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Abstract

In this work, we focus on the mean-field limit of the Random Batch Method (RBM)
for the Cucker-Smale model. Different from the classical mean-field limit analysis, the
chaos in this model is imposed at discrete time and is propagated to discrete time
flux. We approach separately the limits of the number of particles N — oo and the
discrete time interval 7 — 0 with respect to the RBM, by using the flocking property
of the Cucker-Smale model and the observation in combinatorics. The Wasserstein
distance is used to quantify the difference between the approximation limit and the
original mean-field limit. Also, we combine the RBM with generalized Polynomial
Chaos (gPC) expansion and proposed the RBM-gPC method to approximate stochas-
tic mean-field equations, which conserves positivity and momentum of the mean-field
limit with random inputs.

Keywords: Random Batch Method, mean-field limit, Cucker-Samle model, stochas-
tic Galerkin.

1 Introduction

Collective behaviors of many-body systems are ubiquitous in the real world, like flocking of
birds [18, 19, 10, 28], swarming of fishes [32], synchronicity of fireflies [26, 5] and pacemaker
cells [30]. We use the jargon “flocking” to describe the phenomenon in which self-propelled
particles organize into an ordered motion using only limited environmental information and
simple rules [32]. Since there is a great deal of literature on collective behaviors and related
models, we refer the readers to [12, 25, 1, 2, 3, 35, 17, 13, 33] and the references therein.

The Cucker-Smale model, proposed by Cucker and Smale [10], is a famous model of
collective behaviors that models phenomenologically the flocking phenomenon. It is in the
form of an N-body second-order system of ordinary differential equations or particle systems
for position and velocity, which resemble Newton’s equations.

In addition, the mean-field limit, as the number of particles N — oo, is also a prevalent
tool for simplifying large particle systems, which makes use of continuum models derived
within the framework of mathematical kinetic theory, to approximate collective behaviors.
In these years, there has been extensive research on the mean-field limit of particle systems
and we refer to [20, 8, 9] for survey articles.

As a classical type of N-body systems, in the Cucker-Smale model, each particle interacts
with N — 1 particles, and thus the computational cost to solve it is O(N?) per time step.
An efficient algorithm to reduce computational complexity to O(N) is the Random Batch
Method (RBM) proposed by Jin et al. [22] in 2020. The RBM indeed constructs a randomly
decoupled system with subsystems of interaction between p particles, where the constant
p < N. In this system, at each time step, the interaction only occurs within small batches
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with p particles. The choice of batches is random and thus the time-average effect makes it
a good approximation of the original system [22, 15, 23].

An interesting problem is to understand the mean-field limit of the RBM. In 2022, Jin
and Li considered the mean-field limit of the RBM on first-order systems with Gaussian
noise in [21]. Inspired by [21], in this paper, we investigate the mean-field limit of the
RBM on the Cucker-Smale model as the number of particles tends to infinity. Unlike the
first-order system considered in [21], the Cucker-Smale model is a second-order system with
interaction coupled with both velocity and position. Technically, moment control needs to
be derived by the asymptotic flock estimate instead of using the contraction property in
first-order systems in [22, 23]. Specifically, we mainly analyze the path from (b) to (¢), and
briefly discuss the path from (a) to (d) in the following figure (1.1). On the upper left corner,
Ha et al. give an estimate on (a) in [15] and a proof of the existence of mean-field limit on
(d) in [16]. Their analysis on (d) is uniform in time but implicit in N. In later work [29], an
explicit estimate on N is given but only works on finite time. The four models in (1.1) are
represented in Section 2.

Cucker-Smale system (2.1) (D Neo, mean-field limit (2.6)
(a) T—)OT T(c) T—0
Random Batch Cucker-Smale model (2.10) (b)N—> mean-field limit of RBM (2.11)
— 00

(1.1)

With the justification of (b) and (c), we employ the RBM, which is an efficient particle-
based numerical scheme for the approximation of stochastic mean-field equations of the
Cucker-Smale model, inspired by [7]. We consider such an application in the stochastic
setting, where the interacting force depends on a random variable modeling uncertainties.
This is an important problem in Uncertainty Quantification [24]. The method combines
the RBM with a generalized Polynomial Chaos (gPC) expansion in the random space and
thus we call it the RBM-gPC. It avoids loss of positivity like MCgPC in [7], and moreover
preserves the mean velocity during evolution.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give a concise introduction
to the Cucker-Smale model including notations, assumptions and prerequisites. Section 3
presents our main results on the analysis of limits (b) and (c) in (1.1) with helpful discussions
on the limits from (a) to (d). Section 4 and Section 5 provide the proof details. In Section
6, we show some numerical experiments with the RBM-gPC. Finally, Section 7 is devoted
to a summary of our main results and some remaining issues to be explored in the future.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the main models in (1.1) with assumptions and notations. Also,
some basic properties of the models are given.

2.1 The Cucker-Smale model

Let X; and V; be the position and velocity of the i-th particle with unit mass, and (| X; —
X;|) be the communication weight between the j-th and i-th particles. The Cucker-Smale
model reads as the following

d .

ZXit) =Vi(t), i=1,--- N,

p ) (2.1)
V) =377 2P~ XD (50 - Vi),

where k is the nonnegative coupling strength and ¢ satisfies positivity, boundedness, Lips-
chitz continuity and mononticity conditions, i.e., there exist positive constants g, 1as > 0



such that

0 <o <P(r) <thn, Vr 205 [[Y]lLip <003 (P(r1) —¥(r2))(r1 —r2) <0, 71,72 € Ry
(2.2)
Without loss of generality, we set 1y; = 1 in this paper for convenience. Under the condition
(2.2) of 4, it is observed in [10, 18] that the total momentum is conserved as a constant
and the total energy is nonincreasing along the Cucker-Smale flow. Actually, supposing that
{(X3,V;)} is the solution of system (2.1), then for any ¢ > 0, one has

%Zvi(t) =0, %Z Vit)?

A key observation of the Cucker-Smale model, given by Ha et al. in [18], is that the
standard deviations of particle phase-space positions are dominated by SDDI (the system
of dissipative differential inequalities):

- XODIVi () - Vi))*. (2.3)

)y,

<y, <oy, (2.4)

where (X, V) are nonnegative functions and ¢ is a nonnegtive measurable function. This is
a useful tool to analyze the Cucker-Smale model. In this paper, we use a variant of (2.4)
(Lemma 1) in the proof of our main result. One can find its proof in Lemma 3.1 in [16].

Lemma 1. Suppose that two nonnegative Lipschitz functions X and V satisfy the coupled
differential inequalities:

ay
‘ V, T < —aV+ye "X, ae.t>0, (2.5)
where « and 7y are positive constants. Then, X and V satisfy the uniform bound and decay
estimates:

t

(X(0) +V(0), V(t) < M(X(0) +V(0))e” %, >0,

2M
X(t) < —
(0%

where M is given by

2 8
M::max{l,l}—i— i .
ae osded

2.2 The mean-field limit of the Cucker-Smale model

The corresponding evolution for the distribution function f (z,v,t) was first derived by
Tadmor, etc. in [19] by the BBGKY hierarchy (e.g. [4, 12]), which follows

atf+v : va:]z:"" R [g[f]f] =0, (26)

where the operator £ is defined by

ﬂﬂ@uﬂzn//ﬁw%wmwfwﬂ%mﬂmmy

(%//vfda:dv—O (2.7)

Similar with energy-decreasing in (2.3) in the microscopic scale, the mean-field limit has the
following property:

It is clear that

Lemma 2 ([31], Theorem 3.1). Let fo be compactly supported in R*? with z = [ z fo(z,v)dzdv
and © = [vfo(z,v)dzdv. Define Cyo = inf{X > 0|supp(fo) C B(z,X) x R?} and



Cy = inf{V > 0]supp(fo) C R x B(v,V)}, where B(z,X) designates the ball of cen-
ter z and radius X in R%. Let f; be the unique solution of (2.6) with f(0) = fo. If the initial
data satisfies

Cy < FL/ ¥(2s)ds, (2.8)
Cm()
then there exists Cy > 0 such that
supp(fi] € B(Z + 7, Cy) x B(0, Cpe P20t (2.9)

Remark 1. Under assumption (2.2) of 1, one has ¥(2C;) > 1. Actually, the assumption of
the lower bound vy is for the convenience of the proof and can be relazed if (2.8) is satisfied by
both discrete and continuous systems, guaranteeing the flocking in the Cucker-Smale model.

2.3 The Wasserstein distance

To introduce the topology of the space of probability measures, here we recall the definitions
of the Wasserstein space [36]. For a metric space (R%, p) and ¢ > 1, define the Wasserstein
space of order ¢ by

Pusl®?) = {1 € PR): [ pla,0)1v(de) < oof

endowed with the Wasserstein metric

1
Wap(psv) == < inf {/ p(z,y)'n(dz, dy)}) °
’ mell(p,v) Rd xRd

where p1, v € P,(RY) and TI(p, v) is the set of probability measures on R? x R? with marginals
i and v respectively. The W, metric, or distance, induces a kind of weak topology and
measures the closeness between distributions. We use the notation Wy, when p(z,y) :=
|z — y|l, and typically abbreviate W, = W, 5. For convenience in notation, we simplify || - ||
as | - | without ambiguity.

Recall the Jordan decomposition for a signed measure |u| :== g™ + p~. One can control
the W, distance by the weighted total variation by the following lemma (see e.g. Theorem
6.15 in [36]), which helps the proof of our main theorems, i.e., Theorem 1 and Theorem 2,
in Section 3.2.

Lemma 3 (The Wasserstein distance is controlled by the weighted total variation). Let p
and v be two probability measures on a Polish space (X,d). Let q € [1,00) and xg € X. Then

W) < 274 ( [ dan, o)t - u<9c>)é .

2.4 The Random Batch method and its mean-field dynamics

In each sub-time interval [t;_1,tx), we set [i]; as the batch containing the particle i. The
RBM-(approximated) system of (2.1) becomes:

AhXE() VR() i=1,---,N,
V() == 3~ w(IX ) - XFODV @) - ViR (e), (2.10)

]6[7,

with initial data (X2(0), V,(0)) = (X", V"), i=1,---,N. See Algorithm 1.
In the N — oo limit, the N-particle system is then reduced to a p-particle subsystem
described by the following system for ¢ € [ty, tg+1) :
815 ():‘/z(t)7 Z':l’...7N7

av; (2.11)

DI (P Xi(0)N(V; (1) = Vi(2),

Tp- Lt



Algorithm 1: The RBM for (2.1)

1 for k=1 to T/ do
2 Divide {1,--- , N} into n = N/p batches randomly;
3 for each batch C; do
a Update (X7, V,E) in C, by solving
o XL (t) :V-R( ),i=1,---,N,
A V(1) XFEONVH) - ViR (@),
JGC
for t € [ti—1,tk).
end
6 end

with Z; := (X;,V;) and Z;(t;) being i.i.d drawn from f(-;¢x). Here f(-;tx) is the law of
Zi1(t;,) for k> 1 and f(+;0) equals the initial distribution fo. We impose Z;(t;) = Z1(t]).
Except the individual particle 1, the rest p — 1 particles are sampled from an infinite pool of
independent particles from particle 1 at each time step tx. This process becomes the mean-
field limit model of the RBM system (2.10), and one may write the following mean-field
limit for the RBM in terms of the probability distribution as shown in Algorithm 2, while
(2.11) becomes its microscopic description.

Algorithm 2: Mean-field Dynamics of the RBM (2.11)

1 From tj to tx1; the distribution function f;, will be transformed into
Jtesr = Qoo(ft,,) as follows;

2 Let fP)(--oty) = ffi’p be a probability measure on R2%;

3 Evolve f®) by time 7 according to

0P +3 "V, - (0 f ) +Zv (&f®) =0, (2.12)

i=1

where

7£EZ| 7’02').

T - 1j:1

Set Qoo (frr) == Jgracw—1) fP(+ Citgyq)dxy - dapdvg - - - doy.

3 The Main Result

In this paper, we show the conservation law and the mean-field limit of the Random-Batch
Cucker-Smale model. First, we show the conservation of momentum and dissipation of
kinetic energy of the mean-field limit system of RBM in Section 3.1. Then, we analyze the
procedure (b) and (c¢) in Section 3.2.

Assume that the initial data of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 obey the same law fo(x, v)dzdv.
For notational convenience, recall 7 := [z fo(z,v) and v := [ v fo(z,v); and set z; := (4, v;)
for each ¢ and

flx,v;t) = /ch« : FO (-t )day - - - daydvy - - - dv, = fi(2,0).

Note that f is defined on R?? in Algorithm 2 and () is defined on R2%. Also, the definition
of f is consistent with that in Algorithm 2 at ¢t = t;.



In the following, we suppose that fy is compactly supported and then there exists a
constant R > 0 such that supp|fo] C B(0, R), where B(0, R) is a ball with radius R centered
in the origin. Without loss of generality, we set v = 0 as a standardization of the initial
momentum.

3.1 Basic characteristics of the mean-field limit system of RBM

Here, we show that the two basic characteristics: conservation of momentum and dissipation
of kinetic energy, as observed in the Cucker-Smale model (2.1) and the RBM system (2.10),
also holds for the RBM mean-field system described in Algorithm 2.

Proposition 1 (Conservation of momentum). Fort € (tg,tg4+1), it holds

0

g - vf(z,v;t)dzdv = 0.

In particular, since v =0, [vf(z,v;t) =0 for any t € [0,T].

Proof. By the definition of f, one has

aat - vf(z,v;t)dzdv = » /pr 1) — [Pz, v, 5t )dadzsy - - - dzydoduy - - - duy,
/pr l ZV sz(p) ZVvL ng(p)<...;t) dzy - dz,
= aa) vy = o) S (o zp)de - d
=0.

The last equality is derived from the fact that ¢(|z; — a:1|)(vj — 1) f; ) is an odd function
on (z;,z1). Note that f(x,v;ty) = f(x,vity) = f(z,v;t)). Then by induction one has
Juf(x,v;t) =0. O

Proposition 2 (Dissipation of kinetic energy). For any t € (tg,tr41),

Q/ lv|2f(z,v;t)dzdv < 0.
R2d

ot
In particular, M3 f; < M3 fo, where M3 f; = fR2d |v|2 f (z,v; t)dxdv. Moreover, since 0 <
Yo < 1, it holds
8:‘62’(/J0 2>k
-

M fur < M fo (-0 4 20

Proof. For any t € (tg,tg+1),

o ) p p
5 Ms e = / ol (va JCIAOED DA (3 f”))

]:1
K P (p)
§ p
= — X Vi — U
\/]Rde p 1 j=1 d)(| ' |)| ! 1| f



The last equality is derived by the symmetry of ¢ and ft(p ), By the continuity of f, one has
M3 fi < M3 fo. Since ¢ has a positive lower bound ), furthermore, it holds

0
&Mgftﬁ—/ v —v1]? 77
P (3.1)
= — 2Ky / |v|2ft(:£, v)dzdv 4 2k / vy - ’Ugft(p),
R2d R2dp
by the symmetry of ft(p ). For the second term in (3.1), one has
9 ®)
ot /Rde vr Uth
= / Z¢|$1—$k| ve —v1)fy Z¢|$2—xk| v — v2) {7
R2dp P — 1 k;ﬂ k£2
(p)
=2K T — X —v .
/pr_l ];ﬂfll k) (ve —v1) f;
(3.2)

For the last integration in (3.2), by the indistinguishability of the particles, one has

. . (p)
/depUQ Z¢|$1 o) (v — v1) fy

k#£1

= / Z b(|zr — axl) (o1 — o) £ + / vz - (|1 — 2])(vg — v1) fP)
Rm k;é12 p
/ vz Zwm—m (01 — o) £ +/ va - (|1 — wa])(vy = v1) 7
R2dp k£l R2dp

+/ va - a1 — @) (02 — v1) [P
R2dp

/ v - Zwm—m )(wr —v1) £ + / o2 — w129 (|z1 — w2) 7.
R2dp

k#£1
Hence, recalling ¢ < 1, it holds

1
/ vy - Zwmfm (v —v1) fi7) = 2/ o2 — 01|21 — w2|) fP < 2MJ fo.
R2dp R2dp

k#1
Then it yields from (3.2) that
0 k.
9 o V1 .Uth(P) < EMQ Sto_y- (3.3)

By combining (3.2) and (3.3), it holds

0 4T
= M3 fi < =2k My fi + 2mbop 1

ot M3 fr,_, +2m/}0/U1 'U2ft(:))1

Akt
= —2KYo M5 f; +2f$¢0 lMéjftk_l
8K2

< My i+ O 1/’0 M fou

By Gronwall’s inequality, one has

8 82 g
M3 fu < M3 fo,_, (e—QWOT + p“_wo 2) < M3 fo (e—WOT + T“_wf ﬁ)



3.2 The main theorems

First we discuss the Wasserstein distance between the distribution of the RBM of the N-
particle system (2.10) and the distribution of the N — oo system (2.11).

Define the operator Qg\lfc) on the probability measure space P(R??) as follows. Let Z(0)
be i.i.d drawn from fy. Corresponding to Algorithm 1, we define

Q¥ (fo) := Law(Zf(t1)),

where Law(Z{) means the law of Z{. Conditioning on a specific sequence of random batches,
the particles are not exchangeable. However, when considering the mixture of all possible
sequences of random batches, the laws of Z(t;,) are identical.

In addition, we define Q.. as one time step evolution in Algorithm 2. Thus one arrives
at

Q" (fo) = Qw0+ 0 Quo(fo), (k copies),

which is expected to be the mean field limit of the RBM after k steps. Note that the Q.
dynamics can fully determine the probability transition, knowing the marginal distribution

of Z1, while knowing only the marginal distribution is not enough for the dynamics of QE\I,C).
The joint distribution must be known in the latter case.

Theorem 1 gives an estimate between QF (fo) and Q%)(fO) on the W, distance. In
this theorem, we introduce a quantity ¢, € R, which was first introduced in [21]. Plainly
speaking, the €, means the probability that the particle 4 is not “clean”, where a particle ¢
is clean at ¢, means its batchmates at ¢ < £, were mutually independent and independent
to the particle ¢ when they interacted. For better organization, we give the definition of
"clean” and more details in Section 4.1.

Theorem 1. For fy with the compact support supp|fol, it holds that

W (Qk (fo), OV (fo)) < C(1+ti)e/", (34)
with g € [1,00) and C = C(k,vg, R). For fized k, it holds

lim €, =0, (3.5)

N—o0
with € < O(N™1Y).

Then, we consider the limit dynamics given by the operator Q. and how Q" (fy) ap-
proximates the dynamics of the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6), i.e. the procedure (c) in (1.1).
We prove that the W, distance can be controlled by 7 with a smooth initial distribution fy
with a compact support uniformly in time.

Theorem 2. Let f be a solution to the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6) with initial condition
f(0) = fo. It holds the uniform-in-time estimate

sup Wy (Q% (fo), f(n7)) < O, (3.6)
with q € [1,00)and C = C(k, ¢p, R).

3.3 Some helpful discussions

In addition, we give some discussions on Lemma 12 that will be used for the proof of Theorem
2, and on the commutation of (1.1).

3.3.1 Approximation using PDE analysis

Similar with [[21], Lemma 4.4], one can obtain an O(T%) bound on the W, distance between
Qoo (ft,) and S(ft,) in Proposition 3. Here S(f:, ) denotes the law of (5.14) in Section 5.2.



Proposition 3. Let f be a solution to the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6) with initial condition
f(0) = fo € (C? N W2)(R2). Suppose that the interaction kernel i satisfies

sup(9/(r)] + ["(n)]) < ey
with a constant €y. It holds

Wo(Qoo(fir), S(fi)) < Ok, g, Ry )T, g € [1,00). (3.7)

The proof relies on the PDE analysis on the evolution equations on Qw(ﬁk) and 5'(]5,%)7
using the corresponding operator groups. There are two limitations on this method. One
is that more regular assumptions on both the interaction kernel and initial data are needed
to guarantee the existence of a unique classical solution f; € C2([0,T) x R2?) for (2.6). In
addition, if one uses the estimate obtained by Lemma 3 with the total variance bound, the
order of 7 is %. A detailed proof of Proposition 3 is given in Appendix B.

3.3.2 The mean-field limit of the Cucker-Smale system

Up to now, we have given a brief analysis of the path ((b),(c)) in the lower right corner of
(1.1). Here, we discuss the upper left corner path in the sense of the Wasserstein distance

as well. Denote by
N

1
N . _
ey ~—§ N§Zi(t)
i=1

the empirical measure and pf? the empirical measure derived by the RBM with uff = ud’.

Proposition 4. For the path from (a) to (d) in (1.1), it holds

N—i if d < 4,
EWa(fi, uit) < C(k, R,)y/ Zﬁ +C(R)-{ N~i log(1+ N) ifd =4, (3.8)
N—a if d > 4.

Proof. We first consider the procedure (a). For the first 7 — 0 limit, by the definition of
the W, distance, one has

N
DX = X+ [V - Vi),

i=1

1

WR ) <

Based on [[15], Theorem 3.2], one has

1 & 1 1
E (N ; [VE(t) — Vi(t)|2> <C <}f1 - m) 7+ C7% 4+ C(1 + 7) exp (—Kot),

for some constant C depending on x, R and 1. Note that

N N

N
PR TEEN) SbAES AN IASAY

i=1 i=1 i=1

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and

N N
DIXE - X2 <[>V - ViPT.
i=1 =1

It thus holds



N N
1
EWs(uy, inft) < By [ D IXE = Xi2+ > [VE - V2
VN i=1 i=1

< \/CT(pil_Nl—1>(l+T)'

Next, for the procedure (d), by the estimate of [[16], Corollary 1], one has W, (ul, ft) <
C(r, R\W, (1, fo). In addition, according to the convergence rate of the empirical measure
in [[14], Theorem 1], with f; compactly supported, one has

1

_1 . d

N~z 1fq>§,

EW{ (fo, ') < C(R) - 4 N™% log(1 + N) ifq:g,
_a . d
N4 1fq<§

Therefore, under the same assumption of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, for the path from
(a) to (d), one has

T
p—

< C(K7R7¢)\/g+ C(r, R) (EWE (fou 1)) * .

EWQ(ftauf) S E [WQ(Mivauf) + W?(ftvlj'iv)] S C(H7R7¢) 1 + C(K?R)EWQ(fOHU/éV)

4 Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we prove Theorem 1 by an observation in combinatorics. Recalling the
critical quantity e, we mentioned above Theorem 1, we first give the Lemmas 4-5, for the
proof of Theorem 1, and show the mathematical definition of € in Section 4.1. The proof
of Lemmas 4-5 are shown in Sections 4.2-4.3 respectively. Finally, Theorem 1 will be proved
in Section 4.4 by combining Lemma 4, Lemma 5 and an estimate on the diameters of the
compact support in space and velocity, shown in Lemma 7.

Lemma 4. Under the assumption and notation of Theorem 1, it holds

k
195, (fo) = @ (fo)lrv < 26,
where €, 1s a positive constant with respect to N.

Lemma 5 ([21], Theorem 3.2). For any fized k, with the assumption and notation of The-
orem 1, it holds that e, < O(N™1).

4.1 Prerequisites

To give a detailed explanation of €; in Theorem 1, we introduce the concept “clean” in

Definition 1. First, for each particle i, we define a sequence of lists {Lgk)} associated with
1, given as follows:

1L = {i};
2. For k > 1, let Cék_l) be the batch that particle ¢ stays in for ¢ € [tg_1, tx), then

(k) _ (k—1)
Li = UjeCékfl)Lj .

10



Here, Lgk) can be viewed as the particles that have impacted i for ¢ < t. Clearly, a particle
i1 € Lgk) might not have been a batchmate of . It could have been a batchmate of i5, and
then i3 was a batchmate of ¢ at some time. The important observation is that if Lgk) and

L;k) do not intersect for a given sequence of random batches, then particles ¢ and j are

independent at ¢, . Note that we are not claiming all particles in L;k) are independent of

those in L§-k) at t, . In fact, it is possible that some %; € Lgk) and j; € Lg-k) are in the same

batch on [t;_1,t;). However, 41 and j; must be independent at the times when they were
added to the batches that eventually impact 7, j at ¢, . Then we are motivated to define the
following.

Definition 1. We say the particle i is clean on [tg,tx+1) if the batch Cék) that contains i at
t;’ satisfies the following:

(1) any j € Cék) is clean at t, ;
(2) any j, 0 € Cék) with j # £, Lg»k) and Lék) do not intersect.

In other words, a particle 7 is “clean” at ¢, if its batchmates at ¢t < t; were mutually
independent and independent to ¢ when they interacted.
Let Ay denote the set of particles that are clean at ¢, . Then

Aoz{la"'vN}'

For k£ > 1, one has

Ay = {z € Ay i €CHI, Vi L ect D, AL,
jE A 1,0 € Ay, L§k71) N Lgkil) = (Z)} (4.1)
Now we define
€ — I[D(l ¢ Ak) (42)
Note that by symmetry, € is also the probability that particle ¢ is not clean.

4.2 Proof of Lemma 4

We first introduce Lemma 6.
Lemma 6. Consider a fized sequence of divisions of random batches {C(Z)}ggk,l.

e [t holds that
L <",
and the particle i is clean at t, if and only if the equality holds.
e The distribution of Z; (Recall Z; := (X;,V;).) for a clean particle i at t;, is Q% (fo)-
Here the symbol |A| means the cardinality of a set A.

Proof. The proof is a straightforward induction. Here, let us just briefly mention the proof
of the second claim. For k = 0, the statement is trivial. Now, suppose the statement is true
for all kK <m — 1. We now consider & = m.

For the given sequence of random batches {C()},<;_1, that a particle 7 is clean at ¢,
means that on [t,,—1,%m), the particles in the batch for ¢ are independent of i at ¢,,—1. By
the induction assumption, the distribution of one particle at ¢,,_1 is given by Q7 ~1(f;). By
the independence, the joint distribution of them at t,,_1 is therefore

FO tmr) = QU (fo) P

From t,,,—1 to t,,, the evolution of the joint distribution obeys equation (2.12). Hence, at
t., the distribution of particle ¢ is given by Q7 (fo). O
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Now we begin to prove Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. By Lemma 6, one has

QW (fo) = P(1 € Ax)QE (fo) + (1 ¢ Ap)uy, (4.3)

for some probability measure v;. To see this, consider all possible sequences of random
batches. Only the first k divisions of batches (i.e. ones at tg,- - ,tx—1) will affect the
distribution at t;. This subsequence (the first k divisions) can take only finitely many values,
and let {cz}ggk,l be such values. Then, for any E C R¢ that is Borel measurable,

oV (El= Y PC'=c t<k-DP(ZeE|C =c t<k—1).
{Ct=ct e<k—1}
Lemma 6 tells us if {¢‘},<x_1 is a value such that particle 1 is clean, then
P(Z, € E|C' =5 0 <k—1)= Q% (fo)[E].
Hence,

QW) (fo)[E] = P(1 € Ay) Q% (fo)[E]

+ > PC'=c t<k—1)P(Z eE|C'=c (<k—-1)
{Ct=ct 4<k—1},1¢ A

=P(1 € Ap) QL (fo)[E] + P(1 ¢ Ap)vi(E),

with

P(Ct=ct ¢<k—1) ¢
= — == < - .
vi(E) S sz a)  PAEBIC = isk-)
{Ct=ct t<k—1},1¢ Ay

Clearly, vy is a convex combination of some conditional marginal distributions of Z;, each
being Law(Z;) conditioning on a particular sequence of batches for {1 ¢ Ax}. Hence vy is a
probability measure.

By (4.3), it holds that

195, (fo) — Q% (fo)l < (1 — P(L € Ay)) Q% (fo) +P(L ¢ Ar)vs = er(Q% (fo) + vi).

Therefore, the total variation distance between the two measures is controlled by

105 (fo) — QW (fo)lrv < (1 — P(1 € Ay)) + P(1 ¢ Ag) = 2¢.

4.3 Proof of Lemma 5

Furthermore, we provide the proof of Lemma 5 which is a simple variant of [[21], Theorem
3.2].

Proof of Lemma 5. First of all, clearly, one has
eg=1—1=0.
Now, one can do induction on k. Assume

lim e, =0
N—o0 k ’

and then consider the batches for ¢, — ¢, ;. Assume the batch for particle 1 is Cék). Denote

By ={vjtec j#¢, LV nLi =9}

12



Let B := C,gk)\{l} be the set of other particles that share the same batch with particle 1.
Then, by definition of Ay 1, it holds

]P(l GAk+1): Z P(B:{]la ’jp—l})x

Jirsdp—1

P(ByN{l e Ay 0zl o€ Any | B={j1, - ,jp—1}). (4.4)

Denote E := {B = {j1,--- ,jp—1}}, where we omit the dependence in j,, 1 < £ < p —1
for notational convenience. Conditioning on By N E (i.e., provided that the event By N E
happens), whether the particles are clean or not is independent. Hence,

P(Bi N {1 € Ay} N2 {ji € Ax}| E)
=P(Bi|E))P({1 € Ap} _{ {je € A} E, By)
= P(Bk|E)H§=1]P(j4 S Ak‘E7 Bk),

where one has set j, = 1. Moreover,

]P)({_]z S Ak} NEN Bk) . ]P({]. € Ak} NEN Bk) . P({l S Ak} n Bk)
P(EﬂBk) - P(EﬂBk) a P(Bk)

P(j, € Ax|E, By) =

The second and the last equalities are due to symmetry. For the last equality, P({B =
{j1--,Jp—1}} N By) should be equal for all possible ji,- -, j,—1, and the same is true for
the numerator. This actually is a kind of independence. Hence, eventually due to the fact

Z P(B = {j1, - s Jp—1 PP(BrIB = {j1,- -+ . jp-1}) = P(Bx),

Jissdp—1

one has
1-— €pt1 = P(l € Ak—i—l) > P(Bk)(l — Ek)p.

Hence, it suffices to show
lim P(By) =1.

N—oo

To get an estimate for this, we consider the following equivalent way to construct Lgk) : one
starts with L; < {i} and repeat the following & times:

1. Set Lipp < L; and A = 0.
2. Loop the following until Ly, is empty.
(a) Pick a particle 41 € Ly, then choose p — 1 particles from {1,--- , N}\A U {i1}
denoted by {i2, -+ ,ip}.
(b) Set Lz «— Lz U {ig, ce ,ip}.
(c) Set A< AU {i1,i2, - ,ip}-
(d) Set Ltmp < Ltmp\{ila iQ, o ,ip}.

In the above, we are actually looking back from ¢5_1. In the j-th iteration, we are construct-
ing batches at t;_;. Hence, this is an equivalent way to construct Lgk).

Now, we estimate P(Bj) by constructing the lists L;f) 1<l <pforj, e Cék) using the
above procedure. Consider that the lists for ji,--- , jo—1 have been constructed, which have

(k)

included at most (¢ — 1)p* particles. Now, for Ljf not to intersect with the previous lists,

one has to choose particles from {1,--- , N}\[U‘Z} L;’j) UAU{i1}] in 2.(a) step. Conditioning
on the specific choices of Lg.’;) : 1 </¢<pand A with

k .
Ny:= LG UAU ()], N = |4],
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this probability is controlled from below by

_ _1_ k
) (E")
5 G
Hence, as N — oo,
N—1—tpF
P(By) > T, ((N)) —1-0(NY).
p—1
Hence, Nlim €k+1 = 0 and the claim follows. O
—00

4.4 Proof of Theorem 1
Now we can prove Theorem 1. Recall that the TV distance is defined by

\p— viry := sup |u(A) — v(A)],
AeF

for two probability measures u, v defined on certain sample space €2 with events F.
We denote the diameters of the compact support in the spatial and velocity variables at
time t by Dx (t) and Dy (t), respectively, i.e.

Dx (t) := max |X; — X[, Dy (t) :=max|V; = Vj|. (4.5)
Y 2,]
For the RBM system (2.10), Ha et al. [15] gave an estimate on Dyr and Dy r shown in

Lemma 7. This estimate works on any fixed sequence of batches and we provide the proof
in Appendix A for completeness.

Lemma 7 ([15], Lemma 2.4). Let X% VE be a solution of the RBM model (2.10) with
mitial data fo satisfying
Dx(O) + Dv(O) < 00.

Then one has
DVR(t) < Dv(O), DXR(t) <Dx (0) + Dv(O)t, vt > 0.

Proof of Theorem 1. Denote z := (z,v), Zf* := (X[, V;E), and |2|9 := |z|7+|v]9. By Lemma
3, taking 1 = Q% (fo) and v = QW (fy), one has

W@ (o), (o)) <278 ([ Jrdigh () - P (0I(2))
de

Note that Lemma 7 degenerates into the original Cucker-Smale model when p = N.
Hence for ¢ € [0,t1), any {Zi(o)(t) P_ satisfying (2.11), one obtains

Dy 0 (t) < Dv(O), Dx 0 (t) < Dx(O) + Dv(O)t.

Also, by the assumption of fy, one has v = 0, and therefore £ = 0. Since (2.11) holds
independent of the choice Z;, defining

X(t) :=max{|z| | v, s.t. f(z,v;t) > 0},
V(t) :=max{|v| | 3z, s.t. f(z,v;t) > 0},

one has for t € [0, 4],
V() <O, X(t) < C(1+1), (4.6)
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where C is a constant depending on R. Then for ¢ € [ty, t5], for the new subsystem {Zi(l)}f=1
with initial distribution f;,, one can use Lemma 7 again to get

Dy () < Dy (0) < 2V(t1) < C,
Dy (t) < DX(l)(O) + Dy (t - 7') < 2X(t1) + 2V(t1)(t — 7') < C(l + t),

and (4.6) holds for ¢t € [t1,¢s]. By induction, for any ¢, (4.6) holds. Therefore |X(#x)|? +
IV(t,)|? < C(1+tg)1.

Also, by Lemma 7, it holds |ZF|9 < C(1 + #4)9. Then for any z € supp||QL, (fo) —
QW (fo)l]. 217 < C(1 + t)?. Therefore,

/R 1195 (o) = O (fo)(2) < €1+ 1)1| QK (fo) = QN (fo) v

By Lemma 4, one has
[l @k () = 9 () < €1+ e
R2

1
Hence W,(Q% (fo), Q%)(fo)) < C(1+tg)e}. Then by Lemma 5, we finish the proof. O

Remark 2. The above analysis is not enough to get the mean-field limit independent of T
and for fired N, e, — 1 as k — oo. This is a limitation of the technique in the paper.

5 Proof of Theorem 2

Here gives an outline of the proof of Theorem 2. First, we show the stability of Q. in
Section 5.1. Second, an auxiliary system is introduced in Section 5.2 as a bridge to estimate
the W, distance between Q. (f;,) and fy, . Last, the proof of Theorem 2 is given in Section
5.3.

5.1 Stability of Q.
In Lemma 8 and Lemma 9, we give the stability analysis on the operator Q.

Lemma 8. Suppose two probability measures 1, po satisfying fvdul = fvdug, with com-
pact supports supp(u1], supplpsz] respectively, where supp(u;] C R? x B(0,R,,), i = 1,2, and
the constant R,, > 0. Then it holds

Wq(Qoo(Ml)y Qoo(ﬂ?)) S CWQ(MIH“/Q); q= [1,00), (51)
where C(k,1, R,,) is a positive constant.

Proof. Set (X;,Vi)(0) ~ 1, and (X;, Vi)(0) ~ pg, for i = 1,--- ,p. The key to the proof is
to make use of Lemma 1 to get the contraction property of the velocity difference. The two
steps are as follows.

Step 1. First, we show an auxiliary estimate on Dy (¢). By following the formulation of
[[16], Lemma 2.2], denote

p
> (X - X))

NI . ¥1) Y

p p

0.

ij -

ijs

where d;; is the Kronecker delta. Then ¥,;; is nonnegative and satisfies

X, — X, P P P X; — X,
@ij2M7 Z\Ilij:L Z\pij({/}_%)zzu(%_%).



We denote V; = (V*) and obtain the following equality

d
1d 2 — ld k|2
5%”/1 -Vil" = 5 & ]g - V7
d
=> (Vi =VHV =V
k=1
d /{p P p
=3 V=V | i (VE = VE) = 3 0 (VE - V)
k=1 p m=1 m=1
d K d p
== _pl (VE =V 4+ s(VF - V) (Z (Wi qzjmnﬂf)
k=1 p k=1 m=1
d
= *P (VF —vFk)?
p—1" !
k=1
T2 (VE=VE) 1D (Vo — min{ Wi, Uy} + min{ o, Uy} — Cjn) V3
k=1 m=1

(5.2)
For a given time t, one can choose indices i; and j; satisfying the relation
Dy (t) = Vi, (t) =V, (1)],
and thus for each m=1,2,--- | p,

d d
> (Vi <> (VE-v, Z —VhVE. (5.3)

k=1 k=1 k=1

SH

Combining (5.2) and (5.3), one obtains

1d 4 Hp
V2
sailV > p—1t V) o
k=1
d_ . p
+ Z p V’f)VZ Z (Wip, — min{ W, U })
=P m=1
d Hp p
Z V’f)V] Z (W — min{ Vs, Ui })
=1 P m=1
P
mm{\I/”n7 Ujm Vi, =V, P
- P
< — p 2/10|sz Vi, 2. (5:5)

Note that Dy is Lipschitz continuous with respect to ¢ and thus it is differentiable almost
everywhere. Consider the instant ¢ at which Dy is differentiable. Then,

d d
D2 < =
dt”V = dt

Combining with (5.4) and (5.6), one obtains

|‘/it - V}t|2' (56)

d d Kp
—D D —Dy < — D
7 X‘_ v, 5 Dv = pili/Jo v,
which is an SDDI. By Lemma 1, there exists a positive constant R, such that
Dy (t) < 2e™ "R, (5.7)
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Step 2. It can be obtained that

q
gy, —vp=Lipy zd]vk 7 (5.8)
dt pdt =\ = ’ ’
with
d d % q d %—ld d
il o) Vk'_ka —F |2 Vk'_ka el Vk_VkQ
d (Zu ) e g (T ewr) -
k=1 k=1 k=1
d
= v — qu V(X5 — X | A A A A A T
p— 7 J 7 7 7
j=1 k=1

Rewrite the right-hand side of (5.8) as

d ~
%EW& — V1|7 i= I + I,

where
K LA
Iy 1= — EZZ W(IX; = XiIVi = VAT 2 (VI = Vi =V VOV = V),
i,j=1k=1
and
p d B B
Iy := (X5 — Xi]) — (| X5 — X4]))
i,j:lk:l

Vi = ViITRVE = VE)(VE -V,
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First estimate I using the index changing trick:

I, —p—EZ Zw (1X; = XaD|Vi = Vi[*2[(V = V) = (VF = VIV = V)
i,7=1k=1
d

[zp: D(IX; = XiD) Vi = Vi 172 (V] = VI)(VF = V)
=1k

-i

i,j=1

> w(1X; = Xa|)|[Vi = Vi 12 (VF = V)2
k

d
o
=1
p d
[ZZ (X5 = Xa)|V; = Vi|2(V)F = VIYVE = V)
=1k=1

p d
S (X = Xi)|Vi = V|12 (VE = V)2
1 k=1

1,j=

D d
=- pq_"’”lﬂ*: [Z S w(x; - X))

(%

Vi = ViITRVE = VE) = Vi = VTTRVE = V] (VE -V

[ZZle Xi)

J=1k=1

Vi = ViR VE = VE) = [V = 1RV = VI LV - V) = (VE = VR

One can use the relation
d
SOV = Vil (VE = VE) = |V = VIV = V] (V- V) = (vE - VR <o,
k=1
and the condition (2.2) of ¥ to obtain

I §2( {ZZ Vi = Vi 7 %( VF) = |V = V12 (V= V)]

1,j=1k=1

AV =V = (v - Vik)]}

p d p
:%%E DD V= VTEVE -V Y (v
i=1 k=1 j=1
p d p d
I D Vi ViTPVE=VE? =YD plv = VRV - V)
i=1 k=1 j=1k=1
p d P
+ Y N IV =V VA (VE-VF
j=1k=1 i=1

P _
By the momentum condition E Y~ (V¥ — V¥) = 0, it holds
i=1

2
Iy < = E0EIV: — VAl (5.9)
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For I35, one has

P d
K — — _ _ _ _
Ip < Tl | 32 D D[1XG = Xl = 1% = il| Vi = Vo2V = VRV - VK
i,j=1k=1

p
qr : 5 1D D
_1||¢||LipIE Z [1X; — Xi| = |X; — X4l | Vs = Vi|* 1|V, = Vi

ij=1

)

<

p

by the Cauchy inequality. Then by the inequality ||a — b| — |c — d|| < |a — ¢| + |b — d|, one
has

p
gr o o -1y T
I SﬁHﬂJHLipE DI = Xl + X, = X[ Vi = ViV = V|
ij=1

<

p p
gk > = - . S
p_1||¢||LipDv(t)]E pY Xi = Xil|Vi= VA" + Y |X - X||[Vi - Vi

i=1 i,j=1

2qp°k = — g
S — 19 /|LipDy (E [| X1 — Xul[V2 = VA7)

(5.10)
by Hélder’s inequality. Now by combining (5.8) and (5.9) and (5.10), one has

d _ » i
—E|V, =WV 1< — E|V; — V|1
dt ‘1 1‘ = p—lqmbo ‘1 1‘

2 _ _
o2l Do (OB[X — Xa[Vi = V]

P 1(151/10153\‘/1 — |

< _

2 - 1 - _1
+ = ranl Dy (O(E(IX: — Kl (BIV: = V',

similarly by Hoélder’s inequality. Since
d _ o1 1 _ 1_,d _
7 EVL = Vi|)7 = = (B|Vi — Vi[) s ZE|V; — V[
q dt (5.11)
DK = gnd | 2Pk o gn '
< — P (Vi = i) + 5 D ((E(X) - Kl

and
d ¢ d 5-1 4
ZEIX) — X, |7 =K (Z X7~ Xﬂ?) D (X1 = XD) 2V =V
k=1 k=1
<Eq|X: — Xa|7 M1 — V4|
<q(E|X; — X1|7)' 7 (B|[Vy — V377,
thus it holds

d _ 1 _
(E[X1 — X1 = —(E|X1 — X4]7)

d 1 1id
dt q

I EIX - Xl < BV - Ve (5.12)

Note that Dy < 2e~"%°'R, by Step 1. Now one knows that both (E|X; — X1|q)% and
(E|Vi — V1|q)% satisfy Lemma 1 and then there exists a constant C' such that

(BIX1 — X1|7)7 (t) + (EIVy — Va]|7)a (t) < O [(B|Xy — X1|7) 4 (0) + (E|Vs — V4|77 (0)] .
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Then,
Wo(Qoo (1), Qoo (p2)) < (E|X1 — X1 [%(t) + E|V3 — V4|9(1))
< (EIX, — Xu[*(t) 7 + (EIVi — VA9(0))
<C[(BIX1 — X1]%)7(0) + (B|V: — Va]%)

Q=

Q=

(0]

Q=

<2C [E|X; — X;]7(0) + E[Vi — V4|7(0)] *,

since a% + b% < 217%(a + b)% for a > 0, b > 0 with ¢ > 1. For any ¢ > 0, the initial data
can be chosen by a coupling such that

Q=

[E| X1 — X1]9(0) + E[Vi — V1|9(0)] ¢ < e+ Wi (1, pa)-

Hence by the arbitrariness of €, it holds W, (Qoo (1), Qoo (112)) < CWy (1, p12), O

Lemma 9. For f defined in (2.6) with R < oo, one has

Wo(QU™ H (fin-1), Q%™ (fn)) < CWo( Qoo (1) fn), @ = [1,00),
where C' is relevant to ¥, k, R and d.

Proof. By the flocking property shown in Step 1 in Lemma 8, one has supp”[Qeo( fm 1)]
supp [fm 1]. Also, supp [fm 1] C supp [fo] by Lemma 2. Furthermore, for n —m — 1
k>0, Qt1(f_ 1) and QF_(f,,) have compact supports, where Q% (fim) := fin.
Similarly with the proof of Proposition 1, note that (X1 (k7), V1 (k7) and (X1 (k7), V1 (kT))
obey Q%+1(f,,_1) and QF (f) respectively, which satisfy the momentum equality assump-
tion of Lemma 8.
Denote

C
2

AX| = (E|X: — X1|9)5, |AVi|:= (E[Vi — 1|93, |AZ)] = |AX|+]|AW,

for ¢ > 1. Hence, by the analysis in Lemma 8, (5.12) and (5.11) still hold for ¢ € [0, (n—m)7].
By Lemma 9, one obtains

[AZ1((n —m)T)| < C|AZ1(0)).

By choosing a suitable coupling of the initial data, the proof is finished. O

5.2 An auxiliary system

We introduce an auxiliary system (5.14) with law S(f;, ) to get the estimate on

WQ(QOO(thk)vfthrJ < Wq(g(ﬂk)7ftk+1) + Wq(g(ftk)’ Qoo(ftk))

Rewrite (2.6) into the following particle system

d - .

i( ) :V 7N7
dt ~ (5.13)
/ (|z — Xi|)(v = Vi) e, v)dadv.

In order to show the law of (X , V) at time n7 is close to Q% , we consider the transient
system

A o (5.14)
9V = / sl — Xal) (o — Vi) oy (2, v)dad,

with (X( 0), V(O)) ~ ftk Denote S’(ftk) = LaW(X(T), V(T))
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Lemma 10. Under the same assumption of Lemma 9, it holds
supp[S(fi,)] € B(0,C) x B(0, Ce™ ¥oter1), (5.15)
Proof. For S(f,, ), define
X (t) :=max{|z(t, z*,v"*)| | (¥, v*) € supp[fi, ]},
Vie(t) :=max{[o(t, 2*,v")| | (¥, 0") € supp[f,]},

where the pair (z(t, 2%, v%), v(t, 2%, v*)) denotes (z(t),v(t)) being the solution of (5.14) with

(z(tr),v(tr)) = («F,0%). Note that the maximum is reached because it is assumed that

supp[ftk] is compact. Denote K C supp [ftk] (resp. K} C supp” [ftk]) the set of points

(x*,v*) such that the maximum is reached in Xj(¢) (resp. in Vi (t)). By definition, one has

[Xi ()2 = |z(t, 2%, v%)|? for every (z¥,v*) € K¥. It follows from Danskin’s theorem [31, 11]
and from the fact that Oz (t, 2%, v*) = v(t, 2%, v*) that

Xpe () - Xp(t) = max{z(t, 2%, %) - v(t, 2% %) | (2%, 0%) € KT},
Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one obtains that
Xi(t) < Vi(t).

Similarly, by Danskin’s theorem again, one has

Vi (t) - Vi(t) = max{v(t, z*,v*) - /m,b(|x —x(t, 2" 0P (v = v(t, ¥, v)) fi, dadv
| (z%,0%) € K'Y
Note that by the definition of K7, v(t, z*,v*) - (v — v(t, z¥,v*)) < 0. It holds that
Vi(t) - Vi(t) < fm/JO/ (t, 2%, vF) - w(t, zF, 08 f dedv,  (2F,0F) € K,
since [ fi, drdv =0 and [ f;, dzdv = 1. Then one has
Vi(t) < —rihoVi(t),

and thus (5.15) holds. O

Lemma 11. Under the same assumption of Lemma 9, there exists a positive constant «
such that o B
Wo(S(fir)s frypn) < Ce ™% 7% g e [l,00), (5.16)

with C' = C(k, o, ||1/JHLipv R).

Proof. Let R(z,v,t) = [¢(ly — z|)(w — 0)(fely, w) — fi, (y, w))dydw. For t € [tg,trr1), by
straightforward Calculus it holds
oR _ o
w0t =| [ 0y = el = o) G )y

=| [ #lly = shw = 0)[~w- T ity w)

+ Vo (e [ 005 = )@ = w)ita, wagdn) | dydu

=| [ vty = el - )it )
= dnlly = o) etww) [ 007 = )@ - w) g, 0)dido] dydw
<llip | fullo = wlfi (v w)dydu -+ ds [ | = wlfo(y, w)fo(g, w)dpdudydu

S\lelmp/(lwllv\ + |w|2>ﬂ<y,w)dydw+dn/2|w\f1(y,w)dydw.
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By Lemma 2,
R & -~
‘&(X17 Vl,t)‘ S Ce—fi’lbot.

We first consider g to be an even integer. For (X1, V1) obeying (5.13) and (X1, V3) obeying
(514), with (Xla‘/l)(tk) = (Xl,‘/l)(tk) ~ ftk, it holds

d

d - - - fond - N

SV = Vi =2y (V= V) (V= V)
k=1

d
=2 > (VF — V) [/wqx — Xu)(v = Vi) foy (, v) daedv
k=1
= [ wlle = XD = Vo (oo + R )]
o . ~ o (k)
237 =0 ([ vle = XiDIw = Vh) - (v = Vil (o, 0) o)
k=1
. . N o (k)
om0 =08 ([t = %) = 0l = Xablw = V1) iy (0, v)dado
k=1

d
+26 > (V= VHR(X,, V)W
k=1

d

. . . R . R RN )
< — qvolVi — Vif? =+ 2elup X — S0l S0 — ) ( [0

k=1
+ 2;‘4}“71 - VlHR(Xla‘?l)la
< — 26¢p0|Vi — VAI® + 26 l|Lip | X1 — X ||V2 — VA |V
+ 2;‘61“71 - ‘71HR(X17 ‘71)|7

where the superscript (k) means the k-th dimension of vectors. Since [v ftdxdv =0 =0Dby
(2.7), and |V;| < Ce™ "ot by Lemma 2 and Lemma 10, it holds

d.- . o .
Vi = Val” < —2600|V1 - A7 + Crl[gl|Lipe” ™| X1 — X[V — V1
+ 26|V = Vi||R(X1, V1), (5.17)

and
d =~ N ~ N ~ R -~
V1= Vil < —tos|V1 = 1| + Crly[lLipe™ " | X1 — X1 | + £[R(X1, V).
Also, with
d -~ . .
£|X1 —Xq| < Vi =V,
one has

d ~ N ~ N ~ N - N
pn (|X1 - Xq|+ |V - V1|) <C (\X1 - Xi|+ Vi - V1|) + C|R].
By Gronwall’s inequality, it holds
X1 — Xi| + Vi = Vi| < Cervotir?,
1 1 1 1] <
Then

1

B 1% = &l 191 - 7)) < [ 15— Xl + (V3 - 7] < e,

which implies o
Wo(S(fi)s frarr) < C(k, %0, [|¢]|Lip, R)e™ "0t 72,
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The estimate on W, (S(ft,), Quo(f,)) is given by Lemma 12.

Lemma 12. Under the same assumption of Theorem 2, it holds
WQ(QOO(ftk)vs’(ftk)) < 0(573)727 q € [1,00). (5.18)

Proof. Set (X1, V1) and {(X;, V;)} to be the solutions of (5.14) and (2.11) respectively. The
initial data (X1 (0), V1(0)) and {(X;(0), V;(0))} follow f;, . Take the coupling (X1(0), V1(0)) =
(X1(0),V1(0)). We introduce {(XF,V:F)} as the approximation of {(X;,V;)} by the for-
ward Euler method with time step 7. Then, taking the expectation of the selection of
{(X;(0), V;(0)}j41, one has

Llpve e = / k([ — X (O)]) (v — Vi(0)) - E(VE(t) — Vi (1)) for

dt 2

- / wb(z — X0 () (0 — Va(1)) - E(VE() — Vi ()
<x / bl — X1 OV (1) — Vi(0)) - E(VE(t) — Vi (1)) fur

+ /‘é/ 19 llip| X1(0) = X1 (8)[(v = Vi (8) - E(VI®(8) = Vi (D) fi.
By Lemma 2 and Lemma 10, one has
lv — Vi(t)] < Ce™"¥otx,

Note that

|X1(0) — X1 (t)] < Ce™"¥oter

and A
[Vi(t) — Vi(0)| < Ce=¥otir,

Take the expectation of (X1(0),V1(0)), one has

d 5 -
£E|V1E — V1> < Ce "oty JE|V/E — V3 ]2,

E|V1E — Vl|2 < Qe 2otk

Hence

Similar with (5.12), one has
]E|X{E - Xl\Q < Qe 2Wotn 6,
Now consider

%%EﬂflE(t) ~ VP =BV (1) = i) o

X5 (0) — Xa(0))(V5(0) — Vi (0))

J

00X (0) — X )V (1) Vi)
SER(VE Vi) [l X2(0) — X2(0) — Xa(0) + X (1) (Va(0) ~ VA(0))
FU((1) ~ X (0)(V(0) ~ a(0) ~ Va(t) + A(1)].
By Lemma 2 and Lemma 7, one knows that |V;(t)| < e "%o!*_for any j and ¢ € [0, 7]. Hence

it’s easy to obtain
d
ZEIVIE = Vi < CemolryEIVE - VA2,

E[V{¥ — Vi < Cem®olnrt BIXT — X;[? < Cem?oingS,

and
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Then, by the triangular inequality of Wasserstein distance, one has
W2 (Qoo(fi), S(fir)) < Clr, R)e™motr?,

The estimate of W, is similar by calculating

d N | Aoonig d -
GEIVE = Ti9)E = C(EIVE )i ZEIVE VAl < O, R0,

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Now we prove Theorem 2 by combining the above lemmas.
Proof of Theorem 2. By the triangular inequality, it holds
Wo(Qh(fo), f(nm)) < 37 Wo( Q™ (fin-1), Q%™ (fin).
m=1

And then, by the stability result in Lemma 9, it holds

n

D W@ (fn1)s Q% ™ (fm)) < D CWo(Qoo(frn—1), fim).

m=1 m=1

Again by the triangular inequality, one has

Wq(Qoo(fm—l)vf?n) S Wq(Qoo(fm—l)7§(f~7n—l)) + Wq(g(fm—l)7f7n)-

Then, by Lemma 11 and Lemma 12, we have

n

S W QL (frae)s Q™ () < Y Cembolm=1722 < O, (5.19)

m=1 m=1
where the constant C' is independent of n. One completes the proof. O

Remark 3. Although our analysis is based on Wy o distance, the main results in Section 3
also work on W ,,, p € [1,00), by noting that

|zl <d"at 5|zl z€RYL 1<pq< oo

6 Application: the RBM-gPC

In this section, we show a simple application for the mean-field limit analysis for the Cucker-
Smale model combined with the RBM. Based on the above analysis, and inspired by Car-
rillo’s work [7], we can construct the numerical scheme for the approximation of stochastic
mean-field models of swarming which preserve the nonnegativity of the solution.

Let us consider the stochastic mean-field equation for the distribution function f (0, z, v; t):

Ohf +v-Vof =V, [HIf]f]; (6.1)

where

HIFYO, 2 v:t) = / / Bz — 41, 6)(v — w) f(8, y, w; t)dwdy,

with 1 satisfying positivity, boundedness, Lipschitz continuity and mononticity conditions:
there exists a positive constant ¥p; > 0 such that

0< 1/)(7”, 9) <tnp, Vr >0, ||'l/)||Lip < 00,
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(Y(r1,0) = ¥(re,0))(r1 —12) <0, 71,72 € Ry

Here, 6 is a random variable from a measurable space (92, F) to (lg, Br), with a probability
distribution 7 (), with Ig C R and Bg the Borel set.

It is easy to see that the total mass and momentum of (6.1) is conserved in time. Note
that if we directly apply the classical stochastic Galerkin method to (6.1), the solution might
lose its positivity. However, we can make use of the microscopic dynamics to approximate
f- Our method is to consider the corresponding Cucker-Smale model with random input 6
on the interaction kernel 1 :

Orx;i(t,0) =v;(t,0),i=1,--- N,

N
0pvi(t,0) =57 D (l;(1.0) = wi(1,0)].0)(v; (1.0) — vi(t,0)).

Denote {®4(0)}32, to be the gPC basis with respect to m, which means that @ is a
polynomial of degree k, and these polynomials form an orthonormal basis of L?(§2, F, 7).
We approximate the position and the velocity of i-th agent as follows:

K K
ol = FR)PR(0), vi0t) muf =D Foi(t) (0
k=0 k=0
where
ki = /xi(&t)CI)k(G)dw, Koy = /vi(ﬁ,t)@kw)dw.
We obtain the following system

dz,\
dt

deA N K
p gg " ai(t),

(1) =0 (t),
1=0,1,...,K. (6.2)

where )
b= o | Vs = il 0)B0)@0(0)d.

Then, we design Algorithm 3, on the generalized Polynomial Chaos expansion in the random
space based on the RBM:

Algorithm 3: RBM-gPC

1 Consider N samples (x;,v;) with ¢ = 1,--- , N from the initial fo(x,v), and fix the
batch size p;

Apply the RBM on (6.2): for k=1 to T/ do

Divide {1,---, N} into n = N/p batches randomly;

for each batch C4 do

Update the position and velocity change by

ok W N

end

end
8 Reconstruct Ey[f (0, x,v;T)].

N o
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Remark 4. Although being derived from different numerical methods (the RBM and the
Monte Carlo method), Algorithm 3 is similar with the Monte Carlo gPC (MCgPC) proposed
in [7] at first glance. Both can reduce the total cost of (6.2) to O(KN). The main difference
between them is that the RBM-gPC preserves the momentum during evolution. Actually,
since the RBM updates information in the unit of batches, (instead, the MCgPC updates
information of each particle independently at per time step.) for anyt € [tm, tm+1], the total
sum of velocities is conserved in each batch by calculus:

d 28
G2l = - —*6u(8)) = 0,
i€Cq 1,j€Cq k=0
forl=0,---, K. Furthermore, it holds
N N/p N/p N/p N
S o) =D o) =D hiltm) = D> bilte) = > “0:(0)
i=1 q=11i€eC, q=14i€eC, q=14i€eCy i=1
Remark 5. We use
K K
2o (,0) = Ry v, 0) == Ry (t) By (0)
k=0 k=0

to denote the approzimation of position and velocity obtained by Algorithm 3. The kinetic
distribution f]I\?,K(H,x,v,t) is recovered from the empirical density function

fRg(0,2,0,t) = Zéx—xKR(t 0)) @ (v — v F(t,0)).
=1

Common approximations methods for Dirac delta distributions can be used when needed. For
example, we fix an upper and lower bound for the (x,v)-space, to restrict our computational
domain in a cube space and discretize it in uniform cells {Cl}f\gl of size |C;| = h??, where h is
the edge length of each cell. One can reconstruct the distribution fﬁyK by histograms counting
the number of particles belonging to each cell. Then the discrete distribution function f]{%K
reads

fR(0,2,0,t) = |C< Z]I R, 0), v (L, 0) 601) (Z]I z,v 601), (6.3)
!

where 1(-) is the indicator function. Clearly, the positivity of the distribution function is
preserved. One can also refer to a brief review, by Lee et al. [27], on the numerical methods
for regularized Dirac delta functions.

Remark 6. With respect to the stochastic variable 0, the dynamics of the N -particle system
achieves spectral accuracy as we adopt the generalized polynomial chaos (¢gPC) basis [37],
provided that we have a smooth dependence of the particle solution from the random field.

For any given 0 and K, denote the distribution function of the N-particle system (6.2)
by fn.k- If one uses the reconstruction (6.3), it holds that

EWQ(fNK?fNK ( Z| TV, Cl()') ’

where ¢;(;y is the center of the cell Cy containing (xf,vl?). Since h is the uniform edge length,

|(@F,vf) — qu)l? < E(h/Z) for any i. Combining with the estimate of EWg(fN,K,fﬁ’K)

17

in Section 3.3.2, it holds that

O(N™%) ifd<2,
EWs(fnx: [ i) < O pi D)+ QONTi\log(1+N)) ifd=2,+ O(Vdh).
O(N~1) ifd>2,



6.1 Numerical experiments

Here we present some numerical tests for the RBM-gPC. In the following, we take the
Legendre gPC base.

The space homogeneous case We consider the space-independent case in the one-
dimensional setting:

Opf(0,v5t) = 9y [K(0)(v — u) f(0,v;1)], (6.4)
with u = [vf(v)dv and K () = 0.5+ 0.016, 6 ~ 1(0,1). The long time solution is a Dirac
delta §(v — u) provided K (6) > 0, see [34, 6]. We take the Legendre polynomial basis. The
gPC approximation is given for h =0,--- , M by

M

Oy fn(vit) = ﬁ&j l (v — w)Hpi fr, (v;t)] , (6.5)

k=0
where

Hpp, = / K(0)®1,(0)®4(0)dg(0), fn(v;t) = / f(0,v;6)2,(0)dg(0).

We consider an initial density function fo(v) by

exp (— (v— M)2> + exp (— (v+ M)2>} , 02=01,pp=0.5,

202 202

fo(v) =7

with 8 > 0 a normalization constant. Discrete samples of the initial data of the ODE system
are obtained from fy(v). Denote the expected temperature of the system 7 by

TU%=/w—uFﬂ&wﬂM@@)

In Figure 1, we show the evolution of the expected density toward the Dirac delta function
§(v —u), u = 0 for the RBM-gPC scheme at different times with p = 2 and N = 10*. In

wr = o
L L

Figure 1: Evolution of the expected density §(v — u), u = 0 for the RBM-gPC scheme.
Figure 2, we take T = 0.5, K = 3, dt = 1072 and dv = 10~2. Time integration is performed

through a 4th order Runge-Kutta method. In Figure 2(a), we evaluate the mean square
error (MSE) for the expected temperature

1 Nm, i 2
MSEr = —— > [T (fret) = Tfrinn)| -
™ =1

as N grows with p = 2, where T (frer) denotes the reference expected temperature obtained

by (6.5) through a central difference scheme, and 7 ( fr(é)m) denotes the expected tempera-
ture obtained by the RBM-gPC in the i-th turn. We have applied n,, = 100 for random

27



initialization and batch splits. Figure 2(b) shows the difference of TV distance between the
expected reference distribution and the expected distribution by the RBM-gPC:

1 N i
Errry := |Eg frer — Eenf Z Fom|

moi=1 1
with n,, = 100 as well.
102
\\
~_
~e
o 10% :
3 g 1o
S g
£ 3
5 z
s kS
10 g
= 5
10°
102
10’ 102 10° 10* 10° 10’ 102 10° 104 10° 108
N N
(a) MSET (b) EI‘I‘TV

Figure 2: (a): The MSEr of expected temperature between reference solution and the RBM-
gPC solution. (b): The Errpy between the expected reference distribution and the expected
distribution by the RBM-gPC. Both are obtained at 7' = 0.5, with dt = dv = 1072, p = 2.

Also, Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) show the decay of MSEr as the batch size p and
the time step dt, respectively. The reference distribution of Figure 3(a) is obtained by the
RBM-gPC with N = 28 p = 28 and dt = 1072, and of Figure 3(b) is obtained with N = 28,
p =2, and dt = 10~2. We still take n,, = 100.

—&—MSE
————O(t/dy

5— MSE
-———0(i/p)

S,
S

0S|

MSE of temperature
MSE of temperature

2 4 8 16 32 22 23 o4 25 26
batch size dt

(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a):The MSEr of expected temperature of the RBM-gPC solution, with dt = 1072
and batch size p varying. (b): The MSET of expected temperature of the RBM-gPC solution,
with p = 2 and time step dt varying. Both are obtained at 7' = 0.5 with N = 28.

Stochastic 1D Cucker-Smale dynamics In this test, we consider the 1D Cucker-Smale
dynamics. Let us consider the initial distribution as the following bivariate and bimodal
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distribution

with 02 = 0.5, 02 = 0.2. Our initial data for particle positions and velocities are sampled
from fy. The stochastic interactions are given by

1
(L i — ;)@

with v(0) = 0.1 + 0.056,0 ~ U[—1,1]. The results are obtained through the RBM-gPC
scheme with dt = 1072, N = 10%, batch size p = 2, and K = 3. The expected distribution is
reconstructed by ksdensity in Matlab in the domain [—3,3] x [—3,3] with 100 gridpoints
in both space and velocity. Figure 4 presents the evolution over the time interval ¢ € [0, 4]
of the expected distribution.

H(0; |z — x5]) = (6.6)

t=4

t=0 t=2
2 0.15 2 0.6 2
>0 0.1 >0 0.4 >0
0.05 0.2
-2 -2 -2
0] o]
-2 0 2 -2 0 2 -2 0 2
X X X

Figure 4: The expected distribution of the stochastic 1D Cucker-Smale dynamics with NV =
10* agents.

Stochastic 2D Cucker-Smale dynamics Figure 5 shows the evolution over the time
interval ¢ € [0,4] of the 2D Cucker-Smale nonhomogeneous mean-field model. For the initial
distribution, we consider uniformly distributed N = 10* particles on a 2D annulus with a
circular counterclockwise motion

1 kANz
fofev) = pxte € 013 (v = 505)
being C := {z € R? : 0.5 < |z; — 23] < 1} and k the fundamental unit vector of the
z-axis, where |C| means the cardinality of set C. The interaction kernel shares the same
form with (6.6). The evolution shows the flocking phenomenon in the top row and that
the mean velocity is conserved in the bottom row of Figure 5. The results are obtained
through the RBM-gPC scheme with dt = 1072, N = 10*, batch size p = 2, and K = 3. The
reconstruction follows the same method as in the 1D case.

7 Conclusion

In conclusion, we give an analysis on the mean-field limit of the RBM for the Cucker-
Smale model and obtain a long-time approximation. In addition, as a simple application,
we propose a generalized Polynomial Chaos based Random Batch Method (RBM-gPC) as
a numerical method to simulate the mean-field limit dynamics of the Cucker-Smale model
with random inputs.

This paper focuses on the separate limits of the number of particles N and the time step
7 but not a uniform limit of (N, 7). For future work, it will be interesting to investigate the
mixture of particles as time evolves, and to study on the uniform limit. Also, numerically,
an error estimate on this model applied with the particle method (corresponding to a new
model) can be an interesting topic to study.
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Figure 5: The expected distribution of the stochastic 2D Cucker-Smale dynamics with N =
10 agents.
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A Proof of Lemma 7

The proof is given by Lemma 2.4 in [15].

Proof of Lemma 7. For the first assertion, we claim that the relative velocities are non-
increasing in time. Let t € [tmy—1,tm) be given. Then one can choose time-dependent
indices k and ¢ such that

Vi (8) = V(1) = Dyr(t).

Then for such k£ and ¢, one has

LR - VR =2<ka<t> V(WD) jtm (1)~ V()
— 3 - XENVE V-V
R
R R

In order to show that the right-hand side of (A.1) is not positive, we use the maximality of
[VE(t) — VE(t)| at time t. Since

VR - VE®)] > [VEG - VE®], j=1,---,N,

one has
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(V) = Vi) - (Vi) = VE®) = —(F = V) = (v = Vi) - (VF = Vi)
< V) = VRGP + IV = VEOIVE) - VBl <0, j=1,--- N,

Similarly, one has
(V0 = VE@) - (Vi () - Vi) 20, j=1--- N

Hence, [V,F(t) — V;(1)|? is non-increasing in time.
Then by the definition od Dxr and Dy r, one has

d
aIDX}?(t) S DvR (t) S DvR (O), a.e.t > 0.

This yields the second assertion on Dxr. O

B Details on Proposition 3

Fixed-time regularity of f . First we check the regularity of f by Lemma 13, which is
needed in the proof of Proposition 3.

Lemma 13. For the flocking kinetic model (2.6), suppose that the initial probability measure
fo € (C?2 N W2>2)(R2%) is compactly supported, and the interaction kernel ¢ satisfies

sup([¢'(r)| + [V (r)]) < ey

r>0

with a constant €y. Then, for any T € (0,00), there exists a unique classical solution ft €
C?([0,T) x R2?) for (2.6).

The proof stem of Lemma 13 is generally a smoothness check for f inspired by in [[19],
Theorem 3.1]. The main difference with [19] is that here we need better regularity for the
operator (£*)? and (£})? in Lemma 12.

Proof of Lemma 13. Local existence follows from [[19] Theorem 3.1] by the standard fixed
point argument. One only needs to obtain a C? bound of f to conclude the global existence
of classical solutions. One can express the non-conservative kinetic model (2.6) in terms of

the non-linear transport operator 7 := 0y + v - Vi + £[f] - Vo,

We claim that there exists a positive constant C(d, k, €, R) such that

77| < i, (B.1)
(T0:.1)| < CUA + IVufl + 102, (B.2)
[T@0.D)| < COVufI+ 102 1), (B.3)

(T, )| < CUOa 1+ 100,71 41000, Fl + IVl 4 IVaba f + 19,0, 71, (BA)

T @00, )] < CUOra, F1+ [V +100, 00 f1 4+ V000, J1 + V000, 7)), (B5)

+ |avj avlf

(T @i, )| < CUr0, F1 4 102,00, F ). (B.6)

To verify these inequalities, note that —V,-&[f] = kd [ ¥ (ly—z|) f(y, w, t)dydw and thus

[V, - &[f]] < kd. By direct calculus, one obtains the following estimates:
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For (B.1),

73] < [-ri [l = al)tw = ),y < v 1
for (B.2),

7@ < |~ ame /)

M3 fo
SC(\f|+|va|+|5m-f)|'
For (B.3),

Vs f—(%V -£[f])f (Vo

€2, ]
1)

TOwf| < | = 8, fl + &IV fl + wdl0y, f1 < C(IV o f| + 103, £1)
The estimate on (B.4)-(B.6) is similar and we omit it for brevity.
Now, let F(t) measure the W2 >-norm of f,

Fe=If(,0)llwae.
The above inequalities imply

ZF(t) < CF(b).

Then we end up with the energy bound by Grénwall’s inequality F(t) < F(0)eCt. Equipped
with this a priori W2 estimate, standard continuation principle yields a global extension
of local classical solutions.

The following is a simple prerequisite for Proposition 3

O
Lemma 14. For any g1 € L' (R??), go € L (R?%), the operators L} and L* defined by (B.9)
and (B.10) respectively, it holds

/ eigy|dz < / lgnd,

(B.7)
o] dir- -y < [ lgal iy
Proof. One only needs to consider ¢;

(B.8)
i >
since e"fkcg; = ce™Crgy and e =

0 since there is composition g1 = g;” — g;
TL* cgo Ce'rﬁ*
probability density function. Then

7. Also,
go for any constant ¢, one can set g; be a

/\eTﬁZgﬂdz:/eTéZgldz,

since ek g, is another probability density function derived from g; by the dynamics (5.14).
It’s clear that

/ 7"C’Vglalz:// %gl(t)dtdz—k/gldz—/ 1dz

g10z,
where g1 (t) denotes the solution of (2.6) with initial datum g¢;. For the general gy,

The proof of (B.8) is similar

/ " Figy|dz < / 7 Ei g |dz + / 7l gy |dz = / gt dz + / 97 dz = / g ldz.
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Proof of Proposition 3. It’s clear that S = emli ftk, where

Lp=—(-Vy) - —V,- (/ kY(ly — z|)(w — v) fi,, (y,w)dydw-) . (B.9)
Define the operator of (2.12) as
P P
L= =) (V) =Y Vo - (&) (B.10)
i=1 i=1

Then one has
Qoo(ftk) = / eTE*Hleftk_ (@i, v;)dxs - - - daxpduog - - - dvy,
:ftk (z1,v1)+ 7 / Z*Hleftk (24, vi)dzxy - - drydug - - - doy,
+ /OT(T —3) /(E*)zesz*ﬂleftk (@i, v5)dxy - - - dxpdvg - - - dupds,
where
/E*Hleftk(zi)d@ cedzp = — i/(vivzi) TP foy (25) = Vo, - (§T5_) fuy, (25)dza - - dzp)
i=1
= — (V1) fin(21) = Vi - | K(ly — m1])(w — v1) foy, (y, w)dydw.

Note that S(fi,) = fi, + 7L fr + Jo (7 — s)(ﬁ}i)%szz fi.ds, then

|

G < [ [|@rei o] +| [ @F W f et

As shown in Lemma 13, f;, € C2(z), hence it holds

[ fatz <0 [@P foy o] ooy < .

where C' = C(k, ey, R, d). By Lemma 14, taking g, = (£})2f:, and go = (£*)2T1P_, fi, (2:),
one has

J1@ret fuldz < [ 162 Fo e
and

[l@res i

Using the exchangability of £* and e™2", with £* = £} or £*. Then one has |S(f;,) —

Qoo (fu)|1v < CT2.
For S(fi,), by Lemma 10, it holds

Qo ds,) g/‘(i*)Qﬂleftk(zi) dz - dzy,

supp[Sae (fi, )] € B(0,C) x B(0, Ce "oty
For the support of Qs (fi, ), by Lemma 2, one knows that
supp| Qoo (f1.)] € B(0,C) x B(0, Ce™"otr).

Hence for any z € supp\g(ftk) — ftk |, it holds |z| < C. Then, by Lemma 3 and applying
similar analysis on Lemma 8 Step 1, one has

W‘Z(QOO(.ftk)7 S(ftk)) < C(K’ €y, fo, d)T%
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