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ON THE MEAN-FIELD LIMIT FOR THE CONSENSUS-BASED OPTIMIZATION

HUI HUANG AND JINNIAO QIU

ABSTRACT. This paper is concerned with the large particle limit for the consensus-based optimization

(CBO), which was postulated in the pioneering works [61[28]. In order to solve this open problem, we

adapt a compactness argument by first proving the tightness of the empirical measures {MN}NZQ associ-

ated to the particle system and then verifying that the limit measure p is the unique weak solution to the

mean-field CBO equation. Such results are extended to the model of particle swarm optimization (PSO).
Keywords: Consensus-based optimization, particle swarm optimization, propagation of chaos, tightness, weak

convergence.

1. INTRODUCTION

The global optimization of a potentially nonconvex nonsmooth cost function is of great interests in var-
ious areas such as economics, physics, and artificial intelligence. In the sequel, we consider the following
optimization problem

z* € argming cpa€ (), (1.1)

where £(x) : R? — R is a given continuous cost function, which one wishes to minimize. Many methods have
been designed to tackle this kind of problems. The present paper is in particular concerned with the methods
of so-called metaheuristics [IL2LELI8] which provide empirically robust solutions to tackle hard optimization
problems with fast algorithms. Metaheuristics are methods that orchestrate an interaction between local
improvement procedures and global/high level strategies and combine random and deterministic decisions,
to create a process capable of escaping from local optima and performing a robust search of a solution space.
Noble examples of metaheuristics include Simplex Heuristics [27], Evolutionary Programming [12], Genetic
Algorithms [20], Particle Swarm Optimization [21], Ant Colony Optimization [10], and Simulated Annealing
[1]. Recently a new type of metaheuristics was proposed in [6L28], which is referred to as consensus-based
optimization (CBO) method.

The consensus-based optimization takes advantage of an interacting N-particle system {(Xz’N)tZO}f\Ll,
which is described by a system of stochastic differential equations (SDEs)

AX{N = NN = Xa(u))dt + o DX = Xa(ul)dB] (12)
where A\, 0 > 0,

_ f]Rd xefag(m)luiv(daj)
Jpa €7@l (da)

and {(B})i>0}Y; are N independent d-dimensional Wiener processes. We also use the following notation

Xa(uy')

N
1
with pN = ~ ZaxZ,N , (1.3)
=1

for the diagonal matrix

D(X,) := diag{(X)1, ..., (Xy)q} € R,
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where (X;)y is the k-th component of X;. The choice of the weight function

wg(:zz) = exp(—a&(x)),

[e3

comes from the well-known Laplace’s principle [9[26], a classical asymptotic method for integrals, which

states that for any probability measure p € P(R?), there holds

Jim (-é log ( /R | wg(x)u(dx)» = Iesiu%fp » E(x). (1.4)

Thus for « large enough, one expects that
Xo(ulN) ~ argmin {£(X}),...,E(XM)},

which means that X, (ulY) is a global best location at time t. It has been proved that CBO can guarantee
global convergence under suitable assumptions [16] and it is a powerful and robust method to solve many
interesting non-convex high-dimensional optimization problems in machine learning [7,[14]. By now, CBO
methods have also been generalized to optimization over manifolds [I3HI522] and several variants have been
explored, which use additionally, for instance, personal best information [30], binary interaction dynamics [3]
or connect CBO with Particle Swarm Optimization [8[I9]. The readers are referred to [31] for a comprehensive
review on the recent developments of the CBO methods.

Because of the nonlinear and nonlocal term X, (u"), the conventional method (see e.g. [11L29]) for the
mean-field limit does not work here and the pioneering CBO works [6L28] postulated the large particle limit
(as N — 00) of the system ([2)) towards the Mckean process

dyt = —)\(yt — Xa(ﬂt))dt + UD(Yt - Xa(ﬂt))dBta (15)

where

—af(x) d .
Xo(p) = Jpa v puldn) Law(X,). (1.6)

Joe € 1 (d)
Throughout this paper, we denote by £(X) the the law of random variable X. Applying the It6-Doeblin

formula, one can see that u is a weak solution to the following mean-field partial differential equation (PDE):

2 d 2
Ot = 53 oo = X)) + X7 - (& = Xo o)) (1)
k=1

in the sense of Definition 3l We refer to [6, Theorem 2.1] for the well-posedness of the particle system (2]
and [6) Theorem 3.2] for the nonlinear SDE ([[H). While the existence of the weak solution u to PDE (1)
follows straightforwardly from an application of the It6-Doeblin formula, the uniqueness may be obtained
without much effort on the basis of the well-possedness of Mckean process (L3)); see Lemma and the
appendix for a sketched proof.

This paper is devoted to solving the open problem suggested in [6,28.31] by providing a rigorous proof
of the mean-field limit for the CBO method (L2)) through a tightness argument. We first prove that the
sequence of empirical measures {N }yso (N = & SN §xiv are P(C([0, T]; R?))-valued random variables)
is tight. Prokhorov’s theorem indicates that there exists a subsequence of {u™¥} y>2 converging in law to a
random measure p. Then, to identify the limit, we verify that the limit measure u is a weak solution to the
mean-field PDE (7)) underlying the process ([LH]) almost surely, while the uniqueness of the weak solution
to PDE (7)) yields that u is actually deterministic. The approach mixes certain probabilistic and stochastic
arguments and some analysis on PDEs. For such a probabilistic method with tightness arguments, we refer
to [29] for an introduction and the interested readers are also referred to [I7,23,24] for the application to
the study of the propagation of chaos for the large Brownian particle system with particular Coulomb type

interaction forces.
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Throughout this paper the cost function & satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 1. For the given cost function £ : R¢ — R, it holds that:

(1) There exists some constant L > 0 such |E(z) — E(y)| < L(|z| + |y|)|x — y| for all z,y € RY;
(2) € is bounded from below with —oco < £ := inf £ and there exists some constant C,, > 0 such that

E(x) —E < Cu(1+ |z)?) for all z € R?;
(3) &€ has quadratic growth at infinity. Namely, there exist constants C;, M > 0 such that
E(x) —E> Cylx)? for all |z > M.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we prove the tightness of the empirical measures
{uN} n>2 associated to the CBO particle system ([L2)) through the Aldous criteria; see Theorem 1l Then
in Section 3 we verify that the limit measure p of a subsequence of {u™ } x>2 is the unique weak solution to
the mean-field CBO equation (LT)); see Theorem B3l In Section 4, the result is extended to the model of
particle swarm optimization. Finally, the existence and uniqueness of the weak solution is proved for a class
of linear PDEs in Appendix.

2. TIGHTNESS OF THE EMPIRICAL MEASURES

First, let us recall the following lemma on a uniform moment estimate for the particle system (2] from
[6, Lemma 3.4]

Lemma 2.1. Let & satisfy Assumptiondl and po € Ps(R?). For any N > 2, assume that {(XZ’N)te[O,T]}f\L1
is the unique solution to the particle system (L) with u$™ -distributed initial data {X;™ YN |. Then there
exists a constant K > 0 independent of N such that

sup { sup E [IXPNP 41XV + sup B[ Xa(u)2 + IXa(uiV)I“}} <K. (2.1)
i=1, N | t[0,T] te[0,7]

We treat X*N : Qs C([0,T]; R?). Then pV = Zi\il Sxin : Q= P(C([0,T]; RY)) is a random measure.
Let us denote £(p) := Law(u™) € P(P(C([0,T];R9))). We can prove that {£(uV)}n>2 is tight, or we say
{ILLN}N21 is tight.

Theorem 2.1. Under the same assumption as in LemmalZ, recall the empirical measure ¥ = % Zfil OxinN .
Then the sequence {L(uN)}n>2 is tight in P(P(C([0,T];R%))).

Proof. According to [29, Proposition 2.2 (ii)], we only need to prove that {£(X ")} x>z is tight in P(C([0, T]; R?))
because of the exchangeability of the particle system. We shall do this by verifying the Aldous criteria below.

Lemma 2.2. Let {X"},en be a sequence of random variables defined on a probability space (2, F,P) and val-
ued in C([0, T);RY). The sequence of probability distributions {jixn }nen of {X " }nen is tight on C([0,T]; R?)
if the following two conditions hold.

(Conl) For all t € [0,T], the set of distributions of X{*, denoted by {j1xr }nen, is tight as a sequence of
probability measures on R?.

(Con2) For all e > 0, n > 0, there exists 5o > 0 and ng € N such that for all n > ng and for all
discrete-valued o(X; s € [0,T])-stopping times B with 0 < 5+ 69 < T, it holds that

sup P (| X5 5 —Xj[>n) <e. (2.2)
6€1[0,80]
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It is now sufficient to justify conditions (Conl) and (Con2):
e Step 1: Checking (Conl). For any € > 0, there exists a compact subset Us := {z : |z[*> < £} such
that by Markov’s inequality

K E[lx) V)2
LXPY) ((U)) =P (|X}N|2 > ?) < % <e VN2,
where we have used Lemma [Z] in the last inequality. This means that for each t € [0,T], the sequence
{£(X} ™)} N2 is tight, which verifies condition (Conl) in Lemma 22
e Step 2: Checking (Con2). Let 8 be a o(X}V;s € [0,T])-stopping time with discrete values such that
B+ 0o <T. Recalling [L2]), we have

B+6 B+5
X=X == [ Xa s o [ DOEY - Xa(i))dBL.
B B

Notice that
2

845 T
B[ A < Xa()ds| | <020 [ B[00 - Xa ()] ds
B 0
§2/\25T< sup E [|X§’N|2} + sup E [|XQ(M§V)|2}> < 2TKA2, (2.3)
te[0,T t€[0,T]

where we have used Lemma 2] in the last inequality. Further we apply 1t6’s isometry
2

E =co’E

B+6
- / DX — X, (u))dB
B

A+é 1,N N\ |12
/ﬂ XDV X () Pds

N[
N[

T T
catsre | ([T xaan) | <ot ( [y - xe)
0 0
< 0%53T3(8K)* . (2.4)

Combining estimates and 2.4 one has

E[XLN - X2V < O\ 0. T, K) (5% + 5) . (2.5)
Hence, for any £ > 0, n > 0, there exists some &g > 0 such that for all N > 2 it holds that
E [|X“Ys - XLN|2}
sup P (|Xé-ﬁ5 - Xé’N|2 > 77) < sup o ’ <e. (2.6)
§€[0,80] §€[0,80] n
This justifies condition C'on2 in Lemma 2.2l and completes the proof of Theorem 2.1 O

As a consequence of the tightness in Theorem 2T, we obtain the following results.

Lemma 2.3. (1) There exist a subsequence of {u™}n>o (denoted w.l.o.g. by itself) and a random
measure j1: Q+— P(C([0,T];RY)) such that

N = pin law as N — oo, (2.7)

which is equivalently to say L(u™) converges weakly to L(p) in P(P(C([0,T]; R?)))
(2) For the subsequence in (1), the time marginal pl of u¥, as P(R?) valued random measure converges
in law to py; € P(RY), the time marginal of u. Namely L(ul) converges weakly to L(p) in P(P(R?))
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Proof. By Prokhorov’s theorem, assertion (1) follows form the tightness of {£(1™)}n>2 in P(P(C([0, T]; R)))
as shown in Theorem 211

As for assertion (2), we first notice that a sequence v € P(C([0,T];R?)) that converges weakly to
v € P(C([0,T); RY)) will imply that vt € P(R?) converges weakly to v, € P(RY) for each time ¢. Indeed, for
cach ¢ € Cy(R?), we have [, ¢(x)v) (dz) = fC([O,T];Rd) d(x¢)v"(dx) (see [23, Lemma 2.8]). Note that for all
x € C([0,T);RY), x = ¢(x;) is a bounded continuous functional on C([0,T]; R?), which leads to

lim [ ¢(a)f(dr) = lim o) (dx) = /C o 20 = [ )

nee JRd nree Je((o, TR
Now we consider a bounded continuous functional I' : P(R%) — R, then one defines I'y : P(C([0, T]; R?)) —
R as
Iy (v) := (1) for any v € P(C([0, T]; RY)) . (2.8)

This means that I'; is a bounded continuous functional on P(C([0,7];RY)) according to what has been
justified. Consequently,
E[T1 (™)) = E[T1 ()] = E[C(i")] = E[(ue)] (2.9)
which implies assertion (2). O
3. IDENTIFICATION OF THE LIMIT MEASURE VIA PDE (1)
Definition 3.1. We say p; € C([0,T]; P2(R%)) is a weak solution to PDE (7)) if
(1) The continuity in time is in C} topology, namely it holds
¢(@)pe, (dz) = | d(w)pe(d) (3.1)
Rd R4
for all ¢ € Cp(R?) and t,, — t;
(ii) The following holds

(@), () — {p(), o (d)) + A / (@ = Xalia) - Vip(a), s (d)) ds

2
Z< o g ) )  ds =, (32)

0 k=1
for all p € C2(R?).

First, for each ¢ € C2(R?), we define a functional on P(C([0,T]; R?)) as following

Fo(v) := {p(xt), v(dx)) — (p(x0), v(dx)) + /\/0 ((xs = Xa(5)) - Vp(xs), v(dx)) ds

62
2— X rviax S
0 ;< ))kakuQp( s)a (d )>d
= (p(@), ve(d)) — (p(a), volda)) + A / (@ — Xa(v)) - Vipla), va(d)) ds
2
0 Z< )kaa @(I)’VS(d$)>dSa (3.3)
k=1

for all v € P(C([0, T]; R?)) and x € C([0, T]; R). Recall that here

Jpawe @y (dx)  (ve @)y (dz))
Jra e 0 E@uy(dz) T (7o), vy(da))

Then we have the following estimate.

Xao(vs) =
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Proposition 3.2. Let & satisfy Assumption[l and po € P4(R?). For any N > 2, assume that {(X;"N)te[oj]}ij\;l
is the unique solution to the particle system ([L2) with pS™ -distributed initial data { XN YN\ There exists
a constant C' > 0 depending only on o, K, T, and |V ||, such that

C
E[|Fo(uM)IP] < (3.5)
where p¥ = % Zi\;l dxi.n s the empirical measure.
Proof. Using the definition of F, one has
1 1 1
Foln) = 3 S 0i™) = £ 3o (™) 4 [ 300N - X)) - TelxiM)a
N 1=1 N =1 0 N =1
0® M1 gny N Ny\2 N
-— [ = XN — X, XoMd
Q/ON;Q Y X (i)} g (XN s
1 3 3 ‘
=5 30 () = o0 1 [0 - X)) - Tl s
i=1
S i,\N Ny 0 i\ N
- — XN — X, Xo™M)ds ). 3.6
) O X Ve s ) (35

For each i = 1,-, N and ¢ € C2(R%), applying It6-Doeblin formula gives

P(XINY = (V) / AVQ(XEN) (XN — Xy (4))ds + 0 / D(XN — X (i) Vp(X5Y) - dB:
0

0
+ ”—2 Z (XEN — Xo ()i o (XPN)ds (3.7)
o P ll’s 8«@]@2%0 S : :
This implies that
o Lt - - »
= 2 [ PO X ) 38)
Then it holds that
) 2
g i i i
E[|Fy(1™)?] = N2k (XN = Xa () V(X)) - dB,
2 t _ ) |2
=y 2 E [/O D(XN = Xa(pd)Ve(XY) - dB;
i=1
0® o ! i, N Ny2 i\ N\|2
TS| [ Y - T P
i=1
1
< C(Uv K, T7 ||v90||oo)N ’ (3'9)
where we have used Lemma 2] in the last inequality. This completes the proof. 0

By Skorokhod’s lemma (see [4, Theorem 6.7 on page 70]), using Lemma we may find a common
probability space (€2, F,P) on which the processes {u” } yen converge to some process i as a random variable
valued in P(C([0,7]; R?)) almost surely. In particular, we have that for all ¢ € [0, 7] and ¢ € Cp(R?),

th (o pp — p)| + | Xalpd ) — Xa(pe)| =0,  as. (3.10)
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Indeed, according to Assumption [ one has ze=*¢(®) ¢—af(®) ¢ Cb(Rd), which gives

lm X ()= fim () {aemof), py(da))
Nosao @\ N—o0 <e*a$(z)huév(dx)> <6_a8($)7ﬂt(dfl;)>

= Xo(ue) as. (3.11)

Lemma 3.1. [6, Lemma 3.3] Let € satisfy Assumptiond and p € Po(RY). Then it holds that

X () < by + by / el (3.12)

where by and bs depends only on M, C,,, and Cj.

For each A > 0, let us take ¢ = | - |* A A € Cy(R?). Tt follows from (BI0) that

N i
5[ [ el )] = g [ ol n )] < g 2R ey
where we have used Lemma 2Tl Letting A — oo, we have
sup E [ |$|4/J,t($€):| <K. (3.14)
te[0,7] R
Then Lemma B] implies that
E[| X (1) "] < 00, (3.15)
for all t € [0,T].
Furthermore, it holds that
Jim B [[(6, 1 — po)|” + 1 Xa () = Xa(u)] =0, (3.16)

which follows directly from the pointwise convergences of (¢, i — ;) and X, (ul¥) — X4 (pe), and the uniform

estimate (2.)) in LemmaRd and BI5). To see this, let us consider a sequence of random variables { X, },>1,

which satisfies that X,, — 0 (n — o00) pointwisely and sup E[|X,,|*] < C uniformly in n. For all A > 0, we
n>1

compute
E[|X,|?] = E [|X0|*Ix, <a] +E [|X.*T x, |5 4]
<E[|Xax, <a] + EIX0 )2 (E [Lx,154])7 - (3.17)

It is obvious that E [|X,|?I|x,|<a] — 0 (n — c0) holds by the dominated convergence theorem. One also
notices that

1)}
EIXaD2 - C g s A oo, (3.18)

EIXa')¥ (B [Ix, 5]t < BIXa N0 < 5

which leads to E [|X,,[*] — 0 as n — oo.

Theorem 3.3. Let £ satisfy Assumptiond and po € Ps(R?). For any N > 2, assume that {(XZ’N)te[O,T]}f\L1
is the unique solution to the particle system (L2l with u?N—distributed initial data {XS’N N .. Then the
limit (denoted by ) of the sequence of the empirical measure pu~ = % Zfil Oxin exists. Moreover, u is
deterministic and it is the unique weak solution to PDE (IT).

Proof. Suppose the P(C([0,T]; R?))-valued random variable j is the limit of a subsequence of the empirical
measure p¥ = % sz\il dxin. W.lo.g., Denote the subsequence by itself. We may continue to work on the
above common probability space (2, F,P) by Skorokhod’s lemma where the convergence is holding almost
surely (see (BI0) for instance). We may first check that u; is a.s. continuous in time in the sense of ([B.II).
Indeed for any ¢ € Cy(R?) and t,, — t we may apply dominated convergence theorem

/ ¢(xtn)u(dx)—>/ o(x¢)pu(dx) a.s.,
€([0,T];R9) C([0,TT;R?)
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which gives
/¢($)utn(dx)—>/ d(x)ue(dz)  as.
R4 Rd

For ¢ € C2(R?), using the convergence result in (3.I6]) one has

lim E [|({¢(x), 11" (dz)) = (p(@), 15 (d))) = ((p(2), pe(d)) = {p(x), po(d)))|] = 0. (3.19)

N —oc0

Further we notice that
[ 4= X Dt s — [ (= X)) - Vit o) s
</ t
=:/Ot |va(s)|ds+/0t |15 (s)|ds . (3.20)
One computes

E[| I (s)[) < E[l(z - Vep(@), pud (dar) = ps(d))[] + B[ Xa (i) - (Vep(@), ud (dx) — ps(d))]]

< E[[(x - Vip(x), p (dz) — ps(d))[] + K2 (E[[(Vep(), p (da) — s (da))*])?

where we have used Lemma 2] in the second inequality. Since ¢ has a compact support, applying (B.10)
leads to

(2 = Xa(ud)) - Viplw), i (dx) = pus(de) | ds + / (Xa(ps) = Xa (i) - Viplw), pa(da)) | ds

(3.21)

Jim E (117 (s)]] = 0. (3.22)

Moreover, the uniform boundedness of E [|I{(s)|] follows directly from @Id), BI5), and the estimates in
Lemma 2] which by the dominated convergence theorem implies
t

lim [ E[I}V(s)]ds =0. (3.23)

N—o00 0

As for IV, we know that

[{(Xa(ps) = Xa(pd)) - Veo(@), ps(da))]| < [V [l [ Xalps) — Xalu)]- (3.24)
Hence by [BI6) it yields that
Jim E[| 15 (s)]] = 0. (3.25)

Again by the dominated convergence theorem, we have

lim t]E[|15V(s)|]ds =0. (3.26)

N—oo [

This combined with [B:23)) leads to

lim E[

N —oc0

/0 (& — Xa(u)) - Vip(e), i (da))ds — / (& — Xa(ps)) - Vip(e), s (d))ds

Similarly we split the error

} =0. (327

| (e = Xl i et @) ds = [ (@ = Xa(uo) grge(o). ) ds

2

[ (@ = Xalud Vi gzota), i (do) = pa(do))ds
0 Lk

< | [0 = Xl = = X)) gl ) s
:;/Ot |I§V(s)|ds+/0t|liv(s)|ds. (3.28)
Following the same argument as for I{¥ and I3, one has

Jim OtIE[|I§V(s)|]ds =0and lim_ OtEHL{V(s)Hds =0. (3.29)
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This implies that

t d 2 t d 2
Jim B [ / > e — a2 sela).u (do)as — [ kz_l«:c—Xams))i%ﬁsa(x),us(dx>>ds] ~0. (3:30)
Collecting estimates (B19), (3.217) and (B30) we have
Jim E[F, (1) - Fy()] =0, (3:31)

Then we have

E[|Fo(W)] < E[|Fp (™) = Fy ()] + E[|Fy ()] < E[|Fp(u™) = Fy ()] + L0 as N, (3.32)

VN

where we have used Proposition in the last inequality. This implies that
Fo(p) =0 as. (3.33)

In other words, it holds that

(0 (), () — {p(), o (d)) + A / (@ — Xa(ua)) - Veolz), s (de))ds

d
o? [t

82
2 —
-5 0;}@—thnqﬁgﬂwwgmpﬁ—0:mw (3.34)
for any ¢ € C2(R%).

Until now we have proved that p a.s. is a weak solution to PDE (7). Finally combining the uniqueness
of weak solution to (L) (see in Lemma below) and the arbitrariness of the subsequence of {u™}n>1,
the (deterministic) weak solution p to PDE (L7) must be the limit of the whole sequence {u™N}y>1. We

complete the proof. O

Lemma 3.2. Assume that u*, u? € C([0,T]; P2(R)) are two weak solutions to PDE (LT in the sense of
Definition [31] with the same initial data pg. Then it holds that

sup Wa(py,pi) =0,
t€[0,T]

where Ws is the 2-Wasserstein distance.
Proof. We construct two linear processes ()?ti)tE[O,T] (1 = 1,2) satistying
dX} = —\X} = Xo(u}))dt + oD(X] - Xo(p))dBy , (3.35)

with the common initial data Xo distributed according to po. Above processes are linear because that u
are prescribed. Let us denote law(X!) = 7il (i = 1,2), which are weak solutions to the following linear PDE
o2 L 92

it = —
th 2 b1 85Ek2

((z = Xa(pt)ifit) = AV - (& = Xa(up)i) ,

where X, (ui) € C([0,T];R?) for given p* € C([0,T], P2(R?)). By the uniqueness of weak solution to the
above linear PDE (see Theorem B3 in Appendix) and the fact that ' is also a solution to the above PDE,
it follows that i = u¢ (i = 1,2). Consequently, the process ()A(ti)(te[o’T]) = (Yi)(te[O,T]) are solutions to the
nonlinear SDE ([LH)), for which the uniqueness has been obtained in [6l Theorem 3.2]. In particular, it holds
that

sup E [Wi - Xfﬂ ~0, (3.36)
te[0,T]
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which by the definition of Wasserstein distance implies
~1 S o —1 =2
sup Wa(ug,ui) = sup Wa(iy,fi;) < sup E[X{ — X7[*] = sup E[IX, - X,[)] =0.
te[0,T] te[0,T] te[0,T) te[0,T)

Thus the uniqueness is obtained. O

4. MEAN-FIELD LIMIT FOR PARTICLE SWARM OPTIMIZATION

In this section we extend our discussions to the model of particle swarm optimization (PSO) proposed
recently by Grassi and Pareschi [19], where they only numerically verified the mean-limit result. We consider

PSO based on a continuous description in the form of a system of stochastic differential equations:

ax;N =vpNdt,

i i i i i (4'1)
AV = = VNt 2 (X0 (o) = X Y)dt + S D(X(p)) - X;N)dBi, i=1,--- N,

where the R?-valued functions XZ N and Vti’N denote the position and velocity of the i-th particle at time
t, m > 0 is the inertia weight, v =1 —m > 0 is the friction coefficient, A > 0 is the acceleration coefficient,
o > 0 is the diffusion coefficient, and {(B{);>0}Y ; are N independent d-dimensional Brownian motions.
Here the weighted average is given by

_ Jpazwi (@) (d)
T JpawE(2)p) (d)

with the empirical measure pV := % sz\il dxi.~, which is the spacial marginal of

X(p") (4.2)

N
1
N _ . . Tod . pd
== Z} Sxin vinvy : Q> PC([0, T RY) x C([0, T];RY)) .
Parallel to Theorem 2.0 we can prove the tightness of the empirical measures { "} x>2 by verifying the
Aldous criteria presented in Lemma 2.2

Theorem 4.1. Let & satisfy Assumption 0 and fo € Ps(R? x RY). For any N > 2, we assume that
{(xN, Vf’N)te[oﬁT]}fV:l is the unique solution to the particle system @) with f&N -distributed initial data
{(XIN VPNAN . Then the sequence {L(fN)}n>a is tight in P(P(C([0, T];R) x C([0, T]; R%))).

Proof. Tt is sufficient to justify conditions (Conl) and (Con2) in Lemma [Z2
e Step 1: Checking (Conl). Tt is obvious that

. . t )
BIXE™ )Y < PRGN+ 27 [ BV as, (4.3)
holds for each i = 1,--- | N. Applying Doob’s martingale inequality, we further obtain

t

4 t 4
i i v i A a i
BV 1Y < SRV + 8 51 [ sy a0 2510 [ B (o) - X s

+ 47U4T/t]E[|X“( Ny — XN
34m4 0 pS S S
t t
< CEVy™ ") +.C [ BIVIN| 41XV as + C [ B () s, (4.4)
0 0

where C' is independent of N. Thus it holds that

. . . . t ] ) t
E[XIV [ 4+ (VN[ < CEIXEN | + ViV + © / E[VAN 4 X0V ds + C / E[|X(p))|")ds. (4.5)
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Summing the above estimate over i = 1,--- , N, dividing by N and using the linearity of the expectation,

we have

B [ (ol + l!) 12 (. o) < CEB [ (ol + 1ol!) 73 (. 0) +C [ [ (lal* + 10112 (o, o)) s

w0 [ BIx () as. (16)
It follows from Lemma B.1] that
X< b [ ol (@) < 2068+83 [ Jaf*o (o)) < 208+03 [ (ol + 1of) 12 (o o) . (47)
Inserting this into (£6]) and applying Gronwall’s inequality yield that

sup B [ (il + ol )7 (do. ) < K. (45)
t€[0,T]

where K is independent of N. This implies sup E[|[X*(pN)[*] < 2(b? + b3K). Then applying Gronwall’s
t€[0,T]
inequality on (@3] we have

sup sup E[IX;N| 4+ VPN < K, (4.9)
te[0,T] =1, ,N

where K’ > 0 is independent of N. Then (Conl) may be verified in a similar way to Theorem 211
e Step 1: Checking (Con2). Let 8 be a (XN, VEN);s € [0,T])-stopping time with discrete values
such that 8+ dg < T'. It is easy to see that

T
EIX5Y - X N2 <6 / E[VAY s < C6, (4.10)
0

where C' > 0 is independent of N by ([@3)). Furthermore, following similar arguments as in (2.3)-(24]), one
obtains

E[Vy — ViV P < C6 +6Y2). (4.11)
Hence (Con2) is verified. O

For any ¢ € C2(R? x RY), define a functional on P(C([0, T]; R?) x C([0, T]; R?)) as following
t

Ftp(f) = <<P(Xtvvt)7 f(dxa dV)> - <90(X07V0)a f(dX, dV)> + /O <VS ' Vﬂp, f(dX, dV)>dS

-2 [ staxavyas + = / — Xa(ps)) - Vo, f(dx, dv))ds

2m2 /0

= (ol v), fu(de, dv)) — {(z,v), folde, dv)) + / (v- Vop, fu(de, dv))ds

_ t<v Vo, fs(dx, dv))ds + m/ x — Xa(ps)) - Voo, fs(dz,dv))ds

2
Xalpe P2 f(ax, av))ds
k=1 k

m
/ Z z— 20%¢ Fo(dz, dv))ds (4.12)

2m2 0 ps ka 27 S ’ ’ .
for all f € P(C([0,T];R?) x C([0,T];R?)) and x,v € C([0, T];R?), where ps(z) = [za fs(2,dv). Then similar

to Proposition [3.2] one can easily prove that

E[|F, ()% < (4.13)

=10
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Finally, following similar arguments as in Theorem B3] there exists a subsequence of {f¥}y>2 converging
in law to a deterministic measure f € P(C([0,T];R%) x C([0,T]; R%)), which is the unique weak solution to
the following PDE

A o?
Oift +v-Vufy =V, - (%Uft - (x — X%(pt)) fr + wD (z— X*(p))° vat) ) (4.14)

where p;(2) = [ga fe(2,dv). This can be summarized in the following theorem

Theorem 4.2. Let & satisfy Assumption 0 and fo € Ps(R? x RY). For any N > 2, we assume that
{(Xf’N,%i’N)te[oﬁT]}ij\il is the unique solution to the particle system @) with f$ -distributed initial
data {Xé’N,VOi’N N .. Then the limit (denoted by f) of the sequence of the empirical measure f~ =
% sz\il d(xi.n viny exists. Moreover, f is deterministic and it is the unique weak solution to PDE PDE

E14).

APPENDIX

Theorem 4.3. For any T >0, let b € C([0,T];RY) and po € P2(R?). Then the following linear PDE
02 92

Oepre = — (& = bo)ipe) = AV - (2 = be)e) (4.15)

=1 8:17k2
has a unique weak solution p € C([0, T]; P2(R%))

Sketch of the proof. The existence is obvious, which can be obtained as the law of the solution to the asso-
ciated linear SDE. To show the uniqueness we can follow a duality argument.

For each ¢y € (0,T] and compactly supported smooth function 1 (i.e., ¢ € C°(R?)), we consider the
following backward PDE

2

d

62

Oche = =2 (= be) 5 —she = Mx = b) - Vhe,  (t,x) € [0,t0] x R hyy = 0. (4.16)
2 b1 8:17k2

which admits a classical solution h € C*([0, %], C3(R%)). Indeed, we can explicitly construct a solution
hilw) = BIB(X57)] ¢ € [0, o), (4.17)
where (X1%)o<t<s<t, is the strong solution to the following linear SDE
dX5" = \(X5® —by)ds + o D(X5® —b)dB,, X" ==, (4.18)

with D(y) = diag(y1,--- ,ya) for y € R® and B = (B,..., BY) being a d-dimensional Wiener process. We
can first check the regularity. For each (¢,) € [0,%0] x R%, the chain rule gives

Vihe(z) = E [Vi (X[ VR(XEDE], k=1, ,d.

Note that Vi, (X[;")¥ = 0 when &' # k and that Vj(X"®)* is a Geometric Brownian motion satisfying SDE
(c.f. [25] Theorem 4.2])

AV (X5 = AV (X0 ds + oV (XEE)R dBE,  Vi(XP)F =1,

This gives Vi (X1%)* = exp{A(s — t) — @ — o(BY — BF)}. Accordingly, we may obtain the time-space
continuity of Vih:(z) and in particular, there holds the following uniform boundness

sup  |Vilu(z)| < CE[|Vie(X{9)¥]] < CeM <00, k=1, .4,
(t,z)€[0,to] xR
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where C' > 0 is a constant depending on 1. Analogously, we may derive the uniform boundness of V2h and
even of V3h together with associated time-space continuity. On the other hand, for 0 < ¢ < t 4+ d < to, the

flow property of solution to SDE (£IJ) implies X* = X§+5’th+‘5 for t +§ < s <ty and thus,
ht+5(.’IJ) — ht(l') _ 1

SE[(X) — w(x5)]

1) )
1 " t+8, X"
— 3B [vxir) - v )
1 w
= SE [hits(@) = hers(X[5)]
1 o o2 d t 2 9? t t t
= —gE /t > ;(Xs’ - bs)kmhtM(Xs’ )+ AMXGT = bs) - Vheys(Xg") | ds

Through a simple limiting procedure we may get the time-differentiability of h;(x) and further verify that
the defined h.(z) is a classical solution of PDE

Suppose that p!' and p? are two weak solutions of ([AIH) with the same initial condition py = p2. Put
Su = pt — p?. Using the above defined solution A to the backward PDE ([I8]) as a test function, we have

<ht0 (LL'), 5/“0 (dl‘)>

to to .2 d 2 to
:/ (Oshs(x), Ops(da))ds + / <U— Z(:z: - bs)ia—hs(x), Ops(dr))ds + / (M — bs) - Vhg(x),0us(dr))ds
0 0 2 h—1 6$k;2 0
to to
- / (Ouha(), bp1a(d))ds + / (—0uha(), 61 (d))ds
0 0
=0, (4.19)
which gives [5, 1(2)dp4, (dz) = 0 for arbitrary ¢ € C2°(R?). This implies that dj, = 0, which yields the
uniqueness by the arbitrariness of ¢y. O
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