arXiv:2311.15365v2 [cs.LG] 14 Apr 2024

A CONVERGENCE RESULT OF A CONTINUOUS MODEL OF DEEP LEARNING VIA ŁOJASIEWICZ–SIMON INEQUALITY

NOBORU ISOBE^∗

Abstract. This study focuses on a Wasserstein-type gradient flow, which represents an optimization process of a continuous model of a Deep Neural Network (DNN). First, we establish the existence of a minimizer for an average loss of the model under L^2-regularization. Subsequently, we show the existence of a curve of maximal slope of the loss. Our main result is the convergence of flow to a critical point of the loss as time goes to infinity. An essential aspect of proving this result involves the establishment of the Łojasiewicz–Simon gradient inequality for the loss. We derive this inequality by assuming the analyticity of NNs and loss functions. Our proofs offer a new approach for analyzing the asymptotic behavior of Wasserstein-type gradient flows for nonconvex functionals.

1. Introduction

In this paper, Deep Learning (DL) refers to optimizing parameters in a function called Deep Neural Network (DNN) to minimize a cost function J on a metric space M. One often utilizes the gradient descent (GD) method to optimize these parameters η ∈ M. It involves initializing with random parameters and then adjusting them iteratively in the direction opposite to the gradient of J. If the iterative sequence (η^n)^∞_{n=0} generated by GD converges, then the resulting limit lim_{n→∞} η^n signifies a critical point or a (local) minimizer of J, which is the intended outcome.

For the application of GD in DL, the mathematical problem we need to prove is the convergence of the sequence. To delve into the deep mathematical structure underlying this problem, we focus on a gradient flow representing the continuous limit of GD:

Problem 1.1. Consider a curve η(•): [0, +∞) → M which solves the gradient flow equation formally given as follows: dη dτ (τ) = − grad J(η(τ)), τ ≥ 0, where we consider the solution of this equation in the sense of curves of maximal slope.

Herein, we present the following results on the convergence of this gradient flow to a critical point.

Achievement I (A rough version of Theorem 1.10). Let η(•): [0, +∞) → M be a solution of Problem 1.1. Assume that J is sufficiently smooth but not necessarily convex and the initial value η(0) to be fairly smooth. Then, there exists a limit η^∗ ∈ M such that η(τ) → η^∗ in M, as τ → +∞. According to [37, Proposition 2.37], the limit η^∗ is a critical point.

2020Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 35B40; Secondary 49J20, 49Q22, 68T07. Key words and phrases. Deep Learning, Neural ODE, ODE-Net, Gradient flow, Wasserstein space, Mean-Field Optimal Control, Volterra series.

∗Supported by JSPS KAKENHI 22J20130. ORCiD: 0000-0003-0512-4793. Webpage: here. 1

Some pioneering studies show results similar to Achievement I by imposing particular assumptions on J in [8, 24, 41, 48, 58]. In these studies, the central aspect in proving convergence in these studies is an inequality of the following type: For each critical point η ∈ M of J, there exist C > 0, α ∈ (0, 1/2] and r > 0 such that for any ζ ∈ M within an open ball of radius r centered at η, (1.1) |J(ζ) − J(η)|^{1−α} ≤ C|∂J|(ζ), where |∂J|: M → R_{≥0} is the (metric) slope introduced in Subsection 2.1. This inequality, called Łojasiewicz–Simon (ŁS) gradient inequality in reference to [45, 46, 59], serves as the main method for ensuring the convergence of gradient flows of nonconvex functionals.

Consequently, the present objective is to establish this gradient inequality for Achievement I. We decompose the proof of this inequality into the following three components:

1. Lifting the inequality (1.1) on the metric space M to another ŁS gradient inequality on a Hilbert space using a calculus inspired by mean-field optimal control theory.

2. Interpreting the composition of nonlinear functions in DNNs as the action of a linear operator on an infinite-dimensional space using Chronological Calculus.

3. Deriving the ŁS inequality on the Hilbert space following a local argument developed by Simon, Feireisl–Simondon, and Akagi–Schimperna–Segatti in [4, 32, 59].

This section elucidates the mathematical details and background of Achievement I.

1.1. Problem description and results

We consider a curve of maximal slope associated with the following minimization problem:

Problem 1.2 (Optimization of a continuous DNN). Let λ > 0 be a constant, X = R^d , and Y ⊂ R^d be compact. Let v: R^d × R^m → R^d be continuous, and ℓ: X × Y → R_+ be bounded by a 2-growth function, i.e., there exist two constants A, B > 0 such that ℓ(x, y) ≤ A + B|x|^2 for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y. Let μ_0 ∈ P_c(X × Y) be a compactly supported probability measure on X × Y. Set L(η) := ∫ X ×Y ℓ dμ^η_1 ,

(1.2)

J(η) := L(η) + λ 2 ∫_1 0 ∫ R^m |θ|^2 dη_t(θ)dt , (1.3)

for η: [0, 1] → P_2(R^m ) which belongs to the Wasserstein-space valued L^2-space L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) =: M, where μ^η_• ∈ C([0, 1]; P(X × Y)) is a distributional solution of a continuity equation

(1.4) { ∂_tμ^η_t + div_x(μ^η_t (x, y)v_{ηt} (x)) = 0, (x, y) ∈ X × Y, t ∈ (0, 1), μ^η_0 = μ_0.

Here we express v_η(x) := E_{Θ∼η} [v_Θ(x)] := ∫ R^m vθ(x) dη for η ∈ P2(R m ) and v_θ(x) = v(x, θ) for (x, θ) ∈ R^d × R^m . The optimization of a continuous DNN is posed as the following minimization

(1.5) minimize_{L2(0,1;P2(Rm ))} J.

In machine learning, the first term in (1.3) represents an empirical (or maybe population) risk, and the second term represents an L^2-regularization term. According to [11], the continuity equation (1.4) is a continuous model for DNNs. Following [40], we consider v a neural network (NN) and ℓ a loss function. To properly model the NN v, we assume the following:

Assumption 1.3. There exist C > 0 and p ∈ [0, 2) such that |v(x, θ)| ≤ C|θ|^p(1 + |x|), | |v(x^1, θ) − v(x^2, θ) | | ≤ C|θ|^p | |x^1 − x^2 | |, for every (x, θ) ∈ R^d × R^m and x^1, x^2 ∈ R^d . Here, |•| denotes the Euclidean norm.

Under Assumption 1.3, we show the existence of a minimizer in Problem 1.2.

Theorem 1.4 (Existence of a minimizer for Problem 1.2). Under Assumption 1.3, there exists a minimizer η^∗ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) of J defined in (1.3).

Subsequently, we address Problem 1.1. To this end, we introduce an assumption stronger than Assumption 1.3:

Assumption 1.5 (Boundedness of derivatives). The NN v: R^d × R^m → R^d and the loss function ℓ: X × Y → R are real analytic. In addition, there exist C_j > 0, j ∈ Z such that | |∂_{ix}∂j_θ v(x, θ) | | ≤ C_j|θ|(p−j)_+ (1 + |x|(1−i)_+ ), i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, j ∈ Z_{≥0}, (1.6)

where (x)_+ := max {x, 0} for x ∈ R.

Based on the analyticity of v, we can deduce that there exists C > 0 such that C_j ≤ j! C^j for all j ∈ Z_{≥0}.

Example 1.6 (Analytic NN for Assumption 1.5). We can easily construct a NN that satisfies (1.6) in the manner illustrated under [27, Assumption 3.1]. Furthermore, we can achieve, we can achieve real analyticity using the function introduced in [31, 39, 50, 56] as “smooth ReLU.” However, Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) [52]—the most famous nonlinearity in NN v—is not real analytic. In addition, the growth of v with respect to θ can be controlled using the same normalization as that in [51].

The analyticity in Assumption 1.5 is used to show (1.1). The case i ≤ 1 and j ≤ 2 in (1.6) results in the existence of the curves in Problem 1.1:

Theorem 1.7 (Well-posedness of the curve of maximal slope for J). Assume that Assumption 1.5 holds. For each η_0 ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), there exists a curve of maximal slope η(•): [0, +∞) → L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) such that η(0) = η_0 for J with respect to |∂J|.

In addition to Assumption 1.5, the second-order derivative of v needs to be further controlled for the convergence.

Assumption 1.8 (Hesse matrix of NNs). There exists a constant C_{μ0,λ} > 0 depending on μ_0 and λ such that C_2 < C_{μ0,λ}, where C_2 is the constant for j = 2 in Assumption 1.5. The constant C will be determined in (6.6), (6.11), (A.10), and (A.11).

Also, the initial values need to be sufficiently smooth to obtain compactness of the flow.

Assumption 1.9 (Smoothness of initial parameters t ∈ [0, 1]). There exists a bounded set D ⊂ R^m such that the initial value η_0 = η(0) ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) of the gradient flow η(•) in Problem 1.1 belongs to a Sobolev space W^{1,2}(0, 1; P_2(D)) ⊂ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) defined in (2.1).

Finally, we obtain the following results for the convergence:

Theorem 1.10 (Global convergence results). Let η(•): [0, +∞) → L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) be a curve of maximal slope stating from η_0 ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). Assume Assumptions 1.5, 1.8, and 1.9. Then, there exists a limit η^∗ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) such that η(τ) → η^∗ in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), as τ → +∞.

In addition, the convergence rate is obtained based on the exponent α in (1.1); see Corollary 6.8 for details.

1.2. Backgrounds of this paper in various fields

In the following, we review the background of this paper in the context of Machine Learning and a theory of infinite-dimensional nonlinear evolution equations.

1.2.1. Deep Learning with a large number of parameters

Artificial intelligence, which can approximate arbitrary functions, is expected to be achieved with over-parameterized DNNs. Several experiments in [54] suggest that a power law exists between a loss after optimization and the number of parameters for large-scale language models. To further develop this suggestion, we study the optimization of “DNNs with continuously infinite parameters.”

1.2.2. Continuous model of DNNs

For over-parameterized “shallow” NNs, i.e., the NNs created through a single composition of nonlinear functions, a physical intuition introduced a mean-field model viewing parameters as probability measures in [25, 49, 53]; one of the derivation of a mean-field model from shallow NNs is presented in [6, Subsection 3.1]. For over-parameterized “deep” NNs, one of the DNNs called ResNet in [38] yielded a continuous model through ordinally differential equations (ODEs) in [20, 35, 60]; the derivation of this ODE from DNNs is presented in [40, Section 2]. Bonnet et al. further translated the ODE model into a continuity equation in [11]. These ideas have led researchers to propose an alternative continuous model for DNNs that combines the mean-field setting and ODEs in [26, 27, 29, 30, 41, 47]. In Problem 1.2, we present a formulation that combines Bonnet’s formulation with the mean-field continuous model.

1.2.3. DNN with gradient flow

The GD method is modeled by a gradient flow as discussed in [33, 55]. Several studies, including [25, 26, 27, 47, 69], assume the convergence of the gradient flow and then prove that the limit is a global minimizer. Recently, several studies have tried to justify the assumption. Notably, prior research such as [8, 24, 58] show convergence by supposing a linearity of NNs. Achievement I, or Theorem 1.10 can provide generalization of these works. Note that our framework is not applicable to nonsmooth NNs, as discussed in [42].

1.2.4. Convergence of general gradient flows

The convergence of gradient flows has been a subject of interest for researchers of parabolictype equations. For gradient flows of strongly convex functionals, exponential convergence is easily shown, for instance in [5, Theorem 4.0.4]. However, one generally cannot expect convergence for non-convex functions, even for functions in the C^∞ class; see [23, Section 11.3]. Łojasiewicz showed that the ŁS gradient inequality holds for real analytic functions on R^d and results in the convergence in [45, 46]. Utilizing the Fredholm property of the Hessian, Simon showed the ŁS inequality and the convergence even for a functional on an infinite-dimensional space, as shown in [59]. In [4, 32], the authors remove the assumption of real analyticity by leveraging properties of elliptic operators. Reasonable sufficient conditions for the inequality for general functionals on Hilbert spaces are established in [22, 36, 57, 67]. However, for metric spaces including M, such tractable conditions are unknown. A condition deduced in [37] that is equivalent to the inequality does not match functional analytic arguments, such as real analyticity. Moreover, a method given in [10] can be used to prove the inequality only if the initial value of the gradient flow is sufficiently close to a critical point.

1.3. Organization of the paper

Section 2 offers a concise overview of the mathematical language of gradient flows, Optimal Transport, and Optimal Control Theory. In Section 3, we develop a new calculus on L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) for the ŁS inequality based on [19]. In Section 4, we primarily focus on Problem 1.2. In particular, we prove Theorem 1.4 and compute a gradient of the functional J in Proposition 4.1. Section 5 is dedicated to establishing the existence of a solution to the gradient flow in Problem 1.1. The crux of the paper, Section 6, is devoted to proving the ŁS gradient inequality in Theorem 6.1 and establishing Theorem 1.10. Finally, in Section 7, we conclude with concluding remarks for future work.

1.4. Notations

For a Banach space X, ‖•‖_X denotes the norm of X and B(X) denotes the bounded linear operators on X. For a function(al) F : X → Y from a Banach space X to another Banach space Y , DF (x)[•]: X → Y and Hess F (x)[•, •]: X ×X → Y denote the Fréchet derivative and Hessian, respectively, of F at x ∈ X. For a random variable Θ, we will denote by E [Θ] the expected value of Θ. Throughout the paper, C > 0 denotes a generic constant and the subscript t is used to represents the “time in a continuous DNN (1.4),” which represents a layer in DNNs, with t ∈ [0, 1]. In addition, τ ≥ 0 is used to represents the time in the gradient flow in Problem 1.1.

2. Preliminaries

In Section 2, we provide an overview of essential concepts in gradient flows, probability measures, Optimal Control, and Chronological Calculus.

2.1. Gradient flow on metric spaces and metric-valued function spaces

First, we review the notations in [5, Chapter 1]. Let (X, d) be a separable complete metric space, p ∈ [1, +∞], and T ∈ (0, +∞]. For an absolutely continuous curve u ∈ AC^p(0, T ; X) defined in [5, Definition 1.1.1] and a proper and lower semicontinuous functional E: X → (−∞, +∞], let |u̇| and |∂E| denote the metric derivative and (global) slope, respectively, according to [5, Definition 1.1.2 and 1.2.4]. Based on [5, Corollary 2.4.10], if E is λ-convex, then |∂E| serves a strong upper gradient defined in [5, Definition 1.2.1]. With the abovementioned notations, we define the solution u ∈ AC^2_{loc}(0, T ; X) of the gradient flow of E by the 2-curves of maximal slope for E with respect to the strong upper gradient |∂E| in [5, Definition 1.3.2]. According to [37, Definition 2.35], a point u ∈ X is said to be a critical point of E if |∂E|(u) = 0.

Subsequently, we overview the metric-valued Lebesgue space, the details of which are partially presented in [5, Section 5.4], [44, Section 2.3], and [43, Definition 3.1]. Let

L^2(0, 1; X) := u_•: [0, 1] → X u is Lebesgue measurable and ∫_1 0 d(u_t, ū)^2 dt < ∞ for some ū ∈ X. , and set

d(u^0, u^1)_L2_{(0,1)} := (∫_1 0 d(u^0_t , u^1_t )^2 dt )_{1/2} , for u^0, u^1 ∈ L^2(0, 1; X). The Lebesgue space L^2(0, 1; X) is the quotient space of L^2(0, 1; X) with respect to equality almost everywhere, endowed with d(•, •)_L2_{(0,1)}.

Similar to the procedure stated in [44, Subsection 2.4], we define the Sobolev space W^{1,2}(0, 1; X) is defined as follows:

(2.1) W^{1,2}(0, 1; X) := { u ∈ L^2(0, 1; X) sup_{h∈(0,1)} ∫_{1−h} 0 ( d(u(t + h), u(t)) h )_2 dt < +∞ } . The following proposition provides different characterizations of W^{1,2}(0, 1; X):

Proposition 2.1. The space W^{1,2}(0, 1; X) coincides with AC^2(0, 1; X). Moreover, it coincides with {

u ∈ L^2(0, 1; X) Dir(u) := 1 2 ∫_1 0 |u̇|^2 dt < +∞ } . Proof. The former follows from [44, Lemma 1] and the latter from [43, Proposition 3.8]. ■

2.2. Probability measures

From now on, P(X) denotes the set of regular and Borel probability measures on X, endowed with the narrow topology defined in [5, Section 5.1]. By the Prokhorov theorem in [5, Theorem 5.1.3], relative compactness with respect to the narrow topology is equivalent to tightness. For μ, ν ∈ P(X) and a Borel map T : X → X, supp μ ⊂ X denotes the support of μ, T_#μ ∈ P(X) denotes the push-forward measure of μ by T , and Γ(μ, ν) ⊂ P(X^2) denotes the transport plans between μ and ν, according to [5, Section 5.2].

Let P_p(X) ⊂ P(X) (p ≥ 1) denote the subset of probability measures with finite p-moments introduced before [5, Lemma 5.1.7]. According to [5, Section 7.1], we define the Wasserstein distance W_p to be (2.2) W_p(μ, ν) := inf_{π∈Γ(μ,ν)} (∫ X×X d^p(x^0, x^1) dπ(x^0, x^1) ) 1_p = inf π∈Γ(μ,ν) ( E_{(X}0_{,X}1_{)∼π} [ d^p(X^0, X^1) ]) 1_p , for μ^0, ν^1 ∈ P_p(X). A plan that realizes the minimum in the right-hand side of (2.2) is called an optimal transport plan. The variational definition in (2.2) yields the duality formula as follows:

(2.3) W^p_p (μ, ν) = sup_{(φ1,φ2)∈(C}

b(X))^2 such that φ^1(x)+φ^2(y)≤d^p (x,y)

{∫ X φ^1 dμ + ∫ X φ^2 dν } ,

which is proved in [5, Theorem 6.1.1]. When p = 1, the Kantrovich–Rubinstein duality formula

(2.4) W_1(μ, ν) = sup_{‖φ‖}

Lip≤1 ∫ X φ d(μ − ν)

holds from [64, Theorem 1.14], where ‖φ‖_{Lip} := sup_{x,y∈X s.t. x≠y}^{|φ(x)−φ(y)|}_{d(x,y)} for φ ∈ C_b(X).

The continuity equation in (1.4) is considered according to [40, Definition 3.8] or [5, Section 8.1]. Based on [40, Lemma 3.9] or [5, Proposition 8.1.8], the solution of (1.4) is expressed as μ^η_t = ( X^η_{0,t} × Id_Y ) # μ_0, where X^η_{t,s}: R^d → R^d is the flow map satisfying the ODE

(2.5) X^η_{t,t}(x) = x, d ds X^η_{t,s}(x) = v_{ηs} (X_{t,s}(x)), for x ∈ R^d and t, s ∈ [0, 1]. We abbreviate X^η_{0,t} as X^η_t . Throughout this paper, the solution of the ODE is bounded under Assumption 1.3 due to the Gronwall inequality.

2.3. Differential formulas in Optimal Control Theory

In connection with the ODE (2.5), consider the following probability-theoretic formulation

X^{Law Θ}

0 (x) = x, d dt X^{Law Θ} t (x) = E [ v ( X^{Law Θ} t (x), Θ_t )] , where Θ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) and Ω is a probability space introduced in Subsection 3.1. Note that X^{Law Θ} is dependent only on the laws of random variables Θ. In Section 6, X^{Law Θ}_1 is differentiated with respect to Θ. The optimal control theory in [14] yields an explicit formula for the derivative.

Lemma 2.2 (A version of [14, Theorem 3.2.6]). Under Assumption 1.5, we have

(2.6) d dε X^{Law (Θ+εΔΘ)} t (x) = ∫_t 0 E [M(x; t, u)(∂_θv)(X_u(x), Θ_u)[ΔΘ_u]] du , for each t ∈ [0, 1] and ΔΘ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) . Here, ∂_θv(x, θ)[•]: R^m → R^d is the Fréchet derivative with respect to the second argument in R^m at (x, θ) ∈ R^d ×R^m , and M(x; t_0, t_1)^{Law Θ} ∈ R^{d×d} is a matrix fundamental solution between t = t_0 to t = t_1 for the linearized ODE ż_t = E [ (∂_xv) ( X^{Law Θ} t (x), Θ_t ) [z_t] ] with respect to z.

Proof. Note that from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, the integrand on the right-hand side of (2.6) is integrable. The rest of the proof is the same as that in [14, Theorem 3.2.6]. ■

2.4. Chronological Calculus

Consider a flow map X_{t,s}: R^d → R^d generated by a family of general vector fields (V_t)_{t∈[0,1]}, i.e., X_{t,s} fulfills X_{t,t}(x) = x and^d_{ds} X_{t,s}(x) = V_s(X_{t,s}(x)). We employ Chronological Calculus, as elaborated in [3, Chapter 6], to compute derivatives of functions evaluated at flow maps, for instance, ℓ(X_t(x), y).

Henceforth, we often regard the vector field V_t as the derivation or the differential operator. The composition of the derivations V_{t1} and V_{t2} as linear operators is denoted by V_{t2} ⊙ V_{t1} , adhering to the notation in [3, Subsection 6.2.1]. In addition, X_{t,s} is called the right time series and denoted by −→exp (∫_s t V_τ dτ ) := X_{t,s}, and consider −→exp (∫_s t V_τ dτ ) as a linear operator in line with [3, Definition 6.6]. We explore an expansion of the linear operator by the family {V_t}_{t∈[0,1]} of vector fields, the so-called Volterra expansion, as described in [3, Subsection 6.4.1]. In subsequent sections, we adopt a notation following [2, Section 2.1]. For an open set U ⊂ R^d and a sufficiently small width σ > 0, we define

Ω_{σ,U} := { z = ( z^i )_d i=1 ∈ C^d (Re z^i)^d_{i=1} ∈ U, max_{i=1,...,d} | Im z^i | ≤ σ } , and V^m_{σ,U} is a Banach space of real analytic functions V : U → R^m endowed with a norm ‖•‖_{σ,U} defined as ‖V ‖_{σ,U} := sup_{Ωσ,U} |V |, for V ∈ V^m_{σ,U} , where we still denote by V the vector field that locally extends the real analytic function V to the holomorphic one.

Lemma 2.3 (A version of [2, Proposition 2.1]). Let a family {V_t}_{t∈[0,1]} of vector fields on R^d be analytic in x ∈ R^d and integrable in t ∈ [0, 1]. Assume that there exist an open set U ⊂ R^d and σ > 0 such that V_t ∈ V^d_{σ,U} for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. Under these conditions, there exists a constant C > 0 such that the series

(2.7) −→exp (∫_s t V_τ dτ ) ω(x) = ω(x) + ∞∑ k=1 ∫_s t ∫_{s1} t . . . ∫_{sk−1} t V_{sk} ⊙ . . . ⊙ V_{s1} ω(x) ds_1 . . . ds_k , is absolutely convergent for all ω ∈ V^1_{σ,U} and x ∈ U, provided t, s ∈ [0, 1] satisfy ∫_s t ‖V_τ ‖_{σ,U} dτ ≤ C. Proof. The proof can be found in [2, Proposition 2.1], particularly in [2, (2.3)]. ■

3. Calculus on Wasserstein-space valued L^2 functions

In this section, we adopt the calculus developed on P_2(R^m ) in [19, Chapter 5] to L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), which is our foucus. We omit proofs that are nearly identical to those in [19].

In the sequel, we use the fact that the Lebesgue measurable mapping η_• ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) can be regarded as a probability measure ∫ η_t dt on [0, 1] × R^m as indicated in [5, Section 5.3].

This observation reveals that the topology of L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) induced by the distance is stronger than the narrow topology of P((0, 1) × R^m ).

Lemma 3.1. For arbitrary η^1, η^2 ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), it is holds that

(3.1) W_2 (∫ η^1_t dt , ∫ η^2_t dt ) ≤ W_2(η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)}.

In particular, the closed balls in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) are narrowly closed and compact in P([0, 1] × R^m ).

Proof. The inequality (3.1) is a consequence of the Jensen inequality, and the topological property is followed from [5, Proposition 7.1.5]. ■

3.1. Lifting and L-derivative

In subsequent discussions, (Ω, F, P) is an atomless probability space, and for simplicity, we write Ω instead of (Ω, F, P). For each random variable X ∈ L^2(Ω; R^m ), we will denote by Law X ∈ P_2(R^m ) the law of X, i.e., Law X := X_#P.

In mean-field optimal control problems, a function u: P_2(R^m ) → R on the probability measure space P_2(R^m ) can be “lifted” to a function ~u: L^2(Ω; R^m ) → R on the space of random variables L^2(Ω; R^m ) when using a functional analytic argument to u. To employ a similar approach for J in Problem 1.2, we introduce the L-derivative from P_2(R^m ) to L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) in this section. Before introducing its derivatives, we state that there are random variables Θ_• ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) corresponding to η_• ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )).

Lemma 3.2 (Lifting probability measures to random variables). For each η_• ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), there exists Θ_• ∈ L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )) such that Law Θ_t = η_t for almost all t ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. From [19, Lemma 5.29], there exists a measurable mapping ψ: P_2(R^m ) ∋ η^′ → Θ^{η′} ∈ L^2(Ω, R^m ) such that Law Θ^{η′} = η^′. Thus, we set Θ := ψ ∘ η: [0, 1] → L^2(Ω; R^m ) for each η_• ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). The function Θ is measurable, and it holds that

‖Θ‖^2_L2_{(Ω;R}m_) =

∫_1 0 E [ |Θ_t|^2 ] dt =

∫_1 0 ∫ R^m |θ|^2 dη_t(θ) dt =

∫_1 0 W_2(η_t, δ)^2 dt < +∞,

where δ is the delta measure supported at 0 ∈ R^m . ■

For a function E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R, the lifting of E, which is denoted by ~E, is defined to be ~E: L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )) ∋ Θ → E(Law(Θ_•)) ∈ R.

Definition 3.3 (L-derivative). A function E is L-differentiable at η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) if the lifting ~E is Fréchet differentiable at Θ ∈ L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )) such that Law Θ_t = η_t for t ∈ [0, 1].

Proposition 3.4 (Structure of the L-derivative). Let E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R be a proper and lower semicontinuous functional. If E is L-differentiable at η_0 ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), then the lifting ~E is also differentiable at every Θ ∈ L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )) with Law Θ_t = η_t for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. In addition, the law of the pair (Θ, D ~E(Θ)) is independent of the random variable Θ as long as Law Θ_t = η_t for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. Furthermore, there exists a measurable mapping ξ: [0, 1] × R^m → R^m such that D ~E(Θ_t) = ξ(t, Θ_t) for Θ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) with Law Θ_t = η_t (t ∈ [0, 1]).

Based on Proposition 3.4, we write ξ as ∇E[η] and call it the L-derivative of E. Proposition 3.4 can be proved similar to that in [19, Proposition 5.25] employing a characterization of Bochner spaces and an approximation using simple functions. The proof is left to the reader.

3.2. Functional derivative

To explicitly compute the L-derivative, we introduce the following functional derivative.

Definition 3.5 (Functional derivative). A function E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R has a linear functional derivaive if there exists a function δE δη : L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) × [0, 1] × R^m ∋ (η, t, θ) −→ δE δη [η](t, θ) ∈ R, satisfying the following conditions:

1. For each t ∈ [0, 1],^{δE}_{δη} [•](t, •): L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) × R^m → R is continuous. 2. For each η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and θ ∈ R^m ,^{δE}_{δη} [η](•, θ): [0, 1] → R is measurable. 3. For any bounded subset K ⊂ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and t ∈ [0, 1],^{δE}_{δη} [η](t, •): R^m → R is a 2-growth function uniformly in η ∈ K.

4. For any η, η^′ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), it holds that

(3.2) E(η^′) − E(η) =

∫_1 0 (∫_1 0 ∫ R^m δE δη [ (1 − τ)η + τη^′ ] (t, θ) d ( η^′_t − η_t ) (θ) dt ) dτ .

Proposition 3.6 (Representation formula for^δ_{δη} and connection between ∇ and^δ_{δη} ). Let E denote a functional on L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )).

1. Set ^E(ε; η, θ) := E ( (1 − ε)η + ε ∫ δ_{θt} dt ) , for ε ∈ (0, 1), η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and θ ∈ L^2(0, 1; R^m ). Assume that the function [0, 1] ∋ ε → ^E(ε; η, θ) ∈ R is differentiable at ε = 0 and^d_{dε} ^E(ε; η, θ) | | ε=0 : L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m ))×

L^2(0, 1; R^m ) ∋ (η, θ) →^d_{dε} ^E(ε; η, θ) | | ε=0 ∈ R is a continuous functional with 2-growth with respect to θ on any bounded sets of L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). In addition, we require the derivative to have the following form

(3.3) d dε ^E(ε; η, θ) | | |_{ε=0} =

∫_1 0 Ξ[η] (t, θ_t) dt , with a measurable function Ξ: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m ))×[0, 1]×R^m → R. If Ξ satisfies items 1. to 3. in Definition 3.5, then E has a linear functional derivative expressed as follows:

(3.4) δE δη [η] (t, θ) = Ξ[η] (t, θ). 2. Suppose that E has a linear functional derivative, the function R^m ∋ θ →^{δE}_{δη} [η](t, θ) ∈ R is differentiable for each (η, t), and the derivative ∇_θ^{δE}_{δη} satisfies the following conditions: (a) For each t ∈ [0, 1], ∇_θ^{δE}_{δη} [•](t, •): L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) × R^m → R^m is continuous. (b) For each η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and θ ∈ R^m , ∇_θ^{δE}_{δη} [η](•, θ): [0, 1] → R^m is measurable.

(c) For any bounded subset K ⊂ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and t ∈ [0, 1], ∇_θ^{δE}_{δη} [η](t, •): R^m → R^m has 1-growth uniformly in η ∈ K.

Then, E is L-differentiable and (3.5) ∇E[η] (t, θ) = ∇_θ δE δη [η] (t, θ), holds for any η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), θ ∈ R^m , and almost all t ∈ [0, 1].

Assuming (3.3), Proposition 3.6 can be proved in a similar manner to that in [18, Lemma B.1] and [19, Proposition 5.48]. The assumption (3.3) is sufficient for only our objective J.

3.3. Wasserstein derivative

To consider the curve of maximal slope, we construct a calculus consistent with a Wasserstein geometry. Let η, η^′ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). We denote by Γ_o(η^′, η) the set of optimal transport plans between η and η^′, i.e., (3.6) Γ_o(η, η^′) := { π: [0, 1] → P(R^{2m} )); measurable π_t is an optimal transport plan from η_t to η^′_t for a.a.t ∈ [0, 1] } . Note that Γ_o(η^′, η) ≠ ∅ by virtue of [63, Corollary 5.22].

Definition 3.7 (Wasserstein derivative). Let η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) and E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R. Set a formal tangent space

Tan_η L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) := {∇_θφ: [0, 1] → C^∞_c (R^m ) φ ∈ C^∞_c ([0, 1] × R^m )}^{‖•‖L2(∫ ηtdt)} . 1. A tangent vector ξ ∈ Tan_η L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) belongs to ∂^−E(η) if E(η^′) − E(η) ≥ sup_{π∈Γo(η′,η)} ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{2m} ⟨ ξ_t(θ^1), θ^2 − θ^1 ⟩ dπ_t(θ^1, θ^2) dt + o(W_2(η^′, η)),

for all η^′ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )).

2. A tangent vector ξ ∈ Tan_η L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) belongs to ∂^+E(η) if −ξ ∈ ∂^−(−E)[η]. 3. A functional E is said to be Wasserstein-differentiable at η if ∂^−E[η] ≠ ∅ and ∂^+E[η] ≠ ∅. As stated in [19, Proposition 5.63, Theorem 5.64], the Wasserstein derivative is equal to the L-derivative:

Proposition 3.8 (∂ = ∇). Let E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R.

1. If E is Wasserstein-differentiable at η, then ∂^−E[η] = ∂^+E[η] and both of them are singleton. We write the unique element by ∂E[η].

2. If E is continuously L-differentiable, then E is Wasserstein-differentiable at any η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). Furthermore, it holds that ∇E[η] = ∂E[η]. We then introduce a convexity along generalized geodesics on L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) based on [5, Section 9.2]. Let us denote by π^i and π^{i,j} the canonical projections defined by π^i: R^{3m} ∋ (θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) −→ θ^i ∈ R^m , π^{i,j}: R^{3m} ∋ (θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) −→ (θ^i, θ^j ) ∈ R^{2m} , and we write π^{i,j}_# η := ∫ π^{i,j}_# η_t dt ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^{2m} )) for abbreviation.

Definition 3.9 (Convexity along generalized geodesics). Let η^0, η^1, η^2 ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), and η ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; P_2(R^{3m} ) ) be a 3-plan satisfying π^{0,1}_# η ∈ Γ_o(η^0, η^1) and π^{0,2}_# η_t ∈ Γ_o(η^0, η^2).

1. We define a generalized geodesic η^{1→2} := ( η^{1→2}_τ ) τ ∈[0,1] induced by η to be

η^{1→2}_τ = ( π^{1→2}_τ ) #η ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^{2m} )),

where π^{1→2}_τ := (1 − τ)π^1 + τπ^2.

2. For a number λ ∈ R, a function E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R with the domain D(E) is λ-convex along generalized geodesics if, for every η^0, η^1, η^2 ∈ D(E), there exists a generalized geodesic η^{1→2} induced by a 3-plan η such that

E(η^{1→2}_τ ) ≤ (1 − τ)E(η^1) + τE(η^2) − λ 2 τ(1 − τ)W^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)},

where W^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)} := ∫ R^{3m} | θ^2 − θ^1 |_2 dη(θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) (≥ W^2_2 (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)}).

Remark 3.10 (Another characterization of convexity). If [0, 1] ∋ τ → E(η^{1→2}_τ ) is λW^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)}- convex in the traditional sense, then E is λ-convex in the sense of Definition 3.9. Moreover, following the proof of [13, Lemma 6], it is sufficient to show that τ → E(η^{1→2}_τ ) is differentiable and τ →^d_{dτ} E(η^{1→2}_τ ) is Lipschitz continuous for E to satisfy the convexity.

When E is λ-convex along generalized geodesic, the derivative ∂E yields the slope |∂E|:

Lemma 3.11 (Minimial selection). Let E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R be proper, lower semicontinuous, and λ-convex along generalized geodesics. Then, the following are equivalent: 1. η ∈ D(|∂E|) := { η^′ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) |∂E|(η^′) < +∞ } . 2. ∂^−E(η) ≠ ∅ and |∂E|(η) = min_{ξ∈∂−E(η)} ‖ξ‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(ηt))}, where ‖ξ‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(ηt))} := (∫_1 0 ∫ R^m |ξt(θ)| 2 dη_t(θ) dt )_{1/2} . Proof. The proof is similar in spirit to [5, Lemmas 10.1.5 or 10.3.10] because of Lemma 3.1. ■

By slightly modifying the proof of [5, Theorem 11.1.3] to fit Definitions 3.7, 3.9, and 3.12, we observe that curves of maximal slope in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) coincide with solutions of the following continuity equation:

Definition 3.12 (A version of gradient flows in [5, Definition 11.1.1]). An absolutely continuous curve η: (0, +∞) → L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) is said to be a a solution of the gradient flow equation v(τ) ∈ −∂^−E(η(τ)) if η satisfies the following conditions:

1. There exists a family of Borel vector fields (v(τ))_{τ ∈(0,+∞)} such that

v(τ) ∈ Tan_{η(τ )} L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), for almost all t ∈ (0, +∞).

2. ‖v(τ)‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(η(τ )))} ∈ L^2_{loc}(0, +∞).

3. The continuity equation ∂_τ η(τ) + div_θ(v(τ)η(τ)) = 0 holds in the sense of distributions, i.e., ∫_∞ 0 ∫_1 0 ∫ R^m (∂_τ ϕ(τ, t, θ) + ∇_θϕ(τ, t, θ) · v(τ, t, θ)) dη_{t,τ} (θ) dt dτ = 0, for all ϕ ∈ C^∞_c ((0, +∞) × (0, 1) × R^m ), where η_{t,τ} := η_t(τ) ∈ P(R^m ).

4. v(τ) ∈ −∂^−E(η(τ)) for a.a. τ ∈ (0, +∞).

Lemma 3.13 (A version of [5, Theorem 11.1.3]). Let E: L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R be proper, lower semicontinuous, and λ-convex along generalized geodesics. Then η ∈ AC^2(0, +∞; L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m ))) is a curve of maximal slope for E with respect to |∂E| iff η is a solution of the gradient flow equation of E.

4. Existence results and representation formula for gradients

4.1. Existence of a minimizer

First, we establish an existence result for Problem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let us first take a minimizing sequence (η^n)_n ⊂ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) of J and set μ^n := μ^{ηn} ∈ C([0, 1]; P_c(X × Y)) to be the solution of (1.4) associated with each η^n. By virtue of the Benamou–Brenier formula [9], the Ascoli–Arzelá theorem, and Lemma 3.1, there exist a subsequence of (n), still denoted by n, and (μ^∗, η^∗) ∈ C([0, 1]; P_2(X × Y)) × L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) such that

μ^n → μ^∗ strongly in C([0, 1]; P_2(X × Y)),

(4.1) η^n → η^∗ narrowly in P((0, 1) × R^m ).

(4.2)

It is easily seen that ∫ X ×Y ℓ dμ ∗ 1 + λ ∫∫ [0,1]×R^m |θ| 2 dη^∗_t (θ)dt /2 = inf_L2_{(0,1;P2(R}m_{))} J by (4.1), (4.2) and [5, Lemma 5.1.7]. It remains to prove that μ^∗ = μ^{η∗} , i.e.,

∫_1 0 ∫ X ×Y ∂_tϕ(t, x, y) dμ^∗_t (x, y)dt + ∫_1 0 ∫ X ×Y ∫ R^m ∇_xϕ(t, x, y) · v(x, θ) dη^∗(θ)dμ^∗_t (x, y)dt = 0, for all ϕ ∈ C^∞_c ((0, 1) × X × Y). Similar to the proof of [40, Claim 4.2], it suffices to show that

(4.3) lim_{n→0}

∫_1 0 ∫ X ×Y ∫ R^m ∇_xϕ · v d(η^n_t − η^∗_t ) dμ^∗_t dt = 0 and (4.4) lim_{n→0}

∫_1 0 ∫ X ×Y ∫ R^m ∇_xϕ · v d(η^n_t − η^∗_t ) d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t )dt = 0.

Since (η^n)_n is a minimizing sequence of J, their 2-moments are uniformly bounded as ∫∫ [0,1]×R^m |θ| 2 dη^n(θ)dt ≤ 2J(η^n)/λ ≤ C. Thus, the family {η^n}_n has uniformly integrable p-moments, where p ∈ [0, 2) is the exponent in Assumption 1.3. Therefore, Assumption 1.3, [5, Lemma 5.1.7] and the narrow convergence (4.2) results in the convergence (4.3).

For (4.4), the duality in (2.4) and the uniform convergence (4.1) yield | | | ∫_1 0 ∫ X ×Y ∫ R^m ∇_xϕ · v d(η^n_t − η^∗_t ) d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t )dt | | | ≤ ∫_1 0 ∫ R^m ‖∇_xϕ · v‖_{Lip}W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) d(η^n + η^∗)_t(θ)dt ≤C ∫_1 0 W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) ∫ R^m |θ|^p d(η^n + η^∗)_t(θ) dt

≤C sup_{s∈[0,1]} W_1(μ^n_s , μ^∗_s)

∫_1 0 ∫ R^m |θ|^2 d(η^n + η^∗)_t(θ) dt

≤C sup_{s∈[0,1]} W_2(μ^n_s , μ^∗_s) → 0, as n → ∞. ■ 4.2. Representation of the gradient of objective functional

In this section, we derive an explicit representation of the linear functional derivative of L according to [7, 11].

Proposition 4.1 (Representation formula for gradients). The linear functional derivative of L defined as (1.2) in the sense of Definition 3.5 is expressed as δL δη [η] (t, θ) = ⟨∇φ^η_t , v_θ⟩_μη_t := ∫ X ×Y ⟨∇_xφ^η_t (x, y), v(x, θ)⟩ dμ^η_t (x, y) , where φ^η is a solution of the transport equation ∂_tφ + ∇_xφ · ∫ R^m vθ dηt(θ) = 0, φt=1 = ℓ, i.e.,

φ_t(x, y) = ℓ(X^η_{1,t}(x), y), and X^η is the flow map in (2.5).

Proof. Following a similar argument to [21, Theorem 4 and Proposition 3], the derivative introduced in (3.3) can be computed as d dε ^L(ε; η, θ) | | |_{ε=0} =

∫_1 0 ⟨∇φ^η_t , v_{θt} ⟩_μη_t dt . This derivative satisfies the conditions 1. to 3. by Assumption 1.3. ■

Thanks to Proposition 4.1, we obtain an a priori estimate for critical points of J. Lemma 4.2 (L^∞ estimate of critical points). Under Assumption 1.5, any critical point η ∈ M satisfies that there exists C > 0 such that supp η_t < C for a.a. t ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. If η^∗ ∈ M is a critical point, |∂J|(η) = ‖ ‖∇θ^{δJ}_{δη} [η] ‖ ‖_{L2(0,1;L2(ηt))} = 0 follows from Lemma 3.11.

Thus, Proposition 4.1 yields λθ + ⟨∇_xφ^η_t , v_θ⟩_μη_t = 0 for t ∈ [0, 1] and θ ∈ supp η_t ⊂ R^m . Furthermore, by Assumption 1.5 and Lemma 5.1, we see that λ|θ| ≤ sup (x,y)∈supp μ^η_t |∇_xφ(x, y)||(∂_θv)(x, θ)| ≤ C|θ|^{(p−1)+} , where p ∈ [0, 2) is the exponent in Assumption 1.5. Therefore, supp η^∗_t is bounded for t ∈ [0, 1]. ■

5. Well-posedness of gradient flow

This section investigates the basic properties of the gradient flow given in Problem 1.1. Note that the second moments W_2(η(τ), δ)^2 of the curve η(•) are uniformly bounded in τ ∈ [0, +∞) because of the second term of (1.3) and the definition of gradient flow in Subsection 2.1. Therefore, the effective domain D(J) of the functional J can be restricted to a bounded set. With this restriction, the following lemma follows in the same way as [40, Lemma 4.3]. Lemma 5.1 (Boundedness of supports). The supports supp μ^η_t of the solution μ^η of (1.4) are uniformly bounded in t ∈ [0, 1] and η ∈ D(J).

5.1. Well-posedness

We establish the well-posedness of Problem 1.1. According to [5, Corollary 2.4.12], we first show λ-convexity of J or L.

Lemma 5.2 (λ-convexity of L along generalized geodesics). There exists a number λ ∈ R such that the functional L defined in (1.2) is λ-convex along generalized geodesics defined in Definition 3.9.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. According to [5, Theorem 2.3.3 and Theorem 4.0.4 (i)], it is sufficient to see that J is proper, lower semicontinuous, coercive and λ-convex along generalized geodesics in the sense of Definition 3.9. The proof of Theorem 1.4 includes the former. The latter is shown in Lemma 5.2. ■

5.2. Boundedness of trajectories

Under Assumptions 1.8 and 1.9, we discuss the uniform boundedness in times t, τ of the support supp η(τ)_t and the Dirichlet energy Dir(η(τ)) of the curve η of maximal slope. First, we discuss the supports.

Proposition 5.3. Let η(•) ∈ AC^2(0, +∞; L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m ))) be the curve of maximal slope for J with |∂J|. Suppose that there exists a bounded set B ⊂ R^m such that supp η(0)_t ⊂ B for almost all t ∈ [0, 1] and Assumption 1.5. Then there exists another bounded set D ⊂ R^m such that supp η(τ)_t ⊂ D for almost all t ∈ [0, 1] and τ ≥ 0.

Proof. From Lemma 3.13 and Proposition 4.1, we see that the curve of maximal slope η satisfies the following continuity equation ∂_τ η(τ) + div(g[η(τ)]η(τ)) = 0, τ ∈ (0. + ∞), in the sense of distributions, where g[η(τ)] (t, θ) := − ( 0, ∇_θ δL δη [η(τ)] (t, θ) + λθ ) ∈ R × R^m , δL δη [η(τ)] (t, θ) = ⟨ ∇_xφ^{η(τ )}_t , v_θ ⟩ μ^{η(τ )}_t . Note that g is a nonlocal vector field. According to [12, Corollary 2.12], the curve η(•) is represented as (5.1) η(τ) = Φ_τ [η_0]_#η_0, for all τ ≥ 0, where Φ_τ [η_0]: [0, 1] × B → [0, 1] × R^m , τ ≥ 0 is the flow map associated to the family of vector fields g, i.e., Φ_τ [η_0] satisfies the following equation

(5.2) Φ_τ [η_0] (t, θ) = (t, θ) + ∫_τ 0 g[η(σ)](Φ_σ[η_0] (t, θ))dσ,

for (t, θ) ∈ [0, 1] × B. Note that the first projection of Φ_τ [η_0] (t, θ) onto [0, 1] is t for (t, θ) ∈ [0, 1] × B. Henceforth, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η(τ)] (t, θ) denotes the projection of Φ_τ [η(τ)] (t, θ) from [0, 1] × R^m onto R^m . Since dΦ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ) dτ = −λΦ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ) − ∇_θ δL δη [η(τ)] (Φ_τ [η_0] (t, θ)), we find that d dτ | |Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ) | |^2 = −2λ | |Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ) | |^2 − 2Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ) · ∇_θ δL δη [η(τ)] (Φ_τ [η_0] (t, θ)),

(5.3)

by the similar calculation to the proof of [58, Lemma 4.5]. The second term on the right-hand side of (5.3) is bounded from above as follows:

Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ) · ∇_θ δL δη [η(τ)] (Φ_τ [η_0] (t, θ)) ≤ | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ) | | sup (x,y)∈B_{X ×Y} | |(∂θv) ( x, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ) )| | ≤ C | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ) | |^{1+(p−1)+} ,

by Assumption 1.5 and Lemma 5.1. Thus, there exist C_1, C_2 and C_3 > 0 independent of t, θ and τ such that d dτ | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ) | |^2 ≤ −C1 | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ) | |^2 + C2,

and therefore, | Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ) | ≤ C_3(|θ| + C) ≤ C_3(diam B + C) from the Young inequality and (5.3). This boundedness and (5.1) imply the desired conclusion. ■

Subsequently, we prove the strong compactness of the trajectory of the gradient flow.

Proposition 5.4. In addition to the same assumptions as in Proposition 5.3, we assume Assumption 1.8. Then there exists a bounded set D ⊂ R^m such that the curve of maximal slope belongs to AC^2(0, 1; P_2(D)). Moreover, the orbit { η(τ) ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) τ ≥ 0 } is compact in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )).

In view of Proposition 2.1, we will derive a uniform estimate for the Dirichlet energy Dir(η(τ)). The proof is postponed to Appendix A.2.

6. Gradient inequality and convergence result

In this section, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1 (Łojasiewicz–Simon gradient inequality for J in (1.3)). For any critical point η ∈ L^∞(0, 1; P_2(R^m )), there exist α ∈ (0, 1/2], C > 0 and r > 0 such that |J(ζ) − J(η)|^{1−α} ≤ C|∂J|(ζ), for all ζ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) with W_2(ζ, η)_L2_{(0,1)} < r.

6.1. Lifting the objective function J

Following the same notation as Subsection 3.1, let ~J be the lifting of J, i.e., define ~J: L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → R_{≥0} by

(6.1) ~J(Θ) := J(Law Θ) = ∫ X ×Y ℓ dμ^{Law Θ}_1 + λ 2 ‖Θ‖^2_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(Ω;R}m_{))},

for Θ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) . Herein, we will prove that the following gradient inequality holds for ~J.

Theorem 6.2 (Łojasiewicz–Simon gradient inequality for ~J). For any critical points Θ ∈

L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )), there exist C^′ > 0, r > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1/2] such that

(6.2) | | ~J(Φ) − ~J(Θ) | |^{1−α} ≤ C_′ ‖ ‖D ~J(Φ) ‖ ‖ L^2(0,1;L^2(Ω;R^m )) , for all Φ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) with ‖Φ − Θ‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(Ω;R}m_{))} < r.

Admitting Theorem 6.2, we can prove Theorem 6.1 using the calculus established in Sec-

tion 3.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let r > 0 be the radius in Theorem 6.2, η ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) be a critical point of J, ζ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) satisfy W_2(ζ, η)_L2_{(0,1)} < r/2. The probability

measures ζ and η can be approximated by simple functions, i.e., there exist two sequences (ζ^n),

(η^n) of simple functions such that ζ^n → ζ and η^n → η in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) as n → ∞. When n ∈

N is sufficiently large, we may assume that W_2(ζ^n, η^n)_L2_{(0,1)} < r. In addition, Brenier’s theorem

ensures that there exist Φ^n, Θ^n ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) such that Law(Φ^n_t , Θ^n_t ) ∈ Γ_o(ζ^n_t , η^n_t ) for

t ∈ [0, 1] and n ∈ N. Specifically, Law Φ_t = ζ^n_t , Law Θ^n_t = η^n_t , and ‖Φ^n − Θ^n‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(Ω;R}m_{))} =

W_2(ζ^n, η^n)_L2_{(0,1)} < r. If Θ^n is a critical point of ~J, then according to Theorem 6.2, | | ~J(Φ_n) − ~J(Θ_n) | |^{1−α} ≤ C ‖ ‖D ~J(Φ_n) ‖ ‖ L^2(0,1;L^2(Ω;R^m)) . If Θ^n is not a critical point, then it follows immediately that | | | ~J(Φ^n) − ~J(Θ^n) | | | ≤ C ‖ ‖ ‖D ~J(Φ^n) ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{L2(0,1;L2(Ω;Rm))} ≤ C ‖ ‖ ‖D ~J(Φ^n) ‖ ‖ ‖^{1/(1−α)} L^2(0,1;L^2(Ω;R^m)) , by the same argument in the proof of [58, Theorem 5.4] using the continuity of ~J and D ~J. It is

clear that | | | ~J(Φ^n) − ~J(Θ^n) | | | = |J(ζ^n) − J(η^n)| by (6.1). Propositions 3.4 and 3.8 and Lemma 3.11

allow us to rewrite the right-hand side of (6.2) as ‖ ‖D ~J(Φ_n) ‖ ‖^2 L^2(0,1;L^2(Ω;R^m)) = ∫_1 0 E [ |∇J[ζ^n] (t, Φ^n_t )|^2 ] dt = min ξ∈{∂J(ζ^n)} ∫_1 0 ∫ R^m |ξ(t, θ)|^2 dζ^n_t (θ) dt = |∂J|^2(ζ^n), which proves the theorem as n → ∞. ■

In the remainder of this section, we prove Theorem 6.2.

Remark 6.3. The space L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) is a linear space, which makes it applicable for

functional analytic arguments below. In contrast, the weak topology of L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) is too weak to obtain compactness that is sufficiently strong to show convergence of the gradient

flow. Thus, the space L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) in Theorem 1.10 is used instead of L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) . 6.2. Fredholmness

Therefore, we prove that the Hessian of the objective J at a critical point is Fredholm.

Proposition 6.4. For each Θ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) , the Hessian Hess ~J(Θ): L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) of ~J at Θ is bounded linear and Fredholm operator.

Proof. By virtue of Atkinson’s theorem in [28, 5.17 Theorem.], it is sufficient to check that

λ Id +π ( Hess ~L(Θ) ) is invertible, where π is the canonical projection onto the Calkin algebra

defined in [28, 5.13 Definition].

First, we compute π ( Hess ~L(Θ) ) , i.e., the non-compact component of Hess ~L(Θ). We can

sufficiently consider the case in which μ_0 is a delta measure δ_{(x,y)} ∈ P_c(X ×Y) at (x, y) ∈ supp μ_0 by [15, Theorem 6.1] and a density argument. According to [40, Lemma 3.9], we rewrite ~L(Θ) = ℓ(X^{Law Θ}

1 (x), y), where X^{Law Θ}_t ∈ R^d , t ∈ [0, 1] is a solution to the following ODE X^{Law Θ}_{t=0} = x, ẊLaw Θ t = E [ v ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t )] for t ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, a similar computation to the proof of [58, Proposition 5.4] yields that, for Φ, Ψ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) , (6.3)

Hess ~L(Θ) = (D_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 )^∗ ( Hess_x ℓ(X^{Law Θ}_1 , y) ) (D_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 ) + ( ∇_xℓ ( X^{Law Θ} 1 , y )) D^2_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 ,

where D_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 : L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → R^d represents the Fréchet derivative and D^2_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 : L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) × L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → R^d represents the second-order Fréchet derivative of X^{Law •}_1 : L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) → R^d . The first term on the right-hand side of (6.3) is Fredholm because Hess_x ℓ(x, θ) is a finitedimensional matrix. In a similar manner to [58, Remark 2.17], the bilinear form D^2_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 [Ψ, Φ] ∈ R^d with Ψ, Φ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) is calculated as

D^2_ΘX^{Law Θ}_1 [Ψ, Φ] =

∫_1 0 E [ M^{Law Θ}(1, t) ( ∂^2v ∂x^2 ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t )[ Y^{Law(Θ,Ψ)} t , Y^{Law(Θ,Φ)} t ]

+ ∂^2v ∂x∂θ ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t )[ Y^{Law(Θ,Ψ)} t , Φ_t ]

+ ∂^2v ∂θ∂x ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t )[ Ψ_t, Y^{Law(Θ,Φ)} t ]

+ ∂^2v ∂θ^2 ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t ) [Ψ_t, Φ_t] )] dt ,

(6.4)

where M^{Law Θ}(t_0, t_1) ∈ R^{d×d} is a matrix fundamental solution between t = t_0 to t = t_1 for the linearized ODE ż_t = E [ (J_xv) ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t )] z_t, Y^{Law(Θ,Φ)} t ∈ R^d , t ∈ [0, 1] is a solution to

another linearized ODE Ẏ^{Law(Θ,Φ)}_t = E [ (J_xv) ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t ) Y^{Law(Θ,Φ)} t +^{∂v}_{∂θ} ( X^{Law Θ} t , Θ_t ) Φ_t ] with Y^{Law(Θ,Φ)} 0 = 0,^{∂2v}_{∂x2} ,^{∂2v}_{∂x∂θ} ,^{∂2v}_{∂θ∂x} and^{∂2v}_{∂θ2} represent the second-order Fréchet derivatives of v: R^d × R^m → R^d at (x, θ) ∈ R^d × R^m . Note that an operator on L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) derived from the fourth term on the right-hand side of (6.4) is bounded by Assumption 1.5. Additionally, the operators derived from the first through the third terms are compact by the same argument as [58, Proposition 2.21].

We finally obtain that, for almost all t ∈ [0, 1],

(6.5) ( π ( Hess ~J(Θ) ) Φ ) t =λΦ_t + ∫ X ×Y d∑ i=1 ( ∇ℓ(X^{Law Θ}_1 (x), y)^⊤M^{Law Θ}(x; 1, t) ) i ∂^2v_i ∂θ^2 ( X^{Law Θ} t (x), Θ_t ) Φ_t dμ_0(x, y) ,

where X^{Law Θ}_t : R^d → R^d , t ∈ [0, 1] represents a flow map associated with the family of the vector fields (E [v(•, Θ_t)])_{t∈[0,1]} and M(x; t_0, t_1) represents the matrix fundamental solution between t = t_0 to t = t_1 for ż_t = E [ (J_xv)(X^{Law Θ}_t (x), Θ_t) ] z_t, x ∈ R^d . By Lemma 5.1 and Gronwall arguments, the quadratic form corresponding to π(Hess ~J(Θ)) can be evaluated as

(6.6) ⟨ Φ, π(Hess ~J(Θ))Φ ⟩ ≥ (λ − CC_2)‖Φ‖^2, where C_2 > 0 is the constant in Assumption 1.8. Therefore, π(Hess ~J(Θ)) is invertible from Assumption 1.8. ■

6.3. Analyticity via Chronological Analysis

Based on the calculus developed in Lemma 2.3, we establish the real analyticity of J around the critical points. Note that any critical points Θ^∗ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) belong to L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) in a similar manner to that in Lemma 4.2.

Proposition 6.5 (Analyticity of ~J). Under Assumption 1.5, the Fréchet derivative D ~J restricted on L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) is real analytic at any critical points Θ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) of ~J.

In the following proof, we use the same notation used in the proof of Proposition 6.4.

Proof. By virtue of [16, Theorem 4.3.2 and Remark 4.3.3], we need to show that N^{th}-order Fréchet derivatives D^N ~L(Θ), N ≫ 1 of ~L at Θ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) is bounded as

(6.7)

‖ ‖D^N ~L(Θ) ‖ ‖_{BN (L∞)} := sup

Φ^i∈L^∞(0,1;L^∞(Ω;R^m )) with ‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))}=1, i=1,...,N

‖ ‖D^N ~L(Θ) [ Φ^1, . . . , Φ^N ]‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))}

≤C N! R^N , for some constants C, R > 0. We present the proof only for the case μ_0 = δ_{(x,y)}, (x, y) ∈ X × Y for simplicity of notation. First, we consider the Gâteaux derivative d^N dε^N ~L(Θ + εΦ) | | |_{ε=0} = d^N dε^N ℓ(X^{Law(Θ+εΦ)} 1 , y) | | |_{ε=0} with Φ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )). For simplicity, we omit the symbol y ∈ Y and write V_{Θt} instead of E [v(•, Θ_t)]. By Lemma 2.3 and analyticity of ℓ and V_{Θt} (t ∈ [0, 1]) in Assumption 1.5, there exists a sequence (t_i)^{k+1}_{i=0} ⊂ [0, 1] with 0 = t_{k+1} < t_k < · · · < t_1 < t_0 = 1 such that ℓ ( X^{Law Θ}

1 (x) ) = ( −→exp (∫_{t0} t_1 V_τ dτ ) ⊙ · · · ⊙ −→exp (∫_{tk+1} t_k V_τ dτ ) ⊙ ℓ ) (x)

=ℓ(x) + k+1∑ n=1 ∑ i_j ∈{0,...,k}, j=1,...,n s.t. i_1<···<i_n

∞∑ k_{i1} =1 . . . ∞∑ k_{in} =1 ∫ · · · ∫ Δ^{kin} (t_{in} ,t_{in+1}) · · · ∫ · · · ∫ Δ^{ki}1 (t_{i1} ,t_{i1+1})

( V_{Θsink} in ⊙ · · · ⊙ V_{Θsi11} ⊙ ℓ ) (x) ds^{i1}_1 . . . ds^{i1}_{ki1} . . . ds^{in}_1 . . . ds^{in}_{kin} , (6.8)

where Δ^k(t, s) := { (s_1, . . . , s_k) ∈ R^k s ≤ s_k ≤ . . . ≤ s_1 ≤ t } , k ≥ 1. Note that if necessary, (t_i)_i can be rearranged such that the same expansion as in (6.8) can be performed for ℓ(X^{Law(Θ+εΦ)}_1 ) if ε ≪ 1.

Applying the Leibniz rule to (6.8), we can compute the Gâteaux derivative as follows: (6.9)

d^N dε^N ℓ(X^{Law(Θ+εΦ)} 1 , y) | | | ε=0 = k+1∑ n=1 ∑ i_j ∈{0,...,k}, j=1,...,n s.t. i_1<···<i_n

∞∑ k_{i1} =1 . . . ∞∑ k_{in} =1 ∑ β∈Z ∑n j=1 kij ≥0 with |β|=N ∫ · · · ∫ Δ^{kin} (t_{in} ,t_{in+1}) . . . ∫ · · · ∫ Δ^{ki}1 (t_{i1} ,t_{i1+1}) ∂^{βinki}n V ∂Θ^{βinki}n (Θ_sin_{kin})[Φ_sin_{kin} ]^{βinki}n ⊙ · · · ⊙ ∂^{βi11} V ∂Θ^{βi1}1 (Θ_si_{11} )[Φ_si_{11} ]^{βi11} ⊙ ℓ(x) =:I ds^{i1}_1 . . . ds^{in}_{kin} ,

where β = ( β^{in}_{kin} , β^{in}_{kin −1}, . . . , β^{in}_1 , β^{in−1}_{kin−1} , . . . , β^{i1}_1 ) ∈ Z ∑_n j=1 k_{ij} ≥0 is a multi-index, |β| := ∑_n j=1 ∑k_{ij} l=1 β^{ij}_l , and ∂^βV ∂Θ^β (Θ)[Φ]^β :=

E [v(•, Θ)] (if β = 0)

E ∂^β v ∂θ^β (•, Θ)[Φ, . . . , Φ |β| times ] (otherwise)

: R^d → R^d ,

for Θ, Φ ∈ L^∞(Ω; R^m ) and β ∈ Z_{≥0}. Here,^{∂β v}_{∂θβ} (x, θ): (R^m )^β → R^d represents the β^{th}-order Fréchet derivative of v(x, •): R^m → R^m at (x, θ) ∈ R^d × R^m . Using Assumption 1.5, the Gâteaux derivative (6.9) yields the N^{th}-order Fréchet derivative of ~L at Θ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )), and the integrand on the right-hand side of (6.9) is bounded from above with |I| ≤ N! C^{N+} ∑_n j=1 k_{ij} ‖Φ‖N L^∞(0,1;L^∞(0,1;R^m )).

Thus, the left-hand side of (6.7) is evaluated as follows: ‖ ‖D^N ~L(Θ) ‖ ‖_{BN (L∞)} ≤N! C^N k+1∑ n=1 ∑ i_j ∈{0,...,k}, j=1,...,n s.t. i_1<···<i_n

∞∑ k_{i1} =1 . . . ∞∑ k_{in} =1 ∑ β∈Z ∑n j=1 kij ≥0 with |β|=N C ∑_n j=1 k_{ij} n∏ j=1 1 k_{ij} !

≤N! C^N k+1∑ n=1 ∑ i_j ∈{0,...,k}, j=1,...,n s.t. i_1<···<i_n

∞∑ K=1 ( N + K − 1 K ) C^K K! ∑ k∈Z^n_{>0} with |k|=K

( K k_{i1} , . . . , k_{in} )

≤N! C^N k+1∑ n=1 ( k + 1 n )_∞∑ K=1 ( N + K − 1 K ) (nC)^K K! ≤N! C^N 2^{k+1} ∞∑ K=1 ( N + K − 1 K ) ((k + 1)C)^K K! =N! C^N 2^{k+1} ∞∑ K=1 (N)_K (1)_K

((k + 1)C)^K K! =N! C^N 2^{k+1}M(N, 1, (k + 1)C)

=N! C^N 2^{k+1}e^{(k+1)C} L_{N−1}(−(k + 1)C)

=N! C^N 2^{k+1}e^{(k+1)C} N−1∑ j=0 ( N − 1 j ) ((k + 1)C)^j j! ≤N! C^N 2^{k+1}e^{(k+1)C} (1 + (k + 1)C)^{N−1},

where k = (k_{i1} , . . . , k_{in} ), (N)_K := N(N + 1) · · · (N + K − 1) represents a rising factorial, M(N, 1, (k + 1)C) represents a confluent hypergeometric function, and L_{N−1}(−(k + 1)C) represents the Laguerre polynomial of degree N −1. Here, we employed the multinomial (and binomial) theorem and the relation M(N, 1, x) = L_{−N} (x) = e^xL_{N−1}(−x) = e^x ∑_{N−1} k=0 (_{N−1} k )_{(−1)}k k! (−x)^k for x ∈ R in [1]. ■

6.4. Gradient inequality for the lifted functional ~J

In this section, the Łojasiewicz–Simon gradient inequality is proved according to [4, 32, 59]

Proof of Theorem 6.2. Based on the explicit expression of the Hessian in (6.3) and Assumption 1.5, we find ~J is twice Fréchet differentiable and L_Θ := Hess ~J(Θ) is uniformly bounded with respect to Θ. In addition, the kernel Ker L_Θ := { Ψ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) L_ΘΨ = 0 } is finitedimensional by Assumption 1.8 and Proposition 6.4, and there exists an orthogonal projection P from L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) onto Ker L_Θ.

Claim 6.6. L_Θ + P : L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) is bounded linear and bijective.

Proof of Claim 6.6. It is clear that L_Θ + P is bounded linear. According to the proof in Proposition 6.4 and the definition of the projection π onto the Calkin algebra, π(L_Θ) is invertible and (1 − π)L_Θ := L_Θ − π(L_Θ) is compact. Thus, by virtue of the Fredholm alternative, it suffices to show that Ker ( Id +(π(L_Θ))^{−1}((1 − π)L_Θ + P ) ) = {0}, i.e., if Φ ∈ L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) satisfies L_ΘΦ + P Φ = 0, then Φ = 0, which can be proved similar to the proof of [4, Claim 6.1]. ■

Claim 6.7. Under Assumption 1.8, L_Θ + P : L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) → L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) is bounded linear and bijective.

Proof of Claim 6.7. For Φ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )), we have

‖L_ΘΦ + P Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))} ≤‖L_ΘΦ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))} + ‖P Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))} ≤C‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))} + ‖P Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))},

because M^{Law Θ}(1, t) and X^{Law Θ}_t in (6.4) are uniformly bounded in t ∈ [0, 1]. Because Ker L_Θ is finite-dimensional, all norms on the finite-dimensional subspace are equivalent. Therefore,

(6.10)

‖P Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))} ≤C‖P Φ‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(Ω;R}m_{))} ≤C‖Φ‖_L2_{(0,1;L}2_{(Ω;R}m_{))} ≤C‖Φ‖_L∞_{(0,1;L}∞_{(Ω;R}m_{))}. Since the injectivity is already shown in Claim 6.6, we prove that L_Θ +P : L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) → L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) is surjective. We can decompose an arbitrary Ξ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )) into Ξ = Ξ^0+Ξ^⊥ such that Ξ^0 ∈ Ker L_Θ and Ξ^⊥ ∈ (Ker L_Θ)^⊥ := { Ξ^⊥ ∈ L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )) ⟨ Ξ^⊥, Ψ ⟩ = 0 for any Ψ ∈ Ker L_Θ } . Similar to (6.10), we can see that Ξ^0 ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )), then Ξ^⊥ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )).

From Claim 6.6 and [4, Appendix §B.5], there exists Ψ^⊥ ∈ (Ker L_Θ)^⊥ such that L_ΘΨ^⊥ = Ξ^⊥. With the explicit representation for π(L_Θ) given by (6.5), we can evaluate ‖ ‖Ψ^⊥ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm))} as follows: λ ‖ ‖Ψ_⊥ ‖ ‖ L^∞(0,1;L^∞(Ω;R^m)) ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖LΘΨ^⊥ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))} + ‖ ‖ ‖(1 − π)LΘΨ^⊥ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))} + ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y d∑ i=1 ( ∇ℓ(X^{Law Θ}_1 (x), y)^⊤M^{Law Θ}(x; 1, •) ) i ∂^2v_i ∂θ^2 ( X^{Law Θ} • (x), Θ_• ) Φ_• dμ_0(x, y) ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))} ≤ ‖ ‖Ξ^⊥ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))} + ‖ ‖(1 − π)LΘΨ^⊥ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm))} + CC2 ‖ ‖Ψ^⊥ ‖ ‖_{L∞(0,1;L∞(Ω;Rm ))}, thus obtaining

(6.11) ‖ ‖Ψ_⊥ ‖ ‖ L^∞(0,1;L^∞(Ω;R^m )) ≤ C (‖ ‖Ξ_⊥ ‖ ‖ L^∞(0,1;L^∞(Ω;R^m )) + ‖ ‖(1 − π)L_ΘΨ_⊥ ‖ ‖ L^∞(0,1;L^∞(Ω;R^m)) ) , by virtue of Assumption 1.8. Then, Ψ^⊥ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )). Even if Ψ ∈ L^2(0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m )), the second term on the right-hand side of (6.11) is bounded by the Gronwall arguments. Therefore, setting Φ := Ξ^0 + Ψ^⊥ ∈ L^∞(0, 1; L^∞(Ω; R^m )), we obtain

(L_Θ + P )Φ =(L_Θ + P )Ξ^0 + (L_Θ + P )Ψ^⊥

=P Ξ^0 + L_ΘΨ^⊥

=Ξ^0 + Ξ^⊥ = Ξ. ■ Because of Claims 6.6 and 6.7 and boundedness of Hess ~J: L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) ) → B ( L^2 ( 0, 1; L^2(Ω; R^m ) )) , the proof is completed following the same arguments as [4, 32, 59]. ■

6.5. Global convergence result

Based on the inequality in Theorem 6.1 and a general theory provided in [37, Theorem 3.24], we establish the convergence result stated in Theorem 1.10.

Proof of Theorem 1.10. By virtue of Theorem 6.1, it is sufficient to check the assumption of [37, Theorem 3.24] that the ω-limit set

ω(η) := { η^∗ ∈ L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )) there exists a subsequence (τ_n)^∞_{n=1} ⊂ [0, +∞) with τ_n → ∞ such that η(τ_n) → η^∗ strongly in L^2(0, 1; P_2(R^m )). }

is nonempty, which is assured by Proposition 5.4. ■

Corollary 6.8 (Convergence rate by [37, Theorem 3.27]). Let η be a curve of maximal slope that converges to η^∗ in Theorem 1.10, C and α be the constants in Theorem 6.1. Then there exists another constant C^′ > 0 such that J(η(τ)) − J(η^∗) ≤ C^′ { τ^{−(1−2α)−1} (α ∈ (0, 1/2)) exp ( − τ 2C^2 ) (α = 1/2) , W_2(η(τ), η^∗)_L2_{(0,1)} ≤ C α (J(η(τ)) − J(η^∗))^α.

7. Concluding Remarks

We described the existence and convergence results for a continuous model of DL. We impose Assumptions 1.3, 1.5, 1.8, and 1.9 to derive these results. For future studies, we mention the necessity of these assumptions.

Remark 7.1 (For Assumptions 1.3 and 1.5). By virtue of the narrow topology, we show the existence of a minimizer under the weaker assumption (Assumption 1.3) than [40, Assumption 1.4]. However, the scenario when p = 2 in Assumption 1.3 remains unsolved. In addition, the existence of a minimizer in a similar problem in [68, Theorems 2 and 3] is not obvious. It would be considerably intriguing to devise an example where a minimizer does not exist.

Furthermore, relaxing the real analyticity in Assumption 1.5 would be advantageous to ensure convergence in cases such as ReLU.

Remark 7.2 (For Assumption 1.8). This assumption implies the necessity to controllmanage the “curvature” of NN v. Several studies in the field of Machine Learning, including [34, 52, 62, 65, 66], emphasize the importance of curvature. In our future studies, we would like to explore the relation between the curvature and training data μ_0.

Remark 7.3 (For Assumption 1.9). Regularity assumptions such as Assumption 1.9 are used in previous study [58, Theorem 4.6] and time-dependent Stokes equations; see [61, Proposition 1.2]. Refining these assumptions could pave the way for developing initialization algorithms that would increase the rate of the convergence.for NNs.

Acknowledgement

The author N.I. would like to thank Goro Akagi for the proof of the gradient inequality, Ayoub Hafid for Atkinson’s theorem, and Norikazu Saito for his patience in teaching me how to write the paper.

Conflict of Interest

This work does not have any conflict of interest.

References

[1] M. Abramowitz and I. A. Stegun. “Handbook of Mathematical Functions with Formulas, Graphs, and Mathematical Tables.” For sale by the Superintendent of Documents. U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.„ 1964, pp. xiv+1046 (cit. on p. 21).

[2] A. Agračev and R. V. Gamkrelidze. “The Exponential Representation of Flows and the Chronological Calculus.” Mathematics of the USSR-Sbornik 35.6 1979, p. 727 (cit. on p. 8).

[3] A. Agračev, D. Barilari, and U. Boscain. “A Comprehensive Introduction to Sub-Riemannian Geometry.” Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2019 (cit. on p. 8).

[4] G. Akagi, G. Schimperna, and A. Segatti. “Convergence of Solutions for the Fractional Cahn–Hilliard System.” Journal of Functional Analysis 276.9 2019, pp. 2663–2715 (cit. on pp. 2, 5, 21, 22).

[5] L. Ambrosio, N. Gigli, and G. Savaré. “Gradient Flows in Metric Spaces and in the Space of Probability Measures.” 2nd ed. Lectures in Mathematics ETH Zürich. Basel: Birkhäuser Verlag, 2008 (cit. on pp. 5–9, 11–13, 15).

[6] F. Bach and L. Chizat. “Gradient Descent on Infinitely Wide Neural Networks: Global Convergence and Generalization.” 2021. arXiv: 2110.08084 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 4).

[7] G. Baravdish, G. Eilertsen, R. Jaroudi, B. T. Johansson, L. Malý, and J. Unger. “Learning via Nonlinear Conjugate Gradients and Depth-Varying Neural ODEs.” 2022. arXiv: 2202.05766v1 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 14).

[8] R. Barboni, G. Peyré, and F.-X. Vialard. “On Global Convergence of ResNets: From Finite to Infinite Width Using Linear Parameterization.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by A. H. Oh, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, and K. Cho. 2022 (cit. on pp. 2, 4).

[9] J.-D. Benamou and Y. Brenier. “A Computational Fluid Mechanics Solution to the Monge- Kantorovich Mass Transfer Problem.” Numerische Mathematik 84.3 2000, pp. 375–393 (cit. on p. 13).

[10] A. Blanchet and J. Bolte. “A Family of Functional Inequalities: Łojasiewicz Inequalities and Displacement Convex Functions.” English. J. Funct. Anal. 275.7 2018, pp. 1650–1673 (cit. on p. 5).

[11] B. Bonnet, C. Cipriani, M. Fornasier, and H. Huang. “A Measure Theoretical Approach to the Mean-Field Maximum Principle for Training NeurODEs.” Nonlinear Analysis 227 2023, p. 113161 (cit. on pp. 2, 4, 14).

[12] B. Bonnet and H. Frankowska. “Necessary Optimality Conditions for Optimal Control Problems in Wasserstein Spaces.” Applied Mathematics & Optimization 84.2 2021, pp. 1281– 1330 (cit. on p. 15).

[13] B. Bonnet and F. Rossi. “Intrinsic Lipschitz Regularity of Mean-Field Optimal Controls.”

SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization 59.3 2021, pp. 2011–2046. eprint: https://doi.org/10.1137/20M1321474 (cit. on p. 12).

[14] A. Bressan and B. Piccoli. “Introduction to the Mathematical Theory of Control.” American Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 2007 (cit. on p. 7).

[15] H. Brezis. “Functional Analysis, Sobolev Spaces and Partial Differential Equations.” New York, NY: Springer New York, 2011 (cit. on p. 18).

[16] B. Buffoni and J. Toland. “Analytic Theory of Global Bifurcation.” Princeton University Press, 2003 (cit. on p. 19).

[17] J. A. Cañizo, J. A. Carrillo, and J. Rosado. “A Well-Posedness Theory in Measures for Some Kinetic Models of Collective Motion.” Mathematical Models and Methods in Applied Sciences 21.03 2011, pp. 515–539. eprint: https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218202511005131 (cit. on p. 29).

[18] P. Cardaliaguet, M. Cirant, and A. Porretta. “Splitting Methods and Short Time Existence for the Master Equations in Mean Field Games.” Journal of the European Mathematical Society 2022 (cit. on p. 11).

[19] R. Carmona and F. Delarue. “Spaces of Measures and Related Differential Calculus.” Probabilistic Theory of Mean Field Games with Applications I: Mean Field FBSDEs, Control, and Games. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018, pp. 349–512 (cit. on pp. 5, 8, 9, 11).

[20] R. T. Q. Chen, Y. Rubanova, J. Bettencourt, and D. K. Duvenaud. “Neural Ordinary Differential Equations.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett. 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018, pp. 6572–6583 (cit. on p. 4).

[21] R. Chertovskih, N. Pogodaev, and M. Staritsyn. “Optimal Control of Nonlocal Continuity Equations: Numerical Solution.” 2023. arXiv: 2212.06608v2 [math.OC] (cit. on p. 14).

[22] R. Chill. “On the Łojasiewicz–Simon Gradient Inequality.” Journal of Functional Analysis 201.2 2003, pp. 572–601 (cit. on p. 5).

[23] R. Chill, E. Fasangova, and U. Fakulta. “Gradient Systems.” 13th International Internet Seminar 2010 (cit. on p. 5).

[24] L. Chizat. “Sparse Optimization on Measures with over-Parameterized Gradient Descent.”

Mathematical Programming 194.1 2022, pp. 487–532 (cit. on pp. 2, 4).

[25] L. Chizat and F. Bach. “On the Global Convergence of Gradient Descent for over-Parameterized Models Using Optimal Transport.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett. 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018 (cit. on pp. 4, 28).

[26] Z. Ding, S. Chen, Q. Li, and S. Wright. “On the Global Convergence of Gradient Descent for Multi-Layer ResNets in the Mean-Field Regime.” 2021. arXiv: 2110.02926v2 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 4).

[27] Z. Ding, S. Chen, Q. Li, and S. J. Wright. “Overparameterization of Deep ResNet: Zero Loss and Mean-Field Analysis.” Journal of Machine Learning Research 23.48 2022, pp. 1– 65 (cit. on pp. 3, 4).

[28] R. G. Douglas. “Compact Operators, Fredholm Operators, and Index Theory.” Banach Algebra Techniques in Operator Theory. New York, NY: Springer New York, 1998, pp. 108– 132 (cit. on p. 18).

[29] W. E, C. Ma, and L. Wu. “Machine Learning from a Continuous Viewpoint, I.” Science China Mathematics 63.11 2020, pp. 2233–2266 (cit. on p. 4).

[30] W. E, C. Ma, and L. Wu. “The Barron Space and the Flow-Induced Function Spaces for Neural Network Models.” Constructive Approximation 55.1 2022, pp. 369–406 (cit. on p. 4).

[31] S. Elfwing, E. Uchibe, and K. Doya. “Sigmoid-Weighted Linear Units for Neural Network Function Approximation in Reinforcement Learning.” Neural Networks 107 2018. Special issue on deep reinforcement learning, pp. 3–11 (cit. on p. 3).

[32] E. Feireisl and F. Simondon. “Convergence for Semilinear Degenerate Parabolic Equations in Several Space Dimensions.” Journal of Dynamics and Differential Equations 12.3 2000, pp. 647–673 (cit. on pp. 2, 5, 21, 22).

[33] X. Fernández-Real and A. Figalli. “The Continuous Formulation of Shallow Neural Networks as Wasserstein-Type Gradient Flows.” Analysis at Large: Dedicated to the Life and Work of Jean Bourgain. Ed. by A. Avila, M. T. Rassias, and Y. Sinai. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2022, pp. 29–57 (cit. on p. 4).

[34] X. Glorot, A. Bordes, and Y. Bengio. “Deep Sparse Rectifier Neural Networks.” Proceedings of the Fourteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. Ed. by G. Gordon, D. Dunson, and M. Dudík. 15. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. Fort Lauderdale, FL, USA: PMLR, 2011, pp. 315–323 (cit. on p. 23).

[35] E. Haber and L. Ruthotto. “Stable Architectures for Deep Neural Networks.” Inverse Problems 34.1 2017, p. 014004 (cit. on p. 4).

[36] A. Haraux and M. A. Jendoubi. “The Łojasiewicz Gradient Inequality in the Infinite- Dimensional Hilbert Space Framework.” Journal of Functional Analysis 260.9 2011, pp. 2826– 2842 (cit. on p. 5).

[37] D. Hauer and J. M. Mazón. “Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz–Simon Inequality for Gradient Flows in Metric Spaces.” English. Trans. Am. Math. Soc. 372.7 2019, pp. 4917–4976 (cit. on pp. 1, 5, 6, 22).

[38] K. He and J. Sun. “Convolutional Neural Networks at Constrained Time Cost.” Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). 2015 (cit. on p. 4).

[39] D. Hendrycks and K. Gimpel. “Gaussian Error Linear Units (GELUs).” 2023. arXiv: 1606.08415v5 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 3).

[40] N. Isobe and M. Okumura. “Variational Formulations of ODE-Net as a Mean-Field Optimal Control Problem and Existence Results.” 2023. arXiv: 2303.05924v3 [math.AP] (cit. on pp. 3, 4, 7, 13, 14, 18, 23).

[41] J.-F. Jabir, D. Šiška, and Ł. Szpruch. “Mean-Field Neural ODEs via Relaxed Optimal Control.” 2021. arXiv: 1912.05475v3 [math.PR] (cit. on pp. 2, 4).

[42] A. Jentzen and A. Riekert. “Convergence Analysis for Gradient Flows in the Training of Artificial Neural Networks with Relu Activation.” Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 517.2 2023, p. 126601 (cit. on p. 4).

[43] H. Lavenant. “Harmonic Mappings Valued in the Wasserstein Space.” Journal of Functional Analysis 277.3 2019, pp. 688–785 (cit. on pp. 6, 30).

[44] S. Lisini. “Characterization of Absolutely Continuous Curves in Wasserstein Spaces.” Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations 28.1 2007, pp. 85–120 (cit. on p. 6).

[45] S. Łojasiewicz. “Sur Les Ensembles Semi-Analytiques.” Actes du Congrès International des Mathématiciens (Nice, 1970), Tome 2, , 1971, pp. 237–241 (cit. on pp. 2, 5).

[46] S. Łojasiewicz and M.-A. Zurro. “On the Gradient Inequality.” Bull. Polish Acad. Sci.

Math. 47.2 1999, pp. 143–145 (cit. on pp. 2, 5).

[47] Y. Lu, C. Ma, Y. Lu, J. Lu, and L. Ying. “A Mean Field Analysis of Deep ResNet and Beyond: Towards Provably Optimization via Overparameterization from Depth.” Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by H. D. III and A. Singh. 119. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 6426–6436 (cit. on p. 4).

[48] P. Marion, Y.-H. Wu, M. E. Sander, and G. Biau. “Implicit Regularization of Deep Residual Networks Towards Neural ODEs.” 2023. arXiv: 2309.01213 [stat.ML] (cit. on p. 2).

[49] S. Mei, T. Misiakiewicz, and A. Montanari. “Mean-Field Theory of Two-Layers Neural Networks: Dimension-Free Bounds and Kernel Limit.” Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Conference on Learning Theory. Ed. by A. Beygelzimer and D. Hsu. 99. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2019, pp. 2388–2464 (cit. on p. 4).

[50] D. Misra. “Mish: A Self Regularized Non-Monotonic Activation Function.” 31st British Machine Vision Conference 2020, BMVC 2020, Virtual Event, UK, September 7-10, 2020. BMVA Press, 2020 (cit. on p. 3).

[51] T. Miyato, T. Kataoka, M. Koyama, and Y. Yoshida. “Spectral Normalization for Generative Adversarial Networks.” International Conference on Learning Representations. 2018 (cit. on p. 3).

[52] V. Nair and G. E. Hinton. “Rectified Linear Units Improve Restricted Boltzmann Machines.” Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning. ICML’10. Haifa, Israel: Omnipress, 2010, pp. 807–814 (cit. on pp. 3, 23).

[53] A. Nitanda, D. Wu, and T. Suzuki. “Particle Dual Averaging: Optimization of Mean Field Neural Network with Global Convergence Rate Analysis*.” Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2022.11 2022, p. 114010 (cit. on p. 4).

[54] L. Noci, C. Li, M. B. Li, B. He, T. Hofmann, C. Maddison, and D. M. Roy. “The Shaped Transformer: Attention Models in the Infinite Depth-and-Width Limit.” 2023. arXiv: 2306.17759v1 [stat.ML] (cit. on p. 4).

[55] S. Oh, S. Pal, R. Somani, and R. Tripathi. “Gradient Flows on Graphons: Existence, Convergence, Continuity Equations.” 2023. arXiv: 2111.09459v3 [math.PR] (cit. on p. 4).

[56] P. Ramachandran, B. Zoph, and Q. V. Le. “Searching for Activation Functions.” 2017.

arXiv: 1710.05941v2 [cs.NE] (cit. on p. 3).

[57] F. Rupp. “On the Łojasiewicz–Simon Gradient Inequality on Submanifolds.” Journal of Functional Analysis 279.8 2020, p. 108708 (cit. on p. 5).

[58] A. Scagliotti. “A Gradient Flow Equation for Optimal Control Problems with End-Point Cost.” Journal of Dynamical and Control Systems 29.2 2023, pp. 521–568 (cit. on pp. 2, 4, 16–18, 23).

[59] L. Simon. “Asymptotics for a Class of Nonlinear Evolution Equations, with Applications to Geometric Problems.” Ann. of Math. (2) 118.3 1983, pp. 525–571 (cit. on pp. 2, 5, 21, 22).

[60] S. Sonoda and N. Murata. “Double Continuum Limit of Deep Neural Networks.” ICML Workshop Principled Approaches to Deep Learning. 1740. 2017 (cit. on p. 4).

[61] R. Temam. “Navier-stokes Equations. Theory and Numerical Analysis. Repr. with Corr.”

English. Repr. with corr. Providence, RI: AMS, American Mathematical Society, 2001 (cit. on p. 23).

[62] Y. Tsuzuku, I. Sato, and M. Sugiyama. “Normalized Flat Minima: Exploring Scale Invariant Definition of Flat Minima for Neural Networks Using PAC-Bayesian Analysis.” Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by H. D. III and A. Singh. 119. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 9636–9647 (cit. on p. 23).

[63] C. Villani. “Optimal Transport: Old and New.” A Series of Comprehensive Studies in Mathematics. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2009 (cit. on p. 11).

[64] C. Villani. “Topics in Optimal Transportation (Graduate Studies in Mathematics).” American Mathematical Society, 2003 (cit. on p. 7).

[65] H. Wang, N. S. Keskar, C. Xiong, and R. Socher. “Assessing Local Generalization Capability in Deep Models.” Proceedings of the Twenty Third International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. Ed. by S. Chiappa and R. Calandra. 108. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 2077–2087 (cit. on p. 23).

[66] Y. Wu, X. Zhu, C. Wu, A. Wang, and R. Ge. “Dissecting Hessian: Understanding Common Structure of Hessian in Neural Networks.” 2022. arXiv: 2010.04261v6 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 23).

[67] A. Yagi. “Łojasiewicz–Simon Gradient Inequality.” Abstract Parabolic Evolution Equations and Łojasiewicz–Simon Inequality I: Abstract Theory. Singapore: Springer Singapore, 2021, pp. 43–55 (cit. on p. 5).

[68] M.-C. Yue, D. Kuhn, and W. Wiesemann. “On Linear Optimization over Wasserstein Balls.”

Mathematical Programming 195.1 2022, pp. 1107–1122 (cit. on p. 23).

[69] R. Zhang, S. Frei, and P. L. Bartlett. “Trained Transformers Learn Linear Models in- Context.” 2023. arXiv: 2306.09927v1 [stat.ML] (cit. on p. 4).

Appendix A. Technical proofs

A.1. λ-conveixty of J

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We prove that [0, 1] ∋ τ → L ( η^{1→2}(τ) ) is differentiable and Lipschitz continuous (as in [25, Lemma B.2]). Proposition 4.1 yields the differentiability, and the derivative is explicitly computed as follows: d dτ L ( η^{1→2}(τ) ) = ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} ⟨ ∇φ^{η1→2 (τ )} t , (∂_θv)_{(1−τ )θ}1_{+τ θ}2 ( θ^2 − θ^1 )⟩ μ^{η1→2(τ )} t dη_t(θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) dt =: h(τ),

based on Definition 3.7, where (∂_θv)_θ: R^d → R^{d×m} represents the Jacobian matrix of v at θ ∈ R^m with respect to the second variable. Therefore, we need to prove that there exists a generic constant C > 0 such that | |h(τ^2) − h(τ^1) | | ≤ ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} (|I| + |II| + |III|) dη_t dt ≤ CW^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)} | |τ^2 − τ^1 | |, for τ^1, τ^2 ∈ [0, 1], where

I := ⟨ ∇ ( φ^{η(τ 2 )}_t − φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t ) , (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 2_) ( θ^2 − θ^1 )⟩ μ^{η(τ 2)} t , (A.1)

II := ⟨ ∇φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t , ( (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 2_) − (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 1_) )( θ^2 − θ^1 )⟩ μ^{η(τ 2)} t , (A.2)

III := ⟨ ∇φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t , (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 1_) ( θ^2 − θ^1 )⟩ μ^{η(τ 2)} t −μ^{η(τ 1)}_t , (A.3)

and for simplicity we write η(τ^i) := η^{1→2}(τ^i) and θ(τ^i) := (1−τ^i)θ^1 +τ^iθ^2 for i = 1, 2. Hereafter, we evaluate the Lipschitz continuity in three parts. From Lemma 5.1, there exists a ball B_{X ×Y} which includes supports of μ^{η(τ 1)}_t for each t ∈ [0, 1] and i = 1, 2. Thus, for I of (A.1), we obtain ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} |I| dη_t dt ≤ sup_{s∈[0,1],} (x,y)∈B_{X ×Y} | |∇ ( φ^{η(τ 2 )}_s − φ^{η(τ 1 )}_s ) (x, y) | | ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} | (∂_θv)(x, θ(τ^2)) | ≤C(|θ^1|+|θ^2|) by Assumption 1.5 | θ^2 − θ^1 | dη_t(θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) dt

≤CW^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)} sup_{s∈[0,1],} (x,y)∈B_{X ×Y} | |∇(φη(τ^2 )_t − φη(τ^1 )_t )(x, y) | |.

The difference φ^{η(τ 2 )}_t − φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t is computed as ( φ^{η(τ 2 )}_t − φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t ) (x, y) =ℓ(X^{η(τ 2 )}_1 (x, t), y) − ℓ(X^{η(τ 1 )}_1 (x, t), y) = ∫_1 0 ∇_xℓ (( (1 − s)X^η (τ^2) 1 + sX^η (τ^1) 1 ) (x, t), y ) · ( X^{η(τ 2 )}_1 − X^{η(τ 1 )}_1 ) (x, t) ds

=(τ^2 − τ^1)

∫_1 0 ∫_1 0 ∇_xℓ (( (1 − s)X^η(^{τ 2})_1 + sX^η(^{τ 1})_1 ) (x, t), y ) · d dτ X^{η(τ )}_1 (x, t) | | |_{τ =(1−u)τ 1 +uτ 2} du ds, using the fundamental theorem of calculus. Similar to Lemma 2.2, the derivative^d_{dτ} X^{η(τ )}_1 is calculated as follows: d dτ X^{η(τ )}_1 (x, t) =

∫_1 t ∫ R^{3m} M^{η(τ )}(1, s)(∂_θ v)(X_s(x, t), (1 − τ)θ^1 + τθ^2)(θ^2 − θ^1) dη(θ^0, θ^1, θ^2) ds ,

where M^{η(τ )} is a fundamental matrix of a linearized ODE ż_t = ∫ R^m (Jxv)(Xt(x), θ)zt dη(τ)t(θ) and uniformly bounded in (x, y) ∈ supp μ^{η(τ 2)}_t by the Gronwall argument. From the continuity of Hess ℓ and ∂_x∂_θv, we get | |∇ ( φ^{η(τ 2 )}_t − φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t ) (x, y) | | ≤ C | |τ^2 − τ^1 | | for each (x, y) ∈ supp μ^{η(τ 2 )}_t .

Subsequently, we evaluate |II| of (A.2). Using Lemma 5.1, we obtain ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} |II| dη_t dt ≤ ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} | | | ⟨ ∇φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t , ( (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 2_) − (∂_θv)_{θ(τ} 1_) )( θ^2 − θ^1 )⟩ μ^{η(τ 2)} t | | | dηt dt ≤ | |τ^2 − τ^1 | | ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} ∫ X ×Y | |∇φ^{η(τ 1 )}_t (x, y) | | ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖(∂^2_θ v)(x, (1 − s)θ(τ^1) + sθ(τ^2)) ‖ ‖_{Frob} ds

≤C_2 by Assumption 1.5 | θ^2 − θ^1 |_2 dμ^{η(τ 2 )}_t dη_t dt ≤C | τ^2 − τ^1 | sup s∈[0,1], (x,y)∈B_{X ×Y} | |∇φ^{η(τ 1 )}_s | | ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} | θ^2 − θ^1 |_2 dη_t dt

≤CW^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)} | |τ^2 − τ^1 | |, where (∂^2_θ v)(θ): R^d × R^m → R^{d×m×m} is the second-order differential tensor at θ ∈ R^m .

Finally, we bound (A.3) using Kantrovich–Rubinstein duality in (2.4) as follows: ∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} |III| dη_t dt

≤ sup_{s∈[0,1]} W_1(μ^{η(τ 2 )}_t , μ^{η(τ 1 )}_t ) sup_{(x,y)∈B}

∫_1 0 ∫ R^{3m} | | |∇^x (( ∇_xφ^{η(τ 1 )}_t (x, y) )_⊤ (∂_θv)(x, θ(τ^1))(θ^2 − θ^1) )| | | dηt dt ≤CW^2_η (η^1, η^2)_L2_{(0,1)} sup_{s∈[0,1]} W_1(μ^{η(τ 2 )}_s , μ^{η(τ 1 )}_s ) sup_{t∈[0,1],} (x,y)∈B_{X ×Y} ‖ ‖Hess_x φη(τ^1 )_t (x, y) ‖ ‖.

Here, we use Assumption 1.5 in the last inequality. The Hessian is bounded from above using Assumption 1.5. By [17, Lemma 3.11], the distance W_1(μ^{η(τ 2 )}_s , μ^{η(τ 1 )}_s ) is estimated as

(A.4)

W_1(μ^{η(τ 2 )}_s , μ^{η(τ 1 )}_s ) ≤ sup_B | |X^{η(τ 2 )}_s − X^{η(τ 1 )}_s | | ≤ | |τ^2 − τ^1 | | sup (x,y)∈B ∫_1 0 | | | d dτ X^{η(τ )}_s (x, 0) | | |_{τ =(1−u)τ 1+uτ 2} | | | du ≤ C | |τ^2 − τ^1 | |. ■

A.2. Strong compactness of the orbit of the gradient flow

Proof of Proposition 5.4. As shown in Proposition 5.3, η(τ) has support on a bounded set D ⊂ R^m with diameters independent of τ. By virtue of [43, Proposition 6.4], it is sufficient to bound the Dirichlet energy

(A.5) Dir(η(τ)) = lim_{ε↘0}

C_1 ε^3 ∫∫ I_ε W^2_2 (η_t(τ), η_s(τ)) dtds ,

by a constant independent of τ, where I_ε := { (t, s) ∈ [0, 1]^2 |t − s| ≤ ε } and C_1 > 0 is the constant defined in [43, Definition 3.24]. The integrand on the right-hand side of (A.5) is evaluated as W_2(η_t(τ), η_s(τ)) =W_2 ( Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_t(0), Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (s, •)_#η_s(0) )

≤W_2 ( Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_t(0), Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_s(0) ) (A.6)

+ W_2 ( Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_s(0), Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (s, •)_#η_s(0) ) (A.7)

using the flow map Φ^{Rm} introduced in (5.2). Initially, we consider the first term (A.6). Since

W^2_2 ( Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_t(0), Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, •)_#η_s(0) )

≤ ∫ R^{2m} | |Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ_1) − Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ_2) | |^2 dπ(θ_1, θ_2) ,

it is sufficient to evaluate | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ^1) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] (t, θ^2) | |^2 instead of (A.6). Here, π ∈ P_2(R^{2m} )

is an optimal transport plan between η_t(0) and η_s(0). A similar computation to (5.3) reveals that

(A.8) d dτ | |Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ_1) − Φ_R^m_τ [η_0] (t, θ_2) | |^2 ≤ − 2λ | | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^1) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^2) | | |^2 + 2 | | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^1) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^2) | | | × | | |∇^θ ( δL δη [η(τ)] ( Φ_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^1 )) − δL δη [η(τ)] ( Φ_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^2 ))) | | |. For the last term in (A.8), the fundamental theorem of calculus yields that

(A.9)

| | |∇^θ ( δL δη [η(τ)] ( Φ_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^1 )) − δL δη [η(τ)] ( Φ_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^2 ))) | | | ≤ | | |∇_θ ⟨ ∇φ^{η2 (τ )}_t , v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^1 )) − v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0] ( t, θ^2 ))⟩ μ^{η1(τ )} t | | | ≤CC_2 | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [ η^1_0 ]( t, θ^1 ) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [ η^2_0 ]( t, θ^2 )| |, where C_2 > 0 is the constant in Assumption 1.8 Thus, Assumption 1.8 and (A.8) yield

(A.10) | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^1) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ^2) | |^2 ≤ C | |θ^1 − θ^2 | |^2,

for another constant C > 0. Subsequently, we evaluate (A.6). It is sufficient to consider | |∇_θ ( δL δη [η(τ)](Φ_τ [η_0](t, θ)) − δL δη [η(τ)](Φ_τ [η_0](s, θ)) )| | ≤ | |∇_θ ⟨ ∇ ( φ^{η(τ )}_t − φ^{η(τ )}_s ) , v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](t, θ) )⟩ μ^{η(τ )}_t | |

+ | |∇_θ ⟨ ∇φ^{η(τ )}_s , v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](t, θ) ) − v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](s, θ) )⟩ μ^{η(τ )}_t | | + | |∇_θ ⟨ ∇φ^{η(τ )}_s , v ( •, Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](s, θ) )⟩ μ^{η(τ )}_t −μ^{η(τ )}_s | | =:I + II + III,

for θ ∈ supp η_s(0). For I and III, we obtain I + III ≤ C|t − s| using Proposition 5.3 and a similar calculation for (A.1) and (A.2) in Appendix A.1. The remaining term II is evaluated as II ≤ CC_2 | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](t, θ) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η_0](s, θ) | | in a similar manner to (A.9). Accordingly, we obtain

(A.11) | |Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (t, θ) − Φ^{Rm}_τ [η0] (s, θ) | |^2 ≤ C|t − s|^2. In summary, there exists a constant C^′ independent of τ ≥ 0 such that

Dir(η(τ)) ≤ C ( Dir(η(0)) + lim_{ε↘0} ∫∫ I_ε |t − s|^2 ε^3 dtds ) ≤ C^′, by (A.6), (A.7), (A.10), and (A.11). ■

Graduate School of Mathematical Sciences The University of Tokyo Meguro-ku 153-8914 Japan Email address: nobo0409@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp