ.

The proof of Proposition 3.10 takes similar steps as in the proofs of [33, Proposition 2.6] and [51, Theorem
3.9], and as when proving the contractivity ofMt for Theorem 3.6. The main difference compared to prior
work consists of using bounds with σ(·, Y ) that is time-varying and working on short-enough intervals to

obtain a bound with a constant Cp,b,σ that only depends on (p, b, σ), and not on (X, X̃, Y, Ỹ , I).

3.3.2 Error bounds on long intervals

Lemma 3.11 (Boundedness of solutions to RDEs). Let (p, T, y, U, u, b, σ,X, Y, Y ′) be as in Theorem 3.6,
where b satisfies Assumption 3.1, σ ∈ C3

b , and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X solves the RDE (3.1). Define Nα,[0,T ](X) as in

Definition 2.4. Then, there exist constants Cp,T,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y ∥p,[0,T ] + ∥Y ′∥p,[0,T ] + ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp

(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
, (3.21)

∥Y ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
+ ∥y∥. (3.22)

Proof. DefineNα,I(w) and w as in Definition 2.4 and Corollary 2.9, respectively. Let Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and αp,b,σ > 0
be the constants in Proposition 3.9, and I = [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] be any interval such that w(s, t) ≤ α := αp,b,σ.

Then, by Corollary 2.9, ∥X∥p,I + |I|
(2.21)

≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ, so Proposition 3.9 implies that

∥Y ∥p,I
(3.16)

≤ Cp,b,σ and ∥Y ′∥p,I + ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I

(3.18)

≤ Cp,b,σ.

Thus, as defined in Definition 2.4, with N = Nα,[0,T ](w), the partition {τi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N +1} of the interval
[0, T ], which satisfies w(τi, τi+1) ≤ α for all i, is such that

∥Y ∥p,[0,T ] ≤ (N + 1)(

N∑
i=0

∥Y ∥pp,[τi,τi+1]
)

1
p ≤ (N + 1)

N∑
i=0

∥Y ∥p,[τi,τi+1] ≤ (N + 1)2Cp,b,σ ≤ 2e exp(N)Cp,b,σ,
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where the first inequality follows from Lemma 2.1. The same inequality holds for ∥Y ′∥p,[0,T ] and ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ]

(note that Lemma 2.1 can also be used to bound ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ]). The desired first inequality (3.21) then

follows from exp(N) ≤ exp(5Cp(Nα,[0,T ](X) + T/α+ 1)) ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,α exp(CpNα,[0,T ](X)) by (2.20). Finally,
the desired inequality (3.22) follows from ∥Y ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ ∥Y ∥p,[0,T ] + ∥Y0∥ by (2.1), and we conclude.

Proposition 3.12 below is the main result of this section. It is similar to [46, Theorem 4], but includes a
drift term with a control input u and a diffusion σ that is time-varying. Its proof is similar to the proof of
Lemma 3.11 by appropriately replacing inequalities but is slightly longer, so we provide it in the appendix.

Proposition 3.12 (Error bound for solutions to RDEs on long intervals). Define (p, T, y, ỹ, U, u, ũ, b, σ,X, X̃)
as in Proposition 3.10, where b satisfies Assumption 3.1 and is Lipschitz in u and σ ∈ C3

b , and let (Y, Y ′) ∈
Dp

X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
with Y ′ = σ(·, Y·) and Ỹ ′ = σ(·, Ỹ·) be the solutions to the RDEs

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, Ỹt = ỹ +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ỹs, ũs)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ỹs)dX̃s, t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, there exist constants Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that for any interval I = [t0, t1] ⊆ [0, T ],

∥Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥p,I + ∥RY −RỸ ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ exp

(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,I(w)

)
(∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) (3.23)

∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞,I ≤ Cp,b,σ exp
(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,I(w)

)
(∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) (3.24)

where ∥∆u∥L∞,I = ∥u− ũ∥L∞(I,U), and Nαp,b,σ,I(w) and w are defined in Definition 2.4 and Corollary 2.9.
Moreoever, if u and ũ only differ on a subinterval J ⊆ I, i.e., ut = ũt for almost all t ∈ I \ J , then

∥Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥p,I + ∥RY −RỸ ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ exp

(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,I(w)

)
(∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |J |∥∆u∥L∞,I) (3.25)

∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞,I ≤ Cp,b,σ exp
(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,I(w)

)
(∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |J |∥∆u∥L∞,I) (3.26)

for some constants Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1.

3.4 Bounds on solutions to linear RDEs and on the Jacobian flow

Next, we derive bounds on solutions to linear RDEs and on the Jacobian flow of nonlinear RDEs, stated in
Lemmas 3.14 and 3.15. For conciseness, the proofs of these results are provided in the appendix. The proof
of Lemma 3.14 follows similar steps as the proof of Proposition 3.12 and additionally relies on the following
Grönwall Lemma for rough paths.

Lemma 3.13 (Rough Grönwall Lemma [56, Lemma 2.12]). Let p ≥ 1, T > 0, C1, α > 0, Y ∈ C([0, T ],Rn),
and w1, w2 be two controls on [0, T ] (see Definition 2.4) such that

∥Ys,t∥ ≤ C1∥Y ∥∞,[0,t]w1(s, t)
1
p + w2(s, t) for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] such that w1(s, t) ≤ α,

and define C2 = min(1, 1/(α(2C1 exp(2))
p)). Then,

∥Y ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ 2 exp

(
w1(0, T )

C2α

)(
∥Y0∥+ ∥w2(0, ·) exp (−w1(0, ·)/(C2α))∥∞,[0,T ]

)
.

Lemma 3.14 below is similar to [27, Proposition 8.13] stated for 1
p -Hölder continuous rough paths. The

main differences are that the bounds in Lemma 3.14 are integrable for Gaussian rough paths X = B(ω) (see
Theorem 2.10 and Theorem 3.18) and that Lemma 3.14 handles time-varying vector fields.

Lemma 3.14 (Boundedness of solutions to linear RDEs). Let (p, T, y,A,X,Σ,Σ′) be as in Theorem 3.7,
where A ∈ L∞, (Σ,Σ′) ∈ Dp

X , and (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X solves the linear RDE (3.14). Define Nα,[0,T ](X) as in

Definition 2.4. Assume that there exists two constants CΣ ≥ 1 and 0 < αΣ < 1 such that

∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I + ∥Σ′∥p,I + ∥RΣ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ CΣ
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for any interval I ⊆ [0, T ] such that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

Σ . Then,

∥V ∥p,[0,T ] + ∥V ′∥p,[0,T ] + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,A,Σ exp

(
Cp,T,A,ΣNαp,A,Σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥v∥, (3.27)

∥V ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,A,Σ exp
(
Cp,T,A,ΣNαp,A,Σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥v∥, (3.28)

where the constants Cp,T,A,Σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,A,Σ ≤ αΣ only depend on (p, T, ∥A∥∞, CΣ, αΣ).

Lemma 3.15 is similar to [37, Theorem 6.5] (see also [38, Proposition 5]), generalizing it to RDEs with
drift b, control input u, and time-varying diffusion σ. Note that the bounds (3.29) and (3.30) do not depend
on Y : This fact is used in the proof of Lemma 3.17 that gives the continuity of the map (y,X, u) 7→ V .

Lemma 3.15 (Boundedness of the Jacobian flow). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, y, v ∈ Rn, U ⊆ Rm, u ∈
L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ]×Rn×U → Rn satisfy Assumption 3.2, σ ∈ C3

b ([0, T ]×Rn,Rn×d), X ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],Rd)

be a geometric p-rough path, and (Y, Y ′), (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) with Y ′ = σ(·, Y·) and V ′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·)V· be
the solutions to the RDEs (3.1) and (3.2)

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, Vt = v +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)Vsds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)VsdXs,

where t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, there exists two constants Cp,T,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥V ∥p,[0,T ] + ∥V ′∥p,[0,T ] + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp

(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥v∥, (3.29)

∥V ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥v∥, (3.30)

where Nα,[0,T ](X) is defined in Definition 2.4.

3.5 Integrability of solutions to nonlinear and linear RDEs

Finally, we combine the results from the previous sections to show that pathwise solutions to nonlinear and
linear RDEs driven by Gaussian rough paths B(ω) are integrable. First, in Lemmas 3.16 and 3.17, we show
the continuity of the Itô-Lyons map (y,X) 7→ Y(y,X), that is, that solutions to RDEs are continuous with
respect to the initial conditions and the driving rough path. With this result follows the measurability of the
map ω 7→ Y(y(ω),B(ω)) that assigns the pathwise solution to a random RDE driven by a Gaussian rough path
X = B(ω). Thanks to the favorable integrability properties of enhanced Gaussian processes B in Theorem
2.10, we conclude that such solutions are integrable in Theorem 3.18. These results will be used throughout
the proof of PMP, e.g., to make sense of the maximality condition (1.5) that involves E [H(t, xt, v, pt, p0)].

Lemma 3.16 (Continuity of solutions to RDEs). Define (p, T, y, ỹ, U, u, ũ, b, σ,X, X̃) as in Proposition 3.10,

where b satisfies Assumption 3.1 and is Lipschitz in u and σ ∈ C3
b , let (Y, Y

′) ∈ Dp
X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
with

Y ′ = σ(·, Y·) and Ỹ ′ = σ(·, Ỹ·) be the solutions to the RDEs

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, Ỹt = ỹ +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ỹs, ũs)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ỹs)dX̃s, t ∈ [0, T ],

and assume that there exists a constant M ≥ 0 such that ∥X∥p, ∥X̃∥p ≤M . Then,

∥Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥p,[0,T ] + ∥RY −RỸ ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,M

(
∥y − ỹ∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[0,T ] + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
, (3.31)

∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,M

(
∥y − ỹ∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[0,T ] + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
(3.32)

for a constant Cp,T,b,σ,M ≥ 0.

Proof. First, the RDEs have unique solutions (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
thanks to Theorem 3.6.

Let α = αp,b,σ be as in Proposition 3.12, and I = [0, T ]. By Lemma 2.7, αNα,[0,T ](X) ≤ wX(0, T ) =

∥X∥pp+∥X∥
p
2
p
2
≤Mp+M

p
2 . By (2.20) in Corollary 2.9, Nα,[0,T ](w) ≤ 5Cp(Nα,[0,T ](X)+Nα,[0,T ](X̃)+T/α+1).

Thus, Nα,[0,T ](w) ≤ C for a constant C that depends only on (p, T, b, σ,M). Finally, the inequalities (3.31)
and (3.32) follow from (3.23) and (3.24) for a new constant Cp,T,b,σ,M ≥ 0.
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The continuity of solutions to linearized RDEs is proved under the following stronger assumption.

Assumption 3.3 (Stronger regularity of b). Let T > 0, U ⊆ Rm, and b : [0, T ]×Rn×U → Rn. The map b
satisfies Assumption 3.2 and is such that there exists a constant Cb ≥ 0 such that ∥b(t, x, u)∥+

∥∥ ∂b
∂x (t, x, u)

∥∥ ≤
Cb and

∥∥ ∂b
∂x (t, x, u)−

∂b
∂x (t, x̃, u)

∥∥ ≤ Cb∥x− x̃∥ for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], all x, x̃ ∈ Rn, and all u ∈ U .

Lemma 3.17 (Continuity of the Jacobian flow). Define (p, T, y, ỹ, u, ũ, b, σ,X, X̃, Y, Y ′, Ỹ , Ỹ ′,M) as in
Lemma 3.16, and assume that b satisfies Assumption 3.3, that (t, x, u) 7→ ∂b

∂x (t, x, u) is Lipschitz in u, and that

X, X̃ ∈ C p
g are geometric. Let v ∈ C1

b (Rn,Rn) and (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rn) and (Ṽ , Ṽ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
([0, T ],Rn)

with V ′ = ∂σ
∂x (·, Y·)V· and Ṽ ′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Ỹ·)Ṽ· be the solutions to the linear RDEs

Vt = v(y) +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)Vsds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)VsdXs and Ṽt = v(ỹ) +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ỹs, ũs)Ṽsds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ỹs)ṼsdX̃s,

where t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, for a constant Cp,T,b,σ,v,M ≥ 0,

∥V ′ − Ṽ ′∥p,[0,T ] + ∥RV −RṼ ∥ p
2 ,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,v,M

(
∥y − ỹ∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[0,T ] + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
,

∥V − Ṽ ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,v,M

(
∥y − ỹ∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[0,T ] + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
.

Proof. First, the linear RDEs also have unique solutions (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X and (Ṽ , Ṽ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
thanks to Corollary

3.8. Second, by Lemma 3.15, there exists two constants Cp,T,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 (importantly, they

do not depend on Y, Ỹ ) such that

∥V ∥∞,[0,T ] + ∥V ′∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥v(y)∥,

and similarly for ∥Ṽ ∥∞,[0,T ]+∥Ṽ ′∥∞,[0,T ]. By Lemma 2.7, αp,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X) ≤ wX(0, T ) = ∥X∥pp+∥X∥
p
2
p
2
≤

Mp +M
p
2 , since ∥X∥p = ∥X∥p + ∥X∥ p

2
≤M . Thus,

∥V ∥∞,[0,T ] + ∥V ′∥∞,[0,T ] + ∥Ṽ ∥∞,[0,T ] + ∥Ṽ ′∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,v,M .

Thus, we may assume that (V, V ′) and (Ṽ , Ṽ ′) solve the nonlinear RDEs

Vt = v(Y0) +

∫ t

0

b̂(s, (Ys, Vs), us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ̂(s, (Ys, Vs))dXs, t ∈ [0, T ]

(and similarly for Ṽ ) for some bounded coefficients (b̂, σ̂), where b̂ : [0, T ]×R2n×U → Rn satisfies Assumption
3.1 and is Lipschitz in u, and σ̂ ∈ C3

b ([0, T ]× R2n,Rn×d). Thus, the pair ((Y, V ), (Y ′, V ′)) solves the RDE[
Yt

Vt

]
=

[
y

v(y)

]
+

∫ t

0

[
b(s, Ys, us)

b̂(s, (Ys, Vs), us)

]
ds+

∫ t

0

[
σ(s, Ys)

σ̂(s, (Ys, Vs))

]
dXs,

and similarly for (Ỹ , Ṽ ). Then using (3.31) and (3.32) in Lemma 3.16,

∥(Y, V )− (Ỹ , Ṽ )∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,v,M (∥(y, v(y))− (ỹ, v(ỹ))∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[0,T ] + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)),

and similarly for ∥(Y ′, V ′)− (Ỹ ′, Ṽ ′)∥p + ∥R(Y,V ) −R(Ỹ ,Ṽ )∥ p
2
, from which we deduce the desired result.

Theorem 3.18 (Integrability of pathwise solutions to random RDEs). Let T > 0, ρ ∈ [1, 3
2 ), p ∈ (2ρ, 3),

(Ω,F ,P) be a probability space, B be a centered, continuous, Rd-valued Gaussian process with independent
components satisfying Assumption 2.1 for ρ, and B be the associated enhanced Gaussian process in Theorem
2.10. Let ℓ ≥ 1, y, ỹ ∈ Lℓ(Ω,Rn), U ⊆ Rm, u ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn satisfy Assumption
3.1, σ ∈ C3

b ([0, T ] × Rn,Rn×d), and for almost every ω ∈ Ω, define (Y (ω), Y ′(ω)) ∈ Dp
B(ω)([0, T ],R

n) with

Y ′(ω) = σ(·, Y·(ω)) as the solution to the nonlinear RDE

Yt(ω) = y(ω) +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys(ω), us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys(ω))dBs(ω), t ∈ [0, T ].
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Then, Y ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)).
Moreover, let v ∈ C1

b (Rn,Rn), assume that b satisfies Assumption 3.3, and for almost every ω ∈ Ω, define
(V (ω), V ′(ω)) ∈ Dp

B(ω)([0, T ],R
n) with V ′(ω) = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·(ω))V·(ω) as the solution to the linear RDE

Vt(ω) = v(ỹ(ω)) +

∫ t

0

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys(ω), us)Vs(ω)ds+

∫ t

0

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys(ω))Vs(ω)dBs(ω), t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, V ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)).

Proof. We first prove that Y ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)). The proof for V is identical. Note that the assumption
that b is Lipschitz in the control input u is not needed, as Lemma 3.16 and other results used below still
hold without this assumption since the control u = ũ is fixed.

1) Measurability : As is standard in rough path theory, we express the solution map Y as a composition of
the measurable map (y,B) : Ω→ Rn ×C p

g and the pathwise solution to the RDE (3.1), which is continuous
with respect to the initial condition and the driving signal. First, (C p

g , dp) is a (complete) metric space (with

Borel sets defined by its metric topology), where dp(X, X̃) := ∥∆X0∥+ ∥∆X∥p denotes the inhomogeneous
rough path metric. By Theorem 2.10, the map

B : (Ω,F ,P)→ (C p
g ([0, T ],Rd), dp), ω 7→ B(ω) = (B(ω),B(ω))

is measurable. Also, by Theorem 3.6, for any initial conditions ȳ ∈ Rn and geometric p-rough path X ∈ C p
g ,

the RDE (3.1) has a unique solution, denoted by
(
Ŷ(ȳ,X), (Ŷ(ȳ,X))′

)
∈ Dp

X , so the map

Ŷ(·,·) :
(
Rn × C p

g ([0, T ],Rd), ∥ · ∥ ⊕ dp
)
→ (C([0, T ],Rn), ∥ · ∥∞) , (ȳ,X) 7→ Ŷ(ȳ,X)

is well-defined, where ∥ · ∥ ⊕ dp is the product metric. Moreover, if ȳ, ỹ ∈ Rn and X, X̃ ∈ C p
g satisfy

∥X∥p, ∥X̃∥p ≤ M for some M ≥ 0, then
∥∥Ŷ(ȳ,X) − Ŷ(ỹ,X̃)

∥∥
∞ ≤ Cp,T,b,σ,M (∥ȳ − ỹ∥+ ∥∆X∥p) by (3.32) in

Lemma 3.16, so the map Ŷ(·,·) is continuous. Thus, the map

Y : (Ω,F ,P)→ (C([0, T ],Rn), ∥ · ∥∞) , ω 7→ Ŷ(y(ω),B(ω))

is measurable, since it is the composition of the measurable map (y(·),B(·)) and the continuous map Ŷ(·,·).
2) Integrability : By Lemma 3.11, there exist constants Cp,T,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y ∥∞,[0,T ]

(3.22)

≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](B)

)
+ ∥y∥

almost surely, where Nα,I(B) is defined in Definition 2.4. E[∥Y ∥ℓ∞] <∞ then follows from Theorem 2.10.
Thus, Y ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)).
The proof that V ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)) is identical, using Corollary 3.8 (instead of Theorem 3.6), Lemma

3.17 (instead of Lemma 3.16) and Lemma 3.15 (instead of Lemma 3.11).

Corollary 3.19 (Integrable error bound). Define (T, p,Ω,F ,P,B, ℓ, y, ỹ, U, σ) as in Theorem 3.18 with
ℓ > 1, let u, ũ ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn, (t, x, u) 7→ b(t, x, u) satisfy Assumption 3.1 and be

Lipschitz in u, and Y, Ỹ ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)) be the pathwise solutions to the random nonlinear RDEs

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dBs, Ỹt = ỹ +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ỹs, ũs)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ỹs)dBs, t ∈ [0, T ].

as in Theorem 3.18. Then, there exist constants C := Cp,ℓ,T,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < α := αp,b,σ < 1 such that

E
[
∥Y − Ỹ ∥∞,[0,T ]

]
≤ CE

[
exp

(
CNα,[0,T ](B)

)] ℓ
ℓ−1
(
E
[
∥y − ỹ∥ℓ

] 1
ℓ + T∥u− ũ∥L∞([0,T ],U)

)
,

where E[exp(CNα,[0,T ](B))] <∞.

Proof. First, E[exp(DNα,[0,T ](B))] <∞ for anyD ≥ 0 and α > 0 by Theorem 2.10. Second, Hölder’s inequal-

ity gives E[exp(DNα)∥∆y∥] ≤ E[exp( ℓ
ℓ−1DNα)]

ℓ−1
ℓ E[∥∆y∥ℓ] 1ℓ , and similarly for E[exp(DNα)T∥∆u∥L∞ ]. Fi-

nally, the desired inequality follows from (3.24) in Proposition 3.12 and Nα,[0,T ](w) ≤ Cp(Nα,[0,T ](B)+T/α+
1) by (2.20) in Corollary 2.9.
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4 The Pontryagin Maximum Principle (PMP)

We now prove PMP (Theorem 1.1). First, in Section 4.1, we consider particular variations of solutions
to RDEs, called needle-like variations [34–36, 57], and show that these variations can be approximated well
using the solution to a linearized RDE (Lemma 4.3) along the optimal solution (x, u) to OCP. The use
of needle-like variations is a standard method for deriving a PMP that can handle the control constraints
ut ∈ U . Finally, in Section 4.2, we state the main assumptions for PMP and prove the result.

4.1 Needle-like variations

The needle-like variations rely on the concept of a Lebesgue point, defined below.

Definition 4.1 (Lebesgue point). Let T > 0, U ⊆ Rm, u ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ]× Rn × U → Rn satisfy
Assumption 3.1, and Y : [0, T ]→ Rn be continuous. We say that t1 ∈ [0, T ] is a Lebesgue point of b for u if

lim
h→0

1

h

∫ t1+h

t1

b(t, Yt, ut)dt = b(t1, Yt1 , ut1).

Equivalently,
∥∥ ∫ t1+h

t1
b(t, Yt, ut)dt− h b(t1, Yt1 , ut1)

∥∥ = o(h).

Proposition 4.1 (Needle-like variations and linearized RDEs). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, y ∈ Rn, U ⊆ Rm,
u ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), b : [0, T ] × Rn × U → Rn, (t, x, u) 7→ b(t, x, u) satisfy Assumption 3.3 and be Lipschitz
in u, σ ∈ C4

b ([0, T ]× Rn,Rn), and X ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],Rd) be a geometric p-rough path. Given a Lebesgue point

t1 ∈ [0, T ] of b for u, η1 ∈ [0, T − t1], and ū1 ∈ U , define the needle-like variation π1 = (t1, η1, ū1) of u by

uπ1
t =

{
ū1 if t ∈ [t1, t1 + η1],

ut otherwise.

Let (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X and (Y π1 , (Y π1)′) ∈ Dp

X solve the RDEs

Yt = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, Y π1
t = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Y π1
s , uπ1

s )ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Y π1
s )dXs, t ∈ [0, T ],

and (V π1 , (V π1)′) ∈ Dp
X solve the linear RDE

V π1
t = b(t1, Yt1 , ū1)− b(t1, Yt1 , ut1), t ∈ [0, t1], (4.1a)

V π1
t = V π1

t1 +

∫ t

t1

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)V

π1
s ds+

∫ t

t1

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)V

π1
s dXs, t ∈ [t1, T ], (4.1b)

with Y ′ = σ(·, Y·), (Y π1)′ = σ(·, Y π1
· ) and (V π1)′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·)V
π1
· .

Then, there exists constants Cp,T,b,σ > 0 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y π1 − Y ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
η1, (4.2)

∥Y π1 − Y − η1V
π1∥∞,[t1,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp

(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
η21 , (4.3)

where Nαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X) is defined in Definition 2.4.

Proof. There exists unique solutions Y , Yπ1
and Vπ1

to the RDEs thanks to Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 3.8.
The inequality (4.2) follows from (3.26) in Proposition 3.12 andNα,[0,T ](w) ≤ Cp(Nα,[0,T ](X)+T/α+1) by

(2.20) in Corollary 2.9, where Nα,[0,T ](w) and w are defined in Definition 2.4 and Corollary 2.9, respectively.
In the remainder of the proof, we show the inequality (4.3). For conciseness, we denote ∆Y = Y π1 − Y ,

∆RY = R∆Y = RY −RY π1
, (b(x, u), σ(x)) for (b(t, x, u), σ(t, x)), and similarly for derivatives and

∆ := Y π1 − Y − η1V
π1 .
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Let t ≥ t1 + η1. We have

∆Yt =

∫ t

t1

b(Y π1
s , uπ1

s )ds−
∫ t

t1

b(Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

t1

(σ(Y π1
s )− σ(Ys))dXs

=

∫ t1+η1

t1

b(Y π1
s , ū1)ds+

∫ t

t1+η1

b(Y π1
s , us)ds−

∫ t

t1

b(Ys, us)ds+

∫ t

t1

(σ(Y π1
s )− σ(Ys))dXs

=

∫ t1+η1

t1

(b(Y π1
s , ū1)− b(Y π1

s , us))ds+

∫ t

t1

(b(Y π1
s , us)− b(Ys, us))ds+

∫ t

t1

(σ(Y π1
s )− σ(Ys))dXs,

so that, since V π1
t = V π1

t1 +
∫ t

t1
∂b
∂x (Ys, us)V

π1
s ds+

∫ t

t1
∂σ
∂x (Ys)V

π1
s dXs,

∆t =

∫ t1+η1

t1

(b(Y π1
s , ū1)− b(Y π1

s , us))ds− η1V
π1
t1 +

∫ t

t1

(
b(Y π1

s , us)− b(Ys, us)− η1
∂b

∂x
(Ys, us)V

π1
s

)
ds

+

∫ t

t1

(
σ(Y π1

s )− σ(Ys)− η1
∂σ

∂x
(Ys)V

π1
s

)
dXs.

Next, by Taylor’s Theorem [58], b(Y π1 , u)− b(Y, u) = ∂b
∂x (Y, u)∆Y +

∫ 1

0

(
∂b
∂x (Y + θ∆Y, u)− ∂b

∂x (Y, u)
)
dθ∆Y ,

and similarly for σ(Y π1)− σ(Y ) by the mean value theorem,

∆t =

∫ t1+η1

t1

(b(Y π1
s , ū1)− b(Y π1

s , us))ds− η1V
π1
t1 + (4.4)

+

∫ t

t1

∫ 1

0

(
∂b

∂x
(Ys + θ∆Ys, us)−

∂b

∂x
(Ys, us)

)
dθ∆Ysds

+

∫ t

t1

∫ 1

0

∂2σ

∂x2
(Ys + θ∆Ys))(1− θ)dθ∆Y ⊗2s dXs

+

∫ t

t1

∂b

∂x
(Ys, us)∆(s)ds+

∫ t

t1

∂σ

∂x
(Ys)∆sdXs.

Next, we show that the first three terms are o(η1) in the following sense:

A = o(η1) if ∥A∥ ≤ Cp,b,σ exp
(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](w)

)
η21 . (4.5)

First, since t1 is a Lebesgue point and Y π1
t1 = Yt1 ,∫ t1+η1

t1

(b(Y π1
s , ū1)− b(Y π1

s , us))ds− η1V
π1
t1 = η1(b(Yt1 , ū1)− b(Yt1 , ut1))− η1V

π1
t1 + o(η1) = o(η1). (4.6)

Second, ∂b
∂x (x, u) is Lipschitz in x and ∥∆Y ∥2∞ = o(η1) by (3.26), so∫ t

t1

∫ 1

0

(
∂b

∂x
(Ys + θ∆Ys, us)−

∂b

∂x
(Ys, us)

)
dθ∆Ysds = o(η1). (4.7)

Third, we bound the last rough integral, noting that

∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ∥∞ + ∥∆Y ∥p

(3.25),(3.26),((2.12),(2.22))

≤ Cp,b,σ exp
(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](w)

)
η1. (4.8)

We define

Wt = ∆Yt ⊗∆Yt and Zt =

∫ 1

0

∂2σ

∂x2
(Yt + θ∆Yt)(1− θ)dθ.
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By Lemma 3.1, (W,W ′) ∈ Dp
X is a controlled path with Gubinelli derivative W ′ = 2∆Y ⊗∆Y ′,

∥W ′∥p
(3.4)

≤ Cp(∥∆Y ∥∞ + ∥∆Y ∥p + ∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆Y ′∥∞)2
(4.8)
= o(η1), (4.9a)

∥RW ∥ p
2

(3.5)

≤ Cp(∥∆Y ∥∞∥R∆Y ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ∥2p)

(4.8)
= o(η1), (4.9b)

∥W∥p
(2.12)

≤ Cp(∥W ′∥∞∥X∥p + ∥RW ∥ p
2
)
(4.8),(2.22)

= o(η1), (4.9c)

∥W∥∞
(3.26)
= o(η1). (4.9d)

By Lemma 2.5, (Z,Z ′) ∈ Dp
X is also a controlled path, since ∂2σ

∂x2 ∈ C2
b as σ ∈ C4

b . By Lemma 3.1,
(ZW, (ZW )′) ∈ Dp

X is a controlled path with Gubinelli derivative (ZW )′ = WZ ′ + ZW ′, and

∥(ZW )′∥p
(3.4)

≤ Cp(∥W∥∞∥Z ′∥p + ∥Z ′∥∞∥W∥p + ∥Z∥∞∥W ′∥p + ∥W ′∥∞∥Z∥p)
(4.9)
= o(η1), (4.10a)

∥RZW ∥ p
2

(3.5)

≤ Cp(∥Z∥∞∥RW ∥ p
2
+ ∥RZ∥ p

2
∥W∥∞ + ∥Z∥p∥W∥p)

(4.9)
= o(η1), (4.10b)

∥(ZW )′∥∞
(2.1)

≤ ∥(ZW )′0∥+ ∥(ZW )′∥p
(4.10a)
= o(η1), (4.10c)

where the quantities ∥Z∥p, ∥Z ′∥p, ∥Z ′∥∞, ∥RZ∥ p
2
can be bounded by Cp,b,σ exp

(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](w)

)
using

(3.21) and (2.16). Thus, for any s, t > t1,∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

ZsWsdXs

∥∥∥∥ (2.10)

≤ ∥ZsWsXs,t∥+ ∥(ZW )′sXs,t∥+ Cp(∥RZW ∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥(ZW )′∥p,[s,t]∥X∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

)

≤ Cp∥X∥p(∥Z∥∞,[s,t]∥W∥∞,[s,t] + ∥(ZW )′∥∞,[s,t] + ∥RZW ∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

+ ∥(ZW )′∥p,[s,t])
(2.22),(4.9),(4.10)

= o(η1),

i.e., ∫ t

t1

∫ 1

0

∂2σ

∂x2
(Y + θ∆Y ))(1− θ)dθ∆Y ⊗2dXs = o(η1). (4.11)

Thus, using ((4.6),(4.7),(4.11)), (4.4) can be written as

∆t = o(η1) +

∫ t

t1

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)∆sds+

∫ t

t1

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)∆sdXs,

where

∥o(η1)∥
(4.5)
= Cp,b,σ exp

(
Cp,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](w)

)
η21

(2.20)

≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
η21 .

Finally, by Lemma 3.15,

∥∆∥∞,[t1,T ]

(3.30)

≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
∥o(η1)∥ ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp

(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

)
η21 ,

which concludes the proof.

Corollary 4.2 (Needle-like variations). Define (p, T, y, U, u, b, σ,X, Nα,[0,T ](X), Y, Y ′) as in Proposition 4.1.
Given q ∈ N, let 0 < t1 < · · · < tq < T be Lebesgue points of b for u (Definition 4.1), ū1, . . . , ūq ∈ U ,
0 ≤ ηi < ti+1 − ti for i = 1, . . . , q − 1 and 0 ≤ ηq < T − tq, and define the needle-like variation π =
{t1, . . . , tq, η1, . . . , ηq, ū1, . . . , ūq} of u as the control uπ defined by

uπ
t =

{
ūi if t ∈ [ti, ti + ηi],

ut otherwise.
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Let (Y π, (Y π)′) ∈ Dp
X and (V πi , (V πi)′) ∈ Dp

X for i = 1, . . . , q be the unique solutions to the RDEs

Y π
t = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Y π
s , uπ

s )ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Y π
s )dXs, t ∈ [0, T ],

V πi
t = V πi

ti +

∫ t

ti

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)V

πi
s ds+

∫ t

ti

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)V

πi
s dXs, t ∈ [ti, T ],

V πi
t = b(ti, Yti , ūi)− b(ti, Yti , uti), t ∈ [0, ti].

with (Y π1)′ = σ(·, Y π1
· ) and (V π1)′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·)V
π1
· . Then, there exists constants Cp,T,b,σ > 0 and 0 <

αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y π − Y ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

) q∑
i=1

ηi, (4.12)

∥∥∥Y π − Y −
q∑

i=1

ηiV
πi

∥∥∥
∞,[t1,T ]

≤ Cp,T,b,σ exp
(
Cp,T,b,σNαp,b,σ,[0,T ](X)

) q∑
i,j=1

ηiηj . (4.13)

As in the deterministic case, Corollary 4.2 follows by induction, using Proposition 4.1 for the case q = 1
with one variation π1 = {t1, η1, ū1}. We provide the proof in the appendix.

Lemma 4.3 (Needle-like variation formula for random RDEs). Let T > 0, ρ ∈ [1, 3
2 ), p ∈ (2ρ, 3), and ℓ ≥ 1.

Let (U, u, b, σ) and uπ be the control associated to the needle-like variation π = {t1, . . . , tq, η1, . . . , ηq, ū1, . . . , ūq}
of u as in Corollary 4.2. Let (Ω,F ,P, B,B, y, Y, Y ′) be as in Theorem 3.18, with B = (B,B) an enhanced
Gaussian process and (Y (ω), Y ′(ω)) ∈ Dp

B(ω)([0, T ],R
n) the pathwise solution to the RDE

Yt(ω) = y(ω) +

∫ t

0

b(s, Ys(ω), us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Ys(ω))dBs(ω), t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.1)

As in Theorem 3.18, let (Y π(ω), (Y π(ω))′) ∈ Dp
B(ω)([0, T ],R

n) be the pathwise solution to the RDE

Y π
t (ω) = y(ω) +

∫ t

0

b(s, Y π
s (ω), uπ

s )ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Y π
s (ω))dBs(ω), t ∈ [0, T ],

and for i = 1, . . . , q, let (V πi(ω), (V πi(ω))′) ∈ Dp
B(ω)([0, T ],R

n) be the pathwise solutions to the RDEs

V πi
t (ω) = V πi

ti (ω) +

∫ t

ti

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys(ω), us)V

πi
s (ω)ds+

∫ t

ti

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys(ω))V

πi
s (ω)dBs(ω), t ∈ [ti, T ],

V πi
t (ω) = b(ti, Yti(ω), ūi)− b(ti, Yti(ω), uti), t ∈ [0, ti],

with Y, Y π, V π1 , . . . , V πq ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)). Let φ : Rn → Rq̃ be continuously differentiable and satisfy∥∥∂φ
∂x (x)

∥∥ ≤ Cφ and
∥∥∂φ

∂x (x)−
∂φ
∂x (x̃)

∥∥ ≤ Cφ∥x− x̃∥ for all x, x̃ ∈ Rn for some constant Cφ <∞. Then,

E
[
∥φ(Y π)− φ(Y )∥∞,[0,T ]

]
≤ C E

[
exp(CNα,[0,T ](B))

] q∑
i=1

ηi, (4.15)

E
[∥∥∥∥φ(Y π)− φ(Y )−

q∑
i=1

ηi
∂φ

∂x
(Y )V πi

∥∥∥∥
∞,[tq,T ]

]
≤ C E

[
exp(CNα,[0,T ](B))

] q∑
i,j=1

ηiηj , (4.16)

where 0 < C <∞ and 0 < α < 1 are constants that depend only on (p, T, b, σ, φ), and E [exp(CN(B))] <∞.

Proof. For conciseness, we only prove the case q = 1 corresponding to one variation π1 := {t1, η1, ū1} of the
control input u, as the case q ≥ 2 follows by using Corollary 4.2 instead of Proposition 4.1. Also, Theorem
3.18 ensures that the pathwise solutions to the RDEs are well-defined and integrable.
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By Proposition 4.1, there exist constants C > 0 and 0 < α < 1 that depend on (p, T, b, σ) such that

∥Y π − Y ∥∞,[0,T ]

(4.2)

≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](B)

)
η1, ∥Y π − Y − η1V

π1∥∞,[t1,T ]

(4.3)

≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](B)

)
η21

almost surely, and where E
[
exp(CNα,[0,T ](B))

]
< ∞ by Theorem 2.10. Also, with ∆Y := Y π − Y , by the

mean value theorem and Taylor’s Theorem [58], since ∂φ
∂x is Lipschitz,

∥φ(Y π)− φ(Y )∥ =
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∂φ

∂x
(Y + θ∆Y )dθ∆Y

∥∥∥∥ ≤ Cφ∥∆Y ∥.∥∥∥∥φ(Y π)− φ(Y )− η1
∂φ

∂x
(Y )V π1

∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∂φ∂x (Y )(∆Y − η1V
π1) +

∫ 1

0

(
∂φ

∂x
(Y + θ∆Y )− ∂φ

∂x
(Y )

)
dθ∆Y

∥∥∥∥
≤ Cφ(∥∆Y − η1V

π1∥+ ∥∆Y ∥2).

The desired inequalities (4.15) and (4.16) follow from the previous inequalities.

4.2 Proof of the Pontryagin Maximum Principle

In this section, we prove the necessary optimality conditions in PMP under the following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1 (Assumptions for OCP and PMP (Theorem 1.1)). Let T > 0, ρ ∈ [1, 3
2 ), p ∈ (2ρ, 3),

ℓ ≥ 2, U ⊆ Rm, and (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space.

• The drift b : [0, T ] × Rn × U → Rn and cost f : [0, T ] × Rn × U → R satisfy Assumption 3.3 and are
Lipschitz in u for a constant Cb,f ≥ 0, that is:

– b(·, x, u) : [0, T ]→ Rn is measurable for all (x, u) ∈ Rn × U ,

– b(t, ·, ·) : Rn × U → Rn is continuous for almost every t ∈ [0, T ],

– b(t, ·, u) : Rn → Rn is continuously differentiable for almost every t ∈ [0, T ] and all u ∈ U ,

– ∥b(t, x, u)∥ +
∥∥ ∂b
∂x (t, x, u)

∥∥ ≤ Cb,f and
∥∥ ∂b
∂x (t, x, u) −

∂b
∂x (t, x̃, u)

∥∥ ≤ Cb,f∥x − x̃∥ for almost every
t ∈ [0, T ], all x, x̃ ∈ Rn, and all u ∈ U ,

– ∥b(t, x, u)− b(t, x, ũ)∥ ≤ Cb,f∥u− ũ∥ for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], all x ∈ Rn, and all u, ũ ∈ U ,

and similarly for f .

• The diffusion σ : [0, T ]× Rn → Rn×d satisfies σ ∈ C4
b ([0, T ]× Rn,Rn×d).

• The terminal cost g : Rn → R and constraints h : Rn → Rr are continuously differentiable and satisfy∥∥ ∂g
∂x (x)

∥∥ + ∥∥∂h
∂x (x)

∥∥ ≤ Cg,h and
∥∥ ∂g
∂x (x) −

∂g
∂x (x̃)

∥∥ + ∥∥∂h
∂x (x) −

∂h
∂x (x̃)

∥∥ ≤ Cg,h∥x − x̃∥ for all x, x̃ ∈ Rn

for a constant Cg,h > 0.

• The initial conditions x0 satisfy x0 ∈ Lℓ(Ω,Rn).

• B : Ω→ C([0, T ],Rd) is a centered, continuous, Rd-valued Gaussian process with independent compo-
nents satisfying Assumption 2.1 for ρ, and the driving signal B = (B,B) : Ω → C p

g ([0, T ],Rd) is the
enhanced Gaussian process in Theorem 2.10 associated to B that satisfies (2.23).

These assumptions on (b, f) are reasonable, see for instance [15, 32, 33] that make similar assumptions.
The boundedness assumption on b holds for control-affine drifts b(t, x, u) = b0(t, x)+b1(t, x)u if (b0, b1) satisfy
Assumption 3.3 and U is bounded, and similarly for f if it is quadratic in u and U is bounded. See also
Remark 3.2 for technical considerations. Assuming boundedness is reasonable in applications, as dynamical
systems are often constrained to operate in a bounded set of conditions representing physical constraints
(i.e., x ∈ X with X ⊂ Rn a compact set). The assumption σ ∈ C4

b is discussed in Remarks 2.1 and 3.1: It is
stronger than assumptions used in standard PMPs using Itô calculus due to the use of rough path theory.
As discussed in Sections 1 and 2, the class of enhanced Gaussian processes B = (B,B) from Theorem 2.10 is
large (see the examples in [45]) and covers scenarios where B is not a semimartingale (e.g., with fractional
Brownian motion) that cannot be tackled via Itô calculus. In particular, the Stratonovich lift of Brownian
motion satisfies this assumption.
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Proof sketch: We now prove Theorem 1.1 in the following steps:

• Augmented state, needle-like variations, and end-point mapping : We define an augmented state x̃ =
(x, x0) that contains the state x and its associated cost x0, the needle-like variations uπ around the
optimal control u, and the end-point mapping F q that evalutes variations of the expected terminal
cost and constraints as the needle-like variation π changes.

• Variational linearization and separation argument : We argue by contradiction by evaluating the end-
point mapping F q around the optimal control u, and deduce the existence of the non-trivial Lagrange
multiplier (p0, . . . , pr) using a hyperplane separation theorem based on Brouwer’s fixed point theorem.

• Adjoint RDE dynamics (1.3) and transversality condition (1.4): We define the adjoint vector p as the
solution to the random linear RDE (1.3), leveraging the backward representation of rough integrals
in [27, Proposition 5.12] to ensure that the terminal value pT satisfies the transversality condition (1.4).

• Maximality condition (1.5): We use a contradiction argument by combining the inequality from the
previous hyperplane separation theorem with Itô’s lemma to deduce the maximality condition (1.5).

The main differences with standard proofs of previous stochastic PMPs [8,9, 15] are

• using random linear RDEs to evaluate the effect of needle-like variations (here, the integrability of our
bounds using greedy partitions and the integrability properties of Gaussian rough paths is key),

• defining the adjoint vector using a random RDE instead of FBSDEs (switching between forward and
backward integration is done via [27, Proposition 5.12], noting that rough path theory does not rely
on non-anticipativity or martingale arguments), and

• deducing the maximality condition using a pathwise use of Itô’s lemma to mimic the proof of the
deterministic PMP (i.e., the chain rule of Itô’s lemma gives us p̃⊤t ṽt = p̃⊤T ṽT for all t ∈ [0, T ] almost
surely (4.24) as in the deterministic setting, e.g., see [34, page 254] or [36, page 161]).

Preliminary step – Augmented state, needle-like variations, and end-point mapping. For
any control v ∈ L∞([0, T ], U), consider the cost-augmented state x̃t = (xt, x

0
t ) and the random RDE

x̃t = x̃0 +

∫ t

0

b̃(s, x̃s, vs)ds+

∫ t

0

σ̃(s, x̃s)dBs =

[
x0

0

]
+

∫ t

0

[
b(s, xs, vs)
f(s, xs, vs)

]
ds+

∫ t

0

[
σ(s, xs)

0

]
dBs, t ∈ [0, T ],

(4.17)

which has a well-defined solution x̃v = (xv, x0,v) ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn+1)) by Theorem 3.18 with almost surely
(x̃v(ω), (x̃v(ω))′) ∈ Dp

B(ω)([0, T ],R
n+1). The first n components xv of x̃v is the state trajectory associated to

the control v, and the last component x0,v of x̃v is the accumulated cost over the trajectory (xv, v). Given
the optimal control u that solves OCP, x̃ := x̃u denotes the optimal cost-augmented state trajectory.

Next, we define the needle-like variations of the optimal control u as in Lemma 4.3. Given q ∈ N, let
0 < t1 < · · · < tq < T be Lebesgue points of b for u (Definition 4.1), ū1, . . . , ūq ∈ U , 0 ≤ ηi < ti+1 − ti for
i = 1, . . . , q−1 and 0 ≤ ηq < T−tq, and define the needle-like variation π = {t1, . . . , tq, η1, . . . , ηq, ū1, . . . , ūq}
of u as the control uπ defined by

uπ
t =

{
ūi if t ∈ [ti, ti + ηi],

ut otherwise.

Let x̃π := x̃uπ

be the solution to the random RDE (4.17) associated to the control uπ. As shown in Lemma
4.3, the difference xπ − x can be approximated using the pathwise solutions ṽπi ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([ti, T ],Rn+1)) to
the random linear RDEs

ṽπi
t = b̃(ti, x̃ti , ūi)− b̃(ti, x̃ti , uti) +

∫ t

ti

∂b̃

∂x̃
(s, x̃s, us)ṽ

πi
s ds+

∫ t

ti

∂σ̃

∂x̃
(s, x̃s)ṽ

πi
s dBs, t ∈ [ti, T ], (4.18)

where i = 1, . . . , q and (ṽπi(ω), (ṽπi(ω))′) ∈ Dp
B(ω) almost surely. Next, we define the map

Φ̃ : Rn+1 → Rr+1, x̃ = (x, x0) 7→
(
h(x), x0 + g(x)

)
,
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which evaluates the terminal constraint and total cost associated to OCP for an augmented state x̃. Also,
with Rq

+ = {η = (η1, . . . , ηq) ∈ Rq : η1 ≥ 0, . . . , ηq ≥ 0}, δ = min{ti+1 − ti, T − tq, i = 1, . . . , q} and Bq
δ =

{η ∈ Rq : ∥η∥ < δ}, we define the end-point mapping F q : Bq
δ ∩ Rq

+ → Rr+1 by

F q(η) = E
[
Φ̃ (x̃π

T )− Φ̃ (x̃T )
]
=

[
E [h(xπ

T )− h(xT )]

E
[
xπ,0
T + g(xπ

T )−
(
x0
T + g(xT )

)]] (4.19)

which satisfies F q(0) = 0, and the linear map dF q
0 : Rq

+ → Rr+1 by

dF q
0 (η) =

q∑
i=1

ηiE

[
∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T )ṽ

πi

T

]
. (4.20)

The map dF q
0 is the Gateaux differential of F q at 0 in the direction η:

lim
α>0, α→0

F q(αη)

α
= dF q

0 (η) for any η ∈ Rq
+. (4.21)

Indeed, by Lemma 4.3 and Jensen’s inequality, for a constant C > 0 and α > 0 small-enough,

∥∥F q(αη)− dF q
0 (αη)

∥∥ ≤ E
[∥∥∥∥Φ̃ (x̃π

T )− Φ̃ (x̃T )−
q∑

i=1

αηi
∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T )ṽ

πi

T

∥∥∥∥] (4.16)

≤ C

q∑
i,j=1

α2ηiηj ,

so (4.21) follows after dividing by α and taking the limit as α→ 0.

Note also that multiple derivatives in (b̃, σ̃, Φ̃) are zero as they do not depend on x0, so

∂b̃

∂x̃
(t, x, u)⊤ =

[
∂b
∂x (t, x, u)

∂f
∂x (t, x, u)

0 0

]
,

∂σ̃

∂x̃
(t, x)⊤ =

[
∂σ
∂x 0
0 0

]
,

∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x) =

[
∂h
∂x (x) 0
∂g
∂x (x) 1

]
. (4.22)

Step 1) – Variational linearization and separation argument. The first step of the proof of PMP
proceeds by contradiction, using the end-point mapping F q and a Brouwer fixed point argument. We start
by defining the closed convex cone

K =

{
q∑

i=1

αiE

[
∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T )ṽ

πi

T

]
: αi ≥ 0, πi is a needle-like variation of u(·), q ∈ N

}
,

and note that K ⊂ Rr+1. Indeed, by contradiction, if K = Rr+1, then dF q
0 (R

q
+) = K = Rr+1, so 0 ∈

Int(F q(Bq
δ ∩R

q
+)) by [35, Lemma 12.4] (whose proof relies on Brouwer’s fixed point theorem). In particular,

there exists another feasible trajectory (xπ, uπ) with a strictly lower cost E[xπ,0
T + g(xπ

T )] < E[x0
T + g(xT )],

so (x, u) is not optimal, which is a contradiction.
Thus,K ⊂ Rr+1. By the hyperplane separation theorem, there exists a non-zero vector p = (p1, . . . , pr, p0) ∈

Rr+1 such that p0 ≤ 0 and p⊤z ≤ 0 for all z ∈ K. By renormalizing p, we may assume that p0 ∈ {0,−1}.
The condition p⊤z ≤ 0 for all z ∈ K can be written as

p⊤ E

[
∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T )ṽ

π1

T

]
≤ 0 for all needle-like variations π1 = (t1, η1, ū1) of u. (4.23)

Step 2) – Adjoint equation (1.3) and transversality condition (1.4). Define the reversed processes(←−̃
xt,
←−
ut ,
←−
B t

)
:=
(
x̃T−t, uT−t,BT−t

)
. Then, using Theorem 3.18 (with minor modifications, noting with [27,

Proposition 5.12] that
←−̃
x is the pathwise solution to an RDE driven by

←−
B , and since including a drift term

in [27, Proposition 5.12] poses no difficulty as linear RDEs with drift can be rewritten as driftless linear
RDEs along a new geometric rough path as in the proof of Theorem 3.7), we define the pathwise solution
←−̃
p ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn+1)) to the random linear RDE

←−̃
pt = p⊤

∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T ) +

∫ t

0

∂b̃

∂x̃

(
s,
←−̃
xs,
←−
us

)⊤←−̃
psds+

∫ t

0

∂σ̃

∂x̃

(
s,
←−̃
xs

)⊤←−̃
psd
←−
Bs, t ∈ [0, T ],
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Figure 4.1: Separation hyperplane argument at the optimal trajectory (x, u). The blue region is the reachable set

{E[Φ̃(x̃v)], v ∈ L∞([0, T ], U)}. The cone K ⊂ Rr+1, otherwise we would be able to find a feasible trajectory (xv, v)
with lower cost, so (x, u) would not be optimal.

where
(←−̃
p (ω),

←−̃
p (ω)′

)
∈ Dp

←−
B (ω)

almost surely. Next, we define the adjoint vector p̃ ∈ Lℓ(Ω, C([0, T ],Rn)) by

(p̃t, p̃
′
t) :=

(←−̃
p T−t,

←−̃
p ′T−t

)
for all t ∈ [0, T ] almost surely. By [27, Proposition 5.12], the sample paths satisfy

(p̃(ω), p̃(ω)′) ∈ Dp
B(ω) almost surely and solve the linear RDE

p̃t(ω) = p̃0(ω)−
∫ t

0

∂b̃

∂x̃
(s, x̃s(ω), us)

⊤p̃s(ω)ds−
∫ t

0

∂σ̃

∂x̃
(s, x̃s(ω))

⊤p̃s(ω)dBs(ω), t ∈ [0, T ],

with p̃0 =
←−̃
pT ∈ Lℓ(Ω,Rn+1), which gives the adjoint equation (1.3), since multiple derivatives in (b̃, σ̃) are

zero, see (4.22). Also, p̃T =
←−̃
p0 = p⊤ ∂Φ̃

∂x̃ (x̃T ) gives the transversality condition (1.4)

p̃T = p⊤
∂Φ̃

∂x̃
(x̃T )

(4.22)
=

(
r∑

i=1

pi
∂hi

∂x
(xT ) + p0

∂g

∂x
(xT ), p0

)
almost surely.

Also dp0t = 0 by (4.22), so p0t = p0 for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Step 3) – Maximality condition (1.5). We observe that ṽπ1
t
⊤ ∂b̃

∂x̃

⊤
p̃t =

∑n
j=1[ṽ

π1
t ]j

∑n
i=1

∂b̃i
∂x̃j

[p̃t]i =

p̃t
⊤ ∂b̃

∂x̃ ṽ
π1
t and ṽπ1

t
⊤ ∂σ̃

∂x̃

⊤
p̃t =

∑n
i=1[ṽ

π1
t ]i

∑n
k=1

∂σ̃k·
∂x̃i

[p̃t]k = p̃⊤t
∂σ̃
∂x̃ ṽ

π1
t , where ( ∂b̃∂x̃ ,

∂σ̃
∂x̃ ) := ( ∂b̃∂x̃ (t, x̃t, ut),

∂σ̃
∂x̃ (t, x̃t))

for conciseness. Then, by Itô’s lemma (Lemma 2.6), almost surely, for any s, t ∈ [0, T ],

p̃⊤t ṽ
π1
t = p̃⊤s ṽ

π1
s +

∫ t

s

ṽπ1
r
⊤
(
− ∂b̃

∂x̃

⊤

p̃rdr −
∂σ̃

∂x̃

⊤
p̃rdBr

)
+

∫ t

s

p̃⊤r

(
∂b̃

∂x̃
ṽπ1
r dr +

∂σ̃

∂x̃
ṽπ1
r dBr

)
= p̃⊤s ṽ

π1
s . (4.24)

Thus, E
[
p̃⊤t ṽ

π1
t

]
= E

[
p̃⊤T ṽ

π1

T

]
= E

[
p⊤ ∂Φ̃

∂x̃ (x̃T )ṽ
π1

T

]
for almost every t ∈ [0, T ], with E

[
p̃⊤t ṽ

π1
t

]
< ∞ by

Hölder’s inequality since p̃t, ṽt ∈ Lℓ(Ω,Rn+1) with ℓ ≥ 2. We combine this result with (4.23) and obtain

E
[
p̃⊤t ṽ

π1
t

]
≤ 0 for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], for any needle-like variations π1 = (t1, η1, ū1) of u. (4.25)

Finally, by contradiction, suppose that (1.5) does not hold. Then, there exists a control u1(·) and a
subset of [0, T ] of positive measure on which

E [H(t, xt, pt, p0, ut)] < E
[
H(t, xt, pt, p0, u

1
t )
]
.

Let t1 be a Lebesgue point of this subset of [0, T ]. Then,

E
[
p̃⊤t1 b̃(t1, xt1 , ut1)

]
< E

[
p̃⊤t1 b̃(t1, xt1 , ū1)

]
for some ū1 ∈ U . Then, if we define the needle-like variation π1 = (t1, 1, ū1) with associated variation vector
ṽπ1 , we obtain

E
[
p̃⊤t1

(
b̃(t1, xt1 , ū1)− b̃(t1, xt1 , ut1)

)]
= E

[
p̃⊤t1 ṽ

π1
t1

]
> 0,

which contradicts (4.25). Thus, the maximality condition (1.5) holds, which concludes the proof of PMP.

26



5 Numerical example

As a brief application of PMP, we implement the indirect shooting method presented in the introduction
(Section 1) for a regulation task. We consider the open-loop (OL) optimal control problem (OCP) min

u∈L∞([0,T ],Rm)
E
[∫ T

0
1
2 (x
⊤
t Qxt + u⊤t Rut)dt

]
such that xt = x0 +

∫ t

0
(A(xs)xs + B̄us)ds+

∫ t

0
σ(xs) ◦ dBs, t ∈ [0, T ],

(OL-OCP)

where n = m = 3, A(x) = −J−1S(x)J with S(x) =
[

0 −x3 x2
x3 0 −x1

−x2 x1 0

]
and J = diag(J1, J2, J3) =

[
3 0 0
0 2 0
0 0 4

]
,

B̄ = J−1, σ(x) = 0.4 diag(x), R = diag(R1, R2, R3) = 3I3×3, Q = 10I3×3, x0 = π
180 (−1,−4.5, 4.5), and B is

a standard n-dimensional Brownian motion. This problem may represent a stabilization task for the angular
velocity of a spacecraft with nonlinear rigid body dynamics. By composing all functions in OL-OCP with
a smooth cut-off function, we may assume that Assumption 4.1 holds, so candidate optimal solutions are
described by PMP: 

H(x, u, p, p0) = p⊤(A(x)x+ B̄u)− 1
2 (x
⊤Qx+ u⊤Ru),

∂H
∂u = p⊤B − u⊤R

(1.5)
=⇒ ut = R−1B̄⊤E [pt] ,

pT
(1.4)
= 0,

where p0 = −1 since there are no final state constraints.
Numerical resolution: We consider two algorithms that use M ∈ N independent samples Bi of B.

• Direct method (Direct): We search for the control u ∈ L∞([0, T ],Rm) and the sample paths (xi)Mi=1 ∈
C([0, T ],RMn) that solve the sample average approximation

min
u

1

M

M∑
i=1

∫ T

0

1

2
(xt(ω

i)⊤Qxt(ω
i)+u⊤t Rut)dt s.t. xi

t = x0+

∫ t

0

(A(xi
s)x

i
s+B̄us)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(xi
s)◦dBi

s.

Numerically, we discretize the problem with (N +1) ∈ N nodes by optimizing over û = (û0, . . . , ûN ) ∈
R(N+1)m and (x̂i)Mi=1 = ((x̂i

0, . . . , x̂
i
N ))Mi=1 ∈ RM(N+1)n and discretizing the SDE with a Milstein scheme.

We solve the resulting finite-dimensional optimization problem via sequential quadratic programming
(SQP) [59, Chapter 18]. We do not enforce trust region constraints nor use a linesearch and thus
always take full steps at each SQP iteration. We return a solution once the difference between SQP
iterates ∆ := (∆û, (∆x̂i)Mi=1) satisfies ∥∆∥∞ < ϵ. This method is presented in [41, Section 6.2].

• Indirect shooting method (Indirect): We search for the initial adjoint values (pi0)
M
i=1 ∈ RMn satisfying

p
1
T
...

pMT

 = 0, where


xi
T = x0 +

∫ T

0
(A(xi

t)x
i
t + B̄uM

t )dt+
∫ T

0
σ(xi

t)dB
i
t,

piT = pi0 −
∫ T

0
∂H
∂x (x

i
t, u

M
t , pit, p0)dt−

∫ T

0
∂σ
∂x (x

i
t)
⊤pitdB

i
t,

uM
t = R−1B̄⊤

(
1
M

M∑
i=1

pit

)
for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

(5.1)

where the Bi’s are the Stratonovich lifts of the Bi’s. We define the map

F : RMn → RMn, (pi0)
M
i=1 7→ (piT )

M
i=1

that solves the coupled RDE in (5.1) and returns (piT )
M
i=1. Numerically, we integrate the RDE in (5.1)

using the estimate (2.10) for rough integrals, see the appendix for details. Then, starting from an initial
guess ((0)pi0)

M
i=1, we solve the equation F

(
(pi0)

M
i=1

)
= 0 via Newton’s method by iteratively defining

((ℓ+1)pi0)
M
i=1 = ((ℓ)pi0)

M
i=1 −

(
∇F

(
((ℓ)pi0)

M
i=1

))−1
F
(
((ℓ)pi0)

M
i=1

)
ℓ = 0, 1, . . . ,

We return a solution ((ℓ)pi0)
M
i=1 once ∥F (((ℓ)pi0)

M
i=1∥∞ < ϵ.
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Figure 5.2: Solutions to the open-loop (OL-OCP, Top) and feedback (FB-OCP, Bottom) optimal control problems
computed using the Indirect method. For FB-OCP, we plot the closed-loop control trajectories ui

t = Ktx
i
t.

Figure 5.3: Left: Median computation time for the Direct and Indirect methods. Right: Median cost with ±
one median absolute deviation intervals of the solution returned by the Indirect method for different samples sizes
for N = 40, evaluated using 104 Monte Carlo samples.

The two methods are implemented in Python using JAX [60]. The quadratic programs at each SQP iteration
of Direct are solved using OSQP [61]. The tolerance threshold is set to ϵ = 10−6. We use zero initial guesses
for both methods. Computation times are measured on a laptop with an 1.10GHz Intel Core i7-10710U
CPU. We checked that solutions returned by the Direct and Indirect methods are close to each other.

Results: A solution to OL-OCP is reported in Figure 5.2. The state and control trajectories converge
to zero over time (in average for the state trajectories). The adjoint vector trajectories pi start from different
initial conditions pi0 and are all zero at the final time (piT = 0) to satisfy the transversality condition of PMP.

We report median results over 20 runs of each method in Figure 5.3. The proposed Indirect method
is about 10× faster than the Direct method. Also, the costs associated to the solutions to the sampled
problems decrease as the sample size M increases. Solutions are sensitive to the sample size, and computing
low-cost solutions with high certainty over the sampling procedure is achievable with a reasonable sample
size (M = 10) for this problem.

Discussion: First, results in Figure 5.3 (right) suggest that the proposed method may be asymptotically
optimal, since the cost and its variance decrease as the sample size M increases. Proving such asymptotic
optimality properties of the method for certain classes of problems is of interest for future work. Second,
the Indirect method is significantly faster than the Direct method, thanks to leveraging the structure of
the problem encoded in PMP to optimize over only the Mn variables pi0 for the Indirect method versus
optimizing over the M(N + 1)n + (N + 1)m variables (x̂i, ûi) for the Direct method. However, indirect
methods typically have higher numerical sensitivity to the choice of initial guess. This tradeoff is well-
known in the deterministic optimal control literature, motivating the development of multiple shooting and
homotopy methods for stochastic optimal control.
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Feedback optimization: Next, we consider the feedback (FB) optimal control problem (OCP) min
k∈L∞([0,T ],Rm)

E
[∫ T

0
1
2 (x
⊤
t Qxt + x⊤t K

⊤
t RKtxt)dt

]
such that xt = x0 +

∫ t

0
(A(xs) + B̄Ks)xsds+

∫ t

0
σ(xs) ◦ dBs, t ∈ [0, T ],

(FB-OCP)

where we optimize over the diagonal feedback gain Kt = diag(kt) ∈ Rm×m. The problem FB-OCP derives
from OL-OCP by considering the feedback control u = Kx and optimizing over the gains K. Since the
gains k are deterministic, the resulting feedback control law u = Kx is causal and this formulation fits within
our framework. Candidate optimal solutions are described by PMP:

FB-OCP :


H(x, k, p, p0) = p⊤(A(x) + B̄K)x− 1

2 (x
⊤Qx+ x⊤K⊤RKx),

∂H
∂k = (1/Jj)pjxj − kjRjx

2
j

(1.5)
=⇒ kj,t = (JjRj)

−1E [pj,txj,t] /E
[
(xj,t)

2
]
, j = 1, 2, 3,

pT
(1.4)
= 0.

Using these necessary conditions, we implement the Indirect shooting method presented previously and
solveOL-OCP and FB-OCP for (T,M,N,R) = (2, 10, 40, 3In×n) starting from a zero initial guess ((0)pi0)

M
i=1.

We find that solving FB-OCP is numerically sensitive to the choice of initial guess. Thus, using a homo-
topy method, we solve FB-OCP for Rj ∈ {100, 99.9, . . . , 3}, using the solution ((0)pi0)

M
i=1 computed for the

previous value of R as an initial guess for each solve via Newton’s method.
Results in Figure 5.2 show that state trajectories solving FB-OCP have slightly lower variance than

those solving OL-OCP, which is the result of optimizing over a state feedback control trajectory.

6 Conclusion and outlook

The optimality conditions in PMP provide new insights onto the structure of solutions to stochastic optimal
control problems when optimizing over deterministic open-loop controls or parameterized feedback controls.
By leveraging rough path theory, our optimality conditions rely on a pathwise analysis instead of FBSDEs,
and can handle Gaussian processes B that are not semimartingales that cannot be tackled via Itô calculus, at
the expense of stronger regularity assumptions on the diffusion σ. The main motivation for deriving PMP
is the development of new algorithms for stochastic optimal control that can more easily borrow ideas from
the deterministic optimal control literature, such as indirect shooting methods.

The following directions of future research are interesting. First, extending our results to the case where
the diffusion σ depends on the control is non-trivial, as it may lead to a degenerate formulation with irregular
controls as described in [32,33], and rough path theory relies on coefficients that are smooth-enough in time.
Second, extending PMP to tackle more general settings such as risk-averse optimal control problems [4,10]
would provide valuable insights and be useful in applications. Finally, while the proposed indirect shooting
method works well on the example in Section 5, proving theoretical properties for the method such as
asymptotic optimality [39–42] or robustness to discretization [62] remains an open problem. As the unknown
initial value of the adjoint vector p0 is a random variable (i.e., the search space is infinite-dimensional, as
opposed to the deterministic setting where p0 ∈ Rn), future analysis of the proposed indirect method may
require innovative proof techniques and inspire faster and more robust algorithms.
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A.1 Preliminary remarks

This appendix contains additional proofs for results in the main manuscript. Thoughout, we use the in-

equalities (|a1|+ |a2|)
1
p ≤ |a1|

1
p + |a2|

1
p and |

∑N
i=1 ai|p ≤ Np

∑N
i=1 |ai|p for any p ≥ 1, ai ∈ R, and N ∈ N.

A.2 Proofs of preliminary results (Section 2)

A.2.1 Rough paths, controlled rough paths, and rough integration (Section 2.1)

Proof of Lemma 2.2

Proof of Lemma 2.2. To show (2.1), we write

∥X∥∞ = sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xt∥ ≤ ∥X0∥+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥Xt −X0∥
p
p ≤ ∥X0∥+

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∥Xt −X0∥p
) 1

p ≤ ∥X0∥+ ∥X∥p.

To show (2.3), given an arbitrary partition π of [0, T ],

∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Xs,t∥
p
2 ≤

∑
[s,t]∈π

( n∑
i=1

∥Y i
s,t∥∥Ỹ i

s,t∥+
m∑
j=1

∥Zj
s,t∥+ c|t− s|

) p
2

≤ (n+m+ 1)
p
2

( n∑
i=1

∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Y i
s,t∥

p
2 ∥Ỹ i

s,t∥
p
2 +

m∑
j=1

∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Zj
s,t∥

p
2 + c

p
2

∑
[s,t]∈π

|t− s|
p
2

)

≤ Cp

( n∑
i=1

( ∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Y i
s,t∥p

) 1
2
( ∑

[s,t]∈π

∥Ỹ i
s,t∥p

) 1
2

+

m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2
+ (c T )

p
2

)

≤ Cp

( n∑
i=1

∥Y i∥
p
2
p ∥Ỹ i∥

p
2
p +

m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2
+ (c T )

p
2

)
,

where we used |
∑N

i=1 ai|
p
2 ≤ N

p
2

∑N
i=1 |ai|

p
2 and Hölder’s inequality

∑n
i=1 |aibi| ≤ (

∑n
i=1 |ai|p)

1
p (
∑n

i=1 |bi|q)
1
q

for any a, b ∈ Rn and 1
p + 1

q = 1, so that
∑n

i=1

(
|ai|

p
2 |bi|

p
2

)
≤ (
∑n

i=1 |ai|p)
1
2 (
∑n

i=1 |bi|p)
1
2 . The bound above

is independent of the choice of partition π. Thus, (2.3) follows after taking the supremum over all partitions

π of [0, T ] and using the inequality (
∑

i |ai|)
2
p ≤

∑
i |ai|

2
p for p ≥ 2. (2.2) is shown similarly.

To show ∥X∥p ≤ ∥X∥ p
2
, we write ∥X∥pp = supπ

∑
[s,t]∈π

(
∥Xs,t∥

p
2

)2 ≤ (supπ
∑

[s,t]∈π ∥Xs,t∥
p
2 )2 = ∥X∥pp

2

since
∑

i a
2
i ≤ (

∑
i ai)

2
for ai ≥ 0.

To show (2.4), we use the smoothness of σ:

∥σ(·, X)s,t∥ ≤ ∥σ(t,Xt)− σ(t,Xs)∥+ ∥σ(t,Xs)− σ(s,Xs)∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C1
b
(∥Xs,t∥+ |t− s|) ∀s, t ∈ [0, T ], (A.1)

and conclude with (2.2).
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To show (2.5), for any s, t ∈ [0, T ], we write

∥(σ(·, X)− σ(·, X̃))s,t∥ ≤ ∥(σ(t,X)− σ(t, X̃))s,t∥+ ∥(σ(·, Xs)− σ(·, X̃s))s,t∥. (A.2)

We bound the first term in (A.2) next. Denoting ∆X = X − X̃ and for any θ ∈ R,

∂σ

∂x
(t, X̃t + θ∆Xt) =

∂σ

∂x
(t, X̃s + θ∆Xs) +

∫ 1

0

∂2σ

∂x2
(t, X̃s + θ∆Xs + ζ(X̃s,t + θ∆Xs,t))dζ((1− θ)X̃s,t + θXs,t)

so that by denoting Zθ,ζ = X̃s + θ∆Xs + ζ(X̃s,t + θ∆Xs,t) and using the mean value theorem again,

∥σ(t,X)s,t − σ(t, X̃)s,t∥ =
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇σ(t, X̃t + θ∆Xt)dθ∆Xt −
∫ 1

0

∇σ(t, X̃s + θ∆Xs)dθ∆Xs

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇σ(t, X̃s + θ∆Xs)dθ(∆Xt −∆Xs) +

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

∇2σ(t, Zθ,ζ)dζ((1− θ)X̃s,t + θXs,t)dθ∆Xt

∥∥∥∥
≤ ∥σ∥C2

b

(
∥∆Xs,t∥+ (∥Xs,t∥+ ∥X̃s,t∥)∥∆X∥∞

)
.

The second term in (A.2) is bounded similarly:

∥(σ(·, Xs)− σ(·, X̃s))s,t∥ =
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

(∂σ
∂x

(t, X̃s + θ∆Xs)−
∂σ

∂x
(s, X̃s + θ∆Xs)

)
dθ∆Xs

∥∥∥∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
|t− s|∥∆X∥∞.

(A.3)

Thus, (A.2) can be bounded as

∥(σ(·, X)− σ(·, X̃))s,t∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2
b

(
∥∆Xs,t∥+ (∥Xs,t∥+ ∥X̃s,t∥+ |t− s|)∥∆X∥∞

)
. (A.4)

The conclusion follows from (2.2) and ∥∆X∥∞ ≤ ∥∆X0∥+ ∥∆X∥p in (2.1).

Proof of Lemma 2.5

Proof of Lemma 2.5. To show (2.12) and (2.13), we write

∥Ys,t∥
(2.8)

≤ ∥Y ′s∥∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY
s,t∥ ≤ ∥Y ′∥∞∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY

s,t∥
(2.1)

≤ (∥Y ′0∥+ ∥Y ′∥p)∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY
s,t∥

for any s, t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, (2.12) and (2.13) follow from (2.2) and ∥RY ∥p ≤ ∥RY ∥ p
2
in Lemma 2.2.

To show (2.14), for any s, t ∈ [0, T ], we write

∥σ(·, Y )s,t∥
(A.1),(2.8)

≤ ∥σ∥C1
b
(∥Y ′s∥∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY

s,t∥+ |t− s|)
(2.1)

≤ ∥σ∥C1
b
(MY ′∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY

s,t∥+ |t− s|
2
p ),

where we used ∥Y ′∥∞ ≤ ∥Y ′0∥+ ∥Y ′∥p = MY ′ in the second inequality. Then, (2.14) follows from (2.2).
To show (2.15), denoting ∇xσ = ∂σ

∂x , for any s, t ∈ [0, T ], we write

∥σ(·, Y )′s,t∥ = ∥∇xσ(t, Yt)Y
′
t −∇xσ(t, Yt)Y

′
s +∇xσ(t, Yt)Y

′
s −∇xσ(s, Yt)Y

′
s +∇xσ(s, Yt)Y

′
s −∇xσ(s, Ys)Y

′
s∥

≤ ∥∇xσ(t, Yt)∥∥Y ′t − Y ′s∥+ ∥∇xσ(t, Yt)−∇xσ(s, Yt)∥∥Y ′s∥+ ∥∇xσ(s, Yt)−∇xσ(s, Ys)∥∥Y ′s∥
≤ ∥σ∥C2

b
(∥Y ′s,t∥+ (|t− s|+ ∥Ys,t∥)∥Y ′s∥)

≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
(∥Y ′s,t∥+ (|t− s|+MY ′∥Xs,t∥+ ∥RY

s,t∥)MY ′),

=⇒ ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p
(2.2)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(∥Y ′∥p +MY ′(T +MY ′∥X∥p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
))

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
MY ′(1 + T +MY ′∥X∥p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
KY (1 +KY + T )(1 + ∥X∥p). (KY = MY ′ + ∥RY ∥ p

2
)
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To show (2.16) and (2.17), for any s, t ∈ [0, T ],

∥Rσ(·,Y )
s,t ∥ (2.8)= ∥σ(s, Yt)− σ(s, Ys)−∇xσ(s, Ys)Y

′
sXs,t + σ(t, Yt)− σ(s, Yt)∥

(2.8)
= ∥σ(s, Yt)− σ(s, Ys)−∇xσ(s, Ys)Ys,t −∇xσ(s, Ys)R

Y
s,t + σ(t, Yt)− σ(s, Yt)∥

≤
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇2
x σ(s, Ys + θYs,t)Y

⊗2
s,t (1− θ)dθ

∥∥∥∥+ ∥∇xσ(s, Ys)R
Y
s,t∥+ ∥σ(t, Yt)− σ(s, Yt)∥

≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
(∥Ys,t∥2 + ∥RY

s,t∥+ |t− s|),

=⇒ ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p
2

(2.3)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(∥Y ∥2p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
+ T )

(2.13)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
((1 + ∥X∥p)2K2

Y + ∥RY ∥ p
2
+ T )

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(KY (KY (1 + ∥X∥p)2 + 1)) + T ) ≤ (2.17).

Finally, from the last three inequalities, (σ(·, Y ), σ(·, Y )′) ∈ Cp×Cp and ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p
2
<∞, so we conclude

that (σ(·, Y ), σ(·, Y )′) ∈ Dp
X .

Proof of Lemma 2.6

Proof of Lemma 2.6. This result is a particular case of [27, Theorem 7.7], assuming that the rough path X
is geometric, so that its bracket is zero. The proof below is standard. We may assume that f ∈ C3

b since it
is only evaluated on the image of the path Y which is bounded.

First, the rough integral in (2.18) is well-defined, since (∇f(Y )Y ′, (∇f(Y )Y ′)′) ∈ Dp
X with (∇f(Y )Y ′)′ =

(∇f(Y )Y ′′+∇f2(Y )(Y ′⊗Y ′)) by Lemma 3.1 (note that Lemma 2.6 is not used in the proof of Lemma 3.1).
The Young integral in (2.18) is also well-defined since ∇f(Y ) ∈ Cp and Γ ∈ C

p
2 so that 1

p + 2
p > 1 (see for

example [26, Theorem 6.8] or [28, Proposition 5.2]).
Next, we show (2.18). Let s, t ∈ [0, T ]. Then,

Ys,t
(2.10)
= Y ′sXs,t + Y ′′s Xs,t + Γs,t +Ks,t, with ∥Ks,t∥ ≤ Cp(∥RY ∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥Y ′∥p,[s,t]∥X∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
),

and by the mean value theorem, with Zs,t :=
1
2

∫ 1

0
∇3f(Ys + θYs,t)Y

⊗3
s,t (1− θ)2dθ,

f(Y )s,t = ∇f(Ys)Ys,t +
1

2
∇2f(Ys)Y

⊗2
s,t + Zs,t

= ∇f(Ys)(Y
′
sXs,t + Y ′′s Xs,t + Γs,t) +∇f(Ys)Ks,t +

1

2
∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
sXs,t +RY

s,t)
⊗2 + Zs,t

= ∇f(Ys)(Y
′
sXs,t + Y ′′s Xs,t) +∇f(Ys)Γs,t +

1

2
∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
s ⊗ Y ′s )(Xs,t ⊗Xs,t)+

1

2
∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
sXs,t ⊗RY

s,t +RY
s,t ⊗ Y ′sXs,t +RY

s,t ⊗RY
s,t) +∇f(Ys)Ks,t + Zs,t,

Next, define Sym(Xs,t) as the symmetric part of Xs,t, with Sym(Xs,t)
ij = 1

2 (X
ij
s,t+Xji

s,t). SinceX is geometric,

Xij
s,tX

ji
s,t = Xij

s,t +Xji
s,t = 2Sym(Xs,t)

ij , so 1
2 (Xs,t⊗Xs,t) = Sym(Xs,t). Also, ∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
s ⊗Y ′s ) is symmetric,

so ∇2f(Ys)(Y
′
s ⊗ Y ′s )Xs,t = ∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
s ⊗ Y ′s )Sym(Xs,t), since “the contraction of a symmetric matrix with

an antisymmetric matrix is zero” [28, Proof of Proposition 6.9]. Thus,

f(Y )s,t = ∇f(Ys)Y
′
sXs,t + (∇f(Ys)Y

′′
s +∇f2(Ys)(Y

′
s ⊗ Y ′s ))Xs,t +∇f(Ys)Γs,t+

1

2
∇2f(Ys)(Y

′
sXs,t ⊗RY

s,t +RY
s,t ⊗ Y ′sXs,t +RY

s,t ⊗RY
s,t) +∇f(Ys)Ks,t + Zs,t

= (∇f(Y )Y ′)sXs,t + (∇f(Y )Y ′)′sXs,t +∇f(Ys)Γs,t +Ws,t,

where Ws,t :=
1
2∇

2f(Ys)(Y
′
sXs,t⊗RY

s,t +RY
s,t⊗Y ′sXs,t +RY

s,t⊗RY
s,t)+∇f(Ys)Ks,t +Zs,t can be bounded as

∥Ws,t∥ ≤ Cp,f,∥Y ∥∞,∥Y ′∥∞

(
∥X∥p,[s,t]∥RY ∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
+ ∥RY ∥2p

2 ,[s,t]
+ ∥Y ′∥p,[s,t]∥X∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
+ ∥Y ∥3p,[s,t]

)
,
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Since X,Y, Y ′ have finite p-variation and X, RY have finite p
2 -variation, up to a time reparameterization,

we may assume that X,Y, Y ′ are 1
p -Hölder continuous and X, RY are 2

p -Hölder continuous [26, Proposition

5.14], so that

∥Ws,t∥ ≤ Cp,f,X,X,Y,Y ′,RY |t− s|
3
p .

Thus, for an arbitrary partition π of [0, T ], we obtain

f(YT )− f(Y0) =
∑

[s,t]∈π

(∇f(Y )Y ′)sXs,t + (∇f(Y )Y ′)′sXs,t +
∑

[s,t]∈π

∇f(Ys)Γs,t +
∑

[s,t]∈π

Ws,t.

The conclusion follows after taking the limit over all partitions π of [0, T ] with vanishing mesh size in the
above: The first sum is a rough integral, the second is a Young integral, which is well-defined by [26, Theorem
6.8], since ∇f(Y ) ∈ Cp and Γ ∈ C

p
2 so that 1

p + 2
p > 1, and the third is zero, since∑

[s,t]∈π

∥Ws,t∥ ≤ Cp,f,X,X,Y,Y ′,RY

∑
[s,t]∈π

|t− s|
p
p |π|

3−p
p = Cp,f,X,X,Y,Y ′,RY T |π|

3−p
p → 0 as |π| → 0,

so that lim|π|→0

∑
[s,t]∈π Ws,t = 0. This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.6.

A.2.2 The greedy partition and Gaussian rough paths (Section 2.2)

Proofs of Lemma 2.7 and of Lemma 2.8

Proof of Lemma 2.7. The proof follows [37, Lemma 4.9]. Consider the greedy partition {τi}
Nα,[s,t](w)+1

i=0 of
the interval [0, T ]. Since w is a control, w(τi, τi+1) + w(τi+1, τi+2) ≤ w(τi, τi+2), so

αNα,[s,t](w) =

Nα,[s,t](w)−1∑
i=0

w(τi, τi+1) ≤ w(0, τNα,[s,t](w)) ≤ w(0, T ),

and the conclusion follows.

Proof of Lemma 2.8. The proof is inspired from the proof of [38, Lemma 3]. First, we define the accumulated
α-local w-variations [37, Definition 4.1]

wα(s, t) = sup
π={ti}⊂[s,t]
w(ti,ti+1)≤α

N−1∑
i=0

w(ti, ti+1), wj,α(s, t) = sup
π={ti}⊂[s,t]
wj(ti,ti+1)≤α

N−1∑
i=0

wj(ti, ti+1), j = 1, . . . , n,

where the supremums are over all partitions π = {s = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = t} of [s, t] such that w(ti, ti+1) ≤
α (or wj(ti, ti+1) ≤ α, respectively) for all i = 0, . . . , N − 1. We have

wα(s, t)

C
≤ sup

π={ti}⊂[s,t]
w(ti,ti+1)≤α

N−1∑
i=0

n∑
j=1

wj(ti, ti+1) ≤
n∑

j=1

sup
π={ti}⊂[s,t]
wj(ti,ti+1)≤α

N−1∑
i=0

wj(ti, ti+1) =

n∑
j=1

wj,α(s, t).

where the last inequality follows from the fact that wj(ti, ti+1) ≤ α for all j if w(ti, ti+1) ≤ α. Then,

αNα,[s,t](w) =

Nα,[s,t](w)−1∑
i=0

w(τi, τi+1) ≤ wα(s, t) ≤ C

n∑
j=1

wj,α(s, t).

Finally, from [37, Proposition 4.11] (see also the proof of [38, Lemma 3]), wj,α(s, t) ≤ α(2Nα,[s,t](wj) + 1)
for j = 1, . . . , n, and the conclusion follows.
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Proof of Corollary 2.9

Proof of Corollary 2.9. First, w is continuous, w(t, t) = 0, and w(s, t) + w(t, u) ≤ w(s, u) for any 0 ≤ s ≤
t ≤ u ≤ T , so w is a control. Second, consider the control wT defined by wT (s, t) = |t − s|, so that
w(s, t) = Cp(wX(s, t) + wX̃(s, t) + wT (s, t)). Any interval [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] can be partitioned into intervals of
size at most α, so Nα,[s,t](wT ) ≤ 1+ |t− s|/α. The inequality (2.20) then follows from (2.19) in Lemma 2.8.

To show (2.21), let 0 < α ≤ 1 and [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] be an interval small-enough to satisfy w(s, t) ≤ α, so that

∥X∥
p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

≤ wX(s, t) ≤ w(s, t) ≤ α ≤ 1, |t− s| ≤ w(s, t) ≤ α ≤ 1.

Then, |t− s|p ≤ |t− s| and ∥X∥pp
2 ,[s,t]

≤ ∥X∥
p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

, so that

∥X∥pp,[s,t] =
(
∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X∥ p

2
,[s,t]

)p ≤ 2p
(
∥X∥pp,[s,t] + ∥X∥pp

2
,[s,t]

)
≤ 2p

(
∥X∥pp,[s,t] + ∥X∥

p
2
p
2
,[s,t]

)
= 2pwX(s, t). (A.5)

Thus,(
∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X̃∥p,[s,t] + |t− s|

)p ≤ 3p
(
∥X∥pp,[s,t] + ∥X̃∥pp,[s,t] + |t− s|p

)
≤ 6p

(
wX(s, t) + wX̃(s, t) + |t− s|

)
= w(s, t),

and (2.21) follows with w(s, t) ≤ α.
To show (2.22), consider the greedy partition {τi, i = 0, 1, . . . , Nα,[s,t](w) + 1}, which is such that (2.21)

holds on any subinterval [τi, τi+1] of this partition since w(τi, τi+1) ≤ α, so that ∥X∥p,[τi,τi+1] ≤ α
1
p ,

∥X̃∥p,[τi,τi+1] ≤ α
1
p , and |τi+1 − τi| ≤ α

1
p . Then, by Lemma 2.1, with N := Nα,[s,t](w),

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥X̃∥p,[s,t] + |t− s| ≤ (N + 1)

(( N∑
i=0

∥X∥pp,[τi,τi+1]

) 1
p

+

( N∑
i=0

∥X̃∥pp,[τi,τi+1]

) 1
p
)
+

N∑
i=0

|τi+1 − τi|

≤ (N + 1)
(
(N + 1)α

1
p + (N + 1)α

1
p
)
+ (N + 1)α

1
p ≤ 3α

1
p (N + 1)2,

where we used p ≥ 1 in the second inequality. Thus, using 3α
1
p (N +1)2 ≤ 3α

1
p 2! exp(N +1) ≤ 6eα

1
p exp(N),

we conclude that (2.22) holds with with Cp,α = 6eα
1
p , which concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.10

Proof of Theorem 2.10. The first claim follows from [26, Theorem 15.33] (or [27, Theorem 10.4], see also [45,
Corollary 2.3]). Then, following the proof of [46, Theorem 11], for 1

q = 1
2ρ + 1

2 > 1
2 , by [38, Lemma 5 and

Corollary 2], for a constant C > 0, P(Nα,[0,T ](B) ≥ r) ≤ exp(−Cα
2
p r

2
q ) for every r > 0. Thus, for R > 0,

E
[
exp

(
DNα,[0,T ](B)

)]
=

∫ ∞
0

P(exp(DNα,[0,T ](B)) ≥ s)ds

≤ R+

∫ ∞
R

P(exp(DNα,[0,T ](B)) ≥ s)ds

= R+

∫ ∞
log(R)

D

P(Nα,[0,T ](B) ≥ r)D exp(Dr)dr (r = log(s)/D)

≤ R+D

∫ ∞
log(R)

D

exp
(
−Cα

2
p r

2
q +Dr

)
dr,

which is bounded since 1
q > 1

2 .

A.3 Proofs of rough differential equation results (Section 3)

A.3.1 Calculus with rough paths: controlled rough paths and rough integration (Section 3.1)

Proof of Lemma 3.1

Proof of Lemma 3.1. The first inequality (3.3) follows from ∥(Y Z)s,t∥ ≤ ∥YsZs,t∥+∥ZsYs,t∥ ≤ ∥Y ∥∞∥Zs,t∥+
∥Z∥∞∥Ys,t∥ and (2.2) in Lemma 2.2. The second inequality (3.4) follows similary from

∥(Y Z)′s,t∥ ≤ ∥(ZY ′)s,t∥+ ∥(Y Z ′)s,t∥ ≤ ∥Z∥∞∥Y ′s,t∥+ ∥Y ′∥∞∥Zs,t∥+ ∥Y ∥∞∥Z ′s,t∥+ ∥Z ′∥∞∥Ys,t∥

34



and (2.2) in Lemma 2.2. To show the third inequality (3.5), we write

RY Z
s,t = (Y Z)s,t − (Y Z)′sXs,t = YtZt − YsZs − (YsZ

′
s + ZsY

′
s )Xs,t

= YsZs,t + Ys,tZs + Ys,tZs,t − (YsZ
′
s + ZsY

′
s )Xs,t

= YsR
Z
s,t +RY

s,tZs + Ys,tZs,t

so that ∥RY Z
s,t ∥ ≤ ∥Y ∥∞∥RZ

s,t∥+∥RY
s,t∥∥Z∥∞+∥Ys,t∥∥Zs,t∥, and we conclude with (2.3) in Lemma 2.2. Thus,

(Y Z, (Y Z)′) ∈ Dp
X with (Y Z)′ = Y ′Z + Y Z ′.

Proof of Lemma 3.2

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Throughout the proof, we write ∇σ := ∂σ
∂x and ∇2σ := ∂2σ

∂x2 for conciseness.
To show (3.6), we note that

∥∆Ys,t∥ = ∥Y ′sXs,t +RY
s,t − Ỹ ′s X̃s,t −RỸ

s,t∥ (Ys,t = Y ′sXs,t +RY
s,t)

≤ ∥∆Y ′∥∞∥Xs,t∥+ ∥Ỹ ′∥∞∥∆Xs,t∥+ ∥∆Rs,t∥

≤ ∆MY ′∥Xs,t∥+MỸ ′∥∆Xs,t∥+ ∥∆Rs,t∥, (∥Ỹ ′∥∞ ≤ ∥Ỹ ′0∥+ ∥Ỹ ′∥p = MỸ ′)

so (3.6) follows from applying (2.2) in Lemma 2.2.
To show (3.7), we note that

∥(σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′)s,t∥ = ∥(∇σ(·, Y )Y ′ −∇σ(·, Ỹ )Ỹ ′)s,t∥

≤ ∥(∇σ(·, Y )∆Y ′)s,t∥+ ∥((∇σ(·, Y )−∇σ(·, Ỹ ))Ỹ ′)s,t∥

≤ ∥∇σ(t, Yt)∆Y ′s,t∥+ ∥∇σ(·, Y )s,t∆Y ′s∥+ ∥(∇σ(t, Yt)−∇σ(t, Ỹt))Ỹ
′
s,t∥+ ∥(∇σ(·, Y )−∇σ(·, Ỹ ))s,tỸ

′
s∥

≤ ∥σ∥C1
b
∥∆Y ′s,t∥+

(
∥σ∥C2

b
∥Ys,t∥+ |t− s|

)
∥∆Y ′∥∞ + ∥σ∥C2

b
∥∆Y ∥∞∥Ỹ ′s,t∥+

+ ∥σ∥C3
b

(
∥∆Ys,t∥+ (∥Ys,t∥+ ∥Ỹs,t∥+ |t− s|)∥∆Y ∥∞

)
∥Ỹ ′∥∞,

where in the last inequality, we used (A.1) to bound the second term and (A.4) to bound the fourth term.
Thus, by (2.2) in Lemma 2.2,

∥σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b

(
∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥Y ∥p∥∆Y ′∥∞ + ∥∆Y ∥∞∥Ỹ ′∥p

+ (∥∆Y ∥p + (∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p)∥∆Y ∥∞)∥Ỹ ′∥∞ + T (∥∆Y ′∥∞ + ∥∆Y ∥∞∥Ỹ ′∥∞)
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 + ∥Ỹ ′0∥+ ∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p + ∥Ỹ ′∥p)2(1 + T )

(
∥∆Y ∥p + ∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥

)
,

using ∥∆Y ∥∞ ≤ ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p by (2.1) in the last inequality. Next, by (3.6), ∥∆Y ∥p ≤ Cp(∆MY ′∥X∥p +
MỸ ′∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
) ≤ Cp(1 + MỸ ′)(1 + ∥X∥p)(∆MY ′ + ∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
) with ∆MY ′ = ∥∆Y ′0∥ +

∥∆Y ′∥p, so

∥σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 + ∥Ỹ ′0∥+ ∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p + ∥Ỹ ′∥p)2(1 +MỸ ′)(1 + ∥X∥p)(1 + T )

(
∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
+ ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p

)
.

By (2.13), ∥Y ∥p ≤ Cp(1 + ∥X∥p)KY , so

∥σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

2(1 +MỸ ′)(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T )
(

∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p

)
,

and we obtain (3.7).
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To show (3.8), we first decompose ∥Rσ(·,Y )
s,t −R

σ(·,Ỹ )
s,t ∥ as

∥Rσ(·,Y )
s,t −R

σ(·,Ỹ )
s,t ∥ = ∥σ(·, Y )s,t −∇σ(s, Ys)Y

′
sXs,t − σ(·, Ỹ )s,t +∇σ(s, Ỹs)Ỹ

′
s X̃s,t)∥

≤ ∥σ(·, Y )s,t −∇σ(s, Ys)Ys,t − (σ(·, Ỹ )s,t −∇σ(s, Ỹs)Ỹs,t)∥+ ∥∇σ(s, Ys)R
Y
s,t −∇σ(s, Ỹs)R

Ỹ
s,t∥

≤ ∥σ(s, Y )s,t −∇σ(s, Ys)Ys,t − (σ(s, Ỹ )s,t −∇σ(s, Ỹs)Ỹs,t)∥+ ∥∇σ(s, Ys)R
Y
s,t −∇σ(s, Ỹs)R

Ỹ
s,t∥+

∥(σ(·, Yt)− σ(·, Ỹt))s,t∥
=: ∥As,t∥+ ∥Bs,t∥+ ∥Cs,t∥.

Next, we bound the three terms. First, denoting ∇2σ(y) = ∇2σ(s, y) and Y θ
s,t = Ỹs + θỸs,t for conciseness,

∥As,t∥ =
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

(
∇2σ(Ys + θYs,t)Y

⊗2
s,t −∇2σ(Ỹs + θỸs,t)Ỹ

⊗2
s,t

)
(1− θ)dθ

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

(
∇2σ(Y θ

s,t)(Y
⊗2
s,t − Ỹ ⊗2s,t ) + (∇2σ(Y θ

s,t)−∇2σ(Ỹ θ
s,t))Ỹ

⊗2
s,t

)
(1− θ)dθ

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

(
∇2σ(Y θ

s,t)(Ys,t ⊗∆Ys,t −∆Ys,t ⊗ Ỹs,t) + (∇2σ(Y θ
s,t)−∇2σ(Ỹ θ

s,t))Ỹ
⊗2
s,t

)
(1− θ)dθ

∥∥∥∥
≤ ∥σ∥C3

b
((∥Ys,t∥+ ∥Ỹs,t∥)∥∆Ys,t∥+ ∥∆Y ∥∞∥Ỹs,t∥2).

Second,

∥Bs,t∥ = ∥(∇σ(s, Ys)−∇σ(s, Ỹs))R
Y
s,t +∇σ(s, Ỹs)(R

Y
s,t −RỸ

s,t)∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
(∥∆Y ∥∞∥RY

s,t∥+ ∥∆RY
s,t∥).

Third, by (A.3), ∥Cs,t∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
|t− s|∥∆Y ∥∞. Thus, by (2.3) in Lemma 2.2,

∥Rσ(·,Y ) −Rσ(·,Ỹ )∥ p
2
≤ Cp(∥A∥ p

2
+ ∥B∥ p

2
+ ∥C∥ p

2
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b

(
(∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p)∥∆Y ∥p + ∥∆Y ∥∞∥Ỹ ∥2p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
∥∆Y ∥∞ + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
+ T∥∆Y ∥∞

)
≤ Cp∥σ∥C3

b

(
∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥2p + ∥RY ∥ p

2
+ 1 + T

)
(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(KY +KỸ + 1)2(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)2(1 + T )(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
).

where we used ∥Y ∥p ≤ Cp(1 + ∥X∥p)KY from (2.13) in the last inequality. Combining this inequality with

∥∆Y ∥p
(3.6)

≤ Cp(∆MY ′∥X∥p +MỸ ′∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
) ≤ Cp(1 +KỸ )(∆MY ′∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
),

we obtain the desired inequality (3.8).

Proof of Lemma 3.3

Proof of Lemma 3.3. First, by Lemma 2.5, (σ(·, Y ), σ(·, Y )′) = (σ(·, Y ), ∂σ
∂x (·, Y )Y ′) is a controlled path, so

by Proposition 2.3, the rough integral
∫ t

s
σ(r, Yr)dXr is well-defined. Thus, for any s, t ∈ [0, T ],∥∥∥(R∫ ·

0
σ(r,Yr)dXr )s,t

∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

σ(r, Yr)dXr − σ(s, Ys)Xs,t

∥∥∥∥
(2.10)

≤ Cp(∥σ(·, Y )′sXs,t∥+ ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

∥X∥p,[s,t] + ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p,[s,t]∥X∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

)

≤ Cp(∥σ∥C1
b
∥Y ′∥∞∥X∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
+ ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
∥X∥p,[0,T ] + ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p,[0,T ]∥X∥ p

2 ,[s,t]
).

To continue, we need the following lemma, which is similar to (2.3) in Lemma 2.2.
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Lemma A.1. Let p ≥ 2, T > 0, c ≥ 0, X : [0, T ] → Rd, Y i, Ỹ i ∈ Cp for i = 1, . . . , n, and Zj ∈ C
p
2 for

j = 1, . . . ,m. Then, there exists a constant Cp ≥ 1 such that

∥Xs,t∥ ≤
n∑

i=1

∥Y i∥p,[s,t]∥Ỹ i∥p,[s,t] +
m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

+ c|t− s| ∀s, t ∈ [0, T ]

=⇒ ∥X∥ p
2
≤ Cp

( n∑
i=1

∥Y i∥p∥Ỹ i∥p +
m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥ p
2
+ c T

)
.

(A.6)

Proof of Lemma A.1. We only prove the particular case n = 0 (i.e., without (Y i, Ỹ i)) and c = 0. The general
case follows with minor modifications, see the proof of (2.3) in Lemma 2.2. Given any partition π of [0, T ],

∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Xs,t∥
p
2 ≤

∑
[s,t]∈π

( m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

) p
2 ≤ m

p
2

( m∑
j=1

∑
[s,t]∈π

∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

)
≤ Cp

m∑
j=1

∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2
,

where we used |
∑N

i=1 ai|
p
2 ≤ N

p
2

∑N
i=1 |ai|

p
2 for p ≥ 2 in the second inequality, and

∑
[s,t]∈π ∥Zj∥

p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

≤

∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2 ,[0,T ]

in the third inequality, since w(s, t) = ∥Zj∥
p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

is a control, so that
∑

[s,t]∈π w(s, t) ≤ w(0, T ).

The bound above is independent of the choice of partition π. Thus, (A.6) follows after taking the supremum

over all partitions π of [0, T ] and using the inequality (
∑

i |ai|)
2
p ≤

∑
i |ai|

2
p for p ≥ 2.

Proof of Lemma 3.3 (continued). Thus, by Lemma A.1,

∥R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs∥ p

2
≤ Cp(∥σ∥C1

b
∥Y ′∥∞∥X∥ p

2
+ ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p

2
∥X∥p + ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p∥X∥ p

2
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b

(
KY

(
∥X∥ p

2
+ (1 +KY )(1 + ∥X∥p)2(∥X∥p + ∥X∥ p

2
)
)
+ T (∥X∥p +KY (1 + ∥X∥p)∥X∥ p

2
)
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +KY )

2(1 + ∥X∥p)2(1 + T )(∥X∥ p
2
+ ∥X∥p),

where we used ∥Y ′∥∞ ≤ ∥Y ′0∥ + ∥Y ′∥p = MY ′ ≤ KY , and the inequalities from Lemma 2.5 ∥σ(·, Y·)′∥p ≤
Cp∥σ∥C2

b
KY (1+KY +T )(1+∥X∥p) and ∥Rσ(·,Y·)∥ p

2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(KY (1+KY )(1+∥X∥p)2+T ). This concludes

the proof of (3.9). Note also that ∥
∫ ·
0
σ(s, Yr)dXs∥p <∞, since∥∥∥∫ t

s

σ(r, Yr)dXr

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥ ∫ t

s

σ(r, Yr)dXr − σ(s, Ys)Xs,t

∥∥∥+ ∥σ(s, Ys)Xs,t∥ =
∥∥R∫ ·

0 σ(r,Yr)dXr

s,t

∥∥+ ∥σ(s, Ys)Xs,t∥.

Also, ∥σ(·, Y )∥p < ∞ by (2.14). Together, ∥
∫ ·
0
σ(s, Ys)dXs∥p, ∥σ(·, Y )∥p, ∥R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs∥ p

2
< ∞ imply that

(Z,Z ′) ∈ Dp
X , which concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.4

Proof of Lemma 3.4. To show (3.10), we combine ∥σ(·, Y ) − σ(·, Ỹ )∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 + ∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p +

T )(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p) in (2.5), ∥Y ∥p ≤ Cp(1+ ∥X∥p)KY in (2.13), ∥∆Y ∥p ≤ Cp

(
∆MY ′∥X∥p+MỸ ′∥∆X∥p+

∥∆RY ∥ p
2

)
in (3.6), and MỸ ′ ≤ KỸ , so that

∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p
(2.5)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 + ∥Y ∥p + ∥Ỹ ∥p + T )(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p)

(2.13),(3.6)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p + T )(1 +KY +KỸ )(∥∆Y0∥+∆MY ′∥X∥p +MỸ ′∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p + T )(1 +KY +KỸ )

2(∥∆Y0∥+ (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
),

which is the desired inequality (3.10).
To show (3.11), we observe from (2.11) in Lemma 2.4 that it suffices to boundKσ(·,Ỹ ) and ∆Kσ(·,Y ). First,

we bound Kσ(·,Ỹ ) as follows. By (2.15) and (2.17) in Lemma 2.5, ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
KY (1+KY +T )(1+
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∥X∥p) and ∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p
2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(KY (1+KY )(1+∥X∥p)2+T ). Also, ∥σ(·, Ỹ )′0∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2

b
∥Ỹ ′0∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2

b
KỸ .

By combining this inequalities,

Kσ(·,Ỹ ) = ∥σ(·, Ỹ )′0∥+ ∥σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p + ∥Rσ(·,Ỹ )∥ p
2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(1 +KỸ + T )2(1 + ∥X̃∥p)2

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +KY +KỸ + T )3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T ). (A.7)

Second, using (3.7) and (3.8) in Lemma 3.2, we have

∥σ(·, Y )′ − σ(·, Ỹ )′∥p ≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY +KỸ ′)

3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T )
(

∥∆X∥p + ∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p

)
,

∥Rσ(·,Y ) −Rσ(·,Ỹ )∥ p
2
≤ Cp∥σ∥C3

b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T )
(

∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p

)
.

By combining these two inequalities with ∥∆σ(·, Y )′0∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +MY ′)(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥), we get

∆Kσ(·,Y ) = ∥∆σ(·, Y )′0∥+ ∥∆σ(·, Y )′∥p + ∥∆Rσ(·,Y )∥ p
2

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

3(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)3(1 + T )
(

∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
+ ∥∆Y ′∥p + (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p

)
. (A.8)

Finally, combining the last inequalities (A.7) and (A.8) using (2.11) in Lemma 2.4, we get

∥R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ỹs)dX̃s∥ p

2

(2.11)

≤ Cp(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)
(
Kσ(·,Ỹ )∥∆X∥p + ∥X∥p∆Kσ(·,Y )

)
(A.7),(A.8)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 + ∥X∥p + ∥X̃∥p)4(1 +KY +KỸ + T )3(1 + T )

(
∥∆X∥p + ∥X∥p(∥∆Y0∥+ ∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
+ ∥∆Y ′∥p + (∥∆Y ′0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p)∥X∥p + ∥∆X∥p)

)
,

which is the desired inequality (3.11).

A.3.2 Rough differential equations: existence and unicity of solutions (Section 3.2)

Nonlinear rough differential equations (Section 3.2.1)

Proof of Theorem 3.6

Proof of Theorem 3.6. First, for any t ∈ (0, T ], we define the map

Mt : Dp
X([0, t],Rn)→ Dp

X([0, t],Rn), (Y, Y ′) 7→
(
y +

∫ ·
0

b(s, Ys, us)ds+

∫ ·
0

σ(s, Ys)dXs, σ(·, Y )

)
.

For δ ≥ 1, we define the ball

B(δ)t =
{
(Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X([0, t],Rn) : Y0 = y, Y ′0 = σ(0, y), ∥Y, Y ′∥(δ)X,p,[0,t] ≤ 1
}
⊂ Dp

X .

with
∥Y, Y ′∥(δ)X,p,[0,t] = ∥Y

′∥p,[0,t] + δ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,[0,t]

. (A.9)

The set B(δ)t is a closed subset of the Banach space Dp
X (when equiped with the metric induced by the norm

∥·, ·∥δX,p, and when we restrict Dp
X to controlled paths with fixed initial condition (Y0, Y

′
0) = (y, σ(0, y))), so

B(δ)t is itself a complete metric space. Also, B(δ)t is nonempty, since s 7→ (y + σ(0, y)X0,s, σ(0, y)) ∈ B(δ)t .

Invariance. We claim thatMt1 : B(δ)t1 → B
(δ)
t1 for t1 > 0 small enough, i.e., that B(δ)t1 is invariant under

Mt1 . Let (Y, Y ′) ∈ B(δ)
t1 . Since ∥Y, Y ′∥(δ)X,p,[0,t] ≤ 1, KY = ∥Y ′0∥ + ∥Y ′∥p,[0,t] + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,[0,t]
and KỸ satisfy

KY ,KỸ ≤ ∥σ∥C0
b
+ 1 + 1

δ . Thus, for δ ≥ 1, there exists Cσ ≥ 0 such that

KY ,KỸ ≤ C̃σ(1 + δ−1) ≤ Cσ, (1 +KY +KỸ )
2 ≤ Cσ, (1 +KY +KỸ )

3 ≤ Cσ. (A.10)
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Next, R
y+

∫ ·
0
b(s,Ys,us)ds+

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs

s,t =
∫ t

s
b(r, Yr, ur)ds +

∫ t

s
σ(r, Yr)dXr − σ(s, Ys)Xs,t =

∫ t

s
b(r, Yr, ur)dr +

R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs

s,t , so

∥Mt1(Y, Y
′)∥(δ)X,p = ∥σ(·, Y )∥p + δ∥Ry+

∫ ·
0
b(s,Ys,us)ds+

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs∥ p

2

≤ ∥σ(·, Y )∥p + Cpδ

(∥∥∥∥∫ ·
0

b(s, Ys, us)ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

+
∥∥∥R∫ ·

0
σ(s,Ys)dXs

∥∥∥
p
2

)
(2.3)

≤ Cp

(
∥σ∥C1

b
(∥Y ∥p + t1) + δ(Cp,bt1 + Cp∥σ∥C2

b
(1 +KY )

2(1 + ∥X∥p)2(1 + t1)∥X∥p)
)

(2.4), (3.12), (3.9)

≤ Cp

(
∥σ∥C1

b
(∥RY ∥ p

2
+KY ∥X∥p + t1) + δCp,b,σ,∥X∥p,T (1 +KY )

2 (t1 + ∥X∥p)
)

(2.12), t1 ≤ T

≤ C1

(1
δ
+ ∥X∥p + t1 + δ (t1 + ∥X∥p)

)
, (A.10), ∥Y, Y ′∥(δ)X,p ≤ 1

for a constant C1 := Cp,b,σ,∥X∥p,T > 1
2 . Let δ = δ1 := 2C1 ≥ 1. Then,

∥Mt1(Y, Y
′)∥(δ1)X,p ≤

1

2
+ C1

(
∥X∥p,[0,t1] + t1 + 2C1(t1 + ∥X∥p,[0,t1])

)
.

Then, by taking t1 small-enough, ∥Mt1(Y, Y
′)∥(δ1)X,p ≤ 1, soMt1(Y, Y

′) ∈ B(δ1)t1 . Invariance is proved.

Contraction. Let (Y, Y ′), (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ B(δ1)t for some t ∈ (0, t1]. For any δ ≥ 1, by (2.3),

∥Mt(Y, Y
′)−Mt(Ỹ , Ỹ ′)∥(δ)X,p ≤

∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p + Cpδ

(∥∥∥∥∫ ·
0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, us))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

+
∥∥∥R∫ ·

0
σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ỹs)dXs

∥∥∥
p
2

)
.

Then, since (∆X,∆Y0,∆Y ′0) = (0, 0, 0),

∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p
(3.10)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +KY +KỸ )

2(1 + ∥X∥p + t)
(
∥∆Y ′∥p∥X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2

)
(A.10)

≤ Cp,σ,∥X∥p,T (∥∆Y ′∥p∥X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
),

∥R
∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ỹs)dXs∥ p

2

(3.11)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY +KỸ + t)3(1 + ∥X∥p)5(1 + t)∥X∥p

(
∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2

)
(A.10)

≤ Cp,σ,∥X∥p,T ∥X∥p(∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
),∥∥∥∥∫ ·

0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, us))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2

(3.12)

≤ Cp,bt∥∆Y ∥∞
(2.1),(3.6)

≤ Cp,b,∥X∥pt(∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
).

Thus, for δ ≥ 1 and a constant C2 := Cp,b,σ,∥X∥p,T > 1
2 , we obtain

∥Mt(Y, Y
′)−Mt(Ỹ , Ỹ ′)∥(δ)X,p ≤ C2

(
∥∆Y ′∥p∥X∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
+ δ(∥X∥p + t)

(
∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2

))
.

Next, choose δ = δ2 := 2C2 > 1, so that C2 = δ
2 , and choose t = t2 ≤ t1 small-enough so that C2δ(∥X∥p+t) ≤

1
2 , so that in particular C2∥X∥p ≤ 1

2δ . Then,

∥Mt2(Y, Y
′)−Mt2(Ỹ , Ỹ ′)∥(δ2)X,p ≤

1

2δ2
∥∆Y ′∥p +

δ2
2
∥∆RY ∥ p

2
+

1

2

(
∥∆Y ′∥p + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2

)
=

1 + δ2
2δ2

(
∥∆Y ′∥p + δ2∥∆RY ∥ p

2

)
.

Since δ2 > 1, we obtain ∥Mt2(Y, Y
′)−Mt2(Ỹ , Ỹ ′)∥(δ2)X,p < ∥∆Y ′∥p + δ2∥∆RY ∥ p

2
= ∥Y − Ỹ , Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥(δ2)X,p , so

Mt2 is a contraction.

To conclude,Mt2 : B(δ2)t2 → B(δ2)t2 is invariant and a contraction. Thus, there exists a unique fixed point
(Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X([0, t2],Rn) of the mapMt2 , which is the solution to the RDE (3.1) satisfying Y ′ = σ(·, Y ) over
the time interval [0, t2]. Since t2 was chosen independently of the initial conditions, we can stitch together
solutions over time intervals [kt2, (k + 1)t2]k∈N, and deduce that the RDE (3.1) admits a unique solution
over the entire interval [0, T ].
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Linear rough differential equations (Section 3.2.2)

In this section, we prove existence and unicity of solutions to linear RDEs with drift (3.14) in Theorem 3.7.
The proof consists of rewriting the linear RDE with drift (3.14) as a driftless linear RDE with constant
coefficients driven by a new geometric rough path by also interpreting the Lebesgue integral

∫
AsVsds as

a rough integral, and concluding with [26, Theorem 10.53]. The results in this section may be considered
standard, although we could not find them in the literature.

Preliminaries for the proof of Theorem 3.7

Lemma A.2 (Connections between the Lebesgue and rough integrals). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, b ∈
L∞([0, T ],R), X ∈ C p([0, T ],Rd), and (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp

X([0, T ],R1×d).

1) Define T : [0, T ]→ R and T : ∆[0,T ] → R by the Lebesgue integrals

Tt :=
∫ t

0

brdr, T s,t :=

∫ t

s

Ts,rbrdr =

∫ t

s

∫ r

s

bvdv brdr.

Then, T = (T , T ) ∈ C 1
g ([0, T ],R), i.e., T is a geometric 1-rough path.

Moreover, for any Gubinelli derivative Ŷ ′ ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rn×d×d) (in particular, for Ŷ ′ = 0), the rough
integral of (Y, Ŷ ′) against T , defined as the limit in (2.9), is well-defined, and is equal to the Lebesgue
integral

∫
Y bdt: for any t ∈ [0, T ], ∫ t

0

YrdT r =

∫ t

0

Yrbrdr. (A.11)

2) Define Z : [0, T ]→ R and Z : ∆[0,T ] → R by the rough integrals

Zt :=

∫ t

0

YrdXr, Zs,t :=

∫ t

s

Zs,rYrdXr.

Then, Z = (Z,Z) ∈ C p([0, T ],R), i.e., Z is a p-rough path.

Moreover, Z is geometric if X is geometric, i.e., X ∈ C p
g =⇒ Z ∈ C p

g .

The pair (Z,Z ′) := (
∫ ·
0
Y dX, Y ) is a controlled path by Lemma 2.4. The rough path Z as defined in

Lemma A.2 is called the canonical rough path lift of (Z,Z ′), see [28, Sections 6.1-6.2]. Also, the equality∫
Y bdt =

∫
Y dT in (A.11) (where, on the right hand side, the Gubinelli derivative Ŷ of Y can be defined

arbitrarily since T is smooth-enough for
∫
Y dT to be equivalent to a Young integral) will allow us to rewrite

the linear RDE with drift (3.14) as a driftless linear RDE driven by a new rough path.

Proof of Lemma A.2. 1) First, |Ts,t| =
∣∣∣∫ t

s
brdr

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∫ t

s
∥b∥∞dr

∣∣∣ = ∥b∥∞|t− s|, so ∥T ∥1 ≤ ∥b∥∞T <∞, and

|T s,t| =
∣∣∣∣∫ t

s

∫ r

s

bvdvbrdr

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣
∫ t

s

∥∥∥∥∫ ·

s

bvdv

∥∥∥∥
∞,[s,r]

brdr

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥b∥∞
∣∣∣∣∫ t

s

(r − s)brdr

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
∥b∥2∞(t− s)2, (A.12)

so ∥T ∥ 1
2
≤ ∥b∥2∞T 2/2 <∞, and ∥T ∥1 <∞. Moreover, for any 0 ≤ s ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T ,

T s,r =

∫ r

s

∫ u

s

bvdvbudu =

∫ t

s

∫ u

s

bvdvbudu−
∫ t

r

∫ u

s

bvdvbudu = T s,t −
(∫ t

r

(∫ r

s

bvdvbudu+

∫ u

r

bvdvbudu

))
= T s,t −

(∫ r

s

bvdv

∫ t

r

budu+

∫ t

r

∫ u

r

bvdvbudu

)
= T s,t − T r,t − Ts,rTr,t,

so T satisfies Chen’s relation (2.6). The condition in (2.7) follows the integration by parts formula

T s,t =

∫ t

s

∫ r

s

bvdvbrdr =

[∫ ·
s

bvdv

∫ ·
s

brdr

]t
s

−
∫ t

s

bv

∫ v

s

brdrdv = T 2
s,t − T s,t =⇒ T s,t =

1

2
T 2
s,t,
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so we conclude that T is a geometric 1-rough path.
Moreover, given any Ŷ ′ ∈ Cp([0, T ],Rn×d×d) and any partition π of [0, T ],∥∥∥ ∑

[s,t]∈π

Ŷ ′
sT s,t

∥∥∥ (A.12)

≤ 1

2
∥b∥2∞∥Ŷ ′∥∞

∑
[s,t]∈π

(t− s)2 ≤ 1

2
∥b∥2∞∥Ŷ ′∥∞ sup

[s,t]∈π

|t− s|
∑

[s,t]∈π

|t− s| ≤ 1

2
∥b∥2∞∥Ŷ ′∥∞T |π| → 0

(A.13)

as |π| → 0. Thus,∫ T

0

YtdT t
(2.9)
= lim
|π|→0

∑
[s,t]∈π

YsTs,t + Ŷ ′sT s,t = lim
|π|→0

∑
[s,t]∈π

YsTs,t =
∫ T

0

YtdTt,

where the last integral is a well-defined Young integral since Y ∈ Cp and T ∈ C1 with 1
p +1 > 1 [26, Theorem

6.8]. Thus, the rough integral of (Y, Ŷ ′) against T is well-defined. The last integral is also the Lebesgue

integral of Y with respect to T . Finally, since Tt = Ts +
∫ t

s
brdr, T is absolutely continuous with respect to

the Lebesgue measure, so
∫ T

0
YtdTt =

∫ T

0
Ytbtdt, and we obtain the desired result (A.11).

2) Second, (Z,Z ′) := (
∫ ·
0
YsdXs, Y ) is a controlled path by Lemma 2.4. Z is also well-defined, since

ZY is a controlled path by Lemma 3.1, and ∥Z∥ p
2
< ∞ thanks to (2.10). The pair Z = (Z,Z) satisfies

Chen’s relation (2.6), which can be shown via identical computations as for the proof that T satisfies Chen’s
relation. Thus, Z is a p-rough path (Z ∈ C p).

Moreover, the statement that Z is geometric if and only if X is geometric is a consequence of [Z] =∫ ·
0
(Yr⊗Yr)d[X]r from [28, Lemma 6.8], where [Z]t := Z2

0,t−2Z0,t and [X]ijt := Xi
0,tX

j
0,t−(Xij

0,t+Xji
0,t) denote

the brackets of Z and of X and satisfy [Z]s,t = Z2
s,t − 2Zs,t and [X]ijs,t = Xi

s,tX
j
s,t − (Xij

s,t +Xji
s,t) [28, Lemma

6.5], so that {[Z] = 0 ⇐⇒ Z ∈ C p
g } if {[X] = 0 ⇐⇒ X ∈ C p

g }.

The next result allows us to combine multiple rough paths as a joint rough path.

Lemma A.3 (Joint geometric rough path). Let p ∈ [2, 3), T > 0, X ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],Rd) be a geometric p-rough

path, bi ∈ L∞([0, T ],R) for i = 1, . . . ,m, and (Y j , (Y j)′) ∈ Dp
X([0, T ],Rd) for j = 1, . . . , n. For i = 1, . . . ,m,

define T i = (T i, T i) ∈ C 1
g ([0, T ],R) with T i

t =
∫ t

0
bisds and T i

s,t =
∫ t

s
T i
s,rb

i
rdr, and for j = 1, . . . , n, define

Zj = (Zj ,Zj) ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],R) with Zj

t =
∫ t

0
Y j
s dXs and Zj

s,t =
∫ t

s
Zj
s,rY

j
r dXr, as in Lemma A.2.

Then, the pair J := (J, J) defined with Jt := (T 1
t , . . . , T m

t , Z1
t , . . . , Z

n
t ) and

Js,t :=



T 1
s,t . . .

∫ t

s
T 1
s,rdT

m
r T 1

s,tZ
1
s,t −

∫ t

s
Z1
s,rdT

1
r . . . T 1

s,tZ
n
s,t −

∫ t

s
Zn
s,rdT

1
r

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...∫ t

s
T m
s,rdT

1
r . . . T m

s,t T m
s,tZ

1
s,t −

∫ t

s
Z1
s,rdT

m
r . . . T m

s,tZ
n
s,t −

∫ t

s
Zn
s,rdT

m
r∫ t

s
Z1
s,rdT

1
r . . .

∫ t

s
Z1
s,rdT

m
r Z1

s,t . . . Z1
s,tZ

n
s,t −

∫ t

s
Zn
s,rY

1
r dXr

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...∫ t

s
Zn
s,rdT

1
r . . .

∫ t

s
Zn
s,rdT

m
r

∫ t

s
Zn
s,rY

1
r dXr . . . Zn

s,t


(A.14)

is a (joint) geometric p-rough path, i.e., J = (J, J) ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],Rm+n).

Proof. Assume thatm = n = 2 without loss of generality, and denote J = (T 1, T 2, Z1, Z2) = (J1, J2, J3, J4),
and similarly for J. First, ∥J∥p <∞ follows after bounding each term in Js,t and Js,t and using Lemma 2.2.
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Next, we show Chen’s relation (2.6):

J12s,r =

∫ r

s

T 1
s,udT 2

u
(A.11)
=

∫ r

s

∫ u

s

b1vdvb
2
udu =

∫ t

s

∫ u

s

b1vdvb
2
udu−

∫ t

r

∫ u

s

b1vdvb
2
udu

= J12s,t −
(∫ t

r

(∫ r

s

b1vdvb
2
udu+

∫ u

r

b1vdvb
2
udu

))
= J12s,t −

(∫ r

s

b1vdv

∫ t

r

b2udu+

∫ t

r

∫ u

r

b1vdvb
2
udu

)
= J12s,t − J12r,t − J1

s,rJ
2
r,t,

J31s,r =

∫ r

s

Z1
s,udT 1

u
(A.11)
=

∫ r

s

∫ u

s

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu =

∫ t

s

∫ u

s

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu−

∫ t

r

∫ u

s

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu

= J31s,t −
(∫ t

r

(∫ r

s

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu+

∫ u

r

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu

))
= J31s,t −

(∫ r

s

Y 1
v dXv

∫ t

r

b1udu+

∫ t

r

∫ u

r

Y 1
v dXvb

1
udu

)
= J31s,t − J31r,t − Z1

s,rT 1
r,t

= J31s,t − J31r,t − J3
s,rJ

1
r,t,

J13s,r = T 1
s,rZ

1
s,r −

∫ r

s

Z1
s,udT 1

u = T 1
s,rZ

1
s,r − J31s,r = T 1

s,rZ
1
s,r − (J31s,t − J31r,t − T 1

r,tZ
1
s,r)

= (T 1
s,t − T 1

r,t)(Z
1
s,t − Z1

r,t)− J31s,t + J31r,t + T 1
r,tZ

1
s,r

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t) + T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t + J31r,t − T 1

s,tZ
1
r,t − T 1

r,tZ
1
s,t + T 1

r,tZ
1
s,r

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t) + T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t + J31r,t − T 1

s,tZ
1
r,t − T 1

r,t(Z
1
s,t − Z1

s,r)

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t) + T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t + J31r,t − T 1

s,tZ
1
r,t − T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t) + J31r,t − (T 1

s,t − T 1
r,t)Z

1
r,t − T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t) + J31r,t − T 1

s,rZ
1
r,t − T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t

= (T 1
s,tZ

1
s,t − J31s,t)− (T 1

r,tZ
1
r,t − J31r,t)− T 1

s,rZ
1
r,t

= J13s,t − J13r,t − T 1
s,rZ

1
r,t

= J13s,t − J13r,t − J1
s,rJ

3
r,t,

and similar derivations show that Chen’s relation (2.6) hold for other pairs of indices (i, j). Thus, J ∈ C p,
i.e., J is a p-rough path.

Finally, to show that J is geometric, we need to show that Jijs,t + Jjis,t = J i
s,tJ

j
s,t in (2.7) holds for any

i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. For i = j, (2.7) clearly holds since T and Z are geometric. For 1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ 2, (2.7) follows
from the integration by parts formula that holds for the Lebesgue integral. For other pairs of indices (i, j),
(2.7) holds by definition, e.g., J13s,t + J31s,t = T 1

s,tZ
1
s,t = J1

s,tJ
3
s,t. To conclude, J ∈ C p

g .

Proof of Theorem 3.7

Proof of Theorem 3.7. We rewrite the linear RDE (3.14) as a linear RDE with constant coefficients driven
by a new geometric rough path, and conclude with [26, Theorem 10.53]. First, for i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we define

T ij = (T ij , T ij), where T ij
t :=

∫ t

0

Aij
s ds, T ij

s,t :=

∫ t

s

T ij
s,rA

ij
r dr,

Zij = (Zij ,Zij), where Zij
t :=

∫ t

0

Σi·j
s dXs, Zij

s,t :=

∫ t

s

Zij
s,rΣ

i·j
r dXr.

By Lemma A.2, each T ij and Zij is a geometric rough path (T ij ,Zij ∈ C p
g ). As in Lemma A.3, define the

joint geometric p-rough paths J = (J, J) ∈ C p
g ([0, T ],R2n2

) with

J =
(
J1, . . . , Jn2

, Jn2+1, . . . , J2n2)
=
(
T 11, . . . , T 1n, . . . , T n1, . . . , T nn, Z11, . . . , Z1n, . . . , Zn1, . . . , Znn

)
,

so that J (i−1)n+j = T ij and Jn2+(i−1)n+j = Zij for any i, j = 1, . . . , n, and define J : ∆[0,T ] → R2n2×2n2

as

in (A.14) in Lemma A.3, with in particular Jii = T ii for i ≤ n2 and Jii = Zii for i > n2.
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Then, we define the tensor F ∈ Rn×2n2×n with

F i·· =


0(i−1)n×n

In×n

0(n−1)n×n

In×n

0(n−i)n×n

, so that FVt =

 V 1
t . . . V n

t . . . 0 . . . 0 V 1
t . . . V n

t . . . 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 . . . 0 . . . V 1

t . . . V n
t 0 . . . 0 . . . V 1

t . . . V n
t


︸ ︷︷ ︸

n×2n2

for any Vt ∈ Rn, and the linear RDE Vt = v+
∫ t

0
FVrdJr, which is a linear RDE with constant-in-time linear

vector fields F ℓ(V ) = F ℓV driven by the geometric rough path J . Thus, by [26, Theorem 10.53], there exists

a unique solution (V, FV ) ∈ DJ([0, T ],Rn) to the linear RDE Vt = v +
∫ t

0
FVrdJr.

This concludes the proof, because (V,ΣV ) is also a solution to the original linear RDE (3.14), since∫ t

s

FVrdJr =

∫ t

s

ArVrdr +

∫ t

s

ΣrVrdXr (A.15)

for any s, t ∈ [0, T ]. The last result (A.15) follows from long but straightforward computations with integrals,
noting that each component on the left hand side of (A.15) satisfies(∫ t

s

FVrdJr

)i

≈ (FVs)
iJs,t + (FFVs)

iJs,t, (A.16)

for i = 1, . . . , n, where as,t ≈ bs,t means as,t = bs,t + o(|t − s|
3
p ) and the estimate comes from (2.10) in

Proposition 2.3 (up to a time reparameterization [26, Proposition 5.14], we may assume that J, FV, FFV are
1
p -Hölder continuous and that J, RFV are 2

p -Hölder continuous, and similarly for X,X). Also, for i = 1, . . . , n,

(FVs)
iJs,t =

j∑
j=1

V j
s

(
J
(i−1)n+j
s,t + J

n2+(i−1)n+j
s,t

)
=
[
0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(i−1)n

V 1
t . . . V n

t︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−1)n

V 1
t . . . V n

t︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−i)n

]
Js,t,

(FFVs)
iJs,t =

n∑
k=1

n∑
j=1

V j
s

(
J(i−1)n+k,(k−1)n+j
s,t + J(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t + Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,(k−1)n+j

s,t + Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t

)
≈

n∑
k=1

n∑
j=1

V j
s J

n2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j
s,t (A.17)

for i = 1, . . . , n, and, for i, j, k = 1, . . . , n,

J
n2+(i−1)n+j
s,t =

∫ t

s

Σi·j
r dXr ≈ Σi·j

s Xs,t + (Σi·j)′sXs,t, Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t ≈ Σi·k
s Σk·j

s Xs,t. (A.18)

Additional details on the computation of (FFVs)
iJs,t and Jn

2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j
s,t are provided at the end

of this section. Then, writing V ′ = ΣV , the right hand side of (A.15) satisfies∫ t

s

(ArVr)
i dr =

n∑
j=1

∫ t

s

Aij
r V j

r dr
(A.11)
=

n∑
j=1

∫ t

s

V j
t dT

ij
t ≈

n∑
j=1

(
V j
s J

(i−1)n+j
s,t + (V j)′sJ

(i−1)n+j,(i−1)n+j
s,t

)
≈

n∑
j=1

V j
s J

(i−1)n+j
s,t , (A.19)

∫ t

s

(ΣrVr)
i dXr ≈

n∑
j=1

(
V j
s Σ

i·j
s Xs,t + (Σi·j

s (V j)′s + V j
s (Σ

i·j)′s)Xs,t

)
=

n∑
j=1

(
V j
s

(
Σi·j

s Xs,t + (Σi·j)′sXs,t

)
+

( n∑
k=1

Σi·j
s Σj·k

s V k
s

)
Xs,t

)

≈
n∑

j=1

(
V j
s Z

ij
s,t + V j

s

( n∑
k=1

Σi·k
s Σk·j

s

)
Xs,t

)
(A.18)
=

n∑
j=1

(
V j
s J

n2+(i−1)n+j
s,t + V j

s

n∑
k=1

Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t

)
. (A.20)
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Thus, by comparing (A.19)+(A.20) with (A.16) using (A.17), and after taking the sum over any partition
π ∈ P([s, t]) with vanishing meshsize, we conclude that (A.15) holds. We conclude using (A.15) that the

RDE (3.14) can be written as Vt = v +
∫ t

0
AtVtdt+

∫ t

0
ΣtVtdXt = v +

∫ t

0
FVtdJt and the RDE on the right

hand side has a unique solution by [26, Theorem 10.53], so the linear RDE (3.14) has a unique solution.

Additional details on computing (FFVs)
iJs,t and Jn

2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j
s,t

For any Vs ∈ Rn, we have F ∈ Rn×2n2×n, FVs ∈ Rn×2n2

, and FFVs ∈ Rn×2n2×2n2

. Then, denoting

by Ja:b,c:ds,t ∈ R(b−a+1)×(d−c+1) the block of the matrix Js,t ∈ R2n2×2n2

containing the rows a to b and

columns c to d, and using the identification (FFVs)
i ∈ R2n2×2n2 ∼= L(R2n2×2n2

,R) with (FFVs)
iJ =∑2n2

a=1

∑2n2

b=1((FFVs)
i)a,bJa,bs,t , we have

(FFVs)
iJs,t = F iFVsJs,t

=


0(i−1)n×n

In×n

0(n−1)n×n

In×n

0(n−i)n×n


 V 1

s . . . V n
s . . . 0 . . . 0 V 1

s . . . V n
s . . . 0 . . . 0

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 . . . 0 . . . V 1
s . . . V n

s 0 . . . 0 . . . V 1
s . . . V n

s


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=FVs (n×2n2 matrix)

Js,t

=


0(i−1)n×n2

FVs

0(n−1)n×2n2

FVs

0(n−i)n×2n2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=F iFVs


⋆ ⋆

J(i−1)n+1:in,1:n2

s,t J(i−1)n+1:in,n2+1:2n2

s,t

⋆ ⋆

Jn
2+(i−1)n+1:n2+in,1:n2

s,t Jn
2+(i−1)n+1:n2+in,n2+1:2n2

s,t

⋆ ⋆


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Js,t

=

 V 1
s . . . V n

s . . . 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 . . . 0 . . . V 1
s . . . V n

s

(J(i−1)n+1:in,1:n2

s,t + J(i−1)n+1:in,n2+1:2n2

s,t + Jn
2+(i−1)n+1:n2+in,1:n2

s,t +


Jn

2+(i−1)n+1,n2+1
s,t . . . Jn

2+(i−1)n+1,n2+n
s,t . . . . . . . . . . . .

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...

. . . . . . . . . . . . Jn
2+(i−1)n+n,n2+(n−1)n+1

s,t . . . Jn
2+(i−1)n+n,2n2

s,t


)

=

n∑
k=1

n∑
j=1

V j
s

(
J(i−1)n+k,(k−1)n+j
s,t + J(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t + Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,(k−1)n+j

s,t + Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t

)
,

where the first three terms involve the Lebesgue integral (thus, they are o(|t− s|
3
p )) and do not play a role

after summing over all partitions π ∈ P[s, t] and taking the limit as |π| → 0 (see for example the computation
in (A.13)), so we obtain (A.17).

Next, we compute Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t for i, j, k = 1, . . . , n. For the case (i− 1)n+k ≥ (k− 1)n+ j:

Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t =

∫ t

s

Zik
s,rΣ

k·j
r dXr =

∫ t

s

Zik
r Σk·j

r dXr −
∫ t

s

Zik
s Σk·j

r dXr

≈ Zik
s Σk·j

s Xs,t +
(
(Zik)′sΣ

k·j
s + Zik

s (Σk·j)′s
)
Xs,t − (Zik

s Σk·j
s Xs,t + Zik

s (Σk·j)′sXs,t)

= (Zik)′sΣ
k·j
s Xs,t

= Σi·k
s Σk·j

s Xs,t.
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Also, for the case (i− 1)n+ k < (k − 1)n+ j,

Jn
2+(i−1)n+k,n2+(k−1)n+j

s,t

(2.7)
= J

n2+(i−1)n+k
s,t J

n2+(k−1)n+j
s,t − Jn

2+(k−1)n+j,n2+(i−1)n+k
s,t (J is geometric)

≈ Σi·k
s Σk·j

s (Xs,t ⊗Xs,t)− Σk·j
s Σi·k

s Xs,t

= Σk·j
s Σi·k

s (Xs,t ⊗Xs,t − Xs,t)

(2.7)
= Σk·j

s Σi·k
s X⊤s,t (X is geometric)

= Σi·k
s Σk·j

s Xs,t,

so we obtain (A.18).

A.3.3 Bounds on solutions to nonlinear RDEs (Section 3.3)

Error bounds on short intervals (Section 3.3.1)

Proof of Proposition 3.9

Proof of Proposition 3.9. To show (3.15), note that σ(·, Y )′ = ∂σ
∂x (·, Y )Y ′ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y )σ(·, Y ), so ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p ≤
Cp∥∂σ∂xσ∥C1

b
(∥Y ∥p + T ) by (2.4). Next, for s, t ∈ I with I ⊆ [0, T ] an arbitrary interval,

∥RY
s,t∥ = ∥Ys,t − Y ′

sXs,t∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

σ(r, Yr)dXr − σ(s, Ys)Xs,t − σ(·, Y )′sXs,t

∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

b(r, Yr, ur)dr

∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥σ(·, Y )′sXs,t

∥∥
(2.10),(3.12)

≤ Cp

(
∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p

2
,[s,t]∥X∥p,I + ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p,I∥X∥ p

2
,[s,t]

)
+ Cp,b|t− s|+ Cσ∥X∥ p

2
,[s,t].

where we used ∥σ(·, Y )′∥∞ = ∥∂σ∂x (·, Y )σ(·, Y )∥∞ ≤ Cσ in the last inequality. Thus, by (A.6) in Lemma A.1
(which is similar to (2.3) in Lemma 2.2),

∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥Rσ(·,Y )∥ p

2 ,I
∥X∥p,I + ∥σ(·, Y )′∥p,I∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ ∥X∥ p

2 ,I

)
(2.16),(3.15)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
(∥Y ∥2p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|)∥X∥p,I + (∥Y ∥p,I + |I|)∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ ∥X∥ p

2 ,I

)
≤ Cp,b,σ

(
(∥Y ∥2p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
)∥X∥p,I + (1 + ∥Y ∥p,I)∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ |I|(∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
)
)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
(∥Y ∥2p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
)∥X∥p,I + (1 + ∥Y ∥2p,I)∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ |I|(∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
)
)

(|x| ≤ 1 + x2)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ |I|(∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
) + ∥Y ∥2p,I(∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
)
)
,

where C1 := Cp,b,σ ≥ 1. Let α1 :=
(

1
2C1

)p
. Then, for I small-enough so that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α

1
p

1 , we obtain

∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

1 =
1

2Cp,b,σ
< 1,

so that Cp,b,σ∥X∥p,I ≤ 1
2 , ∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
< 1, and |I|+ |I|(∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
) < 2|I|. Thus,

∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ 4Cp,b,σ

(
∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ ∥Y ∥2p,I

)
. (A.21)

Thus, since ∥Y ∥p ≤ Cp,σ(∥X∥p + ∥RY ∥ p
2
) by (2.12), we obtain

∥Y ∥p,I ≤ C2

(
∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|+ ∥Y ∥2p,I

)
for a new constant C2 := Cp,b,σ > 4C1 > 1. Note that if C2∥Y ∥p,I ≤ 1

2 , then

∥Y ∥p,I ≤ 2C2

(
∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|

)
≤ Cp,b,σ, (A.22)
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and (3.16) is proven. If not and C2∥Y ∥p,I > 1
2 , let |I| be smaller so that ∥Y ∥p,I = 1

2C2
. Then,

1

2C2
= ∥Y ∥p,I

(A.22)

≤ 2C2

(
∥X∥p,I + ∥X∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|

)
≤ 2C2α

1
p

1 .

Then, we obtain α1 ≥
(

1
4C2

2

)p
=: α2. Thus, it suffices to make I smaller so that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α

1
p

2 , and

∥Y ∥p,I = 1
2C2

=: Cp,b,σ, which concludes the proof of (3.16). The inequality (3.17) follows from (A.21) and
(3.16). The inequality (3.18) follows from the previous inequalities.

Proof of Proposition 3.10

Proof of Proposition 3.10. First, Theorem 3.6 ensures that there exists two unique solutions (Y, Y ′) ∈ Dp
X

and (Ỹ , Ỹ ′) ∈ Dp

X̃
to the RDEs. Second, let I = [t0, t1] ⊆ [0, T ] be an interval, and Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and α1 := αp,b,σ

be two constants from Proposition 3.9 such that the inequalities in (3.19) hold and

∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

1 , ∥X̃∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

1 . (A.23)

By choosing I small-enough so that ∥X∥p,I + ∥X̃∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

1 holds, we have shown (3.19).
Next, we show (3.20) (for an interval I that is perhaps shorter). First,

∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p,I
(3.10)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C2
b
(1 +KY,I +KỸ ,I)

2(1 + ∥X∥p,I + ∥X̃∥p,I + |I|)
(

∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ (∥∆Y ′
t0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I)∥X∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
,I

)
≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I∥X∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
,I

)
,

∥R
∫ ·
0 σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0 σ(s,Ỹs)dX̃s∥ p

2
,I

(3.11)

≤ Cp∥σ∥C3
b
(1 +KY,I +KỸ ,I + |I|)3(1 + ∥X∥p,I + ∥X̃∥p,I)4(1 + |I|)

(
∥∆X∥p,I + ∥X∥p,I

(
∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆Y ′

t0∥+ ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
,I + ∥∆Y ′∥p,I + (∥∆Y ′

t0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I)∥X∥p,I + ∥∆X∥p,I
))

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥X∥p,I

(
∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
,I

))
,∥∥∥∥∫ ·

0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, us))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2
,I

(3.13)

≤ Cp,b|I|(∥∆Y ∥∞,I + ∥∆u∥L∞,I)
(2.1)

≤ Cp,b|I|(∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p,I + ∥∆u∥L∞,I)
(3.6)

≤ Cp,b|I|
(
∥∆Yt0∥+∆MY ′∥X∥p,I +MỸ ′∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
,I + ∥∆u∥L∞,I

)
≤ Cp,b,σ|I|

(
∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆Y ′

t0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2
,I + ∥∆u∥L∞,I

)
≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I + |I|(∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2
,I)
)
,

where we also used ∥∆Y ′t0∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C1
b
∥∆Yt0∥ and ∥∆Y ′∥p,I = ∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p,I .

Then, for a constant C = Cp,b,σ > 1 and any δ > 1,

∥∆Y ′∥p,I + δ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,I

≤ ∥σ(·, Y )− σ(·, Ỹ )∥p,I + δ

∥∥∥∥∫ ·
0

(b(s, Ys, us)− b(s, Ỹs, ũs))ds

∥∥∥∥
p
2 ,I

+ δ
∥∥∥R∫ ·

0
σ(s,Ys)dXs −R

∫ ·
0
σ(s,Ỹs)dX̃s

∥∥∥
p
2 ,I

≤ C
[
∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I∥X∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,I
+

δ
(
|I|∥∆u∥L∞,I + ∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ (∥X∥p,I + |I|)

(
∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,I

)) ]
≤ C

[
(1 + δ)(∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I)+(
∥X∥p,I + δ(∥X∥p,I + |I|)

)
∥∆Y ′∥p,I +

(
1 + δ(∥X∥p,I + |I|)

)
∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,I

]
,

Next, we choose δ := 2C > 2, so that C = δ
2 , and I small-enough so that

∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤
1

4Cδ
, (A.24)
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so that Cδ(∥X∥p,I+|I|) ≤ 1
4 and C∥X∥p ≤ 1

4δ ≤
1
4 . Then, after rearranging, the previous inequality becomes(

1− 1

2

)
∥∆Y ′∥p,I +

(
δ − δ

2
− 1

4

)
∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,I
≤ C(1 + δ)(∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I),

Thus, since δ > 2 and (1 + δ) ≤ 2δ = 4C, we obtain

∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ ∥∆Y ′∥p,I +

(
δ − 1

2

)
∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,I
≤ 2C(1 + δ)(∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I).

≤ 8C2(∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Yt0∥+ |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I).

Finally, by choosing αp,b,σ = min(α1, 1/(4Cδ)p) and I small-enough so that ∥X∥p,I + ∥X̃∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ

holds (and in particular, (A.23) and (A.24) hold), we obtain (3.20) and conclude the proof.

Error bounds on long intervals (Section 3.3.2)

Proof of Proposition 3.12

Proof of Proposition 3.12. By (2.21) in Corollary 2.9 and by Proposition 3.10, there exists constants Cp,b,σ ≥
1 and α = αp,b,σ > 0 such that (3.19) holds and

∥Y ′ − Ỹ ′∥p,[s,t] + ∥RY −RỸ ∥ p
2 ,[s,t]

(3.20)

≤ Cp,b,σ(∥∆Ys∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[s,t] + |t− s|∥∆u∥L∞,[s,t])

for any [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] such that w(s, t) ≤ α. Thus, as defined in Definition 2.4, the greedy partition {τi, i =
0, 1, . . . , Nα,I(w) + 1} of the interval I, which satisfies w(τi, τi+1) ≤ α for all i, is such that

∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,[τi,τi+1] ≤ Cp,b,σ(∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,[τi,τi+1] + |τi+1 − τi|∥∆u∥L∞,[τi,τi+1])

≤ Cp,b,σ(∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) (A.25)

for all i, and ∥X∥p,[τi,τi+1]

(2.21)

≤ Cp,b,σ, and MY ′,[τi,τi+1] = ∥Y ′τi∥+ ∥Y
′∥p,[τi,τi+1]

(3.19)

≤ KY,[τi,τi+1] ≤ Cp,b,σ.
Next, with ∆MY ′,[τi,τi+1] = ∥∆Y ′τi∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1], and since ∥∆Y ′τi∥ ≤ ∥σ∥C1

b
∥∆Yτi∥,

∥∆Y ∥p,[τi,τi+1]

(3.6)

≤ Cp

(
∆MY ′,[τi,τi+1]∥X∥p,[τi,τi+1] +MỸ ′,[τi,τi+1]

∥∆X∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,[τi,τi+1]

)
(3.19)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆Y ′τi∥+ ∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆X∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,[τi,τi+1]

)
≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,[τi,τi+1]

)
, (A.26)

so that, since ∥∆Yτi+1
∥ ≤ ∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆Y ∥p,[τi,τi+1] by (2.1),

∥∆Yτi+1
∥
(2.1),(A.26)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,[τi,τi+1]

)
, (A.27)

∥∆Y ∥∞,[τi,τi+1]

(2.1),(A.26)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + ∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p

2 ,[τi,τi+1]

)
(A.25)

≤ Cp,b,σ

(
∥∆Yτi∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I

)
. (A.28)

By sequentially combining (A.25), (A.27) and (A.28) over the intervals [τi, τi+1], we obtain for all i,

∥∆Y ′∥p,[τi,τi+1] + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,[τi,τi+1]

(A.25),(A.27)

≤ (Cp,b,σ)
i+1(i+ 1) (∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) ,

∥∆Y ∥∞,[τi,τi+1]

(A.28)

≤ (Cp,b,σ)
i+1(i+ 1) (∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) .
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Thus, for N := Nα,I(w), using Lemma 2.1,

∥∆Y ′∥p,I + ∥∆RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ (N + 1)

(( N∑
j=0

∥∆Y ′∥pp,[τj ,τj+1]

) 1
p

+

( N∑
j=0

∥RY ∥
p
2
p
2 ,[τj ,τj+1]

) 2
p
)

≤ (N + 1)

( N∑
j=0

∥∆Y ′∥p,[τj ,τj+1] + ∥R
Y ∥ p

2 ,[τj ,τj+1]

)
≤ (Cp,b,σ)

N+1(N + 1)3 (∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) ,

∥∆Y ∥∞,I ≤ (Cp,b,σ)
N+1(N + 1)3 (∥∆Yt0∥+ ∥∆X∥p,I + |I|∥∆u∥L∞,I) ,

where we used ∥∆Y ∥∞,I ≤ maxi ∥∆Y ∥∞,[τi,τi+1] ≤ (N + 1)maxi ∥∆Y ∥∞,[τi,τi+1] in the last inequality. The

desired inequalities (3.23) and (3.24) then follow using (Cp,b,σ)
N+1(N+1)3 ≤ exp((N+1) log(Cp,b,σ))3! exp(N+

1) = 6eCp,b,σ exp((log(Cp,b,σ) + 1)N).
Finally, if u and ũ only differ on an interval J = [s0, s1] ⊆ I, then (3.25) and (3.26) follow from

sequentially applying (3.23) and (3.24) on [t0, s0] ∪ J ∪ [s1, t1] = I, noting that ∆ut = 0 for almost every
t ∈ [t0, s0] ∪ [s1, t1].

A.3.4 Bounds on solutions to linear RDEs and on the Jacobian flow (Section 3.4)

Proof of Lemma 3.14

Proof of Lemma 3.14. By Theorem 3.7, there exists a unique solution (V, V ′) ∈ Dp
X with V ′ = ΣV to the

linear RDE. Let I = [s, t] ⊆ [0, T ] be an interval. By Lemma 3.1, with (ΣV )′ = ΣV ′ + V Σ′,

∥V ′∥p,I
(3.3)

≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I∥V ∥p,I + ∥V ∥∞,I∥Σ∥p,I) ≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I)(∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I), (A.29)

∥(ΣV )′∥p,I
(3.4)

≤ Cp(∥V ∥∞,I∥Σ′∥p,I + ∥Σ′∥∞,I∥V ∥p,I + ∥Σ∥∞,I∥V ′∥p,I + ∥V ′∥∞,I∥Σ∥p,I)
(A.29)

≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I + ∥Σ′∥∞,I + ∥Σ′∥p,I)2(∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I),

∥RΣV ∥ p
2 ,I

(3.5)

≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

+ ∥RΣ∥ p
2 ,I
∥V ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I∥V ∥p,I)

≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I + ∥RΣ∥ p
2 ,I

)(∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

).

Let I be small-enough to satisfy ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

Σ . Then, by Proposition 2.3,

∥RV
s,t∥ = ∥Vs,t − ΣsVsXs,t∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

ArVrdr

∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥∥∫ t

s

ΣrVrdXr − ΣsVsXs,t − (ΣV )′sXs,t

∥∥∥∥+ ∥(ΣV )′sXs,t∥

(2.10)

≤ ∥A∥∞,I∥V ∥∞,I |I|+ Cp(∥RΣV ∥ p
2 ,I
∥X∥p,I + ∥(ΣV )′∥p,I∥X∥ p

2 ,I
) + ∥(ΣV )′∥∞,I∥X∥ p

2 ,I
.

Thus, using (A.6) in Lemma A.1 (which is similar to (2.3) in Lemma 2.2) and the previous inequalities,

∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp(∥A∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I + ∥Σ′∥∞,I + ∥Σ′∥p,I + ∥RΣ∥ p

2 ,I
)2
(

∥V ∥∞,I |I|+ (∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

)∥X∥p,I + (∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I)∥X∥ p
2 ,I

)
≤ Cp,A,Σ

(
∥V ∥∞,I |I|+ (∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I + ∥RV ∥ p

2 ,I
)∥X∥p,I + (∥V ∥∞,I + ∥V ∥p,I)∥X∥ p

2 ,I

)
.

Next, we choose I small-enough to remove ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

in the inequality above. Let α1 := (1/(2Cp,A,Σ))
p ≤ 1

and choose I small-enough so that ∥X∥pp,I ≤ α1. Then, Cp,A,Σ∥X∥p,I ≤ 1
2 , and we obtain

∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,A,Σ(∥V ∥p,I + ∥V ∥∞,I)(|I|+ ∥X∥p,I) (A.30)

for a new constant Cp,A,Σ. Using the equation above, Vs,t = ΣsVsXs,t +RV
s,t, and ∥Σ∥∞,I ≤ CΣ, we obtain

∥V ∥p,I
(2.2)

≤ Cp(∥Σ∥∞,I∥V ∥∞,I∥X∥p,I + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

)
(A.30)

≤ Cp,A,Σ(∥V ∥p,I + ∥V ∥∞,I)(|I|+ ∥X∥p,I).
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Define the control w by w(s, t) = Cp(|t − s| + wX(s, t)) with wX(s, t) = ∥X∥pp,[s,t] + ∥X∥
p
2
p
2 ,[s,t]

and Cp = 6p

as in Corollary 2.9, and let α := (1/(2Cp,A,Σ))
p ≤ α1 ≤ 1. Then, by choosing I small-enough so that

w(s, t) ≤ α, we have |I|+ ∥X∥p,I
(2.21)

≤ α
1
p , so that Cp,A,Σ(|I|+ ∥X∥p,I) ≤ 1

2 . Then, we obtain

∥V ∥p,I ≤ Cp,A,Σ∥V ∥∞,I(|I|+ ∥X∥p,I)
(A.5)

≤ Cp,A,Σ∥V ∥∞,I(|I|+ wX(s, t)
1
p )

≤ Cp,A,Σ∥V ∥∞,I(|I|
1
p + wX(s, t)

1
p ) ≤ Cp,A,Σ∥V ∥∞,Iw(s, t)

1
p (A.31)

for a new constant Cp,A,Σ ≥ 0, where we used |I| ≤ |I|
1
p since |I| ≤ 1 and p ≥ 1, and (|a|+|b|)p ≤ 2p(|a|p+|b|p)

in the last line. Then, by applying the rough Grönwall Lemma (Lemma 3.13), we obtain

∥V ∥∞,I ≤ 2 exp (w(s, t)/(Cα)) ∥Vs∥ ≤ 2 exp (1/C) ∥Vs∥, (A.32)

for any interval I ⊆ [0, T ] such that w(s, t) ≤ α, and where C > 0 and α > 0 only depend on (p,A,Σ).

By sequentially using this inequality on the greedy partition {τi}
Nα,[0,T ](w)+1

i=1 of [0, T ] (which satisfies
w(τi, τi+1) ≤ α for all i, see Definition 2.4) as in the end of the proof of Proposition 3.12, we obtain

∥V ∥∞,[0,T ] ≤
(
2 exp(1/C)

)Nα,[0,T ](w)+1∥v∥ ≤ C̃ exp
(
C̃Nα,[0,T ](w)

)
∥v∥

for a new constant C̃ > 0. Finally, Nα,[s,t](w) ≤ Cp(Nα,[s,t](X) + T/α + 1) by (2.20) in Corollary 2.9, and
the desired inequality (3.28) follows.

To show the inequality (3.27), from the previous inequalities, we have

∥V ∥p,I + ∥V ′∥p,I + ∥RV ∥ p
2 ,I

(A.31),(A.29),(A.30)

≤ C∥V ∥∞,I

(
w(s, t)

1
p + (1 + w(s, t)

1
p ) + (w(s, t)

1
p + 1)

) (A.32)

≤ C∥Vs∥

for any interval I ⊆ [0, T ] with w(s, t) ≤ α. Again, by sequentially using this inequality on the greedy

partition {τi}
Nα,[0,T ](w)+1

i=1 as in the end of the proof of Proposition 3.12, the inequality (3.27) follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.15

Proof of Lemma 3.15. By Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 3.8, there exists unique solutions to the two RDEs.
First, by Proposition 3.9, there exists two constants Cp,b,σ ≥ 1 and 0 < αp,b,σ < 1 such that

∥Y ∥p,I + ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I

+ ∥Y ′∥∞,I + ∥Y ′∥p,I + ∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ.

for any interval I = [t0, t1] ⊆ [0, T ] such that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ, noting that Y ′ = σ(·, Y·) with σ ∈ C3
b .

Second, let A = ∂b
∂x (·, Y·, u·), Σ = ∂σ

∂x (·, Y·) and Σ′ = ∂2σ
∂x2 (·, Y·)Y ′· . By Lemma 2.5, since σx := ∂σ

∂x ∈ C2
b ,

(Σ,Σ′) ∈ Dp
X , KY,I = ∥Y ′t0∥+∥Y

′∥p,I +∥RY ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ, MY ′,I ≤ KY,I ≤ Cp,b,σ, and ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α

1
p

p,b,σ,

∥Σ∥p,I
(2.14)

≤ Cp∥σx∥C1
b
(MY ′,I∥X∥p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|) ≤ Cp,b,σ,

∥Σ′∥p,I
(2.15)

≤ Cp∥σx∥C2
b
KY,I(1 +KY,I + |I|)(1 + ∥X∥p,I) ≤ Cp,b,σ,

∥RΣ∥ p
2 ,I

(2.16)

≤ Cp∥σx∥C2
b
(∥Y ∥2p,I + ∥RY ∥ p

2 ,I
+ |I|) ≤ Cp,b,σ.

Also, ∥A∥∞ ≤ Cb and ∥Σ∥∞,I ≤ Cσ. Thus, for a constant Cp,b,σ ≥ 1,

∥Σ∥∞,I + ∥Σ∥p,I + ∥Σ′∥p,I + ∥RΣ∥ p
2 ,I
≤ Cp,b,σ

for any interval I ⊆ [0, T ] such that ∥X∥p,I + |I| ≤ α
1
p

p,b,σ. The conclusion follows from Lemma 3.14.
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A.4 Additional proofs for the PMP (Section 4)

A.4.1 Needle-like variations (Section 4.1)

Proof of Corollary 4.2

Proof of Corollary 4.2. As in Proposition 4.1, the first inequality (4.12) follows from sequentially applying
(3.25) and (3.26) on [0, t1]∪ [t1, t1 + η1]∪ [t1 + η1, t2]∪ · · · ∪ [tq, tq + ηq]∪ [tq + ηq, T ] = [0, T ], and concluding
with (2.20) in Corollary 2.9.
Next, we show the second inequality (4.13). The case
q = 1 is in Proposition 4.1, so we prove (4.13) for
q ≥ 2 by induction, assuming that it holds for q and
proving it for q + 1 for a needle-like variation π =
πq+1 = {t1, . . . , tq+1, η1, . . . , ηq+1, ū1, . . . , ūq+1} with asso-
ciated control uπ. Define the needle-like variation

πq = {t1, . . . , tq, η1, . . . , ηq, ū1, . . . , ūq} ⊂ πq+1 = π,

of u as the controls uπq defined by u
πq

t = ūi if t ∈
[ti, ti + ηi] for i = 1, . . . , q, and u

πq

t = ut otherwise, and
let (Y πq , (Y πq )′) ∈ Dp

X be the unique solution to the RDE

Y
πq

t = y +

∫ t

0

b(s, Y πq
s , uπq

s )ds+

∫ t

0

σ(s, Y πq
s )dXs, t ∈ [0, T ].

Let (Ṽ , (Ṽ )′) ∈ Dp
X be the unique solution to the RDE

Figure 1.4: Needle-like variations with two spikes.

Ṽt = Ṽtq+1 +

∫ t

tq+1

∂b

∂x
(s, Y πq

s , us)Ṽsds+

∫ t

tq+1

∂σ

∂x
(s, Y πq

s )ṼsdXs, t ∈ [tq+1, T ],

Ṽt = b(tq+1, Y
πq

tq+1
, ūq+1)− b(tq+1, Y

πq

tq+1
, utq+1

), t ∈ [0, tq+1],

see Figure 1.4 (corresponding to q + 1 = 2). Then, the error Y π − Y −
∑q+1

i=1 ηiV
πi can be decomposed as

Y π − Y −
q+1∑
i=1

ηiV
πi = (Y π − Y πq − ηq+1Ṽ ) + ηq+1(Ṽ − V πq+1) +

(
Y πq − Y −

q∑
i=1

ηiV
πi

)
For C = Cp,T,b,σ and α = αp,b,σ,∥∥∥Y π − Y πq − ηq+1Ṽ

∥∥∥
∞,[tq+1,T ]

(4.3)

≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

)
η2q+1 (base case q = 1),∥∥∥Y πq − Y −

q∑
i=1

ηiV
πi

∥∥∥
∞,[tq+1,T ]

(4.13)

≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

) q∑
i,j=1

ηiηj (induction step for q),

so to conclude, it suffices to show that ∥Ṽ − V πq+1∥∞,[tq+1,T ] ≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

)∑q
i=1 ηi. Indeed, for
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any t ≥ tq+1, the error can be decomposed as

Ṽt − V
πq+1
t =

(
Ṽtq+1 − V

πq+1
tq+1

)
+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂b

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s , us)Ṽs −

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)V

πq+1
s

)
ds

+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂σ

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s )Ṽs −

∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)V

πq+1
s

)
dXs

=
(
Ṽtq+1 − V

πq+1
tq+1

)
+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂b

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s , us)(Ṽs − V

πq+1
s ) +

(
∂b

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s , us)−

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)

)
V

πq+1
s

)
ds

+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂σ

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s )(Ṽs − V

πq+1
s ) +

(
∂σ

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s )− ∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)

)
V

πq+1
s

)
dXs

=
(
Ṽtq+1 − V

πq+1
tq+1

)
+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂b

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s , us)−

∂b

∂x
(s, Ys, us)

)
V

πq+1
s ds

+

∫ t

tq+1

(
∂σ

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s )− ∂σ

∂x
(s, Ys)

)
V

πq+1
s dXs

+

∫ t

tq+1

∂b

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s , us)(Ṽs − V

πq+1
s ) +

∫ t

tq+1

∂σ

∂x
(s, Y

πq
s )(Ṽs − V

πq+1
s )dXs.

By following similar arguments as in Proposition 4.1, the first three terms in the equation above can be
bounded by C exp

(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

)∑q
i=1 ηi, for example,

∥Ṽtq+1
− V

πq+1

tq+1
∥ = ∥(b(tq+1, Y

πq

tq+1
, ūq+1)− b(tq+1, Y

πq

tq+1
, utq+1

))− (b(tq+1, Ytq+1
, ūq+1)− b(tq+1, Ytq+1

, utq+1
))∥

≤ ∥b(tq+1, Y
πq

tq+1
, ūq+1)− (b(tq+1, Ytq+1 , ūq+1)∥+ ∥b(tq+1, Y

πq

tq+1
, utq+1)− b(tq+1, Ytq+1 , utq+1)∥

≤ Cb∥Y
πq

tq+1
− Ytq+1

∥
(4.12)

≤ C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

) q∑
i=1

ηi,

and the other two integrals can be bounded as in the proof of Proposition 4.1 using the bounds (3.29) and

(3.30) for ∥V ∥∞, ∥V ∥p, ∥V ′∥p, ∥RV ∥ p
2
in Lemma 3.15. Finally, by defining ∆ := Ṽ − V πq+1 and looking

at the linear RDE ∆t = ∆tq+1
+
∫ t

tq+1

∂b
∂x (s, Y

πq
s , us)∆s +

∫ t

tq+1

∂σ
∂x (s, Y

πq
s )∆sdXs whose initial value sat-

isfies ∥∆tq+1
∥ ≤ C exp

(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

)∑q
i=1 ηi, we conclude that ∥∆∥∞,[tq+1,T ] = ∥Ṽ − V πq+1∥∞,[tq+1,T ] ≤

C exp
(
CNα,[0,T ](X)

)∑q
i=1 ηi using (3.30) in Lemma 3.15, and the conclusion follows.

A.5 Additional details for the indirect shooting method (Section 5)

We provide additional details for the integration schemes used for the Stratonovich SDE and the coupled
RDE used in the Direct method and the Indirect shooting method in Section 5. We only describe the case
for the open-loop problem OL-OCP, as the feedback problem FB-OCP only has a different drift term.

1) Direct method: We discretize the Stratonovich SDE in the Direct problem using a Milstein scheme.

Since σ is diagonal and each ∂σjj

∂xℓ = 0 for ℓ ̸= j, each j-th component [x̂i]j of x̂i is approximated as

[x̂i
k+1]

j = [x̂k + (A(x̂i
k)x̂

i
k + B̄ûk)∆t+ σ(x̂i

k)∆Bi
k]

j +
1

2

∂σjj

∂xj
(x̂i

k)σ
jj(x̂i

k)([∆Bi
k]

j)2, j = 1, . . . , n, (A.33)

where k = 0, . . . , N − 1, ∆t = T
N , and ∆Bi

k = Bi
(k+1)∆t −Bi

k∆t, see [63, equation (3.12), Chapter 10.3].

2) Indirect method: To implement the map F : RMn → RMn, (pi0)
M
i=1 7→ (piT )

M
i=1, we numerically

integrate the RDE in (5.1) using the estimate (2.10) for rough integrals as[
x̂i
k+1

p̂ik+1

]
=

[
x̂i
k

p̂ik

]
+ b̄

([
x̂i
k

p̂ik

]
, uM

k

)
∆t+ σ̄

([
x̂i
k

p̂ik

])
Bi

k∆t,(k+1)∆t +∇σ̄
([

x̂i
k

p̂ik

])
σ̄

([
x̂i
k

p̂ik

])
Bi
k∆t,(k+1)∆t, (A.34)

where b̄((x, u), u) = (b(x, u),−∂H
∂x (x, u, p, p0)) and σ̄(x, p) = (σ(x), ∂σ

∂x (x)
⊤p) denote the augmented drift and

diffusion, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, and ∆t = T
N . Because σ(x) ∝ diag(x) is diagonal, only the diagonal elements
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[Bi
k∆t,(k+1)∆t]

jj = 1
2 ([B

i
k∆t,(k+1)∆t]

j)2 are required to evaluate (A.34), and one observes that the integration

rule (A.34) for x̂i coincides with (A.33), as we show next. The tensor ∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p) ∈ R2n×n×n is given by

∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p) =

[
∂σ
∂x (x)σ(x) +

∂σ
∂p (x)

∂σ
∂x (x)

⊤p

− ∂
∂x

(
∂σ
∂x (x)

⊤p
)
σ(x)− ∂

∂p

(
∂σ
∂x (x)

⊤p
)

∂σ
∂x (x)

⊤p

]
.

Since σ(x) ∝ diag(x),[
∂σ

∂x
(x)σ(x)

]ijk
=

n∑
ℓ=1

∂σij

∂xℓ
(x)σℓk(x) =

{
∂σii

∂xi (x)σ
ii(x) if i = j = k,

0 otherwise,

∂σ

∂p
(x)

∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p = 0.[

∂

∂x

(
∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p

)
σ(x)

]ijk
=

n∑
ℓ=1

∂

∂xℓ

(
n∑

q=1

∂σqj

∂xi
(x)pq

)
σℓk(x) =

{
∂2σii

∂2xi (x)p
iσii(x) if i = j = k,

0 otherwise,
,

[
∂

∂p

(
∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p

)
∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p

]ijk
=

n∑
ℓ=1

∂

∂pℓ

[(
∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p

)]ij [
∂σ

∂x
(x)⊤p

]ℓk
=

n∑
ℓ=1

∂

∂pℓ

(
n∑

q=1

∂σqj

∂xi
(x)pq

)(
n∑

q=1

∂σqk

∂xℓ
(x)pq

)

=

n∑
ℓ=1

∂

∂pℓ

(
∂σjj

∂xi
(x)pj

)(
∂σkk

∂xℓ
(x)pk

)
=

∂σjj

∂xi
(x)

∂σkk

∂xj
(x)pk

=


(

∂σii

∂xi (x)
)2

pi if i = j = k,

0 otherwise.

Thus, the tensor ∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p) is such that only the entries [∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)]j,j,j and [∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)]n+j,j,j

are non-zero, and each jth index of the right hand side of (A.34) is given by[
∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)Bi

s,t

]j
= [∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)]j,j,j [Bi

s,t]
j,j =

1

2

∂σjj

∂xj
(x)σjj(x)([Bi

s,t]
j)2, (A.35)[

∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)Bi
s,t

]n+j

= [∇σ̄(x, p)σ̄(x, p)]n+j,j,j [Bi
s,t]

j,j = −1

2

(
∂2σjj

∂2xj
(x)σjj(x) +

(
∂σjj

∂xj
(x)

)2
)
pj ([Bi

s,t]
j)2,

where we used [Bi
s,t]

jj = (
∫ t

s
Bj

s,u ◦ dBj
u)

i = 1
2 ([B

i
s,t]

j)2, where
∫ t

s
Bj

s,u ◦ dBj
u is the Stratonovich integral of

the Bj
s,· against B

j .
Thus, only the squared increments [Bi

s,t]
j are required to evaluate (A.34). Using (A.35), we also observe

that the integration rule (A.34) for x coincides with the Milstein integration scheme in (A.33).
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cation to stochastic optimal control,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 43, no. 5, pp.
1676–1713, 2005.

[18] S. Massaroli, M. Poli, S. Peluchetti, J. Park, A. Yamashita, and H. Asama, “Learning stochastic optimal
policies via gradient descent,” IEEE Control Systems Letters, vol. 6, pp. 1094–1099, 2022.

[19] X. Li, T.-K. Wong, R. T. Q. Chen, and D. Duvenaud, “Scalable gradients for stochastic differential
equations,” in AI & Statistics, 2020.

[20] P. Kidger, “On neural differential equations,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oxford, 2022.
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