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MEAN-FIELD LIMIT FOR STOCHASTIC CONTROL PROBLEMS UNDER
STATE CONSTRAINT

SAMUEL DAUDIN

ABSTRACT. We study the convergence problem of mean-field control theory in the presence of
state constraints and non-degenerate idiosyncratic noise. Our main result is the convergence of the
value functions associated to stochastic control problems for many interacting particles subject to
symmetric, almost-sure constraints toward the value function of a control problem of mean-field
type, set on the space of probability measures. The key step of the proof is to show that admissible
controls for the limit problem can be turned into admissible controls for the N-particle problem
up to a correction which vanishes as the number of particles increases. The rest of the proof relies
on compactness methods. We also provide optimality conditions for the mean-field problem and
discuss the regularity of the optimal controls. Finally we present some applications and connections
with large deviations for weakly interacting particle systems.
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INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to address the so-called convergence problem of mean-field control
theory in the presence of state constraints and non-degenerate idiosyncratic noise. The pre-limit
problem involves a large number of interacting particles subject to symmetric, almost-sure con-
straints while, in the limit, the constraint acts on the law of a typical particle. Constraints in law
arise naturally in applications in economy and finance, as a way to control the risk associated with
a given strategy, [32, 38| [47]. They have generated some recent attention in the stochastic control

community [5 [19] 33}, 34 36, 53 [54] and the development of mean-field game and mean-field control
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theory [10, 1], 13} 16} 17, 42 [43], [44] 46] provides new insights and techniques to address these prob-
lems. Notably, given the nature of the constraint, we are naturally led to consider control problems
on the space of probability measures which require appropriate tools, [2] 3, [16]. Constraints in law
also arise in continuous descriptions of controlled particle systems [14] 26l 48] [49, 55 [56]. While
the convergence problem in mean-field control is well understood [8] 12| 15| 24} 29, 35, [40] the goal
of this paper is to investigate the validity of this approximation in the presence of constraints.
More precisely we investigate the connection between the following two control problems. The
first one involves a large number N > 1 of interacting particles. Its value function is given by

T T
1 .
VN (to,x5) = _nﬁ L/ E:L_X”V o (u+:/ F(i)dt +G(af) (NP)
t’ 1<1<N to
where T' > 0 is a finite horizon, to € [0,T] is the initial time and x}\ = (:17(1] N :EéVN) € (RHN

denotes the initial position of the particles. The dynamics are given by the stochastic differential
equations

ax;™ =o(x;N, @ )dt + apNdt + v2aByY N1
(XEY o XN) = x A=y 20 @
(1) i=1
and the infimum is taken over a suitable class of controls o = (al’N ol N ) Importantly, the
particles (X5, ..., XN are subject to the state constraint

o (X1 N, - ,XN’N) <O0forallte[0,T], P— almost-surely,

for some symmetric map UV : (RY)N — R. We will always assume that WV has the form

N
N (28N ) = \y(% Z 5mz-,N),
=1

for some functionnal ¥ defined over P(R?) the set of Borel probability measures over RY. Therefore
the constraint reads
\If(ﬂiv) <0forallte|0,T], P — almost-surely.

Above, the cost function L : R x R — R is supposed to be convex with quadratic growth in the
second variable and smooth. The non-linear drift b : R? x P;(RY) — R? is (at least) Lipschitz
continuous and bounded. The mean-field costs F,G : P;(R%) — R as well as the constraint
¥ : Pi(RY) — R are (at least) Lipschitz continuous functions over the space of Borel probability
measures with finite first order moment P;(RY) (precise assumptions will be given later in Section
[LT]). For each N > 1, the (B*");<;<y are independent d-dimensional Brownian motions.

The second problem of interest in this paper in an optimal control problem for a non-linear
Fokker-Planck equation. Its value function is defined for every (tg,mg) € [0, T] x P2(R?) such that
¥(mp) < 0 by

U(to, mp) = mf/t /]Rd z,o(t,z))du(t)(z )dt—i—/ F(p(t))dt +G(u(T)) (mfP)

where the infimum is taken over the couples (i, o) with p € C([to, T], P2(R9)), o € L3t®u( )([to, T] x
R%,RY) satisfying the non-linear Fokker-Planck equation
{ Op+div((a(t,z) + bz, n(t))p) — Ap =0 in (t,,T) x R?, (3)
p(to) = o € P2(RY),

subject to the state constraint
W(u() <0, VEE [to, T
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The latter problem was analyzed by the author in [23]. It is proved there, under appropriate
conditions on the data involving qualification conditions for the constraint, that optimal controls
are bounded and Lipschitz continuous in space, at least for any initial position ug € Pg(Rd) such
that W(ug) < 0. Problem (NP)) which defines VY is, however, very different in nature. Indeed the
constraint has to be satisfied almost-surely while the noises driving the dynamics of the particles
are non-degenerate. This type of constraint leads to new difficulties. Indeed, to dominate the effect
of the diffusion, controls cannot remain bounded and the value function associated to this problem
blows-up near the boundary.

Without constraint, the connection between Problem (mfP]) and Problems (NPJ) is by now well
understood. Under more general structure conditions, Lacker proved in [40] that the law of the
empirical measures of weak solutions to the N-particle system converges to probability measures
supported on the set of optimal solutions to the mean-field problem and therefore convergence of
the value functions hold. Taking advantage of the regularizing effect of the diffusion and uniform in
N Lipschitz and semi-concavity estimates for the value functions of the N-particles system, it was
shown in [12] that convergence actually holds with a rate. In the same setting, Cardaliaguet and
Souganidis later proved in [15] a propagation of chaos around “stable” solutions of the mean-field
problem. We mention that, under convexity assumptions on the mean-field costs F and G it is shown
in [I3] that the value function associated to the mean-field control problem is a smooth (enough)
function in the Wasserstein space. In this setting it is not difficult to prove that the convergence
of the value functions holds with an optimal rate and we have quantitative propagation estimates
for the optimal trajectories to the N-particles system toward the solution to the mean-field control
problem. Finally, the recent contribution [24] by the author, together with Delarue and Jackson,
provides optimal rates of convergence under appropriate regularity conditions on the data but
without assuming that the value function U is differentiable.

We also mention that recent progresses were made in order to characterize the value function
for the mean-field problem, in the general situation where it is not expected to be smooth. Similarly
to the finite dimensional case, we expect the value function to be the unique viscosity solution (in
some sense) to the dynamic programming equation. Different approaches have been taken in [9] 18],
20, 21]. The most general result, so far, being [21], where the authors rely on the approximation
of the mean-field control problem by control problems for finite numbers of interacting particles.
An analog characterization of the value function in the presence of state constraints is still an open
question.

Stochastic control problems with state constraints and non-degenerate diffusions were addressed
in the seminal work [41] of Lasry and Lions. They showed that the blow-up behavior of the value
function is directly related to the growth of the Hamiltonian and provided rates of divergence.
This problem was later revisited by Leonori and Porretta in [45] where the authors also find the
rate of divergence of the optimal controls. Another approach consists in requiring the volatility to
degenerate at the boundary in order to find admissible controls with a finite cost, see for instance
[]. In this case, Dynamic Programming leads to constrained viscosity solutions in the sense of
Soner [58] to the corresponding Hamilton Jacobi Bellman equation, see [37].

Without constraint, Problem (mfP]) has been widely studied in the literature, mainly for its con-
nection with potential mean-field games. Indeed optimality conditions for Problem (mfP]) (without
constraint) lead to the celebrated mean-field game system of PDEs introduced by Lasry and Lions
n [44]. We refer to [6l, 13| [44] for various properties of the pde system in the general case and to
[23] in the presence of state constraints.

In the context of mean-field control, state constraints have been primarily studied at the level of
the limit problem in order to derive versions of the Pontryagin maximum principle. This is achieved
in [2, 3] for first order problem (namely without diffusion). In [34] the authors provide first and
second order conditions for optimality for stochastic control problems with expectation constraints,
which corresponds to Problem (mfPl). While much effort was made to understand optimal control
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problems over the space of probability measures under state constraints, less is known about the
connection between the limit problem and the associated N-particle problem. This is a particularly
challenging question when the dynamics of the particles are stochastic.

In this paper we prove the convergence of the value functions for the problems with almost-sure
constraints toward the value function for the mean-field problem. Similarly to [12] we proceed in
two steps. On the one hand we prove that

Ut < liminf VN (0,20, ... 2l
( 07/”'0) = ]\1[13_11_20 ( 0, Ly » Ly )7

whenever ,&év converges to jig in Po(R?). This boils down to finding weak limit points of sequences
of nearly optimal weak solutions to the N-particle problem. Once we know that Vv is bounded in-
dependently from N, this follows from the line of arguments of [40] for problems without constraint.
On the other hand, proving that

lim sup VY (to, azé’N, - ,xéV’N) < U(tg, po)

N—+o0
requires more care. Indeed an admissible control for the mean-field problem is, in general, not
admissible for the particle system because of the almost-sure constraint.

Our strategy can be described as follows. Given an admissible control « for the mean-field con-

trol problem, we consider the particle system starting from an initial position (XO1 ’N, . ,X%N) =
1,N N,N
(g™, xg ),
. . tATN ) tATN ) t . tATN .
XpN = ag + / a(s, XN)dt + / b(XIN, i )ds + By dt + /2 aB;™
to to tATN to

where 7y = inf{t > to, V(i}’) > —g and 5Z’N is a feedback control designed so that, P-almost-
surely

N

1 , 2

Pyt oxmfer e
i=1

where 7 is a small radius depending on § which guarantees that, P-almost-surely,
V(i) <0, Vtelto,T].
If « is bounded, Lipschitz continuous and taken so that the corresponding solution u to

{ O + div((alt, x) + b(a, p(t))p) — Ap =0 in (to,T) x RY,
_ (4)
1(to) = o

satisfies W(u(t)) < —0, for all t € [tg,T], for some § > 0, we expect a strong convergence of fi."
toward p(t) for t € [tg,7n] and therefore 75 A T must converge to 7. The key step is to build
( tZ7N)1gi§N
We are able to do so only if ¥(ug) < 0. We also need to prove that it is enough to approximate
admissible candidates («, pt) such that « is bounded, Lipschitz continuous with respect to the space
variable and W (u(t)) < —¢ for all ¢ € [ty, T, for some § > 0.

Overall, our main result, Theorem [[T] states that, under Assumption ([I]) (introduced in Section

1)), we have

so that its contribution to the cost for the N-particle problem, vanishes as N — +oo0.

lim VN (to,ap™, ... g ™M)= Ut
N—1>I—I|—loo (0,1’0 9 7x0 ) (07,“0)7

whenever % zg\il 5503’N converges in Py(R?) toward some pg such that ¥(ug) < 0. We also prove

that accumulation points of weak solutions (introduced in Subsection [[.2]) to the N-particle prob-
lems are supported on the set of solutions of the limiting problem and therefore we have a proper
convergence result for the optimal solutions when the limit problem admits a unique solution.
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Connection with large deviations for weakly interacting diffusions. Our result is
closely related to the large deviation principle for weakly interacting particle systems, see [7), 25] 2§].
Indeed, consider the (uncontrolled) particle system

XZ’N:xZ’N—F/ b(XN, 0NYds +V2BN, te0,T), ie{l,...,N},
1 Y ’
_N25 ;‘,N,
i=1

where (Bt1 ’N, ... ,BZV ’N) are N independent d-dimensional standard Brownian motions supported
on some probability space, and let v (t,xN ) be the probability that the particles initialized at
(0, xN ) stay strictly inside the constraint, at least up to time ¢. That is

N, xN) = P(vs € 0,¢], T(al)) < 0).

Under appropriate assumptions on b and ¥, the map (¢,x) —% log v™ (T — t,x), solves the
dynamic programming equation for Problem (NP) when 7 = G = 0 and L(z,q) = i[¢|*>. As a
consequence we can deduce the exponential decay of vV by looking at the limit of V¥ (¢, x") when

1

N Zéxi,zv — po in Po(RY). In Section H we discuss this rigorously. Notice that this method
i=1

to obtain estimates on the probability vV by making a logarithmic transformation and studying

the stochastic control problem corresponding to the resulting Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation is

reminiscent of [30].

Organization of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [Il we give
our working assumptions, the precise formulation of the problems considered and our main results.
In Section [2] we give properties of the mean-field problem. In particular, we give optimality condi-
tions in the form of a mean-field game system of pdes. We also discuss essential stability properties
of the men-field problem with respect to small perturbations of the constraint. In the next section,
Section B we prove our main convergence result. In Section [ we present some applications to
theory of large deviations for weakly interacting particles. Finally we postpone to Appendix 5.1
the proof of the optimality conditions of Section 2l and to Appendix a useful lemma about the
convergence of weakly interacting particle systems (without control).

Notation. The Wasserstein space of Borel probability measures over R? with finite moment of
order 7 > 1 is denoted by P,(R%). It is endowed with the r-Wasserstein distance d,.
For n > 1 we denote by E,, the subspace of C"(R?) consisting of functions u such that

lulln = + sup Dk < 400.
" xERd 1 + ‘ ’ Z:{:ERJ |
Similarly we define E,,;, for n > 1 and « € (0,1) to be the subset of E,, consisting of functions u
satisfying
D"u(x) — D™ u(y
llnta 2= lfuflp + sup 2242 = DMul
T#y |z —y|

Finally we will use the heat kernel P, associated to —A defined, when it makes sense, by

1 o—yl|?
PIE) = [ e Sy



6 S. DAUDIN

1. ASSUMPTIONS AND STATEMENT OF THE MAIN RESULTS

1.1. Assumptions. We first give the assumptions satisfied by L, F, G and ¥. They involve an
integer n > 3. For U = F,G, ¥, the map U : Po(R?) — R? satisfies

)
U is a bounded from below, C! map and % belongs to C(Pa(R?), Epya), (Ureg)
We recall that a map U : Po(R*) — R™ is C* if there exists a jointly continuous map el
Py(RY) x RY — R™ such that, for any bounded subset X € Py(R%), z — g—gl(m,a;) has at most
quadratic growth in z uniformly in m € K and such that, for all m,m’ € Py(R?),
Um')—U(m —/ /]Rd 5m h)ym + hm/, z)d(m' — m)(z)dh.

The function 5—U is defined up to an additive constant and we adopt the normalization convention

5U "

aom
of derlvatlves in the space of probability measures.

The Lagrangian L verifies L(x,q) = sup,ega {—p.¢ — H(z,p)} for all (z,q) € R? x R? where H,
the Hamiltonian, satisfies the following conditions.

( H belongs to C"(R? x RY).
H and its derivatives are bounded on sets of the form R? x B(0, R) for all R > 0.
For some Cy > 0, for all (z,p) € R? x R?,

—(m, z)dm(x) = 0. We refer to the monographs [13] [16] for a discussion about the notion(s)

AH
D, H(z,p)| < Co(1 + 7). .
For some g > 0 and all (z,p) € R? x R?,
k ila < Dy H(x,p) < plg.
The non-linear drift b is assumed to satisfy
b:R? x Py(R?) — R is bounded, Lipschitz continuous and admits a linear derivative
0b Ab
— € G(R? x P2(RY), E,(RY)). (AD)
om
For the constraint, we also assume that
U is convex, (APsiConv)
Finally we also assume that:
There is at least one p € Po(R?) such that ¥(u) < 0. (APsilnside)

For convenience we put all of the above assumptions into

Assumption 1. Assume that holds for F,G and ¥, (AH]) holds for H, (AB]) holds for b
and (APsiConv)), (APsilnside)) hold for W.

A typical example of functions satisfying the condition (Ureg)) is the class of cylindrical functions

of the form
</ f1(2)dm(z /fk Jdm(a >

where F' and the f;, 1 < i < k are smooth with bounded derivatives. Assumption (Ureg]) also implies
that (m,z) — D,,,U(m, ) is uniformly bounded in P5(R?) x R? and therefore, a simple application
of Kantorovitch-Rubinstein duality for d; proves that U is Lipschitz continuous with respect to this

distance. Finally, ¥(m) := [pq t(x)dm(x) satisfies Assumptions (APsiConv)) and (APsiInside)) as
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soon as ¢ € E,, (not necessarily convex) and there is 2o € R? such that (zg) < 0. In this “linear”
case we recover the control problem with expectation constraints, see [5, [19] B3] B34 [54].

1.2. The problem with almost-sure constraint.

Strong formulation. Throughout this section we fix some tg € [0,7] and pug € P2(R?)
such that ¥(ug) < 0. In its strong formulation, the N-state control problem is described as
follows. We fix a probability space (2, F,P) endowed with N independent standard Brownian
motions (BZ’N)Z-:LW’N. We also fix some initial positions xg = (azé’N, e ,a:éV’N) € (RN such that
v (% SN 8,n ) <O forall N > 1.

The controller’s problem is to minimize over controls (ai™)i—1. n € L2([0,T] x Q, (RHN)
adapted to the filtration generated by the Brownian motions
T/ XN
i\N _i,N ~N
/to <NZL(XZ Lap™) + F (i )) dt+g(uT)]
i=1

TN (to, %05 (0™ 1<i<n) = E

under the dynamics

XZ’N BN + / b(X;’N,,us )ds + / ozg’Nds + \/i(Bz’N — BZ(’)N), t > to,

to to
N 1
b=y Z 1) XN
i=1
and the constraint

T(aY) <0, for all t € [to,T], P — almost-surely. (5)
We will also denote the constraint for the N-particle problem by

QN::{X e (RH)" ( Zaw)<o}

and, in this case, (Bl reads

(th’N, e ,XNN) € Qn, for all ¢ € [to, T, P — almost-surely.
We denote by VYV (to,x0) the value of the above problem. Under Assumption () we expect, by
dynamic programming or a verification argument —see [41, 45]— , that V" satisfies the Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation
( N
=0V =Y N (xN). Dy VN
= 1 ‘ N
+ ; H(z"N NDyin V) - Z AV = FNY), in (0,7) x Qy  (6)
VN (t,xN) = +o0, in [0,7] x 0Qn
L V(T xN) = gN (x) in Qy,

where FN . (Rd) — R and GV : (]Rd) — R are defined by

}"N(XN):}'<%;5W;N>, 6" (") = 6( Z%N) N e RN

In the special case H(z,p) = 1/2|p|> and under additional assumptions on ¥ we actually prove
that YV belongs to C'?([0,T') x Q) and satisfies (B) — see the comment after Proposition @Il in
Section [l
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Remark 1. Notice that it could very well happen that Qy = @ for small values of N. However we
neglect this detail since we always assume that there is some o € Po(R?) such that ¥(uo) < 0. By
an approximation argument we find that Qx is not empty for N large enough.

Weak formulation. Let us introduce some notation. We denote by C% := C([to, T],R?) the
path space. The control space V is defined as the set of non-negative measures ¢ over [tg, T] x R?
with the Lebesgue measure as time marginal and such that

/[t . la|?dq(t,a) < +oo.
0,4 | X

We denote by (X, A) the canonical process on (C? x V) and by (XN A»N);,.y the canonical
process on (C? x V)V and define the empirical measures

1 N 1 N
= N Zé(XivN,Ai’N)v ﬂiv = N ZéXZ’N = Xt#VN.
=1 i=1

We define R as the set of probabilities Py € P2((C% x V)V) under which (X, ZN)Z:LMJV = x}Y,
Py-almost-surely,

gp(th’N,... NN Z/ (pd, X2 XN a)dALN (a)ds

is a martingale under Py, for all smooth, compactly supported ¢ with

Eﬁvgo(,u,xl, coy N, ) = Dy, (1, ... ,xN).a + Dy, o(x1, ...y xn).b(xi, p) + App(z1, ..., TN).

The control rule Py is also assumed to satisfy
PN<\I/( Ny <0, Ve [tO,T]) ~1.

The N-state problem in its weak formulation is therefore to minimize over Py € RYN the cost

functional
T 1 N . .
EPY [ / ( / NZL(Xz’N,amAz’N(a)+f<ﬂiV>> dt+g<ﬂ¥>]
to \/R? Y 3o

where EPV is the expectation under Py. We denote by V2 (tg,%¢) the value of this new problem.
The next result asserts that the value of the weak formulation is no greater than the value of the
strong one.

Lemma 1.1. For all (tg,x}) € [0,T] x (RN such that \I/(% PR 5901-,1\7) < 0 it holds
0

Vg(to,xév) < VN(t07XéV)'

Proof. It suffices to consider an admissible control (ai’N 1 < i < N for VVN(tg,x)’) and

take

)tOStST’

Py = E((Xi’N,(Sai,N ® dt)1<i<n)

where £ denotes the law under P. This choice of Py is admissible for the weak formulation and we
have

EPN

T 1 X . . .
[ ([ St a4 76 a4 06) | = ¥ s e i)
to ¢ =
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This implies that
N

T 1 . .
N — . f EPN / / _ E L XZ,N AZ,N ~N ~N
Vu (to, %0) P;IEIRN [ to ( rd IV (XP™,a)dAy™ (a) + F (i) | dt +G(ar)

. i, IN
< i IV (to.x{’; (o i<ien)
(" )i<i<n

= VN (to,x{),
and proves the lemma. O

1.3. The limit problem. For some tq € [0,7] and po € P2(R?) such that ¥(ug) < 0, the con-
strained problem is

inf It o () (P)
with J(to, po; (1, ) defined by
I (t0, o (1, / /R L {a,alt, @) du() ()t + f(u(t))dt +G(u(T)) (7)

and the infimum is taken over couples (11, ) € C([to, T], Po(R%)) XLdt@u( )([to, T]xR? R?) satisfying
in the sense of distributions the Fokker-Planck equation

{ O + div(a(t, z)p) + div(b(z, u(t)p) — Ap =0 in (to,T) x R4 (8)
1(to) = o,
under the constraint that W(u(t)) <0 for all t € [to, T.

The reader may notice that, under appropriate conditions on «, the Fokker-Planck equation
([®) describes the law of the solution to the McKean-Vlasov stochastic differential equation

dXy = a(t, Xp)dt +b(Xy, L(Xy))dt +V2dBy, Xy ~ po, ¢ € [to, T).

In this case, the cost (@) can be rewritten as
T

T
J(to, po; (p, ) = E [/t L(Xy, ot, Xy))dt +/ F(L(Xy))dt + G(L(XT))

0 to
and we could have formulated Problem ([P]) in terms of optimal control of SDEs of McKean-Vlasov
type. As proved in Lemma [[.2] the resulting value function would be equal to /. We feel that the
formulation in terms of pdes is more convenient to address problems with constraints in law.
Of course, Problem ([P)) is equivalent to the following Problem

(Ll}g) J,(t()au()a (N75)) (P7)

with J'(to, po; (i, 8)) defined by J'(to, po; (i, 8)) := J(to,uo, 8- b(m,,u(t)),u)) and the infimum

taken over couples (u, ) € C([to, T], Po(R%)) x Lét@ﬂ( )([to,T] x R? R?) satisfying in the sense of

distributions the (linear) Fokker-Planck equation

{ Oppr 4+ div(B(t, z)u) — Ap =0 in (to,T) x R? )
p(to) = ko,

under the constraint that U(u(t)) < 0 for all ¢ € [tg,T]. In particular, U(tg, o) can be defined as
the infimum in both problems indifferently. Moreover, (u, ) is an optimal solution to Problem ([P)
if and only if (u, a+b(z, u(t))) is a solution to Problem (7). The advantage of looking at Problem
([P)) is that the Fokker-Planck equation reads as a convex constraint in (u, Bpu).
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Martingale formulation. We introduce the controlled martingale formulation. We let (X, A)
be the identity processes over (C? x V) and we look for probabilities m over C% x V such that X,
is distributed according to pg under m,

t
S(X)) — / Lo(Xottm, X, a)dA,(a)ds
to JR4

is a martingale under m for all smooth compactly supported ¢ : R* — R, with Lo(p,z,a) =
Dy(z).a 4+ Do(x).b(x, 1) + Ap(x). The measure m is also assumed to satisfy the constraint

U(Xy#m) <0, Vi€ [to, T).

We denote by R the set of such measures and we look for m € R which minimizes the cost function

P(m) = E™ [ /tOT /R d L(Xt,a)dAt(a)dt] + tOT F(Xyim)dt + G(Xr#m).

We denote by U, (to, po) the resulting value function.
Lemma 1.2. For all (ty, pio) € [to, T] x Pa(RY) such that ¥(uo) < 0 it holds
U(to, po) = U (to, po)-

Proof. If we denote by Us(to, po) the value of the mean-field problem if defined in terms of controlled
stochastic differential equations of McKean-Vlasov type over a fixed probability space, we have,
following Theorem 2.4. in [40], U, (to, o) = Us(to, po) for all (to, o) € [0,T] x P2(R?) such that
U (o) < 0. Notably, the presence of the mean-field constraint does not change the argument leading
to the aforementioned result. On the other hand, the optimality conditions of Proposition (2.1I)
provide a Lipschitz feedback control for U(tg, mg) when ¥(mg) < 0. We can use this control in the
strong formulation to infer that Us(tg, o) = U(to, o). This leads to U(tg, o) = U (Lo, pto)- O

1.4. Main result. Our main result can be stated as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Let Assumption (Il hold. Take (to, o) € [0,T] x Po(R%) such that W(ug) < 0.
Then

lim VN (to, 25N, .. ad = u(t
N—1>I—I|—loo (0,.%'0 b 71'() ) ( 07/”'0)7

whenever % Zf\il 0N — Ho N Po(RY) as N — +o00. Moreover if Py a sequence of €x-optimal
0

solutions to the weak N -particles problem, for some sequence ey — 0, then the sequence N # Py
is relatively compact in Py(Pp(C? x V)) for every p € (1,2). Every limit point is supported on the
set of solutions to the mean-field problem in its controlled martingale formulation.

A direct consequence of our theorem is that we have a stronger convergence result if the limit
problem has a unique solution. In particular, arguing as in Proposition 5.1l we can infer that

lim EP | sup di(al, X #m)| =0,
N—+o0 [te[to,T] ( ! ' )

if m is the unique solution to the mean field problem in the martingale formulation. Moreover, in
this case any solution (o, i) of Problem (P)) must satisfy u(t) = Xy#m, Vt € [to,T] and therefore
we have

N=+oo  |ie[ty,T)
The proof of Theorem [ 1] is given in Subsection

lim E[ sup dl(,&iv,,u(t))] =0.
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2. PROPERTIES OF THE MEAN-FIELD PROBLEM

2.1. Optimality conditions and regularity of optimal controls. When there is no constraint,
optimal controls for Problem (P) can be characterized by a coupled forward-backward pde system
which was first investigated for its connection with mean-field games, see [0, [44] for the seminal
work of Lasry and Lions and for a derivation of the optimality conditions. In the presence of state
constraint, the optimality conditions involve an additional Lagrange multiplier v € M™([0,T])
which is only active when the optimal trajectory (u(t))ie[t,, 71 touches the constraint. The next
result is a small extension of the main result of [23].

Proposition 2.1. Take (to,po) € [0,T] x Po(R?) such that ¥(uy) < 0. Under Assumption (),
Problem (P)) admits at least one solution and, for any solution (u, ) there exist u € L ([to, T, Ey)
and v € M ([tg,T]) such that « = —0,H (x, Du) and (u,p,v) satisfies the system of optimality
conditions

—owu(t,z) + H(x, Du(t,z)) — Du(t,x).b(x, u(t)) — Au(t, x)
(

= 0 (ut). ) + Sot),) + [ Dulty) g0V in (10, T) x R,

Ot — div(0pH (x, Du(t, z))p) + div(b(z, p(t))p) — Ap =0 in (to,T) x RY,
0G .
:u(t(]) = [0, U(T, l‘) = %(M(T)v $) m Rd7
(10)
where the Fokker-Planck equation is understood in the sense of distributions and u solves the HJB

equation in the sense of Definition [2.1] below. The Lagrange multiplier v satisfies the exclusion
condition

U(u(t)) =0, v-almost-everywhere in [to, T'. (11)
The optimal control o belongs to BVige([to, T] x RE,RY) (N L=([to, T],C¢ (R, RY)).  Finally the
value of the optimal control problem is given by

T
Ulto o) = /R ulto, 2)duo(r) + [ F(u(t)dt + GuT)).

to

Remark 2. Under additional regularity and qualification conditions on ¥ —Assumptions (APsiC2])
and (APsiTrand) in Section @, it is shown in [23] that v = vy + ndr for some v € L*°([0,T])
and some 77 > 0. As a consequence u belongs to C([0,T], E,,) and optimal controls are Lipschitz
continuous in time and space. See Theorem 2.2 in [23].

In the above theorem we use the following notion of solution for the HJB equation, using
Duhamel’s representation formula.

Definition 2.1. Let 11,1 € CO([to, T], En), V2 € Eyiqo for some n > 2 and v € M*([0,T]). We
say that u € L>([to,T], Ey,) is a solution to

—Ou+ H(x, Du) — Au = 1v + 1 in [tg,T] x RY, 19
(T, ) = in RY, (12)
if, for almost all t € [tg, T,
T T
u(t,z) = Pr_ypa(z) +/ Lt 1 Ps—eth1 (s, ) (x)dv(s) +/ Ps_tp1(s,.)(z)ds
to t

T

- [ Pl Dus ) (@ds, Ve RS (13)

t

where (P;)¢>0 is the heat semi-group (associated to —A).



12 S. DAUDIN

This formulation is convenient to handle solutions which are not necessarily continuous in time
(the optimal control can jump when the optimal trajectory touches the constraint) but are, for
each time, regular in the space variable.

The proof of Theorem [21]is given in [23] when b = 0 by a penalization procedure. We give
here a more direct proof covering the case b # 0 using a min/max argument similar to [22] Section
3.2. See Appendix 5.1l

2.2. Stability with respect to the constraint. For § > 0 small, we define L{5(t0,u0) to be the
value of the same problem associated to the constraint W (u(t)) < —¢ for all t € [tg,T]. In particular
it holds that U (to, o) > Ud (to, po) whenever §; > 0o > 0. Using the convexity of the constraint,
we can prove the following stability result.

Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption ({l) hold and assume as well that V(ug) < 0. Then it holds

lim U° (to, o) = U(to, 110).
0—0

Proof. Assume on the contrary that
lim ¢° (to, puo) = inf U°(to, pro) = U(to, o) + (14)
6—0 6>0

for some v > 0. For every § > 0 we denote by (u,3°) an optimal solution for U%(tg, 119) and by
(B ,m) and optimal solution for U(to, o) where both Problems are understood in term of Problem
). For A € (0,1) we let u® := (1 — \)ji + Aud and, noticing that (1 — X3+ A3°u’ is absolutely
continuous with respect to u’*, we define a control 8%* such that (1— )\)Bﬂ + 2800 = B so
that (M5’)‘)te[to,T] satisfies

Dypd + div(B2 ) — Ap’A =0 in (to, T) x R, 1O (o) = po-
By convexity of W, we have, for all t € [tg, T,
(NE) < NB(0(1)) < —6A.

As a consequence, (8%, u®*) is admissible for U%*(tg, o) and

J'(to, o, (B, 1™) = U (to, o). (15)
However, for all A € (0,1) it holds, by convexity of R x R* > (a,b) — L(z, %)b (set to be +oo if
b=0),

T ~
Pltoupo (P ) < (1= 8) [ [ L Bt) bt @) (o) @)
to
T
i [ [ w8 (t) — b N ) 1)
to JR4

' F (1P (E))dt + G(uNT)).

to

This shows in particular that limsupy o+ J' (to, po, (8%, u®*)) < J'(to, po, (B, 1)) = U(to, o).
Together with (I5)) this contradicts (I4]). O

Remark 3. We easily conclude from the above lemma that the value of the limit problem does not
change if we replace the closed constraint {¥ < 0} by the open one {¥ < 0}.
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3. MEAN FIELD LIMIT

The main result of this section is to prove Theorem (L]), that is the convergence of V¥ (¢, x0)

to U(tg, o) as Z5uv—>,u0 when N — +oo.

3.1. From mean-field to almost-sure constraint. In this section we prove the first inequality
in Theorem (LI]).

Proposition 3.1. Let Assumption (1) hold. Assume further that gy satisfies U(ug) < 0. Then it
holds that

lim sup V¥ (to, %) < U(to, o),

N—+o0

whenever My _ 400 ~ ~ ZZ 1 m in = pig in Pa(RY).

Proof. To prove Proposition ([B.I]) we proceed as follows. First we fix § € (0, =¥ (up)/2) small and
we take a : [to, T] x RY — R to be an optimal control for 2% (tg, y1g). Using Theorem 2.1} we know
that a is bounded and Lipschitz continuous in space. We let o be the corresponding trajectory,

solution to
{ Oip + div(ap) + div(bp) — Ap =0 in (ty,T) x R?,

1(to) = po-
In particular W(u(t)) < —6 for all t € [tg, T]. For a set of initial positions x)) = (z éN, . a:]NV N) €

(Rd) such that + z 25N 1o in Po(R%), we let (th’N, o ,XtN’N) be the solution to

to<t<T
. N N tIATN ) t ) t ) t .
Xp g+/ M%@Mﬁ+/ ﬁw®+/b@ﬂﬂﬁ®+ﬂ dBYN, 1<i<N
to

to tATN to
1
AN _
S_NEZ%M
i=1

where 5
TN = inf{t > O,W(ﬂiv) > —5},

with the convention inf{@} = +o0, and ﬂz’N is the feedback control, defined for all ¢ > 75 AT by

- AT - Xor) d N
g = SN XN NAE CY N (XY - X'ZrN/\T) b(xp™, i),
i=114¢ TNAT

with r = ﬁ and C'y a Lipschitz constant for ¥ with respect to d;. We also assume that N is large
enough so that ¥ (% Zf\il (5mé,N) < —d0. We will need the following key lemma, which justifies how
we chose (ﬁi’N)lgiSN.
Lemma 3.1. P-almost-surely, it holds that,

1 M 2

N}:ij Xﬁh*gr% vt > 7 AT.

Moreover, the following estimate holds

T N 2
E — E ’ ‘ dt| < —E ™ —E T—-TN
[LMTN#I@ ] r2N e J+ [ ]

+ 2|b|AE[T — T ATy].
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We continue with the ongoing proof. We have taken r and Sy is such a way that P-almost-

)

—d
surely W(al) < — for all ¢ € [to, T]. Indeed, by definition of 7y, P-almost-surely, U(aY) < -5

for all ¢t < 7, and, P-almost-surely, by definition of » and Lemma B.1] it holds, whenever ¢t > 7

W)~ ()| < Cudi (A 1)

and, as a consequence, being \I’(,&TN) —8/2, it holds that ¥(a¥) < —§/4, for all ¢ € [to, T).
Therefore, we have an admissible control for V¥ (to,xo ) Now, by standard propagation of chaos
estimates, see Proposition (B.]) in Apendix [(5.2] it holds that

lim E sup  dq (p), ilY)| =
N—+o0 t€(to, TATN] ( ( ) ! )

As a consequence, using that \I!(,u(t)) < —0, for all t € [tg, T] as well as the Lipschitz continuity of
¥ with respect to dy, we get

Plry <T)] =P EIt<T\IJ,ut 27‘5]

—-36

R 1)
<P sup  di(fi, pu(t)) > E] .

te(to, TATN]

Using Markov’s inequality we conclude that

te(to, TATN]

4C N
Plry < T] < —'E [ sup  di (i, pu(t))

Being E[T — T A 7y] < TP [ty < T] we conclude that Nlilil E[T —T A7n] = 0. Now we can use
— 400

Lemma 1) and get lim EF™ / Z kA A2 ] = 0, and we easily deduce
N—+o0 TN /\T

lim E| sup d ), aN)| =o.
N L[tm 1), iy )]
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As a consequence, a being bounded and Lipschitz continuous in the space variable and F and G
being Lipschitz continuous with respect to dj,

) TATN 1 PN PN TATN N
NEIEOOEMO NZL(X o(t, X ))dt+/to F(p)dt
T

+/T %iL(XZ’N,ﬂZ’N))dH/ F(i)dr+ G (i )]

TATN TNATN

TATN

TAT
= lim E/ N/ L(a:,a(t,a:))dﬂiv(x)dt—i—/ F(a)at
to R4

N—)J’-OO tO

T iN i T Nz
+/TMNNZL(Xt’N,5t’N)dt+/ F(a)dt + G (g )}

i=1 TATN

/ / (2, alt, ) du(t) (@ )dt+/ F(u(t))dt +G(u(T)).
to JR4

Finally, being a optimal for U’ (tg, o) we have that

lim sup V¥ (to,xo) ue (to, 110)-
N—+o0

Yet, we have proved, in Proposition (ZI)) that lims_.oU°(to, o) = U(to, 1o) and therefore,

lim sup VY (to,xo ) < U(to, po),
N—+o00

which concludes the proof of the proposition. O
It remains to prove Lemma [3.11

Proof of Lemma (31l . For n > 0 small, we introduce the stopping time
1
T ::inf{t > TN/\T’NZ’XZN XZ AT\2 >r —77}
=1

with the convention that inf {&} = +o0.
For n > 0 and 7" > T, we write B; =! (Btl’N,...,BtN’N) and Y; = (XZ’N,...,XtN’N> and
apply It6’s lemma to get

- YT  —Y 2 TINT! Y,.—-Y 2
_e~T'AT log<r2 o ‘ AT TN/\T’ > — —e NAT log(r2) +/ et log<r2 N ’ t TN/\T‘ )dt
N TN AT N
N /TW ot [ AY: = Younr) 2Y: = Yorunr)  2d 2[Y:—Youurl? ] "
NAT Y = Yorunr|2 =1m2N Nv2 — Yy = Younrl? 2 Nr2 — Y — Yoar)?
TN 2dN AY, — Yoonr|?
+ € 2 3 T+ 2 5va |
TNAT N?" - |Yt - YTN/\T| (NT - |Yt - YTN/\T| )

TINT!
2Y; — Yronr)
+V2 / N .dB
TNAT NT2 - ’Yt - -YvTN/\T’2 !

-4 /T"AT’ ot Yo /T"AT’ ot [_g Y = Yoypr> —dN ] 0
= Jaenr (Y= Yo —r2N)? N AT r2 Nr? = Yy = Yoy nrf?

+2 T 2AYy = Yoyar)
wnr N2 =Y =Y ar|?

.dBy
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However, an elementary analysis reveals that

4d Y, — Yoorr2 —dN 24
< —
2N — Y, = Yoar2 T 2

whenever 0 < [Y; — Y, a7|? < Nr2. Therefore, we get, multiplying by ™ AT and taking expecta-
tions,
_PIAT Y oopr = Younr)?
_E | TNAT=TIAT (7,2 _ 1Y, ™ >
| g ¥
TN 2
Y. -Y, 2d
+4E / ervnt—t___ 1Yt sz s dt| < 5
TN AT (1Y = Yoynr[? = r2N) r

Letting T" — 400, using the definition of 77 and Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem leads
to

mn

, T Y — Yoo nrl? _ 2
1 E TnNT—T 7]1 AR / TN AT —t ’ t TNNT dt 16
Og(n) [e {T’?<+oo}] * T, ‘ (‘Yt - 7’1\7/\T‘2 - TzN) T2 ( )

NAT

Notice that both terms in the left-hand side of (I6]) are non-negative for n < 1. Letting n — 0, we
get, on the one hand that 79 = 400, P-almost surely and, on the other hand, we obtain

400 _ 2
4AF, |:/ eTN/\T—t ‘Yt YT]\;/\T’ > dt:| < 2621
TN AT (IYe = Yoynr[> = r2N)? r

It follows that,

e[ xSl
TN/\T
(Y:— Yo) d
<2E —2—=(Y;:—Y,
- [/TNATN'\Yt Yo -n e Yo

2 T
< 4E / Yi = Yn) / 1
TNNAT N ‘Yt TN’ —r*N

+ 2|b|AE [T — T A 1]

3242 164> T

< B per-riov) S / SIYy =Y 2dt| + 20| 2E [T — T A ry]
N TN/\TN

2
dt

+ 2|b|AE[T — T A 7]

2
dt]

d

dt| 4 4EF™ 275 (Y:—Yoy)

16d d?
< g ferre] 4 SR 7 ]+ 2L (T - T A,

where we used, for the last inequality, the fact that, P-almost-surely, for all t > 7y,
Y — Y, |2 < N2
This concludes the proof of the lemma. O

3.2. From almost-sure to mean-field constraint. To prove the second inequality we rely on
compactness methods developed, in the context of Large Deviations by Budhiraja, Dupuis and
Fischer [8] and, in the context of mean-field control, by Lacker [40] and Djete, Possamai and Tan
[27].

Recall that we introduced the weak formulation of the N-particle problem in Subsection
and the controlled-martingale formulation of the mean-field problem in Subsection [L.3l

Theorem [I.1] is equivalent to the following proposition.
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Proposition 3.2. Let us fix jp € Pa(RY) such that (1) < 0 as well as some x}Y = (:E(l]’N, e ,:EéV’N) €
N
1
QN such that ~ Z 5xi,N — U N Pg(Rd). Take Py a sequence of €n-optimal solutions to the weak
0
i=1

N -particle problem, for some sequence ey — 0. Then the sequence ¥N# Py is relatively compact
in Pp(Pp(C4x V)) for every p € (1,2). Every limit point is supported on the set of solutions to the
relaxed mean-field problem and it holds that

Z/[(to,uo) = Nlim VN(t(),XéV).

—+00

Proof. We will closely follow the steps of [40] and therefore we only highlight the differences due to

the constraint. In light of [39] Corollary B.2, to prove the pre-compactness of 7~ # Py, it suffices
N

1 . .
to prove that the mean measures N Z(X LN OABN )# Py are tight and to prove that
i=1

N T
1 . .
supEPNN Z [ sup | XV +/ / la[2dAN (a)dt | < +oo. (17)
to JR4

N i=1 te(to, T

The tightness of the mean measures actually follows from (I7) thanks to the compactness result of
Proposition 3.5 in [40]. By standard estimates, it is enough to prove

|
P i.N 2
S‘JJVPE Y [N > g™ |

i=1

< 400

as well as

< 400

T, XN ,
sup EPY / — / al2dAPN (a)dt
; LONQRN V)

in order to get (I7). The former follows from the convergence in Py(R?) of < ZZJ\LI 0~ toward fig.
0

The latter follows from the coercivity of L, the boundness of F, G and the fact that we took the Py
as ey-optimal solutions for the N-particle problem whose values are bounded independently from
N (as can be deduced from Theorem (Z.I))). Now we take a limit point P € P,(P,(C? x V)) and
prove that P is supported on the set of solutions to the mean field relaxed problem. First we have
that i)/ #Pn — 6, in Pp(Py(R?)). Following [40] Proposition 5.2 we have that P is supported on
the set of measures solution to the martingale problem. It remains to show that the constraint is
satisfied P-almost surely at the limit. By continuity of ¥, for all ¢ € [tg, T] it holds that

P <{m € Pp(Clx V), W(X;#m)< 0)}) > l]l\fn—lj—lig Py (®(aY) <0)=1.

Since P-almost surely m satisfies the martingale problem, we have that P-almost surely t — X;#m
is continuous and therefore we have that

P ({m e P (Cx V), (X, #m)<0 Vie [to,T])}) ~ 1.

This implies the P is supported on R, the set of admissible candidate for the mean-field problem,
as defined in Subsection [[L3l The fact that P is supported on the set of optimal solutions of the
mean-field problem follows from the lower semi-continuity of the cost functional as proved in [40]
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Lemma 4.1 and from Proposition (B.I]). Indeed they imply, together with Lemma [[I] that

I'(v)dP(v) < liminf EF~ [TV
[ sy TP < fimin £ [0

< Timinf YN N

< lim inf V7 (to, xp')

< limsup VN (to, x)") < U(to, po)- (18)
N—+o00

However, by Lemma we have that U(tg, po) = infer I'(m). Therefore, recalling that P is
supported on R, we can deduce from (I8]) that

/RF(V)dP(I/) < Vig?fzf(u),

which, in turn, implies that P is supported on the set of optimal solutions for the limit problem

and I'(v)dP(v) = U(to, o). Finally, getting back to (I8]), we deduce that
Pp(CExV)
li Nt =
N—1>I—ri-loov ( 07#0) U(to,/,to),
which concludes the proof of the proposition. O

4. APPLICATION TO LARGE DEVIATIONS

We are interested in the probability distribution of the first exit time from a given region of
Py (RY) for the empirical measure of a system of interacting particles. We assume that this region
is described by ¥ : Py (R%) — R as follows

oo = {1 € Po(RY), ¥(n) < 0},
and, for (t,xN = ("N, ... 2¥N)) € [0,T] x (RY)N we introduce the probability
oV (t,xN) =P [Vs € [0,4], i) € Qo] (19)

where (X}, ..., X"V} is solution to the system of SDEs

) ) t ) )
X;’N::E”N—I—/ b(X2N aNyds + 2B te0,T), ie{l,...,N},
1 & '
Ay =3 D Oxis
=1

with (Bt1 ’N, e ,Biv ’N), N independent d-dimensional standard Brownian motions supported on
some probability space (2, F,P).

The goal is to understand the asymptotic behavior of vV when N — +o0.

Throughout this section we take L(z,q) = 1[q|* for all (z,q) € R? x R? as well as F = G = 0.
We also make the following additional assumptions on the constraint.

Assumption 2.

The constraint {¥ < 0} is bounded in P;(R%). (APsibd)

As a consequence, the constraints Qy := {(ml, ..,zy) € RV U(% Zf\il 0z,) < O} are bounded
for all V > 1. We also assume that
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Assumption 3.
v 20
For all z € RY, m + 5—(m,az) is C! with (z,y) — 5—2(m,az,y)
om 50 om APsiC2
in C2(R% x RY) for all m € P»(R?) and W(m, x,y) and its derivatives being (APsiC2)

jointly continuous and bounded in Py(R%) x RY x R,
and the transversality condition

Assumption 4.
/ | Dy W (m, x)[2dm(z) # 0, whenever W(m) = 0. (APsiTrans)
Rd

The condition (APsiTrans) on the Wasserstein gradient of ¥ at the boundary ensures that the
closure Qy of Qy in (RHV is

Qy = {(l‘l,...,$N) € (Rd)N,\I!(N

J—
(]
<
in
)
—

Similarly we have
0 = {u € Po(RY), T(p) < o} .
We will need further regularity for the constraint.

Assumption 5.

52
SZ has a linear derivative, with bounded and jointly continuous first order
m

derivatives in the euclidean variables. (APsiC3)

Under Assumption (II) as well as these additional assumptions, for all N > 1, the constraint Qy
is open, bounded and 9Qy is a manifold of class C3. These assumptions are satisfied for instance

when ¥(m) = / <\/|:17 —xol2+ 62 — 5) dm(z) — k with zg € R, § > 0 and & > 0.

Rd
Thanks to the additional assumptions (APsibd)), (APsiC2), (APsiTrans) and (APsiC3)) we are

precisely in the framework of [31] section VI.6 -see also [52]- and we can conclude that vV, defined
in (I9) is C*? in (0,7] x Qy and satisfies

N
oo™ = 0N (xN). Dy o™ — ANV =0, in (0,T) x Qx
=1

oMV (t,xN) =0, in [0,T] x 00y
vV (0,xY) =1 in Qp,

where b°N (xV) = b(z>V, & N 84in). Moreover, v (t,x) > 0 for all (t,x") € (0,T] x Qy. The
connection with the control problems of the previous sections is given by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. For all x)Y € Qn and ty € [0,T) it holds
2
VN (to,xd) = N log v™ (T — to, x1),
where VYN is the value function defined in Subsection (L2) with F = G =0 and L(z,q) = 1/2|q|*.

Proof. For all (to,x}) € [0,T) x Qy we define w™ (to,x}) = —Zlogv™(T — to,x}’). We are
going to proceed by verification to show that w™ (tg,x{) = V¥ (tg,x)’) in [0,T) x Qn. For x{¥ =



20 S. DAUDIN

(xé’N,...,xéV’N) € Qun and ty € [0,7), we define the following particle system where XV =

1,N N,N
(X, X0
tAT t

. . ) tAT .
XN = b - NDw (t, XN )dt + / b(XEN, i v )ds + V2 dBN
s tO

to to

: T DN (T —t, X]Y) b thr
i, N x? 5 LNt N ~N i,IN
— b +/ 2 dt+/b(X’ Jixy)ds +v2 [ dByT,
T T N@T - X)) W oo

where BY :=? (Btl’N, e BtN’N) and 7 is the first exit time from Qp:
7= inf{t > to, XN ¢ Qn}.
For n > 0 small, we introduce the stopping time
7= inf{t > tg, o™ (T —t,XV) < nl.

Notice that, by definition of vV, it holds that 7% = 7. Applying It6’s formula to log v™ (T — ¢, X V)
yields, for n > 0,

log o™ (T — 7" AT, X, ) = log o™ (T, x{)

TINT [ _ g N DN 12 YDy AN E
'tV v Y iN v v N
2 ——.b" — T—t,X;")dt
+/to [UN * oV +ZZ:; oV +UN oV ( X0
) /T DT —t,XY)
to UN(T_t’Xz]fV) S
TIAT N Ny |2
Dv™N(T —t,X3")
_ N N g 4Nt
= logv (T7XO)+/t N (T =4, XV) dt
0 ’
+ AT \/éDUN(T B t? Xév) dBN
to oN(T — ¢, XN) "

Taking expectations and recalling the definition of 7" we get
log(n)P(r" < T) +P(r" > T) > log v™ (T, x™).

As a consequence,

lm P(r7 <T)=0
n—0

and the control —NDw™ (T — t,X}V) is admissible. Let us show that it is optimal. Recalling the
equation satisfied by v, it holds that

—9wN — SN pN(xN)Dysvw® + SIDwNP? — AwN =0, in (0,T) x Qn

wl (¢, xV) = +oo, in [0,7] x 00N
wN (T, xN) =0 in Q.
Let us take another admissible control a® = (a'V,..., a™") with the associated solution YV =

"N, YY) to the SDE:

, t t t
Ytl’N = x(l)’N + / o/s’Nds + / b”N(Yév)ds +v2 dB;’N.
¢ ¢

0 0 to
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Being o admissible, it holds that Yiv belongs to Q for all ¢ € [tg, T] almost surely. We can apply
It6’s lemma to w!¥ and get

0=E [wN(T,YY)] = w (to, x})

+E

to

o™ (6, YY)+ <a;’N + N (YN )) Daw™ (YY) + Aw™ (8, YN )] dt
=1
T N
= w (g, x)) + E [/ <a§V.DwN(t,Y§V) + §|DwN(t,Y£V)|2> dt}
to

T
1
> wh(t N—E/— N2dt
> ¥ (to.x)<B| [ 55lal]
with equality if and only if &)Y = —NDw™ (¢, YY). This means that the control —NDw™ (¢, Y) is
optimal and the optimal value is given by w' (¢o, xéV ) which concludes the proof of the proposition.
O

Notice that a by-product of Proposition B.1] is to characterize VY as the unique solution in
CY2([0,T) x Q) to the HIB equation
—VN — N BN (V). Dy n VN + XSV IDin VN2 = N A VN =0, in (0,T) x Qn
VN (t,xN) = +o0, in [0, 7] x 00y
YN(T,xN) =0 in Qp.
The same argument extends without difficulty when additional mean-field costs F and G satisfying

Assumption (Ureg]) are considered.

Combining Proposition 1] and Theorem [[.T] we obtain the following convergence.

Corollary 4.1. Let Assumption ({l) as well as Assumptions (APsibd)), (APsiC2), (APsiTrans) and
(APsIC3) hold. Assume that ¥(ug) < 0 and write x}) = ($(1]’N, e ,ZEéV’N). Then it holds

: 2 N Ny _
Nl—lg-loo N log v™ (T — to,xp ) = —U(to, po),

N
1
) ; d
whenever N Z; 5906’N — o s P2(R?).
1=

This is a special case of the general result of Dawson of Gértner, [25]. Contrary to the general
result of [25], we don’t need to express the Large Deviation principle with lim sup and lim inf. This
is due to the fact that the constraint is “regular” with respect to the rate function, as can be seen
with the stability result of Section The optimality conditions of Theorem [2.1] give a new way
to compute the limit —U (¢g, po)-

Corollary 4.2. Under the assumptions of Corollary (Il we have

. 2 N N
Ngr_r:mﬁlogv (T —to,xq ) = _/Rd u(to, )dpo(z),

for a solution (u,p,v,n) of the optimality conditions
1
—Opu(t,x) + §]Du(t,a:)]2 — Du(t,z).b(z, pu(t)) — Au(t, z)

05 (0(0)2) + [ Dultg)o” (10 ) dlt)(0) i (10, T) % B
Op — div(Du(t, z)u) + div(b(z, p(t))u) — Ap =0 in (to,T) x RY,

((T), x) in R?,

(20)

u(to) = po, u(T,z) =n

R4 om
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In the above optimality conditions u belongs to C°([ty, T], P2(R%)), v > 0 belongs to L*([to, T]), 3
to R™ and finally u belongs to C([to, T], Ex) and Du is bounded and globally Lipschitz continuous.
Moreover A and [ satisfy the exclusion conditions

T
| vowiei =0, guur) ~o
0

Proof. The optimality conditions are given by Proposition [I0 with a Lagrange multiplier v/ €
M ([to, T]). Thanks to Assumptions (APsiC2) and (APsiTrans) we can apply Theorem 2.2 of [23]
(which applies equally well when b satisfies Assumption (AD])) to infer that the Lagrange multiplier
v/ has the form v/ = v + ndr for some v € L>=([tg,T]) and some n € R*. The fact that n appears
in the terminal condition for u follows then from the representation formula (I3]). Finally the

additional regularity of u and Du follows from the boundness of v and (I3)) again, see [23] Theorem
1.1. O

5. APPENDIX
5.1. Optimality conditions. We will need some preliminary facts.

Lemma 5.1. There is an admissible couple (i, &) satisfying &) and J(to, po, (i, @)) < +o00 such
that U (a(t)) < —n for some n >0 and all t € [to,T].

Proof. Following [23] Lemma 4.1, for every € > 0, we can build a solution (fi, 3) to
O+ div(Bu) — Ap=0 in (to,T) x RY, p(to) = o,

such that da(fi(t), o) < € for all t € [to,T] and ft Jra 1B(t a:)]zdu( )(x)dt < +oo. In particular,
since ¥(pp) < 0, we can take € small enough so that W(a(t)) < —¥(u )/2 for all t 6 [to, T]. Thanks
to the growth assumption on L, and the boundness of b, we find that (7 3 , it ))) satisfies
the desired properties.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a solution (fi,&) to Problem (D).

Proof. Take (pi, iy )n>0 @ minimizing sequence such that J(to, o; (tn, an)) <inf(, ) J(to, o, (1, a)) +
1 for all n € N. Using the previous lemma, the growth condition on L, the boundness of b and that
F and G are bounded from below, we find that

T
[ [ lentt) Pl ty@)a < 0 (21)
to R4
for some C' > 0 and all n > 0. By classical argument, see Proposition 2.1 in [23], this implies that

d n t Y n
sup ’JZPd/Ln(t) +  sup 2(:“ ( ) H (S)) <C
t€(to,T) JRA t+#s€[to,T) [t — s

for some C' > 0 independent from n. From (2I]) we also deduce, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

that we have
T T
/ / |an<t,w>|un<t><:c>dts¢T—t0\/ / / oo (£, 2) P (1) ()
to R4 to Rd

TC

and therefore ay,pu, is bounded in M([tg, T] x R R?%) uniformly in n € N. Now we take § €
(0,1) and we apply Banach-Alaoglu and Ascoli theorems to deduce that, up to taking a sub-
sequence, (fin, fnin )n>0 converges in C([to, T], Pa—s(R?)) x M([to, T] x R4, R?) toward some (ji,&) €
C([to, T), P2(R%)) x M([to,T] x R%,R?). Using Theorem 2.34 and Example 2.36 in [I] to handle
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the term involving the Lagranglan L, we conclude that @ is absolutely continuous with respect to
a(t)dt and, taking & := dt®d , that

J(t07 Hoj; (:&’7 d)) < %Iil—il-lolof J(t()u Mo, (:unu an))

We easily check that (f, &) satisfies the Fokker-Planck equation and the state constraint and is

therefore a solution to Problem (). O
Lemma 5.3. If (ji,&) is a solution to Problem (P)), then (fi, B) := (i, & + b(z, i(t))) is a solution
to

with J" (to, po; (1, B)) defined by
I (to. 105 (1 8 / [ 2 80e) = G012 ) dte) o)
L a0 0) 2 )02 )
tg JR4 JRA

/to L st a)du(o@at + [ 5 (@) 0)duT)

where the infimum is taken over the couples (u, ) € C([to, T], P2(R?)) x L? ([to, T] x R4, R%)

dt@u(t)
satisfying in the sense of distributions the Fokker-Planck equation
{ Op+div(B(t,x)p) — Ap=0 in (to,T) x R
1(to) = ko,
under the constraint that U(u(t)) <0 for all t € [to, T).

(23)

Proof. We first recall that, being (ji, &) a solution to Problem (P)), then (i, ) is a solution to
Problem (PJ). Now we take (y, 3) satisfying (23) and such that J'(to, po, (i, 8)) < 400. We define

w = Buand @ = Bji. We take A € (0,1) and we let (wy, uy) = (1 —\)(@, /i) + A(w, p). In particular,

wy is absolutely continuous with respect to py(t) ® dt and we let 8y = ﬁi@. By convexity of the
constraint and linearity of the Fokker-Planck equation (23) in (u, Su), the couple (uy, 5)) satisfies
[23) as well as the state constraint. By minimality of (4, ) it holds that

I (to, 1o, (11x, Br)) = J' (o, o, (i1, B)).

On the other hand, by convexity of R? x Rt 3 (8,m) L(x, %)m (set to be +oo if m = 0) for

all 7 € RY, we have
onpon, ) < [ [ (e tc0) ~ b o)0) o e
i [ 2(080,0) = (a0 0) o
o [ 2Bt = 0 0.0) o
. /:f(w))dt G (@),
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Combining the two inequalities we find that, for all A € (0, 1),
/ /L@mwmew> 2)dt //’awt$4@x>nwwwﬁ
to R4 to Rd

{A@ ~b(p(t), ) )d ﬁA@ ft.2) ~ b (0).) ) ()|

+AJﬂﬂmm f@ﬂMﬁ+%W@@D—qM@m-

Letting A tends to 0, using the differentiability of the mean-field costs and rearranging the terms
gives ~
J/l (t07 Hos (ﬂu /8)) S Jll (t07 Hos (N7 B))
which concludes the proof of the Lemma. O
The next step to derive the optimality conditions relies on the following form of Von Neu-

mann min/max theorem, see [57] for the proof under additional compactness assumptions and the
appendix of [51] for this version.

Theorem 5.1. (Von Neumann) Let A and B be convex sets of some vector spaces and suppose
that B is endowed with some Hausdorff topology. Let L be a function satisfying :
a — L(a,b) is concave in A for every b € B,
b— L(a,b) is convex in B for every a € A.
Suppose also that there exists a, € A and Cy > sup,cy infpep L(a,b) such that :
B, :={b € B, L(a,b) < Ci} is not empty and compact in B,
b— L(a,b) is lower semicontinuous in B, for every a € A.

Then,
i L(a,b) = inf L(a,b).
psip (o) = supinf lo)
Lemma 5.4. If (ji,&) is a solution to Problem (D)), then there exists some v € M™([tg,T]) such
that

] U(a(t) =0 U —ae (24)
and (1, B) := (i, &+ b(x, i(t))) is a solution to
T
it " to.p0, 1) + [ ¥ (ute)an() (25)

where J" was defined in Lemma [5.3 and the infimum is taken over the couples (u, () satisfying
23) but not necessarily the state constraint.

Proof. We set-up the min-max argument. We define A as the subset of C([tg,T], P2(R%)) x
M([to, T] x R%, R?) consisting of elements (j,w) such that
dw

w is absolutely continuous w.r.t. pu(t) ® dt, —————
y u(t) G

O+ div(w) — Ap =0 in (t,T) x RY,
u(to) = o,

where the Fokker-Planck equation is understood in the sense of distributions. We also set B =
M ([tg, T]). We define £ : A x B — R by

T
E((:uvw)’y) = J/l (t07ﬂ07 (ﬂ)w)) +/ \I’(,u(t))du(t),

to

€ Ldt@du( )([tovT] X RdaRd)y
(26)
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where we set, by abuse of notation, J" (to,uo, (,u,w)) =J" <t0,u0, (ﬁéjm,u)). It is clear that

inf J (t07N07(M75)) = inf Supﬁ((“v )7 ) (27)
(1,8) (hw)€EA veB

where the first infimum is taken over the couples (u, ) satisfying (23]) as well as the state constraint.
It is plain to check that, for every v € B, L(.,v) is convex over B and that, for any (u,w) € B,
L((p,w),.) is concave (linear in fact) and continuous over A. Moreover, arguing as in Lemma [5.1]
we find (f,@) € A such that J"(to, po, (@) < +oo and ¥(f(t)) < —n for some 1 > 0 and all
t € [to,T]. As a consequence, using the continuity of v — E((ﬂ,w), 1/), we find that the set

{ve M (to,T)), £((1.@).v)> inf supL((nw),v)}

(hw)EA veB
J" (to, pro; (11,@)) — inf ( wyen sup,ep £((1,w), v) }
n

- {V € M ([to, T1),  v([to, T)) <

is non-empty and compact in M¥([tg,T]). Moreover, for all (u,w) € B, v — E((,u,w),u) is
continuous over B. Applying Von-Neumann min-max theorem, we find that

inf sup L((p,w),v) =max inf L v). 28
(NW)EBVEK ((,u “) ) veA (uw)eEB (( “) ) (28)

Let v be a solution to the dual problem, ie max,eca inf(, ,)cp /J((u,w), V) = inf(, u)eB /J((,u,w), 17).

Combining 27) and (28) we deduce that (fi, 5) is a solution to (25). It remains to prove (24). By
7)) it holds that

T
J/l(t()aﬂo; (ﬂ?B)) = inf ﬁ(( ) D) < J/l(t()aNO? (ﬂ?B)) +/ \I/(ﬂ(t))dﬁ(t)

(n.w)EB to
This implies that ftf W (a(t))do(t) > 0 but ¥ (a(t)) <0 for all t € [to, T] and therefore,
U(a(t) =0 v —ae in [to, T,
which concludes the proof of the lemma. O

We can finally prove the optimality conditions of Proposition 211

Proof of Proposition (2. Take (fi, &) a solution to Problem (P)). Using Lemma [5.4 and arguing as
in Lemma 53] we find that (4, 8) := (&, & — b(z, fi(t))) is solution to

(mf J" (to, o3 (11, B)) /to /Rd s (A(t), ) du(t) (@)dv(t),

where the infimum is taken over the couples (u, () satisfying (23)) but not necessarily the state
constraint. This means that (i, &) is solution to

inf Jl(t07 MO, (,LL, Of))
()
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where J! is defined by

T
o[ ) au @+ [ S (R(D).2) (D))

d 0m

Torosw
n /to /R o (), ) dp(t) (@) (1)

and the infimum is taken over the couples (u,a) € C([to, T], Po(R%)) x L?lt@u(t)
satisfying in the sense of distributions the Fokker-Planck equation
{ O+ div(ap) + div(b(a(t),z)p) — Ap =0 in (t,T) x R?,
u(to) = po.
We are now dealing with a standard control problem (except maybe for the presence of the measure
v) for a linear Fokker-Planck equation and, importantly, without state constraint. Therefore,

arguing by verification — see e.g. [23] proof of Theorem 2.3 for the detailed computation—, we
find that & = —0,H (x, Du) where u € L*([to, T], Ey,) is solution in the sense of Definition (ZII) to

—0u — Au+ H(z, Du) — b(fi(t),z).Du = V(t)g—qj (a(t),z)

([to, T] x R4, R%)

(29)

~ [ ALt (A0 ) O + 5 (E(0)7) i (10 T) xR
u(T,x) = %(ﬂ(T),x) in R?,

The existence of such a solution w is guaranteed by Theorem 5.1. in [23]. Collecting the equations
satisfied by u and p as well as noticing that

9yL(z,a(t,z)) = 0, L (x, —apH(x,Du(t,x))) = —Du(t, )
gives the optimality conditions. ([l
5.2. Concentration limit. We consider xo = (zf,...,2{") € (RY)" such that SN Oyi = Ho

in Po(R%) as N — +o0. For b : [0,T] x R? x P;(R?) — R? uniformly Lipschitz continuous we
consider the particle system

dX} = b(X}, pY)dt +V2dB} 1<i<N,te[0,T]

1 N
~N _
P =N E :5Xg'
, =1
X)) = xg, 1<i<N
where B, ..., BN are independent Brownian motions.

We also consider u € C([0,T], P2(R%)) solution to
Opp + div(b(z, w(t))p) — Ap =0 in (0,7) x R?
{ 1(0) = po.
Proposition 5.1. In this setting, it holds

lim E
N—+o00

sup dy (fif’ ,u(t))] =0. (31)
te[0,7
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Proof. By classical arguments, see Oelschlager [50], (£(V))nen is pre-compact in P(C([0, T, P1 (R9)).
The limit points are supported on the set of solutions to the Fokker-Planck equation (B0). This
equation admits a unique solution in C([0,T], P1(R%)) starting from g since b is bounded and
Lipschitz continuous. Therefore (L£(iY),en converges to d, in P(C([0,T],P1(R%)). The limit is
deterministic and therefore iV actually converges toward j._ in probability. Since

N
1 i N
supE | sup — » |[X;|| < o0
NeN te[0,T N ; !

we can improve the convergence from convergence in probability to convergence in L' to deduce

G
]
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