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Abstract— We consider a problem of optimal swarm tracking
which can be formulated as a tracking problem for distributions
in the Wasserstein space. Optimal solutions to this problem
are non-causal and require knowing the time-trajectory of the
reference distribution in advance. We propose a scheme where
these non-causal solutions can be used together with a predictive
model for the reference to achieve causal tracking of a priori-
unknown references. We develop a model-predictive control
scheme built around the simple case where the reference is
constant-in-time. A computational algorithm based on particle
methods and discrete optimal mass transport is presented,
and numerical simulations are provided for various classes of
reference signals. The results demonstrate that the proposed
control algorithm achieves reasonable performance even when
using simple predictive models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in processing and communication hard-
ware have made it possible to start using swarms of au-
tonomous mobile robots to accomplish tasks in diverse
settings. The potential application areas of these swarms are
vast, including emergency response, environmental monitor-
ing, transportation, logistics, data collection, and defense. In
many of these application areas, it is desirable to use large
swarms due to their efficiency and robustness. However, as
swarms scale in size, it also becomes increasingly difficult
to plan and coordinate motion. For very large swarms of
interacting agents, even simulating the behavior of these
swarms can become intractable.

One approach to understand performance limitation issues
in these problems is to model large-scale swarms as distribu-
tions (i.e. as continua) instead of as collections of individual
agents. This effectively discards “microscopic” information
pertaining to the states of individual agents while retaining
“macroscopic” information pertaining to the state of the
overall swarm. This provides both a significant model reduc-
tion and a scale-independent approach to analyzing swarm
behavior. Thus, the problem of controlling distributions is a
problem of interest1.

Much of the literature surrounding control of distributions
has focused on the problem of state transfer, where the goal is
to drive the state of the system from some initial distribution
A to a final distribution B. The classic problem of coverage
control, for instance, can be formulated as a state transfer
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1The problem of controlling distributions also arises in probabilistic
settings where only a probability distribution of possible system states is
available, and in ensemble systems, where a large collection of identical
subsystems is described in terms of the distribution of subsystem states.

problem. In this paper, we focus on the problem of tracking
instead, where the state distribution needs to continuously
track a moving reference. Many desirable swarm behaviors
can be expressed in terms of tracking.

Compared to the literature on state transfer for distribu-
tions, the literature on tracking is considerably lighter. In [1],
a problem is investigated where a series of system models
is generated to interpolate between successive observations
of ensemble states. In [2], a distributed numerical algorithm
is developed to optimize tracking of stochastically moving
targets in large-scale sensor networks. In [3], a numerical
method is developed to smoothly interpolate between a
sequence of probability distributions. In [4], the literature
on probability density function (PDF) control is reviewed,
where the objective is to control a stochastic system by
shaping the PDF of its output. In [5], a neural network is
used to approximate an optimal control for a swarm to track
a provided reference. In [6], a motion control algorithm for
multi-agent systems is proposed where distributed tracking
control comprises one step in the overall algorithm.

In this present paper, we propose a model-predictive
control (MPC) algorithm for distribution tracking which is
based on optimal mass transport. This algorithm builds on
our previous work on this problem [7], [8]. Tools from
optimal mass transport (and the Wasserstein distance in par-
ticular) have gained recent popularity in distribution control
problems (see, e.g., [9] and references therein). Our approach
differs from many of these approaches in that our model is
motivated largely by applications in swarm control, we treat
the problem of tracking (as opposed to state transfer), and
our algorithm handles general (i.e. non-Gaussian) densities
and can be implemented in real time.

The rest of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section II, we
present the necessary background. In Section III, the MPC
algorithm is developed. In Section IV, we provide simulation
results. Section V concludes with a brief summary and a
discussion of future work.

II. BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we present the background necessary to
motivate and explain our MPC scheme.

A. Notation and Preliminaries

This paper relies heavily on several concepts from optimal
mass transport including the Monge and Kantorovich prob-
lems, transport maps and plans, the Wasserstein distance, and
Wasserstein geodesics. For a short and readable introduction
to these topics, the authors recommend [10].
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We will refer to the entities which we are trying to track
and control as “distributions” (as in “mass distribution” or
“probability distribution”). From a measure-theoretic point
of view, these distributions are density functions of finite
measures. Thus, “distribution” is used more or less synony-
mously with “measure” or “density” in this paper.

Throughout this paper, the notations f or f(·) are used
interchangeably and refer to a whole function as an object,
while the notation f(t) refers to the specific value that
function takes at time t. We also use subscripts to denote
parameters; for example, R will refer to a parameterized
curve in the space of distributions, while Rt will refer to
a specific distribution at time t, and Rt(x) will refer to the
value of that specific distribution at location x.

B. Problem Setting and Motivation

We briefly describe the problem setting here. We refer
to [7] for the full development and motivation. In our setting,
there are two entities, referred to as the “resource” and
“demand”. The resource represents a swarm of controlled
mobile agents, and the demand represents some entity which
the resource aims to track. The reason for this terminology
is that this latter entity “demands” some supplies or services
which the resource provides. Both the resource and demand
are modeled by time-varying distributions over the domain.
The resource and demand distributions at time t are denoted
by Rt and Dt respectively, and the domain Ω is assumed to
be a compact convex subset of Rn.

The dynamics of the resource are given by the transport
equation (also called the advection or continuity equation)

∂tRt(x) = −∇ · (Vt(x)Rt(x)), (1)

which describes the evolution of the distribution Rt as it is
transported by the velocity field Vt under the conservation
of mass. In our setting, the velocity field Vt is considered to
be a control input.

The demand D is assumed to be an external signal that
the resource R aims to track. We set up an optimal tracking
control problem which trades off between two competing
objectives. The first objective, W2

2 (Rt, Dt), denotes the
square of the 2-Wasserstein distance between the resource
and demand. This distance function penalizes how far the
resource is from meeting the demand. In the optimal trans-
port literature, the Wasserstein distance is usually motivated
as the cost of moving one distribution to another, e.g., as in
the term “earth mover’s distance”. We emphasize that in the
present setting, the Wasserstein distance is not a motion cost,
but rather the cost of servicing or assignment between the
resource and demand distributions. We account for motion
cost of the resources differently as described next.

The second objective, ∥Vt∥2L2(Rt)
, denotes the square of

the Rt-weighted L2 norm of Vt

∥Vt∥2L2(Rt)
:=

∫
Ω

∥Vt(x)∥22 Rt(x) dx. (2)

This norm penalizes how aggressively the resource moves.
Thus, this optimal tracking control problem trades off

between the competing costs of distance-to-demand and
efficiency-of-movement. In other words, Rt should track Dt,
but in an “efficient” way. This notion of efficiency is made
precise by the total objective function∫ T

0

W2
2 (Rt, Dt) + α2∥Vt∥2L2(Rt)

dt, (3)

which integrates these two costs over the time horizon
[0, T ]. The parameter α in the above equation is a constant
“trade-off parameter” which sets the relative importance of
these two costs – a small value of α means that motion is
cheap and results in an aggressive control which tracks the
demand closely, while a large value of α means that motion
is expensive and results in a conservative control which
prioritizes efficiency of movement. All in all, the problem
is written formally as follows.
Problem 1. Given an initial resource distribution R0 and
demand signal D, solve

inf
R,V

∫ T

0

W2
2 (Rt, Dt) + α2∥Vt∥2L2(Rt)

dt

s.t. ∂tRt = −∇ · (VtRt).

(4)

We consider this problem as a nonlinear, infinite-
dimensional optimal tracking control problem, with R, D, V ,
W2

2 (R,D), and ∥V ∥2L2(R) considered as the state, reference,
control input, tracking error, and control effort, respectively.
As is common in optimal control, we will often be interested
in solutions in feedback form. Figure 1 shows a pictorial
representation of this model.

W2

Rt

Dt

Vt

Minimize cost over (R, V )

Fig. 1: Pictorial representation of Problem 1. The resource R
aims to track the demand D via transport by the velocity field V .

The total cost is minimized over the maneuver.

In previous works [7], [8], we found explicit solutions to
this problem in the special cases where the spatial domain
is one-dimensional (i.e. Ω ⊂ R), and where the demand D
is static (i.e. constant-in-time). In those works, it was shown
that solutions to this problem yield controllers which are
noncausal. In other words, the optimal control at time t de-
pends on the future of the demand D. While these solutions
lend insight into the optimal system behavior and may be
implemented if a good prediction of the future demand is
available, they cannot be used for real-time tracking control
for demands which are unknown a priori. This forms the
motivation for the current work. In this paper, we treat
this issue of causality by developing an MPC algorithm
which uses the noncausal optimal solutions together with a
predictive demand model to attain causal real-time tracking
control of a priori-unknown demands.



C. Structure of Noncausal Solutions

Before presenting our proposed MPC scheme, we first
describe the noncausal structure of solutions to the original
problem (1). The necessary conditions for optimality for this
problem can be written in the following form:

∂tRt = −∇ · (Vt Rt) (5)

∂tVt = − 1
2∇∥Vt∥2 − 1

α2 (MRt→Dt
− I). (6)

Here, (5) is the state equation, describing the evolution of Rt

under the control velocity field Vt, while (6) describes the
evolution of the optimal control Vt under the forcing term
(MRt→Dt

−I). Here, MRt→Dt
is the optimal transport map

(i.e. Monge map) taking Rt to Dt and I is the identity map
on Ω. These necessary conditions form a two-point boundary
value PDE with Rt = R0 specified at t = 0 and VT = 0
specified at t = T . Because these equations are coupled,
they need to be solved simultaneously, and their solutions
depend on the entire trajectory of D, which enters through
the forcing term. Thus the entire trajectory of D must be
known beforehand in order to solve these equations.

We point out that there are cases where this noncausality
is acceptable, namely, in cases where the demand evolves
deterministically under known dynamics or is predetermined
by a designer. For example, if the demand is known to be
static or periodically time-varying, then we can anticipate
the entire future of D. Similarly, in an application such as a
drone lightshow where the sequence of formations and the
paths that individual drones take are specified beforehand,
the entire future of D can be made available to the controller
as well. However, this noncausality prevents these solutions
from being applied in tracking scenarios where the demand
is unknown a priori, and this motivates the development of
the MPC scheme as described next.

III. MODEL-PREDICTIVE CONTROL SCHEME

In this section, we develop and explain our proposed
MPC scheme. The central idea here is the same as any
MPC scheme: iteratively solve an optimal control problem
and apply only the first step of the optimal control before
repeating the process. The optimal control problem that we
will solve will be the infinite-horizon counterpart of the
original (noncausal) problem (4), and we will handle the
noncausality of optimal solutions to this problem by using
a prediction of the demand trajectory in place of the actual
trajectory. In other words, this MPC scheme is a way to
create a causal controller out of a noncausal controller and
a predictive model. While it seems unlikely that this is a
new idea, we were unable to find any references presenting
exactly this concept in this way.

In further detail, this MPC scheme has four steps:
1) Use a predictive model to forecast the demand trajec-

tory from the current state Dt.
2) Use this predicted trajectory D̂ in the necessary con-

ditions for optimality (5) - (6) to find a control Vt.
3) Apply the computed control Vt over a short time

horizon of length ∆t.

4) Update the state of the demand Dt and repeat.
Given a model for the demand and a method of producing

forecasts, this scheme implicitly defines a feedback controller
K which maps (Rt, Dt) to a control input Vt. The controller
K is causal, as it does not rely on future knowledge of
the demand signal. While K is not in general optimal, it
is interesting to note that if the demand is deterministic and
the predictive model can predict the resulting trajectory D
exactly, then K produces the same control input Vt as the
optimal noncausal controller. In other words, for determin-
istic demands, K provides a causal implementation of the
noncausal optimal control. For nondeterministic demands, K
is not in general optimal, but unlike the noncausal optimal
control, it can actually be implemented. The structure of this
controller is further emphasized in Figure 2.

predictive
model noncausal

controller
plant

Dt D̂
Vt Rt

causal controller

Fig. 2: Block diagram depiction of proposed control scheme. The
controller is composed of two components: a predictive model
which forecasts the demand trajectory D̂ from its current state

Dt, and a noncausal controller which determines the control input
Vt by solving the necessary conditions for optimality (5) - (6)

supposing D = D̂.

In this paper, we treat neither the problem of modeling
and predicting the demand nor the problem of solving the
necessary conditions for optimality, electing to leave these
problems to future work. Rather, we take a simpler approach
here: predict the demand trajectory using a model for which
we already have explicit solutions. The model which we will
use is that of a static demand signal

∂tDt = 0, (7)

the motivation being that since we already have explicit
solutions for this case, the resulting MPC scheme is straight-
forward to implement and computationally attractive.

We point out that despite appearances, this is actually not
too bad of a model. Note that we are not assuming that the
demand is truly static. Rather, we are only using this model in
the prediction step that anticipates the demand’s next move.
In the absence of any information about the behavior of the
demand, predicting that the demand will stay where it is
seems quite justifiable. Philosophically, by using this model,
we are just saying that we cannot predict the demand’s future.

We will show that even with the trivial model (7), the
closed-loop performance of the resulting controller is quite
reasonable. Because the state of the demand is updated
with each timestep, the demand signal enters the control
algorithm as a piecewise constant approximation. For con-
tinuous demand trajectories, the error in this approximation
is first-order in the timestep ∆t, and thus as ∆t → 0, this
approximation converges to the true demand signal, and the
controller reacts to changes in the demand in real time.



A. Description of Controller

In [8], we showed that the optimal controller for problem
(4) with a static demand signal Dt = D̄ and an infinite time
horizon T = ∞ is given by

Vt =
1

α

(
MRt→D̄ − I

)
, (8)

where MRt→D̄ is the optimal transport map taking Rt to D̄
and I is the identity map on Ω. The model predictive control
algorithm based on this solution proceeds as follows:

Algorithm 1
1: for t = 0, ∆t, 2∆t, . . . do
2: Update the state of the demand to Dt.
3: For τ ∈ [0,∆t], apply the feedback control law

Vt+τ =
1

α

(
MRt+τ→Dt

− I
)
. (9)

However, this algorithm – as written above – is difficult to
implement, the main reason being that the term MRt+τ→Dt

is not very well behaved in these coordinates. Without much
justification, let it suffice to say that we obtain a better-
behaved and computationally more attractive solution by
rewriting our system in different coordinates.

B. From Eulerian to Lagrangian Coordinates

Up until now, we have been describing our system in an
Eulerian framework. That is, we have been talking about
how densities on the spatial domain Ω change with time.
We can also describe our system in a Lagrangian framework,
which expresses the evolution of the system in terms of the
trajectories of individual particles. We will briefly describe
the relevant features of this correspondence here. For a full
account, see [8]. The motivation for this coordinate change is
that in many respects, particle trajectories are better behaved
and easier to work with than time-varying densities. We point
out that this is not a new idea – this transformation is classical
(see e.g. [11]) and essentially amounts to solution by the
method of characteristics.

In the Lagrangian framework, we begin by assigning
each particle an index i, and then represent the state of
the resource with a map Q which gives the time-varying
positions of each particle. The value Qt(i) gives the position
at time t of the particle with index i. The map Q and the
resource distribution R are related by the equation

Rt = [Qt]#µ, (10)

where # denotes the measure pushforward and µ is a fixed
reference distribution describing the distribution of particle
indices. The dynamics for our system can be expressed in
terms of the map Q as

∂tQt(i) = Vt ◦Qt(i) =: Ut(i). (11)

Here, V is our original vector field, ◦ denotes function
composition, and U is the pullback of V to the space of
particle indices (i.e., U(i) is simply the velocity of particle i).

Notice that the dynamics of different particles are decoupled
and are linear in the transformed input U . The control (9)
can now be written in Lagrangian coordinates as

Ut+τ = Vt+τ ◦Qt+τ

=
1

α

(
MRt+τ→Dt ◦Qt+τ −Qt+τ

)
(12)

=:
1

α

(
M̃Rt+τ→Dt

−Qt+τ

)
,

where M̃ is the pullback of the optimal transport map M
to the space of particle indices. Notice that this control law
is written in feedback form. However, feedback requires that
the optimal transport map M̃ be continuously updated. Since
computing M̃ is the bottleneck in this algorithm, we obtain a
more computationally friendly solution by writing the control
in open-loop form. To do this, we employ the following fact.

Lemma 2. Under the dynamics (11), with control (12), Q
evolves such that M̃Rt+τ→Dt remains constant. In particular,

M̃Rt+τ→Dt = M̃Rt→Dt . (13)

The proof of this lemma will be provided in a follow-up
version of the paper. Making the substitutions (12) and (13)
in (11) and solving for Qt+τ in terms of Qt, we find that

Qt+τ = (1− e−τ/α) M̃Rt→Dt
+ e−τ/α Qt, (14)

which we can differentiate to obtain the open-loop control

Ut+τ =
1

α
e−τ/α

(
M̃Rt→Dt

−Qt

)
. (15)

C. Computational Algorithm

We first discuss how we discretize our MPC scheme in
space. This yields a continuous-time particle method which
is well-suited for implementation on real-world swarms (as
real-world swarms are themselves particle-based systems).
Later, we will discuss how we discretize our scheme in time
for the purposes of numerical simulation.

To discretize, we choose the set of particle indices to be a
finite index set I = {1, 2, ..., N}, and choose the reference
distribution as

µ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δi (16)

for i ∈ I . Here, δi is the Dirac mass at i. The relation (10)
then tells us that the resource distribution is given by

Rt = [Qt]#µ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δQt(i). (17)

In other words, the resource distribution is given by a
collection of N point particles indexed from i = 1, ..., N ,
each with position Qt(i) and mass 1/N . The discrete-particle
continuous-time MPC algorithm then proceeds as follows:



Algorithm 2
1: Discretize R0 and assign particles indices i = 1 to N .
2: for t = 0, ∆t, 2∆t, . . . do
3: Update the state of the demand to Dt.
4: Compute the optimal transport map M̃Rt→Dt .
5: For τ ∈ [0,∆t], apply the control (15).

Some comments on this control algorithm are in order.
First, in a practical setting, the resource distribution is likely
already discrete. However, if it is not, then it is not entirely
obvious how best to approximate an arbitrary distribution
with a discrete one. This is an issue that we will explore in
future work. We will discuss how we treat this issue in the
context of our numerical simulations later in Section IV.

Second, it is not obvious how best to compute (or ap-
proximate) the optimal transport map M̃ , especially since
optimal maps do not in general exist when Rt is discrete.
This is an active research area and goes by the name of
discrete optimal transport. In practice, Dt is first discretized,
then, either the Kantorovich problem or its dual is solved
(approximated) numerically, and the “barycentric map” is
computed from the solution to this problem. The barycenteric
map approximates the optimal map in the sense that as the
discretizations are refined, the barycenteric map converges
to the optimal map for the continuous problem. See [12] for
an in-depth discussion of these computational issues.

We now discuss how this numerical algorithm is dis-
cretized in time. We lose no generality here by assuming that
the timestep of discretization is the same as the controller
timestep ∆t, since we can always find intermediate states
via (14). We use k for our discrete time variable, where
k = t/∆t or t = k∆t. Thus, we simulate this MPC algorithm
in discrete time using the dynamics

Qk+1 = Qk + Ũk, (18)

Ũk :=

∫ ∆t

0

Ut+τ dτ (19)

= (1− e−∆t/α)
(
M̃Rk→Dk

−Qk

)
. (20)

This yields the update formula

Qk+1 = Qk + (1− e−∆t/α)
(
M̃Rk→Dk

−Qk

)
= (1− e−∆t/α) M̃Rk→Dk

+ e−∆t/α Qk.
(21)

IV. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we present simulation results applying
the proposed MPC algorithm to various classes of demand
signals. Continuing the discussion from the previous section,
we first discretize the resource and demand distributions on a
400× 400 grid on the unit square. We then generate particle
representations for the resource and demand using inverse
transform sampling. After this discretization, the resource
and demand are approximated by discrete distributions (i.e.
point clouds) of the form (17). The simulations that follow
are implemented using Python, and are built on the Python
package Optimal Transport Tools (OTT) [13].

Fig. 3: Timeseries for the static demand case. Here, 20 resource
particles in white track the demand, which is given by a Gaussian
mixture. The colored image represents the density of the demand
distribution at the given time, where blue is less dense and yellow

is more dense. The arrows attached to each particle show their
respective assigned positions as determined by the optimal

transport map.

At t = 0, we start with a resource distribution of N
particles. At each timestep of the MPC algorithm 2, we first
discretize the demand distribution using inverse transform
sampling, and then find an approximation to the optimal
transport map by solving the entropy-regularized dual Kan-
torovich problem using the Sinkhorn algorithm, which is
implemented in OTT. Between MPC update times, the points
in the resource distribution are updated using equation (21).
Increasing the number of points in the demand distribution
Nd or decreasing the entropic regularization weight ε both
improve the numerical accuracy of the simulations. In the
following simulations, we used Nd = 500 and ε = 0.005.
In the following sections, we present simulation results for
three different classes of demand signals. Animations of
each example can be viewed at https://tinyurl.com/
2sk7c9wh.

A. Static Demand

We now consider a demand distribution that is static (i.e.
constant in time). In this case, the predictive model is exact.
In the continuum version of this problem, the resource travels
along the Wasserstein geodesic towards the demand, and the
assigned locations of each resource particle remain constant.
However, note that due to the discrete approximation, we
observe small fluctuations in the assigned locations which
settle down as time increases. Figure 3 shows the behavior of
the MPC scheme for a demand given by a Gaussian mixture.
In this simulation, we used the parameters α = 0.1 and ∆t =
0.1. At time t = 0, the resource particles are loosely scattered
in the center. As time progresses, they travel toward their
assigned positions according to equation (21). We observe
that the velocity decreases over time, as we should expect
from this equation.

https://tinyurl.com/2sk7c9wh
https://tinyurl.com/2sk7c9wh


Fig. 4: Timeseries for a time-varying demand. At t = 0 and
t = 3, the demand is a Gaussian placed to the left or right side of
the image respectively. When 0 < t < 3, one fades out while the

other fades in.

B. Fading Demand

We now consider time-varying demand distributions. In
Figure 4, all resource particles are initially assigned to
positions on the left of the figure. As the demand changes,
each particle’s assigned position changes until all of the
particles are assigned to the right side at t = 3. Observe
that the assigned positions and velocites of the resource
particles react to changes in the demand in real time. In this
simulation, we used the parameters ∆t = 0.05 and α = 1.

C. Constant-Velocity Demand

Figure 5 shows a demand composed of three Gaussians
which start in the center and then move outward with
constant velocity beginning at t = 0.5. In steady state, the
particles lag behind their assigned locations at a constant
distance which depends on the demand velocity and the
parameter α. As α is increased, this distance increases. Here,
we used the parameters ∆t = 0.05 and α = 0.5.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigated a problem of optimal track-
ing control for swarms which are described in terms of their
mass distributions. We described the noncausal structure of
optimal solutions to this problem, and presented a model-
predictive control scheme which uses these noncausal solu-
tions together with a predictive demand model to achieve
causal tracking control. We developed this model-predictive
control scheme for the simple case of a static demand model
and presented a computational algorithm based on particle
methods and discrete optimal mass transport. We simulated
the resulting controller for various classes of reference sig-
nals, and demonstrated that the proposed control algorithm
is able to track time-varying references in real time. In future
work, we plan to investigate more accurate demand models,
computational methods for solving the resulting necessary

Fig. 5: Timeseries for a time-varying demand distribution
composed of three Gaussians. At first, all Gaussians start in the

center. At t = 0.5, each begins to move away from the center at a
constant velocity.

conditions for optimality, and characterize the stability, per-
formance, and robustness of the resulting controllers.
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