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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 → ∞ and the
discrete time interval τ → 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 →∞, 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(N2) 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 (c), 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)N→∞−−−−−−→ mean-field limit (2.6)

(a) τ→0

x x(c) τ→0

Random Batch Cucker-Smale model (2.10) −−−−−−→
(b)N→∞

mean-field limit of RBM(2.11)

(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 Xi and Vi be the position and velocity of the i-th particle with unit mass, and ψ(|Xj −
Xi|) be the communication weight between the j-th and i-th particles. The Cucker-Smale
model reads as the following

d

dt
Xi(t) =Vi(t), i = 1, · · · , N,

d

dt
Vi(t) =

κ

N − 1

N∑
j=1

ψ(|Xj(t)−Xi(t)|)(Vj(t)− Vi(t)),
(2.1)

where κ is the nonnegative coupling strength and ψ satisfies positivity, boundedness, Lips-
chitz continuity and mononticity conditions, i.e., there exist positive constants ψ0, ψM > 0
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such that

0 < ψ0 ≤ ψ(r) ≤ ψM , ∀r ≥ 0; ∥ψ∥Lip <∞; (ψ(r1)− ψ(r2))(r1 − r2) ≤ 0, r1, r2 ∈ R+.
(2.2)

Without loss of generality, we set ψM = 1 in this paper for convenience. Under the condition
(2.2) of ψ, 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
{(Xi, Vi)} is the solution of system (2.1), then for any t > 0, one has

d

dt

N∑
i=1

Vi(t) = 0,
d

dt

N∑
i=1

|Vi(t)|2 = − κ

N − 1

∑
i,j

ψ(|Xj(t)−Xi(t)|)|Vj(t)− Vi(t)|2. (2.3)

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):∣∣∣∣dXdt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ V, dV
dt
≤ −ϕ(X )V, (2.4)

where (X ,V) are nonnegative functions and ϕ 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:∣∣∣∣dXdt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ V, dV
dt
≤ −αV + γe−αtX , a.e. t > 0, (2.5)

where α and γ are positive constants. Then, X and V satisfy the uniform bound and decay
estimates:

X (t) ≤ 2M

α
(X (0) + V(0)), V(t) ≤M(X (0) + V(0))e−αt

2 , t ≥ 0,

where M is given by

M := max

ß
1,

2γ

αe

™
+

8γ

α3e3
.

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

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

∂tf̃ + v · ∇xf̃ +∇v · [ξ[f̃ ]f̃ ] = 0, (2.6)

where the operator ξ is defined by

ξ[f ](x, v, t) = κ

∫ ∫
ψ(|x− y|)(w − v)f(y, w, t) dwdy.

It is clear that
∂

∂t

∫ ∫
vf̃dxdv = 0. (2.7)

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

Lemma 2 ([31], Theorem 3.1). Let f0 be compactly supported in R2d with x̄ =
∫
xf0(x, v)dxdv

and v̄ =
∫
vf0(x, v)dxdv. Define Cx0 := inf{X ≥ 0 | supp(f0) ⊂ B(x̄, X) × Rd} and
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Cv := inf{V ≥ 0 | supp(f0) ⊂ Rd × B(v̄, V )}, where B(x̄, X) designates the ball of cen-
ter x̄ and radius X in Rd. Let f̃t be the unique solution of (2.6) with f̃(0) = f0. If the initial
data satisfies

Cv < κ

∫ ∞

Cx0

ψ(2s)ds, (2.8)

then there exists Cx > 0 such that

supp[f̃t] ⊂ B(x̄+ tv̄, Cx)×B(v̄, Cve
−κψ(2Cx)t). (2.9)

Remark 1. Under assumption (2.2) of ψ, one has ψ(2Cx) ≥ ψ0. Actually, the assumption of
the lower bound ψ0 is for the convenience of the proof and can be relaxed 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 (Rd, ρ) and q ≥ 1, define the Wasserstein
space of order q by

Pq,ρ(Rd) :=
ß
µ ∈ P(R);

∫
Rd

ρ(x, 0)qν(dx) <∞
™
,

endowed with the Wasserstein metric

Wq,ρ(µ, ν) :=

Å
inf

π∈Π(µ,ν)

ß∫
Rd×Rd

ρ(x, y)qπ(dx, dy)

™ã 1
q

,

where µ, ν ∈ Pq(Rd) and Π(µ, ν) is the set of probability measures on Rd×Rd with marginals
µ and ν respectively. The Wq metric, or distance, induces a kind of weak topology and
measures the closeness between distributions. We use the notation Wq,p when ρ(x, y) :=
∥x− y∥p and typically abbreviate Wq =Wq,2. For convenience in notation, we simplify ∥ · ∥
as | · | without ambiguity.

Recall the Jordan decomposition for a signed measure |µ| := µ+ + µ−. One can control
the Wq 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 µ
and ν be two probability measures on a Polish space (X, d). Let q ∈ [1,∞) and x0 ∈ X. Then

Wq(µ, ν) ≤ 21−
1
q

Å∫
d(x0, x)

qd|µ− ν|(x)
ã 1

q

.

2.4 The Random Batch method and its mean-field dynamics

In each sub-time interval [tk−1, tk), we set [i]k as the batch containing the particle i. The
RBM-(approximated) system of (2.1) becomes:

∂tX
R
i (t) =V

R
i (t), i = 1, · · · , N,

∂tV
R
i (t) =

κ

p− 1

∑
j∈[i]k

ψ(|XR
j (t)−XR

i (t)|)(V Rj (t)− V Ri (t)), (2.10)

with initial data (XR
i (0), V

R
i (0)) = (Xin

i , V
in
i ), i = 1, · · · , N. See Algorithm 1.

In the N → ∞ limit, the N -particle system is then reduced to a p-particle subsystem
described by the following system for t ∈ [tk, tk+1) :

∂tXi(t) =Vi(t), i = 1, · · · , N,

∂tVi(t) =
κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ψ(|Xj(t)−Xi(t)|)(Vj(t)− Vi(t)),
(2.11)
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Algorithm 1: The RBM for (2.1)

1 for k = 1 to T/τ do
2 Divide {1, · · · , N} into n = N/p batches randomly;
3 for each batch Cq do
4 Update (XR

i , V
R
i ) in Cq by solving

∂tX
R
i (t) =V

R
i (t), i = 1, · · · , N,

∂tV
R
i (t) =

κ

p− 1

∑
j∈Cq

ψ(|XR
j (t)−XR

i (t)|)(V Rj (t)− V Ri (t)),

for t ∈ [tk−1, tk).
5 end

6 end

with Zi := (Xi, Vi) and Zi(tk) being i.i.d drawn from f(·; tk). Here f(·; tk) is the law of
Z1(t

−
k ) for k ≥ 1 and f(·; 0) equals the initial distribution f0. We impose Z1(t

−
k ) = Z1(t

+
k ).

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 tk. 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 tk to tk+1 the distribution function ftk will be transformed into
ftk+1

:= Q∞(ftk) as follows;

2 Let f (p)(· · · ; tk) := f⊗ptk be a probability measure on R2dp;

3 Evolve f (p) by time τ according to

∂tf
(p) +

p∑
i=1

∇xi · (vif (p)) +
p∑
i=1

∇vi ·
Ä
ξif

(p)
ä
= 0, (2.12)

where

ξi :=
κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ψ(|xj − xi|)(vj − vi).

Set Q∞(ftk) :=
∫
R2d(p−1) f

(p)(· · · ; t−k+1)dx2 · · · dxpdv2 · · · dvp.

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 f0(x, v)dxdv.
For notational convenience, recall x̄ :=

∫
xf0(x, v) and v̄ :=

∫
vf0(x, v); and set zi := (xi, vi)

for each i and

f(x, v; t) :=

∫
R2d(p−1)

f (p)(· · · ; t−)dx2 · · · dxpdv2 · · · dvp = ft(x, v).

Note that f is defined on R2d in Algorithm 2 and f (p) is defined on R2dp. Also, the definition
of f is consistent with that in Algorithm 2 at t = tk.
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In the following, we suppose that f0 is compactly supported and then there exists a
constant R > 0 such that supp[f0] ⊂ B(0, R), where B(0, R) is a ball with radius R centered
in the origin. Without loss of generality, we set v̄ = 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). For t ∈ (tk, tk+1), it holds

∂

∂t

∫
R2d

vf(x, v; t)dxdv = 0.

In particular, since v̄ = 0,
∫
vf(x, v; t) = 0 for any t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. By the definition of f, one has

∂

∂t

∫
R2d

vf(x, v; t)dxdv =

∫
R2d

∫
R2d(p−1)

v
∂

∂t
f (p)(x, ·, v, ·; t−)dxdx2 · · · dxpdvdv2 · · · dvp

=

∫
R2dp

v1

[
−

p∑
i=1

∇xi
· vif (p)(· · · ; t)−

p∑
i=1

∇vi · ξif (p)(· · · ; t)

]
dz1 · · · dzp

=
κ

p− 1

p∑
j=2

∫
R2dp

ψ(|xj − x1|)(vj − v1)f (p)t (z1, · · · , zp)dz1 · · · dzp

=0.

The last equality is derived from the fact that ψ(|xj − x1|)(vj − v1)f (p)t is an odd function
on (zj , z1). Note that f(x, v; t−k ) = f(x, v; tk) = f(x, v; t+k ). Then by induction one has∫
vf(x, v; t) = v̄.

Proposition 2 (Dissipation of kinetic energy). For any t ∈ (tk, tk+1),

∂

∂t

∫
R2d

|v|2f(x, v; t)dxdv ≤ 0.

In particular, Mv
2 ft ≤ Mv

2 f0, where M
v
2 ft :=

∫
R2d |v|2f(x, v; t)dxdv. Moreover, since 0 <

ψ0 ≤ ψ, it holds

Mv
2 fk+1 ≤Mv

2 f0

Å
e−2κψ0τ +

8κ2ψ0

p− 1
τ2
ãk

.

Proof. For any t ∈ (tk, tk+1),

∂

∂t
Mv

2 ft =

∫
R2dp

|v1|2
(
−

p∑
i=1

∇xi · (vif
(p)
t )−

p∑
i=1

∇vi · (ξif
(p)
t )

)

=

∫
R2dp

κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ψ(|x1 − xj |)(vj − v1) · 2v1f (p)t

=−
∫
R2dp

κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ψ(|x1 − xj |)|vj − v1|2f (p)t

≤0.
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The last equality is derived by the symmetry of ψ and f
(p)
t . By the continuity of f, one has

Mv
2 ft ≤Mv

2 f0. Since ψ has a positive lower bound ψ0, furthermore, it holds

∂

∂t
Mv

2 ft ≤−
∫
R2dp

κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ψ0|vj − v1|2f (p)t

=− 2κψ0

∫
R2d

|v|2ft(x, v)dxdv + 2κψ0

∫
R2dp

v1 · v2f (p)t ,

(3.1)

by the symmetry of f
(p)
t . For the second term in (3.1), one has

∂

∂t

∫
R2dp

v1 · v2f (p)t

=κ

∫
R2dp

v2
p− 1

·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(vk − v1)f (p)t +
v1
p− 1

·
p∑
k ̸=2

ψ(|x2 − xk|)(vk − v2)f (p)t

=2κ

∫
R2dp

v2
p− 1

·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(vk − v1)f (p)t .

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

R2dp

v2 ·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(vk − v1)f (p)t

=

∫
R2dp

v2 ·
p∑

k ̸=1,2

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(v1 − vk)f (p)t +

∫
R2dp

v2 · ψ(|x1 − x2|)(v2 − v1)f (p)t

=

∫
R2dp

v2 ·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(v1 − vk)f (p)t +

∫
R2dp

v2 · ψ(|x1 − x2|)(v2 − v1)f (p)t

+

∫
R2dp

v2 · ψ(|x1 − x2|)(v2 − v1)f (p)t

= −
∫
R2dp

v2 ·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(vk − v1)f (p)t +

∫
R2dp

|v2 − v1|2ψ(|x1 − x2|)f (p)t .

Hence, recalling ψ ≤ 1, it holds∫
R2dp

v2 ·
p∑
k ̸=1

ψ(|x1 − xk|)(vk − v1)f (p)t =
1

2

∫
R2dp

|v2 − v1|2ψ(|x1 − x2|)f (p)t ≤ 2Mv
2 ft.

Then it yields from (3.2) that

∂

∂t

∫
R2dp

v1 · v2f (p)t ≤ 4κ

p− 1
Mv

2 ftk−1
. (3.3)

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

∂

∂t
Mv

2 ft ≤ −2κψ0M
v
2 ft + 2κψ0

4κτ

p− 1
Mv

2 ftk−1
+ 2κψ0

∫
v1 · v2f (p)tk−1

= −2κψ0M
v
2 ft + 2κψ0

4κτ

p− 1
Mv

2 ftk−1

≤ −2κψ0M
v
2 ft +

8κ2ψ0

p− 1
τMv

2 ftk−1
.

By Grönwall’s inequality, one has

Mv
2 fk ≤Mv

2 ftk−1

Å
e−2κψ0τ +

8κ2ψ0

p− 1
τ2
ã
≤Mv

2 f0

Å
e−2κψ0τ +

8κ2ψ0

p− 1
τ2
ãk

.
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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 →∞ system (2.11).

Define the operator Q(k)
N on the probability measure space P(R2d) as follows. Let ZRi (0)

be i.i.d drawn from f0. Corresponding to Algorithm 1, we define

Q(k)
N (f0) := Law(ZR1 (tk)),

where Law(ZR1 ) means the law of ZR1 . 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 ZRi (tk) are identical.

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

Qk∞(f0) = Q∞ ◦ · · · ◦ Q∞(f0), (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 Q(k)
N .

The joint distribution must be known in the latter case.

Theorem 1 gives an estimate between Qk∞(f0) and Q(k)
N (f0) on the Wq distance. In

this theorem, we introduce a quantity ϵk ∈ R, which was first introduced in [21]. Plainly
speaking, the ϵk means the probability that the particle i is not “clean”, where a particle i
is clean at t−k means its batchmates at t ≤ tk were mutually independent and independent
to the particle i when they interacted. For better organization, we give the definition of
”clean” and more details in Section 4.1.

Theorem 1. For f0 with the compact support supp[f0], it holds that

Wq(Qk∞(f0),Q(k)
N (f0)) ≤ C(1 + tk)ϵ

1/q
k , (3.4)

with q ∈ [1,∞) and C = C(κ, ψ0, R). For fixed k, it holds

lim
N→∞

ϵk = 0, (3.5)

with ϵk ≤ O(N−1).

Then, we consider the limit dynamics given by the operator Q∞ and how Qn∞(f0) ap-
proximates the dynamics of the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6), i.e. the procedure (c) in (1.1).
We prove that the Wq distance can be controlled by τ with a smooth initial distribution f0
with a compact support uniformly in time.

Theorem 2. Let f̃ be a solution to the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6) with initial condition
f̃(0) = f0. It holds the uniform-in-time estimate

sup
n
Wq(Qn∞(f0), f̃(nτ)) ≤ Cτ, (3.6)

with q ∈ [1,∞)and C = C(κ, ψ0, 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(τ
2
q ) bound on the Wq distance between

Q∞(f̃tk) and S̃(f̃tk) in Proposition 3. Here S̃(f̃tk) denotes the law of (5.14) in Section 5.2.
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Proposition 3. Let f̃ be a solution to the Fokker-Planck equation (2.6) with initial condition
f̃(0) = f0 ∈ (C2 ∩W 2,∞)(R2d). Suppose that the interaction kernel ψ satisfies

sup
r≥0

(|ψ′(r)|+ |ψ′′(r)|) ≤ ϵψ

with a constant ϵψ. It holds

Wq(Q∞(f̃tk), S̃(f̃tk)) ≤ C(κ, ϵψ, R, d)τ
2
q , q ∈ [1,∞). (3.7)

The proof relies on the PDE analysis on the evolution equations on Q∞(f̃tk) and S̃(f̃tk),
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 f̃t ∈ C2([0, T ) × R2d) for (2.6). In
addition, if one uses the estimate obtained by Lemma 3 with the total variance bound, the
order of τ is 2

q . 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

µNt :=

N∑
i=1

1

N
δzi(t)

the empirical measure and µRt the empirical measure derived by the RBM with µR0 = µN0 .

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

EW2(f̃t, µ
R
t ) ≤ C(κ,R, ψ)

…
τ

p− 1
+ C(R) ·


N− 1

4 if d < 4,

N− 1
4

»
log(1 +N) if d = 4,

N− 1
d if d > 4.

(3.8)

Proof. We first consider the procedure (a). For the first τ → 0 limit, by the definition of
the Wq distance, one has

W 2
2 (µ

R
t , µ

N
t ) ≤ 1

N

N∑
i=1

(|XR
i −Xi|2 + |V Ri − Vi|2).

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

E

(
1

N

N∑
i−1

|V Ri (t)− Vi(t)|2
)
≤ C

Å
1

p− 1
− 1

N − 1

ã
τ + Cτ2 + C(1 + τ) exp (−κψ0t),

for some constant C depending on κ,R and ψ. Note that

d

dt

N∑
i=1

|XR
i −Xi|2 ≤ 2

Ã
N∑
i=1

|XR
i −Xi|2

Ã
N∑
i=1

|V Ri − Vi|2,

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality andÃ
N∑
i=1

|XR
i −Xi|2 ≤

Ã
N∑
i=1

|V Ri − Vi|2T.

It thus holds
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EW2(µ
N
t , µ

R
t ) ≤ E

1√
N

Ã
N∑
i=1

|XR
i −Xi|2 +

N∑
i=1

|V Ri − Vi|2

≤
 
Cτ

Å
1

p− 1
− 1

N − 1

ã
(1 + T ).

.
Next, for the procedure (d), by the estimate of [[16], Corollary 1], one has Wq(µ

N
t , f̃t) ≤

C(κ,R)Wq(µ
N
0 , f̃0). In addition, according to the convergence rate of the empirical measure

in [[14], Theorem 1], with f0 compactly supported, one has

EW q
q (f0, µ

N
0 ) ≤ C(R) ·


N− 1

2 if q >
d

2
,

N− 1
2 log(1 +N) if q =

d

2
,

N− q
d if q <

d

2
.

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

EW2(f̃t, µ
R
t ) ≤ E

î
W2(µ

N
t , µ

R
t ) +W2(f̃t, µ

N
t )
ó
≤ C(κ,R, ψ)

…
τ

p− 1
+ C(κ,R)EW2(f0, µ

N
0 )

≤ C(κ,R, ψ)
…

τ

p− 1
+ C(κ,R)

(
EW 2

2 (f0, µ
N
0 )
) 1

2 .

4 Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we prove Theorem 1 by an observation in combinatorics. Recalling the
critical quantity ϵk we mentioned above Theorem 1, we first give the Lemmas 4-5, for the
proof of Theorem 1, and show the mathematical definition of ϵk 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

|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|TV ≤ 2ϵk,

where ϵk is a positive constant with respect to N.

Lemma 5 ([21], Theorem 3.2). For any fixed k, with the assumption and notation of The-
orem 1, it holds that ϵk ≤ O(N−1).

4.1 Prerequisites

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

Definition 1. First, for each particle i, we define a sequence of lists {L(k)
i } associated with

i, given as follows:

1. L
(0)
i = {i};

2. For k ≥ 1, let C(k−1)
q be the batch that particle i stays in for t ∈ [tk−1, tk), then

L
(k)
i = ∪

j∈C(k−1)
q

L
(k−1)
j .

10



Here, L
(k)
i can be viewed as the particles that have impacted i for t < tk. Clearly, a particle

i1 ∈ L(k)
i might not have been a batchmate of i. It could have been a batchmate of i2, and

then i2 was a batchmate of i at some time. The important observation is that if L
(k)
i and

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

independent at t−k . Note that we are not claiming all particles in L
(k)
j are independent of

those in L
(k)
j at t−k . In fact, it is possible that some i1 ∈ L(k)

i and j1 ∈ L(k)
j are in the same

batch on [tk−1, tk). However, i1 and j1 must be independent at the times when they were
added to the batches that eventually impact i, j at t−k . Then we are motivated to define the
following.

Definition 1. We say the particle i is clean on [tk, tk+1) if the batch C(k)q that contains i at
t+k satisfies the following:

(1) any j ∈ C(k)q is clean at t−k ;

(2) any j, ℓ ∈ C(k)q with j ̸= ℓ, L
(k)
j and L

(k)
ℓ do not intersect.

In other words, a particle i is “clean” at t−k if its batchmates at t < tk were mutually
independent and independent to i when they interacted.

Let Ak denote the set of particles that are clean at t−k . Then

A0 = {1, · · · , N}.

For k ≥ 1, one has

Ak =
{
i ∈ Ak−1 : i ∈ C(k−1)

q , ∀j, ℓ ∈ C(k−1)
q , j ̸= ℓ,

j ∈ Ak−1, ℓ ∈ Ak−1, L
(k−1)
j ∩ L(k−1)

ℓ = ∅
}
. (4.1)

Now we define
ϵk := P(1 /∈ Ak). (4.2)

Note that by symmetry, ϵk is also the probability that particle i is not clean.

4.2 Proof of Lemma 4

We first introduce Lemma 6.

Lemma 6. Consider a fixed sequence of divisions of random batches {C(ℓ)}ℓ≤k−1.

• It holds that
|L(k)
i | ≤ p

k,

and the particle i is clean at t−k if and only if the equality holds.

• The distribution of Zi (Recall Zi := (Xi, Vi).) for a clean particle i at t−k is Qk∞(f0).

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 k ≤ m− 1. We now consider k = m.

For the given sequence of random batches {C(ℓ)}ℓ≤k−1, that a particle i is clean at t−m
means that on [tm−1, tm), the particles in the batch for i are independent of i at tm−1. By
the induction assumption, the distribution of one particle at tm−1 is given by Qm−1

∞ (f0). By
the independence, the joint distribution of them at tm−1 is therefore

f (p)(· · · , tm−1) = Qm−1
∞ (f0)

⊗p.

From tm−1 to tm, the evolution of the joint distribution obeys equation (2.12). Hence, at
t−m, the distribution of particle i is given by Qm∞(f0).
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Now we begin to prove Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. By Lemma 6, one has

Q(k)
N (f0) = P(1 ∈ Ak)Qk∞(f0) + P(1 /∈ Ak)νk, (4.3)

for some probability measure νk. To see this, consider all possible sequences of random
batches. Only the first k divisions of batches (i.e. ones at t0, · · · , tk−1) will affect the
distribution at tk. This subsequence (the first k divisions) can take only finitely many values,
and let {cℓ}ℓ≤k−1 be such values. Then, for any E ⊂ Rd that is Borel measurable,

Q(k)
N (f0)[E] =

∑
{Cℓ=cℓ,ℓ≤k−1}

P(Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1)P(Z1 ∈ E | Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1).

Lemma 6 tells us if {cℓ}ℓ≤k−1 is a value such that particle 1 is clean, then

P(Z1 ∈ E | Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1) = Qk∞(f0)[E].

Hence,

Q(k)
N (f0)[E] = P(1 ∈ Ak)Qk∞(f0)[E]

+
∑

{Cℓ=cℓ,ℓ≤k−1}, 1/∈Ak

P(Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1)P(Z1 ∈ E | Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1)

= P(1 ∈ Ak)Qk∞(f0)[E] + P(1 /∈ Ak)νk(E),

with

νk(E) =
∑

{Cℓ=cℓ,ℓ≤k−1}, 1/∈Ak

P(Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1)

P(1 /∈ Ak)
P(Z1 ∈ E | Cℓ = cℓ, ℓ ≤ k − 1).

Clearly, νk is a convex combination of some conditional marginal distributions of Z1, each
being Law(Z1) conditioning on a particular sequence of batches for {1 /∈ Ak}. Hence νk is a
probability measure.

By (4.3), it holds that

|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)| ≤ (1− P(1 ∈ Ak))Qk∞(f0) + P(1 /∈ Ak)νk = ϵk(Qk∞(f0) + νk).

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

|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|TV ≤ (1− P(1 ∈ Ak)) + P(1 /∈ Ak) = 2ϵk.

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

ϵ0 = 1− 1 = 0.

Now, one can do induction on k. Assume

lim
N→∞

ϵk = 0,

and then consider the batches for tk → t−k+1. Assume the batch for particle 1 is C(k)q . Denote

Bk =
¶
∀j, ℓ ∈ C(k)q , j ̸= ℓ, L

(k)
j ∩ L

(k)
ℓ = ∅

©
.
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Let B := C(k)q \{1} be the set of other particles that share the same batch with particle 1.
Then, by definition of Ak+1, it holds

P(1 ∈ Ak+1) =
∑

j1,··· ,jp−1

P(B = {j1, · · · , jp−1})×

P(Bk ∩ {1 ∈ Ak} ∩p−1
ℓ=1 {jℓ ∈ Ak} | B = {j1, · · · , jp−1}). (4.4)

Denote E := {B = {j1, · · · , jp−1}}, where we omit the dependence in jℓ, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ p − 1
for notational convenience. Conditioning on Bk ∩ E (i.e., provided that the event Bk ∩ E
happens), whether the particles are clean or not is independent. Hence,

P(Bk ∩ {1 ∈ Ak} ∩p−1
ℓ=1 {jℓ ∈ Ak} |E)

= P(Bk|E))P({1 ∈ Ak} ∩p−1
ℓ=1 {jℓ ∈ Ak}|E,Bk)

= P(Bk|E)Πpℓ=1P(jℓ ∈ Ak|E,Bk),

where one has set jp = 1. Moreover,

P(jℓ ∈ Ak|E,Bk) =
P({jℓ ∈ Ak} ∩ E ∩Bk)

P(E ∩Bk)
=

P({1 ∈ Ak} ∩ E ∩Bk)
P(E ∩Bk)

=
P({1 ∈ Ak} ∩Bk)

P(Bk)
.

The second and the last equalities are due to symmetry. For the last equality, P({B =
{j1 · · · , jp−1}} ∩ Bk) should be equal for all possible j1, · · · , jp−1, and the same is true for
the numerator. This actually is a kind of independence. Hence, eventually due to the fact∑

j1,··· ,jp−1

P(B = {j1, · · · , jp−1})P(Bk|B = {j1, · · · , jp−1}) = P(Bk),

one has
1− ϵk+1 = P(1 ∈ Ak+1) ≥ P(Bk)(1− ϵk)p.

Hence, it suffices to show
lim
N→∞

P(Bk) = 1.

To get an estimate for this, we consider the following equivalent way to construct L
(k)
i : one

starts with Li ← {i} and repeat the following k times:

1. Set Ltmp ← Li and A = ∅.

2. Loop the following until Ltmp is empty.

(a) Pick a particle i1 ∈ Ltmp, then choose p − 1 particles from {1, · · · , N}\A ∪ {i1}
denoted by {i2, · · · , ip}.

(b) Set Li ← Li ∪ {i2, · · · , ip}.
(c) Set A← A ∪ {i1, i2, · · · , ip}.
(d) Set Ltmp ← Ltmp\{i1, i2, · · · , ip}.

In the above, we are actually looking back from tk−1. In the j-th iteration, we are construct-

ing batches at tk−j . Hence, this is an equivalent way to construct L
(k)
i .

Now, we estimate P(Bk) by constructing the lists L
(k)
jℓ

: 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ p for jℓ ∈ C(k)q using the
above procedure. Consider that the lists for j1, · · · , jℓ−1 have been constructed, which have

included at most (ℓ− 1)pk particles. Now, for L
(k)
jℓ

not to intersect with the previous lists,

one has to choose particles from {1, · · · , N}\[∪ℓ−1
z=1L

(k)
jz
∪A∪{i1}] in 2.(a) step. Conditioning

on the specific choices of L
(k)
jℓ

: 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ p and A with

N1 := |L(k)
jℓ
∪A ∪ {i1}|, N2 := |A|,
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this probability is controlled from below by(
N−N1

p−1

)(
N−1−N2

p−1

) ≥ (N−1−ℓpk
p−1

)(
N−1
p−1

) .

Hence, as N →∞,

P(Bk) ≥ Πpℓ=1

(N−1−ℓpk
p−1

)(
N−1
p−1

)
k = 1−O(N−1).

Hence, lim
N→∞

ϵk+1 = 0 and the claim follows.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 1

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

|µ− ν|TV := sup
A∈F
|µ(A)− ν(A)|,

for two probability measures µ, ν defined on certain sample space Ω with events F .
We denote the diameters of the compact support in the spatial and velocity variables at

time t by DX(t) and DV (t), respectively, i.e.

DX(t) := max
i,j
|Xi −Xj |, DV (t) := max

i,j
|Vi − Vj |. (4.5)

For the RBM system (2.10), Ha et al. [15] gave an estimate on DXR and DV 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 XR, V R be a solution of the RBM model (2.10) with
initial data f0 satisfying

DX(0) +DV (0) <∞.

Then one has

DV R(t) ≤ DV (0), DXR(t) ≤ DX(0) +DV (0)t, ∀t ≥ 0.

Proof of Theorem 1. Denote z := (x, v), ZRi := (XR
i , V

R
i ), and |z|q := |x|q+|v|q. By Lemma

3, taking µ = Qk∞(f0) and ν = Q(k)
N (f0), one has

Wq(Qk∞(f0),Q(k)
N (f0)) ≤ 21−

1
q

Å∫
R2d

|z|qd|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|(z)

ã 1
q

.

Note that Lemma 7 degenerates into the original Cucker-Smale model when p = N.

Hence for t ∈ [0, t1), any {Z(0)
i (t)}pi=1 satisfying (2.11), one obtains

DV (0)(t) ≤ DV (0), DX(0)(t) ≤ DX(0) +DV (0)t.

Also, by the assumption of f0, one has v̄ = 0, and therefore x̄ = 0. Since (2.11) holds
independent of the choice Zi, defining

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

one has for t ∈ [0, t1],
V(t) ≤ C, X(t) ≤ C(1 + t), (4.6)
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where C is a constant depending on R. Then for t ∈ [t1, t2], for the new subsystem {Z(1)
i }

p
i=1

with initial distribution ft1 , one can use Lemma 7 again to get

DV (1)(t) ≤ DV (1)(0) ≤ 2V(t1) ≤ C,
DX(1)(t) ≤ DX(1)(0) +DV (1)(t− τ) ≤ 2X(t1) + 2V(t1)(t− τ) ≤ C(1 + t),

and (4.6) holds for t ∈ [t1, t2]. By induction, for any t, (4.6) holds. Therefore |X(tk)|q +
|V(tk)|q ≤ C(1 + tk)

q.
Also, by Lemma 7, it holds |ZRi |q ≤ C(1 + tk)

q. Then for any z ∈ supp[|Qk∞(f0) −
Q(k)
N (f0)|], |z|q ≤ C(1 + tk)

q. Therefore,∫
R2d

|z|qd|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|(z) ≤ C(1 + tk)

q|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|TV .

By Lemma 4, one has∫
R2d

|z|qd|Qk∞(f0)−Q(k)
N (f0)|(z) ≤ C(1 + tk)

qϵk.

Hence Wq(Qk∞(f0),Q(k)
N (f0)) ≤ C(1 + tk)ϵ

1
q

k . Then by Lemma 5, we finish the proof.

Remark 2. The above analysis is not enough to get the mean-field limit independent of τ
and for fixed N, ϵk → 1 as k →∞. 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
theWq distance between Q∞(f̃tk) and f̃tk+1

. 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 µ1, µ2 satisfying
∫
vdµ1 =

∫
vdµ2, with com-

pact supports supp[µ1], supp[µ2] respectively, where supp[µi] ⊂ Rd × B(0, Rµ), i = 1, 2, and
the constant Rµ > 0. Then it holds

Wq(Q∞(µ1),Q∞(µ2)) ≤ CWq(µ1, µ2), q = [1,∞), (5.1)

where C(κ, ψ,Rµ) is a positive constant.

Proof. Set (Xi, Vi)(0) ∼ µ1, and (X̄i, V̄i)(0) ∼ µ2, 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 DV (t). By following the formulation of
[[16], Lemma 2.2], denote

Ψij :=
ψ(|Xi −Xj |)

p
+

á
1−

p∑
j=1

ψ(|Xi −Xj |)

p

ë
δij ,

where δij is the Kronecker delta. Then Ψij is nonnegative and satisfies

Ψij ≥
ψ(|Xi −Xj |)

p
,

p∑
j=1

Ψij = 1,

p∑
j=1

Ψij(Vj − Vi) =
p∑
j=1

ψ(|Xi −Xj |)
p

(Vj − Vi).
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We denote Vi = (V ki ) and obtain the following equality

1

2

d

dt
|Vi − Vj |2 =

1

2

d

dt

d∑
k=1

|V ki − V kj |2

=

d∑
k=1

(V ki − V kj )(V̇ ki − V̇ kj )

=

d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V ki − V kj )

[
p∑

m=1

Ψim(V km − V ki )−
p∑

m=1

Ψjm(V km − V kj )

]

=−
d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V ki − V kj )2 +

d∑
k=1

κ(V ki − V kj )

(
p∑

m=1

(Ψim −Ψjm)V km

)

=−
d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V ki − V kj )2

+

d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V ki − V kj )

[
p∑

m=1

(Ψim −min{Ψim,Ψjm}+min{Ψim,Ψjm} −Ψjm)V km

]
.

(5.2)

For a given time t, one can choose indices it and jt satisfying the relation

DV (t) = |Vit(t)− Vjt(t)|,

and thus for each m = 1, 2, · · · , p,
d∑
k=1

(V kit − V
k
jt)V

k
jt ≤

d∑
k=1

(V kit − V
k
jt)V

k
m ≤

d∑
k=1

(V kit − V
k
jt)V

k
it . (5.3)

Combining (5.2) and (5.3), one obtains

1

2

d

dt
|Vit − Vjt |2 ≤−

d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V kit − V

k
jt)

2 (5.4)

+

d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V kit − V

k
jt)V

k
it

p∑
m=1

(Ψim −min{Ψim,Ψjm})

−
d∑
k=1

κp

p− 1
(V kit − V

k
jt)V

k
jt

p∑
m=1

(Ψjm −min{Ψim,Ψjm})

=−
p∑

m=1

κp

p− 1
min{Ψim,Ψjm}|Vit − Vjt |2

≤− κp

p− 1
ψ0|Vit − Vjt |2. (5.5)

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

d

dt
D2
V ≤

d

dt
|Vit − Vjt |2. (5.6)

Combining with (5.4) and (5.6), one obtains∣∣∣∣ ddtDX
∣∣∣∣ ≤ DV , d

dt
DV ≤ −

κp

p− 1
ψ0DV ,

which is an SDDI. By Lemma 1, there exists a positive constant Rµ such that

DV (t) ≤ 2e−κψ0tRµ. (5.7)
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Step 2. It can be obtained that

d

dt
E|V1 − V̄1|q =

1

p

d

dt
E

p∑
i=1

(
d∑
k=1

|V ki − V̄ ki |2
) q

2

, (5.8)

with

d

dt
E

(
d∑
k=1

|V ki − V̄ ki |2
) q

2

= E

q
2

(
d∑
k=1

|V ki − V̄ ki |2
) q

2−1

d

dt

d∑
k=1

|V ki − V̄ ki |2


=
qκ

p− 1
E

|Vi − V̄i|q−2

p∑
j=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)
d∑
k=1

(V kj − V ki − V̄ kj + V̄ ki )(V
k
i − V̄ ki )

+

p∑
j=1

|Vi − V̄i|q−2
(
ψ(|Xj −Xi|)− ψ(|X̄j − X̄i|)

) d∑
k=1

(V̄ kj − V̄ ki )(V ki − V̄ ki )

 .
Rewrite the right-hand side of (5.8) as

d

dt
E|V1 − V̄1|q := I21 + I22,

where

I21 :=
qκ

p− 1
E

p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V kj − V ki − V̄ kj + V̄ ki )(V
k
i − V̄ ki ),

and

I22 :=
qκ

p− 1
E

p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

(
ψ(|Xj −Xi|)− ψ(|X̄j − X̄i|)

)
· |Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )(V̄ kj − V̄ ki ).
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First estimate I21 using the index changing trick:

I21 =
qκ

p− 1
E

p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vi − V̄i|q−2[(V kj − V̄ kj )− (V ki − V̄ ki )](V ki − V̄ ki )

=
qκ

p− 1
E

 p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )(V ki − V̄ ki )

−
p∑

i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )2


=
qκ

p− 1
E

 p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )(V ki − V̄ ki )

−
p∑

i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )2


=− qκ

p− 1
E

 p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)

·
[
|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )− |Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )

]
(V ki − V̄ ki )

]

=
qκ

2(p− 1)
E

 p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

ψ(|Xj −Xi|)

·
[
|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )− |Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )

]
[(V kj − V̄ kj )− (V ki − V̄ ki )]

]
.

One can use the relation
d∑
k=1

[
|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )− |Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )

]
· [(V kj − V̄ kj )− (V ki − V̄ ki )]

]
≤ 0,

and the condition (2.2) of ψ to obtain

I21 ≤
qκ

2(p− 1)
ψ0E

{
p∑

i,j=1

d∑
k=1

[
|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )− |Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )

]
· [(V kj − V̄ kj )− (V ki − V̄ ki )]

}

=
qκ

2(p− 1)
ψ0E

 p∑
i=1

d∑
k=1

|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )
p∑
j=1

(V kj − V̄ kj )

−
p∑
i=1

d∑
k=1

p|Vi − V̄i|q−2(V ki − V̄ ki )2 −
p∑
j=1

d∑
k=1

p|Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )2

+

p∑
j=1

d∑
k=1

|Vj − V̄j |q−2(V kj − V̄ kj )
p∑
i=1

(V ki − V̄ ki )

 .
By the momentum condition E

p∑
i=1

(V ki − V̄ ki ) = 0, it holds

I21 ≤ −
p2qκ

p− 1
ψ0E|V1 − V̄1|q. (5.9)
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For I22, one has

I22 ≤
qκ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipE

 p∑
i,j=1

d∑
k=1

∣∣|Xj −Xi| − |X̄j − X̄i|
∣∣Vi − V̄i|q−2|V ki − V̄ ki ||V̄ kj − V̄ ki |


≤ qκ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipE

 p∑
i,j=1

∣∣|Xj −Xi| − |X̄j − X̄i|
∣∣ |Vi − V̄i|q−1|V̄j − V̄i|

 ,
by the Cauchy inequality. Then by the inequality ||a− b| − |c− d|| ≤ |a − c| + |b − d|, one
has

I22 ≤
qκ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipE

 p∑
i,j=1

∣∣|Xi − X̄i|+ |Xj − X̄j |
∣∣ |Vi − V̄i|q−1|V̄j − V̄i|


≤ qκ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipDV̄ (t)E

p p∑
i=1

|Xi − X̄i||Vi − V̄i|q−1 +

p∑
i,j=1

|Xj − X̄j ||Vi − V̄i|q−1


≤2qp2κ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipDV̄ (t)E

[
|X1 − X̄1||V1 − V̄1|q−1

]
,

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

d

dt
E|V1 − V̄1|q ≤−

p

p− 1
qκψ0E|V1 − V̄1|q

+
2p

p− 1
qκ∥ψ∥LipDV̄ (t)E[|X1 − X̄1||V1 − V̄1|q−1]

≤− p

p− 1
qκψ0E|V1 − V̄1|q

+
2p

p− 1
qκ∥ψ∥LipDV̄ (t)(E[|X1 − X̄1|q])

1
q (E|V1 − V̄1|q)1−

1
q ,

similarly by Hölder’s inequality. Since

d

dt
(E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q =

1

q
(E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q−1 d

dt
E|V1 − V̄1|q

≤− pκ

p− 1
ψ0(E[|V1 − V̄1|qq])

1
q +

2pκ

p− 1
∥ψ∥LipDV̄ (t)(E[|X1 − X̄1|q])

1
q .

(5.11)

and

d

dt
E|X1 − X̄1|q =E

q

2

(
d∑
k=1

|Xk
1 − X̄k

1 |2
) q

2−1 d∑
k=1

(Xk
1 − X̄k

1 ) · 2(V k1 − V̄ k1 )

≤Eq|X1 −X1|q−1|V1 − V̄1|

≤q(E|X1 − X̄1|q)1−
1
q (E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q ,

thus it holds

d

dt
(E|X1 − X̄1|q)

1
q =

1

q
(E|X1 − X̄1|q)

1
q−1 d

dt
E|X1 − X̄1|q ≤ (E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q . (5.12)

Note that DV̄ ≤ 2e−κψ0tRµ by Step 1. Now one knows that both (E|X1 − X̄1|q)
1
q and

(E|V1 − V̄1|q)
1
q satisfy Lemma 1 and then there exists a constant C such that

(E|X1 − X̄1|q)
1
q (t) + (E|V1 − V̄1∥q)

1
q (t) ≤ C

î
(E|X1 − X̄1|q)

1
q (0) + (E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q (0)
ó
.
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Then,

Wq(Q∞(µ1),Q∞(µ2)) ≤
(
E|X1 − X̄1|q(t) + E|V1 − V̄1|q(t)

) 1
q

≤
(
E|X1 − X̄1|q(t)

) 1
q +

(
E|V1 − V̄1|q(t)

) 1
q

≤C
î
(E|X1 − X̄1|q)

1
q (0) + (E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q (0)
ó

≤2C
[
E|X1 − X̄1|q(0) + E|V1 − V̄1|q(0)

] 1
q ,

since a
1
q + b

1
q ≤ 21−

1
q (a + b)

1
q for a ≥ 0, b ≥ 0 with q ≥ 1. For any ϵ > 0, the initial data

can be chosen by a coupling such that[
E|X1 − X̄1|q(0) + E|V1 − V̄1|q(0)

] 1
q ≤ ϵ+W1(µ1, µ2).

Hence by the arbitrariness of ϵ, it holds Wq(Q∞(µ1),Q∞(µ2)) ≤ CWq(µ1, µ2),

Lemma 9. For f̃ defined in (2.6) with R <∞, one has

Wq(Qn−m+1
∞ (f̃m−1),Qn−m∞ (f̃m)) ≤ CWq(Q∞(f̃m−1), f̃m), q = [1,∞),

where C is relevant to ψ, κ,R and d.

Proof. By the flocking property shown in Step 1 in Lemma 8, one has suppv[Q∞(f̃m−1)] ⊂
suppv[f̃m−1]. Also, suppv[f̃m−1] ⊂ suppv[f̃0] by Lemma 2. Furthermore, for n −m − 1 ≥
k ≥ 0, Qk+1

∞ (f̃m−1) and Qk∞(f̃m) have compact supports, where Q0
∞(f̃m) := f̃m.

Similarly with the proof of Proposition 1, note that (X1(kτ), V1(kτ) and (X̄1(kτ), V̄1(kτ))
obey Qk+1

∞ (f̃m−1) and Qk∞(f̃m) respectively, which satisfy the momentum equality assump-
tion of Lemma 8.

Denote

|∆X1| := (E|X1 − X̄1|q)
1
q , |∆V1| := (E|V1 − V̄1|q)

1
q , |∆Z1| := |∆X1|+ |∆V1|,

for q ≥ 1. Hence, by the analysis in Lemma 8, (5.12) and (5.11) still hold for t ∈ [0, (n−m)τ ].
By Lemma 9, one obtains

|∆Z1((n−m)τ)| ≤ C|∆Z1(0)|.

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

5.2 An auxiliary system

We introduce an auxiliary system (5.14) with law S̃(f̃tk) to get the estimate on

Wq(Q∞(f̃tk), f̃tk+1
) ≤Wq(S̃(f̃tk), f̃tk+1

) +Wq(S̃(f̃tk),Q∞(f̃tk)).

Rewrite (2.6) into the following particle system
d

dt
X̃i(t) =Ṽi(t), i = 1, · · · , N,

d

dt
Ṽi(t) =

∫
κψ(|x− X̃i|)(v − Ṽi)f̃t(x, v)dxdv.

(5.13)

In order to show the law of (X̃, Ṽ ) at time nτ is close to Qn∞, we consider the transient
system 

d

dt
X̂i(t) =V̂i(t), i = 1, · · · , N,

d

dt
V̂i(t) =

∫
κψ(|x− X̂i|)(v − V̂i)f̃tk(x, v)dxdv,

(5.14)

with (X̂(0), V̂ (0)) ∼ f̃tk . Denote S̃(f̃tk) := Law(X̂(τ), V̂ (τ)).
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Lemma 10. Under the same assumption of Lemma 9, it holds

supp[S̃(f̃tk)] ⊂ B(0, C)×B(0, Ce−κψ0tk+1). (5.15)

Proof. For S̃(f̃tk), define

Xk(t) :=max{|x(t, xk, vk)| | (xk, vk) ∈ supp[f̃tk ]},
Vk(t) :=max{|v(t, xk, vk)| | (xk, vk) ∈ supp[f̃tk ]},

where the pair (x(t, xk, vk), v(t, xk, vk)) denotes (x(t), v(t)) being the solution of (5.14) with
(x(tk), v(tk)) = (xk, vk). Note that the maximum is reached because it is assumed that
supp[f̃tk ] is compact. Denote Kx

t ⊂ suppx[f̃tk ] (resp. K
v
t ⊂ suppv[f̃tk ]) the set of points

(xk, vk) such that the maximum is reached in Xk(t) (resp. in Vk(t)). By definition, one has
|Xk(t)|2 = |x(t, xk, vk)|2 for every (xk, vk) ∈ Kx

t . It follows from Danskin’s theorem [31, 11]
and from the fact that ∂tx(t, x

k, vk) = v(t, xk, vk) that

Xk(t) · Ẋk(t) = max{x(t, xk, vk) · v(t, xk, vk) | (xk, vk) ∈ Kx
t }.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one obtains that

Ẋk(t) ≤ Vk(t).

Similarly, by Danskin’s theorem again, one has

Vk(t) · V̇k(t) = max{v(t, xk, vk) ·
∫
κψ(|x− x(t, xk, vk)|)(v − v(t, xk, vk))f̃tkdxdv

| (xk, vk) ∈ Kv
t }.

Note that by the definition of Kv
t , v(t, x

k, vk) · (v − v(t, xk, vk)) ≤ 0. It holds that

Vk(t) · V̇k(t) ≤ −κψ0

∫
v(t, xk, vk) · v(t, xk, vk)f̃tkdxdv, (xk, vk) ∈ Kv

t ,

since
∫
vf̃tkdxdv = 0 and

∫
f̃tkdxdv = 1. Then one has

V̇k(t) ≤ −κψ0Vk(t),

and thus (5.15) holds.

Lemma 11. Under the same assumption of Lemma 9, there exists a positive constant α
such that

Wq(S̃(f̃tk), f̃tk+1
) ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ2, q ∈ [1,∞), (5.16)

with C = C(κ, ψ0, ∥ψ∥Lip, R).

Proof. Let R(x, v, t) =
∫
ψ(|y − x|)(w − v)(f̃t(y, w) − f̃tk(y, w))dydw. For t ∈ [tk, tk+1), by

straightforward calculus, it holds∣∣∣∣∂R∂t (x, v, t)
∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
ψ(|y − x|)(w − v)

∂f̃t
∂t

(y, w)dydw

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫ ψ(|y − x|)(w − v)
[
−w · ∇y f̃t(y, w)

+ ∇w ·
Å
f̃t(y, w)κ

∫
ψ(|ȳ − y|)(w̄ − w)f̃t(ȳ, w̄)dȳdw̄

ãò
dydw

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫ ïw · ∇yψ(|y − x|)(w − v)f̃t(y, w)

− dκψ(|y − x|)f̃t(y, w)
∫
ψ(|ȳ − y|)(w̄ − w)f̃t(ȳ, w̄)dȳdw̄

ò
dydw

∣∣∣∣
≤∥ψ∥Lip

∫
|w||v − w|f̃t(y, w)dydw + dκ

∫
|w̄ − w|f̃t(y, w)f̃t(ȳ, w̄)dȳdw̄dydw

≤∥ψ∥Lip

∫
(|w||v|+ |w|2)f̃t(y, w)dydw + dκ

∫
2|w|f̃t(y, w)dydw.
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By Lemma 2, ∣∣∣∣∂R∂t (X̃1, Ṽ1, t)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−κψ0t.

We first consider q to be an even integer. For (X̃1, Ṽ1) obeying (5.13) and (X̂1, V̂1) obeying
(5.14), with (X̃1, Ṽ1)(tk) = (X̂1, V̂1)(tk) ∼ f̃tk , it holds

d

dt
|Ṽ1 − V̂1|2 = 2

d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )
d

dt
(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )

=2κ

d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )
[∫

ψ(|x− X̃1|)(v − Ṽ1)f̃tk(x, v)dxdv

−
∫
ψ(|x− X̂1|)(v − V̂1)f̃tk(x, v)dxdv +R(X̃1, Ṽ1)

](k)
=2κ

d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )

Å∫
ψ(|x− X̃1|)[(v − Ṽ1)− (v − V̂1)]f̃tk(x, v)dxdv

ã(k)
+ 2κ

d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )

Å∫
[ψ(|x− X̂1|)− ψ(|x− X̃1|)](v − V̂1)f̃tk(x, v)dxdv

ã(k)
+ 2κ

d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )R(X̃1, Ṽ1)
(k)

≤− qψ0|Ṽ1 − V̂1|2 + 2κ∥ψ∥Lip|X̃1 − X̂1|
d∑
k=1

(Ṽ k1 − V̂ k1 )

Å∫
(v − V̂1)f̃tk

ã(k)
+ 2κ|Ṽ1 − V̂1||R(X̃1, Ṽ1)|,

≤− 2κψ0|Ṽ1 − V̂1|2 + 2κ∥ψ∥Lip|X̃1 − X̂1||Ṽ1 − V̂1||V̂1|
+ 2κ|Ṽ1 − V̂1||R(X̃1, Ṽ1)|,

where the superscript (k) means the k-th dimension of vectors. Since
∫
vf̃tdxdv = v̄ = 0 by

(2.7), and |V̂1| ≤ Ce−κψ0tk by Lemma 2 and Lemma 10, it holds

d

dt
|Ṽ1 − V̂1|2 ≤ −2κψ0|Ṽ1 − V̂1|2 + Cκ∥ψ∥Lipe−κψ0tk |X̃1 − X̂1||Ṽ1 − V̂1|

+ 2κ|Ṽ1 − V̂1||R(X̃1, Ṽ1)|, (5.17)

and

d

dt
|Ṽ1 − V̂1| ≤ −ψ0κ|Ṽ1 − V̂1|+ Cκ∥ψ∥Lipe−κψ0tk |X̃1 − X̂1|+ κ|R(X̃1, Ṽ1)|.

Also, with
d

dt
|X̃1 − X̂1| ≤ |Ṽ1 − V̂1|,

one has
d

dt

Ä
|X̃1 − X̂1|+ |Ṽ1 − V̂1|

ä
≤ C

Ä
|X̃1 − X̂1|+ |Ṽ1 − V̂1|

ä
+ C|R|.

By Grönwall’s inequality, it holds

|X̂1 − X̃1|+ |V̂1 − Ṽ1| ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ2.

Then î
E
î
|X̂1 − X̃1|q + |V̂1 − Ṽ1|q

óó 1
q ≤
î
E
î
|X̂1 − X̃1|+ |V̂1 − Ṽ1|

óqó 1
q ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ2,

which implies
Wq(S̃(f̃tk), f̃tk+1

) ≤ C(κ, ψ0, ∥ψ∥Lip, R)e−κψ0tkτ2.
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The estimate on Wq(S̃(f̃tk),Q∞(f̃tk)) is given by Lemma 12.

Lemma 12. Under the same assumption of Theorem 2, it holds

Wq(Q∞(f̃tk), S̃(f̃tk)) ≤ C(κ,R)τ2, q ∈ [1,∞). (5.18)

Proof. Set (X̂1, V̂1) and {(Xi, Vi)} to be the solutions of (5.14) and (2.11) respectively. The
initial data (X̂1(0), V̂1(0)) and {(Xi(0), Vi(0))} follow f̃tk . Take the coupling (X̂1(0), V̂1(0)) =
(X1(0), V1(0)). We introduce {(XE

i , V
E
i )} as the approximation of {(Xi, Vi)} by the for-

ward Euler method with time step τ. Then, taking the expectation of the selection of
{(Xj(0), Vj(0)}j ̸=1, one has

d

dt

1

2
E|V E1 − V̂1|2 =

∫
κψ(|x−X1(0)|)(v − V1(0)) · E(V E1 (t)− V̂1(t))f̃tk

−
∫
κψ(|x− X̂1(t)|)(v − V̂1(t)) · E(V E1 (t)− V̂1(t))f̃tk

≤κ
∫
ψ(|x−X1(0)|)(V̂1(t)− V1(0)) · E(V E1 (t)− V̂1(t))f̃tk

+ κ

∫
∥ψ∥Lip|X1(0)− X̂1(t)|(v − V̂1(t)) · E(V E1 (t)− V̂1(t))f̃tk .

By Lemma 2 and Lemma 10, one has

|v − V̂1(t)| ≤ Ce−κψ0tk .

Note that
|X1(0)− X̂1(t)| ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ

and
|V̂1(t)− V1(0)| ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ.

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

d

dt
E|V E1 − V̂1|2 ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ

»
E|V E1 − V̂1|2.

Hence
E|V E1 − V̂1|2 ≤ Ce−2κψ0tkτ4.

Similar with (5.12), one has

E|XE
1 − X̂1|2 ≤ Ce−2κψ0tkτ6.

Now consider

d

dt

1

2
E|V E1 (t)− V1(t)|2 =E(V E1 (t)− V1(t))

κ

p− 1

p∑
j=1

ï
ψ(Xj(0)−X1(0))(Vj(0)− V1(0))

− ψ(Xj(t)−X1(t))(Vj(t)− V1(t))
ò

≤Eκ(V E1 − V1)
ï
∥ψ∥Lip|X2(0)−X1(0)−X2(t) +X1(t))(V2(0)− V1(0))

+ ψ(X2(t)−X1(t))(V2(0)− V1(0)− V2(t) + V1(t))

ò
.

By Lemma 2 and Lemma 7, one knows that |Vj(t)| ≤ e−κψ0tk , for any j and t ∈ [0, τ ]. Hence
it’s easy to obtain

d

dt
E|V E1 − V1|2 ≤ Ce−κψ0tkτ

»
E|V E1 − V1|2,

and
E|V E1 − V1|2 ≤ Ce−2κψ0tkτ4, E|XE

1 − X̂1|2 ≤ Ce−2κψ0tkτ6.
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Then, by the triangular inequality of Wasserstein distance, one has

W2(Q∞(f̃tk), S̃(f̃tk)) ≤ C(κ,R)e−κψ0tkτ2.

The estimate of Wq is similar by calculating

d

dt
(E|V E1 − V̂1|q)

1
q =

1

q
(E|V E1 − V̂1|q)

1
q−1 d

dt
E|V E1 − V̂1|q ≤ C(κ,R)e−κψ0tkτ.

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

Wq(Qn∞(f0), f̃(nτ)) ≤
n∑

m=1

Wq(Qn−m+1
∞ (f̃m−1),Qn−m∞ (f̃m)).

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

n∑
m=1

Wq(Qn−m+1
∞ (f̃m−1),Qn−m∞ (f̃m)) ≤

n∑
m=1

CWq(Q∞(f̃m−1), f̃m).

Again by the triangular inequality, one has

Wq(Q∞(f̃m−1), f̃m) ≤Wq(Q∞(f̃m−1), S̃(f̃m−1)) +Wq(S̃(f̃m−1), f̃m).

Then, by Lemma 11 and Lemma 12, we have

n∑
m=1

Wq(Qn−m+1
∞ (f̃m−1),Qn−m∞ (f̃m)) ≤

n∑
m=1

Ce−κψ0(m−1)ττ2 ≤ Cτ, (5.19)

where the constant C is independent of n. One completes the proof.

Remark 3. Although our analysis is based on Wq,2 distance, the main results in Section 3
also work on Wq,p, p ∈ [1,∞), by noting that

∥x∥p ≤ d1−
1
q+

1
p ∥x∥q, x ∈ Rd, 1 < p, q <∞.

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(θ, x, v; t):

∂tf + v · ∇xf = ∇v · [H[f ]f ], (6.1)

where

H[f ](θ, x, v; t) = κ

∫ ∫
ψ(|x− y|, θ)(v − w)f(θ, y, w; t)dwdy,

with ψ satisfying positivity, boundedness, Lipschitz continuity and mononticity conditions:
there exists a positive constant ψM > 0 such that

0 ≤ ψ(r, θ) ≤ ψM , ∀r ≥ 0, ∥ψ∥Lip <∞,
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(ψ(r1, θ)− ψ(r2, θ))(r1 − r2) ≤ 0, r1, r2 ∈ R+.

Here, θ is a random variable from a measurable space (Ω,F) to (IΘ,BR), with a probability
distribution π(θ), with IΘ ⊂ R and BR 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 θ
on the interaction kernel ψ :

∂txi(t, θ) =vi(t, θ), i = 1, · · · , N,

∂tvi(t, θ) =
κ

N − 1

N∑
j=1

ψ(|xj(t, θ)− xi(t, θ)|, θ)(vj(t, θ)− vi(t, θ)).

Denote {Φk(θ)}∞j=0 to be the gPC basis with respect to π, which means that Φk is a

polynomial of degree k, and these polynomials form an orthonormal basis of L2(Ω,F , π).
We approximate the position and the velocity of i-th agent as follows:

xi(θ, t) ≈ xKi =

K∑
k=0

kx̂i(t)Φk(θ), vi(θ, t) ≈ vKi =

K∑
k=0

kv̂i(t)Φk(θ),

where
kx̂i =

∫
xi(θ, t)Φk(θ)dπ,

kv̂i =

∫
vi(θ, t)Φk(θ)dπ.

We obtain the following system
d

dt
ℓx̂i(t) =

ℓv̂i(t),

d

dt
ℓv̂i(t) =

κ

N − 1

N∑
j=1

K∑
k=0

eijℓk(
kv̂j(t)−k v̂i(t)),

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

where

eijℓk =
1

|Φℓ|2

∫
ψ(|xj − xi|, θ)Φk(θ)Φℓ(θ)dπ.

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 (xi, vi) with i = 1, · · · , N from the initial f0(x, v), and fix the
batch size p;

2 Apply the RBM on (6.2): for k = 1 to T/τ do
3 Divide {1, · · · , N} into n = N/p batches randomly;
4 for each batch Cq do
5 Update the position and velocity change by

d

dt
ℓx̂i(t) =

ℓv̂i(t),

d

dt
ℓv̂i(t) =

κ

p− 1

∑
j∈Cq

K∑
k=0

eijℓk(
kv̂j(t)−k v̂i(t)).

6 end

7 end
8 Reconstruct Eθ[f(θ, x, v;T )].
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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 any t ∈ [tm, tm+1], the total
sum of velocities is conserved in each batch by calculus:

d

dt

∑
i∈Cq

ℓv̂i(t) =
κ

p− 1

∑
i,j∈Cq

K∑
k=0

eijℓk(
kv̂j(t)−k v̂i(t)) = 0,

for l = 0, · · · ,K. Furthermore, it holds

N∑
i=1

ℓv̂i(t) =

N/p∑
q=1

∑
i∈Cq

ℓv̂i(t) =

N/p∑
q=1

∑
i∈Cq

ℓv̂i(tm) =

N/p∑
q=1

∑
i∈Cq

ℓv̂i(t0) =

N∑
i=1

ℓv̂i(0).

Remark 5. We use

xK,Ri (t, θ) :=

K∑
k=0

kx̂i(t)Φk(θ), vK,Ri (t, θ) :=

K∑
k=0

kv̂i(t)Φk(θ)

to denote the approximation of position and velocity obtained by Algorithm 3. The kinetic
distribution fRN,K(θ, x, v, t) is recovered from the empirical density function

fRN,K(θ, x, v, t) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δ(x− xK,Ri (t, θ))⊗ δ(v − vK,Ri (t, θ)).

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}Nl

l=1 of size |Cl| = h2d, where h is
the edge length of each cell. One can reconstruct the distribution fRN,K by histograms counting

the number of particles belonging to each cell. Then the discrete distribution function f̄RN,K
reads

f̄RN,K(θ, x, v, t) =
1

|Cl|

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

I(xK,Ri (t, θ), vK,Ri (t, θ) ∈ Cl)

)
·

(
Nl∑
l=1

I((x, v) ∈ Cl)

)
, (6.3)

where I(·) 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 θ, 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 θ 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

EW2(f
R
N,K , f̄

R
N,K) ≤

(
E
1

N

N∑
i=1

|(xRi , vRi )− cl(i)|2
) 1

2

,

where cl(i) is the center of the cell Cl containing (xRi , v
R
i ). Since h is the uniform edge length,

|(xRi , vRi ) − cl(i)|2 ≤
d∑
(h/2)2 for any i. Combining with the estimate of EW2(fN,K , f

R
N,K)

in Section 3.3.2, it holds that

EW2(fN,K , f̄
R
N,K) ≤ O(

…
τ

p− 1
) +


O(N− 1

4 ) if d < 2,

O(N− 1
4

»
log(1 +N)) if d = 2,

O(N− 1
d ) if d > 2,

+O(
√
dh).
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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:

∂tf(θ, v; t) = ∂v [K(θ)(v − u)f(θ, v; t)] , (6.4)

with u =
∫
vf(v)dv and K(θ) = 0.5 + 0.01θ, θ ∼ U(0, 1). The long time solution is a Dirac

delta δ(v − u) provided K(θ) > 0, see [34, 6]. We take the Legendre polynomial basis. The
gPC approximation is given for h = 0, · · · ,M by

∂tf̂h(v; t) =
1

|Φh|2
∂v

[
M∑
k=0

(v − u)Hhkf̂tk(v; t)

]
, (6.5)

where

Hhk =

∫
K(θ)Φh(θ)Φk(θ)dg(θ), f̂h(v; t) =

∫
f(θ, v; t)Φh(θ)dg(θ).

We consider an initial density function f0(v) by

f0(v) = β

ï
exp

Å
− (v − µ)2

2σ2

ã
+ exp

Å
− (v + µ)2

2σ2

ãò
, σ2 = 0.1, µ = 0.5,

with β > 0 a normalization constant. Discrete samples of the initial data of the ODE system
are obtained from f0(v). Denote the expected temperature of the system T by

T (f) =
∫

(v − u)2f(θ, v; t)dvdg(θ).

In Figure 1, we show the evolution of the expected density toward the Dirac delta function
δ(v − u), u = 0 for the RBM-gPC scheme at different times with p = 2 and N = 104. In
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Figure 1: Evolution of the expected density δ(v − u), u = 0 for the RBM-gPC scheme.

Figure 2, we take T = 0.5, K = 3, dt = 10−2 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

MSET :=
1

nm

nm∑
i=1

∣∣∣T (fref)− T (f (i)rbm)
∣∣∣2 ,

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

by (6.5) through a central difference scheme, and T (f (i)rbm) denotes the expected tempera-
ture obtained by the RBM-gPC in the i-th turn. We have applied nm = 100 for random
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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:

ErrTV :=

∣∣∣∣∣Eθfref − Eθ
1

nm

nm∑
i=1

f
(i)
rbm

∣∣∣∣∣
L1

,

with nm = 100 as well.
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Figure 2: (a): The MSET of expected temperature between reference solution and the RBM-
gPC solution. (b): The ErrTV between the expected reference distribution and the expected
distribution by the RBM-gPC. Both are obtained at T = 0.5, with dt = dv = 10−2, p = 2.

Also, Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) show the decay of MSET 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 = 10−2, and of Figure 3(b) is obtained with N = 28,
p = 2, and dt = 10−2. We still take nm = 100.
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Figure 3: (a):The MSET of expected temperature of the RBM-gPC solution, with dt = 10−2

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 T = 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

f0(x, v) =
1

2πσxσv
exp

Å
− x2

2σ2
v

ãï
exp

Å
− (v + 1)2

2σ2
x

ã
+ exp

Å
− (v − 1)2

2σ2
x

ãò
,

with σ2
x = 0.5, σ2

v = 0.2. Our initial data for particle positions and velocities are sampled
from f0. The stochastic interactions are given by

H(θ; |xi − xj |) =
1

(1 + |xi − xj |2)γ(θ)
, (6.6)

with γ(θ) = 0.1 + 0.05θ, θ ∼ U [−1, 1]. The results are obtained through the RBM-gPC
scheme with dt = 10−2, N = 104, batch size p = 2, and K = 3. The expected distribution is
reconstructed by ksdensity in Matlab in the domain [−3, 3] × [−3, 3] with 100 gridpoints
in both space and velocity. Figure 4 presents the evolution over the time interval t ∈ [0, 4]
of the expected distribution.

Figure 4: The expected distribution of the stochastic 1D Cucker-Smale dynamics with N =
104 agents.

Stochastic 2D Cucker-Smale dynamics Figure 5 shows the evolution over the time
interval t ∈ [0, 4] of the 2D Cucker-Smale nonhomogeneous mean-field model. For the initial
distribution, we consider uniformly distributed N = 104 particles on a 2D annulus with a
circular counterclockwise motion

f0(x, v) =
1

|C|
χ(x ∈ C)δ

Å
v − k ∧ x

|x|

ã
,

being C := {x ∈ R2 : 0.5 ≤ |x1 − x2| ≤ 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 = 10−2, N = 104, 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
τ but not a uniform limit of (N, τ). 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 =
104 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 ∈ [tm−1, tm) be given. Then one can choose time-dependent
indices k and ℓ such that

|V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)| = DV R(t).

Then for such k and ℓ, one has

d

dt
|V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)|2 =2(V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)) · d

dt
(V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t))

=
2κ

p− 1

∑
j∈[k]m

ψ(|XR
j −XR

k |)(V Rj − V Rk ) · (V Rk − V Rℓ )

− 2κ

p− 1

∑
j∈[i]m

ψ(|XR
j −XR

ℓ |)(V Rj − V Rℓ ) · (V Rk − V Rℓ ).

(A.1)

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

|V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)| ≥ |V Rj (t)− V Rℓ (t)|, j = 1, · · · , N,

one has
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(V Rj (t)− V Rk (t)) · (V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)) = −((V Rk − V Rℓ )− (V Rj − V Rℓ )) · (V Rk − V Rℓ )

≤ −|V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)|2 + |V Rj (t)− V Rℓ (t)||V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)| ≤ 0, j = 1, · · · , N.

Similarly, one has

(V Rj (t)− V Rℓ (t)) · (V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)) ≥ 0, j = 1, · · · , N.

Hence, |V Rk (t)− V Rℓ (t)|2 is non-increasing in time.
Then by the definition od DXR and DV R , one has

d

dt
DXR(t) ≤ DV R(t) ≤ DV R(0), a.e. t > 0.

This yields the second assertion on DXR .

B Details on Proposition 3

Fixed-time regularity of f̃ . First we check the regularity of f̃ 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
f0 ∈ (C2 ∩W 2,∞)(R2d) is compactly supported, and the interaction kernel ψ satisfies

sup
r≥0

(|ψ′(r)|+ |ψ′′(r)|) ≤ ϵψ

with a constant ϵψ. Then, for any T ∈ (0,∞), there exists a unique classical solution f̃t ∈
C2([0, T )× R2d) for (2.6).

The proof stem of Lemma 13 is generally a smoothness check for f̃ inspired by in [[19],
Theorem 3.1]. The main difference with [19] is that here we need better regularity for the
operator (L̄∗)2 and (L̃∗

k)
2 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 C2 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 T := ∂t + v · ∇x + ξ[f̃ ] · ∇v,

T f̃ = −f̃∇v · ξ[f̃ ].

We claim that there exists a positive constant C(d, κ, ϵψ, R) such that∣∣∣T f̃ ∣∣∣ ≤ C|f̃ |, (B.1)∣∣∣T (∂xi
f̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ C(|f̃ |+ |∇v f̃ |+ |∂xi

f̃)|, (B.2)∣∣∣T (∂vi f̃)∣∣∣ ≤ C(|∇v f̃ |+ |∂xi
f̃ |), (B.3)∣∣∣T (∂xixj

f̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ C(|∂xi

f̃ |+ |∂xj
f̃ |+ |∂xixj

f̃ |+ |∇v f̃ |+ |∇v∂xi
f̃ |+ |∇v∂xj

f̃ |), (B.4)∣∣∣T (∂xivj f̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ C(|∂xixj

f̃ |+ |∇v f̃ |+ |∂vj∂xi
f̃ |+ |∇v∂vj f̃ |+ |∇v∂xi

f̃ |), (B.5)

∣∣∣T (∂vivj f̃)∣∣∣ ≤ C(|∂xivj f̃ |+ |∂xj
∂vi f̃ |+ |∂vj∂vi f̃ |). (B.6)

To verify these inequalities, note that −∇v ·ξ[f̃ ] = κd
∫
ψ(|y−x|)f̃(y, w, t)dydw and thus

|∇v · ξ[f̃ ]| ≤ κd. By direct calculus, one obtains the following estimates:
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For (B.1), ∣∣∣T f̃ ∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣−κf̃∇v · ∫ ψ(|y − x|)(w − v)f̃(y, w, t)dydw
∣∣∣∣ ≤ κd|f̃ |;

for (B.2), ∣∣∣T (∂xi f̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣−(∂xiξ[f̃ ]) · ∇v f̃ − (∂xi∇v · ξ[f̃ ])f̃ − (∇v · ξ[f̃ ])∂xi f̃

∣∣∣
≤ κϵψ(

√
Mv

2 f0 + 2R)|∇v f̃ |+ κdϵψ|f̃ |+ κd|∂xi f̃ |)
≤ C(|f̃ |+ |∇v f̃ |+ |∂xi

f̃)|;

For (B.3),
|T ∂vi f̃ | ≤ | − ∂xi f̃ |+ κ|∇v f̃ |+ κd|∂vi f̃ | ≤ C(|∇v f̃ |+ |∂xi f̃ |).

The estimate on (B.4)-(B.6) is similar and we omit it for brevity.
Now, let F (t) measure the W 2,∞-norm of f̃ ,

F := ∥f̃(·, t)∥W 2,∞ .

The above inequalities imply
d

dt
F (t) ≤ CF (t).

Then we end up with the energy bound by Grönwall’s inequality F (t) ≤ F (0)eCt. Equipped
with this a priori W 2,∞ estimate, standard continuation principle yields a global extension
of local classical solutions.

The following is a simple prerequisite for Proposition 3.

Lemma 14. For any g1 ∈ L1(R2d), g2 ∈ L1(R2dp), the operators L̃∗
k and L̄∗ defined by (B.9)

and (B.10) respectively, it holds ∫
|eτL̃

∗
kg1|dz ≤

∫
|g1|dz, (B.7)

∫ ∣∣∣eτL̄∗
g2

∣∣∣ dz1 · · · dzp ≤ ∫ |g2| dz1 · · · dzp. (B.8)

Proof. One only needs to consider g1 ≥ 0 since there is composition g1 = g+1 − g
−
1 . Also,

since eτL
∗
kcg1 = ceτL

∗
kg1 and eτL̄

∗
cg2 = ceτL̄

∗
g2 for any constant c, one can set g1 be a

probability density function. Then,∫
|eτL̃

∗
kg1|dz =

∫
eτL̃

∗
kg1dz,

since eτL̃
∗
kg1 is another probability density function derived from g1 by the dynamics (5.14).

It’s clear that ∫
eτL̃

∗
kg1dz =

∫ ∫ τ

0

∂

∂t
g̃1(t)dtdz +

∫
g1dz =

∫
g1dz,

where g̃1(t) denotes the solution of (2.6) with initial datum g1. For the general g1,∫
|eτL̃

∗
kg1|dz ≤

∫
|eτL̃

∗
kg+1 |dz +

∫
|eτL̃

∗
kg−1 |dz =

∫
|g+1 |dz +

∫
|g−1 |dz =

∫
|g1|dz.

The proof of (B.8) is similar.
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Proof of Proposition 3. It’s clear that S̃ = eτL̃
∗
k f̃tk , where

L̃∗
k := −(v · ∇x) · −∇v ·

Å∫
κψ(|y − x|)(w − v)ftk(y, w)dydw·

ã
. (B.9)

Define the operator of (2.12) as

L̄∗ := −
p∑
i=1

(vi∇xi
) · −

p∑
i=1

∇vi · (ξi·). (B.10)

Then one has

Q∞(f̃tk) =

∫
eτL̄

∗
Πpi=1f̃tk(xi, vi)dx2 · · · dxpdv2 · · · dvp

=f̃tk(x1, v1) + τ

∫
L̄∗Πpi=1f̃tk(xi, vi)dx2 · · · dxpdv2 · · · dvp

+

∫ τ

0

(τ − s)
∫
(L̄∗)2esL̄

∗
Πpi=1f̃tk(xi, vi)dx2 · · · dxpdv2 · · · dvpds,

where∫
L̄∗Πp

i=1f̃tk (zi)dz2 · · · dzp =−
p∑

i=1

∫
(vi∇xi) ·Π

p
j=1f̃tk (zj)−∇vi · (ξiΠ

p
j=1)f̃tk (zj)dz2 · · · dzp)

=− (v1∇x1) · f̃tk (z1)−∇v1 ·
∫
κψ(|y − x1|)(w − v1)f̃tk (y, w)dydw.

Note that S̃(f̃tk) = f̃tk + τ L̃∗
kf̃tk +

∫ τ
0
(τ − s)(L̃∗

k)
2esL̃

∗
k f̃tkds, then∣∣∣S̃(f̃tk )−Q∞(f̃tk )

∣∣∣ (z1) ≤ ∫ τ

0

(τ −s)
ï∣∣∣(L̃∗

k)
2esL̃

∗
k f̃tk (z1)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫ (L̄∗)2esL̄
∗
Πp

i=1f̃tk (zi)dz2 · · · dzp
∣∣∣∣ò ds.

As shown in Lemma 13, f̃tk ∈ C2(z), hence it holds∫
|(L̃∗

k)
2f̃tk |dz ≤ C,

∫ ∣∣∣(L̄∗)2Πpi=1f̃tk(zi)
∣∣∣ dz2 · · · dzp ≤ C,

where C = C(κ, ϵψ, R, d). By Lemma 14, taking g1 = (L̃∗
k)

2f̃tk and g2 = (L̄∗)2Πpi=1f̃tk(zi),
one has ∫

|(L̃∗
k)

2eτL̃
∗
k f̃tk |dz ≤

∫
|(L̃∗

k)
2f̃tk |dz,

and ∫ ∣∣∣(L̄∗)2eτL̄
∗
Πpi=1f̃tk(zi)

∣∣∣ dz1 · · · dzp ≤ ∫ ∣∣∣(L̄∗)2Πpi=1f̃tk(zi)
∣∣∣ dz1 · · · dzp,

Using the exchangability of L∗ and eτL
∗
, with L∗ = L̃∗

k or L̄∗. Then one has |S̃(f̃tk) −
Q∞(f̃tk)|TV ≤ Cτ2.

For S̃(f̃tk), by Lemma 10, it holds

supp[S̃∞(f̃tk)] ⊂ B(0, C)×B(0, Ce−κψ0t).

For the support of Q∞(f̃tk), by Lemma 2, one knows that

supp[Q∞(f̃tk)] ⊂ B(0, C)×B(0, Ce−κψ0tk).

Hence for any z ∈ supp|S̃(f̃tk)− f̃tk |, it holds |z| ≤ C. Then, by Lemma 3 and applying
similar analysis on Lemma 8 Step 1, one has

Wq(Q∞(f̃tk), S̃(f̃tk)) ≤ C(κ, ϵψ, f0, d)τ
2
q .
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[12] Pierre Degond and Sébastien Motsch. Continuum limit of self-driven particles with
orientation interaction. Mathematical Models and Methods in Applied Sciences,
18(supp01):1193–1215, 2008.

[13] Florian Dörfler and Francesco Bullo. Synchronization in complex networks of phase
oscillators: A survey. Automatica, 50(6):1539–1564, 2014.

[14] Nicolas Fournier and Arnaud Guillin. On the rate of convergence in wasserstein distance
of the empirical measure. Probability theory and related fields, 162(3-4):707–738, 2015.

[15] Seung-Yeal Ha, Shi Jin, Doheon Kim, and Dongnam Ko. Uniform-in-time error estimate
of the random batch method for the Cucker–Smale model. Mathematical Models and
Methods in Applied Sciences, 31(06):1099–1135, 2021.

[16] Seung-Yeal Ha, Jeongho Kim, and Xiongtao Zhang. Uniform stability of the Cucker-
Smale model and its application to the mean-field limit. Kinetic and Related Models,
11(5):1157–1181, 2018.

34



[17] Seung-Yeal Ha, Dongnam Ko, Jinyeong Park, and Xiongtao Zhang. Collective synchro-
nization of classical and quantum oscillators. EMS Surveys in Mathematical Sciences,
3(2):209–267, 2016.

[18] Seung-Yeal Ha and Jian-Guo Liu. A simple proof of the Cucker-Smale flocking dynamics
and mean-field limit. Communications in Mathematical Sciences, 7(2):297–325, 2009.

[19] Seung-Yeal Ha and Eitan Tadmor. From particle to kinetic and hydrodynamic descrip-
tions of flocking. Kinetic and Related Models, 1(3):415–435, 2008.

[20] Pierre-Emmanuel Jabin. A review of the mean field limits for vlasov equations. Kinetic
and Related models, 7(4):661–711, 2014.

[21] Shi Jin and Lei Li. On the mean field limit of the Random Batch Method for interacting
particle systems. Science China Mathematics, pages 1–34, 2022.

[22] Shi Jin, Lei Li, and Jian-Guo Liu. Random batch methods (rbm) for interacting particle
systems. Journal of Computational Physics, 400:108877, 2020.

[23] Shi Jin, Lei Li, and Yiqun Sun. On the Random Batch Method for second order
interacting particle systems. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation, 20(2):741–768, 2022.

[24] Shi Jin and Lorenzo Pareschi. Uncertainty quantification for hyperbolic and kinetic
equations. Springer, 2017.

[25] Eric W Justh and Perinkulam S Krishnaprasad. A simple control law for uav formation
flying. Technical report, Technical Report 2002-38, Institute for Systems Research,
2002.

[26] Yoshiki Kuramoto. Self-entrainment of a population of coupled non-linear oscillators. In
International Symposium on Mathematical Problems in Theoretical Physics: January
23–29, 1975, Kyoto University, Kyoto/Japan, pages 420–422. Springer, 1975.

[27] Hyun Geun Lee and Junseok Kim. Regularized dirac delta functions for phase field
models. International journal for numerical methods in engineering, 91(3):269–288,
2012.

[28] Sebastien Motsch and Eitan Tadmor. A new model for self-organized dynamics and its
flocking behavior. Journal of Statistical Physics, 144:923–947, 2011.

[29] Roberto Natalini and Thierry Paul. On the mean field limit for Cucker-Smale models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.12584, 2020.

[30] Charles S Peskin. Mathematical aspects of heart physiology. Courant Inst. Math, 1975.

[31] Benedetto Piccoli, Francesco Rossi, and Emmanuel Trélat. Control to flocking of the
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