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WEAK SOLUTIONS TO THE MASTER EQUATION OF POTENTIAL
MEAN FIELD GAMES

ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

ABSTRACT. The purpose of this work is to introduce a notion of weak solution to the mas-
ter equation of a potential mean field game and to prove that existence and uniqueness hold
under quite general assumptions. Remarkably, this is achieved without any monotonicity con-
straint on the coefficients. The key point is to interpret the master equation in a conservative
sense and then to adapt to the infinite dimensional setting earlier arguments for hyperbolic
systems deriving from a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. Here, the master equation is in-
deed regarded as an infinite dimensional system set on the space of probability measures and
is formally written as the derivative of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation associated with
the mean field control problem lying above the mean field game. To make the analysis easier,
we assume that the coefficients are periodic, which allows to represent probability measures
through their Fourier coefficients. Most of the analysis then consists in rewriting the master
equation and the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for the mean field control
problem as partial differential equations set on the Fourier coefficients themselves. In the end,
we establish existence and uniqueness of functions that are displacement semi-concave in the
measure argument and that solve the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation in a suitable general-
ized sense and, subsequently, we get existence and uniqueness of functions that solve the master
equation in an appropriate weak sense and that satisfy a weak one-sided Lipschitz inequality.
As another new result, we also prove that the optimal trajectories of the associated mean field
control problem are unique for almost every starting point, for a suitable probability measure
on the space of probability measures.

1. INTRODUCTION

Mean field games is by now a well-established theory for the analysis of equilibria within a
continuum of rational dynamic players, see for instance [44] 45| 54, b5l (6] B8] for pioneering
contributions on the field and [20, 25] 26, [43] for a non-exhaustive list of surveys or monographs
on the subject. Whilst most of the first works in the domain were dedicated to the formulation
of the problem and to the study of existence and uniqueness of equilibria, more efforts have
been spent recently on the analysis of the so-called master equation. Very briefly, the master
equation is a Partial Differential Equation (PDE) set on a space comprising both physical states
and probability measures, and it provides an Eulerian description of the value of the game. In
this sense, it corresponds, in the infinite dimensional mean field setting, to the usual standard
Nash system in differential games. As a main feature of the theory, the characteristics of the
master equation write in the form of a forward-backward system, comprising either two coupled
PDEs, one forward Fokker-Planck equation and one backward Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB)
equation, or two coupled forward and backward Stochastic Differential Equations (SDEs) of
McKean-Vlasov type. The forward-backward PDE system is usually referred to as the Mean
Field Game (MFG) system and plays a key role in many of the aforementioned references since
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the forward component of any solution of the MFG system encodes the statistical state of an
equilibrium.

A brief review of the monotone setting. Despite many recent progresses, the master equation
remains only partially understood. The very first works in this direction were devoted to
the analysis of classical solutions, see for instance [I8, 29, [40, (9], see also [10] for a related
presentation. While this looks a very natural and fundamental step in the study of the master
equation, this leads in fact to results with a rather limited scope in practice because of the
assumptions that they require. The master equation can be indeed regarded as a kind of
system of hyperbolic nonlinear PDEs set on the space of probability measures and indexed by
a continuum of states. As such, it manifests the same phenomena as finite systems of nonlinear
PDEs on the Euclidean space: solutions may develop singularities in finite time. Accordingly,
the analysis carried out in [40] just holds in small time (we refer to [3 [I7] for more recent studies
over a small enough time interval, the former for MFGs with local interactions and the latter
for MFGs with a common noise). Differently, in the three contributions [59} 18] 29], the absence
of singularities over an arbitrary time horizon is ensured under a suitable form of monotonicity,
which is usually referred to as Lasry-Lions’ condition. For instance (but this is by far not
the only example), the Lasry-Lions monotonicity condition is satisfied by the derivative of a
convex function defined on the wider space of signed measures. Briefly, monotonicity is known
to guarantee uniqueness of the equilibria to the corresponding MFG and also to enforce strong
stability properties, which play a key role in the analysis of the regularity of the solutions to the
master equation. Noticeably, several of the most recent works on the master equation are also
written within the same monotone framework, see for instance [11, 23] 61] (see also [12], which is
the counterpart of [11] but for MFGs on a finite state space). In all these papers, the objective is
to define, in the monotone setting, a relevant notion of solution to the master equation that does
not require the existence and the continuity of all the derivatives that appear therein. As well
expected, this allows to work with less regular coefficients. However, monotonicity remains of a
crucial use: Obviously, as it implies uniqueness of the equilibria, it makes trivial the definition
of the value function of the game, with the latter being then the natural candidate for solving
the master equation; Moreover, as it induces a form of stability of the equilibria, it forces the
value function of the game to be at least continuous. Accordingly, in all the aforementioned
references, the solution to the master equation is indeed continuous in the measure argument.

At this stage, it is worth mentioning that, although it is the most popular one, the Lasry-Lions
condition is not the only assumption that enforces uniqueness and stability of the equilibria to
MFGs. Indeed, another form of monotonicity, known as displacement monotonicity, has been
also studied. To highlight the differences with the former notion used by Lasry and Lions, one
may think of the following illustrative example, in the same vein as before: the Wasserstein
derivative of a function that is displacement convex on the space of probability measures is
displacement monotone. The very main point in this example is that neither the notion of
derivative nor the type of convex perturbation are the same as in the corresponding example for
the Lasry-Lions condition; in brief, convex perturbations (in the definition of the displacement
convexity) are achieved in the space of random variables (living above the space of probability
measures) and not in the space of measures itself. The fact that displacement monotonicity
implies uniqueness of the equilibria was noticed in the earlier paper [I] and in the book [25].
In [29], it was also shown to help in the analysis of the master equation for cost coefficients
that are also convex in the space variable. A more systematic study of the master equation in
the displacement monotone setting has been carried out recently, in [38] (for potential mean
field games with displacement convex costs) and in [39] (which allows for a quite complicated
‘non-seperated’ structure of the Hamiltonian), see also [63] for a related study of uniqueness
within a similar framework. Finally, we refer to the very recent work [62] for another notion of
anti-monotonicity, which is distinct from the aforementioned two notions of monotonicity, and
under which the master equation can be also shown to have a classical solution.

Road map for potential games. The understanding of the master equation remains however
much more limited when equilibria are no longer unique. The very first difficulty in this case
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is that the value of the game then ceases to be canonically defined and just exists a priori as
a set-valued function. The properties of this set-valued function were studied recently in [46].
However, there has not been so far any systematic procedure for selecting, within the set-valued
function, one true function that could indeed solve the master equation in a relevant sense. A
related difficulty is that, as soon as equilibria cease to be unique, the master equation can no
longer have a classical solution. As shown by the example studied in [33] (see also [8], 9] 27] for
examples in the finite state case), even continuity may be lost, which clearly demonstrates the
need to have a weaker form of solution. This is precisely our objective here to address these
questions and to provide in particular a notion of weak solution to the master equation for which
existence and uniqueness hold, and which, in turn, allows to select one possibly discontinuous
value for the game. Our approach to do so is inspired from our earlier work [28] and in particular
from Section 6 therein, in which we addressed the same problem but for mean field games on a
finite set. Here, the mean field game under study is set on T¢, for a dimension d > 1, with the
choice to work in the periodic setting being explained later on. In fact, the key similarity with
[28] is that we here restrict the analysis to so-called potential mean field games, which were first
introduced in [55], [56] and then studied in detail in (among others) [14], 19]. Briefly, an MFG is
said to be potential if there exists a Mean Field Control Problem (MFCP), i.e. a control problem
over dynamics taking values in the space of probability measures, whose optimal trajectories
are equilibria of the MFG. Equivalently, the MFG then characterizes the critical points of the
functional underpinning the MFCP, with the following obvious but fundamental observation:
any minimizer of the MFCP is a critical point of the latter functional and hence an equilibrium
of the MFG, but the converse may not be true. This provides a way to restrict the analysis to
a smaller class of equilibria by focusing on the minimizers of the MFCP and not on the whole
set of equilibria: for example, in [28], using the results from [16], it is shown that the MFCP
has (under suitable conditions) a unique minimizer for almost every initial condition (namely,
at points of differentiability of the value function). Another generic result from [28] is that,
when the state space is finite, the (hence finite-dimensional) HJB equation@ associated with the
MFCP has a unique viscosity solution, which is also the unique function that is semi-concave
in space and that solves the HJB equation almost everywhere; for sure, this unique solution is
nothing but the value function of the MFCP. Although this latter result is formulated in [28] in
a way that fits exactly the framework of MFCPs on a finite state space, it has in fact a much
longer history in the theory of HJB equations. Briefly, it goes back to the earlier notion of
generalized semi-concave solutions for HJB equations in finite dimension, which was introduced
before the development of viscosity solutions, see [37, 50], see also [22] for another application
to MFGS]. The equivalence between the two notions of solutions was established later on, in
[60]. Compared with viscosity solutions, the very benefit of generalized solutions manifests in
the analysis of the MFG deriving from the MFCP. Indeed, in the framework of [28], the almost
everywhere derivative in space of the value function is a weak solution of the master equation,
when the latter is written in a conservative manner, which formulation indeed exists because
of the potential structure of the MFG. Following the earlier work [51], this weak formulation of
the conservative master equation can be proved to be uniquely solvable (within a suitable class
of weakly one-sided Lipschitz functions) by proving that any such solution in fact derives from
a semi-concave potential that solves the HJB equation almost everywhere. In [28], these results
are shown to hold on a finite state space. Here, we want to prove similar results when the state
space is T¢.

IThe reader who is not aware of the theories of MFCP and MFG should make a distinction between the HJB
equation associated with the MFCP and the aforementioned HJB equation arising in the MFG system. They are
not the same. The HJB equation arising in the MFG system is posed on the state space of the MFG, whilst the
HJB equation associated with the MFCP is posed on the wider space of probability measures. In the rest of the
introduction, the HJB equation refers to the HJB equation associated with the MFCP.

2N0tably, semi-concave almost everywhere solutions were indeed also employed in the recent work [22] in order
to study the stochastic HIB equation arising in an MFG system with a common noise but without idiosyncratic
noise.
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Probability measures with a finite Fourier expansion and discretization of the HJB equation.
The first difficulty that we are facing in this work is that, to the best of our knowledge, the theory
for HIB equations for MFCPs (over T¢ or R?) is much less well established than in the finite
dimensional setting. To appreciate the difficulties, it is worth mentioning that the controlled
dynamics we are dealing with in the paper describe the motion of particles forced by independent
Brownian motions. This is an important feature. In the analysis of viscosity solutions associated
with MFCPs, the stochastic case is indeed notoriously known to be more challenging than the
deterministic one. For MFCPs set over deterministic trajectories, existence and uniqueness
results for viscosity solutions to the HJB equation may be found (among others) in [21], where
a particular equation is studied, and in [48], where solutions are defined in an intrinsic manner
on the Wasserstein space. Another main contribution is [41], where two definitions are given:
an intrinsic one, relying on the notion of subdifferential introduced in [4, 5], and an extrinsic
one, formulated in a Hilbert space of random variables by means of the Lions [ift introduced
in [58] (see also [25] 120]). These two notions are in fact shown to be equivalent, which permits
to invoke earlier results on first order viscosity solutions on Hilbert spaces in order to prove
uniqueness. In a similar setting, we refer to the recent work [47] for an alternative definition
of solution based on suitable test functions. In contrast, the theory of viscosity solutions for
MFCPs set over stochastic dynamics is not yet mature, as many contributions on the topic
have appeared recently. Existence results, for notions of solutions formulated in the Crandall-
Lions sense by means of appropriate test functions, are provided in [6l, 32, [64], but uniqueness
remains a challenging question, with some partial results or some complete results in specific
cases available in [I5], [66]. Notably, the extrinsic approach based on Lions’ lift is no longer
appropriate to get uniqueness from earlier results for equations set on Hilbert spaces. This is
due to the additional second order term that arises in the HJB equation when the controlled
trajectories are stochastic. In the very recent work [31], updated just two months before the
prepublication of ours, a general comparison principle is proven for the intrinsic Crandall-
Lions formulation (which means that the test functions are defined on the space of probability
measures). This achievement is certainly an important milestone in the theory. Finally, in [30],
another approach based on gradient flows is introduced to deal with the stochastic case, as the
heat equation (which describes the evolution of the marginal law of a Brownian motion) can
be rewritten as a gradient flow deriving from an entropy, see [49]. The latter yields a form of
comparison principle, but existence of solutions to this formulation has not been shown yet.

Although we believe that the recent results from [31] could be applied to our setting, and
thus could permit to characterize the value function of the MFCP as the unique viscosity
solution of the associated HJB equation, we follow another approach very much inspired from the
aforementioned works [37, 50} 51}, [60] on generalized semi-concave solutions to finite dimensional
HJB equations. Indeed, we prove here a tailor-made result of existence and uniqueness for the
HJB equation associated with the MFCP within the class of functions that are Lipschitz in
time and space (the space variable living here in the space P(T%) of probability measures on
T? and being equipped with a suitable topology) and displacement semi-concave in space. This
result is completely new and is disjoint from the comparison principle obtained in [31]. It is
in particular a crucial step in the analysis of the master equation to the related MFG and the
same study would not be possible with the notion of viscosity solutions addressed in [3I]. In
fact, we are not aware of any equivalence result between viscosity and semi-concave generalized
solutions for infinite dimensional equations, even in the simpler case of first order equations on
a Hilbert space. In our approach, the HJB equation is understood in a generalized sense, since
the derivatives that appear therein are not required to exist everywhere. Heuristically, we would
like to say that, since the candidates for solving the HJB equation are Lipschitz continuous,
their derivatives exist almost everywhere, whence the term generalized in the notion of solution,
but this requires a preliminary discussion about the choice of a probability measure P on P(T¢)
under which Rademacher’s theorem is indeed true. The latter choice is by far not canonical, see
for instance [35] for a different example than ours together with the references therein for related
questions. Here, we address directly the existence of such a measure P, our construction being in
fact dictated by our formulation of the HJB equation. Roughly speaking, the measure P is built



WEAK SOLUTIONS TO THE MASTER EQUATION OF POTENTIAL MEAN FIELD GAMES 5

as the limit of probability measures on finite dimensional slices of P(T?) and, accordingly, the
HJB equation is reformulated in the form of an approximate equation on those finite dimensional
slices. In fact, this procedure looks like finding a finite dimensional approximation of the HJB
equation and thus requires an appropriate discretization of the space variable, which is here an
element of P(T%). While a natural idea for discretizing the space of probability measures would
consist in approximating measures by means of discrete measures (think of uniform measures
on finite sets, or equivalently of empirical measures, see for instance [61]), we choose here
to approximate probability measures by probability measures with a finite Fourier expansion,
whence our choice to work on the torus. This looks a completely new idea in the field (although
the second author already introduced part —but certainly not the main part— of the idea in an
earlier contribution on the long time behaviour of McKean-Vlasov equations, see [34]), whose
motivation is as follows. The key observation in this regard is that the discretization of the HJB
equation is very sensitive to the shape of the MFCP itself. Here, it is worth emphasizing again
that the P(T%)-valued controlled dynamics studied in the paper write in the (by now standard)
form of a second-order Fokker-Planck equation: the first order term therein contains the control,
whilst the second order term is driven by a Laplacian (associated with the Brownian motions
driving the underlying particles in the population). As we already mentioned, the Laplacian
in the Fokker-Planck equation induces, in the HJB equation associated with the MFCP, higher
order derivatives of the solution: these derivatives are the most difficult terms to control in
the HJB equation and, even more, they are very sensitive to the discretization procedure. Our
claim is that working with truncated Fourier expansions is very well adapted to our problem
since the Fourier functions are precisely the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian. In other words,
our discretization has a limited impact on the shape of the controlled trajectories and in turn
on the HJB equation itself. In contrast, discretizing the measure by means of empirical mesures
does not look, at least from the computations we did, a successful strategy, precisely because
this does not combine well with the derivatives induced by the Laplacian in the Fokker-Planck
equation (or, equivalently, by the Brownian motions in the associated cloud of particles).

Unique solvability of the HJB equation. To sum-up, our interpretation of the HJB equation
stipulates that solutions must satisfy an approximate version of the latter when reduced to
probability measures with a finite number of non-zero Fourier coefficients, with the accuracy of
the approximation (in the HJB equation) getting better and better as the level of truncation
in the Fourier expansions increases. As a first result, we show under appropriate regularity
properties that the value function of the MFCP satisfies our notion of solution. The next step
is to prove that the value function is in fact the only possible solution within a class of functions
that are displacement semi-concave in the measure argument. This is in the end the most
demanding result in the paper. In fact, this is also the point where the benefit for reducing the
analysis to finite dimensional slices becomes clear. Roughly speaking, the core of the proof for
uniqueness is to use semi-concavity in order to show that the characteristic flow generated on
P(T¢) by any solution cannot accumulate around some point. In finite dimension, this result
can be easily formulated: basically, the marginal law of the flow must have a bounded density
when the initial condition also has a bounded density. Formulating a similar statement in
infinite dimension is certainly more challenging. Although obtaining such a statement remains
an interesting direction of research, we felt it easier to reduce, as much as possible, the proof
of uniqueness to the finite dimensional framework, whence our choice to discretize the problem.
Notice, however, that in the end, we are able to obtain the expected properties on the whole
space P(T9) (and not on slices): uniqueness is formulated on the entire P(T¢) and, even more,
we finally prove that we can construct a probability measure P on P(T¢), with a full support,
such that, for any initial time and almost every initial measure, the MFCP has a unique solution.
This second result looks also completely new and complements earlier counter-examples about
non-uniqueness. Its proof is achieved in two steps. Uniqueness is first shown to hold at points
where the value function has directional derivatives (using earlier results from [14]) and is thus
established almost everywhere by the Rademacher-type result mentioned above. As we already
said, this result is standard for finite dimensional systems (see [16]). In fact, it also known to
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hold true under some conditions for infinite dimensional deterministic systems on Hilbert spaces.
All this analysis holds true with a smooth Hamiltonian that is required to be strictly convex
in the dual variable, but there is no need of convexity in the space or measure arguments. For
the sake of completeness, it should be noted that our study of generalized solutions to the HJB
equation can be completed by the concomitant but independent work [24], in which the value
function is in fact shown to be smooth on an open dense subset, under slightly more demanding
assumptions on the coefficients.

Weak solutions of the master equation. The second main step in the paper is to study
the conservative version of the master equation of the MFG. Again, this requires to have a
proper form of weak solutions and we do so by formulating approximated versions of the master
equation on the same finite dimensional slices as before. As in the finite dimensional setting
addressed in [28], the key step is to prove that any solution to this weak formulation derives
from a potential and that this potential is semi-concave in the space argument if the solution in
hand satisfies a weak one-sided Lipschitz condition. This allows to identify the potential with
the solution of the HJB equation of the MFCP and thus with the value function of the latter. In
turn, the conservative version of the master equation is shown to have a unique weak solution,
which is the almost everywhere (under the same probability P as before) derivative in space of
the value function. This result also is new and is certainly the first one to identify a solution to
the master equation for a wide class of MFGs that are not required to be uniquely solvable. As
a side result of our analysis, we show that any classical solution to the master equation is (up
to a centering operation) a weak solution, which proves the consistency of our approach.

Further prospects. While we believe that this work is an interesting step forward toward a
better understanding of the master equation, it obviously leaves open interesting extensions,
which we feel better to address in future contributions. The main questions concern the choice
of the controlled trajectories underpinning both the MFG and the MFCP. Here, the presence of
the Brownian motion has a somewhat dramatic impact on the analysis. On the one hand, the
very good point is that, because of the smoothing effect of the Laplacian, the MFG system has
very strong regularity properties with respect to the finite dimensional variable (accounting for
the private state of a tagged player in the continuum). These regularity properties are by now
well documented in the theory of MFGs and we make here an intense use of them in order to
control the decay of the various Fourier coefficients appearing in the analysis. On the other hand,
the bad point is that the Brownian motion manifests in the HJB equation associated with the
MFCP in the form of a mixed second order derivative, obtained by taking the gradient (in T¢)
of the Wasserstein derivative of the solution. This second order derivative creates substantial
difficulties which, as we mentioned before, were already reported in the analysis of viscosity
solutions and which makes quite subtle any approximation by finite dimensional derivatives.
As we said, this is precisely the point where the Fourier approach introduced in this paper
becomes fully relevant. In turn, this raises the following two equations: (i) What happens
for a more complicated non-degenerate second order operator than the Laplacian itself? (i)
What happens when the trajectories are no longer assumed to be forced by a noise? As for
(1), our guess is that our analysis could be adapted to more general non-degenerate cases, but
the extension would certainly not be straightforward. As we already mentioned, the fact that
the Fourier basis is diagonal for the Laplace operator is indeed very helpful here. Anyhow,
even though the latter is no longer true when the second order operator is more general, we
believe that an approximation similar to the one we use here for handling the non-linearity
in the HJB equation would solve the issue. In short, the action of the second order operator
on a probability measure with a finite Fourier expansion would no longer have a finite Fourier
expansion and, hence, should be truncated. As for question (%), the picture is more subtle since
the aforementioned second order derivative would no longer appear in the new HJB equation.
In turn, the interest of the Fourier approach becomes questionable in the deterministic case.
While the reader may find it a drawback of our method, we recall that we spotted a similar
distinction between the stochastic and deterministic cases in the study of viscosity solutions, as
the former is more difficult to handle. In brief, this should not be a surprise if the stochastic
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case is more demanding than the deterministic one. This is even more true that first order
Fokker-Planck equations (as those satisfied by the forward equation in the MFG system when
the trajectories are deterministic) are notoriously known to preserve ‘empirical measures’, such a
stability property being false for second order Fokker-Planck equations. Even for models without
control, this substantial difference is part of the standard knowledge in mean field theory, as it
prevents some of the arguments used in the deterministic case from being used in the stochastic
case. As for MFCPs and MFGs, the fact that ‘empirical measures’ are preserved by first order
Fokker-Planck equations also plays a key role in the analysis of the master equation carried
out in [38] when the trajectories are deterministic and the costs are monotone. In the end, we
strongly believe that, for potential MFGs driven by deterministic trajectories, we should use
an empirical measure based approach instead of a Fourier based approach in order to construct
the finite dimensional approximate HJB and master equations. In short, the point would be to
discretize elements of P(T?) by means of empirical measures and not by means of measures with
a finite Fourier expansion. However, this claim should be clarified in a separate work, since,
meanwhile, most of the smoothness to the MFG system is lost when the noise is absent, which
may cause other difficulties. Back to models driven by stochastic trajectories, a related question
is to wonder whether the Fourier based approach can help in any way for the understanding of
viscosity solutions to the HJB equation describing the MFCP and for connecting our approach
with the one developed in [31].

A very last remark concerns the extension to the Euclidean setting, i.e. to R%. Certainly, we
may think of using an orthonormal basis of L?(R%, 1), for a suitable measure p, instead of the
Fourier basis. For instance, a natural choice would be to work with © being a Gaussian measure
and thus with the Hermite instead of Fourier basis. This intuition would also deserve a careful
inspection.

Organization and references to the main results. The paper is organized as follows. The
potential MFG under study and the related MFCP are introduced in Section Therein, we
clarify the shape of the master equation, both in non-conservative and conservative forms, and
we also provide the form of the HJB equation associated with the MFCP. However, we do not
provide yet, in this section, the precise definitions of the weaker solutions to these two equa-
tions. Instead, we just give in Meta-Theorems 2.7 and 2.8 a meta form of the statements that
will certainly help the reader to understand the main contributions of the paper. The rigorous
versions of Meta-Theorems 2.7 and [2.§] require additional material about Fourier expansions
of probability measures on T¢. Most of this material is introduced in Section Bl Therein, we
introduce in particular a mollification procedure that plays a key role in our analysis, see Defi-
nition B.I3l We also define the aforementioned probability measure PP, the main characteristics
of which are summarized in the statement of Theorem In Theorem B.I0, we then provide
the form of Rademacher’s theorem that holds true on (P(T?),P) and which plays a key role in
the identification of the weak solutions to the master equation. Although a bit lengthy, this
preliminary Section [Blis however crucial for the rest of the paper. Indeed, using the tools intro-
duced in this latter section, we address in Section M generalized solutions to the HJB equation,
the definition of which is given in Definition L1l Their existence and uniqueness are established
in Theorem Application to potential MFGs is explained in Section Bl The definition of
a weak solution is given in Definition 1] and the main unique solvability result is stated in
Theorem [5.4l Section [0l is an appendix, which is mostly devoted to the proofs of Theorems
and 3100

Useful notation.

Standard notation. For an element z € C, we denote by Z the conjugate of z, and by R|[z]
and [z] the real and imaginary parts of z. For z and y two elements of a set E, we denote
by 1¢,—,; the symbol that is equal to 1 if z = y and to 0 otherwise. Moreover, we denote by
Leb, the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure on R? and by I the identity matrix in dimension d.
The Euclidean norm on R? is denoted by | - | and the corresponding inner product between two
vectors z and y is denoted by (z,y) or by z -y (depending on the context). For X a random



8 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

variable, defined on some probability space and taking values in some Polish space, we denote

the law of X by L£(X).

Space of probability measures on T®. The space of probability measures on the torus T? is
denoted by P(T?). When a probability measure m has a density (with respect to the Lebesgue
measure), we identify m and its density dm/dz: we thus write x — m(zx) for the density.

In the paper, we equip T with the Euclidean metric:

d']rd(.%',y) = kleand |$—y+k‘, x7yer7

with | - | denoting the standard d-dimensional Euclidean norm on R%. Moreover, we use the fol-
lowing two standard distances on P(T¢): the total variation distance dry and the 1-Wasserstein
distance dyy,, the definitions of which are as follows:

QS(x)d(m - m/) (x) ) dW1 (m’ m/) = sup QS(x)d(m - m/) (CC) )
Td lll,c0<1

dry(m, m') == sup
[Pllo<1

Td

where, in the above two supremums, ||¢[s and |@|1,, denote (respectively) the L* norm and
the Lipschitz constant of ¢. Since ¢ can always be assumed to satisfy ¢(0) = 0, we notice that
|6l10 < 1= |0 < cp, for a constant ¢y only depending on the dimension d. In particular,
dw, < codry. We recall that the space (P(T9),dyw,) is compact. Except when explicitly
mentioned, the space P(T?) is implicitly equipped with the 1-Wasserstein distance.

Derivatives on the space of probability measures. For a real-valued function ¢ defined on
P(T9), ¢ is said to be Gateaux differentiable at m if there exists a bounded measurable function
x> [6¢/6m](m)(x) such that, for any u e P(T?),

;l\f% P —e)m Z e) — ¢(m) = er g—i(m)(ﬂ:)d(u —m)(z). (1)

The function ¢ is said to be continuously differentiable if the function (m,z) — [d¢/dm](m)(z)
is continuous (and thus uniformly continuous), when P(T4) is equipped with dy,. In that case,
the above limit is uniform in (m, u). Moreover, when x — [d¢/dm](m)(x) is differentiable in
(for a given m), we let

o¢

Oup(m)(x) := 0p=——(m, ). (2)

om
Notice that d¢/dm is uniquely defined up to a constant. We may take

[ 52 =0 (3)
T

a om

as centering condition but this specific choice is mostly for convenience (see in particular Def-
inition [B.T]) and other choices would be fine. We recall the following property, proven in [18|
Appendix]. If d,¢ is continuous on P(T?) x T?, then, for any two square integrable R?-valued
random variables X,Y (defined on some arbitrary probability space (€2, A, P)),
1
o(£0) o(2x)) = B [ [0 (0 + 1-02)) (0 + - 0x) - (v - x)|on @)
0
where, for Z taking values in R%, £(Z) is here understood as the trace of the law of Z on T¢,
namely as the probability measure m € P(T?) defined by m(A) = P({rx(0) € A}) for any
Borel subset A of T¢, with (Ty)yeRd denoting the group of translations on T¢. Moreover, in
this writing, the function z — 0,¢(L(AY + (1 — X\)X))(x) is implicitly regarded as a periodic
function on RY,

Functional spaces. We denote by C(T?) the space of continuous functions on T¢. We also make
use of the classical space and time-space Holder spaces: for v € (0,1), we let C?(T¢) be the space
of y-Holder continuous functions in space and, for T > 0, we let C7/27([0, T] x T¢) be the space
of time-space functions that are /2-Holder in time and -Hoélder in space. The corresponding
Holder norms are respectively denoted by ||- || and || -[[,/2,,- We also let C?*7(T?) be the space

of twice differentiable functions ¢ on T¢ with ~-Hélder continuous derivatives of order 1 and 2,
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and C'*7/22+7([0,T] x T9) be the space of time-space functions that are once differentiable in
time and twice in space, with u, d,u, 02u and dyu belonging to C/>7([0,T] x T¢). We use the
similar notation C'*7/22+7((0, T] x T?) for functions whose restriction to [¢, T'] x T belongs to
C1H/2247([¢, T] x T?) for any € € (0,T).

The L' and L? norms on the torus are denoted by | - |1 and | - 2.

2. MEAN FIELD GAME AND CONTROL PROBLEM

2.1. Mean field game and standing assumption. The Mean Field Game (MFG) under
study is described by means of the following (standard) forward-backward system of PDEs

oymy(z) — divy (6pH(x, Vmut(ﬂ:))mt(x)) — %Axmt(x) =0, -
Orut(z) + %Axut(x) — H(z, Vau(z)) + f(z,m) =0,

for (t,x) € [0,T] x T¢, with ur(z) = g(x,m7) as terminal boundary condition. Above, the
boundary condition for the dynamics of (my)o<t<r is prescribed at time 0: mg is an element of
P(T9). The coefficients f and g are real-valued Lipschitz continuous functions on [0, 7] x P(T4).
We assume f and g to be differentiable in z, and the derivatives 0, f and 0,¢g to be Lipschitz
continuous on [0, 7] x P(T?) when P(T?) is equipped with dy,. We also require g to satisfy
sup ||g(, m)l2+y < 0,
meP(T?)

for some v > 0.
Very importantly, we do not assume that f and g are monotone, but we assume below that
they derive from a potential, namely

flaam) = [ fmdy = 5 (m)a), gl |

Td

oy, m)dy = S (m)(@), (6)

for two differentiable functions F : P(T?) — R and G : P(T¢) — R.
As for the Hamiltonian H, it is assumed to be twice continuously differentiable in (z,p),
periodic in x and strictly convex in the variable p, uniformly in x, with the following bounds:

inf inf ,02 H(z, >0,
mequdr,lpeRdgeRldr;ﬁg|:1<§ wll (@ P)E)

sup (62, H(z,p)| + |0. H (w,p)| + |02, H(z, )| | < .
2eTd peRd

In particular,

[IﬁpH(:ﬂ,p)l] .

i zal 1+ p)

2€Te, peRd

We recall the following statement on existence of classical solutions; see for instance [20),
Theorems 1.4 & 1.5, pages 29 and 33].

Proposition 2.1. Under the standing assumption, for any initial condition mg € P(T?) to
the forward equation, the system (Bl) has at least one classical solution (m,u), i.e. such that
m e C'TY/2217((0,T] x T and u € CH/22+7([0, T] x T4).

Importantly, any solution to (Bl), as given by Proposition [Z] can be interpreted as a fixed
point of a mapping that sends a continuous path (u)o<i<r With values in P(Td) onto the flow
of marginal laws of a stochastic control problem. In order to clarify this interpretation (which
is in fact standard in MFG theory), we fix a probability space (2, F,P) and a d-dimensional
Brownian motion (By)o<s<7. We also define the convex conjugate L of H as

L(z,«a) := sup [fp S — H(m,p)], zeT? aeR?, (7)
peRd
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which is of quadratic growth in «, uniformly in z, locally Lipschitz in «, the Lipschitz constant
being of linear growth in «, uniformly in z, and Lipschitz in x, uniformly in «. By [68], we
know that L is differentiable and uniformly convex in «, i.e., there exists ¢y > 0 such that

Va,o/ e RY  L(z,a') — L(z,0) = doL(z, ) - (¢ — ) + cola’ — al?. (8)
We also recall the standard formula
L(z,—0pH(z,p)) = p- 0pH(x,p) — H(z,p), =z€ T, peR% 9)

Then, for (my, us)o<t<T @ solution to (B)), us(z) can be written, for any (¢,z) € [0,T) x TY, as
the optimal cost

w(z) = inf E[g(XT,mTHLT

(7"'5 t<s<T

(£(Xoims) + L(Xs,m)ds}, (10)

the infimum being taken over controlled trajectories
dXs = msds + dBs,

starting from X; ~ m; and driven by R%valued processes (7s)i<s<T that are progressively-
measurable with respect to the (P-completion of the) filtration generated by (Bs — Bp)i<s<T

and that satisfy
T
E[J \ﬂs\st} < 0. (11)
t

The optimal feedback is the function (s,x) — —0p,H (z, Vyus(x)) and the marginal laws of the
optimal trajectory solves the forward Fokker-Planck equation in (&l).

Noticeably, the MFG system () can be seen as the system of characteristics to the so-called
master equation, which is a PDE stated on [0, 7] x T? x P(T%):

1
oU (t,z,m) + §AxU(t,x,m) — H(z,V,U(t,z,m)) + f(z,m)

- | 09U ) - Ut m) )m(a) )

Y R ——
Td
U(T,x,m) = g(z,m).

Existence of classical solutions, when f and g are monotone and smooth in the measure ar-
gument, is established in [I8]. Here, we address weak solutions in the sense of distributions,
which is the main objective of this paper. The main result in this regard is Theorem [5.4] which
ensures existence and uniqueness of such weak solutions when the equation is understood in a
conservative form (see Subsection 23] for more details about this conservative formulation).

2.2. Mean field control problem. The key assumption in our analysis is (6]). It says that
the MFG in hand is potential, meaning that it derives from a Mean Field Control Problem
(MFCP). At this stage, we first state some useful properties about MFCPs, independently of
the MFG system (B). In particular, we state the MFCP in both stochastic and deterministic
formulations, and then show that the two formulations are equivalent; notably, we make use of
both of them in the paper.

To state the MFCP in the stochastic strong formulation with open-loop controls, we use the
same probability space (€2, F,P) and the same d-dimensional Brownian motion (Bg)o<s<7 as
before. The MFCP then consists in minimizing

T

Tsto(m) := G(L(X71)) + f

O (F(e(X,) +E|L(Xom,) | )ds, (13)

over processes (X;)o<s<7 solving dynamics of the form

dX, = mods + dB, (14)
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where (7s)o<s<r 18 a progressively measurable process with respect to the (P-completion of
the) filtration generated by (Bi)o<t<r and by Xg, and is required to be square-integrable over
([0, T] x ©,Leb; ® P), namely (1)) holds true with ¢ = 0 therein.

If the controls are in Markovian feedback form, that is 75 = as(X5) for a measurable function
a: [0,T] x T* — R?, then the MFCP can be reformulated in a deterministic way. We take
a to be bounded and measurable, so that (I4]) admits a unique strong solution. Then the
deterministic formulation of the MFCP consists in minimizing the cost functional

Jdet (@) = LT (F(mt) + fqrd L(x, at(x))dmt(x))dt + G(mr) (15)

over trajectories given by the Fokker-Planck equation
ormy() + div, (ay()mi(2) ) — %Axmt(x) _0, te[0,T], zeT? (16)

and bounded feedback functions «a : [0,T] x T¢ — R,

Proposition 2.2. Under the standing assumption, the functions F and G are dyy, -Lipschitz-
continuous. Denoting their Lipschitz constants by £r and {qg, there exists an optimal control
for the MFCP in the stochastic formulation ([I3)-({I4). Moreover, any optimal control is in
Markovian feedback form and is bounded by a fixed constant M, which only depends on T, {f,
lq, the constant ¢y in &), the Lipschitz constant of L in x and the supremum norm of 0, L(-,0).

Therefore, any optimal control to the stochastic formulation ([I3)-(I4) induces an optimal
control to the deterministic formulation ([IB)—-8). Also, the stochastic formulation (I3])-(14)
and the deterministic formulation (I5)-(I6) are equivalent, in the sense that

mﬂin Tsto (7") = rnain Jdet (Oé)

Remark 2.3. The reader may wonder why we restrict the minimization of Jget to bounded feed-
back functions. Obviously, we could consider more general feedback functions such that the cost
[I3) remains well-defined and the Fokker-Planck equation (I8) remains solvable. For instance,
so is the case in [14]. Therein, the MFCP is formulated in terms of a pair (myg, wy)o<t<T, With
wy being a vector valued signed measure with a finite mass that is absolutely continuous with
respect to my, in which case oy is identified with the density dwi/dmy. In fact, there would not
be any strong interest in doing so in our context. Indeed, [14, Proposition 3.1] shows that, in the
end, the optimizers over such a wider class of controls are in fact driven by bounded feedback
functions. In this respect, the statement right above permits to identify a bound for the optimal
controls.

Last but not least, the reader must understand our main concern here. We want to have a
simple framework in which the deterministic and stochastic formulations are equivalent, hence
allowing us to use next both representations. The reader will find a more up-to-date review
of the connection between the two formulations in [53]. The reader may also notice that the
proof below requires in fact much weaker regularity on the coefficients than what we stated in the
standing assumptions. Actually, the same proposition also holds true for more general MFCPs
(not only those related to potential MFGs) for which the cost does not split as a function of «
plus a function of m. We chose to write here this general simple result, whose proof does not
employ the MFG system, and to state later on the deeper results that are truly related to the
potential structure, see Proposition [2.0l

Proof. We start with the Lipschitz property of F. It follows from the identity

1
F(m!) — F(m) = f g—z ()\m’ +(1- )\)m) (@)d(m’ — m)(z)
0
and then from the Lipschitz property of f = [0F/dm] in the variable . The same argument
holds for G.
The fact that an optimal control exists and is in feedback form is proved in [52] Theorems 2.2
and 2.3]. Thanks to the uniform convexity of the Lagrangian, the same proof shows that any
optimal control is in fact in feedback form. Note however that those statements address MFCPs
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formulated in a weak sense (which means that the probability space is part of the unknown),
but the results also hold true for the strong formulation (with a fixed probability space) if any
optimal control can be shown to be bounded (since the dynamics (I4]) become a strongly well-
posed stochastic differential equation when 73 = a4(Xs) for a bounded measurable feedback
function «). In order to prove the latter (together with the fact that the bound only depends on
the parameters quoted in the statement of Proposition 2.2]), suppose by contradiction that 7 is
optimal and such that (Leb; @ P){|m;| > K} > 0 for an arbitrary K > M, with M a constant as
in the statement whose value is fixed next. We show that the truncated control 7/ = ;1 (|me| <K}
is such that Jito(75) < Jito(7), which contradicts the optimality and concludes the proof.
Denote by X and X* the solutions to (I4) with controls 7 and 7% respectively. We clearly

have
T

T
E[ sup | XK —Xt\] < EJ |mEK — | dt = EJ || Ly > Ky L
0<t<T 0 0

The dy,-Lipschitz-continuity of F' and G and then the above estimate yield
u7sto(7r) - u7sto(7TK)

T T
> f E[L(Xt,wt) - L(XtK,wf()]dt - eFf E|X, — XX|dt — (¢E|Xr — XK|.
0 0

We now use the fact that L is Lipschitz continuous in z, uniformly in a (we denote by ¢, , the
related Lipschitz constant) and we get

Tsto(T) = Tsto (75)

T T
> EL [L(Xt,m) — L(Xy, 0)] 1 pm o 1yt — (T@F + Tl + ég)EfO 17241 oy -
And then, by ) (with @ = 0 therein),
Tsto(T) = Tsto(m™)
r T
> COEJ; |7Tt|2]1{|7rt|>K}dt - [T(KF +lnz 4 [0aL(-,0)]0) + EG] J; |7t | 1 ey > 1y L

and then,

T
~.7sto(7r) - ‘75t0(7TK) = [C()K - T(@F + gL,x + H&aL(-,O)Ho@) - g@]EJ;) ‘7Tt|]l{|7rt|>K}dt

> (e = T(tp + t1 + [0aL(, 0)]o0) — b | K (Leby @ P){|m| > K},

which is strictly positive, if we choose M := [T'(¢p + L1 »+ [0aL(-,0)|x) +£c]/co and then recall
that K > M. U

In light of the deterministic formulation (IH)-(I6]), we define the value function V : [0,T] x
P(T¢) — R of the MFCP as

V(t,m) := inf Jget(t,m, ),
ac A

T (17)
Jdet(t, m, @) := G(mr) + f (F(ms) + er L(m,as(x))dms(x)> ds,

t
where (ms)i<s<t solves the Fokker-Planck equation (I6]) starting at m; = m and the infimum
is taken over the set A; of feedback functions o : [t,7] x T¢ — R? that are bounded and
measurable. By the above proposition, it is equivalent to restrict the optimization problem to
feedback functions that are bounded by M.

Moreover, the value function can be equivalently defined in the open-loop framework. On
the probability space (2, F,P), in addition to B, we assume that there is a sub-o-algebra G
independent of B and rich enough so that P(T%) = {£(¢) : € : @ — T? is G-measurable}. For
any 0 < t < T, we then denote by II; the collection of Ft-progressively-measurable R%valued
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processes (7s)i<s<T that are square-integrable (see (II))), where F* is the P-completion of the
filtration gererated by G and (Bs)i<s<r. We have

V(t,m) = inf Jso(t,m,m),
7T€Ht

T (18)
Tstolt,m,m) := G(L(X7)) + L (F(E(Xs)) + E[L(Xs,ws)])ds,

over processes (X;)i<s<r solving (I4) with £(X;) = m, with X; being G-measurable.
The interest of this representation is that it permits to prove easily some important properties
of the value function. The first one is related to the following notion of semi-concavity:

Definition-Proposition 2.4. Under the standing assumption, the functions F' and G are
displacement semi-concave, i.e. there exist two constants Cr and Cg such that, for any two
random variables in L?(Q, A, P;R?),

F(LE+Y))+ F(LE-Y)) —2F(L(¢)) < CFE[|Y]?], (19)

and similarly for G and Cg, with the same convention as in [@) for the various laws that appear
in the above inequality.

The definition of displacement semi-concavity stated in (I9) is shown to be equivalent to
the usual notion used in optimal transport, which is formulated by means of geodesics in the
Wasserstein space, see [38, Lemma 3.6]. In fact, (I0) means that the lift of F' in the space of
L? random variables is semi-concave, see again [38].

Proof. We use @) to get:
1

F(L( 1)) - P(£(©) = =B |

|0uF (L€ £AY)) (€ £AY) Y |an,

and then
F(LE+Y))+ F(LE-Y)) —2F (L))

= Ef[(@,ﬁ(c(g FAY)) (€4 AY) = 3, F (L€ = AY)) (€ - )\Y)) -Y]d)\.

0
Recalling that d,F = 0, f is Lipschitz continuous on T? x P(T?), we complete the proof. O

Proposition 2.5. Under the standing assumption, the value function V : [0,T] x P(T?) — R
is Lipschitz continuous in space with respect to dywy, and displacement semi-concave, uniformly
in time, in the sense that there exists a constant Cy such that, for any t € [0,T] and any two
G-measurable random variables X and Y,

V(HLLE+Y)) +V(HLE-Y)) —2V(t L(E)) < CoE[Y?]. (20)

Proof. The first step in the proof is to notice that the Lagrangian L in (7l) has bounded first
and second order derivatives in x. This is a mere consequence of the uniform strict convexity
of H in p and of the bounds for 0, H and 02, H, see for instance [26, Lemma 5.44]. Then, the
Lipschitz property of V' in space is almost immediate. Fix ¢ and take m,m € P(T%) and two
random variables &, such that dyy, (m,m) = E[dga(£,€)]. Fixing an optimal open-loop control
m for (t,m), the Lipschitz property of F and G in m and the Lipschitz property of L in x give

V(t,m) — V(t,m) < Jeo(t, M, m) = Tato(t, m,m) < CE[drpa(§,€)],
which provides the Lipschitz-continuity of V. To show the semi-concavity, let again 7 € II;
be optimal for (¢,m) and & such that £({) = m. Denote the processes in (I4]) corresponding
to the control 7 and the initial conditions £ and £ + Y at time ¢ by (respectively) (X :=
&+ Sf 7pdr + By — By)ics<r and (X :=€+Y + Sf mpdr + Bs — By)i<s<r. Then,
V(LLE+Y)) +V(ELLE-Y)) =2V (¢, L(E))

< \7St0(t7£(§ + Y)77T> + \jsto(t7£<§ - Y)aﬂ) - 2\75t0(t7£<§ + Y)77T>
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T
= GECX) + GEC) ~26(0x) + | [Fleeen) + Fees) - 2p(2(x)]ds

t

N fT[L(X:aﬂ-S) +L(XT,m) — 2L(X3,7rs)]ds

< CE|Y |,
the last line following from Definition-Proposition [Z4] and from the identity X = X, £V, for
se[t,T]. O

An important tool to study control problems is the dynamic programmin principle. We make
use of it only for the deterministic formulation of the MFCP for which its proof is straightfor-
ward: we have, for any 0 <t <7< T,

Vit,m) — inf {V(T,m7)+ L ' (F(ms)Jr deL(x,as(x))dms(x)>ds}. (21)

QEAL

We refer to [7] and [36] for the statement and proof of the dynamic programming principle for
the stochastic formulation of the MFCP, in a much more general framework. We refer to [57, [64]
for results directly formulated with controls in feedback form.

Formally, if V' is smooth, then, by the dynamic programming principle, it solves the HJB
equation

oV (t,m) — fqrd H(y, 0,V (t,m)(y))dm(y) + % ﬁrd Tr[8y8MV(t,m,y)]dm(y) + F(m) =0,
V(T,m) = G(m),

see for instance [I8], Section 3.7].

In Section [ we define a notion of generalized solution to the HJB equation and we prove
an existence and uniqueness result for it, see Theorem [£.12], which is one of the main results of
this paper.

2.3. Connection with the MFG system. The analysis of the HIB equation (22]) plays a
key role in the derivation of existence and uniqueness of weak solutions to the master equation
(I2). Before we clarify the precise form of the master equation that we study next, we first
recall the connection between the MFCP and the potential MFG introduced in Subsection 2.1l
The following key result is taken from [14, Proposition 3.1]:

(22)

Proposition 2.6. For any initial condition mg € P(T?) and for any optimal feedback function o
(whose existence is already guaranteed by Proposition[Z2) with corresponding optimal trajectory
m, there exists u € C**7([0,T] x T%) such that (m,u) is a classical solution to the MFG sytem
@) and ay(x) = —Vug(x) for any 0 <t < T and any x € TY.

As a consequence, the infimum in the definition of the value function (7)) can be equiva-
lently taken over feedback functions that are bounded (by M in Proposition ) and Lipschitz
continuous in x (with a fized Lipschitz constant determined by the data only).

Below, we say (abusively) that (my,us)o<i<r in Proposition is an MFG solution that
minimizes the cost functional Jge;. As we already noticed in Remark 23] the optimization
problem is in fact defined in [I4] over a wider class of controls, namely over measures of the
form a(t,z)m(t,dz). Obviously, this does not change the validity of Proposition We also
stress the following point: In [14], f and g are satisfied to require f(x,m) = [0F/ém](m)(x)
and g(x,m) = [0G/0m](m)(z), which is in fact stronger than the condition stated in (@) as it
forces §rq f(x,m)dx and {5, g(x, m)dzx to be equal to 0, see (). However, as remarked in [14],
there is in fact no need to require f and g to be centered with respect to m since, in the end,
f and g are always integrated against a difference of two probability measures.

Importantly, let us finally observe that, formally, if V is C? in the measure argument, then,
by applying the Schwarz identity (see [I8], §2.2.2], but with a different centering condition)

5V 5V

W(t,m)(:ﬂ,y) = W(t,m)(y,x),
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its derivative

Ul(t,z,m) := g—::;(t,m)(x), (t,z,m) € [0,T] x T,
satisfies the following two equations:
o0 (t, z,m) (23)
0 ~ 1 -
+ 5—{ — f H(y, VyU(t,y,m))dm(y) + —f Tr[@ZU(t,y,m)]dm(y) + F(m)}(:c) =0,
m Td 2 Td

0T, m) = 52 (m)x),

together with
3 1 - 3
oU(t,z,m) + iAmU(t,x,m) — H(ﬂ:,va(t,x,m)) + f(x,m)

f ﬁpH(y, VyU(t,y,m)) . 8H(7(t,x,m)(y)m(dy) + %f Tr[é’yaﬂﬁ(t,x,m)(y)]m(dy)
Td Td

— Ct (m) = 0, (24)

O(T.2.m) = gla.m) = | alym)im(y).

where Cy(m) is a penalization term that makes the above equation consistent with the condition
S’]I‘d (t,z,m)dxr = 0. Equivalently, ([24]) says that the gradient V.U solves the derivative of
the master equation (I2)). The fact that (24) only coincides with (I2]) up to the additional
remainder C;(m) was already reported in [28] for games on a finite set. In fact, the key point in
this formulation is that it allows to identify (at least formally) V,U in @4) with V,U in (I2):
this is crucial since V,U is precisely the term inside the nonlinearity; once the nonlinear term
in (I2) has been solved, the equation becomes easier to handle.

The fact that U solves both ([23)) and (24)) prompts us to call Equation (23) ‘the conservative
form of the master equation’ This is precisely this version for which we prove an existence and
uniqueness result in Theorem 5.4} in short, the unique solution is shown to be the derivative of
the value function V', the notion of derivative being understood in a relaxed sense.

In order to check the accuracy of our result, we prove that the centered version of any smooth
solution to the master equation ([I2]) is in fact a solution of the conservative form of the equation,
see Proposition[5.91 As a by-product, the proof clarifies the form of the penalization term C}(m)

in (24).
2.4. Summary of the main results. We here provide a short summary of the mains results
that are established in the paper. We draw reader’s attention to the fact that these are only

meta-statements: proper versions can only be given next, once the required tools have been
carefully introduced. We start with the MFCP:

Meta-Theorem 2.7. There exists a notion of generalized solution to the HJB equation (22]),
under which a solution must satisfy almost everywhere finite-dimensional approximations of (22))
and for which existence and uniqueness hold true. The unique solution is the value function V
defined in (7).

Moreover, there exists a probability measure P on P(Td), with full support, such that, for
any t € [0,T] and P almost every m € P(T?), the MFCP (IT) issued from (t,m) has a unique
optimal trajectory. In fact, we also have that, for any t € [0,T] and P almost every m € P(T?),
V(t,-) has directional derivatives at m along p—m = cos(2rk-) and p—m = sin(27k-), for any
ke ZA\{0}, in the sense specified in ().

This meta-statement is addressed in Section 4 The notion of generalized solution is defined
in Definition I] The mains rigorous results encompassing Meta-Theorem [2.7] are Theorems
44 and EI2. The definition and the properties of the measure P(T?) are given in Theorem
The existence of directional derivatives to V are guaranteed by a tailor-made version of
Rademacher’s theorem on (P(T?),P), which is rigorously stated in Theorem B.I0
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As for the MFG, we have:

Meta-Theorem 2.8. There exists a notion of weak solution to the conservative master equation
@3) for which existence and uniqueness hold true, uniqueness being understood everywhere in
time, P almost everywhere in the measure argument and everywhere in the space argument, for
the same P as in the statement of Meta-Theorem[271. The hence unique solution coincides with
the derivative of the value function V with respect to the measure argument, which is known to
exist in a directional sense from Meta-Theorem[270, everywhere in time and P almost everywhere
in the measure argument.

Moreover, any classical solution to the master equation [I2)) is, after centering, a solution of
the conservative form of the equation.

The definition of a weak solution is given in Definition [5.I] and the main unique solvability
result is stated in Theorem 5.4l The last part of the statement is shown in Proposition 5.9

3. ELEMENTS OF FOURIER ANALYSIS

We provide some elements of Fourier analysis that are needed in the rest of the work. The
very basic idea of our approach is to regard a function ¢ : P(T?) — R as a function of the
Fourier coefficients (7m*);.zq4, defined by

,’:ﬁk — f ei27rk-ydm(y),
Td

with i2 = —1. For simplicity, we write ey for ey(z) = €™, From time to time, we also write
ex(+) instead of ej in order to emphasize the fact that ey is a function (on the torus).

3.1. Probability measures with finitely many non-zero Fourier coefficients.

3.1.1. Bochner’s theorem. We recall Bochner’s theorem: A complex-valued sequence (7m*);.zq
is the sequence of Fourier coefficients of a probability measure if and only if

(i) MmO = 1, m~* = Mk for k e Z4\{0},
(#) for any N > 1, any (2k)geqr,... N}4 € cive, Z mFF 2z = 0.
kk'e{l, N}d
Obviously, for k, k" € {1,--- , N}, k — k' belongs to Fy := {—~N +1,--- , N — 1}, Next, we
introduce a few more notations in order to reformulate the above condition. For an element
k € NN\{0}, we define #(k) := inf{j € {1,---,d} : k; = 0} (i.e., #(k) is the first-non zero
coordinate in k). For j € {1,--- ,d}, we call

Fy? = {ke Fy: (k) = j and k; > 0},

which allows us to let Fy := U;lzl F]J\?’j = {k € FN\{0} : kyp) > O}. This notation is very
convenient to eliminate the conjugaison constraints in (7). Indeed, we can rewrite

A~ — / — AN —_ / — AN —
Z mk k 2Rk = Z |Zk|2 + Z (mk k 22 + mk_klzkzk/).
kk'e{l, ,N}d ke{l,---,N}d k.k'e{l, N}dk—k'eF
And then, we let
A~ . A —_ / p—
Oy = {(mk)keF+ : inf 2%[ > mk—k zkzk] > —1}.
N Zgeopd k<1

kk'e(N\{0})d:k—K'eFy;

It must be stressed that in the above definition, the infimum is taken over all sequences
2 . . . ~ L
(2k) ke foy)e such that 3, qope [26]° < 1. In particular, if we are given (m )keFf\? € On,

we can complete the collection into a wider collection (7¥),cz4 by letting
m=1; mF=mFifke FYy; m*=0ifk¢ Fy. (25)

By Bochner’s theorem, the extended collection (7*),cza hence defines a probability measure,
which we may denote by .y ((im*) wep ). Below, we thus say that a probability measure m €
N
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P(T?) belongs to Py if (75\1]““)1,%1;4r € Oy and mF = 0 if k ¢ Fy. In this sense, Oy and Py are
N
one-to-one (through the mapping .#y).
Equivalently, elements of Py can be identified with strictly positive density measures on T¢

whose Fourier coefficients above N are equal to 0. Indeed, if m € Py, then we can find ¢ > 1
such that

A~ -_— / p—

inf 2?)%[ > " kaZk/] > —1/c,
<1

Zenopd 1] ko k/e(N\{0})dek—k/e

which, in turn, yields from Bochner’s theorem that 1+ ¢(m —1) is a probability measure, namely
m > 1—1/c. In the end, Oy can be reformulated as

On = {(m’“)kem :xiél’gd|:1 + 2§R< > ﬁz’“e_k(:c)ﬂ > 0}- (26)

keFy:
Next, we clearly have

Proposition 3.1. When complex numbers are identified with two-dimensional real vectors, On
is an open subset of real dimension Dy = 2|Fy;| = 22?=1 |F¥7|. The dimension Dy is less
than 2(2N — 1),

Proof. The proof for the upper bound of Dy is as follows. We observe that Fy, < Fx and
|Fn| < (2N — 1)4. Therefore, there are at most (2N — 1)% complex-valued entries in elements
of Oy and, therefore, at most 2(2N — 1) real-valued entries. O

3.1.2. Bochner-Herglotz’ Theorem. In fact, there is a systematic construction of elements of Py.
This is based on Bochner-Herglotz’ theorem, which we recall now. The function

2

Z exp (127Tk‘ . 9)

1 . 1
fy:0eT?— N Z exp(i2r(k — k') - 0) = N
kE{l,---,N}d

kk'e{l, N}

is a density on T%. Its Fourier coefficients are given by
N A
(Z) fN:H(l_—)a ]{?GFN,

i=1 N

(@) f&%=0, k¢Fy.

If m € P(T?), then the convolution m * fy is (obviously) a probability measure and its Fourier
coeflicients are given by

d
—— k k; —— k
(i) m= fny = H(l%)fhk, ifke Fny; (it)m=fy =0, ifk¢Fy.
j=1
Obviously, by (26]), we have
Proposition 3.2. Let m € P(T?). Then, m = fx € Py if and only if inf cpa(m = fn)(x) > 0.

3.1.3. Weak convergence of (fn)n=1. Clearly, (fn)n>1 converges in the weak sense to dyg. The
following result is completely standard. Since we will use it many times, we feel it more conve-
nient to have it in the form of a lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let K be a compact subset of C(T?). Then

li — = 0.
A, sup sup |« fv) (@) = ()] = 0
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3.2. From probability measures on Oy to a probability measure on P(T¢). In Subsec-
tion B.I], we construct a probability measure on P(T¢) that satisfies Theorem below. Before
we make the statement clear, we recall that, except when explicitly mentioned, the space P(T¢)
is equipped with the 1-Wasserstein distance. The Borel o-algebra on P(T?) is the o-algebra
generated by the mappings m € P(T?) — (., h(z)dm(z), for h in C(T?). Quite often, we use
the following characterization of the Borel o-algebra:

Lemma 3.4. The Borel o-algebra B(P(T?)) is generated by the mappings m € P(T4) — m*,

for k e N¢,

Proof. Tt suffices to observe that, for any h € C(T?) and any m € P(T%),

Ld h()dm(@) = Y | h(z)d(m = fv) @) :f&n”kgjv mk fyh .

O

In brief, the probability measure provided by Theorem below is obtained by means of
a limiting argument, which relies on the following notations. For any N > 1, we equip Oy
with the (truncated) Gaussian density (in the definition below, m* is implicitly regarded as a
two-dimensional vector, namely (R(/mF), J(mk))):

O (ers ) = g ton ((W)icrg) (= 3 WPPE). (27)

+
keFy

for a real p > 5 that is fixed throughout the paper, and define on P(T%) Py :=I'yo fﬁl, where
we recall that

Iy (m’f)kﬂ €On>m=1+2 > R[@Fe_i()] = > MFe_x(-) e P(TY), (28)
keFy keFn

with the convention that Mg = 1 and Mm% = Mk for k € Fy\{0}. (Since £y is obviously
continuous, Py is well-defined.) Since P(T9) is compact, the sequence (Py)y=1 has weak
limits. These weak limits are the measures on P(T%) that we are interested in.

Here is now our main statement in this subsection:
Theorem 3.5. The sequence (Py)n=1 is weakly converging to a probability measure P on the

Borel space P(T?) equipped with the 1-Wasserstein measure. The latter satisfies the following
items:

(1) P has full support and, for P almost every m € P(T%), m has a continuously differentiable
strictly positive density.

(i7) For any N = 1, the image of P by the projection mapping
77%) :m e P(T?) — (fhkﬁ%)kel,ﬁ € On

is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure (on Oy ). Similarly, the image of
the subprobability measure 1p, (m) - P by the projection mapping

7'('](\27) :m e P(T?) — (ﬁzk)keF; e RAT|
is supported by On and is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure (on O ).

(idi)

lim sup
N=% g RON [-1,1]

R —

where, for any N = 1, ¢ in the argument of the supremum is required to be measurable.
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Items (i) and (7i7) will be used next, when addressing generalized and weak solutions to the
HJB equation of the MFCP and the master equation of the MFG. In the rest of this section,
we just make use of item (ii). It serves us as a way to pass from properties that are almost
everywhere satisfied on Oy (under the finite-dimensional Lebesgue measure) to properties that
are almost everywhere satisfied on P(T¢) under P (or under 1p, - P). In this regard, it is
worth observing that the need for considering the subprobability measure 1p, - P instead of
the measure PP itself in item (ii) comes from the fact that, for m € P(T¢)\Py, the collection
(fhk)keF; may not be in Oy.

A useful tool to pass from Lebesgue almost everywhere properties on (Oy)ny>1 to P almost
sure properties on P(T) is the following lemma:

Lemma 3.6. Let P be as in the statement of Theorem [Z0 In addition, let, for any N > 1
Apn be a full Borel subset of O .

Then, we can find an event Ay € B(T?) such that P(Ay) = 1 and WE\})(AOO) c Ay for any
N > 1.

(1)

Proof. The measurability of the mapping 7’ is absolutely obvious since it is continuous. Then,
we notice that

B({me (1) :my)(m) e AR}) = Po (x) ' (4F) =0,

since Po (WS))*I is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on Op. Then,
it suffices to let
Ay = ﬂ {m e P(T%) : ﬂ'g)(m) € AN}.
N=1
O

3.3. Restriction of a function defined on P(T9). Throughout this subsection, we take a
function ¢ : P(T¢) — R, which we regard as a function of (m*),.z4. Under the assumption that
¢ has a linear functional derivative, we are interested in the shape of the derivatives of ¢, when
computed with respect to the Fourier coefficients.

3.3.1. Connection between flat derivatives and derivatives w.r.t. Fourier coefficients. We start
with

Proposition 3.7. Assume that ¢ has a linear functional derivative at m € Px. Then, for

A

(V“k)keF+ € RQ‘Fm, denote by r the function
N
=2 Z T‘ €_ k = Z 'rke k()
keF ke Fa\{0}

with the convention that, in the above sum, 7 F = 7k if k e Fﬁ Then, for € small enough,
m +er € Py and

%8 Ogb(m+6r)
w* er 5y (T (y)e—r(y)dy
keF
k k
S *;Sjib(m)(-) —2 3 (RPIR[SZ ) |+ SIS 22 m)() |)-
ke Fn\{0} keF+

The proof is quite straightforward. Below, we will write

0o

om

Ongagolim) = 2| £2m)() | Ooaagolm) = ag[_/(m\m | (20
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which is rather abusive as it means that the function ¢ is implicitly regarded as a function of
the Fourier coefficients. Accordingly, we let, for k € Fy:,

—k

1 i )
O 8(m) = & onias16(m) — +laqauyd(m) = 22 (m)() (30)
so that
O QM) + O d(m)TF = Oy S(M)RIFM] + O ey () S[FY]. (31)

When —k € Fy, we let dsxd(m) = 05-xd(m). However, the symbol 0z is by no means an
holomorphic derivative in the complex plain. This is just a shorten notation that refers to (real)
differentiability with respect to (R(m*), I(M*)). This notation is fully legitimated by the fact
that, each time this term appears, its complex conjugate also appears (in a common sum).

3.3.2. Almost everywhere differentiability of restrictions of Lipschitz functions. A function ¢
defined on P(T?) can be restricted to Py. This induces a function, denoted by ¢ and defined
by

‘EN : (mk)keF; €On — o jN<(mk)keF;) = ¢< Z mkek>’ (32)

with (M*)kery as in @5) and Fy as in @8). When m € Py, ¢(m) and (EN((T%k)kGF+) (with
N
) wep+ being here regarded as the Fourier coefficients of m) coincide. For this reason, we
N

sometimes merely write gb?N((fr\Lk)keF;) as qﬁ((fka)keF;), even though the notation is rather
abusive. Moreover, it is quite straightforward to see from the formula stated in Proposition B.7]
that the restriction of ¢ to Py is differentiable at m € Py if and only if QNSN is differentiable (in
the real sense) at (’I:T\Lk)keF]-\{[-

The following statement is straightforward, but very useful:

Proposition 3.8. Let ¢ be a Lipschitz function with respect to the total variation distance.
Then, for any N > 1, the function (EN is almost everywhere differentiable on Op, when the
latter is equipped with the Lebesque measure on Oy .

In particular, the restriction of the function ¢ to Py is almost everywhere differentiable on
Pn, when the latter is equipped with the image of the Lebesgue measure on Oy by the canonical
embedding Iy : (ﬁlk)keF; = Yokery MPe_k, with (MF)ep, being as in (25).

Notice that ¢ is assumed to be Lipschitz continuous with respect to the total variation
distance. This includes the case when ¢ is Lipschitz continuous with respect to the 1-Wasserstein
distance.

Proof. 1t suffices to notice that, for two probability measures mq and mo in Py,

1/2
\wmw¢mﬂscmemm<c(Zwﬁ—mﬁ),

]{IEFN

where C'is the Lipschitz constant of the function ¢. We then apply standard (finite-dimensional)
Rademacher’s theorem. It says that ¢, when regarded as a function on Oy, is almost everywhere
differentiable. O

By Lemma [3.6] we have the following corollary:

Corollary 3.9. Let P be as in the statement of Theorem[3.8 and ¢ be a Lipschitz function with
respect to the total variation distance. Then, for P-almost every m € P(T?), for any N > 1, the
restriction of the function ¢ to Py is differentiable at m = fy.

In fact, we have the following version of Rademacher’s theorem on the entire P(T4):
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Theorem 3.10. Let P be as in the statement of Theorem [T and ¢ be a Lipschitz function with
respect to the total variation distance. Then, for P-almost every m € P(T?), ¢ is diﬁerentiable
at m in the directions R[ey] and [ex] (or equivalently with respect to R[m*] and I[M*]) for
any k € Z4\{0}.

Moreover, the following convergences hold true (as N tends to o) for the weak-star topology
o* (L (P(T4), BY; (L1 (P(T%), P)):

ke ZN{0},  Oprd(mx fn) = Oqed(m), (33)

where the derivative in the left-hand side is understood as the Lebesgue almost everywhere de-
rivative of the restriction of ¢ to Py whilst the derivative in the right-hand side is understood
as the P almost everywhere derivative of ¢ (as given by the hence stated form of Rademacher’s
theorem on P(T?)).

Theorem [B.10] is proved in Subsection 6.2 The identification of the P almost everywhere
derivative as the limit of finite dimensional derivatives, as stated in ([B3]), plays a key role in the
identification of the solution of the weak formulation to the master equation given below.

3.4. Projection of a function defined on P(T9).

Proposition 3.11. Let m € P(T?) and ¢ : P(T?) — R be such that the restriction of ¢ to Py
is differentiable at m = fn, then the function

¢ fn() = (fn =),

is differentiable in any direction at m and, for any r € P(T?),

%k_oqﬁ*f]v((l—s)m—irar :f (L

In words, the above statement allows to identify -2 5[ * fn(m)] as

(O 8) (m fN>ek<y>fN<m—y>dy>d(r ) ().

keFn\{0}

st im0 = (X @aeo)mx f)er) + fuC)

ke Fa\{0}

Proof. Tt suffices to observe from Proposition B.7 and (30) that

J N
e ¢pxfn((L—e)m+er) = > Oped(m fx)(F* — AF) R
€le=0 keFy\{0}
_ f N tnrd(m = ) flen(@)d(r — m) (@),
T¢ Le Fa\{0}
and the identity easily follows. -

3.5. Mollification. In line with the material that we have introduced so far, we introduce a
mollification procedure of real-valued functions on P(T?) based on the Fourier coefficients of
the measure.

Definition 3.12. Fore e (0,1) and N € N, we call én . given by

3

ONg i = —5——
Ne = AN2|Fy]|
the regqularization threshold.

The regularization threshold plays a key role in the whole paper. In particular, it manifests
in the following definition:
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Definition 3.13. Let p be a smooth density on R? with a support included in the ball of center
0 and radius dn ¢, for € and N as in Definition[312. Then, for a real-valued function ¢ defined
on P(T?), we call mollification ¢~N=P of ¢ the function

ety i | 6(m0) ) [T p(RIFLSF) @ (RIS,
RN jeFit jeF};
with the notation
mNE(r) == eLebg + (1 — ¢) (m +2 ) &e[?je,j]) — cLeby + (1 — ) (m + ?je,j),
JEFY JjeFn\{0}
and with the convention that 77 = 74,

For the sake of convenience, we often write

N,e,p _ N, ] o~
o¥<rm) = [ o(m¥0)« 1) [T o) @ P,
]EF; jEFN
but again the notation is abusive.

Of course, it should be stressed that, in the above proposition, the Fourier coefficients that
belong to the support of p satisfy the inequality

3 ?Je_j@c)‘ < One|Fy| <e,
JEFa\{0}

which guarantess that m”¢(r) is a positive density.

The key fact is that ¢™* only depends on m through the Fourier coefficients (/m*)ger, -
Obviously, it is a smooth function of the latter, which proves that ¢ is differentiable with
respect to m. We have:

Proposition 3.14. For an integer N, a real € € (0,1) and a smooth density p with a support
of radius less than onc, and for a bounded measurable real-valued function ¢ on P(TY), the
function ¢™NSP s continuously differentiable with respect to m, with the following writing for
the derivative:

ot =~ [ 3 [(o 00 o) » ] o | T 0] @ a,

om
N keFn\{0} jeFy: jeFy

for x € T¢. Moreover, if ¢ is Lipschitz continuous with respect to drv, then the following
formula also holds true:

5 N,e,p
—e

~0-9 [ B [(Eaolm™ 0 ) s iv]@ [ o@) @ a.

N keFn\{0} jery JEFY

for z € T?.

Proof. The proof of a very similar result is already exposed in the appendix of [34]. Briefly, the

first identity in the statement can be proved in two steps. The first step is to write ¢p(m™(r) *

fn) in the definition of ¢"*(m) as a function of (M* + #¥), .+ and then to make a change
N

a variable (with respect to (?k)keF;) in order to pass the dependence upon (f'\lk)keF; into the
function p. We hence get that ¢™= is smooth with respect to ("), _,+. The second step is
N

then to check, very much in the spirit of Proposition B.I1], that the differentiability of ¢N:=+
with respect to (M), .+ implies the existence of d¢™*/§m. Once the first identity has been
N

proved, the second one easily follows by a standard integration by parts, using the fact that the
derivatives of ¢ with respect to ("), .+ exist almost everywhere. O
N
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As for the convergence of ¢™N5 to ¢, it is ensured under a standard continuity property:

Lemma 3.15. Assume that the function ¢ in Definition is continuous for dy,1 at some
m e P(T9). Then, ¢™N5P(m) converges to ¢(m) when (N,¢e) tends to (c0,0) (it being understood
that p varies along the prescription of Definition[3.13).

Proof. We first compute dpv(m™¢(r),m™4(0)), for r in the support of p:

drv (mN’a(r),mN’5(0)> =(1—¢) sup h(m)?je,j(x)dx < One|Fn| <e.

Next we have, in a similar way, drv(m™(0),m) < 2¢, which gives dpv(m™¢(r),m) < 3¢, and
then dpv(m™Ne(r) « fx,m = fx) < 3¢. It remains to recall from Lemma B3] that dyy, (m = fn, m)
tends to 0 as N tends to 0. Using the fact that dy, < codryv (with ¢y as in the notation
introduced in Section ), dy, (m™(r) * fx,m) (with r in the support of p) tends to 0 as (N, ¢)
tends to (c0,0). This completes the proof. O

Below, we apply Proposition 14 to time-space dependent functions ¢ : [0,T] x P(T¢) — R.
Following Definition BI3] we let:

Ferttm) = [ e (bm ) ) T] p(RPLSE) @ AR,

jeFI*\} jeFt
for (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T?). We then have the following corollary:

Corollary 3.16. For an integer N, an e € (0,1) and a smooth density p with a support of radius
less than Sn ¢, and for a continuous real-valued function ¢ on [0,T] x P(T%), the function @™
is differentiable with respect to m and the derivative o™= /dm is continuous on [0, T] x P(T?).
Moreover, for any t € [0,T], the following formula holds true, for any m € P(T%) and any
x e T

5‘70N,€,p
" m)(0)
~0-a [ B | (Gme(am e )a) i@ TT o) @ o,

N keFn\{0} jery: JeFy

Lastly, if the function o is also Lipschitz continuous in t, uniformly in m, then, for almost every
t € [0,T], for any m € P(T%), the function o™= is differentiable at (t,m) and 0,[¢™=](t,m) =
[Oep(t, )] =P (m).

3.6. Weak formulation of semi-concavity. This step is crucial in our analysis. We provide
a reformulation of the semi-concavity property through the Fourier coefficients. We start with
the following reformulation of (displacement) semi-concavity (the proof may be skipped ahead
on a first reading):

Proposition 3.17. If ¢ : P(T?) — R is displacement semi-convave and ¢ is Lipschitz contin-
wous with respect to the measure d_y on P(T?) defined by

|, (e~ )@
Td

then, for any constant ¢ > 1, there exists a constant C' depending on ¢ and on ¢ through
its Lipschitz constant only such that, for any probability measure m with a density such that
m = 1/c, any smooth vector field b : T* — R, any integer N and any real € € (0,1) such
that ¢/(dN?) < 1/(2c), and any smooth density p with a support of radius & less than dn . in
Definition [3.12,

2 o N
1210 ng o(me() ) ( [T e Hdwb])) ® i < CJbl.

. . +
]GF; JEFN

d_p(pv) = sup
heC2:|V2hp <1

)
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Proof. First Step. For a smooth vector field b : T — R? and for an initial measure mq € P(T%)
that is smooth and positive, we consider the stochastic process

L

Xy), t>0,
mo( 0);

Xt i=Xo+t

with Xy a random variable of law mg. Then, we let m¥ := £(X;), t = 0. For ¢ small enough,
mo + tdiv,(b) is a probability measure (using the fact that my > 0 and b is smooth). Since the
function ¢ in the statement is d_s-Lipschitz, we have

’(b(m;r) _ ¢<m0 _ tdivx(b)>’

<0 _sw Ld{[h (2 + tmio<x)) — h(a)|mo(a) + th(a)div, (b) @) L
=C HVQS;H.)O@ JTd{[h (ac + tmio(x)) - h(m)] mo(z) — tVh(z) - b(x)}dx
< Clbl,t%,

where C' only depends on the Lipschitz constant of ¢ and on ¢ such that mg > 1/c.
Proceeding similarly with m; (and allowing the constant C' to vary from line to line), we get

6 (mo + tdive(b) ) + 6 (mo — tdiva(5) ) —26(mo) < 6(my) + 6 (m;") = 26(mo) < Clb%4

Second Step. We now want to replace mqg by m™¢(r) = f, for N > 1, e € (0,1), m as in the
statement and r € CFv| such that (FF =), p+ and
N

k‘EFN\{O}

For such an r, we have m™¢(r) > 1/(2c) and m™<(r) * fy > 1/(2c). Modifying b into b * fy,
we get (using the same notation as in ([B2]) for ¢, which is a real-valued function on Oy)

k

%({m’“ n tm}) ; %({W - tm})

~ 20y <{mk}keF+>

< Clpl%t,

for a constant C', only depending on the Lipschitz constant of ¢ and on ¢ such that m > 1/c.
Then, replacing m¢(r) by its definition, we get

o ({ (edo + 1= )@+ 7)) 75}, )
+ N ({ (gak,o +(1—e) (M +7¥) - td/iv\b’“) f;@}keF+>

— 2$N<{(66k70 +(1—e) (M + ?’f))fﬁv} ) < C|b|22.

+
keFy
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Integrating with respect to p as in Definition B.I3], with the radius § of the support of p satisfying
p < 1/(2c|Fy|), which is indeed the case if ¢/(dN?) < 1/(2¢),

JRQW o <{ (65k,0 +(1—e)(m" +7%) + tcﬁ;bk) ffkv}kew) 17 @ d

. .t
jEF; JEFN

f”ﬂ ¢N<{<€5k,0 + (1 —e)(mF +7F) — tdivb ) } F+> H p(M) ® di

jEF+
~k ~k ik ~J ~J 2 42
o[ (oo 9)i8) ) 1) @ o9 <l
JEFT JeFyN
which yields to (implicitly replacing b by (1 — £)b)
d? N, j o) ‘ 2
I ) 7~ 1 o]
o meF; (b(m (r) = fN) H p(7 + tdivh") A®+ dr? < C||b|5,-
jEF; JEFy
This completes the proof. O
We have the following corollary:

Corollary 3.18. In the framework of Proposition [317, it holds for any collection of complex
numbers (zk)k€F+ and for any non-negative symmetric matrix S of dimension d,
N

d T
Joorer 2 om0+ 1) Yy teace{ (55 (507 ) | TT )|} @ a7
RN keery i=1 jeFy JEFy
d 2
<mﬂ2<2wmm),
q

=1 “kerd
with C depending on ¢ such that m = 1/c.

In the above formula, we used the following notation (very much in the spirit of (B0) and
BI)): for a smooth function ¢, 03, ¢ denotes the 2 x 2 matrix

2 _ A2
2 o = 1 aﬂ‘ﬁ[gk]v?ﬁ[ﬂ]‘? 25%[?k],s[ﬂ]¢ ‘
o 4 _aS[?’“],S%[FZ](b as[fk]g[ﬂ](ﬁ
Moreover, k;2F ® ¢,2¢ denotes the 2 x 2 matrix

Rzt @iz = < Sk R[G2] Ski=F]S[621] )

and similarly for kizF ® [Sﬁ]i?. In particular, using 3 as a generic notation for R, <, the main
inequality in the statement of Corollary B.I8 can be rewritten as (with the dot product in the
second line below being an inner product)

meF; {(ﬁ(mN’e(T) i fN)
5 ) 65080 TT w1 00D)]

PR=R,S k.LleFy JEFS

® d(R[#],S[])

ot
JEFy

<m&i(2wwﬂf.

=1 e}
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Proof. Given the same non-negative symmetric matrix S as in the statement, we call S¥/2 a
symmetric (non-negative) square root of S. We then apply Proposition 317 with the following
vector field

bql(x) = [SI/Q]q q Z Zke*k(x% q/ = 17 T 7d7

k‘EFN\{O}
with 2% = ¥, where ¢ is a frozen integer in {1,---,d} and [51/2]q7q/ the element (g, q’) of the
matrix S¥2. Then, we have
d
div(b)(z) = —i27 (Z [51/2]q,q,qu>zke_k(x) = —i27 Z (Sl/zk)qzke_k(x).
]CGFN\{O} q’: ]CGFN\{O}

In turn,

—k

div(b) = —i2r(5"?k) z*.
We now apply Proposition B.I7], from which we get

wa;l {¢<mN76(r) * fN)
DI [@[mk])(‘ﬁ[mg])a%[?kmw](Hp(%[?j]’%[ﬂ])ﬂ}

PP=RS k,leFy jeFy

® d(R[],S[])

ot
JEFN

2
<cm(2ww%0,

+
keFy

and then,

fRzmy {qﬁ(mN’a(T) * fN)
BN (), (577) g TT o1 907D) ]}

P, P=R,3 k,LeF: JEFY
® d(R[7].5[7])
jeF
2
k
<alsi( X hllH) -
keF
By summing over ¢ € {1,--- ,d} and by changing (%), _p+ into (—iz*), _p+, we easily complete
N N
the proof. O

4. GENERALIZED SOLUTIONS TO THE HJB EQUATION

The purpose of this section is to clarify and to prove Meta-Theorem 27 .

4.1. Interpretation of the spatial derivatives. We start with an informal discussion to
explain our ideas.

Basically, the purpose is to reformulate the equation at points m € Py at which the restriction
at level N (see (B2))) of a candidate W for solving (22) is differentiable. Here we use W (and not
V') as a notation for a generic candidate since, at this stage, W may not be the value function
of the MFCP (I7)). To ease the exposition, we do throughout this informal subsection as if W
were smooth (even though it is obviously not true).
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Crossed derivatives. We here address the term
1
T[m,W]:= §f Tr[6y6MW(t,m)(y)]dm(y)
Td

in 22). If m € Py, then we can identify the measure and its density and write (using an obvious
integration by parts)

—k
1 ) o
T =—| | =W Am(y)dy = — 2m2| k|2 mk —W (¢
W1 =5 | [t m)] Amdy X 2w )
Recall from Proposition B.7] the formula
W,
Opr W (t,m) = S —(t,m) , keFy,

from which we get

T(m, W] = ¢ Ld[%W(t,m)(y)]Am(y)dy _ _k;N 22 k|20 TV (£, m)ik

We feel useful to stress the interest of the above formula: the quantity 7'[m, W] can be reformu-
lated in terms of the sole derivatives of W with respect to m¥, for k € Fy. This property may

be recast in another way: the differential operator that maps a real-valued smooth function ¢
on P(T?) onto the function

me P(T%) — % de Trace [6y6u¢(m)(y)] dm(y)

has the heat equation as characteristics, that is

Gotm) = 5 | Trace[2,0,0(m) ) |dma(w), tor - 2uma(y) — 58,muly) =0,

dt

where t > 0 and mg € P(T?). Since the heat equation keeps the space Py invariant, this
strongly advocates for expanding probability measures in Fourier series.

Quadratic term. We now address the term

S, W1 1= fw H (y, 6,W (£, m) () dm(y)

in (22). The big difficulty with this term is that it contains all the Fourier modes of 6W /dm:
differently from T'[m, W], S[m, W] cannot be expressed in terms of the sole derivatives of W
with respect to mF, for k € Fyy. This is one of the main difficulty in our analysis. Anyway, it
makes perfect sense in our context to assume that, whenever it exists, 0,W (t,m)(y) is Hélder
continuous in y: the reason is that the function d,W is expected to benefit from the presence of
the heat operator in the direction y (this point is clarified in Proposition I0 below). In turn,
we can assume that the d components of y — 0, W (¢, m)(y) are in a compact set of L?(T%). We
then recall that, for any compact subset K of L?(T?),

hm sup Z |fk (35)

In that case, we can write

S[m, W] = er (y 1277( > k‘— t,m) ke—k(y) + ), kmke—k(y)>)dm(y)-

keFy k¢ FN

Therefore, by expanding the Hamiltonian, we can reasonably postulate
—k

St W1 = [ (izn 3 RS (tm) e () + Ol

kEFN
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where ny tends to 0 as N — o0, uniformly on measures m whose density is bounded by the
same constant. Finally, by (B0),

S[m, W] = de H(y,i27r Z kOpk W(t,m)ek(y)>dm(y) + O(nn),
keFn

Beware that this is not a proof. This is just a hint that motivates the definition right below.

4.2. Definition of a generalized solution.

Definition 4.1. For a constant ¢ > 1, let Ax(c) := [0,T] x By(c) with By(c) := PnnB(c) and
B(c) := {m : supyepa [Vm(z)| < ¢, inf cqa m(z) = 1/c}. Then, we call a generalized solution
to the HIB equation 22) a function W : [0,T] x P(T?) — R that is time-space Lipschitz
continuous when P(T?) is equipped with dry and that satisfies the following property: For any
¢ > 1, there exists a sequence (ny(c))n=1 converging to 0, such that, for any N > 1, Leb; @ Py
almost everywhere on An(c), the following bound holds true:

oW (t,m) —deH<y,i27r D k&,ﬂkW(t,m)ek(y)>dm(y)

]{IEFN

(36)
- Z 272 |k |20 W (t, m)mF + F(m)‘ < nn(e).
]{IEFN

Of course, in this definition, the ‘Leb; ® Py almost everywhere’ should be equivalently under-
stood as ‘almost everywhere’ for the product of the Lebesgue measure on [0, 7] and of the image
of the Lebesgue measure on Oy by the canonical embedding #y in (28). In this regard, the
need for W to be Lipschitz continuous is clear: this is a way to guarantee the existence of the
derivatives, almost everywhere (see Proposition B.8]). In fact, the interest of this formulation is
twofold: Not only does it permit to use directly the standard finite-dimensional Rademacher’s
theorem (even though Proposition BI0 provides an infinite-dimensional version in our con-
text), but it also allows us to implement next the finite-dimensional regularization procedure
introduced in Definition B.I3] The latter is a key ingredient in the proof of uniqueness, see in
particular the forthcoming Proposition [Z.11]

Very interestingly, by means of Theorem [3.5] the ‘almost-everywhere’ that is here understood
for each N > 1 can be ‘factorized’ into a single ‘almost-everywhere’ (below, P denotes the same
probability measure as in the statement of Theorem [B.5):

Proposition 4.2. Assume that W is a generalized solution to [22)). Then, for any e € (0,1),
there exist a Borel subset D, of [0,T] x P(T%), such that [Leb; ® P|(DL) < ¢, and a sequence
(nn(g))N=1 converging to 0 such that, for any (t,m) € D. and any N > 1,

oW (t,m = fn) — ﬁrd H(y,i2ﬂ' Z kOzr W (t,m = fN)ek(y)>d(m x In)(y)

kEFN

- Z 212 || 20 W (t, m * fN)ﬁLkﬁf, + F(m = fN)‘ < nn(e).
kEFN

(37)

In other words, the combination of Theorem and of the mollification procedure reported
in §3.1.2] makes it possible to have a definition that holds at ‘almost every’ point of the state
space. Of course, what makes this definition interesting in this regard is that the measure P
has a full support.

Proof. We call E the set of points m € P(T¢) such that m has a (strictly) positive contin-
uously differentiable density. Theorem says that P(E) = 1. For any m € E, we have
inf y>q inf cpa m + fv(x) > 0 and sup =1 Sup,erd |[Vm * fy(x)| < co. In particular,

tim P({ inf inf >1/cf | v <cf) -1
i ({01 i o (s s 9 o <
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Hence, for any € € (0,1), we can find ¢. > 1 such that P(E.) > 1 — ¢, with

E. := {inf inf m = fy(x) = 1/05} N {sup sup |[Vm = fy(z)] < 05}.
N=1 geTd N>1 zeTd
Now, for any ¢ > 1 and any N > 1, we call Ay(c) the collection of points (£,m) € An(c) (see
Definition BT for the notation) at which (36) does not hold. Clearly Leb; @ Py (An(c)) = 0.
We then make use of item (i7) in the statement of Theorem By combining with an obvious
adaptation of Lemma 3.6, we deduce that there exists a full subset D of [0,7] x P(T¢) such
that, for any (t,m) € D and for any N > 1, the point (t,ﬂ'](\})(m)) belongs to M e (0 (An(c))t.
We thus let
D. := ([0,T] x E.) n D.
Clearly,
[Leb; ® P](DY) < Te.

If (t,m) € D., then (t,m= fn) € An(cc) n (An(ce))°. In particular, (36) holds true with respect
to the sequence (nn(c:))n=1, which we simply denote by (nn(¢))n=1 in the statement. O

Remark 4.3. A natural question is to determine whether we can pass to the limit over N in
BT) and then get that [22)) is satisfied Leby ® P almost everywhere.

The answer is twofold. On the one hand, it seems that we cannot do so a priori. The reason
is that the passage from the derivative Oz W (t,m* fn) to the derivative Oz W (t,m) (with the
existence of the latter following from our own version of Rademacher’s theorem, see Theorem
[3.10) is just known to hold in the weak sense, see again the statement of Theorem [Z10. In
particular, it seems impossible to address (at least in the current framework) the limit of the
gradients inside the Hamiltonian H driving the HJB equation. On the other hand, it seems that
the same passage to the limit can be in fact achieved a posteriori, once the generalized solutions
are known to coincide with the value function V, which identification follows from Theorem[{.12
if we restrict ourselves to generalized solutions with sufficient reqularity properties. The proof
would follow from a combination of Theorem Lemma [{.6 and Remark [{.7 right below. In
short, the former statement says that, for Lebi ®P almost every initial condition, the MFCP has
a unique solution. In turn, we conjecture that, for Leb; ®P almost every (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T%),
any sequence of optimal trajectories issued from ((t,m * fn))n=1 should converge in a suitable
sense to the optimal trajectory issued from (t,m). However, since optimal trajectories satisfy
the MFG system (Bl), this convergence property can be certainly reformulated as a convergence
property on any sequence of solutions to ([B) that start from ((t,m = fx))n=1 and that minimize
Jaet- It then remains to observe that Lemma [{.6] and Remark [{.7 below permit to identify
Opip V(t,m = fn) and 05V (t,m) with solutions of the backward equation in the MFG system
@) when initialized from (t,m = fn) and (t,m) respectively. Combined with the convergence
property of the MFG system, this should imply in the end that 0,1V (t,m % fn) converges to
Opx V (t,m) Leb; ®P almost everywhere, which is almost what we need to pass to the limit in the
Hamiltonian. Indeed, once the convergence of the derivatives with respect to any mF has been
shown, the convergence of the Fourier series encoding the derivatives with respect to m is quite
easy to address, see for instance Proposition [{.10] which provides strong bounds on the decay of
amk V(t, m) .

Of course, this result should be formalized in the form of a more rigorous statement. However,
we feel useless to address the details here since the real benefit for our analysis would be small
in the end. Indeed, the result would come only in the end, once uniqueness of the generalized
solution has been proven. Moreover, our feeling is precisely that (at least at this stage of our
understanding) it is in fact much easier to work with finite dimensional formulations of the HJB
equation.

4.3. The value function as a generalized solution. We have the following main statement:

Theorem 4.4. The value function V, as defined in (7)), is a generalized solution of the HJB
equation. It is Lipschitz continuous in time and space when the space P(Td) is equipped with
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respect to d_o (see the definition in Proposition [317) and it is semi-concave (see Proposition
Z3).

Moreover, if, for some (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T?), V(t,-) has directional derivatives at m along
Rler] and S[ex], for any k € Z¢, then the MFCP introduced in Subsection has a unique
optimizer when the trajectories (IQ) are initialized from m at time t. In particular, uniqueness
holds for Lebi ®P-almost every point (t,m) € [0, T]x P(T?), with P denoting the same probability
measure as in the statement of Theorem [3.10

Remark 4.5. The reader may compare the almost everywhere uniqueness result stated right
above with the counter-ezample to uniqueness provided in [14, Subsection 3.2]. In the latter
reference, non-unique solutions are constructed at probability measures m whose density is sym-
metric with respect to the first coordinate x1 of x € T¢. In turn, this says that those measures
satisfy I[m¥] = 0 when k = (1,0,---). Obviously, the collection of such probability measures
has zero mass under Py, when N = 2, and also under P by (iii) in the statement of Theorem
5. 9.

In preparation for the proof, we state the following three lemmas (the proofs of which are
given in the next subsection):

Lemma 4.6. For N > 1, take a point m € Py such that the restriction Vy(0,-) of V(0,-) to
On is differentiable at (ﬁzk)keF+. Then, whatever the solution (my,ut)o<t<r to the MFG system
N

) (see Proposition 2], with mo = m) that minimizes Jaer (see Proposition [2.6), it holds that
05V (0,m) = 1g"*, ke Fx\{0}.
Remark 4.7. In fact, a similar statement holds when V (0,-) has a directional derivative along
Rler] and Ser], for any k € ZN\{0}, at a point m € P(T9). The same proof shows that, in that
case,
OpnV(0,m) = 1y%, ke z\{0}.
We will use this extension in order to prove uniqueness of the optimal trajectories for almost
every starting point, as described in the second part of the statement of Theorem [{.4)

Lemma 4.8. For any constant ¢ > 0, there exist two positive-valued sequences (en)n=1 and
(MN)N=1, with (Nn)N=1 converging to 0 and with both satisfying the following property. If,
for an initial condition mg such that |[Vmolew < ¢ and mf = 0 when k ¢ Fy, for a control
a: [0, T]xP(T?) — R? with supefo,1] |Vl < ¢, and for (my)ost<r the a-controlled trajectory
defined in ([I8), we let (ut)o<i<T be the function-valued trajectory defined by

/\k .
Sk ) Ty if keFn,
He = { 0 otherwise, (38)

then, for any t € [0,en], pe € P(T9) and dw, (my, j1e) < nt.

Lemma 4.9. The value function is time and space Lipschitz continuous, when the space of
probability measures is equipped with d_o (see Proposition [317 for the definition of the latter).

For the time being, we switch to the proof of our main theorem.

Proof of Theorem [{.7. By Proposition [2.3] the value function is Lipschitz in space, when P(T?)
is equipped with dy1. In fact, Lipschitz property in time and space, with P(T%) being equipped
with d_o, is a consequence of Lemma 9] whose proof is independent. Obviously, Lemma [£9]
subsumes Proposition

First step. We consider a probability measure m at which the restriction of V' to [0,T] x Py
is time-space differentiable at (0, m * fy) (i.e., using the notation of (B2]), the function Vy is
time-space differentiable at (0, (ﬁzkﬁv) ket )-

For simplicity, we let mg = m * fy. \]Xfe fix ¢ > 0 such that |[Vmg|s < ¢ and we choose
a control a : [0,7] x P(TY) — R? with supeo,r] IVar|oo < ¢ Then, for (m¢)ost<r the
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corresponding a-controlled trajectory and for (u;)o<i<r being defined as in the statement of
Lemma 8] 1, is a probability measure for ¢ € [0, ex] and

dWl(mtaut) < 77Nt7 te [07 6]\7]7
where, throughout the proof, (ex)n=1 and (nn)n=1 denote generic positive-valued sequences
that tend to 0 and whose choices only depend on the value of ¢. Since V is time-space Lipschitz
continuous (when P(T4) is equipped with dyy, ), we obtain
[V (¢, me) = V(t, )| < Crnt. (39)

Using the fact that the restriction of V' is differentiable at (0,mg) together with the fact that
(pt)ost<ey takes values in Py, we get, for t € [0, en],

V(t, ) = V(0,mo) + &,V (0,mo) + Y| 5xV(0,m0) (Af — @) + on(2),
]{IEFN

= V(O,mo) +to,V 0 mo Z 8 kV 0 mo (Ak —T?ng) + ON(t),
kEFN

(40)

where we used (B8] to pass from the first to the second line. In the above notation, the bound
in the Landau symbol on(:) may depend on N (as the differentiation is performed in finite-
dimension). Next, we notice that, for k € Fy,

d .

dtmt = 212 |k|Pmk + 127Tf k- ai(x)eg(z)dm(z)
d

; (41)
— o2 |kPmk + 127Tf k- oy (2)eg(x)mo(z)dz + Oy (£/2),
Td

where we used in the second line the obvious fact that |m; — moll2 < Cv/t. The latter follows
from the reformulation of the Fokker-Planck equation (I6]) in a non-divergence form, namely

ormyi(x) + ap(z) - Vomy(x) — %Axmt(x) + divg (o) (2)mu(x) =0, te[0,T], z€ T

Since supefo. 17 [Vauloo < ¢ and [Vmglo < ¢, standard Schauder’s estimates guarantee that
the solution to the above equation is Lipschitz continuous in space and 1/2-Hélder continuous
in time, which proves the announced estimate for |jm; — mg|z.

Therefore, inserting (41l) into ([@0), we obtain

V(t, ) = V(0,mo) + t0,V(0,mo) — 20 > 05V (0,m0)| k[

]{IEFN
t
+ i27rf f ( Z kaﬁLkV(O,mo)ek(fE)> ~as(x)mo(x)dzds + on (t).
0 JT¢ kGFN
Let now
vV(z) =12 Y] képV(0,mo)er(z) € RY. (42)
kGFN

Then, combining with ([B89), we obtain, for ¢t € [0, en],

V(t, mt) — (V(O, m(]) + t&tV(O, mo) — 272 Z é’,ﬁk V(O, m0)|k|2ﬁ1’5
kEFN (43)

+ f: ﬁrd vV (z) - Oés(x)mo(x)dxd‘f) ‘ < Onnt + on(t).

Importantly, we recall from Lemma that vV(z) = i27 DkeFy kg Fep (), where ug is the
initial value of the backward component of any solution to the MFG system (Bl) that mini-
mizes Jget (With my as initial condition). Proposition 2] says that there exists a constant C,
independent of N, such that [v"[s < C. As a consequence, if we let

= Z aFe_i(z), (44)

kEFN
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then we can easily replace ay by )" in ([@3). Indeed, from the assumption |V, o]0 < ¢, we
deduce (see for instance (B5)) that the sequence (|@F|)zcza is square-integrable, uniformly in
satisfying |Vzai|o < c.

Second Step. Using the same notation as in the first step, we now consider the cost

Taet(a) = f: (F(ms) + fw Lz, as<x))ms(dx)) ds + V(t,my).

By recalling (@3] together with the fact that |m; — mg|2 < CtY2 and by using the quadratic
growth of L, we obtain

jd?éi(a) - <V(0,m0) + tF(mo) + t&tV(O,mo) — 1272 Z 6mkV(0,m0)|k|2ﬁ1§
]{IEFN

< Cnnt + on(t).

+ f [ Ld oV (@) - (@)mo(x)da + Ld Lz, ozs(x))mo(x)dm] ds)

0
We now use the local Lipschitz property of L with respect to the control parameter. And,
once again, we use the fact that the sequence (|@f|)yeza is square-integrable, uniformly in oy
satisfying |Vzaillo < c. We get

Tt (a) — (V(O,mo)+tF(m0)+t8tV(0,mo)—t2772 Z 0V (0, mp) || >k
]{IEFN

+ L t UW oM (2) - o (z)mo(z)dz + Ld L(z,a (x))mo(x)dx} ds)‘ < Ot + on (1)

Third step. We now make use of the dynamic programming principle (2II), which says that
0,t
V(0,mg) = Ty (),

if a is an optimal strategy of the MFCP. We thus consider a solution to the MFG system ([l)
that minimizes the MFCP (see Proposition [Z6]). We call it (my, ut)o<i<r (With mg as initial
condition) and we choose a¢(r) = —0,H (z, Vyui(z)). By Proposition LT} supefo 1 [Vai[oo < ¢
for a constant ¢’ only depending on the various data in the assumption stated in Subsection
21 Invoking Lemma again, using the same notations as in (@2 and ([#4l), using the Lips-
chitz property of d,H with respect to the variable p and the bound for | V2ug| provided by
Proposition 1], we then have

(Ld|aé\7(l«) + 0pH (z, vN(x)) |2d$) 1/2

( Td\aév (z) — ao<x)\2dx> v + (ﬁr

< Td|0‘f)v(x) - 040(3:)|2dx) e + C<Ld|vmu0(x) _ UN(x)|2d$>
< Onn.

A

5 N\ 1/2
OpH (2, Vgug(z)) — 0pH (, vN(x))‘ dw)

1/2

N

Using time-continuity of V,u; (see again Proposition [21]), invoking once again the local-
Lipschitz property of L and inserting (@) into the conclusion of the second step, we obtain

t
‘tF(mo) + 0,V (0,mg) — 272 Z 0 V (0, m0) | K|l — f f H (z,v™ (z))mo(z)dzds
keFn 0 JT¢
< C77Nt + ON(t)’

which yields, by dividing by ¢, [86]) at point (0,mg). Obviously, we can proceed in a similar
manner when the initial time is some t € (0, 7] (it is easily checked that the sequences (ex)n>1
and (nny)n=1 do not depend on the choice of the initial condition, as we prescribed in the first
step of the proof).
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Fourth Step. We now prove the second part of the statement. The proof relies on Remark
47 Combined with Theorem B0 it says that, for any ¢ € [0,7] (replacing 0 by ¢ in Remark
A7) and, for almost every m € P(T?), the optimal trajectories issued from (¢,m) satisfy the
MFG system (@) with a prescribed initial value for the backward equation (since the Fourier
coefficients are uniquely determined). By [14] Proposition 2.1], uniqueness follows at such points
(t,m). O

4.4. Proof of the auxiliary lemmas.

Proof of Lemma[4.6] Following the statement, we fix N > 1 and we take a point m € Py
such that the restriction of V(0,-) to Oy is differentiable at (M¥),_,+. Moreover, we call
N
(my, ug)o<t<r @ solution to the MFG system that minimizes Jget-
The proof then relies on the principle of super-jets. We know that for another point m’ € Py,

V(0,m) < LT (F(mg) + de L<m, —0pH (z, Vggut(x)))dmg(x))dt + G(mhp),

for (m})o<t<r the solution of the Fokker-Planck equation
. 1
ormj(z) — dlv(ﬁpH(:U, Vau(z)) mg(x)) - §Am2(az) =0, (45)

with mg, = m’ as initial condition.
In turn,
T

V(0,m') — V(0,m) < L (F(m;) ~ F(my) + fRdL(x,8pH(az,V$ut(m)))d(m£ - mt)(x)>dt

+ G(mp) — G(mr),
And then, thanks to the fact that F and G have Lipschitz continuous derivatives,
V(Oa ’I’)’L/) - V(Oa ’I’I’L)

< [ E it~ mi) + [ |2 ~0p . Vo) Yl = o))

" f %G () )d(mly — mr) () + C sup [ 1t = et P
0 Td

om 0<t<T

Using the stability properties of the linear equation (@), the last term is less than C §r., |m/(y) —
m(y)|?dy (for a new value of C), where we notice that m and m’ have a finite number of non-zero
Fourier coefficients and thus have a smooth density.

We now replace [0G/ém](mr)(y) by g(y, mr) = ur(y) and [6F/dm](m)(y) by f(y,m) and
we use the MFG system () and the probabilistic representation (I0). We get

V(0,m") = V(0,m) < de up(y)d(m' —m)(y) + C er Img(y) — mo(y)|*dy. (46)
We deduce that for (fk)keF; c CIFxNI

Yt Vmpt < D a .

keFn\{0} keFn\{0}

(Above, it is implicitly understood that 7* = 7?_’“) And we should have equality by changing
r into —r. This is sufficient to identify the real and imaginary parts of g, V(m) and rk
(consistently with the definition (30)). This completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma[].8 We observe that i = 1, hence p; has mass 1 for any ¢ € [0,7]. However,
¢ may become negative valued for ¢t away from 0. In order to prove that u; stays positive for ¢
close to 0, recall the equation (I6]) satisfied by (my)o<t<. Since the initial condition is Lipschitz
continuous and bounded (as it is a density) and since the drift « therein is also Lipschitz
continuous in space, we can invoke standard estimates for parabolic equations to deduce that
the function (¢, x) — my(x) is 1/2-Hoélder continuous in time and Lipschitz continuous in space
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on [0,T] x T%, for some Holder and Lipschitz constants only depending on ¢. In particular, we
can find ey(c) > 0 only depending on ¢ and N, such that

~k o~k ¢
Z g — g | < 5

]{IEFN

if ¢ € [0,en(c)]. And then, replacing M} by fif and recalling that mf§ = 0 if k ¢ Fyy,

c
sup‘,ut(m) — mo(ac)‘ < o
xeTd
which shows that p is positive (and thus is a probability measure) if ¢ € [0, ex(c)] (since mg is
lower bounded by ¢).

Next, we consider a test function h that is 1-Lipschitz continuous. Then, for ¢ € [0, en(c)],

J h(x)d(mt - ut)(ac) = J (h(m) —h = fN(x))d(mt - ut)(x),
']Td

’]I‘d

— k
where we used the fact that h* fy = 0if k ¢ Fy and T?Lf = ﬁf if k € Fy. Now, since h is
1-Lipschitz, there exists a sequence (ny)ny=1 converging to 0 (and independent of h in the class
of 1-Lipschitz continuous functions) such that ||h — h * fx| e < ny. We deduce that

dw, (me, ) < 1 ( [ o) - m(az)izdm) " nN( v ymff)m. (47)

kEFN
Now, we compute the dynamics of mf for k ¢ Fy. By integrating (I6) with respect to ey, we
get

k
mf = 272 |k|>mk — div(oymy) .

Sl

Letting for simplicity §8; = div(atmt), we obtain, for k ¢ Fy (using the fact that m§ = 0),
k ' ok
] < | 1Bas

Recalling that «y and m; are Lipschitz continuous in space (uniformly in ¢), we deduce that
there exists a constant C'(c) such that

> B < Cle).

kez4
Inserting in (47), we get tnn+/C(c) as upper bound for dyy, (my, ). O

Proof of Lemma[4.9 We first prove that V' is Lipschitz in space with respect to d_,. Without
any loss of generality, we can prove the Lipschitz property at time ¢ = 0.
By () in the proof of Lemma L6, we know that, for any two m,m’ € Py, for some N > 1,

V(0,m") =V (0,m) < f uo(y)d(m' —m)(y) + C | |m/(y) — m(y)[*dy,
Td Td

where (my, ut)o<i<r is a solution of the MFG system (B]) that minimizes Jget. By Proposition
2.6 the function g is C? and we have a bound for |V?ug|l, that only depends on the data in
the assumption stated in Subsection 2.1l Therefore,

V(0,m') —V(0,m) < Cd_a(m',m)+C » Im/(y) — m(y)|2dy,

with C being independent of m and m/.
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By choosing iteratively (m,m’) as (m;,m;11) with m; = (1 —i/n)m + (i/n)m/, for i €
{0,--- ,n — 1} and for an integer n > 1, we get

-

~
Il
—

V(0,m') = V(0,m) < . [V(0,ms1) — V(0,m;)]

)
7=

Clafmisr,ms) +C Y [ miss(a) = mily) Py
1 i=1

=c¢xwmw+9f\wwwﬂmw%y
']Td

n

<.
Il

Letting n tend to oo, we get
V(0,m") — V(0,m) < Cd_a(m',m).

The above is true when m and m’ are in Py. For any two general m and m/, we can apply the
above to m * fy and m’ * fr. We then observe that

d_o(m' = fy,m = fy) = sup (z)(m' = fnv — m = fn)(2)d
$eC2:| V24| <1 JT
= [ @ e s @l —m)@)

$eC?:| V201 JT?
< d_o(m',m).

In the end, we have

V(0,m = f§) — V(0,m = fy) < Cd_o(m’,m).
By Proposition 2.5, V' is continuous for the 1-Wasserstein distance. We can easily pass to the
limit in the left-hand side and then get that V (0, -) is C-Lipschitz continuous for d_5. The same
argument can be applied at any time ¢ € (0,77].

It now remains to prove that V is Lipschitz continuous in time. In order to do so, we use the
dynamic programming principle as follows. Using the d_o-Lipschitz property in space, we know
that, for any ¢ € (0,7'] and an optimal control (as)o<s<t (regarded as a bounded time-space
feedback function),

’V(t,mt) —V(t,mp)| < Cd_o(my, mg)

where (mg)o<s<t solves (I6]) with mg as initial condition.
Now, using the form of the Fokker-Planck equation, we get

d_o(mg, mp) = sup ¢(x)d(me — mo)(z) < Ct,
$eC?:| V2| o<1 JT
for a constant C' that depends on |al«, but, by Proposition [26] the latter can be assumed to
be bounded independently of the initial condition my.
It then remains to see from the dynamic programming principle that (for a possibly new
value of C)
[V (t,my) — V(0,m0)| < Ct.

This completes the proof. O

4.5. Mollification of d_s-Lipschitz continuous and semi-concave generalized solu-
tions. The aim of this subsection is to show that, provided that they are d_s-Lipschitz con-
tinuous and semi-concave (in space), generalized solutions can be mollified into functions that
‘nearly’ solve the original HJB equation on the whole space (and not only almost everywhere).
This is a key result to obtain uniqueness of d_s-Lipschitz continuous and semi-concave gener-
alized solutions.

For W a generalized solution of the HJB equation and for the same parameters N, € and p
as in Definition B3], we call the corresponding mollification W:¥* (which implicitly depends
on p, as emphasized in Definition BI3]). We start with the following observation:
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Proposition 4.10. If W : [0,T] x P(T?%) — R is d_o-Lipschitz continuous in space, uniformly
in time, then there exists a constant C such that, for any N > 1,

sup 696( Z 6,71;@W(t,m)ek(x)>’ <C,

zeT? keFn\{0}

sup 8§x[< Z 8mkW(t,m)ek> * fN](x) < C,
weT? keFa\{0}

at any point (t,m) € [0,T] x Py at which the restriction WN/N(t, ) of W(t,-) to On is differen-
tiable. Moreover, at those points,

D KMo W (t,m))? < C.
]CGFN

Proof. We recall that Oy is an open subset of R2FN, Therefore, for a point (t,m) € [0,T] x Py
of differentiability of WN/N, we can choose ¢ € (0,1) small enough such that, for any (7%),c Fy\{0}
with 7% = 7% and ZkeFN\{O} 7512 < 1, (mF + 5?k)keFN\{0} € Pn. By the d_o-Lipschitz property
of W, we obtain

d

o ~k | ok ok o~k
%|e=0WN (t, (m + er )keFN\{O}) <C sup o,

[V2¢[0<1 ke Fn\{0}

for a constant C' only depending on the d_s-Lipschitz constant of W in space and whose value
is allowed to vary from line to line. And then,

Y oW (t,m) <C  sup gk,
keFx\{0} IV28lloo <1 e\ {0}

Obviously, we can relax the condition > 3¢ m 1 (o) |7%|2 < 1 in the above inequality (as it is linear).

In other words, the above holds true for any (?k)kepN\{o} with 7% = 7% for k € Fy\{0}. In
particular, we can replace (?k)keFN\{O} by (quq/';'\k)keFN\{O}, for some ¢,q' € {1,--- ,d}, from
which we get

M kgkgPr oW (tm) <C sup > W (kkgd ). (48)
keFr\{0} IV2@le0<1 ke g\ {0}
The argument appearing in the supremum in the right-hand side can be rewritten (up to a
multiplicative constant) ., r(:ﬂ)@%qm ,O(x)dz with r(z) = X ep\ o) #*e_r(x). Since the test
q

function ¢ satisfies |[V2¢], < 1, we get in the end

D1 kgkg P os W (t,m) < C | |r(x)|da. (49)
ke Fx\{0} T4

This yields
f r(z)02 . ,< Z ﬁmkW(t,m)ek(:c))dx < Cj |r(z)|dz. (50)
Td ~q Td
k‘EFN\{O}

We now use (B0) in order to derive the last two claims in the statement. In order to prove
the second claim, we choose r(z) = (s * fy)(x) in (B0), for an arbitrary function s : T¢ — R
satisfying §pa |s(x)|dz < 0o. Since fy is even, we get

de s(m)&%qmq,( DT Op Wt mey, fN(x)) du

k‘EFN\{O}

Ir(2)|dz < C f 15(2)d,

Td

_ Ldr(x)agqxq( D 6ﬁkW(t,m)ek(x))dm<C f

keFx\{0} T4

which is exactly the second claim.
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As for the last claim in the statement, it also follows from (B0), by choosing therein r(z) =
210, Do) O W (8 m)en(a))

It then remains to derive the first claim in the statement. To do so, we rewrite [@8)—(@J) in
the following manner. Instead of using (quq/';'\k)keFN\{O} in ([48)), we just use (k’q?k)keFN\{o}, for
some ¢ € {1,--- ,d}. Then, for r(z) = X 1cp\ (o) 7 e_1(z), we reformulate (@) as

de r(ﬂ:)é’mq< Z 5mkW(t,m)ek(az)>dx <C sup de r(2) 0z, d(x)dz.

keFy\{0} [V2¢lwo<1

If we now take a square integrable function s : T — R and apply the above inequality to
r(x) = sy(z), with sy(z) = Yyep, S e—r(z) being the (cubic) Fourier sum of order N at z,
then

Lds(m)axq< > aﬁkW(t,m)ek(m)>dm=desN(x)8$q< D amkW(t,m)ek(m)>dx

keFn\{0} keFn\{0}

< C sup J SN (2) 0z, (7)dz
[V2¢llo<1 JT4

= s | s@)] 0]yl
IV2¢]oo<1 JT4

with [04,0In (2) = Dkery @ke_k(x). Here, a d-dimensional version of Dini theorem (see [42),

Section 3], [67, Corollary 2.1.2] or [2, Chapter 1, &2.2]) asserts that | [0, ¢]n — 0z, ¢] converges

to 0 as N tends to oo, uniformly in ¢ satisfying |V2¢|. < 1. As a result, we write the above

bound as

Ld“"@)%( ) %kW@m)ek(x))dxgc |s(2)|d.

ke Fx\{0} T4

By an obvious density argument, we can easily pass from s € L?(T%) to s € LY(T¢) in this
inequality. This proves the first claim in the statement. O

We then have our main mollification result:

Proposition 4.11. Let W be a generalized solution of the HJB equation that is d_o-Lipschitz
continuous and semi-concave in space, uniformly in time. For any ¢ > 1, there exist two
families (NN )N (of positive reals) and (RNP)n .., (of compactly supported bounded functions
from [0, T] x CIFX! into R, with the support and the bound depending on N and & and not on p
and t) such that, for almost every t € [0,T], for any m € P(T?) with |[Vm|yx < ¢ and m > 1/c,

QN ) — [ (0,050 ) ) dm = ) o)

1
+ 3 f Trace [8$8MWN’€’p(t, m)(m)]dm(m) + FN’S’p(m)‘ <NNe + RN:EP <t, (mk)keF;»
Td

with lim(y oy, (0,0) IN,e = 0, and, for any t,N, e fized,
: N,e,p ~ k ~k1 [k _
[ )] © (o178, 1) o
ey

Above, the convergence p — &g is understood as the weak convergence of p to &y, the Dirac point
mass at 0 (in R?).

The reader will notice the difference between Definition 1] and Proposition EITt not only
the main inequality in Proposition .11l is stated everywhere in space, but also the derivatives
are derivatives on the space of probability measures (as opposed to the derivatives in Definition
41l which are just finite dimensional). This is more consistent with the original formulation of
the HIB equation, see (22)). See also Remark 3] for a related comment.
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Proof. Throughout the proof, the constant ¢ > 1 is kept fixed. We recall the following notation
from Definition I} An(c) = [0,T] x Bn(c) with By(c) := Py n B(c) and B(c) := {m :
sup,erd |Vm(x)| < e, inf,cpa m(z) = 1/c}.

First Step. From the Definition [A1] of a generalized solution, there exists a full subset A ~n(e)
of An(c) (for the image of the Lebesgue measure by the mapping (¢, (M*)kery ) € [0,T] x On —
(t, N ((M*)rery ), see Proposition B8) such that

oW (t,m = fn) — ﬁrd H(y,i2ﬂ' Z kOzr W (t,m = fN)ek(y)>d(m x In)(y)

kEFN

~k
Y 2R k20 Wt f) T +F<m*fN>\ < nn ()
kEFN

when (t,m * fx) € Ay(c). Above, we specified the dependence of the sequence (ny)n=1 upon
the constant ¢ by writing (nn(¢))n>1-

Fix now m € B(c), that is m € P(T4) with |[Vm|e < ¢ and m > 1/c. Fix also t € [0,T] such
that {m/ : (t,m’) € Ax(2¢)} is a full subset of (Py ~{m’ : sup,cpa |[Vm/(z)] < 2¢, inf,cpa m/(z) >
1/(2¢)}): by Fubini’s theorem, the set of such ¢’s is a full subset of [0,7]. By definition of dy .
(which we merely denote by 0 in the rest of the proof) in Definition BI2], we observe that, for
r= ("), Fi such that |#*| < 6, the probability measure m>*(r) (as given by Definition B3]

satisfies HVmNe( o < 2¢ and m™#(r) = 1/(2¢) for £ small enough (independently of N).

Therefore, (t,m"¢(r) = fn) belongs to Ayx(2c). Since the image of the Lebesgue measure by

the mapping (7) ket m™Ne(r) * fx € Py is obviously absolutely-continuous, we deduce that
N

(t,mN=(r) = fn) € An(2¢), for almost every (7 ) ke F satisfying |7*| < 6 for all k € F};. Hence,

we get, for almost every (7%), ..+,
N

8tW(t,mN’6(r) * fN) — fqrd H(y,i%r Z kafﬂkW(t,mN’a(T) * fN)ek(y))d(mN’a(r) * fN)(y)

kEFN

— 3 2m? k20 W (t,m ™= (r) + fN)mm)’“ﬁVk + F(m™e(r) « fN)‘ < v (20). (51)
keFn

Second Step. The conclusion (BI]) of the first step right above holds true for almost every
€ [0,T7], for any m € B(c), and for almost every (7 )k€F+ satisfying [7*| < § for all k € Fy.
Therefore, integrating (BII) over %[?k],%[’\k])kel,+ with respect to Bperst P and recalling

Corollary (for the existence of the time- derlvatlve below), we obtain, for almost every
t € [0,T] and for any m € B(c),

W™ et m) + PN (m) — TS0 (2, m) — T3 (1, m)| < nv(20), (52)
with
T (¢ m)
g [ (e 3 ko a5« f)en( a0 « 1)}
RN Td
kGFN
X H p(?j) ® dri,
jeFry: JEFy
and

T, (8 m) == ) 2w2|k|2<f - Ot W (£, ™= (r) x iy )ymAe(r ]_[ p(P) & dﬂ)fN-

keFy jeFy jeFy;
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We recall from Proposition B.I4 (see also Corollary B.16) that, for any (t,m) € [0,T] x Bn(c),

5 N,e,
L )
_ (1@] 2 (G Yo = f)er) = @) TT o) @ dif
RIFNI, A o) jer jeFyE (53)
= (1 —€)f 2lF ] Z [amkW(t7mN75(r) *fN)f]]zfek(.%')] H p(q/"\j) ® d?j,
BTN e {0} jeF;: jeFy,

where we used on the last line the fact that ex = fy(z) = ek(x)f];k = ep(z )fN We deduce that

5WN7€7p -k rk N.e /\j A]
S ) = =D | 8 W (™ ) e ) [ o) @ a5
jeF JeFy
for k € Fy.

Third Step. The main difficulty of the proof is to handle TlN “P(t,m). The goal is to identify
it with the second term in the main inequality of the statement. In order to do so, we first
observe that this latter term can be rewritten as

|, H (a5t m)w) dlm ) )
Td

I
N,e,
[ (e B ) et ) 1) (55)
keFn
:j H(y,12771—€ Z kaf2F+ aﬁkW(t,mNe( fN er(y Hpr] ®dr1)
- keFN o ]€F+ ]€F+

x d(m = fn)(y),

which prompts us to let

Tév’e’p(t,m) = f H(y,i27r
Td

Z kfzpj\g ﬁmkW(t,mN‘E( * fn)er(y 1_[ P r] ) &) di

keFy YR jEFY JeF )
X d(m * fN)(y)

(Pay attention that there is no 1 — e and no ﬁ“\, inside H in the above right-hand side.) By the
local Lipschitz property of H, we can find a constant C, only depending on the parameters in
the assumptions, such that

er H(y’ oW (2, m)(y))d(m s+ In)(y) — Ty (¢, m)’
sCUTd{ Z kaf2 +|am‘“W(t mNE( fN er(y H p 7” ® dr

keFy jeFy: jery;
1/2
Z kj et Op W (t,m™=(r) % fn)ex(y H p(7) & drj} (m*fN)(y)]
keFn EF+ ]EF+

§ UT 2, (@ —€>ff’“v—1>’ffR2.F;.%kW(t,mN’€<r> s fn)er(y) ] o) & di

kel jeF;: jeF;

1/2
X d(m * fN) (y)] .
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We now show that the term on the last two lines above tends to 0 as (IV,e) tends to 0. The
same strategy would permit to show that the term on the first two lines of the right-hand side is
bounded by a constant C'(¢) depending on the parameters in the assumptions and on the value
of c¢. In order to proceed, we observe that m and m = fy are bounded by ¢+ 1 since m € By(c).
Therefore, allowing the constant C' to depend on ¢ and thus writing C'(c) instead of C, we get

f 2 ((1—€)f1’“v—1)kf”+lamkw(t,vaf( sfn)e) [ p(P) @ er
e keby e ]€F+ j€F+

x d(m = fn)(y)
(™)« i) TT o) @ divy.

. .
]EF; JEFy

201 _ N\ Fk 112

We now use the following three facts: First, |f]kv| < 1; Second, ﬁ“v tends to 1 when N tends to o
and k is fixed; Third, Proposition EEI0 gives a bound for the series > _ya [k|*|05 W (t, m™ = (r) =
fn))? (at points where the derivatives exist). Then, for a fixed integer Np, we can separate the
sum in the above right-hand side depending whether |k| < Ny or |k| > Ny. For |k| < Ny, we
can easily use the fact that (1 — 6)}7“\, tends to 1 as (N, ¢) tends to (c0,0). For |k| = Np, we can
easily bound |k|? by |k|*/NZ. All in all, this proves that the right-hand side tends to 0 as (N, ¢)
tends to (0,0). We finally have

jw H (g, W=7t m) (y) ) d(m + ) (9) = T2, m>\ < nve(e), (56)

where 1y (c) is a generic notation for a sequence that may depend on ¢ (but not on (¢, m)) and
that tends to 0 as (NN, ¢) tends to (o0, 0).

Fourth Step. We now let

Yl (t,m)

;:f U”+|H<y,12w 3 k@mkW(t,mN’e(T)*fN)ek(y)> [1r(7) & d (57)
Té WRTN keFy jeF;; jeFy
_H<y,127rf Z ks W (t, m™VE (1) « fn)er(y 1_[ p 7’3 ) &) dr])} (m = fn)(y).

JEF jEFy

Using the notation introduced in the third step, this is also equal to
PNEP(t m) ::f {f 2|F+H<y,i27r Z kg W (t,m™N=(r) = fn)ex(y ) 1_[ p(7) & dr]}
Td LJR™TN keFy jeF jeFy;
x d(m = fn)(y)
N7 K
— T3P (t,m).

By convexity of the Hamiltonian, 1)™*(t,m) is obviously non-negative. Moreover, in (57)), we
can regard each 8mk W (t,m™<(0) = fy) as a (almost-everywhere well-defined) function of vectors

(mk), . Fi € CIFN! ~ R2FY! such that (mkﬁv)kEFJr € On: in order to clarify the notation, we
N
write it in the form SN<* (¢, (m/ )jeF;)’ with V5% (t,.) being seen as an element of L® (]R2|FJ¢|)

that is equal to 0 at vectors ("), ..+ such that (T?Lkﬁkv)keer ¢ On. Then, we rewrite (57)) in
N N
the form

Nt m) (58)

- Z Ld{jﬂvwﬁ H(y,i27r Z i (t’ ( +W)J’€F§)ek(y)> 1_[ o) & dF

LeFN\{0} keFy jeFy JeF
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N (g 5 K (1) e Jr) [T o) © ) i Fye-aw)a

jeFy JEFy
Notice that we expanded the convolution product m # fy in Fourier coefficients. This is a
way to emphasize the fact that ™=P(t,-) can be here regarded as a real-valued function
on R2FX| To make the identification clear, we can denote the right-hand side in the above
equality by yN=P(t, (ﬁzj)jeer) with ¢N57p( ) R2FN| — R. We then have YpNEP(t,m) =
N
pNEP (L, (M) jer+)- We now make the following observation. If p(77)dr7 were formally set equal
N

to 8o(di?) and if BNV5* were continuous in the second argument, the term on the right-hand
side would be equal to 0, hence leaving us with

PN (¢ (mj)jep;) — 0, (mj)jeFI¢ e RFNI,

where the symbol §g in the left-hand side is for the Dirac mass at 0 and is to indicate that p = dg.
In turn, if BV5F were continuous in the second argument, the right-hand side in (58) would

converge to 0 as p tends to dy. Obviously, BN =k is not continuous in our setting. However, by
standard mollification results in finite dimension, we can approximate (for any t) the functions

(BNek(t, ))keF;\; by continuous functions in Ll(RQ‘Flm). For (N,e,k) and t fixed, we can indeed

find a collection of real-valued continuous functions (BN ’e’k’")neN on R2FN! such that
. 2N,k ~ _ ANgekn Jj _
1 [ P 00 cn) =5 (7)) | ® da =0

Since each Y= (¢,-) is bounded and zero outside {(fhj)jeF; € (C‘Fﬁ| ~ R2|Fm : (mjfﬁ)jng €

BN,a,k,n)

On}, we can assume that the functions ( neN are uniformly bounded and are zero outside
a common bounded subset of R2¥~|. Denoting by @N’e’p’”((fhj)jelw) the right-hand side in (58))

when EN €k therein is replaced by BNk and using the local Lipschitz property of H, we deduce

that
Jim ijF; yer (t’ (mj)jeFﬁ) gheen (( )J€F+)‘ ® dif? =0,

the convergence being uniform with respect to p satisfying the prescnptlon of Definitions B.12]
and B.I3l Using the fact that, for each fixed n, 1)™*”" converges to 0 in sup norm as p tends
to dg, we deduce that

I

5 J o

Of course, the rate in the above convergence depends on N and . Importantly, for N and e
fixed, the function ¥*(t,.) is bounded uniformly in p and ¢: this follows from Proposition
AI0 In short, this provides the function RN5” in the statement.

P (t () ]EF*’)’ @ din? = 0. (59)

Fifth Step. By combining the third and fourth steps, we now rewrite (B6) in the following
form:

Ld H(y 0, W= (¢, m)(y)) d(m* fx)(y) + NP (t,m)
_ jRQlFJJ\rf {er H<y, 2w Z k‘&mkW(t, mN@(r) * fN)ek(y)>d(m " fN) (y)}
keFn
H 7“] ® dr?

]€F+ J€F+

(60)

< 77N,6(c)-
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Back to the second step, we can compare the term on the second line with TlN ' introduced in

the second step. The main difference between the two comes from the measure that is used for
integrating in y. Here, it is m * fy, while it is m™?(r) * fy in TlN’e’p. In order to pass from one
term to the other, we recall from the choice of § in Definition [3.12] that

Hm — mN’E(T)HOO < C(e)e,
when r = (?k)k€F1¢ is in the support of ®keF]§ p and for C(c) depending on ¢. Therefore,
[ms fn —m™=(r) « fn], < C(o)e. (61)

By using once again Proposition EI0 in order to bound the L®-norm of the function y
127 > ey KOme W (, m™N¢(r) * fy)exr(y) and by invoking the local Lipschitz property of H, we
have

meF; UT H <y, i2r k;N ks W (£, m™Ne (1) % fN)ek(y)> d(m = fx) (y)}
< 1 o) @ a7

. .t
jEFJ_\‘,— JEFN

_ meF;l{ deH<y,127r D kg W (£, m™e(r) + fN)ek(y))d(mN,a(T) . fN)(y)}

kEFN
X 1_[ p(?j) ® dri

. Tt
]EF; JEFY

< C(c)e.

As we already mentioned, the second term in the left-hand side is nothing but TlN SP(t,m).
Therefore, (60) yields

[ (o222 0, m) 0 o) « S0+ 000 = T )| < ) (62

Sizth Step. We now address the term 7. 2N ©? defined in the second step. We recall

70 m) = 5 ([ 20 W (40 2 1) 0 [ 0) @ ).

keFy jeF3 jeF;

Back to the analysis of T'[m, W] in Subsection 1] we have

1 de[iWN’E’p(t,m)(y)]Am(y)dy = S ko WL, )ik

2 om KeFy
Using Equation (B3]), we get
1 0 Nep
| =W A
5 | LW em) )| Am(u)dy
- (1 —€)JQ|F+< D7 2w k20, W (£, m™ 4 (r) *fN)fﬁmG> [] r(7) & di.
R™ N \keFy jeF JEFY

We then proceed as in the second step in order to remove the product (1 — ¢) J?]kv from the
summand in the right-hand side. In short, we observe that the family of Fourier coefficients
(7M*)y, is square-integrable, uniformly in m € B(c) (see (35)). Moreover, by Proposition EI0,
the sum >, o k40,50 W (t, mN5(r) % fx)|? is finite, uniformly in N, &, m and r. Therefore,
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we deduce that (as before, for any t € [0,T'] and any m € B(c))

‘ % f’ﬂ‘d [iWN’&p(t? m) (y)] Am(y)dy

om
2712 N, ~ k
+(1—¢) JR2F$|< Z 277 |k| 8,711@W(t,m “(r) *fN)m ) H (7“]) ®+ drl < nne(e),
keFn ]GFIJ\; ]EF
which gives
3 | e m | am)dy
2 om
+JR2F;|< Z 2772|k|26771kW(t,mN’5( ) * fN mN6 ) 1_[ P 7’] ® dri < nne(c).
keF'n _]EF+ ]eF+
Recall now that, from our choice of . in Definition B.12],
9 N k — k
D [kPmNe(0) —mNe(r) | <,
k‘E|FN‘
when (Fk)kep; is in the support of ®k€F§ p. We deduce that
L Trace[a,a,w et dy + Ty =P (t
5 |, Trace[ 2,00t m) ) |miy)dy + T3 (1, m)
1 6 ]\[€ P N7€,p
=I5 ) L5 7o m @) | AmGy)dy + T 1) | < (o)
Together with (52)), (59) and (60]), this completes the proof. O

4.6. Uniqueness of Lipschitz, semi-concave admissible generalized solutions. Here is
now the main statement of this section:

Theorem 4.12. There is a unique generalized solution to the HJIB equation ([22)) that is d_o-
Lipschitz and semi-concave in space uniformly in time.

Proof. Main lines. We use the notation from Definition ], namely Ayx(c) = [0,T] x By(c)
with By (¢) = Pn n B(c) and B(c) := {m : sup,cqa |Vm(z)| < ¢, inf cpa m(z) = 1/c}, for ¢ > 1.

Given two solutions V; and V; of (22]) that are d_s-Lipschitz and semi-concave in space,
uniformly in time, we let

DHY (8, m)(x) = 6pH<x, AL VNS (4 m) () + (1 — )\)é’ﬂVQN’E’p(t,m)(x)),
63
DHNEP(t, m)(x) := 1 D?—[iv’e’p(t,m)(x)d)\. )

For any ¢ > 1, there exist two families (nn¢)ne and (RV5*)y ., as in Proposition {11 such
that, for almost every t € [0,T], for any m € B(c),

(VN V) o) + 5 |

Trace[& o (V4 viver VQN’s’p)(t,m)(x)]dm(x)
Td

= |, DHEm) @) - 3, (VI =15 (6 m) @) (m x fiv) ()

< e + RV (t’ (mk)keF;)'

The very idea of the proof is to consider the characteristics associated with the differential
operator appearing in the left-hand side. Strictly speaking, this should be a (non-linear) Fokker-
Planck equation driven by the field (t,m,x) — DHN=P(t,m)(x). However, this is not what we
use next. Because of our definition of a generalized solution, which is based on a truncation of

(64)
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the Fourier expansion of the measure argument m, we switch to ‘approximate characteristics’,
given by the Fokker-Planck equation:

Opmy(x) — div(DHN’E’p(t,mt)(x)(mt * fN)(x)> - %Amt(x) =0, (65)

with an initial condition mg such that mk = 0 for |k| > N, for some integer N, and mqo > 1/c
for some ¢ > 1. Importantly, the Fokker-Planck equation has a solution that is a probability
measure for N large enough (whilst the total mass is obviously preserved by the dynamics, the
sign may not be). Even more, we can find a constant ¢/ > 1 (depending on ¢) such that, for
N large enough, the solution (my)o<i<7 is lower bounded by 1/¢’ and its gradient (in space)
is bounded by ¢, see Theorem The thrust of (63]) is that the equation satisfied by the
Fourier coefficients (Mm}), Fi is closed (meaning that it does not depend on the higher Fourier

modes (7m}) REE ): intuitively, equation (G3) is ‘almost’ a finite dimensional dimensional ordinary
differential equation.

Once (63)) has been solved, we want to plug (m)o<t<7 into (64]) and then expand ((VlN’s’p -
VQN’E"))(t7 m¢))o<t<r- The very main point of the proof is then to show that, whenever N and
¢ are fixed, the remainder

(R (¢, (3])jeres)) v (66)
tends to 0 when p tends to the Dirac mass dy (compare if needed with the statement of Propo-
sition [L1T]). This is however a challenging fact because (my)o<t<7 itself depends on p (although
the notation does not make it clear). And, even more, the reader must recall that, although
RN57 is known to tend to 0 as p tends to &y (when N and e are fixed), the convergence just
holds true in L' (once again, we refer to the statement of Proposition EETT)). Some work is thus
needed to adapt the result of Proposition EIT] to (G6)).

Roughly speaking, the idea is to prove that the flow generated by the Fokker-Planck equation
([65]) cannot accumulate mass: If, instead of mg, the initial condition of (63]) is taken as a small
random perturbation of mg in By(c), with the perturbation having a bounded density with

respect to the Lebesgue measure on R2FN! then the law of (M), p+ with respect to the
N

Lebesgue measure on R2¥. ~! also has a bounded density, the bound depending on NV and ¢, but
not on ¢ and p. This claim is stated in the form of Lemma T3] below, which we use in the rest
of this proof and which we prove separately.

Application. Following our plan, we take an initial condition mgy € By(c). For (7’*"?)1,&1;4r €
N

R2‘Fl¢|, we let mg(r) be the element of Py defined by:

——k [ mf+7", ke Fy\{0},
molr) "{ 0 k¢ Fy,
with the usual convention that 7% = 7%, If we choose (7%),e Fy\{o} such that
1
> < 5 (67)
keFn\ {0}

then mg(r) € By(2c) and we can still solve the Fokker-Planck equation (65]) with mg(r) as
initial condition provided that N > N, for some threshold N. only depending on ¢, on the
regularity properties of H in the variables z and p and on the d_s-Lipschitz constant of Vi and
Vs, see Theorem [6.15]in the appendix. We call the solution (my(r))o<t<r: Theorem [6.15] asserts
that (m(r))o<t<r forms a flow of probability measures. Even more, Theorem also says
that there exists ¢ > 1, independent of N, € and p (but depending on c¢), such that each my(r)
belongs to B(¢).

We now expand ((VlN’s’p - VQN’E”) )(t,mi(7)))o<t<T by means of the chain rule for real-valued
functions defined on [0, 7] x P(T%). Although this chain rule is well documented (see for instance

[25, Chapter 5]), it here requires a modicum of care since the time derivative of (V¥ —V;V=*)
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is just known to exist for almost every t, for all m, see Corollary The proof is as follows.
If (VN ©P VQN’E”)) were smooth, then [25] Chapter 5] would yield

(V50 VN (T () = [0 = VY] 0,ma(r)

T
*L {@[VNW Va ] (8 ma(r) o
= | DR ma(r) (@) - 6, [5T5 = Vo ] (8 ma(r)) @) [me ()] )

+ % er Trace[(? 0 [ yNep VQN,s,P] (75,mt(r))(x)]d[mt(r)](x)}dt,

Under our assumption, we can apply the above chain rule to a mollified version of (VN P

V=), for instance Sel (VNP — VV=P)(t — s,m)c(s)ds, for a smooth compactly supported
density ¢ on R. The most difficult term to handle in the resulting form of (68)) is

f f ViV — VRSP (= s mu(r)) s (s)dsdt.

By Corollary B.I6] for almost every ¢ € [0,T], the function (t,m) — &,[V;"=F — V;V=*](t, m)
is continuous in m, with a modulus of continuity independent of ¢. Therefore we can easily
approximate the argument my(r) appearing in the integrand by Zfil L,y 4, (#)my, (r) for a
finite subdivision tg =0 <t < --- <t, =T of [0,T] with an arbitrarily small step. Using this
approximation, it is pretty easy to prove that

T T
f f 0% [VlN’E’p — VQN’E”’] (t — s, mt(r))g(s)dsdt — f O [VlN’a’p — VQN’E”’] (t, mt(r))g(s)dt,
0o Jr 0

as ¢ tends to dp in the weak sense. As a corollary, we deduce that (68 holds true under the
standing assumption. Since VlN’E’p and VQN’E”) coincide at time 7', we deduce from (64]) that

T — k
(5 = VY5) (0,mo(r) | < e + fo RN (8, ({me()} ) ey )t

For pg a kernel similar to p, with a radius (compare if needed with Definition 312} the choice
of the radius being here adapted to the constraint (67))) less than 1/(2¢vV/dN|Fy|), we obtain

N. N A~
fR2F;| (‘/'1 &P ‘/2 7€7p 0 mo ’ H p(] T'] ® dT']

JEFY JeFY
g —k | |
SN+ j |:JR2|F§ RN’E,p <ta ({mt(r)} )kEF;) H £0 (""J) ® d’l“]]dt.
0 JeF JeFE

Here is now the place where we invoke Lemma [ T3] (whose statement is given next): For any

—k
e [0,T], we perform the change of variable y = my(r), i.e. g% = my(r) , for k € F. As a
corollary of Lemma B.T3] we deduce that there exists a constant Cly ,,, depending on N and
po, but independent of € and p, such that

N’7 N77
JRQIFﬁl (V5P = V=) (0, mo(r ‘Hpo (#) K) di

]€F+ JGF+
T (69)
SINe + CN,pOJ [j 2F | RY=0(t, (§%) Jeert) & dg]}dt
0 R™ N ]eF+

From the standing assumption, we know that Vi and V5 are Lipschitz continuous with respect
to d_o and thus with respect to dy,. Therefore, by a straightforward adaptation of the proof
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of Lemma [3.15] VlN’E’p(O, -) (resp. V, ’E’p( ,+)) converges uniformly to V1(0,) (resp. V2(0,-)) as
(N,e) tends to (o0, 0). Hence,

3 N.e,p Ne,p ~J
<N,$f%oo,o> JR“;I =g (0 mo(r ‘ [ eol® Rjery a7
]GF+
_fzm |(Vi = V&)(0, mo(r))| H po(77) ® ;e il — 0.
RO ]€F+

Therefore, (69) can be rewritten in the following form:

[ Y

jEF+ J€F+

T
< NN + CN,PO L [fRzpjm RN,E’ﬂ(t’ (?//\k keF+) ® dﬂ]]

jeF+

for a possibly new value of the family (nn.c)n.e, which still satisfies lim(y o) (00,0) 7v,e = 0, and
then, using the form of pg and following the proof of Lemma B.I5]

T
‘(Vl —Va) (O,WO)’ <N + CONpy j {f 2|F )| RNﬁ’p(t’ @) kEF+) & dy’ ]dt (70)
0 R™" N

]€F+

We recall that ({0) holds true for mg € By(c). Next, we can take mg € By,(c), for some
fixed Ny and then choose N > Ny, in which case we indeed have mg € By(c). Now, for a
given threshold € > 0 (the reader should distinguish from ¢), we can choose N and ¢ such that
NN < €/2 and then, by the second identity in Proposition [.11], 6 (encoding the support of p)
small enough such that the second term in the right-hand side is also less than ¢/2. Therefore,
the left-hand side of (70) can be made smaller than e. Since € is arbitrary, we easily deduce
that V1(0,mg) and V5(0,mg) must coincide. This holds for any mg € By,(c). By an obvious
density argument, we obtain uniqueness. O

Lemma 4.13. For a real ¢ > 1, recall the notation By(c) = Py N {m : sup,erd |Vm(z)| <
¢, inf cpam(z) = 1/c} and let Cy(c) := {(Ek)k@w e R2FNI . 2keFa\ {0} |k||2F] < 1/(2¢)}, with
the usual convention that =% = k.

For an element my € By(c) and for r = (?k)k€F1¢ € Cn(c), define mo(r) the element of
Bn(2¢) by

mo(r)k :: { mE + 7, ke Fn\{0},
0, k ¢ FN,

and call (my(r))o<t<r the solution of the non-linear Fokker-Planck equation (Gh]) with mg(r) as

initial condition, for the same parameters N, € and p as therein.

Then, we can find a constant N., only depending on c, on the strict convexity property of H
in the variable p and on the d_o-Lipschitz and semi-concave properties of Vi and Vo in (63),
and a constant K, independent of € and p such that, if N = N, for any t € [0,T], the law of
the mapping

r = (’I/“\k)kEFJrECN( )r—> (mk) +ER2‘F]¢‘
keFy

has a density, bounded by K.

Proof. The strategy of proof is quite clear but the implementation is demanding: The whole
point is to address the system of Fourier coefficients satisfied by the solution of the Fokker-
Planck equation (65]) and to regard it as (a finite-dimensional) system of ODEs. The solutions
generates a flow of diffeomorphisms and the key step is to provide a lower bound for the Jacobian
that is independent of ¢, p and €. This is the point where semi-concavity comes in explicitly.

Throughout the proof, we use the notation V; 5 := AV,\*? 4 (1 — \)V;V*", and similarly
without the superscript NV, ¢, p.
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First Step. For an initial condition my € By(c) and for k € Fnx\{0}, we have
d
a"

From Proposition B.I4], we now recall that, for every ¢ € [0,T], for any = € T¢, any m € P(T¢)
and any X € [0, 1],

1)
VY50t m) ()

=(1-¢) J}R”f&'{

Therefore,
V3 P (t,m) ()

=i2n(1 —¢) JR2|F+ {kelg{o}k[amkvz—)\(t,mNe( r)# N) fNek ]} H p 7“] ) dr.

N ]€F+ ]€F+

= —2m’|k[*nf — i2n de k- DHNSP (t,my) (z)er(z) (me * f) (z)da. (71)

[aﬁbkvz_k(t,vaf(r) " fN)ffvek(x)]} 107 & dv.

ke Fn\{0} jeFy jeF

In turn, recalling the notation (G3), the last term in (7I]) becomes:

iQ?Tf k- DHN=P(t,m)(z)ex(z) (m = fn)(x)dx
Td

1
= i27rf f k-o,H <x,12ﬂ'(1 —¢)
0 JTd

X JR”JJG' Z E[&szz_A(t,mN,s( ) fN fNef ] H p TJ ® dr1>

teFy\{0} jeF; JEFy
% e () (m * fx)(x)dz dA.
We recall that we can interpret W (t,m™¢(r) * fn) as the complex number (see (B0)):
O W (8, m™N = (r) = fiy) = %am[yﬁl]w(tam]v’a(r) * fn) — %a% qW (t,m™=(r)  fx)
= Op—eW (8, mN=(r) = fn).

Recalling that ff([ is real, this allows us to rewrite ({7Il) in the form:
d - b
at’"

_127rf dek-apH 2, —4r(1 — )
J2F+ Z f%[@szQ—A(t,mi\fﬁ( ) * fn)eo(x ]fN 1_[ p(#) ® dr]>

teF jEFY jeFy
x e (x) (my = i) () dz dX.
By integration by parts, this can be reformulated as
d .
dt

— —o7m?|k|*mk

(72)

—mf = —27%|k|>mk

IQWJ Ldk ‘ H<x 27TJR i Voo (t,my ’E(T)*fN)
Z{ [Slece))onyp ™) —Rlee))ospp@)]| ] P(?])} ® d?j>

teFy jeFgij=t jeFy
x e () (my = fn)(x) dx dA. (73)
= 212 |k|?mk
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3 {e[(%[lez( >],%[lez< >]) Vappaa( [1 )]} © o)

(eF; jeF JEFy
x e (x) (me * f) (@) do dA.
Notice that we passed the i in front of the second line to ieg(z) inside the integral on the

penultimate line. Also, the symbol - on the same penultimate line is used to denote the inner
product in R2.

Second Step. We now compute the derivative of the flow with respect to the real and imag-
inary parts of the Fourier coefficients of the initial condition. In order to avoid to repeat the
computations twice, once for the derivative with respect to the real part and once for the deriv-
ative with respect to the imaginary part, we introduce the generic notation [z] for a complex
number z, which may stand for R[z] or J[z].

Now, it makes sense to compute the derivative of the flow am[ﬁg/]mf, for kK € F]J\? and

P =R, . By representing m = fy in the last line of (73) in the form

mx fn(x) =142 Z [mélfﬁe_g/ (m)]7

veFy:

we get, using both (T1]) and (73)),

d ~E) _ o 2012 ~ &
%<a [Ak/]mt) = =27 |k‘ @n[mgl]mt

+472%(1 —¢) f meﬁdA(‘@ d?ﬂ)

+
JEF Y

% { D1 ke (O HA D)) O Vo (t,m < (r) * fN)ffV'am[mg,]mf’
CLeFy;
: Ld | (Rlier(x)]. Slier(@)]) - Vagserspee ([T 2(7)) [ien@) (me = fx) (m)dm]
JEFT
—Ar Ldk.DHN,e,p(t,mt)(x)iek(x) > %[am[ﬁgf]mf’fﬁe,g,(x)] dz,

4
VeFy

with
N
On H(\t) = 02, H (x, —27 meF;l Voo (t,my = (r) * fn)

x Z{ [( [ieo(x ],%[iedm)]) .v%[ﬂmﬂ](ﬂ p(?j))]} ® d?j>.

teFy: jeF;: jeFy

Expanding @p[ﬁg/]ﬁlf as (8m[ﬁk/]§)?[ﬁzf], am[ﬁg/]s[mf]), we get a linear system of the form

d N ~
= (Ousgar BEAET) = =272 20y B0

+ ) [AW i RI] +A£f(f)%m§,ls[m§]]
eFy

+ 2 [BER g RO + BE () STRE|

+
LeFy
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with
N 1
AFP() = ey gdn®(1 —¢) L L@Fﬁ d)\< X d?ﬂ>
JEFY
<| ke @O0 g Vans b (0) 1)
veFy:
: LdK%Fe@(wﬂ’%ﬁef’@ﬂ) Vagryoreer( TT o) [Blien(o)] e £ oo |
]€F+

where €g o, = 1 except if (P, P) = (R,S) in which case en,s = —1 (those choices following from

the standard relationships R[z2] = R[z]R['] — S[2]S[7/] and I[z2] = N[2]S[Z'] + S[=]R[7],
for z, 2" € C, which explains why only ex g is here equal to —1), and with

BEF(t) = —epdn Ld k- DU () (@) B e (@) B e o (@) | da,

where eg = 1if f = R and -1 if P = S.
We now recall the following standard fact from the theory of ODEs. If we let

— ’ B[k
e = det((%[m’g ]‘B[mt])k,wemm,‘ﬁ—m,g’

then

d 3,3 3.3
—Ji =i Y <—47r|k\2 + AR + AT () + B + B (t)). (74)
keFy

Third Step. The goal is now to prove that the sum in the right-hand side of (74]) is lower
bounded, by a constant that is independent of € and p. The easiest term to handle is the

sum ZkeF; [Bgf’ge(t) + B,?,?(t)] Indeed, in the definition of B;fén(t), DHN=r is bounded inde-

pendently of (N, e, p), since V; and Vs are d_s-Lipschitz continuous, see (63]) and Proposition

410
The term »;, Fi [A?’;R (t) + A?f(t)] is much more difficult to handle. We get

ABB (@) = an?(1 ) Ll fR”}w dA(@ d?j>

+
JEF Y

[ Z k- H(\ t)l) Op [k ]VQfA(t,miV’a(T) * fN)fllgf

VeFy:
X f [(?)‘E[ieg/(x)],g[iey(x)n Ve s (H p(#) )] Bliex ()] (my = fN)(x)dx],
e jEF+
which, by integration by parts, can be rewritten as

A = —4r? f fR |F+d)\(‘® d?j)

+
JEFN

x [ ke (B2, HNOE) Vaox (t,my = (r) * fx)

VeFy:

g Lm [m[ie’“( R [iew (01050 ey (1 p(?j)ﬂ(mt*f]v)(x)dx]’

et
‘n:%v% ]GFN
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and then,
Z ATE(t) = —4r flf N d)\( ) d?j) [Vz—)\ (t,my*(r) * fx)
keF? P-RS o JENL N
<. JRINP) [(wlice @) - (Bliea@]22, 7O 0) 20 g (T #))]
T f=nS ktery aF

< (e 3 fN)(m)dm].

We can now apply Corollary B.I8] since V5_y is displacement semi-concave. Using the fact that
H is convex with respect to p, we deduce that

keF P=R,S

for a constant Cy depending on N, but independent of p and €, from which we deduce that
Ji = —Cl, for any t € [0,T]. The result follows from a mere change of variable at any time ¢,
using the lower bound for the Jacobian J;. U

5. APPLICATION TO MEAN FIELD GAMES

Following our agenda, we now address weak solutions to the conservative form of the master
equation (23]).

5.1. Notion of weak solution. We start with the following definition:

Definition 5.1. We call a weak solution to the master equation a bounded measurable function
Z:[0,T] x P(T?) x T¢ — R, such that the system of Fourier coefficients

—k

ZF . [0,T] x P(TY) 5 (t,m) — {Z(t,m, -)} , kezd (75)

satisfies 20=0 together with the following two properties:
(1) There exists a sequence of functions ((n : [0,T] X Py — R)n>1, such that, for any N > 1
for B =R, Y, the following equation holds true in the distributional sense on [0,T] x Py :

st {2 0m)] - Soggan] [ 1 (wize X 52 m)es) ) imin

JEFN
e (76)
~5 3 20l (27 m)a) + | 5 | + Bygany (Culem) =
JEFN
for any k € Fy;, where ex = 1 and eg = —1, and the following limit holds true for any ¢ > 1:
lim sup sup ’CN (t,m ‘ =0, (77)

N—0 4[0,7] meBn (c)
with the same notation as in Definition[4.1) for By(c), i.e. By(c) = Pyn{m : supgeqa |[Vm(z)| <
¢, inf cpa m(x) = 1/c}.
(ii) For any N =1 and k € Fy, for any smooth and compactly supported function o : On —
R, the function

(0.7~ | Z8tm)e(();eps ) @ d(R[7],S[])

On ]€F+

s continuous and matches, at t =T,

C ) o((),0r5) @ a7 5[]

om
ON ]€F+
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where m in the latter two integrands is implicitly understood as JN((ﬁzj)jepg) with IN as in
@3).

The reader will find a clear explanation of the choice 20 =0in Proposition B2l In brief,
when Z is the m-derivative of a potential Z : [0,T] x P(T¢) — R, the condition 20=0is
consistent with the centering condition (3]).

Following (29)—-B0)—(@31), (7€) can be rewritten in the following compact form:

2.2 (t,m) —aﬁk{fwﬂ(y,m D jéﬂ'(t,m)ej(y))dm(y)}

T (78)
Lk
= 3 2iPogs (B (myad) + g—i(m)(q 205 (Cx(t,m)) = 0,

JEFN

for any k € Fn\{0}. It indeed suffices to take the operator ep*B[-] in the above equation and to
recall that epB[05r] = %&mmk].
We then have:

Proposition 5.2. The value function V, as defined in (IT), induces a weak solution to the
master equation, in the sense that there exists a bounded measurable function V : [0,T] x
P(T?) x T¢ — R satisfying Definition 51 together with the following two items:

(1) for any integer N > 1, the Fourier coefficients (9k)keFN of V, seen as complex-valued
functions defined on [0,T] x P(T?) with the same form as in (T5), coincide everywhere
in time and Py almost everywhere in space with the Fourier coefficients of the (space)-
derivatives of V' on [0,T] x Py, namely

—k
VE(t,m) = %(t,m)(-) (: 8mkV(t,m)>, k € Fx\{0},

0 (79)
D(t,m) = S t,m)() =0,

for any t € [0,T] and for Pn almost every m € Py (or, equivalently, for almost every
m € Py when Py is equipped with the image of the Lebesgue measure on Oy by the
canonical mapping SN in (28)));

(2) the coefficients (9k)kezd of V coincide everywhere in t and P almost everywhere in m
with the Fourier coefficients of the (space)-derivatives of V' on [0,T] x P(T?), as defined
by Theorem [310, namely ([[9) holds for every t € [0,T] , for P almost every m € P(T?)
(with P the probability measure defined in the statement of Theorem [3.3) and for any
ke ZN\{0};

(3) for any k € Z¢, for any t € [0,T], for any integer No = 1 and for any bounded (measur-
able) function ¢ defined on On,,

lim VE(t,m « fN)s0<(ﬁ1j)jeF;O)dP<m) B f

o _
N—w Jp(14) P(Td)v (t7m)(p<<m )jEF;o)dP(m)'

In fact, the reader will notice from Theorem BI0 that items (2) and (3) are redundant, as
the combination of (1) and (3) implies (2).

Proof. The proof relies on the following main observation: for a given integer Ny > 1, Py, is of
zero measure under Py (or equivalently when it is regarded as a subset of Py equipped with the
image of the Lebesgue measure on O by the canonical mapping .y in (28)); this follows from
the fact that the elements of Py, are required to have zero Fourier coefficients of modes k£ with
|k| = Ng. Therefore, we can define V inductively, by first assigning values on [0,T] x P; x T¢,
and then on [0,7] x (P2\P1) x T%, so on and so forth... To make it clear, there is no difficulty
for defining V such that, for every N > 1, for every ¢ € [0, 7], for almost every m in Py and for
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any x € T?
k
V(t,m,x) = Z {g—xl(t,m)() e_k(az)} = Z Opk V (t, m)eg(z). (80)
keFn\ {0} ke Fn\{0}
—k

We then let VE(t,m) := V(t,m)() (= 07V (t,m)) and then

2N (t,m) := &V (t,m) — er H<y,i27r Z k‘f/k(t,m)ek(y)>dm(y)

k:EFN

= 3 2mkPVR(, m)RF + F(m)
kEFN
= 0V (t,m) —f H(y,i27r Z k&,ﬁkV(t,m)ek(y))dm(y)
T4 keFy
— > 2w kP05 V (8, m)F + F(m),
k:EFN

which satisfies (7)) thanks to (36]).

Multiplying, for each value of k € Fy;, both sides of the definition of (y(¢,m) above by
(1/2)Oqpmry (8, <mj)jeF;\;) for an arbitrary smooth test function on [0,T] x Oy with a support
included in (0,7") x Op, we easily get (76) (in a distributional sense). Indeed, it suffices to
observe that

%LT oNatV(t’m)%[ﬁwk]@< JeF*> ®d<%[ 1St D

eF+

:%LTJON%[W] tm)0t90< yeF+> ®d< (7], [ JD

JeFE

—WJLM B[VE(m) e (1 (), ) @ (R[], 5[],

j€F+

with m in the above three lines being understood as m = .y ((// )je F+) and with the last line

following from (B0]). Similarly,

JJ m J€F+>8‘W K% < J€F+> ®d<§R[ 7], S[m ])

=3 Jy L, o (0 o) © a(ntv) o)
_LTLNqu_zm\,.)k]@( jers ) §+d<§)‘t[ aa[a]).

This proves (i) in Definition (Il As for (i7) in the same definition, it follows from an obvious
integration by parts.

We prove that the values of V that are hence defined are bounded by a common constant.
In order to do so, we use the fact that V' is Lipschitz continuous (in space) for the d_,-distance
and thus for the drpy-distance. Indeed, Proposition EI0] says that there exists a constant C
such that, for any N > 1

essup( ) [0 T]><'PN SUVHI‘)
xTre

< DVt m)e(x )>’<C.

k‘EFN\{O}
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By (80), this proves that

]svu>p1 eSSUD (¢ m)e[o, T]XpNessupxerlﬁ V(t,m,z)| < C. (81)

Since V(t,m, -) has zero mean, this yields

]svupl €SSUD (¢, 1m)elo, T]XpNessupxer’V (t,m x)‘ <C. (82)
=

It then remains to extend V to the whole [0, T'] x P(T%) x T¢ by taking a weak-star limit, in the
o*(L*®; L') sense, of the bounded sequence ([0, T]x P(T4) x T 5 (t,m, x) > V(t,m* fn,z))N>1.
Weak limits are defined almost everywhere under Leb; ® P ® Leby. Since upy=1Pn is of zero
measure under P (the argument is given next), we can easily modify any weak limit such that it
coincides with V itself on [0, 7] x (Un=1Pn) x T?: the weak limit then provides an extension of V
to the whole [0, T'] x P(T?) x T¢, which shows (1). The main difficulty is to prove that there is in
fact only one limit point. In order to do so, we proceed as follows. For any subsequence (Ny,)n>1
for which the sequence ([0,T] x P(T%) x T 5 (t,m,x) — V(t,m * fn,,x))n>1 is converging in
the weak sense, we can apply Lemma [B.7 below with W(m = fy,z) = V(t,m = fy,x) and
W) (m) = V(t,m) and then invoke Lemma [5.8 with W, and W, being two possible limiting
points of (P(T?%) x T¢ 5 (t,m,z) — V(t,m* fn,x))n>1 and with Wy = Wy = V. The key point
in this respect is that the sequence ([0,T] x P(T9) 3 (t,m) — V(t,m % fy))n>1 converges to
the function [0,T] x P(T%) 3 (t,m) — V(t,m). Therefore, Lemma [5.8] says that the sequence
([0,T] x P(T%) x T¢ 5 (t,m,z) — V(t,m * fx,2))N>1 has a unique limit point (in the weak
sense) and is thus convergent (in the weak sense). This proves (2) in the statement.

It then remains to prove that each Py is of zero measure under P. It suffices to recall from
Theorem that, for N/ > N,

P(Py) = (1p,, - P)(Pn) = (1p, - P)( [ {m: 2% )" =0}) = 0.

keF I \FY
This completes the proof. O

Importantly, we stress (once again) the fact that the function V defined in the above statement
inherits the d_s-Lipschitz property and the semi-concavity of V. By Proposition 410 and by
(B0l), we have (see (BI]) for the first line below)

SUP €SSUP (4 m)e[0,7] x Py sup |0, V(t, m,z)| < 0,

N>1 zeTd

45k 2
SUP €SSUP (¢ m)e[0,T]x Py Z |E[*[VE(t,m)]” < o0.
N=1 ]CGFN

Moreover, we recall from Corollary BI8 (see in particular (34) that, with p as in Definition
BI3] for any N > 1, for any (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T%) with m having a strictly positive density,
for any collection of complex numbers (z*) wep+ and any non-negative symmetric matrix S,

N

BT [(1) - (B150) e (T o790

P=R,S k,LeFy, JEFY

k
® (R[] 3[7]) (%)
JeF
d 2
<als) 2( v |kq||z’f|)
q=1 keFy;
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with C' depending on ¢ such that m > 1/c. By integration by parts, this can be rewritten

Lw{ DY [%A’f ( N’E(T)*fzv)fz'%

P=R,S k,LeF7

< [81498) - (3150 (T o801907D) |} @ a(wi)917)
i(ZMw%Q

keF} -
and then
_ fRle;|{~ [qg[vk (t,mN,5< ) fN)]fN
P=R,S kLeF7
[ (1418) - (@196 ( LT o1 517D) |} @ a(0071.917]) (5

jeFE
d
k
ﬂZ(ZWHM)
a=1 “kery;
which prompts us to introduce the following definition:

Definition 5.3. A bounded measurable function Z : [0, T] x P(T¢) x T¢ — R is said to be one-
sided Lipschitz in the weak sense if, for any ¢ > 1, there exists a constant C such that, for any
N =1, any e € (0,1) and any p as in Definition[II3, it holds, for any (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T%)
with m having a density lower bounded by 1/c, and for any collection of complex numbers
(zk)keF; and any symmetric matriz S,

J '{ Z 2 [ P2 (8w ) = £ ) | P

SkleFy

x[(m[ 96) - (31150 [ o007 LaPD) |} ® a(n(eLs 1)
&ﬁ(Zuwa

kery

-k

with Z\k(t,m) = Z(t,m,")
5.2. Uniqueness of weak solutions. Here is now the main theorem:

Theorem 5.4. Let P be the probability measure on P(T?) introduced in the statement of The-
orem [T Then, uniqueness holds everywhere on [0,T], P-almost everywhere on P(T?) and
everywhere on T within the class of bounded measurable functions

Z:00,T] x P(T%) x T? - R,

satisfying (with the same notation as in (T5))

(1) sup essup(y )e[o,7]x P [sup Z ka(t,m)ek(x)‘ + Z |k\4|Zk(t,m)|2] < 0;
N=z1 zeTd k‘EFN ]CGFN
(2) Z is one-sided Lipschitz in the weak sense, see Definition [5.3;
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(3) for any k € Z2, for any t € [0,T], for any bounded (measurable) function o defined on
OnN,, for some Ny > 1,

lim ZE(t,m fN)Lp((fij)jeFl%)dP(m) = f

Zk (¢, 2y dP(m).
N—® Jp(1d) P(Td) (8, e )JEFI%) (m)

In particular, for every t € [0,T], for P almost every m € P(T?) and for every x € T¢, Z(t,z,m)
is equal to V(t,x,m), with V being as in the statement of Proposition [5.2.
The following remarks are in order.

Remark 5.5. Item (1) in the statement of Theorem [5.7] says that

SUP €SSUD (¢ m)e[0,7]x Py SUP 8m< Z Zk(t,m)ek(x)ﬂ < 0.
Nz=1 xeTd keFy

Thus, for any N > 1 and for almost every (t,m) € [0,T] x Pn, the function x € T —
DkeFy ZE(t,m)ey(x) is Lipschitz continuous, with a Lipschitz constant that is independent of
N, t and m.

Remark 5.6. It is worth noticing that the formulation of uniqueness depends on the choice of
the measure P in the statement of Theorem [3.0. This is an intriguing observation since our
choice for the measure P is somewhat arbitrary, recall the definition 1) of the approximating
measure Py . Alternatively, in order to formulate uniqueness without imposing a specific choice
for P, we could also wonder about identifying é\k(t, m) form € Py, for a fized N, but this looks
rather challenging. In fact, with our approach and with item (iii) in Theorem [TH, we identify

| B e e f o) e ) P ()
P(T4) No

up to a remainder that tends to 0 as N tends to c0. This remainder depends on ¢ but can be
made uniform when ¢ is taken in a compact family of continuous functions. Interestingly, the
above integral can be reformulated as an integral on Oy equipped with the Lebesque measure,
which makes the interpretation easier.

Proof. First Step. We start with an arbitrary weak solution, as given in Definition .1l We

observe from (76) that, for any N > 1, the functions (R[Z¥], S[ZF]) wep+ satisfy a system of
N
hyperbolic equations of the form

emat‘B[ZAk(t,m)] + O Hy (t,m, (%[éj(t,m)],s[éj (t’m)])jem) =0,

for P € {R,S}, k € Fy and (t,m) € [0,T] x Py, with Py being identified with Oy and with
er =1 and eg = —1.

Following the proof of Theorem 6.6 in [28] (which is itself adapted from [51]), we deduce
that, for almost every t € [0,7], we can find a function UM (¢,-) : Py — R such that, almost
everywhere on Py,

e [ék(t, m)] = O UM (t,m), ke Ff,

which can be easily reformulated by means of ([B0) as

{Z(t,m, .)} = ZR(t,m) = 05, UM (t,m).

Then, the function U” can be easily assumed to measurable in time (assuming for instance that
t — UN(t,myp) is measurable for a fixed mg € Oy). Following the same mollification procedure
as in the second and third steps of the proof of [28, Theorem 6.6] and expanding the form of
Hy, we can even assume that U®) is Lipschitz in time and space on [0,T] x Py and satisfies,
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almost everywhere, the following equation
™t~ [ 1 (izn 3 k00,0t mient) )iy
T4 keFy

— > 2wk os UM (¢, m)yRF + F(m) + 2(n(t,m) = 0,
]CGFN

with UN) (T, m) = G(m) as boundary condition. Intuitively, the above equation is obtained by
taking the anti-derivative in (78]).

Second Step. For the same value of N, and for € and p and with the same notation as in
Definition B.13], we now consider the function

UM (t,mNem) T p(7*) & d*.

keFy keF

U(N7€7p) tm e PN —> n
21F |
RN

Pay attention that U) is not the same as (U®))N# in Definition BI3 and in Corollary
B.I6 since the measure argument in U™) is not convoluted by f.
For a given t € [0,T], UMN4#) is continuously differentiable with respect to (7m*) wert € ON.
N

Moreover, for almost every t € [0,T], for any two mj, mg € Py, we have

U(N7€7p) (t, m2) — U(N7€7p) (t’ ml)

1
=[S ot e ama + (1= xm) (@5 - )
0 ]{IEFN

~a-9 ... LZF s U™ (1.4 <) + (1= OmiY () (2 - ) |

« T v ® d?j}d)\

. . +
]GF; JGFN

—(1-¢) f{jw;l UW [kEFZ\{O} 25 (1, 2Am3 () + (1= Nmi = (1) )en(w) | d(ma ml)(m)}

0
< [T e @ d?j}d)\.
jeFy JEFy

By means of Remark (.5, we know that, for almost every (t,m) € [0,7] x Py, the function
re T ke Fy\{0} Zk(t,m)ex(x) is Lipschitz continuous (in z), uniformly in (£,m) and in
N = 1. This shows that the Lipschitz constant of UNep) (t,-) in m € Py with respect to the
distance dyy, is uniform with respect to N > 1 and almost every ¢ € [0,T]. Letting p converge to
the Dirac mass dg and then e tend to 0, we deduce that the same is true for UN): its Lipschitz
constant in m € Py with respect to dyy, is uniform in N > 1 and t € [0,T] (since UM is
already known to be continuous, it is quite straightforward to pass from almost every t € [0, T]
to any t € [0,T]).

Moreover, by using the growth properties of the Hamiltonian and by using item (1) in the
statement of Theorem [5.4 together with (7)), we deduce that the essential supremum norm
of ;UMW) is bounded, uniformly with respect to ¢t and N, on any subset of Py of the form
{m € Py : |m|low < ¢}, for any ¢ > 1. In particular, using the fact that UN(T,.) = G(-), we
deduce that, for any ¢ > 1,

sup f ‘U(N)(t7m)‘1{me’PN:|\mHoo$c}d]PN(m)
te[0,7] Jp(T4)

is bounded by a constant independent of N. For ¢ > 1, the subset {m € Py : [m|n < ¢} is
of positive measure under Py (as it contains a neighborhood of the Lebesgue measure), from
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which we deduce that

sup sup inf ’U(N)(t,m)’ < 0.
N=1te[0,7] MEPN

Using the Lipschitz property of UY) in space, we get

sup sup sup ‘U(N)(t,m)’ < o0. (86)
N=1te[0,T] mePy

Third Step. By assumption (1) in the statement, we observe that U () satisfies the two main
conclusions of Proposition 0] for a fixed value of N therein and for almost every (t,m) €
[0,7] x Px. Similarly, using the weak one-sided Lipschitz property of Z in Definition B3]
and reverting the computations in (83)(82)(8H), we can easily deduce that UN) satisfies the
conclusions of Corollary B.I8] say in the form of (34]), again for a fixed value of N. Importantly,
this suffices to repeat the arguments underpinning the proof of Theorem Notice indeed
that, for a given value of N, the fact that U®Y) is defined on [0, T'] x Py suffices to give a meaning
to (UMN))N:er in Definition BI3 and then to follow the computations of Proposition EIT and
Theorem when N therein is fixed. The key fact is that, by combining the assumption
[T) with Theorem (which permit to handle the remainder (x along the characteristics
[©5)), we still have (0], namely for an initial mg € By(c) = Py n {m : supeqa |Vm(z)| <
¢, inf,cram(z) = 1/c} for a constant ¢ > 1,

[ 7272 = 000,000 TT ) @ o7

. ot
]GF; JEFN

T
< ”7N,€ + CN,pQ L [JRQF;| RN,&P(t’ (?’/\k)keF]‘V*'>1{y€73N} ® d:l’/\']:|dt,

ot
JEFN

with lim(y o) (0,0)IN,e = 0, with C ,, depending on N, pg and ¢, but independent of ¢ and
p, and with the remainder RV'** being as in the statement of Proposition EIT

Letting p tend to the Dirac mass at 0 for a fixed value of N and invoking Proposition [ZTT],
we can get rid of the term containing R in the above inequality. Using the regularity of
V and UWN) with respect to dyy,, we deduce that there exists a sequence (ny)N>1, converging
to 0, such that |V (0,mg) — UN)(0,mg)| < ny when mg € By(c). Replacing mg by m * fy,
we deduce that (V(0,m = fn) — UM (0,m % fy))n>1 tends to 0 for any m € P(T%) with a
continuously differentiable strictly positive density. Recalling from (i) in Theorem that, for
P almost every m, m has a continuously differentiable strictly positive density, we deduce that,
for P almost every m, (V(0,m % fn) — UN)(0,m * fy))n=1 tends to 0. Obviously, the same
holds true for any initial time ¢t € [0, 7] instead of 0.

We eventually deduce that, for any t € [0, 7], the sequence (m € P(T%) — UM (t,mx fn))n>1
converges to V(t,-) for the weak-star topology o*(L®(P(T%),P); L*(P(T%),P)). The next step
is to apply Lemma [B.8 below to Wy, W;) = (Z,V) and (W, W) = (V,V), from which we
deduce that Z and V are equal. The key point is indeed to observe from assumption (3) in the
statement that, for any ¢ € [0,T], for any k € Z9\{0}, the sequence (m — Z¥(t,m = fn))N=1
converges to m — Z¥(t,m) for the weak-star topology o*(L®(P(T%),P); L*(P(T?),P)). In this
respect, the form of assumption (3) is sufficient to identify uniquely any weak limit: this follows
from the description of the Borel o-algebra on P(T¢) provided by Lemma [3.4] together with a
monotone class argument. We deduce that, for any t € [0,T], for P almost every m € P(T%),
the two functions V(t,m, ) and Z(t,m,-) coincide. O

5.3. Auxiliary lemmas. We now provide two important auxiliary lemmas that we invoked in
the proofs of Proposition and Theorem [(.41

Lemma 5.7. Let W : P(T9) x T — R and W : P(T?) — R be bounded measurable functions
such that for a collection of bounded functions (W(N) : Pn — R)ns1, with each WW) being
Lipschitz continuous, the following three assumptions hold true:
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(z) For any N > 1, any k € Fy; and almost every m € Py, W\k(m) = 05, W) (m), with
—~ ——k

(i7) Up to a common subsequence, the functions (m — Wk(m * fn))N=1 converge, for each
ke Z4\{0}, to WE for the weak-star topology o *(L®(P(T?),P); LY (P(T?),P));

(ii3) Up to the same subsequence as in (ii), the functions (m — W) (mx fx))ns1 converge
to W for the same weak-star topology o* (L (P(T%),P); L' (P(T%),P)).

Then, for any 6 > 0 and c > 1, there exists an integer N5 such that, for any No = N5,
+

|

any ko € F+0, any smooth function ¢ : R2EN | L R whose support is included in {(fhj)jeF;O €

Nl ~ RPN 2 1 4 210, pa 3 Rlmle_j(z)] = 1/c}
jacd . reTd jGFIJ\FO —J = )

L»(w) W ()8 k0 gp((m’f)ke% ) dP(m)

WO (1) — 2pd ~ ko K
+JP(Td){W (m) — 2W (m)|ko[*m }@((m )kGFI%)dIP(m)’gC(S,

for a constant C independent of Ny and depending on ¢ only through |¢|q and ||0sk @] o-

Notice that the role of Ny in the statement is to adjust the size of the support of the test
function ¢.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we fix 6 > 0 and ¢ > 1 and then choose Ny > 1, ¥ : [0,T] — R

and ¢ : R 2AF% | R as in the statement. Without any loss of generality, we also do as if the
subsequences in assumptions (i7) and (iii) were the full sequence (N)y>1 itself.
By item (7i7) in the statement, we get

lim W) (m fN)ﬂp((mk>keF;o)dP<m) - f

A~k
gm | ooy W2 (3) g )t om)

Using the fact that the functions (W(N )) ~N>1 are uniformly bounded to get the first equality
and invoking (7i7) in the statement of Theorem 3.5 the above limit can be reformulated as

lim W (m « fzv)@((ﬁlk)kemo)dPN (m) = f

~
N= Jp(pa P(Td)W(m)w<(m >’“EF§o)dP(m)' (87)

Here, we can easily replace ¢ by its partial derivative 0, ¢, for a given ky € F' ]J\?O,

P W (1 4 fN)a,ﬁk0<p<(mk)kngo)de(m)

- jp(qrd) Wm)Zsoe ( () keFy, ) dP(m).

We now recall the form of Py in (27)—(28)) in order to study the left-hand side. We have

fp('ﬂ‘d) W(N) (m * fN) 8mk0 %2 ( ('fﬁk) kEFJJ\?O) dPN (m)

1 - - ~
:Z—N o W(N)(m*fN)aﬁLkOSD«mk)keFf%)eXp<7 Z |k¢|2pd|mk|2> ® Ak,

+
keF kel

with p = 5 fixed (see (27]) for the orlgmal occurrence of p) and with m in the second line being
obviously identified with #y((Mm*), Fﬁ)

Fix now N > 1. By Lemmas[6.3land [6.5in the appendix we can choose Ny large enough such
that, if N > Ny and the support of ¢ is included in &5 '(An,) (with Ay, as in the statement
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of Lemma [6.3]), then

~ k ~ k ap
]P’N<{ (m )keF;O € support(go)} N { Z |m”| = |k:|5d/2}> <6, (88)

+\
keFY\F

for ag fixed as in the statement of Lemma (in particular, ap only depends on the dimension).
By the same statement, the simple fact that

~ R a0
’ keF;\F;O
implies that (mk)ke i€ On. For such a choice, we get that
) oo () s )dP
LD(Td) w (m * fN)akaQD (m )keF;O ~(m)
1 N .
T Iy R2F wi )(m * fN)amk080<(m )keF;()
XUy 110/ %) exp(— Y [P t?) @ din®| < s,
A keF keFy

with C' depending on ¢ through |0k, ¢/ w0, but being independent of N.

Then, we can make an integration by parts in the second term in the left-hand side. This
leads to two terms: (a) one derivative is acting on W) and leads to W* (using item (i) in
the statement); (b) the other derivative is acting on the density. Therefore, we obtain

L}(Td) w V) (m * fN) Op ko ( (fhk) keFf&O) dPn(m)

1 N £k N 2pd A~ k
E R2F;|{amkow( )(m*fN>fNO — QW( )(m* fN)|k0| pd 2 ko
>k 2pd| ~ k|2 A~k
LS, \mk\<a0/\k|5d/2}<ﬁ<(m )iers ) eXP<— >, KPPt ) X din
Mo ’ keFs; keF;

< 09,

and then, using once again (B8) together with the bound sup s essup,,ep, |95k WWN) (m)| =

SUPN>1 essupmepN|1/Vk'0 (m)| < oo,

L)(']rd) w W) (m * fN) Op ko @ ((fhk>k‘€F§O ) dPpy(m)

~ R R
+ L}(W){ﬁmko w®) (m % fN) fro _ o (V) (m = fn) |k‘0|2pdmk‘0}w((mk)keF;o)dPN(m)’
< O,

with C' now depending on ¢ through @] and |64k ¢]w- Recalling again that ok, W& (1m «
fn) = Whko (m = fy) almost everywhere, we can use assumption (i7) in the statement in order
to pass to the limit in the term 0k, WW) (m « fy). Recalling (87) and letting N tend to o0, we
eventually get

L(W) W )00 0 ((A4)py )P

Wk (1) — 2pd.~ ko y
+L(w){w (m) = 2W (m)|ko[“m }w((m )keF;())dP(m)‘gca,

which completes the proof. O
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Lemma 5.8. Let (Wy, W1) and (Ws, W3) be two pairs of functions satisfying the assumptions
of Lemma [57. If W1 and Wy are equal almost everywhere under P, then Wi and Ws are also
equal almost everywhere under P.

Proof. We apply Lemma B.7 to (W;, W;), for i = 1,2, and then use the fact that Wy = Wj.
We deduce that, for 6 > 0 and ¢ > 1, there exists an integer N.s such that, for Ng > N5,

4
for any ko € F]J\;O and any smooth function ¢ : R2F%! & R whose support is included in

) + + )
{(mj)jeFﬁo IS C‘FN0| ~ R2|FN0‘ 1+ zinfxe'[d ZjEF;O %[fhﬂe_j(x)] = 1/0},

L(Td) (VAVfO (m) — Wie (m))w((ﬁ%k)keFﬁo)dP(m)‘ < O3, (89)

for a constant C only depending on ¢ through ||, and [0,k ¢[ . By an obvious regularization
procedure, the same holds if ¢ is merely bounded and Lipschitz continuous, in which case the
constant C' depends on ¢ through the bound and the Lipschitz constant of ¢.

For 9 : R — [0, 1], a ¢-Lipschitz function that is equal to 0 on | — o0, 1/c[, let

@((fhk)keF+ ) —79(1 + 2 inf Z m e_r(z )]), (mk)keF+ e ol ~ RPN

xeTd

keFNO

+
Observe that the support of © is included in Oy,. Moreover, for (Mm*), .+ € CFhl ~ RIFR
No

and 7% e C, with kg € F+O, we have
’G)((mk)keﬁ + 1{k:ko}?k0) B @<(mk)keF+ )’
No No

Z mFe_ k(z) — Z (ﬁlkJrl{k:ko}?ko)e_k(x)

+ +
keFy No keFN0

< 2c sup

zeTd

< 20|?k°|,

hence proving that © is 2c¢-Lipschitz with respect to m*0. In particular, for a continuously

differentiable test function ¢ on P(T%), we deduce from (89) that, for Ny large enough,

L)(Td)oz/\fo(m)—W\go(m))ﬂm*fm) ( + 2 inf Z ])d]P’( )’ C(c)o,

xeTd

with C(c) depending on ¢, but being independent of Ny and 6. Above, ¢p(m = fn,) is regarded
as a smooth function on Oy .

As before, m * fy, converges to m for the Wasserstein distance as Ny tends to o0. Moreover,
LemmaB. I3 below says that, P-almost everywhere, the series >, ;4 [/*| is absolutely convergent
hence proving that 1 + inf_ _pa QZkngo R[MmPFe_(x)] converges to inf .pa m(x) with m being

identified with its density. Therefore, we can let Ny tend to co. We thus get
f (Wf@ (m) — Who (m))qS(m)ﬁ( inf m(x))dP(m) ~ 0.
P(T4) z€eTd

There is no difficulty for sending ¢ to +co in the definition of 9 since P almost every m € P(T%)
has a (strictly) positive density. We obtain

L?(Td) <Wf0 (m) = Wy (m)>¢(m)dP(m) =0,

for any continuously differentiable test function ¢ on P(T¢). By the approximation procedure
defined in Proposition 314 the same holds true if ¢ is merely continuous on P(T%). And, then
the same is true if ¢ is bounded and measurable on P(T?), see [65]. This suffices to identify

Wf“ and W\go. O
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5.4. Classical solutions to the master equation as weak solutions. We now prove the
following result, which legitimates Definition B.1k

Proposition 5.9. IfU is a classical solution to the master equation, with 6,U, 0,U, 02,U, ouU,
0y0,U being continuous (with y denoting the last argument in the derivative 0,U(t,z,m)(y)),
then the centered version

U(t,z,m) :=U(t,x,m) — f Ult,y,m)dy, tel[0,T], zeT% meP(T?,
Td

satisfies the conservative version (24l) of the master equation. In particular, U is a weak solution
to the master equation, in the sense of Definition [5 ]l

Proof. For any starting point (¢,m) € [0,T] x P(T%), we can construct a solution to the system
() by solving the Fokker-Planck equation

ormy(x) — divy <8pH(x, VxU(t,x,mt))mt(x)> — %Agcmt(x) =0,

and then, by letting, us(x) = U(t,z,m;). In fact, this solution can be proven to be unique, see
for instance [25, Proposition 5.106].

By Proposition 6], the forward component of this unique solution, i.e. (m)o<i<r, must
coincide with the (hence unique) optimal path of the MFCP, when initialized from (¢,m). In
turn, Lemma [£.0] implies, for any N > 1,

e Vm) = [ Ultam)e ¥, ke (o)
Td

for almost every (¢,m) € [0,7] x Px under the probability measure Leb; ® Py . By continuity
of U in the right-hand side, we deduce that V is differentiable with respect to m” on the entire
[0,T] x Pny. We deduce from Schwarz’ theorem that, for every (¢,m) € [0,T] x Pn and for any
k.t e Fn\{0},

OpeU(t,x,m)e ™ ™y = | 0. U(t,z,m)e” 2™ %dx,  k, £ Fy\{0},
Td Td

which rewrites
oU —irk-x —2irl- f f oU i 2l
t iTk-x 17T yd d — (¢ iTk-y i xd
fqrd er 5m< ,z,m)(y)e e xdy - 5m< ,z,m)(y)e e z,

for k, £ € Fx\{0}. By invoking the continuity of U and by approximating any measure m € P(T¢)
by the sequence (m * fy)n=1, the above holds true for any (t,m) € [0,T] x P(T?) and any
k,¢ e ZN\{0}. This shows

oU oU

St m)(y) - 3ty m)() = ¥(y) - (), Tye T

for two real-valued functions ¢ and ¢ defined on T¢ (both depending on m). Integrating the
above identity in y and then in x with respect to the Lebesgue measure on T¢, we get from (3):

f g—U(t7y7m)<x)dy =¢(z)— | ¢(y)dy,
Td 0N T

oU
[ 1 emoyis = vi0) - [ oto

for z,y € T?. Integrating again in x the first line, we get

| vy = | stwe

and then
oU oU oU oU
S ltnm)) = 5 (tm)(a) = | S m))ds = [ St @)y,
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for ,3 € T?. We then have

oA [ e m)in o

om

= H(x, V,U(t,z, m)) — JTd H(y, V,Ul(t,y, m))dy

+ J opH (y, VyU(t,y,m)) - 8y§—U(t,y,m)(:c)dm(y)
Td m

= H(w, V,U(t, x, m)) - JTd H(y, V,U(t,y, m))dy

+ f opH (y,V,U(t,y,m)) - 5yg—U(t,x,m)(y)dm(y)
Td m

[ [ o 0 T ) - 050w ) ),
Td J1d m

and similarly,

[ v mant) b

om

= Tr[agU(t,x,m)] - j

Td

+ de Tr[ﬁzg—nUl (t,y, m)(:ﬂ)] dm(y)

Tr[azU(t,y,m)]dy

= Tr[@ﬁU(t, x, m)] — ﬁrd Tr[azU(t, Y, m)]dy

+ Ld Tr[agg—g(t, z, m)(y)]dm(y) - Ld Ld Tr[é’zg—g(t, z, m)(y)]dx dm(y).

The conclusion easily follows: it suffices to integrate the equation (I2]) in x with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, to make the difference between (I2]) and the hence integrated version of (I2I)
and then to insert the latter two identities, noticing that V,U = V,U.

The last claim then follows since U solves ([76)) in the classical sense. Indeed, we can argue as
in Subsection [£]] the computations being here legitimate because the solution is smooth. [J

6. APPENDIX

6.1. Construction of a probability measure on P(T%) satisfying Theorem This
(long) subsection is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 35l This comes as a by-product of a
generic construction, which makes use (in a quite systematic manner) of the notations introduced
in Subsection (we invite the reader to have a new look at them before she/he enters the
details of the proof below). In particular, we recall ([27]), (28]) and the subsequent notation
Py =Tnyo Sy L Quite often in the analysis, we also make use of the normalization constant

cN = JRQFJWGXP(_ Z ‘k|2pd‘fhk‘2) &) din. (90)

keF}: jeFy,

(Notice that cy is different from Zy in ([27)).) Moreover, we also introduce a sequence (&) gene o)
of independent two-dimensional Gaussian random variables on an auxiliary probability space
with P as probability measure, such that each & has I as covariance matrix (with Iy being
the identity matrix of dimension 2).

6.1.1. Properties of the sequence (Py)n=1. In this paragraph, we obtain a series of lemmas on
the properties of the measures (Py)y>1. We start with the following lemma:
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Lemma 6.1. For any two integers Nog < N and for any [0, 1]-valued measurable function ¢

+
defined on RN that is equal to zero outside On,,

jmd) o () ey )P (m)

ey 1 ~ ~ ~ i
< — gp<(mk)keFR§0>eXP< Z |k|2pd|mk|2> ® dm’.

CNy 4N .
o On, keFy, jeFy,

Moreover, for any e € (0,1), if ¢ is null outside the points ("), .+ such that
No

1+2 inf 2R[MmFe_(z)] = e, (91)
zeT kEF;O
then
| ey )doom)
P(Td) No
cn c(e, N ~ ~ i
= C—%J QO((mk)keF; )exp(— Z |k‘2pd|mk|2) ® dm?,
No N Joy, 0 keFy, J€F,
with
Cp)

c(e,Ny) :=1— (92)

8]\[0(17*5/2)d ’
for C(p) a constant only depending on p and d.

Proof. First Step. Using the same notations as in the statement and recalling that ¢ is zero
outside Oy, , we have

L(Td) 4 (<mk>k€F§0 ) dP (m)

1 ~ ~ ~
go((mk)keF;O)exp< Z |k|2pd|mk|2> @ dm®

ZN Joy

keFy; kel
1 ~k d) ~k
=7 <p<(m Jkert )exp(— Z |k |2P| 7, |2> (93)
VIO ’ keFy
mk 2pd |~ k|2 ~ g ~j
X fRQ(F;_lF;OU [10N <(m )keF;)eXP< D kPR > 29 dm]] X) dind.

keF;\F;O jeF;\F;;O jeF;O

Obviously, we can bound the indicator function in the last line by 1 and then get cy/cn, (see
@0) for the definition) as bound for the whole term on the last line. This proves the first
inequality in the statement.

Second Step. Take now ¢ as in the statement and (ﬁLk)keFJr satisfying ([@I)). If we choose
No

another collection (m*),e Fy\Fy, (with the usual requirement that m =% = ﬁ) such that

then

N |

1+ inf mre—g(x) =1+ 2 inf Z R[Mre_r(z)] =
]CGFN\{O} k;GFN\{O}
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and accordingly the left hand side can be regarded as a probability measure in Py . For instance,
so is the case if |MF| < kytelk| 392, for kg = 22 jeza\ (0} |j| =342, Therefore, for m € P(T%)

such that (ﬁlk)kEF+ belongs to the support of ¢,
No

2pd |~ k|2 A~ 7
fR2(|F]'G—|F;\}O|) H 1{|m’€|<n;15|k\*3d/2} eXp(— Z k||| >j ® dm’

keF\Fy, ke F\FY F\FS
~k 2pd ~j
< JRQUF]-\*}_'F]-\*}O') 1(’)N <(m )keF;) exp(— Z V{;| P ‘ ‘ > ® dm’ (94)
KeFS\FY, JEFN\F iy,
2pd| ~ k|2 ~j
< [argmgpon(- S w@ate) @ aar
keF\Fr JEFN\Fy,
Multiplying both sides by ¢y, /cn, we get
1 *({ g < )
kRS \Fr fid
CN g 2pd| ~ k|2 - (95)
< C_J\; jRQ(lF;\r’lF;\r’ol) tox <(m )k€F1¢> eXp(— Z S ) ) @ + i
keF{\F €PN\,
<1,

where (§g) e pr is defined right below (@0).
NN
By Markov inequality, for p > 3/2,

[ P({ g < ogme}) 2 1= 5 P({lad = vame1))

keF\Fyo keF\Fy
1
=>1-C(p) Z EGEE (96)
keF;\F;O
C(p)

>1-—— P
6N0(p75/2)d

where the value of the constant C(p) is allowed to change from line to line (as long as it only
depends on p and d). The difference on the last line coincides with ¢(e, Np) in (@2)).
Back to ([@5), we deduce

CN, ~k 2pd| k|2 ~

c(e, No) < C—NO JR2(|F;|—F; y Loy <(m )keFj;) exp ( § |k m| ) Q)  di.
0 o\
KeFR\FS; JEFF\FY,

Back to ([@3]), we get the second inequality in the statement (and this even if ¢(e, Ny) is negative).
(]

We get the following lemma:

Lemma 6.2. With the same notations as above,

ZN, N

lim sup
No— N>=Ny

1’_0
NCN()

and

. . ) ~k —3dj2 () _
(o5 obeson )
kEFNo\{O}

with the usual convention that =% = mk forke F]J\FO.
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Proof. First Step. We choose ¢ in Lemma [6.1] as ¢g, the indicator function of the set of Fourier
. A~ k
coefficients (m"), Fy such that

1+ i ke
xléled Z mie_i(x) > ¢, (97)
k:GFNO\{O}

for some € € (0,1) as in the statement of Lemma 6.1 and with the same convention as in the
statement of Lemma that m % = m*. Then, we have

1 CN ~ ~ A~ 7
A Yo <(mk)keF;\§ )exp (— Z |k‘2pd|mk|2> ® dm’
N €Ny (’)NO 0 kGFIJ\;O cpT
I en ~ ) )~k A j
- T f pa—: lgo0<(m )keF+ ) eXp( Z |k|2p i |2 ® dam?.
N CNo JR™ No o keF¥ JEFY
No 0

We then make the change of variable

Then, the condition (97) merely says that (§*),.+ belongs to O, if (*),_ -+ belongs to the
Ny No
support of pg. Therefore,

1 en < ~ K ) ( 2pd |~ k 2) ~ j
—_— m exp| — k|“P*m dm’
Zx cng O, wo ( )keF;O p Z K[| m" | (?Jr

T
keFNO

+
(1 _ 6)2|FN0| cN

_U=e N (1 —e)2 2pd |~k |2 ~j (98)
D (-2 3 ®
N

No JOnq keFy

> (1- €)2|F1¢0|—ZN0 N
- ZN cNy
0

By the second inequality in the statement of Lemma [6.1], we deduce that

17
c(e, No)(1 — ) ol ZNo EN - g

ZN ¢N,
Moreover, choosing ¢ = 1 in the first inequality in the statement of Lemma [6.1], we also have
ZNo ON .
ZN cN,
Second Step. We notice from Proposition Bl that 2|Fy, | = Dy, < 2(2Np)?. So, if we choose

€= N(;gdﬂ, then the shape of ¢(e, Ny) in Lemma [6.T] together with the fact that p > 5 yield

(e, No)(1 — £)! %l > <1 N %?)) eXp<2(2No)dln(1 - (No)*g’d/?)).

Obviously the right-hand side tends to 1 as Ny tends to co. Combining with the conclusion of
the first step, we get

ZN, CN

lim sup
No—0 N=Ny

which is the first claim in the statement.

71’:0,
N CNy

Third Step. By the second inequality in the statement of Lemma [6.1]

L(W) 2o ((")epy )dBr(m)

CN C(&,“O)J ( ~k ) ( 2dAk2> ~ i
> — o (M")ep+ ) exp| — g k[“P%|m dm?,
CNp ZN (f)NO 0 ( )kE ;0 | ‘ | | ®

+ .
keFy, JEFYN,



66 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

By (@8) (with e = No_?’d/z), we get

PN<{1 +inf Y dfe_y(z) > Ny 3d/2}> = L(W) soo((ﬁz’“)keF;O)dPN(m)

xeTd
keFn,\{0}

21FE | ZNy CN
cle, Ng)(1 —e)"" No' —— —,
(e Mo)(1 = o)l 2
By the second step, we get that the infimum over N > Ny of the right-hand side tends to 1 as
Ny tends to co. This completes the proof. O

Here is an application, which is very useful throughout the paper.
Lemma 6.3. Let (¢)n,)N,>1 be a sequence of [—1,1]-valued Borel measurable functions defined
on P(T?) with the following two properties:
(1) v, is measurable with respect to the o-algebra generated by the mappings (m € P(T4)
~k .
m )keF;();

(2) ¥, is null outside

xeTd

ANy = {me P(TY: 14 inf > iFey(x) > (2N0)3d/2}.
k‘EFNO\{O}

Then, there exists ag > 0, only depending on d, such that, for any a € (0, ap],

dy . |~k a
An, N ﬂ {meP(T).\m\<|k|T/2}
keF\Fy
(= {m € P(Td 1+ mf Z m e k > 2—(3d/2+1)NO—Sd/Q}7
€T e F\{0}

and

-1

lim sup <J YN, (m)dP m) f {z/)N m 1 }dIP’Nm 1‘
No—© N> N, P(Td) O( ) O( ) P(T4) O( )keFlj;\[Ff\} {|ﬁ1k\<a\k|*5d/2} ( )
0

with the numerator in the first line being necessarily equal 0 when the denominator is 0 and the
convention that the ratio is then understood as 1.

Remark 6.4. In fact, the first claim can be reformulated in the following broader sense. If
Gﬁk)keF* satisfies, for N = Ny,
N

1+ inf mFe_i(z) = (2No) Y2, and max |mF| < ,
P werforg, 1 < Tepe

for a € (0,ap], then
1+ inf Z mFe_p(z) = 2_(3d/2+1)Ng3d/2.

d
€T e Fa\{0}

In words, there is no need to assume a priori that (ﬁ%k)keer are the Fourier coefficients of a
N

probability measure. The conditions on the Fourier coefficients suffice to prove it a posteriori.

Proof. We first observe that, for

~k a
m e ANO M ﬂ {|m | < W},
keF\Fy
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it holds

. ~k —3d/2 _a
1+ ;ggd Z m-e_(x) = (2Np) Z |o[34/2
keFy\{0} keFN\Fivg

> (2No) 7342 — cqa(Ny) 342,

for a constant c¢q only depending on d. Therefore, for ¢ga < 2~ (G4/2+1)

. A~ — —3d/2
g, ey 2 SR
ke Fy\{0}

We deduce that, for such an a and for vy, as in the statement,

L?(Td) |:1/}N0 (m) H 1{mk|<a|k—5d/z}]d]P’N(m)

+\
keFN\FR

1 ~ & 2pd| ~ k|2 ~j
= 7 RQ.F;{@N()((W )keF;O) I1 1{|mk<ak|—5d/2}exp(— D1 RPPFRA ) | &) dind,

ot
ke \Fy kel JEFy

where o, = VYN, © In,, see the notation in (28). We rewrite the above equality as

fp(ﬂ‘d) [¢No (m) H 1{|mk<ak|5d/z}}d]P’N(m)

+\
keFY\F

@N0<(mk)keF;0) exp(— Z |k‘2pd|mk|2> ®+ dffbj
jeFNO

+
keFNO

1
7 Jow,
(99)

dy Ak ~j
XfRzuF;l—F;O) I 1{Iﬁwk<ak|5d/2}eXp(_ DI ‘2> & di

KEFN\FY, keFR\FY JEFS\Fryo

= @C—N<L(Td) Y, (m)dPy, (m)> 11 P<{|§k| < \/§a|k|(p_5/2)d}).

Iy c
oo keFY\F
Repeating (O6]),

[ P({I&I < \/§a|k:|(p*5/2)d}) )

(p=7/2)d’
keF\Fyy alNg
for a constant C(p) only depending on p and d. Therefore, by Lemma [6.2] we have

Zno N T p({\gk\<v§a|k\<p‘5/2)d})—1‘=0-

ZN CN,
* keFY\F

lim sup
No—0 N=Ng

Inserting the latter into ([@9), we get the conclusion. U

We deduce the following lemma:

Lemma 6.5. Let ag > 0 be as in the statement of Lemma[6.3. Then, for any 6 > 0, there
exists N1 = 1 such that, for any N = Ny = Ny,

_ —3d ~ a
Py ({m > 27 G424 NG /2}) > ]P’N(ANO ~ N {m e P(TY) : k| < VﬂTgW}) >1-4,
keF\Fy
(100)

with Ay, being as in Lemma [63.
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Proof. For § as in the statement, we know from Lemma[63] (with 1n, = 14, ) that we can find
a = ag > 0, only depending on d, such that, for any Ng > 1,

Py <AN0 N ﬂ {|mk| < W%/QD — P, (Ano)

+\ pt
keFN\FN0

sup <

N>=Ny

| >

By Lemma 6.3 for any N > N,

A ) {meP(']I‘d):|ﬁzk|<

+\ pt
keFy \FN0

)

i ~ - —3d
C {m € P(']I'd) 1+ gglélﬂfd Z mke_k(x) > 9 (3d/2+1)N0 3 /2}‘
kEFNO\{O}

Therefore, for any N = Ny,

PN<{1 " xiélqrfd Z mFe_j(x) = 2*<3d/2+1)N0‘3d/2 )
keFNO\{O}

~ a
> Py <ANO ~ {m e P(TY) : |m| < \klf’d/?}) (101)
keF;\F;O

= Py, (ANo) — %5.

By Lemmal6.2] we know that, for Ny large enough, Py, (ANO) > 1—0/2 and, then, the right-hand
side is greater than 1 — §. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 6.6. With the same notations as before,

lim sup sup
No—0 <p:]RDN0 _)[_171] N=Ny

f gp((ﬁlk)keF+ )d(PN — PNO)(m) =0,

P(Td) No

where, for any Nog = 1, ¢ in the argument of the supremum is required to be measurable, and
with the already used notation Dy, = 2|Fy |.

Proof. We fix § > 0. By Lemma [6.5, we can choose a¢ as in Lemma [6.3] Ny large enough and
e € (0,1) small enough such that, for all N > Ny,

~ a
]PN<{T)’L > 8}) > Py (ANO N ) FQF+ {m € P(Td) : |mk| < |k|5(il/2 }) >1-9.
SN N,

For a function ¢ as in the statement, we then have

g
it fp(w) v ((m )keFﬁ())dPN(m)

N=Nog
~k
- L(Td) @((m )keF;()) <1AN0 (m) ] 1{|ﬁ1k<aok|5d/2}>dPN(m)‘ <o

+\
keFy \FNO

(102)

We now apply Lemma to the function m — @((M*), .+ )1y, (m). For Ny large enough,
No

we get

sup
N=Ng

L(Td)80<(m )keF;O)dIP’N(m) L(Td)90<(m )keF;())dIPNO (m)‘ < 36.
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6.1.2. Convergence of the sequence (Pn)n=1. Using the properties proven in the previous para-
graph, we now have all the ingredients to address the limiting points of the sequence (Py)n>1.
The following lemma proves the second claim in item (ii) of Theorem

Lemma 6.7. Let P be a weak limit of (Py)ns=1 on P(T?). For an integer Ny = 1, define, on
P(T9), the (sub-probability) measure Q by

T m) 1= 1y () = Loy, (), ) m e PT),

Then, the image of Q by the mapping

+
71533 :m e P(T?) — (fhk)kepgo e R

is supported by On, (i.e., Qo (77%3)*1((’)5\,0) = 0) and is absolutely continuous with respect to

+
the Lebesgue measure. Precisely, for any Borel subset B of R2EN| that is included in OnN, s

Qo (i) (B)
- o (@, Y

ZN()CN) 1 f ~ ) ( 2pd| ~ k 2) ~j
< | su 1 <m )ex — k|“P%|\m dm’,
(1,222 |, (001 oo~ wat)

No 4NCNg L Rt
keFy, JEFN,

where we recall from Lemma 6.2 that the first factor in the above right-hand side is finite.

+
Proof. Let E be an open subset of Op, (equivalently, F is an open subset of RN included

in Op,). We observe that {m e P(T9) : (ﬁzk)keF; € E} is an open subset of P(T%).
0

Up to a subsequence, we can assume that (Pxy)y=1 weakly converges to P. Then, by Port-
manteau theorem,

P({(@k)keFﬁo e B}) <lim inﬂ@N({(m'f)kﬂ0 e B}).

N—w

Now, by Lemma, (with ¢ = 1), letting N tend to oo therein, we get

Zn.eNY 1 ~k 2pd| ~ k|2 ~j
< ( sup ° >ZN0 L)NO 1E<(m )keF;O)eXP< Z |k PEm| & di?,

Znc
N=Ny £4NCN, keFy, JEFN,
0

(103)

where we recall from Lemma that the first factor in the above right-hand side is finite. By
definition of Q, the left-hand side can be rewritten as Q o (ﬂg\?g)*l(E)
+
Take now a Borel subset B of RZF%! that is included in On,- By outer-regularity of the

Lebesgue measure, we can find, for any 6 > 0, an open subset E of Op,, containing B, such
that

1 ~ ~ i
7 j 1gp ((mk)kelﬂt )exp (— Z |k‘2pd|mk|2) ® dm’
No Ony 0 jEF;

+
keFNO

1 .
< 1 ( Mk ) ex (— Jo| 2 | 2) dmi + 6.

+ s
keFy, JEFN,
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By ([@03),
| (@), )
P(Td) No

ZNoCN 1 ~k 2pd |~ k(2 ~
< ( sup g )[ZNO JONO 13<(m )keFﬁo) exp( Z k[PPYmP ) X) dm? + 6.

h ( Znc
N>=Ng £NCNy . +
k:GF;O JGFNO

The left-hand side writes Q o (w](\?g)*l(E) This yields
Qo (mx,)'(B)
2)\—1
<Qo (x) ()

ZN,C 1 ~ ~ ~
<(sup No N)[ZNO LNO 13((m’f)ke%)exp< 3 |k|2pd|mk|2> X dm]+6}.

Znc
N=No #NCNg keF; jGFI%
0

Since this is for any 6 > 0, we get the result. O
Lemma 6.8. Let P be a weak limit of (Px)n=1 on P(T?). Then

]\TI()IEIOOP(ANO) =1,
with Ay, being as in Lemma [6.3.

Proof. By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 6.7, Ay, is a closed subset of P(T4).
Therefore, by Portmanteau theorem (assuming without any loss of generality that (Pyx)n=1
converges to P in the weak sense),

P(An,) = limsup Py (An,)-

N—w©
The conclusion follows from Lemma O

We now prove item (4i7) in the statement of Theorem
Lemma 6.9. Let P be a weak limit of (Py)n>1 on P(T%). Then,

[l e ragn| o

where, for any Nog = 1, ¢ in the argument of the supremum is required to be measurable, and
with the already used notation Dy, = 2|F]J\?O|.

lim sup
No—®
o ap:]RDNO —[-1,1]

Proof. First Step. Introduce the sequence

~k
JP(Td) <p<(m )kEFz%)d(PN —Pny)(m)|, No=>1.

NN, i= sup sup
Lp:RDNO —[—1,1] N=No

By Lemma [6.6] the sequence (nn,)n,>1 converges to 0.
Take now ¢ a continuous function from RP¥ into [—1,1]. Letting N tend to o, we get

L)(Td) ¢<(mk)’f€Fﬁo>d(P - IP’No)(m)’ < 7INo-

Second Step. Assume now that ¢ is merely measurable and [—1,1]-valued. Consider also
another sequence (dn,)n,>1 converging to 0. Then, by Lusin’s theorem, we can find, for each
Ny > 1, a continuous function & on RPNo with values in [—1,1] such that

<]\§;]I\)fo ZZZZ ) o <{90 ((mk)ke%) = ¢<(mk)keF;\§0> }) (104)

ZNOCN 1 f ~k 2pd | ~ k|2 ~
= ( sup ) 1 :~<m +)exp— k|P¢m (:) dm? < dp,.

<N>No ZNCNO ZNO ONO {o=0} ( )keFNO k§+ | ‘ | ‘ < 0
No
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By Lemma B,
| oo 1063 (P Lo, ()i ) aP(m) < b (105)
Therefore, by (T04) and (I(5),
oo (g, Y =) = [ B3y, )P~ Brc)m)
L(W) (v-9) ((m’“)keF;O)dP(m)’ T fmd) (= 8) ((P)yery )P, (m)‘
fm (2= 2) (g sy mizom) [ (0= 2) (e 1, (m))|

fmd) (0 8) (7 )ery, ), (m)‘
< 40y, +2P(4f,),

e

<

<

S

+

+

where we used the obvious implication m € Ay, = (MF), .+ € Ok, (see Lemma 63). By
No

Lemma [6.8, we can modify our choice of (dx,)n,>1 such that the right-hand side is less than
SON -

Third Step. By the first and second steps, we get

fp(Td) @((fr\Lk)keF;())d(P — ]PNO) (m)‘ < NNy + 56]\70

The right-hand side tends to 0 as Vg tends to oo, uniformly with respect to ¢. This completes
the proof. O

As a corollary, we deduce
Lemma 6.10. The sequence (Pn)n=1 is weakly converging.

Proof. Take two weak limits P and P of the sequence (Px)y>1. By Lemma [6.9]

Nlim sup
o0
0 @:RDNOH[fl,l]

[T YA I

where, for any Ny > 1, ¢ in the argument of the supremum is required to be measurable.
Therefore, P and P’ coincide on the o-algebra generated by the mappings (m — mF)

keFd s
for any Ny > 1. By Lemma [3.4] together with a standard monotone class argument, we deduce
that P and P’ coincide. O

6.1.3. Completion of the proof of Theorem [3:3. We now prove the first claim in item (ii) of
Theorem 351

Lemma 6.11. Let P be the weak limit of (Pn)n=1 on P(T%). Then, for any integer No > 1,
the image of P by the projection mapping

1. d ~k 7k
775\,3 :m e P(T%) — (m fNo)keF;O € On,
1s absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesque measure.

+
Proof. For Ny = 1, we consider a [0, 1]-valued measurable function ¢ defined on RNl that is
equal to 0 outside Oy, .
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Following (93)), we get, for any N > N,

»L?(Td) v (<mkffl§70)ke1?;o ) dPn(m)

1 ~k Tk - 2pd |~ k|2 ~ &
- [, o By ) o= X W) @ a

keFy; keF

1 £k 2pd| ~ k|2
. f o|F |90<(m fNo)keF+ ) exp(— Z k[P m |

N JR™ No No

keFy
~k 2pd| 2 k|2 ~ ~

% f2<F;—|F; ) [10N <(m )keF;)eXP< D kPR ) 29 dm]] &X) dind.

R 0 keF\FY JEFR\FR, jeFy,

And then,

~k 7k
P(T) No
<LC_N ~k 7k . E|2Pd 7k |2 dmd
= ot | PN pery ) exp Z E[PUmSP ) ) dm.
ZN CNO R No Nog ) fl
keFy J€F N,
We make, in the integral on the second line, the following change of variable:
g =m" R, keFy.

Then, since | ﬁ\fo‘ < 1 for each k € Fy, , we get

f P(T4) S0<(ﬁlk=}?]]§fo)kng )dPN(m)

1 ¢ R k|2pd .
ZchVVO(H \fNO> f 2|F;0|@<<yk)wo>exp(_ y g |) Q ap

2
keFy keFy |fNo| jeFy,
-1
< 72 TT 17k (herz, ) exe( = X P 8
S Zyec No 2 | P\ kery; p Y
NENo Ayeps R0 ’ keFy;
0 0

Since ¢ is zero outside Op,, the above integral reduces to an integral over Oy, . Therefore,

e £ iy, ) vt
L en f Ak < 2 d) ~
exp| — k|“P dy’ .
<7 CN0< ]_[ \fN0> ONOw((y )ke%) P ke; k] jg? 7
No No

By Lemma [6.6] we can let N tend to oo in the left-hand side. We get

L?(Td) (p<(fflkf]%0)kepl¢ )dIP’(m)

ZN,CN ~k 2pd ~j
< ( su o ) < ) f ( )ex < k[P dy’,
L e | | | 7| on, ¢ (T kery, ) exp > || jECF+) j
No

+
keFN0

where we recall from Lemma [6.2 that the first factor in the above right-hand side is finite. This
completes the proof. O

We now prove item (i) in the statement of Theorem

Lemma 6.12. Let P be the weak limit of (Px)n=1 on P(T%). Then, P has a full support on
P(Td) equipped with the 1-Wasserstein distance.
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Proof. First Step. We consider a measure mg € P(T%) and a real ¢ € (0,1). We have to prove
that P(B(mg,e)) > 0 with B(mg,¢e) the ball of P(T?) of center mg and of radius ¢ for the
1-Wasserstein distance.

By Lemma [3:3] we notice that, for Ny large enough,

~k 7k 1
mo * fn, = Z mofNOe_k € B(mo, Zs),
kEFNO

And then, using the same constant ¢y as in the notation introduced in Section [Il, we get

€ € ~ |k Tk 3
— + (1= — m e_r € B(mg, 3¢). 107
400 ( 4CO)k€;]V OfNo ( 4 ) ( )
0

£ 3
E—i—(l_ﬁl_c())mo*fNO:

Recall that there exists a constant ¢4, only depending on d, such that, for any a > 0,

Z a < Cqa
5d/2 3d/2"
k¢Fn, ‘k| / No /

Therefore, for a fixed, for cda/]\f(f:;’d/2 < ¢/(8¢cp) and for any collection (MF),cz4, with m® = 1,
m~* = mk for k = 0, and

~ E N\ ~ALkTY
mk — (1 — T%)mofﬁo

S5
ke Fag\{0} 8co

Vk ¢ Fry,  |mF| < alk| 752,
it holds that
A~ g g
sup| Y be (@) = (1= + (1= =)mo = fro(@))| <

zeTd kEFNO 400 4 Co 800

3

m(x) — <% +(1- %)mo * fNO(x))’ < —,

sup Iey

zeTd

with

m = Z mFe_j.

kezd
Therefore, from ([I07)), m € B(mg,c) and

. . € £ £ £ —3d/2
Jeer(ke;V Ateslo)) 2 ot (1= 1) i« fy(o) = g > oo > can (108)
0

From the fact that m € B(myg,€), we deduce that, in order to complete the proof, it suffices to
choose a such that, for some Ny large enough,

P({ >, |- (1 70) g | < 8%0} N {Vk ¢ Fr,, [mF] < a|k\5d/2}) > 0. (109)

k:GFNO\{O}

Second Step. We claim that in order to prove (I09), it suffices to prove that there exists ¢ > 0
such that, for some Ny large enough and for N > Ny,

Tk € ~ [ —5d
px({ X At (e S)mb R < o fn{ e RO 80 < dil ) 2 o)
keFrg\{0}

Assume indeed that the above holds true. Then, for a given N7 > Ny and for N > Ny, we have
Py({ ) |k — (- - )abfk| < o b n {Vke FL\F, [mF| < alk| 52} ) >
400 800 1 0

keFn,\{0}

Then, by Portmanteau theorem, we can easily replace Py by P in the left-hand side. Letting
N; tend to oo, we then get (I09).
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We now prove ([II0). To do so, we apply Lemma Assuming that a right above is greater
than ag in the statement of Lemma [6.3], it suffices to show that

Z ~ N € ~ 1 B
PN<{ |mk ; (1 B 460)m0f]%0| s 860} n {Vk € FJJ\?\FJJ\?O’ |mk| < §(ZO|]€| 5d/2}> = c.
ke Fng\{0}

From (I08)), we also notice that, for a large enough (the threshold being independent of Ny and
only depending on d),

g ~ g
= (1= )k ]’“V\g—}cAN,
{kGFNZO\{O} 400 0 800 0

with Ay, as in the statement of Lemma Therefore, Lemma says that, for some Ny large
enough, for any N > Ny,

A~ e ~ L E N 1 B
Ba({ 3wt 0o mbfl < o o {vie ARG 1951 < ookt
kGFNO\{O}

1 ~k €\ ~k Tk 5
g 5“0({ 2, Nt = (- g ) < s—}>
k:GFNO\{O}
Obviously, ((1— 6/(400))73\1]5%0)1661[,;0\{0} is in Oy, since 1+ ZkeFNO\{O}(l - 6/(400))ﬁ1]§ﬁkvo =
€/(4cp). Therefore, using the fact that the density of I'n, in (21) is strictly positive on Oy,
the last term in the above inequality is strictly positive. O

It remains to see that

Lemma 6.13. Let P be the weak limit of (Px)n=1 on P(T9). Then, for P-almost every m €
P(T?), m has a strictly positive density and >y a |k||*| < oo.

Proof. From Lemma [6.5] we recall that, with ag as therein, for any 6 € (0,1), for Ny large
enough and for N > Ny = Ny,

dy . 1ok @0
keFﬁl\F;O

where Ay, is as in the statement of Lemma [6.3] By arguing as in the proof of Lemma [6.12] we
can apply Portmanteau theorem and replace Py by P (with V] being fixed in the intersection
symbol). Then, letting N7 tend to oo, we get

~ ao
keFo‘g\F;O
with Ff := Uys1 F, V. In particular, since § is arbitrary,
IP’( g (ANO n ) {mer@: it < %})) =
No=1 keF5\Fy, k|
0

Take now m in the event that appears in the left-hand side. We can find Ny > 1 such that
m belongs to Ay, and, for any N > Np,

~k aop

< —=5-
"] BERE
By Lemma [6.3] this implies

: d - —3d/2
Lt inf ), infey(x) > 27 CUUNG /
ke Fn\{0}
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Given the decay of the Fourier modes of m, it is easy to deduce that m has a continuously
differentiable density (which we identify with m itself) and that

inf m(z) > 9~ (3d/2+1) N—-34/2
xeTe 0 ’

which completes the proof. O
6.2. Proof of Theorem (Rademacher’s theorem on (P(T%),P)).

First part: existence of the derivative. We follow the main lines of the proof given in [13|
Theorem 10.6.4] (with the little difference that the latter is given for functionals defined on a
Banach space, which makes it slightly easier).

We start with the following definition. For an integer N > 1, we consider the mapping

DN m e P(TY) — (ﬁlk>keF$\F; € L2 (FI\Fy) := {(?k)keF;g\F; 7 e Cl, (111)
with Fif = {k € Z% : (k) > 0} = U,.», F;7, and we denote by Py 4 the image (on (2 (FF\Fy))

of the measure P by £y o and, then by

(IPN\N,OO( : I(?k)kepog\p;)) et (FVFD)

a regular conditional probability distribution of P given £y o, namely, for any Borel subsets A
of CIFX (=~ R2AFN1) and B of (2(F;\FY,), it holds that
P({m e P(T?) : ()py € A and (@) s s € BY)

[ [ (e PO O N erpiny)
LE(FO\FY)

~k ~k
< 15((F )keF;g\F1¢>]dPN700 (Gay)
In particular, recalling from LemmaG.I3] that, for P almost every m, ;74 || < oo, we deduce

that, for Py o almost every (?k)kngg\F;’ ZjeF;g\F; |77 < o0.
We now consider the set

Cn:={me P(T?) : ¢ is differentiable at m along the directions (‘B[ek])keFﬁ T 5t

In clear, m € Cl if, for any k € F;, for P = R, F, the limit
1
7171_{% p <¢(m +1B[er]) — ¢(m)) Lp(pay(m + 1B[er])

exists, which proves that Cy is a Borel subset of P(']I‘d). We now address, for a given (?k ) ke FA\FY
ee} N
in (2(Ff\Fy), the probability Pni(v,00) (CN|(?k)keF§g\Fj;)' By definition of a regular conditional

probability distribution, we have, for Py o almost every (7*) ke FH\FE
o] N

P |(,0) (CN] (?k)keF;\F;)

= Prioven () ) {m: Jim % (6m + nBler]) = @(m) ) pgrey(m + nBlex]) exists

keFy B=RS

S AR GO |

ke F5\Fy;



76 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

Obviously, on the event nkeF;g\F; {mF = 7*}, we have, for any k € F\{0} and for P = R, 3,
1
(80 4 1Bler]) = 6(m) ) Lp(raym -+ ¥len])

= 1{¢(1 + > 2R[Ie;] 4+ nPBlex] + D) 2%[?16_].])

K JeF JEFINF
, , (113)
f¢(1+ M oRide ]+ 2%[?]ej]>}
JeFY JEFEN\FE
x 1P(Td)(1+ N oR[ade ]+ oPle] + 23‘3[?76,]']).
JEFT JEFI\FY

For () sy 10 (2(F\FY) such that i pe o [P] < o0, we let
ON((?j)jepg\F;)
~ 17 + . ~ j -~
— {(mJ)]GF; c ClFN :mlél']lfd[l + Z 2R[me_j(x)] + Z 2%[746_3‘(36)]] > O}_
jerFs JEFS\Fy,

It is easy to see that Oy ((7) jeFh »+) is an open convex subset of R/ N (regarding the complex
N
coordinates as pairs of reals). Its closure writes

O—N((?J)jng\F;)
~ —+ . ~ i ~i
= {(771])].61;;G e CIFw! :gﬁlélﬂfd[l + Z 2R[me_j(x)] + Z 2§R[T]67j($)]] = 0}.
JEFY JEFINFE
We can consider p the orthogonal projection from R ~| onto On((#7 )j eFh F;) (for simplicity,

we do not specify the dependence upon (/) JEFR\FE in the notation p”). We then let
YN »
O () jerg | ) erp g
- ¢<1 + 3 [PV (@ ery) | e+ D 2RI ?jej]})
JEF ! JEFINF

Obviously, ¢V is a Lipschitz function on R2¥. v As such, it is differentiable almost every-

where: we call D[¢"] the set of differentiability points. Back to (II3)), we have, on the event
A~ k _ /\k . .

ﬂkeF&g\Fﬁ {m” = 7%}, the identity

%(mm +¥len]) = 60m) ) Lpcon (m + Blen])
1

= 5[¢N ((fh] + nzml{k=j})jeF;|<?j)jeF£\F;> — oV ((mj)jeF;K?j)jngg\F;)]

x 1p(pa) (1 + 3 2R[Aej] + nBle] + D mwe_j]),
jeFy; JEFS\FY;
with zp = 1if P = R and zp = i if P = . In particular, if (M7 + UZ‘Bl{k=j})jeF; belongs
to ON((?j)jeF;g\F;) and to D[¢"], then the above right-hand side has a limit as 1 tends to 0.
Therefore, for Py o-a.e. (?k)kngg\F;’

P|(v,0) (ON] <?k)keF;g\F1$>

> Pyivo) (PIOV] 0 {(3)jem o) € O Nypzip) b o () 475 = P4 5o )
k=N
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We now prove the following two things: for Py o-a.e. (?k)keFJf\Fﬂ
0 N

Prviivon (P16 (P ey ) = 1

Pr(n,0) ({(ﬁlj)jeF; € ON((?k)keF;\F;)} A )t =y (?k)keFoé\F;) =L
keFE\F

(114)

Thanks to (II2)), this is sufficient to prove P(Cy) =1

We start with the proof of the first claim in (II4]). We invoke (¢7) in Theorem B35l Moreover,
we introduce the function ZV : (y)jeF; e CIEX ~ R2AFNI s (@ij\f)jeFj; Since f3; is a
(strictly) positive real for each j € Fyr, 2" can be identified with a linear mapping from R N
into itself with a (strictly) positive determinant. In particular, (m/ )je F belongs to D[¢™] if

and only if 2V ((m) ) belongs to 2V (D[¢"]) and the complementary of the latter has a

zero Lebesgue measure. Here now comes Theorem for m € P(T?), ZN (M) jer) Tewrites
N
(1) (1)

7y (m), and the image of the probability measure P by my’ is absolutely continuous with

ot
JEFy

respect to the Lebesgue measure on R21F N |, from which we deduce that
~ 1
P({m () € D[¢N]}) - P({m c7D(m) e %N(DW])}) ~1.
In turn, we get that the first line in (I14) holds true for Py o almost every (7¥), _ FA\FE-
0NN
We proceed similarly for the second claim in (II3)). We know that

P({m o inf m(z) > O}) =1

xeTd

Therefore, for Py o almost every (7) ke FH\ >
0\ N

PN‘(N,OO)({m: inf [1+ S oR[Adej(@)]+ D) m[ﬁe,j(x)]] >o}

zeTd
ot P——
JjeFy JEFG\Fy

~k ~k ~k
A () R = ) g ) =
keF\FY

from which we easily deduce that the second line in (II4)) is indeed satisfied.

Notice from (II3) that, for any ko € Z? and any Ny > |kol, the partial derivative 0, p(m),
which exists for P’ almost every m € P(T9), coincides with the finite dimensional derivative
Oprod(1 + ZjEFJ_\"—O 2R[MmIe_;] + ZJ'EFQS\F% 2R[7e_;]) on the event NjeFH\F; {mJ =77},

Second part: identification of the derivative with a weak limit. We now turn to the proof of
[B3). Generally speaking, it relies on Lemmas (.7l and 5.8l It also requires a preliminary result:
in order to proceed, we need to identify, for a given integer Ny > 1, the conditional measure
PNy, introduced in the first part, see (I1I]). Here, we do so, but on the set

_ dy . Ik % __
By, = {m e P(T?) : Vk € FU\Fy,, [m"| < 2|k‘5d/2}’

with ag as in the statement of Lemma The complete identification is given (and proven)
in Lemma [6.14] below. In this second part, we take it for granted and explain how it applies to
the current problem.

+
Following the same notations as in Lemma[5.7] we consider a smooth function ¥ : RN L R
whose support is included in

| » |
{(m])jeF+ € (C'F;o| ~ R2|F1¢0| 11+ 2 inf Rmle_;(z)] = —}7
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for some ¢ > 1. In this framework, Lemma [6.14] says that

i __ m m m
L)(Td) ¢(m)5mkol9((m )kep]%)1ANOﬂBN0,oo(m)dP(m) = PAn) L?(Td) U( )1AN0( YdP(m),

(115)

where Ay, is defined as in Lemma and has a (strictly) positive probability for Ny large
enough, see Lemma [6.8, and where

W(m) = Ly, . (m) |

(0 = ) 1) L (Pl
ONO 0 0

x e () ey ) ] AN (™) e )

{gb(ﬂ% (7% =) ey ) +m) (116)

x aﬁkoﬂ«?k)ke%))}dr N ((?me%)) + €Nps

where ey, tends to 0 as Ny tends to oo, uniformly with respect to |¢|« and |0k V|- Impor-
tantly, this identity requires some care:

(a) First, the notation #y, ((7* — m’f)ke%) is rather abusive since (7% — TAnk)keF;O may not

+
belong to Op,. However, the definition of .#y, easily extends to the entire RQ‘FNOI, see (28).

(b) Second, the notation lANO((?k)keF;%) is also abusive. Instead, we should write 14, ©

I (F%),cp+ ), but this would be obviously heavier.
No

(c¢) Third, we recall that the support of ¥ is included in Ay, (up to the embedding .#y, and
for Ny large enough).

As a result of the latter observation, we notice that, whenever (?k) keFy belongs to the support

0

of ¥ and (mk)keF;g\F;o satisfies |m*| < (ag/2)|k|~°¥? (which is the case if the (mk)keF;g\F;O’S

are the Fourier coefficients of some m € By, « ), the distribution

1+2 Z %(?ke_k) +2 Z %(ﬁlke_k)

+ +\
keFNO keFy \FN0

is a probability measure, see Lemma [6.3] again. Obviously, this probability measure identifies

with S, ((F* — mk)kEFN(;r) + m, which is the argument of ¢ in (II6]), when the (mk)keF;g\F;O s

are the Fourier coefficients of some m € By, «. In particular, the integrand in (II6]) is always

well-defined under the sole assumption that m € By, «. Equivalently, we can regard ¥ as a
: ~k : ~k —5d

function of (m )keF;g\F;O provided that [m*| < (ag/2)|k|~>Y? for any k € FS\Fy,. In order to

make this clear, we let

@((mk)keFoé\%) - fo [¢(1+2 > R(Fer)+2 Y, R(iFes))

No keFy keF\F
~k ~k
x 8mk019<(r ke )]dPNo ((T Jkers )7
No No

for ("), phrs € (B(FZ\Fy) such that k| < (ao/2)|k|~>Y? for any k € FH\Fy, .

(117)
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And then, by combining (I15), (IT6) and (II7), we obtain

~ k
Lp(']rd) O(m) OV ((m )keFI%) Tay, (771)131\;0’OO (m)dP(m)
ol
= oA U (m)dP(m) + en 118
B(n,) Jpua) ) H e (118)
- Pl L@F;\Fm () serping, )P0 (A e ) + o
where, as before, ey, tends to 0 as Ny tends to oo, uniformly in | @] and [|04k 7| o

Now, by the first part of the proof, we know that, for Py, -almost every (ﬁlk)kep+\p+ €
C2(FL\FY), the function

Pherg, €Oxo (142 T RPFe) 42 T Raten)

+ +\ ot
keFNO keF3 \FNO

is Leby, almost everywhere differentiable along any direction k € F) ﬁo. Recalling the form of
I'n, in (27), we can make an integration by parts in (II7). We get:

~

m((m’f)kﬂ\%) :fo {aﬁbkm(Hz > R(Fe)+2 Y, R(ibey))

No keFy keF\FY
=2k PRg(1+2 Y R(Fe ) +2 Y %(ﬁke_k))]
keFy KeFL\FL

x 9 ((?k) keFj, ) dl'ng < (™) ke, ) :

Then, we can revert back the computations in (II6]) and write

U(m) = —1py, ., (m) fo |:aﬁ1k0¢<<’¢No((?k - ﬁlk)kemo) + m)

No

< L (Phrery )0 () ey ) A0 () ey ) + o
Back to (I15]) and (II8)), we get

L?(Td) d(m)0pro ¥ ( (mk) kepjto) LAy, By o0 (m)dP(m)

- 2|k0|2pdﬁlko¢<<ﬂNe ((?k - ﬁlk)keF* ) + m)}

== L - | 0o 6(m) - 2|k0|2”dﬁ%’“°¢<m>]19((ﬁz’f)ke%)1ANOmBNO,w (m)dP(m) + ex.

By Lemma 6.5, we have P(An, N Bn,,0) — 1 as Ny — o0, from which we deduce that
0. q9< ik )d]P’
fp(Td) ¢(m) mko (m )kep;o (m)

(119)
= — J;D(’]I‘d) [aﬁko o(m) — 2‘k0|2pdmk0¢(m)]0((mk)keF;())d]P’(m) T eno,

where, as before, €y, tends to 0 as Ny tends to co, uniformly in |@|s, [P, |0k @) and
10509l )

For each kg € Z4\{0}, we now call ®*°(m) a weak limit of the sequence (0, ¢(m * IN)) N> ko
with 0k, ¢ being here understood, for each N > |ko|, as the almost everywhere (for the Lebesgue
measure on Py ) derivative of ¢ on Py. Then, by combining Lemma .7 and (IT9]), we reach the
same conclusion as ([89) in the proof of Lemma [5.8], but with W\fo (m) therein being replaced by
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dho (m) and with 17\/\50 (m) being replaced by 0z x, ¢(m) (as given by the conclusion of the first
part). We hence conclude that, almost everywhere under P, ®*0 and Opyko @ are equal, which
proves that (0zk0 (M * fN)) N>k cOnverges (in the weak sense) to Oz ko @- O

Third part: auziliary statement. It now remains to prove the following lemma, which we invoked
in the derivation of the above second part.

Lemma 6.14. For any bounded measurable function o : P(T?) — R,

1
L?(Td) @(m) 1Ay, By o (M)dP(m) = Pr (Ane) fp(qrd) P (m)1ay, (m)dP(m),

with Ay, in the first line being as in Lemma [6.3 and with

(m) = lBNO,w(m)f [@(JNO((?’?)%F;O) — jNO((mk)keF]tJ + m) Lay, © jNo((?k)kngo)}

On,
x dl'x, ((?k)ke%),

and with the same notation as in [28) for the map Zn,.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we use the same abuse of notations as in the proof of Theorem

BI0 We write
I (P = ) ) For - I (Pgepy ) = i (R ey )
0 0 0
19((7/:k)keF]$) for 4o jN((?k)keF;%
when ¥ is defined on P(T¢) and (?k)keF; e Opn.

First Step. We start with the following observation, very similar to an argument used in the
proof of Theorem BI0l If, for N = Ny being fixed, we set

. dy . ot ok a0
By, N = {meP(T )-VkeFN\FNOa [m”| < 2‘k|5d/2}’

then, for any bounded measurable function ¢ : P(T?¢) — R, we have

j ©(m) Lay, By v (M)dPN (M) (120)
P(T)

- fo w((ﬁlk)keF;)lANo ((mk)keF;O)lBNo,N ((ﬁlk)keFj;)drN ((mk)keF;>

ZN, ~ K ~ K ~ K
= In fRQIF;\F;OI UONO P00 ey L, (0 0 () ey )
X 1By, ((O)keF;()’ (mk)keF;\F;O) eXp(_ Z ‘k|2pd\ﬁ@k‘2> 29 din®,

+\ ot
keF;\F;O keF\Fy,

where we used Lemma [B6.3] in order to derive the last equality together with the fact that
~k _ ~k ~k
1y, ~((M )kng) = lBNo,N((O)keF]tO’ (m )keF;\F;O) only depends on (m )keF;\F;O'

In particular, if we let
— ~k ~k ~k ~k
P(m) := JONO ‘P((T )kep;ov (m )keF;\F;O)lANo ((7 )keF;O)dPNo ((r )keF;O)’ (121)
for m € By, n and ¥(m) := 0 otherwise, then, by Fubini’s theorem, v is measurable with
respect to the sigma-field generated by the mappings (m — m*) keF3\Ft and (I20) becomes
NN,
[ o) tag g, ()P (m)
P(T4)

ZN ~ L
= Z—]\; JR2F;\F;O |:(¢1BNO,N) <(O)keF§O’ (m )keFﬁ\Fﬁ()) (122)
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xexp(— > \k|2pd\mk|2)} X dink.

+\
keF;\F;O keFN\FR

Notice that the indicator function 1 By, n 1D the product ¥1 Bng,n 18 redundant with the defini-
tion of v, but we keep it for clarity.
Now, the equality (I20), with ¢ being replaced by 1, leads to

[ )ty (B ()
P(Td)

ZN ~ ) ~ )
— Z—]\; fRQFJJ\?\F;\?O' [JON 1ay, ((m )keFNg_)dPNO <(m )keF]%)]

0

><(1/11]3N0’N)<(O)k€FI¢O7(ﬁLk)k€F;\F;O>exp(— Z ‘k|2pd‘fhk‘2) SO

KeFS\FR keFN\Fy,
ZN, ~k
= PNO (ANO)Z—]\: X fRQF;\F]‘*\}O |:<1/}13N0,N> <(O)k;eF1¢07 (m )k;eF;\F;O)

cen(- % WPIAR)| @ ank
ReFI\FF keFR\FY,
and then, (I22]) becomes
1
m)l m)dP m=7f m)1 m)dPy(m), (123
ey PV PN M) = s | m) L, (BN, (123
where we recall from Lemma 6.5, that for Ny large enough, Py, (An,) > 0.

Second Step. We now send N — oo in (I2Z3). In order to do so, we first assume that ¢
is measurable with respect to ("), p+ for Ny > Ny. Then, for N > Ny, ¢ in (IZI) only
N1
depends, on the set By, n, on m through (ﬁlk)k€F+ \Fi and is independent of N. Next, by
N1 Y No
using Lemma [6.9] we get

1
1 A P = — 1 " ]P) ,
J;D(qrd) ‘P(m) ANgN BNy, N (m)dP(m) Py (Ang) fp(Td) TZJ(m) AngnBng.N (m)dP(m) + en

where limy_,n ey = 0. It then remains to observe that the subsets (Bn, N)N=N, are non-
increasing and their intersection is precisely By, «. Then, splitting ¢ into the difference . —¢_,
we can easily let IV tend to oo by regarding the left-hand side and the first term in the right-hand
side as the masses of By, ny under finite positive measures. We get

1
n dP(m) = ———— R dP(m),
L(Td)so(m)lANo Big 0 (M) dP(m) P (An) L(Td)w(m)u% By oo (M)dP(m)

where, on the set By, «, we have

Y(m) = jo [so(fNo ((P* = @Yier, ) + m)Lay, (Per,, )]drNo ((?k)ke%).

By monotone class theorem (together with Lemma [B.4]), we easily extend the result to bounded
and measurable functions ¢ on P(T?).

O

6.3. Mollification of McKean-Vlasov equations. The following statement plays an impor-
tant role in the proof of Theorem 121

Theorem 6.15. Let Wi and Wy be two Lipschitz continuous functions on [0,T] x P(T<), with
P(’]Td) being equipped with d_o. Then, for a constant ¢ > 1, we can find an integer N, such
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that, for N = N¢, for € € (0,1) and p as in Definition[312, the Fokker-Planck equation

oy (z) — diV(D’HN’E’p(t,mt)(:c)(mt ¢ fN)(x)> - §Amt(x) =0, (124)
fort € [0,T], with
DH =P (t,m)(x) = 8pH(x, AW (4, m) (@) + (1 — A)ﬁﬂWéV’E’p(t,m)(:c)),

1
D/HN,e,p(t,m)(x) = f D?—[f\Vf,p(t,m)(:C)d)\,
0

and with mg € By(c) as initial condition, has a (unique) smooth solution with values in P(T?).
It satisfies

my =1/, |[Vmy|o <, tel0,T],
for ¢ > 1 independent of N.

Proof. We first recall that the function (t,m,z) — DHNSP(t,m)(z) is smooth. It depends on
m through (m*)ge Fy- We can extend the mapping to inputs m which are general distributions.
It suffices to project the Fourier coefficients on the closure of Op. In short, we call IIy the
mapping that maps m = (M*),cza onto Iy (m) defined by

1 ifk=0
~ i k .
o WN((m])jeF;) if ke Fy;
im) =] ,
Ty (m) if —keF}
0 if k¢ Fy

where my is the orthogonal projection from R2AFN| ~ CIFN! onto the closure of Opn. We then
consider (t,m,z) — DHN=P(t, IIxy(m))(z). It is Lipschitz with respect to the Fourier coeffi-
cients (fflk)keFN\{o}- There is no difficulty for proving that the solution is classical. However,
the solution to the hence extended version of (I24]) may not take values in Op.

We now consider the local Fokker-Planck equation

Guita(w) — dliv (DHV=(t,my) (x)ing () %Aﬁzt(x) _o, (125)

with mg = mg € By(c) as initial condition. It is important to notice that, in the non-linear
dependence, the argument is m; and not m;. Since Wy and W5 are d_o-Lipschitz continuous in
the measure argument, the field x — DHN:?(t,m;)(x) is bounded and Lipschitz continuous,
with a bound and a Lipschitz constant that are independent of IV, ¢, p: it suffices to combine
Corollary and the second claim in Proposition [ 10l In turn, the solution to the Fokker-
Planck equation satisfies

My = 1/¢, | Vaiuloo,  [IVaiully < ¢, te[0,T],

for a constant ¢’ that depends on ¢ but that is independent of N, £ and p, and for some ~ € (0, 1)
that is also independent of N, € and p.

We then compare m and m. Denoting by p(¢,x) the standard heat kernel on the torus, we
have

my(x) — my(x) = —fo er Vp(t — s,z — y)DHN’E”’(s, ms)(y )(fN xm(s,y) —m(s, ))dyds

from which we deduce that

[my — Moo < CJ f [ms ; mSHOOdS +ny, te[0,T],
Td _

for a sequence (ny)n>1 that tends to 0 as N tends to oo and that only depends on mg through
the value of c. It is standard to deduce that

[me — Mmoo < Cw,
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which proves that m; is positive for N large enough. Since S’]Td my(z)dr = 1, it is a probability
measure.

Using the regularity in y of DH™(s,y) together with the Holder continuity of V,m;, we
can proceed in the same way for |V,my — Vmgoo. O
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