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Abstract

This work is concerned with the exponential turnpike property for optimal con-
trol problems of particle systems and their mean-field limit. Under the assumption
of the strict dissipativity of the cost function, exponential estimates for both opti-
mal states and optimal control are proven. Moreover, we show that all the results
for particle systems can be preserved under the limit in the case of infinitely many
particles.
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1 Introduction

For optimal control problems of time-dependent differential equations, the exponential turnpike
property states, that the optimal solution remains (exponentially) close to a reference solution.
Usually, this reference solution is taken as the optimal solution to the corresponding static
problem. The concept of turnpike was first introduced for discrete-time optimal control problems
[15, 29]. Since then, many turnpike results have been established and there has been recent
interest in the mathematical community [14) 22} 23] 20] 24, 21].

In the present work, we focus on the exponential turnpike phenomenon for optimal control
problems of a class of interacting particle systems and their mean-field limit equations. Impor-
tant applications for these systems occur in the fields of swarm robotics [13], crowd dynamics
[3], traffic management [30], or opinion dynamics [5] to name but a few.

The original formulation of the interacting particle system is usually at the so—called mi-
croscopic level and given by a coupled system of ODEs. Alternatively, one can also focus on

*Chair in Numerical Analysis, IGPM, RWTH Aachen University, Templergraben, 55, D-52062 Aachen,
Germany (herty@igpm.rwth-aachen.de)

IGPM, RWTH Aachen University, Templergraben, 55, D-52062 Aachen, Germany (zhou@igpm.rwth-
aachen.de)


http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17127v1

the collective behavior by considering the probability density distribution of the particles and
investigating the corresponding McKean-Vlasov or mean-field equation, see e.g. [8, [0, [I] for re-
sults involving control actions. The control of large—scale interacting particle systems has gained
recent interest, see e.g., [5, 10, [12]. The control of high—dimensional system is challenging and
current approaches resort to e.g. using Riccati-based [27] 2], moment—driven control [4], or
model predicitive control approaches [6l 5l 31]. Motivated by this, we aim to utilize the turnpike
property to control those high—dimensional systems [7, 28] 33]. More precisely, we prove the
exponential turnpike estimate for ODE systems with an arbitrary particle number and show
that the property also holds in the mean-field limit. Here, we utilize the particular structure of
interacting particle systems to derive the turnpike property.

The topic of turnpike property for mean-field optimal control problems has been studied
recently in [26]. At this point, we would compare [26] with the present paper and point out our
main contributions. (1) In [26], the authors prove the turnpike property with interior decay [25]
which is a time integral property [I8]. In the present paper, under similar assumptions (with a
minor modification), we present a point-wise exponential estimate which is more quantitative.
(2) In addition to the estimate of the optimal solution, we also prove the exponential decay for
the optimal control.

As in [26], our basic assumption is that the optimal control problems satisfy a strict dissi-
pativity inequality. By considering a feedback control, we obtain the cheap control inequality.
Then, we use this inequality iteratively to prove the exponential estimate for the optimal so-
lution. This iteration technique has also been used to prove the turnpike property for other
optimal control problems (See i.e [16]). Note that all the estimates for particle systems are
independent of the particle number N. Thus all results are also expected in the mean-field level
as N — oo. By using convergence in the Wasserstein distance and the lower semi-continuity of
the cost function, we prove the corresponding exponential decay property for the solution of the
mean-field optimal control problem. In order to establish the exponential decay for the optimal
control, we design a specific feedback control, see also [I7]. In this way, the optimal control can
be bounded by the optimal solution. Combining with the estimate for solutions, we also prove
the exponential decay property for the optimal control with respect to time ¢.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section[2] we state the problem and present some basic
assumptions. In Section B, we prove the cheap control property for the optimal control problem
of the particle system. By considering the limit N — oo, we prove the same property in the
mean-field level. Based on these results, we prove the exponential turnpike property for both
the particle system and the mean-field problem in Section [ At last, the auxiliary estimate
in the Wasserstein distance is given in Appendix [Al The main results are Theorem .3l on the
exponential turnpike property for the particle system and Theorem for the mean-field
problem.



2 Preliminaries

Consider the optimal control problem Q(0, T, u):

T
V(0,7 o) = min / Fu(t ), ut, )t

1:H112/ / d,utxdt—l—/ / u(z,t))du(t, z)dt. (2.1)
ue

Here u(t,-) € Py(R?) is a probability measure on R? defined for ¢ € [0, 7] and it satisfies the
following equation in a distributional sense

Bppt + Vs - <(P*,u+u),u> —0, 0<t<T, zeR?
(2.2)

p(0, ) = po().

Here, P(z) € R? is a vector-valued function and

(P p) (1) = /R Pl y)du(t,y).

As that in [19], we take the control u(t,x) € F satisfying
Definition 2.1. Fiz a control bound 0 < Cp < co. Then u(t,z) € F if and only if
(i) u:[0,T] x R = R? is a Carathéodory function.
(i1) u(t,-) € I/Vl})’coo(Rd) for almost every t € [0,T].
(i) |u(t,0)| + ||u(t,-)||Lip < Cp for almost every t € [0,T].

Remark 2.1. In [19], the control bound can be chosen as an integrable function l(t) € L1(0,T)
for 1 < q < oco. For simplicity, we take the bound to be constant.

Next, we show assumptions for the optimal control problem (2.2)).
Assumption 2.1. The cost function f satisfies the following assumptions:

(i) Strict dissipativity: there exists a constant Cp such that, for any b > a > 0 and any pairs
(w(t, ), u(t,z)) € Py(R%) x F, the following inequality holds

/abf(u(t,x),u(t,a:))dt >Cp /ab /Rd <\x -7+ \u(t,x)\2>du(t,a:)dt.

(i) There exist constants Cy and Cp, such that
U(u) < Cylu* and L(z) < Cplz — 7. (2.3)

It holds for all x € B(Z,R) := {x € R?: |z — Z| < R} and u € B(0, R).

3



19 e interaction function P(x) satisfies = 0 and the following Lipschitz property:
iii) The 1 jon f on P sfies P(0 0 and the following Lipschi
|P(z) = P(y)| < Cylz —yl,  VaeR? (2.4)
with Cp > 0 a constant.

Remark 2.2. These assumptions are also used in [26] except for condition (ii). Here, we need
to assume that both ¥ and L can be bounded by quadratic functions. Note that, this assumption
is also satisfied for the example of [26].

For further discussion of the optimal control problem, we consider the empirical measure on
[0,T] x R?

1 N
= NZé(x—xZ(t)) (2.5)
i=1

Here, x;(t) (i = 1,2,..., N) is the solution to the optimal control problem Qn (0, T, z¢):

Vn(0,T,29) = min —Z/ (xi(t)) + ¥(un(t,z;(t)))dt,

UNEJ:N
i - 2.6
e - %;P(%)—%( )) + (8, 2i(1)) (2:6)
z;(0) = 0.

Here, x(t) = (x1(t), x2(t),...,xn(t)) represents N particles, g = (210, 20, ..., Tno) is the initial
data, and uy(t,x;(t)) is the control. We use the subscript N to emphasize the dependence of
the optimal control uy of (2.6) on the number of particles V.

Remark 2.3. Problem Qn(0,T,x¢) can be formally derived from the original optimal control
problem. For any N we have

Fu, ) = / L(@)dun(t,z) + / Uy (t,2))dpuy (t,2)

N

_ L Z (L) + W (t,2i0))]

which implies that the cost function in (2.6]) is given by

Vn(0,T,x0) = mln/ flun,un)d
un€EF

As outlined in the remark, the optimal control problem (2:6]) and the original problem are
intertwined. Under Assumptions 2.1] the existence and uniqueness of the problem (2.2])-(2.1])
has been established in [19]. To recall the theorem, the definition of the p—Wasserstein distance
between two probability measures p and v is given:

1/p
Wy, v) = in (/ rx—yrpdfy(x,y)) .
RQd

vET (1)
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Here, I'(, v) denotes the set of transport plans, i.e., collection of all probability measures with
marginals p and v, see also [32].

Theorem 2.1. Assume that the initial data po in (Z2) is compactly supported, i.e., there exists
R > 0 such that supp puo C B(0,R). Moreover, the empirical measure puy(z,0) converges to
wo in Wy distance. Then, there exists an optimal control u(t,z) and a weak equi-compactly
supported solution u(t,z) to the problem ([2I)-(22). Namely, for all t € [0,T] the distribution
u(t, ) € C([0,T]; P1(RY)) satisfies supp u(t,-) € B(0, R) and

/qﬁt:z:dutx /gbOxd,uo

¢
:/ / [atqs YV (Prpt u)} du(s,z)ds, ¥ ¢ e C([0,T] x RY).
0
The optimal solution satisfies
lim Wl(:uNk (tv ')7M(t)) =0
k—o0

uniformly with respect to t € [0,T] and un, converges to u in F. Here py, is given by (2.30)
and (z;(t),un, (t,x)) is the optimal solution to (26l with Ny particles. Moreover, f is lower
semi-continuous:

T
/ fu(t,z),u(t,z))dt <liminf [ f(un, (¢, x), un, (¢, x))dt. (2.8)

k—o0 0

For the exponential stability later, we discuss solutions u(t,z) in C([0,T]; P»(R%)) with
metric W,. By adapting the method in [11], 19], we have

Lemma 2.2. For fized control u(t,z), if u(t,x), v(t,x) are solutions to ([22) with initial data
o and vy satisfying the assumption in Theorem [21), then there is a constant C > 0 such that

Wa(u(t,),v(t,-) < et Walug, o) for te|0,T].

Some remarks are in order. The proof is similar to [11], [19] for the stability in W, and deferred
to the Appendix [Al Hence, the optimal solution is unique in C([0,T]; P»(R%)) if the initial data
o € P2(R%). Due to this argument, we assume that the optimal solution ju(t,z) also satisfies

kh—>H;o Wa (/LNk (t,),pu(t,)) =0 (2.9)

uniformly with respect to t € [0,7]. The assumption is justified since we have the convergence
in W; and the uniform boundness of the second order moment for pp(¢,-) with respect to N,
see e.g. Theorem 3]

3 Cheap control property

The cheap control property of the optimal control problem shows that the optimal values are
bounded by the distance between the initial state and the desired static state. Combining the
cheap control property with the strict dissipativity, we provide a bound on the second—order
moments of the proability density. More specifically, for the N-particles system (2.6]), we prove:
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Lemma 3.1. Suppose uy is an optimal control to the problem Qn(0,T,xg) and x(t) is the cor-
responding solution, then uy |ie(q,r) s also an optimal control to the sub-problem Qn/(a,T,z(a))
for any a > 0. Moreover, the following inequality holds under Assumption [21):

1 N T " , ) N y
N;/ i (t) — Z|* + |un (t, 2(2))]°dt < CON;\:CZ-(@)_Q;\ , (3.1)

Here, Cy is a positive constant independent of N.

Proof. Suppose there exists a control @y, defined on t € [a,T], such that the corresponding
solution Z(t) satisfies £(a) = x(a) and

T T
/ flan,un)dt < / fn(pn, un)dt.
Here fiy is the empirical measure given by
1
fin = N;CS(ZE = Zi(t)) .

Then, we construct a control

In this case, the cost satisfies

T a T T
/0 f(ﬂN,@N)dtZ/O f(MN,uN)dt+/a f(ﬂN,ﬂN)dt</0 f(un,un)dt.

This contradicts to the fact that (x(t),un(t)) is an optimal solution on [0,7]. Therefore,
UN|¢e[q,r] s an optimal control for the sub-problem Qy(a, T, z(a)).
Thanks to the strict dissipativity, we have

/aT f(pn,un)dt > Cp /aT /]Rd (\x - 33‘2 + \uN(t,x)P)d,uN(t,x)dt

N .7
1 ) 2
= oy Y [ 0=+t
By Remark[2.3] we obtain the estimate (B.1]) once we prove the following cheap control inequality:
T 1 N T 1 N
— ) ) N ) _ 7|2
[ st = 5 57 [T L) + o < Gog Yoo -3 62)

for a constant Cy > 0 independent of N.



Next, we focus on the proof of ([8.2]). To this end, we consider the feedback control for the

problem (2.0):
N
an(t,7(t)) = —B(F(t Z — &), i=12,,.,N, t&la,T)

Note that 4y € F holds. Indeed, due to assumption (2.4]), we have that

@ (t, @) — an(ty)| = Bz —y) + Z (z = &;(8) = Ply— ;)]
1 N
§6I$—y|+CPNZI:E—yI=(5+CP)I<E—yI,
j=1

which gives a Lipschitz constant for @y (¢,-). Based on this feedback control, Z;(t) satisfies the
equation

dii(t o ]
W B -2, #e) =)
It follows that
() — 2> = e Pz (a) — 2 = e PV ay(a) — 2. (3.3)

In the next paragraph, we estimate |iy (¢, %;(t))|?. By definition, we have

N
_ - . _ 1 . . 2
(3 (O) < 2620800 — o + 2| = D P@(1) - 3,0)|
j=1
Using Jensen’s inequality, we have
1 & 2
|~ D2 P — a5 ( <—Z(P )= &5(0) (3.4)
j=1
Due to the assumption of P(z), we have
2 _ OB -y a2
¥ Z PGt~ )| < S 31w - ()
j=1
2, 20} = -
< 20p[3;(t) — " + N Z |2;(t) — Z|
j=1

Then, it follows that

[ (¢, 2:(1))|* < (287 + 4CE) 2w (t) — 7 + PZ\ Z;(



We sum i from 1 to N and get

1 LT 1 LT
5o / L{wi(8)) + W (un (t,2:(t))dt < 53 / L(&i(t)) + V(i (¢, &:(1))dt
=179 =179

1L (7
< (CE.CnCu+C S [ la(o) - ot
=17

Note that the last inequality is due to Assumption 2] (ii). Substituting ([3.3) into the last
inequality, we have

1 [T
N Z/ L(xi(t) + (un(t, z;(t)))dt
i=17¢%

T 1 N
< (C(8,Cp)Cy + C1) </ e—%(t—a)dt) ~ > Jai(a) — 2.
a i=1

It is easy to show that

/ QT SRS Qe V0| L §
) e = 256 <25
Then, we conclude
1T 1 N
— . . < Ch— (a) — 7|2 )
= ;/ L) + W (1 2:(0))dt < Co ; wia) — 7| (3.5)
Note that the constant Cy = [C'(8,Cp)Cy + Cr]/(28) is independent of N. O

The estimate (3.1]) is independent of N. We consider N — oo to get the corresponding result
for the mean-field problem. To this end, we also need to use the lower semi-continuity of the
cost function (2I)). Namely, we prove the following property for the mean-field problem.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose (u(t,z),u(t,x)) is the solution to the optimal control problem ([2.11)-(2.2]),
then the following inequality holds under Assumption [2.1:

/aT /Rd (o =P = Jut, ) )dut, ) < Co / | — #[*du(a, z). (3.6)

Proof. Due to lower semi-continuity, we have
T T
/ J(ut @), ult,2))dt < limint / F (v () u, (8, 2))dt
a - Jg

AL
— liminf = / L(a(t)) + W (un, (£, 24(8))) .
k —1 Ja

k—oo N,
1=



On the other hand, since uy, is the optimal solution to ([2.6)), it follows from (3.2]) that

k—o0

T 1 Dy
/a fp(t, z),u(t,z))dt < hmlnfm;/a L(z;(t)) + V(un, (t,z;(t)))dt

1
< 1i&gfcom ; |zi(a) — z|?

Here, Cj is the constant introduced in Lemma Bl Using the strict dissipativity shows that

Cp /aT /Rd (\x—aep + \u(t,x)‘2>d,u(t,a:)dt < /aT )t o)) < C'O/\x—a:\2du(a,x).

Thus we can take Cy = Cp /Cp to conclude the result. O
We conclude this section with the following remarks:
e The inequality (B8.6]) is the mean-field limit of relation (B.I]).

e The right-hand side of (B.6]) is independent of 7. As in other turnpike results, this

shows an integral turnpike property. Namely, the second order moments fRd (\x -z +

lu(t, a;)]z)du(t, x) must be small along the largest part of the time-horizon provided that
T is sufficiently large.

e The cheap control idea was also used in [26] to prove the integral turnpike property with
interior decay. Different from the results in [26], the present work uses the second-order
moment [pa |z — Z|*du(a, ) as the bound in (B8] instead of the first-order moment. This
is important for the proofs in the next section.

4 Exponential turnpike property

In this section, we will prove that the optimal solution to (21])-(22) converges to the optimal
static state exponentially fast. The estimates on the inequalities for the optimal solution u(t,x)
and the optimal control u(t,z) are given separately, see Theorem (.4 and below. To this
end, we derive the estimate for the optimal solution z;(t) of the N-particles system. Then, we
consider the mean-field limit N — oo to obtain an estimate for u(t,z). At last, we prove that
the optimal control u(¢,z) can be bounded in terms of the solution (¢, x).

4.1 Estimate for the solution

For the solution z;(t) of ([2.06]), we use Gronwall’s inequality to derive



Lemma 4.1. Suppose B1)) holds, there exists a constant Cq > 1 such that
1 1 o
v Z |2i(ts) — z|? < Ciy Z lzi(t) —z|?,  VO<t; <ty <T. (4.1)

Proof. We estimate y;(t) = x;(t) — Z by computing:

%/tlz %@i(?ﬁ)y%(t»dt = /2<yi(t),y,’~(t)>dt

For the second term, we have

to 1 to 1 to
| o < 5 [ utPaes 5 [ woPa (13)
t1 2 t1 2 t1
and for the first term, we have
1o [t 1 & t2
3 [, Pt - o < 30 [ n®llnte) - ui0)la
j=17t j=1 t1
N t N
1 2 2 3CP 2 CP 2 2
< = : - < =L : — : o (4
< N;Cp/tl O + Ol Ol < =5 [ * o) d”zzv;/tl yi()Pde. (1.4)

Combining ([£2)—@4) yields
1 [t2 4 1 3Cp ) Cp N 4 , Lt ,
2/t1 FOw) < (5+5F) / a5 3 INZCRES / i (1) Pt

We sum i from 1 to N and multiply 1/N to obtain

NZM |2<—Z|yz<t1>| - (144Cp) Z/ it |dt+NZ/ i (t) P

Combining this with ([B.1]), we obtain

N N
1 i ! B
N;‘xi(t2)_$‘ SC1N;]@(1§1)—$\ , VO<t; <ty <T.
with C1 = (2+4Cp)Co + 1. o

Combining this lemma with the inequality (B.1]), we prove:
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Lemma 4.2. Under Assumption [21], the following inequality holds for any t € [nT,T] with a
given constant T > 0 and an integer 1 < n < %

N
%Zu‘i(t)_iﬁ < <OOCI> Z|$Z _
=1

Proof. We first prove the case n = 1. There exists a point ¢; € [0, 7] such that

1 & 171 & Col &
* Yttt —aP < = [T LS faitt) it £ 3 Jait0) - ol
i=1 0 i=1 i=1
Note that the last inequality follows by (B.1]). For any ¢ > 7 > ¢1, we obtain by Lemma [4.T]

1 ZN 1 ZN CoCh 1 ZN
_ . _ 52 < - . _ &2 < _ . A 2‘

i=1

Then we suppose the inequality holds for n > 1 and prove the result for n + 1. There exists
tn € [nT, (n + 1)7] such that

1 N 5 1 (n4+1)7
N kot —af < - [ NZ\:CZ ) — ot
i=1 "

T

IA
|
|

Co 1 2 o Co (GoCh
203 laitor) —aft < 2 (B ) L Zm

Thus for any ¢ € [(n+ 1)7,T], we obtain by Lemma [A.T]

1 1 & CoCr\ "
=2 —12 0“1
7 2 It =7 < Cig 3 nlta) — 3 < (22) Zm

and this completes the proof. O

Thanks to the above lemmas, we are in the position to state the main result for the optimal
solution z;(t) of the particle system (2:6)):

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Assumption [21] holds. Then there exist constants Cy > 0 and o > 0
such that the optimal solution for Qn(0,T,xq) satisfies the exponential turnpike property:

N
1 —12 —at 1 =
N ; |2i(t) — 2|” < Cae N Z |2i(0) —

=2

for any t € (0,T).

11



Proof. In this proof, we need to fix the constant 7 in Lemma [£2 such that 7 > CyC;. Next, we
discuss the cases t € (0,7) and t € [,T) separately.

For any ¢ € [1,T), we take the integer n = [¢/7]. Then, 1 <n < L and t € [n7,T) and we
obtain by Lemma

N n N
1 _ CoC 1 -
T 2 lolt) = < () L o)
i=1 i=1

Due to the definition of n, we have n > t/7 — 1. Also, the constant 7 is chosen such that

7 > CyCy. Thus we have
CoCy n B - -n - - 1—t/7
T N CoC1 — \CyC1 '

The exponential estimate is then given by

1 N

N
1 _12 AN —at =2
I ;:1 |zi(t) — z|° < Cae N ;:1 |z;(0) —z|*, Vtelr,T)

with

A T 1 T
Cy=—- =—1 > 0.
2T 00 YT T8 ((1001)
On the other hand, for ¢ € (0,7), we have

ége_at > ége_aT =1.

By Lemma [A.1] we have

1< 1 - 1 -
_9 12 A —at =2
N ;:1 |z (t) — z]° < ClN ;:1 |z;(0) — z|* < C1Che N ;:1 |z;(0) — Z|°.

Recall, that due to the proof of ALemma 41l C; > 1 holds. To combine the results of ¢ € (0, 7)
and t € [1,T), we take Co = C1C5 and obtain

N N

1 1

¥ > lai(t) -z < CQe—atN > |ai(0) — 2%, Vite(0,T). (4.5)
i=1 =1

O

This theorem implies that the empirical measure has equi-compact support and bounded
second-order moments for any number of particles N. Moreover, we know that the empirical
measure uy (¢, x) defined in (2.5]) satisfies

Wa(un(t, ), 8(z — 7)) < /Cae™**Wa(un (0, ), 8(z — 7).

We established the exponential decay property for the second-order moment of the empirical
measures iy (t,-) with respect to ¢:

/ @ — ZRdpn () < Coe=o" / o — #2dun (0, 2).

The constant Cs is independent of N. Thus, we can use the uniform W, convergence to obtain
the exponential turnpike property in the mean field limit. Namely, we have

12



Theorem 4.4. Suppose Assumption [21] holds. For problem Q(0,T, pg), the optimal solution
p(t,z) € C([0,T]; P2(RY)) satisfies the exponential turnpike property in the sense that

/|x _ 3Rdu(t, ) < Coe=o! / o — 72dpo()

for any t € (0,T). Here the constants Cy and « are the same as those in Theorem [{.3

Remark 4.1. Alternatively, the result on the mean field problem can be also proven by a direct

estimate of (2.2). Namely, we may take a test function ¢(t,x) = |z —Z|*xr(x) with xg(z) being

a mollified characteristic function xr(r) = Vs * X|—r—s r+4), Such that xg(v) =1 for |z| < R.
Then by the same argument as in Lemma[{.1], we have

/\x — Zdu(te,z) < Cy / |z — Z[2du(ty,z), YO0<t; <ty <T.

Similarly, the inequalities analog to those in Lemmal[{.9 and Theorem [{.3 can be also obtained.

4.2 Estimate on the control

In this subsection, we estimate the optimal control (¢, x) in the mean field problem. The idea
is to construct a novel feedback control and take advantage of the strict dissipativity.
We divide the time interval [0, 7] into three parts:

[0,7] =[0,s) U[s,s +mh]U (s + mh,T].

Here s € (0,T) is a fixed time point, m > 0 is a scale parameter which will be given later (see
(£22)), and h is a sufficiently small constant such that s + mh < T. We construct a feedback
control 4(t,z) by

u(t, ), te0,s)
a(t,z) = %u <s+t7;s,a:> —mT_l(P*ﬂ)(t,x) t € [s,s + mh] (4.6)
u<t—(m—1)h,x>, t € (s+mh,T],

where u(t, x) is the optimal control to the problem (2.1))-(2.2]) on the time interval [0, T, (¢, x)
is the solution of (2.:2]) associated to the new control (¢, z),

Next, we discuss the solution fi(t,z) on the different time intervals.

For t € [0, s), we know that 4(t,z) = u(t,z) and the initial data satisfies

(0,-) = po()  in Py(RY).
According to the uniqueness of solution to the mean field equation (2.2]), it is easy to see that
fi(t, ) = p(t,-) in P2(Rd)’ Vitelo,s].

Here, u(t, z) is the solution associated to the optimal control u(t, ).
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On the other hand, for ¢t € [s,s + mh], we use the expression of u(t,z) to compute the
equation of [ (for simplicity in the strong form). A similar computation holds in the weak form.

0= &jilt, ) + Vg - ([(p < i) (t x) + a(t, 2)] At a;))

= Oju(t,z) + V- ([(P  [1)(t, ) + L (s i S,x> _ m—_l(P*ﬂ)(t,x)]ﬂ(t,x))

m m m

= Ou(t, x) +%Vx- <[(P*,&)(t,x) +u <s+ t_s,x>]ﬂ(t,x)>.

m
Moreover, by the first step, we have
fi(s,) = p(s,-) in Py(RY).

Thus, the equation for i reads (in weak form)

/@mmmmm—/@@mwwm

:/Ot/ [atqﬁ(r,m)—l—%vgg(ﬁ(r,x) : ((P*g)(r,x)+u<s+7’7;s,x> ﬂd,&(r,:p)dr (4.7)

vamm60$(hs+meRﬂ.

Since the map

is bijective, we consider the test function

l—s : n 0o d
- ,x) with ¢ € Cj ([s,s—l—h]xR)

wumzémﬂgz¢G+

and the formula ([4.7) is equivalent to
[ étdate.) ~ [ ds.x)auts.z)

- /Ot/ |:8t(£(7’17 2) + Veo(ri,x) - ((P* fi)(r,z) +ulr, a:))] di(r, z)dry, (4.8)

Ve ([s,s—l—h]de>.

Here, we use the relation

r—s 1
r=s+ , dri = —dr,
m m

and obtain that

t—s
M(tbx) =K <8+ 7x>
m

14



is a solution to ([A8). Again, u(t,z) is the solution associated to the optimal control wu(t,x).
Since the solution for (Z.2) is unique in Py(R%), we have

at, ) = u(ty,) =p (s + t_?s, ) in Py(R%), Vte[s, s+ mh]. (4.9)

In the last interval, for ¢ € (s + mh, T, the control is a(t,z) = u(t — (m — 1)h,z) and the
equation for /i reads (in strong form):

0= dyji(t,x) + Vi - ([(p « 1) (t,z) + alt, )] jlt, a;))

— Byilt, ) + Vi - ([(P s @)(t, ) + u(t — (m— 1), az)]/}(t, x)).
Considering t = s + mh, we have
fi(s +mh,-) = p(s+h,-) in Pp(RY).

Thus, the weak form in the time interval (s + mh, T reads as

/qﬁ(t, x)dp(t, z) — /qﬁ(s + mh, x)du(s + h, )

- /ot / (0e6(r.2) + Voo w) - (P () + ult = (m = Db, [d(roxydr - (410)

Y (t,z) € CF° ((s +mh, T] x Rd> .
In the new variable to =t — (m — 1)h and for the test function
é(t,2) = Q(ta, ) = d(t — (m — Dh,z) with ¢ € C ((s FhT — (m—1)h] x Rd> ,
equation (£.I0) reads

/gz@(tg, x)di(t,x) — /qz@(s + mh, x)du(s + h,x)

- /Ot/ [(%(5(7’2,96) + Vad(ra,z) - (P * i) (r,x) + u(rg,a;))]d/)(nx)dm’ (4.11)

Vée s <(s+h,T—(m—1)h]><]Rd)

for ro = r — (m — 1)h and dry = dr. It is easy to see that u(te,z) = p(t — (m — 1)h,x) satisfies
(ETII). At last, we use the uniqueness of ([2.2)) in Py(R?) to conclude that

Ia(tv ) = lu’(t27 ) =H (t - (m - 1)h7 ) in P2(Rd)7 Vie (S + mbh, T] (412)
Summarizing, we have
w(t, ), t€0,s),
N t—
flt,) =9 p <s+ ms, ) : tes,s+mh, (4.13)
:u(t_(m_l)h7 ')7 tG(S—th,T]-



4.3 The turnpike estimate

Having the feedback control @(t,z) and its associated solution fi(t,z), we proceed to estimate
the optimal control u(t, z):

Theorem 4.5. Suppose Assumption [2.1] holds. Then there exists a constant C3 > 0 such that
the optimal control u(t,z) € F for Q(0,T, ng) satisfies the exponential turnpike property:

/\u(t,x)\zd,u(t,x) < Cge_"t/]a: — z%dpo(x) for a.e. t € (0,T).

Proof. Since u(t,x) is optimal, we have

T T
/ Flult, ), ult,2))dt < / F(lt @), (e, 2))dt
0 0

s s+mh T
= [t atand+ [ s atad+ [ o) a)d. (@410)
0 s

s+mh
According to (L.6) and ([4.I3]), we have
/ fla(t, z),a(t,x))dt = / flu(t,z),u(t,x))dt (4.15)

and

T T
/ f(ﬂ(t,:n),a(t,:n))dt:/ Flu(t = (m = 1)ha) u (b — (m — D)h,2))dt

s+mh s+mh

T—(m—1)h T
= / f(p(t,z),u(t,z))dt < flu(t,x),u(t, z))dt. (4.16)
s+h s+h
Therefore, it follows by (4.14)-(4.16)
s+h s+mh
[ttt ande < [ ).t
s+mh
< 04/ /\x — Z|? + |a(t, ) Pda(t, ©)dt (4.17)

with Cy = max{Cy,Cr}. Notice that the last inequality is due to Assumption 2.1 Moreover,

we use (4.0) and ([@I3]) to obtain
s+mh
04/ /|x P+ Ja(t, ) Pdj(t, z)dt

s+mh - 1 m—1 )
—ci [ [le—aP o+ (i) - T (P (0,0 Pduts, )i

16



t —
with t; = s + i By change of variables, the above inequality yields
m

s+mh
04/ /|:L~ B+ Ja(t, ) Rdj(t, z)dt

s+h 1 m—1
< mC4/ /|x P |t ) — (P )t ) Pl 2

< mCy /S+h/\x —z? + §—2]u(t ) + 3|~ — (P * ) (t, ) d,u(t,a:)dt. (4.18)
Note that the last inequality follows from the basic inequality
la+b* < g|a|2 + 3[b)°.
Using Jensen’s inequality and Assumption 2.1 we have
(Pt < [P y)Pdulty) < Chlo—aP + G [y aPautty).  (419)

By ([@I7)-(I9), there exists a constant C5 > 0 depending on Cp,Cy,Cr, and m, such that

s+h C s+h s+h
/5 Flut @), ult, )>dt<§ﬁ / fut, @) Pdpt, )dt + Cs / / & — 2Pdu(t, z)dt.

(4.20)
On the other hand, by the strict dissipativity we obtain
s+h s+h
|ttt attade = co [ [ oo 4 jutto) Putt, o)
S Ss+h
> Cp / / lu(t, 2) 2du(t, z)dt. (4.21)

By equation (£.20))-(4.2I)) we conclude that

s+h s+h 05 s+h
/ / lu(t, 2)2dp(t, 2) )Pdu(t, )it + 2> / / o — #2du(t, )dt
s D Js
Set o0
m = max { C; } (4.22)

and hence, ;’m%‘D <1 Therefore,

s+h 3 s+h C5 s+h
/ / ult, @) Pdu(r, )t < / / ult, ) Pdp(t, )t + &2 / / o — 2dpu(t, 2)dt.
s s D Js

Since m is given, we know that the constant C5 > 0 depends only on Cp,Cy, and Cf, respec-
tively. This holds for any h satisfying s + mh < T. By Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem we
obtain [ |u(s,z)?du(s,z) < & 4Cs f |z — Z|*du(s, x) for a.e. t € (0,7). Combining this estimate

with the results of Theorem Iﬂl, the proof is completed for C3 = %. O
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Remark 4.2. By Theorem [{.4) and Theorem [{.5, the cost in ([21)) also decreases exponentially
since

T T T
/0 fp(t, ), u(t,z))dt < C’L/O /]a:—x]2d,u(t,a:)dt+C\p/0 /]u(t,a:)]2du(t,x)dt

< (CLCo + CyCy)e® / 1 — 2do ().

Remark 4.3. In the proof, we adapt the technique in [17] by considering a new feedback control
and introducing an adaptive parameter m in [@22). If the cost function in equation 1)) of
quadratic form,

Flutt. ) ut.) = [ lo = aldutt,a) + [ futt,o) Pdute.a),
then, we have Cy =1, Cr, =1 and Cp = 1. It follows that Cy =1 and m = 2.

Remark 4.4. The exponential turnpike property for the optimal control problem of the N-
particles system (2:6]) can also be proved by considering the feedback control

un(t, Zi(t)), te[0,s)
i (4, F4(1)) = %uwl, (1)) — mT_l% SN P@() - 7;(1) € [s,5+mb]
un(t2, Zi(t)), t e (s+mh,T],

where t1 and ty are taken as those in the proof of Theorem [{.5
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A Proof of Lemma

We follow the idea in [19], [11] to prove the estimate in the Wasserstein distance Wy of Lemma

Let 7 be the flow map associated to the system

dx(t)
dt

= (P ) (a(8) + ult, 2(1)) = / P(a(t) — y)dp(t,y) + ult, z(t).
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We know that u(t) = T/'tuo with 7/'# denotes the push-forward of pp. Then, we have
Wa(u(t), v(t)) = Wa(T $po, T¢" tv0)
< Wa (T Sp0, T tvo) + Wa(T w0, T, tv0). (A1)
For the first term, we have the following result.

Lemma A.1. Assume that P satisfies the Lipschitz condition (24) and u(t,xz) € F. Then, it
holds that
W (T 0, T o) < e P OB Wy (g, ).

Proof. Set k to be an optimal transportation between pg and vy. One can check that the measure
v = (T x T}")tk has marginals T"fuo and 7“fvp. Then we have

1/2
WaT o, 7)< ([ o0~ P (oo o))

1/2
- (/ |7;“<:co>—7;“<yo>|2dm<xo,yo>) . (4.2)
R xRd

Denote z(t) = T} (xo) and y(t) = T} (yo). We have
[z(t) = y(t)] < |zo — ol +/0 (P ) (x(s)) — (P ) (y(s))| + [uls, 2(s)) —uls, y(s))|ds

¢ ¢
< foo — ol + o [ Jols) = y(o)ds + Cir [ falo) - y(s)lds.
0 0
By Gronwall’s inequality, we have
|2(t) — y(t)] < e CPTEB |z — yql.

Substituting this into (A.2]), we have

1/2
Wa(TH b0, T 'tvo) < elOPTCB) (/ |zg — y0|2d’f($0,yo)> = e OPFCB Wy (g, 1p).
R

dwRd
O

For the second term in (A.I]), we have the following Lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let T} and T} be two flow maps associated to u(t) and v(t). Suppose the initial
data vy € Py(R%). Then,
Wa(T o, T o) < IT = T lloo-
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Proof. The proof is similar to that in Lemma 3.11 in [I1]. Consider a transportation plan defined
by 7 := (T} x T)ivo. One can check that this measure has marginals 7"y and 7" . Then,
due to the definition of Wasserstein metric, we have

1/2
W i) < ([ oo = wofnCoos so)dodin )
RIxR4

= (/Rd |7 (o) —72”(350)\2dvo(350)>1/2

<I7" =T Nl
O
Thanks to this, it suffices to estimate || 7" — 7;||oo. To this end, we state
Lemma A.3. Under the assumptions in LemmalA ], it holds that
t
1T = Tl < C [ el Wi(u(s), ().
0
Proof. Denote z#(t) = T}'(xg) and z"(t) = T} (z). We compute
t t
() =" O] < [ 1P+ W)@ (s) = (P )@ (sDlds + [ fulo.a(s)) = s, s)) s
(A.3)
For the first term on the right hand side, we compute
t
1P (s = (P ()]s
t
< /0 |(P s p)(@(s)) = (P * p)(@”(s))] + |(P* p) (2" (s)) — (P *v)(x"(s))|ds
t t
< Cp [Jat(s) —a(s)lds + [ 1P n)(s,) — (Prr)(s. ) e (A4)
0 0

Moreover, using the fact that v € F, it follows from (A.3)-(A.4]) that

|[2(t) — 2" (1)] < /0 (Cp + Cp)lat(s) — a”(s)|ds +/0 [P ) (s, ) = (P xv)(s,-)[loods.

By Gronwall’s inequality, we have

2k (t) — 2 ()] < /0 eCrrCR=3) ||(P 4 ) (s,) — (P % v)(5, ) |oods.
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Denote 6(y, z; t) the optimal transportation between p and v. Clearly, 0(y, z;t) has marginals
wu(t,y) and v(t, z). Thus we compute

(P p— Pxv)(t,z) = /

9 P(z —y)du(t,y) — / P(x — 2)dv(t, 2)

Rd
= /R2d [P(x —y) — P(x — 2)]d0(y, z; t).

It follows from Jensen’s inequality that
1/2
(Pru=rpenol < ([ 1P~ Pla-2Pdb.0)
R2d

1/2
<Co ([ lv=sPabtyz)) = Comalu(th )
R
Note that it holds for arbitrary = € R?. Thus we know that

()~ ()] < Cr [ €t Yy (u(s), w(s))ds.

Combining Lemma [A-THA 3 with the inequality (A.Jl), we have

Wa(u(t), v(t)) < Wa(T o, T/ tve) + Wa (T tro, T f10)
t
< e OPFEBE Wy (10, ) + CP/ elOP IR Wy (1(s), v (s))ds.
0
Then we have

t
OO W (1), v(8) < Walgo )+ Cr [ OO Wa(u(s)v(s)ds.

Again, by Gronwall’s inequality, we obtain
e_(CP+CB)t W2(:u(t)7 V(t)) < eCPt Wg(,lt(], V0)7 te [07T]

This completes the proof of the stability with respect to the W, distance.
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