arXiv:2204.02431v1 [math.OC] 5 Apr 2022

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE

GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

ABSTRACT. We analyze the problem of controlling a multi-agent system with additive white noise through parsimonious interventions on a selected subset of the agents (leaders). For such a controlled system with a SDE constraint, we introduce a rigorous limit process towards an infinite dimensional optimal control problem constrained by the coupling of a system of ODE for the leaders with a McKean-Vlasov-type SDE, governing the dynamics of the prototypical follower. The latter is, under some assumptions on the distribution of the initial data, equivalent with a (nonlinear parabolic) PDE-ODE system. The derivation of the limit mean-field optimal control problem is achieved by linking the mean-field limit of the governing equations together with the Γ-limit of the cost functionals for the finite dimensional problems.

CONTENTS

1. Introduction 1 2. Preliminaries and notations 4 2.1. General notation 4 2.2. The model system 6 3. Existence and convergence results for the controlled system 7 3.1. Well posedness for the SDE/ODE system 7 3.2. Equivalence with a PDE/ODE system 14 3.3. Mean field limit of the discrete system 16 4. Mean field sparse optimal control 19 4.1. The finite dimensional optimal control problem 19 4.2. The Γ-limit optimal control problem 23 References 26

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, multi-agent systems have been widely used to describe several phenomena, such as, for instance, flocking and cell aggregation in biology [7, 11, 18, 21], chemical networks [25, 28, 29], human interaction in social sciences [13, 36], neuronal

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 49J20, 49J55, 60H10.

Key words and phrases. Mean-field limit, Γ-limit, optimal control with ODE-SDE constraints. 1

2 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

spike dynamics [12, 14], cooperative robots [4, 9, 22, 31] and so on. Such systems are analytically and computationally manageable as soon as the number of involved agents is not too large. However, such a number is usually very large in real life applications. In order to overcome this issue, an effective approach consists in the approximation procedure obtained by sending the number of agents N to ∞, in place of considering just a large number of them. This procedure is known in the literature as mean-field limit [8, 20, 26]. Clearly, the mean-field limit of a system of particles described by interacting Ordinary Differential Equations (ODEs) leads to a Partial Differential Equation (PDE), usually hyperbolic and nonlinear, for the density of particles in a certain region of the space. From this point of view, we are simplifying the problem by reducing a very large system of coupled ODEs to a single PDE. On the other hand, the clear improvement in manageability is balanced by the inevitable loss in accuracy, since the obtained model is just an approximation. Furthermore, the position and/or the velocity of the particles in their full complexity could easily render impossible their exact study. In this regard, it is useful to include a white noise in the system, reducing its complexity.

Mean-field limits for systems of Stochastic Differential Equations (SDEs) have been widely studied in literature (see, for instance, [19, 27, 35] and references therein) and present some different characteristics with respect to the ones that appear in the ODE case. Precisely, the limit PDE is no more hyperbolic, but it gains a diffusive term, thus becoming parabolic. Moreover, its solution represents the probability of finding a generic particle in a region of the space. Analogously to what happens in the ODE case, the dynamics of the limit particle is described by a (stochastic) McKean-Vlasov equation and the limit PDE is the associated (nonlinear) Fokker-Planck equation.

In the applications, we are not satisfied by the knowledge of the dynamics, but we are also interested in controlling it. Clearly this can be achieved by introducing some control functions in the ODE system. Such an extension is practically unmanageable, also from a purely numerical point of view, if the number of the agents is too large. Again, the mean-field limit approach turns out to be a successful tool to study suitable approximations of such a control. In the setting of the optimal control theory, this is done by combining the mean-field limit with the Γ-limit tool, as done in [16].

The previous result relies on the fact that one is applying the control directly on each agent of the system. This is, however, not possible in different applications, as for instance crowd control in emergency situations. In such a case, some special agents, called herders, are required to drive passive agents, the herd, towards a designated confinement.

The herding problem has been recently developed, see for instance [1–4, 6, 23, 24, 32, 34]. The main features of the model are the following: on the one hand, the control can be applied only on the herders’ dynamics; on the other hand, the number of agents in the herd is usually much larger than the number of herders. Once again, we can describe both the herd and the herders via a system of coupled ODEs and imagine that the number N of agents in the herd is sent to ∞, while the number m of herders is fixed. At the limit, we obtain a system composed by a single hyperbolic nonlinear PDE coupled with m controlled ODEs. This is done by exploiting both the mean-field limit and the Γ-limit of the control cost functionals, as done in [15].

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 3

Clearly, such an approach cannot be used directly if we introduce uncertainty in the dynamics of the herd. This problem has been, for instance, considered in [4], where it is solved numerically for a small herd. Since the dynamics of the herd, as described in [4, Eq.(3)], is subject to an additive noise term, one cannot use the results contained in [15] to approximate the system by mean-field approach.

Inspired by this, in the present paper we investigate the mean-field approach in the previously described herding problem, where the herd exhibits an additive white noise. Without going into details, we consider the discrete model

d X^n(t) = 1 N N∑ l=1 H_1(X^l(t) − X^n(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (t) − X^n(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW^n(t) d dt Y^i(t) = 1 N N∑ l=1 K_2(Y^i(t) − X^l(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j (t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i_N (X^1(t), .., X^n(t)).

where the position of the agents in the herd is described by X^n, n = 1, . . . , N, while the herders’ position is described by Y^i, i = 1, . . . , m and u^i_N is a suitable control function, minimizing a certain cost functional F_N . It is clear that if σ = 0 we go recover the system in [15]. Then we study the problem as N → ∞. Precisely, we show that the empirical measure ∑_N n=1 δ_Xn_{(t)} converges in Wasserstein distance to a measure μ and Y^i, i = 1, . . . , m converge in expectation to some deterministic functions Y^i, which turn out to solve the PDE/ODE system

(∂_t − σΔ) μ_t = −div ( (H_1 ∗ μ_t(·) +^1_m ∑_m j=1 K_1(Y^j (t) − ·))μ_t ) d dt Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ μ_t(Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j (t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, μ_t). i = 1, .., m,

(1.1)

where u^i minimizes a cost functional F that is the Γ-limit of F_N . To prove the mean-field limit, as it is usual in the stochastic setting, one has to prove a propagation of chaos result, i.e. the fact that the (initially coupled) positions of the agents in the herd become independent as N → ∞. Precisely, X^n, n = 1, . . . , j, converge in expectation to j independent copies of the solution X of the system

d X(t) = H_1 ∗ μ_t(X(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (t) − X(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW (t) d dt Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ μ_t(Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j(t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, μ_t). i = 1, .., m

μ = Law(X), μ_t = (ev_t)_♯μ.

(1.2)

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to discuss some preliminaries and to set up the notations. In Section 3 we first prove the well-posedness of the system (1.2) and the fact that (1.1) is its Fokker-Planck equation. In particular, we prove the

4 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

equivalence of the well-posedness of (1.1) and the one of (1.2) under suitable assumptions on the initial data. Then, we prove the propagation of chaos result, that leads directly to the mean-field limit. At this point, in Section 4 we are able to develop the limit optimal control theory. Precisely, we first prove separately the well-posedness of the discrete optimal control system and of the limit one. Then, we prove the Γ-limit result on the cost functionals, thus showing that the optimal control in the limit setting is a good approximation of the control in the discrete one for a large herd. Clearly, this is a first step in such a direction and then some restrictive hypotheses on the interaction and the controls have been imposed. In future works we plan to relax such restrictions as well as considering problems with multiplicative white noise, second order problems with white noise and controls in the velocity terms and problems with a different kind of additive noise.

Acknowledgements: G. Ascione has been partially supported by MIUR - PRIN 2017, project Stochastic Models for Complex Systems, No. 2017JFFHSH. D. Castorina has received funding from the research grant “BIOMASS” from the University of Naples Federico II - “Finanziamento della Ricerca di Ateneo (FRA) - Linea B. The work of F. Solombrino is part of the MIUR - PRIN 2017, project Variational Methods for Stationary and Evolution Problems with Singularities and Interfaces, No. 2017BTM7SN. He also acknowledges support by project Starplus 2020 Unina Linea 1 ”New challenges in the variational modeling of continuum mechanics” from the University of Naples Federico II and Compagnia di San Paolo. Finally, all the authors are partially supported by Gruppo Nazionale per l’Analisi Matematica, la Probabilitá e le loro Applicazioni (GNAMPA-INdAM).

2. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATIONS

In this section we will set up the main assumptions on our model, discuss some preliminaries and lay out our notations and terminology.

2.1. General notation. For any horizon T > 0 and any complete metric space B, we let C^0([0, T ]; B) be the space of B-valued continuous functions over [0, T ]. Moreover, for any t ∈ [0, T ] we denote by ev_t the evaluation map, i.e. the map ev_t(f) = f(t) for any f ∈ C^0([0, T ]; R^d ). For any p ≥ 1, we let W_p(B) be the p-Wasserstein space, i.e. the space of Borel probability measures μ on B, such that

M^p_p (μ, x_0) = ∫ B (d(x, x_0))^p dμ < ∞, where d is the metric on B and x_0 ∈ B is fixed (see [37, Definition 6.4]). Let μ, ν ∈ W_p(B); we say that a Borel probability measure γ on B × B is a coupling of μ and ν if for for any Borel set A ⊂ B it holds γ(A × B) = μ(A) and γ(B × A) = ν(A) (see [37, Definition 1.1]). We denote by Π(μ, ν) the set of all possible couplings. Finally, it is possible to equip

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 5

W_p(B) with the Wasserstein metric W^p_p (μ, ν) = inf_{γ∈Π(μ,ν)} ∫ B×B (d(x, y))^p dγ, (see [37, Definition 6.4]). Let us recall that, by [37, Theorem 4.1], the above infimum is actually achieved and the minimum point is called optimal coupling. We also denote by ♯ the pushforward operator. In the following, B will be a Banach space, hence we can set x_0 = 0 and d(x, y) = ‖x − y‖. We will omit x_0 from the above notation.

Fix d ≥ 1 and let H_i : R^d → R^d , K_i : R^d → R^d , 1 = 1, 2 be globally Lipschitz continuous funtions. In what follows, without loss of generality we shall suppose that all the involved random variables are supported on a fixed filtered probability space (Ω, F, F_t, P) and we denote by E the expectation operator. Furthermore, for any metric space B we denote by M(Ω; B) the space of B-valued random variables and, for any X ∈ M(Ω; B) we define Law(X) = (X)_♯P. When possible, we will omit the dependence on the probability space.

Remark 2.1. Let us recall some basic properties.

i Let ν ∈ W_p(C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) and set ν_t = (ev_t)_♯ν. We point out the following elementary inequality M_p(ν_t) ≤ M_p(ν) for any t ∈ [0, T ].

ii Since H_j, K_j , j = 1, 2 are globally Lipschitz continuous, also their convolution products with ν_t are globally Lipschitz continuous with the same Lipschitz constants.

We also recall the following Doob’s maximal inequality in its L^p form for the Brownian motion.

Theorem 2.2 ( [33]). Let W (t) be a d-dimensional Brownian motion. For any p > 1 it holds: E ( max 0≤t≤T |W (t)|^p ) ≤ ( p p − 1 )_p E (|W (T )|^p ) We will make use of the following general result on the convergence rate of the empirical measures generated by i.i.d. random variables to their law.

Theorem 2.3 ( [17]). Let p > 1 and μ ∈ W_p(R^d ). Let also X_n be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with distribution μ and μ_N =^1_N ∑_N n=1 δ_{Xn} be the corresponding empirical measures.

Then there exists a constant C = C(p, d) such that

E (W_1(μ_N , μ)) ≤ CM_p(μ)

N^{−1/2} + N^{−(p−1)/p} for d = 1, p ≠ 2 N^{−1/2} log(1 + N) + N^{−(p−1)/p} for d = 2, p ≠ 2 N^{−1/d} + N^{−(p−1)/p} for d ≥ 3, p ≠ d/(d − 1)

6 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

2.2. The model system. Throughout the paper, we will consider the following SDE- ODE system:

d X(t) = H_1 ∗ μ_t(X(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (t) − X(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW (t) d dt Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ μ_t(Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j(t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, μ_t). i = 1, .., m

X(0) = X_0, Y^i(0) = Y^i_0 i = 1, .., m μ = Law(X), μ_t = (ev_t)_♯μ

(2.1)

where m ∈ N and σ > 0 are fixed constants, W is a d-dimensional Brownian motion, X_0 ∈ L^2(P) is F_0 measurable, Y^i_0 ∈ R^d , i = 1, .., m, and the controls u^i : [0, T ]×W_1(R^d ) → R^d , i = 1, .., m, are Carathéodory functions which are Lipschitz continuous in the second variable for any fixed t and the Lipschitz contant is integrable. Whenever it is possible to choose a uniform Lipschitz constant, then we will denote it by L and we will assume, without loss of generality, that such L is also common to H^i, K_i, i = 1, 2.

Definition 2.4. We say that (X, Y^1, .., Y^m) ∈ M(Ω; C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) × (C^0([0, T ]; R^d ))^m is a pathwise (or strong) solution of the equation (2.1) with initial data (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ) ∈ L^p(Ω; R^d ) × (R^d )^m and Brownian motion W if, setting μ = Law(X) and μ_t = (ev_t)_♯μ, the following holds:

(1) almost surely

X(t) = X_0 + ∫_t 0 ( H_1 ∗ μ_s(X(s)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j(s) − X(s)) ) ds + √ 2σ W (t), for all t ∈ [0, T ];

(2) Y^i, i = 1, .., m, is a Carathéodory solution of d dt Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ μ_t(Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j(t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, μ_t), i = 1, .., m

with Y^i(0) = Y^i_0, i = 1, .., m.

We say that (2.1) admits a strong solution if for any Brownian motion W and any initial data (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ) there exists a pathwise solution (X, Y^1, .., Y^m). We say that the solution is pathwise unique if, whenever we consider any two solutions (X_j, Y^1_j , .., Y^m_j ), j = 1, 2, given the same initial data and Brownian motion, it holds X_1 = X_2 almost surely as well as (Y^1, .., Y^m_1 ) = (Y^1_2, .., Y^m_2 ).

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 7

If pathwise uniqueness holds we define the solution map S acting on a Brownian motion W and initial data (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ) by asking that S(W, X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ) is the unique pathwise solution of (2.1) given the Brownian motion and initial data.

3. EXISTENCE AND CONVERGENCE RESULTS FOR THE CONTROLLED SYSTEM 3.1. Well posedness for the SDE/ODE system. We start by proving the existence of a unique pathwise solution of (2.1).

Theorem 3.1. Equation (2.1) admits strong solutions that are pathwise unique. Moreover, if X_0 ∈ L^p(Ω; R^d ), then there exists a constant C = C(p, Y^1_0, . . . , Y^m_0 , Law(X_0), L) > 0 such that M_p(μ) ≤ C.

Proof. The proof is based on fixed point argument and will be divided in several steps, as in [10]. To simplify the notation we set Z_0 = (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ).

Step 1: For any T > 0 fix ν ∈ W_p(C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) and consider the system

d ~X(t) = H_1 ∗ ν_t( ~X(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(~Y^j(t) − ~X(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW (t) d dt ~Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ ν_t(~Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(~Y^j(t) − ~Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, ν_t). i = 1, .., m ~X(0) = X_0, ~Y i(0) = Y^i_0 i = 1, .., m ν_t = (ev_t)_♯ν

(3.1)

We prove that (3.1) admits strong solutions that are pathwise unique and such that M_p(Law( ~X)) < ∞.

Proof of Step 1: First of all observe that the second equation in (3.1) is uncoupled with the first one, and then admits global solutions by means of classical ODE theory, recalling that the involved nonlinearities are globally Lipschitz continuous.

Thus we now focus on the first equation in (3.1). Let us fix T and ν ∈ W_p(C^0([0, T ]; R^d )). Fix ω ∈ Ω and define the map Φ_ω : C^0([0, T ]; R^d ) → C^0([0, T ]; R^d ) as, for any η ∈ C^0([0, T ]; R^d ),

Φ_ω(η)(t) := X_0(ω) + ∫_t 0 [ H_1 ∗ ν_s(η(s)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(~Y^j(s) − η(s)) ] ds + √ 2σ W (ω, t) Consider γ ≥ 0 to be chosen later and define the following norm on C^0([0, T ]; R^d ) ‖η‖_γ = max_{t∈[0,T ]} e^{−γt} |η(t)|, for any η ∈ C^0([0, T ]; R^d ), (3.2)

8 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

which turns out to be equivalent to the uniform norm and defines a Banach space structure on C^0([0, T ]; R^d ). We now prove that Φ_ω is a contraction. Observe that for any t ∈ [0, T ] we have |Φ_ω(η_1)(t) − Φ_ω(η_2)(t)| ≤ ∫_t 0 [ |H_1 ∗ ν_s(η_1(s)) − H_1 ∗ ν_s(η_2(s))|

+ 1 m m∑ j=1 | |K_1(~Y_j (s) − η_1(s)) − K_1(~Y_j(s) − η_2(s)) | | ] ds ≤

2L ∫_t 0 |η_1(s) − η_2(s)| ds ≤ 2L γ ‖η_1 − η_2‖_γ e^{γt}.

Notice that in the estimates above L can be taken independent of s thanks to item (ii) in Remark 2.1. Multiplying both sides by e^{−γt} and taking the maximum we get

‖Φ_ω(η_1) − Φ_ω(η_2)‖_γ ≤ 2L γ ‖η_1 − η_2‖_γ

Taking γ > 2L we see that Φ_ω is a contraction. Hence it admits a unique fixed point, say ~X(ω) that is achieved as usual by reiteration of the map Φ_ω. Let us point out that for any X ∈ M(Ω; C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) that is F_t-adapted, ω → Φ_ω(X(ω)) clearly belongs to M(Ω; C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) and is F_t-adapted. Thus ~X ∈ M(Ω; C^0([0, T ]; R^d )) and is F_tadapted, being the limit of F_t-adapted C^0([0, T ]; R^d )-valued random variables. We now prove the estimate on the p-th moment of ~X. Observe that ~X satisfies the integral equation

~X(t) = X_0 + ∫_t 0 [ H_1 ∗ ν_s( ~X(s)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(~Y^j(s) − ~X(s)) ] ds + √ 2σ W (t). It then follows that | ~X(t)|^p ≤ C_p [ |X_0|^p + t^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 [ |H_1 ∗ ν_s( ~X(s))|^p + 1 m m∑ j=1 |K_1(~Y^j (s) − ~X(s))|^p ] ds + |W (t)|^p ]

≤ C_p [ |X_0|^p + t^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 [ L^p| ~X(s)|^p + |H_1 ∗ ν_s(0)|^p

+ 1 m m∑ j=1 (1 + |M_T |^p + | ~X(s)|^p) ] ds + |W (t)|^p ]

where M_T = max_{i=1,...,m} max_{t∈[0,T ]} |~Y^i(t)|. Notice that

|H_1 ∗ ν_s(0)| ≤ ∫ R^d |H_1(x)|dν_s ≤ LM_1(ν) + |H_1(0)|.

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 9

We end up by obtaining | ~X(s)|^p ≤ C [ 1 + |X_0|^p + ∫_s 0 | ~X(z)|^p dz + |W (t)|^p ]

≤ C [ 1 + |X_0|^p + ∫_t 0 max 0≤w≤z | ~X(w)|^p dz + max_{0≤s≤t} |W (s)|^p ] , for any s ≤ t, where C depends on p, T, L, M_1(ν), H_1(0), M_T . Taking first the maximum on the left-hand side and then the expected values we conclude Step 1 by Theorem 2.2 and Grönwall’s inequality.

Step 2: Define S that maps (ν, W, Z_0) into the pathwise solution of (3.1), with components S^i(ν, W, Z_0), i = 1, .., m + 1, and

T (·, W, Z_0) = Law(S^1(·, W, Z_0)). (3.3)

We will show that the map T has a unique fixed point in W_p(C^0([0, T ]; R^d )).

Proof of Step 2: Again we endow C^0([0, T ]; R^d ) with the norm (3.2) and we observe that W_p(C^0([0, T ]; R^d ), ‖ · ‖_γ ) remains unchanged with an equivalent metric denoted by W_{p,γ} . For fixed W and Z_0 and two given elements μ_1, μ_2 ∈ W_p, omitting the dependence on W and Z_0 we have

W^p_{p,γ} (T (μ_1), T (μ_2)) ≤ E (‖ ‖ ~X_1 − ~X_2 ‖ ‖^p γ ) (3.4)

where ~X_i = S^1(μ_i, W.Z_0), i = 1, 2. Denoting ~Y^j_i = S^{j+1}(μ_i, W, Z_0), i = 1, 2, j = 1, .., m we have

| ~X_1(t) − ~X_2(t)| ≤ (3.5) ∫_t 0 [ | | |H1 ∗ (μ1)s( ~X1(s)) − H1 ∗ (μ2)s( ~X2(s)) | | |

+ 1 m m∑ j=1 | | |K1(~Y^j_1 (s) − ~X1) − K1(~Y^j_2 (s) − ~X2) | | | ] ds.

≤ 2L ∫_t 0 [ | ~X_1(s) − ~X_2(s)| + max_{j=1,..,m} |~Y^j_1 (s) − ~Y^j_2 (s)| ] ds + ∫_t 0 | | |H1 ∗ (μ1 − μ2)s( ~X1(s)) | | | ds . We now prove the estimate for Y^j :

10 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

max j=1,..,m |~Y^j_1 (t) − ~Y^j_2 (t)| ≤ (3.6) ∫_t 0 max j=1,..,m [ | | |K2 ∗ (μ1)s(~Y^j_1 (s)) − K2 ∗ (μ2)s(~Y^j_2 (s)) | | |

+ 1 m m∑ l=1 | | |H2(~Y^l_1 (s) − ~Y^j_1 (s)) − H2(~Y^l_2 (s) − ~Y^j_2 (s)) | | | + |u^j(s, (μ1)s) − u^j(s, (μ2)s)| ] ds ≤ 3L ∫_t 0 max j=1,..,m |~Y^j_1 (s) − ~Y^j_2 (s)| ds + max j=1,..,m ∫_t 0 | | |K2 ∗ (μ1 − μ2)s(~Y^j_1 (s)) | | | ds + L ∫_t 0 W_1((μ_1)_s, (μ_2)_s) ds .

We now point out the following estimate (∫_t 0 W_1((μ_1)_s, (μ_2)_s) ds )_p ≤ T^{1− 1p} pγ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγt}. (3.7)

Indeed, consider the optimal coupling π of μ_1, μ_2 for the W_{p,γ} distance and define π_t = (ev_t)_♯π. Then π_t is a coupling of (μ_1)_t and (μ_2)_t and, by definition of W_1, we get (∫_t 0 W_1((μ_1)_s, (μ_2)_s) ds )_p ≤ T^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 (∫ (R^d)^2 |x − y| dπ_s(x, y) )_p ds ≤ T^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 ∫ (R^d )^2 |x − y|^p dπ_s(x, y) ds ≤ T^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 ∫ (C^0([0,T ];R^d))^2

ev_s(|φ_1 − φ_2|^p) dπ(φ_1, φ_2) ds ≤ T^{1− 1p} ∫_t 0 e^{pγs} ∫ (C^0([0,T ];R^d))^2

‖φ_1 − φ_2‖^p_γ dπ(φ_1, φ_2) ds ≤ T^{1− 1p} pγ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγt}. In particular, (3.7) implies that

max {(∫_t 0 | |H1 ∗ (μ1 − μ2)s( ~X1(s)) | | ds )_p , (∫_t 0 | |K2 ∗ (μ1 − μ2)s(~Y^j_1 (s)) | | ds )_p}

≤ L^p pγ T^{1− 1p} W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγt} (3.8)

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 11

Using (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8), setting G_1(t) = max_{j=1,..,m} |~Y^j_1 (t) − ~Y^j_2 (t)|^p

we get that

G_1(t) ≤ 3^{p−1}L^pT^{1− 1p} [ 3^p ∫_t 0 G_1(s) ds + 2 pγ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγt} ] . We can now apply Grönwall inequality in order to obtain

G_1(t) ≤ C(p, L, T ) γ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγt}. (3.9)

By (3.5), (3.9) and the first inequality in (3.8) we have, for any s ≤ t | ~X_1(s) − ~X_2(s)|^p ≤ ≤ 3^{p−1}T^{1− 1p} ( (2L)^p ∫_s 0 e^{pγz}e^{−pγz}| ~X_1(z) − ~X_2(z)|^p dz +W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) e^{pγs} pγ ( C(p, L, T ) γ + L^p ))

≤ 3^{p−1}T^{1− 1p} e^{pγs} ( (2L)^p ∫_t 0 max 0≤w≤z e^{−pγw}| ~X_1(w) − ~X_2(w)|^p dz + W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) pγ ( C(p, L, T ) γ + L^p ))

Multiplying by e^{−pγs}, taking the maximum in [0, t] on the LHS of the above inequality and applying the expectation to both sides, setting

G_2(t) = E ( max 0≤s≤t e^{−pγs} | ~X_1(s) − ~X_2(s)|^p )

we get

G_2(t) ≤ 3^{p−1}T^{1− 1p} ( (2L)^p ∫_t 0 G_2(s) ds +

W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2) pγ ( C(p, L, T ) γ + L^p )) . We apply Grönwall inequality once again and, assuming γ ≥ 1, we obtain

G_2(t) ≤ C(p, L, T ) γ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2).

Now we plug the previous inequality in (3.4) in order to have

W^p_{p,γ} (T (μ_1), T (μ_2)) ≤ C(p, L, T ) γ W^p_{p,γ} (μ_1, μ_2).

12 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

Hence choosing γ sufficiently large we get that the map T is a contraction.

Step 3: Given μ the fixed point of Step 2 we construct the solution of equation (2.1) as S(μ, W, Z_0). The estimate M_p(μ) < ∞ follows directly from Step 1. This concludes the proof. □ Remark 3.2. We point out that it is possible to prove the previous result, as well as the following one, under the milder assumption that the Lipschitz constant of u^i(t, ·) depends on t, i.e. L = L(t), with L ∈ L^1(0, T ).

In the sequel we will need stability of the solutions to (2.1) with respect to the controls. We will make an additional structural assumption on the u^i’s, namely u^i(t, μ) = h^i(t)g^i(μ) (3.10) where h^i ∈ L^∞([0, T ]; R^{d×ℓ} ) for some ℓ ≥ 1 and g^i : W_1(R^d ) → R^ℓ is Lipschitz. The product in (3.10) is the matrix-vector product.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that h^i_j ⇀ h^i in L^1([0, T ]; R^{d×ℓ} ) and g^i_j → g^i in C(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ). Suppose further that g^i_j are L-Lipschitz and M-bounded while the h^i_j are M-bounded. Define u^i and u^i_j as in (3.10) and, accordingly, take μ_j , μ, Y^i_j and Y^i as in (2.1) for a fixed initial datum Z_0 = (X_0, Y^1_0, . . . , Y^m_0 ). Then it holds lim_{j→∞} max_{0≤t≤T} (W_1((μ_j)_t, μ_t) + max_{i=1,...,m} |Y^i_j (t) − Y^i(t)|) = 0.

Proof. Fix a Brownian motion W and let (X_j, Y^1_j , . . . , Y^m_j ) = S(μ_j, W, Z_0) and (X, Y^1, . . . , Y^m) = S(μ, W, Z_0). Then we have max 0≤t≤T W_1((μ_j)_t, μ_t) ≤ max_{0≤t≤T} E [|X_j(t) − X(t)|] ≤ E [ max 0≤t≤T |X_j(t) − X(t)| ] . (3.11)

Arguing as in (3.6) and using (3.10) we get, for all j ∈ N and for all t ∈ [0, T ] max i=1,...,m |Y^i_j(t) − Y^i(t)| ≤ 3L ∫_t 0 max i=1,...,m |Y^i_j (s) − Y^i(s)|ds (3.12)

+ L(1 + 2M) ∫_t 0 W_1((μ_j )_s, μ_s)ds + max_{t∈[0,T ]} R_j (t),

where the remainder term is given by R_j (t) = max_{i=1,...,m} | | | ∫_T 0 (h^i_j (s) − h^i(s))g^i(μ_s)χ_{[0,t]}(s)ds | | | + MT max_{i=1,...,m} ‖g^ij − g^i‖^∞. Observe that, by weak convergence of h^i_j and uniform convergence of the g^i_j, R_j (t) converges pointwise to zero. By M-boundedness of h^i_j we also have that R_j are equi- Lipschitz hence lim_{j→∞} max_{t∈[0,T ]} R_j (t) = 0. (3.13)

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 13

Furthermore, by Grönwall inequality on (3.12) we get max i=1,...,m |Y^i_j (t) − Y^i(t)| ≤ ( L(1 + 2M) ∫_t 0 W_1((μ_j)_s, μ_s)ds + max_{t∈[0,T ]} R_j (t) ) e^{3LT} (3.14) Arguing as in (3.5) we have, for all 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T |X_j(s) − X(s)| ≤ 2L ∫_t 0 ( |X_j (z) − X(z)| + max_{i=1,...,m} |Y^i_j(z) − Y^i(z)| ) dz + L ∫_t 0 W_1((μ_j )_z, μ_z)dz Inserting (3.12) in the previous inequality we obtain |X_j(s) − X(s)| ≤ 2L ∫_t 0 |X_j (z) − X(z)|dz + L ∫_t 0 W_1((μ_j)_z, μ_z)dz + L(1 + 2M)e^{3LT} ∫_t 0 ∫_z 0 W_1((μ_j )_w, μ_w) dw dz + T e^{3LT} max_{t∈[0,T ]} R_j (t) Seting G_j(t) = E [max_{0≤s≤t} |X_j(s) − X(s)|] and observing that for any 0 ≤ w ≤ z it holds W_1((μ_j)_w, μ_w) ≤ E [|X_j (w) − X(w)|] ≤ G_j(z), we achieve G_j(t) ≤ L(3 + (1 + 2M)T e^{3LT} ) ∫_t 0 G_j(z)dz + T e^{3LT} max_{t∈[0,T ]} R_j (t).

Taking into account (3.13) and (3.11), an application of the Grönwall inequality then gives lim_{j→∞} max_{0≤t≤T} W_1((μ_j )_t, μ_t) = 0.

Inserting this into (3.14) we conclude the proof. □ Remark 3.4. Notice that we actually proved lim_{j→∞} E [ max 0≤t≤T |X_j (t) − X(t)| ] = 0, that implies lim_{j→∞} W_1(μ_j, μ) = 0.

14 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

3.2. Equivalence with a PDE/ODE system. We now derive the PDE-ODE system satisfied by the (m + 1)-ple (μ_t, Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) as obtained above by solving (2.1).

Proposition 3.5. Let (X(t), Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) be the unique solution of (2.1) with given initial data (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ). For μ_t as in (2.1), the (m + 1)-ple (μ(t), Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) solves the PDE- ODE system

(∂_t − σΔ) μ_t = −div ( (H_1 ∗ μ_t(·) +^1_m ∑_m j=1 K_1(Y^j(t) − ·))μ_t ) d dt Y^i(t) = K_2 ∗ μ_t(Y^i(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j (t) − Y^i(t)) + u^i(t, μ_t). i = 1, .., m

μ_0 = Law(X_0), Y^i(0) = Y^i_0 i = 1, .., m

(3.15)

Proof. It is clear that the initial data are attained and that the second equation is solved. We only have to derive the first equation in (3.15). Take any φ ∈ C^∞_c (R^d ) and letting Δ indicate the Laplacian in spatial coordinates, applying Itô’s formula [30, Theorem 4.2.1] we see that dφ(X(t)) = ⟨∇φ(X(t)), dX(t)⟩ + σΔφ(X(t)) dt. Inserting the first equation in (2.1) we then get

dφ(X(t)) = ⟨ ∇φ(X(t)), H_1 ∗ μ_t(X(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j(t) − X(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW (t) ⟩

+ σΔφ(X(t)) dt. Integrating the above expression in Itô’s sense we have

φ(X(t)) = φ(X_0) + ∫_t 0 ⟨ ∇φ(X(s)), H_1 ∗ μ_s(X(s)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (s) − X(s))) ⟩ ds

+ ∫_t 0 σΔφ(X(s)) ds + √ 2σ ∫_t 0 ∇φ(X(s)) · dW (s). When taking the expected values on both sides recall that by [30, Theorem 3.2.1]

E (∫_t 0 ∇φ(X(s)) · dW (s) ) = 0.

Hence, since μ_t = LawX(t), we get

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 15 ∫ R^d φ(x) dμ_t(x) = ∫ R^d φ(x) dμ_0(x) + ∫_t 0 ∫ R^d [⟨ ∇φ(x), H_1 ∗ μ_s(x) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (s) − x) ⟩ + σΔφ(x) ] dμ_s(x) ds as required. □ Before going further in the discussion we wish to point out that under some conditions on the initial datum the (m+1)-ple (μ_tb, Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) provided by (2.1) is indeed the unique solution to (3.15). To this aim we will make use of the following result proved in [5] that we state for the reader’s convenience in a form suited for our setting. Lemma 3.6. Consider the equation (∂_t − σΔ) η_t = −div (V (t, ·) η_t) , (3.16) with initial datum η_0 = ρ_0 dx. Assume that η_0 ∈ W_2(R^d ) and satisfies the finite entropy condition ∫ R^d ρ_0(x) log ρ_0(x) dx < ∞.

Assume also that there exists C > 0 such that |V (t, x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|) (3.17) for all t ∈ [0, T ] and x ∈ R^d . Then there exists a unique solution η ∈ C^0([0, T ]; P(R^d )) of (3.16).

Proof. This is a particular case of Theorem 3.3 in [5]. Observe that if V (t, ·) is sublinear, it satisfies all of the other assumptions in the statement of that theorem. □ We are now ready to state the announced uniqueness result.

Theorem 3.7. Let (X(t), Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) be the unique solution of (2.1) with given initial data (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ). Assume additionally that μ_0 = Law(X_0) belongs to W_2(R^d ) and is of the form μ_0 = ρ_0 dx where ρ_0 has finite entropy. Then, for μ(t) as in (2.1), the (m + 1)-ple (μ(t), Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) is the unique solution of (3.15) in C^0([0, T ]; W_1(R^d ) × (R^d )^m). Proof. By Theorem 3.5 we already know that (μ_t, Y^1(t), .., Y^m(t)) solves (3.15), so we only need to prove its uniqueness.

Thus, we let (^μ_t, ^Y^i(t)) be another solution of (3.15) with ^μ ∈ C^0([0, T ]; W_1(R^d )) and we define ^v(t, x) = H_1 ∗ ^μ_t(x) + 1 m m∑ i=1 K_1(^Y^i(t) − x). (3.18)

Notice that ^μ_t solves

16 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

(∂_t − σΔ) ^μ_t = −div (^v(t, ·) ^μ_t) . (3.19) We point out the estimate |^v(t, x)| ≤ L ( max t∈[0,T ] M_1(^μ_t) + max_{i=1,..,m} max_{t∈[0,T ]} |^Y^i(t)| ) + |H_1(x)| + |K_1(x)|

By the sublinearity of H_1 and K_1 this implies that ^v satisfies condition (3.17). Since the initial datum μ_0 belongs to W_2(R^d ) and has finite entropy, it follows from Theorem 3.7 that ^μ_t is the unique solution of (3.19).

Consider now the SDE { d ^X(t) = ^v(t, ^X(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW (t) ^X(0) = X_0 (3.20)

Thanks to the Lipschitz continuity of H_1 and K_1 one can see that ^v(t, ·) is globally Lipschitz uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, T ]. Combining this with the sublinearity of ^v, we get that (3.20) admits a unique strong solution by [30, Theorem 5.2.1]. Applying Itô’s formula as in the proof of proposition 3.5 we have that Law( ^X(t)) solves (3.19). By uniqueness we then get

Law( ^X(t)) = ^μ_t. (3.21) Combining (3.21) with (3.20), by the explicit expression of ^v in (3.18) we get that ^μ is a fixed point of the contractive map T defined in (3.3), for Z_0 = (X_0, Y^1_0, .., Y^m_0 ). Such is also μ as seen in Theorem 3.1. By uniqueness of the fixed point it holds μ_t = ^μ_t for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Inserting this equality into the remaining ODEs of the system (3.15), we also get Y^i(t) = ^Y^i(t) for all i = 1, .., m and all t ∈ [0, T ], by standard uniqueness theory for Cauchy problems. This concludes the proof. □

3.3. Mean field limit of the discrete system. Throughout the paper we will be concerned with the asymptotic behaviour of the following system of SDEs

d X^n(t) = 1 N N∑ l=1 H_1(X^l(t) − X^n(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 K_1(Y^j (t) − X^n(t)) dt + √ 2σ dW^n(t) d dt Y^i(t) = 1 N N∑ l=1 K_2(Y^i(t) − X^l(t)) + 1 m m∑ j=1 H_2(Y^j (t) − Y^i(t)) + u_N (X^1(t), .., X^n(t)).

X^n(0) = X^n_0 , Y^i(0) = Y^i_0 ; i = 1, .., m, n = 1, .., N (3.22) We will assume that

• X^n_0 are i.i.d. random variables in L^p(Ω) for some p > 1. • W^n are independent Brownian motions.

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 17

• For all N ∈ N and x^1, .., x^N ∈ R^d , u_N (x_1, .., x_N ) = u

(_1 N ∑_N n=1 δ_{xn} ) where u :

W_1(R^d ) → R^d is a Lipschitz function.

The existence of strong solutions for such systems is guaranteed by [30, Theorem 5.2.1].

For the proof of the convergence of the solutions of (3.22) to the solutions of (2.1) we need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 3.8. Fix N ∈ N and let X^n_0 be i.i.d. random variables, W^n be independent Brownian motions, n = 1, .., N, and (Y^1_0, . . . , Y^m_0 ) ∈ (R^d )^m. Moreover, let X^n, Y^{i,n} be the solution of (2.1) with initial data Z^n_0 = (X^n_0 , Y^1_0, . . . , Y^m_0 ) and Brownian motion W^n. Then (1) X^n are i.i.d.

(2) Y^{i,n} = Y^{i,1} := Y^i for any i = 1, .., m and n = 1, .., N.

Proof. First of all let us observe that if we prove (1) then property (2) follows by observing that the second line in (2.1) only depends on the law of X^n, which in turn is independent of n.

We now prove property (1). We begin by noticing that the map T actually depends only on the law of the initial datum. Indeed, consider W^j and X^j_0 for j = 1, 2 and define, for k ≥ 1,

^X^j_0 ≡ X^j_0,

^X^j_k(t) = X^j_0 + ∫_t 0 H_1 ∗ ν_s( ^X^j_{k−1}(s)) ds + 1 m m∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 K_1(~Y^i(s) − ^X^j_{k−1}(s)) ds + √ 2σ W^j(t)

where ~Y^i solves the second equation in (3.1). Since we are assuming that X^1_0 and X^2_0 are identically distributed, one has inductively that Law( ^X^1_k ) = Law( ^X^2_k ). Since, from the proof of Theorem 3.1 we know that ^X^j_k → ~X^j = S_1(ν, W_j, Z^j_0 ) for j = 1, 2, we deduce that T = Law(S_1) only depends on ν and Law(X^n_0 ) as claimed.

With this, and using again the proof of Theorem 3.1, for all n we have that Law(X^n) is the unique fixed point of T (·, Law(X^n_0 )). By uniqueness we deduce that X^n are identically distributed.

Finally, let μ = Law(X^n). Then we can write X^n = S_1(μ, W^n, Z^n_0 ) which clearly implies the required independence. □

The previous lemma allows us for a standard derivation of the following propagation of chaos result.

18 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

Theorem 3.9. Let X^n,Y^i be the solutions of (3.22). Let X^n, Y^i be the solution of (2.1) with initial data X^n_0 and Brownian motion W^n. Then there exists a constant C_{d,p}(N) > 0 with lim_{N→∞} C_{d,p}(N) = 0 such that E ( max 1≤n≤N max 0≤t≤T |X^n(t) − X^n(t)| + max_{1≤i≤m} max_{0≤t≤T} |Y^i(t) − Y^i(t)| ) ≤ C_{d,p}(N). (3.23) Proof. Set μ_N and μ_N to be the empirical measures of X^n and X^n, respectively. For all 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T we have by definition of strong solution

X^n(s) − X^n(s) = ∫_s 0 [ (H_1 ∗ (μ_N )_z)(X^n(z)) − (H_1 ∗ μ_z)(X^n(z)) ] dz + 1 m m∑ j=1 ∫_s 0 [ K_1(Y^j(z) − X^n(z)) − K_1(Y^j (z) − X^n(z)) ] dz Arguing as in (3.5), thanks to triangle inequality, we get max 1≤n≤N |X^n(s) − X^n(s)| ≤ 2L ∫_s 0 [ max 1≤n≤N |X^n(z) − X^n(z)| + max_{1≤i≤m} |Y^i(z) − Y^i(z)| ] dz + L ∫_s 0 [W_1((μ_N )_z, (μ_N )_z) + W_1((μ_N )_z, μ_z)] dz (3.24)

The term max_{1≤i≤m} |Y^i(z) − Y^i(z)| can be estimated in a similar way as in (3.6), obtaining max 1≤i≤m |Y^i(s) − Y^i(s)| ≤ 3L ∫_s 0 [ max 1≤i≤m |Y^i(z) − Y^i(z)| ] dz (3.25)

+ 2L ∫_s 0 [W_1((μ_N )_z, (μ_N )_z) + W_1((μ_N )_z, μ_z)] dz,

where we also used the triangle inequality for W_1.

By definition one has almost surely

W_1((μ_N )_z, (μ_N )_z) ≤ 1 N N∑ n=1 |X^n(z) − X^n(z)| ≤ max_{1≤n≤N} |X^n(z) − X^n(z)| (3.26)

On the other hand, by Theorem 2.3 and property (i) of Remark 2.1, we have

E (W_1 ((μ_N )_z, μ_z)) ≤ C^′_{d,p}(N)M_p(μ_z) ≤ C^′_{d,p}(N)M_p(μ), (3.27) where M_p(μ) < ∞ by Theorem 3.1 and C^′_{d,p}(N) → 0 as N → ∞ by Theorem 2.3. Set G(t) := E ( max 1≤n≤N max 0≤s≤t |X^n(t) − X^n(t)| + max_{1≤i≤m} max_{0≤s≤t} |Y^i(t) − Y^i(t)| ) .

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 19

Thanks to (3.24), (3.25), (3.26), (3.27) and Grönwall inequality we have G(t) ≤ 3LC^′_{d,p}(N)T M_p(μ)e^{5LT} . Setting C_{d,p}(N) = 3LC^′_{d,p}(N)T M_p(μ)e^{5LT} we conclude the proof. □

Remark 3.10. We also Remark that, combining inequalities (3.26) and (3.27) with (3.23) we also conclude that E ( max 0≤t≤T W_1((μ_N )_t, μ_t) ) ≤ C_{d,p}(N).

4. MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL 4.1. The finite dimensional optimal control problem. In what follows we shall fix a measure μ_0 ∈ W_p(R^d ) for some p > 1 and a vector Y_0 ∈ (R^d )^m.

Let us consider a continuous Lagrangian function L : [0, T ]×(R^d )^m ×W_1(R^d ) → R and a continuous control cost Ψ : (R^{d×ℓ} )^m × (R^ℓ )^m → R that is convex in the first variable. We fix a compact set U of controls in R^{d×ℓ} and, for given M, L > 0, we denote with G the compact subset of C^0(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ) made up of M-bounded and L-Lipschitz functions. Accordingly we set E = L^1([0, T ]; U) × G and, for (h, g) ∈ E^m, we define the sequence of functionals

F_N (h, g) = E [∫_T 0 L ( t, Y(t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(t)} ) dt + ∫_T 0 Ψ ( h(t), g ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(t)} )) dt ] , (4.1) where Y = (Y^1, . . . , Y^m) and X^1, . . . , X^N solve (3.22) with initial data Y_0 and X^n_0 , for n = 1, . . . , N, i.i.d. with Law(X^1_0 ) = μ_0 under the controls u^j_N (X^1, . . . , X^N ) = h^j(t)g^j

(_1 N ∑_N n=1 δ_Xn_{(t)} ) for any j = 1, . . . , m.

In order to prove the well posedness of the minimizing problem, we need the following stability result.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that h^i_j ⇀ h^i in L^1([0, T ]; R^{d×ℓ} ) and g^i_j , g^i ∈ C^0(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ) with g^i_j → g^i pointwise on W_p(R^d ) for some p > 1. Suppose further that g^i_j are L-Lipschitz and M-bounded while the h^i_j are M-bounded. Define u^i and u^i_j as in (3.10) and, accordingly, take (X^1_j , .., X^N_j , Y^1_j , .., Y^m_j ), (X^1, .., X^N , Y^1, .., Y^m) as in (3.22). Then it holds lim_{j→∞} E [ max 0≤t≤T ( W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(t)} ) + max i=1,...,m max 0≤t≤T |Y^i_j (t) − Y^i(t)| )] = 0.

Proof. Arguing as in Theorem 3.3 for any 0 ≤ s ≤ t we get

20 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

max i=1,...,m |Y^i_j (s) − Y^i(s)| ≤ 3L ∫_t 0 max i=1,...,m max_{w≤z} |Y^i_j (z) − Y^i(z)|dz (4.2)

+ L(1 + 2M) ∫_t 0 max_{w≤z} W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (w)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(w)} ) dz + m∑ i=1 max_{s≤T} ^R^i_j(s), where

^R^i_j (s) = | | | | ∫_s 0 ( h^i_j (z) − h^i(z) ) g^i ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(z)} ) dz | | | | (4.3)

+ M ∫_T 0 | | | | g^i_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(z)} ) − g^i ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(z)} )| | | | dz. Taking the supremum and the expectation in (4.2) we obtain

E ( max_{s≤t} max i=1,...,m |Y^i_j (s) − Y^i(s)| ) ≤ 3L ∫_t 0 E ( max i=1,...,m max_{w≤z} |Y^i_j (z) − Y^i(z)| ) dz + L(1 + 2M) ∫_t 0 E ( max_{w≤z} W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (w)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(w)} )) dz + R_j , where R_j = E (∑_m i=1 max_{s≤T} ^R^i_j (s) ) . Once we prove that R_j → 0 we conclude the proof as in Theorem 3.3. To do this observe that the first integral in (4.3) goes to zero almost surely due to the weak convergence of h^i_j . Concerning the second integral, observe that due to the pointwise convergence of the g^i_j we know that | | | |g^i_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(z)} ) − g^i ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{(z)} )| | | → 0 for any z ∈ [0, T ] almost surely. Combining this with the fact that g^i_j are M-bounded we conclude by dominated convergence that the second integral also goes to zero almost surely. Let us also stress that, since g^i_j and h^i_j are M-bounded, ^R^i_j(s) are equi-Lipschitz and equi-bounded, thus max_{s≤T} ^R^i_j (s) → 0 almost surely and R_j → 0 by dominated convergence. □

Now we can prove that the functional F_N admits a minimizer in E^m.

Theorem 4.2. Let L be uniformly continuous. There exists (h_∗, g_∗) ∈ E^m such that

F_N (h_∗, g_∗) = min_{(h,g)∈Em} F_N (h, g).

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 21

Proof. Let (h_j, g_j ) ∈ E^m be a minimizing sequence. Being U a compact subset of R^{d×ℓ} , there exists h_∗ such that h_j ⇀ h_∗. Let us also observe that, being X^n_j almost surely continuous for any n = 1, .., N and j ∈ N, it holds^1_N ∑_N n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)} ∈ W_p(R^d ) almost surely for any p ≥ 1. Hence we can suppose that g^i_j are defined on W_p(R^d ) for some p > 1. Recalling that W_p(R^d ) is a σ-compact dense subset of W_1(R^d ), by the Ascoli- Arzelá Theorem we can suppose there exists a function g_∗ ∈ (C(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ))^m that is L-Lipschitz, M-bounded and such that g^i_j → g^i_∗ pointwise in W_p(R^d ) and uniformly on any compact subset of W_p(R^d ). Hence, we are left to prove that inf (h,g)∈E^m F_N (h, g) = lim inf_{j→∞} F_N (h_j , g_j) ≥ F_N (h_∗, g_∗). (4.4)

Let (X^1_j , .., X^N_j , Y^1_j , .., Y^m_j ) and (X^1_∗ , .., X^N_∗ , Y^1_∗ , .., Y^m_∗ ) be the solutions to (3.22) with controls u_j = h_j g_j and u_∗ = h_∗g_∗ respectively. Since L is uniformly continuous there exists a concave modulus of continuity ω_1 such that, almost surely ∫_T 0 | | | | L ( t, Y_j(t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)} ) − L ( t, Y_∗(t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )| | | dt

≤ T ω_1 ( max 0≤t≤T max i=0,..,m | Y^i_j (t) − Y^i_∗ (t) | + max_{0≤t≤T} W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))

Taking the expectation and using Jensen’s inequality we obtain:

E (∫_T 0 | | | | L ( t, Y_j(t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)} ) − L ( t, Y_∗(t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )| | | dt ) (4.5)

≤ T ω_1 ( E ( max 0≤t≤T max i=0,..,m | |Y^i_j (t) − Y^i_∗ (t) | | + max_{0≤t≤T} W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))) , where the RHS tends to zero thanks to Proposition 4.1.

Concerning the control cost, let us observe that, being h_j M-bounded and g_j both Mbounded and L-Lipschitz, we can consider a concave modulus of continuity ω_2 for Ψ in (B_M (0))^{2m} so that ∫_T 0 | | | | Ψ ( h_j(t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)} )) − Ψ ( h_j (t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))| | | | dt

≤ T ω_2 ( L max_{0≤t≤T} W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))

Taking again the expectation and using Jensen’s inequality we obtain:

22 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

E (∫_T 0 | | | |Ψ ( h_j (t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)} )) − Ψ ( h_j (t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))| | | dt ) (4.6)

≤ T ω_2 ( L E ( max 0≤t≤T W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{j (t)}, 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))) , where the RHS tends to zero thanks to Proposition 4.1.

Next, observe that since (X^1_∗ , .., X^N_∗ ) admits continuous trajectories almost surely, we know that^1_N ∑_N n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} belongs to W_p(R^d ) almost surely for any p > 1. Since the g_j converge pointwise to g_∗ on W_p(R^d ), we get | | | |Ψ ( h_j (t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) − Ψ ( h_j(t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))| | |

≤ ω_2 (| | | g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ) − g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )| | | ) → 0, for any 0 ≤ t ≤ T and almost surely. Moreover, | | | | Ψ ( h_j (t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) − Ψ ( h_j (t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))| | | | ≤ 2‖Ψ‖_L∞_{((BM (0))}2m_).

Hence, by dominated covergence,

E (∫_T 0 | | | | Ψ ( h_j(t), g_j ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) − Ψ ( h_j (t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} ))| | | dt ) → 0. (4.7)

Finally, by lower semicontinuity of convex integrands with respect to the weak-L^1 topology we have

lim inf j→∞ ∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_j(t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) dt ≥ ∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_∗(t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) dt almost surely. Observing furthermore that | | | | ∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_j (t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) dt | | | | ≤ T ‖Ψ‖_L∞_{((BM (0))}2m_),

we can use Fatou’s Lemma to conclude that

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 23

lim inf j→∞ E (∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_j (t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) dt ) (4.8)

≥ E (∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_∗(t), g_∗ ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{∗ (t)} )) dt ) . Combining (4.5), (4.6), (4.7), (4.8) with (4.1) we get (4.4). □ 4.2. The Γ-limit optimal control problem. We now introduce a model optimal control problem for the PDE-ODE system (3.15).

For (h, g) ∈ E^m, where E is the space introduced in the previous section, for L and Ψ as in the previous subsection, we consider the following functional:

F(h, g) = ∫_T 0 L(t, Y(t), μ_t) dt + ∫_T 0 Ψ(h(t), g(μ_t)) dt, (4.9)

where Y = (Y^1, . . . , Y^m) ∈ (R^d )^m and X_t are the solutions of (2.1) corresponding to u^i(t, μ_t) = h^i(t)g^i(μ_t) and μ_t = Law(X_t). We also recall that if Law(X_0) ∈ W_2(R^d ) with density ρ_0 with finite entropy, one can equivalently take (μ_·, Y) as the unique solutions of (3.15), which is better suited for the applications.

Our first goal is to prove that F has a minimum on E^m. Theorem 4.3. There exist (h^∗, g^∗) ∈ E^m such that F(h^∗, g^∗) = min_{(h,g)∈Em} F(h, g).

Remark 4.4. We remark that the control problem we consider is more general than the one in [15]. This latter is the particular case of our analysis which one obtains by assuming L = 0 and Ψ(h, g) = ~Ψ(u) for a convex function ~Ψ. Indeed, in this case, all the possible g’s are constant vectors (hence independent of μ) and we can recast the minimum problem as an offline control problem of the form min u∈L^1([0,T ]; ~U^m)

F(u) = min

u∈L^1([0,T ]; ~U^m) [∫_T 0 L(t, Y(t), μ_t) dt + ∫_T 0 ~Ψ(u(t)) dt ] , where ~U ⊆ R^d is the image of the ball of radius M in R^ℓ through U. Conversely, notice that if U = {A} for some A ∈ R^{d×ℓ} , then the problem reduces to min u∈(C(W_1 (R^d );R^ℓ))^m

F(u) = min

u∈(C(W_1 (R^d );R^ℓ))^m [∫_T 0 L(t, Y(t), μ_t) dt + ∫_T 0 ~Ψ(u(μ_t)) dt ] , where ~Ψ(·) = Ψ(A, . . . , A, ·), that is a purely feedback control problem. Proof. Consider a minimizing sequence (h_j , g_j) in the set E^m. We endow E^m with the weak topology of (L^1([0, T ]; U))^m times the strong topology of (C^0(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ))^m. Since U is compact, h_j is weakly compact in L^1. We also notice that g_j is compact in

24 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

(C^0(K; R^ℓ ))^m, for all compact subsets of W_1(R^d ) by the Ascoli-Arzelá theorem. Notice that, by Theorem 3.1 for any solution of (2.1) it holds sup_{t∈[0,T ]} M_p(μ_t) ≤ C(p, Y^1_0, . . . , Y^1_0, μ_0, L),

for some p > 1. This one is a compact subset of W_1(R^d ), hence, without loss of generality, we can assume that (h_j , g_j) is compact in the given topology. We denote by (h^∗, g^∗) a limit point. To prove the theorem we are left to show that lim inf j→∞ F(h_j, g_j) ≥ F(h^∗, g^∗). (4.10) Let (Y^∗(t), μ^∗_t ) be the solution of (2.1) corresponding to the given initial data and the control pair (h^∗, g^∗). By continuity of L and Theorem 3.3, we get lim_{j→∞} ∫_T 0 L(t, Y^j (t), μ^j_t ) dt = ∫_T 0 L(t, Y^∗(t), μ^∗_t ) dt. (4.11) By continuity of Ψ in the product space, the uniform convergence of g_j → g^∗ and using again Theorem 3.3 we have lim_{j→∞} ∫_T 0 |Ψ(h^j (t), g^j(μ^j_t )) − Ψ(h^j (t), g^∗(μ^∗_t ))| dt = 0. (4.12) By lower semicontinuity of convex integrands with respect to the weak-L^1 topology we have lim inf j→∞ ∫_T 0 Ψ(h^j(t), g^∗(μ^∗_t )) dt ≥ ∫_T 0 Ψ(h^∗(t), g^∗(μ^∗_t )) dt.

Combining this with (4.11) and (4.12) we obtain (4.10), by the explicit expression of F given in (4.9). □ Remark 4.5. Let us remark that (4.10) still holds under the weaker hypothesis that g^j → g^∗ in (C^0(K; R^ℓ ))^m, for any bounded subset K of W_p(R^d ). Observe that any bounded subset K ⊂ W_p(R^d ) is precompact in the topology of W_1(R^d ).

We have the following theorem which generalizes to our setting the results in [15, Theorem 5.3].

Theorem 4.6. Equip E with the product of the weak topology of L^1 and the strong topology of C^0(W_1(R^d ), R^ℓ ). For fixed initial data Y_0 and μ_0, define the functionals F_N and F as in (4.1) and (4.9), respectively. Assume additionally that L is uniformly continuous on [0, T ] × (R^d )^m × W_1(R^d ). Then F_N^Γ→ F.

Proof. We begin with the liminf inequality. Consider a sequence (h_N , g_N ) converging to (h, g) in E^m and let Y_N and X^1_N , . . . , X^N_N be the corresponding solutions of (3.22). Let

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 25

also Y_N and (μ_N )_t be the solutions of (2.1) under the controls u^j_N = h^j_N g^j_N for j = 1, . . . , m and with the same initial data. By Remark 3.10 it holds E [ max t∈[0,T ] W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)}, (μ_N )_t ) + max_{t∈[0,T ]} |Y_N (t) − Y_N (t)| ] ≤ C_{d,p}(N). (4.13) Let ω_1 be an increasing concave modulus of continuity for L. By Jensen’s inequality and (4.13) we get E [ max t∈[0,T ] ω_1 ( W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)}, (μ_N )_t ) + |Y_N (t) − Y_N (t)| )]

≤ E [ ω_1 ( max t∈[0,T ] W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)}, (μ_N )_t ) + max_{t∈[0,T ]} |Y_N (t) − Y_N (t)| )]

≤ ω_1 ( E [ max t∈[0,T ] W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)}, (μ_N )_t ) + max_{t∈[0,T ]} |Y_N (t) − Y_N (t)| ]) ≤ ω_1(C_{d,p}(N)). Thus, we achieve | | | |E [∫_T 0 L ( t, Y_N (t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)} ) dt ] − ∫_T 0 L ( t, Y_N (t), (μ_N )_t ) dt | | | |

≤ E [∫_T 0 | | | | L ( t, Y_N (t), 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)} ) − L ( t, Y_N (t), (μ_N )_t ) | | | | dt ]

≤ T E [ max t∈[0,T ] ω_1 ( W_1 ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)}, (μ_N )_t ) + |Y_N (t) − Y_N (t)| )] ≤ T ω_1(C_{d,p}(N)). With a similar argument we get | | | |E [∫_T 0 Ψ ( h_N (t), g_N ( 1 N N∑ n=1 δ_Xn_{N (t)} )) dt ] − ∫_T 0 Ψ(h_N (t), g_N (μ_N )_t))dt | | | | ≤ T ω_2(LC_{d,p}(N)), where ω_2 is an increasing concave modulus of continuity for Ψ in U × B_M (0) and the constants L and M are those fixed in the definition of G. Combining the two previous inequality, we get lim_{N→∞} |F_N (h_N , g_N ) − F(h_N , g_N )| = 0. (4.14)

With (4.10) we then get the liminf inequality

lim inf N→∞ F_N (h_N , g_N ) ≥ F(h, g).

26 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

Finally, observe that (4.14) applied to the constant sequence (h, g) implies the pointwise convergence lim_{N→∞} F_N (h, g) = F(h, g),

thus, in particular, the existence of a recovery sequence. □

Observe that the previous Γ-convergence result is in principle not sufficient to deduce the convergence of the minima of the functionals F_N . This is due to the lack of compactness of W_1(R^d ) which does not allow us to apply the Arzelá-Ascoli theorem. However, we are able to overcome this thanks to the fact that the measures μ_N associated to (h_N , g_N ) are equibounded in W_p(R^d ). Furthermore Remark 4.5 ensures that a Γ-liminf inequality still holds under the local uniform convergence: this will be clarified in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.7. For fixed initial data Y_0 and μ_0, define the functionals F_N and F as in (4.1) and (4.9) , respectively. Assume additionally that L is uniformly continuous on [0, T ]×(R^d )^m × W_1(R^d ). Then

lim_{N→∞} min (h,g)∈E^m F_N (h, g) = min_{(h,g)∈Em} F(h, g).

Proof. Let (h_N , g_N ) be a minimizing sequence for the functional F_N . Being U a compact subset of R^{d×ℓ} we can suppose, without loss of generality, that h_N ⇀ h_∗. Moreover, arguing as in Theorem 4.2, we know there exists g_∗ ∈ C^0(W_1(R^d ); R^ℓ ) such that g_N → g_∗ in C^0(K, R^ℓ ), for any bounded K ⊂ W_p(R^d ). Also consider any (h, g) ∈ E^m and recall that we have shown in Theorem 4.6 that lim_{N→∞} F_N (h, g) = F(h, g). With this, using Remark 4.5, we have

F(h_∗, g_∗) ≤ lim inf_{N→∞} F_N (h_N , g_N ) ≤ lim sup_{N→∞} F_N (h_N , g_N ) ≤ lim_{N→∞} F_N (h, g) = F(h, g).

We conclude the prooof observing that (h, g) ∈ E^m is arbitrary. □ REFERENCES

[1] G. Albi, S. Almi, M. Morandotti, and F. Solombrino. Mean-field selective optimal control via transient leadership. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.07254, 2021.

[2] G. Albi, M. Bongini, E. Cristiani, and D. Kalise. Invisible control of self-organizing agents leaving unknown environments. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 76(4):1683–1710, 2016.

[3] G. Albi, Y.-P. Choi, M. Fornasier, and D. Kalise. Mean field control hierarchy. Applied Mathematics & Optimization, 76(1):93–135, 2017.

[4] F. Auletta, D. Fiore, M. J. Richardson, and M. di Bernardo. Herding stochastic autonomous agents via local control rules and online target selection strategies. Autonomous Robots, pages 1–13, 2022.

[5] V. I. Bogachev, G. Da Prato, M. Röckner, and W. Stannat. Uniqueness of solutions to weak parabolic equations for measures. Bull. Lond. Math. Soc., 39(4):631–640, 2007.

[6] M. Burger, R. Pinnau, C. Totzeck, O. Tse, and A. Roth. Instantaneous control of interacting particle systems in the mean-field limit. Journal of Computational Physics, 405:109181, 2020.

MEAN FIELD SPARSE OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH ADDITIVE WHITE NOISE 27

[7] S. Camazine, J.-L. Deneubourg, N. R. Franks, J. Sneyd, G. Theraula, and E. Bonabeau. Selforganization in biological systems. Princeton University Press, 2020.

[8] R. Carmona, F. Delarue, et al. Probabilistic Theory of Mean Field Games with Applications I-II. Springer, 2018.

[9] Y.-L. Chuang, Y. R. Huang, M. R. D’Orsogna, and A. L. Bertozzi. Multi-vehicle flocking: scalability of cooperative control algorithms using pairwise potentials. In Proceedings 2007 IEEE international conference on robotics and automation, pages 2292–2299. IEEE, 2007.

[10] M. Coghi, J.-D. Deuschel, P. K. Friz, and M. Maurelli. Pathwise McKean-Vlasov theory with additive noise. Ann. Appl. Probab., 30(5):2355–2392, 2020.

[11] F. Cucker and S. Smale. Emergent behavior in flocks. IEEE Transactions on automatic control, 52(5):852– 862, 2007.

[12] F. Delarue, J. Inglis, S. Rubenthaler, and E. Tanré. Particle systems with a singular mean-field selfexcitation. application to neuronal networks. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 125(6):2451– 2492, 2015.

[13] B. Düring, P. Markowich, J.-F. Pietschmann, and M.-T. Wolfram. Boltzmann and Fokker–Planck equations modelling opinion formation in the presence of strong leaders. Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 465(2112):3687–3708, 2009.

[14] F. Flandoli, E. Priola, and G. Zanco. A mean-field model with discontinuous coefficients for neurons with spatial interaction. Dynamical Systems, 39(6):3037–3067, 2019.

[15] M. Fornasier, B. Piccoli, and F. Rossi. Mean-field sparse optimal control. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 372(2028), 2014. cited By 52.

[16] M. Fornasier and F. Solombrino. Mean-field optimal control. ESAIM: Control, Optimisation and Calculus of Variations, 20(4):1123–1152, 2014.

[17] N. Fournier and A. Guillin. On the rate of convergence in Wasserstein distance of the empirical measure. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 162(3-4):707–738, 2015.

[18] J. Hofbauer, K. Sigmund, et al. Evolutionary games and population dynamics. Cambridge University Press, 1998.

[19] P.-E. Jabin and Z. Wang. Mean field limit for stochastic particle systems. In Active Particles, Volume 1, pages 379–402. Springer, 2017.

[20] M. Kac. Foundations of kinetic theory. In Proceedings of The third Berkeley symposium on mathematical statistics and probability, volume 3, pages 171–197, 1956.

[21] E. F. Keller and L. A. Segel. Initiation of slime mold aggregation viewed as an instability. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 26(3):399–415, 1970.

[22] N. E. Leonard and E. Fiorelli. Virtual leaders, artificial potentials and coordinated control of groups.

In Proceedings of the 40th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (Cat. No. 01CH37228), volume 3, pages 2968–2973. IEEE, 2001.

[23] J.-M. Lien, O. B. Bayazit, R. T. Sowell, S. Rodriguez, and N. M. Amato. Shepherding behaviors. In IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, 2004. Proceedings. ICRA’04. 2004, volume 4, pages 4159–4164. IEEE, 2004.

[24] J.-M. Lien, S. Rodriguez, J.-P. Malric, and N. M. Amato. Shepherding behaviors with multiple shepherds. In Proceedings of the 2005 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, pages 3402– 3407. IEEE, 2005.

[25] T. S. Lim, Y. Lu, and J. H. Nolen. Quantitative propagation of chaos in a bimolecular chemical reaction-diffusion model. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 52(2):2098–2133, 2020.

[26] H. P. McKean. Propagation of chaos for a class of non-linear parabolic equations. Stochastic Differential Equations (Lecture Series in Differential Equations, Session 7, Catholic Univ., 1967), pages 41–57, 1967.

[27] S. Méléard. Asymptotic behaviour of some interacting particle systems; mckean-vlasov and boltzmann models. In Probabilistic models for nonlinear partial differential equations, pages 42–95. Springer, 1996.

28 GIACOMO ASCIONE, DANIELE CASTORINA, AND FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO

[28] P. Mozgunov, M. Beccuti, A. Horvath, T. Jaki, R. Sirovich, and E. Bibbona. A review of the deterministic and diffusion approximations for stochastic chemical reaction networks. Reaction Kinetics, Mechanisms and Catalysis, 123(2):289–312, 2018.

[29] K. Oelschläger. On the derivation of reaction-diffusion equations as limit dynamics of systems of moderately interacting stochastic processes. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 82(4):565–586, 1989.

[30] B. Øksendal. Stochastic differential equations. Universitext. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, sixth edition, 2003.

An introduction with applications.

[31] L. Perea, G. Gómez, and P. Elosegui. Extension of the cucker-smale control law to space flight formations. Journal of guidance, control, and dynamics, 32(2):527–537, 2009.

[32] A. Pierson and M. Schwager. Controlling noncooperative herds with robotic herders. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 34(2):517–525, 2017.

[33] D. Revuz and M. Yor. Continuous martingales and Brownian motion, volume 293 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, third edition, 1999.

[34] E. Sebastián and E. Montijano. Multi-robot implicit control of herds. In 2021 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), pages 1601–1607. IEEE, 2021.

[35] A.-S. Sznitman. Topics in propagation of chaos. In Ecole d’été de probabilités de Saint-Flour XIX—1989, pages 165–251. Springer, 1991.

[36] G. Toscani. Kinetic models of opinion formation. Communications in mathematical sciences, 4(3):481– 496, 2006.

[37] C. Villani. Optimal transport, volume 338 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2009. Old and new.

GIACOMO ASCIONE, SCUOLA SUPERIORE MERIDIONALE, UNIVERSITÀ DI NAPOLI, LARGO SAN MAR-

CELLINO 10, 80138 NAPOLI, ITALY

Email address: giacomo.ascione@unina.it

DANIELE CASTORINA, DIPARTIMENTO DI MATEMATICA E APPLICAZIONI, UNIVERSITÀ DI NAPOLI, VIA CINTIA, MONTE S. ANGELO 80126 NAPOLI, ITALY

Email address: daniele.castorina@unina.it

FRANCESCO SOLOMBRINO, DIPARTIMENTO DI MATEMATICA E APPLICAZIONI, UNIVERSITÀ DI NAPOLI, VIA CINTIA, MONTE S. ANGELO 80126 NAPOLI, ITALY

Email address: francesco.solombrino@unina.it