arXiv:2401.10356v1 [math.OC] 18 Jan 2024

MEAN FIELD GAMES FOR CONTROLLING COHERENT STRUCTURES IN NONLINEAR FLUID SYSTEMS

YUAN GAO AND DI QI

Abstract. This paper discusses the control of coherent structures in turbulent flows, which has broad applications among complex systems in science and technology. Mean field games have been proved a powerful tool and are proposed here to control the stochastic Lagrangian tracers as players tracking the flow field. We derive optimal control solutions for general nonlinear fluid systems using mean field game models, and develop computational algorithms to efficiently solve the resulting coupled forward and backward mean field system. A precise link is established for the control of Lagrangian tracers and the scalar vorticity field based on the functional Hamilton-Jacobi equations derived from the mean field models. New iterative numerical strategy is then constructed to compute the optimal solution with fast convergence. We verify the skill of the mean field control models and illustrate their practical efficiency on a prototype model modified from the viscous Burger’s equation under various cost functions in both deterministic and stochastic formulations. The good model performance implies potential effectiveness of the strategy for more general high-dimensional turbulent systems.

1. Introduction and background

Control of complex fluid systems characterized by a wide multiscale spectrum and nonlinear coupling between different scales remains a grand challenge with crucial applications among many fields of science and engineering [7, 30, 24, 4]. Flow fields undergoing turbulent motions often demonstrate large-scale coherent structures, and control of the important transporting behaviors requires dealing with the coherent structures demonstrating strong nonlinear interactions among multiple scales [35, 25, 15]. In addition, the Eulerian flow field can be captured by Lagrangian tracers advected by the background flow. Control of the multiscale flows through the Lagrangian tracers sets a useful alternative approach in many practical scenarios [34, 5, 20, 13]. New precise theoretical analysis and effective control strategies are still needed considering the nonlinear dynamics and high computational demand.

In recent years, mean field game (MFG) theory was proposed independently by Larsy-Lions [26] and Caines-Huang-Malhame [22] to study a large game system with identical players using the dynamics of their population/distribution. Indistinguishable individual player takes strategy/control based on the population states (without observing all the strategies of other players), meanwhile the distribution of individuals yields the population dynamics. The equilibrium, also known as the Nash system, is solved by a coupled MFG system consisting of a forward Fokker-Planck equation (describing the evolution of the density/population of the individuals) and a backward Hamilton-Jacobi equation (describing the control/strategy of each indistinguished player); cf. [3]. Due to this simplification for large game system, MFG has been proved to be a powerful tool to study the equilibrium behavior of infinitely many weaklyinteracting players [8, 14]. The associated mean-field control problem also stimulates many applications in swarm drones, generative models, transition path theory and mathematical finance [11, 28, 18, 44].

In this paper, we propose to address the challenging problem of controlling nonlinear transport of coherent structures by developing models of mean field games. First, we introduce the mean field game model for the control of passive scalar tracers. The stochastic motion of the Lagrangian tracers, which are immersed in the fluid flow field and passively advected by the flow velocity, can thus be viewed as the large number of identical players in the mean field games. Therefore, the dynamical behavior of the tracer density and the optimal control on each of the identical Lagrangian tracers can be solved by

Key words and phrases. mean field control, nonlinear vorticity flow, Lagrangian tracers, iterative algorithm. 1

the corresponding MFG system with uncoupled forward and backward equations. Next, we design control models for the transport of representative flow structures in the advection and diffusion of a scalar vorticity field under a general formulation. The Lagrangian tracers as players tracking the fluid vorticity field then become nonlocally coupled by their accumulated density function. The evolution continuum density of the tracers shows to coincide with the vorticity equation recovered by the McKean-Vlasov equation [39]. Thus, the flow solutions can be inversely captured by the empirical distribution of the large number of Lagrangian tracers (players). An MFG system of closely coupled forward and backward equations are derived for the optimal solution of the flow control problem. In addition, the corresponding functional Hamilton-Jacobi equations are derived describing the evolution of the value function in both the tracer and flow control models. This leads to an interesting link between the uncoupled tracer MFG system and the coupled vorticity MFG system in a unified way.

The nonlinear nature of vorticity equation makes the corresponding Hamiltonian non-separable and thus new decouple procedures are needed. A series of numerical strategies have been developed for solving the coupled MFG equations [2, 27]. Methods based on a fixed-point iteration [10, 21] have been used to decouple the forward and backward equations with semi-Lagrangian schemes and the Cole-Hopf transformation to convert to linear equations. One strategy named fictitious play [9, 23] is shown to help the convergence of the fixed-point iteration using the average of the entire history of the outputs. Another approach uses the primal-dual hybrid gradient method [12, 29] to solve the control problem as a saddle point problem. Usually, these methods require transformation of the original equations in the first step and may require a large number of iterations in numerical simulations.

Based on the typical structure of the nonlinear flow model, we propose a new strategy to efficiently find the optimal solution of the coupled MFG system without any special treatment to the original equations. The numerical method is based on the link developed for the uncoupled tracer MFG system and the coupled flow MFG equations, where the optimal solution for the coupled equations becomes a fixed point of the solution map for the uncoupled problem. This inspires an effective iterative approach by first solving the backward equation given the output solution from the previous step, then using the optimal control function to solve the density function from the forward equation. Stability and fast convergence of the proposed iterative scheme are further guaranteed by a straightforward interpolation step during each iteration. We show the necessity of adopting this essential interpolation step to effectively reduce the cost function value in each iteration cycle. This step also shows to enable fast convergence during the iterating updates. The model performance and the effectiveness of the proposed numerical algorithm are tested on a representative prototype model adapted from the viscous Burger’s equation simulating the multiscale vortical advection by an incompressible flow field. Using the new iterative approach, fast convergence to the optimal solution is observed within a few steps under different loss function structures and in both one- and two-dimensional cases.

The paper is organized as follows. A description for the tracer and flow transport equations in both deterministic and stochastic formulation is introduced in Section 2. Mean field models as well as the associated systems for the control problems are constructed in Section 3. The mean field models can be written in Hamilton dynamics and a link between the tracer and flow control models is built in Section 4. Effective computational schemes corresponding to the theoretical models are then proposed in Section 5 with numerical confirmation on prototype models in Section 6. We conclude the paper with a summarizing discussion in Section 7.

2. Formulation of the fluid control equations

We start with the basic setups and notations for the flow system and the associated control problem. In particular, the Eulerian flow system has an equivalent stochastic Lagrangian formulation based on which the mean field games will be developed.

2.1. Governing equation for the transport of a scalar field. Let u (x, t) be the incompressible velocity field of a fluid as a function on the Eulerian spatial coordinates x ∈ T^d and time t. The fluid field can be modeled by the evolution of a scalar vorticity field q (x, t) according to the standard advectiondiffusion equation

(2.1) ∂q ∂t + u · ∇q = D (Δ) q + f (x, t) , u (x, t) = T q (x, t) , q (x, 0) = q_0 (x) . On the right hand side of the equation, the flow is subject to external forcing effect represented by f (x, t) and generalized damping and dissipation effects D (Δ). The velocity field satisfies ∇ · u = 0 due to incompressibility. Therefore, the vorticity field q (x, t) is uniquely linked to the velocity field by the (invertible) linear operator, u = T q, so that the flow solution is fully represented by the scalar vorticity transported by the flow velocity. The scalar model can serve as a desirable general framework for developing theories and practical methods for turbulent transport and control of coherent structures [32, 40]. Applications of the general fluid advection-diffusion model (2.1) include wide classes of turbulent flows in realistic natural and engineering systems such as the passive tracer diffusion [34], turbulent transport in geophysical turbulence [40, 41], and the anomalous transport in fusion plasmas [16, 43].

It is noticed that the above equation (2.1) usually permits a set of metastable steady state solutions [42]. The steady states provide a natural characterization of the ‘coherent structures’ observed in the flow field. In addition, turbulent features will be developed in the solution of the vorticity flow (2.1) (such as cascading small-scale fluctuating vortices and strongly mixing structures) due to the inherent instability and nonlinear coupling in the governing equation. Our attention will be given to finding the ‘optimal’ fluid transition undergoing some transient motions from one initial state Q_i to another final steady state Q_f by imposing ‘proper’ external forcing effect.

Remark 1. One motivating example of (2.1) comes from the two-dimensional geophysical turbulence, where the potential vorticity q = Z (ψ) is associated with the flow streamfunction ψ via a linear operator Z and may include a variety of physical effects (for example, Z (ψ) = Δψ+βy+h (x) including the rotation β and the topography h [31]). Then the corresponding velocity field can be determined by the stream function as u = ∇^⊥ψ = (−∂_yψ, ∂_xψ) through a linear operator.

Remark 2. The vorticity model can be generalized to three dimensions by introducing a multi-layer structure in the z-direction or using proper potential vorticity invertibility approximations [40]. Still, we restrain ourselves in the simpler d ≤ 2 cases for deriving the general modeling systems under the cleaner setup.

2.2. Stochastic Lagrangian equations for tracer transport. From a stochastic perspective, the continuity equation of the flow field (2.1) can be captured by the collective performance of a group of Lagrangian particles/tracers X_s transported by the flow velocity field. In addition, we introduce a control field α_s as the additional driven forcing exerted on the flow/tracer field. In the mean-field game context, those particles are also called indistinguished individual players.

We introduce the fluid state (i.e., the population/vorticity) from the solution of the vorticity equation (2.1) as q_s(·), t ≤ s ≤ T . The velocity field is then denoted as u_s (x; q_s) = T q_s (x) explicitly indicating the direct relation with q_s. Suppose for now that the control field α_s(x; q_s) is given dependent on the fluid motion, which will be determined by an optimization procedure as described next in Section 3. Then the equation for the trajectory of each of the particle is described by the stochastic differential equation (SDE)

(2.2) dX_s = [u_s (X_s; q_s) + α_s (X_s; q_s)] ds + √ 2DdW_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, X_t ∼ ρ_t (x) . Here u_s (· ; q_s) , α_s (· ; q_s) indicate the possible dependence on the fluid field {q_s}_{t≤s≤T} for the transport velocity and the control. Molecular diffusion effect is represented by the Gaussian white noise with a diffusivity coefficient D. We seek to describe the probability measure, describing the law of individuals X_s ∼ ρ_s (x). The governing equation will satisfy the Kolmogorov forward equation for the SDE (2.2)

(2.3) ∂_sρ_s (x) + ∇ · [(u_s (x; q_s) + α_s (x; q_s)) ρ_s (x)] = DΔρ_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T,

with the initial condition from the initial tracer configuration in the fluid field, X_t ∼ ρ_t (x). Notice that given a fluid vorticity state q_s, the law of individuals ρ_s does not necessary coincide with q_s (that is, the controlled tracer density field may not exactly track the evolution of the vorticity flow).

In parallel to the Eulerian vorticity equation (2.1), we can propose the external forcing in the following form acting the equivalent role of moving the tracers to the target density

(2.4) f (x, s) = −∇ · [α_s (x) q_s (x)] ,

according to the same control effect α_s in the SDE formulation (2.2). The general damping term can be also simplified to the linear form D (Δ) = DΔ accordingly. The resulting flow equation becomes

(2.5) ∂_sq_s (x) + ∇ · [(u_s (x; q_s) + α_s (x; q_s)) q_s (x)] = DΔq_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T,

exploiting the divergence free velocity field, ∇ · u_s = 0. Notice that the vorticity field q_s is not passively advected by the fluid field and actually determines the velocity field u_s. Nevertheless, in the control problems discussed next, we can view the field q_s as a proper measure on the state space since it is solved by the continuity equation (2.3) up to a constant normalization constant. In particular, if we set the initial condition q_t = ρ_t, the flow vorticity field q_s will track the tracer density measure in (2.2) generated by the stochastic samples advected by the velocity field u_s (x; q_s).The equivalence between the controlled flow equation (2.5) and the SDE for an ensemble of tracers implies the possibility to control the key flow structures by acting on the measurements of Lagrangian particles.

3. Control of the fluid fields with mean field games

Here, we propose the control models for the transport of both the tracer density and the fluid vorticity fields. We first formulate the problems based on the PDEs. Then, the corresponding stochastic control for the Lagrangian particles can be formulated in an equivalent way.

3.1. Control of the tracer density field with a given fluid solution. First, we propose the meanfield game model (MFG-1) concerning a mean-field game for indistinguished individuals with a given fluid dynamics. Given the flow field vorticity solution q_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T , consider the optimal control problem about the value function on the optimal solutions ρ (·) := ρ_s (x) , α (·) := α_s (x) , s ∈ [t, T ] , x ∈ T^d (3.1) U (ρ, t) := inf_{ρ(·),α(·)} J (ρ(·), α(·)) = inf_{ρ(·),α(·)} (� G(x, q_T )ρ_T (x) dx +

�_T t {� [L (α_s (x)) + F (x, q_s)]ρ_s (x) dx } ds ) , s. t. ∂_sρ_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + α_s) ρ_s] = DΔρ_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, and ρ_t (x) = ρ (x) .

Here, the running cost L (α) depends on the individual control action; the individual running cost F (x, q) represents the running cost interacting with the fluid field; and the terminal cost G(x, q) depends on the terminal flow state. The dependence on fluid field can be either globally or locally, and we will describe the specific forms of these functionals later. Here, the solution ρ_s of the continuity equation (3.1) can be viewed as the density field of the controlled tracers (2.2), driven by the velocity field u_s generated by the given flow vorticity solution T q_s. We will refer the optimization problem (3.1) as MFG-1 model. The solution of MFG-1 model describes the optimal control of the tracer density from the initial configuration ρ to the final target ρ_T .

The following proposition for the Euler-Lagrange equations describes the optimal solution of the MFG-1 model given a fixed flow vorticity solution q_s.

Proposition 1. Given the flow vorticity field q_s (x) , s ∈ [t, T ], the optimal tracer density ρ_s (x) under the cost function (3.1) with L (α) =^1_2 |α|^2 is given by the solution of the following MFG-1 system ∂_sρ_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + ∇ϕ_s) ρ_s] = DΔρ_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, (3.2a) ρ_t (x) = ρ (x) ,

∂_sϕ_s + 1 2 |∇ϕ_s|^2 + ∇ϕ_s · T q_s + DΔϕ_s = F (x, q_s), t ≤ s ≤ T, (3.2b) ϕ_T (x) = −G(x, q_T ). The corresponding optimal control can be solved by α_s (x) = ∇ϕ_s (x).

Proof. We derive the Euler-Lagrangian equations for the MFG-1 model (3.1) based on the proposed cost functionals. Introduce the Lagrangian multiplier ϕ_s as

E (ϕ_s, α_s, ρ_s, ρ_T ) =

�_T t � {ϕ_s (x) [∂_sρ_s (x) + ∇ · ((T q_s (x) + α_s (x)) ρ_s (x)) − DΔρ_s (x)] + 1 2 |α_s (x)|^2 ρ_s (x) + F (x, q_s) ρ_s (x) } dxds + � G (x, q_T ) ρ_T (x) dx. The Euler-Lagrangian equations can be found by taking the variational derivatives on the input functions, so that δE δϕ_s =∂_sρ_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + α_s) ρ_s] − DΔρ_s = 0, δE δα_s =ρ_sα_s − ρ_s∇ϕ_s = 0, δE δρ_s = 1 2 |α_s|^2 − ∇ϕ_s · (T q_s + α_s) + F (x, q_s) − ∂_sϕ_s − DΔϕ_s = 0, δE δρ_T =G (x, q_T ) + ϕ_T = 0.

The first equation gives the continuity equation for the controlled flow dynamics. The optimal control forcing α_s = ∇ϕ_s is discovered by the second equation provided ρ_s > 0. The third and fourth equations yield the backward equation for the Lagrangian multiplier ϕ_s with its terminal condition. Thus we have a decoupled MFG system (3.2) for MFG-1 model. □

3.2. Control of the vorticity flow field as a potential mean field game. Next, we design the control of the vorticity flow stated in (2.1) as a mean field game (MFG) system. In particular, we are seeking the control forcing in the specific form as (2.4), where α_s is the additional control vector that aims to drive the initial state to the final target. Combining with the original vorticity equation (2.1), we find the control PDE associated with the control forcing (2.4) (3.3) ∂_sq_s + ∇ · [(u_s + α_s) q_s] = DΔq_s, t ≤ s ≤ T with the prescribed initial state q |_{s=t}= q (x). Above, we define u_s = T q_s for the incompressible flow ∇ · u_s = 0. The equation describes the control of the vorticity flow field q_s from the initial state q at s = t to a final target field q_T at s = T through the control α.

Here, we consider the potential mean-field game model (MFG-2) concerning the control of the fluid vorticity field. Instead of controlling the tracer density field ρ_s advected by the flow field, we consider the direct optimal control of the flow vorticity state

(3.4)

V (q, t) := inf_{q(·),α(·)} I (q (·) , α (·)) = inf_{q(·),α(·)} ( G (q_T ) +

�_T t [� L (α_s) q_s (x) dx + F (q_s) ] ds ) , s. t. ∂_sq_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + α_s) q_s] = DΔq_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, and q_t (x) = q (x) .

We will refer the optimization problem (3.4) as MFG-2 model. In the above potential game model, we assume that the running cost F and the terminal cost G satisfy F (x, q) =^{δF}_{δq} (q, x) , G(x, q) =^{δG}_{δq} (q, x), as a connection to the MFG-1 model (3.1). In contrast to the MFG-1 model (3.1), the flow vorticity q_s becomes the controlled state in the MFG-2 model rather than the tracer density ρ_s. This leads to the nonlinear continuity equation in (3.4).

Still, we can solve the optimization problem by deriving the Euler-Lagrangian equations. The following proposition provides the Euler-Lagrangian equations for the optimal solution of the MFG-2 model.

Proposition 2. The optimally controlled flow solution in MFG-2 model (3.4) with L (α) =^1_2 |α|^2 is given by q_s and the associated optimal control for the flow field is given by α_s = ∇φ_s, where (q_s, φ_s) , s ∈ [t, T ] solves the following MFG-2 system ∂_sq_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + ∇φ_s) q_s] = DΔq_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, (3.5a) q_t (x) = q (x) ,

∂_sφ_s + 1 2 |∇φ_s|^2 + ∇φ_s · T q_s + T^∗ · (∇φ_sq_s) + DΔφ_s = F (x, q_s), t ≤ s ≤ T, (3.5b) φ_T (x) = −G(x, q_T ). Proof. To derive the MFG-2 system for the problem (3.4) based on the proposed cost functionals, we introduce the Lagrangian multiplier φ_s as

E (φ_s, α_s, q_s, q_T ) =

�_T t {� [φ_s (x) [∂_sq_s (x) + ∇ · ((T q_s (x) + α_s (x)) q_s (x)) − DΔq_s] + 1 2 |α_s (x)|^2 q_s (x) ] dx + F (q_s) } ds + G (q_T ) .

The Euler-Lagrangian equations can be found by taking the variational derivatives, so that δE δφ_s =∂_sq_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + α_s) q_s] − DΔq_s = 0, δE δα_s =α_sq_s − ∇φ_sq_s = 0, δE δq_s = 1 2 |α_s|^2 − ∇φ_s · (T q_s + α_s) − ∂_sφ_s − DΔφ_s − T^∗ · (∇φ_sq_s) + δF δq_s = 0, δE δq_T = δG δq_T + φ_T = 0.

Define the Legendre transform sup_α {p · α − L (α)} = sup_α { p · α −^1_2 |α|^2 } =^1_2 |p|^2. The second equation above implies that the optimal solution is solved by α_s (x) = ∇φ_s (x). □

3.3. SDE formulations for the mean field game models. From a different perspective, we can reformulate the above PDE models for controlling tracer density and fluid vorticity as SDEs representing particles in Lagrangian form. The SDE formulation can also help to propose effective computational strategies based on simulation of the stochastic samples.

First, the continuity equation in the MFG-1 model (3.1) can be viewed as the density equation of the motion of the stochastic particles (2.2). Therefore, we can formulate the following stochastic optimal control problem (referred as MFG-1^′ model) for corresponding stochastic control problem with the given flow solution q_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T

(3.6)

U (ρ, t) := inf_{ρ(·),α(·)} J (ρ (·) , α (·)) = inf_{ρ(·),α(·)} E { G(X_T , q_T ) +

�_T t [L (α_s (X_s)) + F (X_s, q_s)]ds } , s. t. dX_s = [T q_s (X_s) + α_s (X_s)] ds + √ 2DdW_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, and X_t ∼ ρ (x) . The optimal solution of the MFG-1^′ model can be still solved by the Euler-Lagrangian equations. Corollary 3. With the flow vorticity field q_s, s ∈ [t, T ] given, the solution (ρ_s, ϕ_s) of the MFG-1 system (3.2) provides the optimal solution of the stochastic MFG-1^′ model (3.6).

Then, the control forcing (2.4) can be viewed as the additional drifting effect α_s that is externally exerted on the local particles, which in an optimal way is given by α_s = ∇φ_s. We can introduce the McKean-Vlasov equation dX_s = [u_s (X_s; ρ_s) + α_s (X_s; ρ_s)] ds + √ 2DdW_s.

The tracer density as the law of the above stochastic particle X_s ∼ ρ_s is solved by the continuity equation in the form

∂_sρ_s + ∇ · [(u_s + α_s) ρ_s] = DΔρ_s.

Let q_s be a solution of the controlled flow vorticity equation (3.3). With the same form of α_s and u_s = T q_s, we have ρ_s = q_s due to the uniqueness for linear equations.

Similarly, according to the MFG-2 model (3.4), we give the following stochastic optimal control problem (referred as MFG-2^′ model)

(3.7)

V (q, t) := inf_{q(·),α(·)} I (q (·) , α (·)) = inf_{q(·),α(·)} E { G̃(X_T , q_T ) +

�_T t [L (α_s (X_s)) + F̃ (X_s, q_s)]ds } , s. t. dX_s = [T q_s (X_s) + α_s (X_s)] ds + √ 2DdW_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, and X_s ∼ q (x) . Above, q_s as the law of the random particles X_s is playing the equivalent role of the tracer density in the nonlinear field, and the initial sample is drawn from the initial flow state X_t ∼ q. Still, we assume the MFG-2 model (3.4) is a potential game with the cost functionals F, G satisfying

F (q) = � F̃ (x, q) q(x)dx, G (q) = � G̃ (x, q) q(x)dx. In a similar way, the solution of the MFG-2^′ model is given by the same Euler-Lagrangian equations in (3.5). Notice that the new costs F̃ , G̃ may not necessarily be the same as the F, G in (3.6).

Corollary 4. With the same initial condition q = ρ, the solution (ρ_s, φ_s) of the MFG equations (3.5) provides the optimal solution of the stochastic mean field game model (3.7).

Mean field game with finite number of players. The empirical distribution of a group of N particles is supposed to recover the global vorticity field

(3.8) q^N_s (x) = 1 N N∑ i=1 δ_Xi_s (x) ∼= q_s (x) ,

as N → ∞. If the control velocity field ⃗α for SDE (2.2) and for (3.3) coincide, the continuity PDE (3.3) becomes the Kolmogorov forward equation for the SDE (2.2) for particles, thus q_s plays the equivalent role of a probability density measure that uniformly describes the statistics of all the particle trajectories { X^i_s } . Notice that the control α_s depends on the entire density q_s, thus finding the optimal control finally leads to a MFG problem.

We can find the associated stochastic differential game with mean-field interaction based on the SDE model (2.2) using the proposed cost functionals in (3.4) (3.9) V^N (q, t) := inf_{qN (·),αN (·)} I_i ( q^N (·) , α^N (·) ) = inf q^N (·),α^N (·) E { G̃ (X^i_T , q^N_T ) + �_T t [ L ( α^N_s ( X^i_s )) + F̃ ( X^i_s, q^N_s )] ds } , s. t. dX^i_s = [ T q^N_s ( X^i_s ) + α^N_s ( X^i_s )] ds + √ 2DdW^i_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, X^i_t ∼ q, i = 1, · · · , N. Above, q^N_s is the empirical distribution (3.8) of the group of finite players {X^i_s}^N_{i=1}, and α^N_s is implicitly dependent on the empirical distribution of the N samples. The advantage of using this finite particle model (3.9) is that we are able to find the optimal control for the complex flow field by controlling the finite number of Lagrangian tracers. This enables an efficient Monte-Carlo type approach to capture the continuous fluid solution. We refer to [26] for the mean-field limit from the above stochastic differential game with mean-field interaction to the mean-field game system in the central planer form.

4. Functional Hamilton-Jacobi equations for the value functions In this section, we first demonstrate that the MFG models in (3.2) and (3.5) can be recast in Hamiltonian forms. Thus the value functions U (ρ, t) and V (ρ, t) satisfy the corresponding functional Hamilton-Jacobi equations. Under the functional HJE formulations, the coupled MFG-2 model can be shown to be related to a modified MFG-1 model with given optimal solutions.

4.1. Functional HJE for the MFG-1 model. First, the MFG-1 model (3.1) for controlling tracer density transport has the Hamiltonian functional

(4.1) H_1 (ρ, ϕ; q) = � [ 1 2 |∇ϕ|^2 + ∇ϕ · T q (x) + DΔϕ − F (x, q) ] ρ (x) dx, with q (x) the solution of the prescribed flow vorticity field. It can be found that the Euler-Lagrangian equations (3.2) follow the Hamiltonian dynamics for s ∈ [t, T ]

(4.2)

∂_sρ_s = δH_1 δϕ (ρ_s, ϕ_s; q_s) ,

∂_sϕ_s = − δH_1 δρ (ρ_s, ϕ_s; q_s) ,

with ρ_t = ρ, and q_s given by the background advection flow solution. In particular, since q (x) is given we can define the local Hamiltonian function H_1 according to the separable Hamiltonian functional (4.1) as

(4.3) H_1 (x, p; q) = 1 2 |p|^2 + T q (x) · p, and the corresponding Lagrangian becomes L (x, b; q) = sup_p {b · p − H_1 (x, p; q)} = 1 2 |b − T q (x)|^2 , and with the convexity the supremum is reached at p^∗ = b − T q (x). Thus, the Lagrangian functional can be redefined as L (x, α; q) := L (x, b (x, α) ; q) =^1_2 |α|^2. The Hamiltonian functional (4.1) can be represented by the local Hamiltonian (4.3) as

H_1 (ρ, ϕ; q) = � [H_1 (x, ∇ϕ; q) + DΔϕ − F (x, q)] ρ (x) dx. And we can introduce the optimal ‘total velocity’ as b_s (x) = ∂_pH_1 (x, ∇ϕ_s; q_s) = T q_s (x) + ∇ϕ_s.

Since the MFG-1 system (3.2) is decoupled, we can directly compute the value function and it’s relation with the HJE solution ϕ_s, t ≤ s ≤ T . Let U (ρ, t; q) be the optimal value function from the MFG-1 model (3.1) with the given flow solution q_t = q. The following proposition gives the functional HJE for the MFG-1 model.

Proposition 5. Given a fluid vorticity field {q_s}_{t≤s≤T} , let U (ρ, t; q(·)) be the optimal value function of the MFG-1 model (3.1), whose minimizer is the classical solution (ρ_s, ϕ_s) to the MFG system (3.2). Then we have ϕ_t = −^{δU}_{δρ} (ρ_t, x, t; q (·)) for any t ≤ T and the value function satisfies the functional HJE

(4.4) ∂_tU (ρ, t; q(·)) − H_1 ( ρ, − δU δρ (ρ, x, t; q(·)) ; q_t ) = 0, ∀t ≤ T, U (ρ, T ; q(·)) = � G(x, q_T )ρ (x) dx. In the above, given a fluid vorticity field q (·) := {q_s}_{t≤s≤T} , we denote U (ρ, t; q(·)) := U (ρ, t; {q_s}_{t≤s≤T} ) to indicate that the dependence of U on q (·) is in terms of the whole given absolute continuous curve, while the dependence of U on ρ is only in terms of the initial state ρ_t = ρ.

Proof. Given a fluid vorticity field {q_s}_{s≤T} , recall (3.2). Multiplying (3.2b) by ρ_s and integrating time from t to T , we have

(4.5)

�_T t � ρ_s ( ∂_sϕ_s + 1 2 |∇ϕ_s|^2 + ∇ϕ_s · T q_s + DΔϕ_s − F (x, q_s) ) dx ds = �_T t � ( ∂_s(ρ_sϕ_s) + [ − ∂_sρ_s − ∇ · (ρ_sT q_s) + DΔρ_s ] ϕ_s + 1 2 |∇ϕ_s|^2 ρ_s − F (x, q_s)ρ_s ) dx ds = − � ρ_T G(x, q_T ) dx − � ρ_tϕ_t dx +

�_T t � ( − 1 2 |∇ϕ_s|^2 ρ_s − F (x, q_s)ρ_s ) dx ds, where in the last equality we used (3.2a) for the dynamics of ρ_s and the terminal condition for ϕ_s.

Since ρ_s and ϕ_s for t ≤ s ≤ T are optimal curves solving the Euler-Lagrangian (3.2) with ρ_t = ρ, the corresponding value function is given by

(4.6) U(ρ, t; q (·)) = � [ ρ_T G(x, q_T ) +

�_T t ( 1 2 |∇ϕ_s|^2 ρ_s + F (x, q_s)ρ_s ) ds ] dx = − � ρϕ_t dx for any t ≤ T . We can directly verify that ϕ_t = −^{δU}_{δρ} (ρ_t, x, t; q) for any t ≤ T from the above identity. Furthermore, this leads to the following dynamical equation for the value function U by taking time derivation on both sides of (4.6) and applying the equation (3.2b) ∂_tU = − � ρ∂_tϕ_t dx = � [H_1 (x, ∇ϕ_t; q_t) + DΔϕ_t − F (x, q_t)] ρ (x) dx.

From the above calculations and the definition of the funtional Hamiltonian H_1 (4.1), it confirms that the value function satisfies the functional HJE (4.4). □

4.2. Functional HJE for the MFG-2 model. Similarly, the Hamiltonian functional for the MFG-2 model (3.4) can be found as

(4.7) H_2 (q, φ) = � [( 1 2 |∇φ|^2 + ∇φ · T q ) q (x) − D∇φ · ∇q ] dx − F (q) . The following Hamiltonian equations are still valid for the MFG-2 model (3.5)

(4.8)

∂_sq_s = δH_2 δφ (q_s, φ_s) , ∂_sφ_s = − δH_2 δq (q_s, φ_s) . We can also use the local Hamiltonian function to express the functional Hamiltonian

(4.9) H_2 (x, p, q) = 1 2 |p|^2 + T q · p, H_2 (q, φ) = � [H_2 (x, ∇φ(x), q) q (x) − D∇φ · ∇q] dx − F (q) . Above, we have H_2 (x, p, q) = sup_α {b (q, α) · p − L (α)} = sup_α{(T q + α) · p −^1_2 |α|^2} with the optimal α^∗ = p. The optimal ‘total velocity’ is defined in the same way as b_s (x) = ∂_pH_2 (q_s (x) , ∇φ_s (x)) = T q_s (x) + ∇φ_s (x). Notice that compared with (4.2) the Hamiltonian functional (4.9) becomes nonseparable, i.e., H_2(x, p, q) is not in the form of f_1(x, p) + f_2(x, q) [17]. This non-separable Hamiltonian comes from the nature of the original nonlinear fluid drift.

Therefore, we have the following proposition describing the master equation of the MFG-2 model.

Proposition 6. Assume the MFG-2 model (3.4) achieves an optimal solution (ρ_s, ϕ_s)_{t≤s≤T} , which solves MFG-2 system (3.5). Then the optimal value functions V (q, t) in the MFG-2 model (3.4) is the solution to the following functional HJE

(4.10) ∂_tV (q, t) − H_2 ( q, − δV δq ) = 0, ∀t ≤ T ; V (q, T ) = G (q) . In detail, for the MFG-2 model we have ∂_tV (q, t) − 1 2 � | |∇δV δq (q, x, t) | | |^2 q (x) dx + � ( ∇ δV δq (q, x, t) · T q (x) ) q (x) dx − D � ∇ δV δq (q, x, t) · ∇q (x) dx + F (q) = 0, t ≤ T. In addition, the control solution ∂_sφ_s = −^{δH2}_{δq} (q_s, φ_s) satisfies φ_s (x) = −^{δV}_{δq} (q_s, x, s).

The proof is essentially in parallel with the proofs in [19, 8] according to the above specific Hamiltonian formulation (4.8).

Proof. The property of the Lagrangian functional guarantees that for any function p_s, we have

(4.11) � L (α_s) q_s (x) dx ≥ � [(T q_s (x) + α_s) · p_s (x) − H_2 (x, p_s, q_s)] q_s (x) dx.

Above, we use b_s = T q_s + α_s. The inequality is valid for any p_s and the equality holds when p_s = α_s.

By taking p_s (x) = −∇^{δV}_{δq} (q_s, x, s), the right hand side of the above inequality (4.11) yields � { − [T q_s (x) + α_s] · ∇ δV δq (q_s, x, s) − H_2 ( x, −∇ δV δq (q_s, x, s) , q_s )} q_s (x) dx + F (q_s) = � { ∇ · [(T q_s + α_s) q_s] δV δq (q_s, x, s) − H_2 ( x, −∇ δV δq (q_s, x, s) , q_s ) q_s (x) } dx + F (q_s) = − ∂_sV (q_s, s) − � ∂_sq_s δV δq (q_s, x, s) dx + D � q_sΔ δV δq (q_s, x, s) dx + ∂_sV (q_s, s) − � H_2 ( x, −∇ δV δq (q_s, x, s) , q_s ) q_s (x) dx + F (q_s) = − d ds V (q_s, s) + ∂_sV (q_s, s) − H_2 ( q_s, − δV δq (q_s, x, s) ) . The second equality above uses the continuity equation (3.5a) for q_s. The third equality uses the total differentiation of V (q_s, s) about s and the definition of the Hamiltonian H_2 with φ_s (x) = −^{δV}_{δq} (q_s, x, s). Next, by taking the time integration between t and T and noticing V (q_T , T ) = G (q_T ) and V (q_t, t) = V (q, t), the left hand side of the inequality (4.11) gives the total cost I (q (·) , α (·)) in (3.4) with any solutions (ρ_s, α_s) satisfying the continuity equation. Therefore, it confirms that if the functional HJE (4.10) is satisfied, the solution always gives the infinimum of the total cost. inf q(·),α(·) I (q (·) , α (·)) ≥ V (q, t) . Finally, it is noticed that the optimal solution q_s, α_s = ∇ϕ_s of the optimization problem (3.4) is reached at the classical solution to the Euler-Lagrangian equations (4.8). We see that the equality is achieved with p_s (x) = α_s (x) = ∇φ_s (x) = −∇^{δV}_{δq} (q_s, x, s). Thus the optimal value function V (q, t) is reached at the critical solution given by the Euler-Lagrangian equations. This finishes the proof that V (q, t) gives the minimum of the total cost. □

4.3. A link between the MFG-1 and MFG-2 models. From the previous discussions, we find that the MFG-1 model (3.1) gives decoupled equations for ρ_s and ϕ_s, specially with linear continuity equation (3.2a) given the flow and control fields q_s and ϕ_s. On the other hand, the MFG-2 model (3.4) leads to closely coupled forward and backward nonlinear equations, which require additional efforts for strategies to effectively solve the optimal functions. Here, we establish a link between the two models, such that the MFG-2 model can be approached by an ‘approximated’ form of the MFG-1 model. This enables the effective computational strategy that will be discussed next in Section 5.

In order to develop separable approximate model, we introduce the functional Hamiltonian on the functions ( q̃, ϕ̃ ) based on some given solutions (q, φ)

(4.12) H̃_2 ( q̃, ϕ̃; q, φ ) = � [( 1 2 | |∇ϕ̃ | |^2 + T q · ∇ϕ̃ + DΔϕ̃ ) q̃ + (q∇φ · T q̃ − F (x, q) q̃) ] dx. Comparing with the Hamiltonian (4.7), we modify the coupling term, (∇φ · T q) q, into two separable components, (∇φ · T q̃) q and ( ∇ϕ̃ · T q ) q̃. The running cost F (q) is also replaced by the separable

one, � F (x, q) q̃. Therefore, this new Hamiltonian functional H̃_2 fits into the MFG-1 model (4.1) with a modified running cost function F̃ (x, q, φ) = F (x, q) − T^∗ · (q∇φ) . The new Hamiltonian functional (4.12) leads to the following decoupled forward and backward equations

∂_sq̃_s = δH̃_2 δϕ̃ ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s; q_s, φ_s ) = −∇ · [( T q_s + ∇ϕ̃_s ) q̃_s ] + DΔq̃_s, (4.13a)

∂_sϕ̃_s = − δH̃_2 δq̃ ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s; q_s, φ_s ) = − 1 2 | |∇ϕ̃s | |^2 − T qs · ∇ϕ̃s − DΔϕ̃s + F̃ (x, qs, φs), (4.13b)

with initial condition q̃_t (x) = q̃ (x) and final condition ϕ̃_T (x) = −G(x, q_T ). Notice that the equations (4.13) agree with the MFG-1 model (3.2) using the new running cost function F̃ . Therefore, the solutions ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s ) , t ≤ s ≤ T to (4.13) solve the corresponding optimization problem as a modified MFG-1 model

(4.14) inf q̃(·),α̃(·) (� G(x, q_T )q̃_T (x) dx +

�_T t {� [ L (α̃_s) + F̃ (x, q_s, α_s) ] q̃_s (x) dx } ds ) , s. t. ∂_sq̃_s + ∇ · [(T q_s + α̃_s) q̃_s] = DΔq̃_s, t ≤ s ≤ T, and q̃_t = q̃,

conditional on the given functions (q_s, φ_s) with α_s = ∇φ_s. Here, we simply use F̃ (x, q, φ) to represent F̃ (x, q, φ) when α = ∇φ. More important, if we can find the optimal solution such that, q̃_s = q_s, α̃_s = α_s, the optimal solution of (4.13) gives the solution to the MFG-2 model (3.5). This implies that we may seek the optimal solution for the coupled MFG-2 model (3.5) through the solutions from the above decoupled MFG-1 model (4.14) as a fixed point problem.

Next, if we take the function φ_s from the solutions of the MFG-2 model (3.5b) according to any solution of q_s, this gives the optimal value function based on (4.14)

(4.15) Ũ (q̃, t; q (·)) = inf_{q̃(·),α̃(·)} J (q̃ (·) , α̃ (·) ; q (·)) , ∀t ≤ T,

where q̃_t = q̃ is the initial distribution of the tracers, and q (·) := q_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T indicates the dependence on the whole continuous curve. The following lemma can be found by comparing the solutions in the corresponding HJEs.

Lemma 7. Given any t ≤ T and (q_s, φ_s) , t ≤ s ≤ T to be the unique classical solutions of the MFG-2 model (3.5), the optimal solution ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s ) of (4.14) with the optimal value function U (q̃, t; q (·)) exists uniquely and satisfies the following relation

(4.16) ϕ̃_s (x) = − δŨ δq̃ (q̃_s, x, s; q (·)) = φ_s (x) .

Proof. Since φ_s is given by the optimal solution of the MFG-2 model, it satisfies the equation from the Hamiltonian (4.9)

∂_sφ_s = − δH_2 δq (q_s, φ_s) = −H_2 (x, ∇φ_s, q_s) − DΔφ_s + F (x, q_s) − T^∗ · (q_s∇φ_s) .

Similarly, ϕ̃_s is the optimal solution of the problem (4.14), which satisfies the MFG-1 model with the new running cost F̃ . Thus using the Hamiltonian (4.12) we have,

∂_sϕ̃_s = − δH̃_2 δq̃ ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s; q_s, φ_s ) = −H_1 ( x, ∇ϕ̃_s; q_s ) − DΔϕ̃_s + F̃ (x, q_s, φ_s) . Comparing the above two equations and noticing by definition that H_1 (x, p; q) = H_2 (x, p, q) and F̃ (x, q_s, φ_s) = F (x, q_s) − T^∗ · (q_s∇φ_s). In addition, φ_T (x) = ϕ̃_T (x) = −G (x, q_T ) have the same terminal condition. We obtain ϕ̃_s = φ_s due to the uniqueness of solution to the HJE. And the first equality in (4.16) comes by Proposition 5. □

With the above lemma, we can link the two sets of optimal solutions ( q̃_s, ϕ̃_s ) and (q_s, φ_s) from the MFG-1 and MFG-2 model accordingly as follows

Theorem 8. The optimal value function Ũ (q̃, t) in (4.15) of the problem (4.14) given the solutions (q_s, φ_s) , t ≤ s ≤ T of the MFG-2 model (3.5) satisfy the following functional HJE

(4.17) ∂_tŨ (q̃, t) − 1 2 � | | | ∇ δŨ δq̃ (q̃, x, t) | | | 2 q̃ (x) dx + � F (x, q_t) q̃ (x) dx + D � [ q̃ (x) Δ δŨ δq̃ (q̃, x, t) ] dx

+ � [ q̃ (x) T q_t (x) · ∇ δŨ δq̃ (q̃, x, t) + q_t (x) T q̃ (x) · ∇ δŨ δq̃ (q̃, x, t) ] dx = 0, t ≤ T, Ũ (q̃, T ) = � G(x, q_T )q̃ (x) dx, Especially, with the same initial condition q̃_t = q_t = q, the modified MFG-1 model (4.14) will give the same optimal solution as the MFG-2 model q̃_s (x) = q_s (x) , ϕ̃_s (x) = φ_s (x) , for t ≤ s ≤ T.

Above, we suppressed the implicit dependence U (q̃, s) := U (q̃, s; q (·)) on the entire curve q (·) for cleaner notations. Notice that the value function Ũ here defined in (4.15) is different from V in (3.4), while Theorem 8 tells that we can recover the same optimal solution of the MFG-2 model by solving the easier non-coupled system (4.13).

Proof. From Proposition 5, we have using the new Hamiltonian (4.12) ∂_tŨ (q̃, q, t) = H̃_2 ( q̃, − δŨ δq̃ (q̃, x, t) ; q_t, φ_t )

= � [ H_1 ( x, − δŨ δq̃ ; q_t ) − DΔ δŨ δq̃ − F̃ (x, q_t, φ_t) ] q̃ (x) dx. This gives the HJE (4.17) using the explicit expression for H_1 and φ_t = −^{δŨ}_{δq̃} (q̃_t, x, t) from Lemma 7.

Next, Since (q_s, φ_s) , s ≤ t ≤ T is given by the optimal solution of (4.8), we have

∂_sq_s = −∇ · [(T q_s + ∇φ_s) q_s] + DΔq_s = −∇ · [( T q_s + ∇ϕ̃_s ) q_s ] + DΔq_s. with ϕ̃_s = φ_s, s ≤ t ≤ T from Lemma 7. Then the identical solutions for q̃_s, q_s can be found directly by comparing with the equation (4.13a) with the same initial value and by the uniqueness of the linear equation (4.13a). □

5. Computational strategies for the MFG models

With the explicit formulations for the MFG models, we develop practical computational algorithms for solving the MFG equations to recover the optimal solution and control. Especially with the developed link between the MFG-1 and MFG-2 models, we can solve the coupled non-separable MFG-2 system based on an iterative strategy using a modified form of the decoupled MFG-1 system.

5.1. Practical choices of the cost functions. First, we propose the cost (activation) functional to be optimized in the control problems in the following form

(5.1) G (q_T ) +

�_T t L (q_s, α_s) ds = G (q_T ) +

�_T t [� L̃ (q_s, α_s) dx + F (q_s) ] ds, where G (q) quantifies the terminal error in the final target state and L (q, α) is the running loss to characterize the cost along the control process, which is further decomposed to the cost on the control forcing L̃ and the cost on the running state F. First, the control cost L̃ (q, α) is set as (5.2) L̃ (q, α) = L(α)q, L(α) = 1 2 |α|^2 . The term regularizes the strength of the control effect α according to the flow measure q. In particular, in the region with a large value of q, a condensed particle concentration (in term of probability measure) or a strongly turbulent fluid field (in term of the flow vorticity) is implied. Thus the average kinetic cost for this region is the quadratic function of the control |α|^2 weighted by the particle concentration q.

Specifically, the functional F (q) calibrates the energy fluctuations away from the initial and final states during the entire control process, and G (q) calibrates the difference at the final time step t = T . It is natural to require that the flow energy cannot deviate too large away from the starting initial state Q_i so that the level of turbulence is maintained in a controlled level, while it should also approach the final target state Q_f in a rapid rate. Therefore, we consider the following two common choices of the functionals according to the initial and final states Q_i (x) and Q_f (x):

• L_2-distance: the cost functionals compute the mean square deviation from initial and final target state using the linear combination q^′ = γ (q − Q_i) + (1 − γ) (q − Q_f ) with 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 and u^′ = T q^′, that is,

F (q) = 1 2 � | |u^′|^2 dx = 1 2 � | |T q^′|^2 dx, with F (q, x) := δF δq = T^∗ · T q^′, (5.3a)

G (q_T ) = 1 2 � |q_T − Q_f |^2 dx, with G (q, x) := δG δq = q_T − Q_f .

(5.3b)

• KL-divergence: since q can be viewed as the probability density of the Lagrangian tracer field, the cost functionals can compare the KL-divergence (relative entropy) with the distributions from the linear combination of the initial and final target states Q̄ = γQ_i + (1 − γ) Q_f with 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1, that is F (q) = D_{KL} ( q, Q̄ ) = � q log q Q̄dx, with F (q, x) := δF δq = 1 + log q Q̄, (5.4a)

G (q_T ) = D_{KL} (q_T , Q_f ) = � q_T log q_T Q_f dx, with G (q, x) := δG δq = 1 + log q_T Q_f . (5.4b)

5.2. Algorithms to solve the decoupled MFG-1 model. Here, we propose computational strategies to solve the MFG models (3.1) and (3.4). Equivalently, we can develop ensemble-based control strategies based on the stochastic control models (3.6) and (3.7). First, for the MFG-1 model (3.1), the optimal solution can be found by separately solving the decoupled forward and backward MFG equations (3.2).

Algorithm 1 MFG-1 model for optimal control of tracer field using PDE model Model setup: Given the flow vorticity field q_s (x) , s ∈ [t, T ] and the initial tracer density ρ (x) 1: solve the HJE (3.2b) backwardly in time to get the function ϕ_s (x) with ϕ_T (x) = −G (x, q_T ) at s = T . 2: recover the control for the entire time window α_s (x) = ∇ϕ_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T . 3: solve the continuity equation (3.2a) forward in time using the optimal control α_s (x) to get the optimal tracer density starting from the initial configuration ρ_t (x) = ρ (x).

Notice that above in solving the forward equation (3.2a), an alternative approach is to adopt the SDE formulation (3.6) thus to get the approximated optimal density solution ρ_s through an Monte-Carlo ensemble method. This approach could be advantageous in practical problems to efficiently recover the density distribution. Therefore, we can propose the ensemble-based algorithm corresponding to Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 2 MFG-1^′ model for controlling tracer field using finite ensemble model Model setup: Given the flow vorticity field q_s (x) , s ∈ [t, T ] and the initial tracer density ρ (x) Initial condition: generate random samples X^i_t ∼ ρ (x) , i = 1, · · · , N according to the tracer density. 1: solve the HJE (3.2b) backwardly in time to get the function ϕ_s (x) with ϕ_T (x) = −G (x, q_T ) at s = T . 2: recover the control α_s (x) = ∇ϕ_s (x) , t ≤ s ≤ T for the entire time window. 3: solve the SDE (3.6) forward in time independently for each sample trajectory X^i_s, t ≤ s ≤ T . 4: recover the optimal tracer density using the empirical distribution ρ^N_s (x) =^1_N ∑ i δ_Xi_s (x).

At the limit N → ∞, Algorithm 2 for finite ensemble approximation converges to the original Algorithm 1 at the continuum limit. This ensemble approach provides an effective alternative strategy to recover the target optimal tracer density without running the usually more expensive Fokker-Planck equation especially in the higher-dimensional cases. The ensemble approach will become more useful next for controlling the transition in flow states.

5.3. Iterative algorithm to solve the coupled MFG-2 model. Recall that the optimal solution for MFG-2 model solves the coupled MFG-2 system 3.5. In solving the MFG-2 model (3.4), we need to deal with the coupled forward and backward equations (3.5) together. To address this difficulty, we first solve a separable MFG according to Algorithm 1 or 2. Then the optimal solution is achieved by an iterating approach as finding a fixed point.

We introduce a ‘push forward’ map, (q̃_s, α̃_s) = P (q_s, α_s), based on the solution of the modified MFG-1 model (4.13) with the given solution of {q_s, α_s} , t ≤ s ≤ T

∂_sq̃_s + ∇ · [( T q_s + ∇ϕ̃_s ) q̃_s ] = DΔq̃_s, (5.5a)

∂_sϕ̃_s + 1 2 | |∇ϕ̃s | |^2 + T qs · ∇ϕ̃s + DΔϕ̃s = F (x, qs) − T^∗ · (qsαs) , (5.5b) with the initial and final conditions q̃_t (x) = q (x) and ϕ̃_T (x) = −G(x, q_T ), and the new control α̃_s = ∇ϕ̃_s. The above equations (5.5) define a separable problem that is easy to solve individually. From Theorem 8, if we can find a fixed point of the map, (q_s, α_s) = P (q_s, α_s), based on the modified MFG-1 model (5.5), the fixed point solution provides the solution for the MFG-2 system (3.4). Therefore, we expect solution of (5.5) gives good approximation to the optimal solution of the MFG-2 model given a close estimate of the input states {q_s, α_s} (see Proposition 9). If we further assume the solution of (3.5) is unique, we can solve the MFG-2 model through an iterative algorithm.

Based on the above consideration, we propose the following iterative strategy aiming to minimize the value function I (q_s, α_s) of MFG-2 model. Let {q̃^{(n+1)}_s , α̃^{(n+1)}_s } be the solution of (5.5) using the input functions {q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s } (from the previous iteration step). First, we construct a new state q^μ_s as the linear interpolation of the two functions

(5.6) q^μ_s = μq^{(n)}_s + (1 − μ) q̃^{(n+1)}_s .

with 0 ≤ μ ≤ 1. Then, the corresponding new interpolation state of α^μ_s is constructed based on the consistency with the continuity equation such that

∂_sq^μ_s + ∇ · [(T q^μ_s + α^μ_s ) q^μ_s ] = DΔq^μ_s .

This can be achieved by comparing the equations for {q̃^{(n+1)}_s , α̃^{(n+1)}_s } and {q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s }. The solution can be found to follow the relation

(5.7) α^μ_s = μα^{(n)}_s q^{(n)}_s + (1 − μ) α̃^{(n+1)}_s q̃^{(n+1)}_s

μq^{(n)}_s + (1 − μ) q̃^{(n+1)}_s

+ (1 − μ) ( T q^{(n)}_s − T q̃^{(n+1)}_s ) . Finally, the updated state is defined by the optimal μ at the point that minimizes the value of the cost function (3.4) of the MFG-2 model, that is,

(5.8) q^{(n+1)}_s := q^{μ∗}_s , α^{(n+1)}_s := α^{μ∗}_s , with μ^∗ = argmin_{0≤μ≤1} I (q^μ_s , α^μ_s ) .

This finishes the one-step updating for the fixed point iteration. We describe the algorithm using the iterative method to find the optimal control solution as follows.

Algorithm 3 MFG-2 model for optimal control of the flow field

Initial condition: set up the initial flow vorticity q^{(0)}_s and control functions α^{(0)}_s . 1: for n ≤ N_{max} while d ( q^{(n)}_s , q^{(n−1)}_s ) > ϵ or d ( α^{(n)}_s , α^{(n−1)}_s ) > ϵ do 2: solve the separable equations (5.5) to get the new states {q̃^{(n+1)}_s , α̃^{(n+1)}_s } with input {q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s }. 3: find the optimal μ^∗ that minimizes the cost function I (q^μ_s , α^μ_s ) by line searching with a sequence of μ_i =^i_L , i = 1, · · · , L − 1 using the combination of the two states (5.6) and (5.7).

4: update the next states q^{(n+1)}_s = q^{μ∗}_s and α^{(n+1)}_s = α^{μ∗}_s . 5: end for

A sufficient condition for the stability of the iterative scheme. In Algorithm 3, we need to take the critical step to update the next stage solution using the optimal linear combination (5.6) instead of directly taking the solution from the equations (5.5). This is confirmed by the following necessary condition describing the stability of the iteration scheme.

Claim 9. With the cost functions defined in (5.3) or (5.4), the value of the target cost function in (3.4) is not guaranteed to decrease if the solution of the equations (5.5) is directly applied to update the next stage. That is, we may have I (q̃_s, α̃_s) > I (q_s, α_s) , with μ = 0 during some iteration steps. On the other hand, one can expect to reduce the value of the cost function from the input (q_s, α_s) in every iteration, (5.9) I (q^μ_s , α^μ_s ) ≤ I (q_s, α_s) , by taking some μ > 0 in updating the solution in (5.6). Proof. Denote the value functional to be optimized above as

J (q̃_s, α̃_s; q_s, α_s) = � G(x, q_T )q̃_T (x) dx +

�_T t {� [ L (α̃_s) + F̃ (x, q_s, α_s) ] q̃_s (x) dx } ds. First, since (q̃_s, α̃_s) is the optimal solution of the problem (4.14), they minimize the corresponding value function (5.10) J (q̃_s, α̃_s; q_s, α_s) ≤ J (q_s, α_s; q_s, α_s) , as long as we choose (q_s, α_s) also satisfying the continuity equation in (3.5a).

On the other hand, the target loss function to minimize has the form

I (q_s, α_s) = G (q_T ) +

�_T t [� L (α_s) q_s (x) dx + F (q_s) ] ds. To evaluate the effect from one-step update, we define the improvement function

(5.11) g (μ) = I (q^μ_s , α^μ_s ) − I (q_s, α_s) ≤ [ G ( q^μ_T ) − � G(x, q_T )q̃_T ] + �_T t [ F (q^μ_s ) − � F (x, q_s) q̃_s ] ds + [� G(x, q_T )q_T − G (q_T ) ] + �_T t [� F (x, q_s) q_s − F (q_s) ] ds + � [L (α^μ_s ) q^μ_s − L (α̃_s) q̃_s] +

�_T t [� (q_sα_s) · T (q̃_s − q_s) ] ds. Above in the inequality, (5.10) is used to link the solutions from the modified MFG-1 model (5.5) with the updated new state q^μ_s = μq_s + (1 − μ) q̃_s.

First from (5.6) and (5.7) with μ = 1, we have q^μ_s = q_s, α^μ_s = α_s, thus g (1) = I (q_s, α_s) − I (q_s, α_s) = 0.

Then at the other end point with μ = 0, that is, q^μ_s = q̃_s, α^μ_s = α̃_s, we can compute the explicit expressions for the right hand side of (5.11) based on the explicit loss functions. Also since the terminal and running costs G and F share similar forms in both L_2 and KL-divergence cases, we compute the terminal cost below and the running cost will follow with very similar expressions. For the L_2 loss (5.3), we find [ G_{L2} (q̃_T ) − � G_{L2} (x, q_T )q̃_T ] + [� G_{L2} (x, q_T )q_T − G_{L2} (q_T ) ] = 1 2 � (q̃_T − q_T )^2 ≥ 0,

and for the KL-divergence loss (5.4) [ G_{KL} (q̃_T ) − � G_{KL}(x, q_T )q̃_T ] + [� G_{KL}(x, q_T )q_T − G_{KL} (q_T ) ] = � q̃_T log q̃_T q_T ≥ 0. In the last line of (5.11), the first term will vanish at μ = 0 since q^0_s = q̃_s, α^0_s = α̃_s. However, the sign of the second term with the integrant, (q_sα_s) · T (q̃_s − q_s), becomes indefinite and could frequently reach positive values during the iterations. Therefore, a positive value could be reached on the right hand side of (5.11) using both loss functions. Thus, the total cost I is not guaranteed to decrease with direct update using a constant μ = 0 (see Fig. 6.4 as a confirmation from direct numerical tests).

Finally, notice that using the specific loss functions (5.3) or (5.4), the the function, g (μ) = Aμ^2 + Bμ + C + O ( ‖q̃_s − q_s‖^2 ) , can be expressed as a quadratic function about μ in the leading order expansion.

Further, it can be checked the coefficient before the μ^2 term is positive. Thus to ensure there exists some μ^∗ such that g (μ^∗) < 0, we only need to consider the case with g (0) > 0. In addition, taking into account g (1) = 0, the property of the quadratic function suggests that negative values of g (μ) will be reached with some μ > 0 unless the critical case with minimun reached at μ = 1. □

6. Model performance using prototype test models

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed MFG models through detailed numerical experiments. A prototype nonlinear advection-diffusion model modified from the viscous Burger’s equation is used as a test example simulating multiscale vortical flows. This simple model preserves many key properties of the more general turbulent models appearing in many fields, while provides a clean tractable setup for confirming the important basic properties discussed in the previous sections.

6.1. The modified Burger’s equation as a prototype test model. In the numerical tests, we introduce the control problem for the modified viscous Burger’s (MVB) equation

(6.1) ∂_sq_s (x) + ∇ · [u_s (x) q_s (x)] = νΔq_s (x) + f_s (x) .

with the control forcing in the form f_s = −∇·(α_sq_s). The solution is defined on either the one-dimensional periodic domain, x ∈ [−L, L], or the two-dimensional doubly periodic domain, (x, y) ∈ [−L, L] × [−L, L]. The vorticity field q_s can be projected on the Fourier modes then the advection velocity field u_s can be expressed explicitly under the spectral representation based on each wavenumber k = (k_x, k_y)^⊺ as

u_s (x) = T q_s (x) = ∑ |k|≠0 i|k|^{−2} (k_y, −k_x)^⊺ q̂_k (s) e^{ikx}, and q_s (x) = ∑ k q̂_k (s) e^{ikx}. In the one-dimensional case, the velocity field reduces to the simpler form u_s (x) = ∑ k≠0 ik −1q̂_k (s) e^{ikx}. In fact, it is direct to check that if u_s (x) satisfies the solution of the viscous Burger’s equation, q_s = −∂_xu_s gives the solution of (6.1). Therefore, a sequence of exact steady state solutions can be constructed for the MVB equation (6.1) based on the explicit analytic solutions of u_s [6]

(6.2) Q_{σ,a} (x) = 2νσ^2sech^2 (σ|x − a|)) ,

with two parameters σ, a. The steady solutions indicate the persistent coherent structures in general turbulent flow fields. Therefore, we design the control problem for recovering the optimal control forcing f_s during s ∈ [0, T ] driving between two steady solutions Q_i (x) = Q_{σ,−L/2} (x) and Q_f (x) = Q_{σ,L/2} (x). The cost functionals in the optimal control are following the two typical examples in (5.3) and (5.4). It shows that many representative features of general interests including multiscale turbulent behavior and extreme events [1, 38] can be generated in the simplified MVB model (6.1).

In the numerical experiments, the MVB equation is solved by a pseudo-spectral method with a Galerkin truncated spectral representation of J = 256 modes in both x and y directions. The finite truncation model is suitable for more general applications with explicit multiscale turbulent structures. The equation is integrated in time by an explicit-implicit Runge-Kutta method with the implicit part only for the dissipation term. Model parameters in the numerical tests are listed below in Table 1. A typical steady state solution of the MVB equation is plotted in Fig. 6.1 showing a coherent flow structure. In the following, we first consider the simpler one-dimensional case giving a detailed discussion on both the MFG-1 model (3.1) for the control of the transport of passive tracers, and the performance of the iterative strategy solving the MFG-2 model (3.4) for the control of the flow vorticity equation. Then, the control performance of the control model on the more complex two-dimensional flow equations is tested.

6.2. MFG-1 model for tracer field control. First, we show the performance of the tracer control model in the one-dimensional case according to Algorithm 1 and 2. The advection flow solution u_t is generated by the steady state solution of (6.1) with f ≡ 0 as shown in Fig. 6.1. We set the tracer initial density as Q_i (x) = Q_{1,−L/2} (x) and the final target density as Q_f (x) = Q_{1,L/2} (x). Therefore, the tracer control problem asks the optimal control action that drives the tracers across the ‘barrier’ set by the ν L J Δt T γ σ a 0.5 10 256 1 × 10^{−3} 10 0.2 1 ±L/2

Table 1. Parameters used for the MVB test model. The last there columns show control parameters for the initial and final target states (6.2).

Figure 6.1. An illustration of the steady solution of the MVB equation with q_t = −∂_xu_t.

advection flow in the center of the domain. Both the L_2 cost (5.3) and the KL-divergence cost (5.4) are applied in optimizing the cost function (3.1).

6.2.1. Control of tracer density function with the PDE model. The forward continuity equation and backward HJE are decoupled in the MFG-1 model case. Following Algorithm 1, we first solve the control action α_s = ∂_xϕ_s by solving the backward equation (3.2b) using the prescribed solution of q_s, with F and G from the corresponding costs (5.3) or (5.4). Next, we solve the forward equation (3.2a) to get the controlled tracer density field using the achieved optimal control solution ϕ_s. The solution gives the optimal controlled tracer density field ρ_s together with the optimal control forcing α_s exerted on top of the transporting flow velocity u_s = T q_s.

The optimal solutions for the MFG-1 model achieved with both L_2 and KL-divergence cost functions are plotted in Fig. 6.2. Comparable control solutions are found under the different forms of cost functions. In this control problem for tracer density, the initial tracer field concentrates on the left side of the domain at −L/2 while the target field lies on the right at L/2. With the steady advection flow field u_s as shown in Fig. 6.1, the passive tracers are driven toward the center of the domain at x = 0. The control forcing is required to guide the tracers going against the tendency from the advection flow velocity. As a result, the controlled tracer field ρ_s diverged into two routes in opposite directions, one travels across the center region of the domain and the other goes across the boundary using the periodic boundary condition, converged at the final target location. A strong control forcing α_s is exerted at the starting time to drive the tracer density quickly toward the target, then is reduced to smaller values to balance the running cost part of

(a) L2 loss

(b) KL-divergence loss

Figure 6.2. Optimal controlled solutions of MFG-1 model for tracer transport with different loss functions.

the control. The tracer density fields finally reach the target state ρ_T with good agreements, indicating successful control performance in both cases under different losses.

6.2.2. Control of ensemble empirical distributions with the SDE model. Corresponding, we can use the ensemble SDE approach for solving the controlled optimal tracer density through estimating the empirical measure from the samples. Especially, Algorithm 2 for the tracer control model provides an effective way to produce samples agreeing any non-Gaussian PDFs by setting it as the targeting state X^i_T ∼ Q_f for the terminal tracer density. Here, the initial MC samples of the tracers X_0 ∼ ρ_0 = N ( μ_0, σ^2_0 ) can be easily sampled from a normal distribution. The optimal control forcing α_s is still solved from the backward HJE (3.2b) with the terminal condition G defined by the target state Q_f . But instead, the forward continuity equation is solved by the MC approximation of the SDE (3.6). Then, the resulting ensemble members through the controlled SDE model sample the target PDF,^1_N ∑ i δ_Xi_T ≃ Q_f . This method will become more useful for sampling high dimensional PDFs including highly non-Gaussian structures.

In Fig. 6.3, we show one simple test to sample non-Gaussian PDFs in the shape of the functions (6.2). Using the SDE model with N = 10^4 samples, the initial samples are drawn from a standard normal distribution. Two target PDFs with linear tails of different extent σ = 0.5, σ = 1 are used. It shows that the final empirical sample distributions of the tracer particles accurately capture the non-Gaussian shapes in the PDFs, and are also agree with the PDE control model results. Deviation only appears in the long tail region due to insufficient representation of the extreme events. The ensemble representations will also applied next using the SDE model for controlling flow vorticity states.

6.3. MFG-2 model for flow field control. Next, we test the one-dimensional flow control problem formulated by the MFG-2 model. In this case, we need to solve the coupled joint equations (3.5). Different from the previous tracer control problem, the continuity equation for q_s becomes nonlinear due to the

Figure 6.3. Sampling non-Gaussian PDFs by controlling the tracer density in the SDE model.

explicit coupling with the advection velocity u_s = T q_s. The forward and backward equations become closely coupled. The new iterative approach in Algorithm 3 is applied to solve the corresponding decoupled solution {q̃_s, φ̃_s} from (5.5) using the solution {q^{(n)}_s , φ^{(n)}_s } from the previous iteration step to find the converged optimal solution.

6.3.1. Effective updating strategy during iterations. We first confirm the necessary condition in Proposition 9 for converging iterations. The new state q^μ = μq^n + (1 − μ) q̃ is required to be updated using the optimal combination parameter μ ≠ 0. In Fig. 6.4, we plot the improvement in minimizing the value function I (q^μ, α^μ) − I ( q^{(n)}, α^{(n)} ) under the L_2 and KL-divergence cost during the first two iteration steps. Consistent with our analysis, the cost I (q̃_s, α̃_s) as a function of μ gives approximately a quadratic structure with 0 at the right end μ = 1 and indefinite values on the left μ = 0. Notice that the cost function value by directly using the decoupled model solution {q̃_s, φ̃_s} is indicated at μ = 0. The direct solution is not guaranteed to reduce the target cost function from each step of iteration. This is the inherent obstacle due to the instability in the iteration scheme especially during the initial iteration steps with larger errors. On the other hand, an improvement with negative values can be always achieved through a direct line searching of the optimal μ to minimize the cost. In addition, the choice of the optimal μ can also effectively expedite the convergence requiring only a few iteration steps.

As a more detailed illustration of the error development during iterations, Fig. 6.5 plots the value function I(q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s ) as well as the L_2 errors in both states q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s measured during the entire control time window s ∈ [0, T ]. It shows that the value function converges quickly close to its minimum value just with a few iterations (∼ 5 under both L_2 and KL-divergence loss). In comparison, we also plot the evolution of the loss function values using a fixed μ = 0.5. Then, the value function cannot be minimized due to the frequent violation of the decreasing condition. This confirms the necessity of taking the adaptive choice of the combination parameter μ to reach the target fixed-point solution in the proposed iterative algorithm. We continue running the iterations further to the longer than necessary steps. It shows that the errors in the target states keep decreasing to the refined optimal solution during the iterations. This confirms the stability of the proposed method.

6.3.2. Control performance with different cost functions. Here, we show the optimally controlled solutions achieved from the iterative algorithm. The initial states for {q^{(0)}_s , φ^{(0)}_s } in the iterative algorithm is computed by solving the tracer control problem. The final converged optimal solutions using both L_2 and KL-divergence loss functions are displayed in Fig. 6.6. The controlled trajectories for q_s show similar structure as in the tracer control case, while they are through the completely different dynamical equations. This can be seen by the very different structures in the optimal control solutions of α_s. In fact, the solution illustrates the route of transition between the two steady states of the flow solutions.

Equivalently, we can solve the flow control problem using the SDE formulation (3.9) with finite number of samples as described in the last formulation in Sec. 3. In this approach, instead of solving the continuous forward equation for q_s we run an ensemble simulation for the Lagrangian tracers

dX^i_s = [ T q^N_s ( X^i_s ) + α^N_s ( X^i_s )] ds + √ 2DdW^i_s,

Figure 6.4. Improvement in the target value function I (q^μ_s , α^μ_s )−I (q^n_s , α^n_s ) with different values of μ during the first two iterations using L_2 and KL-divergence cost.

Figure 6.5. Total value function I^n = I(q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s ) and the errors in the updated states {q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s } during the updating iterations using both L_2 and KLD loss.

with i = 1, · · · , N. Notice that the N samples are linked together by the empirical recovery of the flow field from the samples q^N_s (x) =^1_N ∑_N i=1 δ_Xi_s (x). The optimal control α^N_s is solved through the backward HJE also using the empirical estimate q^N_s . The initial samples agreeing with the initial state Q_i are drawn by the strategy introduced in Sec. 6.2.2. This idea is very useful for the generalization to higher dimensional cases where directly solving the forward Fokker-Planck PDE becomes highly expensive. Fig. 6.7 illustrates the controlled solutions using the KL-divergence loss at several time instants from the SDE model using N = 1 × 10^4 samples. The corresponding optimal PDE solution is Fig. 6.6 is compared on top of the SDE solution from the empirical distribution. Good agreements are observed in the two equivalent approaches indicating effective skill in the control methods.

At last, we compare the optimal value function V (q, t) from different initial state q = Q_{σ,−L/2} and starting time t. We fix the terminal time as T = 10 and the shapes in the initial state is determined by the parameter σ. The results are shown in Fig. 6.8. With t = 0, the control has the longest time window s ∈ [0, T ]. Thus the optimal solution is reached early and remain in the final target state to minimize the cost. When the starting time t increases, a shorter time window s ∈ [t, T ] is allowed. Thus the control forcing needs to drive the solution to the final state in a faster rate. Overall, the optimal solutions go through a relatively similar transient stage.

6.4. MFG models for controlling two-dimensional flows. Finally, we test the performance of the MFG models on controlling the 2-dimensional flow fields. The same algorithm is applied on solving the corresponding two-dimensional MVB equations in the same fashion. In this case, the equation becomes

(a) L2 loss

(b) KL-divergence loss

Figure 6.6. Optimal controlled solution of MFG-2 model for vorticity transport with different loss functions.

Figure 6.7. Evolution of the controlled vorticity state q_t from the SDE model using the KL-divergence loss function.

the diffusive transport of the vorticity field q_s. The same steady solutions as in (6.2) are taken as the initial and final target states centered at (−L/2, −L/2) and (L/2, L/2). The same set of parameters is applied in the two-dimensional flow control case, and the same loss functions (5.3) and (5.4) are used measuring the errors in the two-dimensional functions. Following the same strategy as in the one-dimensional tests, we first apply Algorithm 1 to get the initial guess q^{(0)}_s , φ^{(0)}_s . Then the optimal control solution is achieved by the iterative strategy in Algorithm 3.

The the value function as well as the errors during each iteration are plotted in Fig. 6.9. Still, we run a larger number of iterations to illustrate the evolution of the errors. The same as the one-dimensional case, the loss quickly converges to the minimum value after only a few iterations under both cost functions. The fast convergence is especially important in the two-dimensional case due to the much higher computational cost. The errors in the states q^{(n)}_s and φ^{(n)}_s also quickly drop to small values implying fast convergence and keep decreasing with more iterations just refining the detailed structures. The optimal trajectories

Figure 6.8. Comparison of the optimized value function V (q, t) with different starting time t to the final time T = 10. Different initial distributions q = Q_{σ,−L/2} are also compared. The last two rows show the optimal controlled solutions q_s with σ = 0.5 from different starting times t.

Figure 6.9. Total value function I^n = I(q^{(n)}_s , α^{(n)}_s ) and the errors in the updated states {q^{(n)}_s , φ^{(n)}_s } during the updating iterations using both L_2 and KLD loss in the twodimensional flow.

for the optimal solution q_s are shown in Fig. 6.10. It is observed the recovered control forcing successfully moving the flow vorticity from the initial state to its final target. One interesting observation in the twodimensional case is that the controlled flow solution demonstrates different routes to the target under the L_2 and KL-divergence loss functions. Under the L_2 loss, the solution goes through a gradual transition with decaying value in the initial state. On the other hand, under the KL-divergence loss, the initial density is moved directly to the final target along the four symmetric directions with the doubly periodic boundary. Further future investigation is needed for a complete understanding of the distinctive behaviors under different loss functions.

(a) optimal controlled solution qs

(b) optimal control function φs

Figure 6.10. Optimal controlled solutions q_s and control function φ_s at several time instants t under both the L_2 and KL-divergence loss functions.

7. Summary

In summary, we proposed mean field game models for controlling the nonlinear transport of tracer densities and flow vorticity fields under a unified mathematical framework. The mean field game models are solved through a forward continuity equation describing the tracer density/flow vorticity and a backward Hamilton-Jacobi equation for the optimal control action. In addition, the general scalar vorticity field can be tracked by Lagrangian tracers immersed in the advected flow field, thus an equivalent stochastic formulation can be derived providing a useful alternative approach for solving the controlled flow solution especially for the development of efficient numerical strategies in higher dimensional problems. The performance of the proposed MFG models and algorithms are then tested on the modified viscous Burger’s equation displaying representative multiscaled and nonlinear dynamics. Fast convergence and effective control performance are demonstrated in both the one- and two-dimensional test cases and under loss functions in different metrics. For the future research, a more detailed convergence analysis for general systems is to be developed quantifying the approximation error and convergence rate of the new methods. The numerical strategy is also direct to apply the proposed algorithms to more general flow systems including stronger turbulent dynamics and instabilities.

Acknowledgments

YG was partially supported by NSF under award DMS-2204288.

References

[1] Rafail V Abramov, Gregor Kovačič, and Andrew J Majda. Hamiltonian structure and statistically relevant conserved quantities for the truncated burgers-hopf equation. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 56(1):1–46, 2003.

[2] Yves Achdou and Italo Capuzzo-Dolcetta. Mean field games: numerical methods. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 48(3):1136–1162, 2010.

[3] Yves Achdou, Pierre Cardaliaguet, François Delarue, Alessio Porretta, and Filippo Santambrogio. Mean Field Games:

Cetraro, Italy 2019, volume 2281. Springer Nature, 2021.

[4] Brian DO Anderson and John B Moore. Optimal control: linear quadratic methods. Courier Corporation, 2007. [5] Amit Apte, Christopher KRT Jones, and AM Stuart. A bayesian approach to lagrangian data assimilation. Tellus A:

Dynamic Meteorology and Oceanography, 60(2):336–347, 2008.

[6] Alexandre Boritchev. Decaying turbulence in the generalised burgers equation. Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 214:331–357, 2014.

[7] Steven L Brunton and Bernd R Noack. Closed-loop turbulence control: Progress and challenges. Applied Mechanics Reviews, 67(5):050801, 2015.

[8] Pierre Cardaliaguet, François Delarue, Jean-Michel Lasry, and Pierre-Louis Lions. The master equation and the convergence problem in mean field games:(ams-201). Princeton University Press, 2019.

[9] Pierre Cardaliaguet and Saeed Hadikhanloo. Learning in mean field games: the fictitious play. ESAIM: Control, Optimisation and Calculus of Variations, 23(2):569–591, 2017.

[10] Elisabetta Carlini and Francisco J Silva. A fully discrete semi-lagrangian scheme for a first order mean field game problem. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 52(1):45–67, 2014.

[11] René Carmona, François Delarue, et al. Probabilistic theory of mean field games with applications I-II. Springer, 2018. [12] Antonin Chambolle and Thomas Pock. A first-order primal-dual algorithm for convex problems with applications to imaging. Journal of mathematical imaging and vision, 40:120–145, 2011.

[13] Nan Chen, Evelyn Lunasin, and Stephen Wiggins. Launching drifter observations in the presence of uncertainty. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.12779, 2023.

[14] Areski Cousin, Stéphane Crépey, Olivier Guéant, David Hobson, Monique Jeanblanc, Jean-Michel Lasry, Jean-Paul Laurent, Pierre-Louis Lions, Peter Tankov, Olivier Guéant, et al. Mean field games and applications. Paris-Princeton lectures on mathematical finance 2010, pages 205–266, 2011.

[15] Jeffrey Covington, Di Qi, and Nan Chen. Effective statistical control strategies for complex turbulent dynamical systems.

Proceedings of the Royal Society A, 479(2279):20230546, 2023.

[16] Patrick H. Diamond, Sanae-I. Itoh, and Kimitaka Itoh. Modern Plasma Physics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.

[17] Wilfrid Gangbo, Alpár R Mészáros, Chenchen Mou, and Jianfeng Zhang. Mean field games master equations with nonseparable hamiltonians and displacement monotonicity. The Annals of Probability, 50(6):2178–2217, 2022.

[18] Yuan Gao, Tiejun Li, Xiaoguang Li, and Jian-Guo Liu. Transition path theory for langevin dynamics on manifolds:

Optimal control and data-driven solver. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation, 21(1):1–33, 2023.

[19] Yuan Gao, Jian-Guo Liu, and Wuchen Li. Master equations for finite state mean field games with nonlinear activations.

Discrete and Continuous Dynamical Systems - B, 2023.

[20] Víctor J García-Garrido and Stephen Wiggins. Lagrangian descriptors and the action integral of classical mechanics.

Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 434:133206, 2022.

[21] Olivier Guéant. Mean field games equations with quadratic hamiltonian: a specific approach. Mathematical Models and Methods in Applied Sciences, 22(09):1250022, 2012.

[22] Minyi Huang, Roland P Malhamé, and Peter E Caines. Large population stochastic dynamic games: closed-loop mckeanvlasov systems and the nash certainty equivalence principle. 2006.

[23] Daisuke Inoue, Yuji Ito, Takahito Kashiwabara, Norikazu Saito, and Hiroaki Yoshida. A fictitious-play finite-difference method for linearly solvable mean field games. ESAIM: Mathematical Modelling and Numerical Analysis, 57(4):1863– 1892, 2023.

[24] John Kim and Thomas R Bewley. A linear systems approach to flow control. Annu. Rev. Fluid Mech., 39:383–417, 2007. [25] Parvathi Kooloth, David Sondak, and Leslie M Smith. Coherent solutions and transition to turbulence in two-dimensional rayleigh-bénard convection. Physical Review Fluids, 6(1):013501, 2021.

[26] Jean-Michel Lasry and Pierre-Louis Lions. Mean field games. Japanese journal of mathematics, 2(1):229–260, 2007. [27] Mathieu Lauriere. Numerical methods for mean field games and mean field type control. Mean field games, 78:221, 2021. [28] Wuchen Li, Wonjun Lee, and Stanley Osher. Computational mean-field information dynamics associated with reactiondiffusion equations. Journal of Computational Physics, 466:111409, 2022.

[29] Wuchen Li, Siting Liu, and Stanley Osher. Controlling conservation laws ii: Compressible navier–stokes equations.

Journal of Computational Physics, 463:111264, 2022.

[30] Douglas G MacMartin, Ben Kravitz, David W Keith, and Andrew Jarvis. Dynamics of the coupled human–climate system resulting from closed-loop control of solar geoengineering. Climate dynamics, 43:243–258, 2014.

[31] Andrew Majda and Xiaoming Wang. Nonlinear dynamics and statistical theories for basic geophysical flows. Cambridge University Press, 2006.

[32] Andrew J Majda. Introduction to PDEs and waves for the atmosphere and ocean, volume 9. American Mathematical Soc., 2003.

[33] Andrew J Majda. Introduction to turbulent dynamical systems in complex systems. Springer, 2016. [34] Andrew J Majda and Peter R Kramer. Simplified models for turbulent diffusion: theory, numerical modelling, and physical phenomena. Physics reports, 314(4-5):237–574, 1999.

[35] Andrew J Majda and Di Qi. Effective control of complex turbulent dynamical systems through statistical functionals.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(22):5571–5576, 2017.

[36] Andrew J Majda and Di Qi. Linear and nonlinear statistical response theories with prototype applications to sensitivity analysis and statistical control of complex turbulent dynamical systems. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 29(10):103131, 2019.

[37] Andrew J Majda and Di Qi. Using statistical functionals for effective control of inhomogeneous complex turbulent dynamical systems. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 392:34–56, 2019.

[38] Andrew J Majda and Ilya Timofeyev. Remarkable statistical behavior for truncated burgers–hopf dynamics. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 97(23):12413–12417, 2000.

[39] Henry P McKean Jr. A class of Markov processes associated with nonlinear parabolic equations. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 56(6):1907–1911, 1966.

[40] Joseph Pedlosky. Geophysical fluid dynamics. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

[41] Di Qi and Andrew J Majda. Predicting extreme events for passive scalar turbulence in two-layer baroclinic flows through reduced-order stochastic models. Communications in Mathematical Sciences, 16(1):17–51, 2018.

[42] Di Qi and Andrew J Majda. Rigorous statistical bounds in uncertainty quantification for one-layer turbulent geophysical flows. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 28:1709–1761, 2018.

[43] Di Qi and Andrew J Majda. Transient metastability and selective decay for the coherent zonal structures in plasma drift wave turbulence. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 29:2297–2339, 2019.

[44] Benjamin J Zhang and Markos A Katsoulakis. A mean-field games laboratory for generative modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.13534, 2023.

Department of Mathematics, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN Email address: gao662@purdue.edu, qidi@purdue.edu